





























































































































































































































64 ON TIME AND BEING

guideline. It was to bring us to the path which leads us to a determi-
nation of the task of thinking at the end of philosophy. Where are
we now? We have arrived at the insight that for the call “‘to the thing
itself,”” what concerns philosophy as its matter is established from the
outset. From the perspective of Hegel and Husserl-—and not only
from their perspective—the matter of philosophy is subjectivity. It
is not the matter as such that is controversial for the call, but rather
its presentation by which the matter itself becomes present. Hegel’s
speculative dialectic is the movement in which the matter as such
comes to itself, comes to its own presence. Husserl's method is
supposed to bring the matter of philosophy to its ultimately originary
givenness, that means: to its own presence.

The two methods are as different as they could possibly be. But
the matter as such which they are to present is the same, although
it is experienced in different ways.

But of what help are these discoveries to us in our attempt to bring
the task of thinking to view? They don't help us at all as long as we
do not go beyond a mere discussion of the call and ask what remains
unthought in the call ““to the thing itself.”” Questioning in this way,
we can become aware how something which it is no longer the
matter of philosophy to think conceals itself precisely where philoso-
phy has brought its matter to absolute knowledge and to ultimate
evidence.

But what remains unthought in the matter of philosophy as well
as in its method? Speculative dialectic is a mode in which the matter
of philosophy comes to appeal of itself and for itself, and thus
becomes presence. Such appearance necessarily occurs in some light.
Only by virtue of light, i.e., through brightness, can what shines
show itself, that is, radiate. But brightness in its turn rests upon
something open, something free which might illuminate it here and
there, now and then. Brightness plays in the open and wars there
with darkness. Wherever a present being encounters another pre-
sent being or even only lingers near it—but also where, as with
Hegel, one being mirrors itself in another speculatively—there
openness already rules, open region is in play. Only this openness
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grants to the movement of speculative thinking the passage through
that which it thinks.

We call this openness which grants a possible letting-appear and
show ““opening.” In the history of language, the German word
“opening’’ is a borrowed translation of the French clairiére. It is
formed in accordance with the older words Waldung (foresting) and
Feldung (fielding).

The forest clearing (opening) is experienced in contrast to dense
forest, called “‘density’” ( Dickung) in older language. The substan-
tive “‘opening’’ goes back to the verb “'to open.” The adjective licht
“‘open’’ is the same word as ‘“‘light.”” To open something means: To
make something light, free and open, e.g., to make the forest free
of trees at one place. The openness thus originating is the clearing.
What is light in the sense of being free and open has nothing in
common with the adjective “‘light,”’ meaning *'bright”—neither lin-
guistically nor factually.? This is to be observed for the difference
between openness and light. Still, it is possible that a factual relation
between the two exists. Light can stream into the clearing, into its
openness, and let brightness play with darkness in it. But light never
first creates openness. Rather, light presupposes openness. How-
ever, the clearing, the opening, is not only free for brightness and
darkness, but also for resonance and echo, for sounding and dimin-
ishing of sound. The clearing is the open for everything that is
present and absent.

It is necessary for thinking to become explicitly aware of the
matter called opening here. We are not extracting mere notions
from mere words, e.g., “opening,” as it might easily appear on the
surface. Rather, we must observe the unique matter which is ade-
quately named with the name “‘opening.’” What the word designates
in the connection we are now thinking, free openness, is a *‘primal
phenomenon,’ to use a word of Goethe’s. We would have to say a
primal matter. Goethe notes ( Maxims and Reflections, n. 993): “‘Look
for nothing behind phenomena: they themselves are what is to be

3. Both meanings exist in English for light. The meaning Heldegger intends is
related to lever (i.c., alleviate, lighten a burden). (Tr.)



66 ON TIME AND BEING

learned.” This means: The phenomenon itself, in the present case
the opening, sets us the task of learning from it while questioning
it, that is, of letting it say something to us.

Accordingly, we may suggest that the day will come when we will
not shun the question whether the opening, the free open, may not
be that within which alone pure space and ecstatic time and every-
thing present and absent in them have the place which gathers and
protects everything.

In the same way as speculative dialectical thinking, originary intui-
tion and its evidence remain dependent upon openness which al-
ready dominates, upon the opening. What is evident is what can be
immediately intuited. Evidentia is the word which Cicero uses to
translate the Greek enargeia, that is, to transform it into the Roman.
Enargeia, which has the same root as argentum (silver), means that
which in itself and of itself radiates and brings itself to light. In the
Greek language, one is not speaking about the action of seeing,
about videre, but about that which gleams and radiates. But it can
only radiate if openness has already been granted. The beam of light
does not first create the opening, openness, it only traverses it. It is
only such openness that grants to giving and receiving at all what is
free, that in which they can remain and must move.

All philosophical thinking which explicitly or inexplicitly follows
the call “‘to the thing itself’’ is already admitted to the free space of
the opening in its movement and with its method. But philosophy
knows nothing of the opening. Philosophy does speak about the
light of reason, but does not heed the opening of Being. The lumen
naturale, the light of reason, throws light only on openness. It does
concern the opening, but so little does it form it that it needs it in
order to be able to illuminate what is present in the opening. This
is true not only of philosophy’s method, but also and primarily of its
matter, that is, of the presence of what is present. To what extent the
subiectum, the bypokeimenon, that which already lies present, thus
what is present in its presence is constantly thought also in subjec-
tivity cannot be shown here in detail. Refer to Heidegger, Nietzsche,
vol. 2 (1961), pages 429 ff.
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We are concerned now with something else. Whether or not what
is present is experienced, comprehended or presented, presence as
lingering in openness always remains dependent upon the prevalent
opening. What is absent, too, cannot be as such unless it presences
in the free space of the opening.

All metaphysics including its opponent positivism speaks the lan-
guage of Plato. The basic word of its thinking, that is, of his presenta-
tion of the Being of beings, is etdos, idea: the outward appearance in
which beings as such show themselves. Qutward appearance, how-
ever, is a manner of presence. No outward appearance without light
—Plato already knew this. But there is no light and no brightness
without the opening. Even darkness needs it. How else could we
happen into darkness and wander through it? Still, the opening as
such as it prevails through Being, through presence, remains un-
thought in philosophy, although the opening is spoken about in
philosophy’s beginning. How does this occur and with which
names? Answer:

In Parmenides’ reflective poem which, as far as we know, was the
first to reflect explicitly upon the Being of beings, which still today,
although unheard, speaks in the sciences into which philosophy
dissolves. Parmenides listens to the claim:

. .. kreo de se panta puthestha
emen aletheies eukukleos atremes etor
ede broton doxas, tais ouk emi pistis alethes.
Fragment I, 28 ff.
. . . but you should learn all:
the untrembling heart of unconcealment, well-rounded
and also the opinions of mortals,
lacking the ability to trust what is unconcealed.4

Alethera, unconcealment, is named here. It is called well-rounded
because it is turned in the pure sphere of the circle in which begin-

4. Standard translation: [t is needful that you should learn of all matters—both
the unshaken heart of well-rounded truth and the opinions of mortals which
lack true belief.” (Tr.)
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ning and end are everywhere the same. In this turning, there is no
possibility of twisting, deceit and closure. The meditative man is to
experience the untrembling heart of unconcealment. What does the
word about the untrembling heart of unconcealment mean? It means
unconcealment itself in what is most its own, means the place of
stillness which gathers in itself what grants unconcealment to begin
with. That is the opening of what is open. We ask: openness for
what? We have already reflected upon the fact that the path of
thinking, speculative and intuitive, needs the traversable opening.
But in that opening rests possible radiance, that is, the possible
presencing of presence itself.

What prior to everything else first grants unconcealment in the
path on which thinking pursues one thing and perceives it: hotos estin
.. . einai; that presence presences. The opening grants first of all the
possibility of the path to presence, and grants the possible presencing
of that presence itself. We must think @lethera, unconcealment, as the
opening which first grants Being and thinking and their presencing
to and for each other. The quiet heart of the opening is the place
of stillness from which alone the possibility of the belonging to-
gether of Being and thinking, that is, presence and perceiving, can
arise at all.

The possible claim to a binding character or commitment of think-
ing is grounded in this bond. Without the preceding experience of
aletheia as the opening, all talk about committed and non-committed
thinking remains without foundation. Where does Plato’s determi-
nation of presence as idea have its binding character from? With
regard towhat is Aristotle’s interpretation of presencing as energeia
binding?

Strangely enough, we cannot even ask these questions always ne-
glected in philosophy as long as we have not experienced what Par-
menides had to experience: aletbeia, unconcealment. The path to it is
distinguished from the street.on which the opinion of mortals must
wander around. Aletbeia is nothing mortal, just as little as death itself.

It is not for the sake of etymology that [ stubbornly translate the
name aletheia as unconcealment, but for the matter which must be
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considered when we think that which is called Being and thinking
adequately. Unconcealment is, so to speak, the element in which
Being and thinking and their belonging together exist. Aletheia is
named at the beginning of philosophy, but afterward it is not explic-
itly thought as such by philosophy. For since Aristotle it became the
task of philosophy as metaphysics to think beings as such onto-
theologically.

If this is so, we have no right to sit in judgment over philoso-
phy, as though it left something unheeded, neglected it and was
thus marred by some essential deficiency. The reference to what
is unthought in philosophy is not a criticism of philosophy. If a
criticism is necessary now, then it rather concerns the attempt
which is becoming more and more urgent ever since Being and
Time to ask about a possible task of thinking at the end of philos-
ophy. For the question now arises, late enough: Why is aletheia
net translated with the usual name, with the word “‘truth”’? The
answer must be:

Insofar as truth is understood in the traditional “‘natural’ sense as
the correspondence of knowledge with beings demonstrated in be-
ings, but also insofar as truth is interpreted as the cerwinty of the
knowledge of Being, aletheia, unconcealment in the sense of the
opening may not be equated with truth. Rather, aletheia, unconceal-
ment thought as opening, first grants the possibility of truth. For
truth itself, just as Being and thinking, can only be what it is in the
element of the opening. Evidence, certainty in every degree, every
kind of verification of veritas already move with that veritas in the
realm of the prevalent opening.

Aletheia, unconcealment thought as the opening of presence, is not
yet truth. Is aletheia then less than truth? Or is it more because it first
grants truth as adequatio and certitudo, because there can be no pres-
ence and presenting outside of the realm of the opening?

This question we leave to thinking as a task. Thinking must
consider whether it can even raise this question at all as long as it
thinks philosophically, that is, in the strict sense of metaphysics
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which questions what is present only with regard to its presence.

In any case, one thing becomes clear: To raise the question .of
aletbeia, of unconcealment as such, is not the same as raising the
question of truth. For this reason, it was inadequate and misleading
to call aletheia in the sense of opening, truth.> The talk about the
“truth of Being’’ has a justified meaning in Hegel's Science of Logic,
because here truth means the certainty of absolute knowledge. But
Hegel also, as little as Husserl, as little as all metaphysics, does not
ask about Being as Being, that is, does not raise the question how
there can be presence as such. There is presence only when opening
is dominant. Opening is named with aletheia, unconcealment, but
not thought as such.

The natural concept of truth does not mean unconcealment, not
in the philosophy of the Greeks either. It is often and justifiably
pointed out that the word alethes is already used by Homer only in
the verba dicendi, in statement and thus in the sense of correctness and
reliability, not in the sense of unconcealment. But this reference
means only that neither the poets nor everyday language usage, not
even philosophy see themselves confronted with the task of asking
how truth, that is, the correctness of statements, is granted only in
the element of the opening of presence.

In the scope of this question, we must acknowledge the fact that
aletheia, unconcealment in the sense of the opening of presence, was
originally only experienced as orthotes, as the correctness of represen-
tations and statements. But then the assertion about the essential
transformation of truth, that is, from unconcealment to correctness,
is also untenable.6

5. How the attempt to think a matter can at times stray from that which a decisive
insight has already shown, is demonstrated by a passage from Being and Time (1927)
(p. 262, New York: Harper & Row, 1962). To translate this word (aletheia) as
“truth,”” and, above all, to define this expression conceptually in theoretical ways, is
to cover up the meaning of what the Greeks made “'self-evidently” basic for the
terminological use of aletheia as a prephilosophical way of understanding it.

6. This statement has profound implications for Heidegger's book Platons Lebre von

der Wabrbeit. (Tr.)
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Instead we must say: Aletheia, as opening of presence and presenting
in thinking and saying, originally comes under the perspective of
bomoiosis and adaequatio, that is, the perspective of adequation in the
sense of the correspondence of representing with what is present.

But this process inevitably provokes another question: How is it
that aletheia, unconcealment, appears to man’s natural experience
and speaking only as correctness and dependability? Is it because
man’s ecstatic sojourn in the openness of presencing is turned only
toward what is present and the existent presenting of what is pre-
sent? But what else does this mean than that presence as such, and
together with it the opening granting it, remain unheeded? Only
what aletheia as opening grants is experienced and thought, not what
it is as such.

This remains concealed. Does this happen by chance? Does it
happen only as a consequence of the carelessness of human thinking?
Or does it happen because self-concealing, concealment, letbe be-
longs to a-letheia, not just as an addition, not as shadow to light, but
rather as the heart of aletheia? And does not even a keeping and
preserving rule in this self-concealing of the opening of presence
from which unconcealment can be granted to begin with, and thus
what is present can appear in its presence?

If this were so, then the opening would not be the mere opening
of presence, but the opening of presence concealing itself, the open-
ing of a self-concealing sheltering.

If this were so, then with these questions we would reach the path
to the task of thinking at the end of philosophy.

But isn't this all unfounded mysticism or even bad mythology, in
any case a ruinous irrationalism, the denial of ratio?

I return to the question: What does ratio, nous, noetn, perceiving
(Vernunft—Vernebmen) mean? What does ground and principle and
especially principle of all principles mean? Can this ever be suffi-
cienty determined unless we experience aletheia in a Greek manner
as unconcealment and then, above and beyond the Greek, think it
as the opening of self-concealing? As long as ratio and the rational
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still remain questionable in what is their own, talk about irrational-
ism is unfounded. The technological scientific rationalization ruling
the present age justifies itself every day more surprisingly by its
immense results. But these results say nothing about what the possi-
bility of the rational and the irrationaal first grants. The effect proves
the correctness of technological scientific rationalization. But is the
manifest character of what-is exhausted by what is demonstrable?
Doesn’t the insistence on what is demonstrable block the way to
what-is?

Perhaps there is a thinking which is more sober than the irresist-
ible race of rationalization and the sweeping character of cybernet-
ics. Presumably it is precisely this sweeping quality which is ex-
tremely irrational.

Perhaps there is a thinking outside of the distinction of rational
and irrational still more sober than scientific technology, more sober
and thus removed, without effect and yet having its own necessity.
When we ask about the task of this thinking, then not only this
thinking, but also the question about it is first made questionable. In
view of the whole philosophical tradition, this means:

We all still need an education in thinking, and before that first a
knowledge of what being educated and uneducated in thinking
means. In this respect, Aristotle gives us a hint in Book IV of his
Metaphysics (1006a f1.). It reads: esti gar apaideusia to me gignoskein
tinon dei zetein apodeixin kai tinon ou dei. *'For it is uneducated not to
have an eye for when it is necessary to look for a proof, and when
this is not necessary.”

This sentence demands careful reflection. For it is not yet decided
in what way that which needs no proof in order to become accessible
to thinking is to be experienced. Is it dialectical mediation or origi-
nary intuition or neither of the two? Only the peculiar quality of that
which demands of us above all else to be admitted can decide about
that. But how is this to make the decision possible for us before we
have not admitted it? In what circle are we moving here, inevitably?

Is it the eukukleos alethein, well-founded unconcealment itself,
thought as the opening?
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Does the name for the task of thinking then read instead of Being
and Time: Opening and Presence?

But where does the opening come from and how is it given? What
speaks in the “‘[t gives’'?

The task of thinking would then be the surrender of previous
thinking to the determination of the matter of thinking.



My Way to Phenomenology

M! academic studies began in the winter of 1909-10 in theology
at the University of Freiburg. But the chief work for the study in
theology still left enough time for philosophy which belonged to the
curriculum anyhow. Thus both volumes of Husserl’s Logical Invest;-
gattons lay on my desk in the theological seminary ever since my first
semester there. These volumes belonged to the university library.
The date due could be easily renewed again and again. The work
was obviously of little interest to the students. But how did it get into
this environment so foreign to it?

I had learned from many references in philosophical periodicals
that Husserl's thought was determined by Franz Brentano. Ever
since 1907, Brentano's dissertation *‘On the manifold meaning of
being since Aristotle’’ (1862) had been the chief help and guide of
my first awkward attempts to penetrate into philosophy. The foliow-
ing question concerned me in a quite vague manner: If being is
predicated in manifold meanings, then what is its leading fundamen-
tal meaning? What does Being mean? In the last year of my stay at
the Gymnastum, I stumbled upon the book of Carl Braig, then profes-
sor for dogmatics at Freiburg University: ‘‘On Being. QOutline of
Ontology.” It had been published in 1896 at the time when he was

74
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an associate professor at Freiburg’s theological faculty. The larger
sections of the work give extensive text passages from Aristotle,
Thomas of Aquinas and Suarez, always at the end, and in addition
the etymology for fundamental ontological concepts.

From Husserl's Logical Investigations, 1 expected a decisive aid in
the questions stimulated by Brentano’s dissertation. Yet my efforts
were in vain because I was not searching in the right way. I realized
this only very much later. Still, I remained so fascinated by Husserl’s
work that [ read in it again and again in the years to follow without
gaining sufficient insight into what fascinated me. The spell emanat-
ing from the work extended to the outer appearance of the sentence
structure and the title page. On that title page I encountered the
name of the publisher Max Niemeyer. This encounter is before my
eyes as vividly today as then. His name was connected with that of
“Phenomenology,” then foreign to me, which appears in the subtitle
of the second volume. My understanding of the term ‘‘phenomenol-
ogy’’ was just as limited and vacillating as my knowledge in those
years of the publisher Max Niemeyer and his work. Why and how
both names—Niemeyer Publishing House and Phenomenology—
belong together would soon become clearer.

After four semesters I gave up my theological studies and dedi-
cated myself entirely to philosophy. I still attended theological lec-
tures in the years following 1911, Carl Braig's lecture course on
dogmatics. My interest in speculative theology led me to do this,
above all the penetrating kind of thinking which this teacher con-
cretely demonstrated in every lecture hour. On a few walks when
I was allowed to accompany him, I first heard of Schelling's and
Hegel's significance for speculative theology as distinguished from
the dogmatic system of Scholasticism. Thus the tension between
ontology and speculative theology as the structure of metaphysics
entered the field of my search.

Yet at times this realm faded to the background compared with
that which Heinrich Rickert treated in his seminars: the two writings
of his pupil Emil Lask who was killed as a simple soldier on the
Galician front in 1915. Rickert dedicated the third fully revised
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edition of his work The Object of Knowledge, Introduction to Transcenden-
tal Philosophy, which was published the same year, “to my dear.
friend.” The dedication was supposed to testify to the teacher’s
benefit derived from this pupil. Both of Emil Lask’s writings— The
Logic of Pbtlosophy and the Doctrine of Categories, A Study of the Dominant
Realm of Logical Form (1911) and The Doctrine of Judgment (1912)—
themselves showed clearly enough the influence of Husserl's Logical
Investigations.

These circumstances forced me to delve into Husserl’s work
anew. However, my repeated beginning also remained unsatisfac-
tory, because I couldn’t get over a main difficulty. It concerned the
simple question how thinking’s manner of procedure which called
itself “‘phenomenology’’ was to be carried out. What worried me
about this question came from the ambiguity which Husserl's work
showed at first glance.

The first volume of the work, published in 1900, brings the refuta-
tion of psychologism in logic by showing that the doctrine of thought
and knowledge cannot be based on psychology. In contrast, the
second volume, which was published the following year and was
three times as long, contains the description of the acts of conscious-
ness essential for the constitution of knowledge. So it is a psychology
after all. What else is section 9 of the fifth investigation concerning
“The Meaning of Brentano's Delimitation of ‘psychical
phenomena’ "'? Accordingly, Husserl falls back with his
phenomenological description of the phenomena of consciousness
into the position of psychologism which he had just refuted. But if
such a gross error cannot be attributed to Husserl's work, then what
is the phenomenological description of the acts of consciousness?
Wherein does what is peculiar to phenomenology consist if it is
neither logic nor psychology? Does a quite new discipline of philoso-
phy appear here, even one with its own rank and precedence?

I could not disentangle these questions. I remained without know-
ing what to do or where to go. I could hardly even formulate the
questions with the clarity in which they are expressed here.

The year 1913 brought an answer. The Yearbook for Philosophy and
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Phenomenological Investigation which Husserl edited began to be pub-
lished by the publisher Max Niemeyer. The first volume begins with
Husserl's treatise Ideas.

“Pure phenomenology” is the ‘‘fundamental science’’ of philoso-
phy which is characterized by that phenomenology. ‘‘Pure’” means:
“transcendental phenomenology.”” However, the ‘‘subjectivity” of
the knowing, acting and valuing subject is posited as ‘‘transcenden-
tal.” Both terms, ‘‘subjectivity”” and ‘‘transcendental,” show that
“phenomenology’’ consciously and decidedly moved into the tradi-
tion of modern philosophy but in such a way that “‘transcendental
subjectivity” attains a more original and universal determination
through phenomenology. Phenomenology retained *‘experiences of
consciousness’’ as its thematic realm, but now in the systematically
planned and secured investigation of the structure of acts of experi-
ence together with the investigation of the objects experienced in
those acts with regard to their objectivity.

In this universal project for a phenomenological philosophy, the
Logical Investigations, too—which had so to speak remained philoso-
phically neutral—could be assigned their systematic place. They
were published in the same year (1913) in a second edition by the
same publisher. Most of the investigations had in the meantime
undergone ‘‘profound revisions.” The sixth investigation, ‘‘the most
important with regard to phenomenology” (preface to the second
edition) was, however, withheld. But the essay ‘‘Philosophy as Exact
Science” (1910-11) which Husserl contributed to the first volume
of the new journal Logos also only now acquired a sufhcient basis for
its programmatical theses through the Ideas.

In virtue of these publications, Niemeyer’s work attained the
foremost rank of philosophical publishers. At that time the rather
obvious idea was current that with ‘‘phenomenology’’ a new schoo!l
had arisen in European philosophy. Who could have denied the
correctness of this statement?

But such historical calculation did not comprehend what had hap-
pened in virtue of “'phenomenology,” that is, already with the Logi-
cal Investigations. This remained unspoken, and can hardly even be
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rightly expressed today. Husserl’s own programmatical explanations
and methodological presentations rather strengthened the misund-
erstanding that through *‘phenomenology’’ a beginning of philoso-
phy was claimed which denied all previous thinking.

Even after the Ideas was published, I was still captivated by the
never-ceasing spell of the Logrcal Investigations. That magic brought
about anew an unrest unaware of its own reason, although it made
one suspect that it came from the inability to attain the act of philoso-
phical thinking called “phenomenology’’ simply by reading the phi-
losophical literature.

My perplexity decreased slowly, my confusion dissolved labori-
ously, only after I met Husserl personally in his workshop.

Husser! came to Freiburg in 1916 as Heinrich Rickert's successor.
Rickert had taken over Windelband's chair in Heidelberg. Husserl’s
teaching took place in the form of a step-by-step training in
phenomenological ““seeing’” which at the same time demanded that
one relinquish the untested use of philosophical knowledge. But it
also demanded that one give up introducing the authority of the
great thinkers into the conversation. However, the clearer it became
to me that the increasing familiarity with phenomenological seeing
was fruitful for the interpretation of Aristotle’s writing, the less I
could separate myself from Aristotle and the other Greek thinkers.
Of course I could not immediately see what decisive consequences
my renewed occupation with Aristotle was to have.

As I myself practiced phenomenological seeing, teaching and
learning in Husser!’s proximity after 1919 and at the same time tried
out a transformed understanding of Aristotle in a seminar, my inter-
est leaned anew toward the Logica! Investigations, above all the sixth
investigation in the first edition. The distinction which is worked out
there between sensuous and categorial intuition revealed itself to me
in its scope for the determination of the “‘manifold meaning of
being.”

For this reason we—friends and pupils—begged the master again
and again to republish the sixth investigation which was then difficult
to obtain. True to his dedication to the cause of phenomenology, the
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publisher Niemeyer published the last chapter of the Logical Invests-
gations again in 1922. Husserl notes in the preface: “As things stand,
I had to give in to the wishes of the friends of this work and decide
to make its last chapter available again in its old form.” With the
phrase *‘the friends of this work,”” Husserl also wanted to say that
he himself could not quite get close to the Logical Investigations after
the publication of the Ideas. Atthe new place of his academic activity,
the passion and effort of his thought turned toward the systematic
development of the plan presented in the Ideas more than ever. Thus
Husserl could write in the preface mentioned to the sixth investiga-
tion: ‘‘My teaching activity in Freiburg, too, furthered the direction
of my interest toward general problems and the system.”

Thus Husserl watched me in a generous fashion, but at the bottom
in disagreement, as I worked on the Logical Investigations every week
in special seminars with advanced students in addition to my lectures
and regular seminars. Especially the preparation for this work was
fruitful for me. There I learned one thing—at first rather led by
surmise than guided by founded insight: What occurs for the phe-
nomenology of the acts of consciousness as the self-manifestation of
phenomena is thought more originally by Aristotle and in all Greek
thinking and existence as aletheia, as the unconcealedness of what-is
present, its being revealed, its showing itself. That which
phenomenological investigations rediscovered as the supporting at-
titude of thought proves to be the fundamental trait of Greek think-
ing, if not indeed of philosophy as such.

The more decisively this insight became clear to me, the more
pressing the question became: Whence and how is it determined
what must be experienced as *‘the things themselves’’ in accordance
with the principle of phenomenology? Is it consciousness and its
objectivity or is it the Being of beings in its unconcealedness and
concealment?

Thus I was brought to the path of the question of Being, illumined
by the phenomenological attitude, again made uneasy in a different
way than previously by the questions prompted by Brentano’s disser-
tation. But the path of questioning became longer than I suspected.
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It demanded many stops, detours and wrong paths. What the first
lectures in Freiburg and then in Marburg attempted shows the path
only indirectly.

“Professor Heidegger—you have got to publish something now.
Do you have a manuscript?”’ With these words the dean of the
philosophical faculty in Marburg came into my study one day in the
winter semester of 1925-26. ‘Certainly,” I answered. Then the dean
said: “'But it must be printed quickly.”” The facuity proposed me
unico loco as Nicolai Hartmann's successor for the chief philosophical
chair. Meanwhile, the ministry in Berlin had rejected the proposal
with the explanation that I had not published anything in the last ten
years.

Now I had to submit my closely protected work to the public. On
account of Husserl’s intervention, the publishing house Max
Niemeyer was ready to print immediately the first fifteen proof
sheets of the work which was to appear in Husserl’s Jabrbuch. Two
copies of the finished page proofs were sent to the ministry by the
faculty right away. But after some time, they were returned to the
faculty with the remark: “Inadequate.’” In February of the following
year (1927), the complete text of Being and Time was published in
the eighth volume of the Jabrbuch and as a separate publication.
After that the ministry reversed its negative judgment half a year
later and made the offer for the chair.

On the occasion of the strange publication of Being and Time, 1
came first into direct relationship with the publishing house Max
Niemeyer. What was a mere name on the title page of Husserl’s
fascinating work during the first semester of my academic studies
became evident now and in the future in all the thoroughness and
reliability, generosity and simplicity, of publication work.

In the summer of 1928, during my last semester in Marburg, the
Festschrift for Husserl’s seventieth birthday was in preparation. At
the beginning of this semester Max Scheler died unexpectedly. He
was one of the co-editors of Husserl’s Jabrbuch where he published
his great investigation Formalism in Ethics and Material Ethics of Value
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in the first and second volume (1916). Along with Husserl's Ideas,
it must count as the most significant contribution to the Jabrbuch.
Through its far-reaching effects, it placed the scope and effectiveness
of the Niemeyer publishing house in a new light.

The Festschrift for Edmund Husserl appeared punctually for his
birthday as a supplement to the jabrbuch. I had the honor of present-
ing it to the celebrated teacher within a circle of his pupils and
friends on April 8, 1929.

During the following decade all more extensive publications were
withheld until the publishing house Niemeyer dared to print my
interpretation of Holderlin’s hymn “As on a Holiday” in 1941
without giving the year of publication. I had given this lecture in
May of the same year as a public guest lecture at the university of
Leipzig. The owner of the publishing house, Mr. Hermann
Niemeyer, had come from Halle to hear this lecture. Afterward we
discussed the publication.

When I decided twelve years later to publish earlier lecture series,
I chose the Niemeyer publishing house for this purpose. It no longer
bore the designation ‘‘Halle a.d. Saale.” Following great losses and
manifold difficulties, and visited by hard personal suffering, the pre-
sent owner had re-established the firm in Tiibingen.

“Halle a.d. Saale”—in the same city, the former Privatdozent Ed-
mund Husserl taught during the '9o’s of the last century at that
university. Later in Freiburg, he often told the story of how the
Logical Investigations came to be. He never forgot to remember the
Max Niemeyer publishing house with gratitude and admiration, the
house which took upon itself the venture of publishing, at the wrn
of the century, an extensive work of a little-known instcuctor who
went his own new ways and thus had to estrange contemporary
philosophy, which ignored the work for years after its appearance,
until Wilhelm Dilthey recognized its significance. The publishing
house could not know at that time that his name would remain tied
to that of phenomenology in the future, that phenomenology would
soon determine the spirit of the age in the most various realms—
mostly in a tacit manner.
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And today? The age of phenomenological philosophy seems to be
over. It is already taken as something past which is only recorded
historically along with other schools of philosophy. But in what is
most its own phenomenology is not a school. It is the possiblity of
thinking, at times changing and only thus persisting, of correspond-
ing to the claim of what is to be thought. If phenomenology is thus
experienced and retained, it can disappear as a designation in favor
of the matter of thinking whose manifestness remains a mystery.

Supplement 1969

In the sense of the last sentence, on can already read in Being and
Time (1927) pp. 62-63: “‘its (phenomenology’s) essential character
does not consist in being actual as a philosophical school. Higher
than actuality stands possibility. The comprehension of phenomenol-
ogy consists solely in grasping it as possibility."”
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lecture.

The lecture "'The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking’*
has until now only been published in a French translation by Jean
Beaufret and Frangois Fédier, in a collected volume Kierkegaard
vivant (Living Kierkegaard), Colloque organisé par L'Unesco a Paris
du 21 au 23 avril 1964, Gallimard, Paris, pp. 165 fF.

“My Way to Phenomenology’ first appeared in the contribution
to the privately printed Festgabe ‘‘Hermann Niemeyer zum achizigsten
Geburtstag, April 16, 1963 (Hermann Niemeyer for his eightieth
birthday).



