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ABSTRACT

The following thesis explores the notion of truth as developed in the work of Martin
Heidegger and Walter Benjamin. Contrary to the position adopted by many
commentators, who seek to drive a wedge between Heidegger's unorthodox
phenomenology and the resolutely non-phenomenological Benjamin. I shall want to
show how both begin with a rigorously Husserlian conception of truth as an intuition
of essence in order, finally, to deviate from it.

I arge that, for neither one, can truth be merely one problem or issue taken up
by a thinking secure in itself. Rather, from its most classical determination in, for
example, the Metaphysics as émioTiun TAs ainbelas, the way in which truth has been
determined has itself determined the very project of philosophy. Yet whilst the
trajectory of both Heidegger and Benjamin’s work can thus be determined in large
measure by the question of truth, both are also concerned to re-orient that question in
a direction that renders problematic Aristotle’s implicit connection of truth to
knowledge and knowledge to intuition and presence. I argue that their respective
challenges to the location of truth in the act of knowing — a challenge made each time
by way of an analytical regression from a propositional understanding of truth
(Satzwahrheit) to intuitive truth (Anschauungs-wahrheit) to, finally, 1its more original
character as disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) — remain thoroughly phenomenological
before showing how it 1s in the work of art, and 1n tragedy 1n particular, that each one
finds the resources for a still more radical understanding of truth. Not 1n the
cognitivist sense that art makes truth claims about the world, but in the sense that it

is with the work of art that the historical act of disclosure and world-constitution that

Benjamin and Heidegger call truth is most emphatically made.



Only the person who understands the art of existing, only the person who. in the
course of action, can treat what i1s in each case seized upon as wholly singular.
who at the same time nonetheless realises the finitude of this activity, onlv such
a one understands finite existence and can hope to accomplish something by it.

Heidegger, Metaphysiche Anfangsgriinde der Logik
Socrates looks death in the face as mortal. Not so the tragic hero who recoils

from death as from a power that i1s fmailiar, proper. and inherent to him. Indeed.
his life unfolds from death, which 1s not its end but 1ts form.

Benyamin, Ursprung des deutschen Trauscrspiels
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INTRODUCTION

The following thesis is an attempt to understand the place accorded to the notion of
art 1n Heidegger and Benjamin's thinking, and in particular its relation to the notion
of truth that consitutes the matter that is at issue for that thinking (die Sache des
Denkens). 1 shall want to argue that for neither Heidegger nor Benjamin is art, any
more than truth, to be understood as an object for thinking, that is, as something
toward which a thinking alfeady established 1n 1tself would be directed 1n order then
to register or to further its own concerns; 1nstead, thinking needs to be understood as
thematising its own relation to art, as also to truth, 1n such a way as to constitute the
very project of philosophy as such.

Such a claim clearly lends 1tself to a number of misinterpretations. The most
evident of these — the cognitivist thesis — 1s that art, turned thus in the direction of
truth, would be such to make truth statements of a sort, cognitive claims regarding
the world. One can, it is true, find evidence 1n support of this thesis throughout
Heidegger and Benjamin’s work. Yet what disqualifies any such claim 1n advance.
rending it unworkable, is that for neither Heidegger nor Benjamin 1s truth to be
understood in terms of the provision of cognitive understanding. Thus, to Heidegger’s
celebrated suggestion that the ‘captious’ formulation ‘the essence of truth i1s untruth

[das Wesen der Wahrheit ist die Un-Wahrheit] 1s ‘to indicate the strangeness of the

new project of essence,’! one could just as much counterpose Bemjamin's own

statement of affairs in the essay ‘On the Program of the Coming Philosophy': "Error

Vil



can no longer be explained in terms of erring, any more than truth can be in terms of

correct understanding [rechten Verstand).’?

Such, then, is the concern of this thesis: not, in fact, art as such, but truth:

specifically, the way in which truth comes to be deployed and redeployed in certain

texts by Heidegger and Benjamin on the basis of an initial engagement with art.

Necessarily, therefore, both Heidegger and Benjamin’s principle meditations on
the notion of art — respectively, ‘The Origin of the Work of Art,”> and what Claude

Imbert calls ‘les essais critique du cycle germanique’® — will be shown to announce an
orientation to the work of art that points beyong the rights and duties of reproduction
and edification with which art has invariably been saddled by traditional philosophical

aesthetics.

Having dealt in broad strokes with these sorts of questions in such a way as to
lead the concern away from art per se to the determination of truth, I shall turn to a
priviledged instance in which Heidegger and Benjamin do in fact treat of an art,

namely tragedy. Again, however, the concerns registered above need to be kept 1n
mind. And it ought to come as no surprise, therefore, that Heidegger, as Francgoise
Proust rightly points out, left no Abhandlung tiber das Wesen der Tragddie.®> Neither,
in point of fact, did Benjamin. For both, the treatment of tragedy does not, as I shall
undertake to show, amount to an interpretation; rather would 1t be, to borrow terms

from Heidegger’'s own remarks on freedom, remarks that we shall have cause to

consider later on, that tragedy affords both a certain possibility of philosophy, 1ts

Stéitte und Gelegenheit, its site and occasion.®

*
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Dealing respectively with Heidegger and Benjamin, chapters one and two are
structured around largely identical concerns. I shall want to argue that three notions

In particular are central to both Heidegger and Benjamin’s case with respect to the

properly fragwiirdig dimension of art: truth, origin, and history.
Chapter one treats of Heidegger and of ‘The Origin of the Work of Art." The
concern here 1s to explore the issue and orientation anounced by the title of

Heidegger's essay. The treatment falls into three parts. The guiding thread for the

first of these are two remarks which, to a large extent, frame the essay as a whole. The
first 1s 1ts opening line: ‘Origin here means that from which and by which a matter 1s
what it 1s and as it 1s.”” The second, which comes from the concluding praragraphs of
the essay, takes the form of a question as to whether, ‘in our existence,” we are
‘historically at the origin.’® My concern here will be to approriate for these remarks
some of the resources that are released by the examination of origin undertaken in
Being and Time, principally those released by the account given there of the essential
duplicity of truth, understood 1n its more original sense as disclosedness. Turning,
second, to ‘The Work and Truth,” the central section of the essay itself, I take as the
guiding thread for this part of my treatment two equally perimetic remarks: the first
i1s a statement from the draft version of the essay, Heidegger there declaring art to be
necessary (notwendig) for the happening of truth;® the second comes from the

Afterword to the essay: ‘from the change in the essence of truth,” we are told, "arises

the history of the essence of art.’10 If, as I shall want to show, the overriding concern of

Heidegger’s essay is to ponder the essence of art in a manner 1ll-atforded by such a

history, then this will entail another and concomitent change in the determination of

1X



the essence of truth. Having explored the way 1n which such a determination is indeed
broached in Heidegger’s text, I turn. finally, to the historical dimension of art — what.

as a counterpoint to the properly transcendental aspect of Being and Time, Heidegger
calls world — in order to offer one possible account of how art ‘is historical in the sense

that 1t grounds history.’!!

Chapter two begins with style. More accurately, 1t begins with two brief
allusions made by Benjamin to the ‘concept’ of philosophical style. Although self-
evidently not a concept in the critical sense of the term — and, as I shall want to show.
Benjamin’s reference in both instances is to Kant — I examine how Benjamin employs
1t as such in order to argue the case for philosophy’s filial relation to art. Taking his
distance from the hoped for ‘sisterly union’ of mathematics and philosophy expressed
by Kant in the Transcendental Doctrine of Method (a union clearly not intended to be
consummated, however),14 Benjamin stresses instead that it is in the manner in which
1t comes continually ‘to stand anew before the question of presentation [vor der Frage
der Darstellung zu stehen]’ that the mark of philosophy’s dealings with truth is to be
found.!3 It is here, I argue, that Benjamin finds the resources by which philosophy can
and must thematise 1ts own relation to art, a thematisation nowhere more clearly
expressed than in his traducing of Kant’s expression of family resemblances: ‘Every
great work,” he writes 1in a fragment of 1921, ‘has its sibling ... in a philosophical
sphere.’l4 Following an exploration of the philosophical consequences that flow from
these claims of method, I examine in more detail the ‘deformations’ in the essence of

truth broached by Benjamin in the Epistemo-Critical Foreword to the Origin of the

German Mourning Play.!> In the final section of the chapter, I turn to the concept of



origin, ‘a thoroughly historical category,’ Benjamin says. Through a careful reading of
the paragraph of the Foreword in which Benjamin treats of origin. I undertake to show
how and why he moves, finally, to reintroduce such a category back into art.

T'he previous chapters having shown how and why Heidegger and Benjamin
address their analyses to the issue of art, chapters three and four turn to a

particularly priviledged instance of this: tragedy.

Central to the treatment of Heidegger in chapter three is a remark, scarecely
noted 1n the literature, from the ‘Letter on “Humanism™ of 1946: ‘The tragedies of
Sophocles, providing such a comparison i1s in any way allowable, shelter the nfos in
their sayings more incipently than do Aristotle’s lectures on “ethics”.'1® I begin with a

sustained account of the context of this remark and of i1ts implications for the
determination of man made by Heidegger 1n that text. I turn, next, to the suggestive
analyses of Francoise Dastur and, having explored her suggestion that 1t 1s 1n tragedy

that ‘one finds an 1naugural representation of the fundamentally mortal condition of
man,’'l” as well as her ensuing claim that 1t i1s tragedy that paves the way for
philosophy (qui prépare 'avenément de la philosophie),!® I turn to the issue of death
and 1ts relation to tragedy in Heidegger’s work. Finally, 1 address Heidegger’s
celebrated commentaries on the choral ode from Sophocles’ Antigone 1n order to
reexamine, in light of the foregoing analyses, his claims regarding the inceptive sense
of NBos that resonates in Sophocles’ tragedies. I shall want to show how these tragedies

are seen by Heidegger to be ‘decisive’ in opening up a ‘concealed directive’ for the way

in which he undertakes to broach the question concerning man.!?
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The concerns of chapter four are rather more straightforward. I beuins with a
lengthy discussion of a remark from Benjamin’s long essay of 1920 on Goethe's
Elective Affinities regarding the resolute Indifferenz of myth with respect to truth:
‘authentic art, authentic philosophy — as distinct from their inauthentic stage, the

theurgic — begin in Greece with the departure of myth (Ausgang der Mythos]. since

neither one 1s any more nor any less based upon truth than the other.”2" On the basis
of this remark, I undertake to further the arguments of chapter two regarding the
specific character that is to be accorded to truth. before turning to the principle
concern of the chapter, Benjamin’s account of tragedy. So far as Benjamin is

concerned, tragedy needs to be understood as the inauguration and enactment of
what, following Reiner Schiirmann, I term an ‘epochal principle.’ I arge that, in the
‘decisive, Greek confrontation’ with myth that he sees enacted and accomplished by
Attic tragedy, a new epoch (Epoche) is posited (gesetzt).?! This epoch, I suggest, is
precisely that named 1n the remarks cited above as the Ausgangspunkt of myth. Yet if
such does prove to be the case, then does 1t not follow that tragedy constitutes also the
originary inscription of truth? Its precondition? Through a careful account of the
notions of freedom and language in Benjamin’s text, I pursue the implications of this

claim 1n the direction of man.
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Notes

GA 65: 351.
GSII1:167;: SWI: 107.

If the most sustained and celebrated version of this text to have come from Heidegger's

pen 1s the lectures presented in 1935 in Frankfurt under the title ‘Der Ursprung des
Kunstwerkes,” this version is itself worked up from origins that lie squarely in previous
years. The earliest of these 1s a short, schematic draft of 1934, an authorised transcript of
which appeared only recently, along with Heidegger’s own marginal comments, as ‘Vom
Ursprung des Kunstwerkes' in Heidegger Studies 5 (1989), 5-22. More important,
however, 1s a lecture, also entitled ‘Vom Ursprung des Kunstwerkes,’” delivered in
Freiburg on 13 November of the same year to the Kunstwissenschaftliche Gesellschaft as
the key-note lecture to a colloquium entitled ‘Die Uberwindung der Asthetik in der Frage
nach dem Kunst.” Sharing the same divisions as the Frankfurt lectures and covering
much of the same ground i1n often largely 1dentical terms, this text is the ‘first version’ of
the later lectures referred to by Heidegger 1n his supplementary remarks to Holzwege
(GA 5: 344). This lecture, which was delivered unchanged 1n January of the following
yvear at the University of Zurich, was then revised for the series of lectures given in
Frankfurt in November and December of 1936 under the title ‘Der Ursprung des
Kunstwerkes.” With the addition of an Afterword, written ‘1n large part later (GA 5: 375),
these lectures form the basis of the text published in 1950 1n Holzwege as "Der Ursprung
des Kunstwerkes.” With the further addition of an appendix written in 1956, they were

reprined a decade later as Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes (Stuttgart: Reclam, 1960), and
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10

11

13

then, along with Heidegger’s marginal notes to the Reclam edition. in the revised

Gesamtausgabe edition of Holzwege (GA 5: 1-74).

To wit, the Berne dissertation, ‘The Concept of the Critique of Art in German

Romanticism,” the 1921 essay ‘Goethe’s Elective Affinities,” and the failed
Habilitationsschrift, the Origin of the German Mourning Plav. See Claude Imbert, 'l.e

Présent et I'histoire’ in Walter Benjamin et Paris, ed. Heinz Wismann (Paris: cerf, 1986).

743-92 (747).

See Frangoise Proust, ‘Drame et tragédie’ in Points de passage (Paris: Kimé 1994),

85—106 (92).

GA 31: 135.

GA 5: 7, BW 143.
GA 5: 65; BW 203.
U 21.

GA 5: 66; BW 207.

GA 5: 65; BW 202.

Immanuel Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. Jens Timmermann (Hamburg: Felix

Meiner, 1998) A 735: B 763. Henceforth cited as KrV with standard A and B numbers.
All other reterences to Kant are to the Gesammelte Schriften, ed. Koniglich Preu3ischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1902-), cited as
Ak volume and page number. As I shall want to argue, the reading of Kant that

predominates in the literature on Benjamin 1s sadly misdirected and fails to provide a

sufficiently nuanced account of this relation.

GS11:207: Or: 27.
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GS13: 835.

The reference here 1s to John Sallis’ account of Heidegger’s 1930 essay ‘On the Essence of

Truth,” ‘Deformatives: Essentially Other than Truth’ in Reading Heidegger:

Commemorations, ed. John Sallis (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1993), 29-46.

16

17

18

19

20

21

GA 9: 353—4; BE 255-6.

Francoise Dastur, La mort: Essai sur le finitude (Paris: Hatier, 1994), 15.

Ibid., 17.

EM 133, 156. Heidegger’s emphasis.

GS I 1: 162;: SW I: 326. The point here recalls the one made by Heidegger in the

Frankfurt lectures on art (GA 5: 64-5; BW 201) and cited at the end of chapter one.

GS11:314; Or 135.
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I. TRUTH

Der Wahrheit 1st der Tod der Intention.

Benjamin, Ursprung des deutschen Kunstiwcerkes




CHAPTER ONE

The Leap into the World: Heidegger and the Origin of Truth

The riddling character of d\rifeia comes closer to us, yet at

the same time so does the danger than we might

hypostasise it into a fantastical world essence ... 1

Heidegger closes ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ of 1936 not with a summary
statement of results or with an indication in the direction of further research, but
with a question. In our existence,” he asks. ‘are we historically at the origin [sind wir
in unserem Dasein geschichlich am Ursprung]?2

Neither the formulation of the question nor its context leave any room for

doubt that the decision being called for is, like all historical decisions, an ‘essential

one.3 As such, it refers less to the voluntary selection of one set of distinct possibilities

over another, what Heidegger sometimes likes to call choice (Wahl), than to what
Being and Time will have already identified by the term resoluteness or resolute

openness (Entschlossenheit), namely ‘the disclosive projection and determination of
what 1s factually possible at the time.”? Indeed, Heidegger himself hints at just such a
referral a few pages before this, describing the mode of knowing the work that he

calls preservation (Bewahrung) as a being-resolved (Entschiedensein).? And although
the connection 1s not made explicit here by Heidegger, one could pursue this referral

still further, 1in the other direction, as it were, and point to the way 1n which 1t was in

the notion of resoluteness that Being and Time was to ‘have arrived at that truth of



Dasein that 1s most originary,’® that is, to the way in which the phenomenon of

resoluteness was to have ‘brought us before the originary truth of existence.’

Such 1s, to my mind, the connection in which the concluding remarks of ‘The

Origin of the Work of Art’ need to be read, a connection in which the decision as to
whether we are, in unserem Dasein, historically at the origin takes on the character
of possibilisation, of what releases possibilities for existence. Seen i1n such a
connection, moreover, what 1s at 1ssue 1n the decision being called for by Heidegger is
Dasein’'s ownmost potentiality-for-being, which, as something thrown, can project
itself only upon the definite factical possibilities released by that decision. It 1s 1n the

decision alone, therefore, that Dasein can be made ‘open for the monumental
possibilities of human existence [Existenz]’ by ‘coming back resolutely to itself,’ a

movement back that Heidegger does not hesitate to refer to ‘the historicality of
Dasein.’® Important to dispel, however, 1s any suggestion that, drawn back to itself,

Dasein is thus severed from any relation to a world. Quoting again from Being and

Time:

Resoluteness, as authentic being-a-self, does not detach Dasein from 1its world,

nor does it isolate it as a free floating I. How could it — when resolve, as

authentic disclosedness, is nothing other than authentically being-in-the-

world?d

One could say, then, that with the decision it is a matter of deciding upon a world, of

disclosing it and making it possible. And if it 1s in the decision that the ‘there’ of Dasein

is made transparent to it then it also follows that, referring this time to the draft of



the essay on art, the decision as to ‘our historical Dasein [geschichtlichen Dasein] 1s
1tself ‘already the decisive leap [der entscheidende Sprung] into the nearness of the
origin.’10

In ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ itself, however, Heidegger refuses to make
these sorts of connections explicit. Situating his remarks 1nstead on the level of a
‘precursory and so 1ndispensable preparation’ for any such response, he follows the
question with an attempt to clarify 1t within the context of the concerns of the essayv
as a whole. This clarification takes the form of two further questions, 1n which the

‘either-or’ and 1ts ‘decision’ are made strikingly clear:

Do we know, that is, do we give heed to, the essence of the origin [das Wesen

des Ursprunges]? Or do we, in our relation to art, still only make appeal to an

educated acquaintance with the past?!!

With such questions what comes to be decided upon (entscheidet sich) 1s the very

status of art, its position as ‘an origin in our historical existence, as something

‘historical in the essential sense that it grounds history,” or as a mere ‘appendix, a

bland and routine ‘semblance of culture.’l?2 But just how is this to be decided on? By

what right? By what authority?!°
In order to make sense of this either-or and so give, at the very least, some

indication as to its decision, Heidegger has need, therefore, of a point of reference or

‘a sign,” something upon which the decision can be based. And he finds one, wholly

Holderlhin:



Hard 1t 1s

For that which dwells near the origin to abandon its place.l!

Whilst 1t 1s not difficult to detect echoes of this sign in the various questions being
raised here by Heidegger (‘Do we know ... the essence of the origin?’ ‘Are we

historically at the origin? etc.), it is nonetheless at this point that one of the veryv real

difficulties of his text emerges.
Consider for a moment this reference to the notion of the sign. ‘A sign [ein

Zeichen), as Heildegger suggests elsewhere, ‘can point to [zeigen] many and varied

things.”!® So much so, in fact, that it will always be vulnerable to aberration and may

even ‘become 1naccessible [unzugdanglich].’1® Might not such be the case here? For no
matter how ‘Infallible’ Heidegger adjudges this sign to be, quite how it 1s to be
deciphered remains entirely open to question.l” Just what does 1t signal as regards

the either-or and i1ts decision? A resounding yes to our dwelling historically at the
origin? A resolute no? Or, perhaps more likely given the remarks of the draft, no
decision either way, merely a hint 1n the direction of ‘g1ving heed to the essence of the
origin’? The text itself affords few real clues in this regard. What 1s does atford.
however, is at least one indication that the difficulty here has less to do with some
failure of reading that might one day be remedied than with the very ground of the

decision as such. ‘Every decision,” Heidegger declares in the central section of the

lectures, ‘is based on something unmastered [ein Nichbewdltigtes], something
concealed [Verborgenes], something confusing, otherwise 1t would not be a decision.' 18

He calls this unmasterable, concealed ground earth (die Erde) and, in so doing, refers



the decision to that governing expanse he calls world (die Welt). Quoting again from

the central section of the lectures: ‘Wherever those utterly essential decisions of our

history are made ... there world worlds [da weltet die Welt).’19

I will come back to these locutions and their significance in due course. For the
moment, let us merely draw attention to the way in which this referral of the decision
to the notion of world 1s, before any reading of ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ itself,
already 1mplied 1n Heidegger’s 1nsistence that the lines from Holderlin be read as a
‘sign.’4V

In the examination of the phenomenon of reference and the facultas signatrix
provided 1n Being and Time, Heidegger had looked back to Husserl's analysis of

indication (Anzeichen) in the first of the Logical Investigations 1n order to excavate
the original meaning of the sign as a phenomenon of uncovering (entdecken).?! What
does the sign uncover? It uncovers, Heidegger says, that into which one 1s thrown,
that in which one’s concern abides (wobei ... sich aufhdlt), the sort of involvement
one has with something, allowing thus ‘what is ready-to-hand to be encountered,
allowing thus ‘its context to become accessible in such a way that our concernful

dealings take on and secure an orientation.”?? The sign is described accordingly as "an

explicit and easily manipulable way’ in which Dasein ‘uncovers’ In circumspective
concern the world into which it is thrown. It is a way of constituting a context, a
system of involvements or references, 1n short, a world, against which things can

show themselves. Through the sign, Heidegger concludes, the ‘uncovered region

[entdeckte Gegend] of a world is ‘held explicitly open [halt ... ausdriicklich offen].’*

Yet if, as seems entirely legitimate to assume, therefore, the sign being evoked

at the close of ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ is, much like the pathmarks, storm



warnings, signs of mourning ‘and the like’ instanced in Being and Time, one in which
the referential totality of a world might come to be disclosed, then no less legitimate 1s
the assumption that this sign, like another of Heidegger’s examples, a work of art this
time, the boundary stone (Grenzstein) gazed upon by the goddess in the votive motif
known as ‘The Mourning Athena,’ is one by which something 1s ‘gathered into its

propriety [in sein Eigenes versammelt] in order from there ‘to emerge 1nto

presence.’24

Whatever Heidegger actually intends with the ‘unmistakable sign named 1n

these lines from Hélderlin, therefore, the implication seems to be that with them. a

world might come to be disclosed and held together. The claim seems to be that with
this sign, a world might come to be decided upon. In the essay on art no less than in
Being and Time, 1t would seem to be a matter of what Jean-Luc Nancy has termed ‘a

mondanéité de la décision,” a decision through which nothing other than ‘le monde

meme de 'existence’ would come to be disclosed.25

These are the sorts of claims that I shall want to explore in this chapter. Before
moving on to do so, 1t 1s important to note that however urgent the question of this
‘either-or’ and its ‘decision’ might appear now to Heidegger, however urgent the need
now to decipher the historical sign ‘named’ in Hoélderlin’s lines, the contemporary
follower of his path of thinking might well have been forgiven for making the
assumption that art was indeed no more than an ‘appendix to the rather more
pressing concerns of fundamental ontology. In Being and Time, for instance, there
would seem to be precious little scope for making such decisions, Heidegger focussing

his phenomenological energies on Dasein as the site of the decision over ‘le monde



meme de I'existence,” and it has not passed unnoticed in the literature that ‘art . was

virtually excluded’ from that work.26

Of course, we do not want for entirely coherent reasons as to why this might

be the case. Consider just two such reasons. Concerned, zundchst und zumeist, with
the everyday comportments and dealings of Dasein, Being and Time can have no
place for art since art, presumably by definition, belongs to the order of the
extraordinary. Or, 1n a somewhat more considered version of the same point: art
remalins truant from Being and Time because it is ‘unthinkable on the basis of the
categories of that work.’?” As something encountered within the world, the work of
art would be unthinkable as an available piece of equipment or a handy tool, as a
being objectively present to Dasein, as the brute matter of a purely subsisting thing;
and unthinkable, too, as Dasein, possessed neither of care, nor resoluteness, nor
being-toward-death.

These look like persuasive arguments. But what, then, are we to conclude
from Heidegger’s rather curmudgeonly insistence that just as ‘we [wir] enjoy

ourselves and have fun the way one [man] enjoys oneself,’ so too ‘we read, see, and
judge literature and art the way one sees and judges’??® It 1s important to note that

the context of this remark situates art on the side of Dasein’s existentiell fallenness
and not on the side of its being alongside other beings. In other words, art 1s being
evoked as an instance of inauthenticity and not one of everydayness. In this
description, which betokens thus nothing so much as the eclipse of Dasein in 1ts
distraction and its falling away from an authentic concern with the world, has not the
historical decision urged upon us at the close of ‘The Origin of the Work of Art

already been taken? Instanced as a mere curio, has not art been situated firmly



alongside other inauthentic distractions? Does not the status of Dasein’s ‘relation to

art’ as a ‘routine appearance of culture’ seem already to be assured? Indeed. And
what, also, are we to conclude from Heidegger’s fear, confessed at the very outset of
Division Two, that the attempt to provide an existential projection of Dasein's
authentic being-toward-death might well turn out to be no more than ein

phantastisches Unterfangen at best and, at worst, eine nur dichtende, willkiirliche
Konstruktion??? Indeed, it might appear that he had himself only aggravated the
situation just a few pages before this by drawing an unequivocal distinction between
conviction about something (about a particular being) and ‘arbitrary fictions or mere
“views” about 1t.3Y As a mode of what he calls certainty (Gewif3heit), which, as the

explicit appropriation of what has already been disclosed or uncovered (Erchlossenen

b.z.w. Entdeckten), has 1tself already been brought into line with the redetermination
of truth undertaken just a few sections earlier,3! conviction, we are told, i1s ‘grounded
in truth or belongs to it equiprimordially’ and refers accordingly to a certain mode of
disclosedness in which ‘Dasein allows the testimony of the uncovered (true) thing

itself alone to determine its being toward 1t understandingly,” to a certain way In
which Dasein is truthful (in der Wahrheit ist).3? Is it not, Heidegger suggests with an

opprobrium that readily explains the worries of a few pages later, precisely such a

determination with respect to truth that is lacking in all arbitrary fiction (willkirliche
Erdichtung)?

A broadly similar picture emerges on consideration of the lecture courses
which immediately follow the publication of Being and Time. Certainly, we do now
find Heidegger making rather more allusions to art and to particular works of art: to

the redoubtable wall of Rilke’s Malta Laudrids Brigge in the last of the Marburg



courses;3 to Novalis’ reflections on ‘homesickness’ and to the dubious ‘privilege of the

poets’ 1n the 1929-30 lecture course The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphvsics:34 to
Rilke again, this time to a remark on the tribulations of ‘fame.’ at the end of the
following year’s lectures devoted to Hegel's Phenomenology.3® What is more.

Heidegger now appears to hint at resources and depths in art for which the official

line followed in Being and Time did not seem to allow. In The Basic Problems of

Phenomenology, for example, Rilke’s description of the scarred and shattered walls of
a long-abandoned house is adduced as a disclosure of the fact that Dasein. as that

being which always understands itself in terms of its existence, ‘is its world.” a world

that first makes it possible ‘to uncover [entdecken] an equipmental contexture as
intraworldly and to dwell in it [sich bei ihm aufzuhalten).’3 The being-in-the-world

which ‘leaps toward us’ in Rilke’s description is not, Heidegger declares, something

itmagined [hineingedichtet] but, on the contrary ..., is possible only as an
interpretation and elucidation of what actually 1s [was ... “wirklich” ist].’37 And he will

go even so far as to draw general conclusions from this, extending to poetry the status
of the ‘first’ disclosure of a world, evoking 1t as ‘the elemental articulation [Zum-Wort-

kommen], that 1s, the becoming-uncovered [Entdecktwerden], of existence as being-in-
the-world.”3® Indeed, it might in retrospect be said that these sorts of conclusions are

in fact presaged in Being and Time where, 1n an extremely reserved passage geared

toward expanding the ongoing discussion of language, Heidegger had raised the

possibility that ‘the communication of the existential possibilities of attunement, that

1s, the disclosing of existence [das Erschliefen von Existenz], might well become the

proper aim of “poetic” discourse [“dichtenden” Rede].’*



Clearly suggestive of subsequent developments, and in particular of that

development that I shall want to consider here, remarks such as these are
nonetheless decidedly reserved,® however, and remain, without exception. altogether

marginal and 1llustrative to Heidegger’s more immediate concerns.

Yet from the moment that Heidegger does undertake to treat of art as a
concern 1n 1ts own right, he affords it a strangely decisive status in his work, doing so,
moreover, with respect to the way in which he formulates the topological or historical
unfoldings of the truth of being. Quoting again from the concluding remarks of ‘The
Origin of the Work of Art’: ‘in its essence art is an origin, an outstanding way in which

truth comes to be [Wahrheit seiend], 1.e. becomes historical [geschichtlich wird].’d!

Indeed, one might go so far as to wonder whether this ‘decision’ concerning art is not,
at times, strained to the point where we are forced to reckon with the possibility that
art has become for Heidegger the sole preserve for the truthful disclosure of beings.
Whether it might not be possible to read the following remark from the draft of 1935,
‘On the Origin of the Work of Art,’ as actually being much closer to the underlying

intention of Heidegger’s discourse than the subsequent program of revisions to which

these words submit: ‘the work, i.e. art, is necessary [notwendig ist] for the happening

of truth.’42 Thus, in a marginal note keyed to this line of the draft: ‘Art, one origin of

truth. The basic manner of its becoming.”s3 Then in the Freiburg lecture: ‘art 1s, as the

setting-into-work of truth, only one way in which truth happens.’** And, finally, 1n the

celebrated assessment of the Frankfurt lectures themselves: ‘How does truth happen?

We answer: it happens in a few essential ways .... One essential way. 1n which truth
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establishes itself in the beings it has opened up, is truth setting itself (in) to (the)

work.’ 45

If, on the evidence of such revisions, the absolute privilege which had initially

accrued to art 1s never entirely erased, neither here nor anywhere else in Heidegger's

thinking,® then it might appear that it is, at the very least, tempered somewhat.

Heidegger moving from a position in which art is said to be the a priori condition for
the happening of truth, to its being ‘one origin,’ ‘one way’ in which truth happens.
albeit a grundsdtzlich one, to, finally, the presentation of the work of art as merelyv
one of the ‘few essential ways’ in which truth happens.

Yet might not the suspicion remain as to whether art is, in point of fact, ever
presented as merely one essential way in which truth happens, one essential way in
which beings are disclosed? Might one not suspect, 1n other words, that art 1s actually
presented as the way in which truth happens? But if such did prove to be the case,
then would 1t not be entirely likely that what Heidegger calls art would, under such a
burden, be twisted out of all recognition? If art 1s indeed the way, and not simply one
way, in which truth happens, would this not mean that the issue of Heidegger’s
discourse is not really art but something else entirely? Perhaps we can get closer to
the question by asking: Of what does the essay claim to speak? Certainly not of art.
Nor, even, of the work of art. It claims to speak, rather, of the origin of the work of

art.

In this chapter I shall want to concentrate on a close reading of the themes

surrounding Heidegger’s reflection on the origin of the work of art, focussing

principally on the draft and the Freiburg lecture of 1935 and the Frankfurt lectures of

the following year, in order to see how the reflection as a whole unfolds and to
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explore 1n some detail the apparently unsanctioned thesis that 1t 1s 1n art that truth

happens. To the extent that these three texts cover largely the same ground and do
so, moreover, 1n largely the same terms, I shall not undertake to examine each In
turn. Nor, except 1n one or two exceptional instances, will I be drawn on the specific —

often decisive — differences between them.4” Rather will my concern be to focus on

certaln moments when Heidegger undertakes most emphatically to twist art in

another direction; that 1s to say, 1n a direction other than art. I shall want to deal with

three such moments. The first and most expansive of these refers to the notion of
origin, most extensively as it is employed in Being and Time, and only then as it
comes to govern the later essays. The second moment refers to the way in which

Heidegger undertakes to reorient the notion of art in the direction of truth.

specifically, in the direction of that deformation in the concept of truth already
underway 1n the lecture ‘On the Essence of Truth.4® The third moment, and the one

with which virtually all the claims advanced by Heidegger with respect to art come to

be gathered together, refers to what we might properly call the Aistorical moment of

Heidegger’s text, and which he himself calls world.4

|

Over and above the matter of art, ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ treats also — indeed.

quite possibly more so — of origin. Yet whereas the former, as I have suggested,

denotes a set of concerns that is almost entirely new for Heidegger, the latter had

long named die Sache des Denkens.
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Instructive in this regard is a letter of May 1919. Reflecting there on the
‘concentrated, fundamental, and concrete’ character of his work In terms of certailn
‘basic problems of phenomenological methodology, Heidegger writes accordingly of its

‘disengagement from the residue of acquired standpoints’ and of its ‘ever new forays

into true origins.”Y The remark points clearly enough to the the themes and pos1tions
that had first been broached in The Idea of Philosophy and the Problem of
Worldview, Heidegger’s lecture course of the previous semester, and that will be
developed at greater length in the upcoming winter semester course Basic Problems
of Phenomenology. What 1s equally clear, however, is that there is little to choose on
this point between the work of the young Privatdozent and that of his more illustrious
tutor, on whose Logos article of 1911 the remarks of this letter unmistakably draw.
‘Philosophy,” Husserl had written toward the end of that work, at a point
where the guiding determination of rigour had already been established, ‘s in its
essence a sclence of true beginnings [wahren Anfdngen], of origins,” before adding:

‘the science concerning what 1s radical must be radical in procedure and from every

point of view.®! Not only are phenomenology’s ‘critical reflections’ and ‘profound

considerations of method’ to constitute philosophy as rigorous science,’? therefore;

they are also to constitute 1t as radical science, as science that 1s directed toward the
root or origin of things. Further, Husserl 1s quick to draw the connection between this
radical concern with origins and the watchword of phenomenology as a whole, the
demand that ‘the impulse of research ... proceed not from philosophies but from
things [von den Sachen), re-emphasising the point with the following counsel: "Yet
one must never abandon the radical lack of prejudice [radikale Vorurteilslosigkeit]

and identify such things with empirical facts [empirischen Tatsachen], so remaining
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blind to 1deas which are to such a great extent given in immediate intuition.”™ The

radicality of phenomenology 1s such as to require that one avoid identifying the things

themselves with things of fact, to avoid the impasse of empiricism that continually
threatens to derail its transcendental step back to the level of constitution as such.
The demand that the impulse of research proceed von den Sachen is clearly very

different, therefore, from a call to the passivity or indolence of a thinking that would
purport to be merely descriptive.”® The phenomenological attitude requires not only

an attention to the character of reticence by which thinking would seek to allow such
things to present themselves, but also the laborious process of an engagement, what
Heidegger calls a supervisory demonstration (kontrollierende Aussweisung),* that
would undertake to invoke or to draw out the things themselves. From which 1t
follows that there is need not only for a reflection on method, but also for there to be
a problem of method: the methodological reflection is charged with bringing into the
practice of phenomenology the reflexive determination that asks what would be
required of a thinking that would attend genuinely to the things themselves. Above

all (vor allem), Husserl concludes, such reflection ‘ought not to rest until 1t has

secured its own absolutely clear beginnings.’®

One could say, then, that for Husserl, therefore, as for Heidegger, it 1s only 1n
the interrogation of such beginnings — its own — that the status of phenomenology as
rigorous science comes to be secured. For Heidegger, as for Husserl, the most basic

problem of phenomenology is phenomenology itself (sie selbst fiir sich selbst):

the kernel of philosophy’s problem lies in itself — it is itself the problem. The

cardinal question concerns the essence, the concept of philosophy. Its theme 1s
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formulated thus: The Idea of philosophy ..., and more accurately: The Idea of

philosophy as original science.®7

Now 1f this interrogation of phenomenological origins marks the point of closest
proximity between Heidegger and Husserl, 1t will nonetheless come also to mark a
point of fundamental difference. This 1s not to say that the self-description given in
Heidegger’'s letter 1s not entirely borne out by the analyses of the contemporaneous
lecture courses. It 1s. And, just as in certain celebrated notes to Being and Time.
Heidegger 1s scrupulous in placing such analyses under the aegis of his tutor, readily

acknowledging the degree to which he 1s ‘constantly learning in company with
Husserl.’®® Equally, Heidegger follows Husserl in his outspoken opposition to the
notion of worldview, identifying the claim that ‘worldview is the task of philosophy’
as the very catastrophe of philosophy itself.** And 1t 1s in Husserl’'s work, moreover,
that Heidegger finds the possibility of a point of departure for his own inquiries that

allows him to sidestep the prevailing neo-Kantian attempt to route philosophy
through the Faktum of the existing sciences, whose sense 1t would thereby elucidate.
This point of departure, what Heidegger variously terms the primary leap (Ur-
sprung) or originating domain (Ursprungsgebiet) of thinking, 1s the concrete
immediacy of lived experience brought into play by Husserl as the ‘principle of all

principles,’ the principle from which all others are to draw their legitimacy:

the principle ... that every originally given intuition [jeder origindr gebende

Anschauung] is an authoritative source of [Rechtsquelle] of knowledge, that

everything originally offered to us (in the flesh, as it were) in “Intuition” 1s to
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be accepted simply as what is presented as being, but also only within the limits

1n which it there presents itself.¢

Now whilst he will dispute Husserl’s insistence upon the principle qua Prinzip.
Heildegger nonetheless sees in the non-theoretical character of intuition a gennuine
advance 1nto the Urhabitus of rigoruous phenomenology. So far as Heidegger 1s
concerned, then, intuition names ‘the primary intention of true hving [die
Urintention des wahrhaften Lebens tiberhaupt], that is, ‘the primary attitude of lived
experience and of life as such [die Urhaltung des Erlebens und Leben als solchen].
And 1t 1s 1n this intention or attitude alone, therefore, that phenomenology is to find
its concrete or factical point of departure. Not, to be sure, in its theoretical
construction, but as the phenomenological disclosure of the sphere of immediate
experience (phdadnomenologische  Erschliefung der  Erlebenissphdre), the

experienceable as such (Erlebbares tiberhaupt).* The origin or originating domain for
Heidegger’s phenomenology 1s the problem of life, therefore.®3

Now 1t 1s at precisely this point, 1n the course of clarifying the tocus and more
concrete problem of his own 1nvestigations — not simply factical life, he says, but on a

more basic level, life in its original leap (Ur-sprung) into the factic — that Heidegger

takes his definitive leave from Husserl. Absolved of all relations to the theoretical
sciences, the issue of philosophy is the disclosure of the original sphere (Ursphdre) of
lived experience prior to its deformation and concealment by the theoretical attitude.
Hence, if philosophy has not yet become rigorous or originary science (strenge
Wissenschaft, Urwissenschaft), if it is not yet a science at all, as Husserl had declared

in 1911, if it has not yet found its way into the Ursprungsgebeit of life but remains
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bedevilled by the competing claims of objectification and abstraction, then the fault
les not, as Husserl had surmised, with the dictates of naturalism alone, but with what
Heidegger terms more expansively ‘the general rule [Generalherrschaft] of the
theoretical ..., the primacy of the theoretical as such.’® The question remains entirely
open, furthermore, as to whether Husserl himself 1s not merely complicit in such rule
but 1s, 1n point of fact, i1ts prime mover. It 1s In precisely this connection that

Heidegger's most emphatic declaration of independence needs to be read:

Phenomenology defines its ownmost thematic matter contrary to [gegen] 1its
ownmost principle, not from out of the things themselves but out of a

traditional preview of it ..., one whose sense [Sinn] serves to deny the

originary leap [urspriinglichen Sprung] into the beings that are thematically

intended. As regards the basic task of determining its ownmost field,

phenomenology is thus unphenomenological.®

From as early as 1919, therefore, Heidegger was to have found himself addressing

thus what a much later self-interpretation (1964) will identify as the problem of ‘what
remains unthought in the appeal “to the things themselves”,’® doing so by way of an

ever more radical appeal to the notion of origin. In the words of Reiner Schiurmann:

‘The whole of Heidegger’s work can be read as an inquiry into origin {une recherche
d'origine], therefore, the word ‘recurring at each stage of his itinerary.®’ And 1t 1s

around this word alone, moreover, that, quoting this time from Theodore Kisiel, ‘the

various problems of his phenomenology proliferate.’®
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Being and Time, for instance, is unequivocal in this regard. There Heidegger

makes a substantial recherche d’origine, and does so moreover in several distinct
senses of the term.% The most straightforward of these, and the one with which the

book begins, 1s the sense 1n which it finds its issue and point of departure in an
anticipatory retrieval of what Heidegger takes to be the basic or inceptive
(anfanglicher) 1ssue for thinking: the question about being. Such is not, he declares.
just any question but ‘the question of all questions’ and the one which 1mpelled the
earliest philosophical researches in the work of Plato and Aristotle. He opens the book
accordingly, not only directing attention toward the question about being as the
matter that will be at 1ssue for 1it, but also referring back to those 1naugural

researches by way of a citation from Plato’s Sophist:

For manifestly you have long been aware of what you mean when you use the

expression being. We, however, who once thought we understood 1t have now

become perplexed.”®

The emphasis that Heidegger will want to place on the interrogative character of
these remarks (... the question of what we really mean by the word “being” ...," ‘the
meaning of this question ..., etc.) is enough to indicate that the concern here 1s going
to be less blandly pedagogic than the declamatory tone of the opening remarks might
otherwise suggest. Indeed, it amounts to something of a declaration of i1ntent, one
engaged in seeing off any suggestion that the aim of the treatise might be to provide a
definitive answer to this question. This is, moreover, one of the principle reasons why

Heidegger goes out of his way to caution against the application to fundamental
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ontology of any principle of method drawn from the positive sciences. For whilst such
sciences always can legitimately direct themselves toward the collation of results and

the establishment of secure standpoints,”? fundamental ontology enjoys no such

luxury. To the extent that it has always to ‘face up to the possibility of the disclosure

of a more originary universal horizon from which to draw an answer to the question,’

it ought rather to ‘guard against any overestimation of its results.’’2 In marked
contrast to the positive scientist, therefore, whose principle of method will always
encourage the analogical determination and establishments of a priori rules, the

fundamental ontologist does not find; he seeks. Hence: the goal of the treatise is less

to provide appropriate answers, than to work out the question about being itself and

to do so concretely.

As he had done more expansively in the 1924 lecture course devoted to the
Sophist and again in the course of the following semester History of the Concept of

Time, Heldegger credits Plato with having given the clearest indication yet of the
‘inceptive vitality’ of this ‘expressly interrogative experience.”’3 Now, however, the

point 1s more emphatically made: Perplexity about the meaning of being 1s regarded
now as the very move to metaphysics. It 1s the point at which one ceases to ‘tell stories
about beings,’ that 1s, the point at which one no longer ‘determines beings as beings by

tracing them back in their provenance to some other beings, as if being had the
character of a possible being,” and begins to pose the question about being.’ It 1s this

movement, this originary mood of perplexity and wonderment, that Being and Time

sets out to recapture (wider-holen). The 1935 lecture course Introduction to

Metaphysics is most explicit in this regard:
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To ask: how does it stand with being? means nothing less than to recapture the
inception [Anfang] of our historical-spiritual Dasein. in order to change 1t 1nto

another 1nception. This is possible [Solches ist méglich].?

No less than 1its possibility, however, does Heidegger want to stress the necessity of
this sort of repetition (Widerholung). Raising anew the question about being is not
merely a desiderata for thinking, something that one might or might not choose to do.
but a demand, one rendered entirely fitting by the fact that the question has ‘today
fallen 1nto forgottenness.” With the result, so Heidegger charges, that ‘what was once

wrested from the phenomena with the utmost effort of thinking’ and which, ‘as

something concealed [als Verborgenes], first unsettled and continued to unsettle
ancient philosophers, has become now self-evident.”’® So much so, indeed, that any

attempt even to raise the question about being will raise also the almost inevitable
charge of a fundamental error of method (methodischen Werfehlung). Once
measured against the utterances of the Eleatic Stranger, therefore, 1t 1s clear that the
question of being does not only lack an answer; the self-evidence which 1s now taken
to characterise this question attests, rather, to the fact that the question 1s 1tselt
obscure (dunkel) and without direction (richtungslos). It is not because the question
lacks an answer but because the question 1s itself lacking that 1t 1s necessary to
return to its first stirrings. And yet, it is not as if the concealment of the question can
be dissociated from that beginning. On the contrary, the very presuppositions that
precipitate the “fall” of the question into forgottenness and concealment are
themselves rooted in its first articulations ‘in ancient ontology itself.””” From the very

beginning, the question has been raised in such a way as to plant within 1t the seeds
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of its concealment. Mere repetition is out of the question, therefore. For merelv to
repeat the beginning in unquestioning fashion would be also to repeat and thus
extend the history of its concealment. What is required is a repetition which, by
attending to and exposing the roots of concealment embedded within the very soil of
metaphysics, would broach another, more originary beginning. It is for this reason
alone, moreover, that this it is not this first beginning (der griechischen Ansdtze) that
1s described by Heidegger in terms of origin. The issue here is not, as Paola Marrati-
Guénoun suggests, ‘the repetition ... of the origin,’ a repetition which would require
accordingly a ‘return to the originary sources [aux sources originaires] of

metaphysics.’”’8 Rather, origin in this sense refers to the historical ‘today’ in its tension

between the possibilities and necessities released by the question. Quoting again the

passage from Introduction to Metaphysics:

An 1nception 1s not re-captured ... if one reduces 1t to something prior and now
known and simply to be imitated, but only if the 1nception 1s incepted again

more originarily [urspriinglicher widerangefangen), with all the strangeness,

obscurity, insecurity, which carry a true inception.

Over and above this, however, there 1s another, more fundamental sense 1n which
Being and Time treats of origin. This second sense refers in large part to a problem
concerning the structure of questioning established by the first. The problem 1s this:
Just how is the question about being to be raised? If being is what 1s to be asked
about, das Gefragte, what is it that is to be questioned, das Befragte? Where 1s the

analysis to find its means of access (Zugang) to being as something worthyv of
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questioning? Heidegger answers: ‘Insofar as being constitutes what is asked about.

and being means [besagt] the being of beings, then beings turn out to be what is to be
questioned.’® In what appears to be an entirely retrograde step, working out the

question of the meaning of being is to take the form of a questioning of beings. But
which beings? From which beings ought the disclosure of being to take its point of
departure (Ausgang)? From which beings should it be possible to read off (ablesen)
the meaning of being? Will any being suffice? Or should some particular being be
privileged? Heidegger’s initial response to these sorts of questions is famously oblique
and takes the form not of an answer, but of a further exploration of the formal
structure of the question about being itself. Glossing his earlier assertion that every
Inquiry 1s a seeking (ein Suchen), something guided in advance by what is being
sought (das Gesuchte), he turns to the way in which the explicit question about being
can then be said to arise as a question. It does so, he suggests, from a certain

preunderstanding of being, from an understanding that i1s described variously as

iIndeterminate (unbestimmt) and unoriented,®! vague and ordinary,32 familiar

(bekannt) and therefore somehow pregiven (und sonach irgendwie vorgegeben).>

Heidegger calls this understanding a fact (etn Faktum), observing:

out of it grows the explicit question concerning the meaning of being and the
tendency toward its concept. We do not know what being means. But when we

ask “What is ‘being’? we already hold ourselves within an understanding of

the “is,” without being able to fix conceptually what the “is” signifies.®!
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The question about being arises as an explicit question or issue for thinking onlv to

the extent that 1t is somehow given in advance of its being posed as such; that is, only
to the extent that 1ts possibility 1s preunderstood, albeit in an indeterminate manner.
It 1s 1n this connection, then, that the question about being can be said to be ‘nothing
other than the radicalisation of an essential tendency of being [wesenhaften
Seinstendenz] that belongs to Dasein 1itself, the preontological understanding of
being.’®°

It should be noted, however, that this need not mean, as Derrida’s influential
account has it, that ‘the point of departure in the existential analytic 1s legitimated
proximally and only [d’abord et seulement] from an ‘apparently absolute and long
unquestioned privilege of Fragen.®® The case being made here by Derrida 1s a
relatively straightforward one. The methodological strtategy that secures Dasein as
the exemplary being for raising the question about being 1s based, he alleges, on ‘the

experience of the question, the possibility of Fragen alone.”®” From which 1t follows

that the whole of fundamental ontology is placed thus under the aegis of what
Heidegger calls the questioning comportment of Dasein to 1itself. And since one
cannot, therefore, ‘question this inscription in the structure of the Fragen trom which
Dasein will have received, along with its privilege, its first, minimal, and most secure

determination’ without also confirming it ‘a priori and in a circular manner,’ that 1s,

without giving up on its determination ‘as a question or a problem, one might, so
Derrida suspects, ‘turn it against what Heidegger himself says.’88 Specifically, 1t seems,

against the following counsel from §9 of Being ana Time: ‘No matter how provisional

the analysis may be, it always requires the securing of the correct point of departure

[des rechten Ansatzes].”®
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Now on Derrida’s own terms the point is well taken and is certainly enough to
justify his suspicions of an illegitimacy as regards le point de départ for the question
about being. Equally, however, might one not wonder whether the careful attention
paid by Derrida to the spirit of Heidegger’s text does not lead him to neglect its letter?
Might one not wonder whether matters are not in fact so straightforward as he
suggests? Heidegger certainly holds that the analysis is to find its point of departure.
1ts Ausgang, as well as 1ts appropriate means of access to being, its Zugang. in Dasein’s
questioning comportment toward its own being. What he does not hold is that this
comportment 1s to be placed accordingly at the outset, the Ansatz, of that analysis.%
Point of departure and outset are not, the best efforts of Derrida’s commentary and
translation notwithstanding, identical. Whilst the former refers to the manner in
which the question about being 1s given 1n advance of its being thematically posed,
that 1s, to Dasein’s Seinsverhdlinis toward its own Seinsverfassung, the latter 1s

rather different and refers instead to what the lecture course of the following year
will call Dasein’s ‘extreme existentiell commitment [Einsatz].’! As i1s said in the closing

remarks of the initial Exposition of the Question of the Meaning of Being:

The existential analytic ... is ultimately existentially, that is, ontically rooted.
Only if the questioning of philosophical research is itself seized upon 1n an
existentiell manner as a possibility of the being of each existing Dasein does 1t

become at all possible to disclose the existentiality of existence and so to gain a

sufficiently grounded ontological problematic as such.%
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Hence, in addition to the existential sense, there 1s another, even more fundamental
sense In which Being and Time treats of and thematises the notion of origin. Here,
too, moreover, 1t 1s Daselin that occupies the place of that origin. Not, however. in the
sense of 1ts privileged position as regards the formal determination of the structure of
questioning, but in the sense of its movement or leap into that structure as such.
Consider the remarks with which Heidegger concludes the statement of

method to Being and Time:

However easy the formal delimitation of the ontological problematic from ontic
researches may be, the development and above all the outset [Ansdtz] of an
existential analytic of Dasein is not without difficulties. In this task there lies a

settled desideratum, one that has long disturbed philosophy which has, in turn,

continually failed to meet it: the working out of the idea of a “natural concept

of the world.”?3

Clearly Heidegger intends to throw considerable weight behind the charge being

levelled here. Indeed, a decade earlier and the same opprobrium had lead him to
declare ‘the leap 1nto another world, or more accurately, for the first time 1into the

world as such,’ to be ‘the methodological crossroads’ on which ‘the very life or death of
philosophy will be decided.”® Yet however rar-reaching the effects of philosophy's

failure to measure up to the world may thus be, the concern here 1s not, as the

expository first part of §43 will demonstrate, to redress what Kant famously took to

be ‘a scandal of philosophy and human reason in general,’ to wit, the fact that ‘the

existence of things outside us ... should have to be taken merely on faith.”” In the
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sections of Being and Time given over to working out the concept of the world.
Heidegger pays close attention to the remarks of the Refutation of Idealism appended
to the second edition of the Critique. Not, however, in order to correct the basic

inadequacy of the ontological proof furnished by Kant for the existence of the
external world.” The worry here is less that Kant’s thesis fails to resolve the problem

to which 1t is addressed, than that it introduces a further ‘perversion’ of the problem
itself. For so far as there is license to talk here of scandal, it is granted less by the fact

that sufficient proof for the existence of the world has not yet been given, than by the

fact that such proofs ‘are expected and repeatedly attempted.97 Heidegger elaborates:

the demand for a proof of the existence of things outside of me (aufer mir) rests on a

factically accurate’ but ‘ontologically inadequate’ connection with what is in me (in

mir), on

a positing of something independently and “outside” of which a “world” is to be
proven as present-to-hand. It is not that the proofs are inadequate, but that
the kind of being of the being which asks for and provides proofs is
underdetermined ... Correctly understood, Dasein defies [widersetzt sich] such

proofs because 1n its being 1t is 1n each case already [je schon ist] what

subsequent proofs deem necessary first to demonstrate for 1t.%8

Although the most immediate point of reference for these remarks is the analysis of
the connection of world to Dasein (§18) established on the basis of the claim that

Dasein’s way of being is such as always to comport itself toward those beings that 1t 1s

itself not — to Dasein, recall, ‘being in a world belongs essentially [das dem Dascin
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zugehort ... wesenhaft: Sein in einer Welt]’® — the point here reaches back equally to

Heidegger’s earliest investigations into the origins of factical life. In the closing
remarks of The Idea of Philosophy, for instance, he had insisted upon the worldliness
of the experienced experience (Welthaftigkeit des erlebten Erlebens) that was to have
provided that course with its central focus.' Equally in the course of the following
semester, where the various tendencies of factical life are shown to ‘crvstallise
around me 1n the form of the world(s) in which I exist. World, in other words, is not

something added to life; rather, factical life and life in a world presuppose one

another:

factical life lives in a world of its own [seiner eigenen Welt lebt]; tendencies
emerge from out of a factical lifeworld and disclose themselves in and for such
a world. This 1s for factical lhife 1itself “a Faktum that 1s always again

encounterable [ein ‘immer wieder antreffenbares Faktum’].”

In Being and Time, however, the mode of expression 1s rather different. It 1s the fact

that Daseln is in each case already a world, the fact that Dasein is, the fact that
Dasein exists, that is deemed sufficient proof of the nullity of all attempts to prove the
existence of the world as such. Once this is granted, then it will be clear why ‘the
question of whether there is a world as such and whether its being can be proven, 1s a

meaningless one [ist als Frage ... ohne Sinn] if it is posed by Dasein,” as Heidegger

puts it, before removing the caveat: ‘and who else would do s0?’1%? Reiner Schiirmann:
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I'he originary origin ... in Being and Time ... is the opening, projected bv us, 1n
which things are insofar as they appear to the being that we are .... The
originary as project is finite in the sense that it manifests beings against a
horizon of beings that are not manifest .... This has some consequences for the

understanding of truth.103

Heidegger’'s analysis of such consequences comes in the section (§44) of the work
entitled ‘Dasein, Disclosedness, and Truth.” The title 1tself already broaches a decisive
indication in respect of the analysis, naming as it does less a sequence than a certain
spread or a unity of possibilities. What 1s required of the analysis, in other words, 1s
to show that Dasein means disclosedness; disclosedness means truth, etc..

From the outset, a particular orientation to truth i1s very much 1n evidence.
Heidegger begins by identifying the three theses that are constitutive of the

traditional concept of truth (der traditionelle Wahrheitsbegriff):

1. The place [Ort] of truth is assertion (judgement). 2. The essence of truth lies
in the correspondence [Ubereinstimmung] of the judgement with its object. 3.
Aristotle, the father of logic, assigned truth to the judgement as its originary

place [urspriinglichen Ort] and also set in motion the definition ot truth as

correspondence.'*

The analysis is thus to orient itself to the tradition and so to the way in which the
concept of truth has been handed down (iber-liefern) by that tradition: 1t 1s to

investigate the provenance (Herkunft) of the traditional concept of truth in order to
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set out the positive possibilities secured by it. The analysis, in other words, 13 a
de(con)structive one.

Equally, however, the analysis is to be phenomenological in the sense, first of
all, determined in the §7 of the Introduction. That determination prescribes that the
analysis proceed with reference to the way things (Sachen) show themselves as
themselves; that 1s, 1t must be an analysis that attends to the way in which such
things show themselves as phenomena, that lets ‘that which shows itself be seen from
itself as 1t shows 1itself from 1itself.*s Here, therefore, the analysis must be one that
attends to the way 1n which truth comes to show itself as truth and that undertakes
to describe what, which such a self-showing, truth shows itself to be.

As 1n the 1925-6 lecture course Logic: the Question Concerning Truth. the
central question that will have to be addressed by the analysis 1s the one with which

Kant had sought to expose the vanity ot the logicians’ art, driving them thus into a
corner: What i1s truth?1% In the earlier analyses, the centrality of this question was
itself assured by the need to respond to another question, the question of ‘whether
the very idea of truth is not itself a phantom [ein Phantom].’1%7 In Being and Time,

however, this other question i1s left wholly out of account. The concern now 1s less to
exorcise the spectre of scepticism than to clarify both the ontological meaning (Sinn)

of saying there is truth (es Wahrheit gibt) and so the necessity with which which truth

finds itself presupposed (voraussetsen). Such is, Heidegger adds in a marginal note,

‘the real place to begin the leap into Dasein.’1%%
§44 begins by resuming the most classical expression of truth. The formulation
Heidegger employs is that of Kant: ‘The nominal explanation of truth, namely that 1t

is the agreement of knowledge with its object, is here granted and presupposed.® In
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order to broach the properly phenomenological analysis of the phenomenon of truth.
Heidegger responds to Kant’s understanding of appearance as the locus of truth bv
clarifying the mode of being that belongs to knowing as such. He asks: ‘When does
truth become phenomenally explicit in knowing itself” He answers: ‘It does so when
knowing demonstrates itself as true.” Truth shows itself as truth by way of
demonstration. What is required, then, is an analysis of demonstration, since it is
precisely in the phenomenal context of demonstration that truth shows itself as truth.

The analysis begins with the situation in which a person, his back to the wall.
makes the assertion: ‘The picture on the wall is hanging askew.” The demonstration
occurs, that 1s to say, the truth of the assertion becomes manifest as true. when the
person turns around and perceives the picture hanging askew on the wall. The
analysis 1s phenomenological in the strictest sense, in the sense prescribed by the
considerations of intentional fulfillment explored i1n the Logical Investigations. In the
intentional fulfillment in which the intuited (‘the picture on the wall is hanging
askew’) comes to coincide with what 1s meant or intended (that the picture is hanging
askew on the wall), what comes to be demonstrated 1s the truth of what was meant.
This intentional fulfillment 1s, for Husserl, truth in 1ts most basic sense: ‘the complete
agreement of the intended and the given as such.”'" The question now must be: how
does truth show itself in such a demonstration? How is truth manifest? What 1s the

most originary sense in which the assertion can be said to be true?” Heidegger

dl1SWers.

To say that an assertion is true signifies that it uncovers the being 1n itself. It

asserts, it points out, it lets the being be seen ... 1n 1its uncoveredness. The
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being-true (truth) of the asseertion must be understood as being-uncovered

lentdeckend-sein]."?

The truth of the assertion consists 1n saying the being itself as the being comes to

show 1tself, 1n 1ts uncovering of that being.

Now, however, Heidegger asks: what 1s it that secures the possibility for the
being to be uncovered thus? What conditions must be met in order that the being can
be uncovered? Answering these questions requires Heidegger to take a step back. as
it were. It requires a move from the phenomenon of truth as agreement or as being-
uncovered, to another phenomenon that can also be called truth, although 1n a more

originary sense. What 1s this more originary sense? Heidegger answers, drawing

together all of the analyses advanced thus far in the book:

Being-true as being-uncovered is in turn ontologically possible only on the
basis of being-in-the-world. This latter phenomenon, which we know as a
fundamental constitution of Dasein, 1s the ground for the originary
phenomenon of truth ... Only with Dasein’s disclosedness 1s the most originary
phenomenon of truth attained ... Insofar as Dasein is essentially 1its

disclosedness, and, as disclosed, discloses and discovers, it is essentially “true.”

Dasein is “in truth.”'

The indication broached by the title of this section is clear, therefore: the unity of

possibilities named by the terms Dasein, disclosedness, and truth now situated
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explicitly as an existentiale, can thus be said to hold. It is Dasein that is the site of the

most originary phenomenon of truth.

And yet, according to Heidegger's own summary expression of the full
existential meaing of the principle that Dasein is 9n’ truth: ‘To the constitution of
Dasein’s being belongs falling."** In the way that it is proximally and for the most
part, Dasein is dispersed. Ensnared by the anonymity of the they (das Man), Dasein is
lost 1n 1ts world (an seine Welt verloren). As such, falling is nothing other than a
counter-movement to disclosedness. It is a tendency toward covering up and toward
concealment. And 1t 1s because Dasein is essentially falling that Heidegger can now
say that the constitution of its being is such that it is in “untruth.”

The disclosedness of Dasein is thus not the straightfoward opening of a region
in which beings can show themselves. To 1t belongs an essential opposition, what
Heidegger will later call a strife or conflict. Beings as a whole do not, in Heidegger's
significant locution, show themselves from themselves (sich von thm selbst zeigt);

rather, they look like ... (sieht so aus wie ...). Disclosedness takes on thus the form of
a struggle as beings fall away from Dasein’s disclosedness into disguise and
concealment; truth, uncoveredness, 1s something that must first be wrested (erst
abgerungen) from beings; beings are two be ripped (entrissen) into concealment.
Dasein’s disclosedness becomes, variously, a robbery (etn Raub) or a defence against
1llusion and distortion. Truth, described in terms of the compass of Dasein’s
disclosedness, is thus marked by the conflict between opening and closing, between
disclosure and concealment.

Yet what of this compass? Is it assured? For it is perhaps here that the first

indications of a difficulty, precisely that difficulty whose radicalisation and extension
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will constitute the basic development or dislocation in Heidegger’'s thinking after

Being and Time, can be seen to emerge.

At the very end of the analysis of truth. and so at the very end of the
preparatory analysis of Dasein, Heidegger undertakes again to clarify the necessityv
with which we must presuppose that there is truth. This time, however. the accent is
significantly different. Recall: We presuppose that there is truth because, as Dasein.
as the being whose existence is constituted by its disclosedness, we are in each case
already in truth. Recall further, however: It is not we as Dasein who presuppose truth
but truth that ‘makes it ontologically possible that we can be in such a way as to
presuppose something.” If, following the positive part of Being and Time gathered
around §44, the site (Ort) upon which truth comes to show 1itself as truth is no longer
to be thought as the demonstration of an assertion, then the problem arises of
precisely where truth can be said to take place. Whilst truth 1s still connected to the
understanding, still not essentially removed from Dasein, this presents no real
difficulty. So long as truth 1s essentially appropriate to Dasein (wesenhaften
dasensmdfigen), so long as world 1s essentially Dasein related (wesenhaft
daseinsbezogen), the site of disclosedness 1s relatively assured.

As the remark cited above perhaps suggests, however — the remark according
to which 1t 1s truth that generates the ontological possibility of Dasein’s
preunderstanding of being — there are signs that in Being and Time Heildegger has
begun already to loosen the bonds that tie truth to understanding. If Being and Time
does undertakes to sustain the connection of truth to Dasein, there are sighs that 1t

has begun also the development that will mean that truth can no longer be regarded

as correlative to anything like a faculty or ability (Vermagen) of man. Yet were truth
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not to be found within such a connection, then where would it be found? If truth were

no longer to be anything that might legitimately be ascribed to man, elther 1n terms of
a particular faculty (the understanding) or as an act of projective disclosure. then
where would 1t happen? Where, indeed, could it happen? What could be the site of
truth? The difficulty here is such that one would be forgiven for addressing to truth a
question more explicitly begged by Heidegger’s rather less celebrated account of the
concept of freedom: What is freedom if it can no longer be thought as a property or
attribute of man but as something more originary than man? What does it mean to

say that man 1s not in fact free but himself merely a possibility of freedom, its Stdtte
und Gelegenheit, 1ts site and occasion?!1® (It is hardly by chance that I am raising the

question by way of this analogy. From the attempt of Being and Time to root the will
phenomenologically in Dasein’s existential openness, to the letting-be that allows
‘what 1s present its presence’ scrutinised in the lecture ‘On the Essence of Truth,
Heidegger will have insisted repeatedly on the intimate connection of truth to
freedom, the opening 1n which man ek-sists.)

Such difficulties are familiar enough by now, and I do not mean to suggest that
Heidegger is unaware of the problems. On the contrary, this 1s precisely what
interests him in the lecture courses and essays immediately following the publication
of Being and Time. Indeed, if certain retrospective comments are to be believed, these

are even the problems which provide the ‘wider context’ for his work as a whole, a

context that he identifies as ‘the attempt, undertaken repeatedly since 1930, to shape
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the questioning of Being and Time in more inceptive fashion [die Fragstellung von

Sein und Zeit anfanglischer zu gestalten]. This means to subject the Ansatz of the
question 1n Being and Time to immanent critique.’!16 If 1t is the notion of world (and

its synonyms: the there of Dasein, disclosedness, truth, etc.) that constitutes the
Ansatz of the questioning undertaken in Being and Time, then it 1s little wonder that

it 1s precisely this that constitutes die Sache des Denkens for the reflections on the

notion of origin undertaken by the meditation on the work of art.

11

From its opening words, ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ is situated unequivocally by

Heidegger as a reflection on the notion of origin:

Origin signifies here that from which and by which a matter 1s what 1t 1s and as
it is. What something is, as it is, we call its essence. The origin of something 1s

the provenance of its essence. The question concerning the origin of the work

of art will question its essential provenance.!!/

The rhetorical character of these opening lines is quite marked, the four statements

showing an intensification and a progression. Heidegger notes, first of all, that origin

means not a simple starting point or point of departure, but that from which (von
woher) and by way of which (wodurch) a matter is what it is and in the way that 1t 1s.
Die Sache here is the work of art. The principle concern of Heidegger's text,

therefore, will be to address that from which and under the sway of which the work
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of art 1s what it is and as it is. No less, however, do these opening lines situate ‘The
Origin of the Work of Art’ as a reflection on essence: what something 1s in the way
that 1t 1s (was etwas ist, wie es ist) is its essence (Wesen). There is, to be sure, no hint
as yet of the marked displacement in the concept of essence that will come into play

later on 1n the text, no suggestion of that movement through which Heidegger will

want to put into question the very truth of essence, turning from its ‘inessential’
sense to 1ts more ‘essential’ one.l® Nevertheless, far from being situated as an

anclillary concern, the reflection on essence is shown from the outset to be entirely of
a piece with the reflection on origin. Origin means that from which and by way of
which a matter 1s in its essence. With the third line, Heidegger clarifies further still
this relation of origin to essence. The origin of something is described now as the
provenance of its essence. “The Origin of the Work of Art’ will ponder not the work of
art 1tself, therefore, but die Herkunft seines Wesens, the provenance of its essence.
The question of the origin of the work of art, Heidegger concludes, concerns the
essential provenance (Wesensherkunft) of the work, that from which and by way of

which it 1s in the way that it 1s.
‘Misleading’ though Heidegger may have come to adjudge these lines to belld —

a Judgement which presumably bears on the undeveloped sense of essence noted
above, and on the lack of any sustained exploration of the relation of origin to essence

— they can nonetheless be read as a progressive clarification of the concerns of the
essay as a whole, shifting attention away from the work of art per se to something
else entirely, to what Heidegger calls its ‘essential provenance.” As the opening theses
of the Frankfurt lectures have it: clarifying ‘the path which leads from the artwork to

the origin [vom Kunstwerk zum Ursprung].’1%
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In what amounts presumably to an admission of failure as regards the
exposition carried out by the lectures themselves, Heidegger comes back to these

points 1n the Afterword 1n order to clarify further still the relation of origin to essence.

‘What the word origin means here,” he notes, ‘is thought from out of [aus] the essence
of truth.’121 The connection with the positive part of Being and Time gathered around

§44 1s clear. Yet however tempting i1t may be, it is important that we not try to gain a
head start here and leap over the entire development carried out by the lectures —
leaping over that development 1n order to secure das Wesen der Wahrheit as the
Wesensherkunft of the work of art, to identify from the outset that ‘from out of which’
origin has been thought with that ‘from which’ and ‘by way of which’ the work of art
emerges — and consider, 1nstead, the remarks which 1mmediately follow this

clarification. Heidegger says now that ‘the truth of which we have been speaking does
not fall into line with what one normally connects with this name.’1?2 The reference to

the developments of the earlier work 1s once again evident. Yet to the extent that the
notion of origin articulated in the lectures will, by Heidegger's own lights, have been
thought ‘from out of the essence of truth,’ it seems entirely likely also that the origin
of which the lectures will have been speaking will not fall into ine with what one
normally connects with this name. It seems entirely likely, in other words, that the
lectures will have put into question not only the essence of truth but also the very
meaning of origin. Indeed, once origin means, as was stated 1n the opening lines, that
from which and by way of which something is in its essence, it could hardly be
otherwise, granted the proposition with which Heidegger will find the most secure

expression of his attempt to put the essence of truth into question 1n such a way that



it no longer falls into line with what one normally connects with this name: the
essence of truth is the truth of essence.123

Following his initial remarks on the notion of origin, Heidegger reopens the
proceedings with one or two formal considerations. Taking a stance as regards the

habitual picture (gewohnlichen Vorstellung) of the work of art, he turns to the most

usual expression of its origin. Where, he asks, does the work originate, if not with the
artist?124 As one whose activities presumably give rise to works of art, the artist would

be the origin of the work. Yet to the extent that the artist is what he is only by virtue

of the work, there would seem to be just cause to afford the work an analogous

position with respect to the artist. Hence: ‘The artist 1s the origin of the work. The
work 1s the origin of the artist. Neither is without the other.’14°> Yet however balanced

this circle of artist and artwork might seem to be, 1t 1s 1n fact, so Heidegger interjects,
disturbed by a certain eccentricity. Neither the artist nor the work can be the sole
support of the other; neither one can completely circumscribe the other. Rather, In

themselves and in their interchange, artist and work are by virtue of a third thing
which is prior to both ..., namely art.’126 As such, the issue that needs to be broached
as regards the origin of the work of art turns out, Heidegger concludes, to be that of

‘the essence of art.’127 But can the essence of art be an origin? Can art, ‘a word which

no longer bespeaks anything actual,’1?® provide us with a ground from which to
determine the essential provenance of the work of art? Can art also be called an
origin?129 This, as Heidegger observes, seems unlikely; and all the more so when one
ponders just where it is that art ‘prevails in an actual way, namely in the work of art.

Art, he declares, ‘is present in the art-work [west tm Kunst-Werk].’130 Another circle
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opens up thereby, one that circles within the first: ‘Not only is the main step from
work to art, as the step from art to work, a circle, but every particular step that we

attempt circles within this circle.’131

Even 1n what remains a decidedly preliminary stage of the analysis, the
question concerning the origin of the work of art proves thus to be a distinctly

unsettling one. One, Heidegger confesses, which appears to entail nothing so much as

ein Verstof3 gegen die Logik,19% of what Being and Time will, in a context almost

1dentical, have laconically entitled its ‘most elementary rules.’133 Needless to sav. the

analogy with the position set out in the earlier work is far-reaching. In each case the
circle 1s taken to be what affords the possibility of beginning, whether that beginning
be that of a full-fledged philosophical seeking that takes its guiding thread from what
1s sought, or the factical existence of Dasein guided in advance by its understanding.

In neither case, moreover, does the circle disqualify the analysis ‘a priori from the

realm of rigorous knowledge.’134 In neither case is the circle one ‘in which a random
kind of knowledge moves.’13% Rather i1s it, Heidegger avers, one in which 1s ‘hidden a

positive possibility of the most originary kind of knowing,’!°® broaching thus once
again the possibility that the question of knowing might itself be raised a nouveaux

frais, as 1t were.

No less than is the case with the hermeneutic circles of Being and Time — the
need for the matter that is at issue for thinking to already have come into view for

that thinking, the coincidence of the questioner and with what 1s to be questioned,

etc. 137 _ is the circle that circumscribes art one which we have to follow. Indeed. to the

extent that thinking itself is no less crafty (ein Handwerk ist) than art, entering 1nto
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the path of this circle is even the strength or celebration of thinking (das Fest des
Denkens).

In the Afterword to the lectures on art Heidegger will be more forthcoming
with respect to the violation of logic fostered by attention to such origins. Once again,
moreover, he 1s so 1n a way which suggests yet further analogy with the position set
out 1n Being and Time. “The preceding remarks,” he writes now. ‘are concerned with

the riddle of art, the riddle that art 1tself 1s [das Rdtsel, das die Kunst selbst ist]. There

1s no pretension to solve the riddle. The task 1s to see 1t.’138

1171
Each version of Heildegger’s text — the draft, the Freiburg lecture, and the Frankfurt
lectures — falls into three distinct phrases. The first phase comprises 1n each case the
attempt to highlight the work-being of the work of art and so, in view of the
referential horizon within which the work of art 1s always located and relocated, the
phenomenological difficulty of bringing this to light. Each of the three texts begins
accordingly, thematising the attempt to gain access to the particular work character of
the work fo art (Werksein des Werkes). The draft 1s most emphatic in this regard: ‘So

long as we do not take hold of the work in its work being, the question of the origin of

the work of art remains devoid of any adequately secure foundation.’!%¥ The initial
move of each text is to orient itself thus toward the work of art.
The second phase of the investigation is addressed to the matter of origin.

Moving beyond the provisional sense of origin that will have been emploved 1n the

first phase — art as the ground which renders the work of art both possible and
necessary — the second phase asks: Might not the work itself be thought as an origin?

Might not the work of art, as something that has been brought forth, be thought as
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bringing something forth? Heidegger suggests as much: the work of art is what lets

truth be brought forth into manifestness. Art, he declares, is a becoming and a

happening of truth (ein Werden und Geschehen der Wahrheit). 110

In the third and most expansive phase of the analyses, Heidegger pursues his
suspicions as to the work of art as a becoming and happening of truth. The concern of
this phase 1s to justify the claims of the previous one. Its task is to restore to the work
of art what Heidegger terms its authentic connections (Beziige) by offering a response

to the following question: ‘What is truth such that it can happen or even must happen

as art? How is 1t that there is art?'141

Let me leave to one side the initial phase of the analysis, in which Heidegger
considers the work being of the work by way, first of all, of its character as a thing, its
Dinghafte, and, secondly, in its relation to equipment, das Zeug, and turn directly to
the question posed by the second phase, that of art as a happening of truth. In the
analyses of 1936 Heidegger draws the first phase of the analysis to a close by turning,

for the first time 1n those analyses, to an actual work of art: van Gogh’s painting of a
pair of shoes.142 He does so, he says, merely in order to illustrate a point concerning

the equipmental substratum which underpins the traditional concepts of a thing,
merely 1n order to see what 1s at stake with respect to a particular piece of equipment.
Yet in turning to this ‘example,” 1In having brought ourselves before the painting, 1n
describing the equipment as it is presented there, something else also happens. We
discover, Heidegger declares, the equipmental quality of the work. The artwork
allows us to know what the shoes, as equipment, are in truth. Yet in this way 1t 1s not

only the equipmental being of the shoes that is discovered. In bringing ourselves
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before the painting, says Heidegger, we learn, ‘unwittingly, in passing so to speak

[unversehens, gleichsam bether],” something about the artwork:

In the nearness of the work we were suddenly somewhere other than where
we normally tend to be .... The artwork gives us to know what the shoes are in
truth .... Van Gogh’s painting 1s the disclosure [die Eréffnung] of what the
equipment, the pair of peasant shoes, is in truth. This being emerges into the
unconcealment of its being [dieses Seiende tritt in die Unverborgenheit seines
Seins heraus] .... If a disclosure of being happens 1n the work, disclosing what
and how that being is, there 1s a happening of truth at work [ein Geschehen

der Wahrheit am Werk]. In the work of art, the truth of beings has set 1itself

(in) to (the) work [hat sich ... in Werk gesetzt].143

As Heidegger acknowledges a little further on, these lines contain what 1s, at this
point, a purely provisional assertion, one that he is not yet in a position to argue for.
Nevertheless, he follows the claim that in the work of art truth has set 1tseltf (in) to
(the) work not with any attempt to justify it, but by clarifying it in relation to the

particular concerns of the investigation as a whole. In what do these concerns consist?

What is to be die Sache des Denkens? Heidegger outlines it in the form of two

questions:

What truth is happening in the work [welche Wahrheit gescheitht im Werk]?

Can truth as such happen and so be historical [rann Wahrheit tiberhaupt

geschehen und so gechichtlich sein]?1H
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It 1s important to note that however contrived the path followed by the Frankfurt
lectures up to this point, a path along which the relation of art to truth was brought to
light in a preliminary way (‘'unwittingly, in passing so to speak’), these questions are
not posed out of nowhere. Indeed, in a gesture that will have far-reaching
consequences, Heidegger 1s at pains to drawn out the initially rather unlikely
connection between his own referral of the work of art to the concept of truth and
the duties of reproduction and imitation with which it has invariably been saddled by
traditional philosophical aesthetics. Initially, he does so ironically. Is it possible, he
asks, that the claim that 1n the work of art truth has set itself (in) to (the) work is no

more than a restatement of the view that art 1s an imitation or depiction of something

actual? Of the view, ‘happily now overcome,” that art has ‘more to do with the
beautiful ... than with truth?1% Heidegger, needless to say, demurs, although

perhaps not for the reasons one might think. Content for the moment to stay with
this line of inquiry, he pursues the claim for art as a reproduction of some object or
other. Such a claim, he points out, 1s only fostered on there being some sort of
correspondence or accord (Ubereinstimmung) between the work and what 1is
reproduced in it. The shoes in van Gogh’s painting, for instance will need to have at
least some accord with or correspondence to a pair of shoes. Yet, had not such
accordance been already identified as what is most ordinarily taken to determine
truth? Is it not precisely such correspondence which underlies the determination ot
truth as opolwois and later as adequatio? Although the remarks here remain

decidedly preparatory to the discussion of truth which will orchestrate the third part

of the text, the implication already seems to be that Heidegger will want to read a
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rebours, so that 1t 1s the specific character that is to be granted to truth that effectively:
governs the determination of art. However provisional the formulation mav be.

Heidegger’'s remarks seem already to anticipate what will not be stated outright until

the Afterword to the text: ‘from the change in the essence of truth arises the historv
of the essence of Western art.’%® If the ostensible concern of Heidegger's essayv is to

ponder the essential character of art in a fashion ill-afforded by such a history, this

will entail per definitio another and concomitant change in the determination of the

essence of truth.

In order to clarify the point somewhat, one ought to recall precisely what 1s at
stake 1n this appeal to the essence of truth. According to the argument advanced In

the interpretation of 1936, in which the point 1s explored most extensively,

truth means the essence of the true. We think this essence by recalling the

word of the Greeks. The word d\jfeta means unconcealment of beings. But is

this really a determination of the essence of truth?14/

As was the case in the opening remarks of the text, the immediate concern of these
lines is shown to enjoy a relation to what appears initially to be an ancillary 1ssue.

Truth means the ‘essence’ of the true.

Heidegger understands ‘essence’ 1n this context in two ways. First, in what he
terms an ‘inessential’ way (das unwesentliche Wesen) where essence 1s taken to
describe the generic and universal concept that holds indifferently for a number of
different things. Other analyses, principally those of The Basic Problems of

Metaphysics, leave no doubt that the reference here is to the primitive elements or
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essentialia of the old ontology. To the extent that such general ontologv treats bv

rights only of ‘things unecstatically to hand [vorhanden],’148 of founded presence, the

point of Heidegger’s nomination is well-taken. Equally, however, essence is taken in a
more essential sense (das wesentliche Wesen). Essence in this sense. Wesen in its
verbal sense as the essential unfolding and coming to presence (wesen) of something,
describes accordingly the manner in which something unfolds and comes to presence
as what 1t 1s 1n the way that it 1s. As Heidegger points out, however, it would be a
gross error to see this second sense of essence as somehow indifferent to the first.
Quite the contrary, in fact. Essence in its more essential sense underlies essence in
the first sense. Only 1f this is the case can it describe ‘the true essence of a thing ...,

the truth of the given being,'* the happening by which alone the ens can attain its

essentia.

As the silent shift in emphasis readily suggests — the shift from the question
concerning the essence of truth to that concerning the truth of essence — the ensuing
pages of ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ will afford something of a restatement of the
position argued for in the lecture ‘On the Essence of Truth.” Reading with the earher

lecture:

The question of the essence of truth finds its answer in the proposition: the

essence of truth is the truth of essence [das Wesen der Wahrheit ist der

Wahrheit des Wesens]'*®

As in §44 of Being and Time, the inquiries of ‘On the Essence of Truth’ and 'The

Origin of the Work of Art’ begin with reference to the traditional concept of truth.
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Heidegger marking again its exployment as propositional correctness. as the
accordance or correspondence (Ubereinstimmung) of a statement with the actual
state of affairs. Once again, moreover, Heidegger does not proceed then to air a “new"
cocnept of truth with which to replace the traditional one, but to treat the latter as
genuinely worthy of questioning (fragwiirdig). What, he asks. is meant by

accordance? How can one thing, a statement or proposition, say, correspond or accord

with another, such as the actual state of affairs?

Whereas the response of ‘On the Essence of Truth’ was to reach back to the
sixth of Husserl’s Logical Investigations in order to show how the possibility of
accordance has to be thought in terms of what Husserl had termed a directive

comportment (Verhalten) of one thing to another, the possibility of accordance is now

described more explicitly in terms of the general problem of unconcealment:

With all our correct representations we would get nowhere, we could not even
presuppose that something to which we can correctly comport ourselves [uns
richten) 1s already manifest [offenbar] unless the unconcealment of beings had

already placed us in that illuminated realm [Gelichtete] 1n which all beings

stand for us and from which all beings withdraw.1°}

Whereas, in the analyses of Being and Time, it was Aristotle and Kant who bore the
brunt of Heidegger’s attempt to broach this more originary phenomenon of trith, this

time it is Descartes who 1is scorned for thinking that an an open commitment to ‘les

régles certaines et faciles’ of a mathesis universalis could lead him to have done with

la ruse funeste’ of a Diophantus.152 For however much the application of such rules
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might allow one to attain the level of ‘la connaissance vraie’ this. so Heidegger

observes, affords merely ‘another variation of the determination of truth as

correctness.’!>3 In a manner that bears analogy with the analyses of Being and Time.

then, 1t 1s a matter of seeing unconcealment as what more essentially underlies and
not what replaces the habitual concept of truth. It is in this notion of unconcealment.
‘clarified,” the lecture says, by ‘recollection’ of the Greek d\ffeia, that Heidegger most

readily discerns the possibility of interrogating the more originary essence of truth

which sustains the scholastic apparatus of essentia and veritas. For sure, if such a
retrospective analysis 1s to stand, it will have to show willing and attend to an

essential ambiguity in the concept of truth, recovering, on the one hand, the originary

phenomenon of truth, whilst demonstrating, on the other, the manner in which the
habitual concept of truth originates. In a way that also serves to rebut certain stock

criticisms of the aletheic turn of transcendental phenomenology as no more than a
product of an instinctive taste for the Hellenic,1°4 Heidegger gives immediate notice

that such a ‘recollection’ or ‘reminder’ can in no way signal a ‘revival or ‘renewal’ of
Greek thinking.
The shift in the determination of the essence of truth 1s 1n no way extrinsic to

that thinking. In a way that anticipates obliquely the remaining part of the discussion

this shift 1s implied even to be a necessary one:

the hidden history of Greek philosophy lies from its beginning 1n the fact that

it must shift its knowledge [ihr Wissen ... verlegen mu/3] and 1ts saving more

and more into discussion of a derivative essence of truth ... Unconcealment 1s.

for thinking, the most concealed thing 1n Greek Dasein.19°
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The aim of the interpretation, therefore, is to arrive at g position from which the

unconcealment of beings expressed by the word d\ifeta can be seen less as a thght
into ‘hiteral translation’ than as a reminder of what, ‘unexperienced and unthought.’
underles the famihiar and so worn out’ determination of truth as correctness. The
decidedly ‘unfamihiar’ task of the inquiry is to afford the more authentic

understanding of the essence of truth that will be required in order to answer the

question ‘What truth is happening in the work?’156

It may well follow from this that truth happens as unconcealment although
not, Heidegger cautions, in any straightfowardly unopposed sense. ‘The Origin of the
Work of Art’ now gathers together all the requirements that must be met in order for
beings to stand 1n unconcealment. It is noted: beyond (iiber ... hinaus) beings, before

(vor) them, something happens (geschieht). ‘In the midst of beings as a whole an open
place comes to presence. There i1s a clearing.’’¥7 It i1s this clearing alone that grants

open access (Durchgang) to things. In this clearing alone are things unconcealed in
varying degrees. And yet, Heidegger cautions, within this clearing, indeed only (nur)
within 1t, a being can also be concealed. Noting this ‘curious opposition of presencing,’

he infers: ‘each being, encountered and encountering ..., at the same time always
withholds itself in a concealment.’!®® Unconcealment 1s no mere wunopposed

happening but one that 1s continually traversed by a more potent force of
concealment. Why more potent? Heidegger does not say here, as he will in the essay
‘On the Essence of Truth,’ that this potency 1s one that accrues to age: ‘the

concealment of beings,” he writes there, ‘is older [dlter] than every openness of this or

that being.’159 In the essay on art this potency stems from the fact that the
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concealment that 1s at 1ssue here 1s twofold, from the fact that the concealment that

belongs to being is for the most part itself concealed:

We believe ourselves to be at home in the immediate sphere of beings. Beings

are familiar, reliable, ordinary [geheuer]. And yet the clearing is pervaded by a
constant concealing in the double form of refusal and dissembling. At bottom,

the ordinary 1s not ordinary; it 1s extra-ordinary [un-geheuer].'*

All of which has, needless to say, some far-reaching consequences for the

determination of truth:

the open realm in the midst of beings ... 1s never a rigid stage [] with a
permanently raised curtain on which the play of beings i1s played out ... The

unconcealment of beings is never an existent state [ein vorhandener Zustand]

but a happening [Geschehnis].'®
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1V
Having secured the grounds at least for answering the first of his guiding questions
(can truth as such happen and so be historical?’), Heidegger has now to provide a
response to the second: ‘what truth is happening in the work? The strategy he
employs 1n order to do so 1s identical in each version of the text. Glossing his earlier
assertion that art 1s a happening of truth, he turns to an altogether different sort of

work of art, one chosen, he says, quite deliberately (mit Absicht). Casting another
sort of look toward art, Heidegger takes this time as his leading example a work of art

entirely removed from the order of representation (darstellenden Kunst). The

example 1s that of a Greek temple.162

What kind of truth is it that can happen 1n a temple? Presumably no kind of
truth which could be thought in terms of correspondence or accord. For with what
could the temple accord? To what could it correspond? The reasons behind
Heidegger’s deliberation in choosing such an example are immediately apparent,
therefore. To the extent that it depicts or portrays (bildet ...ab) precisely nothing, no

already existing form or meaning, but merely stands there (steht da) on the rocky
ground, enclosing (unschliesst) or holding back (einbehdlt) the figure of the god, 163

the temple disqualifies in advance any instinctive appeal to the ‘habitual’ concept of art
governed by the equally ‘habitual’ concept of truth. If truth does indeed happen 1n a
work of of art this sort, it will have to be of a different order altogether. Presumably
of the order of unconcealment and disclosure. Yet how does truth as the

unconcealment of beings happen in a work of this sort? What does the temple

disclose? Answering these questions requires that Heidegger introduce the two terms
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