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And so, even this excursus on word and terms will hardly
prevent our taking the question, ““What is called think-
ing?” meaning “What is it that the word ‘thinking’ calls
by name?,” at first in a superficial sense. The attempt to
give heed to what the verb *“think” tells us, will strike us as
an empty, pointless dissection of terms picked at random,
whose significance is tied to no tangible subject matter.
There are reasons why this stubborn appearance will not
fade, reasons to which we must give attention because they
are deeply rooted and affect every explication and discussion
of language.

If we ask what the word “thinking”’ designates, we obvi-
ously must go back into the history of the weord “thinking.”
In order to reach the realm of speech from which the words
“thought” and *‘thinking” speak, we must become involved
with the history of language. That history has been made
accessible by the scientific study of languages.

But attention to what words tell us is supposedly the
decisive step and directive on that way of thinking which
is known by the name philosophy. And can philosophy be
based on the explication of terms, that is, on historical in-
sights? That would seem even less possible than the attempt
to prove the proposition ““2 X 2 = 4 by an opinion poll
which ascertains that, as far as can be observed, men do in-
deed always assert that two times two equals four.

Philosophy cannot be based on history—mneither on the
science of history nor on any other science. For every sci-
ence rests on presuppositions which can never be established
scientifically, though they can be demonstrated philosophi-
cally. All sciences are grounded in philosophy, but not vice
versa.

According to this reflection, philosophy is prevented
from securing an alleged foundation for itself by way of
an explanation of the meaning of words. Such explanations
rely upon the history of language. They proceed histori-
cally. Knowledge of history, like all knowledge of matters



132 WHAT I8 CALLED THINEING?

of fact, is only conditionally certain, not unconditionally.
All such knowledge has this limitation, that its statements
are valid only so long as no new facts become known which
compel the retraction of earlier statements. But philosophy
is that supra-historical knowledge which, ever since Des-
cartes, claims unconditional certainty for its tenets.

This reflection, often advanced and seemingly convine-
ing, confounds various trains of thought and their various
levels. This lecture course need not untangle the confusion,
since along its own way it makes clear, though only in-
directly, the relation between philosophy and the sciences.

Summary and Transition

It takes us a while to accept the multiplicity of meanings of
the question ‘““What is called thinking?’ The question is
fourfold. But it stems from a oneness, a simplicity. Accord-
ingly, it does not break up into a chance multiplicity. Sim-
plicity introduces measure and structure, and also initial
power and endurance, into the four modes in which the
question may be asked. The decisive mode is the fourth:
what is it that calls on us to think? The calling makes us
think what is most thought-provoking. The call endows us
with thinking as the dowry of our nature. Through the call,
then, man is in a way already informed of what the word
“thinking”” means. As soon as we ask the question, ‘“What
of that call which calls on us to think?,” we find ourselves
directed toward the question, ‘“What does the verb ‘to think’
tell us?”” We can no longer use the word at random, in some
signification picked out of the air, around which we then
build up a concept upon which to construct a theory of
thinking. If we did, everything would be abandoned to
caprice. The call to think determines what the word ‘to
think” calls for. Yet the call which commends our nature
to thought, is not a constraining force. The call sets our
nature free, so decisively that only the calling which calls
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on us to think establishes the free scope of freedom in which
free human nature may abide. The originary nature of
freedom keeps itself concealed in the calling by which it is
given to mortal man to think what is most thought-pro-
voking. Freedom, therefore, is never something merely
human, nor merely divine; still less is freedom the mere
reflection of their belonging together.

As soon as the call calls on us to think, it has placed at
our call what it calls for—thinking. What is called for now
has a name, is called thus and so. What is that name which
names what is called for? Surely the word *‘thinking.”

However, this word “thinking,”” as it is sounded in
speech, obviously belongs to one particular language.
Thinking, however, is a matter common to all mankind.
Now it is impossible to glean the nature of thinking from
the mere signification of one solitary word in one par-
ticular language, and then to offer the result as binding.
Surely not. The only thing we can glean that way is that
something remains doubtful here. However: the same
doubt affects the common, human, logical thinking—pro-
vided that henceforth we make up our minds no longer to
ignore the fact that logic, all that belongs to logos, is also
only a single word in the singular and particular language
of the Greeks—and not just in its sound structure.

What does this word “thinking” say? Let us give close
attention to what the words ‘“‘thinking,” ‘‘thought” have
to tell. With these words something has entered language—
not just of late, but long ago. But though it entered lan-
guage, it did not get through. It has gone back into the
unspoken, so that we cannot reach it without some further
effort. In any event, if we are to give due attention to what
has entered language with the words ‘‘thought” and
“thinking,” we must go back into the history of language.
One of the ways that lead there is written history. By now
it is a science, in our case the science of philology.

However, attention to what the words tell is here sup-
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posed to be a way for us to enter into thought. “Science
does not think,” we said in an earlier lecture. Science does
not think in the sense in which thinkers think. Still, it does
not at all follow that thinking need pay no attention to the
sciences. The statement “‘science does not think™ is not a
license under which thinking is free to set itself up out of the
blue, so to speak, simply by thinking something up.

Yet we have placed thinking close to poesy, and at a
distance from science. Closeness, however, is something
essentially different from the vacuous leveling of differ-
ences. The essential closeness of poesy and thinking is so
far from excluding their difference that, on the contrary, it
establishes that difference in an abysmal manner. This is
something we moderns have trouble understanding.

For us, poesy has long since been a part of literature, and
thinking likewise. We find it fitting that poesy and its
history are dealt with in literary history. It would be foolish
to find fault with this situation, which has reasons of long
standing, or even to attempt changing it over night. And
yet—Homer, Sappho, Pindar, Sophocles, are they litera-
ture? No! But that is the way they appear to us, and the
only way, evenr when we are engaged in demonstrating by
means of literary history that these works of poetry really
are not literature.

Literature is what has been literally written down, and
copied, with the intent that it be available to a reading
public. In that way, literature becomes the object of widely
diverging interests, which in turn are once more stimu-
lated by means of literature—through literary criticism
and promotion. Now and then, an individual may find his
way out of the literature industry, and find his way reflec-
tively and even edifyingly to a poetic work; but that is not
enough to secure for poesy the freedom of its natural habi-
tat. Besides, poesy must first itself determine and reach
that habitat.



PART IX 135

The poesy of the Occident and European literature are
two radically different essential forces in our history. Our
ideas of the nature and significance of literature are prob-
ably still totally inadequate.

However, through literature, and in literature as their
medium, poesy and thought and science are assimilated to
one another. If thinking is set over against science, it looks
by scientific standards as if it were miscarried poesy. If,
on the other hand, thinking knowingly avoids the vicinity
of poesy, it readily appears as the super-science that would
be more scientific than all the sciences put together.

But precisely because thinking does not make poetry, but
is a primal telling and speaking of language, it must stay
close to poesy. And since science does not think, thinking
must in its present situation give to the sciences that search-
ing attention which they are incapable of giving to them-
selves.

In saying this, we have mentioned only the lesser re-
latedness of thought to the sciences. The essential related-
ness is determined rather by a basic trait of the modern era
of which the literature we have referred to also forms a
part. It might be briefly described as follows : that which is,
appears today predominantly in that object-materiality
which is established and maintained in power by the scien-
tific objectification of all fields and areas. This materiality
does not stem from a separate and peculiar power-bid on
the part of the sciences, but from a fact in the nature of
things that we moderns still do not want to see. Three
propositions will serve to indicate it.

1. Modern science is grounded in the nature of tech-

nology.

2. The nature of technology is itself nothing technologi-

cal.

5. The nature of technology is not a merely human

fabrication which, given an appropriate moral con-
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stitution, could be subdued by superior human wis-
dom and judgment.

We do not notice the scientific-literary objectification of
that which is, simply because we are immersed in it. For
that same reason, the relation of thinking to poesy and to
science remains ‘tmiay utterly confused and in essence con-
cealed, parucuiariv since thmkmw itself is least familiar
with the origin of its own e@@exmal nature. It would thus
be possible to regard the question “What is called think-
ing?”" merely as a well-chosen subject for the educational
purposes of a lecture course. However, the question ‘‘What
is called thinking?” is—if it is at all permxssrble to put this
into words——a world-historical question. Usually, the name

“world history” signifies the same thing as universal his-
tory. But in our usage, the word “‘world hlstory means the
fatum that there is world, and that man 7s as its inhabitant.
The world-historical question, “What is it that calls on us
to think?"” asks: That which really is—in what way does it
come to touch the man of our era?

Our explication of the question has unexpectedly driven
us to consider the relation of thinking to science. We are
prompted by an obvious scruple, which can be briefly ex-
plained as follows. The question ‘“What is called think-
ing?” unexpectedly assumes for us the mode we listed in
the first place, which asks: what is it to which we give the
name ‘“‘thinking”? As we pursue it, we give attention to
what the word says. This leads us to the history of the
signification of terms. The history of language, however, is
accessible only by historical investigation. And historical
and philosophical knowledge, by an ancient doctrine, are
radically different from each other.

Our concern with what words tell us, meanwhile, would
secure solid grounds for the ways of thought. But can
thinking, the philosophical, supra-historical knowledge of
eternal truths, ever be grounded on historical findings?
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This objection, which threatens our entire enterprise even
in its first steps—how will we get it out of the way? We do
not want at all to get this scruple out of the way. Let us,
meanwhile, permit it to stand on the way on which it comes
to meet us. For it could be that this way is no longer a way.
Anyway, it might be considered advisable not to instigate a
long-winded discussion of the relation between philosophy
and science, until we have gone through at least a few steps
of the question “What is called thinking?” And yet that
question may even be such that 1t will never allow us to go
through, but instead requires that we settle down and hive
within it.



LECTURE
1

et

While trying to attend to what words can tell us, we let the
relation to philology remain an open question. The findings
of philology may in any case give us a clue on occasion. But
this does not mean that the findings of philology, taken in
themselves as the judgments of a science, must constitute
the foundations on which we proceed. Whatever philology
has to say must first be given to it historically; it must have
reached philology by pre-scientific ways leading up to the
history of language. Not until a history is already given,
and only then, can the data of that history become the sub-
ject matter of written history, and even then the data al-
ways remain by their nature what they are. Here is where
we take our clues.

In order to perceive a clue, we must first be listening
ahead into the sphere from which the clue comes. To re-
ceive a clue is difficult, and rare—rarer the more we know,
and more difficult the more we merely want to know. But
clues also have forerunners, to whose directives we respond
sooner and more easily, because we ourselves can help pre-
pare them part of the way.

‘What is it that is named with the words “think,” “think-
ing,” “thought”? Toward what sphere of the spoken word
do they direct us? A thought—where is it, where does it go?
Thought is in need of memory, the gathering of thought.

138
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The Old English thencan, to think, and thancian, to thank,
are closely related; the Old English noun for thought is
thanc or thonc—a thought, a grateful thought, and the
expression of such a thought; teday it survives in the plural
thanks. The *‘thanc,” that which is thought, the thought,
implies the thanks. But perhaps these assonances between
thought and thanks are superficial and contrived. In any
case, they still do not show what is designated by the word
“thinking.”

Is thinking a giving of thanks? What do thanks mean
here? Or do thanks consist in thinking? What does thinking
mean here? Is memory no more than a container for the
thoughts of thinking, or does thinking itself reside in
memory? In asking these questions, we are moving in the
area of those spoken words that speak to us from the verb
“think.” But let us leave open all the relationships between
those words—*‘thinking,” “thought,” *‘thanks” and
“memory”’—and address our question now to the history
of words. It gives us a direction, though the written account
of that history is still incomplete, and presumably will
always remain so.

We take the clue that in the speaking of those words the
decisively and originally telling word is the ‘“‘thanc.” But
this word does not mean the current meaning still left over
in our present usage of the word “thought.” A thought
usually means an idea, a view or opinion, a notion. The root
or originary word says: the gathered, all-gathering think-
ing that recalls. Thinking, in the sense of that telling root
word “thanc,” is almost closer to the origins than that
thinking of the heart which Pascal, centuries later and even
then in conscious opposition to mathematical thinking, at-
tempted to retrieve.

Compared with the root thanc, thought in the sense of
logical-rational representations turns out to be a reduction
and an impoverishment of the word that beggar the imagi-
nation. Academic philosophy has done its share to stunt the
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word—from which we may gather that conceptual defini-
tions of terms, while necessary for technical and scientific
purposes, are by themselves unfit to assure, much less ad-
vance, the soundness of language, as they are generally
assumed to do.

But the word *‘the thanc” does not mean only what we
call a man’s disposition or heart, and whose essential nature
we can hardly fathom. Both memory and thanks move and
have their bemg in the thanc. “*Memory” initially did not
at all mean the power to recall. The word designates the
whole disposition in the sense of a steadfast intimate con-
centration upon the things that essentially speak to us in
every thoughtful meditation. Originally, “‘memory”’ means
as much as devotion: a constant concentrated abiding with
something—not just with something that has passed, but
in the same way with what is present and with what may
come. What is past, present, and to come appears in the
oneness of its own present being.

Inasmuch as memory—the concentration of our disposi-
tion, devotion—does not let go of that on which it con-
centrates, memory is imbued not just with the quality of
essential recall, but equally with the quality of an unrelin-
quishing and unrelenting retention. Out of the memory,
and within the memory, the soul then pours forth its wealth
of images—of visions envisioning the soul itself. Only now,
within the widely and deeply conceived nature of the
memory, the contrast emerges between oblivion and reten-
tion, what the Romans call memoria tenere. Retention by
memoria refers as much to what is past as to what is present
and to come. Retention is mostly occupied with what is past,
because the past has got away and in a way mno longer
affords a lasting hold. Therefore, the meaning of retention
is subsequently limited to what is past, what memory draws
up, recovers again and again. But since this limited refer-
ence originally does not constitute the sole nature of mem-
ory, the need to give a name to the specific retention and



PART II 141

recovery of what is past gives rise to the coinage : re-calling
memory—remembrance.

The originary word ‘““thanc” is imbued with the original
nature of memory : the gathering of the constant intention
of everything that the heart holds in present being. Inten-
tion here is understood in this sense: the inclination with
which the inmost meditation of the heart turns toward all
that is in being—the inclination that is not within its own
control and therefore also need not necessarily be first en-
acted as such.

The *“thanc,” being the memory so understood, is by the
same token also what the word ‘“‘thanks” designates. In
giving thanks, the heart gives thought to what it has and
what it is. The heart, thus giving thought and thus being
memory, gives itself in thought to that to which it is held.
It thinks of itself as beholden, not in the sense of mere
submission, but beholden because its devotion is held in
listening. Original thanking is the thanks owed for being.
That thanks alone gives rise to thinking of the kind we
know as retribution and reward in the good and bad sense.
But thanking enacted by itself, as payment and repayment,
remains too easily bogged down in the sphere of mere con-
ventional recompense, even mere business.

Our attempt to indicate what the words “thinking,”
“thought,” and ‘“memory’’ say might serve to pomt at
least vaguely toward the realm of speech from whose un-
spoken sphere those words initially speak. Those words
bring to light situations whose essential unity of nature our
eyes can not yet pierce. One thing remains obscure above
all else. We can reduce it to the following question :

Does the characterization of thanc, memory, and thanks
—not merely according to the words, but in substance—
stem from thinking, or does thinking on the contrary re-
ceive its essential nature from the originary thanc as mem-
ory and thanking?
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It may be that the question is posed altogether inade-
quately, so that nothing essential can be reached by way of
it. Only this much is clear: what the words thanc, thought,
memory, thanks designate is incomparably richer in essen-
tial content than the current signification that the words
still have for us in common usage. We could rest satisfied
with that observation. But not only de we now go beyond
it; the attention we have given to what those words tell us
has in advance prepared us to receive from their speaking
a directive which carries us closer to the substance expressed
in those words.

We shall accept the directive from the words “thinking,”
“thanc,” ‘“‘memory,” and *‘thanks,” taken in their origi-
nary sense, and shall try to discuss freely what the word
“thinking™ tells us in its richer language. Our discussion
will be freer, not by being more unbounded, but because
our vision achieves an open vista into the essential situations
we have mentioned, and gains from them the possibility of
an appropriate bond. Our more careful attention to what is
named in the word *‘thinking” brings us directly from the
first question to the decisive fourth.

The “thanc,” as the original memory, is already per-
vaded by that thinking back which devotes what it thinks
to that which is to be thought—it is pervaded by thanks.
When we give thanks, we give it for something. We give
thanks for something by giving thanks to him whom we
have to thank for it. The things for which we owe thanks
are not things we have from ourselves. They are given to
us. We receive many gifts, of many kinds. But the highest
and really most lasting gift given to us is always our essen-
tial nature, with which we are gifted in such a way that
we are what we are only through it. That is why we owe
thanks for this endowment, first and unceasingly.

But the thing given to us, in the sense of this dowry, is
thinking. As thinking, it is pledged to what is there to be
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thought. And the thing that of itself ever and anon gives
food for thought is what is the most thought-provoking. In
it resides the real endowment of our nature for which we
owe thanks.

How can we give thanks for this endowment, the gift of
being able to think what is most thought-provoking, more
fittingly than by giving thought to the most thought-pro-
voking ? The supreme thanks, then, would be thinking? And
the profoundest thanklessness, thoughtlessness? Real
thanks, then, never consists in that we ourselves come bear-
ing gifts, and merely repay gift with gift. Pure thanks is
rather that we simply think-—think what is really and
solely given, what is there to be thought.

All thanking belongs first and last in the essential realm
of thinking. But thinking devotes its thought to what is to
be thought, to that which in itself, of its own accord, wants
to be thought about and thus innately demands that we
think back to it. When we think what is most thought-
provoking we think properly. When we, in thinking, are
gathered and concentrated on the most thought-provoking,
then we dwell where all recalling thought is gathered.

The gathering of thinking back into what must be
thought is what we call the memory.

We do not understand this word any longer in its com-
mon meaning. Instead, we are following the directive of
the ancient word. And we take it by no means only in the
sense of written history. We are heeding what is called by
name in it, and what is unspoken in it, and at the same time
are keeping in view all that has meanwhile been said about
thinking as thanks and as memory and thinking back.

Summary and Transition

What is called thinking? This time we shall take the ques-
tion in the sense listed first, and ask: What does the word
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*“thinking” say? Where there is thinking, there are
thoughts. By thoughts we understand opinions, ideas, re-
flections, propositions, notions. But the Old English word
“thanc” says more than that-—more not only in terms of
the usual meaning mentioned here, but something differ-
ent; and different not only by comparison with what went
before, but different in nature, in that it is decidedly dis-
tinct and also decisive. The thanc means man’s inmost
mind, the heart, the heart’s core, that innermost essence of
man which reaches outward most fully and to the outer-
most limits, and so decisively that, rightly considered, the
idea of an inner and an outer world does not arise.

When we listen to the word thanc in its basic meaning,
we hear at once the essence of the two words: thinking and
memory, thinking and thanks, which readily suggest them-
selves in the verb “to think.”

The thanc, the heart’s core, is the gathering of all that
concerns us, all that we care for, all that touches us insofar
as we are, as human beings. What touches us in the sense
that it defines and determines our nature, what we care for,
we might call contiguous or contact. For the moment, the
word may strike us as odd. But it grows out of the subject
matter it expresses, and has long been spoken. It is only
that we fail too easily to hear what is spoken.

Whenever we speak of subject and object, there is in our
thoughts a project and a base, an oppositeness—there is
always contact in the widest sense. It is possible that the
thing which touches us and is in touch with us if we achieve
our humanity, need not be represented by us constantly and
specifically. But even so it is concentrated, gathered toward
us beforehand. In a certain manner, though not exclusively,
we ourselves are that gathering.

The gathering of what is next to us here never means an
after-the-fact collection of what basically exists, but the
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tidings that overtake all our doings, the tidings of what we
are committed to beforehand by being human beings.

Only because we are by nature gathered in contiguity
can we remain concentrated on what is at once present and
past and to come. The word “‘memory”’ originally means
this incessant concentration on contiguity. In its original
telling sense, memory means as much as devotion. This
word possesses the special tone of the pious and piety, and
designates the devotion of prayer, only because it denotes
the all-comprehensive relation of concentration upon the
holy and the gracious. The thanc unfolds in memory, which
persists as devotion. Memory in this originary sense later
loses its name to a restricted denomination, which now
signifies no more than the capacity to retain things that are
in the past.

But if we understand memory in the light of the old
word thanc, the connection between memory and thanks
will dawn on us at once. For in giving thanks, the heart in
thought recalls where it remains gathered and concen-
trated, because that is where it belongs. This thinking that
recalls in memory is the original thanks.

The originary word thanc allows us to hear what the
word “‘thinking” tells us. This manner of hearing cor-
responds to the essential situation which the word thanc
designates. This manner of hearing is the decisive one.
Through it, we understand what *‘thinking” calls for, by
way of the thanc. The current familiar usage, by contrast,
leads us to believe that thinking does not stem from
thought, but that thoughts first arise out of thinking.

However, we must listen still more closely to the sphere
that appeals to us in the originary words “thanc,” ‘“mem-
ory,” ‘‘thanks.” What gives us food for thought ever and
again is the most thought-provoking. We take the gift it
gives by giving thought to what is most thought-provoking.
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In doing so, we keep thinking what is most thought-pro-
voking. We recall it in thought. Thus we recall in thought
that to which we owe thanks for the endowment of our
nature—thinking. As we give thought to what is most
thought-~provoking, we give thanks.

To the most thought-provoking, we devote our thinking
of what is to-be-thought. But this devoted thought is not
something that we ourselves produce and bring along, to
repay gift with gift. When we think what is most thought-
provoking, we then give thought to what this most thought-
provoking matter itself gives us to think about. This t_hmkmg
which recalls, and which qua thinking alone is true
thanks, does not need to repay, nor be deserved, in order to
give thanks. Such thanks 1s not a recompense; but it remains
an offering; and only by this offering do we allow that
which properly gives food for thought to remain what it is
in its essential nature. Thus we give thanks for our think-
Ing in a sense that is almost lost to our language, and, so
far as I can see, is retained only in our Alemannic usage.
When the transaction of a matter is settled, or disposed of,
we say in Alemannic dialect that it is ““thanked.”” Disposing
does not mean here sending off, but the reverse : it means to
bring the matter forth and leave it where it belongs. This
sort of disposing is called thanking.

If thinking could dispose of that which ever and again
gives food for thought, dispose it into its own nature, such
thinking would be the highest thanks mortals can give.
Such thinking would be the thankful disposal of what is
most thought-provoking, into its most integral seclusion, a
seclusion where the most thought-provoking is invulner-
ably preserved in its problematic being. Not one of us here
would presume to claim that he is even remotely capable of
such thinking, or even a prelude to it. At the very most, we
shall succeed in preparing for it.

But assuming that some men will be capable of it some
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day, of thinking in the mode of such thankful disposal
then this thinking would at once be concentrated in the
recall which recalls what is forever most thought-provok-
ing. Then thinking would dwell within memory—memory
understood in the sense of its originary expression.



LECTURE
IV

Memory initially signifies man’s inner disposition, and
devotion. But these words are used here in the widest and
most essential sense. ‘‘Disposition,” man’s heart, has a
larger meaning than that given to it in modern speech; it
means not merely the sensitive and emotive side of human
consciousness, but the essential being of all human nature.
In Latin it is called animus, as distinct from anima.

In this distinction, anima means the fundamental de-
terminant of every living being, including human beings.
Man can be conceived as an organism, and has been so
conceived for a long time. Man so conceived is then ranked
with plants and animals, regardless of whether we assume
that rank order to show an evolution, or classify the genera
of organisms in some other way. Even when man is marked
out as the rational living being, he is still seen in a way in
which his character as an organism remains decisive—
though biclogical phenomena, in the sense of animal and
vegetable beings, may be subordinated to that rational and
personal character of man which determines his life of the
spirit. All anthropology continues to be dominated by the
idea that man is an organism. Philosophical anthropology
as well as scientific anthropology will 720t use man’s essen-
tial nature as the starting point for their definition of man.

If we are to think of man not as an organism but a

148
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human being, we must first give attention to the fact that
man is that being who has his being by pointing to what
is, and that particular beings manifest themselves as such
by such pointing. Yet that which is, does not complete and
exhaust itself in what is actual and factual at the given
moment. To all that is—which is te say, to all that con-
tinues to be determined by Being—there belongs just as
much, and perhaps even more, what can be, what must
be, and what is in the past. Man is the being who is in that
he points toward “Being,” and who can be himself only as
he always and everywhere refers himself to what is.

In a way it has never been possible to overlook altogether
this characteristic of human nature. We shall soon see
where and how philosophy has found a place for this char-
acteristic trait in human nature. However, it still makes a
decisive difference whether this trait of the living being
“man’’ is merely included in our considerations as a distin-
guishing mark superadded to the living being—or whether
this relatedness to what is, because it is the basic character-
istic of man’s human nature, is given its decisive role as the
standard. And this i1s not done where the fundamental
determinant of man’s human nature is conceived as arima,
nor where it is conceived as animus. Animus, it is true,
means that inner striving of human nature which always
is determined by, attuned to, what is. The Latin word
animus can also be translated with the word “soul.”” “Soul”
in this case means not the principle of life, but that in which
the spirit has its being, the spirit of the spirit, Master
Eckehart’s “‘spark’ of the soul. The soul in this sense is
what Morike speaks of in his poem “Think it, my soul.”
Among contemporary poets, Georg Trakl likes to use the
word “soul” in an exalted sense. The third stanza of his
poem ““The Thunderstorm” begins:

0 pain, thou flaming vision
of the great soul!”
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What the Latin word animus intends is designated more
fully in the originary words ‘““memory” and “thanc.” Here
also is the juncture along our way where we set out to take
an even more essential step. That step leads to the sphere
where the nature of memory shows itself to us in a more
primal manner—not just in terms of the word, but in sub-
stance. We do not claim that the nature of memory, as it
must now be thought of, is named in the initial, primal
word. Rather, the initial meaning of the ancient word gives
us a clue. The suggestions that follow up this clue are no
more than a groping attempt to render the ground visible
on which the nature of memory rests. That attempt is sup-
ported by something which has appeared at the beginning
of Western thought, and has never quite faded from its
horizon.

In what direction does it point, the thing we commented
on as the nature of memory? Within the radius of what the
originary word “memory’ designates, it still looks at first
as though memory, in the sense of heart and disposition,
were nothing more than a part of man’s natural equipment.
Thus we take it for something specifically human. And so
it is—but not exclusively, nor even primarily.

We defined memory as the gathering of thinking that
recalls. As soon as we give thought to this definition, we no
Ionger stop with it or before it. We follow that to which
the definition directs us. The gathering of recalling thought
is not based on a human capacity, such as the capacity to
remember and retain. All thinking that recalls what can be
recalled in thought already lives in that gathering which
beforehand has in its keeping and keeps hidden all that
remains to be thought.

The nature of that which keeps safe and keeps hidden
lies in preserving, in conserving. The “keep” originally
means the custody, the guard.

Memory, in the sense of human thinking that recalls,
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dwells where everything that gives food for thought is kept
in safety. We shall call it the “keeping.” It harbors and
conceals what gives us food for thought. “Keeping” alone
gives freely what is to-be-thought, what is most thought-
provoking, it frees it as a gift. But the keeping is not
something that is apart from and outside of what is
most thought-provoking. The keeping itself is the most
thought-provoking thing, itself is its mode of giving—giv-
ing itself which ever and always is foed for thought. Mem-
ory, as the human recall of what must be thought about,
consists in the “keeping” of what is most thought-provek-
ing. Keeping is the fundamental nature and essence of
memory.

Our attempt to explain memory as no more than a ca-
pacity to retain shows that our ideas stop too soon and too
restrictively with the immediate data. Memory is not just
part of that capacity to think within which it takes place;
rather, all thinking, and every appearance of what is to-be-
thought, find the open spaces in which they arrive and
meet, only where the keeping of what is most thought-
provoking takes place. Man only inhabits the keeping of
what gives him food for thought—he does not create the
keeping.

Only that which keeps safely can preserve—preserve
what is to-be-thought. The keeping preserves by giving
harbor, and also protection from danger. And from what
does the keeping preserve what is to-be-thought? From
oblivion. However, the keeping is not compelled to preserve
in this manner. It can permit the oblivion of what is most
thought-provoking. What is our evidence? The evidence is
that what is most thought-provoking, what long since and
forever gives us food for thought, remains in its very origin
withdrawn into oblivion.

The question then arises how we can have the least
knowledge of what is most thought-provoking. More press-
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ing still is the question : in what does the essential nature of
past being and forgetting consist? We are inclined, because
WE are so acrmmmtwd to see forgetting only as a fzu}ure to
retain, and to consider this failure a defect. If what is most
thought-provoking remains forgotten, it dees not appear. It
suffers an injury. At least, so it seems,

In fact, the history of Western thought begins, not by
thinking what is most thought-provoking, but by letting
it remain forgotten. Western thought thus begins with an
omission, perhaps even a failure. So it seems, as long as we
regard oblivion only as a deficiency, something negative.
Besides, we do not get on the right course here if we pass
over an essential distinction. The beginning of Western
thought is not the same as its origin. The beginning is,
rather, the veil that conceals the origin—indeed an un-
avoidable veil. If that is the situation, then oblivion shows
itself in a different light. The origin keeps itself concealed
in the beginning.

Yet all these anticipatory remarks which had to be made,
about the nature of memory and its relation to the keeping
of what is most thought-provoking, about the keeping and
forgetfulness, about the beginning and the origin—all
these remarks sound strange to us, because we have only
just come close to the things and situations in which what
we have said finds expression.

But now we need to take only a few more steps along our
way, to become aware that situations are expressed in what
was said which we find difficult of access for no other reason
than their simplicity. At bottormn, a specific access is not even
needed here, because what must be thought about is some-
how close to us in spite of everything. It is just that it is
still hidden from our sight by those old-accustomed pre-
conceptions which are so stubborn because they have their
own truth.

We tried to explain the question ‘““What is called think-
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ing?” in respect of that mode of asking it which we had
Iisted in first place. What does the word “thinking”™ sig-
nify? It now speaks in the essential context which is evoked
by the words thanc, recalling thought, thanks, memory.

But the 1ssues mentioned here do not speak directly to
us. They remain in what is unspoken and almeost forgotten.
The explanation of the first question still presents itself to
us as 1f it had merely reminded us of some old, forgotten
heirloom of language. But can we in this way call the word
back into the spoken language? No! Then why do we try
at all to draw attention to what the word states, since we
have to concede that the treasures of language cannot be
given artificial currency in a usage somehow refurbished?

If that were what we hope and strive for, we would
have to take language, too, for no more than an instrument
that can be manipulated now one way and now another.
But language is not a tool. Language is not this and that, is
not also something else besides itself. Language is language.
Statements of this kind have the property that they say
nothing and yet bind thinking to its subject matter with
supreme conclusiveness. The boundlessness with which such
senitences can be abused corresponds to the infinity into
which they direct the task of thinking.

We concede: what is spoken in the word *‘thinking,”
“thanc” remains for us in the realm of the unspoken. When
we hear talk of “thinking,” we do not only fail to think of
what the word says but do in fact form altogether different
ideas. The meaning of this word “thinking” is not deter-
mined by what is spoken and unspoken in its speech. What
the word ‘‘thinking” calls by name is determined by a
different call. Hence we must ask once more ‘““What is called
thinking?”—and in this sense: what has been understood
since ancient times by ““thinking’’?

Instruction on what to understand by “thinking” is
given by logic. ‘‘Logic”—what is that? How does it get
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that way, that it decides what is to be understood by think-
ing? Is logic perchance itself the calling that calls on us
to think? Or is logic in turn subject to the calling? What is
it that calls on us to think?

The first question, “What does the word ‘thinking’ sig-
nify?,” has directed us to the second, “What have we
understood since ancient times by the word ‘thinking’?”
But the second question can be raised only within the con-
text of the decisive fourth. We shall be attending to that
fourth question as we now attempt to deal with the second.
The second question runs: what, according to the so far
prevailing doctrine of thinking, do we understand by
“thinking’’? Why does this doctrine have the title “logic”’?

Such questions bring us into the realm of what is fa-
miliar, even most familiar. For thinking, this always re-
mains the real danger zone, because the familiar carries an
air of harmlessness and ease, which causes us to pass lightly
over what really deserves to be questioned.

Some people get stirred up because, after the reference
in my inaugural address ‘What is Metaphysics?” (1929),
I keep on raising the question of logic. Those who are
here today cannot know, of course, that since my lectures
“Logic,” given in the summer of 1934, this title “Logic”
conceals “‘the transformation of logic into the question of
the essential nature of language’—a question that is some-
thing else again than philosophy of language.

Those issues, then, that we shall discuss in subsequent
lectures, cannot be urged too strongly and too often upon
our reflection. Whether we shall let ourselves become in-
volved in that reflection by clearing its path further, each
man for his part, or whether we shall pass it over as some-
thing presumably dome with: that belongs to a decision
which only the few can face.

The name “‘logic” is an abbreviation of the complete
title which, in Greek, runs émomjun Aoyuoj—the under-
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standing that concerns the Adyos. Adyos is the noun to the
verb Aéyew. Logic understands Aéyew in the sense of Aéyew
7L katd Tv0s, to say something about something. The some-
thing about which a statement is made is in such a case
what lies beneath it. What lies beneath is called in Greek
vmokeipevov, in Latin subiectum. That about which the
Aéyew states something is the subject of the statement;
and that which is stated about it is the predicate. The
AGyos, as Aéyew 1 kard Twos, is the assertion of something
about something. The what-about of every statement is
somehow given. It touches upon, is contiguous to the state-
ment. It is part of the contiguity in the widest sense.
Logic, as the doctrine of the Adyos, considers thinking to
be the assertion of something about something. According
to logic, such speech is the basic characteristic of thinking.
In order for such speech to be possible in the first place, the
something about which something is said—the subject—
and that which is said—the predicate—must be compatible
in speech. Incompatible things cannot be made into a umit
by a spoken statement: take, for example, “triangle” and
“laughter.” The sentence “The triangle is laughing” can-
not be said. It can be said, of course, in the sense that it can
be pronounced as a mere string of words; we just did so. But
it can not be said really, in terms of what it says. The things
that are evoked by ‘“triangle” and “laughing™ introduce
something contradictory into their relation. The terms do
make a declaration, but contradict each other. They thus
make the proposition impossible. To be possible, the propo-
sition must from the start avoid self-contradiction. This is
why the law, that contradiction must be avoided, is con-
sidered a basic tenet of the proposition. Only because think-
ing is defined as Adyos, as an utterance, can the statement
about contradiction perform its role as a law of thought.
All this has long been known, perhaps too long, so that
we no longer allow ourselves to give thought to the defini-
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tion of thinking as Aéyos. To be sure, in the course of the
history of Occidental-European thought it was noted that
this thinking, born of the Aéyos and shaped by logic, does
not cover everything and does not suffice in every respect.
We did come upon subjects and whole areas of subject mat-
ter that demand a different thinking process in order to
become accessible to mental perception. But insofar as
thinking is originally performed as Aéyos, a change of the
thinking process can consist only in a transformation of
the Adyos. Accordingly, the Aéyew of the Aéyos develops
into a Stakéyeofa.

Logic becomes dialectic. For dialectic, a Adyos in the cus-
tomary form of a proposition is never unequivocal. The
statement “God is the Absolute” may serve as an example.
The ambiguity that is here possible is foreshadowed by the
difference in stress with which a statement of this kind can
be pronounced : God is the Absolute—or, God is the Abso-
lute. The first sentence means: God alone can claim the
distinction of being the Absolute. The second sentence
means: only by virtue of the absoluteness of the Absolute
is God essentially God. The statement “God is the Abso-
lute’ is shown to have several meanings. In appearance, the
sentence is a simple proposition, a Aéyos in the sense de-
fined.

This is not yet the place to discuss whether the ambiguity
of this Aéyos is inherent in logic, or whether the logicality
of the Adyos, and thus the Adyos itself, has its grounds else-
where. In any event, propositions such as our “God is the
Absolute” do not stay fixed when we say them thought-
fully, that is, when we inquire into what they assert. Their
Adyos says only what it is meant to say when it goes through
its own Aéyew within and for itself; through is 8id; the “for
itself” is expressed in Aéyeofar, the “middle voice” of
Aéyew. As Sualéyeofas, the Aéyew or proposition proceeds
back and forth for itself within its own domain, goes
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through it, and so covers it to the end. Thought now is
dialectical.

We readily see that all dialectic is by its nature logic,
whether it develops as the dialectic of consciousness, or as
Realdialektik and finally dialectical materialism. These,
too, must always be a dialectic of objects, which always
means objects of consciousness, hence consciousness of self
(or one of its germinal forms). In dialectic, too, thinking
is defined in terms of the proposition, the Adyos. But where
thought encounters things that can no longer be appre-
hended by logic, those things which are by nature inappre-
hensible still are within the purview of logic—as a-logical,
or no longer logical, or meta-logical (supra-logical) .

Summary and Transition

We ask: ““What is called thinking?” We ask the ques-
tion in a fourfold way :
1. What does the word “thinking”’ signify?
2. What does prevailing doctrine mean by thinking?
3. What is needed for us to accomplish thinking with
essential rightness?
4. What is That which calls us into thinking?

These four questions, whose differences we cannot re-
hearse too often, are nonetheless one question. Their unity
stems from the question listed in the fourth place. The
fourth is the decisive one—it sets the standard. For this
fourth question itself asks for the standard by which our
nature, as a thinking nature, is to be measured. The third
manner of asking is closest to the fourth. The fourth ques-
tion inquires about That which commands us to think, That
which entrusts thinking to us. The third question inquires
about us, it asks us what resources we must rally in order
to be capable of thinking. The third manner of asking the
question has hardly been mentioned so far, and that will
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not change in what follows. Why? The reason will become
clearer if we now consider, in a short excursus, the kind of
answer that the question “What is called thinking?” is
trying to find. We first see it clearly in the third question.
It runs: what is needed, what are the resources we must
have, to be capable of thinking with essential rightness?
The third question is the most difficult of all to answer,
because here it is least possible to supply the answer by
giving facts and stating propositions. Even if we were 10
enumerate various things that belong to essentially right
thinking, what is decisive would still remain undecided: to
wit, whether everything that belongs to thinking does in-
deed belong to us because we have already listened to it.
Such listening is always up to us alone. We must ourselves
discover the one and only way to answer the question
“What is called thinking?’” in its third form. If we do not
find it out, all talk and listening is in vain. And in that case
I would urge you to burn your lecture notes, however pre-
cise they may be—and the sooner the better.

However, the way in which the third version of the
question is answered throws light upon the answering of the
other three, because they, including the third question it-
self, are one single question in virtue of the fourth. Perhaps
the question ‘““What is called thinking?”” is, as a question,
single and unique. For us this means that, when we ask it,
we stand at the beginning of a long road whose full extent
we can hardly envisage. But our stress on the uniqueness of
this question does not mean that we claim credit for the
discovery of an important problem. Commonly, an inquiry
aims straight for the answer. It rightly looks for the answer
alone, and sees to it that the answer is obtained. The answer
disposes of the question. By the answer, we rid ourselves
of the question.

The question, “What is called thinking?,” is of a differ-
ent kind. When we ask, “What is called bicycle riding?”
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we ask for something everybody knows. If there is someone
who does not yet know what it calls for, we can teach him—
it i1s a well-known matter. Not so with thinking. It only
looks as though we knew what the question really asks. The
question itself still remains unasked. The question *““What
is called thinking?,” therefore, does not aim to establish an
answer by which the question can be disposed of as quickly
and conclusively as possible. On the contrary, one thing
and one thing only matters with this question : to make the
question problematical.

Even that is a long way off. Indeed it remains question-
able whether we are now underway on that way. Perhaps
we modern men are still not capable of such a thing. How-
ever, this supposition means more than merely an admission
of our weakness.

Thinking—more precisely, the attempt and the duty to
think—1is now approaching an era when the high demands
which traditional thinking believed it was meeting, and
pretended it had to meet, become untenable. The way of the
question “What is called thinking?”” lies even now in the
shadow of this weakness. The weakness can be described in
four statements :

Thinking does not bring knowledge as do the sciences.
Thinking does not produce usable practical wisdom.
Thinking solves no cosmic riddles.

Thinking does not endow us directly with the power
to act.

As long as we still subject thinking to these four de-
mands, we shall overrate and overtax it. Both excesses pre-
vent us from returning to a no longer customary modesty
and to persist in it, amid the bustle of a civilization that
clamors daily for a fresh supply of latest novelties, and
daily chases after excitement. And yet the way of thinking,
the way of the question “What is called thinking?,”” re-
mains unavoidable as we go into the coming era. We can

B
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have no foreknowledge of what that era will hold, but it is
possible to give thought to the signs that signal its deriva-
tion and its advent.

Thinking is the most precursory of all precursory activi-
ties of man in this era, when Eurepe’s modern age is just
beginning to spread over the earth and be consummated.
Moreover, it is not just a surface matter of nomenclature
whether we look on the present age as the end of modern
times, or whether we discern that today the perhaps pro-
tracted process of the consummation of modern times is just
starting.

The question ‘““What is called thinking?”’ is an attempt to
reach that unavoidable way which will lead to the most
precursory step. Indeed, the question is prior even to think-
ing, which is itself the most precursory step. Thus it appears
to be a question of the kind to which modern philosophy
liked to lay claim as it went looking for the most radical
question—the question without presuppositions—which
was to lay the unshakable foundations of the entire edifice
of the system of philosophy for all future ages. But the
question ‘“What is called thinking?” is not without presup-
positions. Far from it, it is going directly toward what
would here be called presupposition, and becomes involved
in it.

The decisive sense of the question is expressed when we
ask ““What is it that calls on us to think?” Which is the call
that claims man’s thinking? This question, one might say,
already presupposes that thinking is by nature something
that is called for, and is maintained and, so to speak, re-
tained within its nature only by the call. The question
“What is This that calls us into thought?” already pre-
supposes that thinking, gua thinking alone, pays heed to
the calling within it.

Thinking, then, is here not taken as an occurrence whose
course is open to psychological observation. Nor is thinking
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conceived merely as an activity that obeys norms and a
scale of values. Thinking can be gunided by validity and
authority only if it has in itself a calling, directing it to
what there is to-be-thought. The question “What is This
that calls on us to think?,” if asked with sufficient urgency,
brings us also to the problem that thinking, qua thinking,
is essentially a call.

That something is, and that it is such and such, is what
we usually designate as a fact. “Fact” is a beautiful and
beguiling word. Prevailing thought has long since formed
firm views on what it means. These views have existed
from that moment on when a distinction, long in prepara-
tion, came into view—the distinction between what some-
thing is, 7 éorw, and that it is, &7 éorw. Later terminology
distinguished between essentia and existentia, essence and
existence. What we are to think of the explanation which
traditional thinking gives of the existence of a fact, is some-
thing that can be decided only after we consider that dis-
tinction by which both existentia and essentia first achieve
their determination. By what authority, and on what
grounds, is that distinction made? How and in what way is
thinking called to this distinction? The remainder of the
problematic nature of that distinction allows us once again
to fathom the implications of the precursory question
“What calls on us to think?,” without involving us pre-
maturely now in the mystery, and also fruitfulmess, of the
question. The presumption is that we can always ask this
question only in a thinking way, and only in that way can
pose the question in its befitting problematic.

The course of lectures has brought us to the second way
in which the question needs to be developed. It runs: what,
in the so far customary and long since implicit sense, do
we understand by thinking? The implicitness betrays itself
in the fact that what we understand by thinking is pre-
sented and handed on by a doctrine bearing the title
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“logic.” The doctrine of thinking bears that title right-
fuihr for thinking is the Aéyew of the Adyos.

This name here means to affirm, to predicate, something
of something : “The moon has risen.” To predicate does not
mean here primarily to express in speech, but to present
something as something, affirm something as something.
Such presentation and a’tﬁrmatmn is ruled by a conjunction
of what is stated with that about which the statement is
made. The conjunction is expressed in the *‘as” and the
“about.” The conjunction constitutes a sentence. Every
proposition is a sentence. But not every sentence is a propo-
sitien. ““What is called thinking?” is not a proposition,
though it is a sentence-—to wit, a direct question.

Every proposition is ipso facto a sentence. But we need to
give thought to the question whether every statement is a
proposition—indeed, whether the statement can at all be
defined in terms of the sentence, as the grammarians be-
lieve.

Is the statement in the first verse of Matthias Claudius’
Even Song, *“The moon has risen,”” a propesition, or even a
sentence? Of what nature is this statement? I do not know.
Nor do I trust myself to discuss the matter. To say that the
statemnent ““The moon has risen’ is part of a poem, and thus
is poetry and not thought, does not help us out of our pre-
dicament. The perfectly correct remark that Claudius’
statement is a verse and not a sentence does not help us
much, so long as it remains obscure what it means to say
that the poetic statement gathers into a poem. Presumably
we shall never properly think out what poetry is, until we
have reached far enough with our question: “What is
called thinking?” Once more it becomes apparent how
much of a precursor this unique question is.
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When we ask our question “What is called thinking?”’ in
the second manner, it turns out that thinking is defined in
terms of the Aéyos. The basic character of thinking is con-
stituted by propositions.

When we ask our question ‘“What is called thinking?”
in the first manner, then the word “thinking’’ directs us to
the essential sphere of memory, devotion, and thanks. In
the two questions, thinking emerges from different sources
of its essential nature. One might be tempted to explain the
difference offhand in terms of linguistic designation.
Among the Greeks, the name for the basic form of think-
ing, the proposition, is Adyos. Among ourselves, the name
for the thing that is also concealed in the Aéyos happens to
be ‘‘thinking.”” Linguistically, the word is related to
thought, memory, and thanks. But this explanation ex-
plains nothing so far, assuming any explanation could be
fruitful here. The decisive question still remains this: why
is it that for Greek thinking, hence Western and especially
European thinking (and for us of today), thinking re-
ceives its essential character to this day from what in Greek
is called Aéyew and Adyos? Just because at one time the call-
ing into thought took place in terms of the Aéyos, logistics
today is developing into the global system by which all ideas
are organized.

163
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And why does the determination of the essence of
thought not take place in terms of those things that are
evoked in the sphere of these words thanc, “memory,”
“thanks”—particularly since what these words designate
was in its essential profundity by no means unknown to
the Greeks? The differences in the essential sources of
thinking to which we have alluded do not, then, inhere in
any way in the distinctive linguistic designations. Rather,
the one and only thing that is decisive for what even still
for us constitutes the basic character of thinking—the
Aéyew of the Aéyos, the proposition, the judgment—is that
call by which thinking has been called, and is still being
called, into its long-habituated nature.

When we raise the second question, what do we under-
stand by thinking according to the prevailing doctrine, it
looks at first as though we were merely seeking historical
information about what view of the nature of thinking had
come to predominate and is still in force. But if we ask the
second question qua second question, that is, in the unitary
context of the four modes of which we spoke, we then ask
it ineluctably in the sense of the decisive fourth question.
Then the question runs : what is the calling that has directed
and is still directing us into thinking in the sense of the
predicative Aéyos?

This question is no longer historical—in the sense of
narrative history——though it is an historic question. But it
is not historic in the sense that it represents some occurrence
as a chain of events in the course of which various things
are brought about—among them this, that thinking after
the manner of the Aéyos achieved validity and currency.
The question : ““What call has directed the mode of thinking
to the Aéyew of the Adyos?,” is an historic, perhaps the
historic question, though in the sense that it determines our
destiny. It asks what it is that destines our nature to think
according to the Adyos, that directs it there, and there turns
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it to use, and thus implies many possible turns. Thus
Plato’s definition of the nature of thought is not identical
with that of Leibniz, though it is the same. They belong
together in that both reveal one basic nature, which appears
in different ways.

But the fateful character of being destined to such think-
ing, and thus that destiny itself, will never enter our hori-
zon so long as we conceive the historic from the start only
as an occurrence, and occurrence as a causal chain of events,
Nor will it do to divide the occurrences so conceived into
those whose causal chain is transparent and comprehensible,
and others that remain incomprehensible and opaque, what
we normally call “fate.”” The call as destiny is so far from
being incomprehensible and alien to thinking, that on the
contrary it always is precisely what must be thought, and
thus is waiting for a thinking that answers to it.

In order to be equal to the question what, by prevailing
doctrine, is called “thinking,”” we simply have to risk asking
the question. This implies: we must submit, deliver our-
selves specifically to the calling that calls on us to think
after the manner of the Adyos. As long as we ourselves do
not set out from where we are, that is, as long as we do not
open ourselves to the call and, with this question, get under-
way toward the call—just so long we shall remain blind to
the mission and destiny of our nature. You cannot talk of
colors to the blind. But a still greater ill than blindness is
delusion. Delusion believes that it sees, and that it sees in
the only possible manner, even while this its belief robs it of
sight.

gThe destiny of our fateful-historic Western nature shows
itself in the fact that our sejourn in this world rests upon
thinking, even where this sojourn is determined by the
Christian faith—faith which cannot be proved by think-
ing, nor is in need of proof because it is faith.

But this, that we hardly discern the destiny of our na-
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ture, and therefore pay no heed to the calling that has
called us to thinking according to the Adyos, flows from still
another source. The influence of that source is not up to us.
But we are not for that reason excused from admitting that
our understanding and explaining, our knowledge and our
intelligence—that our thinking still remains totally with-
out mission in terms of the destiny of its own being. The
more completely our thinking regards itself merely in
terms of its own comparative written history, and historical
in this sense, the more decisively it will petrify in fateless-
ness, and the less it will arrive at the artless, fateful relation
to the calling by which thinking has been directed to the
basic character of the Aéyos.

Our age rages in a mad, steadily growing craving to con-
ceive history in terms of universal history, as an occurrence.
Its frenzy is exacerbated and fed by the quick and easy
availability of sources and means of presentation. This
sounds like an exaggeration, but is a fact: the unexpressed
archetype of the portrayal of all and everything in terms
of universal history that is palatable today is the illustrated
weekly. Universal history, operating with the most com~
prehensive means, assumes that a comparative portrayal of
the most varied cultures, from ancient China to the Aztecs,
can establish a relation to world history. This world history,
however, is not the destiny of a world but rather the object
established by conceiving world in terms of universal his-
tory, thus: the occurrence, to be presented from every
angle, of every human achievement and faillure that can
in any way be found out.

World history, however, is the destiny whereby a world
lays claim to us. We shall never hear that claim of the
world’s destiny while we are engaged on world-historic—
which in this context always means umiversal-historical—
voyages. We shall hear it only by giving heed to the simple
calling of our essential mission, so that we may give it
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thought. The most precursory attempt to pay attention to
this way is the question ‘“What does call on us to think?”
Note that we say : the question.

But even when we ask what the call to think according
to the Aéyos is—must we not even then go back to the early
ages of Western thinking in order to comprehend what call
directed this thinking to begin? This, too, seems to be only
a narrative-historical and besides very risky question. After
all, we know little about the early thinking of the Greeks,
and that little only in fragments, and these fragments of
disputed meaning. All we have left of the works of the
decisive early thinkers can be put in a pamphlet of not more
than thirty pages. What does that amount to, compared
with the long shelves of voluminous tomes with which the
works of later philosophers keep us occupied?

Inevitably it begins to look as though the attempt to ask
the question ‘“What is called thinking?” in the second man-
ner also amounts to no more than a historical consideration
of the beginnings of Western philosophy. We shall let it go
at that, not because we are indifferent to that impression,
but because it cannot be dispelled by talking about it instead
of setting out on the way of our question.

What 1s that calling which commends our Western
thinking to its own proper beginnings, and from there still
directs even today’s thinking on its way? The thinkers of
the fateful beginnings of Western thought did net, of
course, raise the question of the calling, as we are trying
to do now. What distinguishes the beginning is rather that
those thinkers experienced the claim of the calling by re-
sponding to it in thought. But with such a destiny, must
they not also have come to comprehend explicitly the call-
ing that starts their thinking on its way? We may assume
so, simply because any thinking is sent out on its way only
when it is addressed by that which gives food for thought
as that which is to-be-thought. In this address, however, the
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source of the call itself appears, though not in its full radi-
ance nor under the same name. But before inquiring about
the calling that encompasses all Western and modern Euro-
pean thinking, we must try to listen to an early saying
which gives us evidence how much early thought generally
responds to a call, yet without naming it, or giving it
thought, as such. Perhaps we need no more than to recall
this one testimony in order to give the fitting, that is, a
restrained answer to that question of the initial calling.

The doctrine of thinking is called logic because thinking
develops in the Aéyew of the Aéyos. We are barely capable
of comprehending that at one time this was not so, that a
calling became ‘‘needful” in order to set thinking on the
way of the Aéyos into the Aéyew. A fragment of Parmen-
ides, which has been given the number 6, begins with these
words: xpn 70 Aéyew te voetv T éov Eupevar.”” The usual
translation of the saying is: “‘One should both say and think
that Being is.”

Summary and Transition

The answer to the question ‘“What is called thinking?” is,
of course, a statement, but not a proposition that could be
formed into a sentence with which the question can be put
aside as settled. The answer to the question is, of course, an
utterance, but it speaks from a correspondence. It follows
the calling, and maintains the question in its problematic.
When we follow the calling, we do not free ourselves of
what is being asked.

The question cannot be settled, now or ever. If we pro-
ceed to the encounter of what is here in question, the call-
ing, the question becomes in fact only more problematical.
When we are questioning within this problematic, we are
thinking.

Thinking itself is a way. We respond to the way only by
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remaining underway. To be underway on the way in order
to clear the way—that is one thing. The other thing is to
take a position somewhere along the road, and there make
conversation about whether, and how, earlier and later
stretches of the way may be different, and in their differ-
ence might even be incompatible—incompatible, that is, for
those who never walk the way, nor ever set out on it, but
merely take up a position outside it, there forever to for-
mulate ideas and make talk about the way.

In order to get underway, we do have to set out. This is
meant in a double sense: for one thing, we have to open
ourselves to the emerging prospect and direction of the way
itself ; and then, we must get on the way, that is, must take
the steps by which alone the way becomes a way.

The way of thinking cannot be traced from somewhere
to somewhere like a well-worn rut, nor does it at all exist as
such in any place. Only when we walk it, and in no other
fashion, only, that is, by thoughtful questioning, are we on
the move on the way. This movement is what allows the
way to come forward. That the way of thought is of this
nature is part of the precursoriness of thinking, and this
precursoriness in turn depends on an enigmatic solitude,
taking the word *“‘solitude” in a high, unsentimental sense.

No thinker ever has entered into another thinker’s soli-
tude. Yet it is only from its solitude that all thinking, in a
hidden mode, speaks to the thinking that comes after or that
went before. The things which we conceive and assert to be
the results of thinking, are the misunderstandings to which
thinking ineluctably falls victim. Ounly they achieve publi-
cation as alleged thought, and occupy those who do not
think.

To answer the question ‘“What is called thinking?’ is
itself always to keep asking, so as to remain underway. This
would seem easier than the intention to take a firm posi-
tion; for adventurer-like, we roam away into the unknown.
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Nevertheless, if we are to remain underway we must first
of all and constantly give attention to the way. The move-
ment, step by step, is what is essential here. Thinking clears
its way only by its own questioning advance. But this clear-
ing of the way is curious. The way that is cleared does not
remain behind, but is built into the next step, and is pro-
jected forward from it.

Now it always remains possible, of course, and very often
actually is the case, that we dislike a way of this sort from
the start, because we consider it hopeless or superfluous, or
because we consider it foolishness. If that is our attitude, we
should refrain from looking at the way even from outside.
But perhaps it is not fitting anyhow to let the way be seen
in public. With this hint, we shall break off our general
remarks about ways of thinking.

We shall now try to walk the way of our question, by
asking it in the sense of the decisive fourth, but in the mode
of the second manner.

The initially proposed version of the second question
ran: what do we understand by thinking according to tra-
ditional doctrine, logic? At first it appears that the question
inquires historically what we have hitherto had in mind
and taught about thirking. But now we ask:

“What is the call to which Western-European thinking
is subject, the thinking whose roads we, too, follow as soon
as we let ourselves get involved in thinking?”

But even so, the impression unavoidably remains that
the question amounts to no more than a historical descrip-
tion of the beginnings of Western philosophy. The treat-
ment of the question may retain this peculiarity, that it will
remain forever implausible to the scholarly research in the
history of philesophy and its principles of interpretation.

In the writings of Parmenides, a Greek thinker who lived
around the turn of the sixth into the fifth century B.c., we
read the saying :
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“xp1) 70 Néyew e voety T édv éppevar.”
According to the usual translations, this means:
**One should both say and think that Being is.”

It would be most in keeping with the way on which we
have set out with our question, if we were now to leave off
all asides and warnings, and tried to trace in thought what
the saying tells us. But today, when we know much too
much and form opinions much too quickly, when we com-
pute and pigeonhole everything in a flash—today there is
no room at all left for the hope that the presentation of a
matter might in itself be powerful enough to set in motion
any fellow-thinking which, prompted by the showing of
the matter, would join us on our way. We therefore need
these bothersome detours and crutches that otherwise run
counter to the style of thinking ways. This is the necessity
to which we bow when we now attempt, by circumscribing
the matter in ever narrower circles, to render possible the
leap into what the saying tells us:

3 I\N__ ¥ bx

“xp1) 70 Néyew Te voety T éov Eupevar.

‘‘One should both say and think that Being is.”



LECTURE
VI

One is tempted to call this proposition an obvious platitude.
What else can we say and think of being, except that it is?
The statement is not only self-evident—it remains totally
vacuous. It actually tells us nothing : and what it does tell,
we knew before. “Being is”’ sounds like rain rains. Of
course rain rains. What else could it do? And a thinker of
Parmenides’ stature is supposed to have uttered vacuities of
this kind? Still worse, he is even supposed to have offered
this vacuity as something it is necessary to say and think?

Let us just suppose that Parmenides did utter the sen-
tence, “‘being is,”” and did intend it in the sense we men-
tioned. Is it as vacuous, as easy to recite, as 1t would seem?
The phrase is not so vacuous as to say the identical thing
twice with equal thoughtlessness. Even considered super-
ficially, the phrase proves ambiguous. It may say: being is,
meaning it is not so that being is not. What is stated is the
actuality of being. But the phrase may also say : part of the
fundamental character of being is that *“it is” : Being. The
“what’’ of being, its essence, is named in the “is.”” Or, the
phrase may state both things at once——the fact that being
is, and what it is, its essential nature. Parmenides, it is true,
speaks neither of the “existence’” nor of the ‘“‘essence” of
being.

172
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To keep us from judging the phrase too lightly, let us try
to clarify it by an example. We admit that in this case the
procedure remains quite dubious. There is a tree in the
yard. We state: the tree is well-shaped. It is an apple tree.
This year it did not bear many apples. The birds like it. The
apple-grower has still other things to say about it. The
scientific botanist, who conceives of the tree as a plant, can
point out a variety of things about the tree. And finally
there comes along a strange and curious human being and
says: the tree is, it is not so that the tree is not.

Now, which is easier to say and to think—all those
things that have been reported about the tree from the most
diverse quarters, or the phrase: “The tree is}”? If we say
this phrase and if, in the saying, it is a Aéyew, a thinking
and not just vapid talk—then, I ask again: what about the
tree is easier to determine, its lovely shape and all the other
things that can be perceived—or this, that the tree is?

If we stop only for one moment to say the phrase: “The
tree is,” saying it in terms of what the phrase says, we have
already said “is” about the tree. And now we are faced with
the question, clumsy but definite: what about this “is,”
according to which it is not so that the tree is not? Where
in the tree or on the tree or behind the tree, is this thing
named by the “is”’? We say “‘is’’ hundreds of times daily, of
course. And even if we do not say it, we constantly and
everywhere refer with the auxiliary verb to that which is.
But can this fact alone, that we take the “is” so lightly,
constitute any kind of evidence that the word itself has no
gravity? Who would have the temerity to deny roundly
and on no particular grounds that ultimately this auxiliary
verb may even name the gravest and most difficult thing
that remains to be said?

Let us for the moment strike out the *‘is,”” and the phrase
“the tree is.”” Let us assume it had not yet been said. And
now let us try to say : the tree is well-shaped; the tree is an
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apple tree; the tree does not yield many apples. Without
the ““is”" in the phrase ‘“‘the tree is,” these statements would
fall into a veid, takmg along with them the whole science
of botany. Nor is that all. Every human attitude to some-
thing, every human stand in this or that sphere of beings,
would rush away resistlessly into the void if the “is” did not
speak. Without it, human nature could not even rush away
into the void, because for the “away’’ there must have been
a “here.”

We note once more: the fact that we take the “is” too
lightly is no proof that the “is’’ and what it names does not
keep within it a weightiness that we can hardly ever weigh.
But that we can take this “is” so lightly shows how much
we still are in the constant danger of illusion—an illusion
all the more deceptive because it does not appear even to
exist.

Yet it would be rash to derogate the appearance of that
danger’s non-existence as if it were something defective
and baneful. That appearance, and the apparent indiffer-
ence of the “is” that goes with it, may hold the only possi-
bility for mortal men to reach the truth.

The phrase ‘“‘being is” keeps an infinite distance from
empty platitudes. On the contrary, it holds the most com-
pletely fulfilled secret of all thinking, in the first intimation
of its statement.

And still the question remains open whether the saying
of Parmenides demands no more than that we note the fact
that being is. This is what we assumed at first, on the
strength of the familiar translation. But every translation
1s already an interpretation. Every interpretation must first
of all have entered into what is said, into the subject matter
it expresses. Such entering is in our case presumably not as
easy as entering an orchard and there to speak of a tree. To
enter into what is said in the phrase ‘“‘being is” remains
uncommonly difficult and troublesome for the reason that
we are already within it.
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But before we enter into the saying of Parmenides we
have quoted, we must note that the saying is not offered by
Parmenides as the expression of a demand he makes.
Rather, the saying is addressed to Parmenides himself. For
there soon follow the words:

“rd o’ éye ppdlecfai dvwya
“This, the xp7} 70 Néyew and other things, I call upon you
to take to heart.”

’Eryd, “‘1.” Who is this “I”'? It is in any case a being who
calls, in any case a call which speaks to the thinking thinker,
and even speaks to him of ways. It shows to him three ways:
one which thinking must go before all other ways; one to
which thinking must also pay heed as it proceeds; and one
which remains impassable to thinking. The calling calls
thinking to the crossroads of way, no way, and wrong way.
But the way of thinking is of such a kind that this cross-
roads can never be crossed by a once-for-all decision and
choice of way, and the way can never be put behind as
once-for-all behind us. The crossroads accompanies us on
the way, every moment. Where does this strange triple way
lead? Where else but into what is always problematical,
always worthy of questioning?

By the words of Parmenides it can be shown that he is
subject to a call, that he recounts what is addressed to him
in order to respond to it. But we prefer to give our attention
directly to what is recounted here, and in and through it
raise the question what it is that is addressed to him, rather
than prove from the outside, and at length, and funda-
mentally in vain, that what speaks here is something like
a calling.

Let us listen to the thinker’s words :

“xpi} 70 Néyew Te voelv T €0 Epperar’’

But how are we to hear without translating, tramslate
without interpreting? Even if we were dealing with some-
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thing a thinker said in our native language, it would have
to be interpreted. We give attention to the saving while we
are underway on the way of the question “What caﬂs on us
to think?,”” in the sense of the Aoyos whose laws and nature
are expressed in logic. But then, would we not be forcing
Parmenides’ saying from the start into a specific perspec-
tive that is solely determined by the prospect opened up by
the way of our questmn? That is indeed the case. But it is
not a defect which we admit only under stress. At most, we
here encounter the same difficulty with which every inter-
pretation has to struggle.

But it becomes necessary here to point out an illusion to
which we all too easily fall victim again and again. It is
that we imagine we are approaching Parmenides’ saying
in an objective manner and without presuppositions when
we take cognizance of it without any intimations and even
without giving it thought. We take cognizance of it, we
add it to the knowledge which we imagine we possess any-
way of such matters. But this ‘‘cognizance-taking” without
intimations and questions, and seemingly not burdened
with any prejudice, is in fact an interpretation as charged
with presuppositions and prejudices as is possible in this
case. It rests on the stubborn and widespread prior assump-
tion that one can enter into dialogue with a thinker by
addressing him out of thoughtlessness. And here thought-
lessness is to be found not so much where someone un-
trained in philosophy asks his questions, but rather where
every seemingly pertinent and apposite citation from all of
the world’s philosophical literature is indiscriminately
thrown in.

But in what way are we to translate the saying? Only
one way is open. Without regard to later philosophy and
its achievements in interpreting this thinker, we shall try
to listen to the saying, so to speak, in the first bloom of the
words. We must be guided, of course, by a certain famil-
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iarity with all that has come down to us of Parmenides’
sayings. This will remain in the background of the discus-
ston to follow.

But we shall keep the current translation in view, for the
sake of contrast with the translation that we shall now at-
tempt, and not in the conviction that we have thus fully
confronted prevailing Parmenides interpretations. A full
confrontation could not be satisfied with weighing the re-
sults of the various interpretations against each other. That
would mean to neglect the main issue. Full confrentation
consists in the critical analysis of the unspoken assumptions
of prevailing Parmenides interpretations, for which this is
not the occasion.

Every confrontation of two different interpretations of
a work, not only in philosophy, is in reality a mutual reflec-
tion on the guiding presuppositions; it is the discussion of
these presuppositions—a task which, strangely, is always
tolerated only marginally and covered up with empty gen-
eralities. In noting this fact, let us also point out once more
that the attempt at translation here proposed—it too, and it
most of all—is possible only on the way on which we are
already engaged when we ask the question: “What calls on
us to think?”” With this, the prior assumption of our inter-
pretation is both identified and submitted for discussion.

But it would violate the meaning of interpretation gen-
erally if we cherished the view that there can be an inter-
pretation which is non-relative, that is, absolutely valid.
Absolutely valid can at the very most be only the sphere of
ideas within which we beforehand place the text to be
interpreted. And the validity of the presupposed sphere of
ideas can be absolute only if the absoluteness rests on some-
thing unconditional—on a faith.

The unconditional character of faith, and the prob-
lematic character of thinking, are two spheres separated by
an abyss.
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Every interpretation is a dialogue with the work, and
with the saying. However, every dialogue becomes halting
and fruitless if it confines itself obdurately to nothing but
what 1s directly said—rather than that the speakers in the
dialogue involve each other in that realm and abode about
which they are speaking, and lead each other to it. Such
involvement is the soul of dialogue. It leads the speakers
into the unspoken. The term “conversation” does, of
course, express the fact that the speakers are turning to one
another. Every conversation is a kind of dialogue. But true
dialogue is never a conversation. Conversation consists in
slithering along the edges of the subject matter, precisely
without getting involved in the unspoken. Most textual
interpretations—not only of philosophical texts—remain at
the level of a conversation, which may often be rich and
informative. And that, in many cases, is enough.

In our case it is not enough. We are posing a question.
We are asking for the unspoken call that points to the
beginnings of Western thinking, the beginning whose
course we, too, today still follow in our thinking, though
Western is for the moment submerged in European think-
ing:

“xp1) TO Méyew Te woelv T’ éov Eppeval’’

“One should both say and think that Being is.”

Summary and Transition

Now we must translate Parmenides’ saying. What matters
here is only the translation—we are still far from a formal
interpretation. But even the translation must be careful in
two respects. The first concerns the content of the saying.
The second concerns the manner in which we carry it over
from the Greek into our own language.

1. The content of the saying. It all too easily escapes us
and slips away into obviousness. It hardly offers enough
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purchase to our accustomed ideas to detain us. It offers us
no food for thought. Why are we in danger of being done
so quickly with a sentence such as “being is”? For one
thing, because when we hear the sentence we find nothing
in it worthy of thought. We take the view that subject and
predicate of the sentence are equally clear: being—is there
anyone who does not know being? And “is"—who cares,
considering we already have our hands full with what is,
which also includes after all everything that has been and
is coming; everything that is no more and is not yet and
thus is In some way, always. We have done with this *“is,”
even before it is spoken. And not only we.

The danger of having done with things in this frivelous
way has another and primary reason : that in the course of
two and a half thousand years, thinking itself has slowly
become accustomed to the idea which the sentence states.
Hence the theory could arise that nothing further could be
said about what the ““is” tells us. Kant himself counts the
words “‘being” and ‘‘existence’” among the “almest un-
analysable concepts.”” He speaks about it in a short, still
underestimated work which dates from 1763 (eighteen
years before his principal work, Critiqgue of Pure Reason)
and is entitled The Only Possible Proof for a Demonstration
of the Existence of God (Der einzig moegliche Beweis-
grund zu einer Demonstration des Daseins Gottes) . Kant’s
judgment, that ‘‘being” belongs among the ‘“almost unan-
alysable concepts,” is indeed fully justified once we share
his assumption that what the words “being” and “‘exist-
ence” designate can be grasped primarily and only in a
concept.

No wonder then that we no longer notice at all the un-
heard-of sense of this sentence ‘“‘being is,”” much less are
touched by it to the point where our entire nature is so
shaken that it will never again be the same. Through the
centuries this sentence, in many vagrant variations and in
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many ways has, explicitly or tacitly, been and remained the
leading theme of thinking.

Today, when talk about “‘being’” and *‘existence’ is prac-
tically a daily routine, we notice only the monotony of the
sentence “being is.”” At best, we are offended by the elusive-
ness of the apparent generality and abstraction it expresses.
Indeed, the most emphatic reminder that what the sentence
says in truth is something altogether different, can for the
present have hardly any effect.

And yet the day may come when someone will find the
sentence astonishing nonetheless, and will notice that all the
centuries that have passed away have not been able to di-
minish it—that unbeknownst to us it has remained as prob-
lematical as ever. This is why the sentence still concerns us
at this hour, as directly as it ever did, with one difference
only.

Formerly, a radiance all its own illumined what this
sentence had to say, so that its problematic vanished in that
light. In consequence of a strange darkening, which has
nothing to do with a decline and fall of the West, that light
later fails to appear. What the sentence says turns into the
obvious: “being is.” What else can being do than “be,”
once it is at all? Today we want to know only why being is.
And so we ask : by what is being caused? Being, after all, is
the actual, and as such made actual and active, and is every-
where referred to causes. And in such formulations of our
questions we include as obvious that “‘being” means as
much as “‘actuality.”

2. The translation of the saying. The sentence ‘being
1s” seems to occur in the translation. For this reason alone
the translation must meet unusual conditions. Since today’s
thinking still follows directly in the footsteps of this saying
~—even when it imagines that it need pay no attention to
it—the translation is at no time purely a problem of the
historical interpretation of an ancient text about which
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philologists disagree. In the case here before us, we shall
attempt the translation along the way of the one question:
“What calls on us to think?”

The translation is of a special kind, because the saying in
translation does more than convey knowledge of an earlier
view of philosophy. But at the same time, the translation is
nothing special, nothing worthy of distinction; for it stays
within the problematic of the question that guides it. The
explication of the saying remains within the mandate of
translation.



LECTURE
VII

The saying becomes clearer if we take the liberty of insert-
ing three colons, to give a sharper articulation to its word
structure. We shall also write the saying in four separate
lines:
“xpi: ’

70 Aéyew Te vo€ew T :

&v:

-4 3

Eppevar.
Following the usual translation, fitted more closely now to
the Greek text, the saying then runs:

“Needful : the saying also thinking too: being : to be.”

This arrangement does not make the content of the saying
any clearer. Nor is there any need for greater clarity at
this time. Every man endowed with understanding under-
stands what is being said here. What we may not under-
stand is only this, that such a saying should occur at all in
the works of a thinker. And right away we catch ourselves
in the act of slipping past this thing we cannot understand.

How would it be if we took this occasion to be astonished
that seemingly so obvious a saying is pronounced with such
emphasis in a thinker’s works? How would it be if we were

182
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astonished about it, and let our astonishment make us aware
that perhaps something problematical, something worthy of
questioning, is involved here?

We just now stressed the structure of the saying, only in
order to get closer to the area of its problematic. The colons
we inserted give a first, outward sign of the manner in
which the words are put in order relative to one another.
The Greek word for order and placement is rdfis. In our
saying, the words follow upon each other without connec-
tion. They are lined up side by side; “beside,” or more
exactly “‘by,” is mapd in Greek. The word order of our say-
ing 1s paratactic and not, as the usual translation represents
it: “One should both say . . . that.” By this “both” and
““that,”” the words are put in a specific order. The connec-
tion coordinates them, puts them together in an order; in
Greek, ‘“together” is oiv. We speak of “synthesis.” The
usual translation of the saying puts the words together in
an order, by inserting connecting words. In regard to its
word order, the translation is syntactic.

Syntax is the study of sentence structure in the widest
sense. Our ideas of the structure of languages are formed
in terms of syntax. Where we encounter languages that
have no syntax, we normally understand their structure to
be a deviation from, or a failure to attain, syntactic struc-
ture. Paratactic structure is found especially in the lan-
guages of primitive peoples. Paratactic speech occurs also
In syntactically structured languages, for instance among
children. Then everything fits, since children, too, are
considered primitive. A child might say about a passing
dog: ““Bow-wow, bad, bite.”” Xpn 70 Méyew Te voev 7 éov
€upevar sounds that way.

The fact that an expression of early thinking speaks
paratactically fits in splendidly with the common picture
we have of those thinkers among whom Parmenides be-
longs. He is counted among the pre-Socratics or pre-Pla-
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tonists. This is not just a chronological designation but a
downgrading. For Plato is ccmszdered the greatest thinker,
not only among the Greeks, but of the entire West. Why?
Not because his thoughts have ever been established as the
greatest in terms of what the task of thinking is. I would
not know how that could ever have been done by any
thinker. Nor would I know by what yardstick we could ever
appraise any thinking as the greatest. As great—quite pos-
sibly. But thinking so far has presumably not even raised
the question in what the peculiar greatness of Plato’s
thought consms——assummg the greatness of any given
thmkmsr lies in the wealth of its problematic.

Plam is considered the West’s greatest thinker because
Platonism——that is, those things which we subsequently
adopted and adapted out of Plato’s thinking and along with
it—has undeniably exercised the most powerful influence
on Western thinking. But are we really satisfied that the
greatness of any thinking can be computed from the length
and breadth of its effects, and assessed by the volume of
assent it has gained? And if effect and influence are to be
our yardsticks, then what would Plato, and with him Soc-
rates, be without Parmenides?

Plato himself has kept his origins in mind and memory
far more essentially than did the Platonism that came after
him. The masters always have an indelible and therefore
deeper knowledge of their roots than their disciples can ever
achieve.

But to this day, Platonism is struck with naked terror if
it is expected to consider what lies behind this philosophy
of Plato, which it interprets and posits as the only binding
philosophy. If we do consider it, we can do it only in this
way : we say that early thinking is not yet as advanced as
Plato’s. To present Parmenides as a pre-Socratic is even
more foolish than to call Kant a pre-Hegelian.

But equally mistaken is the reverse procedure into which
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we are easily drawn by any emphatic mention of thinkers
such as Parmenides. We then adopt the view that the early
thinkers, being first in point of time, are first and foremost
in every respect—for which reason it is then deemed advis-
able to philosophize only in this pre-Socratic manner, and
to pronounce all the rest a misunderstanding, a retrogres-
sion. Such childish ideas are actually in circulation today.
We mention them only in view of the way which we are
trying to take.

When we take this way, we come to the point where we,
in thought and inquiry, retrace the questioning of a thinker
by starting from his own thinking and from nowhere else.
This task differs in every respect from the frequently heard
demand that we must understand a thinker in his ewn
terms. That is impossible, because no thinker—and no poet
~—understands himself. How then could anybody else dare
claim to understand a thinker—even to understand him
better?

The wish to understand a thinker in his own terms is
something else entirely than the attempt to take up a
thinker’s quest and to pursue it to the core of his thought’s
problematic. The first is and remains impossible. The sec-
ond is rare, and of all things the most difficult. We shall
not be allowed to forget this difficulty for a single moment,
in any of the lectures to follow. To speak of an *‘attempt at
thinking”” is not an empty phrase meant to simulate hu-
mility. The term makes the claim that we are here taking
a way of questioning, on which the problematic alone is
accepted as the unique habitat and locus of thinking.

But in view of the rashness of our public, let us note also
something else. It may easily happen that soon—even
tomorrow—the slogan is promulgated: “Everything de-
pends on the problematic!” That cry seems to identify the
crier as one of those who are inquirers. Today every state-
ment either becomes stale and irrelevant at once, or else
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stavs mught in an insidious ambiguity against which the
individual is helpless.

“xp7 70 Aéyew re voeiv 7 dov Eppevar”

We speak and hear the saying paratactically, but still in the
usual translation:

“Needful: the saying also thinking too: being: to be.”

But we certainly do not take paratactic to mean not-yet syn-
tactic. Nor do we rank it as primitive. We keep it clear of
any comparison with the speech of children and of primi-
tive peoples. We also leave the question open whether, when
a child says nothing but “moon”™ at the sight of the moon,
or responds to the sxght of the moon with a word he has
made up himself—whether there is not at work here, for a
short moment, a speech far more primary than in the most
exquisitely wrought sentence of the man of letters. Is this a
reason to elevate the speech and art of children to the prin-
ciple of a new form of speech, and a new art form? No.
Such prepositions stem from abstract considerations, and
are the exact counterpart of the fabrications of the age of
technology, which are something else again than the es-
sence of technology.

We call the word order of the saying paratactic in the
widest sense simply because we do not know what else to
do. For the saying speaks where there are no words, in the
field between the words which the colons indicate.

Parmenides’ language is the language of a thinking; it is
that thinking itself. Therefore, it also speaks differently
from the still older poetry of Homer.

We shall now follow Parmenides’ saying word for word,
without taking the view that it is merely a sequence of
words.

Xp1 comes from the verb xpdw, xpfiofar. The word de-
rives from 7 xeip, the hand; xpdw, xpdopar means : I handle
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and so keep in hand, I use, I have use for. Starting with this
use that is practiced by man, we shall try to point out the
nature of using. It is not anything that man first produces
and performs. “Using” does not mean the mere utilizing,
using up, exploiting. Utilization is only the degenerate and
debauched form of use. When we handle a thing, for ex-
ample, our hand must fit itself to the thing. Use implies
fitting response. Proper use does not debase what is being
used—on the contrary, use is determined and defined by
leaving the used thing in its essential nature. But leaving
it that way does not mean carelessness, much less neglect.
On the contrary: only proper use brings the thing to its
essential nature and keeps it there. So understood, use itself
is the summons which demands that a thing be admitted to
its own essence and nature, and that the use keep to it. To
use something is to let it enter into its essential nature, to
keep it safe in its essence.

Proper use is neither a mere utilizing, nor a mere need-
ing. What we merely need, we utilize from the necessity of
a need. Utilizing and needing always fall short of proper
use. Proper use is rarely manifest, and in general is not the
business of mortals. Mortals are at best illumined by the
radiance of use. The essential nature of use can thus never
be adequately clarified by merely contrasting it with utili-
zation and need. We speak of usage and custom, of what
we are used to. Even such usage is never of its own making.
It hails from elsewhere, and presumably is used in the
proper sense.

Now, when this word, in the form xp, is mentioned at
the outset of a thoughtful saying, and this particular say-
ing, we may assume without fear of being arbitrary that
the ‘“‘using” mentioned here is spoken in a high, perhaps
the highest, sense. We therefore translate xpn with “It is
useful . . .”” The translation directs us to give thought to
something that not only is not customary to our ways of
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forming ideas, but that must for the moment remain alto-
gether unthought.

“It is useful.” That sounds like “‘it is raining, it is windv,
it is dawning.”” Grammar and logic call such sentences im-
personal, subjectless sentences. Xp1, then, would be a sen-
tence without a subject. The Latin pluit, it is raining, is
of that kind. Raining refers to no person. Accordingly, the
sentence is impersonal. Or does rain rain the same way
thunder thunders? Or does even this statement miss the
mark? We are groping in the dark.

The term ‘‘impersonal, subjectless sentences™ determines
only something negative, and even that perhaps inade-
quately. For in sentences of this type, there is always the

t.”" Of course, one never ought to talk about the “it” so
long as the essential realm has not been brought into view
to which the word appeals. “It,”” we explain, means the
impersonal. “It”" means something neither masculine nor
feminine. “It” means neither of the two, but the neuter.
Of course.

But since when has it been established that the personal,
and the difference of the genders, are all we need in order
to think the “it”” properly—and that means to maintain it
in its problematic—simply by contrasting “it” negatively
with the personal and the genders? The fact that such state-
ments as ‘‘it is windy, it is snowing, it is thawing, it is
dawning’ and so on, speak with special urgency and fre-
quency of the weather, is something to think about. We
must understand “‘weather”” here in the widest sense, of
atmospheric conditions and storms that show on the face of
the sky. Nobody would claim that grammar and logic have
adequately elucidated the nature of these curious sentences
—*“adequately” here meaning also with the necessary re-
serve. Nor would it seem to be their business.

“It is useful.” Who or what is “It,” we ask; and our
question comes too soon and is too crude. For once again,
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without cause and without scruple, we accept it as an estab-
lished fact that one can and may ask about this “It” exclu-
sively in terms of what, “It”?, or who, “It”’? Of course, “it
is useful”” does not speak of a phenomenon in the sky, like
“it is raining.” As translation of the xp1, the phrase “it is
useful”” belongs rather in the company of *‘there is.” This
frequent turn of phrase was mentioned when we tried to
characterize what gives food for thought before all else—
what is most thought-provoking. It gives us food for
thought. (On “‘there is,” compare Being and Time, last
part of par. 43 and the beginning of par. 44. Also Letter on
Humanism, p. 22.)

Could it be that only the “it is useful”—thought through
generously and adequately—would define more closely
what “there i1s”’ says?

Could it be that only when we have extended our quest,
inquired adequately into use and usage—that only then
the “it” in “it is useful” would achieve its radiant appear-
ance?

We therefore point once more to the high sense of use
as we here say it. What it tells us becomes clearer only in
the context of the complete saying which speaks in the sense
of xp1. Even so, a more informal reflection on “it is useful”
may bring us closer to the matter.

“Itisuseful . . .” means something more essential than
“it is needful.” For Parmenides’ saying is not comcerned
with a need in the usual sense, nor with a brute necessity,
and least of all with blind compulsion. The phrase *it is
useful”” could evoke such meanings. But even then we must
first ask in every case where that assonance stems from, and
whether it does not give voice to an “it is useful” thought
in a deeper sense. Such is the case with Hoelderlin. We shall
cite two passages from his poetry. But the remarks which
follow do not mean to suggest that Hoelderlin says the same
thing as does xp1, as though Parmenides’ thinking could
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be interpreted by being traced back to passages from
Hoelderlin's poetry.

In the last stanza of his hymn “The Ister River,” Hoel-
derlin says:

“It is useful for the rock to have shafts,
And for the earth, furrows,
It would be without welcome, without stay.”

There is no welcome where no meal, no food and drink can
be offered. There is no stay here for mortals, in the sense
of dwelling at home. If mortals are to be made welcome and
to stay, there must be water from the rock, wheat from the
field:

*“It is useful for the rock to have shafts,
And for the earth, furrows.”

Shafts pierce the rock. They break a path for the waters.
The Greek word for pierce is kevreiv; kévrpov is the spike.
The centaurs owe their nature to the piercing spear. This
piercing and path-breaking is part of “what gives life.”
Hoelderlin, too, sees it in this light, as one of his enigmatic
translations of Pindar fragments (Hell. V, 2, 272) clearly
shows. There it says: “The idea of centaurs may well be
the idea of the spirit of a stream, since the stream makes a
path and a border, by force, on the earth that originally
is pathless and growing upward. Its image is therefore in
the place of nature where the bank is rich in rocks and grot-
toes. . . .”

“It is useful for the rock to have shafts/ And for the
earth, furrows.” We should be listening altogether too
superficially, and thinking too little, if we were to inter-
pret the “‘it is useful” here to mean only “it is neces-
sary . . . Shafts are no more necessary to the rock than
furrows to the earth. But it belongs to the essence of wel-
come and being at home that it include the welling of water
and the fruits of the field. “It is useful”” says here: there is
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an essential community between rock and shaft, between
furrow and earth, within that realm of being which opens
up when the earth becomes a habitation. The home and
dwelling of mortals has its own natural site. But its situa-
tion is not determined first by the pathless places on earth.
It is marked out and opened by something of another order.
From there, the dwelling of mortals receives its measure.

Summary and Transition

The key word in Parmenides’ saying is xp1. We now trans-
late it with “it is useful.” Even on superficial examination
the saying speaks of stating and of thinking, of being, of
Being. It speaks of the highest and the deepest, the most
remote and the nearest, the most veiled and the most appar-
ent that mortal tale can tell. This gives us the occasion and
the right to assume that the word xp1, too, is spoken in the
highest sense.

“To use’”” means, first, to let a thing be what it is and
how it is. To let it be this way requires that the used thing
be cared for in its essential nature—we do so by responding
to the demands which the used thing makes manifest in the
given instance. Once we understand “using’ in this sense,
which is more natural to us, and in which using designates
a human activity, we have already differentiated it from
other modes of acting with which it is easily and readily
confused and mixed up : from utilizing, and from needing.
In common usage, however, xp7 may mean those things as
well.

A wide range of meaning belongs generally to the nature
of every word. This fact, again, arises from the mystery of
language. Language admits of two things: One, that it be
reduced to a mere system of signs, uniformly available to
everybody, and in this form be enforced as binding; and
two, that language at one great moment says one unique
thing, for one time only, which remains inexhaustible be-
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cause it is always originary, and thus beyond the reach of
any kind of leveling. These two possibilities of language
are so far removed from each other that we should not be
doing justice to their disparity even if we were to call them
extreme opposites.

Customary speech vacillates between these two possible
ways in which language speaks. It gets caught halfway.
Mediocrity becomes the rule. Commonness, which looks
much like custom, attaches itself to the rule. Common
speech puffs itself up as the sole binding rule for everything
we say—and now every word at variance with it immedi-
ately looks like an arbitrary violation. The translation of
the word xp1, likewise, appears arbitrary if instead of say-
ing ‘‘One should” we say “Itisuseful . . .”

But the time may finally have come to release language
from the leash of common speech and allow it to remain
attuned to the keynote of the lofty statement it makes—
without, however, rating customary speech as a decline, or
as low. It will then no longer suffice to speak of a lofty
statement, for this, too, is, at least in name, still rated by
low standards.

Why this reference to language? In order to stress once
again that we are moving within language, which means
moving on shifting ground or, still better, on the billowing
waters of an ocean.

Xpj: “It is useful . . .” Thought in its high significa-
tion, that means: to admit into essential nature, and there
to keep safely what has been admitted. To attune our ear to
this meaning of the word, we shall try to clarify ‘‘it is use-
ful”” by means of two passages from Hoelderlin’s poetry.

One passage is from the hymn ““The Ister River’ :

“Itis useful for the rock to have shafts,
And for the earth, furrows,
It would be without welcome, without stay.”
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In this passage, the ‘‘usef designates an essential
community of rock and shaft, earth and furrow. This essen-
tial commumity is in turn determined by the nature of wel-
come and stay. The welcoming, and the staying, are what
marks the dwelling of mortals on this earth. But dwelling,
in its turn, is not grounded within itself.



LECTURE
VIII

The other passage of Hoelderlin’s poetry is found in the
hymn “The Titans™:

“For under the firm measure,
The crude, too, is useful,
That the pure may know itself.”

“Under the firm measure” means for Hoelderlin “under
the sky.” According to the late poem that begins “There
blooms in lovely blueness . . .,” the face of the sky is the
place where the unknown God conceals himself. “Under
the firmament,”” under the sky so conceived, there is the
site where mortals inhabit the earth. On earth itself there
is no firmament, no firmm measure. It cannoct be derived
from the earth, especially since the earth can never by
itself be habitable earth.

13

. under the firm measure,
The crude, too, is useful.”

The crude is not an addition to the pure. Nor does the pure
have need of the crude. But the crude must be there in order
that the pure may become manifest to itself as the pure and
thus as that which is other, and thus may have its own
being. “Under the firm measure,” on the earth under the

194
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sky, the pure itself can be the pure only as it admits the
crude close to its own essence and there holds it. This does
not affirm the crude. Yet the crude exists by rights, because
itis being so used with essential rightness.

All this makes difficult thinking. A mere dialectic, with
its Yes and No, can never grasp it. Besides, possible misin-
terpretations threaten on all sides. For neither are we deal-
ing here with a gross justification of the crude, taken by
itself, nor does the crude appear merely in the role of a
catalyst to bring forth purity, by itself. For, “under the
firm measure” there exists neither the splendid self-sover-
eignty of the pure, nor the self-willed power of the crude,
each cut off from its counterpart which it uses.

Once more, the “It is useful . . .” signifies an admit-
tance into the essence, by which the habitation on earth is
granted and assured to mortals, that is, kept in safety for
them. And a still deeper nature of “‘using” is concealed in
the eighth stanza of the hymn “The Rhine.”” We are still
unprepared to think it through.

In translating xp7 in Parmenides’ saying with “it 1s use-
ful,” we respond to a meaning of xp1 that echoes in the
root word. Xpdoua: means turning something to use by
handling it—which has always been a turning to the thing
in hand according to its nature, thus letting that nature
become manifest by the handling.

But thinking can so far have only a vague intimation of
that high meaning of xp1, ““it is useful,” which speaks in
Parmenides’ saying. The *‘it is useful” which must here be
thought, and which Parmenides nowhere elucidates, con-
ceals a still deeper and wider sense than the word does in
Hoelderlin’s language. Perhaps we shall be able to hear
Hoelderlin’s language properly only when we comprehend
the *“‘it is useful” that is beginning to sound in the xp# of
Parmenides’ saying.

The user lets the used thing enter into the property of its
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own nature, and there preserves it. This admitting and
preserving is what distinguishes the using of which we are
speaking here, but in no way exhausts its nature. Using,
thought of in this way, is no longer, is never the effect of
man’s doing. But conversely, all mortal doing belongs
within the realm in which the xp7% makes its appeal. Using
commends the used thing to its own nature and essence. In
this using there is mneealed a command, a calling. In the
xp7 of Parmenides’ saying, a call is identified, although it
is not thought out, much less explicated. Every primal and
proper identification states something unspoken, and states
it so that it remains unspoken.

“xp1 : 7O Aéyew 7€ voew 1€’
“It is useful : the stating so thinking too . . .

*"”

The Greek verbs Aéyew and voeiv, according to the dic-
tionary, are here translated correctly. The dictionary in-
forms us that Méyew means to state, and voelv to think. But
what does “‘stating” mean? What does “thinking” mean?
The dictionary which records Aéyew as stating and voeiv as
thinking, proceeds as though the meaning of stating and
thinking were the most obvious things in the world. And
in a certain way, that is the case.

However, the usual case is not the case of Parmenides’
saying. Nor is it the case of a translation such as a thought-
ful dialogue with the saying must face.

We simply do not notice what violence and crudity we
commit with the usual translation, precisely because it is
correct according to the dictionary, how we tumn everything
upside down and throw it into confusion. It does not even
occur to us that in the end, or here better in the beginning
of Western thinking, the saying of Parmenides speaks to
us for the first time of what is called thinking. We miss the
point, therefore, if we use the word thinking in the trans-
lation. For in that way we assume that the Greek text is
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already speaking of thinking as if it were a fully settled
matter, whereas in fact the text only leads up to the nature
of thinking. We may not give ““thinking” as the translation
of either Aéyew taken by itself, or voetv taken by itself.

Yet we have been told often enough that logic, the theory
of the Aéyos and its Aéyew, is the theory of thinking. Thus
Aéyeiv taken by itself already implies *“thinking.”” Certainly.
The same holds true in the same way even of voetv. For this
word, too, is used by Plato and Aristotle to identify think-

ing.

Thinking is specifically Sia-Aéyeofar and Sia-voeiofai.
Both Aéyeiv and voelv are seen as the definitrve character-
istics of the nature of thinking. But where and when? Only
at the time, surely, when Greek thinking reaches its com-
pletion with Plato and Aristotle. But we are inquiring back
into the past, are asking for that call which was first to
summon Aéyew and voety to that nature which, subse-
quently, restricts itself to a mode whose determination will
be ruled by logic as the essence of thinking.

“. . . 70 Néyew T€ voeiv Te: the Méyew so (the) woew
too,” that is both, in their community, constitute that from
which the nature of thinking first begins to emerge in one
of its basic characteristics.

That the current translation has about it something un-
wholesome, even impossible, ought to become clear even
at a superficial glance. But to make this observation, we
need to make an assumption : that Parmenides was a thinker
who, particularly in such a saying, would set his words
down with thought and deliberation. To see the difficulty
we have in mind, we must for the moment keep to the

usual translation.
“Needful : the saying and so thinking, too, that being is.”

This, that being is, is what is to be stated and thought.
The momentous and astonishing character of the sentence
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“being is"" has been stressed. In general, can we ever first
say such a sentence and only afterward think it? Must we
not on the contrary have thought the sentence first, how-
ever vaguely, so that we may then say it—assuming the
word Aéyer means something vastly different from thought-
less chatter? Clearly, the saying does not require us first
merely to say that being is, and then give thought to the
matter afterward.

But how can the saying nonetheless mention the Aéyew
before the voeiv, when both are not merely required by an
indefinite “it is needful,” but rather constitute what admits
the ““it is useful” into its essence and there holds it? We can
overcome this obstacle raised by the current translation
only if we translate neither Aéyew nor voelv thoughtlessly,
neither Aéyew with “saying’ nor voeitv with “thinking.”

However, Aéyew undeniably means to state, to report, to
tell. Of course. But we come back with the question: what
in the world does “stating’” mean? We may not challenge
that Aéyew signifies “stating.”” But it is just as certain that
Aéyew, understood as “‘stating,”” does not mean speaking in
the sense of activating the organs of speech, such as the
mouth and tongue, the teeth, the larynx and the lungs and
so forth.

Let us at last speak out and say what “‘stating” means!
Let us at last give thought to why and in what way the
Greeks designate ‘‘stating”’ with the word Aéyew. For Aéyew
does in no way mean ‘“‘to speak.” The meaning of Aéyew
does not necessarily refer to language and what happens in
language. The verb Aéyew is the same word as the Latin
legere and our own word lay. When someone lays before us
a request, we do not mean that he produces papers on the
desk before us, but that he speaks of the request. When
someone tells of an event, he lays it out for us. When we
exert ourselves, we lay to. To lay before, lay out, lay to—
all this laying is the Greek Aéyew. To the Greeks, this word
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does not at any time mean something like “stating,” as
though the meaning came out of a blank, a void, but the
other way around: the Greeks understand stating in the
light of laying out, laying before, laying to, and for this
reason call that “laying’’ Aéyew.

The meaning of the word Aéyos is determined accord-
ingly. Parmenides himself, with all the clarity one could
wish for, tells us elsewhere what Aéyos means. In fragment
7, the thinker is kept out of a dead-end way of thinking,
and is at the same time warned against the other way which
is also open, the one that mortals usually follow. But that
way of itself never leads to what is to-be-thought. However,
the warning against the usual way of mortal men does not
mean that this way is rejected. Warning is a form of pre-
serving us from something. There speaks in the warning a
call to be careful, to have a care for something. In the text
that follows, the thinker is being warned against the usual
way of mortal men: against mistaking the common view,
which has a judgment ready beforehand on all and every-
thing, for the way of thinking, just as though generalities,
and the habit of generalities, were bound to be true. The
warning runs:

“undé o’ &fos morbmerpov 630V kard mivde Bidobe,

vopay doxomov Suua Kal fxHeooay dxoviiy
kal yYA@ooav, kptvas 8¢ Néywr . . .7
“And let not much-current habit force you into this way,

to let roam sightless eyes and noise-cluttered ear
and tongue, rather discriminate in reflection . . .

Here Ayos is sharply contrasted with unreflecting gawking
and ear-cocking and chatter. In the text yAdooa, the tongue,
mere chatter, is placed in immediate and almost brutal con-
trast to Aéyos, reflection. What is demanded here is not the
nimble tongue chattering away of all and everything, but
a Méyew of the Aéyos, and only through these the xpivew: to

kad
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discriminate one thing from another, to bring out one thing
and put another into the background. This is the crisis that
constitutes criticism.

But again we ask: what does Aéyew mean? We are far
from playing etymological games when we point out:
Aéyewr does of course mean to state, but stating is to the
Greeks in essence a laying. How curious, that stating is to
be a laying? Do we intend with this reference to shake the
foundations of all philology and philosophy of language,
and to expose them as sham? Indeed we do. But what is
laying itself? With this question, the elucidation of the
essence of Aéyew as laying is merely beginning. The eluci-
dation cannot be given here in detail (see Logos, a con-
tribution to Festschrift for Hans Jantzen, 1952, ed. by
Kurt Bauch) .

When we lay something down, or out, we make it lie.
Then it lies before us. But something may lie before us also
without our first coming on the scene to lay it down. The
sea lies before us, and the mountains. To lie, in Greek is
keiofai. What lies before us is the vmokelpevor, in Latin
subiecturn. It might be the sea, or a village, or a house, or
anything else of the kind. Only a minute fraction of what
lies before us in this way has been laid down by man, and
even then only with the aid of what was lying there before.
The stones from which the house is built come from the
natural rock.

The Greeks, however, do not think of what is lying in
this sense as being in contrast with what is standing. Not
just the tree that has been laid low, but also the tree that
stands straight before us is something lying before us, just
like the sea. The Greek word féots, accordingly, does not
mean primarily the act of setting up, instating, but that
which is set up; that which has set itself up, has settled, and
as such lies before us. ®éous is the situation in which a thing

1s lying.
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For example, when Plato speaks of dwoféoes, at the end
of the sixth book of The Republic where he describes the
methods of mathematics, §éois means neither hypothesis
(assumption) in the modern sense, nor does it mean a
“mere presupposition’’; rather, the ¥méfeoes is the under-
lying foundation; the situation of the foundation, that
which is already given to and lies before the mathematicians :
the odd, the even, the shapes, the angles. These things that
lie already before us, our meodels, the Y¥woféceas, are de-
scribed as ws dpavepd (510 d) : as what is evident to every-
body—the things we let be.

These things that lie already before us are not, however,
what lies farther back in the sense of being remote. They
are supremely close by, to everything. They are what has
come close by, beforehand. But normally we fail to see them
in their presence.

Plato, however, in that famous passage, sees something
which every thinker has to see afresh each time, else he is
not a thinker : that everything that lies before us is ambigu-
ous. This ambiguity, as we shall see, declares itself for the
first time, and definitively, in the saying of Parmenides.

Even where the meaning of the Greek féois comes close
to what we call setting up, and instating, even there what
has been set up always means to the Greeks that which has
come to lie, and so does lie, before us. What is set up is
released into the freedom of its station, and is not the effect
of our doing and thus dependent on us. Because of the sub-
sequent employment made of the terms thesis, antithesis,
and synthesis—especially by Kant and German Idealism—
we hear in the word thesis at once and only the spontaneous
action and movement of the idea-forming subject. Conse-
quently we find it difficult to hear in all its purity what the
Greek word says when féots still refers to lying and what
lies before us.

‘What is essential to lying is not that it is opposed to
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standing; both in what is lying and in what is standing, the
essential is that it appears, having come forward of itself.
Thus we speak even today of books that have *‘just ap-
peared.”” The book has appeared, that is, it lies before us, it
is there, and in its presence it can now concern us.

Laying, Aéyew, concerns what lies there. To lay is to let
lie before us. When we say something about something, we
make it lie there before us, which means at the same time
we make it appear. This making-to-appear and letting-lie-
before-us is, in Greek thought, the essence of Aéyew and
Aéyos.

The essential nature of stating is not determined by the
phonetic character of words as signs. The essential nature
of language is illumined by the relatedness of what lies
there before us to this letting-lie-before-us. However, this
nature of language remains hidden from the Greeks. They
have never expressly stressed it, much less raised it to the
level of a problem. But their statements operate in this
realm.

The relations of which we have spoken here are so
weighty and far-reaching that they remain simple. This is
why men overlook them constantly, with an almost un-
imaginable obstinacy. Our modern pundits still totally lack
the sensibility to evaluate the relations we have here men-
tioned. To translate the Aéyew in Parmenides’ saying with
“the statement”” is correct, according to the dictionary, but
it says nothing. On the contrary, that translation embroils
us in an impossible demand we must make on Parmenides:
to wit, that saying is necessary first, and that thinking then
has to follow after. But if we translate 70 Aéyew in the sense
we explained, then “‘xp% : 70 Aéyew . . .” means “‘It is use-
ful : to lay, let lie beforeus . . .”

Only now can we see our way to what follows. But even
now, and more so than before, we must not translate the
voeiy that follows with “thinking,” a word which the cur-
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rent translation babbles as thoughtlessly as it does “saying”™
for Méyew.

We shall proceed more cautiously, translating voeiy with
“perceive,”” rather than say “thinking” straight out with
the implication that what was said is obvious. Yet nothing
is gained if in the translation of voely we now replace
“thinking” with “perceive,” as long as we do not become
involved in what voetv indicates. Above all, we must not
accept ‘‘perceive” immediately as the one perfectly fitting
translation, especially not if we intend ‘““perceive” only in
the sense that is reflected in the statement: “I perceive a
noise.”

“Perceive’” here means the same thing as receive. Noetw
so translated—to use a Kantian distinction for the sake of
convenience—is pointing toward perception in the sense of
receptivity, as distinguished from the spontaneity with
which we assume this or that attitude toward what we per-
ceive. In receptive perception we remain passive, without
the active attitude to what is perceived. But such passive
acceptance is precisely what vo€tv does not mean. This is
why, in lectures I gave years ago, I insisted that voeiv, as
perceiving, included also the active trait of undertaking
something.

In voetv, what is perceived concerns us in such a way that
we take it up specifically, and do something with it. But
where do we take what is to be perceived? How do we take
it up? We take it to heart. What is taken to heart, however,
is left to be exactly as it is. This taking-to-heart does not
make over what is takes. Taking to heart is: to keep at
heart.

Noeiv is taking something to heart. The noun to the verb
voety, which is »dos, wols, originally means almost exactly
what we have explained earlier as the basic meaning of
thanc, devotion, memory. The frequent Greek idioms év
v &xelv and xaipe vdp cannot be translated with “to keep
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in one’s reason,” and ‘“he is glad in his reason,” but: xdipe
»ép, he is glad at heart; é& ve &xew, to keep in memory.

Summary and Transition

Xpn 70 Méyew—"Tt is useful, the telling . . .” What does
Aéyew mean? As early as Homer, the word signifies telling
a tale, and reporting. But besides, since early times and over
a wide area, in all its many variants and derivations it
means as much as laying. It can easily be confirmed that
Aéyewr means both telling and laying. The two meanings
are so far apart that they do not interfere with each other.
Aéyos, a word that later attains the supreme heights of
theological speculation, and Aéxos, a word that designates
so common an object as a couch, have after all nothing to do
with each other. Why, then, should we be troubled by the
undeniable multiplicity of meanings of the word Aéyew?
We are so busy anyhow with routine that we imagine the
course of the world, too, can be controlled with routine
measures.

On the other hand, we may become thoughtful in face
of the fact that Aéyew means both stating and laying. To
modern man, such thoughtfulness will of course seem en-
tirely out of place, not to say eccentric—and in any event
useless. Yet modern man will perhaps forgive us for re-
minding him that this remarkable word Aéyew, Adyos—or
rather what it signifies—is at the root of Western logic.

Without the Aéyew of that logic, modern man would
have %0 make do without his automobile. There would be
no airplanes, no turbines, no Atomic Energy Commission.
‘Without the Aéyew and its Aéyos, Christianity would not
have the doctrine of the Trinity, nor the theological in-
terpretation of the concept of the second Person of the
Trinity. Without the Aéyew and its Adyos, there would
have been no Age of Enlightenment. Without this Aéyew,
there would be no dialectical materialism. Without the
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Adyos, of logic, the world would look different. But it is
idle to speculate on how the world would then look.

But is it not just as idle to go into this undeniable pecu-
Harity of the Greek word Aéyew, that it means at one time
“to lay,” and at another time ‘“‘to tell”? It is idle. It is even
useless—and what is useless belongs no place. Thus it is out
of place wherever it appears. This fact has peculiar conse-
quences. We do not here make the claim that we are capable
of dealing with the useless; we only raise the possibility
that a discussion of Méyew as “laying” and “telling” might
at some time be of some little use. And so, in the end, we
ask once again.

We ask: what is it that takes place when Aéyew means
both “‘to lay’” and “to tell”’? Is it only by accident that these
meanings come together under the common roof of the
same word-sound? Or is there something else? Could it be
that that which is the essence of telling, that which is called
Aéyew, has come to light as a laying? In what essential form
does language come to light, when its statement is taken
over and accomplished as a laying?

We must thus first of all make clear what laying means.
It is remarkable that we must first clarify something like
laying, something we do daily and hourly in many ways.
The thing that matters when we lay something, the thing
by which laying comes to be laying, is this: what must be
laid lies there, and henceforth belongs to what already lies
before us. And what lies before us is primary, especially
when it lies there before all the laying and setting that are
man’s work, when it lies there prior to all that man lays out,
lays down, or lays in ruin.

To the Greeks, telling is laying. Language has its essen-
tial being in the telling. If to the Greeks the nature of the
poetic tale is determined by the laying, it must be that lay-
ing and lying and what lies before them lies close to their
heart, so definitively that to the Greek even that which s,
and not only the statement of it, reveals itself and is deter-
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mined by the laying and the lying. Sea and mountains, city
and Mami temple and sky lie before man and emerge into
appearance as they lie there.

When man finds himself among what so lies before him,
should he not respond to it in all purity by letting it lie
befors him just as it lies? And this Iemnrr—he, would it not
be that laying which is the stage for all the other laying
that man perferms? Thus laying would now suddenly
emerge as a relatedness that pervades man’s stay on this
earth from the ground up—though we have never asked
where this rela?edne\s originates. Then Méyew, as a laying
and a letting-lie, would be something uncanny in the midst
of all the current canniness of human existence?

And Aéyew as a telling? Telling is the business of lan-
guage. What does language tell? What language tells, what
it speaks and what it keeps silent, is and remains always and
everywhere what is, what can be, what has been, and what
is about to come—muost directly and abundantly where the
terms ‘‘is”” and “be” are not spemﬁcally given voice. For
whatever is put into language in any real sense is essen-
tially richer than what is captured in audible and visible
phonetic conformations, and as such falls silent again when
it is put in writing. But even so, every statement remains in
a mysterious manner related to all that can be called up by
a “Thereis . . .”

“There is a light that the wind has put out.
There is an inn on the heath which a drunkard leaves in
the afternoon.
There is a vineyard, burnt and black with holes full of
spiders.
There is a room which they have white-washed with
milk.
The madman has died .
This is not written in a textbook of logic, but elsewhere.
Laying, thought as a letting-lie in the widest sense, re-
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lates to what in the widest sense lies before us, and speaks
without a sound : there is.

To lay and to tell relate in the same mode to the same, in
the mode of a letting-appear. Telling turns out to be a lay-
ing, and is called Aéyew.

Xpij 70 Néyew 7e . . . “Useful is the letting-lie-before-
us alsa voetv.” This word voeiv does not originally mean
“thinking” any more than does Aéyew. The two have be-
come joined in closest kinship only by virtue of their origi-
nal nature, and are later reduced to what logic transacts as
the essence of thinking. Noetv implies a perceiving which
never was nor is a mere receiving of something. The voeiy
perceives beforehand by taking to mind and heart. The
heart is the wardship guarding what lies before us, though
this wardship itself needs that guarding which is accom-
plished in the Aéyew as gathering. Ndos and »ods, therefore,
do not originally signify what later develops into reason;
véos signifies the minding that has something in mind and
takes it to heart. Thus voetv also means what we understand
by scenting—though we use the word mostly of animals,
in nature.

Man'’s scenting is divination. But since by now we under-
stand all knowledge and all skill in terms of the thinking
of logic, we measure ‘“‘divination’ by the same yardstick.
But the word means more. Authentic divination is the
mode in which essentials come to us and so come to mind,
in order that we may keep them in mind. This kind of
divination is not the outer court before the gates of knowl-
edge. It is the great hall where everything that can be
known is kept, concealed.

We translate voetv with ‘‘take to heart.”

¥

“xpn 70 Néyew Tevoetv T . . .
“Useful is the letting-lie-before-us also (the) taking-to-
heart too . . .”



LECTURE
IX

We translate Aéyer with letting-lie-before-us, and wvoetw
with taking-to-heart. This translation is not only more ap-
propriate but also clearer. We shall set the essentials down,
and apart, in four points.

(1) The translation clarifies why and in what way
Aéyeiv precedes voetv and therefore is mentioned first. Let-
ting things lie before us is necessary to supply us with what,
lying thus before us, can be taken to heart. Aéyew is prior
to voetv, and not only because it has to be accomplished first
in order that voety may find something it can take to heart.
Rather, Aéyew also surpasses po€iw, in that it once again
gathers, and keeps and safeguards in the gathering, what-
ever voeiv takes to heart; for Aéyew, being a laying, is also
legere, that is, reading. We normally understand by read-
ing only this, that we grasp and follow a script and written
matter. But that is done by gathering the letters. Without
this gathering, without a gleaning in the sense in which
wheat or grapes are gleaned, we should never be able to
read a single word, however keenly we observe the written
signs. (2) Thus Méyewwr and voely are coordinated not only
in series, first Aéyew then voely, but each enters into the
other. Aéyew, the letting-lie-before-us, unfolds of its own
accord into the voetv. What we are talking about here is
anything but leaving something where it lies while we pass
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by indifferently. For instance, when we let the sea lie before
us as it lies, we, in Aéyew, are already engaged in keeping
in mind and heart what lies before us. We have already
taken to heart what lies before us. Aéyew is tacitly disposed
10 voery.

Conversely, voeiv always remains a Aéyew. When we take
to heart what lies before us, we take it as it is lying. By
taking to heart and mind, we gather and focus ourselves on
what lies before us, and gather what we have taken to heart.
Whence do we gather it? Where else but to itself, so that it
may become manifest such as it of itself lies before us. The
language of the saying is indeed exceedingly careful. It
does not just tie Aéyew to voeiv by a mere kai, “and”; rather,
the saying runs: 70 Aéyew re voelv re. This re—re has a re-
flexive meaning, and says: the letting-lie-before-us and the
taking-to-heart enter upon and into one another, in a give-
and-take. The relation between Aéyewr and voeiv is not a
patchwork of things and attitudes otherwise alien to each
other. The relation is a conjunction, and what is joined here
is, each of itself, related to, that is, connatural with the
other. Accordingly, we translate 70 Aéyew 1€ voeiv re¢: the
letting-lie-before-us such (as this) , the taking-to-heart too
(such as the other). (3) This translation does not just
bring out more appropriately the meaning of the two words
Aéyew and voeiv; it alone makes the entire saying audible in
what it says. The saying does not presuppose what is called
thinking, but first indicates the fundamental traits of what
subsequently defines itself as thinking. The conjunction of
Aéyew and voelv first announces what is called thinking.
The possible restriction of thinking, to the concept of think-
ing established by logic, is here only in prepaxation. Aéyew
and voety, both by virtue of their conjunction, achieve what
later, and only for a short time, is specifically called
d\nfedew: to disclose and keep disclosed what is uncon-
cealed.

The veiled nature of Aéyew and woeiv lies in this, that
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they correspond to the unconcealed and its unconcealed-
ness. Here we receive an intimation of how xp7, which
governs the conjunction of Aéyer and woeiv, is expressed
through "AAjfeia. To make us see this more clearly would
require a translation of the entire opening section of what
is usually called Parmenides’ Didactic Poem. But first we
must give thought to something else; something that leads
up to what has been intimated, and what, without being
specifically discussed, illumines the matter indicated at the
end of our lectures.

The conjunction of Méyeir and voelv, however, is such
that it does not rest upon itself. Letting-lie-before-us and
taking-to-heart in themselves point toward something that
touches and only thereby fully defines them. Therefore,
the essential nature of thinking cannet be adequately de-
fined either by Aéyew, taken alone, or by voeiv, taken alone,
or again by both together taken as a conjunction.

Later on, that course is taken nonetheless. Thinking be-
comes the Aéyew of the Aéyos in the sense of proposition. At
the same time, thinking becomes the voeiv in the sense of
apprehension by reason. The two definitions are coupled
together, and so determine what is henceforth called think-
ing in the Western-European tradition.

The coupling of Aéyew and woelv, as proposition and as
reasomn, are distilled into what the Romans call ratio. Think-
ing appears as what is rational. Ratio comes from the verb
reor. Reor means to take something for something—voeiv;
and this is at the same time to state something as something
—\éyew. Ratio becomes reason. Reason is the subject mat-
ter of logic. Kant’s main work, the Critique of Pure Reason,
deals with the critique of pure reason by way of logic and
dialectic.

But the original nature of Aéyew and voetv, disappears in
ratio. As ratio assumes dominion, all relations are turned
around. For medieval and modern philosophy now explain
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the Greek essence of Aéyew and voelv, A\éyos and wois in
terms of their own concept of ratio. That explanation, how-
ever, no longer enlightens—it obfuscates. The Enlighten-
ment obscures the essential origin of thinking. In general,
it blocks every access to the thinking of the Greeks. But that
is not to say that philosophy after the Greeks is false and a
mistake. It is to say at most that philosophy, despite all logic
and all dialectic, does not attain to the discussion of the
question ‘“What is called thmkmg?” And phﬂosophy strays
farthest from this hidden question when # is led to think
that thinking must begin with doubting. (4) If we now
listen still more carefully than before, for what Aéyew and
voety state in the translation; if we search the conjunction
of the two for a first glimmer of the essential traits of think-
ing—then we shall be extremely careful not to take what
the saying states forthwith for a rigid definition of think-
ing. If we continue to be careful, we shall instead find
something curious. It will strike us as strange—and that
impression must in no way be softened.

Noe€iv, taking-to-heart, is determined by Aéyew. This
means two things:

First, voetv unfolds out of Aéyew. Taking is not grasping,
but letting come what lies before us.

Second, voety is kept within Aéyew. The heart into which
it takes things belongs to the gathering where what lies
before us is safeguarded and kept as such.

The conjunction of Aéyew and woetv is the fundamental
characteristic of thinking which here moves into its essen-
tial nature. Thinking, then, is not a grasping, neither the
grasp of what lies before us, nor an attack upon it. In Aéyew
and voeiv, what lies before us is not manipulated by means of
grasping. Thinking is not grasping or prehending. In the
high youth of its unfolding essence, thinking knows noth-
ing of the grasping concept (Begriff) . The reason is not at
all that thinking wes then undeveloped. Rather, evolving
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thinking is not yet confined within limits that limit it by
setting bounds to the evolving of its essential nature. The
confinement which follows later is then, of course, not con-
sidered a loss or a defect, but rather the sole gain that think-
ing has to offer once its work is accomplished by means of
the concept.

But all of the great thinking of the Greek thinkers, in-
cluding Aristotle, thinks non-conceptually. Does it there-
fore think inaccurately, hazily? No, the very opposite: it
thinks appropriately, as befits the matter. Which is to say
also: thinking keeps to its way of thinking. It is the way
toward what 1s worthy of questioning, problematical. What
particular beings in their Being might be, still remains an
everlasting question even for Aristotle. At the end of my
book on Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics (1929), I
call attention to a long-forgotten statement from Aristotle’s
treatises on Metaphysics, which runs:

“xai 1) xai 70 mdkar T€ kal VOV kal del {nrouevov kal del
amopovpevov TiTo by . . .7

**And so it remains something to be looked for, from of
old and now and forever, and thus something that offers
no way out: what isbeing . . . ?”

It profits nothing, of course, that we now quote this state-
ment of Aristotle again, if we neglect to hear that it relent-
lessly insists on our taking the road into what is problemati-
cal. His persistence in that questioning attitude separates
the thinker Aristotle by an abyss from all that Aristote-
lianism which, in the manner of all followers, falsifies what
is problematical and so produces a clear-cut counterfeit an-
swer. And where no counterfeit answer is produced, what is
problematical becomes merely questionable. The question-
able then appears as something uncertain, weak, and frag-
ile, something that is threatening to fall apart. We now
need some assurance that will put everything together
again in comprehensible security. This reassuring combi-
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nation is the system, ovormua. The systematic and system-
building way of forming ideas through concepts takes
control.

Concept and system alike are alien to Greek thinking.
Greek thinking, therefore, remains of a fundamentally
different kind from the more modern ways of thinking of
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche who, to be sure, think in opposi-
tion to the system, but for that very reason remain the
system’s captives. By way of Hegelian metaphysics, Kierke-
gaard remains everywhere philosophically entangled, on
the one hand in a dogmatic Aristotelianism that is com-
pletely on a par with medieval scholasticism, and on the
other in the subjectivity of German idealism. No discerning
mind would deny the stimuli produced by Kierkegaard's
thought that prompted us to give renewed attention to the
“existential.” But about the decisive question—the essen-
tial nature of Being—Kierkegaard has nothing whatever to
say.

But we must here give attention to another matter. The
interpretation of Greek thinking that is guided by modern
conceptual thinking not only remains inappropriate for
Greek thinking; it also keeps us from hearing the appeal of
the problematic of Greek thinking, and thus from being
held to a constantly more urgent summeons to go on ques-
tioning. We must not fail, of course, to reflect on why and
in what way it was precisely the thinking of the Greeks that
essentially prepared the development of thinking in the
sense of forming conceptual ideas; indeed, Greek thinking
was bound to suggest that development. But on the path
which we are following here, the important thing for us is
first to see that our modern way of representational ideas,
as long as it stubbornly holds to its way, blocks its own
access to the beginning and thus to the fundamental charac-
teristic of Western thinking. The translations alone make
this point clear:

We now translate
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“xp: ™ héyew Te voetvre . . .7
with
“Useful is: the letting-lie-before-us so (the) taking-
to-heart too . . .7

But Aéyew and voely is useful not just in general and by
and large, as though we were dealing merely with an invi-
tation to be attentive whenever we form ideas, as though
the saying, expressed in terms of the usual translation, in-
tended to say: it is necessary that we think. On the con-
trary, the saying is leading toward the first flash of dawn of
the nature of thinking.

But what, in turn, determines that nature? What else
but that to which Aéyewr and voeiv refer? And that is identi-
fied in the word immediately following. The word is éw.
"Edv is translated as “being.”” Later, the word is merely ow.
The epsilon disappears, but this vowel epsilon is precisely
what gives the root of the word: ¢, é, éoTw, est, “'is.”” We
do not translate éw with “the being” because there is no
article. The lack of the article further increases the strange-
ness. 'Eéy specifies That by which the letting-lie-before-us
and the taking-to-heart are engaged.

"Eév, being—the translation is once again just as correct
according to the dictionary as the translation of Aéyew with
“telling.” And we understand the translation, ‘“being,”
without the least difficulty—at least as long as our ideas
and our views remain unquestioning, average, cormmon.

Summary and Transition

The title of this lecture course is a question. The question
runs: What is called thinking? As a course of lectures,
we expect it to answer the question. As the course proceeds,
then, it would make the title disappear bit by bit. But the
title of our lecture course remains—because it is intended
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as it sounds. It remains the title of the entire course. That
course remains one single question: What is it that calls on
us to think? What is That which calls us into thinking?

By the way we have chosen, we are trying to trace the
call by which Western-European thinking is summoned
and directed to that which is consummated as thinking.

We are trying to bear the call for which we ask, in a
saying of Parmenides that says:

Y3 h .Y 4 Ll 77
XP7) TO héyeww 7€ vo€iy Te
“Useful is the Méyerw 50 also the woely.”

Later on, with Plato and Aristotle, the two terms signify
—each by itself—what subsequent philosophy understands
by thinking.

But if we, following the later tradition, translate Aéyew
and voeiy in Parmenides’ saying straight away into *“‘think-
ing,” we then get in the way of our own purpose. For we are
after all trying first to detect in that saying to what funda-
mental traits of its own essential nature thinking is called.
This is why we translate Aéyew literally with: letting-lie-
before-us, and voeiv, on the other hand, with: taking-to-
heart. Both belong to one single mutual conjunction. But
even this conjunction does not yet distinguish the funda-
mental character of thinking.

The conjunction in its turn requires the determination
by that to which it complies. What is that? Quite clearly
That to which Aéyew and voeiv refer. The saying names it
in the word that immediately follows. That word is: éw.
The translation, correct by the dictionary, is: being. Every-
body understands the word, at least by and large and for
everyday use, if indeed the word is ever spoken in everyday
language.



LECTURE
X

If we were to examine what everyman has in mind each
time he hears or repeats the word ‘‘being,” we would gather
most varied and most curious informatton. We would have
to face up to a strange confusion, and probably to recognize
that the notorious chaos of the state of the world today
expresses itself even in such inconspicuous fields as the
range of meanings this word seems to have. In fact, that
chaos may even have its roots here. But a still greater puzzle
is that men nonetheless understand each other. All things
are reduced to a common denominator, which then nomi-
nates for us what is so commonly understood by a “‘being.”
‘We are always able to point out directly, by all kinds of
simple indications, what the word ‘“being” means. We
point to the mountains, the sea, the forest, the horse, the
ship, the sky, God, the contest, the people’s assembly. And
those indications are correct.

But then, how is anyone to understand what is the use of
a Greek saying that says: “Useful is the letting-lie-before-
us . . .” of what lies before us. Aéyew, the letting-lie-
before-us, becomes just as superfluous as the voelv which
follows. For mortal men perceive automatically and con-
stantly what lies before them. As they move on the land
they observe the mountains, and as they sail, the sea. They

216



PART II 217

observe the signs in the sky, and are attentive to the signs
given by God. They observe each other in the contest. They
watch each other at the feast and in the popular assembly.
The letting-lie-before-us, and the observing of the éév, hap-
pen by themselves, simply because such living beings as
men exist. Men do not first need a special summons to
Aéyew and voetv. Nor do they know anything about it.

And yet the saying speaks out and says: ‘“‘ypf—Useful
is the letting-lie-before-us so (the) taking-to-heart too:
év, being.” However, the saying does not end with éév.
The last word in the saying is given to the last word that
the saying says: éov éuuevar. The infinitive éupeva is, like
éopevar, an older form for eivai, and means: to be.

“Useful is: letting-lie-before-us and so (the) taking-to-

heart too : being : to be.”

What are we talking about when we now use these
terms? We are dealing with them as if they were empty
shells. “Being” and “to be’” are almost no more than empty
sounds. We have, besides, some historical knowledge that
philosophy from of old uses these words to identify the
theme with which it struggles. We are in a peculiar
position.

On the one hand, the words ‘“being” and “to be” say
nothing graspable. On the other hand, they are the highest
rubrics of philosophy. But these same rubrics, when used
with emphasis, strike us as alien substances in the language.
They disturb the harmonious and artless progress of natural
speech. Ultimately, there is a chill around these terms. We
do not quite know where the chill comes from—whether it
comes from what they indicate, or from the frozen, spectral
manner in which they haunt all philosophical discourse and
writing. All this will cause misery to a man who is honest
with himself, who will not let himself be confused by all
the uproar about Being and Existence.
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With such miserable means as the vaporous and empty
terms “being” and “to be,” how can we meet the demands
of the translation of Parmenides’ saying, specifically the
translation of his final words on which everything clearly
depends?

The final words are éév: éupevar. The saying is to tell us
what it is that calls mortals to thinking, by involving and
directing them into the fundamental elements of thinking,
into the conjunction of Aéyew and voety. But for the moment
we hear only this much in the saying, that Aéyew and voeiv
in their turn refer to év: éupevas. ‘Eév: éppevar is, so to
speak, the object of their reference. Is it mere accident that
Aéyew and voelv have come upon this object which is no
object? Probably not. For the first word of the saying says
xp: “Ttisuseful . . .7

But why, and in what way, do letting-lie-before-us and
taking-to-heart refer to éov éupevar, to “being,” to “‘to
be”’? The reference is useful. To whom or what is this ref-
erence useful, of Aéyew and voelv to év é&puevar? Does
“being,” does *“‘to be” have use for the letting-lie-before-us
and the taking-to-heart?

Being can be, can it not, without there being men who
take it to heart? For a long time now, talk has gone around
that being is “in itself.” Is such talk, too, ““in itself’’? Or
is it, together with its thought content, subject to a call?
Does the call which calls us into thinking issue from being,
or from Being, or from both, or from neither? Is the éow
éupevar, contrary to appearances, more than just the object
for Aéyew and voetv? TIs éov Eupevar, is “‘being,” is “to be”
perhaps much rather the subject which draws all Aéyew and
voetv to itself, refers it to itself—and does so of necessity?
However, when we are talking here of “object’” and “‘sub-
ject,” we are using only the crudest makeshift to indicate
the relation which is now emerging in the distance.

To gain clarity, to be able merely to ask the proper ques-
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tions in the matter, we must surely first make clear what
the Greek words év and éppevar signify. What they indi-
cate presumably belongs together. Even Linguistically, “‘be-
ing”” and ““to be’” are no more than different forms of the
same word. They designate, so it seems, the same thing.

We can stress and specify that the two words belong to-
gether, and still not be able to think properly what is desig-
nated by the words. Indeed, we must give particular atten-
tion to the manner in which they belong together, if we are
to hear Parmenides’ saying at all in the proper way.

Fortunately, Parmenides himself, by his manner of stat-
ing, gives us a hint which helps us to bring out the manner
in which év and &upeva:, “being” and “to be,” belong
together.

For Parmenides elsewhere frequently uses the word é»
for éupevar, elvas. At first glance, and especially in the light
of the saying we are discussing, that seems strange. But in
substance, that usage has good grounds, as good as anything
can have. If we substitute the usage just mentioned, éé, for
éppevar, the saying runs:

““xpn) 10 Méyew Te voetv Téw édv.”

According to the wording, the same thing is now said twice
—and thus nothing at all is said. That is, unless the same
word év says different things in the first and the second
place. And so it does. This is possible only if one and the
same word, év, has two different meanings. But does not
every word have more than one meaning? Doubtless. The
multiple meanings of the word édv, however, are neither
accidental nor vague. Rather, the word has two meanings
in a specific and distinctive sense.

A grammatical reflection is needed to make the point
clear. What reservations there are concerning the extent of
its validity will become obvious in what follows.

The word “being,” by its structure, sounds and speaks
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like the terms ‘‘blossoming,” “‘gleaming,” “resting,” *“ach-
ing,” and so on. The grammatical name of long standing
for words so formed is participle. They participate, they
take part—in two meanings. But the essential point is not
that there are only two meanings, instead of three or four,
but that the two meanings refer to each other. Each of the
two meanings is one of the pair. The word “blossoming”
can mean: the given something that is blossoming—the
rosebush or apple tree. If the word is intended in this sense,
it designates what stands in bloom. ‘““Blossoming” desig-
nates the given something that is blossoming, and intends
this something by itself as that to which blossoming is
fitting and proper. The word ‘‘blossoming,”” if it means, for
instance, the rose, here almost represents the proper name
for what it designates. In its linguistic form, it has the
character of a substantive, a noun. “Blossoming,”” so under-
stood, is used as a noun.

But blossoming may also mean *“‘the act of blossoming,”
In contrast with “the act of wilting.” What is meant is not
the given plant that happens to be blossoming or wilting,
but “blossoming, wilting.” Here *““blossoming” is used in its
verbal sense.

Participles take part in both the nominal and the verbal
meaning. This is something we learn in grammar school.
We do not give it much thought. But at this time, and in
this place, it is no longer sufficient to point out that partici-
ples have two meanings—as though all we had to do were
to classify the word in question, édv, being, as a participle.
That classification is correct, of course, if we are content
with grammar and with the fact that such words happen
to exist in this linguistic form. Blossoming, that is some-
thing blossoming and the act of blossoming; flowing, that
is something flowing and the act of flowing, and accord-
ingly, then, “being” means something in being, and the
act of being.
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But why do participles have two meanings? Is it because
they take part in two meanings? No, rather these words
are participles because what they state is always applied to
what is in itself twofold. Blossoming in its meaning as a
noun designates a being that is blossoming. Blessoming in
its meaning as a verb designates ‘““to be in bloom.” When
the word is used in its nominal meaning, “something blos-
soming,” it is no longer specifically stated that this some-
thing is, of course, a being; and no more does the word “to
be” find expression when the word “‘blossoming” is used as
a verb. What is the upshot of all this?

The participle év, being, is not just one more participle
among countless others; éév, ens, being is the participle
which gathers all other possible participles into itself. The
dual meaning of participles stems from the duality of what
they tacitly designate. But this dualism in its turn stems
from a distinctive duality that is concealed in the word é,
being. One might suppose that participles like blossoming,
sounding, flowing, aching are concrete, while the participle
€6v, being, is always abstract. The opposite is true.

The participle in which all the rest have their roots, in
which they grow together (concrescere), and from which
they continuously grow, though without specifically ex-
pressing it, is that participle which speaks from a unique
and therefore distinctive duality. In keeping with that dual
nature, a being has its being in Being, and Being persists
as the Being of a being. There does not exist another kind
of twofoldness that can compare with this.

“Participle” is a grammatical term. What it refers to,
fundamentally though not explicitly, is that duality which,
linguistically and grammatically, by way of the words v,
v, ens, being, is counted as apparently one among all the
other participles. The grammarians of ancient Rome took
their terms for the various word forms from the Greek

grammarians. The investigations of the Greek grammar-
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ians were based on those designations of language that
resulted from the reflections of logic on Adyos and Aexrdv.
And those reflections of logic, in their turn, go back to the
philosophy of Plato and Aristotle.

Thus, our current distinction between nouns and action
words, substantives and verbs, does not arise from gram-
mar. Nor does it come out of logic textbooks. It comes to
light for the first time, deliberately and laboriously, in one
of the most profound dialogues Plato has left us, the
“Sophist.”” The Latin term participium is the translation of
the Greek peroxs. The taking part of something in some-
thing is called peréyew. This word is fundamental to Plato’s
thinking. It designates the participation of any given being
in that through which it—say, this table—shows its face
and form (in Greek, idéa or €idos) as this being. In this
appearance it is in present being, it is. According to Plato,
the idea constitutes the Being of a being. The idea is the
face whereby a given something shows its form, looks at us,
and thus appears, for instance, as this table. In this form,
the thing looks at us.

Now Plato designates the relation of a given being to its
idea as péfefis, participation. But this participation of the
one, the being, in the other, the Being, already presupposes
that the duality of being and Being does exist. Méfefes, the
participation of beings in Being, consists in what the
peroxn}, the participle év, 6v, designates grammatically.

In Aristotle’s statement cited earlier, we learned that the
persistent question of thinking is: 7i 70 §»—what is the
particular being in its Being? The struggle to answer this
unique question determines the fundamental character of
the history of philosophy.

Western-European thinking, in keeping with the guid-
ing question 7i 70 v, what is the particular being in its
Being?, proceeds from beings to Being. Thinking ascends
from the former to the latter. In keeping with the guiding
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question, thinking transcends the particular being, in the
direction of its Being, not in order to leave behind and
abandon the particular being, but so that by this ascent,
this transcendence, it may represent the particular being in
that which it, as a being, is.

What of itself lies before us, the particular being, is to
the Greeks that which arises of itself (®voes), and thus can
be called the “physical.”” This word is taken broadlv here,
to include the psychic and the spiritual as well. The guiding
question—vwhat is being, what is the physical in the widest
sense?—goes beyond the particular being. “Going beyond
one thing to another” is in Greek perd. Thinking in the
sense of the question 7i 76 §»—what is the particular being
in respect of its Being?—thus takes a peculiar turn under
the name ‘‘metaphysics.” The thematic sphere of Western
metaphysics is indicated by péfefis, the particular being’s
participation in Being; so that the question is now how the
participating being can be defined in terms of Being. This
sphere of metaphysics is grounded in what peroxj, what the
unique participle éév designates with a single word: the
duality of individual beings and Being. But in order that
metaphysical thinking may first of all discern its own
sphere, and attempt its first steps in that sphere,

“xp7) 70 Aéyew Te voeiy 7 éov é6v”
“It is useful to let-lie-before-us and so the taking-to-
heart also: beings in being.”

The duality of individual beings and Being must first lie
before us openly, be taken to heart and there kept safely,
before it can be conceived and dealt with in the sense of the
participation of the one, a particular being, in the other,
Being.

What is the call that speaks to us from Parmenides’ say-
ing? “Let lie before you, and take to heart, &v éppevas,
beings in being!”
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In terms of grammar later on, and thus seen from the
outside, Parmenides’ saying says: take to heart év as parti-
ciple, and with it take heed of éupevas in édv, the Being of
beings. However, no further inquiry and thought is given
to the duality itself, of beings and Being, neither to the
nature of the duality nor to that nature’s origin. The
duality emerges only up to the point where the éppevar of
€bv, the Being of beings, can be taken to heart. Thus it is
that the one thing which remains to be asked—what are
particular beings in their Being?—comes to the fore within
the sphere of this duality. The style of all Western-Euro-
pean philosophy—and there is no other, neither a Chinese
nor an Indian philosophy—is determined by this duality
“beings—in being.”” Philosophy’s procedure in the sphere
of this duality is decisively shaped by the interpretation
Plato gave to the duality. That the duality appears as par-
ticipation does not at all go without saying.

In order that a Western-European metaphysics can arise,
in order that a meta-physical thinking can become the mis-
sion and historic fate of mortal man, is necessary before all
else that a call summon us into the Aéyew 1€ voety 7éow
upevas.

Accordingly—what is called “thinking,” insofar as it
follows this call? Thinking means: letting-lie-before-us
and so taking-to-heart also: beings in being. Thinking so
structured pervades the foundation of metaphysics, the
duality of beings and Being. Such thinking develops its
various successive positions on this foundation, and deter-
mines the fundamental positions of metaphysics.

Does the saying, then, provide us with an answer after
all to the question what is to be understood by thinking?
No. If we hear it rightly, it only helps us to question. The
saying, however, does tell us what will be useful to us—this
humble and simple Aéyew e voeiv 7'éov éuuevai.

The appropriate translation of the saying must therefore
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run: “Useful to let-lie-before-us so (the) taking-to-heart
also : beings in being.”

This translation makes clear how the relation of the
infinitive éupevar to the participle éd is to be understood.
But does that alone give us the needed clarity about what
“being,” “in being,” and “to be” designate? Clearly not.

Yet the terms ‘“‘being” and “to be”” have long since
played the role of decisive rubrics in the conceptual lan-
guage of philesophy. The much-vaunted philosophia peren-
nis, which is to outlast the centuries, would crumble in its
foundations if the language of these rubrics were taken
away from it. If we stop for a moment and attempt, directly
and precisely and without subterfuge, to represent in our
minds what the terms “being” and “to be” state, we find
that such an examination has nothing to hold onto. All our
ideas slip away and dissolve in vagueness. Not entirely,
though, because there always echoes, dark and confused,
something of the kind that is vouchsafed to our opinions
and propositions. If it were otherwise, we could never in
any way understand what we nonetheless constantly repeat
at present : ‘“This summer is hot.”

Let us imagine in thought once again and once more that
this inconspicuous little “is”” could not be thought. What
would become of our stay in the world, if this firm and
constantly affirmed ‘“is”” were denied us?

And yet, to make clear what *‘to be’” says we need only
point to some being—a mountain, a house lying before us,
a tree standing there. What do we point out when we help
ourselves by such indications? We indicate a being, of
course; but strictly speaking the indication comes to rest on
the mountain, the house, the tree. Now we imagine that
we have the answer to precisely what is still in question.
For we do not, after all, inquire about a being as mountain,
as house, as tree, as though we wanted to climb a mountain,
move into a house, or plant a tree. We inquire about the
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mountain, about the house, about the tree as a given being,
in order to give thought to the being of the mountain, the
being of the house, the being of the tree.

We notice at once, it is true, that being is not attached
to the mountain somewhere, or stuck to the house, or hang—
ing from the tree. We notice, thus, the problemanc that is
designated with “being.” Our question therefore becomes
more questioning. We let beings, as beings, lie before us
and give our heart and mind to the “being” of particular
beings.

But so long as that which the words ééw and éupevas state
dissolves in the vague terms ‘‘beings’ and *‘to be,” we can-
not hear what the saying says. For these terms offer no
guarantee that they carry across to us what the Greek éow
éupevasr tells. The translation is still no translation if we
merely replace the words év and &upevar with our own
terms “‘being’” and ‘“to be,” or the Latin ens and esse.

What, then, is still missing in the traditional translation
of the words év with “being” and éuperar with “to be’?
What is missing is that we did not try to say those words
over in the same way as we did the words xp7 and Aéyew
and voew, and the particles 7¢ . . . 7e. What is still
needed? That we ourselves, instead of merely transposing
the Greek terms into terms of our language, pass over into
the Greek sphere of éév and éupevar, v and elvas. This pas-
sage is hard—mnot in itself, only for us. But it is not im-
possible.

Summary and Transition

Parmenides’ saying moves toward that which is designated
by the word éév. This fact becomes quite clear if, on the
strength of Parmenides’ own usage, we replace the final
word éupevar with éév. In grammatical terms, the word is
a participle. Reflection showed that & is the participle of
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all participles ‘Eév is the unique and thus distinctive
peroxy. It tells of the duality: beings in being; being of
individual beings. Instead of the verbal signification, lan-
guage also uses the infinitive éuperas, elva, esse, to be.

The well-worn form of édw, current in the writing of Plato
and Aristotle, is 6¥, 70 ov, bemma in being. All of Western
metaphysics, Wlthout suffenng the least vm}eme, could be
placed under the title : 76 év. If we do so, we must meet one
condition, however. From the outset, and constantly and
exclusively, we must hear and read the word 70 év as the
distinctive participle, even if we do not always make it
explicit in philosophical parlance.

When we say “Being,” it means “Being of beings.”
When we say “beings,” it means “beings in respect of
Being.” We are always speaking within the duality. The
duality is always a prior datum, for Parmenides as much as
for Plato, Kant as much as Nietzsche. The duality has
developed beforehand the sphere within which the relation
of beings to Being becomes capable of being mentally repre-
sented. That relation can be interpreted and explained in
various ways.

An interpretation decisive for Western thought is that
given by Plato. He says that between beings and Being
there prevails the xwpiouds; 7 xdpa is the locus, the site,
the place. Plato means to say: beings and Being are in dif-
ferent places. Particular beings and Being are differently
located. Thus when Plato gives thought to the different
location of beings and Being, he is asking for the totally
different place of Being, as against the place of beings.

To make the question of the xwpiouds, the difference in
placement of beings and Being at all possible, the distinc-
tion—the duality of the two—must be given beforehand,
in such a way that this duality itself does not as such receive
specific attention.

The same is true for all transcendence. When we pass
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from beings to Being, our passage passes through the dual-
ity of the two. But the passage never first creates the
duality. The duality is already in use. It is the thing most
used, and thus most usual, in all our stating and ideas, in all
we do.

If we hear the word é» in its dual signification, by virtue
of its grammatical, participial form, we now can translate
the saying more clearly:

“Useful is the letting-lie-before-us, so (the) taking-to-
heart, too: beings in being.”

But this, too, is still not a translation of the final words
of the saying. We have merely replaced the Greek words
with others, with ens and esse or with “‘being” and *‘to be.”
But this replacement business does not lead us anywhere.
If we are to hear the saying, if we are to be prompted by it
to raise questions, it is not enough to exchange the Greek
words for other words in other languages, however famil-
iar. Instead, what is needed is that we let the Greek words
tell us directly what they designate. We must transplant our
hearing to where the telling statement of the Greek lan-
guage has its domain.



LECTURE
XI

What does éov Eupevar mean, thought in Greek? This is the
question at which we now arrive by way of the question
“What is called thinking?”” How does it happen that the
question about thinking leads us to give thought to what
the Greeks may mean when they say év (being), and
éppevar (to be) ?

The question “What is called thinking?” faced us at the
beginning of our way, in four modes.

What is called thinking? means most immediately and
first : what does this word “‘thinking”” signify? We learned
that it signifies memory, thanks, thinking that recalls.
Since then, we have heard no more of such matters along
our way.

What is called thinking? means further and second:
what, according to the long traditional doctrine of thinking,
logic, do we still today understand by thinking? Though
no particulars were given on the teachings of logic, we
noted that the name logic corresponds to what this doctrine
understands by thinking. Thinking is Aéyew, Aéyos in the
sense of proposition, that is, of judgment. Judging is
thought to be the activity of the understanding in the broad
sense of reason. The perception of reason traces back to
voety. Parmenides’ saying told us about the judgment of

229
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reason, about Aéyew in connection with voeiv. The saying
deals neither with the Aéyos of logic, nor with the judg-
ments of reason, but only with the conjunction of Aéyew
and voetr. The letting-lie-before-us and (the) taking-to-
heart emerge so far only as the basic character of what
subsequently is called thinking and is viewed in terms of
logic.

Thus our attempt to translate Parmenides’ saying did in
a certain sense yield us an answer to the second question.
Accordingly, what is called thinking is, properly, letting-
lie-before-us and so taking-to-heart also. . . . But 1t
turned out that this definition of thinking is far from ade-
quate. Something is still lacking in the definition, and that
something is no less than the main thing, that is, the indica-
tion of what Aéyew and voetw refer to. Only that indication
will allow us to ask adequately: What is called thinking?
And that to which the conjunction of Méyew and voeiv joins
and conforms itself is the éov €upevar. And what é&v
éupevar means, thought in Greek terms, is the question at
which we stop. This means that our seemingly wayward
effort to make an appropriate translation of éo» éupevas, the
final words of the saying, has the sole purpose of bringing
this question into focus: what, according to tradition, is
really called thinking? -

Our lecture course has tried to follow this question—but
not by detaching this second way of asking from the whole
of the four questions. Instead, the second way of asking
was from the start subordinated to the decisive way in
which the question ‘“What is called thinking?”’ remains to
be asked. That way is: what is That which directs us into
thinking? Our thinking keeps to the road and within the
domain of traditional thinking. The essential nature of our
thinking, however, becomes apparent through the transla-
tion of Parmenides’ saying. What is determining for the
essential nature of Aéyew and voeiv, now, is That to which
their conjunction conforms. Presumably the two words con-
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form to whatever disposes of Aéyew and voeiv, by directing
and drawing both to what they both refer to. And that is
éov éupevar. "Eov Eupevar directs that which constitutes the
fundamental character of thinking—the Aéyew and voetr—
into its own nature. What so directs is what calls on us to
think.

The effort to make an adequate translation of the final
words of the saying, the attempt to hear what is expressed
m the Greek words év &upevar, is nothing less than the
attempt to take to heart That which calls on us to think. Te
the extent to which we make the effort to take it so to heart,
we are asking the question ‘“What is called thinking?”’ in
the decisive fourth sense:

What is That which calls on us to think, by so disposing
the conjunction of Aéyew and voeiw that it relates to It?

Insofar as we are capable of asking the question in the
fourth, decisive sense, we also respond to the third way of
asking “What is called thinking?”” The third way is intent
on arriving at what is needed, and thus required of us, if we
are ever to accomplish thinking in an essentially fitting
manner. No one knows what is called ““thinking’’ in the
sense of the third question until he is capable of Aéyewr 1e
VOELY Te€.

But as concerns thinking, we are living in the domain of
a two-and-one-half-thousand year old tradition. Accord-
ingly, we must not imagine it to be enough for any man
merely to inhabit the world of his own representational
ideas, and to express only them. For the world of this ex-
pression is shot through with blindly adopted and un-re-
examined ideas and concepts. How could this confused
manner of forming ideas be called thinking, however
loudly it may claim to be creative? We are capable of think-
ing only if we try first of all to develop the question “What
is called thinking™ in its fourfold sense, and in the light of
the decisive fourth question.’

A lecture course that ventures on such an undertaking
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must set itself limits. This is why we turned the decisive
fourth question, “What is That which directs us into think-
ing?,” in the direction of the second, “What is thinking
in the traditional sense?”’

But this is not an histerical inquiry into the various
views of thinking which have been formed in the course of
its history. Rather, our question is: what is That which
directs and disposes us toward the basic characteristics of
what in time develops into Western-European thinking?
What is it that calls, and to whose call something responds
in such a way that it is then called thinking, in the sense of
the Aéyew of Aéyos, as the voeiv of reason? That which calls
is what Aéyew and woeiv refer to because it relates them to
itself, and that means uses them. It is what the saying in its
final words calls éov éupevas.

We are laboring to translate these words for one reason,
and one reason only: our sole question is, what is it that
calls on us to think. How else shall we ever hear That which
calls, which speaks in thinking, and perhaps speaks in such
a way that its own deepest core is left unspoken?

The question of That which calls on us to think gives us
the mandate to translate the words éov éuuevac. But have
they not already been translated into the Latin ens and esse,
the English “being’” and ““to be? It is indeed superfluous
to translate éov éupevar into Latin or English. But it is nec-
essary for us to translate these words finally into Greek.
Such translation is possible only if we transpose ourselves
into what speaks from these words. And this transposition
can succeed only by a leap, the leap of a single vision which
sees what the words év éuuevar, heard with Greek ears,
state, or tell.

Can we see something that is told? We can, provided
what is told is more than just the sound of words, provided
the seeing is more than just the seeing with the eyes of the
body. Accordingly, the transposition by the leap of such a
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vision does not happen of itself. Leap and vision require
long, slow preparation, especially if we are to transpose
ourselves to that word which is not just one word among
many.

"Edv speaks of what speaks in every word of the lan-
guage, and not just in every word, but before all else in
every conjunction of words, and thus particularly in those
junctures of the language which are not specifically put in
words. "Eév speaks throughout language, and maintains for
it the possibility to tell, to state.

We cannot deal here with the preparations needed to
make that leap of vision which transposes us into That
which speaks from this word. Here we can state directly
only what such a leap sees. Whatever has been seen can be
demonstrated only by being seen and seen again. What has
been seen can never be proved by adducing reasons and
counter-reasons. Such a procedure overlocks what is de-
cisive—the looking. If what is seen is put in words, its
mention by name can never compel the seeing look. At best,
it can offer a token of what a seeing look, renewed again
and again, would presumably show more clearly.

Therefore, when we speak of our transposition into éw,
and call it that which is seen, such a statement always
remains a questioning statement. It looks immediately like
a mere assertion, made purely on a whim. That appearance
cannot be dispelled directly. Thus it may seem an arbitrary
assertion if we now say, in a questioning mode : the word
é6v indicates what is present, and éupevas, €lvar mean “to
be present.”

What has been gained? We merely replace the accus-
tomed words “being” and “to be” with less accustomed
ones—*‘present” and “‘to be present.” Yet we must admit
that the word *““to be” always dissipates like a vapor, nto
every conceivable vague signification, while the word
“‘present’’ speaks at once more clearly : something present,
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that is, present to us. Present and presence means: what is
with us. And that means: to endure in the encounter.

We may recall here how Kant, at the peak of modern
European thinking, in his Critigue of Pure Reason defines
the individual being (&») that is demonstrable in its being.
Kant defines being as the object of experience. The object
is characterized by enduring in the encounter. The object
is characterized by presence, and thus by being here. If the
individual being, 76 éév, were not manifest even as some-
thing that is here, beings could never appear as objects. If
€tvar (Being) did not prevail as a being present, the ques-
tion of the presence of the object, that is, of the object’s
objectivity, could not even be asked. If the é&v éuuevar, in
the sense of the being here of what is present, did not
prevail, Kant’s thinking would have no place in which to
make even a single statement of his Critique of Pure Rea-
son. Nor is this all.

If the Being of beings, in the sense of the being here of
what is present, did not already prevail, beings could not
have appeared as objects, as what is objective in objects—
and only by such objectivity do they become available to
the ideas and propositions in the positing and disposing of
nature by which we constantly take inventory of the ener-
gies we can wrest from nature. This disposition of nature
according to its energy supply arises from the hidden es-
sence of modern technology.

If elvac, Being of beings, did not prevail—in the sense of
the being here and thus objectivity of the inventory of
objects—mnot only would the airplane engines fail to func-
tion, they would not exist. If the Being of beings, as the
being here of what is present, were not manifest, the elec-
tric energy of the atom could never have made its appear-
ance, could never have put man to work in its own way
—work in every respect determined by technology.

It may thus be of some importance whether we hear
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what the decisive rubric of Western-European thinking,
&, says—or whether we fail to hear it.

It probably depends on this Either/Or whether or not we
will get beyond our talk about technology and finally arrive
at a relation to its essential nature. For we must first of all
respond to the nature of technology, and only afterward
ask whether and how man might become its master. And
that question may turn out to be nonsensical, because the
essence of technology stems from the presence of what is
present, that is, from the Being of beings—something of
which man never is the master, of which he can at best be
the servant.

The first service man can render is to give thought to the
Being of beings, and that is first of all to pay it heed. A
remote preparation therefer is the attempt to give heed, in
questioning, to what the word éév says. The word says:
presence of what is present. What it says speaks in our
speech long before thinking gives attention and a name of
its own to it. When thinking is expressed, this unspoken
something is merely clothed in a word. It is not an inven-
tion but a discovery, discovered in the presence of the
present already expressed in language.

Greek thinking, even before its beginnings, is at home
with the prevalence of & as the presence of what is pres-
ent. Only thus can thinking be awakened and called upon
to take to heart the present, in respect of its presence. If that
happens—and it does happen in the thinking of the Greek
thinkers from Parmenides to Aristotle—it is still no assur-
ance that such thinking will also clothe the presence of what
is present, in words, with all possible clarity and in every
respect. Even more, it remains undecided whether in the
“‘presence of what is present” there will appear That which
constitutes the presence of what is present. It would be a
mistake, then, for us to take the view that Being of bemgs
meant merely, for all time, the presence of what is present.
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Of course, the essential nature of presence alone gives us
enough to think about. And even this—what the presence
of that which is present might mean in its Greek sense—
has not been adequately traced in our inquiry.

Not everything that in some way 1is, is present in
the same way. But we shall now try to bring out at least
some of the fundamental characteristics of the presence of
what is present. But why do we translate the Greek elvas
and év with ‘“‘being present”’? Because in the Greek, elvai
must always be supplied tacitly and is often made explicit:
wapelvas and dmeivai. The mapd means coming closer; the
awo, going away.

The Greeks do not conceive of being present and abiding
primarily in terms of mere duration. For the Greeks, a
totally different trait predominates in being present and
abiding—at times specifically expressed through mapd and
awd. To be present is to come close by, to be here in contrast
and conflict with to be away. But whence does the presence
come closer—and closer to what?

A mountain range that lies before us may serve as an
example. We give our attention to the mountains that are
there, not in respect of their geological structure or geo-
graphical location, but only in respect of their being pres-
ent. What is present has risen from unconcealment. It takes
its origin from such a rise in its being present. Having risen
from uncencealment, what is present also has entered into
what was already unconcealed : the mountain range lies in
the landscape. Its presence is the rising entry into what
is unconcealed within unconcealment, even and especially
when the mountain range keeps standing as it is, extending
and jutting.

But this rise from unconcealment, as the entry into what
is unconcealed, does not specifically come to the fore in the
presence of what is present. It is part of presence to hold
back these traits, and thus to let come out only that which
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is present. Even, and in particular, that unconcealment in
which this rise and entry takes place, remains concealed, in
contrast to the unconcealed present thi

The presence we described gathers itself in the continu-
ance which causes a mountain, a sea, a house to endure and,
by that duration, to lie before us among other things that
are present. All lying-before-us is already constituted in
presence. And presence itself? Presence itself is precisely
the presence of what is present, and remains so even if we
specifically stress its various traits. Presence does demand un-
concealment, and is a rising from unconcealment—though
not generally but in such a way that presence is the entry
into a duration of unconcealment. The Greeks experience
such duration as a luminous appearance in the sense of
lumined, radiant self-manifestation. Continuance is the
coming-to-the-fore that is at rest, has come to rest before
the unconcealedness of what lies before us. Rest in duration
is not, however, the absence of movement. Rest, in the
presence of what is present, is a gathering. It gathers the
rising to the coming-to-the-fore, with the hidden sudden-
ness of an ever-possible absenting into concealedness. The
wapd in the elvai, the coming into present being and being
present, does not mean that what is present comes toward
us men as an object. The wapd means nearness, in the sense
of the radiance issuing from unconcealedness into uncon-
cealedness. What has come near in such nearness may be
very distant.

Wherever the thinking of the Greeks gives heed to the
presence of what is present, the traits of presence which we
mentioned find expression: unconcealedness, the rising
from unconcealedness, the entry into unconcealedness, the
coming and the going away, the duration, the gathering,
the radiance, the rest, the hidden suddenness of possible
absenting. These are the traits of presence in whose terms
the Greeks thought of what is present. But they never gave
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thought to the traits themselves, for presence did not be-
come problematical, questionable to them as the presence of
what is present. Why not? Because the only thing for
which they asked, and perhaps had to ask, responded and
replied, that is, answered to their questioning in these traits
of presence which we mentioned.

Subsequent European thinking, by asking the question
7i 70 8, is set on the appointed road. The presence of what
is present becomes for it even less problematical. In fact, it
more and more loses track of the traits of presence, to favor
other traits. The other traits in the Being of beings—the
objectivity of the object which we mentioned, the reality
of the real—are nonetheless still constituted in the funda-
mental character of presence; just as in all subjectivity the
vmokeipevoy still shines through, that which is present as
what lies before us—and corresponding to it in terms of
intellectual grasping and conceiving, is the modified let-
ting-lie-before-us, Aéyew as the Aéyos of logic. This rubric,
after it was prepared in Kant’s “‘transcendental logic,”
reaches the highest meaning possible in metaphysics
through Hegel. ““Logic” here means the ontology of abso-
lute subjectivity. This ““logic’ is not a discipline, it is part
of the matter itself; in the sense of Being, as Being is
thought of in Hegel’s metaphysics, it is the Being of beings
as a whole.

Western logic finally becomes logistics, whose irresisti-
ble development has meanwhile brought forth the elec-
tronic brain, whereby man’s nature and essence is adapted
and fitted into the barely noticed Being of beings that
appears in the nature of technology.

Do we attend now in a more questioning attitude than
before to what the words éév &upevar designate, the presence
of what is present? Perhaps, and if so, then best by renounc-
ing any notion that we could succeed at the first attempt,
without long preparation. Public opinion today cherishes
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the notion that the thinking of thinkers must be capable of
being understood in the same way as the daily newspaper.
That all men cannot all follow the thought processes of
modern theoretical physics is considered quite in order. But
to learn the thinking of thinkers is in essence much meore
difficult, not because this thinking is still more involved
but because it is simple—too simple for the easy fluency
of common notions.

The év &upevar, according to the saying, is That te
which the Néyew 7€ voelv te must remain directed, so that
from the conjunction of the twe there may develop the
nature of thinking which is subsequently decisive. That
means: the éov Eupevai lays claim to the Méyew re voely
7e for itself, in respect of itself. Only if the letting-lie-
before-us and the taking-to-heart conform and join them-
selves to the év éupevar, and remain dependent and focused
on the éov Eupevasr, will their conjunction be sufficient to the
nature of thinking that is required by the éov éupevas. The
Xp1, “‘it is useful,” speaks through the év Eupevacr, the
presence of what is present. The é&v &upevas, in a veiled
fashion, names the “It” in xp7, “It is useful.” The éw
éupevar therefore names that which calls thinking into its
essential nature, into the conjunction of Aéyew and voeiw.
That conjunction determines to what extent subsequent
thinking defines itself as Siakéyeoflar and Siasoeiofas.
Their nature is henceforth directed by logic and dialectic,
logic as dialectic. The name “logic”” achieves its highest
dignity when it becomes the title of the supreme peak of
Western metaphysics. It then designates what, in Hegel's
Phenomenology of Spirit, the spirit prepares for itself as its
own element, in which its moments “extend in the form of
simplicity” and “organise into the whole.”” The movement
of this organization of the Absolute is the ‘““Logic or Spect-
lative Philosophy” (see Preface to Phenomenology of
Spirit) .
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In &v &upevar is concealed the call that calls into the
thinking of the West.

If that is how the matter stands, the situation can be
presented in a still more succinct form. We are simply
following the manner of presentation which Parmenides
himself considers indicated. Instead of Aéyew e voeiv 7€, he
most often says merely voelv, taking-to-heart. Instead of
ébv Eupevas he merely says elvas, or else simply €dv.

As the situation has been presented, voelv—translated
for short as thinking—is thinking only to the extent to
which it remains dependent and focused on the €vai, Being.
Noety is not “thinking’” simply by virtue of occurring as a
non-material activity of soul and spirit. Noelv qua voetv
belongs together with eivas, and thus belongs to €ivas itself.

Does Parmenides say such a thing? He does indeed, for
instance in the saying identified as fragment 5, and again
in the large fragment 8, 34 ff.

The first passage runs:

8 N \ 3\ -~ > ’ AR 4 *y
TO YAP QUTO VOELY EOTLV T€ KAL ELVOL
The usual translation is:
“For it is the same thing to think and to be.”

However, in translating the saying we discussed before,
we have learned to discern more precisely : €ivar means év
éppevar, presence of what is present; while voetv belongs in
one single conjunction with Aéyew and signifies “‘taking-to-
heart.” But what does 70 abré mean in the passage just
cited? It is correctly translated with “‘the same.” What does
that mean? Is its meaning identical with “of a kind”’? By
no means. For, first, 70 adré never has that meaning, and
second—as the saying translated earlier makes clear—
Parmenides is far from holding the view that Being and
thinking are of a kind, so that we could indifferently sub-
stitute thinking for being, and being for thinking. But per-
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haps 70 airé, the same, can be understood in the sense of
“identical.” In current speech we constantly interchange
the expressions ‘‘identical” and ““the same.” But *““identical”
in Greek is Spowov, not airé. Indeed, how can thinking and
being ever be identical? They are precisely what is differ-
ent: presence of what is present, and taking-to-heart.

But it 1s just in their difference that they do belong
together. Where and how? What is the element in which
they belong together? Is it the voeiv, or the elvas, or neither?
Is it, then, a third thing which in truth is the first for both
—the first not as their synthesis, but still more primary and
more originary than any thesis? We learned: voeiv con-
ceived in separation and by itself, that is, conceived without
and apart from any relation to €lvai, is simply not thinking
at all. If confirmation were needed, Parmenides himself
tells us so emphatically in the other passage, fragment 8,
354 ff.:

“o0 yap dvev Tol édvros . . . évproels 1O voeww’’
“for not separately from the presence of what is present
can you find out the taking-to-heart.”

When Parmenides here says dvev 700 évros rather than
dvev Tob eivai, he does so probably for substantive, not just
stylistic reasons. The word dvev means “without” in the
sense of apart from; dvev is the relation opposite to o,
together. 'Ov yap dvev—for not apart from . . . but
rather only together with: the ydp, for, refers to ravrd,
0 avré, the same. Accordingly, what does the word 70 adrd,
the same, mean? It means what belongs together.

“rd ydp adrd VOEW éoriy Te kal evar’’
“for the same : taking-to-heart is so also presence of what
is present.”

The two belong together in this way, that the essential
nature of voetv, named first, consists in its remaining fo-



242 WHAT IS CALLED THINKING?

cused on the presence of what is present. ‘Eév, the presence
of what is present, accordingly keeps and guards woeir
within itself as what belongs to it. From éé», the presence
of what is present, there speaks the duality of the two.
There speaks from it the call that calls us into the essential
nature of thinking, that admits thinking into its own nature
and there keeps and guards it.

How is this so? Why and in what way is thinking
directed and called into its own essential nature by the
Being of beings? That it is so, Parmenides states unequiv-
ocally in fragments 5 and 8, 34/36. Parmenides, it is true,
does not speak of the call. However, he does say: in the
presence of what is present there speaks the call that calls
us into thinking, the call that calls thinking into its own
nature in this way, that it directs voety into etvau.

But in the second of the two passages just cited, Par-
menides gives a decisive indication why and how wvoeiy
belongs together with €ivai. To follow this indication
through, more is required than this course of lectures could
provide. We would first have to give thought to the essen-
tial nature of language, in respect of what was said earlier
concerning Aéyew and Adyos. It remains obscure why pre-
cisely éov éuuevas calls us into thought, and in what way.
Let us note well—éo» éupevar, the presence of what is
present, and not what is present as such and not Being as
such, nor both added together in a symthesis, but: their
duality, emerging from their unity kept hidden, keeps the
call.

Another thing, however, is clear: the saying 70 yap airo
voelv éoriv Te kal €lvai becomes the basic theme of all of
Western-European thinking. The history of that thinking
is at bottom a sequence of variations on this one theme, even
where Parmenides’ saying is not specifically cited. The most
magnificent variation, which, despite all the variance of its
basic metaphysical position, matches in its greatness the
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majesty of early Greek thinking, is that proposition of Kant
which he thinks as the supreme principle of all @ priori
synthetic judgments. What Kant calls synthetic judgments
a priori is the modern interpretation of the Aéyeir re voeiy
7" &v &puevar. In that proposition, Kant tells us that, and
how, thinking—the forming of ideas concerning the Being
of empirical beings—belongs together with the Being of
beings. But for Kant, the individual being appears as an
object of experience. “Being” indicates the objectivity of
the object.

The variation of Parmenides’ statement runs:

“The conditions of the possibility of experience in gen-
eral are at the same time conditions of the possibility of the
objects of experience” (Critique of Pure Reason, A 158,
B 197) . The “at the same time” is Kant's interpretation of
70 avrd, “the same.”

‘What this statement says is radically different from what
Parmenides’ saying (fragment 5) says. Parmenides’ state-
ment cannot, therefore, be interpreted in Kant's terms,
while the reverse is both possible and necessary. Though
Kant says something absolutely different, his thinking
moves nonetheless in the same (not the identical) sphere
as the thinking of the Greek thinkers. What Parmenides
says in 70 ydp adrd voetv éoriv Te kal elvas is different also
from the statement by which Hegel transposes and trans-
mutes Kant’s principle into the Absolute, when he says that
“Being is Thinking” (Preface to Phenomenology of
Spirit) .

Our questioning can arrive at what is called thinking
only if we pay heed to what we are called to do—\éyew 7e
voely 7'éov Eupevar, and with it to be on the quest and look-
out for what calls, the édv &upevas, the presence of what is
present, the duality of what the one word, the particip}e
of participles, the word & designates: what is present in
presence.
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“What is called thinking?”’ At the end we return to the
question we asked at first when we found out what our word
“thinking” originally means. Thanc means memory,
thinking that recalls, thanks.

But in the meantime we have learned to see that the
essential nature of thinking is determined by what there is
to be thought about: the presence of what is present, the
Being of beings. Thinking is thinking only when it recalls
in thought the éév, That which this word indicates prop-
erly and truly, that is, unspoken, tacitly. And that is the
duality of beings and Being. This quality is what properly
gives food for thought. And what is so given, is the gift of
what is most worthy of question.

Can thinking take this gift into its hands, that is, take it
to heart, in order to entrust it in Aéyew, in the telling state-
ment, to the original speech of language?
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existence and our traditions. Heideg-
ger hegins by pointing out that we
come to know what it means to think
when we ourselves try i think.

As he develog: *his theme it be-
comes evident that Ii~ideg, - con-
ceives of thinking as suizothing quite
other than having opinion. ~r ideas,
even something dific;ent froi. 'eical
reasoning or scientific anatysis. One of
his most startling assertions is that
“science does not think.” Rather, he
says, thinking is 2 demand or call made
upon us to respond to what lies before
us and to take it to heart. It is a re-
sponse to questions that the nature of
the world makes upon us as creatures
of that world To be truly human,
therefore, is to think.

Heidegger's aim is to make his
readers more thoughtful, to teach them
to do their own thinking. Informal and
readable, this is one of the most lucid
of the eminent philosopher’s works. As
one of the few complete works of the
“later” Heidegger, it is probably his
most important statement since BEING
AND TIME.

Translated by
Fred D. Wieck and J. Glenn Gray





