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VOM WESEN DER WAHRHEIT: A COMMENTARY
Weil aber das volle Wesen der Wahrheit das Unwesen einschließt und allem zuvor als Verbergung waltet, ist die Philosophie als das Erfragen dieser Wahrheit in sich zwiespaltig. Ihr Denken ist die Gelassenheit der Milde, die der Verborgenheit des Seienden im Ganzen sich nicht versagt. Ihr Denken ist zumal die Ent-schlossenheit der Strange, die nicht die Verbergung sprengt, aber ihr unversehrtes Wesen ins Offene des Bergreifens und so in ihre eigene Wahrheit nötigt.

James Mensch
PREFACE

The following commentary to Vom Wesen der Wahrheit attempts to think through the original dis-essence of truth by thinking the mystery as such.  It finds its impetus in the remarks of the Preface to the third edition (1949) of Vom Wesen des Grundes and also in a sentence from the conclusion to the Postscript to Was ist Metaphysik? The publication of these latter two is, we note, contemporary with that of Vom Wesen der Wahrheit.

In the Preface to Vom Wesen des Grundes, Heidegger notes, first, that das Nichts is the Not of Being and thus is Being experienced from the point of view of being. The Ontological Difference, he notes, is the Not between Being and being. He then remarks: "Jenes nichtende Nicht des Nichts and dieses nichtende Nicht der Differenz sind zwar nicht einerlei, aber das Selbe im Sinne dessen, was im Wesenden des Seins des Seienden zusammengehört." This sameness, he concludes, merits our thought. He then appeals to his readers to think through the matter of this sameness, a matter which has been awaiting attention for twenty years.

The second impetus to this commentary comes from one of the concluding remarks of the Postscript to Was ist Metaphysik?: "Das Nichts als das Andere zum Seienden ist der Schleier des Seins." The attempt of our commentary is to think the dis-essence of truth in terms of this "veil" and in so doing, to think the sameness of the Not of das Nichts and the Not of the Difference in the revelation of the essence of Being.

The concern of this paper is to view as a whole Vom Wesen der Wahrheit  from the perspective of a single thought: “das voile Wesen der Wahrheit das  Unwesen einschliesst and allem zuvor als Verbergung waltet.”1 Only if we understand how the essence of truth includes its dis-essence, can we understand how truth governs or "prevails" primarily as dissimulation. The passage in which these lines occur states that because the essence of truth includes its die-essence, because it prevails primarily as dissimulation, philosophy must redefine itself in its quest for its truth so as not to deny this dissimulation but to force it whole in its essence into the openness of our understanding. But this means that philosophy, which has traditionally defined itself from Plato's time onward as an inquiry into the truth of  essence, must redefine itself so as to be also the inquiry into the dis-essence of this truth. It must inquire into that which lies concealed in every statement of essence, it must inquire further into the nature, the essence, of this concealment itself.

Such a redefinition opens up philosophy to the essential relationship of itself to its history. If its history is viewed as a record of its efforts to get at the truth of every essence, including the uniquely essential "essence" of truth itself, this history, from the perspective of Heidegger’s "thought", must also be viewed as a record of truth's dissimulation, as part of the original realm of Error. But this does not mean that philosophy in its search for the "pure essence of truth" must turn away from itself, in its history, as the opposite of truth. On the contrary, it must open itself to itself, in its history, as that which is uniquely disclosive of truth in its full essence. In the calm and patient composure of its mildness (die Gelassenheit der Milde),it must not deny that it is in its history a record of truth's dissimulation of the essence of what-is in totality; in the open resolve of its hardness (die Ent-schlossenheit der Strenge), it must examine this dissimulation in itself so as to bring it into the openness of its understanding and thus reveal to itself that which lies concealed in all of its previous metaphysical" attempts to get at the essential truth of what-is as such in totality. Philosophy's relationship to itself in its history is thus that of a hermeneutical "step back" into this history, taken to think what has been left unthought within the whole course of this history. The accomplishment of this "step back" is the accomplishment of the overcoming of metaphysics, this last term being used to designate that thought which, in attempting to find the truth of all essence, i.e., the essential truth of what-is as such in totality, ignored the "dis-" of its dis-essence. In so doing, it dissimulated the original dissimulation of truth, and in so concealing it from itself, let itself be governed by this dissimulation.

Here the circle of Heidegger's thought becomes apparent. According to this thought, the history of philosophy is that which is uniquely disclosive of the full essence of truth. For only by philosophy's thinking of what is unthought in its history, can it think the "dis-" of its dis-essence. But for this history to be significant for the inquiry into the pure essence of truth - and not be something which, as "error") will simply lead it astray - it must assume that the essence of truth does include its dis-essence. This is only to say, a historical inquiry into the pure essence of truth, which sees this history as a record of dissimulation,can only ground itself if it assumes that the essence of truth includes its dis-essence. The circle is such, then, that the proposition that the full essence of truth includes this dis-essence receives its confirmation from a stepping back into the history of philosophy, which history can be seen as significant for the essence of truth only by the prior assumption of the proposition. Here our task is not to break this circle of thought but rather to ground it in an inquiry into the full essence of truth. Only then can we judge this circle by considering the range of the phenomena it includes and explains. Because of its circular nature, our inquiry will necessarily begin by thinking the unthought ground in the answers that philosophy has traditionally given to the question, "What is truth

2.

Philosophy in its reply to this question has generally given a two-fold answer: it has equated truth with being and correspondence. To see how these answers involve one another, to see how objective and propositional truth are here tied together in an unthought ground, we must think what is unthought in this two-fold reply. We say that it is a true pleasure to be with you, that you are a true man. By this we mean that it is a real pleasure to be with you, that you are a real man. Now, the unthought source of this talk - which cannot be dismissed by the mere pointing out that all men are equally "real" - is the platonic-Augustinian conception of truth. Such a conception maintains both that things are true to the point that they are and that the being of each thing is its truth.2 How is this equation of being and truth possible? It is possible, first, on the assumption that the being of each thing is its "whatness" or nature and, second, on the assumption of a certain correspondence between what a thing is and what it ought to be. The what-it-ought-to-be is that essential idea of it that serves as a standard for the objective truth  of each thing. Things are and are true in their being, i.e., in the "whatness" of what they are, according as they correspond to their essential ideas. How is such correspondence possible? What is the unthought ground of this correspondence? For Augustine the ideas are contained in the Divine Intelligence and the unthought ground is Being itself, here conceived as the Highest Being. 3

Let us consider the second reply of philosophy, "truth is correspondence," to see its intimate involvement with the first. This reply, in its traditional, Mediaeval formulation, runs: veritas est adaequatio rei et intellectus. As Heidegger notes, this phrase can be interpreted either as a definition of propositional truth, that is, as the adaequatio intellectus ad rem or, in its inverse formulation, as a definition of objective truth.4 Intellectus and res, let us note, are here thought differently each time. Truth as the adaequatio intellectus ad rem takes intellectus as intellectus humanus. Propositions of the intellectus humanus are true according as they conform, i.e., right themselves, with the object whereof they speak. Truth as the adaequatio rei ad intellectum takes intellectus as intellectus divinus. Objects are true according as they conform, i.e. right themselves with their ideas in the intellectus divinus. Now, insofar as the intellectus humanus  has also its essential idea in the intellectus divinus and, therefore, must conform to it in order to be "right" or true, it follows that the adaequatio  intellectus ad rem (propositional truth) is grounded upon the objective truth of both intellectus and res. To the point that it accords with its object (which itself must accord with God's idea) the intellectus humanus  satisfies, i.e., accords with, God's conception of it.

Here we can see why the post-Kantian question of how knowledge can transcend itself in order to reach its object never becomes for Medieaval Philosophy an explicit problematic. The categories of transcendental subjectivity, which we, from the Kantian standpoint, bring to the world, are rendered objective through the creative thought of that intellectus divinus, which is with respect to the world its objective subject. God, whose categories of subjectivity are objective precisely because they are creative in an objective sense, thinks both the intellectus humanus and its object as an objective unity in his creative thought of the world which in its "worldhood" includes them both. To clarify this point, let us first note that subjects and objects are never in reality found apart. A subject without its object, an object without any subject would be, properly speaking, worldless". Now the correspondence between intellectus and res is the worldhood that they both share; and the ground of this worldhood, here conceived as the order of creation (Sch8pfungordnung) is the creative thought of God.5

Now if, from the standpoint of the essentially theological thought of the Middle Ages, the source of this creative thought is itself left unthought, and, indeed, explicitly declared unthinkable as coming from the mystery of the Divine Being, modern thought, from the perspective of the Medieval shows itself as a forgetting, as a concealing of this mystery. Leaving aside all questions whether this mystery should be expressed in an explicitly theological framework, that is, leaving aside the explicit question whether the Being which grounds truth should be conceived as the highest Being, the fact remains that for Heidegger the concealment of the unthought objective ground of the adequatio between intellectus and res is the governing characteristic of modern, non-theological thought. Such thought, he notes, in separating the idea of order from that of creation, leaves itself with only an average and indeterminate concept of world-order. It supplants the order of creation with the concept of technological rationalization - i.e., the possibility of planning everything with the aid of earthly reasoning (Weltvernunft)6 Now insofar as this Weltvernuft itself supplies its objects with the essential or "rational" idea of what-they-ought-to-be, it denies all reduction of propositional to objective truth with respect to its own statements. Thus it gives the impression, wrongly, as Heidegger notes, that the essence of truth is independent of the explanation of the essential nature of the Being of all that "is" (der Auslegungs des Wesens des Seins alles Seienden), including, let us note, the Being of its own being. Thus, it leaves both itself and its objects, objectively speaking, groundless. Returning to what it conceives to be the oldest tradition of thought, it conceives truth simply as likeness or agreement of a statement to a given thing. But what agreement is, in its very Being, it cannot, save for an empty assertion of the self-evidence of its concept, say. Here, let us note, the apparent self-evidence of its notion of agreement, of its concept of correspondence between statement and thing, is grounded in the empty self-evidence of its average and indefinite  notion of worldhood as world-order; and the very generality and indeterminacy of this concept is itself governed by its refusal to think the unthought ground of this agreement.

3.

To think through more precisely what lies concealed in these statements of the essence of truth, let us begin with the modern and, as the modern conceives it, the oldest definition of the essence of truth: truth as likeness or agreement between statement and thing. We ask, "what is the ground, what is the condition for the possibility of there being such an agreement between statement and thing?" We say that two things which are materially present to hand agree with one another, are like one another. The relation between statement and thing can be conceived as "likeness" in this sense only by virtue of a prior conception of both statement and thing as equally present to hand, What does such a conception, a conception which also makes the relation of agreement something present to hand (Vorhandenes),7 conceal? How does that which is so present to hand become present? What is the ground of its presence? The coin is metal; it is round; it is legal tender. The statement is none of these things. How can something completely unlike - the statement - represent the coin? To represent as Vor-stellen means to place before; it means in terms of the English "re-present," if we recall that the Latin "re-" means "a restoring of a thing to its original condition (e.g. a freeing or loosing from a state of constraint)"8, to make present again so as to make present what is already there by freeing it from its hiddenness and so make it manifest this presence. Thus the statement about the coin relates itself to the coin by re-presenting it and saying what and how it is, just as it is. And the representative statement re-presents the coin by stating it to be such - as (so-wie) it is. Now representation of an object (the Vor-stellung of a Gegenstand) means literally the placing before one of that which stands against one. The ob-iectun "lies before"9 one, precisely because the representation lets it take up its position against us as an object.

What is the condition for the possibility of das Entgegenstehenlassen des binges als Gegenstand?10 What is the ground of re-presentation, of Vorstellung? How can the thing, as a thing, remain in itself (in sich als Dinge stehenbleiben) showing itself as a constant (Ständiges) and yet, in the openness of its showing itself, traverse its open opposition(ein Offenes Entgegen durchmessen) to us and become present to us as that which stands against us?11  How can that which stands against us in its otherness be present to us and be present to us in such a way that there is an open accord between itself and its representation?

For Heidegger, to ask this question is to ask after the condition of the possibility of openness (Offenheit). It is to enquire after the ground of disclosure. Such an inquiry is not to be understood in terms of the Kantian thematic of transcendental subjectivity. The overt character the openness of the overt (das Offene) is not initially created by its (subjective) representation; it is itself that which is entered into as a field of relations each time representation occurs.12 How precisely is this possible? As Heidegger explains it, the relationship between the representative statement and thing is the accomplishment, the fulfillment (der Volzug) of that condition (Verhältnis) that originally began to "vibrate" (Zwingen) as behavior (Verhalten). Behavior itself is, in other words, that which is originally re-presentative of what is.

4.

To see this point in its full phenomenological significance, let us examine the seeing experience, that is, the experience of intellectus, of perception, that is commonly thought to be the essence of re-presentation. We ask, is there implicit in the seeing experience of the actually perceived object something that discloses itself as prior to the passive theoretical gaze which views the object simply under the aspect of presence. To answer this question, we have only to note that the actually perceived object(as opposed, say, to the pure theoretical "representation" of an abstract mathematical object) is always perceived as in part indeterminate. The side seen of the actually perceived object always presents itself to us as one of many sides. We are aware that our perspective is one of many, indeed, an infinite number of possible perspectives. Implicit, then, in any single seeing experience, insofar as seeing bespeaks itself as finite, as situated, as occurring from a point of view, is a horizon of other possible seeing experiences. This horizon is the implicit defining context of any single seeing experience; for it is only as a moment of this horizon that any single seeing experience can be said to be objectively representative in a meaningful way of its object. This is so because seeing takes itself as representative only insofar as it assumes that its object is there, available for a system of an infinite number of possible perspectival views of which it considers itself but one moment.13

Now two things immediately follow from this analysis, The first is that implicit in the perceiver's awareness that he always perceives the object as in part indeterminate is an awareness (pre-ontological, to be sure) of what Heidegger terms, Seinkönnen. The fact that my perception always bespeaks itself as finite, the fact that I am aware that the side the object presents to me is but one of many sides means that I am aware of possible changes in my position by which I can, if I wish, change my perspective. Without the potentiality-to-be in different positions, any single perception of the object would remain horizonless and hence, in essence, non-re-presentative of its object. Now the exercising of Seinkönnen is, in its pre-ontological and in its explicitly ontological sense, properly speaking, what Heidegger terms Verhalten, behavior. And behavior - insofar as it is constitutive of the horizon of the seeing experience of the object - is the ground of the re-presentative function of the seeing experience. The second point that follows here is that insofar as perception discloses itself as finite - i.e., as a moment in a horizon of other possible seeing experiences, it discloses itself as spatial, as taking place in the world. The implicit defining context, the horizon of the actually perceived object involves spatiality as a system of possible places by which I can view the object. In the concrete seeing experience, such spatiality is not the abstract, 'worldless" space of mathematics. It is rather an area, a field of actual positions from which I may view the object. The ground of the possibility of re-presentative seeing is a world in which I know my way.14 And the ground of this knowing-my-way-in-the-world is the exercise of Seinkönnen that concretizes itself as Verhalten, behavior.

What is the behavior that discloses itself as prior to and constitutive of the re-presentative function of the passive theoretical gaze? As that upon which all theoretical seeing is based, it is not itself theoretical, but is generally and for the most part practical. In all its modes, in its" working and carrying out of tasks, transactions and calculations," it is the function of our practical, circumspective concern (umsichtige Besorge) for the things in the world of which we stand in need (Not): food, clothing, shelter, etc. From the standpoint of circumspective concern, wind appears as wind "in the sails", the sun in its movements appears as marking out the daylight in which this concern can operate.15 Circumspective concern views what-is as part of a referential totality that is constituted by need. What-is, das Seiende, is conceived by it as part of a referential totality of things ready to hand, available for its concern. Hence, circumspective concern shows itself as that which is constitutive of the horizon of the actually perceived object. Out of the infinite number of possible perspectives by which I could view the object, generally and for the most part I choose only those which my concernfull dealings with the world demand.

Here we can see why representation, conceived objectively, does not create the overt character of the overt but rather enters into it and takes it over as an area of relationships (Bezugsbereich). Perception, intellectus, is not constitutive of concrete spatiality of "worldhood". Rather it is,in its re-presentative function, constituted by it. Perception, conceived as objective representation, enters into it and takes it over as a field of relation which is itself made "present" as a referential totality by the concernfull endeavors, the behavior of Dasein. Now if openness is concrete spatiality or "worldhood," i.e., an area of relations(Bezugsbereich) to what-is, it follows that the Da of Dasein (here conceived as the existence which is in each case mine) does not designate a certain place, but rather the openness of Dasein to what-is. Man in his being is there in the world not as an object among objects present in space. Rather his being, as Da-sein, is spatial in the sense that, through the exercising of Seinkönnen it spatializes.16 This is only to say man is a being, which by his disclosive actions, operates in a certain "space where beings can be and be disclosed.

As Heidegger puts this point, "All behavior is overt 'stands open' (offenstandig) to what-is, all overt relationship is behavior.”17 This is so, because prior to all representative statements is the condition of openness that vibrates (schwingt) as behavior. Behavior "vibrates" because it is in accord, in "tune" with what-is. Behavior, grounded in and grounding an area of relationships (conceived for the most part as a set of familiar ways of dealing with and disposing of what-is) is, by definition, overt. It sustains itself in the open, that is, in an overt area (Bezirk) within which what-is can expressly take up its stand as and how it is what it is. The relationship between a thing and the what-and-how-it-is is overt, is disclosable and, hence, expressible in a representative statement only through the openness of the region (Bezirk) or area of relationship (Bezugsbereich) that is grounded in and grounds behavior. Thus as Heidegger says, "The statement derives its rightness from the overtness of behavior, for it is only through this that anything manifest can become the criterion for the approximation implicit in the representative statement."18 This is only to say, that it is only in the concrete spatiality that is grounded in and grounds behavior that what-is can take up its stand as what and how it is and thus serve as a criterion for propositional representation.

5.

In each of these instances, we can see how the essence of truth conceived as re-presentative behavior involves its dis-essence, here conceived  as concealment. Behavior conceals precisely to the point that it discloses, for disclosing and closing off, re-presenting and leaving out are for behavior one and the same. This is so, because in all of its modes, behavior shows itself as finite. The fundamental and governing mode of behavior is that of the "this-rather-than-that." Our familiar ways of behaving conceal those which are unfamiliar; and generally speaking we choose the familiar rather than the unfamiliar. In thus choosing one access to an entity rather than another, we close off, as it were, a part of the horizon of the "world" of what-is. Insofar as finite behavior constitutes this horizon, it remains partial - i.e. finite. Insofar as behavior is handed on this finite horizon by the they-world of "what people say," behavior finds itself even more constricted in its finitude, bound as it is to the familiar, socially accepted way which it itself did not originally disclose.

Just as the finitude, the concealing situatedness1of perspectival seeing disclosed behavior as originally representative, so behavior now shows itself as finite in its re-presentation of what-is. Here it is our task to ask in a more original wav "What does the finitude of behavior which always shows itself in the mode of the 'this-rather-than-that', disclose with respect to the essence of truth?" Is there something beyond behavior that grounds the unthought dis-essence of the essence of truth? We can answer these questions by returning to the problem, now grown more acute, of the objective truth of what-is, that • Ito the problem of the ground of the truth, i.e. the rightness, of both intellectus and res. To do so we must consider the behavior that leaving its immediate practical concerns, takes up the task of being explicitly representative of what-is as it is. Such behavior, we shall come to see) is that which is first explicitly historical.

6.

The conclusion of Section 4 was that the representative statement derived its rightness only through the overtness of behavior; for it is only in the already disclosed zone of a Bezugsbereich that what-is can take up its stand expressly as it is and thus be a criterion for rightness of re-presentation. This means that behavior must, for a start, be itself something of a criterion for all representation. And this means that behavior must apply the standard of openness, of disclosing the what and how of what-is expressly as it is, to itself. If, in other words, we say that the representative statement is "right" is true only to the point that it submits to a directive enjoining it to express what-is just as and such as it is, it follows that behavior insofar as it is originally representative  of what-is, must apply this directive to itself. What-is presents itself generally and for the most part just as and such as behavior discloses it; and unless behavior autonomously submits and binds itself to this directive to disclose what-is as it is, what-is will not appear, i.e., be re-presented as it is. The directive for behavior to be disclosive of what-is must, then, be rooted in the autonomy, the freedom of behavior to bind itself. Thus, as Heidegger puts the point "The standing open of behavior as the inner possibility of rightness is grounded in freedom (Die Offenständigkeit des Verhaltens als innere Ermöglichung der Richtigkeit gründet in der Freiheit)".20 That is, overt behavior makes rightness of re-presentation possible only insofar as it freely binds itself to be overt, i.e., to disclose what-is as it is. The essence of truth thus shows itself here as freedom.

What does this word, "freedom," signify? What precisely is this freedom that reveals itself only to submit itself to a binding directive? To concretize our answer to this question, let us note that to submit ourselves to the directive to disclose what-is expressly as it is is to submit to the "real" as the measure of our judgments and actions. It is, precisely speaking, to consent to conform ourselves in all our knowledge and actions, in short, in our "behavior" taken in the widest sense of the word to the real in order to draw from it the substance and value of all that we know and do.21 To submit to this directive is thus to radically submit to the real as our ground. Freedom, as the inner possibility of this submission and consent, thus reveals itself as the freedom-for-grounds.22

To understand how the standing open of behavior as the inner possibility of rightness is grounded in freedom, here disclosed as freedom for-grounds, we must examine again the essential finitude of behavior. The finitude of behavior expresses itself, as we said, in the fundamental mode of the this-rather-than-that. Disclosive behavior conceals as it dis-closes because, in disclosing this rather than that it leaves the "that" concealed. What is the relation of the notion of the this-rather-than-that with the nation of ground? What is a ground? Why is it that every entity is declared to have a ground, or as the principle of sufficient reason negatively puts it, nihil est sine ratio, nichts ist ohne Grund?23

We can begin to answer these questions by noting that the principle of sufficient reason can only arise on the basis of a prior question that asks, "Why this rather than that?" A ratio, a grund is a reason why  "this exists rather than something else" a reason why "something exists in this way rather than otherwise," and, ultimately, a reason why anything exists rather than nothing."24  The "why" here is always expressed as "why rather than." How is it possible for these questions to arise? What is the condition for the possibility of a true answer to them? By way of a preliminary remark, let us note that such questions can be posed and answered only to the point that behavior discloses itself and is aware of itself as finite freedom. The source (Ursprung) of the essence of grounds (Wesen des Grundes) is in the grounding finite freedom which always discloses itself as freedom for this-rather-than-that.25 Finite freedom is freedom-for-grounds. And freedom-for-grounds exposes itself as freedom for-a-reason why behavior should express itself, as it must, in this way rather than that - i.e., as freedom to submit to a binding directive.

7.

Here we must ask an essential question, a question which will lead to a change in the direction of the inquiry (Wandel des Fragens) which leads, as Heidegger says, to the Uberwindung der Metaphysik26. The question is, "How precisely is it possible for behavior to be aware of itself as finite freedom, that is, as freedom for "this-rather-than-that"? Let us begin by asking what precisely is the nature of the awareness of the "this-rather than-that"? We can answer this question by noting that the inquiry, "Why this rather than that?" is grounded upon an awareness of possibility - i.e., upon the awareness not only of the obvious possibility of the actually apparent "this ° but also of the possibility of the "that" which does not, as it happens, obtain. Only if both the actually occurring "this" as well as the non-occurring "that" show themselves as possible, as opposed to necessary, can a ground, a reason why this obtains rather than that, be sought. The reason why the actually occurring "this" shows itself as possible as opposed to being simply necessary is the apparent possibility of the non- occurring "that." This means that in order to be aware of the possibility (as opposed to the necessity) of the actually occurring "this", one must be aware of the possibility of its non-occurrence. Thus, behavior can be aware of itself as finite freedom, as freedom for this-rather-than-that, only if, for a start, it is aware of the possibility - as opposed to the necessity - of the ways of expressing itself signified by the "this-rather than that". But insofar as behavior is originally re-presentative, i.e., disclosive, this means that specifically human behavior must not like the so-called "ritualistic" behavior of animals be fixed in the world of the actually existent "this" which "this-way" of behaving discloses. On the contrary, it must be aware of itself as freed from and set out from (ausgesetzt) what-is, conceived as the "real" world of the actually existent "this". Only then can the actually existent or "real" world of the "this" be conceived as a possibility as opposed to a necessity and, thus, be freely submitted to as a ground. To radicalize this last point, let us note that it follows from what we have read that the ultimate condition for our free  submission to the real as the measure of all that we know and do is based upon the possibility of conceiving the totality of all that presently is as non-existent. Only then can we inquire into the ground of what-is, asking "Why is there something rather than nothing at all?" Here the question of the possibility of freedom-for-ground shows itself as a question of the possibility of freeing ourselves from hat-is by setting ourselves out (sich aus-setzend) from the totality of what-is. The question, in other words, becomes one of ek-sistence, of standing out from the totality of what-is. This standing out is a prior condition for the acceptance of what-is as our ground; it is, in other words, a prior condition for the autonomous acceptance of the directive that behavior gives itself to disclose what is just as and such as it is; for the acceptance of this directive is, as we recall, the mark of our submission to what-is as it is as our ground. Thus, the standing open of behavior, as the inner possibility of rightness, has as the condition of its possibility, ek-sistent freedom. This is only to say, behavior stands open  only to the point that it stands out.  

8.

We can clarify the internal relationship between these two terms and, thus, see the necessity for a third moment of behavior - that of standing in - by considering again the nature of the directive that behavior gives to itself. We can do this by asking whether the simple resolution, the "open resolve" to be disclosive is sufficient for the disclosedness of what-is as it is. Here the question of the "how" - i.e., the manner or the mode of the behavior that is suited to disclose what-is lust as and such as it is - enters in. How can that behavior, which autonomously gives itself the directive to disclose what-is as it is, provide itself with a criterion by which to judge whether it fulfills this directive? Whence comes the criterion (Richtmass) by which behavior rights itself so as to disclose what-is just as it is? These questions redouble their force when we realize that this criterion must in some sense be pre-established, that is, given before all explicit representation of what-is. What-is can show itself explicitly as it is "only if," as Heidegger says, "this postulate has already freed itself" and thus become disclosed to and "in" Da-sein, conceived as an openness for one of those governing revelations which i binding on every representation.”27

Here, the standing open of Dasein is conceived as a standing open for the revelation of a binding criterion for all representation. In freeing himself from what-is, that is, in freeing himself from his fixed relation to the "this world" that his purely functional behavior discloses, man in his Dasein is thus shown to free himself for a governing revelation of a criterion for all representation, that is, for a criterion which will allow what-is to show itself as it is and, thus, allow it as the "real" to serve as his ground. Insofar as the criterion for all representation gives to  behavior, which has autonomously given to itself the directive to be disclosive a reason why it should deport itself in this way rather than that, freedom for the revelation of the criterion is freedom-for-grounds. It is such, because, as we said, to submit to the directive to disclose what-is as it is is to submit to the real as our measure, i.e., as our ground. But such autonomous submission can be concretized only when we know what the real as such. And this is precisely what the criterion discloses in giving us a reason why we should comport ourselves in this way rather than that. That is, the reason is given in the form of a disclosure of what-is expressly as it is, i.e., a disclosure of the real. This means that it is only because the criterion is the overt character of the real that freedom for-grounds, i.e., the freedom that discloses itself in our free submission to the real, is freedom for the revelation of the criterion. The criterion, as the overt character of the real, is that which allows behavior to disclose what-is as it is and, thus, to concretely bind itself to what-is as it is - i.e., to the real. And the real, which behavior thus autonomously binds itself to, is such only to the point that it discloses in itself the criterion. This means in terms of the third moment of behavior, which is "standing in'; that the ground in which behavior stands and on which it necessarily "in-sists" at the moment it accepts the real as its ground, is the criterion itself. Without the revelation of the criterion, freedom-for-grounds would be groundless in the sense that it would have no ground upon which and in which it could in-sist, i.e., stand in.

We can continue our examination of the criterion by concretizing what we have said in terms of an example. Let us suppose that we, as modern experimental scientists, take our criterion as mathematically quantifiable extension, Now insofar as the criterion discloses itself as the overt character of the real, only those entities which disclose this criterion will be taken to be "really there". Emotions, "values" and, in general non-quantifiable truths will either be denied or else related to that which is "really there" - e.g., quantifiably extended motion, molecules and electrical impulses.28 Here, as is obvious, the criterion by which what-is is so judged and re-presented is taken as a "given," i.e., as already there  before all disclosive behavior begins. The naive realism of this attitude is based upon the unexamined fact that behavior can be explicitly disclosive only by insisting on the criterion. Thus, the criterion must have, in some sense, already "freed itself" from its hiddenness and thus already be overt before all "freeing," all explicitly disclosive behavior begins. To see this more clearly, we must note again that the criterion for all re-presentation can be such only to the point that, as the overt character of the real, it expresses what-is as it really is. For only so can behavior, in submission to its autonomous directive, right itself by what-is and so disclose it as it is - i.e., as the real. Now the criterion, in its prior disclosure of "real" is itself a preliminary gift to Dasein, i.e., a Vorgeben. This Vorgeben is one of an openness, a zone in which what-is can disclose itself as it is. This is only to say that the criterion, as the worldhood of the "real world," gives to Dasein possible Bezugsbereich in which and through which he can comport himself so as to disclose what-is explicitly as it is. Examples of such areas of relationship are many. Indeed each epoch can be characterized by the Bezugsbereich, the open zone in which and through which its citizens have comported themselves to disclose Oat-is just as it is - i.e., as the real. The temple of the Greeks, the law court of the Romans, the cathedral of the Middle Ages, the laboratory of the modern scientist, all these and more are opened up as possible zones of explicit disclosure according as the criterion expresses the real in its openness as the gods, the laws, the Trinity or mathematically quantifiable extension.

9.

Now if Dasein stands out only to stand open to the revelation of the criterion and if Dasein stands open to this revealed criterion only to stand in it as an overt zone, an openness where what-is can be disclosed as it is, it follows that, as Heidegger says, "the self-freeing for a binding criterion is only possible as a being-free for the revelation of an openness (Offenbaren eines Offenen) 29 Here our examination of the criterion leads us to the essential question: what is this openness in its own nature, that is, as openness itself? A subsidiary but no less important question how does the being-free (Freisein) for the revelation of this openness express itself? As Heidegger notes, "Western thought in its beginning conceived this openness (dieses Offene) as the unconcealed.”30Translating “truth,” as un-unconcealment, ( is forgetting, forgetfulness, oblivion) is not only more literal; more importantly, it also requires that we trace our notion of truth as propositional rightness back to the still uncomprehended quality: unconcealedness or revealedness itself.

To do so, let us note that the being-free for the revelation of this openness expresses itself in the "letting-be of what-is." This is so, because freedom, not only in the sense of being-free-from (i.e., ek-sistence) but also in the sense of being-free for (i.e., in-sistence), is the essence of truth. Freedom in the sense of "being-free for the revelation of an openness shows itself as the still uncomprehended essence of freedom” for it links the notions of freedom and truth. Insofar as freedom for the revelation of an openness is freedom for, in the sense of in-sistent submission to the openness in which what-is can show itself as it is, it follows that "such freedom lets each being be the being that it is," that is, such freedom shows itself as the "letting be of hat-is" 32 Thus freedom for the revelation of the criterion, i.e., freedom-for-grounds, is the essence of truth in the sense of unconcealedness or revealedness itself precisely because in standing in the criterion, i.e., insisting upon it, it lets each entity be revealed as it is in the zone, the openness or unconcealedness  disclosed by the criterion.

Here it is our task, to grasp more originally the relationship between Dasein in his behavior and the openness disclosed by the criterion. Only then can we grasp the relationship between the openness or unconcealedness of the criterion and the Un-concealment itself, which, as we shall see, is the source  of this criterion. Now for Dasein to let something be what it is in the openness of the criterion, it must let itself express, in the Bezugsbereich that grounds and is grounded in its behavior, the criterion for this openness. Thus to let something be is to let oneself be in the open Bezugsbereich which "expresses," as it were, the criterion for this openness. As Heidegger says "To let be, namely to let a being be the being that it is, means to let oneself be ('to insert oneself') in das Of Lena and in its openness in which every entity takes up its stand, which entails, as it were, such openness.33 Now, if to let something be is to let oneself, in one's Bezugsbereich, be in the openness of the criterion, the essential question is, "How precisely is this possible?"

Insofar as being-free for the revelation of an openness has as its prior condition bang-free from, the question turns again on the condition of the possibility of ek-sistence. Here let us note that, as Heidegger says, "letting-oneself-be (das Sicheinlassen) in the unconcealedness of what-is ... develops into a stepping back (Zürucktreten) before what-is so that it may manifest itself in its 'what' and thow."34 Only by virtue of this stepping back, i.e., standing out, from what-is, can what-is manifest itself as it really is and, in its manifestation of the overt character of the real, betaken as a criterion for the rightness of the propositional re-presentation that concerns it. Here the double movement of disclosive letting-be shows itself in its explicit character. It is only because disclosive letting-be, i.e., freedom, involves both presence and absence, that is, both ek-sistence and in-sistence, that what-is can be present in its otherness, that is, be present as a re-presentation. Now just as a letting what-is be is a letting oneself be, so also in standing out from what-is, one must stand out from oneself. One stands out from what-is in order to disclose it as it is, and to do this one must stand out from oneself as a specific form of behavior in order to bring disclosive behavior itself into the open. We do this whenever we ask, standing open to the Un-concealment  that grounds and reveals the criterion, "What is the behavior that reveals what-is just as and such as it is?" The answer to this question is, of course, the answer to the question: What is an entity just as and such as it is? Disclosive behavior, in its letting itself be in the un-concealedness of what-is thus sets itself  out (setzt sich aus) from what-is as such in order to stand open to what-is as such. And the prior condition of this is its setting itself out from itself in order to stand open to itself. How is this possible? How is it possible, as Heidegger says, for letting be "to bring all behavior into theopen”?35

10.

Once again the question turns on the possibility of ek-sistence. Have we in our discussion of ek-sistence turned up any phenomenological "clue" that can open up, as it were, the condition of its possibility. In Section 7, we noted that Dasein can free himself from the this-world that his behavior discloses only by considering it as a finite possibility, i.e., as a possibility among other possibilities and, hence, in itself as a possible nothingness. So also, Dasein can stand out from himself as a possible form of behavior only by considering himself in his present comportment as a possible nothingness. This means that Dasein's awareness of himself as finite freedom - i.e., as freedom for this-rather-than-that, is grounded in his awareness of the possible nothingness of both himself and his world as presently constituted. What does this possible nothingness, which appears each time disclosive behavior steps back from what-is and, in so doing, steps back from itself, point to? What does the "clue" of this nothingness disclose, with respect to the inner possibility of ek-sistence? The "clue" points to the fact that such possibility rests on there being a certain nothingness or void inserted between ourselves, our behavior and what-is. This nothingness is the absence that makes all explicit re-presentation possible, including, let us note, the representation of consciousness to itself that we call self-consciousness. This nothingness is the ground of all unconcealment and as such is, conceived in its precise function that which originally lets all letting-be be.

Conceived in its precise function, it is, as we now see, that which originally makes possible and in this sense grounds the truth (the rightness) of both the intellectus and res. It makes possible and thus grounds the truth of the intellectus for it is that which lets the intellectus let itself be and, hence, lets the intellectus let the res be. The intellectus is and is true (i.e., "right") according as it is open to what-is as it is; and it is open to what-is as it is only insofar as it is open to itself as a specific form of behavior. But for the intellectus to re-present itself to itself as a specific form of behavior, it must, as we have said, stand out from itself; and the condition for the possibility of this open absence is the original void, the nothingness that inserts itself in every such standing out. Equiprimordially with its grounding of the intellectus, this nothingness makes possible the truth of the res. It does this because it is the essential correlate and Abgrund of all finitude. It is such because standing behind and inserting itself between all that is, it lets all that is be. It lets it be what it is in its self-sameness by letting it be in its otherness. Thus, nothingness makes possible the truth of the res equiprimordially precisely because it is that which originally let the res be that which can be let be by the intellectus, that is, it is that which, in the first place, lets the res be re-presentable in its otherness by the intellectus.

Here let us note that the res discloses itself in its otherness by Unfolding itself in an infinite series of finite perspectives. It is only through such a perspectival series that as Heidegger's teacher, Husserl, notes, the other discloses itself in its otherness.36 Thus, nothingness, as the Abgrund of all finitude, lets the res, as that which unfolds itself in finite perspectives, be and, as such, it lets it be other than the intellectus  and show itself in its otherness as that which is finitely disclosable - i.e., as that which shows itself in one perspective only by concealing itself in another. In its letting the res be finitely disclosable, we can see how it lets the res be that which can be let be by the intellectus. For the intellectus is, by its very nature as comportment, that which can only finitely disclose - i.e., can only dis-close by concealing or closing off. Here nothingness as the Abgrund of finitude shows itself as that which equiprimordially grounds both the intellectus and res in the disclosing - concealing finitude of their correspondence. Here, let us note, the disclosure of nothingness points to the unthought ground, the hitherto concealed original "dis-" of the essence of truth.

11.

To clarify this, we must first understand the relationship between this nothingness which is the original Nothing and Un -concealment or truth itself. First we must note that this original Nothing is not the negation by which we say that something is "not" something else.37 It is not, in other words, a position of the logic which, as the "form of our thought,"38 we bring to the world. It is, on the contrary, the original nihil of which Heidegger, reversing the old axiom, writes, "ex nihil omne ens qua ens fit.” Now the original Nothing is such precisely because it is the Abgrund of all finitude and because, as Heidegger says, "Being itself is in its essence finite (das Sein selbst im Wesen endlich ist).”39 To see the full significance of this statement with respect to the essence of truth, we must make the uniquely essential point that the essence of Being, the sense (Sinn) of Being is, for Heidegger, Truth itself. This is so because the original meaning of Being as  or  is presence.40 And Un-concealment itself , Un-hiddenness itself, is the sense, the meaning of presence. In a word, is the Sinn of . This means that just as the original Nothing, rather than being the opposite of Being, belongs to Being  as the Abgrund which grounds Being in its essential finitude, so also the Sense of Being, Truth itself is grounded in das Nichts as that which belongs to it. Das Nichts is pointed to here as the original dis-essence of Truth.

To see this in its full clarity we must think through in a more original fashion the essential relationship between das Nichts and Being itself. What does it mean to say that das Nichts shows itself as belonging to the Being of beings?41 How does das Nichts show itself? It shows itself in the fact that the Being of beings always discloses itself as a difference. Every being is. And no single being is, itself, Being itself.42 This means Being itself discloses itself in beings as that which is different  from every being. Now the difference between Being and beings is grounded in the Abgrund that grounds being in its finitude. The Abgrund of the difference, the Abgrund of Being not being beings, is das Nichts itself. Das Nichts belongs to Being, and this means, here, that Being is not beings. To say that Nothing discloses itself as belonging to Being is, thus, to say that Nothing discloses itself as the original Not of the ontological difference.

What does this mean with respect to , the original Sense of Being? With respect to the Un-concealment of Being, it signifies that Being itself which is finite discloses itself, in its otherness from beings, finitely. That is, the Un-concealment, the Truth of beings is epochal. This signifies, first, that the revelation of Being is historical, epochal in character,43 and, second, that history itself begins with the first thought of Being. To see this, we must begin an examination of the first thinking of Being itself.

12.

The thought of the Being of beings first arises with a posing of the question, s Sei das Seiende?" This is so because simultaneously with the posing of this question, there arises the first awareness of das Nichts as the original Not of the ontological difference and, thus, the first disclosure of Being itself in the Seienden as other than every Seiende. This becomes clear once we realize that the question,14hat may an entity be?" arises only with the awareness that an entity may not be what it is presently disclosed to be; that is, it arises with the awareness that an entity's present disclosure and the disclosive behavior that is correlative to it are not in themselves necessary, but are in themselves finite possibilities replaceable by others. Thus the first thinker can pose the question, Was sei das Seiende?" only when he is aware of the finite possibility and, hence, the possible nothingness of both the "this world" that his behavior discloses and himself, conceived of as a specific and correlative form of behavior. That is, the first thinker's posing this question and his standing out from both what-is as his behavior discloses it, and from himself as a specific form of behavior, are one and the same and , with simultaneous with his awareness of the possible nothingness of the concrete correspondence, i.e., the worldhood that includes both himself and the entities that he confronts. Only with this awareness, can the first thinker be aware of himself as finite freedom - i.e., as freedom for this-rather-than-that; and only with this awareness, can he explicitly be ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds. 

Now the awareness of this possible nothingness is the first awareness  of das Nichts as the original "Not" of the ontological difference. For the "Not" is felt by existent freedom-for-grounds as the Need, the Not, of Being itself. That is, it is felt not as the practical need-for-beings, but as the need-for-Being-itself-in-beings. When freedom-for-grounds asks "What may an entity be just as and such as it is?" it asks not after the functionally disclosed what-is, but after that which will allow what-is to explicitly serve as its ground. The first thinker in posing the question, in other words asks, after the Offenbaren eines Offenen. That is, he asks: after the revelation of an open zone of disclosure in which every entity can take up its stand expressly as it is in its what and its how. Now the awareness of the need for this revelation is implicitly the Need for Being; for insofar as this zone is the Un-concealment of beings, it presents itself as the Sense of the Being of beings - i.e., as the meaning of the Presence ) of every being. This means that the criterion that gives the first thinker the possibility of this open zone of disclosure, by opening him up to Bezugsbereich in which and through which he can comport himself so as to disclose what-is as it is, is itself the finite revelation of the  Truth of the Being of beings. The first thinker thinks this finite revelation  as the overt character of what-is as it is, that is as the overt, un-concealed character of the real, conceived as the totality of what-is as such. The criterion opens up the zone of disclosure of what-is as such in totality by being a criterion for all representation; and it is such only because it discloses to the first thinker what an entity as an entity may be just as and such as it is. 

Here let us note that the fact that ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds expresses itself as the Need for Being, in gazing into the nothingness that grounds Being, shows that the criterion has already freed itself and is, in a sense, already overt as a preliminary gift of Being to the thinker. This is so, because although as Heidegger says, 'Letting be - i.e., freedom - is, in its own setting itself out, ek-sistent, "44 he also declares that "freedom is the ground of the inner possibility of rightness only because it receives its own essence from the original essence of the uniquely essential truth."45 This is only to say that the standing out of freedom as freedom for-grounds, the letting entities be as they are by existent freedom-for-grounds, so as to let them be its ground, and the preliminary gift of the revelation of the uniquely essential truth are one and the same and, as we now see, simultaneous, with the awareness of nothingness.

13.

Now because Being itself is grounded in das Nichts and because das Nichts lets all letting-be be and allows the first thinker, in his awareness of nothingness, to let Being be, it follows that insofar as das Nichts is the ground of all finitude, the disclosure of Being to which das Nichts belongs is finite, epochal in character. This means not only that the criteria by which Being discloses itself are "world-historical" in character - providing as they do the Bezugsbereich in which each epoch approaches the real - it also means that history cannot begin until the Being of beings so discloses itself in the first criterion. For only with the disclosure of the first criterion, that is, only with the first revelation of the uniquely essential truth, can man explicitly stand out, i.e., ek-sist historically. The history of man, insofar as it is not a part of natural history, is a record of man's standing out. For the natural history of plants and animals, to the point that it leaves out of the count the slow mechanically caused evolution of species, is but a record of what Schelling referred to as “the melancholy monotony of Nature." In the world of Natured every expression of self-affirmation is ultimately an expression of the natural whole. Stag fights stag for female, animal feeds upon animal in the struggle for existence; yet in all this nothing properly historical i.e., eksistent, is accomplished. The result of setting life against life in nature is the preservation of Life as a whole unchanged in its species. Here let us note that the Hegelian reflection on Schelling's phrase is that the dialectic of Life moves in such a fashion that although the end of life (of the individual animal) is death, the death of the individual contributes to Life as a whole - i.e., to Life in its unchanging species.46

To see why man stands out from this whole, to see why, as Heidegger says, "the ek-sistence of historical man begins at the moment when the first thinker to ask himself about the unconcealment of entities, asks," What may an entity be?’”47 we must consider the transformation that this question works on a temporality of the natural whole. Nature expresses itself as a "melancholy monotony" precisely because its temporality is cyclic- i.e., the present repeats the past, and the future will repeat the present. The causal direction of this time is thus, past, present, future. That is, what-is at present is no more than the determined result of the totality of the conditions of what-was in the past; what-will-be in the future, equally, will be the determined result of the totality of the conditions of what-is in the present.

Now the temporality that expresses itself in the question "Was sei das Seiende radically stands out from this natural temporal flow. The causal direction of this temporality is not past, present, future, but rather future, past, present. To see this, we must note that the three moments of explicitly disclosive behavior, standing open, standing in and standing out, correspond and are, indeed expressions of the three temporal moments of future, past and present. The first thinker, at the moment he poses this question, stands out from the natural whole only because his standing open  to the not-yet of the revelation radically alters his standing in nature. Before the posing of this question, the first thinker stood in his "natural" Bezugsbereich simply as an expression of the natural whole - that is, as an expression of the causality of the past. Insofar as the past determines his disclosive actions, the Bezugsbereich that his "natural" behavior discloses is an expression of the causality of the natural whole - the causality of the past. Now to pose the question, "Was sei das Seiende?" is precisely to put this natural Bezugsbereich into question, to reveal it, in facts as a possible nothingness, and, thus, to free oneself from the naturally disclosed zone in which one's comportment had been "fixed," as it were, as an expression of the natural whole. Metaphysically speaking, we can say that the "natural" disclosure of what-is is constituted by the need of Nature, as expressed in the natural whole, to preserve itself unchanged. This is only to say, that what-is in totality is disclosed to the animal just as and such as to fix him in the natural whole. Thus, the posing of the question, "Was sei das Seiende?" the initial revelation of the possible nothingness of what has been disclosed in totality, and the standing out of the first thinker from the natural whole are one and the same and simultaneous with the beginning of a specifically new form of temporality - that of ek-sistent freedom.

This temporality moves in such a fashion that man's standing open for a future revelation transforms his standing in and already disclosed zone so as to make his present standing out, his existence, possible. The causal direction of this temporality is not that of the past determining-the-present determining-the-future, but rather that of the openness of the future transforming the past so as to constitute the present. Now this temporality, which is the temporality of ek-sistent freedom is specifically historical. For the temporal flow of future, past, present, is the condition of the possibility of free historical acts. As Heidegger says, "Only ek-sistent man is historical, Nature has no history. 48

14.

To concretize this, let us consider, as an example, Caesar taking a its walk on its bank on the night before he crosses the Rubicon. Now if Caesar were an expression of the natural whole, we could say, from the perspective of natural history that Caesar was determined by what went  before to cross the Rubicon. The actual Caesar, the concrete historical Caesar, however, is not so "determined." According to the familiar anecdote, he vacillates throughout the evening. Before him appears the conception of himself as Emperor of all the Romans. Now this conception is not a conception of what he is at present; it is a conception of what he might be in the future. His conception of himself is not of his present self but, on the contrary, that of a not-yet self. And this conception of a not-yet self is, we must stress, the real - i.e., the historical - presence of the future in the present. For, here, the future is present in the present, not as that which-is-causally-determined-to-be by the present - i.e., not as that which will appear by virtue of the simple causal unfolding of the present into the future - but rather that which itself is causally active on the present. This action is not immediate but, as we have said, proceeds through the past to constitute the present. This open not-yet transforms Caesar's standing in the past, i.e., in the Bezugsbereich that reveals him as general of the northern armies, so as to free him from this disclosure of what he had taken to be his "real" self and to reveal it to him as it is, as simply a possibility. Here we must ask the essential question, "A possibility for what?" A possibility here, we answer, to become, from general of the armies on the northern frontier, Emperor of all the Romans.

The not-yet acts, then, to free one from being "fixed" in the past so as to let the past be revealed as it is, i.e., as a series of actual possibilities. Caesar in the consideration of his actual possibilities the historically ek-sisting Caesar. In his considering the past as a possibility, as opposed to a necessity, he stands out from himself as an expression of the natural whole. Caesar's being-there as ek-sistent, i.e., the eksistent Da-Sein of Caesar, understood as the leatin& his past be revealed as it is, frees him, as Heidegger would say, for his "freedom" which then and only then, both confronts him with a choice between actual possibilities and imposes actual necessities - above all the necessity of actually choosing - upon him.49 The ground of this "freedom is the eksistent Dasein of Caesar, which is itself grounded in the temporality of ek-sistent freedom: the temporality that moves, causally, from the future to the present by way of the past. It is because of this temporality that Caesar's not-yet is not an illusory future, that is, is not a future that is contained in its essentials implicitly in the past and, as such, is indistinguishable in its conditions from the past itself. This temporality, which is historical temporality, is itself called ekstatic because it makes the future stand out from the past - i.e., ek-sist on its own as causally  constitutive, along with and through the past, of the eksistent presence of the individual; If freedom in the sense of eksistent being-there is grounded in this temporality, then freedom is not a property of the individual; rather, insofar as this temporality is based on the finite, epochal revelation of Being, "freedom as Heidegger puts it, "possesses man.”50

The full meaning of this becomes apparent when we realize that eksistent or ekstatic temporality is the first gift of Being to man. For this temporality, which begins with the not-yet, begins, ultimately, when  Being first reveals itself as a not-yet. Being reveals itself as a not-yet by revealing that the, meaning, the Sense of the Presence () of what is present is still concealed, that is, not yet revealed in its Un-concealment. And this is accomplished by its revealing to man his awn and the world's possible nothingness - which revelation is a revelation of the worldhood of his being-in-the-world as a not-yet, i.e., as something not grounded in the past, whose disclosure is now conceived as a possible  nothingness, but as something whose essential reality, whose "ground," lies in the achievement of a future disclosure.

Now it is only by virtue of this preliminary gift of ekstatic temporality that man, now become ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds, can stand out and, by virtue of his standing out, freely submit himself to Being's revelation of itself in the criterion. This free submission, which is grounded in the preliminary gift, is the inner possibility of historical ek-sistence. And this, precisely because the preliminary gift itself, as a ground of freedom, conceived of as ek-sistent being-there, sets man free for his "freedom." "Freedom" can confront man with a choice between actual possibilities," freedom can impose upon man actual necessities only because) in man's standing open to Being's revelation of itself in the criterion, actuality (das Seiende ) first appears as a possibility - a possibility which, with the free acceptance of the criterion, imposes its own actual necessities upon him. But such necessity. and this is the point that we must stress, is not one in which he is fixed, as before, but one which he - at least originally - freely binds himself to in his free acceptance of the revealed criterion. This is only to say that actual possibilities, "Möglichkeit (Seiendes), i.e., possibilities that impose upon him actual necessities, "Notwendiges (Seiendes)," are ultimately grounded in his temporal standing out as ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds. Only as ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds can he freely bind himself to the real as his ground and, thus, freely submit to the revealed criterion as the overt character of the real. Only then can the real, showing itself in its overt character, impose its own objective - i.e., actual - necessities upon him. Now if such free submission is the ratio cognoscendi of ekstatic temporality, the essential question is: What is the ratio essendi of this temporality?

15.

This question can be posed in the following fashion: Heidegger says that "The initial revelation of what-is in totality, the quest for what-is as such, and the beginning of Western history are one and the same and. simultaneous in a ‘Time’ which in an immeasurable fashion (die Selbstunmessbar) 51 opens up das Offene to every kind of measure." What is this "Time" that immeasurably opens up das Offene to every kind of measure (Mass)? That is, what is the ratio essendi of the Time, itself immeasurable that showing itself as ekstatic temporality, opens up the Un-concealment of Being, opens up the meaning of the Presence () of what-is, to every type of criterion (Richtmass).

Here, once more, we come to the essential relationship between das Nichts and Being. Here, we can think again, and this time in a more original fashion, the initial “dis” of the essence of the truth of Being. If the Being of beings is the Presence of that which is present and if Un-concealment is the Sinn, the meaning, of this Presence, then temporality itself, Zeitlichkeit, is integral to the essence of the Un-concealment of Being. For time is ultimately that in which and through which Presence () is made present. But time, having three moments, not only makes ousia present, it also, and this in an original fashion, makes Being ( absent. Here temporality shows itself as the immeasurable relationship between das Nichts and Being. For if das Nichts, as the Abgrund of all finitude, is that which lets finite Being be - letting it be in its self-sameness by letting it be in its otherness from beings - das Nichts now shows itself as the Abgrund of the temporality that is integral to the full essence of the Un-concealment of Being. Das Nichts is the absence that makes all presence possible precisely because it expresses itself in its relation to the Un-hiddenness of Presence as temporality.

We said before, that just as the original Nothing - rather than being the opposite of Being - belongs to Being as the Abgrund that grounds Being in its essential finitude, so also the Sense of Being, Truth itself, is grounded in das Nichts as that which belongs to it. We can now see the full significance of this statement. Das Nichts belongs to Being means, as we have said, that Being is not beings. Das Nichts belongs to the Un-concealment of Being means that Being reveals itself in beings, as other than beings, only by virtue of a temporality that conceals precisely, to the point that it reveals. The reason why Time can open up the Unconcealment of Being to every possible measure is that each measure conceals the Truth of Being precisely to the point that it reveals it. The reason why these revelations are finite - i.e., conceal to the point that they reveal - is that das Nichts, the Abgrund of finitude, belongs to the Un-concealment, the Truth of Being itself. This is only to say that the full "essence" of truth, the essence that includes its dis-essence is the temporality that is grounded in das Nichts. Temporality, as that which makes Being both present and absent is the full essence of the Truth of  Being.52 The full essence of truth includes its dis-essence precisely because the temporality that grounds the essence of truth as un-concealment includes and demands the dis-essence of truth as concealment. And this, only because the initial "dis-" of the full essence of truth is das Nichts  itself.

The “Time” that opens up the Un-concealment of Being to every possible measure is itself immeasurable (unmessbar) because it is grounded in that immeasurable Abgrund that grounds the very Being, the Presence, of all that is. Das Nichts is itself immeasurable precisely because it swallows up in negation, as the Abgrund of all negation, every possible measure. We have, in other words, no intrinsic criterion by which we can speak of it as it is in itself. We can only note that, being itself the negation of all our essence-seeking statements, it is itself its own concealment. Indeed, it is only by virtue of its concealing itself that it makes Being present. Itself, as the Abgrund of temporality, the absence that makes all Presence possible, it is the original mystery, the mystery as such. As such, it is the initial "dis-" of the full essence of truth.

16.

To concretize the preceding paragraphs, to see first how Zeitlichkeit, in showing itself as ekstatic'- temporality, concretely makes Being both present and absent, let us consider again ekstatic temporality in its relation to the revelation of the criterion. This temporality, which begins with the not-yet, begins, as we have said, when Being to which Das Nichts belongs reveals itself as a not-yet, that is, as a subject of a future revelation. In standing open to this revelation, man stands out from his "natural" Bezugsbereich, in which he previously had stood in, and lets it be revealed as it is, i.e., as simply a possibility. Again, the essential question arises, "A possibility for what?" With this question we see the necessity for the reinstatement of the initial moment of behavior, that of standing in,  and with this, the necessity for the continuance of the temporal cycle. Man as ek-sistent being-there i.e., man as free for his freedom, cannot stand in simply an open and indeterminate possibility. Possibility must be made concrete and actual. For man's essential freedom is, by virtue of his eksistent being-there, ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds. Now the revelation through the criterion of das Seienden im Ganzen is, precisely speaking, that which concretizes and thus guarantees his possibilities. And this, because it relates them to and grounds them in the real. Upon the revelation of the first criterion, that is, upon the revelation of the overt character of the real, man thus insists upon the criterion and accepts it as his ground. In so doing, he returns again to the moment of standing in. For he stands in the Bezugsbereich that the criterion discloses and insists upon it as the overt character of what-is just as and such as it is.

Now this temporal cycle, in which standing open abolishes only to reinstate standing-in, is repeated with each finite revelation of Being. Man's standing-in and insisting on the criterion forms the dominant character, indeed, the "space" of each epoch; and each epoch itself corresponds to a finite revelation of Being. Now this ekstatic historical temporality, by which man moves from epoch to epoch, makes Being both present and absent, And this, because it conceals Being to the point that it reveals it. It does so precisely because it constitutes the ek-sistent being-there of man as in-sistent. Heidegger says, "As ek-sistent, being-there (Da-sein)is insistent", And this is so, because historical being-there (Da-sein) is temporal and contains in the unity of its temporality both the moments of in-sistence and ek-sistence. Now Time conceals Being to the point that it reveals it, because the temporality in which it shows itself both opens man up to the revelation of Being and closes him off by making him in-sistent. To insist on what has been revealed is to close oneself off to what has not been revealed, Thus, in-sistence falsifies  the essential reality of the achieved revelation which is its essential  finitude. It follows then, as Heidegger says, "Man errs, He does not merely fall into error, he lives in error always because, by ek-sisting, he insists and is thus already in error."54 Insofar as historical temporality is integral to man's being-there, it follows again, as Heidegger says, "Error is part of the inner structure of Da-sein in which historical man is involved."55 "All modes of behavior," Heidegger says, "have, according to their overtness and correlation to what-is in totality, each their ways of erring."56 This is so because all modes of behavior are overt, that is, explicitly disclosive, only to the point that they insist upon and in-sistently express the revealed criterion for what-is as such in totality. The revelation of such criteria is, as we have said, epochal, historical in character. And insofar as each criterion, as the overt character of what-is just as and such as it is, gives to insistent historical man an overt zone of disclosure," the error in which historical man must walk is essentially one with the overtness of what-is-there."57

Error, then, has it ground in the ekstatic temporality of man's being-there. It is in itself the insistent overlooking and, hence, falsification of the essential finitude of the revelation of Being. As such, as Heidegger says, "Error is the essential counter essence of the original essence of truth.58 This is so because, if the essence of truth is freedom, understood as the eksistent revelatory letting be of what-is, error is the integral correlation of letting be to dissimulation. The freedom that lets be only by insisting on what has already been let be and, hence, upon that which is already  overt in that which has been let be, always overlooks, always closes off and, hence, always falsifies the full horizon of what-is just as and such as it is. Thus error, which is in its fundamental form the insistence upon what is already overt, i.e., on the criterion itself, is the original , counter-essence of truth. This means that if truth is  is Un-concealment, error is Concealment itself. Error is Concealment because it is the correlation of letting be to dissimulation; and it is this correlation because it conceals the essential finitude of Being’s revelation of what-is in totality.
17.

What does error as Concealment point to? What is it that, allowing letting-be to be always and already correlated to dissimulation, allows error its sway? Nothing less, Heidegger answers, than the dissimulation of the dissimulated - i.e., the concealment of error itself as the original counter-essence of truth. Error is the dissimulation of the essential finitude of the revelation of what-is in totality. The concealment of this dissimulation is what Heidegger calls the Verbergung des Verborgenen  im Ganzen, i.e., the mystery, das Geheimnis, itself.59 This mystery, which is the mystery as such, stands behind ekstatic temporality in its concealing-revealing relation to Being. It does so because it is the original 'die- of the full temporal essence of truth. As such, the mystery is, of course, das Nichts itself. For das Nichts is its own concealment. And insofar as it is only by virtue of its concealment of itself that Being is made present, it is the Abgrund of temporality and, hence, the Abgrund of the full, temporal essence of truth. As such, das Nichts is the Verbergung des Verborgenen. For in revealing Being by concealing itself, it conceals the Nothing that belongs to Being. That is, it conceals the Abgrund that grounds Being in its concealing-revealing finitude and, thus, conceals the concealing-revealing finitude of the truth (the Un-concealment) of Being itself. By virtue of this concealment, which is, we must always keep in mind, a concealment of itself, it conceals from error its own essential nature as an insistent concealment of the essential finitude of Beings revelation of itself. It is thus, a concealment of Concealment (error) itself.

As the concealment of error, the mystery of das Nichts, then, is that which allows error its sway. It is that which allows error to be "the theatre (Spielraum) for that variable mode of being (Wende) where insistent eksistence, turning and turning about, perpetually forgets and mistakes itself.60 The forgetting of insistent ek-sistence of itself - i.e., its forgetting of itself as already in error - is the work of the self-concealment of the mystery. As Heidegger says, "Dasein, insofar as it eksists, preserves the first and most authentic and extreme non-revelation of all: authentic untruth.”61 Because of the mystery, i.e., because of the concealment of Concealment (error) itself, Dasein's "letting what-is in totality be - a process that reveals and conceals at the same time -brings about that the dissimulation appears as the initial thing dissimulated.62 Thus, in its forgetting of itself as already in error, Dasein preserves the dissimulation of the dissimulation, i.e., the mystery as such which is "the authentic dis-essence, in the sense of pre-essence, of the full essence of truth. 

18.

In its preservation of the dissimulation of the dissimulation, Dasein shows itself as a "wandering in need (Wanderung in die Not).“63 The "turning” (Wende) of historical Dasein from ek-sistence to in-sistence and back again is grounded in its forgetfulness of the mystery. And such forgetfulness is grounded in the mystery itself. For "the mystery itself," as Heidegger says, "denies itself in and for the sake of forgetfulness." 64 This in-sistent turning of ek-sistent historical Dasein shows itself, as Heidegger says-, as the Not der Nötigung, as the "need of compulsion.”65 Dasein, in seeking a criterion for all representation, seeks to be compelled. For Dasein as ek-sistent freedom-for-grounds is, primarily the need-for-Being. Now both the "need" and the "wandering" are grounded in the mystery of das Nichts. For Dasein's structure as Need is grounded in his pre-ontological awareness of das Nichts as the original "Not" of the ontological difference, which "Not" is felt as the Not, the Need, for Being in beings. But insofar as the mystery denies itself in and for forgetfulness, that is, insofar as das Nichts is its own concealment, the Need is essentially falsified - i.e., is always a new turning into error.

This falsification of the Need, and the consequent turning into error, ranges from the commonest mistake to going entirely astray. Not only does the insistence on the revealed criterion for what-is in totality close off and falsify the full horizon of what-is just as and such as it is, but also the practical insistence on what-is as it manifestly is obscures the whole notion of the in-totality. This is so, because although the in-totality determines all things as a criterion for all representation, it itself ,in the practical field, appears as something indeterminable. For, itself no thing, it cannot be understood in terms of what manifestly is.66 Thus the practical need, for beings, conceals the Need for the Being of beings. Precisely because practical letting be lets each being be in its proper relationship to other beings and thus reveals it, it conceals the Being of beings.

Now this everyday sort of error which leads to the greatest error. the confusion of Being and beings - o , alternately the identification of Being with a being - is grounded in the self-concealment of the mystery. For the self-concealment of the mystery - i.e., the concealment by das Nichts  of the essential mystery of das Nichts belonging to Being - conceals the ontological difference between Being and beings. Thus the mystery governs practical Dasein's forgetfulness of himself as a Need for Being; and when this Need is reawakened and felt as a compulsion, the mystery, often enough makes Dasein identify Being itself with a being, or else, alternately with beings themselves.67 Now das Nichts governs all of these "errors" from the compulsive insistence on the criterion to the obscuration of the whole notion of the in-totality. For as the Abgrund  of all finitude, it grounds the revealing-concealing finitude of letting-be; but as its own concealment, it conceals from letting-be its own essential finitude. And this concealment, it both grounds letting-be as in-sistent error and works to conceal from letting-be the fact that it is already in error.
19.

Das Nichts, in its own self-concealment, is, thus, the ground of what Heidegger calls the metaphysical thought of explicitly disclosive, historical Dasein. For metaphysical thought, in its attempts to get at the truth of all essence, i.e., the truth of what-is as such in totality, is characterized by its insistent denial of its own finitude." But das Nichts' own denial or concealment of itself as the Abgrund of all finitude is that which originally allows such thought to conceal from itself its own essential finitude. Now insofar as metaphysical thought conceals its own finitude by in-sisting on what it has let be, in-sisting on the wholeness, the completeness of its revelation, it shows itself as the ground-phenomenon (Grundgeschehen) of Dasein. Indeed, it is Dasein conceived as a "wandering in need". In his Nachwort zu: “Was ist Metaphysik?”, Heidegger says that metaphysics thinks the thought of Being without being able in its manner of thought to reflect on the truth of Being. This truth remains its unknown and unfathomable ground (unbekannte ungegründete Grund). But if, as Heidegger says, we suppose that "Being itself reposes in its truth" and that "the truth of Being functions as the Being of truth", then we must necessarily ask what metaphysics is in its own ground. Such a question, insofar as it thinks in terms of the ground of metaphysics, no longer thinks metaphysically. Its thought, insofar as it thinks the truth of Being and thinks this in terms of the Being of Un-hiddenness is the beginning of the overcoming of metaphysics." And this, precisely because if metaphysical thought moves on the level of Being by its insistent forgetting of the mystery of the Nothing that belongs to Being, the thought of the ground of metaphysics asks precisely after the self-concealment of this Nothing. If the truth, the Un-concealment, of Being functions as the Being, the Presence, of Truth, and if the full essence of truth is such that truth reveals itself and is present only to conceal itself and be absent, then the way is pointed to for the overcoming of metaphysics by thinking the mystery as such.

The thought of the mystery as such, the thought of das Nichts  belonging to Being, reveals that the full essence of truth includes its dis-essence as that which belongs to it; and because of this, it reveals that truth, through full essence, functions primarily as dissimulation, i.e., reveals itself only to conceal itself. This means that the philosophy that seeks to overcome metaphysics must not, as Heidegger says, refuse this dissimulation, but rather must force its essence whole into  the openness of our understanding. For the "essence" - or rather "pre-essence" of this dissimulation is the original dis-essence of truth. That is, it is das Nichts itself which, as the Abgrund of all finitude, grounds the revealing-concealing finitude of the Un-hiddenness of Being itself. In its thought of this dissimulation, that is, in its thought of the revealing-dissimulating finitude of the Unhiddenness of Being that is grounded in das Nichts as that which belongs to it, philosophy for the first time overcomes metaphysics and for the first time takes up its role as a "keeper of its own laws."70For in the thought of dissimulation as such, it is no longer governed by the dissimulation of what is dissimulated; that is, it ceases for the first time to be explicitly metaphysical.

20.

What does the philosophical thought that keeps its own laws by thinking the mystery as such have to say about our original problem, the problem of the objective truth of what-is? Let us begin by asking, "What does the thought of the mystery as such disclose with respect to the objective  rightness of re-presentation?" The properly philosophical thought of the mystery not only discloses man's historical being as Need; it also discloses his thereness as a wandering in this Need. Insofar as his Need is for Being itself, i.e., for Presence itself in its Un-hiddenness, man in his Da-sein wanders in the Need of a criterion for all re-presentation, Now because of his structure as Need, his freedom, as we have said, is e*-sistent freedom-for-grounds, that is,-the freedom that ek-sists only to in-sist on a ground, that is, on a criterion for all re-presentation. Thus as Heidegger says, "Freedom, conceived as the in-sistent ek-sistence of Dasein, is the essence of truth in the sense of rightness of representation..."71 Is such rightness of re-presentation, which has its essence in freedom, objective? To answer this question, to see what this question can mean in this context, we must examine, in the thought of the mystery, the essential source of this freedom. The thought of the mystery reveals that "the dissimulation of the dissimulated and error belong to the original essence of truth."72 Thus, Heidegger's full statement of the essence of truth as freedom is, "Freedom, conceived as the in-sistent ek-sistence of Dasein, is the essence of truth in the sense of rightness of re-presentation only because freedom itself springs  from the original essence of truth, from the reign of mystery in error."73 Because the original essence of truth governs as mystery in error, Being reveals itself in its Unhiddenness only to conceal itself and to conceal  its own concealment. Thus the inner possibility of the freedom that ek-sists only to in-sist is the original essence of truth itself. For truth, by revealing itself, first causes Dasein to ek-sist; and by concealing itself and concealing its concealment, it first causes Dasein to in-sist.

Now insofar as this freedom possesses man, and this in so original a fashion that it constitutes his present being-there, this freedom, which springs from the original essence of truth, is objective. But insofar as this freedom is the essence of rightness of representation, such rightness is also objective. Here we can see what Heidegger has accomplished. Heidegger has both historicized truth and, by virtue of this historization  rendered truth (in the sense of rightness of re-presentation) objective. Truth is objective because it is, in its essence (which is freedom), not a property of some subject. Rightness of re-presentation is therefore not a property of subjective representation and certainly not a property of subjective whim. Subjective representation receives its rightness," as we recall, from an overt zone of disclosure. And this zone is opened up to Dasein, as eksistent freedom-for-grounds, through the revelation of a binding criterion that serves as a ground for all re-presentation. Re-presentation is objectively right, i.e., true only to the point that it conforms to this criterion. And this, precisely because the criterion objectively constitutive of what-is just as and such as it is in the truth, the Unhiddenness of its Presence. This is only to say that the criterion is the finite revelation of the Sinn, the meaning, of the Presence of what-is in totality present. Thus the criterion, far from being subjective, constitutes the objective meaning of the subject in his  very presence. It does so because it constitutes and, indeed, is the worldhood that constitutes both subject and object. As such, the criterion is that which is pre-eminently objective. 

The point here to note is that the objectivity of the criterion does not deny its essential finitude. Insofar as the criterion comes from Being  and is a revelation of Being to which Nothing belongs, it is by definition finite. The fact that Being reveals itself only by concealing itself, that is reveals itself perspectivally in a temporal-historical sense, is grounded in the Abgrund of Being which is das Nichts itself. The finitude of the criterion, i.e., its epochal, historical character, points to the perspectival character of Being; and this character is grounded in the Nothing that belongs to Being. This means that the first fruit of the thought that overcomes metaphysics, i.e., the thought of the mystery of the Nothing that belongs to Being, is the thought of the objective otherness of Being itself from man. The objective otherness of Being is grounded in the Nothing that belongs to Being; for Being, by virtue of this Nothing, reveals itself in its otherness by enfolding itself in a series of finite, temporal-historical perspectives. Such a manner of disclosure is, as we recall, the essential  phenomenological math of objective otherness.74 The turn of Heidegger's thought, i.e., the turn out of metaphysics that leads to the overcoming of metaphysics, leads thus, to a radical rejection of all forms of subjectivism - including, let us note, the subjectivization of the original truth of Being that is expressed in the sentiment, "man is the measure of all things."75 "Freedom possesses man" thus means for Heidegger, in the sense of its ground, that Being possesses man.

The "turn" of Heidegger's thought has often, in the last quarter century, been remarked upon.76 What we have done here is to lay open its ground. Being is objectively other than man; overtness is a gift of Being to man; and this without being in any sense being an object (i.e., a being). The ground of this radical accomplishment is, as we have said, the thought of the Nothing that belongs to Being, the Nothing that grounds Being in its concealing-revealing finitude. Nothing belongs to Being ultimately means that Being reveals itself in its otherness by enfolding itself in a series of temporal-historical perspectives and in so doing grounds the  history of Western man. The history of Western man is the perspectival field, the horizon of Being itself. Not only is "every sort of 'anthropology' and every sort of subjectivity abandoned," but with the thought of this essay, as Heidegger notes, "the truth of Being is pursued as the 'ground' of a new attitude to history.77 This fundamentally new attitude, this altered ground-position (Grundstellung) is of course the position that is beyond metaphysics, that "gazes out of error into the mystery itself."78
Note

Can we attempt to think what remains unthought in this final thought of Being? The implicit question that remains after the thought of this essay has been completed - assuming its interpretation is correct - is whether Heidegger's overcoming of metaphysics is not ultimately a re-affirmation of the tradition of ne-ontology or neo-Platonism that stretches from Plotinus to Dennis to Master Eckhart, the greatest of the German philosopher- mystics. If metaphysics moves on the level of Being only by forgetting the Nothing that belongs to Being, the implicit conclusion is that the thought of the ground of metaphysics must move beyond that of Being to the Nothing that belongs to Being. In this thought, Nothing is not a "nugatory Nothing," but is in fact that which governs Being's finite revelations of itself. In this thought, Heidegger's philosophy parallels the ancient neo-Platonisms. And to make this comparison stronger, neo-Platonism was the first philosophy b give history its regard. For only if Being is not present as immutably fixed in its grounding relation to what-is, can what-is essentially, i.e., historically, change. Whether or not the neo-Platonic affirmation of a principle beyond Being that governs Being in its revelations of itself is genuinely comparable to Heidegger's philosophy is beyond the scope of this essay. Whether such similarity is essential or is, indeed, simply a historical accident is a question that only further research can answer.
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76. To take but one example, A. De Waelhens, noting that after 1947 Heidegger "tend a dire que l'Ouverture est Être, même ," remarks, “le l'epoque de Sein und Zeit, l'Ouverture apparâit davantage comme une création apportée par l'homme à present elle est plutôt decrite come un don de l'Etre (que se donne done lui-même) l'homme" Phénomenologie et Vérité, p. 71.
77. WW, p. 97. 
78. WW, pp. 93-4.
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