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Introduction

The task of ontology is to explain being itself and to make the being of
beings stand out in full relief.!

I Thematic focus

A major problem in contemporary ontology is explaining the nature of
events and their place in reality. Traditionally, events have most often been
assigned a secondary or derivative status with respect to substances or sub-
jects, which are taken to underpin them. An event, for instance, is under-
stood to be an alteration in the attributes of a substance. Linguistically, this
framework is replicated in our grammar: a sentence begins with a subject
and a predicate, while an event is represented as a change in predicate
(‘tyranny’ was predicated of Athens one day, then ‘democracy’ another).
However, over the past century an increasing number of philosophers
have argued that no ontology can be sufficient without assigning events a
primary, fundamental, or ontologically distinctive status in their own right
(for example, Donald Davidson and Alain Badiou).?

At least three varieties of such events should be distinguished. In the
first, events are occurrences or things that happen within the regular func-
tioning of a world: a leaf falling to the ground, a decision made, an action
performed, a meeting between friends. A second variety of events are
irregular transformative ruptures or shifts inaugurating new horizons of
possibility. These events might occur in social, political, artistic, linguistic,
psychological, conceptual, amorous, literary, and so on, contexts, produc-
ing genuinely new forms of thinking, acting, and existing. A third variety
of event can be found in the work of philosophers like Martin Heidegger
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and Gilles Deleuze, who argued that no ontology can be sufficient with-
out assigning being an evental nature itself.’ In other words, they make
‘event’ the most fundamental term of their ontologies. In this picture, the
ruptural form of an event comes to play a central part in the ontologi-
cal structures of time, ground, truth, language, history, community, the
psyche, and so on.

If in one manner or another events are ontologically prior to sub-
jects, the cognitive apparatuses of representation, well-constituted beings
populating worlds, and the quasi-stable identities of such beings, then an
important consequence has been argued to follow: these sorts of things
must be generated by ontological processes involved in events, not the
other way around as our ordinary experience might suggest. Many of
the central texts arguing for such a view are exceptionally difficult to inter-
pret, and this is often a result of the way their arguments undermine the
technical vocabulary of the tradition and its grammar built around subject
predication. As a consequence, the reasons for taking such a position are
often glossed over in relevant scholarship, which opts for either uncriti-
cally adopting the terminology of ontologies of events or dismissing them
on the grounds of their conceptual obscurity.

In the following chapters, I aim to help remedy this by developing a
critical reconstruction of the ontology of events proposed by Heidegger.
Along with Whitehead and Bergson, Heidegger initiated what could be
called the ‘evental turn’ of the twentieth century. His work, though far
from the last word on the matter, has both fundamentally shaped the
terms of the subsequent conversation and been treated in only fragmen-
tary and often inaccurate ways. Because of what I take to be a poor state
of scholarship on his concept of event, several of the advances made by
Heidegger — and even the positions his work maintained — have remained
the subject of rather flailing debate or have gone altogether unrecognised.
One result is that the philosophical consonances and dissonances of his
work with that of more recent theorists of events like Deleuze or Badiou
have been poorly understood.

Nonetheless, Heidegger’s use of the concept of event has had a wide-
spread impact (though mapping it will not be my goal). The main points
have of course been in so-called ‘Continental’ philosophy, beginning espe-
cially in the post-phenomenological discourse of 1960s France, which
often melded elements of Heideggerian philosophy with structuralism
and varieties of formalism generated by early-century French philosophy
of science, mathematics, psychoanalysis, and Marxist thought. However,
many of Heidegger’s most detailed texts dealing with the concept of event
were not published during his life and have been trickling out only over
the past few decades as released by the editors of his Gesamtausgabe. This
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means both that earlier engagements with Heidegger’s concept of event
had only partial pictures of it and that more recent work engaging his
concept in new and interesting ways continues to emerge.

Generally speaking, philosophies of events often share a commitment
to the idea that a logic of change, difference, or rupture is ontologically
prior to — and often generative of — the logic of identity or stability we find
in the world of well-constituted things. Heidegger’s concept of event is a
major point of reference for this type of position. In 1966, with Heidegger
in the air, Derrida employed the concept of event when describing a
transformative disruption in the structural foundations of metaphysics:
the ‘event’ of the decentralisation of structure.? His later concept of event
is prefigured by that of différance, which in 1968 he situated (in part) vis
a vis Heidegger’s notions of difference and event.” Other work by Derrida
argues that things like concepts and democracies bear an inherent struc-
tural openness to a heterogenous ‘other’. This mirrors Heidegger’s notion
of an historical event, according to which metaphysics bears an open-
ness to its non-metaphysical ontological ground claimed to make possible
‘another beginning’ for thought. In 1968, Deleuze’s landmark Différence
et répétition appeared and included a substantial, but mostly incognito,
engagement with Heidegger’s philosophy of difference, which was tightly
linked to his concept of event. Différence et répétition works out its own
philosophy of difference and understands events to be fundamental and
transformative differential processes. Badiou cites Heidegger as a major
programmatic influence (for example in his 1988 L%ézre er [évenément),
though he also moves substantially beyond Heidegger, for instance by
integrating the ontology of events and set theory. More recently, ‘the
event’ has become a dominant topic in Heidegger scholarship itself. In
North American scholarship, for example, it marks a point of disagree-
ment between Richard Capobianco, who uses it as part of an argument
that Heideggerian thought supports a certain type of realism, and Thomas
Sheehan, who uses it to argue for a version of Heidegger that can be
called anti-realist. In Germany, it remains a central topic in the Heidegger
crowd, and beyond this sub-field its impact is growing. Claude Romano
has developed a new phenomenology of events that engages Heidegger
but expands the concept to transformative ruptures in the lives of indi-
vidual human beings.® Catherine Malabou uses the concept extensively in
her work on change.” Krzysztof Ziarek has incorporated it into his work
on the philosophy of language.® And in the growing set of philosophers
who reject the Analytic-Continental divide as an artefact of the twentieth
century, several have found Heidegger’s notion of event to be of impor-
tance. Markus Gabriel, for instance, engages it in his development of
‘transcendental ontology’ and Paul Livingston connects it with the work
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of Alan Turing and Kurt Gédel as part of a discussion of what he calls the
‘metaformal dynamics’ of sense, truth, and time.’ This overview could be
greatly expanded, but I hope it begins to give a sense of the plurality of
ways that Heidegger’s concept of event has had an impact in philosophy
over the past fifty or sixty years.

My focus in this book is on Heidegger’s account of being (Sein) — or
rather what he comes to call ‘beyng’ (‘Seyn’) — as event (‘als Ereignis’) or
as the event (‘das Ereignis’) in relation to a set of key topics: history, truth,
difference, ground, and time-space. I discuss the distinction between his
terms ‘being’ and ‘beyng’ later, but beginning now I use them in a way
that preserves consistency with their technical senses. The reader who is
unfamiliar with this distinction should not worry much about it until
Chapter 4. As a general rule, in instances where the distinction is not
essential to some point that I make, I use the more conventional ‘being’.

In 1927 Heidegger published Sein und Zeit, the central text of his early
thought. There, he argued that Western philosophy requires drastic revi-
sion insofar as its tradition of metaphysics has distorted, or even eclipsed,
the problem of the nature of being.'” The issue is not simply that meta-
physics has got it wrong and needs to get its accounts straight. Rather,
when it comes to the question of being, metaphysics is a flawed mode
of enquiry. In Heidegger’s definition metaphysics represents reality as a
totalisable collection of objectively present beings (for instance, God, the
self, and the world) and enquires into the nature of those beings as beings,
that is, into their ‘Seiendheit’ or ‘beingness’. It is unable to account for
pre-representational, temporally distended features of things that are irre-
ducible to substantial identities persisting through time. More detrimen-
tally, metaphysics is unable to account for the ontological ground making
Seiendheit possible and, as an extension of this, it is unable to account
sufficiently for its own ground. Heidegger recasts this ground in terms of
the being (Sein) of beings, which is distinguished from their Seiendheit.
To be sure, this is not to posit being as a transcendent ground separable
from the ontic characteristics of beings, but to understand it as the finite,
concrete, and temporally dynamic structure of beings that enables those
very characteristics. In this view, doing ontology in the framework of met-
aphysics fatally distorts our accounts of being and, in turn, of the nature
and relations of beings. Sein und Zeir works to fix this by problematising
the foundations of metaphysics and recasting the project of ontology as
a whole — a project Heidegger thus calls ‘fundamental ontology’. There,
he develops the phenomenological, existential analysis of Dasein as the
method for doing this. Because the language and conceptual framework
of metaphysics are deeply inscribed into our intellectual traditions, the
ways we understand the nature of ourselves and the world, and our every-
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day practices, fundamental ontology entails a Destruktion (destruction or
deconstruction) of metaphysics and its history with respect to both its the-
oretical and existential manifestations.'” Overall, this enterprise is geared
towards developing a better understanding of being.

In the early 1930s, Heidegger becomes convinced that Sein und Zeit
did not accomplish a sufficient overhaul of ontology. This is not a disa-
vowal: he thinks it did establish necessary and far-reaching transforma-
tions of philosophy and, importantly, of the existential state of the person
who does philosophy. In fact, following his argument, the conceptual and
methodological position from which his later work critiques Sein und
Zeit can be properly accessed only by working through the ontological
problematic developed in 1927.'* Yet, for reasons I address later, he argues
that Sein und Zeit remains metaphysical. Beginning in the 1930s, he aims
to remedy this by rethinking being in terms of Ereignis.'* Being — or now
beyng — is described as evental in nature. To be sure, Heidegger’s claim is
not that beyng is like an occurrence within time (as in the first variety of
events indicated above), and for this reason he warns against translating
‘Ereignis’ as ‘event’. Nonetheless, I will argue that ‘event’ is in fact the best
translation to use. To understand beyng as event will rather be something
like understanding it as a differential logic according to which anything
that can occur can occur at all. Working out the nature of beyng as event
and unpacking the philosophical implications of this new position become
central to Heidegger’s post-Kehre project. As he notes in the margin of
‘Brief iber den “Humanismus™ in his personal copy of the 1949 first edi-
tion of Wegmarken: ‘For “event” [Ereignis] has been the guiding word of
my thinking since 1936’

I'will argue that there are in fact two main senses of ‘event’ for Heidegger.
One is of a transformative rupture in the history of Western thought that
opens the possibility for new, non-metaphysical approaches to our theo-
retical and practical endeavours. This involves a re-appropriation of the
ontological ground from which human existence has become alienated:
beyng. The other sense is that indicated a moment ago pertaining to the
nature of beyng itself. Beyng, Heidegger argues, is evental. The second
sense will be my focus, though I will argue that understanding Heidegger’s
approach to it and its stakes requires first addressing elements of the first,
which I do in Chapter 2.

For Heidegger, the heart of beyng as event is difference. It is well known
that the ontological difference between being and beings plays a major role
in his early work. Yet, in the 1930s he problematises the ontological dif-
ference by enquiring into the ground that enables it to be determined at
all. This forms a key moment in his methodological path, one by which he
generates a new, more fundamental concept of difference. I suggest that
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this difference can be called ‘pure’ in the sense that it is ontologically prior
to determinate beings, not derived from any a posteriori relations between
them. It forms the ground making worlds of beings possible (so in this
sense it can be called transcendental), but it in no way constitutes a meta-
physically transcendent domain of reality. Heidegger does not clarify the
details very well, but I argue that the structure of the event can be worked
out in terms of the logic of this difference, which I maintain is expressed
in or underwrites the ontology presented in his most important work
on the event, Beitrige zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) (written 1936-8,
published 1989). In this picture beyng as event is a self-differentiation
of pure difference, together with what I call a ‘logic of determinateness’
thereby generated. The logic of determinateness composes the ontological
structure of the Da expressed in the term ‘Da-sein’, that is, the logic of the
world. Truth, ground, and time-space are interrelated registers in which
the logic of the event is elaborated in the Da. The decisive role of differ-
ence here is often neglected in the scholarship, resulting in readings that
in my mind incorrectly attribute to beyng a character of originary oneness
(cf. hen) or identity and, consequently, a theological content. On this
count, Heidegger is much closer to someone like Deleuze who argues that
being or the event is difference and that difference differentiates by way of
‘smaller’ immanent events.

Heidegger’s work dealing with the concept of event is complex and
ranges through several texts, including a variety made public during his
life and a distinctive cluster of private works written during the 1930s and
early 1940s.” The latter are often referred to as the ‘seynsgeschichtliche
Denken’ (‘beyng-historical thinking’) treatises or the private manuscripts
and they did not begin to appear in publication until the 1989 release of
Beitriige, several years after the author’s death.'® Beitrige forms the core of
these private manuscripts, which I believe offer Heidegger’s most devel-
oped account of the event despite their fractured composition. Later texts
like “Zeit und Sein’ (1962) had the advantage of being polished for a
public audience, but they offer a far narrower scope on the concept and,
I argue, treat it at a more derivative level. Consequently, my focus will be
on Beitrige (I go into greater detail about my reasons for this in Chapter
1). I also include fairly lengthy engagements with Sein und Zeir (1927)
and ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit” (lecture 1930, print 1943), which provide
important context, and I touch on a number of other texts, including Das
Ereignis (written 1941-2, published 2009), which offers an important bit
of elaboration on the connection between event and difference.

The timeline on which the private manuscripts have been released
has had a significant impact on the treatment of Heidegger’s concept of
event by other philosophers. As noted, the work the manuscripts con-
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tain was simply unavailable when many of the important texts by ‘post-
Heideggerian® authors dealing with the theory of events were written. This
together with the inconsistent state of scholarship on those manuscripts
has meant that many of the ideas they present have only recently begun to
be integrated into the broader discourse on events. By extension, the phil-
osophical encounter between Heidegger’s fuller ontology of events and the
ontologies presented by many more recent thinkers is still in a relatively
nascent stage. I have a particular interest in Deleuze, so I will occasionally
highlight points of intersection with his work throughout this book.

The compositional character of Heidegger’s private manuscripts makes
them extraordinarily difficult to work on. I am greatly indebted to several
interpreters who — to use Richardson’s image — have left a trail of blood on
the rocks that I have tried to follow. Yet, it is my view that most scholar-
ship on these texts has botched the ontology presented in them. I think
that several of the moves Heidegger made have gone largely unrecognised
or unexplored in a systematic manner and this has led to flawed interpreta-
tions of his texts.

One of the results is a misconception of the proper philosophical
grounds on which Heidegger’s later work should be put into contact with
other philosophers. Gavin Rae, for example, offers one of the very few
book-length comparative analyses of the relation between Heidegger and
Deleuze. Rae’s approach is correct in its guiding assertion that a com-
parison of the two on any topic must be grounded in an analysis of their
ontologies. But for all his book’s merits, he frames the Heidegger-Deleuze
encounter by defining ontology as the project ‘trying to answer the ques-
tion: what does it mean to say that something 752’ This is plausible when it
comes to Heidegger’s early philosophy, but it overlooks one of his project’s
defining arguments in the late 1930s, early 1940s, and beyond. Namely,
according to Heidegger the attempt to break out of metaphysics by think-
ing beyng as event in Beitrige requires that we do not conceptualise beyng
in terms of the being of beings. Ontology must render an account of beyng
in beyng’s own terms: ‘beyng can no longer be thought on the basis of
beings but must be inventively thought from itself’."® Without registering
this move, any account of Heidegger’s ontology of events remains funda-
mentally misconstrued and, given the centrality of the event to his later
work, consequently misrepresents his overall project. The proper ground
for comparing and evaluating Heidegger’s ontology in relation to those of
other philosophers is simply not attained.

I will argue that a similar problem arises when it comes to making
sense of many of the unusual terms introduced in Heidegger’s post-Kehre
philosophy. Given the fundamentality of the concept of event, clarifying
these more derivative terms requires grounding them in the formulation of
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the problematic of the event. Failure in this regard results, as Spinoza said,
in thinking of conclusions as if divorced from their premises.

At this point, I'd like to make a brief remark on an important issue: the
recent publication of Heidegger’s Black Notebooks, some of which were writ-
ten contemporaneously with Beitrige and the related private manuscripts.
The release of the Black Notebooks has generated a great deal of scholarship
on the issue of Heidegger’s anti-Semitism and involvement with the Nazi
Party. They contain both new instances of overtly anti-Semitic comments
by Heidegger and examples in which he tied anti-Semitic views to certain
of his philosophical concepts. Many of the specifics of these comments
have been well documented and there are a number of analyses avail-
able (for example, the volumes, Heidegger’s Black Notebooks: Responses to
Anti-Semitism, edited by Andrew Mitchell and Peter Trawny and Reading
Heidegger’s Black Notebooks 1931-1941, edited by Ingo Farin and Jeff
Malpas). Such facts about Heidegger are deeply disturbing but are by no
means new news. They have been addressed extensively by commentators
over the years (for example, Tom Rockmore’s 1992 On Heidegger’s Nazism
and Philosophy). Nonetheless, the main issue revisited after the publication
of the Black Notebooks is the extent of his anti-Semitism and whether it
ought to disqualify Heidegger’s work from contemporary philosophical
discourse. Within that larger frame of this issue, some have speculated
more narrowly that since Heidegger developed his concept of an histori-
cal event especially during the 1930s, it must really be nothing more
than a philosophical concept for the intended cultural transformation of
the German people by the Nazis and, eventually, the (catastrophic) other
beginning for history intended by a German victory in the war.

In the introduction to their volume, Mitchell and Trawny highlight
two problematic, but common, approaches to the issue of Heidegger’s
anti-Semitism. The first approach attempts to exonerate Heidegger either
because of the quantitatively small number of anti-Semitic remarks rela-
tive to his vast corpus or by distinguishing between Heidegger the man
and Heidegger the philosopher.” For those who take this position, ‘the
limited number of remarks regarding the Jews are attributed to the per-
sonal opinions of Heidegger the man; they are independent of Heidegger
the philosopher. They are the lamentable, though understandable, failings
of a man to escape the prejudices of his time’.? The second approach is
to condemn Heidegger as an anti-Semite 7 fofo and to conclude that
this compels the disqualification of his philosophy. Though I will keep
my commentary here very brief, I take both of these approaches to be
misguided. The first tends to minimise truly reprehensible things that
Heidegger said and did. The second fails to contend with the actual philo-
sophical accounts and arguments that Heidegger produced, amounting to
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an ad hominem fallacy. I agree with Mitchell and Trawny that ‘this con-
demnatory stance is as much of a failure to read Heidegger as that of his
exonerators’.?! My approach is a bit different from both.

Martin Heidegger was without a doubt anti-Semitic (at minimum,
through the duration of World War II), and this should be condemned in
the strongest way. I am interested in defending neither Martin Heidegger
the man nor Martin Heidegger the philosopher, that is, the man insofar
as he did philosophy. I find that the latter approach implicitly reduces
philosophy to a sort of author-centred relativism and work done on the
history of philosophy to competitive biography. In contrast, I find that in
addition to the creative or productive work done by an author, concepts,
arguments, accounts, and ideas have a life of their own, and part of that life
is their ability to get it right or get it wrong when it comes to their subject
matter. The subject matter addressed in Heidegger’s work is being (Sein),
and only a remarkably anthropocentric interpretive strategy could reduce
a well-considered account of the nature of being (like his) to a narration
of its author’s intellectual life — the man insofar as he did philosophy. In
this book I am interested in the ontology itself that Heidegger developed.
I do not find convincing the idea that that ontology is itself essentially
anti-Semitic or fascistic. To be clear, I think it is rather evident that during
a certain period Heidegger wanted to align his philosophy with elements
of the Nazi programme and even understood (or perhaps better, fantasised
about) his work as a philosophical foundation for it. He sometimes mobi-
lised Nazi rhetorical tropes and expressed anti-Semitic views within his
work during that time (though it should be pointed out that in work of
the same period he also sometimes wrote things quite critical of the Nazi
Party and its movement). However, I have little faith in the authority of
an author over their work. When I say this, [ am not making a claim about
some strange postmodern death of the author. Rather, I hold that the
meaning of a work is not indexed to its author’s intentions, but categori-
cally exceeds them, and that the interpretations one has of their own work
have no special authority over it. An account produced is not under the
authority of the author who produces it — children are rebellious and have
a way of making their own world, even if the parent narrates it in the terms
of theirs. Thus, in most cases when I refer to ‘Heidegger’ in this book, what
I really mean is the textual corpus he produced and the accounts and con-
cepts it contains, unless I indicate some specific biographical considera-
tion in relation to them. This being said, the vast majority of the concepts
Heidegger develops are not directly related to political discourse; they deal
with fundamental metaphysical or ontological issues. In fact, Heidegger
has often been criticised for 7oz having a substantial ethical or political
theory. In the cases in which Heidegger did adopt anti-Semitic or Nazi
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rhetoric in his philosophical discourse, that rhetoric was parasitical on —
but not defining for — the account of being and of beings he produced.
When it comes to the theory of events, the case is no different. An analysis
of the actual functioning of Heidegger’s concept within the account it is
a part of, and of the relation of this concept to the others proximate to
it in the problematic field they define, shows clearly that his concept of
an historical event is (contextually) defined in relation to the technical
historical framework of metaphysics. Moreover, as I shall argue, the his-
torical concept of event in Heidegger’s work is derivative in relation to his
ontological concept of event and, consequently, systematically speaking, is
properly defined in relation to that ontological concept and its relation to
the undoing of metaphysical alienation, not in relation to his Nazism or
anti-Semitism.

2 Translating ‘Ereignis’

Heidegger’s ‘Ereignis’ has been translated in a number of different and
sometimes confounding ways: the major translations are ‘event’ (Rojcewicz
and Vallega-Neu), ‘appropriation’ (Sheehan), ‘event of appropriation’
(Stambaugh), and ‘enowning’ (Emad and Maly). Adding to the complica-
tion, Heidegger stated that his term should not be translated in terms of
the regular meaning of ‘event’, that is, in the sense of an intra-temporal
occurrence or incident.”” Nonetheless, I am convinced that ‘event’ is
indeed the best option.

As I shall continue to argue, I find an author’s interpretive claims about
their own work to be of limited significance. The richness and mean-
ing of a text surpasses that which its author intended or comprehended.
Moreover, Heidegger’s warnings regarding the term ‘Ereignis’ fail to rec-
ognise the possibility of translating it with a regular word and building a
technical definition for that word that goes beyond its regular use. This is
my approach, which is consistent with the precedent set by Rojcewicz and
Vallega-Neu’s translation of Heidegger’s Beitrige.

Their translation marks a vast improvement over Emad and Maly’s,
which rendered ‘Ereignis’ as ‘enowning’. ‘Enowning’ is a bad translation
for at least two reasons. First, it is meant to capture the sense of ‘propri-
ety or ‘ownership’ carried by the German ‘eigen’. While this is indeed an
important sense of Heidegger’s term, it is not the only one. Sheehan effec-
tively demolishes translation choices like Emad and Maly’s through the
etymology of the term ‘Ereignis’.*® Etymologically, its meaning is rooted
in the Old High German word for ‘eye’ — ‘ouga’ — and only more recently
gained the sense of ‘ownership’. With this origin, ‘Ereignis’ includes a
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connotation of sight. ‘Enowning’ excludes this connotation. The second
reason ‘enowning’ is a bad choice is that it is barely a translation at all.
‘Enowning’ is not an ordinary English word and whatever meaning it has
is quite opaque. To make sense of it, it must be translated as well. But this
defeats the purpose of translating the word in the first place.

Sheehan translates ‘Ereignis’ with ‘appropriation’ and justifies this by
arguing that ‘appropriation’ captures the senses of both ownership and
sight.** It carries the meaning of ownership in the sense of the Latin
‘proprietas’, which refers especially to the essential qualities belonging to
something and making it be what it is. He attempts to connect ‘appropria-
tion” with sight by focusing on Heidegger’s suggestion that in Ereignis,
something comes into view. What comes into view is purportedly Dasein
or human existence, specifically with respect to the way that Dasein con-
stitutes a cleared or open space that enables its meaning-making activities
in the world. In Sheehan’s interpretation, this dimension of Dasein is what
is most proper to it, that is, it makes Dasein be what it is. Thus, ownership
(as propriety) and sight are melded together in the word ‘appropriation’.
Though this translation is an improvement over ‘enowning’, it also has
a fatal flaw. The term is distinctly theory-laden, particularly insofar as
Sheehan’s account of the sight involved here rests upon his broader —
very much controversial — interpretation of Heidegger (which I engage in
Chapter 4). I argue that his interpretation is flawed insofar as it fundamen-
tally misconstrues Heidegger’s ontology as a theory of the meaning-making
activities of Dasein. Consequently, the basis for Shechan’s translation
choice is undermined. Similar problems arise for Stambaugh’s ‘event of
appropriation’, which loads the translation with theoretical content that
artificially limits the sense it carries in Heidegger’s own usage.

My approach, on the other hand, is quite simple. My view is that it is
best to translate ‘Ereignis’ with its ordinary English counterpart, ‘event’.
Heeding the substance of Heidegger’s warning, this choice does not fall
into the trap of confusing Ereignis with the ordinary sense of an intra-
temporal occurrence for a simple reason: any serious reader of Heidegger
will be able to keep in mind that this is not Heidegger’s meaning. ‘Event’
is a standard translation, a recognisable and ordinary term, and does not
carry the excessive theory-ladenness of the other options. Instead, this
straightforward translation allows the content of the concept to be built
through analysis of the actual use of it within Heidegger’s system. It is no
doubt true that the term ‘Ereignis’ carries both the sense of appropria-
tion and of sight that Sheehan emphasises. Yet, we should not forget that
Heidegger did select this term and that it also carries another important
sense: that of event!
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3 Overview of Chapters | to 6

Chapter 1 focuses on a set of methodological problems that I argue must
be addressed if Heidegger’s concept of event is to be coherently recon-
structed. These problems have stymied previous approaches to his difficult
later work and led to substantial inconsistencies in the available scholar-
ship. I argue that solving them requires a revised interpretive approach to
Heidegger. I propose a reconstructive methodology that I call ‘diagenic
analysis’, which is based on an examination of the role of the concept of
‘ground’ in his ontology and in the methodological evolution of his work.
This approach aims to clarify Heidegger’s ontology by clarifying the rela-
tions between grounding and grounded terms within it. If one term is
grounded by another, which is in turn grounded by another, I call this
chain a ‘diagenic axis’. One of this book’s central theses is that the evolu-
tion Heidegger’s philosophy undergoes throughout his career progresses
along a diagenic axis. I argue that his ontological concept of ‘event’ marks
the apex of this progression. In Chapter 1, I also clarify how the diagenic
methodology operates through an analysis of what Heidegger calls a ‘pro-
ductive logic’ of ‘ground-laying’ (Grundlegung) that drives the evolution of
his ontology. Contrary to some Derridean readings, this productive logic
shows that Heidegger’s methodology included both conceptual decon-
struction and a rigorous and constructive conceptual experimentalism. I
argue that diagenic analysis not only solves the problems highlighted at
the beginning of this chapter but allows a precise explanation of some of
the essential characteristics of Heidegger’s concept of event itself. It does
this because of the simultaneously methodological and ontological status
of the concept of ground in his work, and the distinctive relation of this
concept to that of event.

The subsequent chapters of this book use a diagenic interpretive
approach to reconstruct the transformation of Heidegger’s ontology from
the time of Sein und Zeit (1927) to that of Beitrige (1936-8) and, on the
basis of the methodologically immanent definition of his concepts that
this generates, to reconstruct his accounts of both the historical and onto-
logical senses of event.

In Chapter 2, I go into detail about the distinction between what I call
the historical and ontological senses of ‘event’ in Heidegger’s work. Most
commentators have not registered this distinction and I maintain that this
has led to a conflation of many of his terms.

According to Heidegger, Western history over the past 2,500 years has
been defined by a transmission and transformation of errors set in place
by the ancient Greeks. These errors define both (1) the scope and nature
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of the philosophical science we now call ‘metaphysics’ and (2) the form
of the lengthy historical ‘epoch’ in which we live. Since these formative
errors eclipse our exposure to the question of being, Heidegger calls the
history of metaphysics the history of the ‘forgetting’ of being. A central
and well-known concern of his work, then, is to deconstruct the founda-
tions of metaphysics in order to bring the question of being into focus
and not lose sight of it again. His concept of an historical event provides
his most far-reaching attempt to do this. In its historical sense, often
referred to in the terminology of ‘seynsgeschichtliche Denken’ or ‘beyng-
historical thinking’, ‘event’ names a fundamental rupture within the his-
tory of metaphysics that has the potential to generate what Heidegger calls
‘another beginning’ — a radically different framework for the intellectual
and practical lives of human beings. To be clear, the historical sense of
event also has an ontological dimension in a precise sense: it has to do with
the ontological constitution and transformation of history. However, this
is not to be confused with the second and properly ontological sense of
‘event’, which articulates the very nature of beyng.

After establishing the distinction between the historical and ontological
senses of event, the chapter turns to their relation. This relation determines
the structure for the rest of the book. Because, according to Heidegger, we
necessarily approach the project of ontology from within the framework of
metaphysics, the historical sense of event has a methodological priority over
the ontological one. Yet because the historical rupture with metaphysics
that he aims to accomplish would be impossible if being did not exceed the
domain of metaphysics, I argue that the ontological sense of ‘event’ has an
ontological priority over the historical one, which is dependent on it. No
rupture with the history of metaphysics would be possible if metaphysics
did in fact provide a sufficient science of being. Chapters 2 to 6 are arranged
according to this relation: the remainder of Chapter 2 focuses on the his-
torical sense of event, Chapters 3 and 4 focus on the transition from the his-
torical to the ontological sense of event by way of the problematic of truth,
and Chapters 5 and 6 focus on the properly ontological sense of event.

My analysis of the historical sense of event in the rest of Chapter 2
works in the context of Heidegger’s philosophy of historical alienation in
Sein und Zeit and Beitrige. As is evident, in his account the theme of his-
tory is directly related to that of metaphysics. Indeed, what it would mean
for the historical event to be accomplished is that a transformative rupture
in the historical framework of metaphysics has occurred. A central task of
this chapter, then, is to explain the form of such a rupture by explaining
the relation between metaphysics and historical alienation. I argue that the
account of these topics in Beitrdge can be properly understood only as the
product of a conceptual evolution begun in Sein und Zeir.
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It is one thing to say that an historical event of this sort could happen;
it is another to explain how. Heidegger scholarship has had only a vague
grasp on this. I close this chapter by arguing against what I call the ‘fatal-
ist’ interpretation of Heidegger according to which the historical event
in question is accomplished only by a mysterious quasi-agency of being,
while human beings can do little more than sit around and wait. I argue
that the explanation of how an historical event might occur is found in
Beitrige in terms of Heidegger’s recalibration of the task alienated Dasein
is posed with: to re-ground itself. This presents a distinctly human role in
the historical event. Heidegger now uses the term ‘Er-griindung’ or “fath-
oming the ground’ to describe this diagenic process of regrounding that
generates another historical beginning, that is, an historical event. I argue
that explaining how he tries to accomplish this event requires engaging his
ontology of truth, to which I turn in Chapters 3 and 4.

One of my central claims governing Chapters 3 and 4 is that the opera-
tion by which fathoming the ground is accomplished is doing ontology,
since this is the diagenic operation by which Dasein undergoes existential
transformation such that it becomes realigned with being. It is true that
the historical sense of event has methodological priority over the onto-
logical sense because we pursue the problematic of being (and live our
lives) from within the historical framework of metaphysics. However, [
argue that bringing about the historical event is made possible precisely by
generating a properly grounded account of beyng as event, that is, of the
ontological sense of event.

According to Heidegger, the track of ontological enquiry best suited to
do this focuses on the ‘essence’ of truth. Beginning around 1930, ‘truth’
becomes one of the main terms he uses to articulate the nature of being.
Plenty of scholars have discussed Heidegger’s association of the concepts
of truth and event. Some, like Capobianco, have more or less equated
the two, a position that I argue against in Chapter 4. To my knowledge,
however, none has sufficiently explained the specific methodological rela-
tion of truth to event that Heidegger makes a centrepiece of his work in
Beitrige. Namely, the question of truth is the ‘precursory question’ to that
of beyng as event. Thus, I argue that it is by working through the ontology
of truth that access to the evental structure of beyng is secured.

Chapter 3 begins with a look at Heidegger’s critique of representational
models of truth. It then reconstructs the diagenic development of his
ontology of truth from the pre-Kehre model advanced in Sein und Zeit to
the model produced during the Kehre or ‘turn’ in his 1930 lecture “Vom
Wesen der Wahrheit’. This establishes methodological and conceptual
continuity between Heidegger’s early grounding of the problematic of
being and his later work, and it defines the context in which he addresses

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco.coniterms-of -use



EBSCOhost -

INTRODUCTION | 15

truth a few years later in Beitrige (I turn to this in Chapter 4). My inten-
tion here is not to reproduce existing research on Heidegger’s theory of
truth (for example, Daniel Dahlstrom’s excellent Heidegger’s Concept of
Truth), but to explain the elements of the ontology of truth necessary for
accessing the structure of the event.

The touchstones of the diagenic evolution that I trace are as follows.
Throughout the late 1920s and early 1930s Heidegger maintains what I
call an a-lethic account of the essence of truth. That is, he casts truth and
untruth in terms of the Greek dAn0gia and A90n. Following Richardson’s
Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought and other commentators
to a degree, I identify two main stages of Heidegger’s a-léthic account of
truth. The first is expressed in Sein und Zeif's phenomenological account
of truth. The second, more originary stage, emerges in ‘Vom Wesen der
Wahrheit” where the elements of the essence of truth shift to become
structures of being that ground human existence. In Chapter 4, I argue
that Heidegger’s ontology of truth in Beitrige takes a step farther to a third
stage.

Heidegger’s account of being as event is philosophically dependent on
the lines of thought that lead up to it, that is, on the evolution of his ontol-
ogy. I argue that truth is important because it has to do not merely with
defining criteria for what is true and what is false, or what can be described
phenomenologically and what cannot, but with what makes possible the
very domain of truth and falsity, or, in other words, what makes possible
the domain of phenomena. Heidegger’'s question about truth enquires
into the ground enabling such things to occur at all. In this way, truth is
not primarily an epistemological term, but an ontological one. Moreover,
it is an ontological term with a unique characteristic: at its more derivative
levels, ‘truth’ designates being insofar as being is disclosed in a meaning-
ful way to Dasein, in other words, insofar as it is #hought. 1 argue that in
Heidegger’s ontology, the logic of thought, that is, the logic of the being
of thought, is continuous with the logic of being. Thus, by tracking the
former it is possible to gain access to the latter. This proceeds via the
question of truth, which in the 1930s moves well beyond the existential
analysis of Dasein. Yet in the version of truth presented in “Vom Wesen
der Wahrheit’, the historical framework of metaphysics still lingers.

In Beitriige Heidegger argues that to eliminate the vestiges of meta-
physics still present in his prior work certain rather dramatic shifts in his
approach are needed. Chapter 4 begins by arguing that registering the
methodological role of these shifts is crucial for making sense of the fur-
ther transformed account of truth he gives in this text and, in turn, of his
concept of event. These shifts centre around:
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1. a distinction between what Heidegger calls the ‘Leitfrage’ or ‘guiding
question’ that has defined the scope of philosophy as metaphysics and
the ‘Grundfrage’ or ‘basic question’, with which he now aligns his pro-
ject. The Leitfrage asks about beings as beings (8v 1} dv) and is rendered
in its most general form by Aristotle’s “ti 70 v’ (“What are beings?’).
The Grundfrage does not enquire into beings, but into the essence of
truth — as a feature of the event — in its own terms, that is, indepen-
dently of beings.

2. the counterintuitive claim that being must be rethought as independent
of beings. I argue that Heidegger’s claim is not a move to a metaphysics
of transcendence, but rather to a deeper methodological immanence
within the question of beyng (that is, the event).

3. the terminological distinction between ‘Sein’ or ‘being’ and ‘Seyn’
or ‘beyng’. These terms are frequently conflated by some commenta-
tors. I argue that Heidegger uses them to draw a technical distinction
between approaches to his central topic that operate within the rubric
of the Leitfrage (as Sein und Zeit's analysis of Dasein did) and his new
approach within the rubric of the Grundfrage.

Heidegger’s approach to the essence of truth in Beitrige must be read in
light of these shifts. In the rest of this chapter, I argue that doing so reveals
a profoundly transformed account of truth, which opens the possibility to
develop a properly grounded definition of the concept of beyng as event.
Nearly all available scholarship addressing Heidegger’s account of
truth in Beitrige takes it to remain within the basic framework of the
second stage of the a-/éthic account in which the dAn0e10-An0On dynamic
is used to articulate the fundamental nature of beyng. This is a prod-
uct of overlooking the shifts noted and certain structural developments
taking place in his conception of truth. I argue that in Beitrige Heidegger
moves to a third stage, which cannot be properly accounted for in terms
of the a-léthic framework. I show that he does this by enquiring into the
ontological ground generating the very structures of dAr0gto and A0,
thereby moving to a philosophical position more originary on the dia-
genic axis. AMj0gto and A6n are originated in a primal process of dif-
ferentiation, which constitutes not only the essence of truth but a key
operation of the evental dynamic of beyng. Thus, I claim that in this third
stage Heidegger’s ontology offers a differential concept of truth, which
is more originary than the earlier a-/éthic concepts. The essence of truth,
which Heidegger now designates ‘the clearing for/of self-concealing’ (‘die
Lichtung fiir das Sichverbergen’ or ‘Lichtung des Sichverbergens’), is the
differential logic of beyng as event insofar as this constitutes ontological
structures that enable beings to be, structures like dA8g1a and An6n. Or,
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more precisely, truth is one of #hree overlapping registers in terms of which
Heidegger articulates these evental structures. The other two are ground
and time-space.

The arguments I make in this chapter allow me to develop critiques
of two interpretive positions that have been dominant in recent work
on Heidegger’s concept of ‘event’. The first is the ‘correlationist’ inter-
pretation maintained positively by Sheehan and negatively by Quentin
Meillassoux. According to this position, Heidegger’s concept of event
names a mutual appropriation or correlation of human existence to being
and being to human existence, such that neither would ‘be’ at all with-
out the other. I argue that Heidegger’s claim that beyng is independ-
ent of beings — most notably of human beings — invalidates Sheehan
and Meillassoux’s correlationist interpretation of Heidegger’s concept of
event. Said differently, Heidegger maintains a fascinating form of onto-
logical realism. The second position I critique claims that ‘event’ is simply
an alternative name for the characteristics of being that Heidegger else-
where describes in terms of ‘anwesen’ (presencing) or ‘das Anwesen des
Anwesenden’ (the presencing of what is present), ‘@Anfew’, ‘pvoig’, and
several other terms. This is the position maintained by Capobianco. I
argue that such a position is incomplete, since it does not recognise the
major shift in Beitrige according to which ‘event’ is posited as the ground
enabling presencing, ‘dAn0ei’, and ‘@Vo1g’, and therefore cannot be just
another name for the same thing.

Chapters 3 and 4 offer a diagenic reconstruction of Heidegger’s phi-
losophy of truth, which serves as the methodological means of access to
the concept of event in its ontological sense. More precisely, the analysis
of truth provides a foothold in the differential logic of beyng as event.
Focusing again on Beitrige, Chapter 5 elaborates the concept of event via
that foothold.

A major line of argument in this book comes to a head in Chapter
5; namely, the argument begun in Chapter 1 where I claimed that a dia-
genic methodology alleviates the remarkable confusion that has surrounded
Heidegger’s ontology of events, especially as presented in Beitrige. I attribute
much of this confusion to a failure in the scholarship to adequately clarify
the structural relations defining many of Heidegger’s idiosyncratic concepts.
[ attribute #hat to a failure to register Heidegger’s diagenic shift to a differen-
tial concept of truth, since this provides access to the logic of the ground that
articulates these relations, that is, to the logic of the event. If the problem-
atic of truth is the problematic preliminary to that of beyng as event, then
how one understands Heidegger’s account of the essence of truth directly
impacts how one understands his account of the event. Understanding the
essence of truth to be most fundamentally a-/éthic, leads to an account of
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the evental nature of beyng in terms of the a-/éthic framework (for exam-
ple, Capobianco in Engaging Heidegger). However, this account leads to
confusion about many concepts related to the event, which appear out of
joint, disconnected, or connected only extrinsically by Heidegger’s fiat.
Treatments of Heidegger’s evental concepts within the a-/éthic framework,
then, are unable to make sense of important parts of the text without reduc-
ing them to mysticism, arbitrariness, or appeals to authority. I argue that
this is because the a-/éthic framework falls short of the most originary level
of grounding active in the text. In contrast, registering Beitrige’s differential
conception of truth enables a better-grounded explanation of the event, on
the basis of which those concepts snap into place. This allows for rigorous
analysis of those concepts and their intrinsic, essential relations and, in turn,
a reconstruction of his broader ontology of events in a unified, consistent
fashion. This chapter establishes the basis for doing just this.
It is built around:

1. an analysis of Heidegger’s ontology of difference in Beitrige, focusing
on his rarely discussed shift from the concept of the ontological dif-
ference between being and beings (prevalent in his early work) to the
concept of originary difference or the ground that enables the differ-
ence between being and beings to arise at all. This forms a key diagenic
moment in his methodological path and places Heidegger closer to
thinkers like Deleuze and Badiou than has been widely acknowledged
in related scholarship.

2. an expansion of Chapter 4’s concluding thesis, that Heidegger shifts to
a differential concept of truth, by detailing the differential logic of the
essence of truth and its onto-genesis of the a-/ézhic structures.

3. a recasting of the differential logic of truth in Heidegger’s core evental
terms: ‘appropriation’ (Er-eignis) and ‘expropriation’ (Enteignis). By
doing this, the chapter establishes the differential logic of beyng as
event that is expressed in or underwrites the rest of this text.

4. an analysis of an ineliminable form of ontological distortion that
Heidegger calls the ‘distorted essence” or ‘Un-wesen’ of beyng and the
distorted essence of truth or ‘Un-wahrheit’ (un-truth).

This chapter allows a definition of Heidegger’s ontological concept of
event according to which beyng as event is a differentiation of ‘pure’ dif-
ference from itself, together with the logic of determinateness that this
originates and an ‘abyss’ of difference that exceeds that determinateness.
The logic of determinateness is the logic of the Da expressed in the term
‘Da-sein’, that is, it is the logic of the world. This is articulated in terms
of the correlative evental problematics of truth, ground, and time-space.
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While this chapter addresses the connection of truth and event, it does not
address ground or time-space.

Chapter 6 completes the partial explanation of the structure of the
event given in Chapter 5. There, I defined beyng as event in relation to
the differential logic of truth. Truth, ground, and time-space are the three
central registers in terms of which Heidegger addresses the structures of
the event having to do with the genesis of determinate worlds of beings.
Chapter 6 fills out the picture by reconstructing his concepts of ground
and time-space as components of the logic of the event. This focuses on the
notoriously difficult §§238-42 of Beitrige.

4 The question of poetic (or poietic) language and art

One further point should be made here. Over the past decades many
scholars have focused on the idea that the transition from Heidegger’s
pre- to post-Kehre work is essentially a turn to language and to a poetic
(or poietic) mode of thinking. The poietic operation at stake applies not
just to the ‘bringing forth’ that happens in what we ordinarily consider
language, it extends to the creative enterprise of great art. Thus, the focus
on the former often goes hand in hand with a focus on the latter. This
view is built on the idea that both are grounded in a poietic way in which
human beings can engage with being — a way that channels the manner
in which being brings forth beings (all the while withdrawing from them)
and preserves it in poetic language or works of art. As a resul, it is sug-
gested that Heidegger’s concept of event must be understood in terms of
the problematic of poietic language and art. Daniela Vallega-Neu and
Krzysztof Ziarek give two of the best-argued and most recent versions of
this position. Vallega-Neu, for instance, writes that

with Heidegger’s failure to complete the project of Being and Time and the
subsequent turn in his thinking began a relentless quest for words and ways
of thinking and speaking that brought the issue of language to the forefront
of his concerns.”

She thus makes language — specifically poietic language — the cornerstone
of her interpretation of Ereignis, going so far as to call the set of private
manuscripts of which Beitrige forms the heart ‘Heidegger’s poietic writ-
ings’.** While this leads to a rich interpretation, I think its prioritisation
of the question of language is detrimental to other, more fundamental
elements of Heidegger’s ontology of Ereignis. To be fair, Vallega-Neu
does seem to leave some space for alternative approaches. Ziarek puts the
empbhasis on language perhaps a bit more starkly:
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one cannot hear what is at issue in Heidegger’s thought — let alone how and
from where this thinking itself issues — nor determine its stakes, without
primary attentiveness to language: both Heidegger’s language and the way it
issues from the problematic of language understood as being’s event.”

Without a doubt, the questions of poietic language and art are important
elements in Heidegger’s work on the concept of event. Careful reflection
on them will substantially enrich one’s understanding of it. One might,
therefore, expect this book to follow course and give these topics a cen-
tral role. This is not the case, although I do return to limited discussions
of them at different points. The issue has been covered at length both
by Vallega-Neu’s Heidegger’s Poietic Writings and ZiareK’s Language after
Heidegger, and I will not repeat that work here. More to the point, though,
I hold that while the questions of poietic language and art are important
for understanding the relation of the human being to Heidegger’s histori-
cal event, they form neither the conceptual nor the methodological core of
his treatment of the ontology of events overall. There are four immediate
reasons for this.

First, the focus on defining Heidegger’s concept of event in terms of
poietic language and art has resulted from an exclusive focus on the his-
torical sense of event in his work. However, this rests upon a conflation of
the historical and ontological senses of that concept. By marking the dif-
ference between the two senses, I hold that the issues of poietic language
and art take a derivative position in relation to the problematics of truth,
difference, ground, and time-space, which define the event in its properly
ontological sense. Thus, my focus will be on these instead.

Second, and more specifically: although Heidegger certainly empha-
sises the connection of poietic language and art to the event, it is the
problematic of truth through which he actually does the ontology of events
in Beitrige (which is then elaborated in terms of ground and time-space).
For Heidegger, the question of the essence of truth, not language, is the
preliminary question (Vorfrage) via which we come to articulate the nature
of beyng as event.?® For evidence of this, see Beitrige §§204-37, which
form the path of access to the heart of the text’s account of beyng as event
in §§238-42.

Third, Heidegger explicitly claims that to break with the errancy of
metaphysics, the nature of beyng as event must be thought in a way not
based on the relation of beyng to beings (since this taints the account
of beyng with traces of Seiendheiz), but in its own independent terms.
Explaining what exactly this means and how it does not establish a new
metaphysics of transcendence will have to wait until later. The point for
now is that language and art are decisively wrapped up in the lives of
discursive beings, so to think beyng as event on such a basis is to think it
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in terms of its relation to beings. It is to repeat the metaphysical error in
which the nature of beyng is traced off Seiendheir. Moreover, it is to fall
into the trap of the untenable correlationism that I address in Chapter 4.
My final point has to do with the relation of truth and language. The
topic of truth is clearly linked to that of language: in the traditional view,
the adequation defining truth takes the form of a representational proposi-
tion in which a predicate is attributed to a subject. I deal with this at length
in terms of truth. Nonetheless, we must be careful not to reduce truth to
language or vice versa. In Heidegger’s ontology, the essence of truth is a
structural function of beyng that must be articulated in terms of the logic
of the event, independently of the relation of that logic to ‘what is true’
(that is, to beings). The essence of truth is part of the structure of beyng;
poietic language in the context of ontology is a register of beyng’s relation
to beings endowed with language. It is therefore the question of truth that
gets at the nature of beyng as event itself (the ontological sense of event),
not language. I anticipate that one might object by arguing that the logic
I've named (the /ogos of the event) is just what the question of language
aims to address at the ontological level. In this case, my response is: won-
derful, then that is exactly what this book is about . . . except it approaches
this in the register of truth, which is precisely what Heidegger’s text does.
If, on the other hand, one maintains that the logic of the event is not
what Heidegger’s question of language is ultimately about, then language
cannot be the central term in which his ontology of events can be treated.

Notes

. 8727149.

. For instance, Davidson writes, ‘I do not believe we can give a cogent account of action,
of explanation, of causality, or of the relation between the mental and the physical,
unless we accept events as individuals” and that we require ‘an explicit ontology of
events’ (Davidson, Essays 165).

3. Heidegger writes, ‘Beyng essentially occurs as the event’ (‘Das Seyn west als das
Ereignis’) (GA65 30/25). Deleuze writes, ‘Being is the unique event in which all events
communicate with one another’ (Deleuze, Logique du sens 211/180).
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metaphysics and carrying out fundamental ontology entails working out the non-
metaphysical grounds of metaphysics in a more originary ontology, consequently
establishing the possibility to reground metaphysics such that it might eventually be
recuperated (Richardson, 7hrough Phenomenology to Thought passim).

‘Only by way of what [Heidegger] I has thought does one gain access to what is to-
be-thought by [Heidegger] II. But the thought of [Heidegger] I becomes possible
only if it is contained in [Heidegger] II" (Heidegger, ‘Preface’, in Richardson, 7hrough
Phenomenology to Thought xxii). Richardson’s distinction between Heidegger I and II
demarcates Heidegger’s work prior to 1930 and from 1930 until his death in 1976,
respectively (see ibid. 22, 230, 476, 623-8, 632-3). For more, see Richardson’s index
entries ‘Heidegger I, ‘Heidegger I, and ‘Heidegger I and II (ibid. 756). Richardson
takes Heidegger’s 1930 lecture ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ to mark the inauguration
of Heidegger II (ibid. 624).

Herrmann points out that there is evidence this problematic of the event is active in
Heidegger’s work beginning as early as 1932 (Herrmann, Wege ins Ereignis 1).

GA9 316nA/241nB, translation modified.

For discussion of Heidegger’s early uses of ‘Ereignis’, see Polt, ‘Ereignis’ 376-80 and
EB 33-7. Polt also emphasises that Heidegger’s January—April 1919 lecture course
(published as The Idea of Philosophy and the Problem of Worldview in GA 56/57) is
noteworthy because in it ‘the word plays a central part’ (Polt, ‘Ereignis’ 375).

Though there are a number of closely related texts, Herrmann defines the core group
of private manuscripts to include GAGS Beitrige zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis), GAGG
Besinnung (written 1938-9, published 1997), GA70 Uber den Anfang (written 1941,
published 2005), GA71 Das Ereignis (written 1941-2, published 2009), and GA72
Die Stege des Anfangs (written 1944, still unpublished). He highlights two additional
texts that are ‘in thematic proximity’ to these: ‘Die Uberwindung der Metaphysik’ in
GAG7 Metaphysik und Nibilismus and GAG9 Die Geschichte des Seyns (1938-40). For
this and other information on the provenance and preparation of these manuscripts,
see Herrmann, ‘Nachwort des Herausgebers’, in GA66 429-37/379-85.

Rae, Ontology in Heidegger and Deleuze vii.

GAG5 7/8.

Mitchell and Trawny, Heidegger’s Black Notebooks XX—XXI. It is important to be
clear about the biographical limits of Heidegger’s racism: to the best of our knowledge,
as Mitchell and Trawny point out, ‘there are no records of anti-Semitic views expressed
by Heidegger after the war, in the subsequent Black Notebooks or elsewhere’ (ibid.
XXII).

Ibid. XXI.

Ibid. XXII.

For instance: ‘Wir kénnen das mit dem Namen “das Ereignis” Genannte nicht mehr
am Leitfaden der gelidufigen Wortbedeutung vorstellen; denn sie versteht “Ereignis”
im Sinne von Vorkommnis und Geschehnis’ (in Stambaugh’s translation: “What the
name “event of Appropriation” names can no longer be represented by means of the
current meaning of the word; for in that meaning “event of Appropriation” is under-
stood in the sense of occurrence and happening’ (GA14 25-6/On Time and Being 20).
Note that Sheehan references this passage as evidence that ‘event’” should not be used
to translate ‘Ereignis’ (Sheehan, Making Sense of Heidegger 232). However, to do so
he translates ‘Vorkommnis’ as ‘event’ and then uses the resulting statement as the evi-
dence that ‘Ereignis’ ought not to be translated as ‘event’. In other words, he frontloads
his claim into a translation choice and then uses that translation choice as evidence for
his claim. But that is straightforwardly begging the question.

See Sheehan, Making Sense of Heidegger 232—6.

Ibid. 232-8.

Vallega-Neu, ‘Heidegger’s Poietic Writings’ 101.

Vallega-Neu, Heidegger’s Poietic Writings.
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27. Ziarek, ‘Giving Its Word’ 88. For Ziarek’s full view on this, see his Language after
Heidegger.
28. GAG5 387/305.
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Chapter |

The Methodological Ground
of Heidegger’s Ontology
of Events

The event is the self-eliciting and self-mediating center in which all essential
occurrence of the truth of beyng must be thought back in advance. This
thinking back in advance to that center is the inventive thinking of beyng.
And all concepts of beyng must be uttered from there.!

Making clear, philosophically rigorous sense of Heidegger’s work after
around 1930 is notoriously difficult. This chapter focuses on a set of
methodological problems that contribute to this difficulty and that must
necessarily be addressed if his concept of event is to be coherently recon-
structed. Solving them requires a revised interpretive approach to his
philosophical corpus. Based on the role of the concept of ‘ground’ in
Heidegger’s ontology and in the methodological evolution of his work, I
propose a reconstructive methodology that I call ‘diagenic analysis’. This
approach aims to clarify Heidegger’s ontology by clarifying the relations
between grounding and grounded terms within it. I justify its use by exam-
ining a number of supporting examples and responding to objections that
might be raised on the basis of texts like ‘Der Lehrer trifft den Tiirmer’ in
GA77 Feldweg-Gespriiche (1944-5), which seems to disavow the notion
of ground altogether. I then clarify how the diagenic methodology oper-
ates through an analysis of what Heidegger calls a ‘produktive Logik™ of
‘Grundlegung’ that drives the evolution of his ontology.” I hold that dia-
genic analysis not only solves the problems I highlight, but allows a precise
explanation of some of the essential characteristics of Heidegger’s concept
of event itself. It is able to do this because of the simultaneously methodo-
logical and ontological status of the concept of ground in his work, and the
distinctive relation of this concept to that of event. The remaining chapters
of this book use this interpretive approach to reconstruct the transforma-
tion of Heidegger’s ontology from the time of Sein und Zeir (1927) to that
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of Beitrige zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) (1936-8) and, on the basis of the
methodologically immanent definition of his concepts that this generates,
to reconstruct his account of beyng (Seyn) as event (Ereignis).’

I Problems

The main reasons for the difficulty in making good sense of Heidegger’s
later work revolve around ongoing transformations in the ontology he
produced. His project in the late 1920s famously turned around the onto-
logical difference, that is, the difference between being and beings. In
Sein und Zeit, he argues that being is neither # being nor the totality of
beings.* Rather, his question is about ‘the being of beings’.> The pro-
ject he terms ‘fundamental ontology’ proceeds within the methodologi-
cal horizon of the existential analysis of Dasein or human existence, and
Heidegger develops a series of different renditions of the being of Dasein:
being-in-the-world, care, thrown projection, and temporality. After Sein
und Zeit, he argues that this ontology is insufficient and recasts the prob-
lematic of being again and again, extending a series of accounts that I
shall argue finds its apex in thinking beyng as event. Notoriously, though,
much of the terminology he introduces in this process is very bizarre,
and much of it is associated with his concept of event. For instance, in
Beitrige Heidegger claims that the essence of truth is ‘die Lichtung fiir das
Sichverbergen’ (the clearing for self-concealing).® What on earth could
that mean? To be sure, there is no consensus in the scholarship. This
problem can lead to outright mystification when such terminology is col-
lected into lengthier statements:

Der Zeit-Raum ist der beriickend-entriickende sammelnde Umbalt, der so gefiigte
und entsprechend stimmende Ab-grund, dessen Wesung in der Griindung des
‘Da’ durch das Da-sein (seine wesentlichen Bahnen der Bergung der Wahrbeit)
Geschichtlich wird.

Time-space is the gathering embrace that captivates and transports at once; it
is the abyssal ground which is structured in this way, which disposes accord-
ingly, and whose essential occurrence becomes historical in the grounding of
the ‘there’ by Da-sein (by its essential paths of sheltering the truth).”

Unusual, indeed nearly unrecognisable, formulations like these have led
to confusion in scholarship on both Heidegger’s post-Kehre work gener-
ally and the concept of event specifically. If Heidegger’s later work is to be
taken seriously, we need a consistent methodology for reconstructing it in
a philosophically sensible manner. To state the issue more pointedly, there
are at least four related problems that must be solved if a philosophically
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coherent explanation of Heidegger’s account of beyng as event is to be
given.

1. The first problem is that of consistency. Heidegger gives differ-

ent accounts of the same things in different texts. In many cases,
these accounts appear to be inconsistent. Take the question of the
essence of truth. In Sein und Zeit, the essence of propositional truth
is the phenomenological dAn0ewo or uncoveredness (Entdecktheit!
Unverborgenbeit) of beings in the world together with its counterpart,
untruth, which is understood to be phenomenological A6 or cov-
eredness (Verborgenheir). Both dAnBew and AnOn are grounded in
Dasein’s structure of disclosedness (Erschlossenheit). A few years later
in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ Heidegger continues to maintain that
the essence of truth is the dA0e1-Ai0n coupling, but now these are
the ground enabling Dasein (to be distinguished from Da-sein) to be
at all. In other words, there seems to be a reversal of the grounding
and grounded term. Then in Beitrige, he is no longer satisfied with the
a-lethic account of the essence of truth, suggesting that the dAn0eia-
A6n coupling must be grounded in something new entirely. So, which
is it? Is Heidegger’s work internally consistent or not, particularly when
comparing different texts or even, as I shall suggest, different parts
within a single text? It should not be overlooked that scholarship has
dealt with transformations in Heidegger’s thought, largely focusing on
the macrological Kehre or shift from the so-called early period to the
later period, and sometimes including a third, ‘middle’ period. This is
helpful to a certain extent, but it does not solve the problem of con-
sistency because, at the very least, it does not explain seeming incon-
sistencies that appear at micrological levels within any single period
of Heidegger’s thought or individual texts. My claim is that this is
because it does not explain micrological #ransformations of Heidegger’s
account that are consistent because of the way they are related via his

methodology.

. 'The second problem, which follows from the first, is that of arrange-

ment. If Heidegger’s ontology is indeed consistent and yet transforms
through different stages that can appear inconsistent, can we system-
atically make sense of these transformations, such that we can avoid
mixing up elements of different stages of his thought and consequently
muddling the account he gives? How should different stages, or the
ideas presented within them, properly be arranged? This is a problem
that has led otherwise good scholarship to fundamental mischaracteri-
sations of Heidegger’s work. For instance, a troubling interpretive habit
has become prevalent in some scholarship lately: statements about a
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theme (like ‘truth’, ‘Dasein’, or ‘Ereignis’) are cherry-picked from far-
removed locations in Heidegger’s corpus, listed, and then treated as if
they provide the rules for defining that topic in an entirely different
part of the corpus, or even in the corpus as a whole.® If Heidegger’s pro-
ject were simply to clarify analytically one or two static positions that
he maintained throughout his life, this would be fine. But if his ontol-
ogy develops, if its terminology and horizons are a product of ongoing
evolution, then this approach is essentially flawed.

. 'The third problem, which correlates with the first two, is that of termi-

nology and grammar. Especially in his later work, Heidegger employs
bizarre terminology and linguistic formulations that violate ordinary
grammar and appear more poetical or mystical than philosophically
rigorous. This is the problem on the basis of which Rudolph Carnap
dismissed Heidegger. Lee Braver captures his position concisely: for
Carnap ‘Heidegger’s ideas are based on a grammatical mirage which
vanishes once logical analysis shows what is really going on inside these
sentences’.” Do Heidegger’s unusual linguistic formulations amount
to nonsensical or logically vapid statements? Is his philosophy linguis-
tically rigorous? I should point out that my interest relative to this
problem is not in Heidegger’s philosophy of language, but in his use
of language. Plenty of scholarship is available on the former, and I will
not recount it.

. 'The fourth problem is that of textual priority. If, as the problem of

consistency indicates, different of Heidegger’s texts give seemingly
inconsistent accounts of the same subject matter, which one should be
given priority? In ‘Der Satz der Identitit’ (1957), the primary sense of
the event is an ‘owning in which man and being are delivered over to
each other” or ‘the belonging together of man and being’.'” However,
earlier in Beitrdge beyng is the event, which in its most essential register
is claimed to be independent of any relation with beings, notably with
human beings. Some scholars take texts like ‘Der Satz der Identitit’ to
provide Heidegger’s ‘real’ post-Kehre thought because they were honed
for publication (Beitrdge was not) and were written later, thus benefit-
ing from greater refinement. Is this the proper approach? Or, if, as the
problem of arrangement indicates, Heidegger’s ontology transformed
through different philosophical stages, should a priority be given to
texts that advance his project the farthest, regardless of compositional
character or chronology?

It is my thesis that solving these problems and clarifying Heidegger’s
account of the event requires clarifying the way his ontology develops,
that is, the movement of his thought. In particular, a great deal of the

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

28 | HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGY OF EVENTS

confusion in scholarship stems from a lack of clarity about a dynamic,
reflexive relation between the methodology he employed and the subject
matter he enquired into. By taking a closer look at this, what I believe
is the proper method for reconstructing Heidegger’s accounts can be
generated (diagenic analysis). Without attention to the development in
question, his concepts become disconnected from aspects of the ontol-
ogy they were built to articulate. They then seem arbitrary or become
easily misunderstood, like conclusions divorced from their premises, to
paraphrase Spinoza again. I take this to be the root of the dismissive atti-
tudes towards Heidegger’s later thought held by many philosophers of
the Anglo-American tradition. I also take it to have led to some subsets of
the Heideggerian-phenomenological tradition rightly criticised for lacking
rigour. Carnap’s condemnation of Heidegger exemplifies how this all can
go wrong. My view is that when put into the context of the methodological
evolution of Heidegger’s programme, many of his unusual formulations
are in fact rigorous. As others have argued, Richardson most notably, the
series of renditions of the ontological problematic that Heidegger develops
throughout his career do not correlate with programmatic breaks." They
are not the result of the author deciding his earlier work is wrong and
developing new positions inconsistent with previous ones. Yet a surpass-
ing of previous renditions in favour of better ones 7s involved. The series of
accounts Heidegger generates manifest a dynamic evolution of his ontol-
ogy, and making sense of the concepts he uses, like that of event, requires
clarifying the mechanism of that evolution.

Along with scholarship that addresses the macrological transformation
from the pre- to post-Kehre periods, a good deal indirectly addresses micro-
logical movements in Heidegger’s thought by examining particular topics
over different points in his career.'? Yet, none that I have found sufficiently
explains the engine of this movement or what I find to be a clear structural
homology through these scales. To do this, I shall focus on a difficulty
that characterises his corpus at both macrological and micrological levels
and ties together the four problems listed. The difficulty, which I shall call
the ‘reflexive difficulty’, is as follows: throughout Heidegger’s texts, the
foundations of the methodology and of the conceptual apparatus through
which he gives an account of his core problematic are brought into play by
the nature of that problematic, according to the very account they enable.
In other words, there is a reflexive, transformative relation between the
account and what the account is about, a relation that drives forward an
immanent evolution of that account and implies the supersession of earlier
stages of it. Since this reflexive (therefore, non-linear) relation prompts its
own recursion, it involves a further difficulty: its non-linearity is carried
over to the relations between different stages.
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2 Methodological principles

Diagenic analysis is a realigned methodology for interpreting Heidegger’s
corpus in a way able to deal consistently with the reflexive difficulty and
the problems that arise from it. This methodology takes the relations
between grounding and grounded terms to be central to his thought. To
clarify these relations, I distinguish between what I shall call diagenic axes
(or axes of ground) and syngenic axes (or axes of the grounded). I use
the root yévw (geno) because according to Heidegger’s concept, ground
explicitly entails a character of enabling what is grounded to be (for exam-
ple, as Grund der Ermaoglichung) and an originary (urspriingliche) character
(as in ‘Der Ab-grund ist die urspriingliche Wesung des Grundes’)." In
this sense, ground bears an essential genetic character. To be clear, this
genetic character must not be confused with that of metaphysical con-
cepts of cause, which bear presuppositions about the nature of being and
of beings that Heidegger rejects. I use the da and cuv prefixes to indi-
cate something similar to Saussure’s diachronic/synchronic distinction.'
Where Saussure’s distinction is organised on temporal lines, the one I am
attributing to Heidegger is organised on lines of ground.” Diagenic axes
run into the ground, that is, from that which is grounded into its ground
or, inversely, from ground to that which is grounded. In Beitrige ‘space’
and ‘time’ are situated along a diagenic axis with respect to ‘time-space’,
which is the ground whence they are originated.'® Such axes can in some
cases be carried along farther: from p to its ground g; from q to its ground
r; from r to s, and so on. In Chapters 3 and 4, I lay out such a sequence
in the transformation of Heidegger’s account of truth from Sein und Zeir
to ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ and finally to Beitrige. In this sequence,
the traditional account of truth as correctness is grounded in truth as
the phenomenological uncoveredness and coveredness of beings, which
are grounded in truth as a priori ontological structures of dAn0eio/free-
dom/openness and A1On/concealment/closedness/withdrawal, which are
grounded in truth as self-differentiation.

In distinction, to a syngenic axis belong a set of entities, processes, or
structures all grounded in the same manner, horizontal to or side by side
one another. In Heidegger’s early work, a good example of this is found in
his account of the basic/ground constitution (Grundverfassung) of Dasein
as being-in-the-world. Various existentialia of being-in-the-world, that is,
‘constitutive items in its structure’, are arranged on a syngenic axis, each
equiprimordial (gleichurspriinglich) with the others.” Among these are
being alongside (Sein bei) the ready-to-hand, being-with (Mizsein), state-
of-mind (Befindlichkeit), understanding, and discourse (Rede). Likewise,
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at each of the diagenic moments in Heidegger’s account of truth, a set of
syngenically related terms is developed articulating it. In Sein und Zeit, the
phenomenological unconcealment and concealment of beings are syngeni-
cally related to one another, while diagenically related to Dasein’s disclos-
edness. In Beitrige, space and time are on a syngenic axis with respect to
each other. Perhaps more recognisably, my pen and my desk are beings
related on a syngenic axis within the unconcealment of beings.

Proposing an interpretive methodology in these terms is no doubt con-
troversial, since many Heideggerians believe that the concept of ground is
thoroughly metaphysical, so Heidegger’s rejection of metaphysics entails
that ground is tossed out as well. In fact, some have argued to me that the
very notion of ground is offensive to the Heideggerian mode of thinking.
Such a position, however, is flatly false. Not only does Heidegger consist-
ently use the terminology of ground as a part of his lexicon, the relation
of grounding to grounded terms forms a central organising principle in
his thought. Often this relation is made explicit by the language he uses,
though sometimes it remains implicit. Indeed, more important than the
terminology of ground itself are the relations it describes. Heidegger’s
programme is oriented by the task of uncovering the originary ground
of whichever terms are used in some particular stage of the ontology to
articulate the problematic of being. This enacts his produktive Logik of
Grundlegung, to which I shall turn in a moment. Though this movement
resembles Kantian and post-Kantian transcendental philosophy, the two
are importantly distinguished by the fact that Heidegger’s Grundlegung is
not bound to the investigation of the cognitive apparatus of a representing
subject. As a few characteristic examples of Heidegger’s use of ground, take
the following:

1. GA24 Die Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie (1927): Here, Heidegger
explains the task and result of the existential analytic of Dasein:
‘Exposition of the basic/ground constitution [Grundverfassung] of
Dasein, its existential constitution, is the task of the preparatory onto-
logical analytic of Dasein’s existential constitution. We call it the exis-
tential analytic of Dasein. It must aim at bringing to light the ground
[griinden] of the basic/ground structures [Grundstrukturen] of Dasein
in their unity and wholeness.”™® ‘In my treatise on Being and Time, 1 set
forth what the existential analytic encompasses in its essential results.
The outcome of the existential analytic, the exposition of the ontologi-
cal constitution [Seinsverfassung] of Dasein in its ground [Grunde], is
this: the constitution of Dasein’s being is grounded in temporality [griindet
in der Zeitlichkeit]’ .*°

2. ‘Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes” (1935-6): The subject matter of this
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text is what its title suggests, the origin of the work of art. ‘Origin
[Ursprung] means here that from which and through which a thing
is what it is and how it is. That which something is, as it is, we call its
essence [Wesen]. The origin of something is the source of its essence.
The question of the origin of the artwork asks about the source of its
essence.””® In a way similar to Sein und Zeir's investigation of being
in general via the being of Dasein, in this text Heidegger articulates
the problematic of being in terms of that of the artwork. He does
this by advancing along a diagenic axis from the artwork to the onto-
logical origin or being of the artwork, and thereby to a characterisa-
tion of being itself.?' In a familiar Heideggerian move, the essence of
the artwork is connected to that of truth. In the author’s words, ‘the
reality [Wirklichkeit] of the work . . . [is] defined in terms of what is
at work in the work, in terms, that is, of the happening [Geschehen]
of truth. This happening we think of as the contesting of the strife
[Bestreitung des Streites] between world and earth. In the intense agita-
tion of this conflict presences [west] repose [Ruhe]. It is here that the
self-subsistence, the resting-in-itself [insichruhen] of the work finds its
ground [griindet].””* The artwork is what it is insofar as it is grounded
in the strife of world and earth. This strife, moreover, names the logic
of the relation of world and earth whereby they are traced to a common
ontological origin that constitutes an originary intimacy between them.
“The strife is not rift [Rif3], in the sense of a tearing open of a mere cleft;
rather it is the intimacy of the mutual dependence [Sichzugehorens]
of the contestants. The rift carries the contestants into the source of
their unity, their common ground [aus dem einigen Grunde]. It is the
fundamental design [Grundrifs]. It is their outline sketch [Auf-rif3] that
marks out the fundamental features [Grundziige] of the rising up of the
clearing [Lichtung] of beings.’”” Indeed, for Heidegger, the common
ontological origin is the event.**

. “Zeitund Sein’ (1962): This text rarely uses the terminology of ground;

I include it to emphasise that what is most important in marking out a
diagenic axis is not the terminology itself but the relations it describes.
In this case, the text enquires into the relation between being (as the
‘presencing’ of beings) and time. ‘Being and time determine each other
reciprocally, but in such a manner that neither can the former — being
— be addressed as something temporal nor can the latter — time — be
addressed as a being.’” ‘Being’ and ‘time’ cannot simply be collapsed
into one term, yet there is an intimate relation between the two. The
‘task of thinking’ set in this text is to investigate that ‘which holds both
matters [time and being] toward each other and endures their relation’.*
The project begins by arranging time and being on a syngenic axis: they
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are reciprocally determined, but neither is the originary ground of the
other. That which holds time and being together, enduring their rela-
tion, is denoted by ‘es gibt’ (there is/it gives).”” Structurally speaking,
the es gibris not something simple, even if what ‘there is’ is time or being
(that is, if ‘es gibt’ is taken in the sense of ‘there is time” and ‘there is
being’): it must necessarily involve both the giving dimension and that
which does the giving. Additionally, a third dimension is found in what
is given, the so-called ‘gift’. In this case, what is given on the one hand
is time and, on the other, being. The task, then, is to think each prong
of the problematic — that of being and that of time — in such a way as
to discover in each what is concealed, but essential to it: to bring into
view the es gibz, from whence each respectively is given. Said differently,
the task is to take each term and to think into its ontological origin or
what would ordinarily be called its ground. Even though there is no
precise boundary distinguishing time or being from the giving whereby
each is given (both time and being are ‘retained in the giving’), there
nonetheless is a genetic order of ontological determination at work.?
That order is precisely a diagenic axis: there is the ‘It’, the ‘giving’, and
the ‘gift’ (time, being). Given this arrangement, the question becomes:
what is the ‘It’ that gives time and being? The answer: ‘the It that gives
in “It gives being,” “It gives time,” proves to be the event [Ereignis]’.*’
‘What determines both, time and being, in their own, that is, in their
belonging together, we shall call: the event.”*® Thus, time and being,
though syngenically related to one another, are diagenically related to
the event, which is the ontological ground whence they are originated.

Without a doubt, Heidegger was exceptionally critical of metaphysical
concepts of ground taking the form of a substance, absolute foundation,
transcendent entity, first principle, or the cognitive apparatus of a repre-
senting subject. With the interpretive methodology I am suggesting, then,
one must keep in mind that for Heidegger ground is not assimilable to any
such metaphysical entity. While his conception of ground developed over
time, it never has the sense of something fully present, static, or absolute.
In his general use prior to the Kehre, the ground of something is simply
whatever ontological structure enables it to be. “Vom Wesen des Grundes’
(first edition 1929) offers the most theoretically developed statement on
this topic during the early period. It gives a condensed definition of ‘the
essence of ground’ as ‘the transcendental springing forth of grounding
[entspringende . .. des Griindens], strewn threefold into projection of
world [Weltentwurf], absorption within beings [Eingenommenheit im
Seinden], and ontological grounding [Begriindung] of beings’.’! After
the Kehre, Heidegger’s work contains an emerging conviction that being
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should not be understood as the ground of beings. His concern, which I
shall discuss in detail in Chapter 4, is that this casts being in terms of a
relation with beings and by doing so mistakenly characterises the former in
terms of the latter. Heidegger’s controversial claim in Beitrige that beyng
is independent of beings is meant to solve this problem. However, it in
no way amounts to an overall disavowal of ground, but instead is bound
to the important distinction between thinking of being as a ground for
beings and thinking of the grounding characteristic belonging to being
itself (what we just saw in “Zeit und Sein’ addressed as the es gibr). Beitrige
gives a complex account of this latter characteristic in terms of Ab-grund,
Ur-grund, and Un-grund. With this, the difference between Heidegger’s
concept and metaphysical concepts of ground is quite distinct: not only is
being not understood as the ground of beings — instead having an essential
grounding characteristic itself — but also all grounding operations entail
Ab-grund or abyssal ground, which both originates and exceeds ground,
and this prevents any ground from becoming absolute.

If Heidegger’s actual use of the concept of ground and the relations it
describes were not enough to justify the methodological role I am suggest-
ing, a further point can be emphasised: the problematic of ground itself
forms a key register in terms of which he addresses the nature of being.
In “Vom Wesen des Grundes’, ““ground” is a transcendental characteris-
tic of the essence of being in general’.** In Beitrige, Ab-grund, Ur-grund,
and Un-grund constitute an essential aspect of beyng as event. The event
is characterised by its grounding operations, which are named by these
terms. In other words, the structural modalities of ground are used as
a way of articulating the evental nature of beyng. In addition to these
two exemplary texts, Heidegger directly thematised ground in numerous
other instances that bear on his programme in important ways. Adding to
those already mentioned, a very abbreviated list might include GA3 Kanz
und das Problem der Metaphysik (1929), GA42 Schelling: Vom Wesen der
Menschlichen Freiheit (1936), and GA10 Der Satz vom Grund (1955-06).

To push back on this interpretive methodology a bit, what about the
fact that certain of Heidegger’s later texts seem to reject the notion of
ground directly? Does it still hold in their light? I believe it does. Let us
take one of the counter-examples that most directly critiques ground: ‘Der
Lehrer trifft den Tirmer’ in GA77 Feldweg-Gespriche (1944-5). Since
my task here is to address objections from those who are already familiar
with texts like this, I will not unpack the philosophical sense of most of
the ideas it presents, but simply use its terms to outline a set of its main
moves and show the role of diagenic and syngenic relations. Three main
points show why this text does not invalidate diagenic analysis but is in
fact consistent with it.
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One of the text’s central suggestions is that we (yet again) need a
full reorientation of the endeavour of thinking, and this requires a cri-
tique of ‘ground’. In a clear reference to the Aristotelian foundations of
thought, we are to give up the ‘wondrous’ (Wundersame), which ‘arouses
our questioning’, ‘in favor of the strange’ (Seltsame), which ‘hints back
into itself.* Who knows what exactly is meant by the ‘strange’ here.
What is clearly stated, though, is that the ‘will of questioning’ aroused by
the wondrous holds within itself a ‘will to fathom [Ergriinden] and sub-
stantiate [Begriinden]’.** However, it is also clearly stated that ‘to search
for grounds, whereby we would once again fall back into questioning
as the will-to-a-ground [den Willen zum Grund]” is ‘far removed from
the way to the strange’.*> So, that cannot be the proper way for thinking
to proceed, according to this text. In contrast, the ‘matter for thinking’
(Sache des Denkens) — the strange — is attained by what Heidegger calls ‘a
turning-back’ (Riickkehr).** What does that mean? A turning back from
where to where? The answer: ‘from everywhere we must continually turn
back to where we truly already are . . . to #he inception’.”” Heidegger calls
this other kind of thinking ‘inceptual [anfingliche] thinking’.*® In this
manner, inceptual thinking is decisively contrasted with thinking in the
form of a will to a ground. So, what of the notion of ground could survive
such an attack?

My first point has to do with the distinction between inceptual think-
ing and the will to a ground. The critique of ground on the basis of
which this distinction is made is a critique of the human activity — indeed
human will — of searching for grounds, not of the ontological status of
grounds themselves. This important distinction can be seen prominently
in Heidegger’s account of beyng as event, in which he lays out two very
distinct registers of ground: griindender Grund or ‘grounding ground” and
Er-griindung or ‘fathoming the ground’. In ‘Der Lehrer trifft den Ttrmer’,
the critique of the will to ground in the form of Ergriinden and Begriinden
squarely targets the second — Er-griindung — which is derivative of the first.
The first, griindender Grund, designates not a human will or activity at all,
but the operations of beyng as event itself whereby beyng originates and
has a grounding capacity (Ab-grund, Ur-grund, and Un-grund comprise
this register). In Beitrdge, there are two modes of thinking that correspond
with these modes of ground: first is that whereby Dasein — alienated from
its being — regrounds itself through Er-griindung. The second proceeds not
as a search for a ground, but rather from the originary, grounding character
of the event #o that which is originated or grounded. This second mode
of thinking is precisely the most crucial element of what Heidegger calls
‘inceptual thinking’, that is, the mode of thought advocated in ‘Der Lehrer
trifft den Tiirmer’. Thus, the critique of ground in this text addresses only
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one dimension of Heidegger’s concept and leaves the second, indeed the
most ontologically essential dimension, intact.

The second point is that despite this text’s critique of the conceptions
of ground noted, the diagenic relation is still prominently active in it,
even if in an implicit manner. This is seen in a number of contexts. For
example, one central theme is the configuration of history that Heidegger
argues has given rise to the dominance of ‘the essence of modern tech-
nology’, from which stems ‘natural science’s manner of representation’.”
Shortly after bringing up these topics, the discussion turns to asking from
whence technological science and representation arise (that is, it takes a
methodologically diagenic step). The answer is that they are ‘manners of
comportment [Verhaltens]” that ‘belong in a sojourn [Aufenthalt] of the
human’.** Whatever this sojourn happens to be, technological science and
representation belong to it, that is, it is that which enables them to be
and determines their manner of being. Sojourn has the function of what
Heidegger in other texts would refer to as their ontological ground. Taking
a step farther still, Heidegger claims that ‘the domain from out of which
we are to think sojourn’ is simultaneously the domain ‘out of which we are
to think . . . the relation between science and technology’.*! This domain
is once again ‘the strange’. Thus, the relations of these terms are drawn out
on a patently diagenic axis: technological science and representation are
grounded in the sojourn, while the sojourn is grounded in the strange.*?

Third, towards the end of the text, Heidegger asserts a distinction
between the question of ‘ground’ and the question of ‘provenance’
(Herkunft).® Unfortunately for us, he does not explain the difference,
but suggests that ground is associated with the Greek apyn and aitia,
terms with lengthy metaphysical legacies. Nonetheless, the provenance of
something is its ‘whence’, its origin, the story of its ontological genesis. In
other words, provenance is supposed to give us a way of talking about the
ground of something without an admixture of metaphysical content. In a
meta move that could easily make the reader’s eyes roll, the text’s discus-
sion leaves off by raising not just the ‘question of provenance’, but ‘the
question of the provenance of provenance’.* This might be cringe-worthy
phrasing, but there is something very interesting going on here, which
relates to both the concept of event and of ground. Structurally speaking,
the notion of ontological (not simply ontic) provenance requires two ele-
ments related in a certain way: the ‘thing’ whose provenance is in question
and that which explains the origination of that thing. Said differently,
what is required is the relation between a grounded and a grounding term,
in the Heideggerian sense. That which explains the origination of some-
thing and the thing itself cannot be simply identical, because then there
would be no provenance involved at all. Rather, the relation is between

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

36 | HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGY OF EVENTS

one thing and something ozber from which it is differentiated, and this
relation is of a special sort: the latter is what enables the ontological gen-
esis of the former. Consequently, the former bears an inherent, essential,
ontologically constitutive reference to the latter and the term ‘provenance’
encompasses this entire relation. If the question of provenance enquires
into the ontological origin of something, the question of the provenance
of provenance enquires into the origination of the very relation captured
by the term ‘provenance’. Whence the differentiation of grounding and
grounded terms at all? As I shall argue later, this is answered in Heidegger’s
ontology of the event, where the question of the genesis of anything that
has, as a feature of its being, a constitutive reference to something other
than itself is raised. The feature of the event described as ‘Ab-grund’ origi-
nates that described as ‘Ur-grund’, the most primordial ontological struc-
ture able to bear (r7agen) something else. Because of all this, the further
point can be made that the diagenic axis reaches its end in Heidegger’s
account of beyng as event. That is the apex of his ontology, while related
projects like that of thinking das Geviert (the fourfold) or Gelassenbeit
(releasement) are extensions of the inceptual thinking grounded therein.
Returning to the main question at hand, though, in ‘Der Lehrer trifft den
Tiirmer’, the grounding relation — in the Heideggerian sense — is alive and
well, in fact residing at the core of the text’s subject matter.

3 Heidegger’s productive logic

Having laid out this preliminary justification for a diagenic reconstruc-
tion of Heidegger’s ontology, it remains to be explained what exactly the
philosophical mechanism is by which this ontology advances along a dia-
genic axis, that is, to explain the movement of Heidegger’s thought. It also
remains to be demonstrated how this approach solves the four problems
listed and allows us to navigate the reflexive difficulty (and subsequent
recursive difficulty) in a philosophically rigorous way. I would like to begin
by looking at an example of the reflexive difficulty so that it can be more
easily identified in Heidegger’s puzzling conceptual contexts. This will
outline an important ‘abyssal’ logic that structures his thought, that is, a
diagenic axis that finds its end in nothing other than the abyss or Ab-grund
of beyng. To see how Heidegger navigates this abyssal logic — that is, the
mechanism of the movement or evolution of his thought — I will then turn
to what he calls the operation of ‘Grundlegung’ in his ‘produktive Logik’.

A clear example of the difficulty that arises from the dynamic, reflexive
relation between the methodology Heidegger employed and the subject
matter it enquired into is found in the basic terms presented in Sein und
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Zeit. For Heidegger, the condition for the possibility of doing ontology at
all is Dasein’s very existence (indeed, in that text Dasein is the ground pre-
supposed by all metaphysics, but which metaphysics is unable to account
for). In contrast to the framework of metaphysics, in which the human
mind is posited as separated from the object of its enquiry, fundamen-
tal ontology recognises that thought 4. In other words, to do ontology,
thinking need not bridge a subject-object gap, it can enquire into its own
being and, through that, clarify being in general. ‘Dasein’, of course, is the
name for a being for whom this is the case: a being that is distinguished
from others insofar as it has its own being as an issue. But this means that
Dasein’s enquiry into its own existence is part of its own existence, that is,
there is a reflexive relation between the matter investigated and the inves-
tigation itself. And since the very existence into which Dasein enquires
is partially constituted by the operation of questioning, each moment of
carrying out that operation modulates its existence. This in turn prompts
a recursion of the investigation (also known as the hermeneutical ‘circle’).
Since a modulation of the subject matter is an ongoing product of the
recursive enquiry into it, a dimension of that subject matter is necessarily
and perpetually deferred beyond the dimension articulated by the terms
of the enquiry, that is, beyond Dasein’s discursive understanding of its
own being. Dasein’s existence always includes an excess over the account
developed of that existence.

The issue can be seen clearly insofar as this forms a Heideggerian ver-
sion of the familiar productive paradox illustrated in the following thought
experiment. Imagine I have been tasked with composing a catalogue of
every fact about everything that exists. I begin by listing facts about the
things I see around me (“The glass is on the table.” “The table is made of
wood.” And so on . ..). Eventually, though, if my list is to be complete,
it has to include all the facts about the list itself (for example, “The list
has NV entries.”). And this leads to an infinite proliferation. When I add a
fact about the list to the list, I have changed it, producing new facts that
must in turn be listed. So, I list them. But each time I add another entry,
I change the list again, generating new facts, and so on to infinity. In
this scenario, there is always a necessary excess of facts over the discursive
domain of the list.

For various well-known reasons, Heidegger is not interested in com-
piling a list of facts like this. Instead, for him the ontology developed by
Dasein — the discursive understanding of its own existence and thereby of
being — through existential analysis takes the position of the list, while the
heart of the subject matter takes that of the excess generated over the list.
In Heideggerian terms, suppose that I — Dasein — decide I am going to do
fundamental ontology and systematically enquire into my own existence.
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As we know from the first division of Sein und Zeit, my facticity, under-
standing, and the interpretive process itself are important parts of my
existence, that is, of the subject matter to be enquired into. For the sake
of example, say that the terms my factical context has provided for under-
standing my existence are those of a Cartesian subject, fully determined
in the time dimension of presence and identical throughout the duration
of my life. Through my investigation I discover that things are in fact a
bit different: my existence is temporally distended in the form of thrown
projection and, consequently, the understanding of myself as identical
through time is a distortion generated when the ground of my existence
in ecstatic temporality is concealed (that is, it is a mode of inauthenticity).
I reinterpret my existence in terms of this more appropriate ground and
eo ipso my existence is modulated (I understand myself to have a different
kind of relation with other beings in the world, I project a different future,
and so on). The modulations coming about are not simply changes in my
point of view, but transformations of my very existence. The existential
operation by which I interpret changes the very thing it is directed towards
— the constitution of my being (my Seinsverfassung). By doing so, the inter-
pretive act drives aspects of my existence beyond the scope of understand-
ing that it generates.

It would be a mistake to think this type of scenario occurs only with
major reinterpretations, like that prompted by discovering one’s identity
is a farce. Rather, the subject matter investigated, by its very nature, con-
tinuously slips out from under its own feet, and this exhibits something
about the structure of that subject matter itself. Since the interpretive,
discursive process is always at work as a part of the structure of thrown
projection, the withdrawal of an aspect of Dasein’s being from itself is
a constitutive feature of that very being (Sein). In fact, this is the feature
constituting the ecstasis of ecstatic temporality. Without it, the temporal
and existential distention that is drawn from facticity through the dis-
cursive elements of interpretation and understanding and out into the
domain of projection would be impossible. Dasein would collapse into a
mere thing like a table or a dirt clod. In other words, this would be death.
Though Heidegger might be in that state, we luckily are not . .. at the
moment. For the living, the process of interpretation is always operative
in Dasein’s existence, regardless of whether one is investigating their own
being or not. When the investigative gaze 75 directed in this way and one
does fundamental ontology, the interpretive process takes a trajectory into
the ontological ground of whichever structural elements of their existence
have thus far been articulated by their discursive understanding. This is
one important mode of what Heidegger calls ‘transcendence’.

More generally speaking, in Heideggerian ontology the productive
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paradox at the heart of the reflexive problem drives or draws the subject
matter enquired into beyond the account given of it at any moment in the
process of questioning. This amounts to a reflexive, transformative relation
between the account given and what the account is about, which charac-
terises Heidegger’s work. In terms of fundamental ontology, this operation
of questioning drives forward the problematic of Dasein’s existence, and,
with it, that of the ground of ontology and the task of working out the
nature of being. In other words, the reflexive relation drives an immanent
evolution of the account given at any moment beyond itself, superseding
earlier stages. In this case, the possibility of a total and exhaustive account
of Dasein’s existence is always deferred beyond the one articulated in any
particular instance.

For Heidegger, this logic of deferral characterises not only the epis-
temological and existential situation of Dasein, but an abyssal logic or
logic of excess belonging to being. In “Vom Wesen des Grundes’, he dis-
cusses this in terms of ‘freedom’ as ‘the abyssal ground [Ab-grund] in
Dasein’.* In Beitrige, he develops this in terms of abyssal ground as one
of the essential dimensions of the grounding character of being as event.”
Fascinatingly, this text begins to think of the abyssal ground in terms
of a logic of ontologically originary, inexhaustible differentiation, which
places Heidegger’s work into conversation with thinkers like Deleuze and
Derrida in new and interesting ways.

The fact that this logic belongs to being, moreover, has an important
effect on the structure of Heidegger’s methodology. If the problematic
of being includes an abyssal logic in which an aspect of being is always
deferred beyond each account given of it, and each account is, moreover,
necessarily disrupted by its reflexive relation with this subject matter, how
is the project of ontology to contend with this situation? One answer is
simply ‘deconstruction’ or the ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’: we can focus
on using the problematising element of being to undermine the preten-
sions of any concept or account and philosophy can become the worship of
our own powerlessness and the confrontation with our own guilt of think-
ing in a way that always bears the inscription of such concepts (Derrida).
Another answer is to become outright theologians: to take the problema-
tising element of being to be the mark of God, pretending that the abyss
loves us, and thereby turning philosophy into the exploration of a spiritual
comfort blanket (Marion). A different answer is to pursue the abyss with a
sense of adventure, enquiring into its structure and provenance, and trying
to articulate being in a way harnessing its genetic character in an ongoing
conceptual experimentalism. Heidegger, I believe, oscillates between the
first and third of these, with a remarkable degree of success.

The way Heidegger’s philosophy navigates the abyssal logic can be
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clarified by looking at what, in Sein und Zeit, he calls the ‘productive
logic’ belonging to his methodology. It describes the way his ontology ren-
ders progressively more grounded or appropriate (eigentliche) accounts of
being that advance along a diagenic axis. Importantly, a set of modulations
of the concept of ground play a central role in defining his productive
logic. This logic shows that though deconstruction is an important part of
Heidegger’s methodology, it does not simply remain within those bounds,
but from early on employs a rigorous, creative conceptual experimentalism
or genetic methodology.

Heidegger’s discussion of productive logic is situated in his argument
for the priority of the question and science of being with respect to other
sciences (the main examples he comments on are mathematics, physics,
biology, and theology). The ideas he uses here, though, are not confined
to making this distinction. They apply to any problematic insofar as it
includes an account articulating its subject matter and this account experi-
ences a Grundlagenkrisis (crisis in its grounds or foundations), forcing it to
revise them by developing a more appropriate understanding of its subject
matter and, in turn, to fundamentally reconfigure the broader account by
which the problematic field is articulated. These ideas apply to Heidegger’s
own ontology, which consistently tracks the abyssal logic entailed in and
perpetually disrupting the fundamental terms of the problematic of being
and reconfigures its account of being on the basis of more originary articu-
lations that this enables.

In Heidegger’s analysis, all sciences have a Sachgebiet (subject matter).®
This can either be a Bezirk (domain) of beings, as in the cases of ‘history,
Nature, space, life, Dasein, language’, or the being of beings in general,
as in the case of fundamental ontology.” To a domain, which I have
also called a problematic field or simply a problematic, belongs a set of
Grundstrukturen (basic/ground structures) understood to characterise its
subject matter and determine proper terms for scientific (wissenschaftliche)
research about it.® Here, ‘the basic structures [Grundstrukturen] of any
such area’ are not the product of pure theoretical investigation; they bear
a factical character, having ‘already been worked out after a fashion in our
pre-scientific ways of experiencing and interpreting that domain of being
[Seinsbezirkes] in which the area of subject-matter is itself confined’.”’
To illustrate this, our pre-scientific experience of regularity in nature
might lead to theoretical research producing an account of laws of nature.
Here, we develop Grundbegriffe (basic/ground concepts) to articulate the
Grundverfassung (basic/ground constitution) of the subject matter at hand:
for example, Newton’s three laws of motion as used to articulate the basic
constitution of the problematic field of nature.>* The Grundstrukturen we
understand to characterise a problematic field are revisable on the basis
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of scientific research. The objects thematised by such research provide
one means for clarifying them. For example, research on natural objects
helps to clarify the laws of nature: we can test to see if F = MA or F =
M/A. Grundbegriffe serve as a ground for more derivative concepts and
operations within a science, like calculating the trajectory of a cannon
ball or explaining planetary motion. As Heidegger puts it, ‘basic concepts
[Grundbegriffe] determine the way in which we get an understanding
beforehand of the area of subject-matter underlying all the objects a sci-
ence takes as its theme, and all positive investigation is guided by this
understanding’.”?

What does Heidegger mean by ‘positive’ investigation here? Ordinarily,
a science’s Grundbegriffe take on an axiomatic role, go unchallenged, and
become more or less transparent to their practitioners. In Heidegger’s
terminology, positive investigation or positive science is scientific research
done in such conditions. Positive science includes the type of research
characteristic of logical positivism in which systems of propositions are
analysed for internal semantic and syntactic consistency, consistency with
the rules of an established logical language, and, regularly, consistency with
the theoretical and methodological propositions of the natural sciences.

However, according to Heidegger, ‘real progress’ in research comes not
in its positive operations, but by ‘inquiring into the ways in which each
particular area is basically constituted [Grundverfassungen]’.>* Thus, we
see two modalities of science: positive research that operates within the
logic of a set of Grundbegriffe, which are not themselves in play, and what
I will call ‘radical” science, which problematises its Grundbegriffe in order
to develop a more appropriate (eigentlich) account of the Grundverfassung
of its subject matter. In fact, for Heidegger:

The real ‘movement’ [eigentliche ‘Bewegung’] of the sciences takes place
when their basic concepts [Grundbegriffe] undergo a more or less radical
revision which is transparent to itself. The level which a science has reached
is determined by how far it is capable of a crisis in its basic concepts. In
such immanent crises the very relationship between positively investigative
inquiry and those things themselves that are under interrogation comes to a
point where it begins to totter.”

Heidegger uses this framework to argue for the priority of fundamen-
tal ontology with respect to all other sciences. His central point is that,
whether they recognise it or not, the Grundbegriffe of other sciences con-
tain presuppositions about the being of the domain of beings constituting
their subject matter. Certainly, the factical concepts framing fundamental
ontology also contain presuppositions, indeed faulty ones, but it is an
explicit task of fundamental ontology to root them out (its deconstruc-
tive dimension). In other sciences, the very delineation of a problematic
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field entails an interpretation of the being of the set of beings making
up that field: ‘Since every such area is itself obtained from the domain
of beings themselves, [the] preliminary research, from which the basic
concepts are drawn, signifies nothing else than an interpretation of those
beings with regard to their basic state [Grundverfassung] of being.”
However, since such sciences are unable to clarify sufficiently the being of
beings in general, they require one that does. That science is fundamental
ontology. Without it, faulty presuppositions about the being of beings
built into a science’s Grundbegriffe get transmitted throughout that sci-
ence as a whole. Without first being grounded by fundamental ontology,
a science’s Grundbegriffe cannot provide an appropriate account of the
Grundverfassung of its subject matter. Fundamental ontology must lay the
grounds for other sciences. Since the historical condition of the sciences
is such that their Grundbegriffe bear faulty interpretations of the being of
beings, fundamental ontology enacts the second, radical type of science. It
challenges the Grundbegriffe of other sciences and provides the ground in
terms of which they can be appropriately revised.

Here, we can see the fault in Carnap’s critique of Heidegger. The
Carnapian charge results from attempting to make sense of Heidegger’s
bizarre linguistic constructions from a position external to the ontologi-
cal problematic within which they were produced. In other words, it fails
because it does not recognise the distinction between (1) technical concep-
tual or linguistic formulations that operate within an established syntax —
at the level of positive science — to which grammatical analysis within that
syntax properly applies, and (2) formulations that aim to articulate the
ground enabling an established syntax to be, that is, formulations operat-
ing in the service of radical science.

In Heidegger’s account, ‘ground-laying [Grundlegung] for the sciences
is different in principle from the kind of “logic” which limps along after,
investigating the status of some science as it chances to find it, in order
to discover its “method™.”” Grundlegung does not operate like positive
science within the logic of an established set of Grundbegriffe, but as radi-
cal science, problematising them and cutting into deeper ground on the
basis of which they may be reconfigured. It is this process that Heidegger
calls ‘productive logic’. Grundlegung, he writes, ‘is a productive logic — in
the sense that it leaps ahead, as it were, into some area of being, dis-
closes it for the first time in the constitution of its being [Seinsverfassung],
and, after thus arriving at the structures within it, makes these available
to the positive sciences as transparent assignments for their inquiry’.”®
This process is productive because it discloses new aspects of the being of
a science’s subject matter and produces new, more ontologically appro-
priate Grundbegriffe to articulate it. The productive logic characterising
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Grundlegung does not simply deconstruct the Grundbegriffe of a prob-
lematic field; it does that and ventures new Grundbegriffe or accounts to
articulate the Grundverfassung of its subject matter in an ontologically
appropriate way.”’

Of course, the function of fundamental ontology for Heidegger is not
simply to lay the grounds for other sciences, but to work out the nature of
being. In doing so, fundamental ontology enacts the same radical move-
ment with respect to the problematic of being. This is seen in a number
of contexts, including its disruption of the historical framework of meta-
physics forming its factical situation. This disruption begins by grounding
ontology in the existential analysis of Dasein, which leads to the complex,
reflexive evolution of ontology and the abyssal logic entailed in its prob-
lematic. This complexity and logic characterise the problematic of being
in Heidegger’s analysis from early to late, not merely the methodology of
Sein und Zeit.

The terminology of Heidegger’s productive logic helps clarify this. The
radical movement of his thought is precisely along a diagenic axis, drawn
out by the abyssal logic. The evolution of his ontology enacts an incessant
line of Grundlegung. Each of Heidegger’s renditions of the ontological
problematic is generated by problematising the Grundbegriffe of a pre-
vious rendition (say, that of the historical framework of metaphysics).
He tracks the implicit but previously unrecognised logic entailed in the
ontological features articulated by those Grundbegriffe, but exceeding the
account they offer, to a standpoint more originary and appropriate (for
example, the nexus of thinking and being constituted by a being that has
its own being as an issue). He then recasts the Grundbegriffe to articulate
his subject matter in a more originary and appropriate way, that is, he
lays new grounds for the ontological problematic (for example, the con-
cept of Dasein and consequent programme of existential analysis). The
account constituted by laying these grounds enables a reconfiguration of
the entire problematic field at hand. In each rendition, then, Heidegger
advances the ontological problematic by employing this productive logic.
In the language of abyssal logic, each rendition is opened up to the abyssal
logic entailed in its ground, destabilised by tracking that logic deeper into
the abyss, and casting a set of Grundbegriffe articulating the dimensions
of the problematic thus disclosed. This renders a conceptual distance or
oblique angle with respect to the terms of the previous account, enabling
them to be fundamentally rethought.

This productive logic describes not only the macrological movement
of Heidegger’s ontology, but micrological movements involved in the
transformation and generation of concepts within his texts, sections, para-
graphs, and sentences. Making sense of his concept of event or other
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difficult, post-Kehre terms requires situating them in their proper location
in the evolution of his account and reconstructing them with respect to
their function in advancing the productive logic entailed in the problem-
atic of being. In Chapters 3 and 4, I shall give a detailed example of this
productive logic via an analysis of Heidegger’s transformation of the onto-
logical problematic of truth and how this renders a first properly grounded
account of being as Ereignis.

It is worth pointing out three features of Heidegger’s concept of event
on the basis of this movement. First, the historical sense of the event, as
a rupture in the foundations of metaphysics, has its ontological origin in
the abyssal logic characterising the problematic of being. He pursues this
problematic and its logic perpetually drives his thought beyond each ren-
dition of being he generates. The concept of event is meant to articulate
being in a way free of metaphysical import. Second, Heidegger’s concept
of event develops in different works.®’ Since an abyssal logic is built into i,
a totalised concept of the event is impossible in principle. Instead, it offers
an open-ended ontology and renders the evental nature of being essentially
‘problematic’. Third, Heidegger does not introduce the concept of event
into his ontology in an external, adjunct way such that it could be defined
independently of it. He arrives at the concept by pressing through the pro-
ject of Sein und Zeit. That project generates methodological and concep-
tual horizons that are eventually driven beyond themselves by the logic of
the problematic of being. The concept of event articulates this problematic
in the advanced stages of the evolution of Heidegger’s account. It is within
these horizons, or rather through their evolution, that the event is defined.
Heidegger’s use of this concept marks a supersession of earlier forms of his
method and its concepts.

4 Solutions

The complex structure of the movement of Heidegger’s ontology —
necessitated by the abyssal logic belonging to the problematic of being
and the reflexive relation between being and his methodology — calls for
an interpretive realignment of his texts and concepts. The conventional
approach to Heidegger’s corpus is, ironically, chronological or ‘historio-
logical’ (historisch). In it, the relations of his texts and their conceptual
renditions of various problematics are analysed according to their posi-
tions along the timeline of his career, while observing the general pre-/
post-Kehre rubric. In contrast, in the approach I suggest, their relations
should be based on the simultaneously methodological and ontological
relation animating the movement of his thought that I have discussed: that
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of grounding and grounded terms. My view is that Heidegger’s corpus
should be arranged according to the degree of grounding each text or con-
ceptual scheme is able to attain. That is, they should be analysed according
to their position along a diagenic axis rather than a chronological one.
This provides a rigorous way to deal with the type of complex evolution
found in Heidegger’s work, to solve the four problems stated above, and
to reconstruct his concept of event properly.

4.1 Solution to the problem of consistency

My methodological claim is that the philosophical evolution of
Heidegger’s ontology occurs along a diagenic axis. With each rendition
of new Grundbegriffe comes a clarification of syngenically related features
within the problematic field at hand. The apparent inconsistency of some
of Heidegger’s accounts of the same subject matters arises by viewing them
as if they treated their matter at the same diagenic level in his ontology or
were produced at the same diagenic stage of the evolution of that ontology
— that is, as if they were syngenically related. This, however, utterly miscon-
strues Heidegger’s thought. The systematic consistency of such accounts
can be explained by way of their position in the methodological evolution
of his work. Said differently, their consistency is found in the relation they
have via the reflexive, iterative logic of the diagenic axis of his problematic
of being.®! The distinction between diagenic and syngenic axes allows us to
clarify the supersession involved in the evolution of Heidegger’s ontology
and the relations between many of his difficult concepts. This solves the
problem of consistency because it explains the internal relation of concepts
as they develop within his texts and how one and the same subject matter
can be explained in different terms at different stages of the ontology.
In contrast to simply grouping elements of Heidegger’s thought accord-
ing the macrological distinction between the pre- and post-Kehre periods,
diagenic analysis allows us to account for the particular characteristics of
particular micrological conceptual transformations.

A few of the important moves made in Sein und Zeit Division I can
serve as a good example. (1) Heidegger begins with a diagenic move,
enquiring into the condition of possibility for the science of being. He
pays special attention to the way that science has been construed in key
Grundbegriffe offered by major systems from the history of metaphysics
(time, subject, substance, etc.) and the failure of those concepts to suf-
ficiently articulate their own ground. He establishes Dasein as the needed
condition, thereby recasting the ground of ontology. (2) On that basis,
he establishes the basic/ground constitution (Grundverfassung) of Dasein
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as being-in-the-world, and then develops a number of syngenic aspects
of being-in-the-world: all the elements involved in the worldhood of the
world, being-with, being-in, and so on. (3) At the end of Division I, his
focus again turns to the diagenic axis in the search for a more originary
unity grounding all the different syngenically related aspects of being-in-
the-world. He writes:

The totality of the structural whole [Die Ganzheit des Strukturganzen]
is not to be reached by building it up out of elements ... The being of
Dasein, upon which the structural whole as such is ontologically supported,
becomes accessible to us when we look all the way #hrough this whole 70 a
single primordially unitary [urspriinglich einheitliches] phenomenon which
is already in this whole in such a way that it provides the ontological foun-
dation for each structural item in its structural possibility [so daf§ es jedes
Strukturmoment in seiner strukeuralen Méglichkeit ontologisch fundiert].®

It is no accident that Heidegger refers to this ontological foundation as
the being of Dasein. The force driving forward the problematic of being
is the question of the ground whence the elements of a current rendition
of that problematic are enabled or originated. In the passage just cited,
the analysis of anxiety serves that methodology, allowing him to arrive at
a conception of Sorge (care) as such a ground and as the being of Dasein.

4.2 Solution to the problem of arrangement

The solution to the problem of arrangement is simply an extension of that
of the problem of consistency. The arrangement of different stages and
elements of Heidegger’s ontology is determined by diagenic and syngenic
axes. We can systematically make sense of the transformations his ontol-
ogy undergoes, and thereby avoid the confusion arising from mixing up
elements of different stages, by being attentive to the position of those
elements on these axes. Indeed, because the character of being includes
the operations of ground it performs, Heidegger’s axis of ground forms
both an essential methodological and an ontological order. Thus, his
accounts of being, of its various proxies (GAf0et0, 9OGIG, Anwesenbeit,
Ereignis, etc.), and of related matters like the origin of the work of art
and the fourfold should be sequenced diagenically rather than chrono-
logically. Sequential renditions are produced through the self-modulating,
reflexive, productive logic of Grundlegung. This draws out the diagenic
axis. Each new account is generated by working out how its problematic
drives or draws the conceptual horizon of the extant account beyond itself,
then developing new concepts to articulate that newly uncovered dimen-
sion, and finally rethinking the terms of the extant account on that basis.
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This means that that problematic is driven or drawn to a more originary
grounding.

4.3 Solution to the problem of terminology and grammar

Do Heidegger’s bizarre linguistic formulations amount to nothing more
than mysticism? Is his philosophy linguistically rigorous? I have already
indicated the error in the Carnapian critique in terms of the distinction
between positive and radical science. Now that error can be reformulated.
The Carnapian position fails to recognise the structure of the evolution of
Heidegger’s ontology whereby new and often bizarre technical formula-
tions are generated out of methodological need. It fails not only to recog-
nise the distinction between positive and radical science, but between (1)
formulations that operate on a syngenic axis, to which grammatical analysis
within the syntax of that axis properly applies, and (2) formulations that
operate along a diagenic axis, which aim to articulate the ground enabling
the syntax of a syngenic axis to be. It thus fails to register the relations of
Heidegger’s technical terms, mistaking them for the relations that can be
accounted for within a positivistic, established syntactical system.

The concern about Heidegger’s language is especially apparent when
dealing with the concept of event. The rupture with metaphysics that he
intends this concept to establish introduces philosophical material with
which the language of the tradition is unequipped to deal. Without a
doubt, Heidegger failed to recognise sophisticated theories of events in
the work of predecessors like Leibniz, Lucretius, and the Stoics. He rather
flatly condemned such philosophers as restricted to thinking within the
metaphysical framework oriented by the question of Seiendheit or the
beingness of beings: i 10 6v. Putting my misgivings with this diagnosis
aside, Heidegger’s view entails that such conditions resulted in under-
standing the nature of events to be secondary to that of beings. The view
that events are merely modifications of the attributes of a subject is a prime
example. As I emphasised earlier, this metaphysical framework is infused
into our very grammar, as can be seen in our use of a subject and predicates
as the basic building blocks of a sentence. Moreover, our technical philo-
sophical vocabulary has been adapted to the traditional problems that lay
within that framework. Heidegger’s concept of event aims to give a more
fundamental account of being than is possible within the framework of
Seiendheit, which involves problematising the very ground of metaphys-
ics and, consequently, its language. His project engages the rupture in
the tradition’s conceptual structure that the event figures. Consequently,
uncovering new aspects of the event and of ontological structures related
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to it requires developing new technical language, language that gains its
philosophical purchase in the context of the evental problematic. Defining
and evaluating it thus requires first taking into account the conceptual and
methodological transformations that generate it.

To be clear, my claim is not that 2// of Heidegger’s bizarre formulations
are philosophically rigorous, but that those that #re can be clarified on the
basis of their roles on syngenic and diagenic axes. These axes offer a power-
ful tool for explaining the relations of terms and thereby determining what
aspect of the ontological problematic they are used to articulate. Moreover,
they provide a way for understanding the systematic function of terms that
violate an established syntax by operating in a radical mode. Sheehan and
others have expressed frustration with the hyper-jargonised, inconsistent
state of the terminology on which much Heidegger scholarship has relied
(especially English language scholarship) and I strongly agree with this
sentiment.® Such lingo clouds the compelling accounts Heidegger gives
as he grapples with the issues of his concern. However, at the same time
some of these issues do require disrupting our language and grammar
and developing new constructions for radically reconfigured philosophical
landscapes. I do not believe this justifies perpetuating needlessly bizarre,
often unintelligible jargon in scholarship. Instead, we should give precise
accounts of Heidegger’s concepts even, and especially, when what they aim
to grasp has aspects that are conceptually indeterminate (as in the case of
Ab-grund, for instance) or that are on the cutting edge of his thought and
yet to be fully worked out. The challenge is simply to be precise about the
syngenic and diagenic horizons within which certain concepts work, how
and where they problematise those horizons, and the aspects of the prob-
lematic organising those horizons that they aim to articulate.

4.4 Solution to the problem of textual priority

On this basis, I return to the fourth problem: how to interpret the place
and priority of Heidegger’s various texts within his corpus. In the context
of research on his concept of event, this issue is prompted by a debate over
the importance and validity (or lack thereof) of Beitrige and the related
private manuscripts. I will offer my solution within this frame. In my view,
we ought to reject a popular interpretive approach that sidelines these
texts. It claims that Beirige should be disregarded (1) in light of later,
published texts that address many of its core themes, especially Ereignis,
and (2) because of its fractured, rough character.® Thus, this approach
advocates the priority of the accounts of themes like Ereignis in certain
later texts over those found in the private manuscripts.
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Broadly speaking, that interpretive approach presupposes the chrono-
logical or ‘historiological’ axis for organising Heidegger’s work. His texts
and their accounts are sequenced loosely along a timeline, again usually
observing a general distinction between pre-Kehre and post-Kehre periods.
Within these groupings, certain texts are said to provide more genuine
statements of Heidegger’s thought than others. A text’s chronologically
advanced position in the corpus is taken to indicate a philosophically
advanced status. The reasoning is that such a text had the benefit of more
refinement and thus is the more mature statement of the author’s thought.
I do not deny that this is often the case. But the reason a later text is
more philosophically advanced than another is not because of its chrono-
logical position. Rather, one is more advanced than another because it
advances the enquiry into the nature of being or any of this enquiry’s
sub-problematics farther. Thus, if a chronologically earlier text advances
the problematic of being farther than a later one, the former should be
arranged interpretively as more philosophically advanced. Since the vari-
ous renditions of these problematics are organised along diagenic axes,
what it means to be more philosophically advanced is to hold a more
originary position on a diagenic axis: one account is more philosophically
advanced than another if it articulates the ground whence the elements of
the other are enabled to be.

When it comes to Beitrige and the related private manuscripts, the
chronological approach places these on a linear axis according to the dates
of their writing, situated among Heidegger’s other texts. With respect to
the concept of event, therefore, chronologically later texts like Der Sazz
der Identitit (1957) and Zur Sache des Denkens (1962) are taken to hold
more philosophically advanced and genuine statements of Heidegger’s
thought on the topic. This position justifies dismissing aspects of the event
in Beitrige that are not prominent in later texts. When those later texts,
for example, explain the event to be a co-dependent, co-appropriation
between being and human existence, chronological interpreters often take
this to be grounds for dismissing the position in Beitrige that the event is
independent of beings.

The chronological approach often correlates with the second sugges-
tion noted, that texts Heidegger made publicly available during his life-
time should be given preference over rougher, private manuscripts. For
instance, Richard Capobianco has posited the philosophical superiority
of Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik (1935) over Beitrige on these grounds.”
Troublingly, this pre-empts certain objections to his overall interpretation
of Heidegger, according to which being is thought ‘as physis as alétheia
and ‘Ereignis’ is simply a different word for the same thing (objections to
such a position can clearly be raised on the basis of texts like Beitrige).*
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Despite the merit of Capobianco’s analyses of dArfeta, evo1G, and many
other of Heidegger’s concepts, the reasoning for such an interpretive deci-
sion is unconvincing. First, even though Heidegger suggested that Beitrige
did not have the ‘form’ of a publishable ‘work’, he very much affirmed the
text’s project and as far as I have determined, beyond occasional minor
points of critique, did not find its philosophical content to be of sub-par
quality.” Second, and more importantly, even if Heidegger did believe
the content of his private manuscripts was sub-par, it would not mean
it in fact is. Authors are often poor interpreters of their own work. Their
reflective statements can certainly be helpful in unlocking obscure aspects
of their text. But the richness of the text often far exceeds what is rec-
ognised by the author him- or herself. Monet famously judged many
of his Water Lilies to be unacceptable and Virgil died issuing the order
that his Aeneid be burned. Even if Heidegger had disavowed Beitrige as
philosophically faulty — which to my knowledge he did not — he obviously
could have been wrong. Third, the richness of a text and the account it
offers is not necessarily a function of its compositional elegance, unified
structure (take Nietzsche’s aphorisms, for example), or aesthetic qualities
one happens to prefer. As an example of the problem identified by this
last point, Capobianco expresses a preference for a tempered, ‘gentile’
account of Ereignis in Heidegger’s later texts over an ‘eruptive event-ful-
ness and momentousness’ he finds to characterise Ereignis in Beitrige and
the related writings.®® He does not, however, offer reasons as to why these
are preferable characteristics.

With respect to Beitrige in particular, I am sceptical about the senti-
ment that diminishes the status of the text because of its fractured, unpol-
ished character: if the content is there, then the content is there, even if it
is a rough read. I am especially sceptical about diminishing its status on the
basis of the fact that Heidegger did not publish it. If one hopes to study
the skills of a master samurai, a choreographed display sanitised for public
consumption falls short. One wants to observe the warrior in the throes of
real battle: how do they navigate the onslaught of their adversary? How do
they improvise in changing conditions with setbacks and injuries? How do
they handle their sword, use a particular environment to their advantage,
and exploit their adversary’s unique weaknesses? How do they conserve
energy and avoid fatigue? The same goes when studying the work of a
thinker. Texts polished for publication are obviously indispensable, but
one should hope to study how a thinker actually thinks as they are in the
throes of their problematic. This is precisely what we find in Heidegger’s
Beitrige and the related private manuscripts. Here, Heidegger is writing
openly, for himself. In contrast to the later texts and lectures dealing with
Ereignis made public during his lifetime, Beitrige offers an unsanitised
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account. It is the battlefield version of the concept, not the Discovery
Channel version. Moreover, to study the /imits of a warrior’s skills, one
would want to see them in action as they employ all within their power to
handle a superior adversary, as the adversary begins to overwhelm them,
and, finally, as the warrior’s body is splintered and disintegrated in an
ultimate charge into the abyss of the adversary’s sword. Beitrige and the
related private manuscripts are the texts in which Heidegger pushes his
thought to its farthest limits and, as a result, where it begins to fragment.
But this also means that some of their accomplishments are Heidegger’s
greatest. Beitrige (together with the related manuscripts) does not provide
just another rendition of Heidegger’s problematic, it provides the one
farthest advanced along the diagenic axis: the account of the event in
Beitrdge articulates the ground whence the structures used to articulate his
problematic in other, public texts are originated.

Since I hold that the key to Heidegger’s philosophy is a grounding
movement along the diagenic axis coupled with clarification of syngenically
grounded structures at each stage, this is what organises my interpretive
approach and reconstruction of his work. Heidegger’s texts and concepts
should be sequenced not along a chronological axis, but a diagenic one.
They should be arranged according to the degree of grounding each is
able to attain. Sometimes this overlaps the chronological progression. In
the problematic of the essence of truth — which serves as the conceptual
entryway to his account of the event — the account in “Vom Wesen der
Wahrheit” is more originary than that in Sein und Zeir: it provides the
ground whence the more derivative structures of truth in Sein und Zeit
are enabled to be. Similarly, the account of truth in Beizrdge articulates the
ground whence the structures in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ are enabled
to be, and thus it is more advanced on the diagenic axis. But the chrono-
logical axis is not the governing structure of Heidegger’s work, and this
fact becomes critical if we look at a text like the 1949 Bremen lecture,
‘Einblick in Das Was Ist’.’ In it, Heidegger rethinks the nature of beings
in terms of the fourfold on a non-metaphysical ground — the evental
account of beyng. But since his texts explicitly dealing with the nature of
the event work out the ground for an account of the fourfold, they must
be read as more advanced on the diagenic axis, even though ‘Einblick in
Das Was Ist’ is chronologically later than some of them. Likewise, since
Heidegger’s account of the event in later published texts like Der Sazz der
Identitit and Zur Sache des Denkens articulates the event at the level of the
mutual appropriation of human existence to being and of being to human
existence — whereas in Beitrige the event is the very ground enabling such
an appropriation — the former must be read as less originary on the dia-
genic axis than the latter (even if they happen to provide better accounts
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of parts of their themes!). Indeed, in my view Beitrige and the related texts
articulate the most profound degree of grounding in Heidegger’s corpus.
They should be taken as its philosophical apex, that is, as having advanced
Heidegger’s problematic the farthest.

5 Conclusion

Diagenic analysis provides a consistent method able to navigate the reflex-
ive difficulty, solve the problems that arise from it, and reconstruct particu-
larly tricky parts of Heidegger’s ontology in a rigorous manner. Without a
way to explain the consistency and relations of his various renditions of the
ontological problematic, our efforts to make good sense of them become
haphazard and arbitrary, and scholars face the danger of appropriating his
language without being able to provide rigorous definitions for his unusual
terms. The diagenic approach satisfies these conditions by explaining the
engine driving the evolution of Heidegger’s thought, the consistent struc-
ture of that evolution, and its necessary violation of the terminology and
grammar of metaphysics.

‘Event’ — the central concept of Heidegger’s later work — has presented
scholars with particular difficulty. In the remaining chapters, I use dia-
genic and syngenic axes to critically reconstruct his account of beyng as
event.

Notes

—

. GAG65 73/58-9.

. 8210/30.

3. In Heidegger’s work related to the event, he often spells ‘Sein’ (‘being’) with the
archaic ‘Seyn’ (‘beyng’), and this carries a technical significance that I discuss in later
chapters.

4. “The Being of beings “is” not itself a being’ (SZ 6/26). Macquarrie and Robinson trans-
late ‘Seiendes’ as ‘entity’ or ‘entities’ (see Being and Time 19, fn. 1). I substitute ‘being’
or ‘beings’ when I cite their translation or similar translations of other texts.

5. 8Z6/26. This formulation relies on the ontological difference, without which the ques-
tion of being would collapse into the question of beings as beings (Aristotle’s dv i dv).

6. GAG5 348/275, italics removed.

. GAG5 386/305.

. For dozens of examples of this, just read the posts exchanged on the Heidegger Circle

forum.
9. Braver, ‘Analyzing Heidegger’ 240.

10. GA11 45/36.

11. Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought passim.

12. For instance: Dahlstrom, Heidegger’s Concept of Truth; Alejandro Vallega, Heidegger
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. WW 177nA/136nA; GA65 379/299.

Saussure, Course.

Temporal lines will not work because in texts like Beitrige one of Heidegger’s concerns
is with the very origination of temporality.

GAG65 371-88/293-306.

SZ53178.

GA24 322/227, translation modified, *. . . worin die Grundstrukturen . . . griinden’.
GA24 323/228, translation modified.

Heidegger, ‘Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes’, in GA5 1/1.

As Heidegger puts it, Reflection on what ar¢ may be is completely and decisively
directed solely toward the question of being. Art . . . belongs . . . to the Event out of
which the “meaning of being” (compare Being and Time) is first determined’ (GAS
73/55).

GA5 45/33.

. GA5 51/38.

Much more could be added to this summary, of course. It is worth pointing out that
an alternative outline of the diagenic axes in this text could focus on how ‘art is his-
tory in the essential sense: it is the ground of history [sie Geschichte griindet]” (GA5
65/49).

GA14 7/On Time and Being 3.

GA14 8/On Time and Being 4, translation modified.

GA14 9/On Time and Being 5.

GA14 10/On Time and Being 6.

GA14 24/On Time and Being 19, translation modified.

Ibid., translation modified.

Heidegger, ‘Vom Wesen des Grundes’, in GA9 171/132, italics removed.

GA9 172/132, italics removed. ‘Transcendental’ is used here in relation to Dasein’s
transcendence or Uberstieg (surpassing) (GA9 137/107). The term ‘transcendental’
‘names all that belongs essentially to transcendence and bears its intrinsic possibility
thanks to transcendence’ (GA9 139/109).

GA77 164-5/106.

GA77 164/106.

. GA77 165/107.

GA77 171/111.

GA77 17671115, italics removed.

GA77 187/122.

GA77 179/116.

GA77 181/118, my italics.

GA77 192/125.

It is worth noting that Heidegger references the historical sense of the event here in
terms of the sojourn: ‘For the essence of history [Geschichte] is determined from
that which is, to us, called “the sojourn.” If we are successful in turning to enter this
sojourn, then a liberation from history could come about’ (GA77 184/120).

GA77 200/130.

GA77 199-200/130.

Deleuze assigns a distinctive ontological importance to this paradox, which he dis-
cusses in relation to Lewis Carroll and calls the ‘paradox of regress, or of infinite pro-
liferation’ (Logique du sens 41/28).

GA9 174/134, translation modified, italics removed.

GAG65 379/299.

. 879/29.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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. Ibid., translation modified.

. $Z10/30.

. 8Z9/29.

. Ibid.

. 8Z 10/30. There is an additional, implicit logic supporting Heidegger’s claim for

the priority of fundamental ontology with respect to ontic sciences. The problematic
field of an ontic science is defined by the set of beings or aspects of beings it takes as
its subject matter (the problematic fields of biology and ethics both include human
beings, but each with respect to different aspects). In other words, there are sets of
beings or aspects of beings that are excluded by each ontic science except one. That,
in Heidegger’s view, is metaphysics, which is guided by the question of what beings
are insofar as they are beings, that is, Seiendbeir or Aristotle’s dv T 8v. Since no ontic
science can contain all beings under all aspects (insofar as they are beings) in its prob-
lematic field without becoming identical with metaphysics, none can give a sufficient
account of the being of beings in general. Likewise, metaphysics is incapable of this
because it fails to mark the ontological difference between being and beings. It inves-
tigates beings insofar as they are beings, but not the being of beings. Otherwise, it
would become fundamental ontology, which is precisely what Heidegger is aiming to
accomplish. Consequently, neither metaphysics nor any other ontic science is capable
of supplying an appropriate account of the being of beings. Yet their basic concepts
contain presuppositions about this. Thus, fundamental ontology is needed to clarify
the being of beings and propetly ground the ontic sciences.

S§Z 10/30, translation modified. I translate ‘Grundlegung’ as ‘ground-laying’,
rather than Macquarrie and Robinson’s and Stambaugh’s ‘laying the foundations’
throughout.

87 10/30—1, translation modified.

Heidegger cites Kant as an example of this sort of productive logic: ‘the positive
outcome of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason lies in what it has contributed towards the
working out of what belongs to any Nature whatsoever, not in a “theory” of knowl-
edge. His transcendental logic is an a priori logic for the subject-matter of that area
of being called “Nature™ (52 10-11/31; Heidegger is not using ‘positive’ here in the
sense of ‘positive science’).

This is not always a smooth or seamless development, but one of fits and starts.
Heidegger’s reflections on this process in Beitrige §42, entitled ‘From “Being and
Time” ro “Event”, are helpful: ‘On this “way,” if to keep falling down and getting up
can be called a way, it is always and only the same question of the “meaning of beyng”
that is asked. Therefore the positions of the questioning are constantly different. Every
essential questioning must radically change whenever it questions more originally.
There is no gradual “development” here. Even less is there that relation of the later to
the earlier according to which the later would already lie enclosed in the earlier. Since
everything in the thinking of beyng is directed toward the unique, to fall down is, as
it were, the norm here! This also rules out the historiological procedure: to renounce
the earlier as “false” or to prove that the later was “already meant” in the earlier. The
“changes” are so essential that their scale [Ausmaf§] can be determined only if in each
case the one question is pervasively asked out of its own site of questioning’ (GA65
84-5/67-8). Polt restates a key point as follows: ‘Neither should we say that Being and
Time already includes what comes later; the movement toward the Conzributions is not
a deduction of what is implied by some previous propositions, but trailblazing’ (EB
44).

‘This is not to say that a// of Heidegger’s work is consistent. It is difficult to imagine
that in a corpus so extensive every single idea proposed would be consistent. Yet if we
look at the overall arc of his work, diagenic analysis shows that the vast majority is.
SZ181/226.

See Sheehan, ‘A Paradigm Shift’.
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As an instance of a position favouring the importance of Beitrige, Daniela Vallega-Neu
writes that it ‘may be considered Heidegger’s second major work after Being and Time
(HCP 1). For a position downplaying its importance, see Capobianco, £EH 35-6 and
HWB 20 and 51-2.

. HWB 50-1.

. HWB 50. Also see EH 35-6.

. GAGG 427/377. 1 thank Richard Polt for drawing my attention to this passage.
. EH 150n6.

. Heidegger, ‘Einblick in Das Was Ist’ in GA79.
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Chapter 2

The Historical and Ontological
Senses of ‘Event’ and
their Relation

Despite the prominent role of the concept of ‘Ereignis’ or ‘event’ in
Heidegger’s philosophy, there has been little scholarly agreement about
its nature. To mention just a few of the most developed positions, the
event has been suggested to be (1) a mutual appropriation between human
existence and being that is responsible for the constitution of meaning in
an historical world,' (2) just another name for being as physis or aletheia,*
(3) an occasional, emergent transformation of history,> (4) the name for a
thoroughly Aistorical essence of being,* (5) the term via which Heidegger
aims to perform a poietic saying of ‘being as and in its historical happen-
ing’,> and so on. I shall suggest that such positions are incomplete and that
in Heidegger’s most developed text on the topic — Beitrige — there are rwo
core senses of ‘event’. They are distinguished diagenically and I designate
them the ‘historical’ and ‘ontological” senses.

In this chapter I focus on two things. First, I outline the distinction and
relations between the two senses of ‘event’. I argue that the historical sense
has a methodological priority over the ontological sense, while the latter
has an ontological priority over the former. These relations determine the
structure of the rest of this book. Second, given this methodological pri-
ority, I turn to an outline of Heidegger’s ontology of history and a more
detailed account of his concept of an historical event. This involves some
preliminary contextual work. Reconstructing Heidegger’s ‘event’ — in both
versions — requires explaining it in light of a methodological and concep-
tual continuity with the groundwork for ontology established in Sein und
Zeit §§1-7. That groundwork is the point of departure for the diagenic
evolution of his ontology. Its analysis of the ‘ontico-ontological condition
for the possibility of any ontologies’ establishes the proper setting for the
science of being’s productive logic of Grundlegung.® As noted earlier, that
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condition is Dasein: the being whose existence includes thinking about
that existence.” The result is that in Heidegger’s early work the methodo-
logical arena for pursuing the question of being is the existential analysis
of Dasein. His early ontology of history works on this basis: Dasein is the
existential-ontological ground of history and the history of metaphysics
is that of the transmission of a distortion in Dasein’s existence and facti-
cal world. Outlining this allows me then to shift to his later philosophy
of history in Beitrige and its conception of an ‘other beginning’ (anderer
Anfang) for history and for thought that results from an historical event.®
In contrast to what I call ‘fatalist’ interpretations of Heidegger’s event, I
argue that Dasein has an important role in bringing about an historical
event. The core term describing this role is ‘Er-griindung, translated by
Rojcewicz and Vallega-Neu as ‘fathoming the ground’. In its core mean-
ing, fathoming the ground is a collection of operations whereby histori-
cally alienated Dasein endeavours to reground itself.

Before going farther, it will be helpful to locate the Heideggerian con-
cepts of event in relation to some broader concerns in his philosophy. The
historical and ontological senses of event correspond with the first two of
three major problems that consistently structure his thought.

Problem 1: The first problem is that of resolving distortion and aliena-
tion. The historical sense of event corresponds with it and I
explore their connection in detail in this chapter. To use one
of Heidegger’s images, the solution to this problem is analo-
gous to a movement up a river toward its source. Fathoming
the ground addresses this problem.

To help clarify, let me define my use of ‘distortion” and ‘alienation’ in this
context. By ‘distortion’ I mean the process by which something constitutes
a self-obfuscation or, in cases where two things are in a diagenic relation,
the process by which one obfuscates the other. Heidegger sometimes dis-
cusses this in terms of Verborgenheit (concealment) and Unverborgenbeit
(unconcealment) or Entdecktheit (uncoveredness), although these terms
extend to cases of syngenic occlusion that are not instances of distortion
(for example, when my table conceals the chair behind it). (To be clear,
at the level of structural features of the phenomenological disclosure of a
world, concealment and unconcealment or uncoveredness are irreducible.
At certain other levels that I shall discuss, they are not.) By ‘alienation’,
I mean the state of obfuscation insofar as that state obfuscates the pro-
cess by which it is constituted, that is, insofar as something in that state
appears as if it were not the result of distortion (namely, that distortion
that it is in fact a result of). In Sein und Zeit, the most essential register
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in which Heidegger understands distortion and alienation is Dasein’s
Uneigentlichkeir or inauthenticity in conjunction with the history of meta-
physics that reinforces that inauthenticity. In Beizrige, he reframes it in
terms of a more originary historical ‘epoch’ or framework of metaphysics
that involves ontological features diagenically prior to Dasein and that is
expressed in ‘machination’, ‘representation’, and ‘lived experience’.

Problem 2: 'The second problem is to develop an account of the nature
of being (the river’s source) that is freed of the distortion and
alienation involved in the framework of metaphysics. The
ontological sense of event corresponds with this.

Problem 3: 'The third problem is to explain the genesis of metaphysical
distortion and alienation (the return from the source back
down a transformed river).

Problem 3 is meant to be addressed on the basis of 2. Problems 1 and 2 do
not mean the elimination of distortion, but the elimination of metaphysical
distortion: that which arises on the basis of the history of metaphysics in
conjunction with the existential dynamics of Dasein. We should contrast
this with what we might call ontological distortion: that inherent to and
irreducible from the structure of being itself. This plays an important role
throughout Heidegger’s philosophy and is discussed in Bestrige in terms of
the ‘Un-wesen’ or ‘distorted essence’ of truth and the ‘Unwesen des Seyns’
or ‘distorted essence of beyng’.” According to these terms, beyng generates
self-distortion. Sorting out what this means will be important in Chapter 5.

Without a doubt, Heidegger’s philosophy maintains not only that there
is such ontological distortion, but also that certain forms of alienation are
irreducible from human life (for example, there is no such thing as becom-
ing perfectly authentic). Nonetheless, his work is geared towards minimis-
ing alienation and metaphysical distortion and understanding ontological
distortion in a way that keeps the processes generating it in view, that is,
that does not devolve into alienation. Together, I shall refer to these tasks
as the tasks of ‘resolving’. At the epistemological level, ‘resolving’ means
the incremental elimination of illusion or delusion.

Heidegger’s concept of an historical event forms the core of his later
work’s attempt to resolve the distortion and alienation belonging to the
historical framework of metaphysics (problem 1). His ontological event is
the concept he uses to rethink being in a non-metaphysical way (problem
2). Heidegger’s response to problem 3 usually comes in the form of prom-
issory notes that do not offer much of an actual solution, though I will say
a bit more about this in what follows.
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The historical and ontological senses of ‘event’ are closely related,
and Heidegger does little to differentiate them terminologically. In fact,
I would wager that he was not entirely clear about the distinction at
work in his text. Commentators have generally conflated the two, most
often by reducing the ontological sense to the historical. This is commonly
expressed by defining Heidegger’s project in Beitrige and the related pri-
vate manuscripts in terms of ‘seynsgeschichtliche Denken’ (beyng-histori-
cal thinking). Is this the essential descriptor for these texts? Only if ‘event’
signifies nothing other than a transformative rupture in the ontological
foundations of the epoch of metaphysics, in other words, the production
of a new configuration of being, where being is understood as the manifes-
tation of history in its many facets. On the other hand, if in some manner
there is an excess of being over the domain of history and if Heidegger uses
‘event’ to articulate the structure and character of that excess and its rela-
tion to history, that is, to articulate the ontological structures or processes
themselves grounding the domain of history, then the term has a second
sense irreducible to its historical one — it has a distinctively ontological
sense. I shall argue that this is a central idea advanced in Beitrige and that
failing to take it into account leads to a confusion of the rest of the phi-
losophy he built around the concept of event.

Distinguishing the two senses of ‘event’ is indispensable. Yet their con-
nection is equally important. As mentioned, I will argue that the historical
sense has a methodological priority over the ontological one, while the
latter has an ontological priority over the former. In brief, the idea is that
we cannot give an account of beyng as event without passing through
a transformative rupture in the ground of metaphysics, that is, without
moving to another beginning for thought. But only if beyng is in fact
such that it cannot be sufficiently articulated by metaphysics is such an
historical event possible at all. ‘Event’, in its ontological sense, describes
just such aspects of beyng that are ontologically and diagenically prior to
metaphysics, that enable metaphysics to be at all, and that likewise make
possible a transformative rupture in the foundations of metaphysics. To
be clear, I do not mean to say that Heidegger’s historical sense of event is
not ontological. It is. But the precise way it is must be defined: it is onto-
logical to the extent that it has to do with the ontological constitution and
transformation of history.

I The historical sense of ‘event’

Heidegger argued that there is a problem in the current historical situation
of human existence: the human being and all its various endeavours are
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existentially determined by the historical framework of metaphysics. In its
historical sense, ‘event’ designates a transformative rupture in that frame-
work that generates new forms of human existence freed of the errancy
and alienation metaphysics entails. Incidentally, many Heidegger schol-
ars work under the assumption that the historical epoch of metaphysics
extends to our time in the early twenty-first century.'® I will bracket this
assumption and simply say that I find it questionable after thinkers like
Deleuze and Badiou.

For Heidegger, our historical situation is largely bad because the frame-
work of metaphysics governing it is constituted by a distortion and con-
sequent alienation. In Sein und Zeit, the distortion in question is found
in the existential structure of Dasein; in Beitrdge, it is a more fundamental
distortion shaping the historical field in which Dasein exists. In both cases,
it takes hold in the ground of the practical, intellectual, conceptual, lin-
guistic, creative, interpersonal, political, technological, and other dimen-
sions of historically situated human life (in shorthand, the ‘historical’
dimensions of human life). Consequently, it saturates all those grounded
dimensions.

Clearly, in this picture ‘metaphysics™ refers to more than just (1) the
philosophical science of that name. It also encompasses (2) the distortion
that grounds that science, (3) this distortion’s manifestation in the histori-
cal dimensions of human existence, and (4) the historical epoch governed
by this distortion and extending from the ancient Greeks to the twentieth
century (or whenever). These different aspects of metaphysics have some-
what complicated relations. The distortion (and consequent alienation)
grounding the history of metaphysics took hold in ancient Greece and
became fast in the discursive, philosophical frameworks advanced by Plato
and Aristotle." This came to provide the Grundbegriffe defining the scope
and character of the other sciences as well as the broader historical dimen-
sions of human life, all of which in turn reinforce that general framework
by forming the factical context absorbed and repeated by each generation
of thrown Dasein. There are a variety of negative consequences for human
existence. When it comes to philosophy, some of the most pressing are
errors in our understanding of the nature of beings, the human being,
thought, truth, time, and, of course, being.

The philosophical science of metaphysics plays an interesting role in
Heidegger’s larger treatment of our historical errancy. Its terms capture
that errancy in precise discursive forms. They compose structurally deter-
minative points organising the evolving framework of metaphysics (in the
broader sense). This is interesting in its own right, but it also tells us some-
thing about how philosophers might effectively respond to this situation:
if we undermine the determinative points of metaphysics and generate a
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new form of thinking based on better grounds, we will have taken some
first steps towards resolving the alienation in question and accomplishing
the type of historical event with which Heidegger is concerned. What,
then, are the principle commitments defining metaphysics in its form
as a philosophical science? Heidegger’s answer varies in different texts.
Nonetheless, there are core ideas he often repeats. This list is not meant
to be exhaustive and not all metaphysical systems do all the things on it.
Metaphysics:

1. is oriented by the question of dv fj &v (beings as beings), which
Heidegger argues Aristotle articulated in its most general form as i 10
6v (what are beings?). (Note: Heidegger translates Aristotle’s question
in the plural.)

2. understands being in terms of the temporal frame of presence
(Anwesenbeit), exemplified by Aristotle’s mapovsia and ovoia.

3. conceives of beings as fully determinate or objectively present and self-
identical through time.

4. understands being on the basis of characteristics attributed to beings.

5. posits an ultimate foundation — usually in the form of God or an
unconditioned absolute — for everything that is.

6. conceives of ‘the world’ as a universe or totality of things there are.

7. conceives of ‘reality’ or ‘actuality’ as something thoroughly calculable
or measurable by the mathematical sciences.

8. conceives of the human being as subject.

9. conceives of thought as representation.

10. understands truth to be adaequatio, correspondence, or certainty.

Heidegger often places 1 and/or 2 at the ground of the others; 6 and 7 are
especially prevalent in the modern era but are rooted in Greek philosophy.
Different items on this list will be important in different parts of the fol-
lowing chapters. In Chapter 3, 10 will be especially important; in Chapter
4,1, 4, and 10; in Chapter 5, 1, 4, and 5; and in Chapter 6, 2, 4, and 5.
In Beitrige, Heidegger puts special emphasis on defining metaphysics
in terms of point 1, that is, in terms of an orientation to the question of
beings as beings (8v 1) 8v), sometimes expressed in the form i 10 8v (what
are beings?).'* ‘All metaphysics’, he writes, is ‘founded [gegriindet] on the
leading question: what are beings?’" In fact, he recognises that metaphys-
ics has had certain successes in answering this question. The problem,
however, is that this orientation entails a distinctive myopia and conse-
quently sets into place a philosophical horizon governed by that myopia:
because metaphysics explains things in terms of the ontic character of
beings as beings (Seiendheit), it is unable to provide a suitable account
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of being (Sein). Since metaphysics is oriented by the question of beings
as such, when it comes to ask about being, it treats being as if it were &
being and renders it as a transcendent idea or form, a substratum, God, an
abstract universal, or some such thing. As long as our efforts to understand
being operate within the framework of metaphysics, he argues, we are
doomed to failure. The specific character of the foundations of metaphys-
ics and their self-myopia prevents success in the science of being. Thus, a
genuine rupture with metaphysics must be made. Since we live within the
historical framework of metaphysics, though, this rupture has to be gener-
ated from within that framework. Heidegger works to do this by enquir-
ing into the ground enabling the historical configuration of metaphysics,
a ground that in his early work is understood in terms of the existential
constitution of Dasein — the ontico-ontological condition for the possibil-
ity of any ontology.

Importantly, this does not mean that metaphysics is simply to be done
away with. The enquiry into its ground has a dual role: along with effect-
ing the kind of rupture he is after, reconceptualising this ground has the
promise to give metaphysics a refreshed basis for its own projects, espe-
cially that of providing an account of beings. Ultimately, Heidegger’s
efforts to fulfil this promise have limited success, appearing largely as a
reconceptualisation of beings in terms of das Geviert (the fourfold) in 1949
and the 1950s."* This effort is meant to be non-metaphysical for reasons I
cannot go into here and it does not make major appearances in Beitrige.

In Sein und Zeit, Dasein’s existential constitution is the ground ena-
bling any ontology, including the diminished form as metaphysics. Thus,
fundamental ontology or the project to rethink being on proper grounds
operates via the existential analytic of Dasein. Since this addresses the very
ground of metaphysics, it enacts the beginnings of the rupture Heidegger
is after. It performs the movement of radical science with respect to the
Grundbegriffe set in place by metaphysics. Yet, as his own later critique
of Sein und Zeit points out, the project of fundamental ontology did not
go far enough: its understanding of being — and of human existence —
remained essentially determined by metaphysics because it continued to
think being on the basis of beings (namely of Dasein). Because of this, it
repeated the error of the Aristotelian orientation of philosophy and inad-
vertently determined being in terms of Seiendheir or ‘beingness’. Thus,
for Heidegger, a more profound rupture with metaphysics is required.
This rupture is figured as the transition from the project of a fundamental
ontology of Dasein to the project of thinking being as event. Heidegger
thinks that if we were to accomplish this, a genuinely distinct other begin-
ning (anderer Anfang) for thought would become possible. This rupture,
which he continually strives to bring about but never thinks he has suf-
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ficiently accomplished, is the first, ‘historical’ sense of ‘event’: the event as
a rupture in the framework of metaphysics that drives or draws thought
beyond metaphysics, but which can only be pursued from within its facti-
cal, historical horizons. I think Heidegger was more successful in this than
he realised.

2 The ontological sense of ‘event’

In its second sense, ‘event’ is the core concept in terms of which Heidegger’s
Beitréige attempts to rethink being and, in turn, the plight of human exist-
ence in a way freed of metaphysical errancy.” I give an outline of the con-
cept here and introduce many of the technical terms it involves. The main
explanation of these terms, the arguments for the account outlined here, and
most of the textual support for it will be provided in the rest of the book.

In short, beyng #s the event. Heidegger usually avoids the verb ‘to
be’ (and its conjugated form ‘is’) when making this point to keep from
importing the metaphysical understanding of being as substance, quid-
dity, or Seiendheit. Instead, he usually substitutes it with a verbal form of
the German noun ‘Wesen’ (‘essence’), namely ‘wesen’, or uses a nominal
modification of that verb (‘Wesung’) that is meant to emphasise the verbal,
non-substantive character of the term.'® For instance: ‘Beyng essentially
occurs as the event’ (‘Das Seyn west als das Ereignis’) or “The essential
occurrence of beyng constitutes the event’ (‘das Ereignis die Wesung des
Seyns ausmacht’)."” The use of this terminology has two immediate impli-
cations. First, the event must not be mistaken as the substance, quiddity,
‘whatness’, or Seiendheir of beyng. Second, as highlighted by the verbal
form of “Wesen’ (‘wesen’), beyng as event is not static, but rather occurs.
This is not to say that the event occurs now and then in time. Neither is it
outside of time. Rather, I will suggest that it is characterised by a structural
instability that generates or constitutes time. The event occurs because it is
a dynamic process motivated by the structural instability at its heart.

This second sense of ‘event’ has an ontological and diagenic prior-
ity over the historical sense and I take it to be the richest in Heidegger’s
thought. As Heidegger points out, ‘history [Geschichte] is not the event’;
the ‘other’ beginning initiated by a rupture with the history of metaphysics
is possible only because beyng is evental.'® It is true that when the project
of developing an ontology of the event is no more than a glimmer on
the philosophical horizon, the historical, ruptural sense might appear pri-
mary. Yet, the historical event is unthinkable without whatever ontologi-
cal element drives or draws thought beyond metaphysics. In other words,
if metaphysics provided a sufficient ontological framework, it would be
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impossible for thought to discover aspects of being that are irreducible to
that framework, and so there would be no possibility of a rupture with it
(historical or otherwise). However, I hold that in Heidegger’s ontology,
thought is constitutively connected to a logic of being (as event) that
undermines the foundations of metaphysics, and, further, that this is a
necessary condition for the occurrence of the event in its historical sense.
The logic of beyng as event provides the ontological form of the ‘other’
historical beginning: ‘the beginning — grasped primordially — is beyng
itself’, indeed ‘beyng as the event is the beginning’."” Obversely, since our
factical conditions dictate that we exist and think within the framework of
metaphysics, if we want to develop an account of that ontological element
(the evental character of being), we can do so only beginning within and
sculpted by these conditions.

The structural instability of the event that makes it a dynamic process
or occurrence provides its genetic power or its function as a ground for
worlds of beings. Its instability undermines any tendency to collapse into
a static, substantive identity. Identity — even if only quasi-stable — can
exist only on the ground of the event. This means that beyng as event is
diagenically prior to all constituted identity. Thus, Heidegger understands
the event’s structural instability in terms of difference. In the ontological
sense of ‘event’, beyng as event is a dynamic or logic of what I have called
‘pure’ difference (Unterschied, Unterscheidung, and in a particular sense
Entscheidung).”® This logic is driven by the differentiation of that differ-
ence from itself such that it self-determines in processes of appropria-
tion (Er-eignis) and expropriation (Enz-eignis), which, elaborated in the
registers of truth, ground, and time-space, constitute the genetic ground
of worlds of beings, that is, of the ‘Da’ expressed in the term ‘Da-sein’.
‘Da-sein’ does not designate human existence here, but the determinate
field or finite world in which human beings exist. This is signified by
Heidegger’s use of the hyphen. Outside of the context of his 1957 lecture
‘Der Satz der Identitir, little scholarship has focused on the importance
of ‘difference’ in his concept of event (an excellent exception is Krzysztof
ZiareK’s 2013 Language afier Heidegger) or the function of difference as
a genetic ground of the ‘Da’, so I anticipate my view on this might run
into some resistance. To quell objections from the get-go, I support these
points with the following quotations. I provide argumentation for this
position in the following chapters. Using Heidegger’s words, the event
is ‘the difference [Unterscheidung] as the essential occurrence of beyng
itself, which differentiates izself [sich unterscheidet] and in that way lets
beings arise in emergence’.?' Beings are in the field of the ‘Da’ or ‘there’,
and ‘beyng essentially occurs as the event of the grounding of the “there”
[Ereignis der Dagriindung]’.*
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In this picture, the event entails an abyss or excess of difference, which
takes the position of the abyssal logic I discussed in Chapter 1. Although
abyss and excess may seem to be opposites, Heidegger’s language of the
‘abyss’ is part of the discourse of ‘ground’ I have already begun to explore:
abyss is Ab-grund — the prefix ‘ab-’ evoking both a ‘lack’ and an ‘origin’
of ground. Heidegger holds that while the abyssal dimension of the event
involves a sense of total lack, this is a genetic or originary lack — a lack that
grounds all that is. Simultaneously, the abyss is excessive in three senses: (1) it
is the ground whence all that is 75 as the abyss’s overflow or abundance, (2) it
withdraws from or exceeds that which it grounds, and (3) it thus exceeds the
measurability characteristic of that which it grounds.” Heidegger sometimes
refers to this abyssal or excessive character as an ab-griindige Unerschopfung
(abyssal undepletion) or Unerschipflichkeit (inexhaustibility).**

The event’s self-differentiation is a perpetual displacement that simulta-
neously generates and undermines determinacy (in the form of ontological
structures, worlds, and beings). The event’s self-determination unfolds in
a ‘turning’ of processes of Er-eignis (appropriation) and Enteignis (expro-
priation).” It has often been suggested that Heidegger’s event simply is
appropriation or appropriation in conjunction with expropriation. I shall
argue that this is incorrect: these form part of the dynamics of the event,
but its abyss of difference exceeds the logic of appropriation and expro-
priation. The logic of appropriation and expropriation form the event’s
basic logic of determinacy, which enables the manifestation or coming to
presence of beings. That is, it enables beings to be. Heidegger understands
the process of this manifestation in terms of his concepts of ground, time-
space, and especially truth.

Truth, at one level, is a dynamic relation between what Heidegger
terms originary concealment or withdrawal (A1) and unconcealment
(6A0e1). Most scholarship on the subject maintains that this a-lethic
framework gives the most originary conception of truth in Beitrige. 1 will
argue that this is not so. AA0gio and A0n are grounded in difference,
and so the concept of truth expressed in that text is most originarily dif-
ferential, not a-léthic. In the context of the event, Heidegger’s concept of
truth forms part of an account of the advent of the world: at the a-léthic
level, the event is a process by which the structures of originary conceal-
ment and unconcealment are appropriated in a co-determinate relation of
simultaneous ‘strife’ and ‘intimacy’, and this unfolds in a way that gives
determination or finitude to a world. Explaining what exactly these unu-
sual concepts mean will have to wait until later.

This process is integrally related to time (as the temporal character of
being) and history. In part, the event figures an originary process that is
ontologically prior to the historical and out of which historical epochs
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unfold. History is an epochal history, where an epoch is not simply a ‘span
of time’ but a determination or formation of being that is enabled or given
its determination (that is, is sent or ‘destined’ [geschickt]) by an originary
holding back or withdrawal ontologically prior to that formation of being:
‘A giving which gives only its gift, but in the giving holds itself back and
withdraws.”® Here, the ‘sequence of epochs’ or transformations of being
is determined by withdrawals that enable them.” Richard Polt argues that
for Heidegger Ereignis is an occasional event that occurs as the inception of
an historical epoch (‘it happens only at a few, inconspicuous moments’).?®
I think this is only part of a larger story: the inception of such historical
epochs is one aspect of a more primordial event. This primordial event
can be characterised neither as occasional nor continual — either approach
would locate the event within the domain of temporality, whereas this
event is originary of temporality. In other words, Ereignis grounds the time
in which any occasional event might occur.

Metaphysics, characterised by the ‘forgottenness’, eclipse, or obfusca-
tion of the withdrawal of being in favour of the presence it enables, under-
stands being in terms of presence.” Thus, Heidegger argues, the event and
the withdrawal essential to it are ontologically prior to the metaphysical
determination of being as beingness (Seiendbeir). Since metaphysics, fur-
thermore, understands human existence on the basis of being as presence,
the event is also ontologically prior to human existence, metaphysically
determined. In contrast, Heidegger recasts the human being on a more
originary ground, resulting in an account in which a mutual appropriation
of being to human existence and human existence to being is one dimen-
sion of the event. Sheehan and Meillassoux take this mutual appropria-
tion to form the heart of Heidegger’s event, resulting in the view that his
ontology is categorically anti-realist. This, however, is incorrect, at least
within Beitrige and the related private manuscripts. It is certainly true
that the mutual appropriation of being and Dasein is a dimension of the
event, but there are other dimensions not captured by the logic of appro-
priation. Perhaps more straightforwardly damning of the anti-realist view
is Heidegger’s insistence that in its most originary sense beyng as event
is not dependent on relations with beings, most notably human beings
(nonetheless, it must be emphasised that this does 7oz imply that the event
is metaphysically transcendent).

3 The criterion of radical critique

At this point, I would like to introduce a criterion that I think should
be satisfied by any ontology, even if that ontology is open-ended like
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Heidegger’s. I adopt it from a different context: Deleuze’s reading of
Salomon Maimon and Nietzsche in relation to Kant’s critical philoso-
phy. This was formative for Deleuze’s approach to ontology in Différence
et répétition. Simply put, Maimon and Nietzsche offer Deleuze a way to
argue that the critigue in Kant’s critical philosophy does not go far enough.
Supposing Kant were successful in deriving the conditions of possibility
for experience and marking the boundaries of knowledge in terms of the
legitimate functioning of the cognitive faculties, his philosophy is nonethe-
less insufficient because it does not give an account of the genesis of those
faculties or the real experience they enable. It does not show ‘the genesis
of what has been criticized’, as Hughes puts it.** Only in doing so can the
critical philosophy be sufhicient or rise to the level of what can be called
‘radical critique’, which is the criterion that I would like to introduce.

Différence et répétition attempts to recast Kant's Kritik der reinen
Vernunft and satisfy this criterion, albeit in its own terms. For Deleuze,
the prime critical target is the regime of representation and its categorial
systems, together with the ontological priority of identity presupposed by
such systems. He argues that prioritising identity over difference renders
an ontology insufficient. In a move similar to the one I am attributing to
Heidegger, Deleuze tries to fix this by proposing an ontology in which
difference is primary, and the regime of representation and identity are
generated secondarily.’’ Following Maimon and Nietzsche, he recognises
that this project’s success requires more than a condition-focused critique
of systems grounded in identity and representation. Merely replacing such
systems with an ontology of difference is insufficient as well, for repre-
sentation and identity (at least a quasi-stable form of identity) are real
— they cannot be simply subtracted from the scope of ontology. Rather,
the differential ontology proposed must explain the genesis of identity and
representation, giving an account of how they come to eclipse their dif-
ferential ground, that is, an account of the ontological and epistemological
distortion that is constituted.

I would like to suggest a similar requirement be made of Heidegger.
This requirement is not by any means alien to his philosophy and is
directly related to problem 3 pointed out at the beginning of this chapter.
The prime target of Heidegger’s critique is metaphysics, which is to be
supplanted with an ontology grounded in the concept of event. According
to the criterion of radical critique, if this ontology is to be sufficient —
within the bounds of Heideggerian methodology — it must not merely
show the errors and limits of metaphysics and develop an account of being
as event, but also explain the genesis of metaphysics on that basis. More
precisely, it must satisfy the following criteria. (1) It must account for the
way in which that which exceeds the framework of metaphysics does so.
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One way Heidegger does this is by showing the insufficiency of metaphys-
ics to account for its own ground. (2) It must account for the genesis
of metaphysics. In Heidegger’s work, this involves two aspects: (a) the
‘Destruktion’ or deconstruction of the historical and conceptual founda-
tions sustaining metaphysics and the alienation it constitutes, which gives
us a better picture of the ground of metaphysics, and (b) the promised,
though perhaps never actualised, recuperation of a metaphysics grounded
in the event and reconstructed on its basis. The latter would constitute a
fundamental transformation or re-appropriation of metaphysics on proper
ontological grounds and require a robust theory of distortion. In Chapter
5 I discuss the mechanism of distortion in Heidegger’s account of beyng as
event in terms of the noted ‘Un-wesen’ or ‘distorted essence’ of truth and
the ‘Unwesen des Seyns’ or ‘distorted essence of beyng’. I find Heidegger’s
work to fall short when it comes to satisfying criterion 2(b).

4 The methodological and ontological relation between
the two senses of ‘event’

Heidegger’s ‘event’ has the two senses indicated: at the historical level, it
is a transformative rupture in the historical and conceptual framework of
metaphysics that produces another beginning for thought; at the onto-
logical level, it articulates the nature of beyng. Though the second has an
ontological and diagenic priority, the first has a temporary methodological
priority because it is the concept available within the horizon of metaphys-
ics. A properly grounded articulation of beyng as event is not available
within this horizon, thus that horizon must be breached — enacting the
historical event — by an ontological method able to generate access to
aspects of beyng that are more originary than those of the historical frame-
work of metaphysics. In Heidegger’s philosophy, this method is the pro-
ductive logic of Grundlegung, which moves ontology along a diagenic axis.

In the advanced stages of this evolution something remarkable occurs.
The methodological priority of the historical event holds only insofar as
the horizon of thought is defined by the framework of metaphysics. But
once this horizon is breached, that priority begins to dissolve. Said differ-
ently, the priority of the historical event holds only until a sufficiently orig-
inary state of grounding is attained: the state in which a well-grounded,
non-metaphysical account of being is generated that is, at least in princi-
ple, sufficient for providing a genetic explanation of metaphysics, i.e., of
fulfilling criteria 2(b) of a radical critique (even if that explanation is not
in fact given). At that point, the difference between methodological and
ontological priority collapses: the two merge and the ontological sense of
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event gains methodological primacy. What this means is that rather than
operating with the distance belonging to metaphysical or representational
thought, philosophical methodology takes on the logic of being as event,
develops an account of the event from a standpoint immanent to that
logic, and establishes the ground for a non-alienated reconceptualisation
of the domain of history and its metaphysical epoch.

A philosophical effort focused on the historical event alone is insuf-
ficient for developing a non-metaphysical account of being and, conse-
quently, for bringing about the historical event itself. The concept of the
historical event is a concept of a transformative rupture with metaphysics,
but this means that it is co-determined by metaphysics. The historical
event can occur only as the by-product of developing a properly grounded
non-metaphysical account of being. Though Heidegger devotes a great
deal of attention to working through the problematic of the history of
metaphysics, developing a robust theory describing it and analysing a vari-
ety of canonical texts, this should not be mistaken as the core of his pro-
ject. In turn, the destructive or deconstructive mode of his method can
have only a temporary role, at least in principle. Prior to reaching a state
in which ontology is grounded in the logic of being as event, the produc-
tive logic of Grundlegung necessarily includes the negative or deflationary
operation of deconstruction. The productive, conceptually experimental,
or affirmative operation of Grundlegung by which ontology generates new
accounts of its subject matter remains structurally mitigated by the task of
deconstruction, and this is because the terms of the ontological problem-
atic are defined by the alienation from being manifested in the history of
metaphysics. In this state, the affirmative operation is bound to the task
of remedying this alienation, that is, grounding human existence, Da-sein,
history, and so on, in being.

However, once this task is accomplished by attaining a methodological
grounding in the logic of the event, the negative, deconstructive dimen-
sion can be sidelined. Heidegger describes this as the moment of ‘join[ing]
the free conjuncture [Fuge] of the truth of beyng out of beyng itself’.’*
Doing so grounds an affirmative method that elaborates the logic of the
event and enacts a logically immanent, inflationary conceptual experimen-
talism. Heidegger seems to think that Beitrige does not get to this point,
but it seems to me that it at least begins the affirmative process. In Chapter
6, I try to show how this works in terms of his concepts of ground and
time-space. The concepts that an affirmative method generate would both
articulate the event and serve as the Grundbegriffe for accounts of diageni-
cally derivative things like beings, worlds, historical configurations, and a
variety of ontological structures. Since in Heidegger’s terms the defining
task of metaphysics is to explain beings as beings, these Grundbegriffe
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would offer a basis for what we might call an appropriately grounded
experimental metaphysics.® To suggest this does go beyond Heidegger’s
text to a degree (the use of such a term certainly does), nonetheless it is
a logical entailment of his ontology of events: ‘the age [Zeit] that would
elaborate the essential form of beings from out of the truth of beyng’.**
These relations determine the structure of the rest of this book. In
contrast to approaches to Heidegger’s concept of event that focus on its
historical sense, my reconstruction in Chapters 3 to 6 focuses on its onto-
logical sense. The remainder of the current chapter sets this up by looking
at the groundwork for ontology in Sein und Zeit and then going into more
detail about his ontology of historical alienation and the historical concept
of event. This elaborates on the methodological and conceptual continuity
between the two senses of event and allows me to expand on the reasons
that working out the ontological sense of the event simultaneously enacts
the historical event. In Beitrige, ‘truth’ is the primary ontological term
through which proper conceptual grounding in the logic of the event is
secured. Thus, in Chapter 3 I look at the diagenic evolution of Heidegger’s
account of truth from Sein und Zeit to “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ and in
Chapter 4 I turn to an analysis of truth in relation to the event in Beitrdge.

5 The groundwork for fundamental ontology in
Sein und Zeit

0 Yap adTO VOsiv éoTiv 1€ Kol lvol
Parmenides, Fragment 3

The relations of priority between the two senses of event reflect a broader
issue structuring Heideggerian thought from the beginning. If the hori-
zons of our practical and intellectual lives are factically defined by our
position within the historical epoch of metaphysics and we hold that those
horizons are insufficient for giving an account of being, then we are com-
mitted to the idea that in one manner or another there is an excess of being
over the domain of metaphysics. Ontology must move beyond metaphys-
ics if it is to give an appropriate account of being and, on that basis, of
beings. But how can this be possible? Either we are locked into the domain
of metaphysics entirely, in which case Heidegger’s project and the histori-
cal event he describes are impossible, or we are not, in which case there is
some Ariadne’s thread that leads out. Heidegger thinks the latter is true.

This thread is discovered by critical enquiry into the ground of meta-
physics, that is into being. The opening sections of Sein und Zeit provide a
methodological grip on it by placing the productive logic of Grundlegung
in its proper setting: they ground that logic in the distinctive ontico-
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ontological structure that operates as the condition for the possibility of
ontology — Dasein — and thereby establish the philosophical and methodo-
logical ground from which Heidegger’s programme proceeds. The foun-
dations of metaphysics do not somehow not exist (otherwise there would
be no problem), so the thread izself is the continuity between the logic of
those foundations and the logic of being, that is, the order of onto-genesis
that produces or constitutes the framework of metaphysics, despite (or
because of) the fact that doing so is a self-obfuscation by being.*> We can
understand the thread’s trail that we follow, then, to be the diagenic axis
that draws forward the evolution of Heidegger’s ontology.

Heidegger began developing his specialised concept of event in the
1930s as the result of a diagenic evolution of the ontology he had worked
out in his earlier period. This means that in order to reconstruct his con-
cept of event it is necessary to track the thread of that evolution from its
point of origin: the groundwork of Sein und Zeit. If traditional approaches
to the question of being work within the framework of representational
thought and its implicit distance from its objects, Sein und Zeit transforms
the question into a concrete structure of Dasein’s existence. There, the
historical errancy of metaphysics is grounded on a distortion and aliena-
tion in Dasein’s existence. Since we pursue the Seinsfrage via the existential
analysis of Dasein, this pursuit simultaneously enacts incremental progress
in the project of ontology and in resolving Dasein’s historical alienation.
This movement prefigures that in Beitrdge of Dasein’s efforts to bring
about the historical event — the movement of Er-griindung or ‘fathoming
the ground’.

The history of metaphysics is the history of the forgetting (Vergessenbeit)
of being; the transmission and transformation of error with respect to the
ground of ontology. Plato’s 1d¢a and Aristotle’s ool emblemise the ini-
tiation of this history in discursive or ‘scientific’ form. The question ti o1t
or i 10 v is answered in terms of a thing’s participation in a Platonic
idea that transcends this world and its time or in terms of the things
position in the Aristotelian categorial system grounded in the absolute
foundation of ovcsia and its identity. In both cases, the being (Sein) of
a thing is reduced to what defines it as the kind of being (Seiendes) it
is, its Seiendheit or beingness. By orienting philosophy in this way, later
philosophical systems replicate the view that being is Seiendbeiz, or that
Seiendheir in the form of quidditas, essentia, realitas, actualitas, etc., simply
is the fundamental subject matter of ontology. Because of this, philosophy
since the ancient Greeks has failed to properly work out the ground of
ontology. The fundamental task Heidegger confronts in Sein und Zeit is
to break the hold of the foundations of metaphysics and rehabilitate the
question of being, which he does by marking the difference between being
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and beings and enquiring into the condition for the possibility of any
ontology. Needless to say, he is not modest in his ambitions to rectify over
2,000 years of philosophy.

Ordinarily, Heidegger’s approach to determining the ground for ontol-
ogy is understood in terms of his phenomenology. No doubt, phenom-
enology plays an important role. But his conception of phenomenology
in Sein und Zeit is governed by the logic of Grundlegung. Only because
phenomenology can effectively advance that logic is it a proper method for
ontology. Instead of focusing on the phenomenology involved, I would
like to highlight the implicit critique of representationalism contained in
that text’s ‘Introduction’. This allows me to focus on the structural charac-
ter of the ground for ontology, which I take to be the essential point — the
point that grounds the logic of Grundlegung in the problematic of being.

The Heideggerian critique of representationalism is motivated by a
problem that has come to shape current realist ontologies, such as that
of Markus Gabriel. Heidegger’s response to this problem, I believe,
places him closer to new realisms than to the forms of phenomenological
thought criticised by Quentin Meillassoux for remaining ‘correlationist’
anti-realisms.*® The problem, as Gabriel puts it, is that of ‘an alienation of
thought from being’, and in Heideggerian terms this has resulted from an
historical failure to properly work out the ground of ontology.?” Defining
being as reality, for instance, makes what #s into the objects of the real
world, while thought is relegated to the status of a merely ephemeral
or ideal means for knowing (or failing to know) about those objects.
Intellectual processes are taken to be internal to the subject, while what
the subject aims to know is external and objective.?® This divorce has teth-
ered Western philosophy to a series of representationalist epistemologies, a
basic problem for which becomes establishing how thought or the ‘mind’
can have proper access (or any access) to its object. How can the relation
of externality between mind and object be overcome?

Heidegger takes Thomistic epistemology to be a paradigm for this
problem, which persists in a range of modern variations.”” For Thomas,
thought is to achieve an adaequatio intellectus ad rem (adequation of the
intellect to the thing), thereby forming a true account of the object of
thought in the intellect. This is proposed to operate by an analogical rela-
tion between the intellect’s representation and the thing it represents.
However, barring reliance on God as a guarantor, this type of approach
results in well-known problems, not the least of which is how to explain
the ontological status of the connection between intellect and thing that
supposedly enables an analogical relationship to be established at all.*’

Now, obviously Heidegger holds that the subject-object split and its
representationalist approach to thought are deeply flawed. His work in
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Sein und Zeit intends to leave these metaphysical artefacts behind. But
we cannot simply jump to his conclusion without being clear about how
he gets there (at least, for our purposes here, with regard to the science of
being). The phenomenology of being-in-the-world provides part of this
story, but to focus on it alone misses the essential point — the point that
allows the phenomenology of being-in-the-world to be performed in a
non-representational mode of thinking in the first place. If the subject
matter enquired into is being, then to escape the trap of representation-
alism Heidegger must undermine the thought-being divide. To get the
project of fundamental ontology off the ground, it must address the access
problem from the very get-go.

Heidegger begins explicitly dealing with this problem in §2. He is of
course committed to the idea that being (Sein) is the being of beings. What
is important is that according to the picture of thought alienated from
being, being assumes a position external to the subject who wants to know
about it — the mind positing the Seinsfrage. Structurally speaking, in that
picture the problem becomes: how can the mind gain an adequate rep-
resentational knowledge of being?*! In other words, the question of how
ontology is possible is presented as a problem of correct means of access.
For Heidegger, being is the being of beings, and not their Seiendheit.
Nonetheless, ontology must proceed by analysing the being of appropriate
beings. The problem of access, then, takes the form of a problem of access
to the being of such beings. “When we come to what is to be interrogated,
the question of being requires that the right way of access [der rechten
Zuganggart] to entities shall have been obtained and secured in advance.’*
Heidegger of course rejects the term ‘mind’ as another artefact of met-
aphysics, opting for hermenecutically and phenomenologically dynamic
terms like ‘understanding’, ‘interpretation’, and ‘thought’.*® Yet, if philo-
sophical thought poses the Seinsfrage, it must have the right kind of access
to being (via the appropriate beings) — and must proceed on that basis — if
ontology is to have success.* Borrowing a Cartesian term, why doesn’t a
real distinction hold between the two? Or, why aren’t the question and
its subject matter condemned to a purely external relation? Structurally,
for ontology to be possible an appropriate point of intersection must be
secured through which thought can access being. Some internal relation
must be established.

Heidegger’s solution to this problem does not work by proposing some
new way for thought to bridge the subject-object divide. In fact, he does
not attempt to solve the problem directly in these terms. Rather, his posi-
tion entails that the terms in which the problem of representation is posed
are mistaken. Representationalism is not in fact a problem at all, because
thought and its ‘objects’ are not in a relation of exteriority, partes extra
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partes. The idea of such a relation is an artefact of metaphysics that gets the
situation wrong. Heidegger’s work on being-in-the-world addresses this
in relation to the way we think about beings. When it comes to thinking
about being, though, he undermines the problem by reformulating our
approach in terms of a fresh analysis of the ground of ontology. From the
perspective of representationalism, this will mean that Heidegger recon-
figures the relation of thought and being and shows there never was a gap
needing to be bridged. Thought and being are not condemned to a rela-
tion of exteriority; instead, they have one of coincidence or interiority.

This point is established in a fundamental insight that Heidegger shared
with a number of philosophers — Parmenides, Schelling, and Hegel, to
name a few. Namely, thought is not an ontologically negligible or ephem-
eral faculty of representing objects that are, over and against it, ontologi-
cally real. Thought is.” To be clear, Heidegger in no way simply equates
thinking and being — this is no vulgar form of idealism. Rather, thinking is
one domain of being: not all being is the being of thought, but all thought
is. The insight that thought 7, or that thinking (interpreting, understand-
ing, disclosing meaningfully, etc.) is part of the very existence of the one
who thinks, provides the solution to the problem of access when it comes
to thinking about being.*¢

Ontology is possible because thought constitutively entails at least a
minimally meaningful articulation of at least a minimal domain of being:
its own being, the being of a meaningful articulation (even if unclear,
errant, and incomplete).” The being who thinks (Dasein) constitutes this
moment of coincidence: ‘in its very being’ it has ‘that being as an issue for
it.* As such, its existence is the ground for the possibility of ontology.
The fact that thought s means that ontology can proceed via a direct con-
nectivity between the procedures of questioning and the subject matter
questioned into. The logic of thought is not divorced from the logic of
being, but continuous with it. In Heidegger’s words, the ‘understand-
ing of being is itself a definite characteristic of Dasein’s being’.*’ Because
thought is already situated in the milieu of being, to begin doing ontology
it must only turn towards its own being, and this requires no extrinsic
methodological principles. In this sense, Heidegger establishes a path of
methodological immanence via which the project of ontology can bypass
the pitfalls of representational thought. This also means that the evolution
of fundamental ontology proceeds as an evolution of the existence of the
being who thinks, insofar as they pursue the question of being. Solving
the access problem in this way marks a transformation of the question of
being from a state of alienated abstractness into a structure of the very flesh
of existence.

Heidegger uses a slightly different terminology to make some of these
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points. The enquiry into being ‘is itself the behaviour of a questioner’, he
writes.”® Rather than investigating the being of something other than one-
self, which might raise problems of representation, one’s own being has a
priority. The questioner is distinct from other beings insofar as it is both
a being and posits the question about being. Thus, the question and the
being (Seiendes) to be interrogated with respect to its being coincide in the
questioner. Indeed, the questioner /s in a distinctive manner: it is a being
for whom ‘the very asking of this question’ is its ‘mode of being; and as
such it gets its essential character from what is inquired about — namely,
being’.’! The being who enquires into being does so by existing as the
enquiry into its own existence. This is of course the core feature defining
Dasein in Heidegger’s use of the term — Dasein is the being that ‘is onti-
cally distinctive in that it is ontological’.’* In Dasein there is an intrinsic
relation of thinking and being that makes possible any understanding
of being. Thus, Dasein exists as the condition for the possibility of any
ontology.

In my view, establishing the intrinsic link between thought and being
in Dasein is the single most important ontological move that Heidegger
makes in the introduction to Sein und Zeit. It grounds the project of ontol-
ogy in the condition for its possibility and generates the methodological
horizon in which that project is carried out in the rest of the text — the
existential analysis of Dasein. Without it, Heidegger’s project would be
impossible. The remainder of his life’s philosophical work, including his
efforts to supplant the history of metaphysics, depart from this point.
Dasein’s distinctive character provides a conceptual and indeed constitutive
grasp on the subject matter of fundamental ontology — on the Ariadne’s
thread eventually leading out of the historical framework of metaphysics.

Sheehan has argued that throughout Heidegger’s career, the core
subject matter of his thought was not being, but the human being and
its meaning-making procedures. In Sheehan’s view, by ‘being’ (Sein)
Heidegger really meant ‘meaning’ (Sinn or Bedeutung) and the entire
effort of his philosophy was directed towards the way in which meaning
is constituted in the human sphere.” Sheehan’s position is clearly incor-
rect considering Heidegger’s analysis of the condition for the possibility of
ontology in Sein und Zeit, which shows that it is indeed the question of
being that governs his investigation of human existence, not the reverse.
In the introduction to that text, Heidegger raises the question of being and
investigates how a scientific treatment of that question could be possible.
It is only as a consequence of the nature of the condition for this possibility
(namely, that it is Dasein) that the question of being is then methodologi-
cally situated in the existential analysis of Dasein. The existential analysis
of Dasein — as insightful and extensive as it is — is not Heidegger’s primary
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concern, but rather the necessary methodological arena for doing funda-
mental ontology. As Heidegger decisively puts it, ‘fundamental ontology
... must be sought in the existential analytic of Dasein’, but ‘the analytic
of Dasein remains wholly oriented towards the guiding task of working
out the question of being’.%

Heidegger’s Seinsfrage is nothing abstract, but a structure of Dasein’s
existence. Working out an account of being is a distinctive procedure car-
ried out by Dasein: namely, that of thinking in an immanent trajectory
into its own being.® The evolution of Heidegger’s ontology proceeds by
applying the productive logic of Grundlegung in this trajectory. Its course
of methodological immanence is the famous ‘pathway’ he continued along
for the remainder of his life. Even within the scope of Sein und Zeir alone,
there is a complex sequence of diagenically related accounts of Dasein’s
being (the metaphysical subject, being-in-the-world, care, thrown projec-
tion, ecstatic temporality). The transition from one to the next is generated
by analysing the terms of the first, enquiring into the ground enabling
them, and then reflexively recasting those terms on a more originary basis.
By doing this, Dasein incrementally takes ownership of itself or evolves
towards a more ‘authentic’ state of existing and understanding being.’
Said differently, insofar as Dasein’s existential and historical alienation is
constituted by the ‘forgetting’ of being, by pursuing the ontological prob-
lematic Dasein enacts a self-grounding. This drives forward the horizon in
which it understands itself — and, in turn, being — along a diagenic axis.
In the early 1930s this evolves to a point where Heidegger rethinks being
in terms of ontological structures more originary than human existence,
structures grounding the very possibility of human existence. It is in this
context that he develops his account of beyng as event. But it is only by
passing through the grounding of the ontological problematic in Dasein’s
existence and the subsequent existential analysis that Heidegger’s account
of the event can be accessed.

6 The ontology of history in Sein und Zeit

The problematic of being has been distorted by the history of metaphysics.
In the view of Sein und Zeit, this distortion is grounded in the historical
character of Dasein’s existence. The historical alienation we call ‘meta-
physics’ is rooted in an existential alienation, though one simultaneously
inscribed into and reinforced by the artefacts, languages, institutions, and
rituals of the Mitwelt (with-world) into which Dasein is thrown. This
fact means that doing fundamental ontology via the existential analytic of
Dasein incrementally remedies the errancy of the historical configuration

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



HISTORICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL SENSES OF ‘EVENT’ | 77

of metaphysics (though to me this effort must extend to transforming
the relevant elements of the Minwelr). The self-grounding that Dasein
accomplishes via the existential analytic 7s an incremental disruption and
reconfiguration of the ground of metaphysics. This process prefigures the
concept of an historical event that Heidegger developed in the 1930s. The
concept of event is a result of increasingly radical reconfigurations of the
ground of metaphysics and its history, which were produced as Heidegger
developed accounts of ontological structures more originary than Dasein.
Before looking at this in Beitrige, I will outline some of the central features
of his ontology of history in Sein und Zeit. Since my intention though is
to get to that later work, I forego reconstructing the full arguments in Sein
und Zeit and simply summarise the position presented. This is intended
to give a basic picture of the way historical alienation is grounded in
the problematic of being (in the form of Dasein’s existence), such that
addressing the latter simultaneously addresses the former (or at the least
establishes the basis for doing so).

First, Sein und Zeit distinguishes between two registers of history:
Weltgeschichte or world-history and Dasein’s Geschichtlichkeit or historical-
ity.”” World-history is comprised of the sequence of entities and occur-
rences in the world that would make up its history if, for instance, arrayed
on a timeline. Heidegger calls the science of world-history ‘Historie’ (‘his-
toriology’, in Macquarrie and Robinson’s translation).”® In contrast, his-
toricality describes first and foremost the fact that Dasein’s existence is
historical. The idea isn’t simply that Dasein is a part of world-history,
but that ‘what is primarily historical is Dasein’.” History in the form of
historicality is a function of Dasein’s existence and must be understood
on its basis.

How so? Dasein’s historicality is a function of its temporality. As Sein
und Zeit famously argues, Dasein’s existence is ‘grounded in temporality’,
that is, it exists as thrown projection or ‘ecstatico-horizonal temporality’
(ckstatisch-horizontalen Zeitlichkeit).*® It is because Dasein exists as tempo-
ral that it can be historical: Dasein ‘is not “temporal” because it “stands in
history”, instead, ‘it exists historically and can so exist only because it is
temporal in the very basis of its being’.®’ What does it mean to say Dasein
exists as temporal? In brief: as thrown into a concrete factical situation,
Dasein is always ‘in the process of having-been [gewesend]’ and, as projec-
tion, is always ‘essentially futural [zukiinftig]’.®* ‘Having-been’ designates
the factical, ‘past’ dimension of Dasein’s existence:

In its factical being, any Dasein is as it already was, and is ‘what’ it already
was. It is its past, whether explicitly or not. And this is so not only in that
its past is, as it were, pushing itself along ‘behind’ it, and that Dasein pos-
sesses what is past as a property which is still present-at-hand and which
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sometimes has after-effects upon it: Dasein ‘is’ its past in the way of izs own
being, which, to put it roughly, ‘historizes’ [geschieht] out of its future on
each occasion.®

As the last clause in this passage indicates, the relation between Dasein’s
having-been and futural dimensions is complex. The former is factical —
it determines the distinct finitude belonging to each human being. This
means that it governs the specific terms in which Dasein projects its futural
dimension, including the possibility of thinking about its own having-
been. Now, because the way we orient ourselves towards our having-been
dimension is by projecting the possibility of interpreting and understand-
ing that dimension, our having-been includes a distinctively futural aspect.
Likewise, since our projections are based on our factical conditions, which
include our having-been, our futural dimension includes a distinctively
past or having-been aspect. When, in Chapter 6, I return to Heidegger’s
account of time-space in Beitrdge, this structural co-implication of the
futural and having-been dimensions of temporality will once again be
important.

Within the register of history, the unified structure of Dasein’s histori-
cal, ecstatico-temporal existence — that is, of its having-been and futural
dimensions — is named its ‘historising’ or ‘occurrence’ (Geschehens).*
World-history and historiology are grounded in Dasein’s historising or
occurrence, without which they could not be at all.®

Historicality [Geschichtlichkeit], as a determinate character [Bestimmung],
is prior to what is called ‘history’ [Geschichte] (world-historical historizing).

‘Historicality’ stands for the state of being that is constitutive for
[Seinsverfassung] Dasein’s ‘historizing’ [Geschehens] as such; only on the
basis [Grunde] of such historizing is anything like ‘world-history’ possible
or can anything belong historically [geschichtlich] to world-history.®

World-history and historiology are both modes of Dasein’s historising: that
is, they are ‘world-historical historising’ (welt-geschichtlichen Geschehens).””
Dasein’s historising is its ecstatic structure insofar as Dasein is ‘stretching
along [Erstreckung] between birth and death’.®® By ‘birth’ and ‘death’,
Heidegger of course does not mean datable events on a world-historical
timeline, but essential limits of Dasein’s existence; limits that structure
Dasein and grant its finitude. Death, as the inescapable, most essential
possibility belonging to Dasein and determining its futural limit, and
birth, as Dasein’s factical limit, do in a sense form the ultimate limits of
its existence: beyond these, Dasein does not exist. But death and birth, as
the very horizons of finitude characterising its futurally oriented projec-
tion into possibilities and factical conditions, are dynamic horizons, limits
that are always with Dasein. They are the articulated limits of its dynamic,
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concrete finitude. Since birth and death are inescapable and structurally
determinative for the entirety of Dasein’s existence, that existence always
bears a structural reference towards these limits: Dasein is at once ‘being-
towards-death’ and ‘being-towards-the-beginning’.”” It is stretched or
distended between these futural and factical limits; it is this ‘between’.”®
Dasein’s historising is the dynamic of its existence as stretched between
these limits.

Late in Sein und Zeir Heidegger differentiates between inauthentic
(uneigentliche) and authentic (eigentliche) modes of world-history. In the
former, ‘the being of the world-historical is experienced and interpreted
in the sense of something present-at-hand which comes along, has pres-
ence, and then disappears’ (this is the sense in which I have just been using
it).”! Here, Dasein makes a diagenic error: it mistakes world-history and
historiology to be primary, failing to understand them properly on the
ground of historising. In turn, it understands its own historical condition
inauthentically because it does so in terms of a world-history of present-
at-hand entities and events. Thus, since world-history is possible only on
the basis of Dasein’s historicality, when Dasein understands its historical
condition in terms of the former, this constitutes an inauthentic mode of
the latter.”

Authentic world-history, on the other hand, ‘has a double significa-
tion’.” First, it is ‘the historizing of the world in its essential existent unity
with Dasein’.7 That is, it is the historical character of the world freed of
its alienated state and grounded in Dasein. In this case, historiology inves-
tigates not past entities and events — taken as present-at-hand — but ‘the
disclosure of historical entities’.” It investigates the ontological structure
that enables such things to be historical at all and allows Dasein to thema-
tise the past.”® Second, authentic world-history signifies ‘the “historizing”
within-the-world of what is ready-to-hand and present-at-hand, insofar
as entities within-the-world are, in every case, discovered with the facti-
cally existent world’.”” In this case, authentic historiology does investigate
entities and events of the past, but precisely on the basis of the ontological
structure addressed in the first signification — the disclosure of historical
entities.

Thus, authentic world-history can be taken to designate both the
historical character of a world, insofar as that character is grounded in
Dasein’s historicality, and the historical character of entities and events
insofar as they are, in turn, part of such a world of significance. Historical
artifacts, for instance, are characterised by being things of the ‘past’. But
this past is ‘nothing else than that world within which they belonged to
a context of equipment and were encountered as ready-to-hand and used
by a concernful Dasein who was-in-the-world’.”® “That wor/d is no longer.

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco.coniterms-of -use



EBSCOhost -

80 | HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGY OF EVENTS

But what was formerly within-the-world with respect to that world is still
present-at-hand.””’

Additionally, it should at least be noted again that because Dasein as
being-in-the-world is Mitsein, the world-historical fabric is woven through
the Mitwelt or with-world. More fundamentally: ‘if fateful [schicksalhafte]
Dasein, as being-in-the-world, exists essentially in being-with Others, its
historizing is a co-historizing [Mitgeschehen] and is determinative for it as
destiny [Geschick]. This is how we designate the historizing of the com-
munity, of a people.’®

These considerations about Dasein’s historicality and world-history
frame two important conditions for the project of fundamental ontology.
First, the conceptual, linguistic, equipmental, affective, interpretive, and
so on, matrices in terms of which Dasein understands its own existence
and, in turn, being are defined by the factical, historical context into which
it is thrown. We seem to be thrown into the context of the metaphysical
tradition which determines the terms in which we understand our own
existence and understand being. The problem is that metaphysics is insuf-
ficient for ontology. This is a rather standard Heideggerian point. But it
leads to the second and more fundamental condition.

Namely, the way that Dasein’s existence is shaped by the historical
framework of metaphysics produces a fundamental alienation of Dasein
from itself. As seen above, Dasein is its factical having-been and is its
futural projection, that is, Dasein is historical. Although this historicality
is the ontological ground for any distinct world-historical configuration,
it always and only exists as situated within a concrete world-historical
configuration. That is, Dasein exists always as thrown into a concrete facti-
cal situation and projects its future on its basis. Moreover, understanding
and interpretation are part of Dasein’s very historical existence. By inter-
preting, understanding, and projecting itself in terms of its metaphysical-
historical situation, Dasein exists as metaphysical. It exists as alienated from
itself. Obviously, this does not mean that Dasein is in fact a metaphysical
thing (for instance, a substance or a subject), but that in its existential
make-up, the horizon of its understanding of its own existence and the
horizon of possibilities it projects for itself are determined by the horizon
of metaphysics. The problem is that this is a false horizon. It obscures the
possibility that Dasein might enquire into the nature of being by enquir-
ing into its own existence.

The analysis of history in Sein und Zeit develops a basis for address-
ing these conditions and setting ontology on the right track. It operates
on different, but intertwined, levels: (1) it problematises the historical-
conceptual foundations of metaphysics and thus the grip they have on our
understanding. This generates a space in which metaphysics as a whole
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can be problematised. It also indicates specific ways we might break with
the foundations of the metaphysical tradition, develop better ontological
concepts and methods, and employ them to reformulate the question of
being. (2) The analysis of history advances a transformation of human
existence itself: by problematising the foundations of metaphysics, the
human being’s understanding of itself in metaphysical terms is problema-
tised.®! It is forced to confront the question of its own existence without
the benefit of metaphysical concepts in terms of which it might define
itself. The transformation is initiated when the human being reinterprets
itself phenomenologically on the basis of its distinctive ontico-ontological
characteristic (that it is a being for whom its own being is an issue), and
thus as Dasein. By reformulating the question about being on this basis,
Dasein can work to remedy its state of alienation, understand its own
existence more authentically, and develop a better understanding of being.
This transformation is obviously complex. It does not amount to simply
disavowing the history of metaphysics or its impact on one’s existence, for
Dasein is historical, and so ‘the inquiry into being . . . is itself character-
ized by historicality’.®* Nevertheless, Heidegger holds that we have been
thrown factically into the framework of metaphysics and its history. Thus,

the ownmost meaning of being which belongs to the inquiry into being as
an historical inquiry, gives us the assignment of inquiring into the history
of that inquiry itself, that is, of becoming historiological. In working out
the question of being, we must heed this assignment, so that by positively
making the past our own, we may bring ourselves into full possession of the
ownmost possibilities of such inquiry. The question of the meaning of being
must be carried through by explicating Dasein beforehand in its temporality
and historicality; the question thus brings itself to the point where it under-
stands itself as historiological.®

The focus on historical alienation gets carried over to Beitrige in a new
form that moves beyond the frame of the existential analysis of Dasein.
There, the issue of breaking with the history of metaphysics becomes mag-
nified in the concept of an historical event generating another beginning

for thought.

7 The historical alienation of Dasein from its ground
in Beitrdge

Heidegger’s concept of event — in both its historical and ontological forms
— is defined in the context of his post-Kehre philosophy. That philosophy
is generated via an evolution along an axis of ground proceeding from the
formulation of Dasein as the condition for the possibility of ontology.
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Yet, one of the defining features of Heidegger’s Kebre is its shift from
explaining being on the basis of Dasein’s existence to explaining Dasein’s
existence on the basis of being. We can make sense of this by applying a
diagenic distinction: the turn happens when Heidegger’s methodology
drives him beyond the existential analysis of Dasein to a more profound
level of ground at which he begins to articulate being in terms of features,
structures, or processes diagenically and ontologically prior to Dasein. In
a certain sense (though not with respect to the movement along a diagenic
axis), this parallels the Schellingian shift from a transcendental idealism
describing the subject to a Naturphilosophie that tells the story of the con-
stitution or emergence of the subject on the basis of non-subjective onto-
logical processes. As an extension of Heidegger’s shift, the distortion and
alienation belonging to metaphysics are no longer understood as simply
grounded in Dasein’s existence and preserved in artefacts of the Minwels,
but rather as part of the ontological and ontic make-up of the field or
world itself in which Dasein exists.

With Heidegger’s Kehre comes a terminological distinction between
‘Dasein’ and ‘Da-sein’. While the former continues to refer to the human
being, the latter is a technical term for both (1) the field or world in which
Dasein lives, which in the epoch of metaphysics is a field of distortion and
alienation, but in another epoch might be quite different, and (2) the onto-
logical features of that field or world that are diagenically prior to Dasein
and make its structure of existence possible. ‘A history [Geschichte]’, that
is, an historical epoch, is ‘a style of Da-sein’.** It is important to empha-
sise the position of this field in the ontology Beitrige presents: ‘Da-sein
has its origin [Ursprung] in the event and in the turning of the event’.*s
This means that ultimately we will have to understand the constitution of
Da-sein in terms of the structure of beyng as event (see Chapter 5). More
specifically, as Heidegger’s post-Kehre work comes to designate the event’s
onto-genesis of worlds of beings in terms of the ‘essence of truth’ or ‘truth
of beyng’, ‘Da-sein is to be grounded only as, and in, the truth of beyng’.5

We must be careful, though, for this ‘grounding’ has two senses, both
of which will be important. In one, it is indeed the story of the onto-
genesis of Da-sein. But there is another sense: in the epoch of metaphysics
Da-sein is a field alienated from its ground and, in this context, ground-
ing additionally refers to the process whereby that alienation is resolved
and Da-sein is realigned with or set back into its ground. Moreover, since
Da-sein comprises the structures of beyng that make Dasein possible,
while Dasein’s alienation is an alienation from its own being (narrowly)
and from beyng (broadly), the remedy to Dasein’s alienation is directly
related to the grounding of Da-sein in the second sense. “The grounding
— not creating [Erschaffung] — is, from the side of humans . . . a matter of
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letting the ground be [Grund-sein-lassen]. Thereby humans once again
come to themselves and win back selfhood [Selbst-sein].’®”

To be sure, ‘self and ‘selthood’ here refer in no way to a metaphysical
subject identical with ‘itself’ through the duration of time. In Heidegger’s
use, I take ‘selfhood’ to mean Dasein’s existence in a state of minimal self-
alienation, previously expressed in Sein und Zeit in terms of authenticity.
I take ‘self’ to refer to Dasein’s ground in the form of what Heidegger
calls ‘das Eigentum’; as he puts it, ‘the origin of the self is the domain
of what is proper [Eigen-tum]’.*® Rojcewicz and Vallega-Neu translate
‘das Eigentum’ as ‘domain of what is proper’, but I often use ‘domain of
propriety’ or simply ‘propriety’ instead. Das Eigentum is the structure of
propriety that makes selthood possible — a structure generated in the logic
of beyng as event, namely, its ‘Er-eignis’ or ‘appropriation’. But more on
this in Chapter 5.

Heidegger’s ‘event’ at the historical level is a function of the alienation
emblemised by metaphysics — namely, it is a transformative rupture in
which that alienation is remedied. What, then, are the forms of aliena-
tion with which he is concerned in Beitrige? The prime terms describing
the field of distortion in which alienated Dasein lives, that is, Da-sein as
constituted in the historical epoch of metaphysics, are Seinsverlassenbeit
(‘the abandonment by being’) and its counterpart, Seinsvergessenheit (‘the
forgottenness of being’). While ‘the abandonment by being’ applies espe-
cially to forms of the self-alienation involved in the structure of being, ‘the
forgottenness of being’ names the abandonment of being insofar as it is
manifested in human thought and experience; it is the abandonment by
being that is operative in human existence. The two can be distinguished
diagenically: ‘the abandonment by being is the ground of the forgotten-
ness of being’.¥” Both are expressed in a variety of modes, the most central
of which Heidegger calls ‘Machenschaft’ (machination), ‘Vor-stellung’
(representation), and ‘Erlebnis’ (lived experience).

These modes are consequences of a more originary distortion essen-
tial to the structure of beyng as event itself. Namely, in Heidegger’s
words, the abandonment by being has ‘arisen from the distorted essence
of beyng [Unwesen des Seyns] through machination’.”® Explaining the
precise nature of this distorted essence will be important when we come
to Heidegger’s ontological concept of event, again in Chapter 5. In fact,
explaining its ontological constitution in terms of historical alienation is
impossible, since the former is the ground making the latter possible. For
now, the important idea is that the different modes of the abandonment
by being ‘are merely emanations [Ausstrahlungen] from an intricate and
obdurate dissimulation [Verstellung] of the essence of beyng, especially
of its fissure [Zerkliiftung]’, a dissimulation that results from a tendency

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco.coniterms-of -use



EBSCOhost -

84 | HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGY OF EVENTS

structurally inherent to beyng.”’ As we will see later, this tendency is a
counterpart of the event’s logic of Er-eignis or appropriation, namely, that
of ‘Enteignis’ or ‘expropriation’.” If ‘Er-eignis’ names the genesis of struc-
tural propriety (das Eigentum), ‘Enteignis’ names the genesis of a corelative
structural alienation. Together these are the basic lattice of Da-sein. The
tendency belonging to the logic of the event to generate self-distortion and
alienation is what Heidegger calls the ‘distorted essence’ of beyng. And
just as appropriation serves as the ground for whatever selthood Dasein
might attain, expropriation serves as the ground for the different modes of
historical alienation. At the historical level, referring in part to Nietzsche,
Heidegger writes that ‘in this era [of metaphysics], “beings” (that which we
call the “actual,” “life,” “values”) are expropriated [enteignet] of beyng’.”®
Beings — especially Dasein — are in a state of expropriation from their
ground (beyng or the event).

Something further and truly elegant must be added to this picture, even
if it cannot be unpacked until later. In Heidegger’s ontology, ‘Er-eignis’
and ‘Enteignis’ name the very same logic of the event (Ereignis) — as we
shall see, the differential logic noted earlier — insofar as it simultaneously
generates propriety or ‘self and alienation from propriety. Propriety and
alienation from propriety are co-determinate: each is what it is insofar as
it is differentiated from the other. But this means that each has a constitu-
tive structural reference to the other, without which it would not be at all.
The consequence for Dasein is that its ‘self’ is co-constituted by alienation
from that self; its ‘self is rooted in both propriety and alienation, and thus
it is fractured from the ground up. Better said, Dasein’s ‘self’ is a tension or
distension between propriety and alienation, each constituting and simul-
taneously undermining the other. This is the logic at the root of Dasein’s
‘disclosedness’: to exist, for Dasein, is to be continuously torn apart.”* This
also means that ultimately we must understand Dasein’s alienation not
simply in terms of expropriation from propriety, but in terms of expropria-
tion from the structural distension or self-problematising logic upon which
Dasein is grounded, that is, the obscuration or concealment of that disten-
sion. Such an obscuration is found, for example, in the metaphysical con-
ception of Dasein as a self-identical subject persisting through time (a stable
domain of propriety of which various attributes can be predicated). This all
sounds very mysterious at this point, though, and it will remain so until we
reconstruct the logic of the event by way of Heidegger’s ontology of truth.

In the epoch of metaphysics, machination, representation, and lived
experience are the core modes of alienation determining Da-sein and,
consequently, Dasein. To reconstruct the basic form of Heidegger’s con-
cept of an historical event, two tasks remain: explaining the nature of these
modes and explaining the way they might be resolved and broken with.
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In Heidegger’s account, beyng as event is essentially self-problematis-
ing and structurally incomplete — it is not objectively present, fully deter-
minate, or exhaustively representable. Because of this, it is interminably
question-worthy. The idea here is not simply that questioning beyng leads
to rich results, but rather that any ontology produced as an answer to the
question of beyng is necessarily incomplete and, if its method is properly
grounded, is perpetually driven to question again and again. Machination
is the obscuration of this problematic or question-worthy character of
beyng that is enabled by the distorted essence of beyng and manifested
historically in a prevalence of the Seiendheir of beings and their ontic
presence, determinacy, representability, measurability, and makeability: in
short, ‘within machination, there is nothing question-worthy’.”

The eclipse of beyng and its question-worthy character is expressed and
reinforced in a variety of ways that contribute to the overall dominance
of machination. These revolve around the determination of everything
there is on the basis of ontic moino1g (‘making’ or ‘bringing-forth’) in cor-
relation with téyvn (‘know-how’). I shall distinguish ‘ontic poiesis’ from
‘ontological poiesis’: the former has a negative connotation and refers to
the makeability of beings as such within the framework of zechne; the latter
has an affirmative connotation and refers to the genetic character of beyng
and to the ways in which human beings can articulate and preserve that
character in creative works like art, poetry, and philosophy. When beyng
is obscured by the presence of beings, the ontic poietic character of beings
as such — that is, in their Seiendhpeir — is freed to dominate. In the age of
machination ‘everything “is made” and “can be made,” if only the “will” to
it is summoned up’.” As Vallega-Neu emphasises, Heidegger’s conception
of machination is rooted historically in Greek thought: ‘in the overpower-
ing of phusis through techne'.”” Nonetheless, Heidegger suggests that the
historical dominance of machination becomes rozal for the first time in
Christianity.

In Christianity, God is the ultimate craftsman. He takes on the role
of an absolute foundation for beings, a foundation that — in place of the
self-problematising character of beyng — is not intrinsically problematic
or self-destabilising at all. Despite theological claims to the contrary, the
traditional characteristics assigned to God are characteristics of Seiendbeit
carried to the maximal degree: if every being must be one, God is perfectly
simple; if every being must be self-identical through the duration of its
existence, God is self-identical to such a degree that He is beyond dura-
tion; if beings have causal power, God is perfectly powerful and the cause
of all that exists; if beings might have only imperfect knowledge, God has
perfect knowledge; and so on. As a being, God is the prime ontic cause
of the universe and its beings, which are His product: ‘every being is
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explained in its origin as an ens creatum, the creator is what is most certain,
and beings are the effect of this cause which 7s most eminently’.”® To be a
being, in other words, is to be something essentially makeable and made
by another being, and reality is understood on the basis of an ultimate
principle of ontic production.

If the early Christian tradition universalised the framework of machina-
tion by grounding reality in God the maker, the early modern scientific
revolution places the makeability of beings in human hands. The domain
of beings becomes mathematically quantifiable, calculable, and manipula-
ble down to the finest detail via human technology — at least in principle.
Simultaneously, representability gets pushed to a total saturation of real-
ity. Machination is

that interpretation of beings as representable and represented. Representable
means, on the one hand, accessible in opinion and calculation and, on
the other hand, providable in production and implementation. All that is
thought on the grounds that beings as such are the represented, and only the
represented is a being.”

Leibniz’s reciprocal principles of sufficient reason and the identity of indis-
cernibles provide a good image of the kind of infinite representability
Heidegger has in mind.'” If Leibniz’s system understands determination
in terms of the predication of a subject, while a concept is sufficient to
the degree that it represents the subject’s infinite chain of predicates, then
no things in reality are in principle unrepresentable. Indeed, according
to these principles there is one sufficient concept for each distinct thing
and one distinct thing for each concept; that is, for each thing there is a
concept that has an infinite comprehension and an extension of one.'”!
For a concept to adequately represent its object it must have infinite com-
prehension: it must contain 2/ the object’s predicates (in the right order).
Since two things between which no difference can be discerned are in
fact one and the same thing, such a concept applies to one and only one
thing. In contrast, if a concept has a finite comprehension, that is, if it does
not contain all its object’s predicates, its extension increases (in principle
indefinitely, even if not in fact). The concept is no longer adequate to its
object, since there are determinations in the object not represented in the
concept. Any concept with an extension greater than one is therefore a
generality: it ranges over any object bearing the concept’s predicates, but it
is inadequate to any of them. The objects ranged over can be distinguished
numerically as particular instances of the concept, but not adequately,
since the concept fails precisely with respect to the differences individuat-
ing one from another. The goal of representation is thus to become total:
to infinitely saturate the predicates of the beings represented.'*
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As a more current illustration, the ideal of machination is carried to
the ‘gigantic’ (das Riesenhafie) in the Kardashev scale dreamt of by astro-
physicists and science-fiction writers.'® This scale proposes to measure the
development of a society according to three grand levels of energy control.
The first marks a hypothetical society that has grown able to capture, store,
and use all the energy radiated to its planet by the star at the centre of its
solar system. A ‘level two’ society could capture the energy produced by its
star in total and control that energy — as well as the star itself — for its own
purposes. A ‘level three’ society would have attained total control of the
energy output of an entire galaxy. When carried to the logical conclusion —
total poietic and technological control of the universe — the Kardashevian
dream merges the modern image of the human being as poietic wielder of
technology with the Christian image of God as maker. To compliment
this image of machination at the level of the gigantic, Rick Sanchez’s car
battery powered by a fabricated internal ‘microverse’ containing a ‘mini-
verse’ containing a ‘teenyverse’ carries it to the infinitely small.!* Both the
Sanchez battery and the Kardashev scale express the idea of total poietic
technological dominance over a reality made measurable and manipulable
by the mathematical sciences. Vallega-Neu captures the idea well:

machination and lived experience are completed insofar as they encounter
no more boundaries. In the gigantic, beings are discovered through their
boundless calculability and makeability. Any being is always already dis-
covered as quantitatively calculable. Indeed, what beings are, their guale, is
understood as quantity.'®”

Within the framework of machinational metaphysics, the eclipse of the
self-problematising, question-worthy character of beyng goes hand in
hand with a general view that there is nothing at all that is irreducibly
problematic. As Heidegger puts it, for machination ‘there is no problem
that is not solvable, and the solution is merely a matter of number applied
to time, space, and force’.'” This view is opposed to what I call the ‘onto-
logical realism about problems” argued for by Albert Lautman and Gilles
Deleuze (who very much drew upon Heidegger to make their cases).'””
Nonetheless, in Heidegger’s view the problematic, question-worthy char-
acter of beyng is structural and thus cannot be entirely eliminated from
the world. Under the determination of machination, this question-worthy
character is encountered in sublimated forms defined within the bounds
of the machinery of representation. Heidegger calls the kind of experience
available within such bounds ‘Erlebnis’ or ‘lived experience’. He critiqued
lived experience in several contexts during his career and a full picture
would require piecing together his engagement with post-Kantian philos-
ophy. But this would take us far afield. The important connection to make
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here is that in Beitrige Heidegger emphasises the way lived experience
expresses a transformed, tamed form of the self-problematising, question-
worthy character of beyng. Lived experience reduces the question-worthy
and the inherently problematic to simple curiosities and the type of prob-
lems that disappear once their solutions are discovered.

Since ... machination dispels and eradicates question-worthiness and
brands it as downright deviltry, and since this destruction . .. is perhaps
at bottom not fully possible, therefore this age is still in need of that which
allows — in the manner proper to the age, i.e., machinationally — some valid-
ity to what is worthy of question and yet at the same time makes it innocu-
ous. That is the accomplishment of lived experience.'

Lived experience reinforces the alienation of Dasein by sublimating
Dasein’s encounter with the pre-representational, problematic, question-
worthy character of its self and of being and rendering it innocuous. The
key is that it does this in forms of experience that are enticing enough to
hold one’s attention (or the attention of a community), but that are cap-
tured within the machinational focus on Seiendheit and its apparatus of
representation. Rather than being struck by the problematic character of
oneself, one’s attention is captured by skydiving or watching crime dramas
on TV. Rather than looking into the question-worthy character of being,
one becomes obsessed with conspiracy theories or solving logistics prob-
lems to make a business more profitable. “Lived experience,” understood
here as the basic form of representation belonging to the machinational
and the basic form of abiding therein, is the publicness (accessibility to
everyone) of the mysterious, i.e., the exciting, provocative, stunning, and
enchanting.”'””

Crucially, for Heidegger the domination by machination, represen-
tation, and lived experience extends to the form of truth predominant
in our historical framework. As is well known, he describes part of the
problematic, question-worthy character of being in terms of concealment,
which — together with unconcealment — is one of the syngenic elements in
his conception of the essence of truth. However, in machination the very
fact of concealment is eclipsed: being conceals itself and its inclination to
do so is carried into the modes of concealment shaping worlds of beings.
In machination there is no room to recognise that this sort of thing has
occurred. ‘Not only is it denied in principle that anything could be con-
cealed; more decisively, self-concealment as such is in no way admitted
as a determining power.''* Consequently, machination entails an obscu-
ration of the essence of truth and the predominance of a sublimated,
derivative form of truth: ““machination” is the name for a specific truth of

beings (of the beingness of beings). We grasp this beingness first and fore-
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most as objectivity (beings as objects of representation).’!!! In Heidegger’s
view ontological structures of concealment and unconcealment form the
diagenic ground of propositional truth. But with machination truth as
propositional representation in the form of adequation, correctness, cor-
respondence, and measurability reigns supreme and reinforces the modern
ontic poietic view of reality. As we will see in the following chapter, pre-
cisely this is part of the reason Heidegger argues that to generate an his-
torical event or rupture with the framework of machinational metaphysics
our philosophical efforts must be directed to an enquiry into the essence
of truth.

Before moving on it must be emphasised that machination and its man-
ifestation in derivative forms of truth are not simply products of human
negligence. Their ultimate ground is not in Dasein’s existence, as that
of historical alienation was in Sein und Zeir. Rather, they are grounded
more originarily in the structure of beyng and expressed in the historical
formation of Da-sein in which Dasein exists. ““Machination’ is at first a
type of human comportment, and then suddenly and properly it means
the reverse: the essence (distorted essence) of beyng in which the ground
of the possibility of “undertakings” is first rooted.”"'? In Heidegger’s post-
Kehre conception of truth, the essence of truth is a dynamic of being that
enables the determination of Da-sein and, in turn, worlds of beings. In
this picture, machination is moreover a way in which the distorted essence
or abandonment by beyng is determined in truth. “The abandonment by
being is basically [im Grunde] an essential decay [Ver-wesung] of beyng.
Its essence is distorted [verstdrt] and only in that way does it bring itself
into truth, namely, [in the epoch of metaphysics] as the correctness of
representation.’'"?

8 Er-griindung (fathoming the ground) and the historical
sense of ‘event’ in Beitrdge

In its first form, Heidegger’s event is a rupture within the historical
framework of metaphysics and its expression in machination, representa-
tion, and lived experience. If it were to happen, it would entail a remedy
of Dasein’s existential alienation (to the degree possible), establish the
ground for a transformation of the historical character or style of Da-sein,
and initiate the other beginning for thought suggested to be necessary for
philosophy. But how is this all supposed to happen?

Heidegger’s way of talking about this type of historical transformation
is often suggestive of a mysterious quasi-agency of beyng that does not
appear to me to have serious justification. Obviously, he would deny the
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way I have just stated this since he holds that ‘agency’ is a concept belong-
ing to metaphysics. Nonetheless, his emphasis on the ‘sent’ or ‘destined’
(geschickz) character of history, for example, can make it appear that the
occurrence of an historical event is really up to beyng, while human beings
are just along for the ride, ready in the wings to ‘preserve’ beyng when-
ever it happens to reveal itself. Many Heidegger scholars seem inclined to
accept this picture in one form or another. I call it the ‘fatalist’ interpreta-
tion of Heidegger’s event. In this view, perhaps the best one could hope
for is having some extraordinary luck and seemingly mystical insight that
would allow them to capture something of beyng in a great work of art or
poetry. This sort of mystical inclination is certainly present in Heidegger’s
work — to its detriment — but not exclusively so: it is doubled by a proper
argumentative methodology, and this is what we should focus on if his
ontology of events is to have value for philosophy today. The mystical
fatalist interpretation is not only philosophically unsatistying, it brings
to a halt a critical approach to this topic. Generally speaking, scholarship
which relies on such mysticism to deal with the later Heidegger side-
steps the formidable philosophical work his texts contain, which should
be worked out and evaluated in explicit terms. Not doing so opens the
door to ideological appropriations of his ontology — something of which
we must remember Heidegger himself was guilty. Without a doubt, in his
philosophy historical events — including the one in question now — might
occur because of historical forces out of the hands of any particular human
being(s). But contrary to the fatalist interpretation, the event pertaining
to the historical framework of metaphysics is also something that can be
accomplished by human effort. In Heidegger’s texts we can find a distinc-
tive method for this and we should deal with the topic in philosophical,
not mystical terms.

In my view, the fatalist interpretation fetishises the powerlessness
of Dasein in the face of the history of being. No doubt, the historical
event would occur in the historical framework in which human beings
live. It would be a transformation of Da-sein, and thereby of ontologi-
cal structures that exert a determining force on Dasein. In this way, the
event would be something that happens 70 human beings. But, if we look
at what Heidegger’s philosophy actually does (not simply what it says) and
the connection of his productive logic of Grundlegung with the concept
of Er-griindung used in Beitrige, it undeniably supports an ‘active’ role for
human beings in bringing about the historical event. For those who dislike
the term ‘active’, we can say that Dasein can put in an effort, endeavour, or
comport itself towards bringing about the event. A first piece of evidence
for this is the work that Heidegger produced: despite his meditations on
the ‘destiny’ of history and his serious personal shortcomings, much of

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco.coniterms-of -use



HISTORICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL SENSES OF ‘EVENT’ | 91

Heidegger’s career was an effort to accomplish such an event by doing
philosophy.

The human effort involves a self-transformation of the human being, a
transformation from the state in which one is existentially determined by
metaphysical alienation to one realigned with beyng as event. In part, this
would involve a revision of one’s understanding of the world such that
it would no longer be governed by the erroneous commitments of meta-
physics but rather be worked out on an appropriate ontological basis. We
have already begun to see how this works generally in terms of the diagenic
evolution of Heidegger’s ontology. In Sein und Zeit, if I do ontology and
this endeavour progresses along a diagenic axis, with transformations of
the account produced marking different stages along that axis, and ontol-
ogy proceeds via the existential analytic of Dasein, then this endeavour
entails a transformation of my very existence. This is the process of becom-
ing more authentic. Heidegger’s Kehre prompts a recalibration and broad-
ening of this idea. Beitrige presents it as a collection of processes under the
heading ‘Er-griindung’ or ‘fathoming the ground’, which I take to be the
central term describing Dasein’s role in resolving its own alienation and
bringing about the historical event. We can clarify this term by putting
it into context with the broader conception of ‘ground’ in Beitrige and
marking an important diagenic distinction.

The core notion of ground in Beitrdge is ‘Grund der Mdoglichkeit’
(‘ground of possibility’), which appears in a more developed form as ‘das
Sichverbergen im tragenden Durchragen’ (‘self-concealing in a protruding
that bears’).""* Explaining what on earth that odd formulation means will
have to wait until Chapter 6. For now, we can mark two main sub-divi-
sions of this concept. The first is ‘das urspriingliche Griinden des Grundes’
(‘the original grounding of the ground’) which is also expressed in shorter
form as the ‘gritndende Grund’ (‘grounding ground’); the second is ‘er-
griinden’ (‘to fathom the ground’) or ‘Er-griindung’ (‘fathoming the
ground’).'”

The first designates the grounding character belonging to beyng as
event, that is, the nature of the event insofar as it generates, maintains,
undermines, and distorts itself as a ground that can bear things grounded
on or in it. Grounding ground is tightly related to the event’s structures of
truth and time-space and it has the three modalities listed earlier: Ab-grund
(abyssal ground), Ur-grund (primordial ground), and Un-grund (distorted
ground).

In contrast, Er-griindung or fathoming the ground designates not a
character of beyng, but a set of grounding operations at the level of human
existence. It can be called ‘fathoming’ in English in the sense of plumb-
ing the depths of an ocean’s abyss (the profond in French) to discover and

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco.coniterms-of -use



EBSCOhost -

92 | HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGY OF EVENTS

grasp what might be there. Its verbal form — ‘er-griinden’ — highlights
the fact that grounding is something human beings can do. We can, for
instance, do ontology to plumb the depths of the ground structure of
beyng (grounding ground). The different operations comprised by fath-
oming the ground are diagenically derivative in relation to grounding
ground, which makes them possible in the first place. If fathoming takes
place in the game of grounding and grounded terms, grounding ground is
the origination of the game itself. Insofar as human existence is alienated
from itself and from beyng, fathoming the ground comprises modes in
which we might remedy that alienation and keep from forgetting beyng. It
pertains to the relation of human existence to beyng as event and, in a dis-
tinctive way, to the event’s character as grounding ground. In Heidegger’s
words, fathoming the ground describes ways in which ‘grounding ground,
as such, is attained and taken up’ by human existence.''®

The kind of thought that belongs to fathoming the ground is anfing-
liche Denken (inceptual thinking) or Besinnung (meditation). In contrast
to representational thought and its form in propositional judgements,
inceptual thinking moves to the ontological ground enabling the former
to be possible at all. In doing so, it replicates the three movements of
ontology in Beitrige: (1) It moves from a state of alienation towards that
state’s ground in beyng as event. It does this via different stages elaborated
in the text (‘Anklang’ or ‘resonating’, “Zuspiel’ or ‘interplay’, ‘Sprung’
or ‘leap’, and ‘Griindung’ or ‘grounding’).""” In this sequence, medita-
tive inceptual thinking has a distinctive focus: it questions into different
aspects of the problematic of beyng, but especially ‘into the truth of beyng’
where ‘the questioning of truth is the leap into its essence and thereby
into beyng itself’."® The question of truth, in other words, plays a special
role in inceptual thinking and the fathoming it performs. In this context,
the ‘leap’ must not be confused with anything like a ‘leap of faith” or
blind commitment. Rather, it names the diagenic methodological move-
ment whereby Grundlegung goes beyond an existing set of Grundbegriffe
to articulate the ground supporting them."” Inceptual thinking does this
in its treatment of truth. The second movement (2) performed by incep-
tual thinking or meditation is to think the structure of beyng as event,
that is, the ground of the other beginning. This is where thought lands in
its ‘leap’. On that basis, the third movement (3) is the one promised but
somewhat neglected by Heidegger: inceptual thinking is to return from
the event to what the event grounds. It is to rethink the domain of Da-sein
in a properly grounded way: if, when ‘grasped primordially’, ‘the begin-
ning is beyng itself as event’, then ‘inceptual thinking’ is ‘thinking out of
the beginning’.'*

Heidegger distinguishes two main types of Er-griindung, each of which
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in turn has various modes. The first is a ‘creative’ form of grounding con-
nected to his concept of ‘building’ (‘bauen’). It is creative in the sense
of building on a ground or ‘bring[ing] something to the ground’ and
Heidegger sees it exemplified in the ontological poietic character of great
art and poetry.'?' In contrast to ‘forgetting’ beyng, creative grounding is
an operation through which human existence builds such a work that
preserves an exposure of the essence of truth and the nature of the event in
the world. Art and poetry certainly have important places in Heidegger’s
philosophy of events. However, for the reasons given in my Introduction I
think it is a mistake to take them — and this creative mode of Er-griindung
— as the prime context in which to understand this concept. Heidegger’s
description of creative grounding also relies a bit heavily on the idea of
historically fated watershed figures (van Gogh, Hélderlin, etc.) who seem
to be granted some mystical facility with beyng.'* I have received no such
gift, so my hope is that philosophy might through an explicit sequence of
thinking access and articulate a proper conception of beyng in an intelligi-
ble manner. In my mind, if we were to de-mystify the artistic facility, this
would be an improvement on Heidegger’s philosophy of art and poetry.

The philosophical approach is captured better in the second main type
of Er-griindung, which is described as ‘den Grund als griindenden wesen
lassen’ (‘to let the ground essentially occur as grounding’).'” The ‘letting’
involved here entails a complex relation between ways Dasein might com-
port itself towards its ontological ground and ways that ground determines
Dasein. Though I briefly address the second half of this in a moment, I
will return to it in more detail in Chapter 3. For now, my focus is on the
former, since it encompasses the human effort, which can be applied to the
task of doing the philosophy of the event and generating another begin-
ning for thought — that is, to bringing about the historical event. It again
includes a subset of related modes found not only in Heidegger’s descrip-
tion of the concept, but in the work his texts perform.

The first, which we see consistently active in Heidegger’s texts, is
the methodological movement of Grundlegung described in Chapter 1.
This makes the subsequent modes of this kind of fathoming the ground
possible. In this mode, fathoming is the way in which human existence
engages in a radical science that enquires into the nature of being, pro-
gressing along a series of renditions of the ontological problematic arrayed
on a diagenic axis. Each rendition is generated by problematising the
Grundbegriffe of a previous rendition. One tracks the logic implicit in the
features of being that are articulated by those Grundbegriffe (but exceeding
the account they offer) to a more originary standpoint. On that basis, one
then recasts Grundbegriffe to articulate being in a more appropriate way,
that is, one lays new grounds for the ontological problematic. The account
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constituted thereby enables a reconfiguration of that problematic field.
This sense of fathoming the ground describes precisely the diagenic evolu-
tion of Heidegger’s ontology that I have begun to trace.

When this methodological movement is applied within the sphere
of human existence, we find a second, closely related sense of fathom-
ing the ground. Namely, this is the way human existence uncovers its
own ground, regaining ownership of itself from the alienation involved
in inauthenticity, machination, representation, lived experience, and the
historical framework of metaphysics more broadly. In this human perspec-
tive, Heidegger describes the grounding involved as a matter of ‘letting
the ground be’ (Grund-sein-lassen) whereby ‘humans once again come
to themselves and win back selfhood’.’** In this context, wesen lassen or
sein lassen is an extension of a mode of comportment involved in what
Heidegger calls ‘freedom’ in his essay ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ (see
Chapter 3, section 2). Freedom is not the volition of a subject, but a way
Dasein contributes to letting beings be (das Seinlassen von Seiendem) by
being attentive to their ontological ground and preserving the experience
of those beings as so grounded. Beirrige’s discussion of this emphasises
the attention of human existence to its own ground or its ‘self’. As we
saw eatlier, this self is not the personal self of a subject: ‘selthood is more
originary than any I or thou or we’.'® It is rather the event’s structure of
propriety (Eigentum) (and, I suggest, alienation from propriety), which
forms a basic structure of Da-sein. Winning back ‘selthood’ refers to the
way alienated human existence might incrementally resolve its alienation
or become properly grounded. This entails rearticulating oneself and one’s
understanding of the world on the basis of the event rather than the
terms of metaphysics. Heidegger puts this as follows: ‘the relation back
[Riickbezug] which is named in terms of “self,” to “itself,” with “itself,”
and for “itself” has its essence in appropriation [Eignung]’; ‘the domain of
what is proper [Eigentum]’ is ‘the ground of selfhood’.'*

There is another important operation of fathoming the ground that
is a bit counterintuitive: according to Heidegger, Da-sein needs to get
grounded by Dasein. Since the configuration of Da-sein in the epoch of
metaphysics is one of alienation, it makes sense that Da-sein should get
grounded. But the way this is suggested to happen here is strange, since
Dasein is grounded by Da-sein. How should what is grounded ground its
ground? The idea clearly cannot be that Dasein is to serve as the ground
making Da-sein possible. Rather, in Heidegger’s words, what occurs is
that humans ‘place themselves back into Da-sein, thereby grounding
Da-sein, in order thus to place themselves out into the truth of beyng’.'”
I take this to mean that Dasein’s act of regrounding itself simultaneously
contributes to grounding Da-sein. How? The idea relies on the fact that
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for Heidegger the ground of something is not somehow metaphysically
transcendent in relation to it, but immanent in its constitution."® Since
Da-sein is the ground enabling human existence, when the human being
‘forgets’ its ground it becomes alienated or expropriated from that ground
and seems unconnected to it. But what this means in terms of Da-sein
is that Da-sein has expropriated or alienated part of itself from itself via
human errancy. Thus, when the human being ‘places itself back into’ its
ground (Da-sein) and rethinks itself on that basis, Da-sein re-appropriates
itself: it is regrounded. Human existence grounds Da-sein.

Together, these senses of fathoming the ground describe the forms
that the human effort would take in working to develop a properly non-
metaphysical account of beyng (as event), to reground itself therein, and
to contribute to a transformation of Da-sein that would remedy its aliena-
tion. In other words, they describe a human effort to bring about the
historical event described by Heidegger. What I hope to have indicated
with this brief look at Er-griindung is that in his account, this is something
we can work to do. This does not negate the occurrence of other histori-
cal events that might simply be out of our hands. Yet is shows that we are
not stuck within a fatalistic world when it comes to a transformative rup-
ture with the historical framework of metaphysics and the generation of
another beginning for thought.

9 Conclusion

My intention in this chapter has been to distinguish between the histori-
cal and ontological senses of Heidegger’s concept of event, outline their
relations, and develop a broader account of the historical event. In the
following chapters I will shift to a reconstruction of the ontological sense
of event.

Dealing with both, I have argued, requires beginning with the ground-
work for ontology set in Sein und Zeit and showing the nature of the meth-
odological continuity between that groundwork and the conception of the
event in Heidegger’s post-Kehre work. By looking at the early account of
how the historical alienation we call ‘metaphysics’ is rooted in Dasein’s
existence, I have argued that fundamental ontology in the form of the
existential analytic incrementally remedies this alienation. This prefigures
the transformation to be found in the historical event described in his
later work. That transformation must be understood within the context
of the immanent, complex evolution of Heidegger’s problematic of being
in the Kehre, which goes beyond the form it took in the earlier existential
analytic. We have now seen how this changes the way historical alienation
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is understood. And we have seen the forms Dasein’s effort might take to
bring about the historical event. But we have not seen the specific way
those efforts are actually carried out in Heidegger’s philosophy.

In Chapter 3, I begin to deal with just that. There I track the diagenic
evolution of Heidegger’s ontology of truth via the productive logic of
Grundlegung as it moves from Sein und Zeit to perhaps the earliest text in
which the Kehre is evident: “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’. Doing so allows
me to show that Heidegger’s post-Kehre efforts to articulate ontological
structures diagenically prior to Dasein generate increasingly radical recon-
figurations of the historical framework of metaphysics. I focus on this
within the problematic of truth because it has a distinctive importance for
Heidegger’s problematic of being. In this context, my earlier treatment of
the groundwork for ontology in Sein und Zeit serves a second purpose: it
provides a basis for the methodological and ontological continuity between
the problem of resolving historical alienation and that of enquiring into
the essence of truth. In Sein und Zeit, both are grounded in Dasein’s
existence and addressed via the existential analytic. When Heidegger’s
post-Kehre work surpasses the existential analytic by moving farther along
a diagenic axis, this generates a new account according to which the his-
torical alienation discussed above is grounded in structures of being that
are articulated by the problematic of truth. In other words, we begin to
get a fuller account of the structure of Da-sein. I argue that the operations
of Er-griindung can be carried out (rather than just described) by pursuing
the problematic of truth; this is how historical alienation can eventually
get resolved, that is, how the historical event can be accomplished. But
this happens precisely because via the problematic of truth we are able to
generate an account of beyng as event, that is, of the ontological sense of
event.

As indicated, my approach to the event in the following chapters is
governed by a crucial point. It is true that the historical sense of event has
a temporary methodological priority insofar as giving an account of beyng
as event is beyond the metaphysical horizon of the ‘first beginning’. Thus,
giving such an account entails a transformative rupture of that horizon.
However, this is not contingent on the historical event, the situation is the
reverse. An account of beyng as event is not generated by analysing intra-
historical terms or even the domain of history, but by way of the question
of the ground enabling the domain of history, that is, of the structures of
beyng that make possible the determination of any historical configura-
tion. These are articulated via the question of the ontological essence of
truth. As Heidegger puts it, ‘the other beginning must be brought into
effect entirely out of beyng as event and out of the essential occurrence
of its truth and of the history of that truth’.'* Despite Heidegger’s con-
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cern with history and the occurrence of another historical beginning, this
beginning is to be accessed via the ontological problematic, that is, by
working out an account of beyng as event and thereby properly grounding
the domain of history. Said differently, the historical event occurs as a by-
product of the generation of a non-metaphysical account of beyng, that is,
of the event in its ontological sense. Chapters 3 to 5 deal with this, which
then allows me to elaborate Heidegger’s ontological concept of event in
terms of ‘ground’ and ‘time-space’ in Chapter 6.

Notes

1. Shechan, Making Sense of Heidegger.

2. EH.

3. EB.

4. Herrmann, Wege ins Ereignis.

5. Vallega-Neu, Heidegger’s Poictic Writings 1.

6. SZ 13/34. It should be noted that in Beitrige Heidegger argues that there is an
important difference between a condition of possibility and a ground. I discuss this in
Chapter 4.

7. Heidegger reserves the term ‘existence’ (‘Existenz’) for the being of Dasein.

8. GAG5 5/7.

9. GAGS5 347/274, 107/85.

10. In Heidegger’s 1936 summer lectures on Schelling he states the age he understands
himself to be working within: ““T'oday,” that does not mean this very day, nor this
year nor even this decade, but rather the whole transitional age from the nineteenth
to the twentieth century and at the same time this transition in its whole European
expansion’ (GA42 39/22).

11. Although, because Plato and Aristotle occupy transitional positions, their work is
liminal with respect to metaphysics, maintaining an exposure to a non-metaphysical
philosophical ground, which is why Heidegger returns to them so frequently.

12. GAG5 75/60.

13. GAG5 12/12.

14. On Heidegger’s concept of the fourfold, see Mitchell, 7be Fourfold: Reading the Late
Heidegger. Elsewhere, Mitchell notes that this concept first appears in Heidegger’s
1949 Bremen lectures (GA79) (Mitchell, ‘Translator’s Foreword’ to Heidegger,
Bremen and Freiburg Lectures, vii).

15. To be clear, Heidegger does not think he fully accomplishes this task, but has at least
made an attempt: ‘here [in Beitrige] already the thoughtful speaking of a philosophy
within the other beginning must be attempted’ (GAG65 4/6).

16. For more on this, see GA65 §166. Also, see for example WW, where he states that
‘essence is understood verbally’ (WW201/153).

17. GAG5 30/25, 8/9.

18. GAG5 27/23.

19. GAG5 58/47.

20. See Introduction pp. 5-6 above.

21. GA71 127/108, Heidegger’s italics on ‘sich’.

22. GA65 183/144.

23. Heidegger captures these senses in relation to his vocabulary of truth as follows, for

instance: (1) ‘the abyssal ground [Ab-grund] is also, and primarily, the originary
essence of the ground, of its grounding, of the essence of truth’, (2) “What is izs [the
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abyssal ground’s] mode of grounding? The abyssal ground is the staying away [Weg-
bleiben] of the ground’, and (3) ‘the excess [Ubermap] in the essence of beyng (self-
concealment)’ is ‘the self-withdrawing of measuring out [Ausmessung], because it
first lets arise and holds open the strife’ (GAG5 379/299, 249/196).

GAG5 29/25, 382/302.

On the ‘turning’ in question here, see GAG5 185/145: ‘das in sich kehrige Ereignis
(‘the intrinsically turning event’), 29/25, 34/29, 57/46, 95/76, and §255. For more on
‘appropriation’ and ‘expropriation’, see, for example, GA14 24-8/On Time and Being
19-23.

GA14 13/On Time and Being 9, 12/ On Time and Being 8.

GA14 13/On Time and Being 9.

EB 81. For Polt’s discussion regarding whether Ereignis is a singular, occasional, or
continual event, see £B 74-87.

WW195/149.

Hughes, Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition 3. For more, see ibid. 2-5. For an
instance where Deleuze addresses this, see Différence et répétition 224—6/173—4.
Deleuze did engage Heidegger’s philosophy of difference, particularly in the form of
the ontological difference between being and beings and the form presented in the
1957 Identitiit und Differenz. However, Deleuze did not have access to Beitrige ot
the related manuscripts, and thus he could not have seen Heidegger’s work on the
concept of difference in them.

GAG5 4/6.

Cf. Lautman’s account of mathematical theorisation, which I discuss in Bahoh,
‘Deleuze’s Theory of Dialectical Ideas’.

GAG5 5/6.

Metaphysics is unable to sufficiently account for its own ontological grounds and
this is a result of an inherent blockage: the constitution of metaphysics is a certain
eclipse of the ground enabling that constitution to occur. Metaphysics is constituted
by ontological distortion.

Meillassoux, After Finitude 8.

Gabriel, Transcendental Ontology vii.

Sokolowski has a nice discussion of this ‘egocentric predicament’ (/ntroduction ro
Phenomenology 9).

Heidegger discusses this in terms of the problem of truth in WW 178-82/137-40.
For a discussion of how Heidegger’s work can address issues in contemporary episte-
mology, see Gabriel, ‘Is Heidegger’s “Turn” a Realist Project?’.

Of course, for Heidegger, part of the solution is that being is not an object at all.

SZ 6/26.

By ‘thought’ here I do not mean the technical conception of thought developed in
Heidegger’s later work. I mean ‘thought’ in the sense that might be given in terms of
Sein und Zeit: the existential structures and processes that make up human existence’s
disclosure, interpretation, and understanding of meaning, while all of this takes place
via one’s concernful absorption in networks of significance and equipment (being-in-
the-world) and is co-determined by the structures of factical, thrown projection.
Perhaps, it might be objected, the project of ontology is in fact impossible. In that
case, Heidegger has no business working from the presupposition that it is possible.
However, the point to his argument is that the claim that ontology is possible is
not a presupposition at all. The very fact that we have any understanding of being
whatsoever — which is demonstrated, for instance, by the fact that we have a concept
of being, or even by the fact that we use the verb ‘to be’ in a sensible way — proves
that a thematic enquiry into the nature of being (ontology) is possible. This does
not guarantee success in ontology, just that it is not categorically impossible. The
first task, then, is to clarify the ground that enables the possibility of such a project.
Note that this broader point is a Heideggerian version of Schelling’s principle that

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

HISTORICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL SENSES OF ‘EVENT’ | 99

45.

46.

47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

53.
. S$Z 13/34, italics removed, 17/38.
55.

56.

‘like is known by like’ (alternative translation: ‘like is recognised by like’) which
Schelling borrows from Sextus Empiricus’s tois homoiois ta homoia gignoskesthai. See
GA42 93/54; Schelling, Philosophische Untersuchungen iiber das Wesen der menschli-
chen Freiheit 10; Sextus Empiricus, adv. Grammaticos L. 1, c. 13, p. 283, quoted in
Schelling, ibid. Schelling reformulates the point again as follows: ‘he alone grasps
the god outside through the god in himself’ (ibid. 10). On the same page, Schelling
additionally associates this principle with Pythagoras, Plato, and Empedocles. The
point is found again in Parmenides, Fragment 3, which Heidegger cites at the begin-
ning of his discussion of truth in SZ §44: 10 yap adtd voeiv dotiv e Kai givon (SZ
212/256). In Plato, we find it in Republic at 508a—b, where ‘the eye’ ‘is the most
sunlike of the organs’, being that in which ‘sight’ exists, and sight is ‘naturally related’
to ‘the sun’ (Plato, Republic, trans. Bloom 188). Heidegger refers to this as follows:
‘Here one remembers at the same time the Platonic-Plotinian: Ou gar an popote eiden
ophthalmos hellion, helioeides me gegenemenos. “For the eye could not see the sun if it
were not itself ‘sun-like”” (GA42 96/55). He points out again that the same idea is
expressed in a passage from Goethe’s introduction to Zur Farbenlebre: ‘If the eye were
not sun-like / How could we look at light? / If God’s own power didn’t live in us /
How could we be delighted by the god-like?’.

‘Being’ might be rephrased awkwardly as ‘isness’. Cf. Gabriel and Zizek, who make
this point in relation to post-Kantian Idealism: ‘the whole domain of the representa-
tion of the world (call it mind, spirit, language, consciousness, or whatever medium
you prefer) needs to be understood as an event within and of the world itself. Thought
is not at all opposed to being, it is rather being’s replication within itself’ (Gabriel and
Zizek, Mythology, Madness and Laughter 3).

Heidegger thinks Descartes’s insight on this point was significant but insufficient
because he substantialised thought’s being.

“The meaning of being’ is ‘already ... available to us in some way’, even if for
the most part ‘infiltrated with traditional theories and opinions about being’ (§Z
5-6/25).

87 12/32, italics removed.

Ibid., italics removed.

SZ5/24.

SZ7127.

SZ 12/32. Dasein ‘is ontically distinguished by the fact that, in its very being, that
being is an issue for it ... [TThis is a constitutive state of Dasein’s being, and this

implies that Dasein, in its being, has a relationship towards that being — a relationship
which itself is one of being. And this means further that there is some way in which
Dasein understands itself in its being . . . It is peculiar to this being that with and
through its being, this being is disclosed to it’ (2 12/32).

See Sheehan, FE, Making Sense of Heidegger, and ‘Astonishing!’.

This shouldn’t be confused with a solipsism about being, of course, since Dasein is
being-in-the-world.

Understanding and interpretation constitute only part of Dasein’s existence. Though
these are laced through Dasein’s factical dimension, as thrown, Dasein’s factical
dimension includes historical, corporeal, linguistic, etc., aspects that go beyond its
understanding and interpretation.

. 8220/41.

. Ibid.

. SZ381/433. Historicality is ‘the essence of history [Geschichte]” (SZ378/429).

. SZ 382/434, 393/445. “Temporality [is] the primordial condition for the possibility

of care’ (§Z 372/424).

. SZ 3761428, italics removed.
. 87 385/437, italics removed.
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. 8§Z20/41.

. 8§Z375/427, alternative translation sourced from Stambaugh’s translation of $Z358.
. 8§Z20/41.

. 8719-20/41.

. 87 389/441.

. S$Z372-3/424-5, italics removed, translation modified.

. 8Z373/425.

. 8Z374/427.

. 87 389/441.

. See §Z 389-90/441-2.

. 87 389/440.

. Ibid.

. 8Z393/445.

. See ibid.

. 87 389/440-1.

. 87380/432.

. Ibid.

. SZ 384/4306, italics removed.

. For a related discussion, see Polt’s account of ‘reinterpretive events’ (£B 78-80).
. §720/42.

. §Z20-1/42.

. GAG5 34/29.

. GAG5 31/27.

. Ibid.

. Ibid., italics modified.

. GAG5 319-20/253. This marks a slight difference between my interpretation and

that of Vallega-Neu, who takes ‘the “self” Heidegger is thinking here’ to be ‘the
authentic self which he also thinks in Being and Time, the self to which human beings
come back only in resolute being-towards-death’ (HCP 85).

GAG5 114/91, italics removed.

GAG65 107/85.

GAG65 118/94.

I am aware of only two uses of cognates of ‘Enteignis’ in Beitrige (pp. 120/95 and
231/182), but the idea is present throughout the text nonetheless and the term itself
is used frequently in the subsequent private manuscripts through which the project
of Beitriige extends.

GAG5 120/95. 1 use ‘expropriated’ to translate ‘enteignet’ rather than Rojcewicz and
Vallega-Neu’s ‘dissappropriated’.

In Heidegger’s view, the logic of Er-cignis and Enteignis is also that of “Zeit-Raum’
(time-space), which generates temporality and spatiality. This, it is worth pointing
out, is the Heideggerian analogue to Deleuze’s reading of Kant on the role of time
in the constitution of the subject. According to Deleuze, for Kant “form of interior-
ity” means not that time is internal to us, but that our interiority constantly divides
us from ourselves, splits us in two: a splitting in two which never runs its course,
since time has no end. A giddiness, an oscillation which constitutes time’ (Deleuze,
Kant's Critical Philosophy ix). In Différence et répétition he puts the point as follows:
‘it is as though the 7 [JE] were fractured [traversé d’une félure] from one end to the
other: fractured by the pure and empty form of time’ (Deleuze, Différence et répétition
117/86). Deleuze takes Hamlet to supply the slogan for this idea: “The time is out of
joint’ (Deleuze, Kant’s Critical Philosophy vii).

GAG5 109/86.

GAG65 108/86.

HCP 62. “This process begins with the Greek experience of being as phusis, i.e., as an
emerging of beings. But soon techne, the “know-how” to make things, determines the
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Greek approach to being so that being comes to be presented analogously to make-
able beings. Consequently, being is determined as beingness (Seiendbeit) and appears
to be makeable and quantitatively calculable, like beings (ibid.).

GAG65 110/88.

GAG65 108-9/86.

In Différence et répétition, Deleuze analyses these ideas in terms of what he calls a
‘vulgarized Leibnizianism’ (Différence et répétition 21/11). It is ‘vulgarized’ because
it is something of a caricature. Nonetheless, it expresses a set of major ontological
problems that both Heidegger and Deleuze target: the universalisation of representa-
tion, the dominance of conceptual generality, and the reduction of difference to the
kind of differences thinkable within the bounds of a representational concept. For
Heidegger, these form part of the lattice of machination that texts like Beitrige aim to
supplant, while for Deleuze they form organising points for a history of insufficient
ontologies that Différence et répétition works to overturn.

A concept’s comprehension is the extent to which it accurately represents its object,
that is, the exhaustiveness of its predicates in matching up with the predicates
belonging to its object, while its extension is the range of objects for which it is a
concept.

Incidentally, this helps show part of why Heidegger argues that being is not a general-
ity: mistaking being for a generality captures it within the machinery of representation.
The Kardashev scale illustrates Heidegger’s idea of the gigantic well, but I have seen
no evidence that he was aware of it.

“The Ricks Must be Crazy’, Rick and Morty, television (Cartoon Network, 30 August
2015).

HCP61. Vallega-Neu is referring to a passage found at GA65 135/106.

GAG5 123/98.

See Bahoh, ‘Deleuze’s Theory of Dialectical Ideas’.

GAG65 109/87.

Ibid.

GAG5 123/98.

GAG5 132/104.

GAG5 84/67.

GAG5 115/91.

GAG5 297/234, 379/300.

GAG5 307/243.

Ibid. Two of Heidegger’s main published texts that address ‘bauen’ are ‘Der Ursprung
des Kunstwerkes’ in GAS and ‘Bauen Wohnen Denken’ in GA7.

See GAGS5 64/51.

GAG5 43/36.

“The leap first of all opens the untrodden expanses and concealments of that into
which the grounding of Da-sein must penetrate as belonging to the call of the event’
(GAG65 82/66).

GAG5 58/47, 57146, italics modified.

GAG5 307/243.

Describing ‘the “sheltering” (Bergung) of the truth of be-ing [Seyn] into beings’ that
is involved in creative grounding, Vallega-Neu writes that ‘humans do not “do this”
as independent subjects, but rather find themselves enowned [that is, appropriated]
in this very occurrence’ (HCP 81).

GAG5 307/243.

GAG5 31/27, italics removed.

GAG5 320/253, italics removed.

Ibid., italics removed.

GAG5 317-18/251.

This is by no means to suggest that the ground is not also simultaneously transcendent
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in the specifically Heideggerian sense (see, for instance, Lautman’s analysis of
Heidegger and the simultaneous immanence and transcendence of a thing’s ontologi-
cal ground in ‘Nouvelles recherches’ in Les mathématiques, les idées et le reel physique).

129. GAG65 58/47.
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Chapter 3

Dasein and the Precursory
Question of Truth

Heidegger’s concept of Er-griindung or fathoming the ground describes the
form Dasein’s endeavours take to remedy the alienation from being that it
suffers in the framework of metaphysics. It thus describes in broad terms
the kind of transformations that would be involved in bringing about the
historical event. However, describing fathoming the ground is not the same
as doing it. Nor is meditating on the historical condition of Dasein and
Da-sein sufficient to generate a transformative historical rupture capable of
sustaining another beginning for thought if this does not include a refer-
ence to a ground exceeding the historical framework to be transformed.
Fathoming the ground is accomplished by doing ontology, for this is the
diagenic operation by which Dasein undergoes existential transformation
remedying its alienation and progressively developing better-grounded
articulations of being. As I have argued, the historical event has a certain
methodological priority over the ontological, since we pursue the problem-
atic of being from within the historical framework of metaphysics. Yet, the
historical event is to be accomplished precisely by generating a properly
grounded account of the logic or structure of beyng that grounds history
in the first place, that is, of the ontological sense of event.

More specifically, for Heidegger this is to be done via the ontological
problematic of the essence of truth: ‘inceptual thinking is the inventive
thinking [Er-denken] of the truth of beyng and thus is the fathoming of
the ground [Ergriindung des Grundes]’.! Even more directly to the point,
in Beitrige he claims that ‘the question of the essence of truth’ must be
‘posed radically as the question that is preliminary [Vorfrage] to the basic
question [Grundfrage] of philosophy (How does beyng essentially occur
[west]?)’.* As we know, Beitrige answers this basic question by arguing that
‘beyng essentially occurs as event’. Despite the status of the question of
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truth as a Vorfrage to this other Grundfrage, it is not simply a propaedeu-
tic. Truth forms an essential register of the event itself — in the ontological
sense — and its dynamic structure: ‘beyng qua event essentially occurs as
truth’.? In Chapters 3 and 4, I reconstruct how the problematic of truth
serves both methodologically as a path to an account of beyng as event and
as an essential aspect of the event itself. Though there is extensive literature
on Heidegger’s concept of truth, these two crucial relations have remained
poorly explained. I will argue the standard picture of Heidegger’s account
of truth is in fact incomplete: there are important changes that account
undergoes in Beitrige that directly impact how we should understand his
concept of event, but that have not been registered by most scholarship.

As is well known, dating back to his early work, Heidegger argues that
the primary form of truth cannot be logical (formal), propositional, calcu-
lative, epistemological, or, more broadly, representational. These models
are unable to explain essential aspects of the inner workings of truth.
His position follows from the view that a true statement or judgement,
for instance, is not nothing, but #s in its own right; it’s truth cannot be
reduced to some ontologically negligible, merely ephemeral quality that
arises when humans get to know reality and do away with illusion. A true
statement or judgement (and likewise a false one) is part of reality, or
in Heideggerian terminology, something that 7. Sufficiently accounting
for truth, then, requires explaining the being of truth, not just its ontic
components and criteria. Heidegger takes this a step further, maintaining
that in its primary sense, truth is ontological in character.* That is to say,
‘ruth’ or what he comes to call ‘the essence of truth’ designates aspects or
structures of being. These structures serve as the ground making possible
the epistemological qualities of truth and their representational forms (to
whatever extent they might in fact hold), which are diagenically secondary
or derivative.

As emphasised earlier, Sein und Zeir grounds the problematic of being
in the existence of Dasein, the analysis of which forms the methodological
arena for fundamental ontology. Consequently, Heidegger explains truth
within that arena — at least until the Kehre, when this is diagenically sur-
passed. In this chapter I reconstruct the ontology of truth in Sein und Zeir
and perhaps the earliest text in which the Kehre is visible, “Vom Wesen der
Wabhrheit” (lecture 1930, print 1943). In Chapter 4 I turn to Beizrige and
its account of the relation between truth and event. As this all suggests,
Heidegger’s conception of truth undergoes a series of important transfor-
mations. I focus on three, which correspond with these three texts and are
sequenced along a diagenic axis.

In the 1920s and early-to-mid-1930s Heidegger develops what I will
call an a-lethic account of the essence of truth. That is, he casts truth and
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untruth in terms of the Greek dAn0g1a and AN, Untruth or A0, is not
falsity or the failure of truth, but a necessary, coessential dimension of it.
AMBewa and AMOn structurally entail one another and together form an
ongoing ontological dynamism. As the alpha-privative of ‘Af0n’, the word
‘a0ewa’ (‘d-An0e1’) exhibits this correlation.

Two main stages of the a-léthic account can be identified. The first is
expressed in Sein und Zeit, where dAjbelo and A0 are the ‘Unverbor-
genheit’ (‘unhiddenness’/‘unconcealment’) or ‘Entdecktheit’ (‘uncovered
ness’/‘discoveredness’) and ‘Verborgenheit' (‘hiddenness’/‘concealment’)
of beings in a world.” This is a phenomenological account of the nature of
truth, since it describes the way beings become present as phenomena for
Dasein and recede from that presence.® AA0ewa and Aj0n are grounded
in (and thus dependent upon) Dasein’s Erschlossenheit (disclosedness) and
are co-extensive with the phenomenal world of beings disclosed by Dasein.
Said differently, they are aspects of Dasein’s own existence in its constitu-
tive correlation with a world of such beings.

The nature of truth, particularly its relation to logic, was a central con-
cern in Heidegger’s early work before the 1927 publication of Sein und
Zeit/ Yet in the decade after, the problematic of truth takes on a promi-
nent role in his treatment of the Seinsfrage itself. It is during the same
period that ‘event rises to the forefront of his characterisation of being. In
this period a second stage of the a-léthic account of truth emerges, which
is expressed well in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’. There, a shift occurs in
Heidegger’s ontology: he recasts the elements of the essence of truth, plac-
ing them in a position diagenically prior to human existence. He begins
to use the hyphenated ‘Da-sein’ to refer to the determinate field or finite
world grounding human existence and understands dAn0gia and A0 to
provide the ontological structure of this field. With this shift, Heidegger
begins to shed the properly phenomenological stage of his methodology
required for the existential analytic of Dasein. His account of the essence
of truth retains much of the phenomenological terminology but deploys
it in increasingly structural rather than descriptive senses. In this picture,
the a-lethic essence of truth comprises correlated ontological structures or
processes that enable beings to come to presence as part of a world, that
is, to be. Truth or dANBel0 becomes understood as Freibeit (freedom),
Offenheit (openness), or Lichtung (clearing), which designate an ontologi-
cal structure that enables the movement of unconcealment, disclosure of
beings, or origination of a meaningful world.® Untruth or A1 becomes
originary Verbergungl Verborgenheit (concealing/concealment) or verber-
genden Entzugs (concealing withdrawal), the ground enabling dAn0<10.” In
this account, truth as -A0eta articulates at least three correlated things:
(1) the terrain of beings or meaning constituting a world, (2) the genetic
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process by which such beings come to presence or become manifest and
recede from presence, and (3) the ontological structures enabling that
genetic process.

Most scholarship on Heidegger’s account of truth in Beitrige takes it
to remain within the basic framework of the second stage of the a-lethic
account. I take this to overlook significant structural and conceptual
changes expressed in that text. My analysis in Chapter 4 turns to this,
arguing that Heidegger moves into a third stage, which can no longer be
properly accounted for in terms of the a-léthic framework. Namely, by
enquiring into the ontological ground generating the very structures of
aAn0eia and An6n, he moves to a position more originary on the diagenic
axis. In the account this produces, dAn0gt0 and A0 are originated in the
primal process of differentiation I've mentioned, which constitutes not
only the essence of truth but part of the logic of the event. Thus, in this
third stage Heidegger’s ontology offers a differential account of truth that is
more originary than the earlier a-/éthic accounts. To be clear, this is not to
say that he gets rid of the a-/éthic terminology; it remains important in the
differential account but is insufficient for explaining the essence of truth.

A great deal of the confusion that has surrounded Heidegger’s con-
cept of event, especially as presented in Beitrige, is the result of a failure
to clarify the relations defining his idiosyncratic terms. I attribute much
of this to a failure to register the diagenic shift to a differential concept
of truth, since this provides access to the logic of the ground articulat-
ing those relations, that is, to the logic of the event. If the problematic
of truth is the problematic preliminary to that of beyng as event, then
how one understands Heidegger’s account of the essence of truth directly
impacts how one understands his account of the event. Understanding
the essence of truth to be ultimately a-/éthic, leads to an account of the
evental nature of beyng in terms of the a-léthic framework.'” However, this
leads to confusion about a variety of related concepts, which appear out
of joint, disconnected, or connected only extrinsically by Heidegger’s fiat
(how exactly are ‘truth’ and ‘time-space’ or ‘concealment’ and ‘difference’
related, for example?). Hence the reliance of so many reconstructions on
the repetition of jargon, mysticism, or appeals to authority. The problem
is that the a-léthic framework falls short of the text’s most originary level
of grounding. Making sense of Beitrige’s concepts without this is like
trying to understand the pieces of a game without the rules defining their
characteristics. In contrast, by registering Beitrige’s differential concept of
truth, we can develop a better-grounded account of the event on the basis
of which those concepts snap into place to form a consistent ontology.

The programme of enquiring into the essence of truth grants us an
appropriately grounded standpoint within the logic of Heidegger’s con-
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cept of event. This programme enacts a process of Er-griindung whereby
thought progresses through increasingly originary positions on a diagenic
axis that correspond with a variety of conceptual transformations that I
will explore. In Heidegger’s ontology, the logic of thought, that is, the
logic of the being of thought, is continuous with the logic of being. Thus,
by tracking the former it is possible to gain access to the latter. Truth,
particularly in the earlier Heidegger, is a good jumping-off point for this
process because there ‘truth” designates being, insofar as being is disclosed
in a meaningful way in Dasein’s thought.

I Truth and Dasein in Sein und Zeit

In Sein und Zeir $44 Heidegger makes two points about truth that are
important for making sense of the evolution of his ontology in the 1930s.
First, ‘truth, understood in the most primordial sense, belongs to the
basic constitution of Dasein’, that is, it is an ‘existentiale’ (Existenzial) of
Dasein, the human being." Second, ‘Dasein is equiprimordially both iz
the truth and iz untruth’.’ I examine these statements below.

Heidegger often begins his analysis of a topic by summarising canonical
accounts that he will argue are insufficient or contain an essential insight
that later in history becomes distorted. His treatment of truth in Sein und
Zeit follows this pattern. Parmenides’s Fragment 3 expresses the insight
that there is a primordial association of being with truth (under the guise
of vogiv): ‘he “identified” being with the perceptive understanding of
being: t0 yip adTO Voelv €otiv te Kai givar’.'”® Heidegger sees Aristotle
as simultaneously adopting and distorting this insight. For Aristotle, ‘phi-
losophy itself is defined as émotiun T dAnOeiog — “the science of truth.”
But it is also characterized as émiotiun, f| Ocwpel 10 Ov 7 v — as “a sci-
ence which contemplates beings as beings” — that is, with regard to their
being’.'* Thus, Aristotle maintained the association of truth with being,.
However, he also ‘assigned truth to the judgment [or assertion] as its pri-
mordial locus” and ‘set going the definition of “truth” as “agreement™."
Heidegger challenges these positions.

I should make one preliminary note about this engagement with
Aristotle. As I have mentioned, in Beitrdge Heidegger argues that the phil-
osophical orientation to the question about dv 1) 8v leads to insufficient
accounts of being as Seiendheir and is a defining characteristic of meta-
physics. Yet, in Sein und Zeit, Heidegger still speaks of this orientation in
a positive light — one aligned with the project of fundamental ontology.

This contrast shows an important evolution in Heidegger’s thought during
the Kehre.
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In Heidegger’s analysis, Aristotle proposed that ‘the soul’s “Experiences”
[Erlebnesse], its vonpata (“representations” [“Vorstellungen”]), are liken-
ings [Angleichungen] of Things’, and this set the precedent for ‘the later
formulation of the essence of truth as adaequatio intellectus et rei’, which I
touched on in Chapter 2.'® Heidegger uses ‘Angleichung’ here to translate
both ‘adaequatio’ and ‘opoimpa’.’” The history of defining truth in terms
of adaequatio is extensive. In its pre-Kantian form, Heidegger highlights
its transmission from Isaac Israeli to Avicenna and to Aquinas, who ‘also
uses for “adaequatio” (likening [Angleichung]) the terms “correspondentia”
(correspondence) and “convenientia” (coming together)’.'® Though neo-
Kantian epistemology might suggest the model of adaequatio is untenable
after the critical revolution, Heidegger insists that Kant’s system retained
it, citing Kant’s initial response in Kritik der reinen Vernunft to the ques-
tion “What is truth?’: “The nominal definition of truth, that it is the agree-
ment of knowledge with its object, is assumed as granted; the question
asked is as to what is the general and sure criterion of the truth of any and
every knowledge.””

The jumping-off point for Heidegger’s critique of the model of adae-
quatio is his claim that ‘the agreement of something with something has
the formal character of a relation of something to something. Every agree-
ment, and therefore “truth” as well, is a relation.””® The problem is that in
the canon the ontological status of this relation and its implications for
what is related are unclear. We might be tempted to think this means that
Heidegger’s point is to jettison the model of adaequatio, but this is not so.
Rather, he takes it as a cue to investigate the nature of this relation, asking
‘what else is tacitly posited in this relational totality of the adaequatio
intellectus et rei? And what ontological character does that which is thus
posited have itself2”?! More pointedly, his critique proceeds by ‘inquiring
into the foundations [Fundamenten] of this “relation™.** Though he uses
the terminology of ‘Fundament’ here, the result will not be an account of
a metaphysical or absolute foundation, but of the ontological structures
enabling adaequatio, that is, of its ground in the sense I have been using.

Thus, this critique begins with a diagenic step. In fact, Heidegger gives a
broader statement of how this will proceed that includes the key moments
of the productive logic of Grundlegung: First, ‘our analysis takes its depar-
ture from the traditional conception of truth, and attempts to lay bare the
ontological foundations [Fundamente] of that conception’.” Second, ‘in
terms of these foundations the primordial [urspriingliche] phenomenon
of truth becomes visible. We can then exhibit the way in which the tra-
ditional conception of truth has been derived from [die Abkiinftigkeit]
this phenomenon.”* In other words, the analysis will generate an account
of structures of truth that are diagenically prior to those described in the
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traditional model, while the latter are derived from and explained by the
former. In fact, articulating these originary structures means articulating
that which enables the derivative elements of truth to be what they are,
that is, the essence of truth. Clarifying that entails clarifying the being of
truth, or, as Heidegger puts it, ‘our investigation will make it plain that to
the question of the “essence” of truth, there belongs necessarily the ques-
tion of the kind of being which truth possesses’.”

We usually consider inzellectus and res to be different kinds of things, so
with regard to what do they agree when in a relation of adaequatio? What
grounds their relation such that adaequatio is possible? In an historically
standard epistemology, one has knowledge (as opposed to falsity, illusion,
or opinion) when one has truth together with justification. Such knowl-
edge is manifest in judgements (subject predication), which are formu-
lated linguistically in assertions/propositions (Aussage) or claims (Sizze).
But ‘in judgment one must distinguish between the judging as a Rea/
psychical process, and that which is judged, as an ideal/ content’.* In turn,
both of these must be distinguished from ‘the Real Thing as that which is
judged abour 7 We have truth when the ideal content of a judgement has
a relation of agreement to the real thing.

According to Heidegger, this model is insufficient and the reason can
be seen in ‘the ontologically unclarified separation of the Real and the
ideal’ or, inversely, the model’s inability to say whether the relationship of
agreement between ideal content and real thing is itself ‘Real or ideal in its
kind of being, or neither of these’.?® Thus the question becomes, ‘how are
we to take ontologically the relation between ideal entity and something
that is Real and present-at-hand?’? To pose the question in the general
terminology of adaequatio, what is the ontological character of the rela-
tion between intellectus and res? Heidegger’s solution entails a rejection of
the fundamentality of the epistemological model supporting this version
of the real/ideal distinction. The absolute distinction between real judge-
ment, ideal content, and real thing is sustainable only so long as a system
fails to discern the fact that the relation between judgement and thing, or
between intellectus and res, is, that is, has its own affirmative ontological
status. Since the terms of that model are unable to define this status, the
being of the relation is irreducible to them.

Heidegger argues that to clarify the being of this relation (that is, the
essence of truth) we can examine the way ‘knowing demonstrates itself
as true’; in other words, ‘in the phenomenal context of demonstration,
the relationship of agreement must become visible’.** The point is not
that what is interesting about demonstration is the mechanism of how
the adaequatio of proposition and thing is confirmed or disconfirmed.
Rather, it is that all such mechanisms — to whatever degree they might
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be successful — are underwritten by the phenomenal access one has to the
thing. If the being of the one who asserts or makes the proposition were
such that access is impossible, the adequacy or inadequacy of the proposi-
tion could never be demonstrated. Truth as adaequatio would be structur-
ally impossible (barring, for instance, a Thomistic appeal to a benevolent
metaphysical guarantor).

Likewise, what is interesting about asserting or making a proposition
here is not its role in adaequatio, but the fact that, as Heidegger puts it,
‘asserting is a way of being towards the Thing itself that is’.>’ More specifi-
cally, it is a way of being in which the one who makes the proposition gains
phenomenal access to the thing, that is, encounters it meaningfully in a
world, and does so in such a way that it might be encountered ‘jusz as it is
in itself’. This is not to suggest that one accesses the thing as noumenon in
the Kantian sense. Rather, what Heidegger means by ‘the thing’ here is the
thing exactly as an encountered phenomenon. Needless to say, Heidegger
thinks his recasting of philosophy as fundamental ontology undermines
Kant’s epistemological framework not because it somehow gives us access
to noumena, but instead because it denies the validity of the transcenden-
tal subject and its cognitive apparatus, and thus the validity of the phe-
nomenon/noumenon distinction itself. Heidegger, of course, replaces the
Kantian concept of phenomenon with his own: ‘that which shows itself
in itself, the manifest’; for Heidegger, phenomena ‘are the totality of what
lies in the light of day or can be brought into the light — what the Greeks
sometimes identified simply with té dvta (beings)’.”* Thus, the diagenic
move of enquiring into the essence of truth in this manner implies the
eventual elimination of the illusion of the subject/object split.

Heidegger uses the term ‘entdecken’ (to uncover or discover) to describe
the way we gain access to phenomenal beings. Making a proposition is one
way (among others) of being towards something such that it might get
uncovered. Asserting or making a proposition might also fail, of course.
For Heidegger, ‘to say that a proposition “is z7ue” signifies that it uncovers
the being [Seiende] as it is in itself. Such a proposition asserts, points out,
“lets” the being be seen [liflt sehen] (dmd@avoic) in its uncoveredness.’
On this basis, Heidegger claims that we can identify the kind of being a
proposition has when it is true: ‘the being-true [Wabrsein] (truth) of the
proposition must be understood as being-uncovering |entdeckend-sein]’ >
Since, in his view, being-uncovering is what constitutes the truth of a prop-
osition in this originary sense, as well as the ontological ground on which
adaequatio might be possible at all, he claims that ““being-true” (“truth”)
means being-uncovering’.” In an effort to lend this thesis historical sup-
port, Heidegger suggests it was ‘understood in a pre-phenomenological
manner’ by the ancients and translates it into Greek terms:
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If a AOyog as amoQavols is to be true, its being-true is dGAnBevetw in the
manner of amogaivesBor — of taking beings out of their hiddenness and
letting them be seen in their unhiddenness (their uncoveredness). The
aAnOewa which Aristotle equates with mpdypo and gawvopeva . . . signifies
the ‘things themselves’; it signifies what shows itself — beings in the ‘how’ of
their uncoveredness.*®

For the purposes of my analysis, whether or not this is a justifiable interpre-
tation of Greek thought is not important. What matters is that Heidegger
takes truth or being-true to be uncoveredness, which is designated alterna-
tively as ‘@AnBewe’. His use of ‘GAn0ewa’ marks a point of intervention into
the tradition at which he sees himself both recuperating an original sense
of the term and correcting later distortions of it.

The above derivation of a definition of truth as uncoveredness or
aAnOeta operated by looking at the traditional model of truth, observing
its insufficiency, and working out the ontological ground it presupposes.
But how does this connect with the methodological horizon belonging to
fundamental ontology? For, if ‘truth rightfully has a primordial connec-
tion with being, then the phenomenon of truth comes within the range of
the problematic of fundamental ontology’.*” Moreover, it is pretty vague
to say that the primordial kind of being constituting truth is ‘uncovered-
ness’. Can a more detailed account of the structure of uncoveredness be
provided?

We can address both questions on the basis of Heidegger’s earlier argu-
ments claiming that Dasein is being-in-the-world, arguments that subvert
the categories of intellectus, res, and so on, along with the metaphysical
separation between these terms that leads to the epistemological prob-
lems involved in representationalism. ‘Being-true as being-uncovering’,
Heidegger claims, is ‘ontologically possible only on the basis [Grunde] of
being-in-the-world. This latter phenomenon, which we have known as the
basic state [Grundverfassung] of Dasein, is the foundation [Fundament]
for the primordial phenomenon of truth.”?®

This allows us to make sense of Heidegger’s claim that in its originary
sense truth belongs to the basic constitution of Dasein, that is, that it
is an existentiale of Dasein. The problematic of truth is situated within
the problematic of being, which has the form of the existential analytic
of Dasein; and Dasein grounds truth, forming its ontological structure.
Consequently, truth is structurally dependent upon Dasein’s existence:
‘Because the kind of being that is essential to truth is of the character of
Dasein, all truth is relative to Dasein’s being.”® This of course does not
mean that the truth or falsity of a proposition or judgement is relativistic,
but that when it comes to the ontological ground making such things pos-
sible at all, ‘being-true as being-uncovering, is a way of being for Dasein’.*°
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Heidegger thinks this grounding of truth in Dasein can be stated more
fundamentally. The structure of Dasein’s being that enables all the dimen-
sions of its being-in-the-world and its pre-theoretical openness to being
is its Erschlossenheit (disclosedness). Disclosedness is the ground enabling
Dasein’s constitutive correlation with, or absorption in, a world of beings
or meaning. Its basic structure is exhibited in the ecstatic structure of
care, or thrown projection, and can be elaborated in terms of a set of
existentialia that it comprises: Befindlichkeir (state-of-mind), Verstehen
(understanding), Rede (discourse), and so on.*! This is important because
it means that the essence of truth can be articulated even more originar-
ily in terms of disclosedness than of being-in-the-world. More precisely,
‘truth, in the most primordial sense, is Dasein’s disclosedness, to which
the uncoveredness of beings within-the-world belongs’.** The enquiry into
the nature of truth in Sein und Zeit leads ultimately to an enquiry into the
disclosedness of Dasein. In Heidegger’s words: ‘only with Dasein’s disclos-
edness is the most primordial phenomenon of truth attained’.®® It should be
noted that Heidegger sometimes casts Dasein’s disclosedness as a Lichtung
or ‘clearing’, in the sense that as its Da (‘there’/*here’), Dasein holds open
a clearing in which beings are accessible as phenomena. In fact, he writes,
Dasein ‘Is itself the clearing’.** This concept evolves after Sein und Zeit and
will play an important role in his subsequent account of the essence of
truth and the event.®

With all this in mind, we can explain Heidegger’s claim that ‘in so far
as Dasein is its disclosedness essentially . . . to this extent it is essentially
“true”. Dasein is “in the truth.”*® Truth is grounded in Dasein’s disclos-
edness, but what is disclosed (along with Dasein) are beings or networks
of meaning in the world. In other words, the structure of disclosedness
extends into what is disclosed. In this sense, Dasein exists as enmeshed
within the network of meaning or world of beings it discloses, that is,
uncovers. The domain of truth (in its primordial sense) includes all that
is disclosed or uncovered. It articulates the dynamic fabric of the world as
disclosed by Dasein and within which Dasein exists.

How, then, is sense to be made of Heidegger’s connected claim that
Dasein is equally iz untruth? Clarifying this requires looking to the “full
existential meaning of the principle that “Dasein is in the truth,” which
includes not only Dasein’s ‘disclosedness in general’ but the fact that
Dasein’s existence is characterised by Geworfenbeit (thrownness), Entwurf
(projection), and Verfallen (falling).” Thrownness and falling are most
important here. “Thrownness’ names the fact that Dasein does not choose
the factical context in which it finds itself existing. Dasein is simply always
already woven into and conditioned by it. On the basis of its factical con-
text, Dasein ‘projects’ itself into the network of relations of significance and
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possibilities (world) through which it advances projects, navigates obstacles,
and presses or is drawn forward temporally. Among Dasein’s possibilities
are those of striving to gain ownership of itself (authenticity) by pursuing
the question of its own being or, on the other hand, slipping into the pre-
fabricated language, interpretive matrices, and possibilities of action sup-
plied by the masses (inauthenticity). ‘Falling’ is the process of slipping
into inauthenticity, the gravity of which can never be conquered once and
for all. It includes what Richardson called the ‘negatived” aspects of the
world of beings that Dasein discloses: the fact that aspects of the world
are concealed and that what is disclosed as present is sometimes distorted
and recedes in one way or another from presence in time (occlusion, being
forgotten, death, etc.).”® As part of this process, beings ‘show themselves
... in the mode of semblance * Dasein is disclosive, thrown projection to
which belongs the essential characteristic of falling, but by the gravity of
falling, ‘what has formerly been uncovered sinks back again, hidden and
disguised’.”® Consequently, ‘to be closed off and covered up belongs to
Dasein’s facticity’.”" Thus, ‘because Dasein is essentially falling, its state of
being is such that it is in “untruth™, where untruth as coveredness is mani-
fested in semblance, occlusion, or withdrawal in the field Dasein discloses.*?

In this way, to say Dasein is in the truth entails that it is equiprimordi-
ally in untruth.”® Dasein’s existence is articulated in the two movements
of unconcealment and concealment. It discloses networks of meaning or
worlds of beings, which are phenomenally present only on the basis of its
existence. The truth/untruth dynamic is the context, fabric, or terrain of
meaning or beings in which Dasein is absorbed.

2 Truth and Dasein in ‘VYom Wesen der Wahrheit’

During the 1930s, the problematic of truth takes on a more pronounced
role in Heidegger’s treatment of the Seinsfrage, coming to form a cen-
tral register in terms of which he articulates the nature of being. The
essay ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit® is his central statement on this matter
during the early part of that decade. A paragraph added in its 1949 edi-
tion emphasises the point: ‘truth signifies sheltering that clears [lichtendes
Bergen] as the fundamental trait [Grundzug] of being’.* More gener-
ally, through the problematic of truth Heidegger aims to work out the
ontological structures or ground enabling beings to come to be, that is,
to come to and recede from ‘presence’, become manifest in a world, or
constitute a network of meaning for Dasein. “The essence of truth” will
name this ground, while ‘truth’ will name being, insofar as being is mani-
fest in beings. The structures of the essence of truth prefigure important
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parts of beyng or the event in the account that emerges a few years later.
Heidegger’s account of those structures advances his ontology along a dia-
genic axis and contributes to the effort of Er-griindung.

In distinction from Sein und Zeit, Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ presents
the noted shift in the relation between the essence of truth and Dasein:
rather than maintaining that the essence of truth is Dasein’s disclosedness,
Dasein will now be grounded in the essence of truth. In this new view, the
essence of truth still entails an ontological structure of disclosedness, but
now in a form diagenically prior to that belonging to Dasein. As I've indi-
cated, the terminological distinction between ‘Dasein’ and the hyphenated
‘Da-sein’ marks this shift. Whereas ‘Dasein’ retains the meaning given in
Sein und Zeit, ‘Da-sein’ refers to this more originary disclosedness, which I
take to be constituted by co-determinate structures of originary ‘openness’
or ‘@An0éa’ and ‘concealment’, ‘withdrawal’, or ‘A0’ that I will discuss.
Da-sein is (1) the determinate field or world in which Dasein lives, and
(2) the ontological features of that field or world that are diagenically prior
to Dasein and make its structure of existence (and that of other beings)
possible, that is, the determinate openness or dAn6¢a that enables them to
be things related to one another at all and the concealment or AN0n that
is required for its determinacy. The essence of truth is made up of these
a priori ontological structures, which, it should be emphasised, are not
metaphysically transcendent but rather constitutively immanent to the
worlds of beings they enable to be.

This transformation is significant for several reasons. For one, it shows
that Heidegger’s philosophy supports a type of ontological realism further
challenging both Kant’s definition of the range of legitimate philosophi-
cal thought and its subsequent forms in the twentieth-century phenom-
enological tradition. To me, Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ is particularly
fascinating because in it are found both the phenomenological apparatus
of Heidegger’s early work and his move to the logic of a pre-phenomenal
ground enabling phenomenal presentation. Clearly, this ground is not
a transcendental subject nor the elements of such a subject’s cognitive
apparatus (as it might have been for Kant); but furthermore it is not even
indexed onto the meaning-making activities of Dasein (as it might have
been for Heidegger himself in Sein und Zeit). Since it comprises ontologi-
cal features structurally prior to the domain of phenomena, the account
of it can no longer be called strictly phenomenological. Though he never
states the claims overtly in this way, his ontology supports the realist
views that (1) there are aspects of being that are ontologically prior to and
thus independent of human existence, and (2) we can give an account of
them, even if our methodology entails a necessary incompleteness and its
account is subject to ongoing evolution.
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Well aware that his treatment of the essence of truth continues to
challenge Kant, Heidegger references the latter’s famous metaphor of the
light dove of metaphysics: “With this question concerning essence do we
not soar too high into the void of generality that deprives all thinking of
breath?”> His answer is of course ‘no’. This is remarkable because contrary
to strong phenomenological readings of Heidegger, like that of Sheehan,
his work begins directly undermining philosophy’s tethers to the human
being. Interestingly, this move parallels Deleuze’s critique of Kant in
Différence et répétition insofar as both he and Heidegger seek not only a
pre-representational, but a ‘pre-subjective” ontological ground on the basis
of which human existence and its representational activities are possible.
Though Heidegger argues against a certain form of ‘transcendentalism’, it
makes good sense to think of this ground as a transcendental field some-
what akin to that proposed in Deleuze’s theory of dialectical Ideas, so long
as we are clear that it is not indexed onto the transcendental constitution
of the human being.

I would now like to work through the Heideggerian line of thought
that leads to this transcendental field. As its title indicates, the task of
‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ is to articulate the essence of truth. Despite
Heidegger’s radical anti-essentialism when it comes to metaphysics, he
maintains that when properly contextualised, ‘in the concept of “essence”
philosophy thinks being’.® There is a longer story about ‘essence’ that could
be told here, but in short he uses it to mean ‘Grund der Erméglichung’
(‘ground of enabling’) or, alternatively formulated, ‘Grund der inneren
Maoglichkeit’ (‘ground of the inner possibility’).”” As in Sein und Zeit,
the movement of thought in ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ proceeds from
more derivative to less derivative or more essential forms of truth. In
each stage, the progression is carried forward by an investigation into the
ground that makes the form of truth with which it is concerned possible
(a Heideggerian form of Kantian transcendental deduction). This brings
about an evolution of the problematic of truth along a diagenic axis. As
in Sein und Zeit, “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ begins its technical analysis
with the traditional concept of truth as adaequatio (the correctness or
accordance of a proposition or judgement with the matter it purports to
be about). From this, the essay progresses by

tracing the inner possibility of the correctness of a proposition [Aussage]
back to the ek-sistent freedom of letting-be [Freiheit des Seinlassens] as
its “ground,” and likewise . . . pointing to the essential beginning of this
ground in concealing and in errancy.’®

With respect to the traditional concept of truth, Vom Wesen der
Wahrheit’ largely reiterates Sein und Zeit, with a few alterations stemming
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from a focus on the propositional, rather than cognitive, version of it.
Heidegger briefly examines its medieval origins in the understanding of
veritas as adaequatio rei et intellectus, focusing on Aquinas’s position (with-
out naming him), expressed well in Quaestiones Disputatae de Veritate.
Then he turns to the way this becomes reformulated as the accordance
or adequacy and correspondence of a proposition or statement with the
matter it is about.

This presents a modified version of the problem of relationality explored
above in section 1. If we take the example of a round coin lying on a table
and the proposition ‘this coin is round’, the question is ‘wherein are the
thing and the proposition [Aussage] supposed to be in accordance, con-
sidering that the relata are manifestly different in their outward appear-
ance?” For, ‘the coin is made of metal. The proposition is not material at
all. The coin is round. The proposition has nothing at all spatial about it.”®
Similarly to Sein und Zeit's treatment of the adequation of a judgement’s
ideal content to the real thing it purports to be about, what is required is
an analysis of ‘the kind of relation that obtains between the proposition
and the thing’, particularly with respect to the ‘essence’ or ontological
ground of that relation.®" Also similar to that earlier text’s phenomeno-
logical account, here this relation is described to be one in which the
proposition ‘presents’ (vor-stell) the thing ‘and says of what is presented
how, according to the particular perspective that guides it, it is disposed’.®*

The structure of propositional presentation plays an important role
in Heidegger’s treatment of the problem of relationality in “Vom Wesen
der Wahrheit'. It prefigures structures of the ontological ground of truth
and their relations, and, notably, replicates the basic structure of Dasein’s
disclosedness.

The relation by which a proposition presents an object such that it
might be in accordance with the object is distinct from other relations
of accordance, for instance between two objects. If two coins are on the
table, an accordance between them might be said to hold insofar as both
are round, metal, etc. But the presence of one coin has little to do with
the presentation of the other. In contrast, in a proposition a relation is
constituted to something else such that the other thing comes to be phe-
nomenally presented (or, in Heidegger’s preferred language, uncovered
or unconcealed). In Heidegger’s ontology, propositions, like thought, are
not ontologically negligible or irreal but have a positive ontological status;
in Sein und Zeit, for instance, this was grounded in Dasein’s ‘Rede’ or
‘discourse’. His approach to the relation between proposition and thing
works at this basic ontological-structural level, not that of ontic or abstract
categorial relations entailed in propositions.

To frame this in simple terms (setting aside the complexities of a propo-
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sition about itself or another proposition), we must explain the ontological
structure of two essential characteristics of propositional presentation: its
necessary difference from its object and its simultaneous correspondence
with it. These might seem like rather mundane things to worry about, but
they replicate in a new form the problem of access posed by representa-
tional thought discussed in Chapter 2. At stake are issues of ontological
continuity and discontinuity, identity and difference, univocity and equiv-
ocity. In short, if one thing is absolutely different from another, how is any
relation possible, other than perhaps one of pure exteriority? If not, what
is the origin and constitution of their difference?

One might approach the problem by first entertaining two obviously
faulty scenarios, one in which the proposition collapses into the identity
of the object, the second in which the object is reduced to the proposition.
Perhaps, according to the first, for the proposition to have an accordant
correspondence, it must become something round and metal like the coin,
or at the limit, identical to the coin itself. However, in that case the propo-
sition ceases to be a proposition. Instead, the possibility of an accordance
of proposition to coin requires that a difference hold between the two. In
fact, insofar as a proposition about a coin can only be what it is in its dif-
ference from the coin, Heidegger can be seen to offer a proto-differential
account of this relation; that is to say, the proposition’s ontological consti-
tution is partially differential in nature.

Inversely, from the ‘object-pole’ of the presentative relation, the dif-
ference of object from proposition is equally important. If, in the second
scenario, the coin were to collapse into the proposition, the proposition
would present nothing more than itself and there would be no meaningful
accordance. To be a presentative proposition of the coin, the proposition
must be informed by aspects of the coin that withhold from or withstand
this or that phenomenal presentation. If the roundness of the coin were
reduced to the ‘roundness’ expressed in the proposition and were not a
characteristic of the coin that withstands such propositions (be they true
or false), the proposition could not be in an accordance with what it is pur-
portedly about. Heidegger capitalises on the terminology of Gegenstand
(object) to emphasise this point, though he continues to disavow theories
of consciousness, psychologies, and epistemologies that entail traditional
intellectus/res dualism. “To present’, he writes, ‘means to let the thing stand
opposed [das Entgegenstehenlassen] as object [Gegenstand]’.® Lest the
thing collapse into the proposition, it ‘must maintain its stand as a thing
and show itself as something withstanding [ein Stindiges]’.**

This difference is essential to and constitutive for propositional truth in
the view Heidegger offers. However, it cannot be an absolute discontinu-
ity, otherwise once again no presentation would occur. To be presented
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via a proposition, the object must inform it. In some sense the object
must ‘traverse an open field of opposedness [Entgegen]’, which we can
tentatively understand to be the field of difference between proposition
and thing.® Inversely, the proposition must have a continuity with and
insistence or co-inherence in the object, through which it accesses and
comes to present it. Structurally speaking, then, the relation of accordance
entails a simultaneous differentiation of and continuity between proposi-
tion and thing. Because of the simultaneity or reciprocal co-determination
of such difference and continuity, I understand this to mean that there is
a structural zension constitutive of this relation and thus of the possibility
of accordance in propositional truth. This notion of tension will become
important again in Chapter 5.

So, what is the nature of the constitutive open field of opposedness or
tension? Does it tell us something about the ontological ground of propo-
sitional truth or is it simply a by-product of making propositions? It seems
that the latter cannot be the case:

the appearing of the thing in traversing a field of opposedness takes place
within an open field [Offenen], the openness of which is not first created by
the presenting but rather is only entered into and taken over as a domain of
relatedness [Bezugsbereich].%

The claim here is that this open field renders presentational propositions,
which can occupy it, possible. Justification for this is not well explicated in
the text, but given what we know about Heidegger’s fundamental ontol-
ogy, the rationale is fairly evident. Presentational propositions don’t just
happen, they are made by Dasein. But Dasein’s ability to thematise some-
thing in a proposition is grounded in its more originary pre-thematic
openness to beings, that is, its ‘disclosedness’ via which it is able to com-
port itself among beings or ‘be’ being-in-the-world. Richardson translates
this into the language of the proposition: here, as elsewhere, Heidegger
maintains the ‘thesis that the truth of judgments (therefore predicative)
supposes a pre-predicative truth’; namely, ‘the Open’, which ‘must be
conceived as a matrix of relationships (Verhiltnis) which constitute the
sphere of potentialities of There-being [Dasein], one of which potentiali-
ties is exploited when an actual contact [with a being or object of a propo-
sition] takes place’.” Stated concisely, the open field is what Sein und Zeit
referred to as a ‘world’, while ‘that which is opened up’ in a world refers
to the beings populating it. On this basis, the now familiar conclusion can
be reiterated: the essence of truth is not the correctness, adequation, or
accordance of the proposition with the thing, since these can be explained
only by more originary structures entailed in pre-predicative, pre-thematic
openness to a world. In other words, it must be grounded by ‘the openness
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of comportment [Verhaltens]” — Dasein’s disclosedness via which a world
is phenomenally presented or unconcealed.®

It is tempting to allow this conclusion to close the enquiry into the
essence of truth, for the position in Sein und Zeit seems to have been
confirmed. However, a problem remains regarding the ontological status
of the open field or world itself. As in Sein und Zeit, the first several sec-
tions of ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ maintain that a world or open field
is held open by Dasein’s disclosedness — that is, Dasein’s openness to and
insistence in the beings it encounters (which are in turn open to it) and
its simultaneous difference or structural distance from them, which is
both an ontic and ontological distance. We have examined the nature of
propositional adequation with an eye to the structural conditions needed
for such a thing to occur. More precisely, we have determined that the
structure of openness or disclosedness attributed to Dasein is a necessary
(though insufficient for a reason I will point out) ground for the possibil-
ity of such propositional adequation. But with this have we hit ontological
bedrock? The problem is that such a picture might simply kick the can
down the road: if explaining the open field of opposedness presupposed
by propositional adequation required recourse to the diagenically prior
field of Dasein’s disclosedness, why shouldn’t the latter require yet another
explanation? Put differently, can Dasein’s disclosedness sufficiently explain
the openness in question? Or might Dasein’s disclosedness force us back to
the question of what, in turn, grounds it? Perhaps Dasein occupies a more
originary structure of openness in a way similar to that in which a pre-
sentative statement occupies the ‘open field of opposedness’. Ultimately,
what we need is an explanation of the origination of the open region that
Dasein has been suggested to ground, for this would mean explaining it
on the basis of something not already opened. I think we only get part of
this story in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’. In Chapter 5 I will look at how
the rest might be supplied by Beizrige.

To be certain, Heidegger does not pose the problem in this way and
he does not construct the short argument I am about to make, which I
will refer back to as ‘the argument for the derivative character of Dasein’s
disclosedness’. Nonetheless, both are clearly entailed within the text and
motivate its discourse. Appealing to Dasein’s disclosedness to ground the
open field occupied by propositions cannot be sufficient. A more originary
ground is required precisely because Dasein is always already open; there
is no Dasein that is not open, Dasein s its disclosedness. Dasein cannot
explain the origination of the open realm, it presupposes it. If Dasein were
the explanation, this would place what is originated in a position prior to
its origination. Thus, explaining the open field requires explaining what-
ever is also responsible for the origination of Dasein’s open character, and
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this must entail processes diagenically prior to Dasein. Now, answering
to this challenge has two possibilities: the origination of the open field
could either be (1) the same thing as the origination of Dasein (though
not grounded in Dasein), in which case the open realm would be nothing
beyond Dasein’s disclosedness, or (2) the origination of a structure of
openness that is itself diagenically prior to Dasein. In either case, Dasein’s
existence cannot be the explanans.

Heidegger’s treatment of the status of the open field drives “Vom Wesen
der Wahrheit® to a new diagenic stage. He approaches it in different terms
than I have just used, focusing on a distinct, but related, issue: the way that
— via the open field — the object of a proposition can supply the standard
according to which the proposition is either adequate or not. This parallels
Sein und Zeif's concern with the ‘phenomenal context of demonstration’.
‘Supplying a standard’ is also tied closely to the ‘withstanding’ character of
objects noted above and implies a distinctly ontic condition necessary for
true propositions about such objects. Namely, the particular ontic charac-
teristics of the object must inform the statement — hence the noted insufh-
ciency of the ontological structure of disclosedness for propositional truth.
Nonetheless, Heidegger’s main interest is not in the ontic mechanics of
the proposition per se, but rather the nature of the ontological ground
that makes it possible for the object to supply a standard, that is, the pre-
propositional open field. What prompts his ontology of truth to move to a
new diagenic stage is ‘the question . . . as to the ground of the inner possi-
bility of the open comportment that pregives [vorgebenden] a standard’.®

What is interesting to me is that the need for this ‘pregiving of a stand-
ard’ tells us something about the structure of openness that grounds it. A
proposition comes to accord with a thing by being informed or bound by
it (Heidegger uses the verb ‘binden’), not simply by occupying the open
realm. Even though ‘a proposition is invested with its correctness by the
openness of comportment’, it is so only insofar as ‘through the latter’
‘what is opened up [can] really become the standard for the presenta-
tive correspondence’.”® This quietly sneaks in a point which at first seems
unimportant given Heidegger’s established account of being-in-the-world,
but which has significant implications: Dasein’s disclosedness is not iso-
lated or one-sided, but co-constituted by the openness of the beings in
which it insists or is enmeshed. Further, propositional accord requires that
when Dasein makes a statement, the statement can be informed by the
thing it is about. But what enables openness to be such that this kind of
binding or informing can occur?

Heidegger’s answer to this, and to the question of the ground of the
openness of comportment, seems a bit strange: ‘freedom’.”! As noted
earlier, ‘freedom’ has a technical sense here and does not mean ‘human
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caprice’, an ‘absence of constraint with respect to what we can or cannot
do’, free will, or any other ‘property of the human being’.”* In short, this
concept of freedom is not that of a human capacity for choosing. When
the term is first presented in this text, it operates more or less as a place-
holder. It designates whatever it is that enables the openness involved in
Dasein’s comportment to be bound or determined by beings, such that
that comportment is directed in a pre-thematic, pre-predicative manner
and might on that basis formulate thematic or predicative statements cor-
rectly presenting those beings. Freedom designates Dasein’s ability to be
informed by the world, not merely project upon it. In Heidegger’s words,
it is a ‘freedom for what is opened up in an open field’.” But this is vague.
What is this freedom more precisely?

According to Heidegger, freedom ‘lets beings be the beings they are’
and thus (tentatively) ‘reveals itself as letting beings be [das Seinlassen von
Seiendem]’.”* Despite this rather off-putting turn of phrase, its meaning
can be clarified by distinguishing two distinct senses of freedom as ‘letting
beings be’. I shall refer to them as ‘freedom 1’ and ‘freedom 2’. Freedom
1 is a manner of comportment for Dasein. Freedom 2 is an ontological
structure that enables beings to be.

Let us take the first first. Freedom 1 is a manner of comportment. As
such, we might be tempted to think of it as something like an ability of
Dasein to simply ‘will” what is and what occurs in the world. However,
this is not the idea. If it were, it would be meaningless to say that Dasein’s
comportment is bound, directed, or informed by beings. Rather, freedom
1 has to entail a reticence or restraint on Dasein’s part that gives things
room to be as they are: Dasein ‘withdraws in the face of beings in order
that they might reveal themselves with respect to what and how they are’.”
Yet, this cannot be a disengagement from beings, for that would also pre-
clude being informed by them and, consequently, preclude propositional
adequation. Thus, to let beings be is ‘to engage oneself with beings’ in a
particular way.”® In Heidegger’s use, we ‘let beings be’ by being atten-
tive to the ontological ground that enables them to be, or, in temporally
dynamic terms, to come into and recede from presence. Since beings are
always distinctive and concrete, our attention cannot treat their ground
as something abstract or disengaged from them. That is, it is an attention
to this ground insofar as this or that distinctive set of beings is in fact in
the process of being, and it preserves the presentation of those beings as so
grounded. To capture the idea more concisely, freedom 1 is an attentive-
ness to the being of beings that tries neither to dominate nor disengage
from them. Thus far, the nature of the ground involved has been described
in terms of structural openness, and, in this regard, to let beings be is ‘to
engage oneself with the open field and its openness into which every being
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comes to stand, bringing that openness, as it were, along with itself.””
Likewise, in the terminology of truth, letting beings be is an engagement
with the essence of truth that grounds the possibility of propositional
adequation.

Freedom 2 is also a form of ‘letting beings be’, but here this designates
an ontological structure, not a comportment by human existence. The
claim governing freedom 2 is that any comportment by Dasein (including
that of freedom 1) is possible only on the basis of an ontological openness
more originary than that of Dasein. ‘Freedom’ in its second sense names
this structure, which I will also refer to as ‘originary openness’ or ‘originary
disclosedness’. It names the way Dasein (a being) is let or enabled to be on
the ground of such openness. It is only after the first few sections of “Vom
Wesen der Wahrheit' that Heidegger introduces the idea that freedom has
this sort of ontological priority, writing that ‘ek-sistent freedom [2] as the
essence of truth is not a property of human beings; . . . on the contrary
humans ek-sist and so become capable of history only as the property
[Eigentum] of this freedom’.”® His justification for this is sparse in the text.
I can identify two lines of support.

The first is the implicit argument for the derivative character of Dasein’s
disclosedness discussed above. It eliminated the possibility that Dasein can
sufficiently explain openness, that is, that Dasein is the ground whence
openness is. This placed that ground in a position ontologically prior to
Dasein and left the other two possibilities: either the openness generated is
(1) simply the openness of Dasein or (2) also ontologically prior to Dasein.

The second argument eliminates possibility 1 and leaves us with pos-
sibility 2. It can be reconstructed like this: we know that Dasein’s circum-
spective openness and understanding of beings enables it to track different
paths — or possibilities of comportment — through the world via which it
deals with whatever tasks it is concerned with. But those paths are con-
strained by the nature and range of beings that are actually disclosed at
any given time, the same constraints that must bind Dasein’s presentative
statements. If I say “That coin is pink’ when it is in fact gold, my proposi-
tion fails to agree with its standard. If I aim to light a campfire, using a
glass of water won’t work; I need to find another route to accomplish the
task. This sort of constraint, or the parameters of possible comportment
it defines, cannot be reduced to features of the openness of Dasein’s com-
portment (its disclosedness), since then they would not be imposed upon
Dasein; the ‘thrown’ character of Dasein’s finitude would dissolve and
Heidegger’s philosophy would be a vulgar form of idealism. Moreover,
this imposition could not occur if the beings ‘doing the imposing’ were
not themselves structurally or ontologically open, for then they would not
be encounterable in a meaningful way at all. The specific and constrained
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openness of such beings shapes the field in which Dasein can encounter
them. But this means that the openness of other beings is irreducible
to that of Dasein’s existence. Now, it might be tempting to conclude
that openness izself is derived from the structure of beings (and thus that
Heidegger offers merely an ontic realism). However, that would put the
cart before the horse: just as Dasein’s disclosedness presupposes an open
field of relationality bound by those beings, the openness of those beings
to anything else presupposes such a field. To be a being encounterable by
anything else means to populate an open field of relationality. Though that
field might exist only in forms given by these or those concrete beings, it
cannot be reduced to a conglomeration of the structures of such beings,
since no structurally open being could ever have come to be except by
coming to populate such a field. While such a field cannot be abstracted
from the concrete beings populating it, it nonetheless must be ontologi-
cally prior to them, that is, form part of the structure of the ground ena-
bling them to be. Since Dasein is simply one of these beings, possibility 1
listed above is eliminated: originary openness is not simply the openness
of Dasein, and its origination is not simply that of Dasein’s openness.
This ground is ontologically prior both to Dasein and to all other beings,
though it is nonetheless immanently constitutive for them.

I can now refine some of the terms I have been using. ‘Freedom’ (2)
or ‘openness’ (originary openness, the openness of the open field and
not simply of beings) is Heidegger’s name for this field of relationality.
‘World’ names this field as bound by concrete beings. In alternative terms,
freedom 2 is the originary disclosedness Heidegger refers to as ‘Da-sein’.
Expanding on a passage cited above, he outlines an argument along these
lines with respect to human existence as follows:

If ek-sistent Da-sein, which lets beings be, sets the human free for his
‘freedom’ by first offering to his choice something possible (a being) and
by imposing on him something necessary (a being), human caprice does
not then have freedom at its disposal. The human being does not ‘possess’
[besitzt . . . nicht] freedom as a property [Eigenschaft]. At best, the converse
holds: freedom, ek-sistent, disclosive Da-sein, possesses [besitzt] the human
being — so originarily that only iz secures for humanity that distinctive relat-
edness to beings as a whole as such which first founds all history.”

Freedom 2, originary openness, or Da-sein is the ground that enables both
the openness of Dasein’s comportment and the manifestation of beings in
a world at all. In the account so far, it forms the essence of truth that ena-
bles propositional truth to function. Heidegger sometimes describes this
ground as openness as such or ‘the openness of the open field’.** In this
picture, freedom 2 is ‘the openness’ on the basis of which the world is, and
the ‘open field’ is that world: that ‘into which every being comes to stand’,
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in other words, ‘T GAnB€a, the unconcealed’.®! Freedom 2 grounds the
disclosedness through which Dasein exists (stands outside of itself in a way
absorbed in beings), that is, through which it is ‘intrinsically’ ‘expos[ed]
to the disclosedness of beings as such’.®?> Consequently, it is the basis on
which Dasein engages the beings populating a world. Since freedom 2 is
an ontological structure diagenically prior to Dasein and not dependent
upon it, Heidegger’s position here is not just a form of ontic, but of onto-
logical realism. His ontology supports the view that at least some feature
of being 7s regardless of whether human beings exist.

This also provides a basis for restating the nature of freedom 1 more
precisely. Dasein’s engagement with beings in a manner attentive to the
ground whereby they are what they are is an attentiveness to originary
openness as it is manifest in or bound by concrete beings and to the tem-
poral process involved in their coming to presence and receding from pres-
ence in that openness (though I have left this latter qualification aside).

Clearly, “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ has now moved beyond Sein und
Zeit. If freedom 2 is the openness of the open field, that is, the ground ena-
bling beings to be, then human existence — that of a human being — cannot
be identified with freedom. Originary openness is no longer grounded in
human existence, as it was in Sein und Zeit. Heidegger’s use of the term
‘Da-sein’ marks this shift. Da-sein grounds Dasein or makes the structure
of human existence possible. Human existence and the world in which it
exists are structured by freedom 2 or Da-sein.

In contrast to Sein und Zeit, the essence of truth can no longer be
equated with Dasein’s disclosure of beings, for that disclosure works only
on the basis of freedom 2 or Da-sein. The human being is absorbed in the
terrain of beings or meaning that articulates that freedom. If the world is
10 8AN0€a or the unconcealed, then ‘@Anfe1a’ comes to signify unconceal-
ment, where this is not simply the phenomenological disclosure of beings
to Dasein, but the originary openness whereby beings are enabled to come
into and recede from manifestation. AAY0gta as part of the essence of truth
is part of the ontological structure or ground whereby worlds of beings
are enabled to be, while ‘truth is disclosure of beings through which [that]
openness essentially unfolds [west]’.¥ Thus, Heidegger’s a-léthic account
of the essence of truth has decisively moved to a second stage, beyond the
phenomenological stage in Sein und Zeit.

This leaves one important question: what of untruth or Aq0n? In the
phenomenological picture given in Sein und Zeit, A\ was an equally
essential and structurally correlated counterpart to dAn0gta. It was conceal-
ment, coveredness, or occlusion and the semblance involved in Dasein’s
fallenness. But what should we make of A0n in light of the transforma-
tion found in ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’? In short, untruth is part of the
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essence of truth and since the latter now has a position diagenically prior
to Dasein, so does the former. In fact, the way Heidegger treats untruth
drives his ontology again to a more originary ground.

Freedom 2 or the disclosedness of Da-sein lets beings be, that is, it lets
them become present in unconcealment. But Heidegger claims something
strange about this: he suggests that this occurs only in a way oriented by
a particular ‘attuned’ ‘comportment’.® This is strange because he usually
reserves the term ‘comportment’ to apply to Dasein (indeed, he also uses
it in this sense in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ without clearly noting the
different use). What can this term mean in this new context and how can
an ontological structure prior to Dasein be attuned? Answering this leads
to an answer to the question about A10n.

Clearly, freedom 1 is always attuned, like all of Dasein’s comportment.
By ‘attunement’ Heidegger means that the concrete meanings and pos-
sibilities offered by a world of beings to Dasein’s comportment define or
provide a distinct factical character to that comportment, and Dasein’s
futurally oriented circumspective concern is embedded in and guided by
them. The factical possibilities of the kind of comportment described by
freedom 1 are defined by the world of beings in which Dasein’s existence
insists or is absorbed. In such a world, there can be no such thing as a
being that is completely open (whatever that would mean) because then
it would not be delimited at all, it would not be. Openness is nothing
without a limit. A} names a concealing withdrawal which provides this
delimitation and grounds the closedness belonging to beings. Without the
finitude that closedness or concealment provides beings, Dasein’s possi-
bilities of comportment would evaporate. Thus, the closedness or conceal-
ment of A0 is no less essential to a world than openness. How should we
understand the character of An0n more precisely?

At the level of freedom 2, Dasein’s existence is structured or attuned by
the originary openness enabling it to engage beings at all. In Heidegger’s
words, ‘as letting beings be, freedom [2] is intrinsically the resolutely open
bearing that does not close up in itself. All comportment is grounded in
this bearing and receives from it directedness toward beings and disclosure
of them.”® I take comportment at the level of freedom 2 to be the diagenic
directionality that originary openness has to a concrete world of beings
populating it. Indeed, openness always is in the contours of a concrete
world of beings. Whence do the characteristics of those contours arise such
that openness is openness of a factically concrete world? At one level — that
of the distinct beings populating such a world — they are co-determined by
the AM0n co-constitutive of the beings in question. At a more fundamental
level — that of the ground enabling such beings to be — originary openness
itself cannot be absolute or total, for then there would be no delimitation,
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no finitude at all. For the same reason, the closedness, concealment, or
withdrawal co-constitutive of beings cannot be explained by originary
openness alone. AA0eta, originary openness, originary unconcealment
can gain delimitation only in correlation with what limits or makes open-
ness finite: an originary closedness, concealment, withdrawal, or Af0n.
This cannot be reduced to the AM0n belonging to beings as such for the
same reason that openness cannot be reduced to the openness of beings:
all beings are finite; finitude cannot be the result of beings, for they could
not be without a delimitation ontologically prior to them. Thus, an origi-
nary form of A\0n correlates with originary dAn0st0, both of which are
ontologically prior to worlds of beings, even if always existing only in their
concrete contours.

Heidegger uses the concept of history to discuss the way originary A1i6n
delimits or configures a world in this or that factically distinctive manner.
The epochal configurations discussed in Chapter 2 are distinctive instances
of ontological withdrawal or concealment. I take Heidegger’s notion of
attunement at the level of Da-sein to designate the particular historical
or epochal configuration determining the disclosure of a concrete, finite
world of beings.

Such disclosure or unconcealment is always shaped in a finite, facti-
cal manner. This means unconcealment can never be total: no totality
of being or beings can be disclosed. To disclose some concrete range of
beings, ‘beings as a whole’ must withdraw into concealment.®® The dis-
closure of a concrete range of beings is possible only on the basis of this
withdrawal: only by the concealing withdrawal of beings-as-a-whole from
disclosedness, that is, the concealment that refuses the possibility of total
disclosure, is finite disclosure possible.

Precisely because letting-be always lets beings be in a particular comport-
ment that relates to them and thus discloses them, it conceals beings as a
whole. Letting-be is intrinsically at the same time a concealing. In the ek-
sistent freedom of Da-sein a concealing of beings as a whole comes to pass
[ereignet sich].%”

Heidegger’s point is not that such concealment is an inevitable conse-
quence of the unconcealment of beings, but that unconcealment is pos-
sible only on the basis of originary concealment. The finitude of concrete
comportment enables that comportment to be at all. And that finitude is
grounded precisely in a withdrawal from or refusal of openness. And this
is originary, not derivative.®

Considered with respect to truth as disclosedness, concealment is . . . the
un-truth that is most proper to the essence of truth. The concealment of
beings as a whole does not first show up subsequently as a consequence of
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the fact that knowledge of beings is always fragmentary. The concealment
of beings as a whole, un-truth proper, is older than every openness of this or
that being. It is older than letting be itself.¥

A0 or concealment is an irreducible structure of the essence of truth;
indeed, the one most proper to it. As should be clear, it is not simply
an epistemological limit, but an ontological structure co-constituting the
essence of truth. Td GAn0€a is the articulated terrain of beings or meaning
that is enabled by originary dA0eta or openness and Af6n or conceal-
ment. Since concealment is not merely semblance and occlusion but a
dynamic structure in the heart of truth diagenically prior to beings and
their meaningful disclosure, it holds no meaning.

It is worth pointing out that this account of the essence of truth under-
mines Sheehan’s phenomenological reading of Heidegger. In particular,
Sheehan makes two claims that are incompatible with it. First, he suggests
that for Heidegger Sein is really Sinn or meaning. Yet under the rubric of
truth it is clear that a key feature of being — A0n — is prior to and irre-
ducible to meaning. In fact, it is distinctively devoid of meaning. Against
Sheehan, this aligns Heidegger with Louis Althusser’s late insistence on
the ‘non-anteriority of Meaning’ with respect to the world; that is, the
claim that there is no meaning inscribed in being prior to or guiding the
advent of the world.” Since M0n is the ground enabling the disclosure
of any meaning, meaning itself cannot be attributed to originary An0n.
Otherwise, meaning would be ontologically prior to itself. From the per-
spective of the world, An0n figures a rupture or abyss in the terrain of
meaning.

Second, Sheehan claims that being is always correlative with human
existence. This clearly must be false. AAj0€100 and A90n are what they are
prior (on a diagenic axis) to the worlds of beings or meaning they enable
to be. In fact, precisely because originary concealment is a refusal of dis-
closure, it cannot have any relation of dependence upon that which is dis-
closed. It (and perhaps even originary openness) is an ontological structure
not dependent upon any relation to beings or meaning, while beings and
meaning are dependent upon it. There is consequently a one-way direction
of dependence which shows that Sheehan’s rubric of reciprocity between
being and human existence does not match up to Heidegger’s account.

Heidegger explicates untruth further within the human context in
terms of ‘mystery’ and ‘errancy’, which I can set aside for the purposes of
this project. What will be important for Chapter 4 is having established
the ontological-structural elements of the essence of truth in “Vom Wesen
der Wahrheit’: (1) truth as the freedom, originary openness, or dAn0sto
through which the movement of unconcealment, the disclosure of beings,
or coming to be of a meaningful world are enabled, and (2) untruth
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as originary concealment, concealing withdrawal, the ground enabling
unconcealment, or the A 6n of which dAn0ew is the alpha-privative. The
essence of truth — or the Heideggerian transcendental field in ‘Vom Wesen
der Wahrheit’ — is the dAn0g10/AN0n structure that grounds worlds of
beings. In Heidegger’s account of the essence of truth in Beitrige, dAn 010
and M0 prefigure the structure of the event, and it is through a trans-
formation of those concepts that a grounded account of beyng as event is
developed. I shall return to this after some preliminary considerations in
the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

Truth and Event in Beitrdge zur
Philosophie (Vom Ereignis)

In Beitrige, Heidegger argues that his treatment of the ontological prob-
lematic in earlier works like Sein und Zeit and “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’
was ultimately inadequate. As I shall discuss, his claim is that his earlier
positions remain determined by the conceptual framework of metaphys-
ics, which he takes to prevent a sufficiently originary account of being.
In an effort to rectify this, he recasts the most fundamental terms of his
ontology. ‘Being’ he argues, must be rethought in terms of the event (das
Ereignis). In other words, being — or rather, beyng (Seyn) — is evental in
nature. A central task of Beitrdge, then, is to work out what exactly the
evental nature of beyng is. The problematic of the essence of truth plays
a key role in this: not only must ‘the question of the essence of truth’ be
‘posed radically as the question that is preliminary [Vorfrage] to the basic
question [Grundfrage] of philosophy (How does beyng essentially occur
[west]?)’, but Heidegger will argue that ‘beyng qua event essentially occurs
[west] as truth’.!

This means that the way we understand truth in Beitrige has serious
consequences for how we understand the event. Most commentators have
understood Beitrige to remain within the basic framework of what I have
called the second stage of Heidegger’s a-léthic concept of truth — that just
discussed in the context of Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’.? However, as I
have begun to suggest, I take this to be a mistake. Beizrige contains a new,
differential concept of truth and this dramatically transforms the way we
should understand the concept of event (in its ontological sense). Accessing
this concept requires rethinking the problematic of truth in light of certain
major ontological shifts that text proposes. In this chapter, I focus on these
shifts in relation to truth, then in Chapter 5 I work out the differential
concept of truth in relation to the event. By tracking the productive logic
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of Grundlegung from the phenomenological a-léthic account of truth in
Sein und Zeit to the quasi-transcendental a-léthic account in “Vom Wesen
der Wahrheit’ to the differential account in Beitrige, we see Heidegger’s
ontology evolve along a diagenic axis. The methodological progression
through these stages performs the movement of Er-griindung via which
alienated human existence endeavours to reground itself and consequently
bring about the historical event.

To make sense of Heidegger’s account of truth in Beizrdge, I will begin
by outlining the noted ontological shifts that text presents. First, I will
examine in more detail a problem he identifies both in the history of
ontology and in his own previous efforts at addressing the question of
being; that of thinking being within the framework of Seiendpeit or being-
ness. In Beitrige, he aims to rectify this via a remarkable shift advancing
the independence of being from beings. I will clarify this by looking at the
shift of his focal term from Sein to Seyn and the correlated programmatic
shift from what he calls the Leitfrage (guiding question) to the Grundfrage
(basic question). This look at the problem of Seiendheit is necessary for
making sense of a parallel shift he advances regarding the essence of truth:
the essence of truth must be detached from or independent of what is
true. With this frame, I then pick up the problematic of truth again and
detail the first set of transformations it takes in Beitrige, paying special
attention to the way it drives thought beyond the a-/éthic account. At
the end of this chapter, I take a moment to engage two major alternative
views on Heidegger’s concept of event: the correlationist view advanced
by Sheehan and Meillassoux and the view that ‘event’ is equivalent to
Anwesen, aAbewa, ¢Oo1G, or the giving of beings (es gibz) advanced by
Capobianco.

I The problem of Seiendheit and the shift from
Sein to Seyn

In Beitrige, Heidegger advances a major ontological shift that sets the
stage for his account of the event in that text; namely, a shift in how he
understands being with respect to beings. In Sein und Zeit, being was
framed as ‘the being of beings’.> There, Dasein or human existence — a
being — can work towards developing an authentic understanding of being
by developing an authentic understanding of its own existence. In other
words, I can come to understand being on the basis of the relation being
has to « being — Dasein, my own existence. In Beitrige, Heidegger makes
a radical shift: he disassociates being from beings.* In other words, being is
now to be thought independently of any relation it has to beings: ‘beyng
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can no longer be thought on the basis of beings but must be inventively
thought from itself’.> This shift is signified terminologically by rewriting
‘Sein’ (‘being’) in the archaic form ‘Seyn’ (‘beyng’).® ‘Sein’ signifies being,
understood as co-determined by a relation to beings. Its conceptual succes-
sor, ‘Seyn’, on the other hand, signifies being as thought independently of
any relation it has to beings. The following passage crystallises Heidegger’s
point and indicates its implications for the related themes of metaphysics
and the ontological difference. I will refer back to it again later.

There is no immediate difference between beyng [Seyn] and beings, because
there is altogether no immediate relation between them. Even though beings
as such oscillate only in the appropriation [Ereignung], beyng remains abys-
sally far from all beings. The attempts to represent both together, already in
the very manner of naming them, stem from metaphysics.”

As I hope to make clear, this independence does not mean beyng is
transcendent or discrete from beings, but that beyng is not dependent
upon beings or its relations to beings. Beyng is diagenically prior and, as
Capobianco puts it, ‘structurally prior’ to beings.® Of course, Heidegger
also details co-dependent or reciprocal relations between being and beings,
as in the co-appropriation of Dasein and being that enables the constitu-
tion of meaningful worlds. Indeed, much of Beitrige is devoted to themes
within this register. However, I take this to be a derivative relationship
consequent upon the more originary, and independent, operations of
beyng as event.

Though Heidegger’s accounts of both the primal independence of
beyng from beings and consequent relations of reciprocity between the
two are quite complex, and I will not treat them fully here, I take his basic
logic to be straightforward. It operates at a first order and then a second
order level. At the first order level: as a child’s existence is dependent upon
the donors of its genetic material, beings are dependent upon beyng. ‘If
beings are, then beyng must occur essentially [wesen].”” But, as the donors
are not dependent upon the child, beyng is not dependent upon beings.
The child might cease to exist while the donors remain. This is a one-direc-
tional dependence. At the second order level, the donors might indeed
become reciprocally determined by the child, but only insofar as they
become mother or father. ‘Mother’ or ‘father’ is a secondary determination
of the donor that only arises insofar as it enters into a certain correla-
tion with the child and becomes partially defined in terms of that cor-
relation. The primal independence and consequent correlation of beyng
and beings is the same: beyng is independent of beings, while beings are
dependent upon beyng. It is only insofar as worlds of beings are meaning-
fully disclosed by Dasein — a consequent structure — that beyng becomes
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reciprocally determined by beings (namely Dasein). Yet this remains at a
second order level. The one-directional relation of dependence is conse-
quently supplemented with a reciprocal co-determination.

The term ‘Sein’/‘being’ applies in the register of this reciprocal co-
determination, while the term ‘Seyn’/‘beyng’ applies in the more origi-
nary register independent of it. Marking this distinction is essential to
making sense of Beitrdge. Without it, Heidegger’s statements clarifying
each become conflated and make a difficult text nonsensical. With i,
seemingly enigmatic statements like the following become clear: “The
question of being is the question of the truth of beyng.”' For, truth is the
determination of beyng in worlds of beings or meaning. Heidegger makes
the point distinguishing being and beyng again, while also emphasising
the difference of beyng from the metaphysical concepts of actuality and
possibility, as follows:

“Beyng” [Seyn] does not simply mean the actuality of the actual, and not
simply the possibility of the possible, and in general not simply being [Sein]
understood on the basis of particular beings; instead, it means beyng out of
its original essential occurrence in the full fissure [Zerkliiftung]."

The reason for Heidegger’s shift is that thinking being on the basis of its
relation to beings forces a determination of the concept of being on the
basis of the concept of beings, that is, the conceptualisation of what beings
are as beings (6v 1) 8v), which Heidegger terms ‘Seiendheit’ (‘beingness’)."?
A series of related faults are involved with understanding being in the
framework of Seiendpeit. First, it leads to an abstract or generic account
of being. Historically, a dominant procedure for deriving Seiendheir is
examining a set of beings with an eye towards what is identical in all of
them; in other words, deriving an essence by abstracting a universal from a
set of particulars, which might be accomplished by a variety of a priori or
a posteriori methods. In such cases, Seiendheit is that which most univer-
sally belongs to beings. For Heidegger, the paradigm case is Platonism’s
derivation of abstract universals or ideas.” The Aristotelian analogue is
found in his account of ‘o¥cia as the beingness of beings’, which replicates
the problem: ‘despite [Aristotle’s] denial that being has the character of a
genus, nevertheless being (as beingness) is always and only meant as the
Kowov, the common and thus what is common to every being’.!* A second
problem is that within the framework of Seiendheiz, ‘nothing is said about
the inner content of the essence of being’."” That is, the characterisation of
being is donated only from the character of beings, not arrived at on the
basis of being itself. In Heidegger’s analysis, thinking being on the basis
of beings prioritises beings over being by making the conceptualisation
of beings as such determinative for the conceptualisation of being. Third,
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moreover, extant conceptions of beings as such are not ‘innocent’. They
are determined within faulty metaphysical historical and conceptual con-
figurations. Characterisations of being drawn from beings carry this fault.
Fourth, characteristics of beings are characteristics of beings, not being.
Failing to register this means failing to register the ontological difference.'®

It is tempting to understand the priority involved in beyng’s inde-
pendence in terms of a relation of conditionality. However, Heidegger is
careful to point out that this would be mistaken. Showing why will help
clarify the status of beyng’s independence. In his view, if we take beyng
as a condition for beings we continue to determine beyng on the basis of
a relation between it and beings, that is, as Seiendheir."” The problem here
is in the application of the very framework of conditionality to beyng.
Concepts of condition must be distinguished from Heidegger’s concepts
of ground in Beitrige, which constitute an essential register of beyng itself
as event: namely, ‘Grund der Moglichkeit’ (‘ground of possibility’) or the
more developed ground as ‘das Sichverbergen im tragenden Durchragen’
(‘self-concealing in a protruding that bears’)."® As I outlined in Chapter
2, this is differentiated into ‘Er-griindung’ (‘fathoming the ground’) and
‘das urspriingliche Griinden des Grundes’ (‘the original grounding of the
ground’) or simply the ‘griindende Grund’ (‘grounding ground’).” We
can set aside the more derivative fathoming the ground here. Grounding
ground is the originary grounding dynamic inherent to beyng itself as
event. Grounding ground is necessary for beings to be but is not to be
determined as a condition. Casting something as a condition always means
understanding it as a condition for something: a condition for a being
or for experience, for instance. The strange consequence Heidegger rec-
ognises, in other words, is that casting something as a condition always
subjects it to a co-determination by what it is a condition for, insofar as
the condition is defined in terms of the relation it has to the conditioned.
Although we seem to have good concepts for conditions that are independ-
ent of what is conditioned, his point is that applying the very framework
of conditionality to something means understanding it in terms of the
relation of condition to conditioned, and vice versa. In this way, think-
ing being as a condition for beings generates an account in which being
is structurally conditioned by beings, not independent of them: ‘If beyng
is understood as a condition in any sense whatever, it is already degraded
into something in the service of beings and supervenient to them.””® In
Beitriige, on the other hand, grounding ground enables what is grounded
on it to be, but is not itself essentially determined by what is grounded. In
other words, it is conceived on the basis of the inherent grounding char-
acter of the event, not the relation it has to what is grounded.”’ How this
works can be seen in §242, where the originary structures or dynamics of
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ground — Ab-grund, Ur-grund, and Un-grund — are unfolded immanently
as part of the originary dynamics of the event, not derived from what is
consequent upon them.

It will be worth noting that in Heidegger’s account, ‘the original
grounding of the ground . .. is the essential occurrence of the truth of
beyng; truth is a ground in the original sense’.?? This, as will be seen, means
the essential occurrence of the truth of beyng must not be thought in
terms of any relation to what is consequent upon it (beings), but likewise
explicated immanently as part of the originary dynamics of the event.

These distinctions allow me to further clarify how I understand the
structural and diagenic priority of beyng in Beitrdge. It will be helpful to
mark my agreement and disagreement with Capobianco’s interpretation
of this matter. As he writes: ‘Heidegger’s mature position, in my formu-
lation of the matter, is that Being is structurally prior to and a condition
of meaning. That is, only insofar as there is Being is there meaning.’” I
take him to understand ‘meaning’ here as shorthand for ‘the meaningful
disclosure of a world of beings’ or ‘the disclosure of a world of beings in
their meaningful relations with human existence’. I agree that without
beyng, meaning or worlds of beings would be impossible. In contrast to
Capobianco, though, my understanding is that, at least in Beizrige, being
(as beyng, as Ereignis) is structurally and diagenically prior to, but not a
condition of, meaning or worlds of beings. For, casting this priority in
terms of conditionality inadvertently reinstitutes the dependence of beyng
upon beings. In my view, to say beyng is structurally prior to meaning is
to say beyng is prior on a diagenic axis or axis of ground, where ‘ground’
must not be conflated with ‘condition’. This results in a different formula-
tion: in Beitrdge, beyng is structurally prior, prior on a diagenic axis, to
meaning or beings.

Metaphysics, in Beitrige, is characterised by its essential orientation
to think the beingness of beings: ‘all metaphysics’ is ‘founded on the
leading question [Leitfrage]: what are beings?’ (cf. Aristotle’s ti 70 6v).*
This is a central reason why it is insufficient for ontology. ““Metaphysics”
asks about beingness on the basis of beings (within the inceptual — i.e.,
definitive — interpretation of @Uo1g) and necessarily leaves unasked the
question of the zruth of beingness and thus the question of the #uzh
of beyng.’® Heidegger’s shift to thinking beyng independently of beings
aims to recast the problematic of being in a way liberated from metaphysi-
cal determination by the problematic of Seiendbeit. This point allows a fur-
ther clarification of his terminological distinction between ‘Sein’/‘being’
and ‘Seyn’/‘beyng’. ‘Sein’/‘being’ signifies being as understood within the
framework of Seiendpeit.
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Being [Sein] is the condition for beings, which are thereby already estab-
lished in advance as things [Dinge] (the objectively present at hand).
Being conditions [be-dingt] beings either as their cause [summum ens —
dnpovpydg (‘craftsman’)] or as the ground of the objectivity of the thing
in representation (condition of the possibility of experience or in some way
as the ‘earlier’, which it is in virtue of its higher constancy and presence, as
accords with its generality).?

Hence, ‘Sein’/‘being’ remains metaphysical in its signification.
‘Seyn’/‘beyng’ does not. Recall the point made in the passage cited on
p. 133: “The attempts to represent both [beyng and beings] together,
already in the very manner of naming them, stem from metaphysics.””
Consequently, beyng cannot be ‘the being of beings’. It must not be
understood on the basis of beings, in any way co-determined by a relation
to them as its counterpart. Importantly, however, Heidegger is not claim-
ing beyng has 70 relation to beings, but that beyng has no immediate rela-
tion to beings. Beyng is related to beings mediately through what he calls

‘the strife of world and earth’.?

2 The shift from the Leitfrage to the Grundfrage

As a consequence of these shifts, the guestion of beyng cannot be oriented
by that of the being of beings. The distinction between being and beyng
correlates with a distinction between two configurations of the ques-
tion about being (or beyng): the ‘Leitfrage’ (‘guiding question’) and the
‘Grundfrage’ (‘basic question’).” The Leitfrage is governed by the ques-
tion ‘about beings as beings (6v | 8v)’.* For Heidegger, Aristotle’s ‘i
10 8V’ ("“What are beings?’) renders its ‘most general form’.’" Since it has
this ‘approach and directionality’, when it comes to ask about being, it
asks ‘the question of the being of beings’.”* The meaning of the term
‘Sein’/‘being’ ultimately remains determined by the framework of the
Leitfrage. Thus, Heidegger argues the Leitfrage must be supplanted. It is so
by the Grundfrage, for which ‘the starting point is not beings, i.e., this or
that given being, nor is it beings as such and as a whole’.? It is ‘the ques-
tion of the essential occurrence [Wesung] of beyng’, which interrogates
‘the openness for essential occurrence [Offenbeit fiir Wesung] as such, i.e.,
truth’ 3* Here, truth ‘essentially occurs in advance [Voraus-wesende]” of —
that is, is diagenically prior to — the determination of (1) beings, (2) the
Leitfrage, and (3) the historical epoch of metaphysics.” In other words, the
Grundfrage enquires into the ground of these grounded terms, but not on
the basis of any relation this ground has to what is grounded. Rather, it
asks about this ground independently of any such relation.*
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Expressing what I take to be a fundamental error in some scholarship on
the question of metaphysics in Heidegger’s work, Rae frames Heidegger’s
ontology as one defined by a ‘wholesale abandonment’ of metaphysics:
‘For Heidegger, philosophy is so irreparably damaged by metaphysics that
nothing other than its wholesale abandonment will rejuvenate thinking to
being’s becoming.” Translated into the language I have just been using,
this would mean that in the shift from the Leitfrage to the Grundfrage,
the framework of the former is cast entirely to the flames. This is false and
mischaracterises the structure of Heidegger’s ontology. It fails to register
the dimension of what I have described in terms of radical critique, which
Heidegger recognises as essential to a sufficient ontology. If metaphysics
constitutes a distorted ontology, a sufficient ontology must include an
explanation, on more appropriate bases, of the genesis of that distortion.
In other words, it must not abandon the framework of that distortion, but
must offer the possibility to rethink it on proper grounds. Describing the
shift here in terms of ‘tibergingliche Denken’ or ‘transitional thinking’,
Heidegger emphasises the point as follows:

For transitional thinking, however, what matters is not an ‘opposition’ to
‘metaphysics’, since that would simply bring metaphysics back into play;
rather, the task is an overcoming of metaphysics out of its ground ...
[T]ransitional thinking must not succumb to the temptation to simply leave
behind what it grasped as the end and at the end; instead, this thinking must
put behind itself what it has grasped, i.e., now for the first time comprehend
it in its essence and allow it to be integrated in altered form into the truth
of beyng.?®

Heidegger’s concern with this issue is seen clearly in the way he casts the
transition from the Leitfrage to the Grundfrage. This transition is neither a
simple switch from one orientation to another nor a seamless progression.
The framework of the Leitfrage defines metaphysics, and its crystallisation
by the ancient Greeks marks what Heidegger calls the ‘first beginning’ for
thought. The shift towards the Grundfrage marks a shift towards an ‘other
beginning’. In this way, it is an essential part of what I have described
as the event in the historical sense. But as argued in Chapter 2, that
event would be impossible without an ontological element that drives or
draws thought beyond the framework of the first beginning; namely, what
Heidegger elaborates as the evental character of beyng (the event in the
ontological sense). In the shift from the Leitfrage to the Grundfrage, we see
part of this broader transformation taking place.

The overcoming of the first beginning and its Leitfrage cannot be
accomplished by simple negation. It cannot be ‘a counter-movement; for
all counter-movements and counter-forces are essentially codetermined by
that which they are counter t0’.* Any attempt to overcome by way of a
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counter-movement remains reactionary or, as Heidegger puts it, ‘re-aktiv’
(re-active).” ‘A counter-movement never suffices for an essential transfor-
mation of history’ — it never escapes the determinative force of that to
which it is counter.*! Rather, ‘the task is an overcoming of metaphysics
out of its ground’.*?

Insofar as the historical and conceptual apparatus of the Leitfrage is
grounded in the subject matter of the Grundfrage, even if this fact is
obscured, the Grundfrage ‘lies hidden in’ the Leitfrage.*® When the insuf-
ficiencies of the Leitfrage become apparent, so does the necessity of a rup-
ture and another beginning for thought (‘something utterly different must
commence’).* The conceptual apparatus of the Leitfrage can’t establish
this because of the determinative force of the historical and conceptual
foundations defining it. Instead, a preparatory project that fractures or
deconstructs those foundations is necessary (as found, for instance, in
Heidegger’s work from the 1920s and early 1930s). One can imagine,
as much so-called ‘Continental’ philosophy did during the 1990s and
early 2000s, that the deconstructive project might potentially be carried
on indefinitely and come to define the project of philosophy. Ultimately,
however, that would perpetuate the error belonging to the Leitfrage, since
philosophy would be defined in relation to the Leizfrage’s remnant inscrip-
tions. From a perspective within the horizon of this deconstructive project,
then, resolving the Leitfrage’s error requires a rupture and radical shift —a
so-called ‘leap” — initiating another beginning. According to Heidegger,
this can be accomplished via the problematic of truth: ‘what is carried out
is a leap into the #truth (clearing and concealing) of beyng itself.* In the
language of the event, this means that an historical event must take place
accomplishing a radical reconfiguration of the terrain of thought.

Nevertheless, the historical and conceptual configuration of the
Leitfrage is not suddenly annihilated. Instead, the shift establishes the
possibility that it be re-appropriated or grounded in a more originary
way. ‘Although no progression is ever possible from the guiding question
[Leitfrage] to the basic question [Grundfrage], yet, conversely, the unfold-
ing of the basic question does at the same time provide the ground for
taking back up into a more original possession the entire history of the
guiding question rather than simply repudiating it as something past
and gone.”*® Overcoming metaphysics out of its ground entails that the
transition through the Grundfrage to another beginning ‘free[s] up a crea-
tive ground’ and offers the possibility of re-appropriating the apparatus
of metaphysics and mobilising it in a non-reactive way.” This, however,
would entail a fundamental transformation of the terms of the Leitfrage,
of metaphysics, and of the way we understand the nature of beings. It
should be emphasised, however, that Heidegger’s primary concern was
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with rethinking the nature of being in terms of the event, not the re-
appropriation of metaphysics.

The shift from being to its conceptual successor, beyng, also leads to
an important shift in how Heidegger understands difference. I will simply
point this out here and return to it in Chapter 5. In Sein und Zeit, the
Seinsfrage was oriented by the ontological difference or difference between
being and beings.*® In Beitrige, the question of beyng cannot be oriented
by the ontological difference because in that configuration being remains
co-determined by the differential relation between it and its counterpart
— beings. This shift is not meant to abandon or reject the ontological dif-
ference. Rather, Heidegger aims to give an account of the ground whence
this very difference is possible. As I hope to show, through the problematic
of the essence of truth in Beitrige, he shifts the key differential relation-
ship from one between being and beings to a self-differential operation
‘internal’ to beyng itself. Recall the passage cited on p. 133 again, this time
with respect to the ontological difference: “There is no immediate differ-
ence between beyng and beings, because there is altogether no immediate
relation between them. Even though beings as such oscillate only in the
appropriation [Ereignung], beyng remains abyssally far from all beings.™

3 The event and the essence of truth

With these programmatic and conceptual transformations in mind, let
us return to the topic of truth and its role in explaining beyng as event.
Heidegger’s move to think beyng independently from beings has impor-
tant consequences for this. As a point of emphasis, he treats the problematic
of truth as an essentially ontological problematic: it forms a key register in
which he articulates the nature of being (and now beyng), while epistemo-
logical and logical (formal) forms of truth are derivative in relation to that
ground. In the ontology presented in Beitrige, the essence of truth consti-
tutes certain structures of the event. Indeed, it is through the preliminary
question (Vorfrage) of truth that the basic question (Grundfrage) of beyng
gets addressed and a properly grounded account of beyng as event can be
developed.™

Given the ontological status of truth for Heidegger, we would expect
him to rethink truth in light of the transformations discussed above. This
is just what we find: Beitrige contains an extensive effort to liberate the
problem of the essence of truth from the framework of Seiendbeit. This
entails a move parallel to that advancing the independence of beyng from
beings: the essence of truth is to be thought independently of what is true
(das Wahre). Within this context, Heidegger provides a technical reformu-
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lation of the essence of truth as ‘die Lichtung fiir das Sichverbergen’ (‘the
clearing for self-concealing’) or ‘Lichtung des Sichverbergens’ (‘the clear-
ing of self-concealing’), which I condense as ‘the clearing for/of self-con-
cealing’.”' The connection of such truth with beyng is highlighted in an
alternative formulation: the essence of truth is ‘die lichtende Verbergung
des Seyns’ (‘the clearing concealment of beyng’).>* Though these formula-
tions are terminologically and conceptually related to the a-leshic version
found in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit', they in fact express a fundamental
philosophical transformation. I will argue that ‘the clearing for/of self-
concealing’ is a differential formulation, that is, it articulates the logic
of difference that constitutes the essence of truth. To be clear, Beitrige
contains no overt assertion that the essence of truth is differential. Rather,
that it is so becomes evident by tracking the specifics of Heidegger’s treat-
ment of truth, which drive thought beyond the a-léthic account into a
differential account entailed in its logic and confirmed in his thinking of
‘the decisional essence [Entscheidungswesen] of beyng’.>® In this section I
deal with the shifts in Heidegger’s account of truth necessary for this new
concept, then in Chapter 5 I connect it with his ontology of difference
and develop the differential concept of truth in connection with the event.

The core discussion of truth in Beitrige (§5204-37) opens with an
unusual formulation of the question of truth as one ‘about he truth of the
truth’ (‘nach der Wahrheit der Wahrbeir)’>* Heidegger is well aware this
is likely to draw a charge of circularity or ‘vacuity’.”> We can show that it
escapes this charge by applying a diagenic distinction: ‘truth’ is used in
two different senses, one of which signifies the ground or essence of the
other. This distinction aligns Heidegger’s analysis of truth with the Sein/
Seyn and Leitfrage/Grundfrage shifts. “Truth’, here, signifies on the one
hand ‘die Wahrheit selbst’ (‘truth itself’) and on the other ‘das Wahre’
(‘what is true’).”® By ‘what is true’ he means not merely true proposi-
tions but everything grounded by the essence of truth; in other words,
the world of disclosed beings or meaning, the domain of the ‘Da’, or
the ‘Entwurfsbereich’ (‘domain of projection’).”” “Truth itself is diageni-
cally prior to what is true and is the essence of truth or the ground ena-
bling what is true to be or come to presence. Truth itself ‘is the original
[urspriingliche] truth of beyng (event)’.® The question of the truth of the
truth enquires into truth itself, not what is true. Thus, we are no longer
asking about the domain of projection itself as, for instance, in Sein und
Zeit, where the existential analytic operated within the bounds of the hori-
zon of temporality constituted by Dasein as thrown projection. Rather,
‘what counts here is the projection [den Wurf] of the very domain of projec-
tion [ Entwurfsbereichs)’ >

For Heidegger, the immediate upshot is that truth — that is, truth
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itself — is ‘definitively detached [abgeldst] from all beings’.®® Stated more
poetically, ‘truth is the great disdainer of all that is “true™.®' Truth itself
is a feature of the event prior to and independent of that which it ena-
bles to become manifest. This is a diagenic and structural priority. As
with the independence of beyng from beings, this independence is one-
directional, for the manifestation of what is true is dependent upon truth
itself. Conceptually separating these casts the disassociation of beyng from
beings in terms of the problematic of truth.

Can we get a better picture of this independence? The following
brief, and incomplete, line of reasoning is reconstructed primarily from
Heidegger’s analysis of ‘Offenheit’ or ‘openness’ in Beitrdge §204-7. It
employs some ideas absent from ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’. Heidegger
initially situates that analysis in a critique of the confusion of truth with
its derivative form, ‘Richtigkeit’ (‘correctness’).®> Correctness takes the
place of the adaequatio 1 discussed in Chapter 3 and operates at the level
of a disclosed world of beings or meaning. Schematically, correctness is a
syngenic equivalent to such a world, cast in a traditional, representational
model of truth. In contrast, on a diagenic axis, correctness is consequent
upon truth’s essential structure of openness. Since openness is the ground
enabling correctness, correctness always bears inherent constitutive refer-
ence to openness. Now, to give an account of openness itself — as part of
an account of the essence of truth — it is tempting to do so in terms of its
relation to correctness, that is, to understand openness ‘as a condition’ for
correctness.”” However, this would replicate the metaphysical folly of the
Leitfrage and its orientation to Seiendpeit. Instead, Heidegger recognises
that if openness is an ontological structure diagenically antecedent to cor-
rectness, while correctness is produced only as consequent upon openness,
then openness is not dependent on any relation it has to its consequent.
To cast openness as a condition would be to misunderstand it on the
basis of its relation to correctness and, in fact, to make it conditioned by
correctness.

In contrast, to begin developing an account of openness as independ-
ent, Heidegger employs a very unusual idea: ‘das wesentliche Ausmaf®
(‘the essential extent’) of truth.** To make sense of this, we need to con-
sider the logic of the essence of truth at one step farther than openness on a
diagenic axis, that is, as diagenically prior to openness. This is the level that
in ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ the diagenic enquiry into openness tacitly
required but ultimately fell short of providing. At this level of Heidegger’s
ontology, there can be no openness or extended dimension whatsoever,
since we are talking about the ground responsible for the very genesis
of openness. From such a state, ‘the essential extent of truth’ names the
onto-genesis of openness — the logical breaching open of openness — by a
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ground that thus ‘measures’ openness in the sense of constituting its limits
or determinacy. Using Heidegger’s term, this is a ‘clearing’ or opening
up of the structure of openness, where openness becomes determinate in
itself but is diagenically prior to determination with respect to any finite
world.® Insofar as openness does consequently become determined with
respect to a finite world, Heidegger sometimes refers to it as the ‘amidst’
in which beings come to stand, that is, that is populated by beings.*® As
he puts it, ‘the essential extent itself determines the “place” (time-space) of
openness: the cleared “amidst” of beings’.*” It is important to keep in mind
the role that A0n, concealment, or concealing withdrawal plays relative to
openness (and now also to the essential extent of openness). I shall come
back to this shortly.

To return to the main point, since these structures and processes are
suggested to comprise the ground enabling the determination of any
world of beings, beings are dependent on truth itself but truth itself is
not dependent on beings, that is, what is true. There is, again, a one-
directional dependence. Truth itself must be thought as independent or
‘detached’” from any relation to beings. Vallega-Neu puts the point in
the register of beyng and its /ézhic dimension as follows: ‘there is no imme-
diate relation between be-ing [Seyn] as enowning withdrawal and beings,
even if a being shelters the truth of be-ing [Seyn] . . .Why not? Because the
essential swaying [Wesen] of be-ing [Seyn] occurs in (but not only in) the
“not” of beings, because the withdrawal of be-ing [Seyn] is precisely what
withdraws in the concealing-sheltering [verbergen] of truth.”®

The danger is that this independence of truth (and for that matter
of beyng) from beings might mean Heidegger reinstates a metaphysical
transcendence into his ontology, that is, a vertical arrangement of dif-
ferent levels of reality.”” I don’t think he does. I would like to suggest
truth itself, while diagenically prior to worlds of beings, is simultaneously
immanent to them, while enabling them to be. By ‘immanent’ here, I do
not mean that truth itself is on the same syngenic or equiprimordial plane
of ground as worlds of beings, which would render Heidegger’s ontology
a thoroughly ‘flat ontology’.”” Rather, I mean truth itself (as the truth of
the event) is implicated within beings or worlds of beings, without any
sort of real distinction (Descartes) between them and without positing
any hierarchy of substantialised planes of reality that would make truth or
the event transcendent to this plane. This renders Heidegger’s ontology a
‘curved’ ontology. He nicely allegorises the immanence of truth’s dimen-
sion of openness, for instance, as follows:

The open realm, which conceals itself at the same time that beings come to
stand in it. . ., is . . . something like an inner recess [hohle Mitte], e.g., that
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of a jug. Yet ... the inner recess is not just a haphazard emptiness which
arises purely on account of the surrounding walls and which happens not to
be full of ‘things’. It is just the opposite: the inner recess itself is what deter-
mines, shapes, and bears the walling action of the walls and of their surfaces.
The walls and surfaces are merely what is radiated out by that original open
realm which allows its openness to come into play by summoning up, round
about itself and toward itself, such-and-such walls (the particular form of the
vessel). That is how the essential occurrence of the open realm radiates back
from and in the embracing walls.”

This allegory offers a way to reconcile the independence of truth itself
with Heidegger’s commitment that neither truth nor beyng is metaphysi-
cally transcendent. For Heidegger the essence of truth is not dependent
upon any relation to beings, while remaining immanent to them. From
the standpoint of beings, we can understand the openness of truth as
structurally prior on a diagenic axis, and yet as an immanent structure
through which the singular, finite contours of their being are determined
and given the space to be differentiated from one another: “Truth, as the
event of what is true, is the abyssal fissure [abgriindige Zerkliiftung] in
which beings are divided [zur Entzweiung kommt] and must stand in the
strife.”” Truth itself, though, does not arise on account of beings. The
openness of truth is a structure of the essence of truth; that is, it is a struc-
ture of the event as it occurs in and through truth.

Here, a partial outline of the structure of the event can begin to be dis-
cerned. The openness of truth is an aspect of the event that grounds worlds
of beings, such that beings cannot be without it. Beyng as event ‘summons
up’ beings, ‘round about itself and toward itself, in the sense that beings
bear a structural reference to the event which constitutes their ground,
enables their manifestation, differentiation, temporality, and spatiality.
Yet the event in its own right does not bear a constitutive structural refer-
ence to beings which would make it dependent upon them.

What, then, are we to make of Heidegger’s formulation of the essence
of truth as the clearing for/of self-concealing? To explain this, he follows
the question of ground once again, radicalising the idea hinted at with
the ‘essential extent’ and driving thought into a terrain more originary
than that articulated by the a-léthic account. If the major dimensions
of the a-lethic account are originary openness (GA10€t0, unconceal-
ment, disclosedness) and concealment (A|6n, closedness, concealing
withdrawal), which co-determine each other and operate in a dynamic
that, while independent of any relation to beings, enables any world
of beings to become manifest, the question Heidegger raises is: whence
and why concealment and openness? That is, what is the origin of and
ground explaining these two primordial moments of the essential struc-
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ture of truth? This question marks a major development in Heidegger’s
ontology.

It is important to point out that Heidegger poses this question as:
‘whence and why concealment and unconcealment?” (‘woher und weshalb
Verbergung und Entbergung?’).”” Though he uses the term ‘Entbergung’
here, he quickly makes it clear that the question at hand takes this neither
in the derivative sense as the unconcealment of beings nor even as the
more originary ‘openness of beings as a whole’; it is to be understood in
its essence, as ‘the openness of self-concealing (being)’, that is, the open-
ness of the essence of truth.”* This crucial question about the origin of the
a-lethic structures is easily overlooked. It is posed parenthetically in §207
and, though Heidegger returns to the task it poses in a number of places,
the question itself is not emphasised prominently elsewhere in the text.
However, it is key for making sense of the distinction drawn in Beitrige
between truth as dA0gta and truth as clearing for/of self-concealing: as
Heidegger writes, ‘truth as the clearing for concealmentis . . . an essentially
different projection [Entwurf] than is dA#0g10’.”> Of central concern, he
argues, is that the interpretation of concealment in terms of the a-léthic
framework is ultimately insufficient: “A-Affg10c means un-concealment
and the un-concealed itself’, but in that case ‘concealment itself is expe-
rienced only as what is to be cleared away, what is to be removed (a-)’.7°
Arguably, this definition of dAfj0eta does not express the richest account
of the concept in his work. Yet the point is that accounting for the struc-
tures of truth within the a-léthic framework misses the important question:
it ‘does not address concealment itself and its ground’.”” It consequently
fails to rethink these structures within the framework of the Grundfrage,
that is, on the basis of their immanent ground in the event rather than
their role as ground for worlds of beings. Heidegger’s point is not simply
that concealment is neglected when we formulate truth as é-A0eto and
that we need to rectify this neglect. Rather, it is that we must press beyond
concealment on the diagenic axis, to a ground from out of which conceal-
ment and openness are themselves originated. Casting the essence of truth
in terms of the a-lethic framework fails to do this. The difference between
the a-léthic account of the essence of truth and the account as clearing for/
of self-concealing is established precisely in the moment of asking about
the originary ground of concealment and openness.”® It is important to be
clear what this does 707 mean: it does not mean Heidegger disavows his
earlier accounts of truth as dAn0gi0. Rather, the a-/ethic framework must
be understood as grounded by a more originary essence of truth: the clear-
ing for/of self-concealing.

In “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’, the withdrawing action of originary
concealment both opened up the primal open field (Da-sein as the ground
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via which beings are disclosed) and refused the possibility of total dis-
closure, thus enabling the finite disclosure of a world of beings. In this
arrangement concealment is arguably more originary than openness on
the diagenic axis. Moreover, these were the most primordial ontological
structures thinkable — they formed the limit or horizon of thought’s ability
to articulate the nature of truth, ground, and being.

In Beitrige, after disassociating the structures of originary conceal-
ment and openness from beings and affirming the consequent necessity of
rethinking them, their basic arrangement is reconfigured via the question
of the ground whence they are originated. Here, Heidegger rotates them
onto a syngenic, equiprimordial axis with respect to one another, then
questions along a diagenic axis into the ground enabling the origination
of these structures themselves. This is structurally akin to the post-Kantian
effort to reframe Kant by arguing that the very differentiation between the
phenomenal and noumenal is itself a moment in the absolute that requires
a genetic explanation.

We gain a sense of how radical this question is by isolating one dimen-
sion for a moment and asking: whence and why concealment? What is
the genesis or origin of concealment itself? Such a question was unthink-
able in the conceptual landscape available in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’
because its horizon was still determined by thinking the essence of truth as
that which enables the manifestation of beings. To ask ‘whence and why
concealment?’ is to investigate the origination of the most originary onto-
logical structure thinkable in Heidegger’s philosophy prior to this point.

Nevertheless, Heidegger’s question is not just about concealment.
Concealment and openness are correlative; they always go hand in hand.
Concealment is a withdrawal from or refusal of openness and openness
is a breaching of concealment. Like the apparent ‘two sides’ of a Mobius
strip, they present themselves as irreconcilably conflictual or in strife, yet
an ‘urspriingliche Innigkeit’ (‘original intimacy’) must hold for them to
correlate at all.”” Otherwise, there would be a real or substantial distinc-
tion between them preventing any relation whatsoever. Thus, the question
‘Whence and why concealment and openness?” enquires into the intimacy
that itself differentiates and generates these two, into the very fabric that
distends into them, or into the curve that traverses the difference between
them. This question asks how these very structures are originated.

The formulation ‘the clearing for/of self-concealing’ is meant to articu-
late the answer to this question. How, then, are we to understand this such
that it grounds and originates concealment and openness? The key, I think,
is in Heidegger’s concept of decision, difference, or self-differentiation. It
is important to emphasise that how one understands Heidegger’s account
of the essence of truth directly impacts how one understands his account
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of the event. Understanding the former to be most fundamentally a-/éthic
leads to an account of the latter in terms of the a-lethic framework. That,
however, is not the full picture. As I shall continue to argue, Heidegger’s
account of the essence of truth in Beitrige moves to a ground more origi-
nary than the a-léthic framework. Namely, it moves to an account of origi-
nary difference constituting the essence of truth, the dynamics of which
originate the a-/éthic structures. Thus, a differential account of the essence
of truth establishes a more originary account of the event. After a short
aside, I turn to this in the following chapter.

4 The correlationist interpretation of ‘event’ (Sheehan
and Meillassoux)

I would like to briefly engage two dominant alternative interpretations
of Heidegger’s concept of event. The first claims the event is the mutual
appropriation of human existence to being and being to human exist-
ence. In this view, this co-appropriation includes a necessary dependence
upon human existence. Consequently, if human existence were annihi-
lated, being as event would not occur. This is the interpretation advanced
by Sheehan and Meillassoux. The second interpretation takes the event
(‘being itself’) to be dAnOeia, POOIC, anwesen, es gibt, or other versions of
what is suggested to be the same phenomenon. This position is represented
by Capobianco. I take the first of these to be incorrect and the second
incomplete.

Sheehan’s account of Ereignis is framed by his discontent with the use
of the terminology of Sein in Heidegger scholarship. In his words, ‘the
major obstacle in interpreting Heidegger today is the continued use of the
ontological language of “being” and “beings™.* Thus, Sheehan’s position
entails reinterpreting the most basic directive of Heidegger’s thought: his
‘core topic’ — die Sache selbst — was never being, but rather meaning (Sinn
or Bedeutung).®' ‘Scholars’, he writes, ‘must realize that throughout his
texts the term “being” was only a provisional and ultimately misleading
way of saying “meaning.”’® If the word ‘Sein’ can be taken to signify
Heidegger’s core topic, it is only because by ‘Sein’ he meant ‘Sinn’. For
Sheehan, Sein = Sinn = Heidegger’s core topic, die Sache selbst. This thesis
goes hand in hand with a second. Namely, because meaning ‘occurs only
in correlation with human understanding’, Heidegger’s problematic is
contained entirely within the domain of the human being or Dasein as
being-in-the-world.*> Shechan insists, ‘Heidegger remained on one level
only, that of the man-meaning conjunction, and everything in his corpus
is about that . . . [H]e never got beyond human being, and never intended
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to.”® Sheehan maintains this to be true for both pre- and post-Kehre
Heidegger.®> Since ‘Sein’ is claimed to be synonymous with ‘Sinn’, that
is, meaning correlative with human existence, this position can be distilled
further: ‘the Da-sein/ Sein correlation is transformed into the Da-sinn/Sinn
conjunction’.® I disagree with this view for a variety of reasons, some of
which I have already given in previous chapters. My most straightforward
contention is that Heidegger was a smart guy — if he had meant Sinz and
not Sein, he would have said so. There is no reason he could not have
simply used ‘Sinn’ in place of ‘Sein’ if that were what he intended.

Sheehan does affirm that the defining question of post-Kehre Heidegger
— the ‘basic question’ (Grundfrage) — is the question of what gives mean-
ing: ‘getting to the constituting source of meaning as such’.*” ‘If meaning-
giving (Welr, Lichtung) is responsible for things being meaningful, what is
responsible for Welr and Lichtung as such?’® The answer, he agrees, comes
in terms of Ereignis. However, Sheehan reabsorbs Ereignis into the frame-
work of meaning: Ereignis is ‘the appropriation of man to the meaning-
giving process’, that is, to being, world, Lichtung, or, using Sheehan’s
alternative term, ‘mind’.*” To be clear, he means ‘mind’ ‘in the very spe-
cific Heideggerian sense of the structural condition for making intentional
sense of anything’.”® ‘Mind in this sense is a priori “open” and meaning-
giving. When things come to mind, they are disclosed.”" But, according
to Sheehan, this openness or disclosure only #s insofar as it is held open
by human existence. Thus, being/world/Lichtung/mind/meaning-giving is
dependent on human existence, so the appropriation of human existence
to the meaning-giving process is reciprocal — it is a co-appropriation.’
This allows him to offer a fuller statement of his interpretation of Ereignis:
‘Ereignis is this hermeneutical circle of reciprocal need: human being’s
need of Welt/mind as meaning-giving, and Welt/mind’s inability to subsist
without human being.”

I think this is an incorrect account of Ereignis. As we have seen, one of
the decisive claims in Beitrdge is that beyng as event — and even structures
of the essence of truth — is not dependent on any relation with beings,
let alone with human existence. Thus, the rubric of reciprocity does not
match up to Heidegger’s account. In fact, as I have suggested, an early
version of this position is evident even in ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’
with respect to A0n or originary concealment. Furthermore, Shechan’s
position steps into a philosophical trap: the correlationism critiqued by
Meillassoux in Afer Finitude. Correlationism, for Meillassoux, is the posi-
tion following upon Kant’s critical philosophy that ‘we only ever have
access to the correlation between thinking and being, and never to either
term considered apart from the other’.”* To me such correlationism can
be rendered both in epistemological and ontological registers, which in
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many cases overlap. In the former, whatever human existence aims to
think or know — be it an object in itself, an unconditioned absolute, being,
etc. — that thing is only accessible on the basis of its relation to us, that
is, as something for us and never independently of any relation to us. A
good example is Kant’s transcendental philosophy and its phenomenon/
noumenon distinction. In the ontological register, correlationist philoso-
phies maintain that human existence always 7s in a correlation with being
(or world or language or whatever primary ontological term one chooses)
and, inversely, being always is only in a correlation with human existence.
In other words, such philosophies would maintain that neither being nor
any aspect of being can be accounted for as independent of human exist-
ence: no human existence, no being.

Meillassoux takes Heidegger to be a paradigm case of just such onto-
logical correlationism, particularly with respect to the concept of event.
He writes:

On the one hand, for Heidegger, it is certainly a case of pinpointing the
occlusion of being or presence inherent in every metaphysical conception of
representation and the privileging of the present at-hand entity considered
as an object. Yet on the other hand, to think such an occlusion at the heart
of the unconcealment of the entity requires, for Heidegger, that one take
into account the co-propriation (Zusammengehirigkeit) of man and being,
which he calls Ereignis. Thus, the notion of Ereignis, which is central in
the later Heidegger, remains faithful to the correlationist exigency inher-
ited from Kant and continued in Husserlian phenomenology, for the ‘co-
propriation’ which constitutes Ereignis means that neither being nor man
can be posited as subsisting ‘in-themselves’, and subsequently entering into
relation — on the contrary, both terms of the appropriation are originarily
constituted through their reciprocal relation.”

In Meillassoux’s account, Heidegger is a correlationist because he is able
to think being only on the basis of a co-propriative relation between being
and human existence. Moreover, Meillassoux takes Ereignis to be exactly
this co-propriative relation. Sheehan’s interpretation of Heidegger fits this
model precisely. For Sheehan, because ‘being’” means ‘meaning’ and mean-
ing is always correlative with human existence, being is always correla-
tive with human existence. In fact, he terms this the ‘human correlativity
with meaning’.”* Moreover, for Sheehan, ‘Ereignis’ names the hermeneu-
tical circle of reciprocal need between human existence and that which
gives meaning (world, openness, mind, etc. — what we are used to calling
‘being’).

His correlationist interpretation of Heidegger is further expressed in
the following examples.
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Example 1: ‘Heidegger himself understood Sein phenomenologically,
i.e., as Sinn (meaning) in correlation with the Da of Sinn,
man as “where-meaning-appears.”?”’

Example 2:  ‘Obne Da-sein, kein Sein; ohne Sein, kein Da-sein (without
human being, no being; without being, no human being).’
In light of his thesis about meaning, Sheehan reformulates
this to read ‘Obne Da-Sinn, kein Sinn; Obne Sinn, kein
Da-sinn.*

Example 3: According to Sheehan, in the phenomenological reduction
‘from being to meaning, and from meaning to its constitut-
ing source — the outcomes are always a matter of correlation.
In the first reduction the phenomenologist’s focus is on the
intentional correlation between understanding and the thing.
In the second reduction, the phenomenological gaze focuses
on one’s transcendence to meaning (= one’s a priori engage-
ment with it), a correlation that 75 the source of meaning
giving.””

There are at least two different ways to argue against this sort of ontologi-
cal correlationism, both depending on what we mean by ‘being’. The first
is to locate being as the being of beings, as Heidegger does in Sein und
Zeit. In that case, one could argue that even in the absence of all human
existence, beings would still be. Meillassoux begins his critique of corre-
lationism with this idea, focusing on timeframes anterior to life on earth.
Correlationist philosophies, he argues, cannot properly account for what
he calls the ‘ancestral’, that is, ‘any reality anterior to the emergence of
the human species — or even anterior to every recognized form of life on
earth’.'® This includes things like ‘the accretion of the earth (4.56 billion
years ago)’.'"! In ‘Facticity and Ereignis’, Sheehan entertains a version of
this idea as an objection to his position: suppose a huge meteorite impacts
Earth and extinguishes all life on the planet. It would seem that beings like
the sun, black holes, and carbon atoms still would &e. Thus, it would seem,
‘when Dasein is gone, there still will be Sein’.'* Disappointingly, Sheehan
dismisses this critique with a circular line of reasoning. He simply reas-
serts his interpretation of being as meaning and meaning as dependent on
human existence (beings have being insofar as they are made meaningful
by human existence), which allows him to maintain that after the meteor-
ite Sein will in fact not be. This is consistent with his broader interpreta-
tion of Heidegger. But as an argument for that interpretation and as a way
out of the meteorite problem it simply fails by begging the question.
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Whether or not the Heidegger of Sein und Zeit can answer to this sort
of meteorite problem is something I will not address here. I am more
interested in a second way of arguing against ontological correlationism.
It takes a tack away from understanding being as the being of beings and
argues that correlationism is false because being itself includes features that
are not dependent on any relation with beings (notably, the human being).
My analysis in this chapter of the transformations in Heidegger’s ontol-
ogy in Beitrige and their expression in the problematic of truth can serve
as just such an argument. In Sheehan’s account, Heidegger’s post-Kehre
programme is oriented by the question of what gives meaning, that is,
what enables meaning to be at all. The answer is Ereignis, which Sheehan
understands to be the reciprocal need human existence has for being and
being has for human existence. In other words, Ereignis constitutes a strict
ontological correlationism in which being only is in relation with human
existence.

Both Meillassoux and Sheehan are wrong because, as I have shown, a
central tenet of Beitrige is that being itself (as beyng) is dependent neither
upon any relation with human existence nor any other beings. Rather,
one of the core tasks set by Heidegger in the text is to think beyng in light
of just this independence, which he does exactly in terms of Ereignis. By
failing to recognise this shift, Sheehan and Meillassoux define Heidegger’s
project within the framework of the Leitfrage and reduce his core sub-
ject of enquiry to Seiendheir. Not only does Heidegger argue that there
are features of being (as event) that are decisively independent of any
relation with human existence, Beizrige also supplies specific examples
of such features, including (among others that I will get to in the next
chapter) the ‘essential extent’ and its operation of breaching open open-
ness, originary openness itself, and concealing withdrawal. As further sup-
port, Heidegger’s claim that the essence of truth is ‘definitively detached
[abgelost] from all beings’ straightforwardly invalidates both Sheehan’s
claim that Sein = Sinn = Heidegger’s core topic and the correlationism that
claim embodies in Sheehan’s account of Ereignis.'”

It is important that I be clear about my point to avoid a misunder-
standing. Against my interpretation, it might be objected that several of
Heidegger’s texts after the 1930s do in fact argue that the disclosure of a
world of meaning requires that being is locked into a co-dependent cor-
relation with human existence — as in the account of Ereignis as a recipro-
cal need and mutual appropriation between human existence and being.
How, then, could my point be correct? My response is that I agree with
this . . . but only as far as it goes: insofar as Heidegger gives an account
of meaning or of being insofar as being is involved in the constitution of
meaning, that account involves a co-dependent correlation of being and
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human existence, or at the very least being and beings. Giving an account
of meaning, however, is only one dimension of Heidegger’s project: he
addresses it and more. His account of meaning and the correlationism it
involves takes place at a diagenically derivative level in comparison with
his account of beyng as event in Beitrdge. We simply have to be clear about
the diagenic relation between these two levels in order to keep from con-
flating them. The correlationist interpretation makes just that error — it
conflates these levels and thereby botches Heidegger’s account.

5 The position that ‘event’ is equivalent to Anwesen,
amfsio, pvoig, or the giving of what is given
(Capobianco)

The second interpretation I wish to look at takes ‘Ereignis’ to be simply an
alternative name for what is designated by ‘anwesen’ (‘presencing’) or ‘das
Anwesen des Anwesenden’ (‘the presencing of what is present’), ‘@A 0w,
‘@015, ‘es gibt’, and number of other terms used by Heidegger.'** This
position is represented by Capobianco, for whom ‘anwesen’, ‘@Anfei’,
‘@Oo1g’, and so on denote roughly the same thing: the manifestation of
worlds of beings or meaning together with that which enables such mani-
festation. Similarly, Polt discusses this with a focus on ‘the giving of the
given’ (cf. Heidegger’s use of ‘es gibt’).'® This view does not categorically
excise the most fundamental dimensions of Heidegger’s concept of event
as Sheehan and Meillassoux’s does, it just doesn’t reach them. Thus, if
the former view is incorrect, this one is merely incomplete (though I
think there are some important problems with it that should be pointed
out). Moreover, Capobianco has made a concerted effort to show that
Heidegger’s ontology supports a certain form of realism: in his interpre-
tation, UGG, dANBeLn, and so on occurs even if human existence is not
around, for instance in the Proterozoic era (he describes this in terms
of a ‘structural primacy of Being in relation to the human being’).'*
These concepts articulate ontological structures that are not dependent on
human existence. I agree.

In Engaging Heidegger, Capobianco frames his interpretation of
Ereignis by positioning himself against (1) those like Sheehan who reduce
Heidegger’s core question from one about being to one about mean-
ing, and (2) those who claim ‘Ereignis’ names a fundamentally different
matter for thought than ‘being’ did in Heidegger’s earlier work. He insists
‘Ereignis’ is ‘(only) another name for Being itself’: even though Heidegger
used different core terms at different times, each designated the same ‘fun-
damental matter’.'"” He makes this interpretive point as follows:
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[Heidegger] was clear and emphatic right to the end of his life that the
single, defining concern of his path of thinking regarded the originary, fun-
damental, unifying meaning of Being, named by him over the many years
as Beyng (das Seyn), Being itself (das Sein selbst), Being as such (das Sein als
solches), and Being as Being (das Sein als Sein).'*®

And:

The single, whole phenomenon — Being itself — that he named and renamed
again over the course of his lifetime of thinking, and the abundant variety of
names that he put into play succeeded in bringing into view the varied fea-
tures of this one, simple phenomenon. So it is that we may also speak of the
unconcealing of beings (alétheia), the emerging of beings (physis), the laying
out and gathering of beings (logos), the unifying, unfolding of beings (hen),
the presencing of beings (Anwesen), the lightingl clearing of beings (Lichtung),
the freeing of beings (das Freie), the letting of beings (Lassen), the giving of
beings (Es gib), and the appropriating or enowning of beings (Ereignis). All
of these names, and still others, say (sagen) and show (zeigen), in somewhat
different ways, the primordial phenomenon. Or to put this in Heidegger’s
terms, all of these names are the Same (das Selbe), but not simply identical
(das Gleiche) in an empty, purely formal, logical sense.'®

Since this view holds that ‘Ereignis’ is only another name for ‘Being itself,
it also holds that ‘Ereignis’ should be given no special status in comparison
with ‘anwesen’, ‘@A0sia’, ‘@Vo1g’, and so on. Each contributes to the
author’s work of ‘bringing into view the varied features of this one, simple
phenomenon’, Being itself.!

As my methodological considerations in Chapter 1 show, I agree that
throughout Heidegger’s career he had a unified focus on what he found
to be the essential matter for thought. This was not meaning (Sinn or
Bedeutung). Nor was there a break in which he abandoned an earlier pro-
ject and began a new one inconsistent with the first. On the second of these
points, Capobianco writes, ‘Heidegger did not marginalize the Seinsfrage
in favor of the thematization of Ereignis in the years following his burst of
private Ereignis-writings.”''" In other words, the turn to Ereignis was no
dismissal of the core problematic in Heidegger’s earlier thought. I agree
with this claim, but not in the same sense or for the same reasons as
Capobianco. Heidegger’s turn to Ereignis in the 1930s was a continuation
of his earlier work, but he was not merely rethinking his problematic in
different terms, such that this might provide a better angle or greater clar-
ity. His account of Ereignis in Beitrige was produced via the complex dia-
genic evolution of his ontology, pursuing the Seinsfrage to a ground more
originary than those articulable by the concept of Sein. It recasts his prob-
lematic on this more originary basis. Heidegger’s thematisation of Ereignis
was a result of supplanting more derivative renditions of the ontological
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problematic, through which the Seinsfrage progressed in the methodo-
logical evolution of his work. Capobianco makes an error here by taking
the various accounts in which Heidegger addressed his core problematic
(excluding the pre- to post-Kebre shift) to be syngenically equivalent. He
does not register the diagenic relations that hold between some of them.

Consistent with his interpretation, Capobianco argues ‘there is neither
sufficient nor convincing textual evidence to maintain that [Heidegger]
ever considered Ereignis as a more fundamental matter for thought than
das Sein’."* 1 think this is false. Capobianco lists citations from Beitrige
(GAG65), GAG6, GAG7, GAGY, and GA70 which rightly establish that for
Heidegger Ereignis is Seyn, or Seyn is Ereignis.''® This also rightly estab-
lishes that the question of Seyn and the question of Ereignis are not two
different or inconsistent philosophical questions, but one and the same.
He then distinguishes Seyz from traditional metaphysical conceptions of
Sein: ‘the fundamental matter for thought, das Seyn/das Seyn selbst (Beyng/
Beyng itself)’ versus ‘das Sein as die Seiendheit, being as beingness, the
proper concern of metaphysical thinking (eidos, essentia, essence, and all
other forms of “perduring presence”.'* And he distinguishes Heidegger’s
own affirmative use of Sein in his sense (for instance in his pre-Kebre
work) from that traditional metaphysical use. However, in relation to this
Capobianco does not register the full weight of Heidegger’s arguments in
Beitriige according to which his own affirmative conception of Seiz must
be surpassed because, despite its best efforts, it, too, remained within the
framework of Seiendheir (insofar as Sein is thought in one form or another
as the coming to presence of beings — or even as the ground enabling the
coming to presence of beings — it is understood in terms of its relation to
beings and not independently). In Capobianco’s analysis

to think Being [Sein] in a non-metaphysical way is to think Being regarding
its ‘originating of presence’ (Wesensherkunfi) . . . Being [Sein], thought in a
fundamental way, originates (gives, grants) beings (that is, what-is-present)
in their beingness (that is, in their sheer presence or essence).!

In other words, Capobianco does not register the full significance of
the programmatic evolution from the Leitfrage to the Grundfrage that
Heidegger commits to in Beitrige."'® The problem, then, is that by equat-
ing Ereignis with Seyn and Seyn with Sein (as the Heideggerian coming to
presence of beings — or ground thereof), Capobianco mistakenly equates
Ereignis with Sein. Again, in his analysis: ‘if Being [Sein] is thought
“regarding its originating of presence,” then indeed Being and Ereignis
may be thought together . . . Being and Ereignis: the Same’.""” Therein lies
the (erroneous) foundation for his claim that ‘Ereignis’ is just a different
name for aAN0g10, PUG1G, and so on, and that, in turn, ‘Ereignis’ was not
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intended to name something more originary than being (Sein). On the
contrary, ‘Ereignis’ was intended precisely to name something more origi-
nary than being, namely Seyn or beyng. My following remarks should help
to clarify the core problem I see here and why it is significant.

If, for Capobianco, ‘Ereignis’ is (only) another name for being itself,
what, more precisely, is ‘being itsel? He understands this to be ‘the tem-
poral-spatial, finite and negatived, unconcealing of beings (das Seiende) in
their beingness (die Seiendheit) as made manifest meaningfully by Dasein
in language’.!"® As we have seen, this amounts to the claim that being as
Ereignis is nothing other than anwesen or ‘Being as physis as alétheid’.'”
Importantly, he of course does not mean to suggest that Ereignis or being
itself is presence, but that it is the dynamic process in which beings come

into and go out of presence:

Characterizing Being itself as the appearing or manifesting of beings does
not in the first place refer to the sheer, abiding ‘appearance’ or ‘presence’
of beings (which came to be spoken of in the metaphysical tradition as
eidos, morphe, ousia, energeia, actualitas, essentia), but rather to anwesen selbst,
presencing itself, or to ‘Bewegtheit (Heidegger’s translation of Aristotle’s
kinesis), namely, the ‘movedness’ of all beings into and out of presence,
which Heidegger meditated on at length, especially in his commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics, B, 1'%

The following statements by Capobianco connect this idea directly with
Ereignis:

* ‘Being/Ereignis originates (gives, grants, lets, enables, allows) beings in
their beingness.”?!

* ‘For Heidegger, then, das Ereignis “is” the Originating (die Anfingnis)
“is” Beyng.'*

* ‘Being/Ereignis is the “originating of presence.”

* ‘Ereignis as Es gibt gives (grants, allows, enables) beingness; but Ereignis
and Being itself: the Same.”'*

* “The word Ereignis makes manifest the Being-way by virtue of the three
fundamental resonances of the word itself, namely, (1) the “event” or
“happening” that is the efflorescence and effulgence of beings coming
into (2) their “own” (the eigen of ereignen) and thereby (3) coming out

into “full view” to Dasein (ercignen related to erdugnen, literally “to
) 2125

2123

come before the eyes”. . .

In Capobianco’s account, Ereignis is that which enables the manifestation
or coming to presence and passing out of presence of beings. To be clear,
Heidegger does deal extensively with this process in terms of anwesen,
amndeta, @Uo1G, es gibr, and the other concepts listed in the citations
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above. And Ereignis does function as the ground enabling this process.
However, this function does not reach the essential definition for Ereignis.
So, Capobianco’s position on this isn’t entirely incorrect (indeed, it faith-
fully represents certain accounts of Ereignis given by Heidegger in some
texts from the 1950s and 1960s). However, when it comes to Beizrdge, and
thus to the broader concept of Ereignis in Heidegger’s work, it misses the
mark.'?

In my view, Capobianco tells only part of the story of Ereignis. That
which enables the manifestation or coming to presence and passing out
of presence of beings is a derivative dimension of Ereignis that Heidegger
argues must be rethought on the basis of a more originary one. More
specifically, the limits of this view can be seen in terms of two further
problems that it runs into. First, it understands Ereignis on the basis of a
relation to that which comes to presence, is unconcealed, or is given, that
is, to beings. When it comes to Heidegger’s ontology of events this makes
the mistake of determining being in terms of characteristics of beings
and thereby replicates the fatal flaw of metaphysics. This interpretation
makes the same error that conceiving of being as a condition for beings
makes. Even if aspects of 4AN0¢10, for instance, are taken to be structur-
ally prior to beings or meaning, so long as ¢AN0¢1a is defined in terms of
the unconcealment of beings or of meaning, that definition is derived in
terms of a relation to them. Likewise, if beyng as Ereignis is understood as
the giving of the given, it is conceptually defined in terms of a relation to
what is given. Consequently, this view remains within the bounds of the
Leitfrage and its orientation to Seiendpeit. The second problem this view
runs into is that it cannot account for features of the event that exceed
aAnBeia, POoIC, anwesen, etc. However, as I will continue to argue in the
next chapter, there are indeed such features in Heidegger’s account. This
is clear, for example, in his move to enquire into the ground originary of
the very structures of d-AN0gt0. As an extension of this, I shall argue that
there are features of the event beyond even the logic of appropriation and
expropriation.

Notes

. GA65 387/305, 348/275.

. As a general statement of such a position: ‘For Heidegger, the essence of truth is
always understood in terms of unconcealment’ (Wrathall, ‘Unconcealment’ 337).

3. 8Z6/26.

4. In Beitriige, Heidegger defines what counts as a being very broadly: “Beings” — this

term names 7ot only the actual (and certainly not if this is taken as the present at hand

and the latter merely as the object of knowledge), not only the actual of any sort, but

N —
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18.
19.
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22.
23.

24.
25.
. GAG5 478/376.
27.
28.
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at the same time the possible, the necessary, and the accidental, everything that stands
in beyng in any way whatever, even including negativity [Nichtige] and nothingness

[Nichts]” (GAG5 74/59).

. GAG65 7/8.
. It should be noted, though, that Heidegger is not entirely consistent with the use of

this convention in Beitrige.

. GAG65 477/375.
. HWB 11.
. GAG65 7/8. Though this analogy uses a relation of efficient causality, which is a

decisively ontic relation, I do not mean to suggest beyng is a cause of beings. Rather,
I mean to illustrate that there is a relation of dependence, where, if beyng did not
‘occur essentially’, beings would not be. Thus, this is a structural analogy, not an
example.

GAG5 6/8.

GAG5 75/60.

Ibid. For more on Heidegger’s understanding of Seiendbeit, see Polt, EB 55-6 and
63-4.

Heidegger makes this point well in Nietzsche volume IV. ‘Plato interpreted the being-
ness of beings as idea’ (Heidegger, Nietzsche volume IVe 194). ‘In the question “What
is the being as such?” we are thinking of being, and specifically of the being of beings,
that is to say, of what beings are. What they are — namely, the beings — is answered
by their what-being [Was-sein], 7o # estin. Plato defines the whatness of a being as
idea (see Plato’s Doctrine of Truth). The whatness of being, the essentia of ens, we also
call “the essence™ (Heidegger, Nietzsche volume IVe 206). Heidegger’s essay, ‘Plato’s
Doctrine of Truth’, is found in GA9. For more of Heidegger’s related comments on
Aristotle, Kant, and Nietzsche, see NVietzsche volume IV 41.

GAG5 75/60.

Heidegger, Nietzsche volume IV 156.

While Heidegger critiques the ontological difference in Beitrige, attaining the con-
ceptual and methodological position from which that critique can be made is itself
dependent upon having previously marked the ontological difference and worked
through the ontological problematic it opens.

For instance (keeping attentive to the distinction between Sein and Seyn), see the pas-
sage from GAG5 478/376 block-quoted below. Similarly, in GA66 Heidegger writes:
‘Das Seyn als Er-eignis des ab-griindigen Austrags der Kreuzung von Entgegnung
und Streit ist weder vom Seienden her als dessen Abhub und Nachtrag, noch auf das
Seiende zu als dessen Ursache und Bedingung er-dacht’ (GA66 93/78).

GAG5 297/234, 379/300.

GAG5 307/243.

GAG5 479/377.

. Ground is also that which is most proper to what is grounded; it bears the gravity of

essence. In WW ‘essence’ was provisionally understood to mean ‘ground of enabling’
or ‘ground of the inner possibilicy’ (WW'177/136, 186/143).

GAG65 307/243.

Capobianco, ‘Coda on Being is (not) Meaning’, Heidegger Circle Forum Post, 30
August 2013. Again: ‘Being gua manifestation is structurally prior to, and the onto-
logical condition of, any “constitution” of meaning’ (HWB 11).

GAG65 12/12.

GAG65 297/235, my italics on ‘truth’.

GAG5 477/375.

Ibid. Again: ‘As a consequence of its solitude, beyng essentially occurs in relation
to “beings” always only mediately, through the strife of world and earth’ (GA65
471/371).
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GAG5 75-6/60.

GAG65 75/60.

Ibid.

Ibid.

GAG65 75-6/60.

GAG65 76/60.

Ibid.

For more on the Grundfrage versus the Leitfrage see GAG5 §§85, 91, and 172.
Rae, Ontology in Heidegger and Deleuze 3.
GAG65 172-3/136.

GAG5 186/146.

GAGS 173/136, italics modified.

GAG65 186/146.

GA65 173/136.

GAG65 186/146.

GAG65 76/60.

GAG5 77/61.

GAG5 186/146. For more of Heidegger’s comments on the non-reactive nature of
this shift see §§85 and 92.

For a more detailed discussion of the ontological difference and the ambivalent mean-
ings of the Greek ‘6V’, see Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought
10-15.

GAG65 4771375.

In a reformulation of the idea cited at the beginning of this chapter, Heidegger
writes, ‘the precursory question [Vor-frage] of truth is simultaneously the basic ques-
tion [Grund-frage] of beyng; and beyng qua event essentially occurs [west] as truth’
(GAGS5 348/275).

GAG5 348/275, italics removed, 329/261. The connection of this with beyng is
highlighted again in the alternative formulation: the essence of truth is ‘die lichtende
Verbergung des Seyns’ (‘the clearing concealment of beyng’) (GA65 380/300).
GAG5 380/300.

GAG5 327/259.

Ibid.

GAG5 345/273.

GAG5 327/259.

GAG65 329/261.

GAG5 327/259, my italics.

GAG65 331/262.

GAG5 327/259, italics removed.

GAG5 328/260.

GAG65 329/261.

It would be mistaken to take this to mean truth is originally infinite. There is no
infinite—finite dichotomy at play here, according to which truth could fall on the side
opposed to the finite. Rather, the originary clearing or breaching of openness arises
from the differential operation constituting the essence of truth, where that differen-
tial operation is precisely the mechanism of the event’s self-coagulation or intensifica-
tion, distension, and elaboration in the more derivative z-/éthic structures of truth.
GAG65 329/261.

Ibid.

HCP112.

See GA65 §152. For some of Heidegger’s comments on transcendence, see GAG5 §7
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and §227. For another short discussion on the non-transcendent nature of beyng, see
Brogan, ‘Da-sein and the Leap of Being’ 176-8.

Cf. DeLanda, Intensive Science and Virtual Philosophy.

GAG65 338-9/268.

GAG65 331/262.

GAGS 330/261, translation modified.

GAG5 335/266.

GAG5 350/277. For more, see GAG5 §226.

GAG5 350/277.

Ibid.

Ibid.

GAG5 345/273. Mébius strips have only one side.

FE 42.

FE 43.

FE 42,

In Sheehan’s words, ‘Heidegger’s extensive corpus from beginning to end remained
a hermeneutics of Dasein or an analytic of human existence’ (Sheehan, ‘Astonishing!”
3).

Sheehan, ‘Astonishing!” 4.

FE 43.

Sheehan, ‘Astonishing!” 3.

FE 54, 51.

FE51. Or again: ‘Heidegger’s sights were ultimately set not on that which is mean-
ingful (in traditional language, das Seiende) not even on what gives it meaning (tra-
ditionally, das Sein) but rather on the source of meaning (das Wesen/die Wahrheit des
Seins)’ (FE 51).

FE 53, italics removed, 56.

FE 56, italics removed.

FE 56. See Sheehan’s text here for more on his concept of mind.

For more detail on Sheehan’s understanding of Ereignis as reciprocity, see FE 57 and
59-60.

FE56-7.

Meillassoux, After Finitude 5.

Meillassoux, After Finitude 8.

FE 48.

FE 49,

FE 47-8.

FE 45.

Meillassoux, After Finitude 10.

Meillassoux, After Finitude 9.

FE 48.

GAG65 329/261.

For more on Heidegger’s use of ‘anwesen’, see EH 27-8. In short, ‘anwesen’ names
the ontological process of presencing (Capobianco translates it with that gerund)
and is distinguished from das Anwesende (‘that which appears or is present’) and
Anwesenbeit (presence), as in, ‘what is present in its sheer “presence” (Anwesenbeit)’.
The latter express metaphysical definitions of the beingness of beings (EH 27).

EB 24. For more on Polt’s interpretation of ‘the giving of the given’, see EB
24-33.

HWB 41-2.

EH 35, 34.

EH 34.

EH 4.

Ibid.
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EH 36. Capobianco means between the years 1944—56 here. Of course, as he points
out, Ereignis did move back to a focal role for Heidegger in the late 1950s and 1960s.
EH 34.

EH 39-43.

EH 44,

EH 47.

EH 44.

EH 47.

EH 34.

HWB 50.

HWRB 25.

EH 47.

EH 43. For Capobianco’s helpful comments on ‘die Anfingnis’, see EH 42-3.

EH 47.

EH 49.

HWRB21.

For Polt, similarly to Capobianco, Ereignis is ‘the “happening” through which being
“takes place” in the “there” of being-there’ (EB 29n3). (Here, Polt is affirming his
agreement with Walter Pratt that this is a good account of Ereignis.) This means
beyng (Seyn) ‘is best interpreted as the giving of being, that is, as the event in which
beings as such and as a whole are enabled to make a difference to us’ (£B 28-9). We
must be careful not to conflate being (Sein) and beyng (Seyn) here. For Polt, Sein
‘is the givenness of beings as such and as a whole — that is, not the “mere fact” that
something is given, but the background meaning that enables us to recagnize anything
as given’ (EB 28). Seyn, in distinction, is the giving of that givenness.
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Chapter 5

Difference, Truth, and Event

In Heidegger’s Beitrige, the question of the essence of truth provides the
methodological path for grounding thought in the logic of beyng as event.
In Chapter 4 I argued that this path moves beyond the a-léthic framework
by enquiring into the ground enabling and originating the dAn0g10/A10n
distinction. In Chapter 5, I shall argue that in their most diagenically
advanced moments, Beitrige and the related private manuscripts main-
tain that beyng as event is difference or a process (which I call a logic) of
differentiation. The central terms Heidegger uses for this are Unterschied
(difference) and in a very specific sense Entscheidung (decision), to each
of which a variety of cognates are bound. I argue that the ground of the
aAnOeta/A0n distinction is such difference and that Heidegger’s core
formulation of the essence of truth in Beitrige — that it is ‘the clearing for/
of self-concealing’ (‘die Lichtung fiir das Sichverbergen’ or ‘Lichtung des
Sichverbergens’) — is a differential formulation. Within the context of his
broader ontology of difference, we can begin to unfold his logic of beyng as
event by asking and answering the question, “What would the logic of dif-
ference have to be like in order to explain the origination of dA{feta and
M6n?” In other words, the question of the essence of truth offers thought a
first stance grounded in the logic of difference that is beyng as event.

On this basis, that logic can be further unfolded and eventually move
beyond the terms of truth. Doing so provides a way to explain a vari-
ety of Heidegger’s other evental concepts via their ‘originary’ or genetic
ground in the differential logic (for instance, ‘appropriation’, ‘expropria-
tion’, and ‘time-space’). To be clear, though Heidegger presents numerous
fragments of the differential logic of the event, he does not work it out in
a systematically unified way. Yet, his concept of difference is poised to do
just that. My claim moving forward is this: the logic of difference that I
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propose underwrites or is expressed in the ontology presented in Beitrige;
it is what is necessary to hold the rest of that text’s ontology together.
Without this logic, the text’s concepts become disconnected, arbitrary, or
a matter of authorial fiat rather than parts of a philosophically consistent,
and thus coherent, picture. My view on this is no doubt heterodox. But
I have seen no other viable explanation that does not rely outrightly on
conceptual vagueness or mysticism.

I Heidegger’s ontology of difference

Heidegger’s account of difference undergoes a major reconfiguration in
Beitrige. Under the headings of Unterschied and Entscheidung, we see a
concept of originary difference or self-differentiation being developed that
constitutes an essential operation of beyng as event. We can develop this
idea via two more local tacks: one oriented by the problematic of the
‘ontological difference’ (ontologischen Differenz) and the other by the prob-
lematic of historical ‘decision’ (Entscheidung).'

I.1 The ontological difference

The ontological difference is the difference between being and beings so
crucial to Heidegger’s pre-Kehre work. In Beitrige, this is seen as a transi-
tional concept to be replaced by an account of the more originary ground
enabling that difference to be conceived at all. This is necessary because
the concept of the ontological difference is insufficient for the programme
of enquiring into the nature of beyng as event — it remains structured by
the problematic of the Leitfrage and thus carries the error of metaphysics.
More precisely, in the frame of the ontological difference: (1) being is
understood through its difference from, and thus in a way co-determined
by, its counterpart — beings, (2) being is understood as the being of beings,
and thus (3) the question of being is oriented by the question of the being
of beings. Each of these are elements of the Leitfrage explored in Chapter
4, sections 1 and 2. Consequently, Heidegger writes:

as necessary as the distinction [between being and beings] is and even if
it must be thought in terms of the tradition in order to create a very first
horizon for the question of beyng, it is just as fatal — since it indeed arises
precisely from an inquiry into beings as such (beingness [Seiendheit]).?

This does not mean that the concept of the ontological difference
is simply discarded. Rather, ‘the question of beyng, as the basic ques-
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tion [Grundfrage]’, is ‘driven immediately to the question of the origin
[Ursprung] of the “ontological difference.””® Through this second question
Heidegger arrives at a more originary concept of difference that is consist-
ent with the programme of the Grundfrage and that operates at the heart
of the essence of truth and, in turn, beyng as event.

The conceptual difference between being and beings is possible, he
argues, only because beyng is of such a nature that it ‘sezs izself off in relief
[@bhebt] over and against beings’.* ‘Setting itself off in relief is not a func-
tion of human experience, for instance in the forms discussed by Gestalt
psychology, but the structural feature of beyng by which it is inclined to
become conceptualised in the difference between being and beings. Setting
itself off in relief ‘can originate only in the essential occurrence [ Wesung] of
beyng’.> Why, then, is beyng inclined towards this? In Heidegger’s words,
it is because:

Beyng, as the ‘between’ which clears, moves itself into this clearing and there-
fore, though never recognized or surmised as appropriation [Ereignung], is
for representational thinking something generally differentiable, and dif-
ferentiated, as being. This applies already to the way beyng essentially occurs
in the first beginning, namely, as o1, which comes forth as aAn0ewa but
which is at once forgotten in favor of beings (ones that are perceivable as
such only in virtue of GA0e1) and is reinterpreted as a being that is most
eminently, i.e., as a mode of being and specifically the highest mode.

In other words, because beyng brings itself to determination (in part) in
the operation of truth, the possibility is established for thought to account
for beyng in terms of that determinate dimension and to distinguish that
dimension in terms of a co-determinate differential relation with beings.
Certainly, one might deny (as Heidegger does in Sein und Zeit) that being,
thus differentiated from beings, must be ‘a being’ that ‘is’ most eminently.
But this is not the real issue. The real issue is that the ontological differ-
ence remains structurally determined as a difference berween two ‘things’.
Framing the problematic of beyng in terms of the ontological difference
‘captures’ beyng in this differential relation with beings. It casts beyng in
terms of a difference from beings. But this replicates the framework of
metaphysics found in the Leitfrage.

The crucial point Heidegger recognises in Beitrége is that the difference
between being and beings points to an aspect of beyng more originary
than itself. The ontological mechanism required for determining the onto-
logical difference at all must be prior to that difference. For Heidegger,
here, the ontological difference is ‘the merely metaphysically conceived,
and thus already misinterpreted, foreground [Vordergrund] of a de-cision
[Ent-scheidung] which is beyng itself’.” This decision is referred to alter-
natively in the terminology of the ‘Lichtung’ or ‘clearing’ belonging to
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the essential occurrence of beyng as event and first accessed as the essence
of truth. The clearing operation is precisely a de-cision or differentiation
— which is not a difference between two beings, but, rather, is difference
itself. That is, this clearing or decision is an operation of self-differentiation
that enables things that have differences between them to be, but it is
not to be understood on the basis of those things or their differences.
It is more originary. In part, the heart of beyng as event is this self-dif-
ferentiation. “The event of ap-propriation includes the de-cision: the fact
that freedom, as the abyssal ground, lets arise a need out of which, as the
excess of the ground, the gods and humans come forth in their separate-
ness.”® This originary self-differential operation of the event Heidegger
calls the ‘Entscheidungswesen des Seyns’ (‘decisional essence of beyng’).” 1
shall return to it in just a moment.

Beistegui’s 77uth and Genesis provides one of the few available sustained
examinations of difference in Beitrige. He rightly recognises that difference
plays a key role in Heidegger’s shift to thinking beyng as event and shows
this has important implications for how we understand his ontology. As
he writes, for Heidegger ‘the sense of being . . . with which being comes to
be identified, is that of difference. But . . . the sense of difference itself has
shifted, and radically so, freeing being of ontotautology altogether.”® I do,
however, find that Beistegui’s analysis misses the mark when it comes to
showing the extent to which Heidegger rethinks difference. It does not reg-
ister the move to a concept of difference more originary than the ontological
difference. Just when he is on the brink of Heidegger’s concept of originary
difference and the logic of self-differentiation it entails, he slips back into
the vestiges of the framework of Seiendheit, suggesting that ‘by difference,
we must now understand the originary event in the unfolding of which the
world takes place. The sense of being that is at issue here is entirely contained
within the space of the ontological difference.”’’ And again, ‘being is only
in and through its difference from beings’.'"> The crucial distinction that
Beistegui misses is the diagenic distinction between the ontological differ-
ence and the differential ground making it possible. By conflating these, his
conception of Heidegger’s event is stuck within the domain of the Leitfrage,
prevented from making the key diagenic move necessary for defining the
ontological concept of event in the domain of the Grundfrage.

|.2 Decision
Heidegger articulates the originary clearing or self-differential opera-

tion of the event early in Beitrige as the ground of historical ‘decision’
(Entscheidung) or ‘de-cision’ (Ent-scheidung)."® The notion of decision is
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that of separating or, as Vallega-Neu describes, ‘partedness’ or ‘parting’.'*
As a reader, it is tempting to understand ‘decision’ here as the type of
thing done by humans who deliberate about different possible actions,
for instance, and choose one. However, this is not the primary sense of
Heidegger’s concept. Decision is not ‘a human act’, ‘choice, resolution,
the preferring of one thing and the setting aside of another’."” Taking it as
such would fall into what he calls ‘the “existentiell” misinterpretation of
“decision™, which is in fact an ‘existentiell-anthropological misinterpreta-
tion: it takes the human being as a subject making this decision, whereas
the human being is subject 70 or structured &y originary decision and the
ontological features it generates, for instance, the a-léthic structures of the
essence of truth.'

To be clear, by distinguishing between the originary and existentiell
versions of decision, I do not mean that Heidegger’s concept excludes a
secondary sense pertaining to the human being. It certainly also has this:
the notion of decision comes into play in his account of history and the
role of the human being in establishing another beginning for thought
(see GAGS §43-9). But in that context, ‘decision” has to do with conse-
quent structures based on this antecedent, more primal ground: ‘what is
here called de-cision . . . proceeds to the innermost center of the essence
of beyng itself’.'”” McNeill nicely calls this the ‘event of differentiation’.'®
Vallega-Neu understands it as ‘a differencing which occurs within the
essential swaying [Wesung] of be-ing [Seyn]’." I maintain that in the cur-
rent context decision should be understood as such a separating, differen-
tiation, or differencing occurring in the essence of truth, that is, it should
be understood as the event insofar as the event occurs in and through the
essence of truth. This is confirmed when the text states that ‘de-cision refers
to the sundering [Auseinandertreten] itself, which separates [scheidet] and
in separating lets come into play for the first time the ap-propriation
[Er-eignung] of precisely this sundered open realm [ Offenen] as the clearing
for the self-concealing’.?’

Heidegger’s movement towards an account with a differential opera-
tion at the heart of beyng as event is further verified by GA71 Das Ereignis,
where he addresses ‘der Unterschied als das Sichunterscheiden (Ereignis)’
[‘the difference as self-differentiating (event)’].*! I cite the following pas-
sages to support this key point:

* ‘Inasmuch as nothingness is beyng, beyng is essentially the differ-
ence [Unterschied] as the inceptually concealed and refused departure
[Ab-schied].’*

* “The difference is a matter of the event (the resonating of the turning).’?

e “The difference ... which first allows beings to arise as beings, and
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separates [scheidet] them to themselves, is the ground of all separa-
tions [Scheidungen] in which beings can first “be” these respective
individuals.”*

* ‘Beyng as the difference — essentially occurring as the departure
[Abschied].’®

* “The difference, as beyng itself, appropriates [er-eignet] the differentia-
tion [Unterscheidung] in which at any time obedience is involved.”*

* ‘The difference [Unterscheidung] as the essential occurrence of beyng
itself, which differentiates izself [sich unterscheidet] and in that way lets
beings arise in emergence [Aufgang]. The differentiation is inceptually
the difference [Die Unterscheidung ist anfinglich der Unterschied].””

* “Without having experienced the truth of beyng as event, we will be
unable to know the difference and, thereby, the differentiation.’*®

* “The difference, in which the differentiation essentially occurs, is the
departure as the downgoing of the event into the beginning.’?

The essence of beyng — the most originary element of the evental structure
— is difference or differentiation. To emphasise: this is not a difference rel-
egated to marking a distinction or relation between two ‘things’ of any sort
(including ‘being’ and ‘beings’). That would make the error of placing the
things distinguished prior to the differential process that is purported to
ground the possibility for there to be any things whatsoever. As an exten-
sion of this idea, such difference can in no way be dependent upon any
form of identity prior to it, which it would differentiate (as, for instance,
in the case of Aristotle’s specific difference, which can be marked only on
the basis of the identity of a common genus).

This has an important methodological consequence: Heidegger’s con-
cept of originary difference cannot be defined by derivative or external
terms. Doing so would make a mistake in the order of onto-genesis pro-
posed. This leaves only one other option. Since difference holds the most
diagenically originary position in his ontology, it must be explained using
solely its own terms. So, how can we begin to provide such an explanation?
How can we understand such difference? Well, what does difference do?
Difference differs or differentiates; it is not identical. What can difference
differ from or differentiate? At this level of the logic of Heidegger’s ontol-
ogy, the answer can be nothing other than difference ‘itself’. Hypothesising
something else which difference is applied to or differs from would, again,
use something generated by difference to define it — that is, it would make
the same mistake regarding the order of onto-genesis. Instead, it must be
pure self-differentiation, that is, difference differing from itself. Given these
conditions, the logic of self-differentiation cannot be clarified by empiri-
cal or phenomenological examples since it is logically prior to anything
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of which such an example could be composed. This makes for a rather
abstract-sounding account of it, but one necessarily so.

I will suggest that we should understand self-differentiation to be the
operation of beyng as event by which it self-coagulates or intensifies, dis-
tends, and becomes elaborated in distinct structures and dynamics; that is,
it is the onto-genesis or origination of a logic of determinacy or of the ‘Da’
expressed in the term ‘Da-sein’. In Beirrige, the concept of truth (along
with those of ground and time-space) articulates just this elaboration.
This means that the essence of truth must be differential; ‘the clearing for/
of self-concealing’ must be defined by a differential logic, part of which
it conceptually grasps. We have already begun to see how this will work
by connecting Heidegger’s concept of ‘clearing’ to the decision or self-
differentiation of difference. But what is the logic of this difference? How
does it unfold? And returning to my earlier question, how must it be, such
that it originates the a-/éthic structures of truth?

With these questions we run up against a limit of Heidegger’s ability to
articulate his problematic. He claims that difference or self-differentiation
must be the originary character of beyng as event; he grasps this charac-
ter in terms of evental structures originated by difference (truth, ground,
time-space); but he is unable to present explicitly a unified logic of differ-
ence explaining the origination of these structures and thereby rigorously
defining them. Nonetheless, such a logic must underwrite or be expressed
in them and constitute their consistency. In what follows, I construct a few
moments of this logic that I take to perform this function. I go beyond
Heidegger’s text by extrapolating this logic, but I maintain that it is not
only consistent with but required by and entailed in his ontology. To be
clear, by ‘logic’, I do not mean the formal relations of propositions, but the
structure of beyng, how parts of that structure relate, and how some lead
into others. The logic of difference is the dynamics of difference insofar as
it constitutes and generates the structures of beyng or the event.

2 Heidegger’s differential concept of truth

In this section I treat Heidegger’s concept of the essence of truth in its
relation to difference. As indicated, I hold that the formulation for the
essence of truth used in Beitrige — ‘the clearing for/of self-concealing’ — is
differential in the sense I have been discussing. What exactly this means
has yet to be worked out. To do this, we need to frame the topic with
reference to the major diagenic move Heidegger makes in his account of
truth in Beitrige. This is the move I emphasised at the end of Chapter 4
section 3. Namely, after Heidegger integrates the shift from the Leitfrage
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to the Grundfrage into his approach to truth, he drives his ontology to a
new diagenic stage by asking: whence and why concealment and open-
ness (the originary forms of A6n and dAn0ea)? This question enquires
into the ground of the most originary ontological structures thinkable by
Heidegger up to that point. The answer — the essence of truth — is ‘the
clearing for/of self-concealing’, which captures the logic of the event in
the language of truth. Consequently, the first task we are posed with is to
work out how ‘the clearing for/of self-concealing’ articulates the logic of
difference and, on this basis, provides a genetic explanation for the a-lethic
structures. So, how does this work?

As noted, Heidegger stops short of a full account of the operations
through which originary difference generates the a-léthic structures.
Nevertheless, the resources for doing so are present in the text, even if
its author might not have recognised this. A moment ago, when discuss-
ing the origin of the ontological difference between being and beings, we
looked at Heidegger’s claim that this results from the way beyng ‘moves
itself into the clearing’. We know that in this account the clearing or
Lichtung cannot be something pre-existing that beyng then moves itself
into; rather, it must be a genetic operation by beyng whereby beyng con-
stitutes a cleared field (openness). The mechanics of this were left rather
vague. But we can now say that the operation by which beyng performs
this clearing is self-differentiation. In other words, clearing is the self-
differentiation of difference. In the register of truth, this is the story of the
genesis of openness and concealment. “The clearing for/of self-concealing’
articulates the event’s differential self-intensification or distension in the
terms of the register of truth. Heidegger puts the idea about this genetic
process characterising truth as follows:

Inasmuch as truth essentially occurs, comes to be [wird], the event becomes
[wird] truth. The event eventuates [das Ereignis ereignet], which means
nothing else but that it and only it becomes truth, becomes that which
belongs to the event, so that truth is precisely and essentially the truth of
beyng.?

Insofar as the event ‘becomes’ truth, it elaborates itself in the a-/éthic struc-
tures of openness and concealment.

It is worth taking a brief aside to point out a methodological principle
connected to a defining feature of the relation between these structures.
According to Heidegger, each is in a relationship of simultaneous strife
and intimacy with the other. This means that any account of the origina-
tion of openness and concealment should be able to explain these rela-
tions. Giving this explanation is not my primary focus, but I will return to
it in a moment as a partial gauge of the success of my account.
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Coming back to the main topic, on the basis of Heidegger’s terms we
can begin to work out a genetic account of the essential structures of truth
— concealment and openness. As indicated, if beyng as event is originary
difference or the differentiation of difference from itself, then derivative
terms cannot be imported to describe this without first defining them
in differential terms. It also means that the genesis of openness and con-
cealment must be explained in terms of originary difference, even if they
methodologically prefigure its logic. But how? Answering this makes for a
linguistically painful exercise, but one nonetheless systematically necessary.

Originary difference can differ only from itself. Yet precisely in so
doing, a determination must occur, that is, a set of correlated structures
must be generated. On the one hand, insofar as difference is differentiated
from itself it constitutes what could be called a ‘field” of difference. By
‘field” here I mean the structural distance generated between (1) difference
insofar as it differs from itself and (2) difference insofar as it is what is dif-
fered from. I take this to be the most basic form of a-/éthic openness. On
the other hand, a second structure must arise simultaneously in the very
same operation, namely, a correlated structure of difference determined
in its differentiation from the open field it originates. If it is difference
differing from itself that originates this field, that means that difference is
irreducible to the field originated. More precisely, by the very same action
by which difference generates the field, it differentiates itself from the field
generated. In relation to the field, such difference gains a determination: it
becomes determined by distinguishing itself from that field, that is, from
what it originates. If it is difference differing from itself that originates the
open field, it does so by withdrawing, refusing, or differentiating itself from
it. I take the most basic form of a-léthic concealment to be just this ‘with-
drawal’ or ‘refusal’ of difference from itself, the refusal of difference to be
identical with itself and with that which it originates.’

Now, originary differentiation cannot occur in any ontologically prior
medium, but only through difference itself. This means that the aspects of
difference that are differentiated — the field of openness and the difference
differing or withdrawing from that field — bear structural reference to one
another. Both are constituted by precisely the same operation and each
has its determination by its contrast or difference from the other. In other
words, these features are simultaneously constituted by their difference
from and structural reference to one another. Because of this, I take them
to constitute a field of ontological tension: the differentiation of difference
from itself entails the generation of an immanent field of tension, that is,
entails the self-intensification of beyng. But since difference and difference
alone accomplishes this, it can equally be called self-distension, or just
distension.
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We can bring together these ideas about the onto-genesis of openness
and concealment to synthesise a more precise differential, genetic defini-
tion of the essence of truth. Using a geometric analogy helps to picture
the logic involved. The core of this definition is as follows: Concealment
and openness are or rather essentially occur (wesen) in their differentiation
from one another. In the way that a point is extended into a line, openness
is generated or breached as the distention of differentiation differing from
itself. As the limits of a line recede, drawing it out, difference refuses to be
that which it generates; concealment is or essentially occurs as this refusal,
generated as differentiation differing from itself.

Since what we are after at the moment is a differential explanation
of Heidegger’s formulation of the essence of truth as ‘the clearing for/
of self-concealing’ (‘die Lichtung fiir das Sichverbergen’ or ‘Lichtung des
Sichverbergens’), we should be able to use this definition to provide this.
In turn, this amounts to an elaboration of seeds of the logic of difference
just described. I will highlight each of the terms comprised by this formu-
lation on its own: (1) the clearing for/of self-concealing, (2) the clearing
forlof self-concealing, (3) the clearing for/of self-concealing, and (4) the
clearing for/of self-concealing.

First, the clearing for/of self-concealing: We have already established
that the famous clearing or Lichtung in Heidegger’s formulation is the
basic operation of the self-differentiation of difference, that is, the clearing
for/of self-concealing is originary differentiation. This can now be given
more detail. Heidegger uses the term ‘Lichtung’ or ‘clearing’ in the sense
of a distancing or a ‘sundering’ (‘Auseinandertreten’).* This distancing or
sundering occurs immanently to difference and what is sundered are the
differential structures of openness and concealment. Openness and con-
cealment cannot pre-exist their sundering, but rather must be generated
and constituted by it, that is, by the differentiation whereby each becomes
distinguished from the other. In this genetic process, as two passing ships
are said to ‘clear’ one another, concealment clears openness and openness
clears concealment. Since this sundering originates and grounds openness
and concealment, which in turn ground worlds of beings, it cannot be
defined as taking place between two already established ‘things’ of any
order. Clearing is an operation of self-differentiation prior to and originary
of any such things and the differences between them.

More precisely, clearing is difference differing from itself such that a
sundering of openness and concealment is originated. Yet openness and
concealment remain correlative, for this sundering or distancing is itself
the breaching open of openness, the breaching of the ‘essential extent’ (the
most originary extended dimension or place) that I discussed in Chapter
4. Clearing is the breaching of a space ‘between’ or, rather, a distension
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that itself constitutes openness and concealment by constituting their dif-
ference. In this sense, with respect to concealment Heidegger writes: ‘that
a clearing might ground what is self-concealing — that is the meaning of
the dictum that truth is primarily clearing-concealment’.?* In this picture
the clearing for/of self-concealing cannot be one or the other, concealment
or openness. For, as Heidegger points out, to think the essence of truth is
to think that which originates concealment and openness; namely, pure
difference.’

It is worth pointing out that this conception of clearing demonstrates
an error in a common interpretation of Heidegger. According to this inter-
pretation, the essence of truth and, in turn, the event are the same thing as
self-concealment, the concealing withdrawal of being, or originary An6m.
However, they are not. This mistake misses the critical question: whence
and why concealment and openness? It thus misses the diagenic move to
the ground of the a-léthic structures. Self-concealment is indeed a moment
of the evental dynamic. But the essence of truth is difference differing
from itself, self-distending in the manner of clearing for/of self-concealing.
Concealment is derived from difference and is therefore 7oz the prime
feature of Heidegger’s ontology.

Second, the clearing for/of self-concealing: The differential essence of
truth is clearing for self-concealing because it does something ‘in the service
of the concealing operation of beyng, so to speak. This does not mean
difference is telos-driven or ‘intends’, but simply that it generates con-
cealment and clears or sunders it from openness. Concealment owes its
distinctness from openness to clearing (differentiation), without which it
could not occur at all. That is, the differentiation of difference from itself
enables concealment to occur — where concealment is difference’s refusal
to be the openness or distension it generates — while that very operation of
differentiation is also the sundering of concealment from openness.

Third, the clearing for/of self-concealing: The differential essence of
truth is a clearing of self-concealing in both the objective and subjective
genitive senses. Concealment (1) gets cleared in the generation of open-
ness and (2) itself takes part in generating openness. With respect to the
former, we have seen that clearing is a genetic differentiating or sundering
of concealment from openness and openness from concealment. With
respect to the latter, concealment plays a constitutive role in the originary
determination of openness: without concealment, the differentiation or
clearing of concealment from openness could not occur. Openness would
be granted no determinateness and no distinctness from concealment, that
is, it would not occur at all.

Finally, the clearing for/of selfconcealing: The differential essence
of truth involves se/fconcealing because it is differentiation itself that
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withdraws from its own clearing: concealment is the self-refusal enacted
by differentiation.

It is important to emphasise that in this picture openness and conceal-
ment must be originated simultaneously by the differentiation of difference
from itself. That is, the same operation constitutes the two by constituting
their difference. It cannot be the case that one is logically prior to the other
because each gains structural determination only in its correlation with
the other. For the same reason, it also cannot be that they are ultimately
discrete. In that case, they would have no correlation. Using my earlier
geometric imagery, that would amount to placing concealment at one end
of a line and openness at the other, with the line marking their absolute
divorce. Rather, the account of originary difference allows us to under-
stand (1) openness as the distension of difference differing from itself, that
is, in the position of the line itself, and (2) concealment as the self-refusal
simultaneously enacted by difference differing from itself, that is, in the
place of the receding limit by which the line is drawn out.

Let us now return to the question of evaluation. As a criterion of success
for this differential account, it should be able to ground what Heidegger
calls the simultaneous strife and originary intimacy that characterise the
structural relation between openness and concealment, and it should be
able to explain the logic of these relations in a conceptually precise way.
I think it can. As an initial point, there can be no such thing as strife
without intimacy or intimacy without strife. That which is in strife must
simultaneously have an intimacy because without intimacy there could
be no relation. Likewise, that which is intimate must be characterised by
a simultaneous strife, since it must be distinguished from that to which it
is related (otherwise intimacy would simply be identity). The challenge is
to provide an account of the simultaneous strife and intimacy of openness
and concealment rather than simply asserting it (as Heidegger sometimes
seems to do).

In what way can an intimacy hold between openness and conceal-
ment? In the a-léthic picture given in ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’, the
two seemed to share nothing in common. Despite openness gaining its
constitutive limit from concealing withdrawal, the two were presented as
irreducibly distinct features of being. In Beitrige, the two are not irreduc-
ibly distinct, they can be reduced to one and the same operation of differ-
entiation. To put it better, openness and concealment are each grounded
in and originated by precisely the same operation of originary difference:
the differentiation of difference from itself. At a first level, this constitutes
a diagenic intimacy between each counterposed moment via their shared
genetic ground. In terms of the logic of the event, difference differs from
itself, simultaneously drawing itself out or breaching open openness and
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differing from or refusing to be that openness, that is, originating con-
cealment. Though openness and concealment are thus ‘sundered’, each is
constituted by the same differential operation and bears a structural refer-
ence to that operation. At a second, syngenic level, there is an intimacy
between openness and concealment insofar as the structure of the one is
co-extensive with that of the other, that is, insofar as each constitutes the
limit providing the other’s determinacy.

What then of strife? Openness and concealment are originated by the
differential operation precisely insofar as it originates their difference.
Their strife consists in the clearing or sundering of each from the other
whereby each gains structural determination. This again works at two
levels. At the primary, diagenic level, this strife is the differentiation of dif-
ference from itself by which it simultaneously draws itself out (breaching
openness) and withdraws from that openness (originating concealment).
At the secondary, syngenic level, openness and concealment each require
the contradistinction this establishes from the other. Openness is structur-
ally determined by its contrast with concealment and concealment by its
contrast with openness. Their strife lies in both this constitutive contradis-
tinction and the differentiation by which it is originated.

The structures of openness and concealment each bear a constitutive
reference to the other, both at the syngenic level of contradistinction and
the diagenic level of originary difference. Within this frame, the logic of
difference satisfies the evaluative criterion in a rather elegant way. It shows
the specific manner in which intimacy is structurally implied in strife
and strife in intimacy, providing a genetic ground for both. Since the
intimacy and strife involved in the structures of the essence of truth are
simultaneously generated by one and the same differential operation and
each is constitutively entailed in the other, I take this account to imply
that Heidegger’s terminology of intimacy and strife is one of ontological
intensity. The differential logic at the heart of Heidegger’s understanding
of beyng as event and the essence of truth, generating the determinate-
ness required for anything to be, entails that his ontology is an intensive
ontology.

2.1 Two points of clarification

It is worth taking a pause to make two points clarifying this account. The
first has to do with its relation to the overarching argument I have been
making since Chapter 3 regarding the status of Heidegger’s concept of
truth; the second has to do with the ontological status of difference.

First, we have seen that the problematic of the essence of truth has a
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special importance in Beitrige because it provides the methodological path-
way to an account of beyng as event. That is, thought first gains a properly
grounded stance within the event by way of the problematic of truth. We
can now say that it accomplishes this by opening up access to the logic of
difference defining both the essence of truth and the ‘decisional essence of
beyng’, that is, the event. “The clearing for/of self-concealing’ articulates
the logic of difference in the register of truth. It allows us to unfold this
logic using the terms of that register: clearing, concealing, openness, and
so on. Exactly this provides the foothold needed. Even if Heidegger insuf-
ficiently elaborates originary differentiation, it is the genetic ground of
the a-lethic structures of truth. Thus, his account of the essence of truth
in Beitrdge is primarily differential, not a-léthic. Interpretations of truth in
Beitrige which remain within the a-/thic framework are unable to access
the differential logic and consequently botch Heidegger’s account of the
event.

Second, we can add a bit of clarity about the ontological status of origi-
nary difference by relating it to Heidegger’s concepts of ground and time-
space. As I've said, along with truth, ground and time-space are registers in
terms of which he works out an account of beyng as event. The same logic
of difference must generate the structures of all three. This means that we
must not mistake originary difference to be within time or space, since it
is originary of time-space. Likewise, it is not consequent upon the struc-
tures of ground, because it is originary of those very structures. It would
be equally inaccurate to take difference to be eternal or to be transcendent
to the domain of ground. No dichotomies according to which difference
could fall on the side of metaphysical eternality or transcendence are at
play here. Rather, time-space and the structures of ground arise from the
operation of originary differentiation, which is immanent to them.

3 Heidegger’s differential concept of event

Within the framework of Heidegger’s ontology, the problematic of the
essence of truth has provided a first properly grounded stance for thought
in the evental structure of beyng, that is, in the logic of difference at
the heart of the event. Beyng as event is the differentiation of difference
from itself together with the ontological structures of the essence of truth,
ground, and time-space thereby generated. The origination of these struc-
tures is the generation of the Da. Da-sein is the event’s self-determination
in those structures.

Even though the problematic of truth provides a grounding in
the logic of the event, the event is not simply the clearing for/of self-
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concealing; ‘truth’ is only one of its registers (albeit methodologically
distinctive). Nonetheless, the stance it provides in the logic of difference
makes it possible to elaborate and define the structure of the event in the
terminology of the event itself. Namely, the following modulations of
the term ‘Ereignis’ are especially important: ‘Er-eignis’ (appropriating-
event) or ‘Er-eignung’ (appropriating eventuation or ap-propriation) and
‘Enteignis’ (expropriation) or cognates thereof. These must be defined
by the logic of difference. In part, they articulate the same movement of
intensification and distension seen in the clearing for/of self-concealing,
but they allow us to further elaborate the logic of difference in ways irre-
ducible to the register of truth.

To define these terms, it is first necessary to make a few remarks about
the role of Enteignis in Beitrige. In other texts from Heidegger’s later
period (the 1969 Zur Sache des Denkens, for example) the word ‘Enteignis’
appears as an essential correlate of ‘Ereignis’. In Beitrdge the term does not
appear in its substantive form, but only the verbal cognate ‘enteignet’, and
that quite rarely.”” Rojcewicz and Vallega-Neu translate ‘enteignet’ as ‘dis-
appropriated’. Stambaugh translates ‘Enteignis’ as ‘expropriation’, which
would suggest rendering ‘enteignet’ as ‘expropriated’. I prefer the latter
because it better conveys the ‘out of sense of the German prefix ‘ent-’
and because the alternative, ‘disappropriation’, more strongly suggests that
what it describes was previously proper, belonged as proper, or was first
appropriated before being ‘disappropriated’. This would make Enteignis
secondary to or derivative of Ereignis (or more accurately, Er-eignis), which
is a problem because in Heidegger’s account, appropriation and expropria-
tion are equiprimordial features of the logic of the event.

In Beitrige, both uses of ‘enteignet’ describe the forgottenness or aban-
donment of beyng characteristic of human existence and the historical
framework of metaphysics. Yet, as I began to explore in Chapter 2, this
human or historical errancy is a derivative configuration of the ontological
distortion at work in the event’s operations of appropriation and expro-
priation. Heidegger addresses this distortion in terms of ‘Un-wahrheit’
or ‘un-truth’, the ‘Un-wesen’ or ‘distorted essence’ of truth, and the
‘Unwesen des Seyns’ or ‘distorted essence of beyng’.* It is this Unwesen
that sets the stage for human or historical errancy. Despite the rarity of
the term ‘enteignet’ in Beitrige, my elaboration of the event will give it a
central role. This is because the structure Heidegger elsewhere describes in
terms of ‘Enteignis’ is very much present in Beitrige, but simply in other
terms: along with Unwesen, Vergessenbeit (forgottenness), and Verlassenheit
(abandonment) are, for example, “Weg-sein’ (being-away), ‘Befremdung’
(alienation), ‘Un-grund’ (distorted ground), self-concealing, and so on.”
Using ‘Enteignis’ or ‘expropriation’ allows me to keep the focus on the
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most originary sense of what these describe. ‘Expropriation’ designates
constitutive alienation from propriety, which I will explain momentarily.

Beyng is Ereignis, the event, which at the most originary level occurs
essentially (wesz) as the differentiation of difference from itself. As seen
in terms of the essence of truth, the logic of difference entails the event’s
self-determination or intensification, which is precisely the origination of
the Da, the structural distension captured in the term ‘Da-sein’. In the
language of the event, Heidegger describes this intensification as an appro-
priation accomplished by beyng: ‘the “there” is appropriated [ereignet] by
beyng itself’.*® In contrast to earlier texts like “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’
that understood Da-sein in relation to human existence, in Beitrige

Da-sein moves (though not localizable anywhere) away from the relation
to the human being and reveals itself as the ‘between’ [Zwischen] which is
developed [entfaltet] by beyng itself so as to become the open domain for
beings that protrude into it.*

For Heidegger, the intensification of the event or origination of the Da is
an appropriation, and one occurring at the most originary level of beyng.
But what sense can there be in calling this an appropriation? It is not the
case that one pre-existing thing takes over another to make it its own.
Rather, according to Heidegger what occurs is the origination of ‘das
Eigentum’ — the ‘domain of what is proper’ or ‘structure of propriety’ —
that I began to discuss in Chapter 2. Das Eigentum is the most basic form
of ontological determinateness described in Beitrige. As he puts it,

Da-sein is the axis [Wendungspunkt] in the turning of the event, the self-
opening center of the counterplay between call [Zuruf] and belonging
[Zugehorigkeit]. Da-sein is the ‘domain of what is proper’ [Eigentuml],
understood in analogy with the ‘domain of a prince’ [Fiirsten-tum], the sov-
ereign center of the appropriating eventuation [Er-eignung] as the assign-
ment [Zueignung], of the ones who belong [Zu-gehérigen], to the event and
at the same time to themselves: becoming a self.%

We know already from Chapter 2 that for Heidegger ‘becoming a self’ at
this level of the ontology is not the origination of a cogito, human self, or
any other self ascribed to a being (‘selthood is more originary than any I or
thou or we’).”! Rather, what is at stake is the generation of the ontologi-
cal structures without which beings could not be at all, the origination of
finitude. This is nothing like a production from the infinite, but rather the
self-intensification of the structurally self-problematising differential logic
of the event. Appropriation is an operation of the event whereby an onto-
logical structure of propriety is originated, a structure such that all that
falls within its range (die Zu-gehorigen) bears an assignment (Zueignung)
to that structure or, in the case of that structure itself, to that whereby
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propriety is originated. And this is all that ‘becoming a self’ refers to at this
level. Though Heidegger is vague about what he means by ‘“Zueignung’
or ‘assignment’, I take it to designate a structural reference constitutive of
all that falls within the range of propriety, including the basic structure of
propriety itself. To be precise, then, propriety at this level is an ontological
structure such that all its aspects are constituted by structural reference to
some other aspect, namely, to that ontological operation whereby they are
originated.

Similarly, all that is secondarily constituted on the basis of propriety
(that is, beings) bears such reference both to that structure and, in turn,
to the ontological operation of appropriation. To help make sense of this
poing, it can be translated into the terminology of truth by recalling that
beings like humans, pine trees, and rocks are constituted on the basis of
openness (together with concealment), while openness is constituted on
the basis of the differential operation of clearing. Thus, such beings bear
constitutive structural reference both to openness and in turn to clearing.
The three are arranged along a diagenic axis.

For the sake of clarity, it will be useful to answer the following ques-
tion: at the most fundamental level of the event, what is required for there
to be a domain of propriety at all> On the one hand, a structural disten-
sion of the event must occur. Without a distension differentiating one part
from another, there could be no constitutive reference, but only simple
identity, or, since Heidegger’s ontology does not maintain an ontological
priority of identity, utter indeterminateness or lack of finitude. On the
other hand, the parts differentiated in distension must bear a constitutive
reference or assignment to the operation of the event whereby distension
is enabled to occur, that is, whereby appropriation is accomplished. These
two characteristics — distension and constitutive reference — are geneti-
cally inseparable and articulate the most basic determinateness of beyng.
Their origination marks the logical transition of indeterminate difference
to determinate difference.

I would like to make two quick asides here on the basis of these require-
ments. First, if there is no structure of constitutive reference ontologically
prior to appropriation while at the same time an operation of the event
originates such a structure, this means that that operation is liminal — it
is simultaneously intrinsic to and in excess of appropriation. That is, an
operation of the event is ontologically prior to, irreducible to, and yet con-
stitutive for appropriation. I return in a moment to a more precise account
of the excess involved here.

Second, regarding Heidegger’s concepts of essence and ground, recall
that he understands essence to be that which is most proper to something
or which enables it to be whatever it is, that is, its ontologically constitutive
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ground. For the terminology of essence to make sense, there has to be a
distension or disjoint inherent to whatever it is applied to whereby more
essential aspects are differentiated from less essential or more derivative
ones. This is seen, for example, in the relation discussed in Chapter 4
between ‘that which is true’ and ‘the essence of truth’. Accordingly, the
framework of essence can be established only through the origination of
something (1) differentiated from the operation whereby it was originated,
but (2) bearing constitutive reference to that operation (to that which
enables it to be). Likewise, recall that Heidegger understands something’s
ground to be the ontological structures enabling it to be. The relation
between ground and that which is grounded can be established only in the
same manner as the framework of essence. This means that as an articula-
tion of the origination of constitutive structural distension and reference,
Heidegger’s concept of appropriation describes the origination of the very
frameworks of essence and ground.

Returning to Heidegger’s concept of appropriation, it is one thing to
state that it is an operation of the event whereby propriety is originated
and it is another to explain how this occurs, that is, to give a genetic
account. So, how does appropriation occur? Just as should be expected
given the differential conception of beyng, Heidegger claims that as event,
‘the essence of beyng essentially occurs in the ap-propriation [Er-eignung]
of de-cision [Ent-scheidung]’.** That is, appropriation is accomplished by
and as decision — the differentiation of difference from itself. As Vallega-
Neu puts it, this operation is ‘the differencing, i.e., the de-cision in which
en-owning [Er-eignis/appropriating event] occurs’.*®

Without the differential logic, this claim seems rather mysterious. But
with it, we can make good sense of what Heidegger means. Beyng as event
is the differentiation of difference from itself. Difference refuses to become
identical with itself, that is, it differs from itself. By differing from itself,
difference distends. In the register of truth, this differentiation is called
‘clearing’. The distension it generates is the origination of a field such that
some aspect of difference is differentiated from some other aspect. That
is, rather than pure indeterminateness, difference generates determinate-
ness or finitude by generating aspects of itself defined in their difference
from one another: #his distended dimension of difference is difference that
comes to be defined via the origination of contrast from zhar difference
that refuses to be it. But with this we find exactly the structural elements
just listed that go into a domain of propriety: we have (1) distension or
the distinction of aspects of a structure, namely, the aspects of difference
that are distinguished from one another, and (2) structural reference con-
stitutive of each of those aspects. Put another way, we have the generation
of an aspect of difference that is distended from another aspect of differ-
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ence, while that generative process is exactly the self-differentiation of each
aspect from ‘itself’ and in turn from the other. Thus, each aspect is deter-
mined by the other such that it bears a structural, constitutive reference to
the other, that is, to that which enables it to be.

This provides a genetic explanation of the domain of propriety based
on the logic of difference. In this account, the differentiation of difference
from itself can be said to enact appropriation in two essentially correlated
senses: (1) it is the origination of a domain of propriety, and (2) since that
domain is constituted by nothing other than determinate difference, it is
the appropriation — in the sense of taking over — of difference in a deter-
minate, intensive structure. Taking these senses together, appropriation is
the self-determination of beyng. It will be worth keeping in mind that this
is the same movement that the problematic of truth described. In terms
of truth, the structure of distension is the field of openness and the event’s
self-appropriation or origination of a domain of propriety is the origina-
tion of that openness.

What, then, of Enteignis or expropriation — the event’s origination
of a structural alienation from propriety? To make sense (genetically) of
this, we can begin by looking at the form it takes in the register of truth.
In terms of truth, openness is correlative with concealment. Not only are
openness and concealment generated by the same operation of the event,
but each is structurally dependent upon the other, from which it gains
contrast. We can see this by looking at each in turn. On the one hand,
concealment is the event’s self-refusal from the openness it originates and
therefore it is defined in contradistinction from openness. On the other,
openness is the field of the event’s distension, but it is originated by the
event’s concealing withdrawal or refusal, in contradistinction from which
openness gains determinacy. In terms of truth, if openness is a domain
of propriety, then concealment (the event’s refusal or withdrawal from
that propriety) is expropriation — the genesis of a constitutive alienation
from propriety. In this case, the event’s self-appropriation as openness
entails its simultaneous self-expropriation as concealment. In other words,
precisely the same operation by which the event self-determines in the
structure of appropriation/openness entails the self-determination of the
event in the structure of expropriation/concealment. Each is genetically
bound to the other.

But beyng as event is not reducible to the framework of truth; expro-
priation, like appropriation, must be given a systematic definition in terms
of the logic of difference, not simply cast as concealment. How? Beyng
as event is self-differentiation — the differentiation of difference from
itself. By differing from itself, difference distends. This distension is the
origination of a domain of propriety, that is, distension is appropriation.
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But appropriation is accomplished only by the refusal or withdrawal of
difference from itself. Expropriation is exactly this differentiation of dif-
ference from itself (as appropriation). But in expropriation, that dimen-
sion of difference that differs from appropriation becomes determined: it
becomes endowed with a structural reference to appropriation, namely,
one precisely of alienation from or of 7oz being proper to appropriation.
Expropriation is difference that repels or withdraws from the appropriation
of the domain of propriety, thereby enacting the distension of difference
that constitutes that appropriation, but also gaining a determinateness of
its own, namely as bearing a constitutive reference to that which it refuses
to be (propriety). Expropriation is the origination of structural alienation
from propriety.

Defining the concepts of appropriation and expropriation by the logic
of difference gives us an account of the basic structure of the event in
Heidegger’s ontology. In particular, it explains how the event self-inten-
sifies or originates determinateness, finitude, or the Da of Da-sein. Taken
together, the genesis of appropriation and expropriation is the genesis of
the logic of determinateness or logic of the world in Heidegger’s ontol-
ogy. But the event has another important feature. Earlier in Chapter 2,
I emphasised that the event’s differential logic must include an aspect
irreducible to or in excess over the logic of appropriation and expropria-
tion and that this renders evental differentiation liminal in character. In
Beitrige, Heidegger refers to this excess in the terminology of the Ab-grund
or abyss, which I return to in Chapter 6. For now, it is sufficient to show
why this excess is necessary and how it fits into the logic already seen. I
will again make the point first in the terminology of truth where it is more
easily recognisable and then in the terminology of the event itself.

Above, I looked at appropriation and expropriation sequentially. Yet,
to make sense of the excess involved in the event it is necessary to keep in
mind that they are structurally equiprimordial. Appropriation and expro-
priation are generated simultaneously by the very same operation of dif-
ference, each forming a portion of the logic that unfolds. Each is partially
defined in contradistinction from the other and thus is constitutively co-
dependent upon it. This means that appropriation and expropriation are
structurally continuous with one another; the logic of one can be traced
seamlessly to that of the other. And this is so via both their constitutive
co-dependence and shared genesis.

In terms of the problematic of truth, the shared genesis of appropria-
tion and expropriation is the clearing for/of self-concealing. The clearing
for/of self-concealing is evental differentiation insofar as it originates the
a-lethic structures of openness and concealment. But since these structures
are generated by pure difference, it is necessary that such difference is
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ontologically prior and irreducible to them. It is only as a consequence
of difference differing from itself that the clearing for/of self-concealing
is enacted at all. As prior, this primal difference can have no character of
openness or concealment.* The origination of determinateness in those
structures relies upon difference that differs from or is deferred beyond
even its own logic of self-determination, that is, difference that is necessar-
ily in excess over the clearing for/of self-concealing.

We can now translate this into the terminology of the event. In it, the
differentiation of difference from itself is the shared genesis of appropria-
tion and expropriation. But this genesis is possible only because beyng as
event, at its most primal level, is pure difference or differentiation. The
operation by which the event self-determines is consequent upon differ-
ence that is ontologically prior to that operation and that must exceed it
for it to occur. In expropriation, for instance, the determination of dif-
ference in a structural contrast from propriety is dependent upon the fact
that beyng is difference. Only because beyng is difference does it self-differ
from propriety. Such difference, ontologically prior to determination in
appropriation and expropriation, can have none of the determinate struc-
tures characteristic of them (distension and constitutive reference). The
origination of determinateness in those structures relies upon difference
that differs or is deferred beyond even its own logic of self-determination,
that is, difference that is necessarily in excess over the logic of appropria-
tion and expropriation.

Thus, even though appropriation and expropriation are essential dimen-
sions of the event, the event appropriates and expropriates only by a dif-
fering of difference that is in excess over those very processes. The event’s
origination of a logic of determinateness entails an emission of difference
from that logic. For terminological clarity, I will call this excess ‘primal
difference’. Since primal difference is not the property of the logic of deter-
minateness (the reverse being the case), I will call the differentiation char-
acteristic of primal difference anterior to that logic ‘primal expropriation’.
Particularly after Beitrige, this is what I take Heidegger to designate with
the term ‘Abschied’. Primal difference and primal expropriation should be
distinguished from what I have called ‘originary’ difference and ‘originary
expropriation’ or just ‘expropriation’. These refer to the most primordial
aspects of difference or the event insofar as it is involved in the origination
of the logic of determinateness, that is, of the Da. As noted, the intermi-
nable, inexhaustible primal expropriation of difference can alternatively
be called ‘the abyss’. The event, then, must be said to include not only the
logic of appropriation and expropriation, but also the abyss of differentia-
tion exceeding even the structures it differentiates and thereby generating
them.

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

182 | HEIDEGGER'S ONTOLOGY OF EVENTS

4 The genesis of distortion in the structure of the event:
the Un-wesen of truth

With the basic differential logic of the event outlined, we can now turn
to the theory of ontological distortion in Heidegger’s Beitrige. In Chapter
2, I discussed ways that distortion and alienation are active at the his-
torical level of his ontology, especially in the forms of machination, rep-
resentation, and lived experience. Those forms contribute to the historical
framework of metaphysics that the historical event would undermine. If
historical distortion and alienation are the types of things that can in
principle be resolved (even if only incrementally), ontological distortion
cannot. It is an ineliminable structure of beyng or the event. As noted,
Heidegger addresses this in terms of ‘Un-wahrheit’ or ‘un-truth’, the
‘Un-wesen’ or ‘distorted essence’ of truth, and the ‘Unwesen des Seyns’ or
‘distorted essence of beyng’.** Each addresses the same form of distortion
in the structure of beyng,.

Ontological distortion is the ground enabling the historical, existen-
tial, and conceptual distortion entailed in the framework of metaphysics.
Because of this, a full explanation of ontological distortion would offer the
ground for a Heideggerian radical critique of metaphysics in the sense I
defined in Chapter 2. I will not do this here; my goal is simply to establish
the basic form of ontological distortion, since it is an essential element
in Heidegger’s ontological concept of event. In Chapter 2, I also defined
distortion as the process by which something constitutes a self-obfuscation
or, in cases where two things are in a diagenic relation, the process by
which one obfuscates the other. We can now see how this works at the
level of beyng as event. In this context, distortion is the curvature of beyng
that makes Heidegger’s ontology a curved ontology, not a flat one nor one
vertically organised by metaphysical transcendence. It is an ineliminable
curvature generated in the event whereby certain parts of the logic of the
event are obfuscated from other parts. I will approach this in terms of the
distorted essence of truth.

In Heidegger’s account, the distorted essence of truth is manifested in
originary ‘Verstellung’ (distortion), ‘Irre’ (errancy), or ‘Anschein’ (sem-
blance) and forms the basic structure on which human and historical
errancy take hold.* While the latter are generally undesirable and often
harmful, ontological distortion is not a failure of beyng and must not
be taken in a pejorative sense. It need not and cannot be eradicated or
excised. Distortion is a structurally essential aspect of the event and is
‘proper’ to its logic of determinateness. In Heidegger’s words, ‘the distorted
essence belongs intrinsically to the essence [of truth]”.*” How so?
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Heidegger offers little direct explanation of this ontological distortion,
but a good account can be pieced together. If the distorted essence belongs
intrinsically to the essence of truth, this means that the essence of truth
entails its own distortion; that distortion must arise as a constitutive aspect
of the essence of truth, not as a result of extrinsic factors. The essence of
truth is the event articulated in the register of truth, that is, the logic of dif-
ference elaborated in the clearing for/of self-concealing. Since its structures
are generated through the evental logic of difference, the same logic must
simultaneously generate ontological distortion. To emphasise, since the
structures in question are ontologically prior to representation and even to
beings that think, ontological distortion is not an error in representation,
judgement, or any other epistemological function. Moreover, since it is
prior to worlds of beings, it cannot be reduced to distortion arising from
the relations of beings. Ontological distortion characterises beyng or the
essence of truth itself, the differential clearing for/of self-concealing.

Heidegger associates the distorted essence of truth with the ‘negativity
[Nichtigkeit] of being’ or, more precisely, the ‘negativity [Nichtung] of
the “there” [Dal’, since truth is beyng insofar as beyng is determined or
projected into the ‘there’ or ‘Da’.*® It is common in Heidegger scholarship
to understand being (and beyng) to have an irreducibly negative dimen-
sion and to understand that negativity in terms of A0, refusal, lack, or
concealing withdrawal. If beyng as event is interpreted within the a-/ezhic
framework rather than the differential one, that makes good sense. For, in
that view A10n is an irreducible character of beyng (perhaps even the most
originary one). Since A0 presents itself in seemingly negative forms it
would appear that beyng has an essentially negative character.

However, if, as I have argued, the a-/éthic structures are grounded by
the logic of difference, negativity cannot be an irreducible character of
beyng; it can only be a derived one. Indeed, Heidegger makes an impor-
tant claim that is consistent with just such a view: the negativity involved
in the distorted essence of truth is ‘by no means as a sheer lack’ but a
‘resistance’ ("Widerstindiges’).* I take this to challenge the common view
about Heidegger just mentioned. Heidegger’s position here is strikingly
similar to one Deleuze takes in his own attempt to develop an affirmative
concept of difference in itself in Différence et répétition. Namely, Deleuze
argues that ‘difference implies the negative, and allows itself to lead to
contradiction, only to the extent that its subordination to the identical is
maintained’.”” In this context, Deleuze is addressing Hegel, but the point
stands with respect to Heidegger. Heidegger’s conception of difference can
be cast in terms of the negative only if it is considered within the frame-
work of his dyadic oppositional concepts like GA10e1a and Aj0n, openness
and concealment, or appropriation and expropriation, that is, insofar as
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it is understood in terms of an already-established identity of these terms
that are defined in contradistinction from one another. In that case, one
can play the role of the positive and the other the negative. In contrast,
if difference is posited as diagenically anterior to and generative of these
distinctions themselves, its ontological status is outside the domain of the
positive-negative dichotomy. This is precisely what we find in Heidegger’s
move beyond the a-/éthic framework.

Indeed, this shift is evident even at the more derivative, historical level
of alienation. In Heidegger’s view, the abandonment by being that is to
be remedied by the historical event ‘has arisen from the distorted essence
of beyng [Unwesen des Seyns] through machination’.”’ When he asks,
‘whence this distorted essence?’, he answers, ‘hardly from the fact that
beyng is permeated with negativity; on the contrary!>* The different modes
of the abandonment by being ‘are merely emanations [Ausstrahlungen]
from an intricate and obdurate dissimulation [Verstellung] of the essence
of beyng, especially of its fissure [Zerkliiftung]’.>> At the level of historical
alienation, this describes the obfuscation and ‘forgetting’ of the inherently
self-problematising logic of the event.

Heidegger’s association of ontological distortion with negativity
thus does not entail that distortion results from a primal negativity of
beyng, but that negativity is a form of resistance generated by distortion.
Ontological distortion is a feature of the logic of the event that generates,
but is irreducible to, the ANOn often interpreted to mean that beyng is
essentially negative.

What, then, is the nature of this distortion? For the reasons just given,
it must be defined in terms of the logic of the event. We will also need
to elaborate on the notion of expropriation a bit. In the logic of the
event, each moment of the structural dyads produced — appropriation
and expropriation or openness and concealment — entails a constitutive
contrast from the other. Put genetically, the origination of one entails the
dynamic expulsion of the other. More precisely, this is an expropriation
of the difference composing the contrasting dyadic structure — an expul-
sion of whatever difference differs from the structure generated. This form
of expropriation can be clarified by looking at it from the perspective of
each ‘side’ of the structural dyads. First, let’s take the perspective of the
domain of propriety or openness. From its perspective, its own origination
is dependent upon an expulsion or expropriation of difference: openness
gains no determinacy without the difference differing from it which it
comes to be counterposed against; the same goes for the domain of propri-
ety. In each case, the difference expropriated is not simply indeterminate,
for it is difference that differs from the openness or propriety generated. In
other words, the difference expropriated gains a distinctive determination
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exactly insofar as it is as a structure of alienation from propriety. Second,
let’s take the perspective of the domain of concealment or of ‘aliena-
tion from propriety’. From its perspective, its own origination is equally
dependent upon an expulsion or expropriation of difference, but here the
difference expropriated is nothing other than that determined in the struc-
ture of propriety or openness.

The important point here is that the domains of propriety and aliena-
tion from propriety are equiprimordial; the logic of one should not be
given priority relative to the other: they are generated by precisely the same
differential operation. The domain of alienation from propriety is no more
consequent upon propriety than propriety upon it. In fact, from the per-
spective of each side of the structural dyad, it itself is a domain of propriety
and the other is a domain of alienation from propriety. Since the struc-
tural elements of the domain of alienation from propriety are proper 1o it,
the domain of alienation has a certain propriety in its own terms. It is the
‘alienated’ side of the structural dyad only insofar as it is defined from the
perspective of the other one. Nonetheless, expropriation or the genesis
of the domain of alienation from propriety (in its own propriety) entails
the expulsion of that difference that is determined in the form of openness
or as the domain of propriety; that is, it entails an expropriation of just
such difference. Thus, in the event’s origination of the logic of determi-
nateness, that is, its appropriation and expropriation, each of these struc-
tures becomes what it is by way of an expropriation of the other. Stated
in terms of truth, the generation of openness entails an expropriation of
concealment and the generation of concealment entails an expropriation
of openness. Stated in terms of the logic of difference, originary difference
self-appropriates as each moment — openness and concealment — in a way
co-determined by the expropriation of the other.

How, though, does this help explain distortion? The answer is that each
side of the dyadic structures entails the structural obfuscation of the other;
it constitutes a form of distortion or semblance. From its own perspective,
the logic of the one seems to exclude the logic of the other and vice versa.
In terms of truth, neither openness nor concealment is adequate to the
essence of truth; each entails a blind spot with respect to the other. But this
is exactly the constitution of a structural distortion: from any point within
the logic of determinateness some aspect of that logic is obfuscated. This
obfuscation or distortion is an inescapable aspect of the constitution of
each moment of that logic, since each moment gains its structural determi-
nateness through an expropriation of difference in the form of the other.

However, exactly because each ‘side’ of these dyads is essentially corre-
lated with the other (bearing a constitutive structural reference to the other)
and because they are generated by one and the same logic of difference,
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there is, in fact, continuity throughout their logics: together appropriation
or openness and expropriation or concealment form a continuous logic
of determinateness. Yet each obfuscates not only the other but, by that
very fact, aspects of the logic of difference whereby it itself is originated.
This means that structural distortion is proper or essential to the logic of
determinateness. The logic of determinateness cannot be generated except
in such a way that entails distortion. 74is is how we should understand
Heidegger’s claim that the distorted essence of truth belongs intrinsically
to the essence of truth.

Another interesting conclusion follows from this. Namely, the genesis
of the logic of determinateness by the evental logic of difference entails
that all aspects of the determinateness generated bear a structural aliena-
tion from evental difference, that is, from what enables them to be, their
essence, or their ground. The genesis of the logic of determinateness is
the genesis of the very distinction between the more essential and the
less essential or between the grounding and the grounded. This distinc-
tion arises exactly with ontological distortion, that is, with the distorted
essence of truth or of beyng. It supports the entire diagenic programme of
Heidegger’s ontology up to the point of articulating beyng as event. His
philosophy at every diagenic level is an effort to grapple with the ontologi-
cal conundrum that distortion is essential to being.

Finally, resistance: if Heidegger claims that the essential negativity of
beyng is resistance, I take resistance to be nothing other than the tension
held in the logic of determinateness, the tension held between moments
of appropriation and expropriation, simultaneously consistent and incon-
sistent with one another, or what he refers to as the ‘intimately conflictual
essence of truth’.>* For Heidegger, negativity is not an irreducible charac-
ter of beyng, it is produced by the excess of difference. This, I maintain,
places him closer to Spinoza and Deleuze and farther from Hegel, Derrida,
and ‘deconstructive’ Heideggerians. The famous negativity characterising
Heidegger’s thought is ultimately derived from an excess in the differential
logic of the event.

By way of concluding this chapter, let me review the argument that
it has brought to a head. Most interpreters take Heidegger’s concept of
truth in Beitrdge to remain within the framework of the second stage
of the a-lethic account that I described in Chapter 3. Since it is by way of
the problematic of the essence of truth that an account of beyng as event
is to be developed, this leads to an understanding of the event within the
a-lethic framework. That, however, is a mistake which results in disjointed
or mystical accounts of the ontology Heidegger presents. In contrast, as I
have argued, he pushes his ontology to a new diagenic stage by enquiring
into the ground whence the a-léthic structures of truth are generated. This
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ground is originary difference or the differentiation of difference from
itself. “The clearing for/of self-concealing’ articulates the logic of differ-
ence insofar as difference originates the a-léthic structures. Consequently,
Heidegger’s account of the essence of truth in Beitrige is not primarily
a-léthic but differential. By pursuing the problematic of truth, thought
gains a grounded stance in the differential logic of the event, which enables
an elaboration of that logic, first in the terminology of truth and then in
that of the event.

According to the logic of difference underwriting or expressed in
Heidegger’s ontology in Beitrige, beyng as event is the differentia-
tion of difference from itself, together with the logic of determinateness
this generates. The logic of determinateness is the logic of beyng’s self-
intensification, distension, and elaboration, that is, the origination of the
Da in ‘Da-sein’. This logic is articulated not only in terms of truth, but also
in the properly evental terminology of appropriation and expropriation.
Yet the logic of the event includes an excess of difference over the logic of
determinateness, which makes the event liminal with respect to determi-
nation. As such, beyng as event is irreducible to appropriation and expro-
priation. Additionally, the event’s self-determination entails an essential
structural distortion, which is the basis for human and historical errancy,
the metaphysical regime of representation, and the famous ‘forgetting’ of
beyng that these involve.
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Chapter 6

Event, Ground, and
Time-Space

Time-space is the abyss [Abgrund] of the ground - i.e., the abyss of the
truth of being.!

Truth, ground, and time-space are three key registers in terms of which
Heidegger works out the nature of beyng as event in Beizrige, that is,
the ontological sense of ‘event’. They overlap one another in important
ways, yet none is reducible to the others. The heart of the event is pure
difference — difference that is prior to and forms the genetic ground of
any determinate ‘things’ that have differences between them. Indeed, it
is diagenically prior to the very ontological difference between being and
beings. As I argued in the previous chapter, the event is the differentia-
tion of pure difference from itself together with the ontological structures
originated thereby and the primal difference that exceeds those structures.
I have described the origination of these structures as the origination of
a ‘logic of determinateness’. In the terminology of the event, the logic
of determinateness is that of originary appropriation and expropriation,
which can be described alternatively in terms of truth, ground, and time-
space. The event’s self-determination in this logic is the generation of the
‘Da’ expressed in the term ‘Da-sein’. In other words, it is the event’s self-
intensification or distension and elaboration, forming the basic ontologi-
cal structures enabling worlds of beings to be.

In this chapter I build upon my reconstruction of Heidegger’s onto-
logical concept of event vis-a-vis its connection to ground and time-
space. The problematics of ground and time-space articulate the event in
a way structurally parallel to that of truth, providing additional registers
for elaborating the logic of the event. The origin of ground and time-
space is the event’s logic of difference, which is immanent to them. Like
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truth, they form aspects of the event’s logic of determinateness. To put
it another way, ground and time-space are ‘grounded’ in the differen-
tial logic of the event, while that logic is elaborated in terms of them.
Heidegger’s accounts of ground and (especially) time-space are extraor-
dinarily dense and often opaque, employing a number of unusual terms.
Explaining the two will require a highly technical analysis of some of
the passages in which he presents them, particularly when it comes to
time-space.

As we've seen, there are two main senses of ‘ground’ in Beitrige: (1)
‘Er-griindung’ or ‘fathoming the ground” which describes the ways alien-
ated human existence regrounds itself in beyng or the event, and (2)
‘griindender Grund’ or ‘grounding ground’, which describes the inherent
grounding character of the event. In Chapter 2, I dealt with the former; in
this chapter I focus on the latter, griindender Grund, which has three main
modalities: ‘Ab-grund’ or ‘abyssal ground’, ‘Ur-grund’ or ‘primordial
ground’, and ‘Un-grund’ or ‘distorted ground’. I then turn to time-space.
When treating this topic, I first look at a problem Heidegger locates in
traditional representations of time and space, which prompts his analysis
of time-space. I then provide a basic definition of time-space in terms of
the differential logic of the event. This enables me to reconstruct the cryp-
tic technical terms he uses to describe time-space, ultimately leading to an
account of what he calls ‘Entriickung’ or ‘transporting’ and ‘Beriickung’
or ‘captivation’, which are terms for the event’s origination of temporality
and spatiality.

I The event and ground

The more originarily we master the essence of truth, the more pressing the
g y p g
problem of ground must become.?

In Beitrige, ‘ground’ is one of the essential registers of the event. The
structures and operations of ground compose structures and operations
of the event. Sometimes Heidegger makes this point by saying that, as
with truth, the event essentially occurs (wesz) as ground. In fact, some
structures of the essence of truth double as structures of ground — ‘ground’
and ‘truth’ both articulate the event, but in different conceptual registers.
Heidegger does not always keep these registers strictly parsed. Sometimes
he describes grounding characteristics of truth and sometimes aspects of
the essence of truth that belong to ground. The overarching reason is that
at the level of the logic of the event, both articulate the event’s origination
of the Da or the logic of determinateness and certain structures of that
logic. The same is the case with time-space. One reason I find Heidegger’s
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concept of ground so fascinating is its role in the logic of determinateness:
not only is ‘ground’ a concept used to explain how one thing supports,
leads to, or constitutes another, but in a broader sense he also uses it to
explain why beyng is such that it enables the resistance, thickness, or vis-
cosity of the world. In terms I used in Chapter 5, the concept of ground
contributes to the Heideggerian account of the event’s self-intensification
or coagulation and distension.

At a cursory level, the relation between the structures of the essence of
truth (those comprised by the formulation ‘the clearing for/of self-conceal-
ing’) and those of ground can be specified in three ways. (1) The essence of
truth grounds what is true: ‘truth itself is that wherein what is true has its
ground’.? In other words, the essence of truth serves as a ground enabling
worlds of beings to be. (2) Consequently, an aspect of the essence of truth
is a ground. That is, the character of grounding is proper to the essence
of truth. Or, stated in terms of ground, part of the structure of ground
involves or is co-extensive with the structure of the essence of truth. (3)
Even though truth and ground are what they are (partially) in and through
each other, neither is a subset of the other. Truth has its character of
ground on the basis of ‘that whereby the ground is a ground, i.e. . .. the
event’, not on the basis of ground itself.* Ground and truth are partially
co-extensive because they are both originated through the same operations
of the event. Moreover, just as ‘truth’ entails a variety of structures that
work at different diagenic levels, so does ‘ground’.

As mentioned, despite Heidegger’s widespread use of the concept of
ground, some scholars are hesitant to associate it too closely with his ontol-
ogy. The fear seems to be that the terminology of ground is metaphysical
and thus cannot properly be used in Heidegger’s core problematic. It is
sometimes suggested that his discussions of ground are either restricted
to historical commentary (on Leibniz, for example) or to deconstructive
analysis. As I have argued, this is quite mistaken. It will be useful, though,
to summarise briefly what ground is nor for Heidegger, that is, how his
concept is distinguished from a metaphysical one. First, for Heidegger the
grounding character of beyng is neither a h\6601¢ nor a condition of pos-
sibility, and thus neither kowov nor vYokeipevov.” Ground is not a fully
determinate substratum, foundation, substance, or principle conceived on
the basis of the time determination of presence. I discussed the reasons
why ground is not a condition of possibility in Chapter 4, section 1: defin-
ing ground as a condition would limit it to the relation between condition
and conditioned (where beings are the conditioned), thus defining ground
within the framework of Seiendheit and rendering it metaphysical.

The two main registers of ground in Beitrige mirror two major move-
ments coursing through the text.® The first, Er-griindung or fathoming
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the ground, correlates with the movement of regrounding human exist-
ence insofar as it has become alienated from beyng. Methodologically
speaking, this is the movement of Grundlegung involved in radical sci-
ence. In Chapter 2, I defined Heidegger’s historical concept of event in
terms of the transformative rupture in the historical framework of meta-
physics that this movement holds the promise to accomplish. The text’s
second major movement aims to work out the nature of beyng as event
independently of any relation it has to beings. In other words, it aims
to think the event on its own terms (the ontological concept of event).
‘Das urspriingliche Griinden des Grundes’ (‘the original grounding of the
ground’) or the ‘griindende Grund’ (‘grounding ground’) correlates with
this second movement.” In this context, Heidegger develops a technical
formulation for grounding ground as ‘das Sichverbergen im tragenden
Durchragen’ (‘self-concealing in a protruding that bears’).® Determining
what this means will rest upon clarifying the different modalities of griin-
dender Grund: Ab-grund, Ur-grund, and Un-grund.

The different modes of Er-griindung or fathoming the ground that I
have discussed are enabled by the structures of ground essential to the
event. That is, the modes of Er-griindung are themselves grounded in the
more originary griindende Grund. Preliminarily, Heidegger understands
griindender Grund to be that which enables what is grounded on it to be.
Recall that in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit’ he casts ground as ‘Grund der
Erméglichung’ (ground of enabling); in Beitrige, this is sometimes carried
over in the tentative formulation, ‘Grund der Maglichkeit’ (ground of
possibility).” However, in Beitrige, Grund der Maglichkeit is understood
within the framework of the Grundfrage (How does beyng essentially
occur?), while in “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit” Grund der Ermaiglichung
was still tied to the Leitfrage (What is the being of beings?) and thus
defined on the basis of its relation to beings. Although Heidegger holds
that ‘ground of possibility’ ‘is still a metaphysical expression’, he modifies
it such that ‘it is #hought out of the abyssal and steadfast belongingness
(Zugehirigkeir]’ characteristic of beyng.' In Chapter 5, I showed that
Heidegger’s “Zugehorigkeit’ (‘belongingness’) is defined in terms of the
way the event generates a domain of propriety (Eigentum) such that all
that falls within the range of that domain bears a constitutive structural
reference or assignment (Zueignung) to that domain. Or, in the case of
the structures of the domain of propriety itself, belongingness describes
the constitutive structural reference they bear to that whereby propriety is
originated (the evental logic of difference). In other words, ‘ground of pos-
sibility’ is conceived on the basis of the genetic logic of structural reference
or the inherent grounding character of the event, and not derived on the
basis of a relation between that character and what is grounded.
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Nonetheless, it is true that this kind of ground is also that which is most
proper to what is grounded. In this sense, ground is tied to Heidegger’s
notion of essence (in ‘Vom Wesen der Wahrheit, ‘essence’ meant ‘ground
of enabling’ or ‘ground of the inner possibility’). The essence of something
is the ontological ground enabling it to be. This is not to resort to a circular
definition of ground in terms of essence and essence in terms of ground,
but to indicate that the terminologies of ‘ground’ and ‘essence’ are both
used to describe aspects of the same thing. As I argued in Chapter 5, sec-
tion 3, this same thing is the relation whereby one thing is generated by
and bears constitutive structural reference to another thing, while this type
of relation is established by the event’s structure of propriety.

In Beitrdge, the technical formulation of ground as ‘self-concealing in a
protruding that bears’ applies at the level of griindender Grund. ‘Ab-grund’
(‘abyssal ground’), ‘Ur-grund’ (‘primordial ground’), and ‘Un-grund’
(‘distorted ground’) are the three main modes of this register of ground,
and they articulate different structures of the event and its essential unfold-
ing via the structures of truth and time-space.'’ In the core discussion of
these terms (which closely ties them to time-space), Heidegger provides a
condensed statement of the relations between these modes of ground and
also of their relation to truth:

Truth grounds as the truth of the event. The event, grasped from the perspec-
tive of truth as ground, is therefore the primordial ground. The primordial
ground opens itself up, as what is self-concealing, only in the abyssal ground.
Yet the abyss is completely disguised through the distorted ground.

In what follows, I unpack these terms and relations, defining them via
the differential logic of the event. I begin with Ab-grund, then turn to
Ur-grund, and finally move to Un-grund. In brief, Heidegger characterises
Ab-grund as the ‘the staying away [Weg-bleiben] of ground’, which gives
rise to Ur-grund."® Ur-grund is ground insofar as it is determinate and thus
able to ‘bear’ or function as a support (that is, as ‘ein Tragen’)." Un-grund
is Ur-grund that manifests distortion by obfuscating Ab-grund.

I.l Ab-grund

Heidegger defines Ab-grund or abyssal ground as ‘the originary essen-
tial occurrence of the ground [urspriingliche Wesung des Grundes]’."
As ‘originary’, Ab-grund is the most primal of the three modes of griin-
dender Grund; it is that dimension of the event whence the other modes
of ground are originated and gain their grounding characteristics. For
Heidegger, ‘the ground [Grund] is the essence of truth’ — the clearing
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for/of self-concealing.'® Describing ground as the essence of truth makes
sense because the structures of the essence of truth manifest tension or
resistance capable of bearing things that are more derivative. In Chapter
5, I showed that the clearing for/of self-concealing is the event, insofar at
the event originates the structures of truth (clearing, concealing, openness,
and so on). I also argued that the event is the differentiation of pure dif-
ference from itself, together with the logic of determinateness this origi-
nates, and that ‘the clearing for/of self-concealing’ articulates this logic of
determinateness in the register of truth. In terms of the logic of the event,
difference differs from itself, simultaneously drawing itself out or breach-
ing open openness and differing from or refusing to be that openness,
that is, originating concealment. The origination of the determinate logic
of openness and concealment can be defined alternatively as the origina-
tion of domains of propriety (appropriation) and alienation from propri-
ety (expropriation). Together these form a seamless (though structurally
distorted) logic of determinateness. For Heidegger, to say that ‘abyssal
ground is . . . the originary essence of the ground, of its grounding’ means
that Ab-grund is the originary essence ‘of the essence of truth’."” In other
words, Ab-grund is that which originates the structures of the essence of
truth. As such, Ab-grund can be defined in terms of the event.

Ab-grund has two main aspects. If it is that which originates the essen-
tial structures of truth, one is originary difference, insofar as originary dif-
ference differs from itself (breaching open openness) and simultaneously
differs from or withdraws from openness (originating concealment). In
this aspect, Ab-grund is the track of evental difference differing from itself,
specifically insofar as this difference withdraws from the structures of the
essence of truth that it originates. Heidegger describes this as follows: ‘the
abyssal ground, as the staying away of the ground . . . is the first clearing
of the open as “emptiness” [Lichtung des Offenen als der “Leere”]’."® He
then specifies that emptiness here should not be taken

in the sense that space and time, as forms of ordering and as frameworks
for calculable and objectively present things, are simply vacant, i.e., not
in the sense of the sheer absence of such things therein, but, rather, in the
sense of a temporal-spatial emptiness, an originary yawning open in hesitant

self-withholding."”

I understand this to mean that ‘emptiness’ describes the field of originary
openness as this is generated by the evental dynamics of difference.?

Yet Ab-grund cannot be defined solely in terms of difference’s role in
originating the logic of determinateness: the logic of determinateness is
originated because beyng as event is at its heart pure difference. This dif-
ference differs from itself and thereby distends into that logic. This entails

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EVENT, GROUND, AND TIME-SPACE | 195§

that an aspect of beyng as difference is prior to and in excess over the logic
of determinateness. I've called this excess ‘primal difference’, as opposed
to ‘originary difference’, which I use to designate difference insofar as it
is involved in the origination of the logic of determinateness. Ab-grund in
its first aspect as originary difference is originary by reason of primal dif-
ference. Consequently, Ab-grund is most primordially the event’s excess
of primal difference: difference that exceeds the logic of determinateness.
Said differently, this second part of Ab-grund is the event’s primal self-
expropriation or the excess of difference differing from itself; it is the abyss
of the event’s self-differentiation.

Though Heidegger does a poor job of distinguishing these two aspects,
Ab-grund must include both: primal difference and originary difference.
Ab-grund is the event insofar as the event is primal difference and primal
difference gives rise to the originary differentiation of the determinate
structures of propriety, alienation from propriety, truth, and ground. If the
origination of the logic of determinateness is the event’s self-intensification,
Ab-grund is the curve between the intensive structures originated and the
difference that differs from them, where this curve tends towards primal
difference, which has an intensity of zero.

Ground, insofar as it is determinate and thus able to ‘bear’ or function
as a supportive ground, is Ur-grund (primordial ground). In contrast to
the bearing character of Ur-grund, Heidegger claims that the ‘mode of
grounding’ belonging to Ab-grund is the staying away (Weg-bleiben) of
ground. Yet he also insists that the abyssal staying away of ground ‘is not
sheer self-withholding in the sense of simple withdrawal and going away’
or absence of ground: ‘the /ack of the ground is the lack of the ground
(‘der Ab-grund ist Ab-grund’).*' Though Heidegger’s limited explanation
of these claims is unsatisfying, our explanation of Ab-grund in terms of the
differential logic of the event can illuminate them. Ab-grund is the stay-
ing away or lack of ground because it is that dimension of evental differ-
ence that withdraws from the logic of determinateness (and thereby from
Ur-grund). ‘Ab-grund’ designates the event’s self-concealing or withdrawal
from openness and, exceeding even this, designates the event’s dimension
of primal difference. But it is precisely these aspects of Ab-grund that give
rise to grounding. Thus, the Ab-grund’'s mode of grounding is the staying
away of ground. As Heidegger puts it, to say that Ab-grund is a staying
away of ground means that it is:

ground in self-concealing, as self-concealing in the mode of the withholding
of the ground. Yet withholding is not nothing; instead, it is a preeminent
and originary kind of leaving unfulfilled, leaving empty. It is thereby a
preeminent kind of opening up.*
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Ab-grund originates or grounds Ur-grund, but it does so precisely insofar
as it is an abyss of difference.

At the same time, from the perspective of Ur-grund, Ab-grund is the
lack of the ground, that is, it is the lack of ground inherent to ground.
Ur-grund bears an inherent structural reference to this lack or staying
away. It does so because Ab-grund is that whence Ur-grund is originated.
Ab-grund enables Ur-grund to be a ground.

Before moving on to discuss Ur-grund more precisely, a final character-
istic of Ab-grund must be defined. Heidegger uses an opaque term for it:
‘Zdgerung’ or ‘hesitancy’.” Ab-grund ‘abides in hesitancy’, he says.** The
notion of hesitancy is important in his account of time-space, so it will be
helpful to define it here in terms of ground. He offers a limited explana-
tion of hesitancy as follows: ‘inasmuch as the ground, even and precisely
as abyss, still grounds and yet does not properly ground, it abides in hesi-
tancy’.” This sounds rather mysterious when read outside of the context
of the differential account of the event that I have argued for. However,
I believe that that account can provide ‘hesitancy’ with a good defini-
tion. I take the Ab-grund's hesitancy to be its simultaneous inclination to
stay away from ground and to ground. In other words, the Ab-grund is
hesitant because it is both primal and originary difference. In the register
of ground, hesitancy describes the liminal character of the event with
respect to primal difference and originary difference involved in the logic
of determinateness.

I.2 Ur-grund and Un-grund

The second mode of grounding ground is Ur-grund or primordial ground.
If Ab-grund is the event’s abyss of difference or the staying away of the
ground, then Ur-grund grounds. In and through Ur-grund the event
becomes able to bear (zragen) what it bears; namely, more derivative onto-
logical structures, worlds of beings, and human existence. Ur-grund is the
Da of Seyn, or, more precisely, the most originary structures of Da-sein.
Heidegger elaborates this in terms of the essence of truth and time-space; I
discuss the former here and take up its relation to time-space in section 2.

In Heidegger’s account, ‘the primordial ground [Ur-grund], the one
that grounds, is beyng, but in each case as essentally occurring in its
truth’.?® That is, Ur-grund is the event insofar as the event self-intensi-
fies, self-determines, or self-appropriates through the clearing for/of self-
concealing, unfolding the structures of truth. This definition enables us
to reconstruct the concept of Ur-grund in terms of the logic of the event,
particularly with respect to the origination of the logic of determinateness
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in the essence of truth. This reconstruction requires two things: first, a
genetic definition of Ur-grund, that is, an explanation of its origination in
terms of the logic of the event; second, an explanation of the basic mecha-
nism of bearing or grounding that characterises Ur-grund.

A genetic definition of Ur-grund can be given faitly straightforwardly,
since Chapter 5 worked this out in terms of the event’s origination of
truth and the domains of propriety and alienation from propriety. Stated
in terms of truth, evental difference differs from itself (abyssally), simul-
taneously drawing itself out or breaching open openness and differing
from or refusing to be that openness, that is, originating concealment. As
I have shown, Heidegger incorporates the terminology of Ab-grund in his
explanation of the origination of Ur-grund in a way that fits this genetic
definition. In this sense, the staying away of Ab-grund (the event’s abyss of
difference) originates the Ur-grund (in the guise of the structures of truth):

The staying away of ground — is that not the absence of truth? Yet the hesi-
tant self-withholding [of the Ab-grund] is precisely the clearing for conceal-
ment and is thus the presencing of truth. Certainly, ‘presencing’, but not
in the way something objectively present has come to presence; instead,
the essential occurrence of what first founds [begriindet] the presence and
absence of beings.””

‘Ur-grund’ names ‘what first founds the presence and absence of beings’,
which Heidegger frequently explains in terms of truth. This defines an
essential aspect of the event: ‘the event, grasped from the perspective of
truth as ground, is . . . the primordial ground [Ur-grund]’.®

While these passages define Ur-grund in the terminology of truth,
Ur-grund can also be given a genetic definition in terms of the event’s
operations of appropriation and expropriation. In the logic of the event,
difference differs from itself and by doing so distends. This distension is the
origination of a field such that some aspect of difference is differentiated
from some other aspect. Rather than there being pure indeterminateness,
difference generates determinateness or finitude by generating aspects of
itself defined in their difference from one another: #is distended dimen-
sion of difference is difference that comes to be defined via the origination
of contrast from #hat difference that refuses to be it. This distension is the
origination of both a domain of propriety (appropriation) and a domain
of alienation from propriety (expropriation). A domain of propriety is
originated because (1) in the distension of difference, aspects of difference
become structurally distinguished or determinate, and (2) those aspects
bear constitutive reference to the operation of the event whereby disten-
sion is enabled to occur, that is, whereby appropriation is accomplished.
It should be added that each aspect is also determined by the other, and
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so each also bears a structural, constitutive reference to the other. The
distension of difference whereby a domain of propriety is originated simul-
taneously originates a domain of alienation from propriety, for appro-
priation is accomplished only by the refusal or withdrawal of difference
from itself. Expropriation is this differentiation of difference from itself (as
appropriation). In expropriation, that dimension of difference that differs
from appropriation becomes determined since it becomes endowed with
a structural reference to appropriation, namely, one of alienation from or
not being proper to appropriation. Expropriation is difference that repels
or withdraws from the appropriation of the domain of propriety, thereby
enacting the distension of difference that constitutes that appropriation,
but also gaining a determinateness of its own, namely as bearing a consti-
tutive reference to that which it refuses to be (propriety). The event self-
intensifies through the dynamics of appropriation and expropriation. In
other words, the event originates the Da expressed in the term ‘Da-sein’.
Ur-grund is constituted by the evental structures of propriety and aliena-
tion from propriety.

The second task required for reconstructing Heidegger’s concept of
Ur-grund is to explain the basic mechanism of bearing or grounding that
characterises it. This, in turn entails explaining the third mode of griin-
dender Grund: Un-grund (distorted ground). At one level, Ur-grund is
a ground that bears in the same sense that openness and concealment
ground worlds of beings. I discussed this in Chapters 3 and 4 and will not
return to it here since there is a more originary sense of bearing at stake in
Ur-grund.

At this more originary level, Ur-grund is a ground that bears because it
manifests the distinction of ontological structures from each other, where
those structures are endowed with constitutive reference both to their
counterpart and to the Ab-grund whence they are originated. The origina-
tion of these structures is the differentiation between something grounded
and something serving as the ground enabling it to be or bearing it. The
domain of propriety, for instance, is borne by the domain of alienation
from propriety together with the abyss of difference. The domain of aliena-
tion is borne by that of propriety and the abyss of difference. In the register
of truth, openness is borne by originary concealment and the abyss of dif-
ference, while originary concealment is born by openness and the abyss of
difference. And as described in terms of the Ab-grund, the whole logic of
determinateness that these structures comprise is originated by the abyss
of difference.

My hypothesis is that Ur-grund is able to bear derivative ontological
structures, properties, and beings because in it is constituted the structural
tension or resistance described in Chapter 5, sections 2 to 4. In both struc-

printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

EVENT, GROUND, AND TIME-SPACE | 199

tural couplings, ‘openness and concealment’ and ‘propriety and alienation
from propriety’, each term is constitutively bound to its counterpart, while
also being what it is only by being differentiated from that counterpart.
I described this in terms of what Heidegger calls the simultaneous ‘strife’
and ‘intimacy’ characterising openness and concealment, which, I argued,
constitutes a structural tension. The origination of the structures involved
in strife and intimacy is the event’s self-intensification or coagulation, that
is, the projection of the Da.

This intensification also involves the origination of structural distor-
tion, described by Heidegger in terms of the distorted essence of truth, the
distorted essence of beyng, and, now, the distorted ground or Un-grund.
Un-grund is the grounding character of the event insofar as the event
constitutes distortion. As with the distorted essence of truth discussed in
Chapter 5, the distortion at stake at this level of the event is structural and
not to be taken in a pejorative sense. Yet it is the ground enabling his-
torical and human errancy, which are to be taken in a pejorative sense. In
historical and human errancy, distortion is manifested in the framework
of metaphysics, the forgottenness of being, representation, calculation,
machination, and so on. Though Un-grund is not the same thing as these
distortions, it is the ground enabling both them and the broader ten-
dency of human existence to become estranged from griindender Grund.
Un-grund thus leads to the need for Er-griindung or fathoming the ground.

The distortion involved here is the curvature of the event whereby the
abyssal logic of difference is eclipsed. Vallega-Neu describes this as follows:
‘When the truth of be-ing [Seyn] remains hidden in its occurrence as abyss
and in its occurrence as enowning [Ereignis], be-ing refuses its essential
occurrence and, therefore, sways as unessential ground [Un-grund].”® My
earlier analysis of the structural distortion belonging to the essence of
truth should help to explain this evental distortion. Un-grund involves
two closely related senses of structural obscuration: as defined in Chapter
5, each term of the couplings ‘openness and concealment” and ‘propriety
and alienation from propriety’ entails (1) the obscuration of the other and
(2) the obscuration of aspects of the evental logic of difference whereby the
term is originated. From its own perspective, the logic of each term in each
coupling seems to exclude the logic of the other and vice versa. In terms
of truth, neither openness nor concealment is adequate to the essence of
truth; each entails a blind spot with respect to the other. This constitutes
a structural distortion: from any point within the logic of determinateness
some aspect of that logic is obscured. Yet because appropriation/openness
and expropriation/concealment are generated by one and the same logic
of difference, there is, in fact, continuity throughout their logics: together
they form a continuous logic of determinateness. Additionally, because
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each term entails a structural obscuration of the other, from any position
within the logic of determinateness aspects of the event whereby the terms
of that logic are originated are obscured. That is, from within the logic of
determinateness aspects of the logic of difference that are essential to the
event are obscured. These two aspects of structural obscuration constitute
what Heidegger calls ‘resistance’ (Widerstand), which he understands to
be the most basic negativity belonging to beyng as event. A consequence
is that the genesis of the logic of determinateness entails that all aspects
of the determinateness generated bear a structural alienation from evental
difference, that is, from what enables them to be: the Ab-grund.

The tension and resistance constituted in Ur-grund and Un-grund
enable beyng as event to bear (that is, to support) more derivative struc-
tures and, ultimately, worlds of beings. Such tension and resistance con-
stitute an ontological viscosity or Heideggerian version of inertia. The
derivative structures borne are folds and complications of this tension.
Their genesis should in principle be traceable from out of the logic of the
event. It is in this sense that Heidegger describes the grounding character
of ground as a protruding (Durchragen): ‘And what is the ground? It is that
which veils itself and also takes up [Sichverhiillende-Aufnehmen], because
it bears [weil ein Tragen] and does so as the protruding [Durchragen] of
what is to be grounded.” This protruding is the self-intensification of the
event, a crystal growing out of pure difference. The grounding function of
the event, that is, the way it enables some more derivative structure to be,
is the track of the logic of tension whereby that thing is generated. Since
that tension is itself partially generated by the event’s dimension of self-
concealing and also essentially includes structural distortion, griindender
Grund essentially includes modes of self-concealing. Thus, in Heidegger’s
condensed technical formulation, ground is ‘das Sichverbergen im tragen-
den Durchragen’ or ‘self-concealing in a protruding that bears’.’!

2 The event and time-space

As is well known, Heidegger consistently argues that the problematic of
time is essential to the problematic of being.** In Beitrige he posits that
space is equiprimordial to time and that both are originated by an onto-
logical process that is neither properly temporal nor spatial. He designates
this process “Zeit-Raum’ or ‘time-space’.?® As I have argued, the promi-
nent components of Heidegger’s ontology in Beitrige are underwritten by
the differential logic of the event. Truth and ground are two of the three
core registers in terms of which the ontological structures originated by
that logic are articulated. Time-space is the third. The structures compos-
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ing truth, ground, and time-space are all originated by the same evental
factor: the abyss of difference or the differentiation of difference from
itself. Stated more precisely, the essence of these ontological structures s
the abyss of difference, particularly insofar as that difference originates the
logic of determinateness or the Da expressed in the term ‘Da-sein’. In the
register of truth, this essence is named ‘Lichtung’ or ‘clearing’, in that of
ground, it is named ‘Ab-grund’ or ‘abyssal ground’, and in that of tempo-
rality and spatiality, it is named “Zeit-Raum’ or ‘time-space’.

Heidegger’s discussion of time-space is framed by a condensed sum-
mary of failings he finds in the historical treatment of time and space. This
summary is discontinuous, incomplete, and contains many statements
that are not well explained. For my purposes of explicating time-space in
relation to the event, these shortcomings of the text are not detrimental.
To move to Heidegger’s direct treatment of time-space, it is sufficient to
summarise the problem he sees in traditional accounts of time and space
and establish how time-space is grounded in the structure of the event.

In Beitrige, Heidegger sees the central problem with the historical
treatment of space and time to be the way they are represented as categori-
cally distinct schemata or forms of order. Such a representation, he argues,
rests upon certain mistaken historical and metaphysical presuppositions.
To elaborate, he engages several canonical figures, but comments most
extensively on three: Aristotle, Descartes (under the rubric of ‘the modern
era’ as a whole), and Kant. In brief, these presuppositions are rooted in
Aristotle’s interpretation of being as ovcia and thereby in terms of the
time determination of presence. Here, ‘posited along with presence is
the mépag [“limit”], the mepéyov [“that which encloses”]’.?* The result,
Heidegger states, is that ‘for Aristotle . . . the mod [“where”] and the moté
[“when”] are categories, determinations of beingness, of ovsia’.”” In the
modern era, space and time become represented as schemata for mathe-
matical calculation. This is exemplified by the Cartesian coordinate system
used for plotting mathematical points in three-dimensional space. Adding
a fourth, temporal dimension adds another order, one in which changes
in position or changes in the values of a function can be plotted over time.
With Kant, the positions of space and time shift: they become part of
the subject’s cognitive apparatus — the forms of outer and inner intuition
— rather than an objective milieu within which the subject is located.
According to Heidegger, all three of these examples share the conviction
that time and space are entirely distinct forms of order.

The representation of space and time as categorically distinct forms of
order fails in each instance, Heidegger suggests, because in such a repre-
sentation the concept of space entails temporal determinations and the
concept of time entails spatial determinations. In other words, the absolute
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categorical distinction can never be established because spatiality and tem-
porality are intrinsically intertwined. The temporal order is represented
in one way or another as a ‘space of time’ (Zeitraum): the span between
T, and T, for instance. Likewise, space, having no duration in itself,
is purely present. As Heidegger makes the point, ‘in a particular respect,
space can be represented as an ordo and as the sphere for things conjointly
at hand, which indicates that space, as so represented, is representable
in terms of a presencing (a determinate mode of temporality)’.* In fact,
Heidegger emphasises, ‘space and time . . . [have been] thought together
since antiquity’.”® Despite the best efforts of the tradition to represent
space and time as purely distinct orders, this co-determination remains
and indicates to Heidegger that the two are ontologically entwined in
some manner.

This does not mean that Heidegger collapses space and time into one
order. He does not hold, for example, that time-space is a four-dimensional
fabric of reality. Instead, he maintains that time and space are radically dis-
tinct, but that their distinction is generated by a shared process of origina-
tion. Their entwinement is found in this origin.

Space and time are not only different in the number of ‘dimensions’ they
are ordinarily thought to possess but are also radically different, different
in their most proper essence, and only in virtue of this extreme difference
do they point back to their origin, time-space. The more purely the proper
essence of each is preserved and the deeper their origin is placed, so much
more readily is their essence grasped as time-space in its belonging to the
essence of truth as clearing ground for concealment.”

The question, then, becomes how to understand spatiality and temporal-
ity, both with respect to their radical distinctness and their entwinement
in a shared ontological origin. For when we enquire into the essence of
either space or time, the concept of the one implies the other; yet space
and time are not one and the same thing. Obviously, Heidegger put a
great deal of effort into rethinking the nature of time and space in the
years prior to Beitrige. In Beitrige he advances his account to a position
on the diagenic axis more originary than, for example, the one given in
Sein und Zeit: rather than understanding time to be the ecstatic structure
of Dasein’s existence and the horizon for the understanding of being, time
and space are grounded in time-space, which is a process of the event and
as such is diagenically prior to human existence and the constitution of
worlds of beings. It is important to emphasise that this undermines the
tradition’s representations of time and space because it undermines the
whole machinery of representation. It does so by moving to a ground that
is more originary than representation: ‘the issue here is not at all the mere
modification of representation and of the directionality of representation;
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rather, what is called for is a dislodging of the essence of the human being
into Da-sein’.* Heidegger rethinks temporality and spatiality on the basis
of time-space, defining them with the technical terms ‘Entriickung’ or
‘transporting’ and ‘Beriickung’ or ‘captivation’. I return to these terms
shortly.

2.1 Preliminary clarification of time-space

Heidegger writes, ‘time and space, as belonging to the essence of truth,
are originally united in time-space and are the abyssal grounding of the
“there”; through the “there,” selfhood and what is true of beings first
come to be grounded’.*! In the remainder of this chapter, I use my earlier
reconstruction of Heidegger’s account of the event, truth, and ground to
sort out his understanding of time-space. This, in turn, will offer a more
detailed picture of the structure of the event.

First, a few preliminary clarifications and terminological distinctions
must be made. As indicated, in Heidegger’s account time-space is not the
same as time and space. It is the ground enabling time and space to be.
Time and space are generated by or unfold from time-space: ‘space and
time, each represented for itself and in their usual conjunction, arise out
of time-space, which is more originary than they themselves and than
their calculatively represented conjunction’.”? In Beitrige §$238-42,
Heidegger’s use of the terms ‘space’ and ‘time’ often signify the spatial and
temporal dimensions of the event insofar as these dimensions are governed
by the historical determination and conceptual structure of metaphysics.
For the sake of consistency in my analysis, I will reserve this sense for the
terms ‘space’ and ‘time’. In contrast, the terms ‘spatiality’ and ‘temporality’
will designate the spatial and temporal dimensions generated by the event
and understood on the basis of the event. These terms designate space and
time as properly grounded, not metaphysically represented. Within this
context, ‘Raumung’ or ‘spatialisation” and “Zeitigung’ or ‘temporalisation’
name the operations of time-space by which the event becomes spatial
and temporal, that is, generates spatiality and temporality. “Time-space’
designates the operation of the event by which the event spatialises and
temporalises itself, together with that spatialisation and temporalisation.
My main goal will be to reconstruct Heidegger’s account of time-space, its
processes of temporalisation and spatialisation, and the connection of all
this to the event.

Heidegger begins his account of time-space proper by relating it to
the essence of truth and the event. In one sense, time-space belongs to
the essence of truth: ‘time-space belongs to truth in the sense of the
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originating essential occurrence of being as event’.”® In another sense, a
full understanding of truth requires elaborating truth in terms of time-
space: ‘what truth itself is cannot be immediately and sufficiently said in
itself, but only in grasping time-space’.* That is, explaining time-space
offers a more detailed account of the essence of truth and the event.
“The question’, though, ‘is how and in what guise time-space belongs to
truth’.® I take the basic answer to be that truth is a primary conceptual
register for articulating the Da in ‘Da-sein’, and that time-space does the
same thing in a different register. Working out the nature of time-space
provides greater elaboration of the ontological origination and structure
of the Da. Heidegger makes this point as follows: we must understand
‘time-space as arising out of, and belonging to, the essence of truth and
as the thereby grounded structure (joining) of the “there,” a structure of
transport-captivation [Entriickungs-Beriickungsgefiige]’.*° Here, the con-
cept of ‘transport’ designates the structure of temporalisation, while the
concept of ‘captivation’ does the same for spatialisation. Temporality and
spatiality are two structures of the Da.

2.2 Time-space, tempordlity, spatiality, and the logic of the event

Heidegger offers two working definitions of time-space, the first focused
on a notion of ‘Erkliiftung’ or ‘sundering’ and the second on ‘sammelnde
Umbalt’ or ‘gathering embrace’:

Time-space is the appropriated sundering [Erkliiftung] of the turning paths
[Kehrungsbahnen] of the event, the sundering of the turning between
belonging [Zugehérigkeit] and call [Zuruf], between abandonment by
being [Seinsverlassenheit] and beckoning intimation [Erwinkung].*

Time-space is the gathering embrace [sammelnde Umbhalt] that captivates
and transports at once; it is the abyssal ground which is structured [gefiigte]
in this way, which disposes [stimmende] accordingly, and whose essential
occurrence becomes historical [geschichtlich] in the grounding of the ‘there’
by Da-sein (by its essential paths of sheltering [Bergung] the truch).*

While these passages exemplify Heidegger’s off-putting cryptic terminol-
ogy, the text offers a key for deciphering them:

Even in their unity, space and time have nothing in common; instead, what
unifies them, what allows them to emerge iz [an] . . . inseparable referential-
ity [Gewiesenheit], is time-space, the abyssal grounding of the ground: the
essential occurrence of truth. This e-mergence [Ent-springen], however, is
not a tearing off [Losrif3]; just the opposite: time-space is merely the unfold-
ing of the essence of the essential occurrence of truth [Wesensentfaltung der
Wesung der Wahrheit].*
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This allows us to see that time-space is the abyssal grounding of the
ground. It is the essential occurrence of truth or, rather, the unfolding of
the essence of the essence of truth. Our previous analysis of these aspects
of the event and the differential logic defining them provides a basis for
defining the terminology in these passages and reconstructing Heidegger’s
account of time-space itself. In the differential logic of the event, the abyss
is originary difference together with the track of primal difference that
exceeds the logic of determination. In the register of truth, the abyssal dif-
ferentiation of difference from itself is the clearing or sundering whereby
openness and concealment are originated. The ‘unfolding of the essence
of the essence of truth’ is the clearing or sundering of difference into the
co-determinate structures of openness and concealment. In the register of
ground, the ‘abyssal grounding of the ground’ is the liminal differentiation
of difference from itself, or the staying away of ground whereby Ur-grund
and Un-grund are originated. In terms of the event itself, the genetic oper-
ation described is that by which the event self-determines (appropriates
and expropriates) in structures of propriety and alienation from propriety,
while this operation is enabled by the primal expropriation of difference
that exceeds those structures. Consequently, given Heidegger’s definitions,
time-space is at root this same evental process, the abyssal differentiation
of difference from itself whereby the event originates a logic of determi-
nateness. But here, that logic of determinateness is the logic of temporality
and spatiality. Time-space is the event insofar as the event temporalises
and spatialises itself (that is, originates temporality and spatiality) by the
abyssal differentiation of difference from itself. It is the operation of the
event by which the event becomes temporal and spatial.

Even if all this is accepted, a major question is still on the table: how,
exactly, does the event’s differential logic temporalise and spatialise?
Answering this requires defining the key terms used in the passages cited
above, as well as a few additional terms. This will ultimately lead to a defi-
nition of transporting or temporalisation and captivation or spatialisation
as structures unfolded from the event.

To begin, I return to the partial definition of time-space in the first
passage just cited (the ‘sundering’ definition) and its claim that ‘time-
space is the appropriated sundering of the turning paths of the event.
Good sense can be made of this strange statement because these terms
have been defined already in the terminologies of truth and the event
itself. ‘Sundering’ occurs at two essentially related levels here. At the first,
in terms of truth, the sundering of the turning paths of the event is the
clearing of openness from concealment and concealment from openness,
that is, the differentiation of difference from itself such that it simultane-
ously modulates into these counterposed but co-determinative structures.
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Likewise, in terms of the event itself, the sundering is the twisting apart
or splitting accomplished in difference’s simultaneous self-appropriation
and self-expropriation in the structures of propriety and alienation from
propriety. At the second, most fundamental level, sundering must also
refer to the simultaneous, dual inclinations of the event towards the logic
of determinateness and towards the abyss of primal difference. In both the
terminology of truth and that of the event itself, the ‘turning paths of the
event are the tracks of the event’s self-determination into the counter-
posed moments of the logic of determinateness and, more fundamentally,
the tracks of the event insofar as it inclines towards both determinateness
and the abyss. Consequently, if time-space is the appropriated sundering
of the turning paths of the event, this should be taken to mean that time-
space is the evental differentiation of difference from itself insofar as this
originates (or appropriates itself in) a logic of determinateness comprised
of counterposed structures of spatiality and temporality. The turning paths
here are the event’s logics of spatialisation and temporalisation.

We shouldn’t be thrown off by Heidegger’s specification of the sunder-
ing involved in time-space as a ‘sundering of the turning between belong-
ing [Zugehérigkeit] and call [Zuruf], between abandonment by being
[Seinsverlassenheit] and beckoning intimation [Erwinkung]’.® Rather,
this confirms the account I have just given. Within the context of the
event, belonging or Zugehirigkeit is exactly the constitutive structural ref-
erence that (together with the differentiation of distinct aspects of a struc-
ture) defines the domain of propriety (see Chapter 5, section 3). Call or
Zuruf is the constitutive structural reference characterising the domain
of alienation from propriety insofar as that reference is one by which
that domain is defined in its withdrawal or contrast from the domain
of propriety, that is, from that from which it is alienated. The structural
reference to the domain of propriety which is inscribed in the domain of
alienation constitutes a drag within or ‘call’ to the domain of alienation.
Likewise, at the more fundamental level, Erwinkung or beckoning intima-
tion is the recession of the abyss of difference insofar as this draws the
event into determinate structures like openness and concealment, propri-
ety and alienation from propriety. When it comes to the Seinsverlassenheit
or abandonment by being, we’ve seen that Heidegger often uses this term
to describe the state of human existence and its alienation from being. In
its use here, however, at the level of the event, the abandonment by being
cannot be defined in terms of human existence, since what is at stake is
the ground enabling human beings to be at all. Instead it must describe
a structural aspect of the event. At the level of the event, the abandon-
ment by being is the alienation from the event’s abyssal dimension that is
necessarily constituted in the logic of determinateness insofar as that logic
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entails structural distortion (in the distorted essence of truth, distorted
ground, and so on). In other words, and for that reason, the logic of deter-
minateness is characterised by an abandonment by being. What remains
to be seen is how these characteristics become manifested by the spatialisa-
tion and temporalisation of the event.

Before turning to the terminology presented in the second definition of
time-space quoted (the one focused on ‘gathering embrace’), it is necessary
to elaborate on some of the terms I have just defined. This will allow a set of
additional terms that are needed to make sense of the ‘gathering embrace’
definition to be explained. I return first to intimation. ‘Intimation’ is a
term Heidegger uses to describe an aspect of the event’s genetic operation.
It plays an important role in his explanation of transporting and captiva-
tion. He writes:

The intimation [Wink] is the hesitant self-withholding. The self-withholding
creates not only the emptiness of privation and austerity but also, along with
these, an emptiness as one that is in itself transporting, i.e., transporting into
the ‘to come’ [Kiinftigkeit] and thereby simultaneously bursting open what
has been [Gewesendes]. The latter, by making an impact together with what
is to come, constitutes the present [Gegenwart] as a move into [Einriickung]
the abandonment that remembers and expects [erinnernd-erharrende].”!

As with Ab-grund, time-space’s intimation entails a character of ‘hesitancy’.
Earlier I defined hesitancy within the register of ground. There, hesitancy
describes Ab-grund’s liminal status. In other words, Ab-grund's character
of hesitancy is its simultaneous inclination to stay away from ground and
to ground via its origination of the structures of primordial ground. This is
not simply to say that the abyss performs two different actions, but that it
is simultaneously inclined in these two ways. This character of Ab-grund is
also found in the structure of the event more generally. In Chapter 5, we
saw that evental differentiation is liminal in character because it simultane-
ously includes both an aspect determined in the logic of appropriation and
expropriation and an aspect exceeding that logic (primal difference).” The
event has a character of hesitancy because its differential logic is simultane-
ously inclined in both these ways. The abyss’s hesitancy is its simultaneous
inclination to determine or intensify itself and refuse itself from determi-
nation or to tend towards an intensity of zero. The same thing applies to
abyssal difference rendered as time-space. Time-space is hesitant because it
is liminal with respect to temporality and spatiality: time-space is the abyss
of difference that exceeds the logic of spatiality and temporality, but simul-
taneously originates and becomes determined in that logic. Hesitancy is a
tension held between the dual inclinations of the event.

To see what hesitancy has to do with temporality and spatiality, it will
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be helpful to jump ahead for a moment. As I will show, temporality is the
entirety of the logic of the event, run through in the direction of one of
these inclinations, while spatiality is the entirety of the logic of the event
run through in the other direction. The ‘to come’ or futural aspect of
temporality is primal difference, insofar as this exceeds the logic of deter-
minateness and intimates its self-distension, that is, originates that logic.
“What has been’ or the ‘past’ aspect of temporality is the logic of determi-
nateness, insofar as this trails behind the ‘to come’ or abyssal recession of
difference. In the concept of hesitancy, the inclination towards the abyss
of difference prefigures transporting or the temporalisation of the event,
while the inclination towards determinateness prefigures captivation or
the spatialisation of the event.

Returning to hesitancy for a moment, if the hesitancy of the event
is its dual inclination to determine itself and to withdraw or withhold
itself from that determination, Heidegger uses the phrase ‘hesitant self-
withholding’ to designate the /atter of these inclinations. But the abyss’s
hesitant self-withholding (the recession of difference from itself) generates
the distension constituting the Da or the logic of determinateness. This is
the sense of Heidegger’s claim that ‘the hesitant withholding is the inti-
mation that beckons Da-sein’.%? That is, the abyss withdraws and thereby
beckons or calls and originates Da-sein.

As I have discussed in other contexts, one of the primary structures of
the Da ‘intimated’ or generated here is originary ‘Leere’ or ‘emptiness’.
In the logic of the event, difference differs from itself and by doing so
distends. This distension is the clearing or breaching open of originary
openness, ‘the first clearing of the open as “emptiness”.”* Originary
openness is a basic structure of the Da that is diagenically prior to more
derivative ontological structures and worlds of beings, which it will help
ground. In this sense, originary openness is not populated by anything,
it is empty. Originary openness is an originary emptiness, not in the sense
of an empty vessel, but ‘in the sense of a temporal-spatial emptiness, an
originary yawning open in hesitant self-withholding’.”> Here, emptiness
should not be confused with the abyss. Since emptiness is a structure of
the Da, its origination is a coagulation, intensification, or ‘protruding’ of
the event. Since Da-sein is the event insofar as it determines itself through
self-appropriation or, in terms of truth, through the clearing for/of self-
concealment, emptiness is in fact a surging forth or self-protrusion of
the event. Heidegger’s account of the intimation of emptiness is impor-
tant here because it prefigures his account of spatialisation. The logic of
the event running from the abyss of primal difference 7o the breaching
open of originary emptiness or openness (and the other structures of
the Da) is one way of describing the spatialisation of the event. The
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breaching open of openness is the origination of a distended field or
space.

Heidegger’s concept of hesitancy prefigures his concepts of transporting
or temporalisation and captivation or spatialisation. The evental structure
of hesitancy is elaborated in terms of ‘Verlassenheit” or ‘abandonment’. At
the level of time-space, ‘abandonment’ names a complex structure of the
event with two essential dimensions: it ‘originarily occurs as remembering
and expecting [erinnernd-erwartend]’.® An account of these structures of
remembering and expecting comprising abandonment will bring us a step
closer to Heidegger’s account of transporting and captivation.

Remembering and expecting are usually taken to be cognitive behav-
iours attributed to human beings and other animals. What sense can these
terms have in the present context, dealing with features of the event that
are ontologically prior to the constitution of any beings? Heidegger clari-
fies their sense in a parenthetical remark: what remembering remembers
is ‘a hidden belonging to beyng’ and what expecting expects is the ‘call
of beyng’.”” Generally speaking, something does not bear the character
of abandonment without bearing the trace of what it was abandoned &y,
that is, without bearing a ‘remembrance’ or inscription referring to what it
was abandoned by. Without such a reference to that from which the alien
is alienated, it is not alienated. Without that trace, the abandoned would
not be abandoned, it would just be. It is this trace structure that constitutes
remembering and expecting.

As I have established, the event’s self-determination in the structures of
the Da is enabled by the recession of abyssal difference. Additionally, the
structures of the Da entail the distortion described by distorted ground
and the distorted essence of truth. In that distortion, the structures of the
Da obscure parts of other structures of the Da and, most importantly,
obscure the abyssal dimension of the event whence they are originated. In
this sense, the structures of the Da are characterised by an ‘abandonment’
by or alienation from beyng. In this setting, if ‘remembering’ remembers
a hidden belonging to beyng, that belonging is the constitutive structural
reference of the Da to that whence it is originated: the event’s abyss of dif-
ference. This belonging is hidden on account of the obscuration involved
in distortion. In contrast, if ‘expecting’ expects the call of beyng, that call
is the exact same constitutive structural reference of the Da to the abyss of
difference, but with respect to the possibility that what has become alien-
ated can turn back towards the abyss and be articulated in terms of the
abyssal logic. Remembering and expecting, taken together, form a tem-
poral loop in the logic of the event. Remembering traces the logic of the
event in the sequence of the origination of the Da out of the abyss and into
the structures of distortion. On the other hand, expecting traces the logic
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of the event in the sequence from the Da’s structures of distortion into the
abyss. This loop is not a duration, but a movement of the genetic ‘tem-
porality’ of the event. Abandonment can be characterised by remember-
ing and expecting only because the trace of what has abandoned remains
essentially determinative for the structure of what has been abandoned.

This brings us to a point where Heidegger’s account of the processes
of temporalisation and spatialisation can finally be defined. Again, he uses
the technical term ‘Entriickung’ or ‘transporting’ for the temporalisation
of the event. Transporting is the originary essence of temporality. The
event’s abyssal dimension is the differentiation of difference from itself,
such that difference distends and originates the logic of determinateness
or structures of the Da (openness and concealment, primordial ground,
temporality and spatiality, and the distortion entailed in these). The logic
of the event is ‘hesitant’ insofar as it simultaneously inclines both towards
self-intensification in the Da and towards the abyss of primal difference,
which has an intensity of zero. The event’s hesitancy, moreover, bears the
trace structure described by abandonment and its modes of remembering
and expecting. Transporting or the temporalisation of the event is the
event insofar as it constitutes a genetic sequence or an order of origination
and structures originated, that is, an order of grounding and structures
grounded. In other words, transporting is the event insofar as the event
originates diagenic axes. Here, that which comes first and gives rise to
what comes after is the futural dimension of the event, or what Heidegger
refers to as the ‘to come’. The ‘to come’ is the abyss of difference differing
from itself. In contrast, ‘what has been’ is that which the abyss has given
rise to: the structures of the logic of determinacy and their unfolding in
more derivative structures of finitude. Transporting or temporalisation
is the logic of the event insofar as it is oriented towards the abyss. In
other words, ‘transporting’ is the event insofar as the structures of the Da
are originated (‘intimated’ or ‘beckoned’) by the abyss as it withdraws.
Temporally speaking, the structures of the Da are the wake of the abyss.
Yet by reason of the withdrawal of abyssal difference, the event is simulta-
neously the origination of the logic of determinateness or ‘what has been’,
and this comprises part of the structure of temporality as well. Taking this
into account, transporting must be said to be the structure of the event
insofar as it simultaneously develops into what has been and what is to
come, while both of these temporal dimensions are oriented by their struc-
tural reference to the abyss’s withdrawal.

If transporting is the technical term Heidegger uses for temporalisation,
‘Beriickung’ or ‘captivation’ is what he uses for spatialisation: ‘captivation
is the spatialisation of the event’.’® Captivation is the origination of a
structural distension. Such distension is the constitution or determination
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of differentiated structures of the event. I have defined core parts of this
process already in terms of the event’s origination of ‘emptiness’ or breach-
ing open of openness, together with self-concealment. Here, difference
differs from itself and distends, opening up a field of constitutive referen-
tiality. The same operation is articulated by the origination of a domain of
propriety. Moreover, the spatiality originated here includes the differential
‘distance’ or distension between openness and concealment, the domain
of propriety and that of alienation from propriety. Captivation, as the
spatialisation of the event, articulates exactly the same logic of the event as
temporalisation, but in the opposite direction. Captivation is the event’s
inclination towards self-determination in the structures of the Da. It is
the logic of the event run in a trajectory from the abyss of difference to
the logic of determinateness. Captivation names the clearing of the abyss
of difference from itself, the distension that generates, and the breaching
open of an open realm that this enables.

To draw these core concepts together, in Heidegger’s ontology, time-
space is the abyssal dimension of the event insofar as this self-temporalises
(transporting) and self-spatialises (captivating). Spatialisation and tempo-
ralisation are each the entirety of the logic of the event (the logic of deter-
minateness together with the abyss of primal difference), but in inverted
orders. Time-space is thus both (1) the shared origin of the temporalisa-
tion and spatialisation of the event, and (2) that which constitutes their
radical distinction in two different orders.
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Conclusion

To close, I would like to highlight a few conclusions drawn in this book,
rather than summarise its overall argument (for such a summary, I would
direct the reader to section 3 of the Introduction).

First, Heidegger’s philosophy is organised along complex axes of
grounding and grounded terms, the relations of which are both methodo-
logically and ontologically essential to his system. This means the proper
method for reconstructing its concepts, accounts, and evolution must
work in terms of these axes. This is what diagenic analysis does. The dia-
genic method allows us to discover and explicate the relations and func-
tions of Heidegger’s often obscure concepts and their positions within
his overall system, according to the logic of being and thinking that that
system works out. It allows us to reconstruct the evolution of his ontology,
particularly insofar as it is a reflexive, recursive radical science, not a posi-
tive science. In contrast, chronological reconstruction fails on just these
counts. It mistakes the chronological time of the author’s biography for
the logical time of diagenic radical science or, inversely, of onto-genesis.
Since the chronological approach cannot provide a radical critique, prop-
erly account for the methodologically immanent evolution of Heidegger’s
concepts, or, upon proper grounds, provide genetic definitions for them,
it amounts to post hoc analysis, severing concepts from their grounds. This
feeds a tendency to parrot Heidegger’s unusual terms instead of explain
them, and, often, to implicitly substitute an appeal to the authority of the
author in place of good justification.

Second, diagenic analysis allows us to discern zwo concepts of event in
Heidegger’s work, even if he himself was not fully aware of their distinc-
tion: the ‘historical” and ‘ontological’ concepts of event. The former names
a rupture within the historical framework of metaphysics and its expression
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in machination, representation, and lived experience. If it were to happen,
it would entail a remedy to Dasein’s existential alienation (to the degree
possible), establish the ground for a transformation of the historical char-
acter or style of Da-sein, and initiate the other beginning for thought sug-
gested to be necessary for philosophy and for the practical lives of human
beings. The ontological concept of event aims to articulate beyng itself in
a way freed of metaphysical errancy. Since we purportedly live and think
within the historical framework of metaphysics, the historical concept of
event has a temporary methodological priority over the ontological. But
since metaphysics cannot provide a sufficient ontology and, instead, there
is a diagenic excess of being over metaphysics that makes a rupture in its
framework possible, the ontological concept of event — which articulates
the structure and nature of that excess — has an ontological priority. In
fact, these orders of priority are themselves in play. The methodological
priority of the historical event holds only until a sufficiently originary
state of grounding is attained: the state in which a well-grounded, non-
metaphysical account of beyng is generated that is sufficient for a radical
critique of metaphysics. Such a critique must include the ability to give a
genetic explanation of metaphysics (even if that explanation is not in fact
given). At that state, the difference between methodological and onto-
logical priority collapses: the two merge and the ontological sense of event
gains methodological primacy. Philosophical methodology takes on the
logic of beyng as event, develops an account of the event from a standpoint
immanent to that logic, and establishes the ground for a non-alienated
reconceptualisation of the domain of history and its metaphysical epoch.
Third, although historical events can be out of the hands of human
beings, the one Heidegger has in mind is something we can endeavour
to bring about, contrary to fatalist interpretations of his philosophy.
Er-griindung or fathoming the ground names this endeavour and, at its
heart, works via the conceptually experimental, radical scientific opera-
tion of Grundlegung, specifically as done in ontology. Bringing about the
historical event occurs not by meditating upon the historical, but by gen-
erating a non-metaphysical account of beyng, that is, of the ground of
metaphysics that metaphysics is unable to think. Heidegger does this via
the ontology of truth, for the framework of truth entails both (1) the prin-
ciple elements defining our intellectual and practical horizons in terms of
Seiendpeit: identity, the reduction of time to presence, subject predication,
representation (propositional, cognitive, and conceptual), and so on, and
(2) the ontological ground of these elements. As such, ‘truth’ articulates
both structures of beyng that are diagenically prior to metaphysics and the
occlusion of those structures in the framework of metaphysics. By doing
the ontology of truth, fathoming the ground provides thought a stand-
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point within the differential logic of beyng, that is, of the event, thereby
undermining metaphysics and establishing the first moment of the histori-
cal event. Fathoming the ground tracks the logic of being into the abyss or
Ab-grund of difference, that is, into the (onto-)logical future. In this sense,
the ‘other beginning’ is the future, not the establishment of a new past.

Fourth, since fathoming the ground accesses structures of beyng that
are diagenically prior to the apparatus of representation and that form
the ground enabling it, it performs the first stage of a radical critique of
representation (the second stage being a transformed onto-genetic expla-
nation of representation from out of those grounds). This ground is pre-
representational and, ultimately, pre-predicative.

Fifth, contrary to correlationist or anti-realist interpretations of
Heidegger, his philosophy supports ontological realism. (It also supports
ontic realism, though I haven’t explored this in depth here.) This realism
is arrived at by (1) diagenic enquiry discovering ontological structures that
are independent of human existence (for example, those of the essence of
truth), and (2) arguing that a central error of metaphysics and its defin-
ing orientation to Seiendheit is that it thinks the nature of being on the
basis of beings or of the relation of being to beings. This leads to the claim
that beyng is independent of beings. This does not entail metaphysical
transcendence, but the view that beyng is an immanent ground enabling
beings, such that there is a one-directional order of dependence.

Sixth, the most originary concept of the essence of truth in Beitrige is
differential, not a-lethic. It is arrived at by the conjunction of Heidegger’s
ontology of difference and his question into the ground of originary
aAnOeta or openness and ANON or concealment/withdrawal. Since the
question of the essence of truth is the preliminary question via which an
account of the event can be given, failing to mark the shift from an a-léthic
to a differential concept of the essence of truth results in an account of the
event in terms of the a-léthic framework. But this utterly misconstrues the
event and, consequently, prevents both (1) the genetic definition of related
evental concepts and (2) the possibility of a radical critique of metaphysics,
since the genetic explanation of metaphysics is simultaneously precluded.

Seventh, Heidegger’s ontology of difference entails a form of ‘pure’
difference that is diagenically prior to the ontological difference, the mani-
festation of beings, and the relations between manifest beings, not derived
a posteriori from them or their relations. One of the most substantial mid-
century engagements with Heidegger’s philosophy of difference is found
in Deleuze’s Différence et répétition. In the interest of bringing Heidegger’s
theory of events into closer dialogue with other theories of events, I want
to point out the following. In Différence et répétition, Deleuze argued that
Heidegger made important contributions to the liberation of difference
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from the framework of identity and representation, and this shows an
essential continuity between their respective programmes. Nonetheless,
Deleuze seems to suggest that Heidegger’s concept of difference — in its
carly form as the ontological difference and in its late form under the
guise of ‘das Selbe’ or ‘the Same’ in Identitir und Differenz — ultimately
retained a subjugation to identity. Deleuze, however, did not have access
to Beitrige or the related private manuscripts. The concept of difference
they contain moves beyond that accounted for in Différence et répéti-
tion’s critique of Heidegger and shows that his ontology is more similar to
Deleuze’s than the latter recognised. Deleuze argues for a distinctive kind
of synthetic transcendental field, which he calls the ‘virtual’. This is a dif-
ferential field that comprises differential structures, which he names virtual
‘multiplicities’” or ‘dialectical Ideas’, and their transformations, which he
names virtual ‘events’. Heidegger’s ontological axes of ground describe a
similar transcendental field, one that at its most advanced stages in the
account of the event is also differential. There, the differential logic of the
event is a transcendental logic of beyng. Though there remain important
distinctions between Heidegger and Deleuze, this shows a little-explored
confluence of their philosophies. It also shows the proper ground for a
comparative analysis of Heidegger’s theory of events in relation to those of
his successors such as Deleuze.

Eighth, in Beitriige, beyng as event is the differentiation of ‘pure’ differ-
ence from itself, together with the logic of determinateness this generates.
The logic of determinateness is the logic of the event’s self-intensification,
distension, and elaboration, that is, the origination of the Da expressed in
the term ‘Da-sein’. Truth, ground, time-space, appropriation, and expro-
priation articulate the event’s logic of determinateness, or, in other words,
form the basic logic of the world. Yet the event includes an excess of
(primal) difference over the logic of determinateness, which makes the
event liminal with respect to determination. As such, beyng as event is
irreducible to appropriation, expropriation, or any of the other terms just
listed. This also means that Heidegger’s ontology entails not only a dif-
ferential theory of the event and of truth, but of (1) ground and (2) time
and space, or, rather, temporalisation and spatialisation, that is, the evental
genesis of time and space.

Finally, a few interesting points follow from this, especially in rela-
tion to appropriation and expropriation. Appropriation and expropria-
tion name the event’s differential origination of structures of propriety
and alienation from propriety. The genesis of a structure of propriety is
the genesis of a diagenically first ‘something’ that can sustain any proper-
ties or characteristics proper to it at all. In other words, it is the genesis
of something that can have a predicate and, thereby, of the framework
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within which subject predication works. This means the same as to say
that the genesis of propriety (and alienation from propriety) is the genesis
of identity, albeit in a quasi-stable form. But, the genesis of structures
of propriety and alienation from propriety is none other than that of
ontological distortion (the ‘distorted essence’ of beyng or of truth), for
the constitution of each entails a structural obfuscation of aspects of the
other and of the differential logic of the event whereby it was originated.
This means that the genesis of identity is the genesis of distortion and that
the logic of identity is the logic of that distortion. This becomes a logic of
outright alienation when the differential origin of that distortion, the dif-
ferential ground of identity, becomes obfuscated. Such obfuscation takes
place, for instance, in the Western metaphysical tradition’s commitment
to the principle of identity as the first principle of thought, to the idea that
what is is what can be represented in subject predication, and that what
happens when something happens — an event — is merely an alteration in
the predicates of a subject. In this picture, the alienation characterising the
historical framework of metaphysics is rooted in the principle of identity.
As such, identity #s alienation. Nonetheless, this alienation is enabled by
distortion irreducible from the structure of beyng. Heidegger’s ontology
of events offers a powerful route for our efforts to remedy alienation, think
a pre-representational logic of difference, and grapple with the logic of
distortion at the heart of being.
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diagenic intimacy, 172
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diagenic methodology see diagenic
enquiry or programme (above)
diagenic priority, 58-9, 634, 68, 82,
96, 105, 108, 114, 119-20, 124-5,
127, 133, 136-7, 141-3, 166, 184,
189, 202, 208, 214-15
diagenic relation, 12, 30, 32-3, 35, 57,
69, 76, 89, 92, 104, 152, 154, 161,
166, 173, 182
diagenic sequence, 46, 186, 191,
216
diagenic shift, move, or step, 17, 106,
108, 110, 164, 167, 171
diagenic stage, 45, 120, 168, 186
dialectical Idea, 215-16
différance, 3
difference, 3-6, 18, 20, 64-5, 67, 86,
98n31, 106, 117-19, 140-1, 146,
161-86, 188n31, 188n34, 191,
193-8, 200-2, 205-11, 215-16
differential logic or logic of difference,
3, 5-6, 16-19, 39, 64, 84, 141,
161-2, 164, 16670, 173-6,
178-83, 185-7, 189-90, 192-3,
195, 199-200, 205, 207, 215-17
differentiation or self-differentiation,
6, 16, 18, 29, 36, 39, 64-5, 84,
106, 118, 140, 144, 146, 161-74,
176-81, 184, 187, 188n31, 189
194-5, 197-9, 201, 205-8, 210-11,
216
individuating difference, 86
ontological difference, 5, 18, 25, 52n5,
54n56, 71-2, 98n31, 101n100, 133,
135, 140, 157n16, 158n48, 1624,
168, 187n2, 189, 215-16
originary difference, 18, 147, 1624,
166-9, 172-4, 181, 185, 187
188n31, 194-6, 205
primal difference, 181, 188n44, 189,
195-6, 205-8, 210-11, 216
pure difference, 6, 18, 64, 171, 180-1,
189, 194, 200, 215-16
specific difference, 166
see also truth: differential truth
disclosedness (Erschlossenheit), 26, 30, 84,
105,112, 114, 116, 118-20, 122-6,
144
discourse (Rede), 29, 112, 116
distension, 4, 38, 79, 84, 146, 158n65,
167-72, 175-81, 187, 189, 191,
194, 197-8, 208-11, 216
distortion, 4, 18, 38, 57-8, 60, 67-8, 71,
76, 82—4, 89, 98n35, 107, 111, 113
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138, 175, 182-7, 193—4, 199-200,
207, 209-10, 217
distorted essence (Unwesen or Un-wesen)
of being or beyng, 18, 58, 68, 83-5,
89, 175, 182, 184, 186, 199, 217
distorted essence (Un-wesen) of truth
(also Un-wahrheit), 18, 58, 68, 175,
182-6, 199, 207, 209, 217
see also Un-grund (distorted ground)
domain of projection (Entwurfsbereich),
38, 141; see also projection
domain of propriety see propriety
domain of relatedness (Bezugsbereich), 118

earth, 31, 137, 150, 157n28

Eigentum see propriety

Eignung, 94

Emad, Parvis, 10

Empedocles, 99n44

emptiness, 144, 194, 207-8, 211, 212n20

encounter, 7, 79, 87-8, 110, 119, 122-3

Enteignis see expropriation

Entscheidung see decision

Er-eignis, 18, 64-5, 84, 100n94, 157n17,
175, 178; see also appropriation; Er-
eignung

Er-eignung or Ereignung, 133, 140,
163, 165, 175-6, 178; see also
appropriation; Er-eignis

errancy, 20, 60, 63, 71, 76, 95, 115, 127,
175, 182, 187, 199, 214; see also
error

error, 12—-13, 21, 47, 60, 62, 67,71, 79,
138-9, 152, 154, 156, 162, 166,
171, 183, 215; see also diagenic error;
errancy

es gibt, 32-3, 132, 147, 152-3, 155

essence (Wesen), 31-3, 35, 53n42, 56, 63,
83, 92, 94, 97n16, 98n23, 99n59,
115-16, 134, 138, 141, 145, 154,
157n13, 157n21, 164-6, 174,
177-8, 184, 186, 193—4, 202, 210;
see also distorted essence (Unwesen
or Un-wesen) of being or being;
distorted essence (Un-wesen) of truth
(also Un-wahrheit); essence of truth

essential extent (wesentliche Ausmaffs),
1424, 151, 170

excess, 37, 39, 59, 65, 70, 98n23, 164,
177, 180-1, 186-7, 195, 214, 216

existential analysis or analytic, 4, 15, 25,
30, 37, 43, 57, 62,71, 75-7, 812,
91, 95-6, 105, 111, 141

experimentalism, 12, 39-40, 69
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expropriation, 18, 64-5, 84, 95, 98n25,
100n93, 156, 161, 175-6, 179-81,
183-7, 189, 194-5, 197-9, 205-7,
216; see also alienation

extension (of a concept), 86, 101n101

falling (Verfallen), 112-13, 124

Farin, Ingo, 8

fatalism, 14, 57, 90, 95, 214

fathoming the ground (Er-griindung), 14,
34,57,71, 89, 90-6, 103, 107, 114,
132, 135, 190-2, 199, 214-15

finitude, 65, 78, 122, 125-6, 176-8, 180,
197, 210

fissure (Zerkliifiung), 83, 134, 144,
184

forgottenness / forgetting (Vergessenbeit),
13, 66, 71, 76, 83, 92, 93, 175, 184,
187,199

fourfold (Gevier?), 36, 46, 51, 62, 97nl4

freedom (Freiheit), 29, 39, 94, 105, 115,
121-4, 126-7, 164

freedom 1, 121-2, 124-5
freedom 2, 121-5

fundamental ontology, 4, 5, 22nl1, 25,
37-43, 54n56, 62, 70, 73-6, 80, 95,
104, 107, 110-11, 118

Gabriel, Markus, 3, 72, 98n40, 99n45,
130n88

gathering embrace (sammelnde Umbalt),
25, 204, 207

Gelassenbeit, 36, 129n74

generality, 86, 101n100, 101n102, 115,
137

genetic definition, 170, 197, 213, 215

gigantic, the (das Riesenhafte), 87,
101n103

giving, 32, 66, 132, 148, 150, 152-3, 156,
159n105, 160n126

Godel, Kurt, 4

Goethe, ]J. W. von, 99n44

Gogh, Vincent van, 93

grounding ground (griindender Grund),
34,91-3, 135, 190, 192-3, 196,
198-200

Grund der Erméglichung, 29, 115, 192-3

Grund der Miglichkeit, 91, 115, 135,
192

Grundbegriff, 40-3, 45, 60, 62, 69, 92-3

Grundjfrage (basic question), 16, 1034,
131-2, 137-41, 145, 148, 154,
158n36, 158n50, 1634, 168, 192

Grundlagenkrisis, 40
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Grundlegung (ground-laying), 12, 24, 30,
36, 42-3, 46, 54n57, 56, 68-70,
72,76, 90, 92-3, 96, 108, 132, 192,
214

Grundstruktur, 30, 40, 53n18

Grundverfassung, 29-30, 40-3, 45, 111

Hegel, G. W. F., 74, 183, 186

hen, 6, 153

Herrmann, Friedrich-Wilhelm von,
22n13, 22n16

hesitancy (Zigerung), 194, 196-7, 207-10

historicality (Geschichtlichkeit), 77-81,
99n59

historiology (Historie), 44, 49, 54n60,
77-9, 81

historising (Geschehens), 78-9

history, 2, 4-5, 8-9, 12-13, 35, 40, 45,
53n24, 53n42, 56-60, 63, 65-6, 69,
71, 75-8, 80-2, 90, 96-7, 99n59,
101n100, 103, 107-8, 122-3, 126,
132, 139, 165, 214; see also world
history (Weltgeschichte or Welt-
geschichte)

Hoélderlin, Friedrich, 93

Hughes, Joe, 67

ideal, the, 109
ideal content, 109, 116
ideal means for knowing, 72
idealism, 74, 82, 99n45, 122
identity, 6, 38, 64, 67,71, 117, 166, 172,
177, 184, 214, 216-17
identity of indiscernibles, 86
logic of identity, 3, 217
immanence, 6, 12, 16, 25, 28, 39, 41, 69,
74,76,95,102n128, 114, 123, 136
143-5, 169-70, 174, 189, 213-15
inauthenticity, 38, 58,79, 94, 113
inceptual thinking (anfingliche Denken),
34, 36,92, 103
independence of beyng or truth, 16-17,
20-1, 27, 33, 44, 49, 114, 132-7,
140, 1424, 149, 151, 154, 192, 215
intellectus, 72, 108-9, 111, 116-17
intensification (self-), 158n65, 167-9,
175-6, 180, 187, 189, 191, 195-6,
198-200, 208, 210, 216
intensity, 173, 195, 207, 210
intensive ontology, 173
intensive structure, 179, 195
see also tension
intimacy, 31, 65, 146, 168, 172-3, 186,
199

intimation, 204, 206-8, 210
Israeli, Isaac, 108

judgement, 92, 104, 109, 111, 115-16,
183

Kant, Immanuel, 30, 54n59, 67, 100n94,
108, 110, 114-15, 146, 148-9,
157n13, 201

post-Kantianism, 30, 87, 99n45, 146

Kardashev scale, 87, 101n103

Kebre (turn), 14, 26, 32, 82, 91, 95-6,
104, 107

post-Kebre, 5,7, 19, 25, 27-8, 44-5,
49, 81, 89, 95-6, 148, 151, 154
pre-Kehre, 14, 49, 154, 162

language, 2-4, 19-21, 27, 40-1, 47-8, 52,
76, 99n45, 113, 149, 155

Lautman, Albert, 87, 98n33, 102n128

leap, 42, 92, 101n119, 139

Leere see emptiness

Leibniz, G. W., 47, 86, 101n100, 191

Leitfrage (guiding question), 16, 132,
136-9, 141-2, 151, 154, 156
158n36, 162—4, 167, 187n2, 192

230n, 15-16, 26, 29, 65, 105-6, 114,
124-8, 143—4, 148, 161, 168, 171,
1834, 215; see also clearing for/
of self-concealing; concealment;
coveredness; withdrawal

letting (lassen), 83, 93—4, 111, 115, 117,
121-2, 125-7, 153

Lichtung, 16, 25, 31, 105, 112, 141, 148,
153, 161, 163, 168, 170, 194, 201;
see also clearing; open

lived experience (Erlebnis), 58, 834,
87-9, 94, 182, 214

Livingston, Paul, 3

logical positivism, 41

Aoyog / logos, 21, 111, 153

Lucretius, 47

machination (Machenschaf?), 58, 83-9, 94,
101n100, 182, 184, 199, 214

Maimon, Salomon, 67

Malabou, Catherine, 3

Malpas, Jeff, 8

Maly, Kenneth, 10

Marion, Jean-Luc, 39

McNeill, William, 165

meaning, 11, 15, 53n21, 54n60, 56,
74-5, 81, 98n43, 99n47, 105, 107,
110, 112-14, 117, 122, 124-5,

Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



- printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia

INDEX

127, 133-4, 136-7, 141-2, 147-53,
155-6, 157n23; see also Bedeutung;
Sinn
measurability, 61, 65, 85, 87, 89
Meillassoux, Quentin, 17, 66, 72, 132,
147-52, 188n34
metaphysics, 3-5, 7, 9-10, 13-16, 20-1,
21nl1, 29-30, 32-3, 35, 37, 44,
47, 52, 54n56, 58-64, 6671,
73-7, 80—4, 87, 89-91, 94-6,
97n11, 98n35, 103, 107-8, 110-11,
115, 132-40, 142, 149, 154, 156,
159n104, 162-3, 175, 182, 187,
191-2, 199, 201, 203, 213-15
experimental metaphysics, 70
foundation or ground of metaphysics,
3-4,13,21-2nl1, 37, 44, 47, 59,
61-2, 64, 68-71, 77, 80-1, 97nl11,
98n35, 138-9, 214
history or tradition of metaphysics, 4,
13, 45, 57-8, 60, 63, 69, 71, 75-7,
80-1, 155, 217
metaphysical alienation, 10, 58, 60, 66,

76, 82-3, 91, 94-5, 103, 217; see also

alienation
metaphysical distortion, 57-8, 60,
82,98n35, 138, 182, 199; see also
distortion
metaphysical transcendence, 6, 16, 20,
66, 95, 114, 1434, 174, 182, 215;
see also transcendence
methodological priority, 13-14, 56, 59,
68, 96, 103, 214
mind, 37, 72-3, 99n45, 148-9, 159n91
Mitchell, Andrew, 8-9, 22n19, 97n14
Mitsein (being-with), 29, 46, 80
Mitwelt (with-world), 76-7, 80, 82
Monet, Claude, 50
mysticism, 18, 27, 47, 90, 93, 106, 162,
186

Naturphilosophie, 82

negativity, 113, 155, 157n4, 1834, 186,
200

Nietzsche, Friedrich, 50, 67, 84, 157n13

non-anteriority of meaning, 127

noumenon, 110, 146, 149

Offenen, 118, 165; see also open field

Offenbeit, 105, 137, 142; see also
openness

ontological priority, 2-3, 6, 13, 56, 59,
65-8, 82, 114, 122-3, 126-7, 169,
177, 181, 183, 209, 214
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open, 11, 98n23, 101n119, 112, 118-23,

125, 142-3, 145, 148, 151, 170,
172, 176, 193-5, 197, 207-9, 211,
212n20

open comportment or the openness of
comportment, 120-1, 123

open domain see open field

open-ended ontology, 44, 66

open field, 118-21, 1234, 143-5, 165,
168-9, 176, 211

open realm see open field (above)

open region see open field (above)

openness, 3, 29, 105, 112, 114,
118-27, 137, 142-6, 148-9, 151,
158n65, 168-74, 177, 179-81,
183-6, 188n31, 194-5, 197-9,
205-6, 208-11, 215; see also
disclosedness

see also clearing; Lichtung

ovoio / ousia, 61, 71, 134, 155, 201

Parmenides, 70, 74, 99n44, 107
phenomenology, 3—4, 15, 26, 28-30,
57,72-3, 81, 105, 114-16, 124,
127, 128n6, 129n30, 132, 149-50,
166
post-phenomenological discourse, 2
pre-phenomenological understanding,
110
phenomenon / phenomena, 15, 46, 105,
108, 110-12, 114, 146-7, 149, 153,
212n32
phenomenal access, 110
phenomenal context of demonstration,
109, 120
phenomenal presence, 113-14, 116-17,
119
000G / phusis | physis, 17, 46, 49-50, 56,
85, 100, 132, 136, 147, 152-6, 163
Plato, 60, 71, 97n11, 99n44, 134, 157n13
poetry, 85, 90, 93
poetic language, 19, 27
poetic thought, 19
see also poiesis
poiesis, 19-21, 56
ontic poiesis, 85, 87, 89
ontological poiesis, 85, 93
see also poetry
Polt, Richard, 22n15, 54n60, 55n67,
66, 98n28, 100n81, 152, 157n12,
159n105, 160n126
positive science, 41-2, 47, 54n59, 213
predicate, 1, 21, 47, 86, 101n101,
216-17; see also predication
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prﬂﬂcadon,l—2,84,86,109,118,12L
214, 217; see also predicate
pre-predicative, 118, 121, 215
presence, 38, 61, 656, 79, 85, 105-6,
113, 116, 121, 124, 137, 141, 149,
154-6, 159n104, 191, 197, 201,
214; see also anwesen; Anwesenbeit;
presencing
presencing, 17, 31, 152-3, 155,
159n104, 197, 202; see also anwesen;
Anwesenbeit; presence
primordial ground see Ur-grund
principle of sufficient reason, 86
problem of arrangement, 26-7, 46
problem of consistency, 26-7, 45-6
problem of terminology and grammar,
27, 47
problem of textual priority, 27, 48
productive logic, 12, 36, 40, 424, 46,
54n59, 56, 68-70, 76, 90, 96, 108
131
projection (Entwurf or Wurf), 32, 77-8,
80, 112, 141, 145, 199
thrown projection, 25, 38, 76-7,
98n43, 112-13, 141
see also domain of projection
(Entwurfsbereich)
proposition, 21, 26, 41, 54n60, 89, 92,
104, 109-11, 115-23, 141, 167,
214; see also assertion; propositional
truth
propriety, 10-11, 83-4, 94, 176-81,
184-5, 192-9, 205-6, 211,
216-17
protruding, 91, 135, 192-3, 200, 208
provenance (Herkunf?), 356, 39
Pythagoras, 99n44

radical critique, 66-8, 138, 182, 213-15

radical science, 41-3, 47-8, 62, 93, 192,
213-14

Rae, Gavin, 7, 138

realism, 3, 17, 72, 87, 114, 123—4, 152,
215

reference, 36, 79, 84, 103, 142, 144, 169,
173, 177-81, 185, 192-3, 196-8,
206, 209-10

reflexive difficulty or problem, 28-9, 36,
39,52

reflexive evolution, 43, 76, 213

reflexive logic, 45-6

reflexive relation, 28, 36-7, 39, 44

relationality, 116, 123

representation, 2, 21, 35, 58, 61, 67, 69,

71-5, 83—4, 86-9, 92, 94, 99n45,
101n100, 101n102, 104, 108, 115,
117, 137, 149, 163, 182-3, 187,
190, 199, 201-2, 214-16
pre-representational, 4, 88, 115, 215,
217
see also truth: representational truth

representationalism, 72—4, 111

res, 109, 111, 117

resistance (Widerstand), 183—4, 186, 191,
194, 198, 200

resolving, 57-8, 61, 71, 82, 84, 91, 94,
96, 139, 182

Richardson, William ]J., 7, 15, 21n11,
22n12, 28,113, 118, 129n54,
158n48

Rockmore, Tom, 8

Rojcewicz, Richard, 10, 57, 83, 100n93,
175, 211n5

Romano, Claude, 3

Riickbezug (relation back), 94

rupture, 1, 3, 5, 13, 44, 47, 59-60, 624,
68-9, 83, 89, 95-6, 103, 127, 139,
192, 213-14

Saussure, Ferdinand de, 29

Schelling, F. W. J., 74, 82, 97n10,
98-9n44

Seiendheir (beingness), 4, 201, 47, 54n56,
61-3, 66,71, 73, 85, 88, 101n97,
107, 132, 134-6, 140, 142, 151,
154-6, 157n12, 162, 164, 191,
214-15

Seinsfrage, 71, 73, 76, 105, 113, 140,
153-4

Seinsverfassung, 30, 38, 42, 78

Seinsvergessenheit (forgottenness of
being) see forgottenness / forgetting
(Vergessenheit)

Seinsverlassenbeit see abandonment of / by
being

self, 4, 83—4, 88, 94, 100n88, 1767

self-concealing / self-concealment
(Sichverbergen), 16, 25, 88, 141,
144-6, 161, 165, 167-8, 170-1,
174-5, 180-1, 183, 187, 191,
193-6, 200, 211

self-concealing in a protruding that
bears (Sichverbergen im tragenden
Durchragen), 91, 135, 192-3, 200

selthood, 83—4, 94, 176, 203

Sextus Empiricus, 99n44

seynsgeschichtliche Denken (beyng-historical
thinking), 6, 13, 59
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Sheehan, Thomas, 3, 10-11, 17, 22n22,
22n23, 48, 54n63, 66, 75, 99n53,
115,127, 132, 147-52, 159n83,
159n91, 159n92

Sinn, 75, 127, 147-8, 150-1, 153; see also
Bedeutung; meaning

Sokolowski, Robert, 98n38

space, 29-30, 40, 170, 174, 190, 194,
2004, 209, 216

spatialisation (Riumung), 203-11, 216

spatiality, 100n94, 144, 190, 2018,
210-11

Spinoza, Baruch, 8, 28, 186

Stambaugh, Joan, 10-11, 22n22, 54n57,
100n64, 128n5, 175

standard, 120, 122

state-of-mind (Befindlichkeit), 29, 112

Stoics, 47

strife, 31, 65, 98n23, 137, 144, 146,
157n28, 168, 172-3, 199

subject, 1-2, 21, 30, 32, 38, 45, 47, 61,
72-3, 76, 80, 82—4, 86, 94, 100n94,
101n122, 109-10, 114, 165, 201,
214,217

subject-object divide / gap / split, 37,
72-3, 110

sundering, 165, 170-1, 173, 204-6

syngenic aspects / elements / features /
structures, 456, 51, 88

syngenic axis, 29-31, 45-8, 52, 143,
146

syngenic equivalence, 142, 154

syngenic horizon, 48

syngenic occlusion, 57

syngenic relation, 30, 32-3, 45-6, 173

téxvn / techne, 85, 100097

technology, 35, 60, 86-7

temporalisation (Zeitigung), 20311,
216

temporality, 25, 30, 38, 53n15, 66, 76-8,
81, 99n60, 100n94, 141, 144, 190,
201-8, 210

tension, 84, 118, 169, 186, 194, 198-200,
207; see also intensification; intensity

thrownness (Geworfenbeit), 112

time, 2, 4-5, 29-32, 38, 45, 60-1, 63,
65-6, 71, 83-4, 87, 100n94, 113,
174, 188n44, 190-1, 194, 2004,
212n32, 213-14, 216

time-space (Zeit-Raum), 4, 6, 17-20, 25,
29, 64-5, 69, 78, 91, 97, 100n94,
106, 143, 161, 167, 174, 189-90,
193, 196, 200-7, 209, 211, 216
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transcendence, 38, 53n32, 102n128,
150, 158n69; see also metaphysical
transcendence
transcendental
deduction, 115
field, 115, 128, 216
ground, 6, 32-3
idealism, 82
logic, 54n59, 216
ontology, 3
philosophy, 30, 149
transcendentalism, 115, 132
see also transcendence
transporting (Enzriickung), 25, 190,
203-5, 207-11
Trawny, Peter, 8-9, 22n19
truth, 2, 4, 6, 13-21, 24, 27, 29-31,
44,51, 60-1, 64-5, 69-70, 82,
84, 88-9, 91-2, 94, 96, 97n23,
98n39, 99n44, 101n122, 10313,
115-16, 120, 122, 126-7, 131-2,
134, 136-46, 151, 158n50, 158n65,
161, 163, 166-9, 171, 173-5,
177-80, 182-3, 185-7, 188n34,
189-91, 193-201, 203-6, 208, 214,
216-17
a-léthic truth, 15-18, 26, 29, 65,
104-6, 124, 131-2, 141, 144-5,
147, 158n65, 161, 165, 167-9,
171-2, 174, 180, 1834, 186-7,
215; see also dAM\Oewa / aletheia
differential truth, 16-19, 29, 65,
106, 131, 141, 147, 158n65, 161,
163-5, 167-71, 173-83, 1867,
197-8, 201, 205-6, 215-16; see also
difference
essence of truth, 14-18, 20-1, 25-6,
31, 51, 82, 88-9, 92-3, 96, 97n23,
103-6, 108-10, 112-15, 118-19,
122-8, 131-2, 140-2, 144-8,
151, 156n2, 158n65, 161, 163-5,
167-71, 1734, 176, 178, 182-3,
185-7, 190-1, 193-4, 196-7, 199,
202-5, 215; see also clearing for/
of self-concealing; distorted essence
(Un-wesen) of truth (also Un-
wahrheit)
essential extent (wesentliche Ausmaff) of
truth see essential extent (wesentliche
Ausmalfs)
openness of truth see Offenheit; openness
phenomenological truth, 15, 26, 29-30,
57,105, 114, 124, 128n6, 129n30,
132

Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



- printed on 2/12/2023 7:39 AMvia .

232 |

truth (cont.)

precursory / preliminary question
(Vorfrage) of truth, 14, 17, 20,
103—-4, 106, 131, 140, 158n50,
215

propositional truth, 26, 89, 104,
110-11, 115-23, 141; see also
accordance; adaequatio; adequation;
assertion; correctness; proposition;
truth as agreement

representational truth, 14, 21, 72,
88-9, 104, 108, 142, 163; see also
representation

truth as adaequatio see adaequatio;
adequation

truth as agreement, 107-9; see also
accordance; adaequatio; adequation;
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