Passages from the Beitrdge (Contributions)

...of an intimacy proper to that divinization of the god of gods from which occurs the assignment
of Da-sein to beyng as the grounding of the truth of beyng. [6]

In the interim, in the transition to the other beginning, philosophy needs to have accomplished
something essential: the projection, i.e., the grounding and opening up, of the temporal-spatial
playing field of the truth of being. [6]

The outline of these “contributions” toward the preparation of the transition is taken from the
still-unmastered ground-plan of the historicality of the transition itself:

the resonating

the interplay

the leap

the grounding

the future ones

the last god

[7]

Accordingly, beyng can no longer be thought on the basis of beings but must
be inventively thought from itself. [8]

At times, those who ground the abyss must be consumed in the fire of that which is well guarded,
so that Da-sein might be possible for humans and constancy within beings might thus be
saved, and also so that beings themselves might undergo restoration in the open realm of the
strife between earth and world. [8]

What is said is questioned and thought in the “interplay” between the first and the other
beginning, out of the “resonating” of beyng in the plight of the abandonment by being, for the
“leap” into beyng, toward the “grounding” of its truth, as preparing the “future ones” of “the last
god.” [8]

If the essential occurrence of beyng constitutes the event, however, then how near is the danger
that beyng might refuse, and must refuse, to appropriate because humans have become powerless
to be Da-sein on account of the untrammeled force of their frenzy for the gigantic, which

latter, under the semblance of “greatness,” has overpowered them. [9]

Of the event
The resonating



The interplay

The leap

The grounding

The future ones

The last god

The resonating of beyng in its refusal.

The interplay of the questioning of beyng. The interplay commences with the first beginning
playing over to the other beginning, in order to bring the latter into play such that out of this
mutual interplay, the preparation for the leap develops.

The leap into beyng. The leap leaps into the abyss of the fissure and so for the first time attains
the necessity of grounding Da-sein, which is assigned out of beyng.

The grounding of truth as truth of beyng: (Da-sein).

The question of the “meaning of beyng” is the question of all questions.

As we unfold this question, we determine the essence of what is here called “meaning,” that
within which the question as meditation persists, that which it opens up as a question: the
openness for self-concealing, i.e., truth.

The question of being is the leap into beyng, the leap carried out by the human being as the
seeker of beyng, i.e., as the thinker who creates. A seeker of beyng, in the most proper abundance
of the power to seek, is the poet, who “institutes” beyng. [§4]

all metaphysics (founded on the leading question: what are beings?) remained incapable of
transposing the human being into the basic relations to beings. [12]

That means: to ground through thought the knowledge of the event, by way of the grounding (as
Da-sein) of the essence of truth. [13]

Yet beyng is not something “earlier”—existing in itself, for itself. Instead, the event is the
temporal-spatial simultaneity for beyng and beings (cf. The interplay, 112. The “apriori”). [13]

Especially in the other beginning, the leap into the “between” must be carried out instantly—in
pursuit of the question of the truth of beyng. The “between” of Da-sein overcomes the yopiopog
[“separation”] not by slinging a bridge between beyng (beingness) and beings as if they were two
objectively present riverbanks but by transforming together, into their simultaneity, both beyng
and beings. The leap into the “between” is what first reaches and opens Da-sein and does not
occupy a ready-made standpoint. [13-14]

Shock: it can best be clarified in contrast to the basic disposition of the first beginning, namely,
wonder. [14]



Diffidence is the way of drawing near and remaining near to what is most remote as such (cf.
The last god). [15]

the opening of the simplicity and greatness of beings and the originally compelled necessity of
securing in beings the truth of beyng so as to give the historical human being a goal once
again, namely, o become the one who grounds and preserves the truth of beyng, to be the
“there” as the ground required by the very essence of beyng, or, in other words, to care.
That is what care means, neither a trivial fussing over just anything nor a renunciation of joy and
power but something more original than all that, because care is uniquely “for the sake of
beyng”—not of the being of the human being but of the beyng of beings as a whole. [§5]

By fitting into the juncture of beyng we are at the disposal of the gods. []

In Da-sein and as Da-sein, beyng ap-propriates truth, and truth itself reveals beyng as refusal, as
that domain of intimations and of withdrawal—the domain of stillness—in which the advent and
absconding of the last god are first decided. []

In the first beginning: wonder.
In the other beginning: foreboding. [§6]

this open realm is the abyssal in-between amid the “no longer” of the first beginning as well as of
its history and the “not yet” of the fulfillment of the other beginning. In this decisiveness, all of
Da-sein’s stewardship must have gained a foothold, to the extent that the human being, as the one
who grounds Da-sein, must become the steward of the stillness of the passing by of the last god
(cf. The grounding). [20]

How remote from us is the god, the god that appoints us ones who ground and create because the
god’s essence needs these? [§6]

In the essential occurrence of the truth of beyng, in the event and as the event, the last god is
hidden. []

Only if we appreciate how uniquely necessary being is and how it nevertheless does not
essentially occur as the god himself, only if we have attuned our essence to these abysses
between the human being and beyng and between beyng and the gods, only then do
presuppositions” for a “history” start to become actual again. Consequently, all that matters for
thinking is meditation on the “event.” [§7]

The event consigns [iibereignet] god to the human being by assigning [zueignet]| the human
being to god. This consigning assignment is the appropriating event [Diese tibereignende



Zueignung ist Ereignis]; in it, the truth of beyng is grounded as Da-sein (and the human
being is transformed, set out into the decision of being-there [Da-sein] and being-away [ Weg-
sein]), and history takes its other beginning from beyng. [§7]

This domain...is Da-sein, that “between” which in first grounding itself sets the human being
and god apart, and toward each other, and appropriates each to the other. What opens up in the
grounding of Da-sein is the event. [§8]

This turning acquires its truth only if it is carried out as the strife between earth and world,
such that what is true is sheltered in beings. Only the history grounded in Da-sein possesses
the guarantee of belonging to the truth of being. [§8]

The site of the moment essentially occurs out of the event as the strife of earth and world.

The playing out of the strife is Da-sein. Da-sein happens in the modes in which truth is sheltered
out of the securing of the cleared-concealed event. The sheltering of truth allows what is true to
come into the open, and into the distorted, as a being. Only in that way do beings stand in beyng.
Beings are. Beyng essentially occurs. []

Beyng (as event) needs beings so that it might essentially occur. Beings do not need beyng in
that way. Beings can still “be” in the abandonment by being; under the domination of this
abandonment, the immediate graspability, usability, and serviceability of every sort (c.g.,
everything must serve the people) obviously constitute what is a being and what is not. [§10]

Thinking of beyng as event is inceptual thinking, which prepares the other beginning by
confronting the first one. [26]

Da-sein: the centrally open and thus concealing “between,” between the advent and absconding
of the gods on the one hand, and, on the other hand, humans as rooted in this “between.”
Da-sein has its origin in the event and in the turning of the event.

Therefore Da-sein is to be grounded only as, and in, the truth of beyng. [§11]

History is not taken here as one domain of beings among other domains; instead, it exclusively
has in view the essential occurrence of beyng itself. Thus already in Being and Time the
historicality of Da-sein is to be understood only in terms of the fundamental ontology pursued
there... []

The distinction between “scientific philosophy” and “worldview philosophy” is the last scion of
the philosophical bewilderment of the nineteenth century, in the course of which “science”
received a peculiar, technical-cultural meaning, while on the other hand an individual’s
“worldview,” as a substitute for the vanished foundation, was still supposed to hold together
“values” and “ideals,” though it could only do so weakly. [§14]



What propels humans around is their thrownness into beings, a thrownness that destines humans
to be projectors of being (of the truth of beyng). []

The basic disposition of the first beginning is wonder [ Er-staunen]: wonder that beings are and
that humans themselves are and are in the midst of that which they are not.

The basic disposition of the other beginning is shock [Er-schrecken]. It is both the shock of the
abandonment by being (cf. The resonating) and also the restraint that is grounded in such shock
insofar as it is a creative shock. [§17]

All necessity is rooted in distress. As the first and utmost mindfulness of the truth of be-ing and
of the be-ing of truth, the necessity of philosophy lies in the first and utmost distress.

This distress is that which drives man round among beings and brings him first of all in front of
beings in the whole and into the mid point of beings, thus bringing man to himself-and thus in
each case letting history begin or founder.

What drives man round is his thrownness into beings, a thrownness that determines him as the
thrower of being (of the truth of be-ing). [§17, p 32]

The grounding-attunement of the first beginning is deep wonder [Er-staunen] that beings are, that
man himself is extant, extant in that which he is not. The grounding-attunement of the other
beginning is startled dismay [Er-schrecken]: startled dismay in the abandonment of being (d.
Echo) and the reservedness that is grounded in such startled dismay in its creative mode. [§17, p
32]

The plight, that which propels and essentially occurs—what if it were the truth of beyng itself?
What if, with the more original grounding of truth, at the same time beyng essentially occurred
in a more eminent way—as the event? And what if, in this manner, the plight were more
compelling, more propelling, but such vehement propelling were only that strife which had its
self-withholding ground in the excess of the intimacy belonging to beings and being. [38]

The most proper “being” of humans is therefore grounded in a belonging to the truth of being as
such, and this is so, again, because the essence of being as such, not the essence of the human
being, contains in itself a call to humans, as a call destining them to history. (cf. The
grounding, 197. Da-sein—domain of what is proper—selfhood). [§19]

Only one who grasps that humans must ground their essence historically, through the grounding
of Da-sein, and that the steadfastness of withstanding Da-sein is nothing other than dwelling in

the time-space of that occurrence which eventuates as the absconding of the gods, only one who
creatively takes the dismay and the bliss of the event back into restraint as the basic disposition,



only such a one can have a presentiment of the essence of being and in such meditation can
prepare the truth for what will be true in the future. []

The inventive thinking of the truth of beyng is essentially pro-jection. By its very essence, such a
projection, in being carried out and unfolded, must place itself back into that which it opens. This
might make it seem that where the projection reigns, there is arbitrariness and a wandering about
in what is ungrounded. Yet the projection places itself precisely on the ground and in that way
first transforms itself into the necessity to which it is related from the ground up, although
in a still hidden way prior to its enactment. [§21] [BB: Recollection?]

...inceptual thinking is necessary as a confrontation between the first beginning, which is still to
be won back, and the other beginning, which is to be unfolded. [§23]

Inceptual thinking:

1. lets be-ing tower into beings, within the reticent saying of the grasping word-building on this
mountain range.

2. prepares for this building by preparing for the other beginning.

3. commences the other beginning by putting the first beginning in proper perspective as it is
more originarily retrieved.

4. is in itself sigetic-in the most enundated mindfulness, predsely reticent.

The other beginning has to be realized totally from within be-ing as enowning and from the
essential swaying of its truth and its [truth's] history (cf., e.g., the other beginning and its
relationship to German Idealism). [§23, p 41]

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). [§23, p 42]

Then what is the beginning, such that it can become the highest of all beings? It is the essential
occurrence of being itself, but this beginning can be carried out only as the other beginning, in
confrontation with the first. The beginning—grasped primordially—is beyng itself. In accord
with it, thinking is more original than representing and judging. The beginning is beyng itself
as event, the concealed sovereignty of the origin of the truth of beings as such. And beyng as the
event is the beginning. [§23]

The other beginning must be brought into effect entirely out of beyng as event and out of the
essential occurrence of its truth and of the history of that truth (cf. e.g., the other beginning and
its relation to German Idealism).

Inceptual thinking transposes its questioning of the truth of being all the way back into the first
beginning as the origin of philosophy. Such thinking thereby attains the guarantee of coming



from afar in its other beginning and of finding—by mastering its heritage—its highest future
constancy and of thereby re-attaining itself in a changed (vs.the first beginning) necessity. [§23]

In the domain of the other beginning, there is neither “ontology” nor any “metaphysics.” No
“ontology,” because the guiding question no longer delimits the measure and the sphere of
inquiry. No “meta physics,” because the procedure is not at all to pass from beings as objectively
present or objects as known (idealism) and step over to something else (cf. The interplay). Both
are merely transitional names, for the sake of instituting a minimal intelligibility. [§23]

This knowledge unfolds as the questioning of beyng that reaches far ahead; the question-
worthiness of beyng compels all creating into the plight, erects a world for beings, and rescues
what is reliable of the earth. [§25]

The way this view of thinking is then coupled to the introduction and acquisition of “categories”
and the way the “form of thinking” characteristic of the assertion becomes the standard.
This thinking was once—in the first beginning, in Plato and Aristotle— still creative. Yet is was
precisely this thinking that created the domain in which the representing of beings as such later
came to prevail and in which the abandonment by being then unfolded in ever-greater
concealment. [§27]

Thinking in the ordinary and long since customary determination is the re-presentation of
something in its idea as the koinon, re-presentation of something in general. But, for one thing,
this thinking relates to what is extant and already present (a definite interpretation of beings)....
How does this understanding of thinking, coupled with determining and obtaining "categories,
become the criterion for the "form of thinkingw called assertion? This thinking was once-in the
first beginning-still creative in Plato and Aristotle. But it did erect the realm in which from then
on representation of beings as such was maintained and in which then the abandonment of being
unfolded in ever more hidden fashion. [§27, p 44]

Inceptual thinking is the originary enactment of the onefold of echo, playing-forth, leap. and
grounding. [§27, p 44]

What is grasped here- and what is only and always to be grasped-is be-ing in the joining of those
jointures. The masterful knowing of this thinking can never be said in a proposition. But what is
to be known can just as little be entrusted to anindefinite and flickering representation.

Concept [Begriff] is here originarily the “in-grasping” [Inbegriff], and this is first and always
related to the accompanying co-grasping of the turning in enowning. [§27, p 45]



The temptation is still close at hand to take the entire deliberation in the first half of Being and
Time as confined to the range of an anthropology, only with an other orientation. [§30, p 48]

The style of reservedness is the remembering awaiting of enowning, because reservedness
thoroughly attunes the inabiding.
This reservedness also thoroughly attunes every strifing of the strife between world and earth.

[§31, p 48]

That essential sway of truth, however, the removing-unto-charming-moving-unto clearing and
sheltering as origin of the t/here [Da], sways in its ground, which we experience as en-ownment.
The nearing and flight. arrival and departure, or the simple staying away of gods; for us in being
master, i.e., as the beginning and being master over this happening, this inceptual mastery of the
end will show itself as the last god. In its hinting, being itself. enowning as such, first lights up;
and this lighting-up needs the grounding of the essential sway of truth as clearing and sheltering-
concealing and [needs] their final sheltering in the altered shapes of beings. [§32, p 49]

But in order to offer a clarification vis-a-vis the idle talk of "ontology" and of "being."

one has to know the following:

A being is.

Be-ing holds sway.

"A being": This word names not only what is actual-and this only as extant and still only as
object of knowledge- names not only what is actual of whatever kind, but rather also and at the
same time names the possible, the necessary. and the accidental—everything that in any way
whatsoever is in be-ing. including what is not and the nothing. Whoever, thinking himself quite
clever, immediately discovers here a “contradiction"—because what is not cannot "be"—he
always thinks way too short with his non-contradiction as the standard for what is ownmost to
beings.

"Be-ing" means not only the actuality of the actual. and not only the possibility of the possible-
and not at all only the being of a given being- but rather be-ing in its originary essential swaying
in the full cleavage, where the essential swaying is not limited to “presence." [§34, p 52]

Here what is experienced and questioned is that which is hidden in the guiding-question and
sways in advance: the openness for essential swaying as such. i.e., for truth. Along with what is
asked here is the questioning that questions ahead into truth. And insofar as be-ing is experienced
as the ground of beings, the question of the essential swaying of be-ing, when asked in this way,
is the grounding-question. Going from the guiding-question to the grounding-question, there is
never an immediate, equi-directional and continual process that once again applies the guiding-
question (to be-ing); rather, there is only a leap, i.e., the necessity of an other beginning. Indeed
and on the contrary, a crossing can and should be created in the unfolding overcoming of the
posing of the guiding-question and its answers as such. a crossing that prepares the other



beginning and makes it generally visible and intimatable. Being and Time is in service to this
preparation. i.e .. it actually stands already within the grounding question, without unfolding this
question purely out of itself, inceptually. The being of beings, the determination of beingness
(i.e., the declaration of “categories” for ousia), is the answer to the guiding-question...

[§34, p 53]

From the Greeks to Nietzsche, the guiding-question defines the same manner of the question of
“being.” The clearest and best example of this unity in the tradition is Hegel's Logic.

For the grounding-question, on the other hand, being is neither the answer nor even the
domain of the answer. Rather, being is what is most question-worthy. What fits being is an
appreciation that leaps ahead and is unique, i.e., itself is opened up as mastery and thus is
brought into the open as that which is not and can never be conquered. Be-ing as the ground in
which all beings first of all and as such come to their truth (sheltering, arranging and objectivity);
the ground in which beings sink (abground), the ground in which their indifference and matter-
of-factness is also presumed (unground). That be-ing in its essential swaying sways in this way
as ground shows its uniqueness and mastery. And this in turn is only the hint into enowning,
wherein we have to seek the essential swaying of being in its supreme hiddenness. Be-ing as
what is most question-worthy has in itself no question. [§34, p 53]

35. Enowning [Ereignis]

Mindfulness of the way [means asking]:

I. What inceptual thinking is.

2. How the other beginning is enacted as reticence.

"Enowning" would be the proper title for the "work" that here can only be prepared for; and
therefore instead of that the title must be: Contributions to Philosophy. [§35, p 54]

The 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.

... 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. [§36, p 54]

The grounding question is: How does be-ing hold sway? Reticence in silence means mindful
lawfulness of being reticent and silent (sigan). Reticence in silence is the "logic" of philosophy,
insofar as philosophy asks the grounding-question from within the other beginning. [§37, p 54]

The foreign word sigetic in its correspondence to "logic" (onto-logy) is meant here,
retrospectively. only in the context of crossing and not at all as a mania for replacing "logic."



...In the end, however, reticence in silence is not an a-logic, which would like to be logic in a
real sense but only cannot. On the contrary, the will and knowing of reticence in silence are
oriented in a totally different direction. [§38, p 55]

Every joining stands for itself, and yet there is a hidden inter-resonating and an enopening
grounding of the site of decision for the essential crossing into the still possible transformation of
Western history.

Echo carries far into what has been and what is to come-hence in and through the playing-forth
its striking power on the present.

Playing-forth receives its necessity primarily from the echo of the distress of the abandonment of
being.

Echo and playing-forth are the soil and field for inceptual thinking's first leaping off for leaping
into the essential swaying of be-ing. The leap first of all opens up the ungone expanses and
concealments of that into which the grounding of Da-sein, which belongs to the call of
enowning, must press forth. All of these joinings must be sustained in such a onefold, from
within the inabiding in Da-sein, which distinguishes the being of those who are to come.

Those who are to come take over and preserve belongingness to enowning and its turning, a
belongingness that has been awakened by the call. They come thus to stand before the hints of
the last god. [§39, p 57]

...since the end of the first beginning of Western philosophy, i.e., since the end of metaphysics...
[§42, p 59]

For what counts is not to voice new representations of beings but rather to ground human being
in the truth of be-ing and to prepare for this grounding by enthinking be-ing and Da-sein.
[§42, p 59]

The territory that comes to be through and as the way of enthinking of be-ing is the between
[Zwischen] that en-owns Da-sein to god; and in this enownment man and god first become
“recognizable" to each other, belonging to the guardianship and needfulness of be-ing.
[§42, p 60]

Being used by gods, shattered by this heightening, in the direction of what is sheltered-
concealed, we must inquire into the essential sway of be-ing as such. But we cannot then explain
be-ing as a supposed addendum. Rather, we must grasp it as the origin that de-cides [ent-
scheidet] gods and men in the first place and en-owns one to the other. [§42, p 60]

The danger of misinterpreting Being and Time in this direction, i.e., “existentiell-
anthropologically," and of seeing the interconnection of disclosedness, truth, and Dasein from the

perspective of a moral resolve- instead of the other way. proceeding from the prevailing ground
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of Da-sein and grasping truth as openness and dis-closedness, as temporalizing-spatializing of
the free play of the time-space of be-ing such danger looms and gets stronger by many things
that are unaccomplished in Being and Time. [§42, p 60]

When "decision” comes to stand over against "system," then that is the crossing from modernity
into the other beginning. Insofar as "system" contains the essential designation of beingness of
beings (representedness) in modernity, while "decision" means being for beings and not only
beingness in terms of beings, then de-cision is in a certain manner "more systematicw than any
system, i.e., it indicates an originary determination of beings as such from within the essential
sway of be-ing. In that case not only the "system-building" but also the "systematic" thinking is
still easily founded on a secured interpretation of beings, over against the task of inquiring into
the truth of be-ing, into the thinking of de-cision. [§43, p 62]

44. The "Decisions"

whether man wants to remain a "subject," or whether he founds Da-sein

whether with subject the "animal” should continue to remain as “substance” and the “rational”
as “culture,” or whether the truth of be-ing (see below) finds in Dasein an evolving site
whether beings take being as what is “most general” to them and thus hand being over to
"ontology” and bury it, or whether be-ing in its uniqueness comes to word and thoroughly
attunes beings as happening but once

whether truth as correctness degenerates into the certainty of representation and the security of
calculating and lived-experience, or whether the inceptually ungrounded essential sway of
aletheia as the clearing of self-sheltering-concealing comes to be grounded

whether beings as what is most obvious consolidate everything mediocre, small. and average into
what is rational. or whether what is most question-worthy makes up the purity of be-ing

[§44, p 63]

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—Ilike 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. [§44, p 65]

But in the light and path of decision the mandate is: sheltering/he truth of enowning out of the
reservedness of Dasein into the great stillness of be-ing. By what means is the decision made?
By the granting or staying away of those outstanding ones marked as—or that we call—"the
ones to come," distinguished from the many random and unending ones who come later but who
have nothing more ahead of them and nothing more behind them. [§45, p 66]
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As ground for the necessity of philosophy, this distress is experienced by startled dismay in the
jubilation of belongingness to being, which as hinting moves abandonment of being into the
open. [§45, p 69]

II. Echo*
[BB: Long discussion of the nature of modern science, at the end of this section.]

50. Echo

Echo of the essential swaying [wesen] of be-ing

out of the abandonment of being

through the distressing distress

of the forgottenness of be-ing.

Bringing this forgottenness forth through a remembering as forgottenness in its hidden power-
wherein the echo of be-ing resounds. Recognizing the distress. The guiding-attunement of echo:
shock and deep awe, but always rising out of the grounding-attunement of reservedness.

The utmost distress: the distress of lack of distress. First of all to let this reverberate, whereby
much must necessarily remain incomprehensible and unquestionable; and nevertheless a faint
hint becomes possible. [§50, p 75]

The burden of thinking in the other beginning of philosophy 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. [§51, p 76]

For this will, which makes everything, has already subscribed to machination, that interpretation
of beings as re-presentable and re-presented. [§51, p 76]

52. Abandonment of Being

Abandonment of being is strongest at that place where it is most decidedly hidden. That happens
where beings have-and had to-become most ordinary and familiar. That happened first in
Christianity and its dogma, which explains all beings in their origin as ens creatum, where the
creator is the most certain and all beings are the effect of this most extant cause. [§52, p 77]

Abandonment of being means that be-ing abandons beings and leaves beings to themselves and
thus lets beings become objects of machination. [§52, p 78]

The echo of the truth of be-ing and its essential swaying itself comes from within the distress of
the forgottenness of being. This distress commences from its depth as lack of distress.

Forgottenness of being is not aware of itself; it presumes to be at home with “beings" and with
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what is “actual." "true"' to "life," and certain of “lived-experience." For it only knows beings. But
in this way of the presencing of beings, beings are abandoned by being. Abandonment of being is

the ground of the forgottenness of being. [§55, p 80]

The dominant understanding of being, however, corresponds to this forgottenness of being.
[§56, p 81]

58. What the Three Concealments of the Abandonment of Being Are...

These three—calculation, acceleration, and massiveness—are accompanied by a fourth, one that
is related to all three and takes over in an emphatic way the dissembling and disguising of the
inner disintegration. That is:

4. Divesting, publicizing, and vulgarizing of all attunement. [§58, p 84]

The belonging-together of machination and lived-experience. [§62, p 90]

Machination is the domination of making and what is made....Initially and for the most part this
beingness is comprehensible for us as objectness (beings as object of representing). But
machination grasps this beingness in a deeper way, more inceptually, because machination
relates to techne. At the same time machination contains the Christian-biblical interpretation

of beings as ens creatum—regardless of whether this is taken in a religious or a secular way.
[§67, p 92]

The coming together of machination and lived-experience encloses within itself a singular
enowning within the sheltered and concealed history of be-ing. [§68, p 93]

Today there are two and only two ways of being mindful of "science.

One way grasps science, not as the establishment that is now extant, but as one specific
possibility of unfolding and building of a knowing whose essence is primarily rooted in a more
originary grounding of the truth of be-ing. This grounding is enacted by coming to terms with the
beginning of Western thinking for the first time and becomes at the same time the other
beginning of Western history. [§75, p 100]

The basic character of proceeding in every explaining is to follow and to lay out in advance
individual series and sequences of consecutive cause-effect relations. Although not recognized as
such, the machinational essence of beings not only justifies but also requires, in boundless
intensification, this thinking in “causalities" that is assured of results-which strictly speaking are
only “if-then" relationships in the form of when-then. [§76, p 102]

Because "science" is not a knowing. but rather a mechanism of accuracies of a region of
explanation, "sciences" also and at the same time necessarily receive new "impetuses" in their
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respective goal-settings, with the help of which they can evade every possible threat (namely
every essential one) and can continue to do research with renewed "peace of mind." Thus it now
took only a few years for "science" to realize that its "liberal" essence and its "ideal of
objectivity" are not only compatible with the political-national "orientation" but also
indispensable to it. And hence "science" as well as "worldview" must now unanimously agree
that the talk of a "crisis" of science was actually only prattle. [§76, p 103]

The modem counter-form to experimental "science” is [the discipline of] "history,” that draws
from “sources.” [§76, p 104]

II1. Playing-Forth

81. Playing-Forth

Coming to grips with the necessity of the other beginning from out of the originary positioning
of the first beginning.

The guiding-attunement. delight in alternately surpassing the beginnings in questioning.

To this [belongs] everything involved in differentiating the guiding question and the grounding-
question; responding to the guiding-question and actually unfolding it; crossing to the grounding-
question (Being and Time).

All lectures on the "history" of philosophy [belong here). The decision of every "ontology" [is
made here]. [§81, p 119]

Metaphysics believes that being lets itself be found in beings-and in such a way that thinking
goes beyond beings. The more exclusively thinking turns to beings and seeks for itself a ground
that exists totally as a being [seiendste Grund] (d. Descartes and modernity), the more decisively
philosophy distances itself from the truth of be-ing. But how is the metaphysical renunciation of
beings, i.e., renunciation of metaphysics, possible without falling prey to the "nothing”?

Da-sein is the grounding of the truth of be-ing. [§83, p 120]

[A being] in its emergence unto itself (Classical Greece); [a being] caused by a supreme [being]
of the same essence (Middle Ages); [a being as) the extant as object (modernity). [§84, p 120]

The first beginning's coming originarily into its own (and that means into its history) means
gaining a foothold in the other beginning. This is accomplished in crossing from the guiding-
question (what is a being? The question of beingness, being) to the grounding-question: What is
the truth of be-ing? (Being and be-ing is the same and yet fundamentally different.)

Historically grasped, this crossing is the overcoming-and indeed the first and first possible
overcoming of all “metaphysics.” [§85, p 120]
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If "metaphysics" is made to become manifest as a happening which belongs to Da-sein as such.
then this does not mean a very cheap "anthropological" anchoring of the discipline of
metaphysics in humans. Rather, with Da-sein that ground is obtained where the truth of be-ing
is grounded. [§85, p 121]

If we ponder this task of the other beginning (the question of the "meaning” of be-ing in the
formulation of Being and Time), then it will also become clear that all attempts that react against
metaphysics which is everywhere idealistic, even as positivism-persist in being re-active and
thus are in principle dependent upon metaphysics and thereby remain themselves metaphysics.
All biologisms and natural isms, which present "nature” and the non-rational as what sustains
everything and from which everything arises as "all-life” wherein every thing bubbles as night
against day, etc.- all of this stays completely within the fundament [Boden] of metaphysics and
needs it in order to brush up against it so that a spark of the knowable and sayable-and for these
"thinkers” writeable-still springs up. [§85, p 122]

And what up to now made up the guiding clue and formed thehorizon of all interpretation of
beings—thinking <as re-presenting>—will be taken back into Da-sein as the grounding of the
truth of be-ing. "Logic" as doctrine of correct thinking will become mindfulness of what is
ownmost to language as the instituting-naming of the truth of be-ing. However, be-ing, up to
now the most general and most common in the shape of beingness, becomes—as enowning
[Ereignis]—the most unique and most estranging.

The crossing to the other beginning introduces a caesura that long since no longer runs along
with directions of philosophy(idealism-realism, etc.) or even along with attitudes of "worldview."
The crossing separates the emerging of be-ing and its truth-grounding in Dasein from any
occurring and perceiving of beings. [§89, p 124]

The crossing to the other beginning is clear-cut; nevertheless we do not know whither we go nor
when the truth of be-ing becomes the true nor whence history as the history of be-ing takes its
steepest and shortest path. [§89, p 124]

91. From the First to the Other Beginning:

The first beginning experiences and posits the truth of beings, without inquiring into truth as
such, because what is unhidden in it, a being as a being, necessarily overpowers everything and
uses up the nothing, taking it in or destroying it completely as the “not" and the “against."

The other beginning experiences the truth of be-ing and inquires into the be-ing of #ruth in order
first to ground the essential swaying [wesen] of be-ing and to let beings as the true of that
originary truth spring forth. [§91, p 125-6]
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From within the first beginning, thinking starts to consolidate itself, at first implicttly and then
specifically grasped as the question: What is a being? (7The guiding-question of Western
“metaphysics,” which begins with this question). [§91, p 126]

However, this priority and fore-grasping character of thinking (logos, ratio-intellectus)—not
grounded any further—is consolidated in the conception of human-being as animal rationale,
which arises from the inceptual experience of beings as such. The possibility is laid out in
advance that that guiding character of thinking regarding the interpretation of beings would now
more than ever presume to be the only site for dedsion about beings, especially when,
beforehand and for a long time, ratio and intellectus were forced into a relationship of service
(Christian faith), which did not give rise to a new interpretation of beings but to a strengthened
importance of man as individual (salvation of the soul). Now came the possibility of a situation
in which what was reasonable for faith had to be legitimate for ratio, insofar as everything was
oriented toward this faith and all possibilities were exhausted in it.

Why should not ratio also—at first still in alliance with fides—claim the same for itself,
secure itself for itself. and make this security the standard for all consolidation and "grounding"
(ratio as ground)? Now the significance of thinking begins to transfer itself into the self-security
of thinking (veritas becomes certitudo),; and thus thinking must now be put into a formula—
indeed into an altered claim for efficiency. Correspondingly, determination of the beingness of
beings is transformed into objectness. [§91, p 126]

For Nietzsche "beings" (the actual) remain becoming, and "being" remains solidification and
inconstant constancy [ Verbestindigung]. Nietzsche remains caught in metaphysics: from beings
to being; and he exhausts all possibilities of this basic position, which in the meantime—as he
himself was the first to see most clearly—became in every possible form the common possession
and "body of thought” for the worldviews of the masses. [§91, p 127-28]

This twofold character in the crossing, that grasps metaphysics more originarily and thus at the
same time overcomes it, is through and through the mark of "fundamental ontology," i.e., the
mark of Being and Time. [§91, p 128]

Be-ing holds sway as the enowning of the grounding of the t/here (Da) and itself determines
anew the truth of essential sway from within the essential swaying of truth.

The other beginning is the leaping into be-ing's more originary truth, which transforms be-ing.
Western thinking, in accordance with its beginning, gives priority in the guiding-question to
beings over being; [§91, p 128]

The first beginning is not mastered; and the truth of be-ing, in spite of its essential shining, is not
expressly grounded. And this means that a human fore-grasping (of asserting, of techne, of

certainty) sets the standard for interpretation of the beingness of be-ing.
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But now the great turning around is necessary, which is beyond all "revaluation” of all values,
that turning-around in which beings are not grounded in terms of human being, but rather human
being is grounded in terms of be-ing. [§91, p 129]

In the first beginning truth (as unconcealment) is a mark of beings as such; and, according to the
transformation of truth to correctness-of-assertion, “truth" becomes a determination of beings as
they are transformed to objectness. (Truth as correctness of judgment, “objectivity,"
“actuality"—being" of beings.)

In the other beginning, truth is recognized and grounded as the truth of be-ing and be-ing itself is
recognized and grounded as be-ing of truth, i:e., as enowning which is in itself turning [in sich
kehriges Ereignis], to which belongs the inner issuance of the cleavage and thus the ab-ground.
Leaping into the other beginning is returning into the first beginning, and vice versa. [§91, p 130]

Setting apart the other beginning from the first beginning can never have the sense of proving
that the history of the guiding-question and thus -metaphysics" heretofore are an “error."
[§94, p 131]

[One needs to show] that in the first beginning "time"' as presencing as well as constancy (in a
double and entangled sense of ""present") makes up the open, from which beings as beings
(being) have their truth. [§95, p 132]

Why, in the open of phusis did logos, as well as nous already have to be named early on as the
grounding sites of ""being” and why was all knowing arranged accordingly? [§96, p 133]

Phusis 1s not techne, i.e., what belongs to techne, the well-versed look ahead into eidos, and re-
presenting and bringing before oneself of the outward look is precisely what happens by itself in
phusis, in on e on. Ousia s eidos, as rising (phusis) [as] coming forth (aletheia). and yet offering
a view. [§96, p 133-34]

[In German Idealism:]

Machination as the basic character of beingness now takes the shape of the subject-object-
dialectic, which, as absolute, plays out and arranges together all possibilities of all familiar
domains of beings. [§104, p 142]

105. Holderlin- Kierkegaard- Nietzsche

Let no one today be so presumptuous as to take it as mere coincidence that these three, who, each
in his own way, in the end suffered profoundly the uprooting to which Western history is being
driven and who at the same time intimated their gods most intimately—that these three had to
depart from the brightness of their days prematurely. [§105, p 142]
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Mindfulness of "ontology" is necessary in the crossing from one beginning to the other, so much
so that the thought of "fundamental ontology" must be thought through. For in fundamental
ontology the guiding-question is first grasped as question, unfolded and made manifest unto its
ground and in its jointure. [§106, p 143]

...the thinking willing that in Being and Time seeks a way to cross from the guiding-question to
the grounding-question. [§106, p 143]

21. The last offshoots and consequences of Platonism in the present are:
...c) all doctrines which focus on "values, .. "meaning, .. "ideas"' and ideals; correspondingly, the
doctrines that deny such, like positivism and biologism; [§110, p 152]

But Nietzsche did detect Platonism in its most coven shapes-and this initially counts for more:
Christianity and its secularizations are generally "Platonism for the people." [§110, p 153]

IV. Leap

115. The Guiding-Attunement of the Leap

The leap, the most daring move in proceeding from inceptual thinking, abandons and throws
aside everything familiar, expecting nothing from beings immediately. Rather, above all else it
releases belongingness to be-ing in its full essential swaying as enowning. Thus the leap gives
the impression of being most reckless-and yet it is precisely attuned by that deep awe (d.
Preview, 5: For the Few and the Rare, pp. 9ff.), in which the will of reservedness exceeds itself
into inabiding and sustaining the most distant nearness to the hesitating refusal. [§115, p 161]

In commencing a preparedness for crossing from the end of the first beginning into the other
beginning. it is not as if man simply enters a “period” that has not yet been, but it is rather that
man enters a totally different domain of history. The end of the first beginning will for a long
time still encroach upon the crossing. nay even upon the other beginning [§116, p 161]

Be-ing as en-owning is the triumph of what is indispensable in the confirmation of god. But will
beings join the jointure of be-ing? Will uniqueness of going-under be granted to humans, instead
of the desolation of a continuing progress? Going-under is the gathering of every thing great in
the moment of preparedness for the truth of the uniqueness and one-time-ness of be-ing. Going-
under is the innermost nearness to refusal, in which enowning gifts itself to man. [§116, p 161]

“Fundamental-ontological” mindfulness (laying the foundation of ontology as its overcoming) is
crossing from the end of the first beginning to the other beginning. But this crossing is at the
same time the take-off for the leap, by which alone a beginning and specifically the other
beginning—as constantly overtaken by the first-can begin. [§117, p 162]
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What is entirely other in the other beginning, in comparison to the first beginning, can be
clarified by a saying that seems only to play with a turning around whereas in truth everything is
transformed....be-ing holds sway for the sake of beings. This basic relation, however, now
undergoes two interpretations, which then tie together and mix: “being" as summum ens becomes
the causa prima of beings as ens creatum: being as essentia, idea, becomes the a priori of the
abjectness of objects.

...In all variations and secularizations of Western metaphysics, one again recognizes that being is
at the service of beings, even when being appears to be dominating as cause. [§118, p 162]

In the other beginning all beings are sacrificed to be-ing, from which beings as such first receive
their truth. But be-ing holds sway as enowning, as the site for the moment of decision about the
nearness and remoteness of the last god.

Here, in the unavoidable ordinariness of beings, be-ing is the most non-ordinary; and this
estranging of be-ing is not a manner of its appearing but rather is be-ing itself.

In the domain of grounding its truth, i.e., in Da-sein, the uniqueness of death corresponds to the
nonordinariness of be-ing. The most terrifying rejoicing has to be the dying of a god. Only man
"has” the distinction of standing before death, because man inabides in be-ing: Death is the
utmost testimonial for be-ing.

In the other beginning the truth of be-ing must be ventured as grounding, as enthinking of Da-
sein.

Only in Da-sein is that truth founded for be-ing in which all beings are only for the sake of be-
ing-be-ing that lights up as the trace of the way of the last god. By way of grounding Da-sein,
man is transformed (seeker, preserver, guardian).

This transformation opens up the space for other necessities of deciding the nearness and
remoteness of gods. [§118, p 163]

We can never understand a being through explanation and deduction from other beings. A being
can only be known in terms of its grounding in the truth of be-ing. [§118, p 164]

For preparation it is necessary to know the guiding-question and the crossing. The guiding-
question itself is knowable only in its hitherto hidden history (d. Playing-Forth, 110: idea,
Platonism, and Idealism).

1. The first beginning and its end encompasses the entire history of the guiding-question, from
Anaximander to Nietzsche.

2. At the beginning the guiding-question is not asked in its explicit question-form, but for this
reason it is all the more originarily engrasped and dedsively answered: the rising of a being,
presencing of a being as such in its truth, which is grounded in /ogos (gathering) and noein
(receiving).
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3. From here to the first and subsequently guiding formulation of the question, the path leads to
Aristotle: the essential preparation in Plato and [then] Aristotle's coming to terms with the first
beginning, which thus receives an abiding interpretation for posterity.

4. The effect of the version of the question that now recedes again but nevertheless dominates
everything in terms of outcome and methods (doctrine of categories, theo-logy); reconstruction
of the whole by Christian theology; in this form the first beginning continues to be solely
historical-even yet in Nietzsche, in spite of his discovery of inceptual thinkers as men of rank.
5. From Descartes to Hegel [there occurs] a renewed re-forming, but no essential recasting;
taking back into consciusness and absolute certainty. Hegel enacts for the first time a
philosophical attempt at a history of the question concerning beings from within the fundamental
position of absolute knowledge that had been won.

6. What lies between Hegel and Nietzsche has many shapes but is nowhere within the
metaphysical in any originary sense-not even Kierkegaard. [§119, p 164]

But the grounding-question, even as a framed question, has a totally different character. It is not
the continuation of the version of the guiding-question in Aristotle. For it arises directly from the
necessity of the distress of the abandonment of being, that occurrence that is essentially co-
conditioned by the history of the guiding-question and its misconstrual. [§119, p 165]

However, in order for this entirely different questioning, as Da-sein-steadfastness /Da-
seinsbesdndnis], to move at all to a decidable possibility, one must first attempt to bring about a
crossing from the guiding-question to the leap into the grounding-question-through the complete
unfolding of the guiding-question, never a direct transition to the grounding question....

Being and Time is the crossing to the leap (asking the grounding-question). As long as one
accounts for this attempt as "philosophy of existence," everything remains uncomprehended.
[§119, p 165]

The whole cleavage of be-ing is thus already co-decided in the direction of the cleavage's
inceptual manifestness and hiddenness. And it may be that the other beginning, too, is again
capable of holding unto and of sheltering enowning in a singular lighting and as clearing-just
as in the first beginning only phusis was gathered (logos), even if barely and only for an instant.
[§120, p 167]

Clearing and sheltering-concealing, which make up the essential swaying of truth, dare not ever
be taken as an empty course and as object of “knowledge" or as object of representation. As
removing-unto and charming-moving-unto, clearing and sheltering-concealing are enowning
itself. [§120, p 167]

When the distress of lack of distress breaks out, it strikes against the staying away of the arrival
and flight of gods. [§120, p 168]
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The quietest and steepest paths and walkways must be found, in order to lead out of the already
protracted enduring ordinariness and abusing of be-ing and in order to ground the site for be-
ing's essential swaying in what be-ing itself as enowning en-owns, namely in Da-sein.

[§121, p 169]

In that the thrower projects-open and speaks thinkingly “from en-owning." it becomes manifest
that, the more the thrower projects-open, the more the thrower as thrower is the thrown one.
[§122, p 169]

Let us venture the unmediated word:
Be-ing is the enquivering of gods' godding (of echoing ahead the gods' decision about their god).
[§123, p 169]

Thus man is originarily and differently claimed by the truth of be-ing (for that is the allotted
clearing). By this claim of be-ing itself man is named as the guardian of the truth of be-ing
(humanness as "care," founded in Da-sein). [§123, p 170]

...refusal is the foremost and utmost gifting of be-ing, nay even its inceptual essential swaying
itself? It enowns itself as withdrawal. which draws into stillness, in which truth-according to
what is its ownmost-comes anew to decision of whether it can be grounded as the clearing for
self-sheltering. This self-sheltering is the unconcealing of refusal. is letting-belong to the
strangeness of an other beginning. [§123, p 170]

For thinking no longer enjoys the favor of the "system”; it is historical in the singular sense that
be-ing itself as en-owning above all sustains all history and thus can never be calculated.
Historical preparedness for the truth of be-ing replaces the systematization and deduction.

And this requires above all that this truth itself already might create the basic traits of its abode
(Da-sein) out of its barely resonating essential sway, and that the subject in man must transform
itself into the founder and guardian of this abode.

In the question of being we are dealing solely with the enactment of this preparation for our
history. All specific "contents” and "opinions” and “pathways” of the first attempt in Being and
Time are incidental and can disappear. [§125, p 171]

Being and Time 1is therefore not an "ideal" or a "program” but rather the self-preparing beginning
of the essential swaying of be-ing itself—not what we think up but—granted that we are ripe for
it—what compels us into a thinking that neither offers a doctrine nor brings about a "moral”
action nor secures "existence; instead "only” grounds truth as the free-play of time-space, in
which a being can again become "a being," i.e .. come to preserve be-ing. [§125, p 171]
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Once, beingness became the most "being- (ontos on); and, following this notion, be-ing became
the essence of god itself, whereby god was grasped as the manufacturing cause of all beings (the
source of "being” and therefore necessarily itself the highest "being,” the most-being).

...Be-ing attains its greatness only when it is recognized as that which

the god of gods and all godding need.

Be-ing is not and can never "be" more-being than a being, but also not less-being than gods,
because gods "are- not at all. Be-ing "is” the between [Zwischen) in the midst of beings and
gods-completely and in every respect incomparable, "needed" by the gods and withdrawn from
a being.

Therefore be-ing is reachable only by the leap into the abandonment by being, as godding
(refusal). [§126, p 172]

The cleavage is the unfolding unto itself of the intimacy of be-ing itself, insofar as we
"experience- it as refusal and turning-in-refusal. Nevertheless if one wanted to attempt the
impossible and to grasp the essential sway of be-ing with the help of "metaphysical-
"modalities.” Then one could say: Refusal (the essential swaying of be-ing) is the highest
actuality of the highest possible as possible and thus is the first necessity—discounting, of
course. the origin of "modalities" in ousia. This "elucidation" of be-ing moves it out of its truth
(clearing of Da-sein) and degrades it to something simply extant in itself. the most desolate of
desolations that can happen to a being-let alone when this is transferred to be-ing itself. Instead
we must try to think the cleavage according to that basic sway of be-ing by virtue of which it is
the region of decision for the contention of the gods. This contention hinges on their arrival and
flight. a contention in which gods first god /gottern] and put their god to decision. [§127, p 172]

Be-ing is the enquivering of gods' godding /Gottern), enquivering as the widening of the
free-play of time-space in which enquivering itself, as refusal, enowns its dearing (the t/here
[Da]). [§127, p 172-73]

Man intimates be-ing-is the intimater of be-ing-because be-ing en-owns man to itself-and indeed
in such a way that en-ownment first needs something that is its own [ein Sich-eigenes], a self
whose selthood man has to sustain in the inabiding, which lets man, standing in Da-sein, become
that being which is encountered only in the who question. [§128, p 173]

Seen from the perspective of beings, be-ing "is" not a being: It is the not-being and thus,
following the ordinary concept the nothing. No reservation can be entertained regarding this
explanation, especially since a being is taken as what is objective and extant and the nothing is
taken as the total negating of a being so intended, whereby negating itself has the character of
objective assertion. [§129, p 173]

But how would it be if be-ing itself were the self-withdrawing and would hold sway as refusal?
Is this something insignificant or the highest gifting? And is it even above all by virtue of this
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not-character of be-ing itself that the "nothing" is full of that allotting “power" whose
steadfastness gives rise to all “creating" (a being becoming more-being)? [§129, p 174]

And finally, the yes and the no—of what origin are both, including their difference and
opposition? Another question: Who founded the difference between affirmability and
negatability, the and of the affirmable and the negatable? Here every “logic" and, even more so,
every metaphysics fails. since it grasps beingness only from within thinking.

The counter-turning (Gegenwendige) must lie in the essential swaying of be-ing itself, and the
ground is en-ownment as refusal. which is an allottment. Then the not and the no would be what
is more originary in be-ing. [§129, p 174]

If one were to put this essential sway in a few words, then perhaps the following phrase would
work:

Be-ing holds sway as enowning the grounding of the there (Da), put briefly: as enowning.
[§130, p 174]

The “of” in enowning of the grounding of the t/here (Da] is intended as a genitivus objectivus:
the t/here/ [Da]. the essential swaying of truth in its grounding (what is more originary of Da-

sein). is enowned; and the grounding itself lights up the self-sheltering, the enowning. [This is]
the turning and belongingness of truth (clearing of self-sheltering) to the essential sway of be-

ing. [§130, p 175]

...in the other beginning of thinking. be-ing is experienced as enowning, such that this
experience, as arising, transforms all relations to “what is.” [§130, p 175]

This requires reservedness as grounding-attunement, which thoroughly attunes that guardianship
in the time-space for the passing of the last god. [§130, p 175]

...in this gifting of self-withdrawing, enownment overall has the essential sway of self-
sheltering, which, in order to hold sway, needs the widest clearing. [§131, p 176]

This distinction [between be-ing and a being] is grasped since Being and Time as "ontological
difference" --with the intention of safeguarding the question of the truth of be-ing from all
confusion. But this distinction is immediately pushed in the direction from which it comes. For
here beingness is claimed as ousia, idea; and following these, the objectness is claimed as
condition for the possibility of the object. Therefore, in attempting to overcome the first effort at
the question of being in Being and Time and its emanations (VYom Wesen des Grundes and the
Kantbook), varying attempts were needed to master the "ontological difference," to grasp its very
origin and that means its genuine onefold. Therefore, the effort was needed to come free of the
"condition for the possibility" as going back into the merely "mathematical" and to grasp the

23



truth of be-ing from within its own essential sway (enowning). Hence the tormenting and
discording character of this distinction. For as necessary as this distinction is (to think in
traditional terms), in order to provide at all a preliminary perspective for the question of be-ing,
just as disastrous does this distinction continue to be. For this distinction indeed does arise from
a questioning of beings as such (of beingness). But in this way one never arrives directly at the
question of be-ing. In other words, this distinction itself becomes the real barrier which misplaces
the inquiry into the question of be-ing, insofar as, by presupposing this distinction, one attempts
to go further than this distinction and to inquire into its onefold. This onefold can never be
anything but the mirroring of the distinction and can never lead to the origin, in view of which
this distinction can no longer be seen as originary. [§132, p 176-77]

But in thinking in the crossing, we must sustain this ambiguity: on the one hand to begin an
initial clarification with this distinction and then to leap over this very distinction. But this
leaping-over occurs along with the /eap as the en-grounding of the ground of the truth of be-ing,
by leaping into the enowning of Da-sein. [§132, p 177]

Be-ing needs man in order to hold sway; and man belongs to be-ing so that he can accomplish
his utmost destiny as Da-sein. But will be-ing not be dependent on another, if this needing even
makes up what is ownmost to be-ing and is not merely an essential consequence? [§133, p 177]

This counter-resonance of needing and belonging makes up be-ing as enowning; and the first
thing that is incumbent upon thinking is to raise the resonance of this counter-resonance into the
onefoldness of knowing awareness and to ground the counter-resonance in its truth.

[§133,p 177]

Those directives speak to us only if we withstand the distress of the abandonment of being while
at the same time we expose ourselves to the decision about the staying away and arrival of gods.
[§133, p 178]

134. The Relation of Da-sein and Be-ing

In Being and Time [this relation is] first grasped as “understanding of being,” whereby
understanding is grasped as projecting-open-and the opening-throwing as thrown, and that
means: belonging to en-ownment by be-ing itself.

But if we fail to recognize in advance the strangeness and uniqueness (incomparability) of be-
ing-and together with it what is ownmost to Da-sein-then we succumb all too easily to the
opinion that this “relation” corresponds to or is even commensurate with the relation between
subject and object. But Da-sein has overcome all subjectivity; and be-ing is never an object, re-
presentable. It is in every case only a being that is capable of becoming an object-and even here
not every being. [§134, p 178]
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[A few ‘graphs on what he does in the Kant book.]
Certainly, this Kant-interpretation is “historically” [in history as a discipline) incorrect.
[§134, p 178]

Kant continues to be the only one since the Greeks who brings the interpretation of beingness
(ousia) into a certain relation to “time” and thus becomes a witness to the hidden reign of the
connection between beingness and time.

Nevertheless, for him as for the Greeks, thinking (as logos—forms of judgment-categories-
reason) gets the upper hand in establishing the perspective for interpreting beings as such.
[§134, p 179]

The relation of Da-sein 7o be-ing belongs in the essential swaying of be-ing itself. This can also
be said as follows: Be-ing needs Da-sein and does not hold sway at all without this enownment.
[§135,p 179]

Be-ing-the remarkable heresy is that be-ing always has to "be" and that the more constantly and
enduringly be-ing is, the more-being it is. But first of all, be-ing "is" nothing at all but rather
holds sway [wesen]. [§136, p 180]

How is it that man misjudges so much when it comes to be-ing? Because he must be exposed to
a being in order to experience the truth of be-ing. In this exposure a being is the true, the open-
and it is this because be-ing holds sway as what shelters itself. [§136, p 180]

When we speak of man's relation to be-ing and vice versa of be-ing's relation to man, then this
easily sounds as if be-ing holds sway for man like an over-against and an object.

But man as Da-sein is en-owned by be-ing as enowning and thus belongs to enowning itself.
Be-ing "is" neither roundabout man nor does it swing through him as a being. Rather. being
enowns Dasein and only in this way holds sway as enowning. [§136, p 180]

In case it is still admissible, for purposes of an immediate understanding, to characterize be-ing
in terms of beings, then we will appeal to the actual as what genuinely is. We know the actual as
what is present, as the constant. In the other beginning, however, a being is never actual in the
sense of this "being-present." Even where this being-present is encountered in constancy, it is the
most fleeting thing for the originary projecting-open of the truth of be-ing.

Actual, 1.e., what is, is only the remembered and the still accessible. Remembering and access
open the free-play of the time-space of be-ing, with regard to which thinking must disavow
"presentness" as the heretofore only and unique determination. (Because here is the nearest
region of dedsion about the truth of be-ing, leaping up /Ansprung) into the other beginning had
to be attempted as Being and Time.) [§136, p 180]
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Be-ing—rather, the essential swaying-is that out of and back to which a being as a being is above
all unconcealed and sheltered and comes to be (d. Grounding. on truth). The question concerning
the difference between being and beings has here a character that is totally different from the one
in the questioning domain of the guiding-question (ontology). The notion of "ontological
difference" is only preparatory, as crossing from the guiding-question to the grounding-question.
The truth of be-ing in and as which its essential swaying is sheltered in enopening is enowning.
And this is at the same time the essential swaying of truth as such. In the turning of enowning,
the essential swaying of truth is at the same time the truth of the essential swaying. And this
counter-turning itself belongs to be-ing as such. The question, Why is there truth at all as clearing
sheltering-concealing? presupposes the truth of the why. But both, truth and the why (the call for
grounding), are the same. Essential swaying is the truth that belongs to be-ing and springs from
be-ing. [§137, p 182]

...understanding as projecting-open is a thrown projecting-open, is coming into the open (truth)
that occurs already in the midst of beings that are opened up-as rooted in the earth and rising in a
world. Thus understanding of being as grounding of its truth is the opposite of "subjectification,"
because it overcomes all subjectivity and modes of thinking determined by subjectivity. In
accordance with the origin of Dasein, the turning /die Kehre] necessarily lies in understanding as
thrown projecting-open; the thrower of the projecting-open is a thrown-thrower-but only in and
through the throw. [§138, p 183]

The preliminary indication of the domain for the sheltering of the truth of the arriving and fleeing
god shows in which shape the onset of be-ing is posed and preserved for the first time.
[§139, p 183]

The truth of be-ing and thus be-ing itself holds sway only where and when there is Da-sein.
Da-sein "isw only where and when there is the being of truth. [That is] a turning or rather the
turning. which points out precisely the essential sway of being itself as the counter-resonating
enowning. Enowning grounds Da-sein in itself (1). Da-sein grounds enowning (I). [§140, p 184]

En-ownment of Da-sein by be-ing and grounding the truth of being in Da -sein- the turning in en
owning- is contained neither solely in the call (staying-away) nor solely in belongingness
(abandonment of being), or in both together [§141, p 184]

The enquivering of deep resonance in the turning /Kehre), Dasein's owning to the hint-Dasein
that belongs, grounds, and shelters—this essential swaying of be-ing itself is not the last god.
Rather, essential swaying of being grounds the sheltering and thus the creating-preserving

of god, who only divinizes [durchgottet] be-ing in work, in sacrifice, in deed and in thinking.
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...En-owning and its enjoining in the abgroundness of time-space is the net in which the last god
suspends itself in order to rend it and to let itself come to its end in its uniqueness, godly and rare
and the strangest among all beings. [§142, p 185]

Be-ing as en-owning. En-ownment determines man as owned by be-ing. [§143, p 185]

...Of course, enowning dare not ever be represented immediately objectively. Enownment is the
counter resonance between man and gods-and it is precisely this between and its essential
swaying which is founded by and in Da-sein.

God is neither “a being” nor a “not-being"--and also not commensurate with be-ing. Rather be-
ing holds sway, temporally-spatially, as that Mbetween" /[Zwischen) that can never be grounded
in god but also not in man as extant and living-but in Da-sein. Be-ing and the essential swaying
of its truth belongs to man insofar as he becomes inabiding as Da-sein. But this also immediately
means that be-ing does not hold sway by the graces of man, by the fact that man only happens to
be.

Be-ing “belongs" to man, so much so that man is needed by be-ing itself as the preserver of the
site for the moment of the fleeing and arrival of gods. [§143, p 185-86]

The intimacy of the not and what is strifing in being-is that not Hegel's negativity? No, but he
nevertheless did-as did already Plato's The Sophist and before that Heraclitus, only more
essentially but yet differently—experience what is essential but sublated it in absolute knowing:
negativity only in order to let it disappear and to keep the movement of sublating going.

[That is) precisely not the essential swaying. Why not? Because [for Hegel] being as beingness
(actuality) [is determined] in terms of thinking (absolute knowledge). [§144, p 186]

This deep point has a deciding character. Be-ing is nothing "human" and no human product; and
nevertheless the essential swaying of be-ing needs Da-sein and thus the inabiding of man.
[§144, p 187]

The nothing is neither something negative nor is it a "goal"; rather it is the essential enquivering
of be-ing itself and therefore is more-being than any beings....

However, it is then recognized that the nothing never reckons up and settles itself against be-
ing—for example, as what one is to flee from or to deny—because be-ing (and that means the
nothing) is the in-between [Inzwischen] for beings and for godding and can never become a
“goal." [§145,p 188]

Holding sway in terms of the not, it [be-ing}! makes possible and enforces oth-
erness [Andersheitj at the same time.

[§146, p 188]

148. A Being Is
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If...this proposition moves over at once to the domain of truth-being holds sway-then it says that
a being belongs to the essential swaying of be-ing. And now this proposition has crossed over
from being unthinkingly self-evident to being question-worthy.

...Or is "a being” the issuance [der Ausfall] of the essential swaying of be-ing?

[§148, p 189-90]

More important ...is the matter itself and thus the question of how this differentiation arises from
the beingness of beings and so belongs to the essential swaying of be-ing.

The immediate representing of this difference and of what is differentiated leads to a dead end,
the dead end of what is for us today long since the most familiar. "The door” has its what-ness,
likewise the "clock” and the "bird”; and they each have their that-being and how-being.

[§149, p 190]

151. Being and a Being-

This differentiation comes initially from the guiding-question of beingness

and has remained stuck there...

But this differentiation also has its truth in the other beginning—nay, only now does it receive
its truth. For now, where "thinking” no longer inquires into beingness (not beingness and
thinking, but "being and time,” understood in terms of crossing), this “differentiation” names that
domain of enowning of the essential enswaying of being in truth, in its shelteredness, by which a
being as such first moves into the t/here (Da). [§151, p 192]

Here one must remember that sheltering is always the strifing of the strife of world and earth and
that these two, each in its turn, heighten and suffuse the other and that sheltering of truth takes
place above all and foremost in their counter-current.

World is "earthy” (of the earth). Earth is worldly. In one respect each is more originary than
nature, because it is related to history. World is higher than what is merely “created” because
world is history-forming and thus closest to enowning. [§152, p 193]

Is technicity the historical pathway to the end, fo the last man's falling back into a technicized
animal, which thus loses even the originary animality of the enjoined animal—or can technicity
be above all taken up as sheltering and then enjoined into the grounding of Da-sein?

[§152, p 194]

What is a plant and an animal to us anymore, when we take away use, embellishment, and
entertainment? [§153, p 194]

The darkening and worldlessness: (Earlier as world-poorness! Misunderstandable.
The rock is not even worldless, because it is indeed without darkening.) [§154, p 195]
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Must nature be surrendered and abandoned to machination? Are we still capable of seeking earth
anew? Who enkindles that strife in which the earth finds its open, in which the earth encloses
itself and is earth? [§155, p 195]

The “modalities” belong to beings (to beingness) and say nothing at all about the cleavage of be-
ing itself. This cleavage can become a question only when the truth of be-ing as enowning is lit
up, namely as that which god needs, while man belongs to it...

The cleavage is the inner, incalculable settledness (Ausfolligkeit] of en-ownment; of the essential
swaying of be-ing as the midpoint that is used and that grants belonging—the midpoint that
continues to be related to the passing of god and the history of man at the same time. En-owning
owns god over to man in that it owns man to god. [§157, p 196-97]

[§§161-163 on being-unto-death, complaining about misinterpretations of Being and Time on this
point.]

When a being "is" within be-ing /das Seyende], being cannot also be. Being would then have to
be posed as a being and thus as a property of and addition to a being. And inquiry into this would
thus have fallen behind the first beginning. Thus be-ing would have still not been inquired into in
any shape or form but would have been denied—but in that way “a being” too, would have been
covered over.

Being is not, and yet we cannot equate it with the nothing. But on the other hand we must decide
to set being as the nothing, where "nothing" bespeaks what is "not-a-being." But beyond such a
"nothing," be-ing "is" then not "something," such whereby we could relax, by representing it as
something encounterable. Saying "Be-ing holds sway," we again avail ourselves of. and use a
naming that in language belongs to, a being (consider "what has been-presencing” [GewesenAn-
wesen] ). But here, considering the extremeness of this matter, the word needs vigor; and
essential swaying should not name something that yet again lies beyond be-ing but rather what
brings its innermost to word: en-owning, that counter-resonance of be-ing and Da-sein in which
both are not extant poles but pure and deep resonance itself. [§164, p 201]

Knowing-awareness of essential sway requires, and is itself the leap into, Da-sein. Therefore, it
can never be obtained by a merely general observation of what is given and its already
established interpretation. Essential swaying does not lie "above" and separated from a being.
Rather, a being stands in be-ing and, standing therein and lifted away, has its truth as the true
only in be-ing. Along with this notion of essential swaying, "differentiation" of being and a
being, along with everything that is founded on differentiation, must now also be put forth and
grasped, insofar as whatever belongs to "categories" and "ontologies" falls on the side of
beingness. [§165, p 202]

167. Advancing into Essential Swaying
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Essence is only re-presented, is idea. But essential swaying not only couples whatness and
howness and is thus a richer representation but rather essential swaying is the more originary
onefold of both of those. Essential swaying does not belong to al/ beings but basically only to
being and what belongs to being itself: truth. Proceeding from the essential swaying of being and
corresponding to the guiding-question's being drawn into the grounding-question, the earlier
"essence" is also transformed. Essential swaying is that into which we must advance. That means
here: "experience" in the sense of advancing-into and abiding in and sustaining the essential
swaying-and this happens as Da-sein and its grounding. [§167, p 203]

V. Grounding

Da-sein means en-ownment in enowning as in the essential sway of be-ing. But be-ing comes to
truth only on the ground of Da-sein.

But wherever plant, animal. rock and sea and sky become beings, without falling into abjectness,
there withdrawal (refusal/not-granting) of be-ing reigns-be-ing as withdrawal. But withdrawal
belongs to Da-sein.

The abandonment of being is the first dawning of be-ing as self-sheltering-concealing from out
of the night of metaphysics, in and through which beings pushed ahead into appearing and thus
into abjectness and be-ing became an addendum in the form of the a priori.

But how much in the light that belongs to abground must the clearing for self-sheltering-
concealing be lit up, so that the withdrawal does not appear superficially as a mere nothing but
rather reigns as gifting. [§168, p 207]

It belongs to the most unbending rigor of the inner resonance of Da-sein that it does not count
gods and also does not count on them and does not even reckon with an individual god.
[§169, p 207]

[Da-sein is] not something that could be simply found in extant man but rather the ground of the
truth of be-ing made necessary by the fundamental experience of be-ing as enowning, through
which ground (and its grounding) man is transformed from the ground up....

Only now comes the collapse of animal rationale, back into which we are again in the process of
falling headlong, everywhere where neither the first beginning and its end nor the necessity of
the other beginning is known. [§170, p 207]

Da-sein is the ground of the future humanness that holds sway in the grounding.
Da-sein [is] care.

On the basis of this ground of Da-sein man [is]:

1. the seeker of be-ing (enowning)

2. the preserver of the truth of be-ing

3. the guardian of the stillness of the passing of the last god.
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Stillness and origin of the word.
[§171, p 208]

In Being and Time Da-sein still stands in the shadow of the "anthropological,” the
"subjectivistic," and the "individualist," etc.-and yet the opposite of all of this is what we have in
view-of course, not as what was initially and solely intended, but rather this opposite,
everywhere only the necessary consequence of the deciding transformation of the "question of
being" from guiding-question into the grounding-question. [§172, p 208]

[In Being and Time] "understanding of being" and projecting-open [are thought] -and indeed as
thrown! The being-in-the-world of Dasein. But "world" [is] not the Christian saeculum and the
denial of god or atheism! World [is experienced] from within the essential sway of truth and of
the t/here [Da)! World and earth (d. lecture on the work of art""). [§172, p 208]

In the sense of the other beginning, which inquires into the truth of be-ing, Da-sein can never be
encountered as the character of a being that is encountered and is extant, but also not as the
character of a being which lets such a being become an object and which stands in relations to an
object...[§173, p 209]

In the sense of the other beginning, Da-sein is still completely strange to us; it is what we never
find lying before us, what we leap into solely in leaping-into the grounding of the openness of
self-sheltering-concealing, that dearing of be-ing in which future man must place himself in
order to hold it open.

It is from Da-sein in this sense that Dasein as the presence of what is extant first becomes
"understandable,” i.e., presence proves to be one specific appropriation of the truth of be-ing,
whereby the presentness [Gegenwiirtigkeit], compared to what has been /Gewesenheit] and what
will be [Kunftigkeit], receives certain interpreted preference (consolidated in objectness, in
objectivity for the subject).

As essential swaying of the clearing of self -sheltering-concealing. Da-sein belongs to this very
self-sheltering, which holds sway as en-owning. [§173, p 210]

In the other and future meaning "beingw [sein/ does not mean occurring /vorkommen] but
inabiding carriability [Ertragsamkeit] as grounding the t/here [Da]. The t/here [Da] does not
mean a here and yonder that is somehow each time determinable but rather means the clearing of
be-ing itself, whose openness first of all opens up the space for every possible here and yonder
and for arranging beings in historical work and deed and sacrifice.

Da-sein [is] the inabiding carriability of the clearing, i.e., of the free, unprotected, belonging of
the t/here [Da), in which be-ing is sheltered and concealed.
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The inabiding carriability of the clearing of self-sheltering-concealing will be taken over in the
seeking, preserving, and guardianship of that man who knows himself to be enowned to being
and to belong to enowning as the essential swaying of be-ing. [§173, p 210]

However, mindful deliberation on the t/here [Da] as clearing for
self-sheltering-concealing (be-ing) must already intimate how decisive
the relation of Da-sein to beings in the whole is. because the t/here (Da]
sustains the truth of being. Thought in this direction, Da -sein- itself
nowhere placeable-moves away from the relation to man and reveals
itself as the Mbetween" [Zwischen] that is unfolded by be-ing itself as the
domain where beings tower up, where above all a being returns to itself.
The t/here [Da] is enowned by be-ing itself; and. consequently, man. as
guardian of the truth of be-ing and thus belonging to Da-sein, is

enowned in an outstanding and unique way. Thus as soon as a first allusion
to Da-sein succeeds, the essential dimension which is announced

in this allusion must be granted: that Da-sein is enowned by be-ing and
that be-ing as enowning itself builds the midpoint of all thinking

[§175,p 211]

Da-sein itself means a "being," not the manner of being in the above sense; and nevertheless [it
means] the manner of being in that unique distinction that it first determines the constitution,
what-being as who-being, selthood. But this "being" is not "man" and Da-sein 1s not its how to
be (still easily misunderstandable in Being and Time), but the being is Da-sein as ground of a
definite, i.e., future humanness, not "of human in itself"; here, too, there is not enough clarity in
Being and Time.

The talk of "human Dasein" (in Being and Time) is misleading to the extent that it implies that
there is also an animal "Dasein" and a plant "Dasein." "Human Dasein" -here "human" does not
mean the qualification according to species and in view of specifidty of "Dasein" in general (as
being-extant), but the uniqueness of that being, human, to whom alone Da-sein fits [eignet]. But
how?

Da-sein-the being that distinguishes a human in its possibility; thus Da-sein then no longer needs
the addition "human." In what possibility? In its utmost [possibility), namely of being the
founder and preserver of the truth itself. Da-sein-what undergirds and simultaneously elevates
man. Hence, the talk of Da-sein in humans as the occurrence of that grounding. But one could
also say "humans in Da-sein" or the Da-sein "of" humans. [§176, p 212]

178. “Da-sein Exists for the Sake of Itself”

“For the sake of itself,” i.e., purely as preserving and guardianship of being, if indeed
understanding of being is what is still fundamental. [§178, p 213]
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Existence—for the sake of Da-sein, i.e., grounding the truth of be-ing.
Metaphysically, existence (means] presencing, appearing.
Being-historically, existence [means] inabiding removal-unto the t/here [Da]. [§179, p 213]

[Understanding of being means] being related to that which is enopened in the openness (the
self-sheltering-concealing). Understanding of being does not make be-ing either “subjective” or
“objective." Indeed it overcomes all "subjectivity" and shifts man into the openness of being.
poses him as the one who is exposed to beings (and before that. to the truth of be-ing).
..."Be-ing" is not the making of the "subject." Rather Da-sein as overcoming of all subjectivity
arises from the essential swaying of be-ing. [§180, p 213-14]

The leap is the enopening self-throwing “into" Da-sein. [§181, p 213-14]

What is meant is always merely the projecting-open of the truth of be-ing. The thrower itself,
Da-sein. is thrown, en-owned by be-ing.

Thrownness occurs and is attested expressly by the distress of the abandonment of being and in
the necessity of decision. [§182, p 214]

Here the essential sway of be-ing can be read off neither a definite being nor all known beings
together. Nay, a reading off is not possible at all. At stake is an originary projecting-open and
leap that can draw its necessity only from the deepest history of man, insofar as man is
experienced and his way of being is sustained as that being who is exposed to beings (and before
that to the truth of be-ing); this exposure (preserver, guardian, seeker) makes up the ground of his
way of being. [§184, p 215]

Addressed from the perspective of the "formal," Da-sein must be experienced as fulfilled, i.e., as
the primary preparation for the crossing into an other history of man.

Da -sein is experienced- not re-presented as object, but rather as Da-sein, enacted and sustained
by a displacing shifting-into.

This requires: sustaining the distress of abandonment of being along with putting oneself in the
dedsion about the staying away and arrival of gods: taking up for the first time the position for
guardianship of the stillness of the last god's passing in that decision (d. Leap, 133: The
Essential Sway of Be-ing, p. 178). [§189, p 217]

Nevertheless. it must be possible to attempt an initial naming which points to, and thus unto, Da-
sein. Obviously it is never a direct "describing,- as if Dasein could be found extant
somewhere....

Breaking-out and abandonment, hint and returning all belong together as the occurrences of
owning, in which enowning is en opened-apparently seen only from man's perspective (cf.
ownhood [Jemeinigkeit]):
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From this perspective one can already see which unifying and enjoined power of projecting-open
is needed in order to enact the enopening leap as the enspringing of Da-sein and to prepare
sufficiently the grounding in questioning-knowing. [§190, p 218]

[BB: First appearance of das Geviert.]

In this way Da-sein is the between [das Zwischen] between man (as history-grounding) and gods
(in their history). The between [Zwischen] [is] not one that first ensues from the relation of gods
to humans, but rather that between /Zwischen] which above all grounds the time-space for the
relation, in that it itself leaps forth into the essential swaying of be-ing as enowning and, as
self-opening midpoint, makes gods and humans decidable for one another. [§191, p 219]

...somehow man and then again not man-and indeed always through an extending and a
displacing-is in play in grounding the truth of be-ing. And it is this question-worthy matter that I
call Da-sein. [§193, p 220]

...to focus on the possibility that here, in view of being, humanness in the end takes over a task
that moves humanness away and displaces it into that question-worthy matter, Da-sein.
[§193, p 221]

In the history of the truth of being Dasein is the essential case of the between [Zwischenfall], i.e.,
the case of falling-into that “between” [Zwischen] into which man must be displaced, in order
above all to be himself....

But belongingness to being holds sway only because being in its uniqueness needs Da-sein and,
grounded therein and grounding it, needs man. No truth holds sway otherwise....

Thus one must ask: In which history must man stand, in order to belong to en-ownment?

For this, must he not be thrown ahead into the t/here [Da]—an event which becomes manifest to
him as thrownness?

Thrownness will be experienced above all from within the truth of be-ing. In the first pre-
liminary interpretation (Being and Time) thrown ness still remains rnisunderstandable in the
sense of man's acddentally appearing among other beings. [§194, p 223]

195. Da-sein and Man
Who is man? The one whom be-ing needs, to sustain the essential swaying of the truth of be-ing.
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But as so needed, man “is” only man insofar as he is grounded in Da-sein, i.e., insofar as he
himself becomes founder of Da-sein, in creating.

But be-ing is simultaneously grasped here as en-owning. Both belong together: grounding back
into Da-sein and the truth of be-ing as enowning. [§195, p 223]

As essential swaying of Da-sein, selthood springs forth from the origin of Da-sein. And the
origin of the self is own-hood [Eigen-tum], [as in “own-dom"] when this word is taken in the
same way as the word king-dom [Fursten-tum]. Mastery of owning /Eignung/ in enowning.
Owning is both owning-to and owning-over-to. Insofar as Da-sein is owned-to itself as belonging
to en owning. it comes to itself. but never in such a manner as if the self were already an extant
stock that has just not yet been reached. Rather Da-sein first comes to itself when owning-to

the belongingness becomes at the same time owning-over-to enowning. Da-sein means
steadfastness of the t/here [Da]. The own-hood as mastery of owning occurs in the joinedness of
owning-to and owning-over-to. [§197, p 224]

Da-sein never lets itself be demonstrated and described as something extant. It is to be obtained
only hermeneutically, i.e., however, according to Being and Time, in the thrown projecting-open.
... The t/here [Da) is the open between [Zwischen] that lights up and shelters—between earth and
world, the midpoint of their strife and thus the site for the most intimate belongingness, and thus
the ground for the "to-oneself,,. the self, and selthood. [§198, p 226]

Inceptually Da-sein stands in the grounding of enowning, engrounds the truth of being, and does
not go from a being over to its being. Rather, the engrounding of enowning occurs as sheltering
of truth in and as a being; and thus, if a comparison were at all possible-and it is not-the
relationship is the other way around. [§199, p 226]

But being-away can also be meant in another and no less essential sense. For if Da-sein is
experienced as the creating ground of humanness and it thereby is brought to knowing awareness
that Da-sein is only moment and history, then from this perspective the usual humanness must be
determined as being-away. It [humanness) is "away" from the steadfastness of the t/here (Da) and
completely with beings as extant (forgottenness of being). Man is the away.

Being-away is the more originary title for Da-sein's disownedness [ Uneigentlichkeit—
inauthenticity]. Being-away [is] this manner of pursuing the extant as seen from the stance of the
t/here [Da] and belonging to it. [§201, p 227]

As the utmost of the t/here [Da), death is at the same time the core of its possibly total
transformation. And therein lies at the same time the allusion to the deepest sway of the nothing.
Only the common understanding, which sticks to what is extant as what alone is a being,

also thinks the nothing solely in a trivial /gemein) fashion. This understanding surmises nothing
of the core relation between the away and the displacement of all beings in their belongingness to
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the t/here [Da). What here as ownmost shelteredness-concealedness advances into the t/here
[Da]—the reciprocal relation of the t/here [Da) to the away that is turned toward the t/here
[Da]—is the mirroring of the turning in the essential sway of being itself. The more originarily
being is experienced in its truth, the deeper is the nothing as the abground at the edge of the
ground. [§202, p 228]

Projecting-open is not to be “explained” but rather is to be transmuted in its ground and
abground and in that direction to dis-place humanness into Da-sein and so to show humanness
the other beginning of its history. [§203, p 229]

'Projecting-open is what grounds essential sway. But what is at stake here is the throw of the
domain of projecting-open itself and thereby the originary taking over of thrownness, of that
necessity of belongingness to a being itself. which springs forth along with the distress of the
projecting-open and this in the manner of thrownness into the “midst" [das Inmitten).

[§204, p 229]

The necessity of distress. Whose? Of be-ing itself, which must free up, its first beginning through
the other beginning—and thus overcome the first beginning. [§204, p 230]

But the essential projecting-open of the there [Da] is the unprotected execution of the thrownness
of projecting-open itself, which first emerges in the throw. [§204, p 230]

206. From aletheia to Da-sein
1. [It is] the critical return from correctness to openness. [§206, p 230]

But self-sheltering-concealing is the fundamental teaching of the first beginning and its history
(of metaphysics as such). Self-sheltering-concealing is an essential characteristic of be-ing—
precisely insofar as be-ing needs truth and thus en-owns Da-sein and is thus in itself originarily:
enowning. [§207, p 231]

Da-sein grounds itself and holds sway in attuned, creating yielding and thus itself above all
becomes the ground and founder of man, who now faces anew the question of who he is. This
question inquires into man more originarily as the guardian of the stillness of the passing of the

last god. [§207, p 231]

As enowning of what is true, truth is the cleavage that holds to abground-cleavage in which a
being is di/Joined and must stand in strife. [§208, p 232]

II. Openness is...
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2. not only perceiving and knowing, but every kind of comportment and stance and especially
that which we call atfuning—all belong to openness, which is not a state, but rather an
occurrence.

3. the open as what is enopened and self-opening, the enclosing, the dis-closing [Ent-
schlieflung]. [§209, p 233]

However, in this manner ratio degrades itself, goes underneath its own “niveau,” which
inceptually consisted in directly perceiving beingness in the whole. [§212, p 235]

But as soon as reason is degraded, it becomes more graspable for itself, so much so that it now
takes the measure of understandability and intelligibility from this very success. Now this
intelligibility becomes the measure for what is—and can be—valid and that now means what
dares to be and be called a being. [§212, p 235]

What is established in Plato, especially as priority of beingness as laid out in terms of techne, is
now sharpened to such an extent-and raised to the level of exclusivity—that the fundamental
condition is created for a human epoch in which "technicity"—the priority of the machinational,
of the rules for measuring and of procedure vis-a-vis what is absorbed and affected by it—
necessarily assumes mastery. The self-evident character of be-ing and truth as certainty is now
without limits.

Thus be-ing's ability to be forgotten becomes the principle, and the forgottenness of being that
commences in the beginning spreads out and overshadows all human comportment.

Denial of all history emerges as the reversing of all events into what is produceable and
institutable. [§212, p 236]

213. what the Question of Truth Is About

...but about the leap-into the essential swaying of truth.

4. And, consequently. about a transformation of humanness in the sense of dis-placing its site
among beings.

5. And therefore above all about a more originary honoring and empowering of be-ing itself as
enowning.

6. And thus above all about the grounding of humanness in Da-sein as the ground of the truth of
be-ing that is necessitated by be-ing itself. [§213, p 237]

By recalling the beginning (aletheia) as well as by being mindful of the ground of the possibility
of correctness (adaequatio) we come across the same thing the openness of the open. This is of
course only an initial indi cation of the essential sway. which is determined more essentially as
the clearing for self-sheltering-concealing. [§214, p 237]
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But the open. which hides itself and in which beings-and indeed not only as the nearest handy
things-always stand. is in fact something like a hollow medium, e.g . that of a jug. But here we
recognize that it is not a -random emptiness that is merely enclosed by the walls and left unfilled
by “things," but the other way around: the hollow medium is the determining framing that
sustains the walling of the walls and their edges. These are merely the efflux of that originary
open which lets its openness hold sway by calling forth such a walling (the form of the
container) around and unto itself. In this way the essential swaying of the open radiates back into
the enclosure.

We must understand the essential sway of the openness of the t/here [Da] in a similar way, only
more essentially and richer. Its encircling walling is indeed nothing thingly or extant, nay not a
being at all and itself not a being but is rather of being itself, the enquivering of enowning in the
hinting of self-sheltering-concealing.

...something allegorical is shown here; and even the earlier allusion to the jug is still an allegory.
[§214, p 237-38]

As little as the open and openness were attended to in their essential swaying (earlier the Greeks
were assigned something else entirely), just as little the essential swaying of shelteredness-
concealedness-sheltering concealing became clear and was assigned to basic experience. Here,
too, in a genuinely Greek manner what is sheltered and concealed turned into what is absent; and
the occurrence of sheltering-concealing was lost and along with it the necessity of expressly
grounding it—and finally of grasping it in its inner connection with the essential swaying of
openness and eventually and above all of grounding this onefold also as primal-ownmost
[ureigenes] essential sway.

To attempt that is to name and unfold Da-sein. This can occur only by starting from "man"; and
to this extent the first steps in grounding Da-sein "of" man, in grounding Da-sein "in" man and
man in Da-sein, are very ambiguous and clumsy... [§214, p 238]

What does it mean to be placed before self-sheltering-concealing, re-fusal, hesitation, and to be
steadfast in their open? [It means] reservedness and thus grounding-attunement: startled dismay,
reservedness, deep awe. Such [is] gifted only to man-whenever and however. [§215, p 239]

Do we stand at the end of a long period of such hardening of the essential sway of truth-and then
before the gate of a new moment of its hidden history? [§217, p 239]

En-ownment in its turning [Kehre] is made up neither solely of the callmnor solely of the
belongingness, is in neither of the two and yet resonatesmdeeply in both. And the enquivering of
this resonance in the turning ofmenowning is the most hidden essential sway of be-ing. This
sheltering-concealing needs the deepest clearing: Be-ing "needs” Da-sein.

Truth never "is” but rather holds sway. [§217, p 240]
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The t/here [Da] holds sway; and, as that which holds sway, it must be simultaneously taken over
in a being: Da-sein. Therefore, the inabiding sustaining of the essential swaying of the truth of
be-ing. This twofoldness [Zwiespéltigkeit] [is] the riddle. Therefore Da-sein [is] the "between”
[das Zwischen] between be-ing and a being. [§217, p 240]

Truth is what is originarily true.

What is true is the most-being.

More-being than any being is be-ing itself. The most-being “is” no longer but rather holds sway
as essential swaying (enowning).

Be-ing holds sway as enowning.

The essential sway of truth is the sheltering-concealing of enowning that lights up.

The sheltering-concealing that lights up holds sway as grounding of Da-sein; but grounding is
ambiguous.

The grounding of Da-sein occurs as sheltering truth in what is true, which in this way first
becomes what it is.

What is true lets a being be a being.

When a being thus stands in the t/here [Da), it becomes re-presentable.

The possibility and necessity of what is correct is grounded.

Correctness is an unavoidable offshoot of truth.

Therefore, where correctness pre-determines the “idea” of truth, all ways to its origin are
blocked. [§219, p 241]

[BB: Falling into presentness (so, forgetting Being) via representational conceptions is “an
unavoidable offshoot of truth.]

The question of truth is the question of the essential swaying of truth.

Truth itself is that wherein what is true has its ground.

Ground here [means]:

1. that wherein [what is true is] sheltered, whither [it is) kept back;

2. whereby [it] makes necessary;

3. wherefrom [it] towers up.

What is true [is}: what stands in truth and so becomes a being or a not-being.

Truth {is): the clearing for sheltering-concealing (truth as un-truth), strifing in itself and
nihilating and the originary intimacy, and this because 7Truth (is). truth of be-ing as enowning.
What is true and to be what is true simultaneously [include] within themselves the untrue, the
dissembled and its variants.

The essential swaying of truth.
[§220, p 241-42]

Truth is clearing for self-shelteringl (that is, enowning; hesitating refusal as fullness, fruit and
gifting). But truth [is] not simply clearing but rather the very clearing for self-sheltering.

39



Be-ing: enowning, nihilating in the counter-resonance, and thus strifing. The origin of the strife-
be-ing or not-being.

Truth: ground as abground. Ground [is] not the wherefrom but the whereunto, as what belongs.
Abground: as time-space of the strife; strife as strife of earth and world, because [it is] relation of
truth 70 a being. [§221, p 242]

Only when we stand in the clearing do we experience self-sheltering\

concealing.

Truth is never a "system" joined together from propositions, to which one could appeal.
Truth is the ground as what takes back and towers up, ground that towers above the sheltered
without eliminating it, the attuning that I attunes as this ground. For this ground is enowning
itself as essential swaying of be-ing.

Enowning bears truth= truth towers up through enowning. [§222, p 242]

If truth holds sway as clearing of what is sheltered and concealed, and if, corresponding to the
not-character of being, what is not its ownmost belongs to it, then must not reversing what is
ownmost spread itself out in what is ownmost, i.e., must not the dissembling of clearing as
semblance of what is ownmost thus be exaggerated to the utmost and most superficial degree,
thereby becoming an exhibition, play-acting? Stage—the shaping of the actual as task for the
stage-designer! [§222, p 242]

How little do we know about gods and yet how important is their essential swaying and dis-
swaying (Verwesung] in the openness of the shelterings of the t/here [Da], in truth?

... Truth is the primarily true, indeed it is true as what lights up, is sheltered-concealed and
belongs to be-ing. The essential sway of truth lies in holding sway as the true of be-ing and so in
becoming the origin for sheltering the true in a being, whereby this first becomes a being.

[§224, p 243]

The essential sway of truth is the clearing for self-sheltering-concealing. This intimate strifing of
the essential sway of truth shows that truth is originarily and essentially the truth of be-ing
(enowning).

Nevertheless the question continues to be whether we experience this essential sway of truth
essentially enough, whether in every relation to a being we take over that self-sheltering and thus
the hesitating refusal-each time in its own way as en-ownment-and own ourselves over [iiber-
eignen) to it. Owning-over-to occurs only such that we effect, . produce, create, protect, and in
each case let a being function, according to the call that belongs to it, in order thus to ground the
clearing so that it does not become an emptiness in which everything seems to be equally
“understandable" and controllable. [§225, p 244]
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Therefore, truth is never only clearing, but also holds sway as sheltering-concealing, equally
originarily and intimately along with clearing. Both, clearing and sheltering-concealing, are not
two but rather the essential swaying of the one, of truth itself. In that truth holds sway and
becomes truth, enowning becomes truth. “Enowning enowns" says nothing other than: It and
only it becomes truth, becomes that which belongs to enowning, so that quite essentially truth is
truth of be-ing. [§225, p 244]

Clearing for concealing as originary-onefold essential sway is the abground of ground, as which
the t/here [Da] holds sway.

The perplexing formulation "truth is un-truth” is too misconstruable to be able to indicate, with
any certainty, the right path. But it should still indicate the strangeness that lies in the new
essential projecting-open the clearing for sheltering-concealing, and this as essential swaying
in enowning. [§226, p 245]

But the attempts heretofore, in Being and Time and subsequent writings, to enforce this essential
sway of truth as ground for Da-sein—rather than the correctness of representation and
assertion—had to remain inadequate, because they were always still enacted defensively and thus
always had what was to be warded off as their aim- thus making it impossible to know the

essential sway of truth from the ground up, from the ground as which the essential sway itself
holds sway. [§226, p 246]

What does it mean, to “stand” in the clearing of sheltering-concealing and to sustain it? It means
grounding-attunement of reservedness, the outstanding and historical one-timeness of this
inabiding, that here above all “what is true” is decided. What steadfastness does this inabiding
have? Or put in another way: Who is capable-and when and how-of being Da-sein?[§226, p 247]

The question of truth occurs for the sake of be-ing, which needs 1 our belongingness as founders
of Dasein. [§227, p 247]

How the prolonged, traditional concept of truth as correctness not only initially guides the
question but also suggests that the answer to the question needs to be measured by a correctness
and thus that what is ownmost to truth could be read off something already given, which renders
this ownmost accessible.

6. To unfold what is ownmost to truth above all as lighting-up of sheltering-concealing
(dissembling and hiding)....

9. Truth and the necessity of sheltering.

10. Sheltering as strifing of the strife of world and earth.

11. The historically necessary paths of sheltering.

12. How a being first becomes a being in sheltering (d. Leap, 152: The Stages of Be-ing).
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13. How, by mindfully traversing the preceding way, the domain is first unfolded in which
occurs—and which occurs as—the “differentiation" of be-ing and a being (d. Leap, 151: Being
and a Being).

Da-sein holding sway as the “between." [§227, p 248]

...such a correctness would never lead out of the distress of the abandonment by
being...[D]esolation is the hidden abandonment by being. [§227, p 249]

228. The Essential Sway of Truth Is Un-truth-

This statement—deliberately formulated as self-contradictory—is to state that what has the
character of nothing belongs to truth but by no means only as a lack, rather as what withstands,
that self-sheltering-concealing that comes into the clearing as such.

Thereby the originary relation of truth to be-ing as enowning is grasped. [§228, p 249]

The clearing for self-sheltering-concealing lights up in the projecting-open. The throwing of the
projecting-open occurs as Da-sein, and the thrower of this throwing is in each case that self-
being in which man becomes inabiding. [§229, p 249]

Of course, this origin of the strife and the strife itself must now be shown. To that end, it is not
enough merely to consider the clearing and its inauguration by projecting-opening. Rather one
must above all consider that clearing holds the self-sheltering into the open and lets the
charming-moving-unto-as determining and as originating there thoroughly attune the self-being
of the thrower. Only in this way does owning-over [Ober-eignung] to being and, within this
owning-over, owning-to /Zueignung] the thrower itself occur, whereby the thrower in turn first
comes to stand in the clearing (of self-sheltering) and becomes inabiding in the t/here (Da).
[§229, p 250]

Philosophy in the other beginning is essentially historical, and in this respect a more originary
kind of remembering the history of the first beginning must now ensue.

The question i1s: What fundamental movements of the essential sway of truth and its conditions
for interpretation carried—and will carry—Western history?

The two outstanding basic positions in this history are marked by Plato and Nietzsche.

...And [it is] Nietzsche in whom Western tradition is gathered in the modern and above all
positivistic variation of the nineteenth century and with whom “truth" is simultaneously brought
into essential oppositionmto art and thereby into its belonging to art—both of them as
fundamental modes of 'will to power, as the essence of beings (essentia) whose existentia is
called the eternal return of the same. [§232, p 251]
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How would it be if nonetheless we came into the nearness of enowning, which might be
obscured in its essential sway but still shows that a between [Zwischen] holds sway, between us
and be-ing, and that this between itself belongs to the essential swaying of be-ing? [§236, p 257]

Essential knowing is a holding oneself within the ownmost (Wesen]. This is is to say that
essential knowing is not a mere representation of an encounter but rather is persevering within
the break-through of a projecting-opening which, through enopening, comes to know the very
abground that sustains it. [§237, p 258]

But hesitating self-refusal is exactly clearing for sheltering-concealing and thus presencing of
truth. Certainly, "presencing." but not in the manner in which what is extant is present but rather
the essential swaying of that which above all grounds presence and absence of a being-and not
only that.

"Staying away" as (hesitating) self-refusal of ground is essential swaying of ground as ab-
ground. Ground needs ab-ground. And the lightening /das Lichten] that occurs in self-refusing is
not a mere gaping and yawning open (chaos vis-a-vis phusis), but the tuning enjoining of the
essential dis-placings of merely what is lit up, which lets self-sheltering enter into it.

And this is so because truth as sheltering that lights up is truth of be-ing as enowning, is
enownment that resonates back and forth, which grounds itself in truth (in the essential swaying
of the t/here [Da/ and gains for itself in truth-and only in it-the clearing for its self-sheltering-
concealing. Enowning attunes-through and through-the essential swaying of truth. [§242, p 266]

Again and again the jointure of this essential swaying must be put into projecting-opening: What
is ownmost to truth is the sheltering that lights up. This takes up enowning and, bearing it, lets its
resonance soar through the open. Bearing and letting soar, truth is the ground of be-ing.
“Ground" is not more originary than be-ing but rather is origin as that which lets this, enowning,
arise. [§242, p 267]

Hint is hesitating self-refusal....

But because this abandonment is originarily remembering-expecting (belongingness to being and
the call of be-ing), it is in itself no mere sinking and dying away in a not-having, but conversely,
it is the present that aims at and is solely carried out into dedsion: moment. The removals-unto
are shifted into this moment, and this moment itself holds sway only as the gathering of
removals-unto.

The remembering awaiting (remembering a concealed belongingness to be-ing, awaiting a call of
be-ing) puts to decision the whether or not of the onset of be-ing. More clearly: Temporalizing as
this joining of (the hesitating) self-refusal grounds the domain of decision, in accord with the ab-
ground. [§242, p 268]
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However, hesitating refusal itself has this originarily unifying joining of not-granting and
hesitating from the Aint. This hint is the self-enopening of what shelters and conceals itself as
such and indeed the self-enopening for and as en-ownment, as call to belongingness to enowning
itself, i.e., to the grounding of Da-sein as the domain of decision for be-ing.

But this hint comes to hint only in the echo of be-ing out of the distress of abandonment by being
and only means further that enowning opens up neither from within the call nor from within a
belongingness but only from within the "between" [Zwischen] that resonates both. [§242, p 269]

Space is rendering ab-ground that charms-moves unto the encircling hold.

Time is rendering ab-ground that removes unto the gathering.

Charming-moving-unto is the encircling hold of gathering that holds to abground.

Removal-unto is gathering unto the encircling hold that holds to abground.

When removal-unto proves to be gathering and charming-moving-unto proves to be encircling
hold, then there is each time therein a counter-turning /Gegenwendiges].

For, removal-unto appears to be dispersal, and charming-moving-unto appears to be estranging.
This counterturning is indeed what is essential and indicates the originary referral of both to each
other, on the basis of their separatedness. [§242, p 269]

The encircling hold of charming-moving-unto has the unclosed expanse of the hidden
possibilities of the hint.

The gathering of removal-unto has the unmeasured and measure-repugnant remoteness of what is
allotted and given along with (Mitgegebene) as a task [Aufgegebene].

The open of the ab-ground is not groundless. Ab-ground is not—like a groundlessness—the no to
every ground but rather the yes to the ground in its hidden expanse and remoteness.

Ab-ground is thus the in-itself temporalizing-spatializing-counter resonating site for the moment
of the "between,” [Zwischen) as which Da-sein must be grounded.

Ab-ground is as little "negative” as the hesitating refusal; taken directly (in a “logical” sense),
both do contain a “no”’; and yet, hesitating-refusal is the first and utmost shining of the hint.
Grasped more originarily, a "not” does hold sway in hesitating refusal.

However, this is the originary “not” that belongs to be-ing itself and thereby to enowning.

[§242, p 271]

Leaving completely out of consideration that truth is never extant, sheltering is not a subsequent
housing of the truth as extant in itself within a being. Sheltering belongs to the essential swaying
of truth. This truth is not essential swaying if it never holds sway in sheltering.

Therefore, when by way of indicating "what is ownmost™ to truth is called clearing for self-
sheltering, then this happens only in order first to unfold the essential swaying of truth. The
clearing must ground itself into its open. Clearing needs that which keeps it in openness, and that
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is in each case a different being (thing-tool-work). But this sheltering of what is open must at the
same time and in advance be such that the openness comes to be in such a way that self-
sheltering and thereby be-ing holds sway in it.

Thus it must be possible-with, of course, the corresponding leap ahead into be-ing-to find the
way from "a being” to the essential swaying of truth and in this way to make manifest the
sheltering as belonging to truth. [§243, p 271-72]

[BB: Earlier MH objects to moving from “a being” to its Being. ]

It must be shown in which truth a being stands-and how it respectively stands in this truth. It
must become dear 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. [§243, p 272]

Sheltering also definitely and always shifts the self-sheltering-concealing into what is open, in
the same way in which it is itself permeated by the clearing of self-sheltering-concealing.
[§243, p 272]

Truth holds sway always already and only as Da-sein and thereby as the strifing of the strife.
[§243, p 272]

Whence does sheltering have its distress and necessity? From within the self-sheltering-
concealing. In order not to eliminate this. but rather to preserve it, this occurrence needs to be
sheltered. The occurrence is transformed and preserved (why) in the strife of earth and world.
The strifing of the strife puts truth into work—into tool—experiences truth as thing,
accomplishes truth in deed and sacrifice. However, there must always be preservation of self-
sheltering-concealing. For only in this manner does the history that is grounded in terms of
Dasein remain in enownment and thus belong to be-ing. [§244, p 273]

Sheltering truth as growing back into the closedness of earth. This growing-back is never
accomplished in mere re-presentings and feelings but always in procuring, manufacturing,
laboring—in short, in letting worlding of a world occur, supposing that this does not deviate into
mere occupation. [§245, p 273]

Sheltering is basically preserving enowning by strifing of strife. Preserving self-sheltering-
concealing (hesitating refusal) is no mere preserving of a given but a binding that projects-open
into what is open, bestrifing the strife, in whose steadfastness belongingness to enowning is
enstrifed. [§246, p 273]
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V1. The Ones to Come

[The ones to come are] those strangers of like mind who are equally decided for the gifting and
refusing that has been allotted to them. Mace bearers of the truth of be-ing, in which a being is
uplifted to the simple mastery that prevails in every thing and every breath. The stillest witness to
the stillest stillness, in which an imperceptible tug turns the truth back, out of the confusion of all
calculated correctness into what is ownmost: keeping sheltered what is most sheltered, the
enquivering of the passing of the decision of gods, the essential swaying of be-ing.

The ones to come: the lingering and long-hearing founders of this essential sway of truth. Those
who withstand the thrust of be-ing.

...Inceptual thinking serves this preparation as silent reticence of enowning. But thinking is only
one way in which the few venture the leap into be-ing. [§248, p 277]

Echo and playing-forth, leap and grounding, each have their guidingattunement, which attune
originarily together from within the grounding-attunement....

The guiding-attunement of echo is the shock of disclosing be-ing's abandonment and at the same
time the deep awe before the resonating enowning. Shock and deep awe together first let the
echo be enacted in thinking. [§249, p 277]

The originary accord of the guiding-attunements is fully attuned primarily through grounding-
attunement. The ones to come are in that grounding-attunement; and as so attuned, they are
destined by the last god. [§249, p 277]

Our hour is the epoch of going-under.

Taken in its essential sense, going-under means going along the path of the reticent preparing for
those who are to come, for the moment, and for the site, in all of which the decision of the arrival
and staying-away of gods falls. [§250, p 278]

Da-sein: What is it other than grounding the being of these beings, grounding the being of the
ones to come who belong to the last god?

What is ownmost to a people is grounded in the historicity of those who belong to themselves out
of belongingness to god. From within enowning, wherein this belongingness is historically
grounded, first arises the foundation for why “/ife”” and body, procreation and sex, and lineage—
said fundamentally: the earth—belong to history and in their own way again take history back
into themselves, and in all of that serve only the strife of earth and world, born up by the
innermost deep awe of always being unconditioned. For what is their ownmost is always near to
enowning because inherently bound to strife. [§251, p 279-80]
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This god will set up the simplest but utmost opposition over its people as the paths on which this
people wanders beyond itself, in order to find once again what is its ownmost and to exhaust the
moment of its history. World and earth in their strife will raise love and death into their utmost
and will bring love and death together into fidelity to god and will withstand the maze—in the
manifold mastering of the truth of beings.

The ones who are to come and belong to the last god will enstrife enowning in the strifing of this
strife and, in the widest retrospect, will remind themselves of the greatest thing that is created:
the enfilled onceness and uniqueness of being....

Will then the time of gods be up and the relapse into the mere living of beings who are world-
poor begin, for whom earth remains only something to be exploited?

Reservedness and reticence in silence will be the innermost feast of the last god; they will
achieve their own way of entrusting the simplicity of things and their own surging of the
intimacy of charming-moving-unto removal-unto of their works; the sheltering of truth will leave
sheltered and concealed what is most sheltered-concealed and will thus lend to it the uniquely
present. [§252, p 280]

It bears a certainty that is touched by the shiest and remotest hint of the last god and is held
toward the breaking-in of enowning. How this hint is preserved as hint in the reserved reticence
in silence, and how such preserving always resides in taking-leave and arriving, particularly in
grief and joy, in that grounding-attunement of the reserved ones, to whom alone the cleavage of
be-ing opens and closes: fruit and falling-toward, onset and hint. [§252, p 280]

Those few to come count among themselves the essentially unpretentious ones, to whom no
publicness belongs but who in their inner beauty gather the shining-ahead of the last god and
then gift it to the few and the rare by radiating it back to them. They all ground Da-sein, through
which the accord of the nearness of god resonates a nearness which neither rises above itself nor
fades away but has taken the steadiness of the deepest awe for the most singular space of
resonance. Da-sein—shifting through all relations of remoteness and nearness (onset) of the last
god. [§252, p 280]

The unfittingness of what is only a being, the not-being in the whole, and the seldomness of
being—this 1s why one seeks gods among beings. If one seeks and does not find and therefore is
coerced into the constrained machinations, [then there is] no freedom for reserved waiting for
and being-able-to-await an encounter and a hint. [§252, p 281]
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VII. The Last God

The totally other over against gods
who have been, especially over against
the Christian God.

Given that as yet we barely grasp “death” in its utmost, how are we then ever going to be primed
for the rare hint of the last god? [§253, p 285]

What if that domain of dedsion as a whole, flight or arrival of gods, were itself the end? What if
beyond that, be-ing in its truth would have to be grasped for the first time as enownrnent, as that
which enowns what we call refusal? That is neither flight nor arrival, and also not flight and
arrival, but rather something originary, the fullness of granting be-ing in refusal. Herein is
grounded the origin of the future style, i.e., of reservedness in the truth of be-ing.

Refusal is the highest nobility of gifting and the basic thrust of self-sheltering-concealing,
revelation [ Offenbarkeit] of which makes up the originary essential sway of the truth of be-ing.
Only thus does be-ing become estranging itself, the stillness of the passing of the last god.
...Flight and arrival of gods now together move into what has been and are withdrawn from what
is past. [§254, p 285]

Under the illusion of a being, machination takes what is not-being into the protection of a being;
and thereby the unavoidably enforced desolation of man is made up for by “lived-experience.”
[§254, p 286]

...what is most estranging also needs what is most current and the cleavage of be-ing should not
collapse under the contrived illusion of adjustments, of “happiness” and pseudo-completion;

for the last god especially hates [hasset] all of this....

If we think calculatively here and take this “last” merely as ceasing and the end, instead of as the
utmost and briefest decision about what is highest, then of course all knowing awareness of the
last god is impossible. [§254, p 286]

What is this originary turning in enowning? Only the onset of be-ing as enownment of the t/here
[Da] leads Da-sein to itself and thus to the enactment (sheltering) of the inabiding and grounded
truth into a being which finds its site in the lit-up sheltering-concealing of the t/here [Da)....
When through enowning, Da-sein—as the open midpoint of the selthood that grounds truth—is
thrown unto itself and becomes a self, then Dasein as the sheltered possibility of grounding the
essential swaying of be-ing must in return belong to enowning.

And within the turning: Enowning must need Dasein and, needing it, must place it into the call
and so bring it before the passing of the last god....
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The hints of the last god are at play in the turning as onset and staying-away of the arrival and
flight of gods and their places of mastery.
[§255, p 286-87]

Man with his machinations might for centuries yet pillage and lay waste to the planet, the
gigantic character of this driving might “develop" into something unimaginable and take on the
form of a seeming rigor as the massive regulating of the desolate as such—yet the greatness of
be-ing continues to be closed off, because decisions are no longer made about truth and untruth
and what is their ownmost. [§255, p 287]

The last god has its essential swaying within the hint, the onset and staying-away of the arrival as
well as the flight of the gods who have been, and within their sheltered and hidden
transformation. The last god is not enowning itself; rather, it needs enowning as that to which the
founder of the t/here /Dagriinder] belongs.

This hint, as enowning, places a being into the utmost abandonment by being and at the same
time radiates the truth of being as the innermost shining of that abandonment.

Within the domain of the mastery of the hint, earth and world come together anew for the
simplest strife: purest closure [ Verschlossenheit] and utmost transfiguration, the most gracious
charming. moving-unto and the most terrifying removal-unto. [§256, p 288]

Here the innermost finitude of be-ing reveals itself: in the hint of the last god.

In the fullness, in the vigor for the fruit and the greatness of gifting, there lies at the same time
the most hidden and most sheltered essential sway of the not, as not-yet and no-longer.

It is here that the intimacy of the swaying-into /Einwesung) of the nihilating in be-ing is
intimated. However, in accord with the essential swaying of be-ing within the play of the onset
and staying-away, the not itself-and accordingly also the nothing—assumes various shapes of its
truth. [§256, p 288]

But this domain is enterable only by virtue of preparing for a long intimating of the last god. And
those of the last god who are to come are prepared only and above all by those who find,
traverse, and build the way back from the experienced abandonment by being. [§256, p 289]

The last god has its most unique uniqueness and stands outside those calculating determinations
meant by titles such as "mono-theism," "pan-theism: and "a-theism." "Monotheism" and all types
of "theism" exist only since Judaeo-Christian "apologetics," which has metaphysics as its
intellectual presupposition. With the death of this god, all theisms collapse. The multitude of
gods cannot be quantified but rather is subjected to the inner richness of the grounds and
abgrounds in the site for the moment of the shining and sheltering-concealing of the hint of the

last god.
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The last god is not the end but the other beginning of immeasurable possibilities for our history.
For its sake history up to now should not terminate but rather must be brought to its end. We
must bring about the transfiguration of its essential and basic positions in crossing and in
preparedness. Preparation for the appearing of the last god is the utmost venture of the truth of
be-ing, by virtue of which alone man succeeds in restoring beings. [§256, p 289]

But whether man can master both, sustaining the echo of enowning as not-granting and enacting
the crossing to grounding the freedom of a being as such- to renewing the world out of rescuing
the earth-who is inclined to decide and to know? [§256, p 290]

The utmost remoteness of the last god in not-granting is a unique kind of nearness. [§256, p 290]

But the nearness echoes in the echo of be-ing out of the experience of distress of abandonment
by being. However, this experience is the first burst of the storm into Da-sein. For only when
man comes from this distress does he bring to light the necessities and with these above all the
freedom of belongingness to exultation of be-ing. [§256, p 290]

_ Only from out of this moment can one assess how be-ing, as the

domain of enowning of that distressing, must restore a being, in which mastery of a being the
honoring of god must be enacted. [§256, p 290]

We must prepare the grounding of truth; and that looks as if thereby honoring and preserving the

last god is already predetermined. At the same time _
itself and by the manner in which it needs s as founders of t/here-being /Da-scinsgriindende].
What is required is not only a table of commandments but more originarily and essentially that

lets it reign as passing, always in the simplicity of what is regained as ownmost to a being (as
work, tool, thing, deed, view, and word)! [§256, p 290]

...be-ing as en-owning, which happens out of its own turning /kehrigen] overflowing and so

becomes the origin for the strife between god and man, between the passing of god and the
history of man. [§256, p 291]

All beings, regardless of how obtrusively and uniquely and independently and persistently they

might appear to the god-less and inhuman calculating and operating, are just entry into and
staying-in [Hereinstand] enowning, in which (the entry-into and staying-i
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the'passing of thelast god and the guardianship of man scek a steadiness in order to continue to

be prepared for enownment and not to ward off be-ing-what indeed the heretofore beings in the
heretofore truth had exclusively to do. [§256, p 291]

The last god is the beginning of the longest history on its shortest path. Long preparation is
needed for the great moment of its passing. [§256. p 291]

Then, for this moment, be-ing as the innermost "between" is like the nothing; god overpowers
man and man surpasses god—in immediacy, as it were, and yet both only in enowning, which is
what the truth of be-ing itself is. [§256, p 292]

...in the reservedness of care that the creating ones must prepare themselves for guardianship
within the time-space of that passing. [§256, p 292]

With the question of be-ing, which has overcome the question of beings and thus all
"metaphysics," the torch is lit and the first attempt is made for the long run. [§256, p 292]

But what compels is solely the incalculable and unmakeable of enowning, the truth of be-ing.
Blessed is the one who dares to belong to the unblessedness of be-ing's cleavage in order to be
the one who hears the always inceptual dialogue of the solitary ones, to whom the last god
beckons because in its passing it is enbeckoned by them. [§256, p 292]

The last god is not an end but rather the beginning. ..[§256. p 293]

Coming from a posture toward beings that is determined by "metaphysics," we will only slowly
and with difficulty be able to know the other, namely that god no longer appears either in the
"personal" or in the "lived-experience" of the masses but solely in the "space" of be-ing itself—a
space which is held to abground. [§256, p 293]

[§256, p 293]

[§256, p 293]
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VIII. Be-ing

At present and in the future the essential grasping of the concept of philosophy (and thereby pre-
determining the conceptuality of its concept and of all its concepts) is historical grasping (not
historical [as a disci pline)). “Historical” [geschichtlich] here means: belonging to the essential
swaying of be-ing itself, enjoined unto the distress of the truth of be-ing and thus bound into the
necessity of that decision which on the whole has at its disposal what is ownmost to history and
its essential swaying. [§258, p 297]

Truth itself, that clearing of self-sheltering-concealing, in whose open gods and man are
enowned for their countering, enopens be-ing as history [Geschichte]. [§258, p 298]

Meta-physics is justification for the "physics" of beings by way of a constant flight in the face of
be-ing. "Metaphysics” is the unadmitted perplexity toward be-ing and the ground for the final
abandonment of beings by being. The differentiation of a being and of being is shoved aside into
the harmlessness of a difference that is merely represented (a "logical" difference), if within
metaphysics this difference itself as such is brought to knowing awareness at all-which strictly
speaking, does not and cannot happen.... [§258, p 297]

Philosophy is inquiring into being....

Initially and throughout the long history between Anaximander and Nietzsche, inquiring into
being is only the question concerning the being of beings. The question aims at beings as what is
asked about and inquires into what they are. What is inquired into is determined as what is
common to all beings. Being has the character of beingness. Beingness as an addendum to beings
results from an inquiry that proceeds from beings and inquires back into beings.

However, within what is asked-about and what is inquired into, beingness as what is most
constantly present in all beings is the most-being and therefore in each case the earlier over
against every definite and individual being. As soon as beingness is grasped as object of
representation and re-presentation becomes putting-before-oneself with regard the subject, being-
earlier gets another ranking allotted to it and becomes the a priori in the order of re-presentation.
[§259, p 299]

The question of being now becomes the question of the truth of be-ing. The essential sway of
truth is now inquired out of the essential swaying of be-ing and is grasped as the clearing for
what shelters and conceals itself and thus as belonging to the essential sway of be-ing itself. The
question of truth "of” be-ing reveals itself as the question of the be-ing "of” truth. (The genitive
here is an ur-own [ur-eigener] one and can never be grasped by the heretofore "grammatical”
genitive.) Now the questioning of be-ing no longer thinks in terms of beings but rather as en-
thinking of be-ing (d. Be-ing, 265: En-thinking of Be-ing), is necessitated by be-ing itself. En-
thinking of be-ing gives rise to be-ing as the "between” [das Zwischen] in whose self-clearing
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essential swaying gods and man recognize each other. i.e .. decide on their belonging-together.
As this "between,” be-ing "is" not an addendum to beings but rather that holding sway in whose
truth what is can above all enter the preserving of a being. But this priority of the "between” dare
not be misconstrued idealistically. [§259, p 302]

However, the reservation remains, whether it is possible to think be-ing itself in its essential
swaying without proceeding from a being, whether any inquiry into being must not unfailingly
remain a retro-inquiry from a being. [§259, p 302]

But be-ing. Which must be enthought in its truth, "is" not what is general and empty but rather
holds sway as what is singular and has the character of an abground, in which the one-time
occurrence of history is decided. [§259, p 302]

But in truth the lack of distress is what is utmost in this distress, which becomes recognizable
primarily as the abandonment of beings by being. [§259, p 303]

That the history of metaphysics is at its end (With Nietzsche) in no way means that from now on
metaphysical thinking (and that means at the same time rational logical thinking) has been
eradicated. [§259, p 303]

We know the future of being-history, namely that, if it wants to remain history, be-ing itself must
enown thinking to itself. But no one knows the shape of coming beings. [§259, p 304]

Because here a greatness of thinking Dasein is required by be-ing itself-a greatness whose shape
we hardly surmise in the poetic Dasein of Holderlin and in the dreadful wanderings of
Nietzsche—and because this greatness alone continues to be in the space of being-historical
thinking- for which reason even the talk of greatness continues to be too small—therefore
preparation for such thinkers must summon all inexorability and move within the clearest
differentiations. For only such differentiations furnish the courage for inabiding in the domain of
the thrust of what is most question-worthy—that which is needed by gods and forgotten by man
and which we call be-ing. [§259, p 304-5]

In the first, "thinking" means the guiding-thread along which a being is questioned unto its
beingness: the representing assertion. [§259, p 305]

Those in the crossing must in the end know what is mistaken by all urging for intelligibility: that
every thinking of being, all philosophy, can never be confirmed by “facts,” i.e., by beings.
Making itself intelligible is suicide for philosophy. Those who idolize "facts” never notice that
their idols only shine in a borrowed shine....But idolizers and idols are used wherever gods are
in flight and so announce their nearness. [§259, p 307]
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Seen from within the horizon of what has explicitly become differentiation of beings and being
and reckoned within a historical [historisch] comparison to metaphysics and its proceeding
from beings, questioning within the other beginning (questioning as be-ing-historical thinking)
may seem to be a simple-and that means here a crude- reversing ( Umkehrung]. [§259, p 307]

Be-ing-historical thinking-out of its necessity for interpreting

ahead-can be made question-worthy in four ways:

1. Within the perspective of gods.

2. Within the perspedive of man.

3. In looking back at the history of metaphysics.

4. As thinking "of” be-ing.

These four perspectives can only seemingly be pursued in isolation from one another.
[§259, p 308]

But the talk of “gods" here does not indicate the decided assertion on the extantness of a
plurality over against a singular but is rather meant as the allusion to the undecidability of the
being of gods, whether of one single god or of many gods....[§259, p 308]

The undecidability concerning which god and whether a god can, in utmost distress, once again
arise, from which way of being of man and in what way-this is what is named with the name
“gods.” [§259, p 308]

Insofar as in such fore-thinking be-ing is not in advance attributed to .. gods," all assertion about
“being" and “essence" of gods not only does not say anything about them—and that means
about that which is to be decided—but also simulates something objective, against which all
thinking comes to nought because it is immediately forced into devious paths. [§259, p 308]

Not attributing being to “gods” initially means only that being does not stand "over" gods and
that gods do not stand "over” being. But gods do need be-ing, which saying already thinks the
essential sway “of” be-ing. “Gods” do not need be-ing as their ownhood, wherein they
themselves take a stance. “Gods” need be-ing in order through be-ing which does not belong to
gods—nevertheless to belong to themselves. Be-ing is needed by gods: it is their need. And the
needfulness of be-ing names its essential swaying—what is needed by “gods” but is never
causable and conditionable. That “gods” need be-ing moves them into the ab-ground (into
freedom) and expresses the breakdown of any proving and demonstrating of every sort. And as
impenetrable as the needfulness of be-ing must remain for thinking, it still offers a first hold for
thinking “gods" as those who need be-ing. [§259, p 309]
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But when be-ing is the needfulness of god, when be-ing itself finds its truth only in en-thinking,
and when this thinking is philosophy (in the other beginning), then “gods" need be-ing-historical
thinking, i.e., philosophy. "Gods" need philosophy, not as if must they themselves philosophize
for the sake of their godding, but rather philosophy must be if "gods" are again to come into
decision and if history is to obtain its if ownmost ground. Within the perspective of gods be-ing-
historical thinking is determined as that thinking of be-ing that understands the abground of
needfulness of and by be-ing as primary and never seeks the essential sway of be-ing in the
divine itself as what is supposedly the most-being. Be-ing-historical thinking is outside any
theology and also knows no atheism, in the sense of a worldview or a doctrine structured in some
other way. [§259, p 309]

But understanding be-ing-historical thinking from within the perspective of gods is "the same" as
attempting to indicate what is ownmost to this thinking from within the perspective of man.
[§259, p 309]

When one finally admits that being "is" not a being, being continues to be an empty
"representation," a bringing-before-oneself that brings nothing forth, a miscalculation of re-
presentation which-because it is at any time, anywhere and at every opportunity possible over
against any being-with regard to a being is what is most common to everything of a being's kind
but is thus what is "nothing." Finally, be-ing still counts as a name that no longer names anything
but is still in use as a sign for what is most indifferent of all beings. [§261, p 312]

Something else matters: to recognize in not-concerning-oneself with be-ing, a necessary state in
which an outstanding stage of the history of be-ing itself is hidden. Perhaps to hear, out of this
most insignificant of all events within today's affairs, the echo of deciding enowning.

[§261, p 314]

The as yet unbroken—even if through and through disturbed and unrecognizable—dominion of
"metaphysics” has led to be-ing's representing itself to us only as the concomitant outcome of
representation of a being as a being. It is from this basic Western determination (initially still
genuinely as ousia), then, that all modifications of the interpretation of beings ensue.

[§262, p 317]

Unfolding the question of being unto enthinking of be-ing must all the more unreservedly give
up any representational approach....However, as soon as and insofar as the enthinking of be-ing
succeeds in leaping, it determines its ownmost as “thinking" from that which being as en-owning
en-owns, from Da-sein.

[§262, p 318]

263. Every Projecting-Open Is a Thrown One
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Hence no statement about what is given reaches what is true. And even less can the re-presenting
self-directing to what is given make manifest what is ownmost to the true, truth; instead, it
always makes manifest only correctness. [§263, p 318]

Is man then a fettered man? To a being, of course, and this only because he directly comports
himself toward "being"' (e.g., language), since this relation to be-ing is the very ground of a
relationship in a comporting of a comportment.

By throwing himself free of "a being," man first becomes man. [§263, p 318]

Man up to now is the one who in the free-throw has at once returned, who in this way has
traversed for the first time the differentiation of a being and of be-ing without himself being able
to experience this differentiation and even to ground it. [§263, p 319]

But how is this to be grasped more definitively, the throwing-oneself free? We must avoid
seeking refuge now in some human “properties" and "capabilities," e.g., reason. [§263, p 319]

Countering is rending open the "betweenw [Zwischen] unto which the over-against each other
[das Gegeneinander) occurs as something needing an open. [§263, p 320]

As it is introduced in Being and Time, understanding of being has a transitional and ambiguous
character; this corresponds to the designation of man ("human Dasein” and "Dasein in man”).

On the one hand understanding of being -looking back, as it were, metaphysically—is grasped as
the ungrounded ground of the transcendental and, in general. of re-presenting beingness (all the
way back to idea). On the other hand (because understanding is grasped as projecting-open and
this is grasped as thrown) understanding of being indicates grounding the essential sway of truth
(manifestness, clearing of the t/here (Da). Da-sein). To say "understanding of being that belongs
to Da-sein” becomes superfluous, it says the same thing twice and even in a weakened form. For
Da-sein "is” precisely grounding the truth of be-ing as enowning. Understanding of being moves
within the differentiation of beingness and a being, without as yet validating the origin of the
differentiation from within the deciding-essential sway of be-ing. [§264, p 320]

...the predominance of thinking (that it became itself the guiding-thread in the form of
representation of something in general) increasingly pushed the interpretation of the beingness of
beings in that direction from which then finally the equating of being with abjectness of beings
(of representedness in general) had to come. And this insight reveals that thinking and its
predominance (in how it handles the guiding-question and how it chooses the guiding-thread) in
the end blocked every way to the question, i.e., to the possible distressing into the question of the
truth of be-ing. [§265, p 321]
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Thinking (1) on the one hand is meant as the name of the manner of questioning and thus in
general for the manner of relating the questioning relation of man to the being of beings. That is
thinking in the sense of the basic posture of the “thinker” (the philosopher) (thinking as inquiring
into the question of being).

Thinking (2) on the other hand is meant as the name for the guiding-thread which thinking (1)
needs in order to occupy the sphere within which beings as such are interpreted with respect to
beingness (thinking as the guiding-thread of that questioning). [§265, p 321-22]

Summary of the history of metaphysics:

Now, by a definite interpretation of being (as idea) the noien of Parmenides becomes the noein
of dialegesthai in Plato. The logos of Heraclitus becomes the logos as assertion and becomes the
guiding-thread of the "categories" (Plato: The Sophist). The combining of both into ratio, and
that means the corresponding comprehension of nous and logos is prepared in Aristotle. With

Descartes ratio becomes "mathematical"; this is possible only because this mathematical essence
has been the focus since Plato and, as one possibility, is grounded in the aletheia of phusis.
Thinking (2) in the sense of assertion becomes the guiding-thread for thinking (1) of Western
thinkers. And then in the end this thinking (2) also provides direction for interpretation of
thinking (1) as the basic posture of philosophy. (Closely connected with this is the peculiar
predominance of the thinking of thinking and what it thinks as such, i.e., of the I and "self”-
consciousness in modern philosophy—a predominance that is intensified to the utmost by
equating actuality (being) as absolute with thinking as the unconditioned; the unequivocal
relation of being to the logic of assertion still reigns even in Nietzsche.) [§265, p 322]

Now, in crossing to the other beginning, the question of being does become the question of the
truth of be-ing, such that this truth, as what is ownmost to truth, belongs to the essential swaying
of be-ing itself. The choice of guiding-thread becomes superfluous, indeed is now impossible
from the start. Being now no longer counts as the beingness of a being, as the addendum
represented within the perspective of a being, an addendum which emerges simultaneously

as the a priori of a being (of what is present). Rather, now be-ing holds sway in advance in its
truth. [§265, p 322]

Thus with the accustomed concept of thinking (the “logical” concept), once again one has
decided beforehand about the essential sway of be-ing, whereby similarly this essential sway is
meant in advance as that which is the object of a representation.

However, we must free ourselves even from that concept of thinking in order to allow be-ing the
attuning-determining power for designating what is ownmost to thinking (en-thinking).

[§265, p 323]

Presence can be grasped as gather ing and thus be understood as unity—and with the priority of
logos must be so grasped. [§265, p 323]
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But then it becomes clear that with the priority of presence (present) wherein unity is grounded,
something has been decided, namely, that in what is most self-evident [presence) the most
estranging decision lies hidden, that this deciding-character belongs to the essential swaying of
be-ing and hints at the respective singularity and most originary historicity of be-ing itself.

Even with an approximate awareness of the history of be-ing, we can gather that be-ing is
directly never definitively sayable—and thus never only "provisionally" sayable—as that
interpretation (which takes be-ing to be the most general and most empty) would feign have it.

That the essential sway of be-ing is never definitively sayable does not indicate a lack.
On the contrary, it indicates that the non-definitive knowing precisely holds fast the abground of,
and thus the essential sway of, be-ing. This holding-fast to the abground belongs to what is
ownmost to Da-sein as the grounding of the truth of be-ing. Holding-fast to the abground is
simultaneously leaping into the essential swaying of be-ing, such that be-ing itself unfolds its
essential power as en-owning, as the between [Zwischen] for the needfulness of god and the
guardianship of man. [§265, p 324]

For this is one of the greatest prejudices of Western philosophy, namely, that thinking must be
determined "logically," i.e., with respect to assertion. [§265, p 324]

Thus, wherever and whenever en-thinking of be-ing succeeds, it reaches a rigor and keenness of
historicity for the saying of which the language is still lacking, i.e., the naming and being-able-
to-hear that is adequate to be-ing. [§265, p 326]

The saying of enthinking of be-ing remains a boldness, so that it is named a helping out into the
housing of gods and into the estrangement of man (consider be-ing as enowning). [§265, p 327]

Differentiation of "being” and "a being”—that be-ing distinguishes itself from a being—can have
its origin only in the essential swaying of be-ing, if indeed a being as such is also grounded by
be-ing....What is ownmost to this distinction and its ground is be-ing as en-ownment. Be-ing, as
the "between" (Zwischen] that lights up, moves itself into this clearing and therefore without
ever being recognized and surmised as enownment—is, as being, from the vantage point of
representing thinking basically something differentiable and differentiated. [§266, p 327-28]

The relation to a being is the creating preserving of the preservation of be-ing in that which, in
accord with such a preserving, is put as a being into the clearing of the t/here [Da].

In crossing over to Da-sein within questioning the truth of be-ing, there is no other possibility but
initially to transform representing to such an extent that the relation to being as projecting-open
and thus as the character of understanding (Da-sein's understanding of being) is established.
[§266, p 328]
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Enowning is:

1. en-ownment, namely that, in the needfulness out of which gods need be-ing, this be-ing
necessitates Da-sein unto the grounding of be-ing's own truth and thus lets the "between"
[Zwischen], the en-ownment of Dasein by gods and owning of gods to themselves hold sway as
en-owning.

2. The enowning of en-ownment gathers within itself the de-cision [Ent-scheidung]: that
freedom, as the ground that holds to abground, lets a distress emerge from out of which, as from
out of the overflow of the ground, gods and man come forth into partedness.

3. En-ownment as de-cision brings to the parted ones countering, namely that this "toward-each-
other" of the broadest needful de-cision must stand in the utmost "counter" because it bridges
over the abground of the needed be-ing.

4. Countering is the origin of the strife which holds sway by setting a being free from its lostness
in mere beingness. Setting-free distinguishes en-owning in its relation to a being as such. En-
ownment of Da-sein lets Da-sein become inabiding in what is non-ordinary vis-a-vis every kind
of being.

5. But setting free, grasped out of the clearing of the t/here [Da], is simultaneously the
withdrawal of enowning, namely that it withdraws from any re-presenting-calculation and holds
sway as refusal.

6. As richly enjoined and without image as be-ing holds sway. Nevertheless it rests in itself and
in its simpleness. It is possible that the character of the "between" [Zwischen] (between gods and
man) might mislead into taking be-ing as mere relation and as consequence and result of the
relation of what is in relation. But en-owning is this relating—if this designation is even
possible—that first brings those in relation to themselves in order to lay their needfulness and
guardianship into the open of the countering-parted ones, which the ones in relation do not first
take on as property but rather out of which they draw what is their ownmost. Be-ing is the
distress of gods; and, as this distressing of Dasein, it is more of an abground than anything that
may be called a being and that no longer can be named by be-ing. Be-ing is needed, is the
needfulness of gods. and yet is not to be derived from them. Rather it is the other way around:
be-ing is superior to them, in the ab-groundness of its essential sway as ground. Be-ing enowns
Da-sein and yet is not its origin. As the ground of the countering ones in it, the "between"
[Zwischen] holds sway unmediated. This determines its simpleness, which is not emptiness but
rather the ground of the fullness which springs forth from the countering as strife. [§267, p 331]

Enowning always means enowning as en-ownment, de-cision, countering, setting-free,
withdrawal. simpleness, uniqueness, aloneness. The onefold of this essential swaying is non-
objective and can be known only by that thinking which must venture what is non-ordinary, not
as particularity of what is conspicuous, but rather as the necessity of what is most nonappearing,
in which the ground that holds to abground and is the ground of gods' lacking the ground and of
man's foundership is opened and that is allotted to be-ing which metaphysics could never

know: Da-sein. [§267, p 332]
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In contrast to this: be-ing is unique, and therefore it "is" never a being and least of all the most-
being. But a being is not, and for that very reason thinking of beingness- forgetful of be-ing-
attributes to a being the beingness as the most general property. This attribution has its
legitimacy in the ordinary representation; and therefore one must say, over against this
representation, that be-ing holds sway-whereas a being "is." [§267, p 333]

With saying as measure [sagenmdfig], the saying "be-ing is" is completely different. We can, of
course, always take the saying as a sentence and an assertion of a proposition. Then, thought
metaphysically, one must conclude that be-ing thus becomes a being and consequently the most-
being. [§267, p 333]

Therefore, every "logic" here "thinks" too short, because logos as assertion can no longer remain
the guiding-thread for representing being. But saying is immediately pulled into the ambiguity of
assertion, and thinking "of" be-ing becomes essentially more difficult. But that only attests to the
primary nearness to the remoteness of be-ing—that be-ing “is" refusal and setting-free itself and
must be preserved as such in enowning and thus must always be difficult, a struggle which in the
utmost depths reveals itself as the play which holds to abground. [§267, p 333]

...from the beginning this more originary retrieval demands-and already gives rise to-a complete
transformation of man into Da-sein, because the truth of be-ing, which is to be opened up, will
bring nothing other than the more originary essential swaying of be-ing itself And this means that
everything is transformed and that the walkways that still led to be-ing must be broken off,
because another time-space is enopened by be-ing itself, which time-space makes a new erecting
and grounding of beings necessary. Nowhere with a being and only once in be-ing does the
mildness of the awesome in the innermost essential sway turn to meet man and gods, each time
in a different way, as a storm. [§267, p 334]

...metaphysics makes the "actual" as what is /das Seiende] its starting point and the goal

for the determination of being.)

That being is and therefore does not become a being; this is expressed most sharply thus: Be-ing
is possibility, what is never extant and yet through en-ownment is always what grants and refuses
in not- granting. [§267, p 334-35]

Thus, when be-ing is thought as the "between" [Zwischen/ into which gods are distressed, so that
it is a distress for man, then gods and man cannot be taken as "given" or "extant." In the
projecting-open of that thinking, god and man are taken over-each differently—as what is
historical, which itself first comes into its essential swaying from out of enowning of the
"between" [Zwischen). But this means that each comes to its essential swaying for the struggle
for what is its ownmost, for the steadfastness of deciding for one of the hidden possibilities.
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"Man" and "god" are word-hulls without history if the truth of be-ing in them is not brought to
language. Be-ing holds sway as the "between" [Zwischen] for god and man, but in such a way
that this between-space [Zwischenraum] first grants essential possibility for god and man.
[§267, p 335]

The greatest danger for be-ing (because it always arises out of be-ing itself), a danger which
belongs to be-ing as its time-space, is to make itself into "what is" (Seiend] and to bear
confirmation by a being. [§267, p 335]

Be-ing holds sway as the en-ownment of gods and man to their countering. The strife of world
and earth arises in the clearing of the sheltering of the "between" [Zwischen), which comes forth
from within and along with the countering enownment. And only in the free-play of time-space
of this strife is there preserving and loss of enownment and does that which is called a being
enter the open of that clearing. [§267, p 336]

Here be-ing reveals itself in that essential swaying on the basis of whose abgroundness those
countered (gods and men) and those in strife (world and earth) come to their ownmost, in their
originary history between be-ing and beings, and admit the common naming of be-ing and a
being only as what is most question-worthy and most separated. [§268, p 337]

But in that gods and man in the distress of be-ing meet in countering, man is thrown out of his
hitherto modem Western position, thrown back behind himself into fully other ranges of
determinations, in which animality as little as rationality can have an essential place, even if
henceforth to ascertain these properties in extant man is in a certain sense correct. [§268, p 337]

Man must "experience" the full non-ordinariness of be-ing over against all beings and be en-
owned, by this non-ordinariness, into the truth of be-ing....

But what if the actual reason for the flight from the (misinterpreted) nothing were not the will to
an affirming and to "beings" but rather the flight in the face of the nonordinariness of being—so
that in the ordinary comportment to the nothing only the ordinary comportment to be-ing is
hidden. [§269, p 338]

But the fundamental forms of this preserving are disclosure of a wholeness [Ganze/ of worlding
(world) and the self-closure vis-a-vis every projecting-opening (earth). These fundamental forms
first allow the preserving to arise and are themselves strifing, a strifing which holds sway from
within the intimacy of the enownment of enowning. In each case on each side of this strifing is
that which we metaphysically know as the sensible and the supersensible. But why precisely this
strife of world and earth? Because in en-owning Da-sein is enowned and becomes the inabiding
of man. Because from the whole of beings man is called to guardianship of be-ing. [§269, p 340]
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By metaphysics—and that means simultaneously by Christianity—we are misled and
accustomed to presume in "dismay”—to which anxiety belongs as the "nothing” belongs to be-
ing—only what is desolate and gruesome, instead of experiencing in freeing dismay the betuning
into the truth of be-ing and inabidingly to know from that truth the essential swaying of be-ing.
In the first beginning wonder was the grounding-attunement. Since phusis lit up in and as
aletheia. The other beginning. that of be-ing-historical thinking, is attuned and pre-tuned by
freeing dismay. This opens Da-sein for the distress of lack of distress, in whose protection the
abandonment of beings by being is hidden. [§269, p 340]

Essential swaying means the manner in which be-ing itself is, namely be-ing. The saying “of”
be-ing.

Be-ing holds sway as the needfulness of god in the guardianship of Dasein.
This essential sway is en-owning as that en owning in whose "between" [Zwischen] the strife of
world and earth is enstrifed, from which strife world and earth are first enstrifed to what is their
ownmost (whence and how the strife?): be-ing as the en-strifing en-ownment for the countering
of gods and man. [§270, p 341]

Every saying of be-ing (saying "of” be-ing) must name en-owning, that "between” [Zwischen]
of the "inbetweenness” [Inzwischenschaft) of god and Dasein, world and earth, and must lift the
between-ground [Zwischengrund] as ab-ground up into attuning work, always decisively
interpretive of the between [zwischendeutig]. [§270, p 341]

The "between" [das Zwischen] is the simple "bursting open” that enowns be-ing to a being,
which up until then is held back from what is ownmost to it and is not yet to be named a being.
This "bursting open” is the clearing for the sheltered. But the "bursting open” does not disperse.
and the clearing is not a mere emptiness.

The "between” [das Zwischen] which bursts open gathers what it removes into the open of its
strifing and refusing belongingness, moves unto the ab-ground, out of which everything (god,
man, world, earth) recoils in swaying into itself and thus leaves to be-ing the unique decidedness
of en-ownment. Be-ing of such essential swaying is itself unique in this essential sway. For it
holds sway as that thrust that has perhaps already announced itself as the utmost possibility of
decision for Western history, the possibility that be-ing itself arises from such a holding-sway as
the needfulness of god, who needs the guardianship of man. This possibility is itself the origin
“of” be-ing. [§270, p 341]

Be-ing is the enstrifing enownment which originarily gathers its enowned (Da-sein of man) and
its refused (god) into the abground of its "between" [Zwischen), in whose clearing world and
earth enstrife the belongingness of what is their ownmost to the free-play of time-space, in which
what is true comes to be preserved-what as "a being" in such preserving finds itself in be-ing (in
enowning) for the simpleness of its ownmost.
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To say be-ing in this way does not mean to manufacture a conceptual determination but rather to
prepare an attuning for the leap... [§270, p 342]

Enownment and enstrifing, historical grounding and decision, uniqueness and the onefold, what
has the character of the between [Zwischenhafte] and the cleavage [Gekliift]—they never name
the essential sway of be-ing as properties but rather in each case the whole essential swaying of
its essential sway. [§270, p 342]

...to protect the midpoint of the "between" [Zwischen], which becomes for gods the unintended
but still necessary abode, but for humans the free of the preserving of that which, earth wise and
worldly, preserves what is true and arises and disappears as a being in this freedom.

[§270, p 343]

Be-ing is the hearth-fire in the midst of the abode of gods-an abode which is simultaneously the
estranging of man (the “between” [das Zwischen] in which he remains a (the) stranger, precisely
when he is at home with beings). [§270, p 343]

(Da-sein] is what is enowned in enowning. And only by this way of being does it have what is its
own of the grounding guardianship of refusalL guardianship that preserves the t/here [Da].

But Da-sein is en-owned as renouncing. Renouncing lets the refusal (i.e., enownment) soar into
the open of its decidedness. [§271, p 343]

But what counts as the next goal is not at all and no longer to begin with man as a subject
[Subjektum], because he is beforehand grasped in terms of the question of being. and only in this
way. But when nevertheless Da-sein gains a priority, then this means that man, grasped with Da-
sein as measure and projecting being open, grounds what is his ownmost and the ownhoodship
[Eigentumschaft] of what is his ownmost and is therefore-in all comportment and every
relationship- held within the domain of the clearing of be-ing. But this domain is through and
through not human, i.e., not determinable and not sustainable by animal rationale and even less
by the subjectum. The domain is not at all a being but rather belongs to the essential swaying

of be-ing. With Da-sein as measure, man is grasped as that being which, while being, can lose
what is his ownmost and thus is always most uncertainly and most daringly certain of himself-
but this on the basis of being surrendered to the guardianship of be-ing. [§271, p 345]

Da-sein is the grounding of the abground of be-ing by laying claim to man as that being which is
surrendered to the guardianship for the truth of be-ing. On the basis of Da-sein man is primarily
transformed into that being to which the relation to be-ing allots what is deciding, which
immediately indicates that the talk of a relation to be-ing expresses what is actually to be thought
into its opposite. For the relation to be-ing is in truth be-ing. which as enowning shifts man into
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its relation. Therefore manifold misinterpretation surrounds that “relationship” which is indicated
by the heading “man and being.” [§271, p 345]

Man the guardian of the truth of be-ing (grounding of Da-sein). [§272, p 346]

276. Be-ing and Language'

I. Language as assertion and saying.

2. Saying of be-ing.

3. Be-ing and the origin of language. Language [as] the resonance that belongs to enowning, in
which resonance enowning gifts itself as enstrifing of the strife into the strife itself (earth-world)
(the consequence: using up and mere usage of language).

4. Language and man. Is language given along with man or man along with language? Or does
the one become and be, through the other, not at all fwo different things? And why? Because both
belong equally originarily to be-ing. Why [is] man "essential" for determining what is ownmost
to language—man as? [As] guardian of the truth of be-ing. [§276, p 350]

But whither is language to be grounded. since language's being extant in itself obviously goes
against all experience?

... then another viewpoint opens up here: Be-ing and nothing less than its most ownmost
[eigenste] essential swaying could actually make up that ground of language out of which
language could draw its owning for determining first of all and all by itself that in relation to
which language is explained metaphysically. [§276, p 350-51]

But man can belong to be-ing (not only among beings). insofar as he draws out of this
belongingness-and precisely out of it-what is most originarily his ownmost: Man understands be-
ing (d. Being and Time); he is the governor of projecting-open be-ing. The guardianship of the
truth of be-ing makes up what is ownmost to man, grasped out of be-ing and “only” out of this.
Man belongs to be-ing as the one who is enowned by be-ing itself for the grounding of the truth
of be-ing. [§276, p 351-52]

How does language sway in the essential swaying of be-ing?...

Language arises from be-ing and therefore belongs to it. Thus everything once again depends on
projecting-open and thinking “of” be-ing. But now we must think this be-ing in such a way that
we thereby simultaneously remind ourselves of language. [§276, p 352-53]

Along with the assertion-character of language (assertion taken in the broadest sense that
language, the said and unsaid, means something (a being), and represents it and in representing
shapes or covers it over, etc.), language is known as property and tool of man and at the same
time as "work." [§276, p 353]
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279. What about Gods?'

[Gods] not from within "religion"; not as something extant, nor as an expedient of man; rather
[they come] from out of be-ing, as its decision, [they are] futural in the uniqueness of the last
one. [§279, p 357]

But be-ing is the needfulness of god, in which god first finds itself.

But why god? Whence the needfulness? Because the abground is hidden?

Because there is a surpassing, therefore those who are surpassed [are], nonetheless, higher?
Whence the surpassing, ab-ground, ground, being? In what does the godhood of gods consist?
Why be-ing? Because of gods? Why gods? Because of be-ing?...

But why the truth of be-ing? It belongs to be-ing's essential sway!...

Ground and origin of the "why." Each time going beyond beings. Whither? Because be-ing holds
sway. Why be-ing? From within it itself. But what is it itself? The en-grounding of be-ing, of its
ground. is: the "between" [Zwischen] of be-ing as ab-ground, the knowing awareness that is held
to abground as Da-sein, Da-sein as en-owned. ground-less, held to abground. [§279, p 358]

281. Language

(Its Origin)

When gods call the earth and a world resonates in the call and thus the call echoes as Da-sein of
man. then language is as historical, as history-grounding word....

Language and enowning. Fleeting shimmer of earth, resonance of world. Strife, the originary
sheltering of the cleavage, because the innermost rift. The open place. Language, whether
spoken or held in silence, [is] the primary and broadest humanization of beings. So it seems. But
it [is] precisely the most originary non-humanization of man as an extant living-being and
“subject” and the heretofore-and thereby the grounding of Da-sein and of the possibility of non-
humanization of beings. [§261, p 358]

Language is grounded in silence. Silence is the most sheltered measure-holding. It holds the
measure, in that it first sets up measures. And so language is measure-setting in the most intimate
and widest sense, measure-setting as essential enswaying of the jointure and its joining
(enowning). And insofar as language [is] ground of Da-sein, the measuring lies in this [Da-sein]
and indeed as the ground of the strife of world and earth. [§261, p 358]
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