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Abstract. The article deals with the recently published Besinnung, a work dating from 1938—
1939, one among the “unpublished treatises” in Part III of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe. It
follows the Beitrdge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) (1936—1938), taking up the same themes
as that work, such as the last God, the first and the other beginning, etc. But whereas the earlier
work, especially the notion of the last God, relates more to Schelling, this one muses on
Kierkegaard. The article sets Besinnung within the context of related works of the same pe-
riod, not only the Beitrdge but also Metaphysik und Nihilismus and Geschichte des Seyns.
However, Besinnung also breaks new ground, finding a deeper ontological distinction between
Seyn and Sein as the basis for the earlier “ontological difference” between being and beings.
The work is part and parcel with Heidegger’s destructuring of metaphysics, which he sees as
really a freeing up of the beginning, as also the issue of onto-theology. Thus it is integral with
Heidegger’s program of getting God out of metaphysics and being out of theology. It is in
virtue of the meaning he attaches to Seyn (Logos) in Da-sein that it is possible for him not
only to retrieve the meaning of the other beginning, the en-owning (Er-eignis) of Da-sein,
and with it the meaning of the first beginning (in the two senses the phrase has in this work),
but also thereby to recover the forgotten meaning of being (Sein). The approach to Seyn, with
Kierkegaard, is not through the thinking (Denken) that thinks being, which cannot really get
beyond beings and/or the Supreme Being of metaphysics, but through a thinking, a musing,
that thinks through to (Er-denkt) Seyn. The article concludes with some reflections on the
significance of Heidegger as theo-logian.

Heidegger’s Besinnung is set within Part III of the Gesamtausgabe, “unpub-
lished treatises,” of which his Beitrdge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) is the
first in this series of works. The Beitrdge dates from 1936-1938,' a work
Heidegger’s brother Fritz pronounced “unfinished.””” Indeed, it could hardly
be otherwise, given the position Heidegger takes in the Beitrdge, namely that
“The period of the ‘system’ is over,” as also in terms of the view he takes
regarding “metaphysics” in Besinnung and in other works from the same pe-
riod.* In Besinnung, dating from the years 1938—-1939, Heidegger will continue
with many of the same issues enunciated earlier in the Beitrdige, among them
the theme of the last God, which may appropriately be termed Heidegger’s
Christology.’



404 GEORGE J. SEIDEL

At the end of Besinnung, Heidegger looks back on the path his thought has
taken. All along the way, he says, there has been a dialogue with Christianity,
since he grew up rooted in a Catholic world in which the faith was practised.
Though he notes that he was also exposed to Protestant Christianity when at
Marburg. He insists that he is not so much interested in dogmatics or in arti-
cles of faith as in the question whether God goes before us or not, whether we
experience this creative reality (Besinnung, 415; henceforth B, with page
numbers in the text). The one and only question, in his view, is concerning
the glory (Herrlichkeit) of Da-sein, as over against the current paralysis, and
for the restoration of Seyn as future or the flight of the last God (B, 428).¢
Although there are references to the events current in the Germany of the period
in Besinnung,” Heidegger would caution against a psychological or biographi-
cal interpretation of the work, as he also warns against such a reading of the
Beitrige (B, 427), in which there are even more allusions to the events of the
time.

In his work on The Genesis of Heidegger'’s Being and Time, Theodore Kisiel
points to Heidegger’s “Theo-logical Beginnings,” making note of Heidegger’s
description of himself, in a letter to Karl Lowith (19. VIII. 21), as “a Chris-
tian theo-logian.”® The emphasis is on the latter part of the word. Heidegger
makes no claim to being a systematic theologian. Again, the time for systems
is past. Heidegger is interested less in God and theology and more in the Logos,
with the important sense this word has both in Greek thought as also in the
prologue to John’s gospel. In Besinnung, indeed, Heidegger continues to
pursue this course of theo-logical reflection, above all in relation to Kierke-
gaard. During his Marburg years Heidegger tended to deemphasize Kierke-
gaard, since the Danish religious thinker was the rage in the theological circles
there at the time.” Nevertheless, he recognized that Kierkegaard could be ex-
posed only theologically, albeit according to Heidegger’s understanding of
theology.'” Early on, in his lectures from 1929—1930, Heidegger had recog-
nized the importance of Kierkegaard’s notion of the moment (Augenblick) for
theology,!! and this theme surfaces in a significant fashion in Besinnung.
Nevertheless, Heidegger should not be read as simply repeating the two sides
to the meaning of moment in Kierkegaard. For the Danish religious thinker
the moment is the highest Paradox — the infinite in the finite, the eternal in
the temporal, God in time — and the moment is a decision for eternity,'? the
leap of faith relative to the Paradox on the part of the existing individual. In
the appendix to Basic Questions of Philosophy, Heidegger has not only Kierke-
gaard’s leap (of faith), as the way in which we reach the revelation of the truth,
but also the leap forward (Vorsprung), which is the projection (Entwurf) of
Da-sein as revelation of the truth.!® He goes on to say that Da-sein cannot be
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mentioned here, since a “new” theory would be required in order to con-
textualize its meaning.'* That would come later. Even though, rather soon, he
does speak of the “Da’ of Da-sein as referring to the lit up clearing in which
being as a whole resides, so that in this “there” Seyn (the Logos) manifests
itself among appearing things and, at the same time, draws back.'® In this work,
he also indicates the meaning of Besinnung. Be-sinnung is going into the
meaning (Sinn) of the events of history, “meaning” in this context signifying
the realm that is opened up thereby, including everything belonging essen-
tially to what occurred in and with the event.'¢

Besinnung, as with the other works of this period, remains part and parcel
of Heidegger’s destructuring of what he terms onto-theology. Onto-Theo-Logik
looks upon God as merely the ground of the ontic, the reason or cause of being
as a whole."” This specifically Heideggerian program involves getting Sein
out of theology and Seyn (the Logos of Da-sein) out of metaphysics. This is
the burden of the distinction he draws between Sein and Seyn, which in the
Beitrdge he describes as a new sort of “ontological difference.” Though he
insists that this new ontological difference provides the basis for, and was
implied in, the earlier difference he drew between being (Sein) and beings
(Seienden).'® Sein must be extricated from theology, he argues in Metaphysik
und Nihilismus (henceforth MN, with page numbers in the text), because if it
is not, then being itself gets missed (the forgetting of being) in favor of the
notion of the Supreme Being (das Seiendeste, the most being of beings);"’
which is but the “God” of metaphysics. Heidegger insists that there is no di-
rect road leading from the Sein of things to Seyn, since the viewpoint of the
being of things is outside the momentous momentariness (Augenblicklichkeit)
of Da-sein.” 1t is the truth of Seyn, that which comes from the depths (4b-
grund) as the event (Ereignis), as coming unto its own (Er-eignung), that leads
to the overcoming of metaphysics and thus to the possibility of a rethinking
of being (Sein). Ab-grund, the depths, in Heidegger might best be understood
as a “ground” for which there is no “why,” a ground for which no cause or
reason (Grund) can be given.

The overcoming of metaphysics, then, derives from Seyn (the Logos) itself,
the questioning regarding the truth of Seyn, as Heidegger says in Metaphysik
und Nihilismus (MN, 8). Logos historical thinking (Seynsgeschichtliches
Denken) is going to throw an entirely different light upon metaphysics, as also
upon the human being (MN, 13). Concerning this latter point Heidegger adds
later that one day people will see that the point of Being and Time is not that
of making the human being central to the philosophical project but, rather, the
aim is to set the human being aside, as also its primacy in philosophy, so that
Seyn can come to be revealed, and Da-sein (MN, 90). Or, as he says still later,
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Being and Time is not some more basic metaphysics. Yet, contained within it
is an entirely different beginning concerning the revelation of Seyn. Thus is it
also a more original relation to the first beginning. The “destructuring” of
metaphysics is really a return to its origins (MN, 125). Or, as he says in Be-
sinnung, the Destruktion of metaphysics announced in Being and Time actu-
ally represents a freeing up of the beginning (B, 66). Freedom, he insists, is
first really freedom only with the coming into its own of the Inbetween in the
event, the coming unto its own as the “enowning” of Da-sein (MN, 31).2! (One
may see how felicitous is the rendering of Er-eignis as “enowning” by the
English translators of the Beitrdge.??) It is Seyn as decision that is at the basis
of the distinction between being and beings, the earlier ontological difference,
since this free decision (Entscheidung) cuts out the distance (Ent-scheidung)
between the divine and the human in this coming unto its own (Er-eignung).”
This Inbetween is not grounded in God, nor in the human, as something alive
and at hand, but in Da-sein. The Inbetween is the one and only and the only
once (Einzig-Einmalig),* the passing by of the last God a unique event.?* As
the Inbetween between the human and the divine there occurs with Da-sein
an Ent-gegnung, the en-countering of the divine and the human in the en-own-
ing (Er-eignung), in the coming to own of the human by the divine.?

The overcoming (Uberwindung) of metaphysics is like a wind blowing
(Windung der Winde), which is also a revelation (Wesung) of Seyn (MN, 14—
15). To the question “Why is there something rather than nothing?” metaphys-
ics answers: Be-cause . . . (Ursache). The perspective of Logos historical
thinking, on the other hand, would see the letting-be of beings as itself a rev-
elation of Seyn, a divine letting go (Seynsverlassen, MN, 19), since letting
being be is of Seyn (MN, 11). Again, Seyn is not to be understood as cause or
reason (MN, 21). That is but the “God” of metaphysics. For the German ide-
alists, according to Heidegger, metaphysics is but “an empty foyer” for what
is really important for them, namely special metaphysics, and more specifi-
cally: God.” Or as he says in Besinnung, there is no general and special meta-
physics in Aristotle. This is a Christian demand (B, 390).

The truth of Seyn is grounded in the Seyn of truth (MN, 34).”* However,
going back to the first beginning is not simply a matter of going backwards
(zuriick) but of looking ahead into the pressing questioning of the unques-
tioned, namely the truth of Seyn (MN, 39). The asking (Erfragen) of this ques-
tion regarding the truth of Seyn,” this asking itself owns up to (er-eigner) Seyn
(MN, 52). The God-man (Christus), says Heidegger, is implicitly the over-
coming of metaphysics, as both world-friendly and inimical to the world; and
the conflict between these two through the centuries, hidden in this conflict,
is the overcoming of metaphysics (MN, 46). Seyn (from the viewpoint of
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beings!) is essentially from the depths (4b-grund, MN, 65). Again, for Hei-
degger there is no route from the Sein of things to Seyn. “Da-sein exists in
order to be itself, insofar as it is the grounding of the truth of Seyn, that is,
comes unto its own” (er-eignet, MN, 66). In the first beginning, there is the
revelation of the non-appearing Seyn; in the other beginning, the decision it-
self is, as the revelation of Seyn, from the depths (4b-grund) of the Inbetween
(MN, 78). The overcoming of metaphysics, then, is the freeing up of the first
beginning in its origin-ality (Anfdnglichkeit, MN, 85). What Heidegger seems
to be saying here — the theme of the first beginning and the other beginning is
particularly prominent in the Beitrdge—is that once it is realized that it is through
the Logos that all things came to be (the prologue to John’s gospel), then the
viewpoint of metaphysics, God as supreme cause of the world, becomes sim-
ply otiose. Metaphysics is simply overcome in, and with, the realization (in
both senses of that term) of that enowning (in both senses of that term).

Metaphysics, the truth “of”” beings, is the denial of the truth “of” Seyn, which
denial comes from Seyn. Seyn denies itself in the first beginning (MN, 127).
It does not appear. The overcoming of metaphysics also comes from Seyn,
taking back the denial. The quiet of the first beginning is overcome with the
ringing in with the other beginning.*® In a much later piece, Das Wesen des
Nihilismus (1946—1948), Heidegger puts the matter in even clearer terms: in
metaphysics, Seyn remains unthought. This is, perhaps, the first thing that
thinking needs to learn. The fact that Seyn is unthought means that the truth
(Unverborgenheit, unconcealment) of things also remains unthought.*' After
all, Seyn fails to appear. However, this is true of Sein as well.*? In metaphys-
ics, the ontological difference is not thought; which means that neither is being
thought.** Heidegger’s point is that if the distinction between Sein and Seyn
is not made, then the distinction between Sein and Seienden, which finds its
basis in the former, will not be made either; which means, further, that being
gets forgotten. And there is no way for metaphysics, which is essentially con-
ceptual thinking, to catch the initial revelation (anfingliche Wesen) of Seyn,
and with it Seyn, which is hidden from metaphysical thinking (MN, 171-172).
It is a thoroughly Catch-22 situation for metaphysical thinking. Metaphysics
should think being, but it is unable to get beyond beings; and when it does,
all it gets is a Supreme Being. It can get to the ontological difference between
being and beings, and thus Sein, only if it can think through to Seyn, which it
is unable to do. Logos historical thinking is non-conceptual. Thus, the essence
of Seyn, as also Sein, is inexplicable, hidden from metaphysical thinking. For
Kierkegaard the Paradox cannot be thought. For Heidegger it is the Seyn, the
Logos of Da-sein, that cannot be thought; which means that being does not
get thought either. Hence, “Nihilism.”



408 GEORGE J. SEIDEL

In his Geschichte des Seyns, which dates from the same period (1938—1940,
henceforth: GS, with page numbers in the text), Heidegger reiterates some of
the same themes present in the Beitrdge and in Metaphysik und Nihilismus.
This “history” (of Seyn) — and all Lordship (Herrschaft) resides in Seyn —is
the revelation (Wesung) of the truth of being (GS, 20-21); which truth reveals
itself (west) in the stillness of Seyn. This stillness is the nearness of the last
God (GS, 214). Da-sein is the abrupt moment (Jdhe des Augenblicks) of an-
other beginning in the history of Seyn (GS, 24). As Heidegger says in Be-
sinnung, the last God is Seyn breaking out from the depths in the midst of the
world (B, 256). The desert becomes a place of decision (GS, 48), since it is
here in the deserted place (Verwiistung) that the in-breaking denial takes place
(GS, 93). The en-owning (Er-eignung), coming unto its own, is essentially
a coming (GS, 60), which coming arises in the event as the revelation of Seyn
(GS, 93). What above all comes in this coming is the coming of the last God
(“Das Kommendste des Kommenden ist das Kommen des letzten Gottes,”
GS, 97). The coming of what comes plays itself out in space and time (Zeit-
Spiel-Raumes), for Seyn is not supra-spatial or supra-temporal but is the
Inbetween arising from the depths (ab-griindige Inzwischen, GS, 108).3* This
Inbetween is “more” than a human being and “less” than God (GS, 118).
The between is betwixt the beginnings, the first and the other beginning (GS,
163).

And where is the human being in all this? According to Heidegger, the
relation to Seyn cannot be represented or experienced; the middle is nowhere,
never just present at hand (vorhanden), but is first there in the human being’s
en-owning in Da-sein. Human beings are unable to make this happen, but can
only prepare for what supremely comes from afar and becomes nearest (Kom-
mendste des Kommenden aus der Ferne des Ndchsten, GS, 97). To the extent
that human beings remain outside this preparation, they end up in a dead-end,
unable to find their way back, back not to the point from which they came
(das Bisherige) but to the beginning, from which Western civilization has all
too often drawn back (GS, 115). The coming of this, the last God, is not to be
thought of in temporal terms, but as the revelation of the coming unto its own.
Such a coming (“Kommen’’) does not come out of the future (Zukunf?), as that
which comes to one (zu-kommen); rather, it first provides the basis for such a
future (GS, p 163). At the end of Geschichte des Seyns, Heidegger takes up
the question regarding the coming of the last God in the midst of the war
machinery of destruction. Where is God in all this? God? Ask Seyn, says
Heidegger. And God answers in the stillness. The last God dispenses no con-
solations (GS, 211). Throughout the theo-logical reflections in the works of
this period Heidegger cannot avoid the intrusions, the obtrusions, of the events
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of the time and the theo-logical questions such events entail. Dasein is, and
remains, a Being-in-the-world.

The work Besinnung opens with some poems by Heidegger. It must be
remembered that for the Black Forest philosopher it is the poet who names
the holy. Thus, one poem, “The Other Thinking,” speaks of blessing, the di-
vine and the human in one, being on the way to Seyn (B, 4). Another, entitled
“Da-sein,” says that Da-sein would be in order to bespeak, to sing of, Seyn
(B, 10). Some of the same themes already noted in the works of this same
period resurface in Besinnung: that of the enowning (Er-eignis, coming unto
its own); that of a revelation come into its own (Wesung der Ereigneten) from
the depths (4b-grund), this occurring in the open, in a lightsome clearing
(Lichtung), in which there is an en-counter (Entgegnung) with the earth and
the human, in which encounter there is conflict. This coming does not itself
appear in history in the ordinary sense of that word history; it is a “history”
that cannot be written (historielosen Geschichte), an imageless Word (B, 22—
23). After all, no one knows the other beginning of the history of Seyn (B, 59).
Again, this is not the philosophical thinking that thinks being (B, 49—50). For
Seyn, and thus also Sein, and hence the “ontological difference” as well, is
veiled by beings (B, 58). Rather, it is a thinking, a musing, that remains ready
for the Word of Seyn, an essential thinking that thinks Seyn, and moves within
Da-sein; it is a leaping into the event, an inquiry of ultimate decisiveness (B,
42). Musing (Besinnung) transposes the human being into Da-sein, like a
musical piece transposed from one key into another; granted, that the possi-
bility for such musing itself arises from Seyn, since Seyn extends itself to the
Word as that which reveals the enowning to each one (je) that is en-owned
(B, 49).

In the decisive carrying out (Aus-trags) of this en-counter (Entgegnung)
and conflict is the locus of the last God announced (B, 64). One may again
hear echoes from Kierkegaard’s Philosophical Fragments: the positing of the
moment in faith relating to the moment that is the Paradox, this moment be-
ing decisive for eternity. For Kierkegaard, such a moment is truly historical
(Geschichtliche), as distinguished from the merely historical (historisch). By
the same token, according to Kierkegaard, in order for the Teacher to be able
to give the condition (the Bedingung for the possibility of faith, that is, grace)
the Teacher must be God, as, in order to put the human being in possession of
the truth, he must also be human.** As Heidegger indicated earlier in the Bei-
tréige, historical criticism (Historie) cannot get at the true history (Geschichte)
of Seyn, the event; it is unable to get at the “Between” (Zwischen) of the true
history of this encounter between the divine and the human.?® Again, such
“moments” are historical not in the sense of a history that can be written down,
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but in the deeper historic sense of the en-owning, the appropriation of the
human, the coming of Seyn into its own.

The Seyn that is the Inbetween come unto its own is not simply divine,
human, worldly, or earthly, but all of the above (doch Allem in Einem, B, 83).
Schelling also has the Christ as an intermediary, since Christ is outside God
in virtue of his eternal humanity, outside and independent of the human in
virtue of his divinity. For Schelling the Christ is neither, strictly speaking,
divine nor human, but something in between.>” Similarly for the Heidegger
of the Beitrdge, Da-sein is the between (das Zwischen) between the human
and the divine.*® Now while it is true that some versions of Gnosticism regard
the Christ as a mere intermediate being, for Heidegger it is not the being of
Da-sein that is betwixt heaven and earth, but its “Da-* that is in-between (B,
117). Whether this rather subtle distinction on Heidegger’s part is adequate
to avoid the charge that his position is Gnostic —the notion of the Christ as an
intermediate being — [ not certain. At any rate, this appears to be the way he
would attempt to obviate the problem.

More in relation to Kierkegaard and his notion of the moment, in the Bei-
trige, Heidegger speaks of the encounter between the divine and the human
as occurring in the en-owning (Er-eignung). Similarly in Besinnung, he speaks
of the en-counter (Ent-gegnung) of the divine and the human as taking place
in the lightsome clearing (Lichtung) that is the truth of Seyn, which Seyn is
itself the truth. Decision also occurs in relation to this enowning, in this mo-
ment (Augenblick), both on the part of the one come to stand within this light
(Instindigkeit), as on the part of the one in whom there would be an owning
up to that which one thus comes to be owned by (B, 84, 113). Seyn does not
reveal itself to beings but opens itself up as from the depths (lichtet so sich
als den Ab-grund, B. 92). Thus does it reveal itself as freedom, though freedom
not in the sense of Schelling’s Treatise on the Essence of Human Freedom, which
is metaphysics (B, 101). Metaphysics is the prop anthropomorphism employs
to understand the divine, in this case reading the meaning of human freedom
into the divine (B, 160; cf. also 159—163). Again, it is not really possible to
think Seyn. With Kierkegaard, the Paradox can be known only negatively.
Heidegger uses the word Er-denken, hyphenated, to indicate the way in which
Seyn is mused, the way in which it is thought through to (B, 131 and note a).

One of the themes in Besinnung, as noted already in Metaphysik und Nihilis-
mus and Geschichte des Seyns, is how metaphysics and speculative thinking
are totally incapable to getting at Seyn (B, 211). At fault here is the mistrans-
lation of Aristotle’s energeia into the Latin actus, agere, and its Christian
interpretation through the ages. For this meant that Greek metaphysics became
Christian. Indeed, this is true even of Nietzsche (B, 196).* For one thing, this
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rendered being (Sein) opaque. This explains why Heidegger finds it neces-
sary to go back beyond Plato and Aristotle (“metaphysics”) to the Pre-Socratics
in order to retrieve a truer understanding of being. And because the specula-
tive thinking of metaphysics, and its anthropomorphism, was transported into
Christian theology, it became impossible for metaphysical speculative think-
ing to understand the meaning of the last God. This is why, in the Beitrdge,
Heidegger can speak of the view of the last God presented there as “Gegen
den Christen.”*! The traditional Christian interpretation of Greek metaphys-
ics not only rendered Seyn, but thereby also Sein, opaque.

Traditional metaphysical approaches to God can only be without effect,
since Seyn leaves no trace in beings (B, 202, 353). Indeed, the notion of God
as creator is drawn from the world of beings (B, 236). This is but the glorifi-
cation of the notion of causality, the transfiguration of the crudest of explana-
tions (B, 240). According to this view of the first beginning, God is simply
the absolute and infinite ground of being and the cause of beings (B, 242, as
also 289-290). In the pre-history of the other beginning, there is Seyn as
enowning; which is the grounding of the truth of Seyn and the preparation for
the grounded (B, 242). This is the divine grounding of the last God (B, 244).
Heidegger’s theological point here seems to be that in the “all things” grounded
in creation through the Word (the first beginning: Physis), that Word grounds
itself in Da-sein (the other beginning: Er-eignis, B, 87) and thereby becomes
a total self-grounding, self-created reality. Typical of the German idealists
generally, in his reading of the prologue to John’s gospel Heidegger draws a
tight connection between creation and the incarnation.

The Freiburg philosopher must part company with Kierkegaard at this point.
He cannot view the Paradox as the infinite in the finite or the eternal in time,
as does Kierkegaard, since in his philosophy he has already demythologized
the notions of infinity and eternity. Thus he says, “’Eternal’ Gods are no Gods”
(B, 253). As he says later in Besinnung, with Da-sein we are not speaking of
(Christian) time and eternity (B, 328). Or as earlier in the Beitrdge, he had
insisted that with the enowning there is an intrusion of the most essential
finitude of Seyn.* In the question “Why something and not nothing?”” only
Seyn is strong enough to have need of that nothing (B, 267).* And Why? For
Seyn’s sake.** No reason, says Heidegger, can be given for the revelation
(Wesung) that is Seyn.* But behind this Why of beings is the What (B, 271),
namely being. With this move, the history of the first beginning is hidden, and
with it metaphysics (B, 272, 275). Being simply gets forgotten. And with the
other beginning the question is not Why (Cur Deus homo?, for example) or
What; rather, the question is How, how does Seyn reveal itself (wie west das
Seyn)? And the answer is: as Da-sein. This answer is possible only in terms
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of Logos historical thinking (seynsgeschichtliche Denken, 275). Philosophi-
cal thinking is, indeed, thinking (Denken); but ultimately it must get down to
what it thinks through to (er-denkt), namely Seyn (B, 301). Seyn as event, Da-
sein, as the revelation of its grounding in the truth, itself comes unto its own
(sich er-eignet), which eventuating (Ereignen) constitutes the grounding of
the first event (B, 310). Christian theologians, in taking redemption (justifi-
cation?) in purely Roman and juridical terms, do not relate dogmatically to
what they have to say about creation (B, 316-317). Heidegger’s point here
seems to be that, in failing to think through to the meaning of Seyn in Da-sein,
Christian theologians failed to understand the meaning of the first beginning
(creation), influenced, as they were, by the imposition of metaphysical think-
ing (causation) upon their theologizing.

Itis the “Da-" of Da-sein that is the lighted clearing for every possible here
and there, then and now, “in the moment in which he came” (Im Augenblick,
“da” er kam). With Kierkegaard, this moment occurs in Da-sein, but also in
those who ground themselves in this event. The Inbetween comes unto its own
as the one who comes to own (er-eignet). This Da-sein is “human” only in
the sense that it is the transformation (Wesenswandel) of the human: Da-sein
in the human; the human in Da-sein (B, 321-322, and 322, note a). In this
coming into his own (Er-eignung) there are those that distance themselves from
this owning (Ent-eignung, B. 319). Again, there is no possible road to anthro-
pomorphism here. Rather, what occurs here is a “special” sort of anthropol-
ogy (B, 323-324). For the projection of Seyn alters the meaning of what is
termed “human” (B, 326). In Heidegger’s view, then, it is inappropriate to
speak of the human being as simply made in the image and likeness of God.
Rather, human being belongs to the unique one (das Einigste) in Seyn, the self
as separated from selfishness and carried over (iibereigner) into a new self (B,
328-330). The anthropology involved here is of a totally different sort.

The being question thereby also takes on a new meaning. In asking after
the meaning of Seyn one asks beyond metaphysics (B, 338). Thinking histori-
cally in terms of Seyn (the Logos), this “being” question thinks through to (Er-
denkt) the truth, in virtue of the fact that, first and foremost, it is attuned
(“ge-stimmt”) to the voice (Stimmung) in its readiness to stand in the truth of
Seyn and thus be brought to a knowledge of Seyn (B, 341). The “is” of “Das
Seyn ist” is not, indeed, the same as the “is” of Parmenides’ estin gar einai
(Foritistobe...), butis, rather, the enowning that has become the lightsome
clearing of the Inbetween (B, 342—343).% The being question (Seinsfrage) and
the question regarding the meaning of Seyn are two very different questions (B,
348). Aristotle’s “theological” knowledge, first philosophy, knowledge through
causes, is metaphysics, not theology, at least not in the Judeo-Christian sense
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of the word (B, 373—374). In the first beginning, being appears, but not its
meaning (Wesung, B, 349). This remains unasked (B, 352), indeed inaccessi-
ble (B, 364). The first beginning has two senses: the first beginning is Greek
philosophy (the being question, the Seinsfrage). On the other hand, from the
Seynsfrage point of view the first beginning is creation (B, 385). Again, there
is no metaphysics of Da-sein (B, 386), for metaphysics has to do with causes
and first principles, a la Aristotle. Whereas with the Wesung des Seyns such a
search would be misplaced (B, 388). For the enowning is ground-less; no
reason can be given for it (B, 351). With Kierkegaard it may be thought’s
highest passion to think what cannot be thought; nevertheless, such specula-
tive thinking inevitably runs into something totally offensive to reason, namely
the highest Paradox.¥’

And when we ask after Seyn? In the beginning was the Word, God answers
(B, 352). And we cannot sit around and wait for the answer to be figured out,
but must just give in to the question (B, 359). In the Concluding Unscientific
Postscript, Kierkegaard speaks ironically of the historical researcher looking
into the truth of Christianity, who, at age 70, 14 days before his death, looks
forward to the appearance of a new book which will throw light on one whole
side of the question. This is to take matters merely in the sense of history
(historisch), not in the genuinely historic (geschichtlich) sense.*®

For the same reason that one should not expect metaphysics to throw any
light on the meaning of Seyn, neither should one expect Seynsdenken to solve
metaphysical puzzles (B, 361). Again, in accordance with Heidegger’s de-
structuring of metaphysics, and with it onto-theology, it is necessary to make
the distinction, the more basic ontological distinction, between Seyn and Sein.
This means that, on the one hand, being must be gotten out of theology. Us-
ing any form of the verb “to be” of God is simply inappropriate. Very early
on, from his reading of Meister Eckhart, Heidegger became convinced that
Sein, as a finite predicate, cannot be used in relation to God.* This is why
Heidegger substitutes some form of the verb wesen in speaking of Seyn or Da-
sein.”® On the other hand, God must be gotten out of metaphysics. What makes
this possible is Da-sein, which throws an entirely different light not only on
the first beginning that is creation, since it is in the revelation of the Seyn in
that Da that the meaning of that first beginning comes to light, but also, by
the same token, it throws light upon the first beginning that is philosophy.
Regrettably, according to Heidegger, Christianity, in taking Greek metaphysi-
cal thinking unto itself, rendered itself incapable of grasping the special anthro-
pology which is that of Da-sein. However, it also thereby made it impossible
for it to think Sein. For in taking matters in terms of metaphysics it ended up
with a Supreme Being as the cause of beings, and was thereby incapable of
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making the distinction between being and beings. From that point on there
was no way in which such speculative thinking could recognize Seyn, which
alone renders it possible to get to beings. According to Heidegger metaphysi-
cal thinking has everything backwards. It goes from beings to the Supreme
Being through causal analysis, when it is possible to have beings only through
Seyn, which its speculative thinking has rendered impervious.

I had always been curious about the title of the earliest work in this series:
Beitrdge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis). According to my reading the work
these do not appear to be contributions to philosophy at all. Rather, they seem
to represent contributions to theology or, perhaps better, to theo-/ogy. For, when
one looks at the first part of the title in terms of the subtitle, namely “From
the [point of view of the] Event (Ereignis),” namely Da-sein and its Seyn, then
an entirely different light is thrown upon the work. It does make a genuine
contribution to philosophy. For it becomes the basis for overcoming metaphys-
ics and onto-theology, by providing the more basic ontological distinction
between Seyn and Sein, the thinking of the ontological difference between
beings and being, and thus opens up the possibility for retrieving the mean-
ing of being.

Much earlier, in the Phenomenology of Religious Life (1918—1919), Hei-
degger says that thus far theology has yet to find a basic theoretical stance
from which it might approach the origin-ality of its subject because of its
dependence upon philosophy as its theoretical basis.’! Whether the works
Heidegger produced in this later period provide a more appropriate basis for
theology must be left to theologians to decide. One difficulty is the unsystema-
tic, not to say disordered, character of these works. Indeed, systems are passé,
according to Heidegger. Further, he no longer has the phenomenological meth-
od to keep him honest. That is also “vorbei.” His later method of Denken is
often very loosely structured, “musing” perhaps even more so.

Of course, one could simply say, how could it be otherwise? The possi-
bility of any rational sort of approach to God had become impossible after
Schelling’s positive philosophy with its emphasis on Will, and after Kierkegaard
with his emphasis on existence (freedom). Heidegger would appear to read-
ily accept this anti-Hegelian voluntarist stance. However, the situation, and
Heidegger’s argument as we have seen, is considerably more complex. Indeed
it may be true that the whole tendency of contemporary theology has been,
following Feuerbach, that theology is anthropology. And if that is what theol-
ogy essentially is, namely anthropology, then theo-logy is impossible. Enter
Heidegger, the theo-logian. He argues that a new and different sort of anthro-
pology is required, one based not upon metaphysics but on Da-sein. This is
not simply the “anthropology” drawn from Being and Time, in which Dasein
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is understood as relation to being (Sein). Mensch-sein, he says in the Ge-
schichte des Seyns, is relation to Seyn (GS, 99). Thus, relative to Kierkegaard,
Heidegger insists that freedom is exercised by Da-sein as well as by Dasein.
With this move, he would hope to overcome the metaphysics that renders it
impossible to understand not only the Seyn in the first beginning but, thereby,
Sein as well.

The beginning of metaphysics, Heidegger says in Besinnung, is the first
ending of the first beginning, the ending which is the beginning of the end,
lasting way beyond the other beginning (B, 96). One can only look forward
to the appearance of a new book in this series of works, Uber den Anfang
(1941), Das Ereignis (1941-1942), or Die Stege des Anfangs (1944), which
will throw light on one whole side of the question regarding the meaning of
these sundry “beginnings.”
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