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Editorial
The Journal of Darśana, first published in 2015, has a great
objective. The objective is to promote philosophy as critical
awareness. Today we are living in the era of science and
technology which is making our life easier and pleasurable day by
day. But at the same time science is an enquiry of external world.
It has nothing to do with the inner life of human beings which
expresses a true sense of our values and relationships. Philosophy
is not limited in any specific subject matter of human life. It is a
pure Darśana, a pure awareness which tries to see and examine the
human reality as whole. Human knowledge and wisdom starts with
awareness. Since philosophy is a pure critical awareness so it has
been reflected in every aspect of life. But today time has changed
and many branches of knowledge studying human life have
emerged up. Therefore the question is ‘what is the specialty of
philosophy?’ Do we need philosophy in contemporary times or
not? Many so-called thinkers think that there is no need of
philosophy. It is an old subject which is out of date. Neither it has
any contribution to human knowledge nor does it have any role in
achieving a good livelihood. No doubt science is doing a very good
job in order to understand and transform our external world. But at
the same time science has nothing to do with self-knowledge. So I
believe that today philosophy should concentrate itself to the area
of self-knowledge which is untouched by science. As Science
transforms our external life, philosophy should transform our inner
life.
Two quests are fundamental to understand human life: the
one is scientific quest and the other is religious quest. We are
publishing A Dialogue with Prof. P. Krishna on Scientific and
Religious Quest in this volume of JOD which deals with the above
raised question. The true philosophy is not the no man’s land
between science and religion but it is a critical awareness of our
life, of our being. And in this way in India true religious quest and
a true philosophical quest are one. Both quests are aiming the
question of being, the question of self-knowledge. Since today best
minds of humanity involve in scientific quest, it is really important

to know that ‘what is true science’ and ‘what is true philosophy’
and the most important question is ‘what is the relationship
between the two quests.’ The Dialogue is tried to discuss these
questions.
We are publishing Bhȃvanȃkŗm III (Text) an important
Bhuddhist text of Kamalśȋla, Romanized Text by Giuseppe Tucci
and its English translation by Robert F. Olson and Masao Ichisima.
It is an important Bhuddhist text which deals with the question of
levels in Samādhi.
We are also publishing a Trialogue between Heidegger,
Nietzsche, and Nāgārjuna by Daniel Fidel Ferrer. Since it is an
imaginative meeting of these three philosophers therefore it is a
fiction but it deals with some important aspects of philosophy. We
welcome it in JOD.
The Journal of Darśana is a bi-lingual (Hindi and English)
and bi-annual Journal. We will publish every year one volume in
English and one volume in Hindi. We are starting a new journal in
the area of philosophical research with great objectives. We are
feeling a responsibility that will require much hard work, clear
vision about journal and of course active co-operation from the
philosophical community of our country. We will take a wider
aspect of philosophy in our journal. We invite the research papers
from philosophical community, the papers with innovative ideas
and new interpretations of texts which will help us to understand
modern complexes of time. Time is good teacher therefore we
believe that we will not stop learning and what time will teach we
will listen to it and we will try to give a significant place to this
journal in the world of philosophical thinking.

Dr. Rama Pandey
Dr. Archana Tiwari
Dr. Rajesh Kumar Chaurasia
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Trialogue between Heidegger, Nietzsche,
and Nāgārjuna
Daniel Fidel Ferrer

Author: Daniel Fidel Ferrer studied philosophy at Western
Michigan University, and he did graduate work in philosophy at
Duquesne University, and Banaras Hindu University (1977-1978,
and 2014). He visited Banaras Hindu University Philosophy
department during his honors studied abroad in fall of 1973. Spent
the summer with the Tibetans in Dharamshala (1978) and
published a small translation of Bhāvaviveka.
Martin Heidegger was a steadfast and deep thinker. His
collected writings exceed 100 volumes. Heidegger advised Dr. J.L.
Mehta (1912-1988) while he was in Germany to study the Greek
language. Heidegger has profoundly changed the study of Greek
philosophy; and most of his lectures to students at Freiburg
University (im Breisgau) were on Greek philosophers, Leibniz,
Kant, Hegel, Schelling, Nietzsche, and the poet Hölderlin. The list
of thinker that have been influence by Nietzsche would fill up
pages, including Jean-Paul Sartre, Carl Jung and Freud. Nietzsche
philosophy is ninety percentages critical and he is excellent
counter-punch to all ideas (his own included). He wrote music,
played piano, poetry, wrote a novel (Thus Spoke Zarathustra) and
was against all forms of Christianity. Nietzsche like Heidegger
learned much from the study of Greek philosophy and culture.
Nāgārjuna was born a Hindu; however he became a Buddhist and
his writings and worldview are non-essentialist, anti-metaphysical,
anti-soul, and the de-construction of all philosophical systems this
point of view sees the world in terms of fixed substances and
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essences – indeed, this fits right in with Nietzsche and the great
philosophical issues and debates at the end of the 20th century.
Nāgārjuna is also against the logical concept of “proof”.
INTRODUCTION:

Not too far from here the famous physicist Albert Einstein
(1879-1955) conducted thought experiments which undeniably
lead to his theory of relativity. Example of this theory was that
time was no longer absolute or uniform. The following
philosophical dialogue between three philosophers is a thought
experiment like Einstein’s. Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) is the
most written about 20th century philosopher. Friedrich Nietzsche
(1844-1900) is a critical thinker of the highest order who
proclaimed the death of God and is considered the last western
metaphysician. He found Platonism everywhere. The Acharya
Nāgārjuna (2-3d century AD) is perhaps the greatest single Indian
philosopher; he is considered the greatest Buddhist thinker after
the Buddha himself. Nāgārjuna although less famous than the
other two philosopher, his audacious and unique eastern way of
thinking may provide some fundamental solutions to Heidegger’s
and Nietzsche’s stickler dilemmas; and their morass and
entanglement in their western philosophical predicaments and
knots. Should we say, Nāgārjuna will act as cutting the Gordian
Knot? Philosophical conundrums and quandaries are based on the
wrong assumptions and presuppositions. Heidegger in the 1925
lectures intricate and stimulate analysis of different types of
ambiguity. Many of these philosophical dilemmas live in the inbetween of the labyrinth of ambiguity. Perhaps the three thinkers
can overcome a little of their singularity and speak to thinking; and
hence lead the fly out of Wittgenstein’s (1889-1951) bottle. Baruch
Spinoza (1632-1677) said that all excellent things are as difficult as
they are rare. We will see if these three men can come to a meeting
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of the minds here on a cold day in southern Germany. They are
nearby the village of Todtnauberg which is deep in the Homey
Black Forest (German: Schwarzwald).
Nietzsche is well known to Heidegger. Heidegger complained to
his friends that Nietzsche kaput him, he actually said, “Er hat mich
kaputt gemacht!” in English, “Nietzsche kaput me!” (broke me)”.
In his letter to Medard Boss dated August 16, 1960, Heidegger
says “I am still stuck in the “abyss” of Nietzsche.” He must have
been working on his two volume set on Nietzsche which was
finally published in 1961; at this point I hesitate to call them
books. These two volumes are the re-writing by Heidegger of his
lectures on Nietzsche dating from the 1930s at the University of
Freiberg. Accord to his friend and student Hans-Georg Gadamer;
Elfrida Heidegger was very concerned about Martin having
another mental break-down; so she asked Otto Pöggeler who was
helping Heidegger editing the volumes, to stop working on his
two-volume study of Nietzsche. These autobiographical statements
by Heidegger show his ongoing engagement (Auseinandersetzung)
and struggle and fight with Nietzsche’s critical stance. Heidegger
in 1937 said, “to dare to come to grips with Nietzsche as the one
who is nearest but to recognize that he is farthest removed from the
question of Being.” So, except for the ontological themes
Nietzsche is indeed close to Heidegger. Both are strongly antisystem thinkers – with Nietzsche taking the lead with a swarm of
ideas and aphorisms; whereas Heidegger is just trying to open up
the question of Being. Looking for the voice (Stimme des Seins) of
Being and the shepherd of Being (Hirt des Seins) -- perhaps in all
the wrong places. Is it just so, Socrates? This question and its
question mark are often used by Plato in his dialogues to place the
final question mark of thinking. This is the question mark which
we would now call the reality check or the gut check. In a course
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(1934-35) on the great Hölderlin (1770-1843), Martin said, “Wer
vieles beginnt, kommt oft nie zum Anfang” (Whoever often starts
never gets to the beginning). This is a hard choice to make at the
beginning.
Dramatis personas: Martin Heidegger (1889-1976). Elfride
(Née Petri) Heidegger’ wife. Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900).
Archaya Nāgārjuna (2-3th century AD), The Buddha (563-483
BC). Socrates(469 BC to 399 BC). Plato (424BC - 348 BC).
Narrator, author himself.
I
In 1922, Martin Heidegger's wife Elfride Heidegger (née
Petri) gave Martin Heidegger a present of a small cottage
overlooking the minor mountain village of Todtnauberg in the
Black Forrest (Schwarzwald). This is 16 miles from Freiburg,
where Heidegger was living and teaching. Elfride used an advance
of her father’s inheritance money to buy a plot of land and paid a
local carpenter to build the cottage. Because the depression money
was rapidly becoming worthless and she thought it wiser to invest
her share in real-estate. The land is small it is only 2-3 acres and
for the farmer it was 'wet' and 'rocky', thus the farmer was
interested in selling it. Win and win situation. Elfride designed the
cottage herself. In August 1922 the family moved in the cottage.
wwzThey had rented their own small apartment in Freiburg to
Americans for the summer break. Heidegger worked on most of
his writings at this mountain cottage. A large part of his most
famous work, Being and Time (1927), was finished at a nearby
farm house owned by Johann Brender where Martin had rented a
room in a part of Todtnauberg called the Rütte. The two children,
his sons were too noisy. By some calculations he spent about 10
years out of 50+ years at his cottage working on his philosophical
writings. The German word "Hütte" means "hut", but in the
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general context I think it makes sense to call a "cottage" or a
"cabin" in the woods. On the uphill side are the trees and woods,
and then on the other downside you can see the distance valleys
and ski slopes. It is a nice lovely place for a little philosophical
reflection and thinking. There is a very small creek that runs
alongside the cottage and the water continuously runs into a
hollowed out log that is used as a cooler for food. There is no
running water inside. There are three small rooms inside.
Supposedly, much of the actual building was done by Pius
Schweizer. Two portraits hang on the walls the famous Alemannic
poet Johann Peter Hebel (1760-1826) and great philosopher
Friedrich Schelling (1775-1854). Karl Jasper (1883-1969) had
given Martin a copy of Schelling book on freedom that he took to
hut. Heidegger said about the following about Schelling, that he
was the “truly creative and boldest thinker of this whole age of
German philosophy”. G.W.F. Hegel (1770-1831) remarked about
this work, “Schelling had made known a single treatise on
Freedom. It is of a deep speculative nature, but it stands alone. In
philosophy a single piece cannot be developed”. Heidegger was
awarded the Johann Peter Hebel prize May 10, 1960 in BadenWürttemberg. Martin was often alone in the cottage for his
thinking and writing.
Elfride did some skiing in the area during the winter of
1914 when she was a young student at Kiel. She stayed at a similar
cottage skiing with her student friends. After her marriage in 1917
to Martin Heidegger she decided to have the cottage built as a
place where her husband could work in all quietness and find his
own way and path. Heidegger’s own motto to his collected
writings: “Wege – nicht Werke” or in English: “Pathways – not
Works”. Martin added this motto shortly before his death in 1976.
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There is no driveway to die Hütte. Heidegger would often
walk all the way there or sometime taking a bicycle, there was also
a train up to the nearby village of Todtnauberg. When Heidegger
rejected his appointment to the University of Berlin for the second
time in 1933, the University of Freiburg offered to pay for putting
in electricity to the cottage, which was buried in the ground and
came up from below. But there are no outside lights, no electric
poles, or telephone lines, no cell phones, no smart phones, and no
computers. Most likely, in fact, no typewriters, they were not use
by Martin Heidegger.
There are few modern conveniences, there is no refrigerator
instead a very small cold creek that runs next to the Hütte and is
used to cool milk, butter, and cheese. Nevertheless, great
philosophers, thinkers, scientists, and poets like Edmund Husserl,
Hans-Georg Gadamer, René Char, Jean Beaufret, Derraida, JeanFrançois Lyotard, Herbert Marcuse, Karl Löwith, Gerhard Ritter,
Heinrich Petzet,Rudolf Bultmann, Werner Heisenberg, Rudolph
Augstein, and Paul Celan; have joined Heidegger at this remote
and secluded location to engage in moments of reflections. See for
example, the most famous poem by Paul Celan (Jewish poet from
the Bukowina, survivor of a Nazi work camp) with the simple title
of Todtnauberg, which he wrote after his visit to the Hütte and
Heidegger in July 25, 1966. Many of Heidegger’s writing can be
called in German: Hüttenbüchlein after they were written at the
Hütte (the Hut).
Nietzsche arrives. The first snow fall had happen last night
and the winter sun was shining when a figure appears at the door –
Nietzsche arrives with his thick glasses and bushy mustache, and
knocks on the doors and asks if Professor Heidegger is at home in
a very formal manner. He says the old philologist is here.
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Nietzsche strides into view as he enters the Hütte. Heidegger
offers Nietzsche some hot chocolate free of oil.
Nāgārjuna approaches. In the distance a Buddhist monk
wrapped in a monk’s yellow/red robe (colors see:
Śāriputraparipṛcchā) appears in the snow walking slowly and
obviously cold and forlorn. Nāgārjuna looks right and left appears
to be wandering through the little woods leading up to the Hütte.
Nāgārjuna walks up to the door and knocks, asking for Herr
Heidegger in broken German.
Inside the Hütte, wooden fire in the stove provides some
heat, warmth, and nourishing hot drinks in winter. There is a front
room by the door, the Vorraum – where the boots and heavy winter
coats are removed.
Nāgārjuna, the south Indian pulls off his warm fur Tibetan
hat (a Xamo Gyaise) and his completely shaven head appears and
looks out of place on this cold winter day in southern Germany as
he lays down his alms bowl (pātra). He has come thousands of
miles to engage in a dialogue with these two philosophers over
nature of their thinking and especially their own impenetrable
enigmas. Later he would give a seminar at the University of
Freiburg on the nature of the Buddhist’s nothingness or
voidingness (Śūnyatā); but in the meantime, he came across a great
distance to help these humans in need of relief from their suffering.
Suffering is the basic stance, position, and fundamental factual
condition of all humans for Buddhist. Heidegger is in his
proverbial Heimat, his home against the homeless
(Heimatlosigkeit) nature of modern life. Nietzsche is still a wander
and meandering in his life, but he is looking for a home; whereas,
Nāgārjuna is a Buddhist monk, who by definition, is a homeless
monk. He knows that no home is either needed or possible for us
humans. Nāgārjuna cames from a long ways from Nalanda in

Journal of Darśana, Vol. - II July-December, 2015

8

northern India but this is neither his home nor his homeland.
Nāgārjuna had taught at the Buddhist University the ancient and
famous Nalanda University in Bihar, India; when he taught there
centuries ago there were some 10,000 students and 2,000 monks at
the height of Buddhism in India. The background of 1000s of
years of traditions and competing schools with different
philosophical thoughts is part of the process. In Jainism the word
and meaning of Anekāntavāda or multiplicity of viewpoints
anekānta ("manifoldness") and vāda ("school of thought") dates
back before even the Buddha.
Martin bends his head and says “parnam - namaskar” to
the great teacher, the Archaya Nāgārjuna Indian Buddhist monk.
You are welcome here. I met once with a Thai monk Bikkhu Maha
Mani and we had a wonderfully conversation about nothingness.
That dialogue was in German, I understand you only speak
English, Hindi, Sanskrit, and Telugu. I think English is the closest
to German on that list. Heidegger turns to Nietzsche and says what
about we carrying on our dialogue in English is that ok with you
the old philologist?
Nāgārjuna bows his head deeply and says “pranām namaskār” to you all.
Nietzsche turns and states briefly, I have not spent one
good hour speaking German or with Germans, for myself I would
have preferred French, but sauve qui peut(every man for himself).
As for Germans, Herr Goethe is the last German that I have any
respect for and he died a long time ago. I wished I had written
more in French.
Nietzsche remembers a poem he wrote in 1884, his
poeticized homelessness in one draft calls the title of the poem of
‘Homesickness’;
and
the
ending
words
are:
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Woe to the one who had no home! (Weh dem, der keine Heimat
hat!). What we have here is godlessness, wordlessness, and
homelessness.
In another note, I said: We homeless ones from the
beginning – we have no choice, we have to be conquerors and
discoverers: so that we perhaps may bequeath to our descendants
what we ourselves lack – that we bequeath a home to them. (18851886).
Martin says that I welcome you here graciously in my
warm home in the protection against the cold and snow.
Heidegger reminds us that the first western Sanskrit
grammar was done by the German missionary Heinrich Roth, a
native of Augsburg, who died in India in the city of Agra in 1668.
Sanskrit is close to Greek and that makes an ideal language for
philosophy, but I wish I knew more about Sanskrit and I hope to
find out about the ontological difference in Sanskrit from
Nāgārjuna. It is too bad we cannot speak in the classical Sanskrit
of Pāṇini – it may help get to the ground and origins (Ursprung) of
real onto-theo-logical thinking pre-metaphysics and pre-Christian –
like the ancient Greeks before Socrates and Plato. I would like to
return to the first thinking before all the assumptions have crept
into our mind, which we call today the ‘common sense’ disease of
metaphysical thinking or in most popular cases now it is just called
“philosophy”. We have to move back before the common sense
and abstract thinking of today to a time when thinking was “raw”.
Nāgārjuna said it is lucky that in conversations with the
Japanese, about nature of language, they did not include the
learning to play the shakuhachi or the Zen flute in it. They believe
that it would have taken you years to begin to play at all. But this
may have led to a great awareness for you: the first step in Zen is
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that there is no Zen – the world is a Zenless place. To speak in
sports metaphors think of a mindful aikido throw and ukemi. I too
have spent time with the Japanese Buddhist. Nāgārjuna stands up
and put out one hand: listen and you will hear that one hand
clapping loudly – if you are ready. I wanted Aishwarya Rai to
come and model for us as a one hand clapper; but apparently she is
not coming. Martin you had away with women once upon time –
no?
Nietzsche likes the mood of music. You know I played and wrote
music for piano; but not for the Zen flute – I was certainly not
ready at that time. The young Russian Ms. Lou von Salomé
enjoyed my music too. Perhaps I have come a little further or at
least a little closer. Like you were fond of talking about your great
work Being and Time (1927) – which you have not gotten any
further, something we might call empty progress. Oswald Spengler
talks of Germany being a frontier against "Asia." Martin, do not
you want to find out more about the Eastern philosophical world?
Some illustrations of your western tradition connection and
philosophers with Eastern thinking: Christian Wolff, for example:
in 1721 Wolff delivered in Latin the ‘oratio de Sinarum
philosophia practica’ at the University of Halle; Leibniz, Hegel,
Schopenhauer, and of course I have praised Buddhism above
Christianity since Buddhism is beyond our simple Christian
concepts of good and evil.
The old philologist looks around for his hot chocolate and
says that because of our faith in the Indo-European languages
grammar we still have this dreaded theology in our blood.
Nietzsche turns to Heidegger and asks him, Martin where did you
end up with this last God or last gods business after the 1930s?
Nietzsche, his eyes gaze upwards and starts looking up at the
portrait of Schelling hanging on the wall.
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II
Heidegger: I will keep my silence on that question that is why I
never wanted those thoughts published during my life time. When
I said, “Only a God can save us,” I knew that there would be a lot
of room for misunderstanding. Perhaps I was not a philosopher
when I said those remarks. Although in 1964, I wrote, “One
should avoid the impression that dogmatic theses are being stated
in terms of a Heideggerian philosophy, when there is no such
thing.” There is no soul in Being and Time and yet, I am still a
religious person and I used an expression from Schelling, “the last
God” to open a space that would allow for a dialogue about God
[in his mind: How can I tell them how mixed I was throughout my
life about religion? I wanted to be more than a philosopher doing
western philosophy].
Narrator: Schelling wrote the remarkable words, “das Werden
eines umgekehrten Gottes”. In English perhaps the sense of the
words would be: become the reversible or inverted God. What
aporia or perplexity from our great Schelling? Schelling’s genius
was greater than his ability to actually write. He was always rethinking everything.
Martin says, when I was working on Schelling, I once wrote,
“God lets the oppositional will of the ground operate in order in
which love might unify and subordinate itself to, for the
glorification of the absolute. The will of love is about the will of
the ground and this predominance, this eternal decidedness;
therefore, the love for itself as the essence of ‘Being’ (Wesen des
Seyns).” In general; this decidedness is the innermost core of
absolute freedom.
Nietzsche gasps and mutters, just what I thought that the shadow
of God is still playing on Plato’s cave no matter what has actually
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been said. You thought that I (Nietzsche) am stuck with Plato.
Here you are with the metaphysical realm or the super sensuous
world of Plato’s returning again. I found this theological instinct
everywhere – no wonder I find it here again in Germany. German
philosophy is corrupted by metaphysical theology but it is still
lives in the soul of this one here, in Heidegger. Southern German’s
the Swabians and their innocent lying and need I mention the
historical school, the Tübinger Stift and their insidious theology
everywhere, plus the whole ponderousness of the German scholar
on Greek Gods.
Nietzsche: “In relation to Plato, I am a thorough skeptic, and am
never in the condition to add my voice to the chorus of praise,
which is common among the learned people, for the artist Plato …
Plato throws … all forms of style together, he is thus a first
decadent of style … Plato is boring … my refreshment, my
preference, my cure from all Platonism was always Thucydides.”
(Twilight of the Idols, or, How to philosophize with a Hammer GötzenDämmerung, oder, Wie man mit dem Hammer philosophirt written in
1880.) ‘What I Owe to the Ancients’. Thucydides (460 BC – 395

BC): Athenian general and historian, author of the History of the
Peloponnesian War. In other words, for Nietzsche the cure for
Plato is the play by play account of a war which included
“lawlessness and atrocities committed by Greek citizens on each
other in the name of one side or another -- in the name of a justice
war.”
Heidegger: I wanted to cure Nietzsche of his deep-seated
Platonism. I am ok with war. Carl Schmitt wrote to me in a letter
the rather interesting translation: Heraclitus’s Fragmentum 53:
“War is the father of all things, the king of all things. Some he
proves to be gods, others men; some he makes slaves, others
free.”August 22, 1933.
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Nietzsche: Now, I really need some more hot strong tea, please if
you have some.
Nāgārjuna: No soul or an eternal soul, the Buddha was silent on
this question for good reasons. It is completely beside the point of
suffering (Sanskrit दु ः ख duḥkha and in German the word is Leiden)
and cessation of suffering for these humans on this planet. The
Sanskrit word duḥkha should be linked to: impermanence (aniccā)
and and not-self (anattā). Martin wanted Being’s truth to have an
ultimate value. I am not sure I understand the whole ‘value’
questions, since that has come up in Kant during the late 1700s,
which was 1500 years after I had died. What does this mean the
revaluation of all values? I do not give a value to suffering or its
overcoming or cessation, or the blowing out of suffering by one
person like the Buddha who means "awakened" or bodhi
(Sanskrit: बोिध). It was like he got hit by lightning and was
enlightened. But no self or no soul (anatman); hence, who was it
that got enlightenment, since there is no one (no self) at home? In
Sanskrit the Buddhist’s word is Śūnyatā for emptiness or
nothingness. Whereas in the Chinese Daoist words can be xu or
kong or taixu. For Daoist Xu are connected to the words non action
(wuwei) and non thinking (wusi). Remember the Buddha spoke in
Pāli and so much has been translated back and forth into Sanskrit,
Hindi, Chinese, Japanese, and of course Tibetan; so we get the
Buddha’s words in English or German that has come down over
centuries of the art of hermeneutics and translation. But for most of
‘us’ the Buddha’s message is clear for suffering humans.
Nāgārjuna (to Martin): Martin! You are with Parmenides and
impossibility of thinking of non-Being. Supposedly, he wrote:
“neither you could know what is not nor could you declare it”.
Indeed, the rest of the western philosophical history is: Plato’s
dialogue, the Sophist and stranger’s position about non-Being and
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the simple discussion of the semantics of non-Being; or Hegel’s
view of non-Being in the Science of Logic which is only thought in
the general context of progress of the methodology of the “circles
of circles”. No wonder your remarks that “nothing nothings” (Das
Nichts nichtet) is often thought of as your confusions. You started
off with a chair with only one leg and that was unbalanced – this is
the western approach which you had to deal with metaphysically.
You got stuck too.
Nāgārjuna says on the way to here to the Black forest, I had an
elegant dream of the Buddha coming to talk with me. I was
actually asleep and dreaming -- but I dreamt, “I had awakened in
the morning as was my normal custom to come down to the river
Ajitavati and drink the cool water. As I turned to walk back up the
hill I turned to see the Buddha walking down to the river, I assume
to have a drink of cool water too. I turned to the Buddha and asked
him if I could ask my deepest question. The Buddha laughed at
me; he said there are no deep and hidden questions for me as I am
a simple man with a simple message: the four essential truths and
you should follow the eight steps. Ok, go ahead and ask your
question – now be mindful of what you wish for it might be your
future to live with the answer. Nāgārjuna asks, what is the nature
of the two truths? Sanskrit words: samvrtisatya and
paramarthasatya? My statement of the ‘four essential truths’ and
you should follow the correct ‘eight steps’ (āryāṣṭāṅgamārga).
This statement is a different kind of truth of how to make ghee
from butter or how to make masala chai – yes? The Buddha and
Nāgārjuna started laughing – since everyone can hear this practical
and concrete message, there is nothing esoteric here. The Tibetans
have come up with eighteen kinds of emptiness and the Maitreya's
Abhisamayalankara (Ornament of Clear Realization) says there are
sixteen kinds of emptiness – which one is right? The Buddha
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laughed like no laughter I heard before. The scholarly mind
always misses the point. Hence, that is why I was silent on these
metaphysical questions – ask my elder friend Subhūti about
silence. I saw the Buddha on Mount Holy Vulture with a bouquet
of fig flowers in his hand; and only his friend Mahākāśyapa had a
subtle smile and understands this simplest and unpretentious
message. No words were spoken by the Buddha – obviously, for
all good reasons. The cup needs to be empty and not full of
“views” (no darśana).” My dream was part of my own personal
awakening, the sound of the river of life.
Nietzsche to Martin: You attacked my thoughts about value and
value metaphysical systems and Nihilism too as some kind of
subjectivity. We are humans and we use the rank of values to
ascribe a value and a judgment to everything we encounter.
Metaphysics in the past gave the foundation and ultimate support
to our rank of values (God as the highest), I wanted to re-do that
ranking and to put the meaning of the earth as the highest value
and mankind is above all. Plus, the old sayings and words of the
Christian God about blessed world, I wanted it to be gone! In fact,
I need to wash my hands after coming into contact with these so
called religious people. Image: wiping his hands dramatically in
mid-air to make this his crucial point. Oh, sorry; sometimes I get
carried away, please forgive me, you see that is why it was always
best for me to write in private or on long walks in the country side.
I did not mean to upset you; I appreciate your hospitality and did
not mean to overstep the bounds of our dialogue and our attempts
at thinking together. Nietzsche stands up and walks around the
room a little and takes a few marching steps – I need to walk
around and let my muscles celebrate.
Heidegger: Martin laughs, very charming; your little personal
problems are no interest to us. You wrote a note about misplacing
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your umbrella in one of your notebooks, and there has been no end
of discussion about that written remark (Derrida’s Spurs). What do
you think about your umbrella remark now? It is funny no doubt,
how little we really know about you as a teacher. You often lied in
your letters about how sick you were, so the university would pay
your stipend; and the whole story of rants against reading books
when your personal letters suggested you were indeed reading a lot
of books. So, Nietzsche we know that sometimes you are a little
larger than life. In fact, I tried to put you center stage with the
philosophical crowed of Germany and I even got Jasper to think
about you and write a book. We have to “acquire” you by first
waking up great and creative adversaries. Your life is just a group
of parables like mine. Philosophers no longer philosophize from
issues or from out their life’s facticity; but only from the dusty
books of their colleagues.
You know me too well, sir. At least, I did not suffer the same fate
as that little ugly Socrates.
The old Philology Professor asks the question to Martin; can we
know the will or just see the will in action?
Martin. The “will” is an ontological and ontic metaphysical
confusion that I have been struck by and finally got the vaccine
that saved my anti-metaphysical soul. Nietzsche you should have
used your philological sharpness to see historical problems with
Kant’s and Schopenhauer’s confusions about the concept of the
‘will’ including the will to life, will to power, and I call just the
will to will. On one hand, Nietzsche you were the beginning of a
new way of anti-metaphysical thinking; and yet, on the other hand
– you were seriously stuck in the myriad of Platonism and reaction
against it; plus, you did not twist your way free of planetary
Nihilism (thanks to Ernst Jünger’s for his insight).
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Nietzsche: Are you suggesting that the concept of “will” is no
longer available for us philosophers or should I put on my classical
philological hat now?
Nāgārjuna: This will is just action of the intellect – so, a part of
the confusing with the activity of the western philosophical core
concept of spirit – right? You think there is a spirit in the person
and nature that drives the rational spirit. Hegel has this idea in
spades – no? More non-sense stuff with no practical importance to
gain enlightenment – and certainly just an albino and empty
metaphysical concept made up by someone. Spirit and souls – no
wonder you western philosophers are the hand maidens of
Christian theology and eschatology. Unless you do yoga (yogashcitta-vrtti-nirodhah) your mind is active and it is best to rid
yourself of the suffering that comes out of your mind’s activity that
leads to suffering. Patanjali’s Yoga Sutras’s (200 AD) second
sutra is this definition of what is the essential nature of yoga.
Namely, in Sanskrit the words are: yogash-citta-vrtti-nirodhah or
yoga is the cessation of the fluctuation of the mind-stuff. Clear
your mind of all of that ‘stuff’ that is overburden you with the
heaviness – be rather light on your feet and in your mind. Martin
and Friedrich, now do you see why the Buddha was silent on these
kinds metaphysical questions? The question: is there eternal soul –
deserves no answer; hence, the Buddha’s silence. Do not make up
a conundrum here, since there is none. Just because there are
rabbits, it does not mean you have to go down the rabbit hole (like
Alice did).
Martin: Is for you not to say – yes?
Nāgārjuna (your doctor speaks): Right, your study of the history
of philosophy or the meta-historical analysis shows the endless
views and worldviews that have made up your western occidental
philosophy. I call that a terrible sickness and disease of holding on
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to views. Philosophy is not about constructing worldviews
(examples of: Kantian, realism, leftist, liberal, ethical, or rightwing). Why one view or another view? In the west you have
caught this dreaded disease and you seem to have little idea of
treatments and a cure for your headaches. Traditionally the six
schools (āstika) of Hindu philosophy are called: darśana which
means ‘views’. The old Sanskrit term for a "philosopher" is the
word: dārśanika. Catch the drift of these Sanskrit words?
Philosophy in general as just a ‘worldview’ is indeed a very old
notion or idea. Both in the eastern and western philosophy this
needs to be totally rejected now, no more fear of flying – just
flying now!
Friedrich: Yes. I tried to write about physics as just an
interpretation and the fundamental issue of perspectivism. Most if
not all philosophers suffer from paradigm paralysis and groupthink. The whole idea of –isms (even perspectivism) or –ismology
does not get to the matter for thinking, since it is just another
worldview of how to deal with a whole set of philosophical
questions and of course mostly it just “provides” so called
‘answers’ to these questions. But my friends: Lu Xun in China
1907, Karl Popper, Freud, Jung, Jasper, Adorno, Spengler, Mann,
Hesse, Jünger, Sartre, Foucault, Deleuze, Derrida, Dali, Picasso,
and even this funny little guy Feyerabend; yes, they all took and
stole my ideas. Incommensurability – oh, really? Come on where
did this all begin? With me – [I am] Nietzsche of course. I was
born posthumously…so many have read me cover to cover – no?
Influence others – not my idea. I could not contain my thoughts,
since they were much too powerful to remain unspoken. Martin
maybe you and the Buddha could be silent, but I did not have that
kind of awful strength of will.
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Martin: My meta-history of philosophy was to find the single
ontology and the same thought in all of the great philosophers. To
find one comprehensive ontology or the lost and covering up of
‘Being’ as Being and the whole process of redefinition is just as
universal. My best example is Hegel’s Science of Logic, book one
the doctrine of Being, Being (Sein) as just indeterminate
immediacy, the empty and pure nothing. Rather, my Being is the
rich fullness and it is not empty. Hegel maybe laughing now – but
we have completely different sides on the questions of ontology
and ontological thinking.
Nāgārjuna: Martin it seems that your notion of Being is the full
Being, unlike and opposite of Hegel, and it is just like the
Vedanta’s Brahman. Can that be right? Gut check. Are we thinking
yet?
Nietzsche: Ontology and concept of Being is just an empty fiction.
You know I am on the side of Heraclitus who was forever right on
this question mark.
Narrator: In fact, Nietzsche attacked all of this as the lie of unity,
the lie of thinghood (Dinglichkeit), of substance, of permanence.
The philosopher’s "Reason" is the reason that falsifies our true
testimony of the senses. That Being is an empty, blank, void,
vacuously and is just a fiction or in German: Dass das Sein eine
leere Fiktion ist. Hegel and Nietzsche are on the same side for a
change – wow, such a thing we should keep track of and write
down. Is it just so, Socrates?
Friedrich: I will take some hot cocoa now; since it is too late for
tea. I will never sleep if I have tea this late in the day. I ask you,
Martin why all of this hidden forests hut and so much
provincialism in your appearance? You know there are these
funny remarks of how you were dressed when you were in
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conversation with Ernst Cassirer in Davos, Switzerland in March
1929. You were dressed as a peasant and Ernst had on a three
piece suit. Let us just say it was a clash of cultures. Jimmy
Buffett’s Margaritaville versus the wall-street types. Did you
belong to the Wandervögel movement? Is that why you were dress
like that? Martin did you want to become a Gauleiter or like your
teacher Joseph Sauer (1872-1949) the Papal House Prelate? Yes, I
know, you were hung up on your Christian German culture
worldview. Why does God not make an unbreakable heart?
Nietzsche (addressing Martin): “The most universal sign of the
modern age: man has lost dignity in his own eyes to an incredible
extent. For a long time the center and tragic hero of existence in
general; then at least intent on proving himself closely related to
the decisive and essentially valuable side of existence--like all
metaphysicians who wish to cling to the dignity of man, with their
faith that moral values are cardinal values. Those who have
abandoned God, cling that much more firmly to the faith in
morality.”
Martin: You philologist, you are really attacking me now. My
most hidden and sensitive thoughts are being pounced on by you.
Narrator: Heidegger plays Mozart's the “The Marriage of Figaro”
on his record player. Heidegger added: “Mozart is God's string
music”. I like Karl Orff's opera “Anti-gone” too.
Martin: Something to drink? A mild Sylvaner wine perhaps?
Nāgārjuna: Just some warm water for me. The British brought
tea to India from China long after I was in India. There is no tea
traditionally in India; it was just used as a drug in traditional
medicine in India which is called Ayurveda medicine. The East
India Company started the first tea plantations in the lovely hill
stations of Assam in 1835. These are high up and yet merely in the
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foothills of the Himalayas. I will return to the state of Assam and
help those gorgeous tea pickers by giving the gift of the Buddha’s
message.
Martin: The historical destiny of philosophy culminates in the
recognition of the necessity of making Hölderlin's word be heard.
Nietzsche, did you hear that in poetic thinking (song of fate:
Schicksalslied) of Hölderlin?Hölderlin will save us? Or, is it
Hölderlin will save us?
Nietzsche (states clearly): There is no prophet here. The irony is
the fate of Germany was decided long before you born. Do not
look to the past – forward to the future now! Even I had to read
Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-1872) on the nearness of the future. Can
I also write these words in blood and the tears that I have for this
age: “The wasteland grows: woe unto him that harbours
wasteland” (Thus Spoke Zarathustra).
Martin: Ones I said “all philosophy from first to last merely
unfold its presupposition (Voraussetzung or Vor-aussetzung)”; and
I find it an important methodological point to start with all of our
presuppositions and to bring into question any of our foundational
principals. This is not in the context of the Frege- Strawson
tradition or the Karttunen/Schlenker presuppositions, since I am
talking about metaphysical systems, philosophical schools,
founders of philosophical traditions, and all of these crazy
philosophicalworldviews. Maybe just ontology as a viewism?
Nietzsche (asks to Martin): What about ethics and morality?
Martin: As I have said, “I have already indicated that
psychologism as a theory has not restricted itself to logic but has
already played a role in ethics and aesthetics, insofar as people
attempted to apprehend and understand the problem of ethics and
aesthetics from psychology. Husserl’s’ criticism was directed
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essentially at to psychologism in logic, although his criticism
occasionally touch in passing on basic questions in ethics. In that
context, Husserl shows that every ethics claims to be a science of
norms, a science of correct acting, analogous to logic as science of
the norms of correct thinking. Therefore, it presupposes as
theoretical discipline as the foundational discipline for a normative
science of norms – and that science cannot be psychology. Rather,
just as logic deals with pure content of propositions, so
analogously ethics must deal with pure content of norms, that is,
values. In other words, Husserl’s and critique of psychologism also
opened the path to a critique of values. Max Scheler (1874-1928)
has taken up this question, and in the field of ethics or practical
philosophy has constructed an ethics of value.” (November of
1925). This is my ethics or am I just confused? The fundamental
concept of “value” has been broken-up and genealogical
investigated.
Nāgārjuna – Please Martin; you are still working out a
philosophical project as worldview, metaphysical goal setting, fate,
and creating a value system or even an ethics – hence, everything
you say you want to really drop and then get on with nonmetaphysical thinking and in your case the second thinking of
Being; but instead you are still stuck like a fly in the philosophical
bottle looking for the way out. Look around for once: there is no
Wittgenstein’s bottle. Or is it rather like a geometer’s nightmare:
the Klein bottle? Felix Klein (1882) thought up a true four
dimensional bottle with no inside, or is it no outside? Two Möbius
loops are used to create a bottle that does not really exist; so image
being inside a Klein bottle and no way out. “What is your aim in
Philosophy? It is to show the fly the way out of the fly-bottle”
(Philosophical Investigations, #309) by Wittgenstein. Was ist dein
Ziel in der Philosophie? What is the target, goal, aim, purpose,
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finish or point of Philosophy?Then asked the famous Wittgenstein.
For us Buddhist there is no bottle – but the way forward is the four
truths and eightfold path toward Nirvāṇa(िनवाण).
Narrator: Goalessness is sometime translated from German as
aimlessness. Nietzsche first used this term in 1875, and last time in
a note from the Fall of 1887 – for twelve years. For Nietzsche the
word ‘goalessness’ (Ziellosigkeit) is a form and basic belief of
Nihilist (Will to Power, #25). Heidegger wrote in the
Contributions, “Nihilism in Nietzsche’s sense means that all goals
are gone”. Later in this paragraph he talks of ‘admit the goallessness’ and then believing again in goals, for example: the volk
(people), movies, seaside resort vacations. On the other hand, he
also talks about his own goals in the Contributions; Heidegger
remarks about the goal is just “seeking”. In Contributions he goes
on to say, “In this way the inceptual mindfulness of thinking
becomes necessarily genuine thinking, i.e., a thinking that sets
goals. What gets set is not just any goal, and not the goal in
general, but the one and only and thus singular goal of our history.
This goal is the seeking itself, the seeking of ‘Being’ (Seyn).”
Heidegger is seeking a worldview of ‘Being’, the value of the
highest is Being, the goal is seeking for fullness of Being. See,
what is the fundamental conundrum and riddle here for us now?
Martin speaks thoughtful, in Mindfulness (Besinnung (1938/39,
GA 66)) I am no longer talking about goals but I say in the poetic
introduction “We do not know goals and are only a pathway.”
Indeed, the whole notion of goals requires the will to a goal or
even just a will; so as we are moving the will to power or the will
to will out of metaphysics; hence, this means that process of setting
goals also has to be left behind. He clearly saw this issue in the
Considerations(Überlegungen) X section 52 according to Richard
Polt’s review.I wrote in GA 95 (pages 330-331).“Nietzsche's
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goalessness "of life" is only the reversal of Platonism, of the
purposes of the "idea" is being a role model and "goal".”
(“Nietzsches Ziellosigkeit »des Lebens« ist nur die Umkehrung des
Platonismus, der das Sein im Sinne der »Idee« als Vorbild und
»Ziel« setzt.“).
In terms of culture, this is seen in the goals setting of such
ideals as: Plato’s Republic, Karl Marx’s communist utopia, or
during in 1930s in Germany the so called “Thousand-Year
Empire“. Nietzsche was critical of the improvers of mankind in
Twilight of Idols and other idols or ideals. Can we will non-willing
as such? I no longer will a goal. A few days before Martin death in
1976, he came up with the motto for his collected writings
(Gesamtausgabe). He engraved the words: “Wege – nicht Werke".
Ways – not works. In the summer of 1946 when the city of
Freiburg was a mess, I (Martin) started working with the Chinese
philosopher, Paul Shih-yi Hsiao here at the cottage on translating
from Chinese into German the famous book Tao Te Ching, Dao De
Jing, or Daodejing–hence, Tao as the way. I learned much from
the Chinese philosophy, but because of the difference in languages
I was always afraid to step in to the deep. Crib a few notes – no?
Martin: The goalessness will not go away by its own account in
any of our thinking. Can we affirm without a will, generally
speaking no goals at all – how does that compress our way of
doing philosophy? Can we just dismember the common sense view
of philosophy now?
Nietzsche: “Without music, life would be a mistake”. How about
Nāgārjunacan you play on your new device with some excellent
Indian music. Amazon Echo, Nāgārjuna says, “Alexa play the
alum the 3 Sisters - 30 Hits - Lata, Asha, Usha Lata Mangeshkar,
Asha Bhosle & Usha Mangeshkar.” The first song, Shri Ganeshay
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Namah starts playing. New technology at work. The mood changes
and for a brief time the three thinkers are active listeners.
Nietzsche (starts talking again): I once wrote: The entire idealism
of mankind hitherto is on the point of changing suddenly into
nihilism--into the belief in absolute valuelessness (Wertlosigkeit),
i.e., meaninglessness (Sinnlosigkeit). (Will to Power, #617).
Active Nihilism affirms the goallessness and affirms life without
goals or values. Incomplete Nihilism is when revelations of values
are incomplete or just when old values are re-inverted, which is the
flip flop of core values. The idea of complete Nihilism no longer
needs the concept of values at all. Nihilism has the will to the
continuing return of nothingness-ing, valuelessness-ing, and
goallessness-ing. We must take all the Indo-European languages
abstract nouns and turn them in verbs, since we live in a ‘verbing”
world of process and change. Hegel, Nietzsche, Whitehead, the
Hopi Indians in the southwest, they all want us to reject abstract
and static nouns, since everything is becoming. Our language
makes us confused about the world. Johann Herder (1744-1803)
made some progress on this knot. Remember our real world
without the Indo-European grammar: Heraclitus said you cannot
step twice in the same river. Heidegger your lecture notes for a
1939 seminar that focused on J. G. Herder's treatise On the Origin
of Languagedid not get very far, in fact, given the cheerleader
build up – why are these notes not more famous? Perhaps 1939
was not a good year for you.
I am getting uptight. Heidegger goes on to say, I see in
every western metaphysical system is indeed a system of valueestimations. I also remarked, to think against values therefore does
not mean to beat the drum for valueslnessness and nullity of
beings. Values started with Plato and the ideal and/or the idea of
the Form of the Good (agathon); and idea of values is now at the
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historically end of western philosophy with Nietzsche and his
revaluation of all values. But what is really next for us?
Game on! Nietzsche says.
Nāgārjuna (looks around and says): Both of you should not get
locked up with this stuff. Rid your minds of this crap. I know it
sounds like a lapidary (made of stone) statement; but get with the
program would you. Sometimes western philosophy is just simply
gnarly with your disease and it ends up with just punching your
way out of a paper bag. You and Sisyphus keep rolling the rock up
the hill – creating these endless views and worldviews. Stuck in
your recent cultural values and others with their common sense and
common language. EvenRudolf Carnap (1891-1970) thought that
all philosophical problems are just pseudo-problems that are in fact
outcome of a misuse of language and confusions.
Narrator:In 1932, Martin penned the words, "There is no point of
viewlessness, there is only choice of point of view, strength of
point of view, and courage of point of view." Supposedly,
Heidegger came up with the German word “Ansichtslosigkeit”.
There is an interesting Sanskrit word that is related: adṛṣṭavādinī
translated as notviewism or non-viewism, Made by a- prefix
meaning not, and dṛṣṭi - view, vādinī or vādin which translation to
–ism or school (doctrine or theory). The German word:
Ansichtslosigkeit-ismus = (in Sanskrit adṛṣṭavādinī) or,
notviewism, non-viewism, viewless-ism, or viewlessness-ism.
Nāgārjuna(exclaims): I really like it when Martin’s German ends
up with a Sanskrit word. I know, I know it is just a few words but
it is remarkable that it is your German word and the Sanskrit term
are pointing and indicating to us – what is the core of the Buddha’s
viewlessness as our path. Both of should get on the bandwagon
now.
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Nietzsche: The last time, I was in wagon with anyone was in
Lucerne (Switzerland) with my gorgeous lovely young Russian
friend Ms. Lou von Salomé with a whip in her hand and my other
friend Paul Rée during the spring in May 1882. There is a photo of
us. But for the final record: I do not join any group or any
organization at all. Some join groupslike some kind of Socialism
and formal religions. Even the Amish are better than getting
involved in structured groups. Obviously, all of those notions are
for the hopeless sheep; and I am always in first and foremost a
hawk or a flying eagle – singular, unique, distinct, and just me. Is
this in the Promenade of the puzzle?My aphorism fly of the face of
the page, off of the screen and strike at the heart of all who hear
me. Most of my adversary are on the ground before they know
what hit them. My critical punches are just too powerful.
Heidegger(whispers in a soft voice): “Yet we must heed one thing:
this standpoint of freedom-from-standpoints is of the opinion
(Meinung) that it has overcome the one-sidedness and bias of prior
philosophy, which always was, and is, defined by its standpoints.
However, the standpoint of Standpointlessness (Standpunktslosigkeit) represents no overcoming (Uberwindung). In truth it is
the extreme consequence, affirmation, and final stage of that
opinion concerning philosophy which locates all philosophy
extrinsically in standpoints that are ultimately right in front of us,
standpoints whose one-sidedness we can try to bring into
equilibrium.”
In another place, in 1932; I wrote these words and thoughts
on standpointlessnes:
“The desire to philosophize from the standpoint of
standpointlessness, as a purportedly genuine and superior
objectivity, is either childish, or, as it usually the case,
disingenuous…Not freedom from any standpoint (something
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fantastic), but the right choice of standpoint, the courage to a
standpoint, the setting in action of a standpoint and holding out
within it, is the task: a task, admittedly, which can only be enacted
in philosophical work…”
Some years before, during 1928 -- I had tried to make the
point essentially: Heidegger says: philosophy is a stance, not a
standpoint. I often thought of historical Socrates before Plato had
his total way with him. Do we have the “courage to a standpoint”?
(Martin goes in to the other room and comes back with
some cheese and bread. He sits down at the table with his friends.
The evening is getting colder and darker now.)
Nietzsche: “This looks good to eat. I am a bit tired and exhausted.”
Nietzsche goes on and says, in year 1886, I had drunk cognac
twice; but before in December 1882, Lou’s created such darkness
for me I took opium; but now I am cured of that darkness.
“Alcohol does not agree with me; one glass of wine or beer a day is
enough to turn life into a valley of tears for me; in Munich live my
antipodes.”
Like the singer Madonna I needed to re-invent myself; and
hence transformed my thinking into my wonderful Zarathustra and
in ten days I wrote the first part. With regard to Lou and Rée, I
once wrote, “In every conversation between three people, one
person is superfluous and therefore prevents the depth of the
conversation." I was mistaken to make that a general rule, because
our experience today has convinced me that three minds are indeed
better than two. What do you think?
Heidegger (gives a pronouncement): Being here with you both
now reminds me of the story that my precious Greek philosopher
Aristotle wrote down: ‘Heraclitus said to some strangers who
wanted to come visit him. Having arrived, they saw him warming
himself at a stove. Surprised, they stood there in consternation—
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above all because he encouraged them, the astounded ones, and
called them to come in, with the words, ‘For here too the gods
come to presence’ (in De partibus animalium). The cottage (Die
Hütte) has brought the two of you here and now I have to ponder
and reconsider what calls for us for thinking; and what simply calls
for thinking. The most thought-provoking thing about the times we
live in is that we still are not thinking.
Nietzsche: I have enjoyed spending some time with the both of
you. For me, I would rather quote the great Roman poet, Horace
(65 BC to 8 BC) from his letter, where he says: “Time will bring to
light whatever is hidden; it will conceal and cover up what is now
shining with the greatest splendor”. Thinking and learning may
bring total un-concealment.
Nāgārjuna: takes out a figfruit from under his monk robe and
opens the fig up; and holds up an extremely rare uḍumbara (उडु र)
flower… he has a mysterious and exalted smile on his face….but
says nothing.
Narrator (end note):“The Buddha told Sāriputta, “A wonderful
Dharma such as this is spoken only occasionally by the Buddhas,
the Thus Come Ones, just as the udumbara flower appears but once
in a great while.”Sūtra on the White Lotus of the Sublime Dharma,
Saddharmapuṇḍarīka Sūtra (स मपु रीक सू ), short name: Lotus
Sūtra, from chapter 2. Sāriputta was both the Dakkhinasāvaka and
Paṭhamasāvaka disciple of the Gautama Buddha.
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The origin of the word tradition can be traced back to the
Latin noun traditio (handing over), which is derived from the verb
tradere (handover, deliver). The word traditio corresponds closely
to the Greek word paradosis, which also has the same meaning. In
ancient times, Latin and Greek theologians used traditio and
paradosis, in the sense of “teaching” or “instruction”, very often to
denote the body of teachings preserved and handed down by the
church as “the catholic faith.” Thus “transmitting” and “handing
over” had been the fundamental meaning of the initial Greek word
Paradosis and Latin tradere. As the tradition played a critical role
in the ancient society, there had been a continuous endeavor to
express and pass on the transmitted beliefs and customs in a
specific form and expression to others. This process is
characterized by a tension between loyalty and creativity; thus by
an urge for identification with tradition and the need to make it
relevant in response to the prevailing (mostly changing)
conditions.
Originally, the word “tradition had a religious meaning.
The French “Robert2” dictionary defines it as a “religious or moral
doctrine or practice that is handed down over the centuries by the
word of the mouth or by example”. Later on with the covering of
knowledge, morals, the arts and so on, tradition came to mean “a
way or pattern or thinking, doing or taking action that is inherited
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from the past”. Thus tradition in addition to being a product of past
is also a contemporary reality. The Dictionary of Ethology3 gives
the following definition of tradition: “that which persists from the
past into the present, where it is handed on and remains active and
accepted by those receiving it, who hand it down from generation
to generation”. Webster’s Third New International Unabridged
Dictionary4, defines tradition as “the process of handing down
information, opinions, beliefs, and customs by word of mouth or
by example; transmission of knowledge and institutions through
successive generations without written instruction”.
The Micropedia of the Encyclopedia Britannica5 defines
tradition as “the aggregate of customs, beliefs and practices that
give continuity to a culture, civilization, or social group and thus
shape its views …” (1986), leaving out any mention of oral
transmission. Perhaps older and more conservative definitions
contained oral transmission as a necessary part, but newer views
have moved away from this perspective.
Tradition as the Ontological Roots
Being basically a moral and social concept, tradition also
plays a vital role as an ontological and explanatory one. In order to
explain the features of various works, actions and practices one has
to locate them in the context of a particular tradition. The concept
of tradition applies to every sphere of human culture including
science, arts, letters, education, law, politics and religion since
culture itself depends on teaching and learning which presuppose a
tradition i.e. received from the hands, lips or the examples of the
others. Tradition, structure, heritage or paradigm is thus integral to
the understanding of human condition. Tradition penetrates every
sphere of human life and culture. The process of socialization itself
presumes an inherited set of shared understandings. This is not to
say that tradition is an unchangeable category that determines or
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even limits later performances but it can be extended, modified or
even rejected in a way that might make it anything but constructive
of beliefs and actions of the concerned people. It is a common
practice in hermeneutic tradition to talk of tradition as integral to
everything the individual ever does. It seems valid until we
consider it as a necessary part of the background to everything any
one believes or does. But it is not a necessary presence in all that
people believe and do. Tradition is unavoidable as a starting point,
not as a final destination.
Essentialists equate tradition with fixed essences to which
they ascribe variations. They define traditions in terms of an
unchanging core; that appears in different outer garbs from time to
time and even from person to person. They might identify a
tradition with a group of ideas widely shared by a number of
individuals although no particular idea was held by all of them. Or
they might identify a tradition with a group of ideas that was
passed down from generation to generation, changing a little each
time, so that no single idea persists from start to finish. The bearer
of tradition might think of it as a unified whole possessing as
essential core but this is not the case. In fact, a tradition is
composed of a variety of parts, each of which can be reflected
upon, and so accepted, modified, or rejected, by itself. There is a
constant urge among people to improve their heritage by making it
more coherent, more accurate and more relevant to contemporary
issues, so rather than accepting a tradition as a whole they often do
respond selectively to it; they accept some parts of it, modify other,
and reject others. Furthermore, tradition is an outcome of a long
historical process that works through others on the people.
Individuals pick up their initial beliefs and practices by listening to
and watching other people, including their parents, educators, the
authors they read, and their peers. They in turn modify and pass
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this always-changing set of beliefs and practices down to the next
generation.
Beliefs, practices and hence tradition persists and develops
through time as it passes from generation to generation. The bearer
of a tradition might think of it as a unified whole possessing an
essential core. In fact, however, it will be composed of a variety of
parts, each of which can be reflected upon, and so accepted,
modified, or rejected, by itself. Individuals can respond selectively
to the different parts of the tradition they acquire as an inheritance.
Indeed, because people usually want to improve their heritage by
making it more coherent, more accurate, and more relevant to
contemporary issues, they often do respond selectively to it; they
accept some parts of it, modify others, and reject others. Traditions
change as they are transmitted from person to person. Tradition is
an influence that works through others on people, rather than a
defining presence in all people believe and do. Individuals pick up
their initial beliefs and practices by listening to and watching other
people, including their parents, educators, the authors they read,
and their peers. The learning process requires teachers who initiate
and pupils who learn typically each individual will fulfil both of
these roles at some point in time. The teachers once will have been
pupils who acquired their initial beliefs and practices from earlier
teachers, and the pupils later will become teachers who provide
future pupils with initial beliefs and practices. It is because beliefs
and practices thus pass from generation to generation that we can
talk of teachers initiating pupils into a tradition that persists and
develops through time.
Although pupils receive their inheritance from teachers
during fairly brief moments in time, these moments always
represent the culmination of a larger historical process. The teacher
who transmits the inheritance is just the most recent link in a long

Journal of Darśana, Vol. - II July-December, 2015

34

chain of people who began as pupils and ended as teachers, passing
an always changing set of beliefs and practices down to each other.
A long historical sequence lies behind the comparatively brief
moment when a new pupil is initiated into a tradition.
Tradition as Beliefs and Practices
Tradition is a set of beliefs which are connected to each
other both temporally as well as conceptually. The connection
between belief and practice must be consistent and coherent. Both
belief and practice must form an intelligible whole. There must be
a minimum level of consistency between the beliefs and actions of
an individual. Therefore, the tradition could not guide someone
how to move until both parts of tradition i.e., beliefs and practice
are integrated into a coherent whole. The same argument can be
given for the inner consistency of the beliefs and practices in its
sustentative content even if it also does so in a number of their
other features, including an approach to certain objects, a mode of
presentation, or an expression of allegiance. It must be noted that
only a coherent set of beliefs and practices could provide a
newcomer an initial entry into the world. It is fine that beliefs and
practices in a tradition must show a degree of conceptual
coherence but this coherence may not be absolute. Tradition is not
just a set of random beliefs and actions which individuals normally
held. If, for example, historians discovered that various people
believed both that God came to earth and that our souls survived
death, they could not talk of a tradition composed of these beliefs
alone. But if the historians take these beliefs along with other
beliefs such as that Christ, the son of God came to earth and taught
his followers to have faith in afterlife, and then they could talk of a
Christian tradition that is a set of consistent set of beliefs.
It may be noted here that though the beliefs within a
tradition must be related both temporally and conceptually, their
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substantive content is not important. All beliefs and practices must
have their roots in tradition as tradition is inevitable. They must do
so whether they are aesthetic or practical, sacred or secular,
legendary or factual, pre-modern or scientific, valued because of
their lineage or their reasonableness. It is not important whether
they are transmitted in oral form or in a written form. Furthermore,
such details like whether pupils recognize them on another’s
authority or through the vision of how to derive them from first
principles are also unimportant. All beliefs and all practices must
arise against the background of tradition. Any scientist trained in
modern science does not work out appropriate procedures,
reasoning, and accepted truths by themselves. Instead, they are
initiated into a tradition of science by their teachers, and only after
they have been thus initiated do they proceed to advance science
through their own work. It cannot be denied that these scientists
later can certainly challenge the accepted beliefs but they do so
against the background of a tradition into which they already have
been initiated.
Any description of a tradition will be incomplete without
identifying a set of associated beliefs and habits that intentionally
or unintentionally transferred from one generation to the next.
Furthermore, if anyone wants to place oneself in a tradition then he
or she has to defend a particular description of the temporal and
conceptual relationships between the beliefs and practices of those
one sees as his predecessors. Our interpretation and understanding,
its development and orientation, all are dependent on the
experience and insight of our predecessors. Today’s science is the
fruit of over centuries of controlled scientific investigation and
deduction.
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Tradition as the Immanent Principles of Universal Order
Tradition is the handing on of a complex of established
means of facilitating our understanding of the immanent principles
of universal order, since it has not been given to mankind to
understand unaided the meaning of his existence. The term
tradition can be understood in terms of the spiritual relationship
between a master and a pupil. Intended for the general mass of the
faithful, the doctrine split into three elements, dogma for the
reason, morals for the mind, and rites and ceremonies for the body.
We recognize the privileged centre as possessing an inexhaustibly
rich store of possibilities which are mediated to us by means of
symbols.
If we visualize tradition in its distorted sense, it means
nothing but a dead weight. However, it should not be taken in the
sense that a specific tradition did not contain timeless values and
truths at the time it originated. But with time, its true meaning may
be forgotten, the rituals involved may be mechanically repeated
and thus the tradition becomes deadened. But it should not be
forgotten that tradition might involve a meaningful truth, an
experience, a custom that was valid at a certain time in history,
under certain conditions and circumstances. But to continue the
same customs under completely different circumstances where the
meaning of this tradition has been lost is therefore a process of
death, rather than of life. To carry on the tradition with no fresh
thought, submitting oneself to senseless blind habits that fails to
elucidate through acts or attitudes the divine truth contained in the
tradition in question, signifies death. To be alive implies a dynamic
thinking process and awareness.
Tradition can be an intensely meaningful reality, or it can
be a meaningless, dead repetition of the past that no longer has any
application in the now. In real terms, Tradition implies the
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sustenance of faith in eternal truths and values. When a cosmic
power manifests itself in human life, those who experience the
inevitable beauty, goodness and rightness of this cosmic power
wants to continue its expression. Any true tradition is a sustained
experience of the same dynamic aliveness time and again.
Tradition in its true sense implies adherence to eternal values or to
certain aspects of these values, depending on which particular
tradition we have in mind. It should be noted here that human
responses to tradition are deeply embedded in the personality. All
aspects of society are influenced by each individual’s attitude to
tradition. A person may be aware of the true sense of tradition in
the present situation or he or she may be just repeating an act out
of habit. Now there is a great deal of difference between these two
situations.
Politics and religion are very clearly influenced by and also
reflect a specific society’s attitude to tradition. Tradition can said
to be a body of undefined teaching. The contents and limits of this
teaching are not available for inspection or study. This is in
contrast to the Holy Scriptures, which anyone can read and
examine for himself. If a claim is made that a particular teaching is
biblical, anyone can verify or refute my claim by checking out the
Bible.
Tradition as the Unwritten Story
Traditions are “unwritten”. One cannot go to a library and
read them for oneself. Since it is not possible to have pure
experiences, therefore, we must necessarily construe our personal
experiences in terms of a prior bundle of theories. It is not possible
to arrive at beliefs through experiences unless we already have a
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prior set of beliefs. The outcome of a set of beliefs out of
experiences presupposes a set of beliefs in terms of which we can
read out our experiences. Therefore, we cannot explain a belief by
reference to the pure experiences of the relevant individual. All our
experiences can take us to beliefs only because we already have
access to sets of belief in the form of the traditions of our
community through their participation in traditions individuals
mange to acquire their beliefs.
It may not be difficult to understand now this relevant point
that the inevitable influence of tradition does not mean that there is
no human agency. It is perfectly alright that individuals must begin
their journey against the background of tradition. But it is equally
true that later they can modify that tradition. Although they are
inescapably influenced by it, they are not determined by it. It is
equally true that the ability to develop traditions is an essential part
of our being in the world. In our day to day life we face novel
situations that require us apply tradition in afresh way. Every time
we attempt to apply a tradition, we have to reflect on it. We have to
try to understand it afresh in the light of the relevant
circumstances. Through such reflection, we necessarily open it up
to possible innovation. In this way, the human agency certainly
plays its important role. Therefore, both social backdrop of a
person as well as the human agency plays the significant role.
Therefore, the concept of tradition suggests that a social
inheritance comes to each individual who, through their agency,
then can give a new shape to this inheritance even as they pass it
on to the succeeding generations.
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Tradition as the Contingent and Evolving Entity
Tradition forms the inevitable background to human life.
Tradition is the background, the foundation on which all others
rest. Although tradition constitutes the inevitable background to all
we say and do, but not a constitutive presence in all we say and do.
Traditions are contingent and evolving entities that operate through
teachers as influences on pupils, where the pupils then can extend
and modify them in unlimited ways. The tradition, therefore,
explains the set of beliefs and practices people carry on. It does not
explain why they went on to change these initial beliefs and
practices in the ways they did. But it can be fairly said that pupils
sometimes remain faithful to their inheritance, they sometimes
hold to beliefs and practices that correspond to a tradition imparted
to them by others. For instance, when pupils learn something from
a teacher, one way of explaining the beliefs and actions of the
pupils is to say that they learnt them from a teacher. Thus,
historians sometimes can explain why people believe or do
something simply by saying that they learnt it from teachers who
imparted a tradition to them. It is also an important point to note
here that no belief or action can be self-supporting. Individuals
always must locate their particular beliefs and actions in a larger
set. Pupils must acquire a set of beliefs and actions in an initial
process of socialization before they can modify.
At this point one can reminded of the story of the five blind
men and the elephant. Each of the blind men described the
elephant accurately in terms of his own limited perceptions.
Tradition has been used in scholarship as a tool in various limited
contexts, all of which may be valid within their prescribed limits.
The concept of tradition is multifaceted. It consists of many
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separate elements which may never be found together as a whole
in nature.
Traditions are evolving entities that play an instrumental
role in our understanding. Traditions help us to explain a particular
action or belief by relating it to past actions or beliefs. It is wrong
to understand tradition as some fixed entity that enable us to
evaluate particular beliefs and actions against an authentic set of
experiences, actions, and beliefs.
There is no tradition that can be completely defined in
terms of some particular set of beliefs, experiences, or actions.
Historians must define traditions in terms of beliefs that were
related to one another in an appropriate manner. Historians can
identify a tradition only through a study of the beliefs and actions
of the individuals within it. Only the beliefs and actions of
individuals can acquaint them with traditions; only inference from
the beliefs and actions of individuals can enable them to explore
the nature of traditions; and only checks against the beliefs and
actions of individuals can provide them with tests of their claims
about traditions.
A number of ideas emanate from the analysis of the
concept of tradition. It has both a vertical and a horizontal
dimension. It means that the tradition consists of not only
continuities, i.e., what is "handed down" through time but also
consistencies, i.e., similarities in behavior across space. It is not
individual but social or communal. Some aspects of culture are
considered traditions, and value judgments are made about them.
People learn, perform and actively transmit some traditions while
only passively responding to others. Traditions define events, mark
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major passages in life. They are used to express, reinforce and
promote group identity. Traditions are symbolic constructions of
the past in the present for the future. From the conservative point
of view, ‘tradition’ is viewed as something that remains relatively
constant and is endowed with a timeless authority. The tradition
must not change if its integrity is to be maintained. Those who are
criticizing the groups for changing their tradition often take the
stance that any departure from the tradition is a betrayal. Another
standpoint is that tradition is something which should relate to the
present rather than the past. It is an organic process with change or
evolution as an integral part of its nature as opposed to a fixed
entity which, from their perspective, cannot avoid eventual
ossification. According to this standpoint, tradition is something
that is generated by individuals and their responses to a changing
socio-cultural climate, rather than something which pre-exists as a
product of some mythical collective ‘folk’. An average mean of
these two positions suggests that the traditions handed down by the
elders should be respected and the integrity of the cultural heritage
should be given due value. At the same time the tradition must
keep on moving forward and developing contemporary forms of
expression. Only then any tradition can said to be a living entity.
It would suffice to conclude with the observations made by
George F. McLean: “The cumulative result of the extended process
of learning and testing constitutes tradition, e.g. the historical and
prophetical books of the Bible are an extended concrete account of
the process of the people’s discovery of wisdom in interaction with
the divine”. He further says, “Tradition is, then, not simply every
thing that ever happened; it is rather what appears significant. It
does not subsist in itself, but must be described properly and by
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different voices in order to draw out its different aspects. It is not
an object in itself but it is a rich source from where multiple
themes can be drawn according to the motivation and interest of
the inquirer”6.
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Knowledge and Scepticism
(An Analysis of the Debate between G.E. Moore and Ludwig Wittgenstein)

Ms. Shruti Kapur1*

In the present article, I propose to discuss two key
epistemological issues in the Western philosophical tradition,
namely, knowledge and skepticism, which creates a debate
between Wittgenstein in his On Certainty and Moore in his “A
Defense of Common Sense.” The debate is quite perplexing
according to Wittgenstein. This is a unique debate where both
Wittgenstein and Moore arrive at the same conclusion that the
sceptic is wrong, but the arguments they advance are different
from each other. Despite having the same goal, Wittgenstein is
rather trying to criticize Moore’s these arguments and also his
conception of certainty.
I divide the paper into five sections. In the first section, I
shall discuss in brief the issues concerning knowledge, that is, the
nature and characteristics of knowledge and the difference between
“knowledge” and “belief.” In section two, I shall discuss sceptic’s
position. Section three will cast light on Moore’s position. In the
fourth section, Wittgenstein’s position in his text On Certainty will
be elucidated where I shall concentrate on Wittgenstein’s central
lines of argument, his characterization of sceptical doubt, and the
argument that sceptical doubt so characterized is incoherent. In the
fifth and the final section, I shall do a critical evaluation.
This article takes into consideration the following issues:
1.

Knowledge
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-

Nature and Characteristics of Knowledge.
Distinction between knowledge and Belief.
2.
Sceptics position
- Scepticism defined.
- Four-fold argument given by the sceptic and the four-fold
reply by the opponent.
3.
Moore’s position
4.
Wittgenstein’s Position
5.
Conclusion – A brief critical evaluation.
Knowledge
Nature and Characteristics of knowledge
The problem of knowledge that is, the problem in
epistemology is the central foundation of all philosophies because
philosophy is primarily concerned with analyzing knowledge. The
characteristics that knowledge must possess as opposed to belief
are three in number. It must be true, certain and one who is
claiming to say must have a right to certainty. Here evolves a
question that what is there in ‘belief’ that is not there in
‘knowledge’. So, a distinction has to be made between
‘knowledge’ and ‘belief’.
Distinction between Knowledge and Belief
‘Knowledge’ and ‘Belief’ are two different things that is,
the verb “I know” and “I believe” are two different things. To
begin with, the verb “I know” can be used in a number of ways. It
may refer to knowledge, ability, acquaintance, assurance, and so
on. The word “I know” itself supplements an answer to the “How
do I know?” The question about “I know” arises only in case
where the question “How do I know?” arises. The word “I know”
is also used in a context when someone else shows uncertainty

45

Knowledge and Scepticism

about the identity of any physical object. That is, “I know” is used
as an expression of certainty or authentication.
The criterion of “Certainty” varies from one context to the
other. “Certainty” is not something which is defined but context
related or dependent and context is determined by a form of life (It
is also related with rationality and it is the language game which
determines rationality. The point is that “just as there are varieties
of rationality, there are varieties of certainty”). To use this word,
what is required is some kind of a language game or a form of life.
And, form of life is something for which no justification is
required. Without a context, the word “I know” has no meaning. It
looks like a knowledge statement but it is not an expression of a
knowledge claim at all (OC 359). For example, “I know that I am
in pain” is not a knowledge statement but it is an expression of
anger.
Moore according to Wittgenstein is using the word “I
know” as “I believe”. In nutshell, “I know” and “I believe” has
more or less same sense of communication but the only difference
is that “I know” carries some amount of authenticity that is, the
purpose of the use of “I know” is to reassert the truth of the
proposition while the term “I believe” totally is without certainty.
The question of knowledge arises only within a form of
life. That is, it is only within a form of life that “knowledge” or
“belief” makes sense, outside the form of life, it has no meaning.
In other words, according to Wittgenstein, if we talk about doubt,
that also makes sense in a certain language game, system,
environment or a form of life. And this can be better explained
with the help of the following examples. “I believe that all snakes
are dangerous but I am not certain”, “A medical doctor has a right
to certainty but a doctor of philosophy doesn’t have a right to
certainty and many more examples can be discussed in this light.
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Having discussed the issues pertaining to knowledge, let us
talk about the sceptic’s position.
II
Sceptic’s Position
Scepticism is the view that knowledge is impossible either
in general or with respect to a particular domain or sphere. A
sceptic is a person who thinks that knowledge is not possible and
the precise argument given by a sceptic is that it is possible that
there is ‘truth’(which refers to something factual), ‘certainty’
(factual and psychological) but ‘right to certainty’ is not there that
is, it is always doubtful. This statement can be explained with the
help of an example of a ‘table’. It is true that “this is a table” and
“I” am certain that “this is a table” but one doesn’t possess the
right to certainty to say that there is a table lying outside. Even if
the concept of table is known to us still one cannot say that it is a
“table”. To the sceptics, given the experience there is no right to
certainty. For example, there is no qualitative difference between
dream state and waking state or imagination because given the
experience one cannot differentiate between reality and
imagination. The nucleus of sceptics thinking vest with the notion
of uncertainty of knowledge, to them it is the belief which is only
possible.
There are two kinds of scepticism, antecedent and
consequent. Hume, throughout the enquiry into human
understanding has been employing a kind of consequent skepticism
contrary to Descartes who is an antecedent sceptic because it
warrants some definite starting point before any reasoning can
begin. Modern scepticism is extracted from Descartes which is
founded on the assumption that for a proposition to be known, it
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must either be evident that is, self-evident or evident to the senses,
or be adequately supported by evident propositions.
The four-fold argument
A sceptic lays down the four-fold argument for the
impossibility of knowledge which is being discussed as under.
To begin with, sceptics maintain that “we cannot see things
directly”. This statement can be explained with the example of a
physical object such as “table”. The entire table cannot be seen that
is, first of all, the front side of the table is seen, then the top, and so
on. That is, by seeing a portion of the table, one cannot deduce that
it is a “table”.
According to the sceptics, “what we directly see is the
sense data and not the object” (sense data is defined as something
which cannot be articulated).
Sceptics are of the view that “From what I directly see, I
cannot deduce that there are objects or infer, for example, that it is
a table”. According to the sceptics, the “table” is not given to us
but it is only the sense data. That is, it is only a construct which is
being framed in our mind. Resultantly, one can’t deduce that there
are objects.
These are the four steps and the sceptics attack these on the
basis of right to certainty. Corresponding to these four steps of
sceptics the four-fold reply has been also given but none of them is
found to be satisfactory.
Having discussed the sceptic’s position, I shall cast light on
Moore’s position.
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III
Moore’s position
To begin with, G.E. Moore was one of the most influential
British philosophers of the 20th century. In this section, I shall try
to analyze the various kinds of propositions which constitute the
common sense view of the existence of the external world which
originates in the article ‘A Defence of Common Sense’ which was
G.E. Moore’s contribution to the collection of essays published in
1925 under the title Contemporary British Philosophy.
In his paper, ‘A Defence of Common Sense’ Moore makes
efforts to denounce scepticism by arguing that at least some of our
beliefs about the world are absolutely certain that is, to him, these
beliefs are common sense. Here, Moore does not attempt to define
the word ‘common sense’ or the phrase ‘a common-sense
proposition’. Rather he starts by laying down a long list of
propositions that is, common sense beliefs, all of which he claims
to know with certainty to be true. To Moore, the common-sense
propositions which I shall discuss below are grounded on evidence,
although one cannot tell what it is, and that they entail that there is
a mind-independent world, and thus refute scepticism.
He gives a positive statement of his naïve realism that is a
position of common sense with respect to the propositions such as,
‘existence of physical objects’, ‘that the object one is pointing to is
one’s hand’, ‘the earth has existed for many years past’ and
propositions such as “time is unreal, “space is unreal”, and
“material objects are unreal” and also statements about the
existence and behavior of his own body. That is, ‘I am a human
being’; ‘There exists at present a living human body, which is my
body’; ‘This body was born at a certain time in the past, and has
existed continuously ever since’. ‘At every moment since it was
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born, there have also existed many other things, having shape and
size in three dimensions, from which it has been at various
distances, also there have existed some other things of this kind
with which it was in contact and so on.
To begin with, the proposition ‘The earth has existed for
many years past’ conveys some meaning. ‘Do you believe that the
earth has existed for many years past? is a basic question which
should be met by a categorical ‘yes’, a categorical ‘no’ or a
categorical ‘I can’t make up my mind’. According to Moore, the
statement, ‘The earth has existed for many years past’ is a crystal
clear proposition and does not need any authenticity. Moore takes
it for sure that there is a commonplace, non philosophical symbol
of certainty.1 In other words; he announces that each of us knows
these things to be true of himself, and that it would be really absurd
to talk about these common sense beliefs in a disrespectful manner.
Moore is trying to show that paradoxical or absurd
statements made by other philosophers were false not by
conflicting with the everyday use of language that is, by being
improperly expressed but rather by conflicting with propositions
whose truth is beyond doubt. The reason for declaring these
statements as false is that it conflicts with the common sense
proposition that events are temporally related to each other. For
example, in our daily life, we all believe that we have often got out
of bed, then dressed up, and after that gone off to work. If
statements of the form ‘First I did x, then after that I did y, then
still later I did z’ are true, then the statements like, “Time is
unreal” in Moore’s view is most certainly false.2 So, for Moore, the
propositions which can’t be questioned are common-sense
propositions, which we all know to be true.
Moreover, he maintained that these common-sense truisms
provide a rigorous proof for the existence of the external world,
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since the premises are known for certain and entail the conclusion.
For example, he held up his two hands and said ‘Here is one hand
and here is another’, so there exist at least two material things. He
discusses how common sense propositions like “Here is my hand”
are to be analyzed.
Moore considers three alternative kinds of answers that
appears to him and he notices serious objections. To start with, he
is only able to spot one kind of answer to the first alternative. He
maintains that what one can only ascertain is that the sense-datum
itself is part of the surface of a human hand. Alternatively, it can
be put in this way that even though one cannot perceive one’s hand
directly, but one can only perceive the sense-datum which is itself
a part of its surface.3
Secondly, what one is really knowing with regard to the
sense-datum which is of that surface is not that it is itself part of
the surface of a human hand, but that there is some relation such
that what one is knowing with regard to the sense datum is either
‘there is only one thing and only one thing of which it is true. That
is, it is a part of the surface of human hand and that it has a relation
to this sense-datum, or else there are a set of things of which it is
true are part of the surface of a human hand, and also that each
member of the set has relation to this sense datum, and that nothing
which is not a member of the set has relation to it.’
And, the third alternative answer is that what one is really
knowing with regard to the sense-datum which is the principal
subject of such a fact as ‘This is the part of a surface of human
hand’ is not that it is itself part of the surface of a human hand but
rather a whole set of hypothetical facts each of which is a fact of
the form: ‘if these conditions had been fulfilled, I should have been
perceiving a sense-datum in this way, if these other conditions had
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been fulfilled, I should have been perceiving a sense-datum
intrinsically related to this sense-datum in this other way.’
Then, he raises very grave objections to each proposed
analysis and asserts that none of them is certain. But this situation
could in no way remove the certainty with which he knew the
proposition that ‘This is a human hand’ on the commonsensical
level. For Moore, analysis never supplants common sense. There
are no universally and compulsively held beliefs about the relation
of sense-data to material objects.4
On the level of common sense, Moore insists that
propositions about the world are not easily understood, they are
also immediately recognizable as true or false without a tedious
investigation. Such propositions are derived from experiences
which are common to all. All of us have sensed objects which are
external to our minds and bodies, for example, and have had no
difficulty either in understanding or accepting as true our own or
some other person’s claims to be seeing, touching, or otherwise
sensing some external material object and also have no difficulty in
understanding and accepting as true propositions about the spatial
or temporal relations obtaining among such objects.
Moore is one who claims certain knowledge about the
existence of his hands, fingers, head, and other persons on the
common sense level, yet he was cautious in the extreme about
many philosophical issues relating to the analysis of propositions
which are about the existence of such material objects.
In his article, Moore points out one of the significant ways
in which he differs from many other philosophers is that he is not
at all sceptical as to the truth of the propositions which assert the
existence of material things such as, ‘this is a human hand’, ‘I see
an apple’, ‘Many human bodies have lived for many years upon
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the earth’. Rather he is sceptical as to what the correct analysis of
such propositions is.
To sum up, Moore’s article ‘A Defence of Common Sense’
shows a way of doing philosophy, or a conception of philosophical
inquiry, which is in many respects sharply different from
Wittgenstein’s idea of philosophy. Moore maintains that there are
propositions in which right to certainty is possible. He is in many
ways like Descartes because he was making endeavors to find a
synthetic proposition such as, ‘Here is one hand’ which is immune
from doubt but not like cogito because he realizes that it is an
analytic proposition. In other words, Moore falls in the category of
people who were in search of propositions which are synthetic in
nature, incorrigible and self-evident.
Having explained Moore’s position which is discussed in
his article ‘A Defence of Common Sense’, I shall now elucidate
Wittgenstein’s position that is, how Wittgenstein criticizes
Moore’s propositions saying that the propositions which Moore
thinks to be certain are not certain.
IV
Wittgenstein’s Position
Wittgenstein in On Certainty deals with a central,
traditional philosophical problem that is the problem of scepticism
and knowledge and tries to formulate a refutation of scepticism and
characterization of knowledge and its justification. That is,
Wittgenstein’s conceptions of doubt, certainty and knowledge, his
persistent conflation throughout the text On Certainty of
contingent propositions and his revealing conflation of skepticism
with idealism are central to understanding the themes of On
Certainty.
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On Certainty’s inspiration was Moore’s ‘Defence of
Common Sense’ and Wittgenstein believes that Moore was right in
his philosophical attitude but wrong in the way he argued for it.
The primary aim of On Certainty is to avoid the mistake of
“countering the assertion that one cannot know that [for example:
that’s a tree], by saying “I do know it” and to steer a course
between the sceptic’s doubt and Moore’s dogmatism.5
Wittgenstein quotes several propositions which Moore
discusses in his article ‘A Defence of Common Sense’ such as “the
earth existed long before my birth”, “here is a hand”, “I know that
is a tree” stand at the nucleus of Wittgenstein’s investigations.6 He
takes it for sure that one can be certain of these common-sense
truisms that is, they are without an iota of doubt because they
constitute the framework of the discourse within which more
particular claims of knowledge and expressions of doubt make
sense.
Wittgenstein returns to these propositions again and again
because according to him, they play an important role for a better
understanding of human language, thought and language-games. In
On Certainty, Wittgenstein is interested in the role in our lives by
the propositions which Moore says, we do not question. In other
words, Wittgenstein takes examples from Moore’s ‘Defence of
Common Sense’ to show that grounding is the basic fundamental
axiom that is, our form of life is grounded somewhere and that
grounding is taken for granted by us. For example, ‘I know I am
breathing right now’ which means that “Breathing” is that in which
my life is grounded.
Wittgenstein in On Certainty has also mentioned a famous
metaphor of the river-bed. He maintains that the river-bed of
thoughts distinguishes between ‘the movement of the waters on the
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river-bed’ (changes in empirical beliefs), ‘the shift of the bed
itself’ (conceptual changes brought about by adopting new
grammatical rules), and the ‘hard rock’ of the river-bank which is
not subject to alteration, partly of sand, which now in one place
now in another gets washed away, or deposited. In other words, it
means that the river-bed is only relatively stable with respect to the
water flowing over it, because it is worn away with time, and shifts
its course.
In simple parlance, according to Wittgenstein, when we
take something to be the criterion of knowledge, that criterion of
knowledge or the concept of knowledge like any other concept
varies from one context to the other. Minus the context, it is neither
“knowledge” nor “not knowledge”. For example, the concept of
beauty of blacks is different from the concept of beauty of a pure
black society.
Here, Wittgenstein refers to “knowledge” as a “river”. Just
as the river- bed shifts its course, in the same way, the concept of
knowledge also varies from one context to the other context. But
that does not mean that ‘knowledge’ has no meaning that is,
‘knowledge’ still has meaning but we are not aware of the kind of
meaning it conveys. It is only in a context that it has meaning. In
order for knowledge to be possible, it must have the three elements
that is, truth, certainty and right to certainty and also what makes
them those elements will vary from one context to the other. 7
And this arguably shows that relativism implicit in this
aspect is of a classic or standard type. Relativism is the view that
truth and knowledge are not absolute or constant but it is
dependent upon view point, circumstances or historical conditions.
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What is true for one individual might not be true for the other,
what counts as knowledge from one perspective might not do so
from another or what is true at one time is false at another.
To Wittgenstein, there are certain empirical propositions
whose contrary or negation never comes into consideration, those
for whom any doubt, any question ‘is it true or false’, is ruled out.
And were this not so, there would be no language game. To justify
this statement, Wittgenstein takes various examples such as, ‘I
know that my name is L.W.’, ‘that I have lived in this house for
months’, ‘that I have a brain’, etc. are the kind of statements which
sound a bit odd which means that we do not utter and think them in
the form in which we just wrote them. ‘I’ just accept them in so far
as ‘I’ act. For example,
The child doesn’t learn that there are books, there are
armchairs, etc.., rather, he learns to fetch books, and sits in
armchairs, etc. together these propositions (ways of acting,
facts) constitute a system or a whole.8
In On Certainty, Wittgenstein quite often talks about ‘logic’
and ‘a logical question’, ‘a logical insight’, and so on as the entire
book is a discussion of what logic is and what logical principles
are. To him, logic is a formal system of principles. While, the
discussion of what logic is goes all the way back to the Tractatus
where he had something like “Our business is not the construction
of formal systems, but rather: what is that makes any such
construction possible”.
But in On Certainty he says something very different. ‘If
you demand a rule from which it follows that there can’t be a
miscalculation here, the answer is that we did not learn this
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through a rule, but by learning to calculate.’9 And then: ‘what sort
of proposition is: “What could a mistake here be like!”? It is a
logical proposition, for it does describe the conceptual situation. 10
Here, Wittgenstein is describing what belongs to a
language game. He maintains that everything descriptive of a
language game is a part of logic.
Now I shall talk about Wittgenstein’s theory of hinge
propositions, a theory which he formulates to attempt to salvage
what he takes to be an important insight contained in Moore’s
article ‘A Defence of Common Sense’.
To begin with, Wittgenstein defines “Hinge propositions”
as the propositions which no sensible person would doubt. 11 They
are so fundamental or basic in our activities that to imagine them
as doubtful is to imagine everything to be plunged into chaos.12
Wittgenstein’s most important claim about hinge propositions is
that they can neither be justified nor doubted, since their certainty
is presupposed in all judging. In other words, a basic proposition or
hinge proposition is neither true nor false nor non-sensical that is,
it is something which is taken as self-evident. Examples of hinge
propositions are, ‘I have two hands’, ‘My name is L.W.’, and
‘12x12=144’, ‘Good morning’ are propositions for which no

justification is needed.
J.W. Cook in his article “Notes on Wittgenstein’s On
Certainty” defines hinge propositions not as things we normally
talk about but rather as propositions which are implied by what we
say. To Wittgenstein, they are the foundation, the substratum, the
scaffolding or framework of our thoughts, the assumptions of our
language games and he also maintains that they are never called or
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taken into consideration or question, perhaps not even ever
formulated. Wittgenstein’s point is that ‘if they are ever
formulated’, they are free from doubt13 and like Philosophical
Investigations states that the possibility of a language-game is
conditioned by certain facts.
Hinge propositions play an important role in our linguistic
practice. Wittgenstein claims that ‘Hinge’ propositions like facts of
nature are overlooked because they form a part of the background
of our language-games.
Among the world picture or hinge propositions discussed
by Moore and Wittgenstein, there are four kinds of hinge
propositions.
The hinge propositions of the trans-historical kind are not
based on investigation or analysis and are not supported by
evidence because there are no more fundamental propositions on
the basis of which they could be believed. For example, ‘the earth
has existed for a long time’ and ‘cats don’t grow on trees’. They
belong to our scaffolding of our thoughts. Hinge propositions are
also known as basic propositions. There is evidence for these
propositions in the sense that they could be defended by offering
certain considerations. For example, geological and evolutionary
evidence can be given, for example, for the proposition ‘world has
existed for a hundred years’. Our belief in them is something
‘animal’. . . . . (OC: 359, 475). While, the sceptic has gone wrong
by failing to recognize that there are propositions of this kind.
The second kind of hinge proposition is that which change
with time. They were originally supported or discovered by
evidence, but once established, occupy a pivotal role in relation to
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others such as that there is a brain in the human skull. The first two
types of propositions are termed as impersonal hinge propositions.
Third type of hinge proposition is that about which each
person is certain for himself, for example, ‘I have two hands’ and
‘My name is L.W. and the fourth kind of propositions are those
which are a part of one’s specific world picture. And, they are also
known as person specific propositions. For example, ‘I have spent
most of my life in Germany’.14
In nutshell, Wittgenstein makes a variety of claims about
hinge propositions. They are certain not just for individuals but for
every person. For example, the claim that in a certain part of
England there is a village called so-and-so.15
Wittgenstein maintains that On Certainty revives the
Tractatus’s saying / showing distinction and asserts that ‘Hinge’
propositions can only show themselves in our practice. For
example, ‘Existence’ is something which cannot be questioned but
something which can only be shown. Thus, to Wittgenstein, ‘Hinge
proposition’ is something which is at the level of ‘showing’ and
not ‘saying’. The moment one reaches a point where all
explanation comes to an end is the point where we replace
‘explanation’ with ‘showing’. For example, there is no explanation
for the letter ‘D’ that is, it can only be shown.
V
Conclusion – A Brief Critical Evaluation
From the preceding discussion, the filtered or crystallized
view is that according to Wittgenstein, Moore is taking a naïve
realist position. His main task is to point out to Moore that he has
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fallen into the trap of the sceptics by taking the first step, saying
that the proposition ‘I have two hands’ is a certain proposition that
is, it does not require any justification. Moore’s argument is that
for certain things, no criterion is required. He has fallen into the
category of people who are trying to find a proposition which is
synthetic in nature and immune from doubt. And he maintains that
if the proposition ‘here is one hand’ is proved, then the external
world is automatically proved. While, to Wittgenstein, there can
never be a proposition which is always incorrigible, self-evident or
immune from doubt. Even the most obvious proposition ‘I have
two hands’ is subject to doubt or uncertainty.
Moore is giving an ontological argument that is, a
correspondence theory of truth whereas Wittgenstein believes in a
semantic theory of truth. Wittgenstein challenges the question of
truth that is, there is no correspondence theory of truth, that in a
particular situation, we can say that, this is true and this is not true.
In a context alone, a proposition can be true. Wittgenstein is trying
to show in On Certainty that ‘what is fundamental is the form of
life’ that is, our growth into a language. Form of life and language
are interwoven terms. As form of life will grow, language also
grows. And once we grow, the question will not be ‘right to
certainty’ but ‘rights to certainties’. Wittgenstein with the help of
the examples cited earlier is trying to show that we must base
ourselves in a ‘form of life’. To Wittgenstein, language, the
concepts, the conceptual framework etc is not something which is
fixed but it is constantly in the process of evolution. This can be
explained with the help of the following example, “Cry is the
natural expression of pain” for which no justification is required.
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Asking for justification is a nonsensical question because we have
grown into a particular form of life.
According to Wittgenstein, the whole issue sceptic is taking
is a language generated problem and so it has to be dissolved.
Both, Moore and Wittgenstein claim at the same thing that is, the
sceptic is wrong but the arguments laid down by both of them are
different. Moore believes in the determined picture of the world
but Wittgenstein does not.
The target Wittgenstein was aiming the point where doubt
becomes senseless, the point of attack at which he believed Moore
to have made an accurate attack. He believes that it is not
justifiable to doubt everything and this is true not only for practical
reasons, like insufficient time but it is true for the intrinsic logical
reason that is, ‘A doubt without an end is not even a doubt’. But
we do reach that end with statements that begin with ‘I know…’
And, he believes that such statements have a use only in a ‘stream
of life’ outside a form of life, it has no meaning.
Wittgenstein argues that both sceptics and their opponent
use words such as “doubt” and “know” in different ways in their
debates. In ordinary language we use words such as “doubt” and
“know” to describe things about which we can be uncertain, so it is
misuse of ordinary language to assert that “I doubt that I have two
hands” or even “I know that I have two hands”. Likewise, the word
“uncertain” is not ordinarily applied to fundamental commonsense
beliefs, such as the belief in an external world. If we want to know
what is certain and what is uncertain, we only need to look at how
these terms are ordinarily used.
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The sceptics maintain about the uncertainty of knowledge
of the existence of an external world and continue to suggest the
suspicion about the existence of even our own bodies. And those
who are opposed to them endeavors to establish that scepticism is
wrong by establishing proofs for the existence of the external
world. But, to Wittgenstein, the thinking of both the groups is
wrong.
On Certainty performs a three-concerned argument with
Moore and the sceptic. Wittgenstein grants that Moore is certain of
the common-sense truisms which are discussed in his article “A
Defence of Common Sense” but denies that he knows them.
Wittgenstein also denounces Moore’s claim to have justified the
philosophical proposition that ‘there are physical objects’. For the
sceptic, a doubt remains, namely ‘why should looking at my hands
guarantee anything?’Basically, he is not remonstrating a move
within our established language-games, for example, that Pluto
exists. He believes that this kind of doubt can be sorted out by
observations and calculations. By denying that there are any ways
of making sure, he is challenging the whole language-game of
physical-object discourse. In claiming to know that he has two
hands, Moore takes for granted the conceptual framework which
the sceptic attacks.16 But, Wittgenstein tries to weaken both the
positions by attacking the sense of the very proposition ‘There are
physical objects.’
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The Message of the Bhagvadgītā
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The Gītā is the most widely known work of Hindu Religion
and Philosophy in the whole world. It is not a Book merely for the
Hindus; its message has a universal application. It is as fresh today
as it was centuries ago. Gītā is called an Upaniṣad for it derives its
main inspiration from that remarkable group of scriptures; the
Upanishads.
Sarvopaniṣdo gāvo dogdhā gopālnandanaḥ
Pārtho vatsaḥ sudhir bhoktā dugdhaṃ gītāmṛtaṁ mahat .1
"The popular verse from the Vaiṣnviya Tantrasār makes
out that the Gītā restates the central teaching of the Upaniṣads .
The Upaniṣads are the cows and the cowherd's son Kṛṣna is the
milker; Arjuna is the calf, the wise man is the drinker and the
nectar-like Gītā is the excellent milk."
Modern man is in need of the message of the Bhagvadgita
if he is to find freedom from the tension and anxieties brought into
his life by the scientific and technological development of today.
The message of the Gītā has an important and practical
bearing on the problem of the modern age. Though the Gītā gives
us a vision of Truth, impressive and profound, though its opens up
paths for the mind of man. The Gītā the divine song of the Lord
occurs in the Bhiṣma Parva of the Mahābhāra, is the teaching of
Lord Kṛṣna to Arjuna who was hesitant to fight with the Kaurwas,
thinking them his family members and who thought that the
victory after defeating the Kaurwas would be meaningless. Thus to
*

Research Associate, J. Krishnamurti Study Centre, Vasanata college for
women, Rajghat Varanasi-221001

Journal of Darśana, Vol. - II July-December, 2015

64

the confused mind of Arjuna the Lord gave the lesson of karmyoga
based on the Jnanayoga and the Bhaktiyoga; which is decidedly
the lesson against the escapism, materialism and cowardice and it
is so that the Philosophy and teaching of the Gītā are meant for the
whole humanity.
Looking at the kurukśetra war from a psychological
standpoint, we perceive a new meaning in teaching of the Gītā.
Kśetra means region. Kuru is derived from the root ‘kŗ’ , to do; to
act . So Kuruśetra can be interpreted by as the field of action.
Though the teachings were given thousands of years ago and
though it was given by Kṛṣna to Arjuna and given on a battle field,
it is applicable for all time to one and all and applicable in all
spheres and walks of life. In fact the Gītā is classic as the science
(Principal) and Art (technique) of Living offering a solution to all
humans problems- individual & social- and showing the way to
self-fulfilment through living the worldly life unattached on the
understanding that though appearing to be the body we are in
essence the spirit, the body being only our outer covering or
clothing. And even as we keep our clothes clean, so too we must
keep the body and mind pure so that they may not corrupt our soul.
The twin dirt tends to our mind are– (1) body identification- the
false idea that we are the body and (2) attachment (to the world).
If we try to digest properly the Gītā's advice in the light of
Vedic lore, it becomes amply clear how action performed without
egocentric desire purge the mind of its deep seated impression and
makes it increasing subtle in its purification and preparation for
greater flights in the infinite beyond.
Prajhāti yadā kāmān sarvānpārtha manogatān
Ātmany evātmanā tuṣṭaḥ sthitaprajñas tado cyate.2
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Since the true nature of mind is happiness therefore we
should not to get tempted to perform action attached for the sake of
happiness. Happiness & Calmness is a fact which is already
accomplished with mind. When the mind is calm and
unconditioned peace is already there in the mind. But generally we
are provoked by the experiences of ups and down of our life and
these experiences become the extractors of our Spirit (ātman)
which is by nature calm and happy. The problem of Happiness
seems to have been misstated.
Yadā te mohkalilaṁ buddhir vytitariṣyati
tadā gantāsi nirvedaṁ śrotavyasya śrutasya ca. 3
It is not how to acquire happiness but how to not lose it, while
driving the car of our life through the temptation and provocation
of worldly living.
Desire and Anger make us drive car rashly so that we lose
control and collide with the temptation and provocation on the way
thus losing innate Equanimity and Happiness. We can maintain our
peace and bless by reminding us our real form or the self and
asking us to remain perpetually aware of it.
Yadā Samharate cā yaṁ kūrmo ngānīva sarvaśḥ
Indriāni indriyarthebhyas tasya prajñā pratiṣthitā. 4
Dr. Radhakrisnan commented on this verse:
“He who draws always the senses from the objects of sense
on every ride as a tortoise draws in his limbs into the shell; his
intelligence is firmly set in wisdom.”5
The Gītā helps us to overcome Desire and Anger which are
the only enemies in the way of our Peace and Happiness. Therefore
in the arena of life he is the true fighters who face the temptation
and provocation of the world squarely and not run away. Therefore
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one should maintain peace of mind through inaction or give away
yield to them through willful action.
The Gītā enacts the human drama highlighting: Man's
struggle with temptations (action) and Provocation (reactions) in
performing the duties of life and his evolution there through
materially and spiritually. Failures there will be in plenty and
relapses too but that's how we advance towards perfection.
Adharmaṁ dharmṁ iti yā manyate tamsa vrta
Sarvārthan viprītāṁśca buddhiḥ sā pārtha tāmasī .6
"The type of understanding which brings sorrow to
everyone including the individual himself is the understanding of
the dull (Tāmsīc). Actually it is no understanding at all; it can at
best, be called only chronic bundle of misunderstandings”. 7
The verse of the Gītā overhauls of our senses, of our values
and of our order of priorities. It is not the world as such that rules
us but our idea or the value we assign to any objects or event
therein, and most of our ideas are false. Looking at the world and
ourselves from the wrong ends of the (mental) telescope, we
misjudge. Things – Mistaking the unreal for the real and vice versa
– and so abandoning the Real (the spiritual true self) we go after
unreal things delighting ever false gains and grieving over the false
losses.
Such an intellect runs into its own conclusion only. It has
such a totally perverted understanding that it recognizes Adharma
as Dharma; the wrong as Right. This facility of coming to wrong
judgments is remarkably seen in the dull because their entire
reasoning capacity is enveloped by complete darkness and egoistic
darkness.
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"As the colophon indicates the Bhagvadgītā is both:
Metaphysics and Ethics, Brahmavidyā and Yogshāshtra. It is the
Science of Reality and the art of union with the reality. The truth of
spirit can be apprehended only by those who prepare themselves
for their reception by regions discipline. We must clean the mind
of all distraction and purge the heart from all corruption to acquire
spiritual wisdom."8
Gītā as Way of Life: Apart from the lower modes or levels of
Realization which are too numerous to mention, there are broadly
four well known approaches to Reality entitled Jñānayoga (the
path of knowledge) Bhaktiyoga (the path of Devotion), Karm Yoga
(the path of duty), and treated and treated at length in the Gītā. The
major emphasis is on 'Karma' (Action) for without ‘Karma’ Jñāna
(Knowledge) Bhakti (Devotion) and Dhyāna (Meditation) would
be merely theoretical. The Gītā therefore insist that whatever Path
one chooses, one must do one's duties and do them devotedly and
disinterestedly in order to poster materially and progress
spiritually.
"Be not so cowardly" Arjuna such faint – heartedness doth not
become tree"
As Sri Kṛṣna Says –
Klaibyaṁ mā smā gamaḥ pārtha naitat tvayyupapadyate
Kṣūdram hrdayadaurbalyam tyaktvottiṣtha parantapa.9
"The world Klaibyam means, the mental attitude of one who is
neither masculine enough to feel a passionate courage and daring,
nor womanly enough to feel the soft emotions of hesitation and
despair- From the above exhortation of Kṛṣna to Arjuna, it might
appear as if the Gītā were glorifying war. But viewed in the
context of Kṛṣna teaching as a whole Gītā neither Sanctions war
nor condemns it. It merely says "Do your duty whether it be to
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wage war or to keep peace." and it is purely on accident that in
Arjuna's case this duty happens to be to fight. If at all the Gītā
summons us to war, it is to war with ourselves to an encounter with
our self will) – rather than will the world at large.”10
Sri Kṛṣna says :
Mayi Sarvāṇi Karmāṇi sannyasyadhyātmacetasā
Nirāśīrnirmamo bhutvā yudhyasva vigatajvaraḥ . 11
The enemies are all within. There are no enemies outside unless
are creates them by one's own enmity with oneself.
In the word of Shri Kṛṣna :
Bandhuratmatmanastasya yenatmaivatmana jitah
anatmanastu strutive vartetatmaiva satruvat . 12
For that self who has mastered oneself by oneself, the self
alone is friend of oneself whereas, for the Self who has not
mastered one self, the self alone would remain in the status of an
enemy like an enemy. A restless of war of conflicts lies in the
heart. If the war is banished from within (heart), it gets
automatically banished from without (battle field) at least for
ourselves as there is then no need to fight. Self conquest leads to
world conquest”13This is the moral, rearmament of the Gītā to put
our own house in order if we are right with ourselves, we cannot be
wrong with the world. And if we are right with the world, the
world cannot be wrong with us for long.
Ihai vatair jitaḥ sargo yeṣām samyse sthitaṁ manaḥ
Nirdoṣaṁ hi samaṁ brahma tasmād brahmaṇi te sithitaḥ. 14
Such an Individual who has conquered his mind and has
come to live in perfect equinity, in all conditions of life in all the
relationships, Kṛṣna Vehemently asserts, "He indeed rests in
Brahman". Kṛṣna further says: "Since Brahman is even and ever
perfect.
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The beauty of the life is consists in living it cooperatively
with others as a family, for the advancement of the universe so that
all become happy by taking their rightful place there in.
In willful living, based on desire we only think about our
own development therefore we come into conflicts with society.
The willful living includes both willful action and willful
enjoyment. Both action and enjoyment should be spiritual living.
Hence whether expounding Jñāna yoga and Bhakti yoga – the Gītā
present a way of life which leads to self realization in through
worldly living; in fact worldly duties are designated by Lord Kṛṣna
as 'Swadharma':
Śreyān Svadharmo Viguṅaḥ, Paradharmāt Svanuṭhitat
Svadharme Nidhanaṁ Sreyah, paradharmo bhayāvahaḥ. 15
“Better is one’s own law (Dharma) although it is imperfect
but one should not choose the law of another although it is perfect.
Better is death in the fulfillment of one’s own law for to follow
another’s law is perilous.” These verses have very significant
massage.
Shri Aurbindo has commented on this svadharma or individual’s
duty in his book ‘The Gītā’, here he supports the idea of
dispassionate act, reasonable performance free from blind faith and
rash emotion. He writes: Man has a conscious intelligent will, a
buddhi, and to that he must refer his actions. If he does not do so, if
he acts blindly according to impulses and passions, then the law of
his being is not rightly worked out. He acts not as a man but as an
animal.”16
The Gītā does not favor Saṁnyāsa (renunciation of the
world) at any stage of life, not even towards the end of life. How
can on earth is Saṁnyāsa possible when one has lived a life of
attachment all though and of what use too is mere formal adoption
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of the ascetic order by change a dress, if the mind is in fact
unascetic.
The Saṁnyāsa of Gītā is true, all time renunciations
practiced from moment to moment in the course of one's worldly
living through the performance of all acts in a spirit of
abandonment (non attachment). The house holder is no less
spiritual for the domestic duties performed. In other words
Saṁnyāsa of the Gītā is mental not physical.
Anāśritaḥ Karmaphalaṁ Kāryam karma Karoti yah
sa saṃnyāsī ca yagi ca na niragnirnacā kriyaḥ 17
He who does the work which he ought to do without
seeking its fruits, he is the, Saṁnyāsa he is the yogin, not he who
does not light the sacred fire, and performs no rites. This verse says
that disciplined activity (yoga) is just as good as Saṁnyāsa.
This is the socialism of the Gītā to visualize all as one self
spiritually and therefore to treat all as oneself by being friendly
charitable to all social good being seen to be our own individual
good and to see all materially as part of one homogenous.
According to the Bhagvadgītā every individual has a
particular need and capacity to do particular job. One should not do
a job because it is more fruitful or because somebody else has done
it. One is the best judge of one self’s. He should be open minded in
getting good advices and opinions regarding the process he is
going to apply and the policy he is going to pursue, but he must
weigh his own needs, inclination , and ability in connection to
those undertakings. The four groups of mankind –Brahamins or
teachers, Ksatrīyas or warriors, Vaisyas or traders, Śudras or sevak
or unskilled workers- were created by God with their respective
nature and aptitude. The Gītā says:

The Message of the Bhagvadgītā

71

Cāturvarņyam mayā sŗstam Guņahkarmavibhāgasah 18
Conclusion
The Gītā is basically a manual of self culture so its primary
emphasis is on the individual and only through him on society
(equality).
In an age significant due to the impacts of political,
economic and social forces, the Gītā brings to man a massage of
hope and cheer, for it shows a way of life, which leads to the
regaining of his lost significance. The spiritual regeneration of man
is indeed the way to the creation of happy society.
That is why the holy Gītā has an important and practical
bearing on the problems of the modern age it shows a way out of
the complexities of the mind to complete and unfettered freedom
of the unconditioned mind. This path is not meant only for the few
it can be trodden by all who seek freedom from life entanglements.
Modern man is indeed besieged with great inner conflicts
and these conflicts, which have caused the utter disintegration and
unhappiness. Without the search of inner integration man cannot
solve their problems and for this integration there can be no better
guide than the teachings of the BhagwadGītā.
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A DIALOGUE

We find the long and very rich tradition in Indian and Western
Philosophy. Dialogue is a medium which can make intelligible very deep and
obscure concepts. It is of permanent feature of Journal of Darśana. In this
volume of Journal of Darśana Dr. Rajesh Kumar Chaurasia with Prof. P.
Krishna talk about the scientific and religious quest. Only two quests are
fundamental one is about the external world and the other is about the self or
about internal world. I believe that a student of philosophy will find some
significant thought provoking concepts in these dialogues.

Professor Padmanabhan Krishna is a unique scholar with an acute
scientific mind and a great spiritual sensitivity. He did his masters in
Physics in 1959 and his Ph.D. in 1962 from the Banaras Hindu
University. His Ph.D. was published by John Wiley and Sons, New
York as a book entitled “Polymorphism and Polytypism Crystals” in
1966. He has conducted Post Doctoral Research at the University of
Cambridge, the University of Wisconsin, and the Cambridge
Research Labs in Boston and the University of Bristol in England during the career as
scientist. He worked as a faculty of the Physics Department at Banaras Hindu University
till 1986. In 1986, at the persuasion of J. Krishnamurti he took voluntary retirement from
the University and joined the Rajghat Education Centre as its Rector since 1986, he is
giving his valuable services to the Krishnamurti Foundation of India. Prof Ravi
Ravindra, Professor Emiritus at Dalhousie University, Halifax, Canada; rightly points
out that Prof Krishna is the best living expositor of J. Krishnamurti’s Teachings. At
present he is working as an Advisor of Rajghat Education Centre, Varanasi.
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The Religious and Scientific Quest
(A Dialogue with Prof. Padmanabhan Krishna)
Rajesh: As a student of Philosophy I personally feel immense
possibilities of philosophy in J. Krishnamurti's teachings but he
himself said again and again that his teachings are not philosophy.
Can we begin with this?
Prof. Krishna: Why not? The true meaning of the word
philosophy is love of truth. But the concept of truth as understood
in philosophy now is different from the truth which is regarded as
truth by Krishnamurti. To him truth is not a correct idea because
ideas do not transform consciousness. A professor of philosophy
knows everything that the Buddha said, that the Christ said and he
can give you a good talk about them but his consciousness is
neither the consciousness of Buddha nor the consciousness of
Christ. So, the knowledge, though it changes his ideas and
opinions does not transform the consciousness. Now what is
important about the Buddha and about Jesus is that they came upon
the consciousness which had love and compassion andwhich was
free from all the negative emotions the human consciousness is
normally subject to. That is the real purpose of religious inquiry- to
come upon liberation, which is variously called as Nirvana,
Moksha, Samadhi and so on. Socrates called it order in
consciousness. You do not come upon it because you have the
logic and the correct definitions of words or correct ideas about
things. To Krishnamurti truth was at the level of perception,
something which one realized from one's own perception of what
is true and what is false, as distinct from an idea acquired from a
book or a teacher. Take for instance Buddha's statement that desire
is the cause of sorrow. You can explain it logically but the

75

The Religious and Scientific Quest

explanation is not the perception of the truth. It is only a way of
communicating an idea about truth.
Rajesh: You mean to say that for Krishnamurti Philosophy was a
body of knowledge; that is why he said again and again that his
teachings are not philosophy?
Prof. Krishna: He said, it has become a body of knowledge but
the original meaning of philosophy is not that. The original
meaning of philosophy was love of truth and if you really
understood what the Buddha was trying to communicate you
would come upon the Buddha- consciousness, not just ideas about
it. So he distinguished between the description of the truth and the
perception of the truth. The intellectual understanding of the truth
is not the realization of that truth. For the realization of the truth he
said one must take a statement as a question, investigate it in one's
own life, explore deeper into its meaning and find out for oneself
whether it is true. Buddha also said “You have to be a light unto
yourself. Ideas can be obtained from a book or through a guru, but
according to Krishnamurti truth cannot be obtained from any book
or teacher. It has to be perceived by oneself. Only then it becomes
truth for you and then it becomes something real not just an idea
and therefore it transforms consciousness.
Krishnamurti said the root meaning of the word 'idea' was
'to see'; later it got corrupted and became 'to think'. Truth comes
into existence when a consciousness perceives the fact, without
any distortion. That is very different from thinking or agreeing.
Rajesh: The word for philosophy in Sanskrit is Darśana and I
think that no one can say that his teachings are not Darśana.
Prof. Krishna: No, but it is for true philosophy. Even Socrates
when he talked about Virtue he said it is order in consciousness.
He was the first one, much before Krishnamurti who used the
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phrase ‘order in consciousnesses’. He said that there is only one
virtue and that is 'order in consciousness', which means absence of
all conflicts, absence of all negative emotions. Such a
consciousness is an orderly state with love, compassion, joy,
happiness and so on. It means, you have freed yourself from all
forms of sorrow. That was the true purpose of philosophy. But now
philosophy has become merely logical conclusions like in science.
In science you do not need to come upon the insights which
Newton and Einstein had. It is enough to learn the logic and the
correct equations. In the scientific quest that is good enough as it
works but not so in the religious quest, as it will not transform your
consciousness.
If you read Vivekananda's book- ‘What is Religion?’, he
says that the entire purpose of religion is to come upon liberation
from negative emotions like anger, violence, jealousy, conflict,
sorrow and fear etc. It is a different consciousness, not just
different ideas. So the religious quest for truth is different from the
philosophic quest for truth. Krishnamurti said that philosophy now
has become just talks about other people’s ideas and he was not
interested in that.
Rajesh: Sir! If we compare the word philosophy with the Sanskrit
word Darśana they have different meanings and one can say that
his teachings are not a philosophy but no one can say that his
teachings are not a Darśana.
Prof. Krishna: Darśana means Pratyakśha Darśana or direct
perception.
Rajesh: Yes, it means looking at something, observation, insight
etc.
Prof. Krishna: Yes that is the true meaning of philosophy for
Krishnamurti also.
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Rajesh: The difference between Darśana and Philosophy is
important even the origin of the two is different. Plato said that
origin of philosophy is wonder and Aristotle said that the origin of
philosophy is curiosity. But in India origin of Darśana is not
wonder or curiosity; it is spiritual discontent. When a philosophy
originates from spiritual discontent it cannot be mere ideation but it
slowly comes to be understood as mere ideation.
Prof. Krishna: You see, even in the field of academic knowledge
there is a great value of insight. Let’s take the example of relativity
which Einstein discovered. He was educated into classical physics.
Since at that time modern physics did not exist; time and space
were considered to be completely separate entities with no
connection between them. Mass was considered to be the quantity
of matter in the material and so on. These were certain concepts
which were the basis of classical physics and he was educated in
that. Based on those assumptions they built the entire world of
Newtonian Physics by applying logic and mathematics. It
explained many things but some observations did not fit. So
Einstein knew that something somewhere was wrong in classical
Physics.
That set him wondering and as he grappled with the problem he
had a sudden flash of insight that space and time must be
connected, not independent of each other. It is quite mysterious
how such insights occur in human consciousness. That fact was not
in Einstein's knowledge, it was not also in his experience but the
insight brought something completely unknown into the field of
the known. Thereafter it was subjected to analysis and tests to
verify if it was true. All completely new discoveries are the result
of such insights. That insight is not a thought process, it is a new
perception. Computers can also think, they can calculate faster
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than human beings but they cannot have insights. That is unique
about human consciousness.
So there is a role of insight in academic philosophy also but
in the religious quest it has much greater value, a different
dimension. In religion it is not enough to have a good
understanding of the Buddha's teaching. You can teach the
Buddha's teaching but will you be free from sorrow? The
consciousness of the professor of philosophy is not the
consciousness of the sage and the religious quest is for
transformation of consciousness, not simply ideation. May be
originally philosophy meant the religious quest but now
philosophy has been reduced to a mere intellectual exercise.
Rajesh: Sir, in India they are one. Buddhist philosophy and
Buddhist religion, Vedanta philosophy and Vedanta religion are
one here.
Prof. Krishna: Yes, but the professor of Buddhist philosophy is
not a Buddha.
Rajesh: It is the same with the Buddhist monk who also does not
have the consciousness of the Buddha.
Prof. Krishna: A true monk is partly in that because that is his
aim. In philosophy the individual is not even aiming at the
transformation of consciousness; he/she is satisfied with the
intellectual understanding. Therefore the two quests are different.
The scientist also, is interested in obtaining an equation to explain
how nature functions and so on. He is happy with the explanation.
He is also not demanding a transformation in consciousness. In the
same way the modern philosopher is not demanding transformation
either. That is the difference between a religious man and a
philosopher/ scientist. By a religious man I do not mean a pseudoreligious man who merely puts on some paint on his forehead and
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dresses in a particular way or lights a lamp in a particular way; that
is all very superficial. The deeper meaning of religion is freedom
from all negative emotions. Unless you come upon that you are not
really a religious man. You may be pretending to be a religious
man.
Rajesh: Sir! Somewhere you said that the religious quest and the
scientific quest both are parallel, complementary to each other but
I believe that they are very different. Can we discuss this?
Prof. Krishna: Yes, they are different because their areas and
aims are different but the approach can be similar: positing the
truth as the unknown, not accepting on authority or belief, giving
importance to observation and inquiry, doubting all conclusions in
short approaching both the external world and the inner world of
our consciousness with a learning mind. Science deals with the
measurable and the religious mind with consciousness which is not
measurable. But both the measurable and the immeasurable are a
part of existence; in that senses the two quests for truth are
complementary. The scientific quest is a quest for understanding
how the order of nature functions, what are the laws which govern
that order and so on; but you cannot change that order. You can
only understand how it functions. Nature is already in order; some
of which you understand as causation but there is a huge part of
nature which we do not understand. Scientific knowledge does not
require any change. It requires only intellectual understanding of
how natures functions. If you ask a scientist why nature is orderly
and why it follows these laws; he cannot answer these questions.
He will say I am a student of nature, I find that nature is orderly
and there are definite causes and effects. Nature follows certain
laws and the logic of mathematics. In the religious quest, quite
distinct from the philosophical quest, you do not want just an
explanation of how disorder originates in your consciousness; you
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want to end it. You want the ending of the disorder and therefore
you want an actual change in consciousness. So there is something
concrete to be achieved in the religious quest. In the scientific and
philosophical quest the achievement is only at the level of ideation.
The scientist has the correct idea of how nature functions
and how the universe began, and how different species came into
existence etc but there is nothing to be changed. The aim is to
arrive at the correct knowledge about phenomena. Nature is
already in order. When it comes to our consciousness it is not in
order. There is a lot of disorder in the form of hatred, conflict,
violence, fears, frustration, worries, sorrow etc. So you have to end
the disorder in order to come upon an orderly consciousness. That
is the religious quest. The Buddha said that the disorder in the
consciousness can end because it has a cause and the cause is
illusory, therefore it can be ended. Illusion means you are taking
something as true which is not true; it is not a fact of nature. It is
simply a mental construct made by some human being and you are
accepting that construct as true. For example casteism in India or
the male attitude towards women, nationalism, superstitions or
competition; these are learnt from the propaganda in society. These
are not facts of nature. If we have such illusions; the illusion
produces division and violence and produces greed, selfishness and
so on. So if you free your mind from illusion that means you see
things as they are and not through the ideation of your mind. It is
the religious quest in which you are in direct contact with life, not
through beliefs and thoughts.
Rajesh: Sir! I find some fundamental differences between the
scientific quest and the religious quest for example in the scientific
quest the observer is never the observed. In the religious quest they
are both the same. The scientific quest is about external objects
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which are not the part of subject but in the religious quest the
subject and the object are one and the same.
Prof. Krishna: Not always, for example you can find the relation
between energy and mass or force and acceleration and so on,
these things are constructs in the human mind.
Rajesh: But here, sir, activity of the mind comes in later as reason.
Prof. Krishna: Natural laws are connected with constructs of the
human mind in the scientific quest, like force is proportional to
acceleration and the mass is the constant proportionally between
these two. It is the human mind which has defined the force and
how to measure force and acceleration and so on. Then a scientist
does an experiment and finds that they are proportional and defines
mass out of that and so on, it means that lots of conceptual things
are also there in science.
Rajesh: You are right sir conceptual thing as reason are there but
the reason comes later in this activity and its role is quite different
from that in the religious inquiry. In scientific inquiry reason can
expand the knowledge but in religious quest reason cannot expand
the self knowledge, it only explains it.
Prof. Krishna: In the religious inquiry also reason can expand the
knowledge as a logical explanation. For example one can explain
how desire can produce sorrow etc. But I am not freed from desire
by the logical explanation. So there is a step needed beyond logical
explanation, namely the direct perception of that truth. The
explanation is not wrong, logical explanations are correct but the
problem is it is only in the head. It cannot transform the desire and
all the complications of desire. One can give the analysis how it
happens and that analysis is correct as philosophy. If you have a
desire either it will be fulfilled or it will not be fulfilled, if it will
not be fulfilled you will feel frustration. That is the nature of
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desire: I want something and if I do not get it, it will produce
disappointment, frustration and so on. If I get it, I momentarily feel
great satisfaction but then boredom sets in because desire was
energizing you and when it ends the energy will go until another
desire is born. So you go to a state of low energy which is
stagnation. Now, stagnation and boredom are both sorrows. So, if
you are caught in this vicious circle of desire you will live either
with boredom or with frustration. This explanation is logically
correct so I can give it as philosophy but it does not mean that I am
free from desire, I may still be trapped in the vicious cycle. Oscar
Wilde put this in his inimitable words, “There are only two
tragedies in life: one is not to get what you want; the other is to get
it!”
Rajesh: You are right sir. Whole reality is conditioned as
Krishnamurti pointed out in the book named ‘Truth and
Actuality’1. He said the word ‘Reality’ comes from ‘res’ means
thing, and that anything that thought operates on or reflects about
is reality. Therefore spiritual or scientific, all explanations are
conditioned by thought; they may be real but are not true. But even
at the level of reality, I see a basic difference between the scientific
and religious quests.
Prof. Krishna: They are different because the area of their study is
different. Science is not studying consciousness, science is
studying nature as the external world and you are right that it is
objective and the observer which is consciousness is separate from
it. They eliminate observer therefore basic science cannot study the
observer because the observer is eliminated. So any subjective
experience is not a part of science. In the religious quest you are
watching and learning about your own consciousness, so here the
1 J. Krishnamurti, “Truth and Actuality”, Krishnamurti Foundation India
Publication Chennai, 2008, Page 15.
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observer is not different from the observed. The observed is a part
of the observer. When I am watching myself, the watcher is not
different from the watched. I am learning how things happen in my
own consciousness; but here too you can discover cause and effect
and this knowledge of cause and effect can be called philosophy;
but it is still not religion. Religion requires that you should end this
causation so that the effect of this causation ends. This means if
you end boredom, if you end frustration then you are free from
sorrow but this ending requires something more than the
explanation of the cause and effect: it requires a deeper perception
of the truth.
Take another example. I can explain how conflict arises
due to differences in beliefs. The Hindu is attached to his beliefs
and the Muslim to his. They both believe that their belief is
superior hence the conflict. This explanation is not wrong but it
does not remove that division. They require a deeper perception
that this whole thing is born of illusion and they do not really know
what the truth is. Neither of them knows what God is. Each is
merely asserting what he has been told about god and they are
attached to their own assertions. This attachment creates division
and from there comes hatred and violence and so on. So the whole
thing is arising out of illusion and they are not aware of it. They
take it for granted that their concept of God is correct and superior
when the fact is they do not know what God is. If only they had the
humility to admit that they do not know what God is then they
would become friends and say we have been told different things.
Let us try to find out what the truth is. The division is comes from
attachment to illusion.
Rajesh: Two more things I want to add in this inquiry: one is that
a question is never an answer in a scientific quest but in the
spiritual or religious quest the question itself is answer because the
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whole inquiry is subjective. The second thing is that in the
scientific inquiry doubt is always logical but it is not so in the
religious quest. In the religious quest it is psychological.
Prof. Krishna: In certain ways the scientific quest and the
religious quest are parallel and in other ways they are not parallel.
The parallel is that you are positing truth as the unknown both in
science and in religion. For example in science we do not really
know what the electron is. We only check its behaviour and find
that sometimes it behaves like a particle and in other experiments it
behaves like a wave. So we are trying to find out what the reality is
but do not know it; so we posit it as the unknown and we are trying
to approximate an idealized picture to the reality. But we cannot
claim to know reality. What we explain in science is an
approximate reality. So the scientific quest progresses trough
successive approximations to reality but never actually touches
reality except in experiment. In experiment we are dealing with
reality, with nature but in a theory we deal with a model which is a
construct of the human mind. They have developed an objective
method to determine how closely the model corresponds to reality.
Science does not deal with values but in applying the
scientific method they have developed several values which now
constitute the scientific temper. Science cannot answer whether
you should be a kind person or an unkind, cruel person. This is a
religious question; it is not a scientific question. The scientific
temper says that posit reality as the unknown, observe the
phenomenon you are studying carefully, measure what you can and
collect data, find correlations between different measured
parameters and try to explain how these correlations are arising.
Then guess an underlying model of reality behind it. So we have a
model of universe, a model of the atom, a model of solid, liquid
and gas. In theory science is always dealing with models. Then
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they check whether these models approximate to reality and to
what extent. For this they apply the known laws of physics and
logic including mathematics and create a theory. That theory must
predict new observations which must exist. One must experiment
and check whether those predictions are true or not. If those
productions are found to be wrong, you know that your model is
not correct. Then you start all over again and guess a new model of
reality because the previous model was not true. On the other hand
if the theory explains the observations approximately then you
know that the model is not completely wrong. And you try to
refine it. So, the concept behind the theory goes on changing but
the test is always the same, namely whether the new model which
you are constructing can explain all the experimentally observed
facts. If you can, then science considers that model to be a close
approximation to reality.
So in science the truth has to be based on evidence, it has to
be logical and you should be able to demonstrate it to everybody. It
is not something like a dream you saw but you cannot show to
others; that will not be accepted in science. You should be able to
prove it to everybody. Then because science posits the truth as the
unknown, it encourages inquiry; a scientist will say that all
conclusions can be questioned and doubted. Science does not
accept anything on authority of one scientist, however great he
may be. There is an international dialogue going on throughout the
world because we are saying that there is only one science, the
reality is same for everybody but we do not know it completely.
Therefore there is humility because we know that we do not know
what reality is, there is enquiry and there is great importance of
observation and experiment. . All this is a part of the scientific
temper.
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According to Krishnamurti the same approach is applicable
to religious inquiry too; not the same experimental method but the
same approach, the same mindset. Here also the truth is not
different for different persons; it is universal. The truth about
desire and frustration which we talked about is the same for an
American, a Frenchman or an Indian. Just as there is no American
science, Indian science or African science and so on, there is also
only one religious mind. That there are so many different religions
in the world is due to mistaking religion for belief and accepting
belief on authority. Therefore Krishnamurti questions the different
religions of the world and suggests that there is only one religious
mind which is a mind free from the disorders of consciousness.
Rajesh: May be the differences among Religions are due to mere
the different expressions of the truth.
Prof. Krishna: Expression is merely a language. It is a means of
communication. So when a sage comes upon a truth he wants to
communicate that to people; somebody may communicate it as
poetry, somebody as parables, and somebody through songs and
somebody may give lectures and explain it logically. So you find
that Kabir expresses it differently and Ramana does it differently,
Krishnamurti does it differently. One can choose a method for
expression but the truth they come upon cannot be different. There
is only one truth; there is no such thing as Christian truth, Hindu
truth and Buddhist truth. Truth has to be one.
Rajesh: Sir! Religious truth is non-verbal truth, untouched by
thought but when it is expressed through a language it becomes the
subject of thought that’s why the language matters here.
Prof. Krishna: Let me define the truth. Krishnamurti does not
define it this way but having read Krishnamurti and being a
scientist, I have tried to define truth. The religious truth is not just
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a correct idea or a correct definition. It comes into existence when
a consciousness perceives ‘what is’, namely the fact, without any
distortion. Now the distortion comes from your own mind and
therefore you have to free the mind from this distortion; before that
your perception is not a true perception. Otherwise, even the same
external phenomenon different observers observe differently. They
see the same scene selectively and their response to it is
completely different. Take an example of Sania Mirza playing
tennis. The Muslim clergy watching her play reacts angrily that a
Muslim girl is exposing her legs which is immoral and so on. So,
his belief system produces all kinds of dislike and he issues a
fatwa. He is not able to watch the tennis. The press photographer
comes with a desire to have a sexy picture for his magazine and so
he is also not able to watch the tennis. He is also looking from his
own point of the view and his observation is coloured by his
desire. The umpire has to watch whether the ball falls inside the
line or outside, whether the player made a foul and so on. So he is
also observing the game from his point of view. None of these
people is able to just enjoy the beauty of the game. So each
observer seeing the same thing is seeing something different
because he is focusing on certain aspect of the game. It is only an
observer who sits there not trying to do anything except watch
what is going on who really enjoys and watches the game. That is
the great value of the witness consciousness which is watching
without a motive. It has great value for both the scientific mind and
the true religious mind.
So Krishnamurti says to learn about yourself, watch
yourself with acute but passive awareness. Here passive means that
you watch without any motive and do not interfere with what you
are watching. You just see and when you see with a learning mind
which is interested in coming upon a truth then you observe how
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anger arises; what is the source from which it comes, how it
develops, what it does to your consciousness and how it gradually
dies. You are just observing, not interfering, not suppressing and
you are not saying it is moral or immoral. When you are just
observing and learning about yourself that kind of learning
Krishnamurti says is a religious learning. Because then you are not
projecting your own ideas into the observation; otherwise you are
not observing the fact. So you do not perceive the truth, you
perceive your own ideas.
Rajesh: Sir! May I ask you that what is the relationship between
these two enquiries- religious and scientific- is it a one way
relation or is it a two way relation?
Prof. Krishna: It is very essay to be objective in the scientific
inquiry but in religious inquiry it is very difficult. All our religious,
social, political and cultural beliefs are colouring our observation
here. We come to it with all our opinions, our conditioning;
therefore it becomes very difficult to be objective in religious
inquiry. It is very easy in a scientific inquiry because if I am to
looking at a pendulum I am not involving my belief system or
desires. I am able to look at it with a witness consciousness.
Rajesh: The religious inquiry is related with truth and the
scientific inquiry is related with reality and we are discussing the
relation between both inquiries. J. Krishnamurti suggested in 'truth
and actuality' that it is a one way relation that “truth loves this
(reality) but this does not love truth.”1 It means that religious
inquiry has a broader aspect and it includes scientific inquiry but
scientific inquiry does not include religious inquiry. It is a one way
relation.
1 J. Krishnamurti, “Truth and Actuality”, page 26
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Prof. Krishna: To answer that question we must first clearly
understand what is meant by the religious quest. The scientific
quest is fairly clearly understood but sometimes technology is
mistaken for being its aim. Technology is only a by-product. The
aim of the scientific quest is to understand the truth about how
Nature functions. When Faraday discovered electromagnetism, he
demonstrated the connection between electricity and magnetism by
pushing a magnet along the axis of a metal coil and showing that it
produced an electric current. At the end of his lecture someone at
the back asked him, “all this is very well but of what use is this
discovery?” His reply was, “It is a new-born child. Of what use is a
new-born child?” He was doing his research not in order to run
fans or engines or to generate power; he was doing it just to
discover a truth of all the engineering applications of the discovery
were by-products.
About the religious quest there is a lot of confusion. In the
west, religion is considered synonymous with belief and faith
because in Christianity doubt and inquiry were treated as heresy
and forbidden. Before that the Greeks had promoted inquiry into
truth, notably Socrates who regarded self-knowledge as the only
true knowledge and advocated questioning. He even said that there
is only one virtue and that is order in consciousness. However,
Galileo was persecuted because some of his scientific findings
contradicted the beliefs of the Christian church. From that day
there developed a clear divide between science and religion in the
west since science does not accept belief. In the eastern religions
there was belief and ritual and worship but there has also been this
long lineage of religious inquiry into truth, starting with the
dialogues in the Upanishads followed by the inquiry promoted by
the Buddha/ Mahavira/ Confucius/ Lao Tsu and so on. Belief was
regarded as a private matter and different Hindu Gurus grew under
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different beliefs. There were even groups that were totally
materialistic and denied God. They were not ex-communicated like
in Christianity. You could choose any wise man as your Guru to
follow.
In the 20th century Vivekananda, Krishnamurti,
Nisargadatta and Ramana Maharshi all promoted religious inquiry
as the essence of religion, regarding belief and rituals as historical
cultural accretions. The Theosophists said all religions are different
paths to the same truth and the quest for that truth is the wisdomreligion. Krishnamurti pointed out that there is no path to truth, it
comes to the mind as an insight and one must learn not to block
that insight by having strong beliefs opinions or attachment.
With this definition of religion as an inquiry into the
discovery of truth it ceases to be antagonistic to science and
becomes a complementary quest for truth. The scientific method is
then a part of the truth regarding the measurable aspects of our life
while the religious quest is for the truth about the immeasurable
aspects of our life, pertaining essentially to consciousness
phenomena. Science is the search for the truth about matter,
energy, space and time in the external world of Nature while
religion is a quest for the truth about our consciousness. Both the
external world and the inner world of our consciousness are part of
a single reality.
If I may quote Krishnamurti about the relationship between
the religious and scientific minds, he said, “The religious mind has
no belief, no dogma; it moves from fact to fact. Therefore the
religious mind is a scientific mind but the scientific mind is not the
religious mind. The religious mind includes the scientific mind but
a mind that is trained in the knowledge of science is not a religious
mind.”
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The religious quest for truth is really a quest for ending all
illusions and can therefore be regarded as the quest for unlearning
the false. Since disorder in consciousness arises from illusions it is
also the quest for ending of disorder in consciousness, which is the
same as coming upon wisdom and virtue in consciousness. The
scientific quest also says that the way things appear to be to our
senses is not the truth about nature. One has to investigate deeply
to discover the truth. The two quests are similar in that sense. It is
strange that there is tremendous order in Nature (which science
tries to determine) except in human consciousness. Apparently our
own thoughts and imagination create the disorder and we need to
learn what is the right use of these faculties- memory, thought,
language and imagination which evolution has endowed us with. In
that sense one can say that the religious quest is a quest for coming
upon a consciousness which is in harmony with the order of
Nature. We human beings do not know what right living is and we
need to discover that.
The existence of illusion in human mind is a fact. It is true
that there is illusion in the human mind and it has certain
consequences. But illusion itself is a construct, it is not a fact.
Illusion has no existence in Nature, it is constructed by the mind. I
can construct an imaginary ghost and then feel afraid of that ghost
but the ghost is not a fact of nature. So, we ourselves are the
authors of our sorrows but we are not aware of this. We think that
circumstances alone create our sorrows. The Buddha pointed this
out long ago. He revealed three great truths like the three laws of
Newton in science. He said through his observation that sorrow
exists in human consciousness that is the first truth. Second, that it
has a cause: ignorance is the cause of sorrow, ignorance not as lack
of knowledge but as illusion. Psychological suffering arises out of
illusion (not physical or biological pain). The third truth is that it
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can be eliminated by discerning what is true and what is false.
When that is seen false ends and the cause of sorrow is eliminated.
I see a parallel between this and the scientific inquiry. In the
scientific quest also they are saying that what we see is not
necessarily true. We see the earth as flat but actually it is a sphere.
We see that the sun and stars go round the earth but actually the
earth is rotating around its axis. Like that you see the sky as blue
and it looks like we have a big roof on top of the world but actually
there is no roof there, it is just an effect of the scattering of
sunlight. So science says that find out the truth by doing
experiment, by enquiring, etc. Here in the religious quest also it is
the same. You may think that this man is a Muslim therefore he
must be like this and like that but that division which you feel is
coming from illusion; it is not based on facts. Similarly the whole
earth is one but we have divided it as India, Pakistan, Bangladesh,
America and so on. Actually there are no boundaries on earth; it is
all in our mind. I call one country as country and therefore it
becomes very important for me and we create the propaganda of
patriotisms and I feel I must defend this land against all others.
The result is that the forests go through those borders, the
dogs go through those borders, birds fly across, rivers go through
but I cannot go. I have to get a visa to cross these imaginary
borders. Those borders are not on earth, they are in our heads
therefore they are illusions. All that division and war comes out of
this illusion. That is what it means that ignorance is the cause of
our sorrow. Now this explanation is correct and therefore it is a
part of philosophy but am I actually free from division? That is a
religious question. If I have not freed myself of this division, I am
only a scholar. It is not that religious inquiry does not create
knowledge; it creates knowledge but if it ends with knowledge it is
only philosophy.
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Rajesh: Sir! Socrates said that knowledge is virtue and I also think
that it is true that knowledge itself is a virtue.
Prof. Krishna: No, but what did he mean by knowledge? He said
that only true knowledge is self-knowledge. Self knowledge is that
knowledge which you obtain through your own perceptions.
Rajesh: He said know thy self.
Prof. Krishna: Yes! Know thy self, through self-knowledge, not
through bookish knowledge. He even did not consider knowledge
of the world as knowledge. The Buddhists call that lower form of
knowledge and regard self-knowledge as a higher knowledge.
Rajesh: Sir! You only talked about three noble truths of the
Buddha. You did not talk about the fourth novel truth that there is a
path for Nirvana. Krishnamurti does not consider any path to truth.
It means one can obtain truth without any specific sadhana, only
through debates and discussions. The philosophers also believe
that vade-vade jayate tattva bodhah.
Prof. Krishna: No, it is not only debate and discussion. He said
that you must observe yourself in the mirror of relationship. Not
only the relationship with the people but the relationship; with
nature, with property, with money, with ideas because in all
relationships your consciousness is revealed. Your anger, your
hatred and so on, everything comes out in that relationship. There
you can learn about yourself through watching, observation, not
through arguments and books. The arguments and books have the
value of creating questions but if you take the answers from there,
it is only knowledge; it does not transform consciousness.
Knowledge does have the value of communicating questions and
the questions are jewels but the answers are not jewels. The
answers are only intellectual understanding. If you find the
answers through the exploration of the questions by watching
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yourself in relationship, you can go from the intellectual
understanding to the realization of the truth.
Let me explain the difference. You do not need a lot of
arguments to know that you should not put your finger in the fire.
Everybody knows it even the animals know it. Because you sense
that it will burn immediately; it is so clear that you do not need any
arguments. It is direct perception when it is though sensing.
Actually I can give a scientific explanation for it but you do not
need any explanation. The explanation is that this is made of
carbohydrate and when you put your finger into fire at 1500 degree
centigrade, this thing will heat up and combine with oxygen in the
air. That burning is an exo- thermic reaction so the heat will further
increase and therefore burning will go on happening. The sensory
nerves carry this information to the brain and the brain will order
the motor nerves to withdraw the finger. Although this explanation
is correct but you do not need it to know that one should not put
one's finger in the fire. Leadbeater said that no engineer ever
makes a model on the assumption that water will run up the hill. It
is so clear that one will never make a model on that basis. But in
the religious quest we find that many people say things and what
they are doing is just contrary to it. That is the problem that you
have an idea but you are not living according to that idea. There is
hypocrisy. We talk about non violence but we are violent. The idea
of non violence will not remove the violence; but violence has a
cause and if you understand the cause and free yourself from the
causation then violence will end. Then you do not need to practice
non violence. So, the true non-violence implies the ending of
violence from our consciousness. Krishnamurti made the famous
statement that virtue cannot be practiced, because it is a state of
being, not a decision.
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Rajesh: Sir! Here the important question is why we do not see the
danger of our ego, danger of our hatred as we can see clearly the
danger of fire.
Prof. Krishna: Two three things. First of all these questions are
not planted into our mind through education. So when you do not
pay attention to a certain area or certain questions you cannot
discover those truths. Your attention is directed into science, into
sociology into geography, into history and you read eight hours
every day for 20 years to know how a rocket goes to the moon and
so on. How many hours do we spend with the child to ask whether
love is same thing as attachment? Is pleasure same thing as
happiness? So these questions are not even planted in our mind,
neither by our family nor by our education system. We think that
these questions are not essential. We think other things are
necessary because you have to earn a living and they gain
importance but understanding oneself was never given importance.
So, the minds are directed to studying the external world and
therefore avoid looking into the internal world of our
consciousness. Even the professors in the university are as ignorant
as the gardener or the uneducated man (as far as his inner being is
concerned) because they have never paid attention to that. That is
one reason, the other is what we said earlier that the observer is the
observed and therefore the interaction of the observer with the
observation is very intimate. Therefore it is very difficult to be
objective in the field of consciousness because our own desires,
our beliefs etc distort our perception. So it is very difficult to come
upon truth here. It is easier in science. A third reason is that the
work of the previous people as knowledge does not help here. In
science it helps. Newton’s work helps the present scientists. So it is
like accumulating knowledge. Einstein made the statement that we
are standing on the shoulders of great ancestors when we are trying
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to understand the universe. Because lots of previous work is done
and if you understand that you will understand more and you can
build new thing on it. But in the field of the spiritual quest
Buddha’s work does not enrich his son. He has to start his journey
from the again from the bottom of the pit because what the
Buddha's son learns from the Buddha can change only his ideas but
not his consciousness. How do you go to realization of the truth
from the knowledge that is the real question? It requires an insight
and insight is not a thought process, neither in science and nor in
religion. But in science even if you do not have the insight which
Einstein had you can use the mathematics and the equations work.
In the religious quest if you do not have insight, you have ashes.
The analysis and explanations do not transform consciousness.
You can have all the logic, all the knowledge of the four noble
truths but you cannot end your sorrow through knowledge and
mere logical analysis.
Rajesh: Sir! If it is true that we cannot reach the truth through
mere knowledge and logical analysis then what is the significance
of teaching philosophy in universities. Why we should teach the
teaching of the Buddha and Krishnamurti in the colleges and
universities?
Prof. Krishna: We must understand both what the value of
knowledge is and what its limitations are. Even in science if
Einstein was very attached to Newtonian concepts he could not
have had a totally new perception. The value of knowledge is that
it creates valid questions in our mind that is why Krishnamurti said
that questions are the jewels. But you must hold that knowledge
lightly and live with a learning mind which stays with questions
and not with answers or conclusions. That applies to both quests.
Rajesh: Sir! Would you like to give some concluding remarks on
the problem we are talking?
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Prof. Krishna: Scientists are now discovering that even physical
reality is not comprehensible by the human mind because the mind
is conditioned by its experience which is limited by our senses. For
example we have never encountered an entity which is both a
particle and a wave. So we cannot really imagine what an electron
or for that matter any elementary particle is really like. Similarly
we are familiar with three dimensional space and when we are told
space is curved by mass our mind finds it very difficult to imagine
that. What scientists are saying is that the models we imagine are
only a help for explaining how things work and should not
themselves be regarded as reality. So the conditioning of the mind
distorts perception and prevents us from seeing even physical
reality as it is.
Imagine, for example how you would explain to a man
blind from birth what colour is. It is impossible. Whatever
explanation you give will create an illusion in the mind of the blind
man because he will interpret it in terms of what he knows. We are
literally like the seven blind men who touched the elephant in
different parts and came to different conclusions!
If even physical reality is so difficult to conceive of,
imagine how much more difficult the religious quest is where the
interaction of the observer with the observed is infinitely greater.
No wonder then that only a handful of people have come
upon total freedom from disorder in consciousness. On the other
hand wise people are not so rare. So, I think one should not make
enlightenment the aim of the religious quest. We know how we
grow in knowledge; we should ask ourself how a human being
grows in wisdom. Clearly a mind that is filled with illusions has
very little wisdom, so we should concern ourselves with the ending
of illusions. The difficulty is that the mind that is in illusion is not
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aware that it has an illusion since it takes that to be true. It is
therefore important to approach oneself with a learning mind.
A learning mind is aware that it does not know the truth.
Therefore it is not sure of its opinions and holds them lightly, like a
scientist holds a theory, willing to drop it instantly if it does not
represent the truth. It listens diligently to any opinion being
expressed without either agreeing or disagreeing with it. Asks itself
what it means and whether that is true? Does not answer that
question from its knowledge but explores it by watching itself in
the 'mirror of relationship'. Such a learning mind is not attached to
tradition, always willing to re-examine any issue afresh and always
open to something new, open to change. Real change is a byproduct of understanding, not of will and control. Understanding
comes from discovering the true meaning and true place of
everything in life. What society calls religion is not real religion,
what it considers is education is not real education, what it
considers is love is not true love. When one lives with superficial
meanings one lives with illusion. One thinks one knows when one
does not know. Therefore it is important o re-examine the true
meaning and true place of everything in life without assuming one
already knows.
That is the only way to end illusion and grow in wisdom. If
we have the capacity to end one illusion we have potentially the
capacity to end all illusions. Ultimately one has to live with the
wisdom one has but our wisdom does not have to be static, it keeps
growing if one lives with a learning mind. Krishnamurti said such
a learning mind is the true religious mind.
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By Kamalaśīla and its Romanized Text by Giuseppe Tucci

Kamalaśīla (740–795) was an Indian Buddhist of Nalanda Mahavihara who
accompanied Śāntarakṣita (725–788) to Tibet at the request of Trisong
Detsen.
The Indian pandits, represented mainly by Śāntarakṣita, Kamalaśīla, and his
disciple Ye-śes-dbang-po, form a known group. These scholars were all
defenders of the Madhyamaka school, which is based upon Nāgārjuna's
teachings. First of all, however, they taught the ten rules of behaviour of the
Buddhist ethics (śīla) and a summary of the teachings according to the
canonic Sūtras of the Mahāyāna, as well as the virtuous works of the six
pāramitās. These exercises are supposed to lead, in a long seemingly endless
way, to the gradual ascent to the acquisition of higher intellectual abilities
finally culminating in Buddhahood. This trend was intensified after the
debate of bSam-yas had taken place in the years 792 to 794; the exact
outcome of this debate is still debatable.
Giuseppe Tucci (Italian pronunciation: [dʒuˈzɛppe ˈtuttʃi]; 5 June 1894 – 5
April 1984) was Italy's foremost scholar of the East, with such diverse
research interests ranging from ancient Iranian religion to Chinese
philosophy. He taught primarily at the University of Rome but was a visiting
scholar at institutions throughout Europe and Asia. In 1931, the University
of Naples made him its first Chair of Chinese Language and Literature. In
1933 he promoted the foundation the Italian Institute for the Middle and Far
East - IsMEO (Istituto italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente), based in
Rome. The IsMEO was established as a "Moral body directly depending on
Mussolini". Until 1945, when the IsMEO was closed, Gentile was its
President and Tucci was its Managing Vice-President and, later, Director of
the courses of languages.
Tucci officially visited Japan for the first time in November 1936, and
remained there for over two months until January 1937, when he attended at
the opening of the Italian-Japanese Institute (Istituto Italo-nipponico) in
Tokyo.[2] Tucci traveled all over Japan giving lectures on Tibet and "racial
purity".
He organised several pioneering archaeological digs throughout Asia, such
as in Swat in Pakistan, Ghazni in Afghanistan, Persepolis in Iran and in the
Himalayas. He was also the promoter of the National Museum of Oriental
Art. In 1978 he received the Jawaharlal Nehru Award for International
Understanding, in 1979 the Balzan Prize for History (ex aequo with Ernest
Labrousse). During the course of his life, he wrote over 360 books and
articles.
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* Late Prof. Robert F. Olson, Department of Religion, University of Hawaii
** Professor of Emeritus of Taisho University Japan .
E-mail: ichisima@senzoji.jp
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CLASSICS

The world classic is a significant word which means : 1. Examplary of a
particular style, 2. Exhibiting the timeless fualis and 3. A excellent
literary creation. Journal of Darśana in its classics title the publish a
master work of philosophy which is excitant example of philosophical
writing, and has timeless value. In this volume we are proudly republishing a work of Professor J.L. Mehta titled- "Western Metaphysical
Tradition" which is trull an example of a classic philosophical writing.
This article is basic of deffer's thought on the subject and I believe that
without understanding high degger one cannot claim the true understand
of western metaphysics.

Jarava Lal Mehta (1912 – 1988) was an Indian
philosopher, an expert on the philosophy of Martin
Heidegger, a retired professor at Banares Hindu
University, taught at Harvard Divinity School from 1968
to 1978 as a visiting professor at Harvard's Center for the
Study of World Religions. Schooled in the philosophies of
India, Dr. Mehta developed an interest in his early student days in the
works of Freud, the philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein, and Heidegger. In
his writings and lectures, Dr. Mehta showed an unusual facility to move
between Eastern and Western thought. His major work was ''The
Philosophy of Martin Heidegger,'' first published in the United States
by Harper & Row in 1971. A collection of Dr. Mehta's essays, ''India and
the West: The Problem of Understanding,'' was published by Scholars
Press in 1985. At Harvard, Dr. Mehta taught courses in Indian
philosophy, including a class taught with Robert Nozick, the Harvard
philosopher. Dr. Mehta also taught courses on philosophical
hermeneutics, the science of interpretation.
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Heidegger and the Western
Metaphysical Tradition
Prof J. L. Mehta
I. HEIDEGGER’S APPROACH TO PAST THOUGHT
All philosophical thinking, according to Heidegger, moves
within the intellectual horizon opened up by a tradition. It may
seek to enlarge this horizon and may attempt a critical
reconstruction of that tradition by bringing into view something
that has been ignored and by-passed by it. But no thinker, however
original he may be, can lift himself out of the tradition that sustains
him and from which the driving power and the manner of his
questioning is derived. Man’s knowledge of ‘what is’ and his
understanding of what it means to ‘be’ never sheds its linkage with
the ‘here’ and the ‘now’, never reaches up into the topos
hyperouranios, the heavenly region of the pure, the timeless and
the Absolute. In the sense in which Heidegger raises the question
of ‘Being’, the question could be raised only within the framework of the Western philosophical tradition as founded by the
early Greek thinkers and only at a point in the history of that
tradition where it terminates in the philosophy of Nietzsche. The
question of Being is thus essentially and intrinsically a historical
one, requiring both a critical, regressive analysis or “destruction”
of the history of ontology as well as a reconstruction of that history
in the light of the deeper and more original understanding of Being
and of man in his relationship to Being acquired in the course of
the inquiry. The phenomenological destruction promised for the
second (unpublished) part of Being and Time- a task of which the
nature and necessity is explained by Heidegger in Section 6 of that
work- is an integral part of the question of Being, having the
positive aim of acquiring a new perspective on the entire history of
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European thought and reconstructing it from the point of view of
what has remained in it unsaid and unactualized.
This question is historical, further in the sense, as
Heidegger insists that the historical destiny of Western man is
bound up with the asking or failure to ask, with the manner of
asking and answering, this question. Not to be content with gaining
knowledge of the essent as such but, going beyond that, to inquire
into the Being of essents or into Being as such may seem like
verbal idolatry. Being cannot be grasped like a being and is as
impalpable as Nothingness. Is it then, Heidegger asks, just an
empty word, unreal vapour and an error, as Nietzsche says? 1 In his
Introduction to Metaphysics he seeks to demonstrate that Being is
neither a mere word nor empty abstraction but, with its richness of
content and dynamism, holds in itself the spiritual destiny of the
West. In the first place, we can meaningfully talk and think about
‘Being’ because we (i.e. Western thinkers) stand within a tradition
which has taken its birth with the question about Being and of
which the enfoldment has been determined by this origin.
Secondly, a glance at the spiritual impoverishment of present-day
Western man and at the bleakness and benightedness of his worldin Heidegger’s words, “the darkening of the world, the flight of the
gods, the depredation of the earth, the standardization of man, the
supremacy of the mediocre”- it becomes obvious that the word
‘Being’ has an empty sound for us only because we have for long
fallen out of Being and because our relationship to our tradition
and to language has been disturbed and disrupted.

1

For a contemporary eco of Nietzsche's verdict, see the amusing 'Discussion'
between Marjorie Grene and stuart Hampshire in Encounter, April, 1958, arising
out of a review of Marjorie Grene's book on Heidegger by Hampshire. She
'Heartily' agrees with her critic that Heidegger's ontology "is indeed empty and
arrogant nonsense."
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What the Western world is today, it has come to be in
consequence of its metaphysical foundations in early Greek
thought, of the way ‘Being’ revealed itself in it and of its
subsequent withdrawal from the sight of Western man. To ask
“What is Being ?” or “Why are there essents rather than nothing ?”
is, therefore, not just a question of merely academic interest,
remote from man’s basic concerns, a professional luxury confined
to the chosen few. As a philosophical question, it has arisen rather
from a thinking that breaks the paths and opens the perspectives of
the knowledge in which and by which one comprehends and fulfils
itself historically and culturally, of that knowledge which kindles
and threatens and necessitates all questioning and valuing. 1
Nor is this a question that concerns only the self-realization
of single individuals seeking to attain philosophical truth in
personal experience. Heidegger is not interested at all either in
proving universally valid, eternal and changeless verities or in an
experience that is only personal and private or, for that matter, in
any sort of experience in the psychological, subjective sense. His is
the quest of the koinon (Heraclitus), the common, the suprapersonal, of the concepts, the language and the presuppositions
which provide, determine and mould the intellectual horizon and
the historical destiny of whole people; it is the quest for the
ultimate metaphysical or spiritual foundations on which the
Western man’s life is grounded, for the way Being has revealed
itself to him and withdrawn itself from him and in so doing has
shaped his nature and destiny from Greek times to the present day.
The question of ‘Being’ thus is not a mere intellectual pastime but
one in which man’s entire, historical existence is involved. Nor
does it seek to provide an ontology in the traditional style, much
less to assess critically the past mistakes of ontology. “We are
1

Einfuehrung in die Metaphysik, p. 8.
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concerned” Heidegger says,1 “with something quite different, to
restore man’s historical existence- and that always includes our
own future existence in the totality of the history allotted to us- to
the power of Being which has to be opened up again by man for
himself by going back to the origin.”2 The question of ‘Being’, far
from being merely verbal, amounts to a reflection on the genesis of
our hidden history; it is a question that points to the hidden ground
of our historical existence and on the answer to which our future
historical existence depends.3 As in the case of Nietzsche,
Heidegger’s thinking is inspired by a passionate concern for the
present, for what is in the world of the present, for what man, fated
by Being, has made of himself and his world today, for the way he
dwells in it and for the basic attitudes which dominate his way of
seeing things and comprehending them. The present technological
era, with its emasculation of the spirit and its restless craving for
mastery over everything that is one in which man has become
utterly blind to the Being of things and to the disclosure of all
reality in them other than their calculability and amenability to
manipulative control. The desiccation and hollowness of man’s
world today, with all weight gone out of things, and the
corresponding loss of man’s ability truly to dwell in it as in a
home, is a consequence, Heidegger declares, of the whole Western
1

Ibid, p. 32.
As Werner Marx says (Cf. “Heidegger’s New Conception of Philosophy”,
Social Research, 1955; see also Heidegger and die Tradition, passim),
Heidegger’s philosophy is the quest of a second, new binging. “Today when we
say of any particular thing, that ‘it is’ or ‘is not’, that ‘it is’ or is only
‘becoming’, that ‘it is true, genuine’ or only sham’ or when we that man is ‘in
truth’ or ‘in error’, we are still thinking under the influence of the first
conception of the ‘essence of Being and Man’ as poetically composed by the
first thinkers. In this sense the Pre-Socratics set a beginning and a first
beginning’. The ultimate aim of Heidegger’s ‘new conception of philosophy
during his second phase is to attain a 'second beginning’—to compose anew the
Essence of Being and the Essence of Slam”
3
Einfuehrung, pp. 70, 71.
2
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past which has worked itself out in the present and is its living
foundation. Nietzsche saw the Western spiritual horizon threatened
with Nihilism—that “uncanniest of all guests, standing at the
door”— and following upon him, Heidegger, with an even deeper
insight into the hidden forces behind Western intellectual history
and a more thorough familiarity with it, sees but the eclipse of
Being today the relentless sway of total Nihilism, the completion
of a process that has been at work at least since the time of Plato.
The question of Bing is hence directly determined by the
history and the present state of the human spirit on earth. “The
asking of this question is immediately and fundamentally linked up
with the crucial historical question of coming to a decision.... What
history here means, however, is not so much the past, for that is
just what does not happen any longer; much less is it the merely
contemporary, which also does not happen but is only a passing
event, comes and goes by. History as happening is the acting and
being acted upon in and right through the present, determined from
out of the future and taking over what has been. Our asking of the
basic metaphysical question is historical because it opens up the
happening (Geschehen) of human existence in its essential
relationships, i.e. to essents as such in their totality, in respect of
possibilities and futures never inquired into and because at the
same time it binds it back to its beginnings in the living past, thus
sharpening it and giving it weight in the present. In this
questioning our Desein is summoned to its history in the full sense
of the word, called to it and to make a decision in it... The basic
point of view and attitude of the questioning is itself historical,
standing and holding itself in what is happening, inquiring out of
this and for the sake of this.”1 The immediate urgency of raising
the question of Being comes from the fact that Being has become
1

Ibid, pp. 33-34.
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for us a mere word and floating mist, a fact which is not just a
psychological characteristic of present-day man but one in the
midst of which we stand, a state of our existence, the mode in
which we ore ourselves Constituted in relation to Being. “The
emptiness of the word ‘Being’, the total vanishing of its appellative
force” (as Manheim happily translates) is a manifestation of that
perverse and false relationship to language characterizing man
today and which is itself rooted in our disrupted relationship to
Being as such. Since the destiny of language itself, as Heidegger
says, is grounded in the particular relationship of a people to Being
in any age, even the basic words of our language no longer speak
to us with their full force and with the weight of the tradition
which they not only embody but of which they are themselves the
wellspring.
The above considerations explain why Heidegger has
ceaselessly attempted to come to grips— more strenuously than
perhaps any other original philosopher— not only with the central
doctrines of the great European philosophers but with the entire
course of the history of Western philosophy as a whole, trying to
arrive at a complete view of its inner nature and dynamism, much
as only Hegel had done before him, from tile perspective of the
question of Being.’1 But he interprets this history not in terms of
the thought that has found explicit utterance in it but from the point
of view of the unexpressed presuppositions underlying it, of what
1

This concern with the historical tradition and with the Greek world whose
foundations still sustain the Western world is inspired by Heidegger's passionate
concern for the future destiny of man on earth and for the man's regeneration
through a new relationship to Being. As he remarks, "Just because we have
ventured upon the great and long task of pulling clown a world grown old and of
rebuilding really and truly anew, i.e. historically, we must know the tradition.
We must know more, i.e. in a manner more stringent and binding than all ages
and times of upheaval before us. Only the most radical historical knowledge can
make us alive to the extra-ordinary character of our tasks and preserve us from a
new wave of mere restoration and uncreative imitation.” Ibid., p. 96.
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has remained unsaid in it. This general principle of interpretation,
laying no claim to ‘scientific’ history, is employed by him in the
interpretation of individual philosophers, of the larger movement
of philosophical history and of the basic philosophical words and
concepts coming down from the early Greek origins of Western
thought. Already in Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik,
Heidegger explicitly adopts the method of interpreting past
philosophers, not in terms of what they have actually said but,
through a consideration of the latter, to lay bare what is implicitly
presupposed in it. Every philosopher, in explicitly formulating his
thoughts, leaves unexpressed the driving idea at work implicitly in
his formulations and the task of philosophical interpretation, as
opposed to that of purely historical scholarship, is to bring this to
light by a creative project of thought. “Real exegesis,” in
Heidegger’s words, “must show what does not stand in the words
and is nevertheless said. To accomplish this, the interpretation
must use force. The essential thing is to be sought where scientific
interpretation has nothing more to find, branding as everything
unscientific that transcends its own preserve.” 1 Explaining the
procedure adopted by him in his own much disputed interpretation
of the Critique of Pure Reason, Heidegger says, 2 “Now, if an
interpretation merely reproduces what Kant has explicitly said, it
is, from the very outset, no interpretation in the proper sense. The
task before a proper interpretation is to bring expressly into view
that which Kant, in his attempt to provide a foundation for
metaphysics, has managed to disclose, over and above what he has
explicitly formulated, but which, nevertheless, is something that
Kant himself could not possibly go on to state. In all philosophical
knowledge the decisive thing is not what is said in so many words
but what is brought into view, through what is said, as that winch
1
2

Ibid. p. 124.
Kant, pp. 182-83.
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still remains unsaid... But, of course, in order to wrest from what
the words say that which is implicitly intended in them, every
interpretation must necessarily use force. Such force, however,
cannot be just ramping caprice. The power of an illuminating idea
must drive and guide the exposition. Only by virtue of this can an
interpretation venture upon the ever audacious undertaking of
putting one’s trust in the hidden inner passion of a work in order
thus to be led into the unsaid in it and be constrained to say that.
And that is also the way in which the guiding idea itself emerges
into clarity in all its power.”1
Such interpretation aims at re-opening a basic problem at a
point where historically a particular formulation and answer has
been given to it, at ‘repeating’ the problem so as to disclose in it
possibilities which have not yet been actualized. ‘By the repetition
of a basic problem we understand the opening up of its original
possibilities, hidden so long, by the elaboration of which it is
transformed and so alone preserved in its substance as a problem.
To preserve a problem means to hold it free arid living in respect
of those inner forces which render it possible as a problem in its
very roots.” The possible, according to Heidegger, is the wellspring of all actualize d thinking and a repetition aims at retracing
the path taken by the actual back to its source in the possible, in
1

See also Einfuehrung, p. 134, where, referring to the already “proverbial farfetched and one sided character of the Heideggerian method of exegesis,”
Heidegger remarks, “Nevertheless, we may and, indeed, must ask here: which
interpretation is the true one? Is it the one that simply takes over the perspective
into which it happens to find itself already and because it presents itself as
familiar and obvious, or is it rather the interpretation which questions the
customary perspective in its very roots, because it could be, and in fact is so, that
this line of vision does not lead to what needs being seen?” The latter kind of
exegesis, Heidegger adds needs a leap that is possible only if we really ask a
question and through such questioning first create our perspectives. “But then,
this is done neither in a rambling, capricious way nor by clinging to a system
taken as a norm, but in and out of historical necessity, out of the exigency of our
historical existence.”
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order to capture it in its moment of birth, as it were, and to see if
the possible, the potential and the implicit, offers other ways in
which it may be actualized in thought. Only when, starting from
the present, we succeed in reaching, step by step, back to the
beginnings of the historical unfoldment of the whole of European
thought, to the well-spring of the possible, shall we be in a position
to see that as one actualized possibility, leaving still others at the
disposal of thought. Only thus will it be possible to make another
beginning in thought and thus enable a renewal and regeneration of
the present. As Heidegger remarks,1 “To ask the question about
Being means nothing less than to recapitulate (wieder-holen) the
beginning of our historical spiritual existence, in order to transform
it into a new beginning. This is possible. It is in fact the authentic
pattern of historicity, for all history takes its start in a fundamental
happening. But we do not repeat a beginning by reducing it to
something past and now known, which we may simply affect and
ape. The beginning must be begun again, more radically, with all
the strangeness, the darkness, the insecurity that attends a true
beginning. Repetition as we understand it is any-thing but an
improved continuation of what has been up till now by means of
the same old methods.”
Heidegger’s attitude toward history and his interpretation
of the historical course of Western philosophy may be brought into
sharp focus by contrasting it with the way Hegel has interpreted
that history. For Hegel, the history of Western philosophy is not
just a succession of diverse views and doctrines, one giving place
to another, without any inner connation between them, but
represents the process, in itself coherent, uniform and necessary, of

1

Ibid. pp. 29, 32.
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the progress of the spirit towards complete consciousness of itself. 1
Philosophy as the self-development of the spirit towards absolute
knowledge is identical with the history of philosophy; the latter is
only the externalized form of the inner dialectic of pure thought
itself, it’s various epochs representing the dialectical enfoldment of
one and the same truth at progressively fuller stages of its
evolution. “No other philosopher before Hegel,” Heidegger
remarks,2 “has attained to such a fundamental point of view in
philosophy which both enables and requires philosophical thinking
to move within its history and at the same time makes this
movement identical with philosophy itself.” The first stage in this
process is represented by Greek thought, with which philosophy
proper begins and which is the stage of thesis. Thought, at this
stage, emerges into pure objectivity, into the universal as such, but
because not yet referred to a subject and mediated by it, this is also
the stage of abstraction. The beginning, the first emergence of
thought, Hegel says, is necessarily the most abstract; it is the
simplest and the poorest or emptiest and so the earliest
philosophers are the poorest of all. In this stage, Being or the Real
1

In Heidegger’s Being-centred Thought, the place of this is taken by the
dispensation or destiny (Geschick) of Being. Explaining the role of the
individual thinker and the suprapersonal character of the history of thought,
Heidegger says in Der Satz vom Grund (pp. 144-146), that of all that is difficult
to grasp in this world, what is most difficult to grasp, because it lies closest to us
inasmuch as we ourselves are that, is the idea that the history of thought rests on
the dispensation of Being. This history is not the story of the personal views of
individual thinkers thinking original thoughts but of the way thinkers respond to
the claim of Being itself. We all stand in the clearing of Being, in the area of
openness and light brought about by the way Being dispenses itself, in its own
withdrawal, to us. But we do not just stand round unconcerned in this clearing;
we stand in it as appropriated by the claim of Being, owned and charged by
Being and in its service. The thinker charged and endowed with the gift
appropriate to the task of putting into a words the Being of what is, of building
and forming in the clearing of Being, of taking care of Being.
2
Hegel und die Griechen, in Die Gegenwart der Griechen im Neurrea Denken,
Festschrift fuer Hans-Georg Gadamer, p. 44.
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as the abstract universal and pure objectivity is, as Heidegger puts
it,1 not yet determined and not yet mediated through the dialectical
movement of the spirit’s absolute subjectivity and hence, for
Hegel, the philosophy of the Greeks is still in the stage of this ‘not
yet’ and satisfying, as he says, only to a limited extent. The next
higher stage, that of antithesis, begins with Descartes in whose
philosophy the subject is posited and recognized as subject for the
first time, thus enabling the objectivity of the previous stage to be
grasped explicitly as objectivity. From the point of view of the last
stage as represented by his own philosophy, Hegel quite
appropriately says of Descartes, “With him we really enter into a
philosophy that stands on its own... Here, we may say, we are at
home and can, like the sailor at the end of a long voyage on a
stormy sea, cry, ‘Land!’ ” The third and highest stage, that of
synthesis, in which the two earlier stages are annulled, conserved
and taken up (aufgehoben, in the three-fold sense of tollere,
conservare and elevare) is reached in Hegel’s own System of
Speculative Idealism, “containing within itself everything that the
labour of thousands of years has produced, the consummation and
final result of all that has gone before,” as he says in his Lectures
on the History of Philosophy. This is the crowning stage of the
concrete universal in which the Spirit, rich with its own selfunfolding process, comes to itself explicitly in the absolute
certainty of itself as the absolute, fully self-conscious subject. As
Heidegger points out,2 that Hegel sees the nature of history in the
light of Being conceived as absolute subjectivity and judging the
course of philosophy before its culmination in the Spirit’s absolute

1
2

Ibid, p. 52.
Ibid, p. 54.
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certainty of self-consciousness in his own system, finds in it only a
movement from the less developed to the more. 1
For Hegel, as for Heidegger, thought is concerned with
something that is in itself historical in the sense of a happening
(Geschehen). According to Hegel, thoughts Concern is with Being
as self-thinking thought, which comes to itself only in the process
of its speculative development and the happening is understood as
one whose process character is determined by the dialectic of
Being.2 Heidegger not only does not accept the subjectivist
interpretation of Being as thought but rejects the view that
particular philosophies are epochs of philosophy emerge from one
another in the sense of the necessity of a dialectical process, 3 thus
differing from Hegel on both these points. Heidegger also differs
from Hegel in his estimate of the early thinking of a historical
tradition. “The basic error,” he says,4 “lies in the belief that history
begins with the primitive and backward, the clumsy and weak. The
opposite is true. The beginning is the uncanniest and mightiest.
What comes after is not development but shallowness and
diffusion, the failure to hold on to the beginning, rendering it
ineffective and harmless and exaggerating it into a caricature...”
1

Referring to Hegel’s approach to history, Heidegger says (Humanismus, pp.
81-82), “The happening of history occurs as, and arises from, the destiny
(dispensation) of the truth of Being, in which Being gives itself and, in giving
itself, also withdraws itself. Nevertheless, Hegel’s conception of history as the
development of the ‘Spirit’ is not untrue. It is also not partly right and partly
wrong. It is as truer as metaphysics, which in Hegel’s system achieves for the
first time an expression of its absolutely conceived essence. Along with its
inversion by Marx and Nietzsche, absolute metaphysics is part of the history of
the truth of Being. What is generated by that is not touched or disposed of by
refutations of any sort. It can only be taken in and assimilated by retrieving its
truth so that it is conceived more deeply, as embedded in Being itself and is
withdraw n from the sphere of merely human views.”
2
Cf. Identitaet und Differenz, pp. 40.
3
Cf. Was ist das—die Philosphie ? pp. 29.
4
Einfuehrung, pp. 119.
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Discussing the Anaximander fragment, 1 he asks, “With what claim
does the earliest address itself to us, presumably the latest of the
late-corners of philosophy?... Does the chronological and historical
remoteness of the utterance conceal in itself a historical nearness of
what it leaves unsaid and which speaks, beyond the present, into
coming time?... May it not be that what is early outstrips the late,
the earliest outstripping the latest most of all?"
Summarizing the main point of divergence between him—
self and Hegel, Heidegger says,2 “For Hegel, the concern of is
thinking with Being in respect of essents as they are appropriated
by thought (Gedachtheit) in and as absolute thinking. For us, the
object of thinking is the same, Being, hot Being in respect of its
difference from beings. To put it more pointedly, for Hegel the
matter of thinking is tin thought (Gedanke) as the absolute notion.
For us, the object of thinking is, provisionally expressed, the
difference as difference.” Farther, for Hegel as well as Heidegger,
the criterion for a dialogue with the historical heritage is the
penetration into the power of the thinking of earlier thinkers. But
whereas Hegel finds the specific power of thinkers in what has
been thought by them, in so far as it can be taken up (aufgehoben,
in its three-fold sense) as a specific stage in the dialectic of
absolute thinking, Heidegger seeks for this power not in what has
already been thought, but rather in what is yet unthought and from
which what thought receives its essential character and scope. To
the more popular question whether there is any ‘progress’ in
philosophy, Heidegger has a characteristic answer: Philosophy, in
so far as it is mindful of its nature, does not move forward at all.
She steps into her place and marks time so that she may ceaselessly
think of one and the same thing. Moving forward, that is, away
1

Holzwege, pp. 300.
Die Onto-theo-logische Verfassung der Metaphysik, in Identitaet und differenz,
pp. 42-45.
2
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from this place, is an error that follows thinking, like a shadow
thrown by thinking itself.1 Admitting that it is what has already
been thought that makes for the not-yet-thought, which comes up
ever afresh in its plenitude, Heidegger continues, “The criterion of
the unthought does not lead to the incorporation of what has been
thought previously into still higher levels of development and
systematization surpassing it, but demands that the heritage of
thought he liberated in respect of what still lies in reserve in its
‘has been’ (Geswesenes). It is this which holds tradition initially in
its sway and is prior to it, though without being thought about
expressly and as the originative source.” Finally, for Hegel the
dialogue with the preceding history of philosophy has the character
of annulment (in the three-fold sense of Aufhebung), whereas for
Heidegger it is of the nature of taking the step back (der Schritt
zurueck). “The annulment leads into the surmounting, gatheringtogether sphere of absolutely posited truth in the sense of the
completely developed certitude of self-knowing knowledge, while
the step back opens the realm, hitherto overlooked, with reference
to which the essence of truth first of all becomes something that
deserves thought.” The step back, Heidegger explains, does not
mean taking an isolated step in thought but a particular manner of
thought’s movement and a long way. “In so far as the step back
determines the character of our dialogue with the history of
Occidental thought, it leads our thinking in a way beyond what has
hitherto been thought in philosophy. Thinking steps back before
what concerns it, i.e., Being, and thus brings what has been thought
into a confrontation (Gegenueber) in which we have a view of the
whole of this history and that, too, in respect of what constitutes
the well-spring of this entire thinking, for it is the well-spring that
alone provides the domain in which this thinking abides. This is, in
1

Humanismus, pp. 81.
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contrast to Hegel, not a problem Coming down to us already
posed, but is rather something that has remained throughout
unasked in the entire course of this history of thinking..., the
difference between Being and beings.” 1 The difference of essent
and Being, itself unnoticed and unnoticeable by metaphysics, is the
realm within which metaphysics, i.e., Occidental thinking in the
totality of its essence, can be what in fact it is. Hence, Heidegger
concludes, the step back is the step that leads out of metaphysics
into the essence of metaphysics, into the source and ground of its
essential constitution; the step back, taking us out of the charmed
circle of metaphysical thinking, alone gives the necessary distance
and perspective from which one can contemplate its essential
nature and meditate on the ‘ontological difference’ on which, as on
its unthought ground, it rests.
The continuous re-appropriation of a living tradition
depends upon its re-interpretation from age to age. But every age
necessarily interprets the past from its own dominant perspective
and in terms of its own conceptual framework and language, thus
transforming what it receives from the past in the very process of
assimilating it. In seeking to go back—and recapture in its purity
(and yet creatively, from the present perspective, in our case the
perspective of the question of Being)—to the thinking of an age in
which the foundations of this tradition were laid, we have,
therefore, in a sense to reverse the process by which the original
significance of the central concepts, and the sense of the basic
words in which they were embodied, has been obscured by the
strata of new meanings imposed upon them by later interpretation.
In addition, the utmost care must be exercised to avoid interpreting
earlier thinking in terms of later concepts which have evolved from
1

Die Ontotheo-logische Verfassung der Metaphysik, in Identitaet und Differenz,
p. 46.

157

Heidegger and the Western Metaphysical Tradition

them; though these alone have become historically effective, yet
they only constitute one possible interpretation that might be given
to the central concepts of the earlier thinkers. As Heidegger has
said,1 all later thinking that seeks a dialogue with the earlier must
inevitably reach out to it from its own place in history, if it is at all
to bring the silence of early thought into an utterance; but this need
not necessarily imply projecting later inceptions into them, so long
as care is taken to enter, in an expressly inquiring spirit, into the
field of vision and hearing of early thinking. No previous thinker,
Heidegger asserts, has been able to reach back to the beginning of
Western philosophy and to recapture its true character as a
beginning. As he remarks, “Neither Nietzsche nor any other
thinker before him—not even, and in particular, he who, before
Nietzsche, for the first time thought philosophically about the
history of philosophy, viz. Hegel— penetrate into the first
beginnings; they rather see the beginning as already coloured by,
and in the light of, what was already a falling away from the
beginning and its stagnation in the light of the Platonic
philosophy.”2
Such
re-interpretation
and
mis-interpretation,
transformation and falsification have occurred repeatedly not only
in the course of the transmission of ideas from one period of
history to another but also, continuously, within the same period,
as between its different phases. In its most dramatic form,
however, the problem can be seen at work in the historically
‘fateful’ translations by which Greek concepts were taken over into
Latin and, later, into the vernaculars. In his quest for the
unimpaired revelatory power of ancient words, Heidegger has
frequently drawn attention to the havoc wrought by this translation
1
2

Vortraege und Aufsaetze, pp. 238-239.
Nietzsche I, p. 469.
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of the Greek philosophical language into Latin, a language
embodying the wholly different Medieval spirit and outlook—an
occurrence, Heidegger points out, by no means accidental and
harmless but the first stage in the process by which we are cut off
and alienated from the original essence of Greek philosophy. The
translation into Latin of the Greek physis as natura, of ousia as
substantia, of logos as ratio, for example, does indeed convey
something of the sense embodied in the Greek terms but, as
Heidegger again and again shows in his discussions of these and
other terms, the Latin ‘equivalents’ equally stand between
ourselves and what the Greek terms say, hiding from our view their
original sense and obstructing entry into the genuine Greek vision
and way of thinking.1 Such translations, of course, like all milestones in the history of thought are not just examples of (precious
and avoidable mis-interpretation but constitute the very stuff of a
continuous historical tradition. As Heidegger has remarked, 2 in the
case of important and effective translations, “the translation is not
only interpretation but is tradition, an integral part of our
philosophical heritage. As tradition it belongs to the innermost
movement of history. ..An important translation corresponds, in a
particular epoch of the destiny (Geschick) of Being, to the way in
which a language, destined by Being, speaks.” That is why every
attempt to recapture the unuttered meaning of past thinking
requires a creative leap of thought and a new, all-embracing
perspective, based on disillusioned, critical awareness of the
present, an ear for the message of the past and a passionate concern
for our future destiny.3

1

Cf., e.g., Einfuehrung, passim.
Der Satz vom Grund, p. 164.
3
On Heidegger’s approach to the history of philosophy, cf. W. Szilasi,
Interpretation und Geschichte der Philosophie (in Martin Heidegger’s Einfluss
auf die Wissenschaften, by Astrada etc.) Helmuth Plessner compares (Offene
2

159

Heidegger and the Western Metaphysical Tradition

II THE GREEK THINKERS
Greek thought begins with reflection on Being, not merely
in the sense of the totality of what is (ta onta) but with an
awareness of the Being (einai) of all that is, of the essent in its
Being. That the Being of essents claimed the thinking of the early
Greeks, says Heidegger, actually is the beginning of the Occident
as a historical reality and the hidden source from which its destiny
springs.1 Being (eon, on) revealed itself to the early Greek
thinkers, the founders of the Western philosophical tradition, as
ousia, which means, according to Heidegger, not substance as the
Latin translation of this term interprets it, but constant presence
(Anwesenheit).2 In the light of this way of understanding Being,
never explicitly considered by them, they apprehended the totality
of essents as physis, that which emerges, unfolds itself, enters into
and remains in manifestness. The central question of their inquiry,
Problemgeschichte, in Nicolai Hartmann, der Denker und sein Werk)
Heidegger’s approach with that of Hartmann. Werner Marx (Heidegger und die
Tradition, 1961) discusses critically Heidegger’s new determination of Being in
relation to the traditional conception as represented by Aristotle and Hegel. For
excellent summaries of Heidegger’s interpretation of the Western philosophers,
cf. P. Fuerstenau, Heidegger—das Gefuege seines Denkens, pp. 101-168 and
Kanthack, Das Denken Martin Heidegger (Zweiter Teil-Die Epochen der
abendlaendischen Metaphysik). See also Richardson: Heidegger, pp. 301-283,
for a presentation of Heidegger’s views on Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Hegel and
Nietzsche.
1
Vortraege, p. 227.
2
Heidegger has devoted a long essay to Anaximander of Samos in which he
gives an elaborate interpretation of the oldest philosophical utterance of Western
thought (Der Spruch des Anaximander in Holzwege). Discussing the word
chreon (‘necessity’ in the usual translation; Heidegger renders it as need or
use—Brauch), he shows that already with Anaximander, an awareness of the
Being of what is and of the distinction between Being and beings had flashed
out. ‘To chreon is the oldest name in which thinking gives utterance to the Being
of essents, in which also the nature of the relationship between Being as
presence and essents (what is, as present) finds the first expression, a
relationship with essents that springs from the nature of Being itself. To chreon,
anticipating the 1ogos of Heraclitus, expresses the way Being itself is as the
relation with essents.
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and thenceforward the main theme of Western philosophy, is
concerned with the totality of essents conceived as physis. It is
metaphysics in the sense that it is not about particular essents but
about the essent as such, i.e., in respect of its Being, going beyond
essents to their Being in order, in the light of that, to understand
the nature of ‘what is’. In a basic sense, as Heidegger remarks, 1
that meta-physics is physics, episteme physike. The Greeks
inquired into the Being of essents, into the truth of what is, and in
this they were guided by the light of a particular conception of
Being, of what it means to be, viz. the sense of Being as presence.
They inquired into the Being of beings but they never asked what
Being itself meant and therefore could not be aware of the
particular sense of Being presupposed in their own thinking about
essents as such. The history of Western philosophy, except for its
earliest pre-Socratic period, is a history of ‘metaphysical’ thinking,
i.e., thinking about the Being of essents (not about Being itself)
and it begins with the oblivion of Being as such and of its truth.
The oblivion of Being is the oblivion of the difference of Being
from beings which is implied in all inquiry about the Being of
essents. The uncovering itself in the essent, Being withdraws itself
as such and, along with that, conceals its difference from the
essent. The difference breaks out in Anaximander, in Parmenides,
in Heraclitus, a lightning-flash in the illumination of which their
thinking takes its birth; but the difference does not reveal itself as
the difference and so remains unnamed and unthought. The history
of Being begins with the oblivion of Being, of Being’s own nature
and of its difference from the essent.2
All reflection on the Being of ‘what is’, however, is itself
carried on in the light of an implicit conception of Being which
1
2

Vom Wesen und Begriff der Physis, p. 9.
Cf. Holzwege, p. 336.
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derives not from man but is something that comes to him as the
destiny that hold his thinking in its grip, depending on the way
Being illuminates itself in him, on the way Being dispenses and
reveals itself to man. As Heidegger explains,1 in every age Being
itself is understood in a determinate sense, disclosing itself in some
aspect. But all understanding, as a basic mode of disclosure, must
itself move in a determinate line of vision (Blickbahn), a
perspective which must have opened out in advance. The
determinate understanding of Being moves in a pre-determined
perspective, not itself made by man but in which man finds himself
immersed, a dispensation of Being itself, as Heidegger later calls
it. Not even the Greeks did or could, due to reason inherent in the
case and, not because of any human deficiency, bring this
perspective to light. The history of the way has understood and
interpreted the Being of what is in totality is, therefore, rooted in
the different ways in which Being itself has, from age to age,
revealed itself variously to man, in the history of Being
(Seinsgeschichte) as Heidegger calls it’2. The history of Being,
which is the history of the self-bestowal of Being (Seinsgeschick)
to man and has thus an intrinsic reference to man as the seat of its
illumination, is in the West the history of the way Being reveals
and bestows itself in and through its own withdrawal from man. In
revealing itself as the light in which essents enter into overtness, it
withdraws its own essence into itself; without such revelation man
1

Cf. Einfuehrung, p. 89.
The history of philosophy is the history of man’, attempt to understand -what
is. But this understanding is itself the way Being reveals itself in Desein and is
rooted in man’s relationship to Being. As Heidegger asserts, the relationship of
Being to beings can come only from Being and can have its basis only in the
nature of Being” (Holzwege, p. 334). The history of man’s thinking of Being is
thus a manifestation of the history of Being itself. And since the former is in the
main a history of the way man has thought about the essent as such and as a
whole, disregarding Being itself, the latter is conceived by Heidegger as the
history of the self-concealment of Being.
2
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could never have asked what Heidegger calls the ‘leading
question’ (Leitfrage) of philosophy, the question about the Being
of essents, and without this withdrawal man would not have
become alienated from Being as such and, forgetting the
‘fundamental question’ (Grundfrage) of philosophy, the question
about Being as such, abandoned himself to the essent as such.
Being only reveals and gives itself to man as its own withdrawal
and man’s oblivion of Being is actually the abandonment of man
by Being. The history of philosophy, as Heidegger reads it, is thus
itself grounded in the invisible, deeper history of Being and though
exhibiting on the surface, development and advance in thinking i.e.
on the tool of our knowledge of and control over essents as such),
it is at best a history of the progressive withdrawal of Being from
man vision and so of man’s growing alienation from Being.
Traditionally, Being is contrasted with Becoming, with
Seeming, with Thought and with the Ought, fateful distinctions
already latent in early Greek thought.1 As against Becoming, Being
is permanence; as against Appearance, it is the enduring prototype,
the self-same; as against Thought, it is the object, what lies in
front; as against the Ought it is that which is presented to us as
something to be realized. All these determinations of Being,
through what the Greeks distinguished from it, at bottom mean the
same; constancy of presence (Anwesenheit), with the notions of
“contemporaneity and presence, of constancy and stability, sojourn
and occurrence” included in it.2 An examination of these
contrasting pairs, however, shows that in each case Being and what
1

The following account of Heidegger’s interpretation of early Greek philosophy
it based on Einfuehrung in die Metaphysik, Chap. IV. For an elaborate account
of Heidegger a treatment of Parmenides and Heraclitus, see the book by G.J.
Seidel. Seidel has also an excellent chapter on “The Meaning of Language for
Heidegger”.
2
See Was heissi Denken? 143 ff. for further discussion of the Greek conception
of Being as presence.
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is opposed to it belong intimately and inseparably together in a
deeper sense, that these distinctions have emerged historically
from a conception of Being in which they were originally at one
with, and implicit within, Being itself. Parmenides conceived
Being in sharp contrast with Becoming, thus explicitly bringing out
the character of the former as the sheer fullness, gathered in itself,
of the permanent, untouched by restlessness and change. Heraclitus
says at bottom the same.
Being and appearance are also bound together into an
original unity on the basis of which they were then distinguished
from one another; the power of coming forth and abiding, physis,
which for the Greeks constituted the Being of all that is, is at the
same time a shining forth, appearing and standing out of
hiddenness (aletheia). To be an essent is to come to light, to
present and display itself; but what appears always has the
possibility of appearing as what in truth do not, of being mere
appearance and illusion. As Heidegger puts it, where there is
unconcealment of essents there is always the possibility of
semblance and, conversely, where the essent has stood, unshaken
and for long, in a certain semblance, this appearance can shatter
and fall away, revealing the essent in its naked truth. Seeming and
semblance are for the Greeks not subjective and imaginary but are
inherent is the essent and hence, as Heidegger puts it, ‘‘they were
perpetually compelled to wrest Being from appearance and
preserve it against appearance… in the ceaseless struggle between
Being and Seeming they wrested Being from the essent, bringing
permanence and unconcealment to the essent.” 1 As against the later
falling apart of Being and Seeming with Plato, the great age of
Greece was a unique creative self-assertion amid the confusion of
the complex struggle between the two powers of Being and
1

Einfuehrung, p. 80.
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Seeming. Seeming belongs to Being itself as appearing and
because of this the early Greek thinkers, Parmenides in particular,
devoted their main effort to the task of rescuing Being from
Seeming by distinguishing it front he latter and from non-Being—
it is with this distinction that, as Heidegger says, Western man’s
historical existence bigins. The inner unity of Being and
appearance has found concise expression in Heraclitus' saying:
physis kryptesthai philei, i.e., Being, as physis (coming forth out of
hiddenness) in itself tends to self-concealment, to a relapse into
that. Being and Seeming are locked together, intrinsically, in the
unity of polemos, of perpetual war. Becoming too, like seeming, is
not sheer nothing and therefore, though opposed to Being in the
sense of what stands out in permanent sameness, is yet
comprehended in Being in the larger sense.
Tie differentiation between Being and Thought also springs
from an original, inner belonging together of the two, an initial
unity which itself, as Being in the profounder sense, as it were,
requires its own differentiation. Logic, the science of ‘thought’,
cannot itself explain the nature and origin of this separation
because logic itself arose on the basis of this separation, after
Plato’s interpretation of Being as idea had already turned Being
into an ‘object’ of knowledge. It can be shown, Heidegger claims,
that in early Greek philosophy Being (as physis) and thought (as
logos) were conceived as intrinsically belonging together, provided
that we understand logos also in a deeper, more original sense,
keeping out its later misinterpretation in terms of thinking as a
subjective process, of reason, of judgment, of the Christian
doctrine. Originally, logos meant, according to Heidegger,
gathering or collection, having the sense of both collecting and
collectedness; it was the primal gathering principle. “Logos
signifies here neither meaning nor word, nor doctrine, nor the spirit
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of the latter but the permanent, self-abiding, original collection of
gathered-togetherness… Logos is the permanent gathering
together, the self-contained togetherness of the essent, i.e. Being.”1
Physis and logos together constitute a unity and in that sense are
the same. What is, is in itself gathered presence, holding together
what tends to come apart ; so conceived, Being is at the same time
radiance and harmony, the supreme beauty.2
In order to show how this original unity of physis and logos
is eventually broken up, Heidegger offers his own interpretation of
the well-known line of Parmenides, to gar auto noein estin te kai
einai ("thinking and being are the same” in the usual translation,
no less un-Greek, Heidegger says, than the misinterpretation of
logos) as also of his saying, chre to legein te noein t'eon emmenai
(ordinarily translated as “It is necessary to say and to think that the
essent is”).3 To understand the real meaning of noein, he insists,
we must carefully refrain from projecting into it the modern
conception of thinking as the activity of a subject, with Being as its
correlate, and from interpreting it in Kantian or Hegelian terms.
We should understand noein in the sense of vernehmen (to
1

Ibid, p. 98.
Heidegger has also dealt at length with his interpretation of logos and legein in
an independent essay (in Vartraege und Aufsaetze). Discarding all later
interpretations of logos as “ratio, as word, as cosmic order, as the logical and the
necessity in thought, as meaning, as reason,” as derivative he goes back to its
original meaning : laying down, collecting and gathering, and as such, speech.
Logos, as Heidegger explains it, is the gathering principle, the hen panta (all is
one) of Heraclitus. “The logos names that which gathers together all that is
present (i.e. the essent) in its presence (i.e. Being), laying it out in such
gathering. The Logos names that within which the presence of the present takes
place.... In the thinking of Heraclitus the Being (presence) of essents manifests
itself as the Logos, the gleaning, gathering laying out (lesende Lege).” Ibid. p.
227. Heidegger also shows here how, for the first time, Heraclitus determines
the nature of man in terms of his belongingness to Being.
3
For a detailed discussion of this line, see Was heisst Dnken ?, p. 105 ff.; also
see the essay, Moira (in Vortraege). For Parmenides also the nature of man and
his relationship to Being comes from Being itself,
2
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apprehend), in the double signification of taking up, accepting,
letting what appeal’s come up and of hearing a witness,
questioning him and so determining how matters stand— the sense
of taking on and determining.1 Being, in the sense of physis or
emergence into unhiddenness, and noein are the same in the sense
of inherently belonging together ; where unhiddenness occurs and
Being prevails, there occurs also, as necessarily implied in it,
apprehension. Further, such apprehension, far from being a power
exercised by man as subject, is itself possible to man because he
himself is part of Being (physis) and so shares in the apprehending
(noein) that is intrinsic to Being. The being of man himself is
determined by the inner unity and togetherness of physis and
noein. Apprehension, Heidegger says, is here not a faculty
belonging to man with his nature already defined; apprehension is
rather a happening, sharing in which alone man enters into history
as an essent, appears, that is, in the literal sense, comes into being.
Apprehension is not a mode of activity which man possesses as an
attribute; on the contrary, man himself is a function of
apprehension, what the saying of Parmenides expresses is thus a
definition of the essence of man in terms of the truth of Being.
For the early Greeks, man stands in an intimate bond with
Being, deriving his own nature from that bond and existing as the
locus of the self-disclosure of Being. At the same time, needed and
necessitated by Being itself, he seeks to wrest the truth of Being, to
make Being itself shine forth and appear by bringing it to a stand
in the permanency of well-defined form, through knowledge and
art, by embodying, rendering manifest and realizing Being in the
essent (ins-Werk-setzen, as e.g. when the artist incorporates the
truth of Being in a ‘work’ of art) through the exercise of force
1

See also Was heisst Denken?, p. 125, where noein is rendered as ‘being
mindful of’ or ‘taking care of’.
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against the order of physis or dike.1 Knowing as apprehension
(noein) is not mere passive reception but is an act of violence, a
marching out to engage the essent in the battle for Being. Within
Being itself, conceived as physis and logos, here is inherent the
possibility amid the necessity of logos (i.e. noein as a gathering
together or legein) differentiating itself from logos in the sense of
the togetherness, the gathered character, of Being itself. Logos
acquires the sense of a gathering together that makes manifest,
occurring in and through man, and, as the gathering and
apprehending of the being of essents, it becomes a feature of the
constitutive essence of man and no longer an element in Being
itself. Further, man’s break-through into Being, but for the sake of
Being and in its service, in knowledge and art is at the same time a
break-through into language. Language, giving form to the essent
and opening it up in its being, is a collecting, gathering together
and so disclosing, logos. It brings the essent into openness,
delimitation and permanence; in primordial speech the Being of
the essent is opened up in the texture of its gatheredness and
maintained and preserved as such. Himself gathered together
within the structure of Being, standing and acting in logos as
gatheredness, man (as a function of noein or apprehension) is the
gatherer charged with the task of preserving and fulfilling
primarily through language (poetic creation and thought), the
disclosure of Being, of guarding such disclosure against seeming
and closure. Logos and physis thus split apart, facing each other as
it were, but still forming a harmonious whole, the differentiation
1

For an elaboration of the Greek tragic conception of man, as the deinotaton,
the uncanny agent of acts of violence, see Heidegger’s interpretation of the first
chorus song in the Antigone of Sophocles in Einfuehrung, where he speaks “the
creative man, who marches out into the un-said, who breaks into the unthought,
enforces what has never happened, makes what has never been seen to appear.”
See also Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes in Holzwege, for elucidation of the
concept of setting into a work (ins-Werk-setzen).
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still in the service of Being. As yet this does not mean any
breaking away of logos from Being, nor imply that logos stands
opposed to Being in such a way as to stand in judgment (as
Reason) on Being, determining and regulating what is to count as
the Being of essents.
The secession of logos occurs, Heidegger points out, when
it abandons its original essence, when Being is interpreted
differently and its physis character is lost from view. The slow and
long history of this transformation, in the midst of which Western
man has long been standing, culminates in the domination of
thinking as ratio over the Being of what is and the determination of
man’s essence in terms of Reason. The initial differentiation of
logos and physis was followed by the breaking away of logos from
the original unity and ultimately to its being elevated to a position
of supremacy through the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle. Plato
conceives Being as idea or eidos, an interpretation which then
dominates the whole course of Western philosophy right up to
Hegel, with whom the first phase of Western thought, as Heidegger
calls it, comes to its definitive close. Idea or eidos means the look,
the view presented by anything that confronts us, its visage. In
such presentation the thing stands before us, is present, i.e. is in the
Greek sense; this is physis immobilized and held fast in the aspect
presented by it. In the visage that it shows, the essent, that which is
present (Anwesende), presents itself in its what and how, it ousia,
winch signifies at the same time the presence (Anwesenheit) of
what is present as well as the latter in respect of its ‘what’. The
subsequent distinction between existentia and essentia is based on
the Greek understanding of Being as constancy of presence and the
Platonic interpretation of the latter as idea. Idea understood as
presence, Heidegger points out, includes in itself the sense both of
emerging into unhiddenness (simple estin) and of the what of the
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emergence (ti estin) and it’s correlate the that (oti estin). The
interpretation of Being as idea follows from the conception of
Being as physis (emerging and appearing), but with Plato the idea,
instead of being recognized as the derivative that it is, usurped the
position of physis as the sole and proper meaning of Being. What
happened was nothing less than a betrayal of the original Greek
insight. Being and apprehension, what is seen and seeing, belong
together in one whole, but from this it does not follow that beingseen alone can determine and constitute the presence (Being) of the
thing seen or that Being should be conceived in terms of
apprehension alone and defined as that which is apprehended by
the intellect. In the interpretation of Being as idea, Heidegger says,
not only is a consequence of the initial conception of the nature of
Being twisted and elevated to the status of that nature itself but the
falsification is once again misinterpreted. Being is not only
understood in the sense of idea (whatness or quiddity), but the
latter is exalted as the real essent (ontos on) above the whole realm
of essents, which is now degraded into the me on, the unreal and
the imperfect, having only a share in Being (methexis), an
imperfect copy of the ideal prototype. A chasm (chorismos) opens
up between the idea as what really is and the essent as what in
reality is not. The meaning of appearing, too, is transformed; it has
no longer the sense of emerging or showing itself but becomes
mere appearance, seeming—on and phainomenon fall apart. The
meaning of truth, which was at the beginning the aletheia or
unhiddenness of physis, also undergoes a change. Truth is
understood now as the adequation (homoiosis) of the disclosure of
essents to the ideal pattern, the idea, i.e. as, the correctness of
seeing, of apprehension in the sense of representation. The
transformation of Being from physis to idea has been decisive,
Heidegger claims, in giving to the history of the Occident its
essential character and mould. In his essay on Plato’s doctrine of
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truth (Platons Lehre von der Wahrheit), Heidegger brings out the
Unthought in Plato’s thinking through a detailed discussion of the
Allegory of the Cave in the Republic, Book VIII. What remains
unthought here, according to him is a transformation in the
conception of truth from unhiddenness to correctness of perception
or knowing, from a-letheia to orthotes. The original Greek sense of
truth as a wresting away from hiddenness is indeed present in the
Allegory, but it is dominated and overshadowed by another
conception of truth which comes into prominence. Aletheia comes
under the domination, the yoke, of the idea, as Heidegger puts it,
and truth as unhiddenness recedes into the background. In
consequence, not only the character but also the locus of truth has
changes. ‘As unhiddenness it is still the basic feature of essents
themselves. As correctness of ‘seeing’, it becomes a character of
man’s attitude toward essents,”1 i.e. a property of knowing. This
change in the nature of truth goes hand in hand with the
determination of the Being (presence) of essents as idea, so that
presence is no longer regarded as the emergence of the hidden into
unhiddenness, as it was in the beginning, but as idea, itself
determining truth and rendering it possible. Plato’s thought results,
Heidegger says, from the change in the nature of truth, a change
which manifests itself as the history of metaphysics, of which the
final culmination begins in the thinking of Nietzsche.2
With the changed interpretation of physis there goes a
corresponding transformation in the meaning of logos. Logos as
gathering renders essents manifest; language is that through which
the legein or gathering and manifesting of this logos occurs. But
when attention is focussed on the task of guarding authentic
discourse against mere repetitive talk emptied of its revelatory
1

Platons Lehre, p. 42.
Cf. also the illuminating discussion of Plato’s theory of art in Nietzsche I,
Chapter I and comments on Plato scattered throughout the work.
2
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power, the former comes to be identified with logos itself and
becomes the locus of truth.1 Logos as gathering was initially
identical with the occurrence of unhiddenness (truth) and rooted in
it, but now, in the sense of statement, it becomes itself the seat of
truth in the sense of correctness. Originally, truth as unhiddenness
was a feature of the essent and governed by gathering, but now it
becomes a property of logos (statement) not only thus shifting its
locus but also changing its character from primordial unhiddenness
of the essent to the correctness of statement. Logos thus detaches
itself from its initial unity with physis and becomes, as statement,
the arbiter of what is to count as Being, unfolding, in course, into
the discipline of ontology and the doctrine of categories. The
Principle of Contradiction, declaring that when two statements
contradict each other, what they are about cannot be, embodies and
illustrates this changed conception of the relationship between
physis and logos. Further, since logos as statement is itself an
objectively existing entity, it can be employed as an instrument to
gain and secure truth as correctness, as an organon and with this
final transformation of logos into a tool, “there arrives the hour of
the birth of Logic.” Ever since Aristotle, Logic, born complete in
most essentials, has remained the authoritative and standard
perspective for the interpretation of Being, right down to Kant and
Hegel. The only thing that remains, Heidegger acidly remarks, is
now “to lift it off its hinges” and effect radical changes in its very
foundations.
The transformation of physis and logos and consequently of
their relation to one another is a falling-off from the first
beginning. As Heidegger says, “The philosophy of the Greeks
1

As Heidegger points out in a discussion of the homo mensura doctrine of
Protagoras (Holzwege, p. 94 ff; also Nietzsche II, p. 135 ff.), the change in the
interpretation of what is, including man, came about as a result of the Platonic
struggle against the Sophists and, in that sense, in dependence upon them.
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conquered the Western world not on the strength of what it was in
its original beginning but through what it had become towards the
end of this beginning,”1 an end which came to its final culmination
with Hegel in the last century. The inner ground of the
transformation of physis and logos into idea and statement lies in
the change in the nature of truth from untidiness to correctness.
The original essence of truth could not be retained and preserved
and there was a “collapse of unhiddenness”, of the area opened out
for the appearing of the essent; from the debris ‘idea’ and
‘statement’, ousia and kategoria were salvaged, as Heidegger puts
it, each existing as an objective entity, disjoined from the other and
connectable only by a relation having itself the character of an
objective entity. Ever since, philosophy has laboured to explain
and render the plausible relation between judgment (thought) and
Being by all sorts of ingenious theories, in vain, because without
reopening the root-question of Being itself. The definitive
interpretation of Being itself that emerges, in consequence of all
this, is crystallized in the word ousia, Being in the sense of
constant presence, simple givenness (Vorhandenheit). According
to this conception of Being, henceforth to dominate European
thought, only what always is, the aei on, counts as really being.
This conception, along with the consequent interpretation of Being
as idea also paves the way for the separation between Being and
‘Ought’. Once Being is conceived as idea, itself in a way an essent,
it no longer has its potency and its power to render something
possible within itself, but becomes subordinate to something above
it, to the Idea of the Good (idea tou agathou) which, therefore, as
Plato says, stands beyond Being (epekeina tes ousias).2 It is this
Idea of Ideas, the Good, that endows Being (as idea) with the
1

Einfuehrung, p. 144.
On agathon, see Vom Wesen des Grundes, pp. 37-38; Platons Lehre pp. 36-40;
also Nietzsche II, pp. 223-233.
2
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power to function as prototype. The Ought thus separates itself
from Being, from within Being itself, and sets itself above it. The
change in the conception of truth and the consequent interpretation
of Being (presence) as idea converts as it were Being itself into an
essent and the highest Idea, the Good, appears as the highest
essent, the supersensible first cause of the existence and
appearance of all sensible essents, called by Plato and, following
him, by Aristotle, the divine (to theion). Since Plato’s
interpretation of Being as idea, Heidegger says, all thinking about
the Being of essents has been metaphysical and metaphysics itself
theological1 or, as in a later formulation, ontology, theology and
logic in one, onto-theo-logic. With Plato, thinking becomes
‘philosophy’, i.e. representational thinking, which catches only the
essent in its net, or thinking in concepts, which is aimed, with its
grasping and grabbing, with its calculative character, at attaining
mastery over the essent. A new epoch of Being begins, not yet
infected with subjectivism and still moving within the basic Greek
experience, it is true, but nevertheless destined to cast its nihilistic
shadow over the entire course of Western philosophy up to
Nietzsche, with whom ‘philosophy’ rims out its course, opening
out the possibility, and the necessity, of a new beginning.
In Aristotle’s conception of energeia as the Being (ousia,
presence) of essents, there was indeed a flash of the original spirit
of Greek thought. Energeia in Aristotle means, according to
Heidegger, coming or being brought into unhiddenness and
presence and enduring so in an accomplished piece of work, a
meaning which was totally lost with the Latin translation of this

1

Cf. Platons Lehre, p. 48.
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term into actualitas and its eventual transformation into Reality
and Objectivity.1
The ontology of the Vorhanden (the simply given), in the
language of Being an Time, with its conception of Being as
constant presence, itself contains within it the seeds of the
differentiation, and eventually of the dissension, of Becoming,
Seeming, Thinking and the Ought from Being. The original unity
of Being as physis in its intimate relation to Truth as unhiddenness
and comprehending within itself the relationship to the essence of
man, flashing out for a brief historical moment in early Greek
thought, could not be sustained, with consequences which have
been working themselves out in the shape of the history of Western
philosophy.2 The ground for this lies, Heidegger says, in the
magnitude of the beginning and in the nature of a beginning as
such. “As a beginning, the beginning must in a sense leave itself
behind, thus necessarily hiding itself (though this self-concealment
is not nothing). A beginning can never directly preserve its power
as a beginning and the only way to preserve its force and safeguard
its continuation is to repeat the beginning, draw it out once again
(wieder-holen), in its originative character, in a still deeper sense,”3
i.e. by explicitly bringing out what has remained unthought in it.
That is why, in his quest for a new conception of Being, Heidegger
goes back to the earliest Greek thinkers who had a glimpse of the
Being of essents (physis) as the unity of the various elements that
1

As already remarked, in Heidegger’s writings scattered discussions of Aristotle
are to be found all over. Except for a commentary on Aristotle’s Physics B 1
(Vom Wesen und Begriff der Physis) dealing with the Aristotelian concepts of
physis, ousia and kinesis, nothing by way of a systematic treatment has,
however, been published, hence the meagre treatment of Aristotle here.
2
Already by the time of Aristotle, physis had come to denote a particular region
of essents, distinguished from the sphere of ethos and logos and no longer
having the broad meaning of the totality of essents. Cf. Holzwege, p. 298.
3
Einfuehrung, p. 146.
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later fell apart and renders explicit their unuttered but presupposed
conception of Being itself—Being as constant presence
(Anwesenheit, ousia). It is this way of understanding Being, i.e. the
determination of the meaning and content of the infinitive ‘to be’
(Sein or Being) in terms of the present ‘is’ and not the other way
round, that led to the separation of Becoming, Seeming, Thinking
and the Ought from Being, though they are themselves not sheer
nothing. “But if, in these distinctions, all that is opposed to Being
is not nothing, then it is itself essent, ultimately even more so
(since Being itself gets its determination in opposition to them)
than what the narrow conception of Being regards as essent. But
then, in which sense of Being are Becoming, Seeming, Thought
and the Ought essent? In no case in the sense of Being from which
they are distinguished.”1 The Greek understanding of Being,
dominating the whole course of Western philosophy, Heidegger
concludes is too narrow and “does not suffice to name everything
that ‘is’. It is oblivious of the one and only distinction that counts,
the distinction between Being and beings, and so generates,
through this oblivion, the entire enfoldment of the subsequent
tradition of ‘metaphysical’ thinking. For this reason, Being must
once again be experienced anew in its very fundamental and in all
the breadth of its possible nature... The Being which they (these
distinctions) encircle must itself be transformed into the
encompassing circle and ground of all essents,” not excluding the
‘terrible power of negativity’ (Hegel), the Nothing. And such rethinking of Being must take cognizance of the fact, itself hidden
from the Greeks and from subsequent philosophy, that from the
very beginning the perspective governing the disclosure of Being
was Time (Being= presence, the ‘is’), though time as understood,

1

Ibid, p. 155.
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in its turn, in the light of that narrow interpretation of Being as
simple givenness (Vorhandenheit), as a succession of given nows.
With the arrival of Christianity, the highest essent, the
Divine (to theion), became God the Creator and the Being of
essents as a whole was understood to lie in its createdness by God.
The leading question of philosophy, viz. the question of what the
essent is in its totality, appears as having been conclusively
answered, the question itself being thus done away with and that,
too, on an authority far superior to the chance opinions and
delusions of men, as Heidegger puts it.1 “Biblical revelation which,
according to its own assertion, rests on divine inspiration, teaches
that all that is, is created by a personal creator God and is sustained
and ruled by Him. Through revealed truth, proclaimed by the
Church doctrine as absolutely binding, the question as to what the
essent is has become superfluous. The Being of the essent consists
in its being created by God (omne ens est ens creatum).”2 To be an
essent means to belong in its particular specific position in the
hierarchy of the created and, as so brought about, to correspond to
the cause of creation (analogia entis).3 Truth itself is understood as
homoiosis and convenientia, the correspondence or adequation of
things with their pre-conceived idea in the divine mind. To know
the truth about what is, the only reliable way left for man is to
devote himself to the revealed teaching, the doctrina of the Church
doctors. In its essence truth now appears in the character of
‘doctrine’ and its knowledge consists in the ‘Summa’, the
systematic collection of the whole heritage of the various doctrinal
views in so far as they are consonant with the teaching of the
Church.

1

Nietzsche I, p. 131.
Ibid, p. 132.
3
Holzwege, p. 83.
2
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Scholars adopting this approach to the essent as a whole are
called ‘theologians’ but, Heidegger remarks in an interesting
passage,1 their ‘philosophy’ is philosophy in name only. “A
‘Christian philosophy’ is even more of an absurdity than the idea
of a square circle. Square and circle have at least this in common
that they are both spatial constructs, whereas Christian faith and
philosophy are divided by an abyss. Both, it might be said, teach
the truth, to which the answer is that truth here is conceived by
each in wholly disparate ways. That the Medieval theologians
studied Plato and Aristotle, re-interpreting them in their own way,
is much the same as Karl Marx using the metaphysics of Hegel for
his political doctrine. Properly and strictly speaking, the doctrina
Cristiana does not mean to impart knowledge about the essent,
about what is; its truth is entirely concerned with salvation, with
insuring the salvation of the individual immortal soul.”
III. THE MODERN AGE

The modern age begins with the liberation of man from the
authority of the revealed truth of Christianity and Church doctrine
such that, standing on his own, man himself becomes his own lawgiver.2 This liberation, however, is itself conditioned by its bond
with revealed truth, through which man was assured of the
salvation of his soul and made secure in that certainty. As
Heidegger points out, “The liberation from the revelation-based
certainty of salvation had, therefore, to be a liberation into a
certainty in which man secures truth as what is known to him
through his own activity of knowing. This was possible only when
man himself, seeking to liberate himself, guaranteed the certainty
of what is knowable, which in turn he could do only by
1

Ibid, p. 132.
For this account of Descartes and the rise of modern philosophy cf. Die Zeit
des Weltbildes in Holzwege; also Nietzsche II, pp. 132-192.
2
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determining, from within himself and for himself, what is to count
as knowable to him and what is to be understood by knowledge
and by the assurance of the known, i.e. by certainty.” What is of
decisive importance here, Heidegger says, is not that man throws
off his shackles but that with this freedom, his own essence is
transmuted and he becomes a subject. For Aristotle and the Greeks,
the subject (subjectum, hypokeimenon) was what a statement was
about, that which lies before, that which underlies as its basis, the
permanently present. But for Descartes, the permanently present,
the given, is found in the ego cogito, which thus becomes the
ultimate subject, the subjectness of the ego as subject lying in the
certainty of self-consciousness. Man becomes an essent in whom
all that is grounded as to the mode of its Being and its truth.
Correspondingly, the nature of the essent in its totality also
undergoes a change. The world turns into an image, a picture in
man’s grasp and at his disposal, and “the essent as a whole is set
out as something which man may prepare himself to meet and
which he accordingly seeks to bring in front of himself, to have
and keep it, in a positive sense, before himself (vorstellen, taken
literally).” The world is conceived as a picture and the essent as
something which is only in so far as it is set up by the representing,
producing activity of man. The Bing of essents is sought and found
in the representedness (Vorgestelltheit) of essents; the presence of
the present appears, since Descartes, in the mode of objectivity.
This is indeed a far cry from the early Greek conception of Being
as the presence of the present, of what lies in front (the
hypokeimenon or subject in the Greek sense), in the unhiddenness
or truth of which man shares through apprehension and so is man.
“Representation (Vorstellen) has no longer the character of an
apprehension of what is present, in the unhiddenness of which this
apprehension itself belongs, with its own mode of presence. In
representation there is nothing more of the opening oneself for…,
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but only a grabbing and grasping of…. Here it is not what is
presented that has its sway; it is the attitude of attacking that
prevails.” The nature of truth itself undergoes transformation, so
that truth is conceived from now on, not as unhiddenness, but as
the certainty of adequation and correctness.
Liberated from the authority of revealed truth, man has to
find certitude within himself and to find a metaphysical foundation
for this certitude. Such a fundamentum absolutum inconcussum
veritatis, absolutely unshakable in its character as a foundation,
Descartes provides in the ego cogito, in the ‘I’ conceived as the
thinking, representing principle determining what ‘being’ is to
mean. The cogito ergo sum of Descartes formulates, Heidegger
points out,1 an intrinsic connection between cogito, representing,
and sum or being, such that it is not merely ‘I’ who am as
representing but that the being of every essent consists in its being
represented. Further, cogito is always cogito me cogitare; every ‘I
think (represent)’ is at the same time a representing of oneself as
representing. It is of the nature of representation as such to
incorporate within it the reference to the representing ‘I’ for which
it is a representation and which itself is as represented in what it
represents. The ego is as representing (sum cogitans) and as itself a
representation of such representing. As Heidegger remarks, 2 “sum
res cogitans does not mean that I am a thing endowed with the
property of thinking ; it means that I am an essent whose mode of
being consists in representing, such that this re-presenting
(Vorstellen, putting in front of oneself) puts, at the same time, the
representing ‘I’ itself in the position of being represented.” Man, in
quest of the certitude of what he knows and of himself as knowing,
thus becomes the subject, the underlying basis and ground of
1
2

Nietzsche II, p. 162.
Ibid, p. 164.
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everything that is, in terms of whose representing activity the
Being of everything is determined and for whom everything is an
object, including himself. This thorough subjectivity is at the same
time extreme objectivity. The essent is objectivized by virtue of a
re-presenting which aims at holding any- thing that is before
oneself so that calculating man can, in his concern for certitude,
secure and be certain of the essent. This conception of the Being of
essents as objectivity of representation and of truth as certitude was
for the first time developed in the metaphysics of Descartes,
Heidegger says, and modern metaphysics in its entirety, not
excluding Nietzsche, moves and keeps within the perspective
opened up by Descartes in his interpretation of the essent and of
truth. Descartes marks “the beginning of the consummation of
Western metaphysics”, a beginning of which the far-reaching
metaphysical significance emerges with growing clarity and force
in the views of succeeding philosophers.
The subjectivist trend in modern metaphysics is deepened
still further in Leibniz’s conception of the subject as ens percipiens
et appetens. The Being of what is (i.e. the presence of the present)
manifests itself not only as representation but as will, which
henceforth is an essential aspect of the way Being is understood in
modern times right up to Nietzsche, by whom it is explicitly
recognized as the only reality. Leibniz’s conception of
representation, the true subiectum, which is at the same time force
(vis primitiva activa) and is characterized by the synthetic function
of bringing into a unity all that is (Being as unifying ground,
Logos), prepares the way not only for Kant but is destined to
constitute “the historical foundation of the modern period.” 1 The
Principle of Sufficient Reason, after its long period of incubation,
at last emerges into clear and explicit formulation by Leibniz and
1

Ibid, p. 442.
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philosophy, conceiving truth as certainty, forthwith becomes a
quest for the “conditions of the possibility of”; thinking comes into
its own in the shape of Reason.1 The name of Leibniz stands,
Heidegger says, not for a past system of philosophy but
“designates the contemporaneity of a thinking of which the full
impact has yet to be endured Only when we glance back at what
Leibniz thinks, we can realize how very much the present era,
called the Atomic age, is under the domination of the principium
reddendae rationis sufficientis.”2 In Leibniz, Being reveals itself as
Ground and as Reason, as the very principle of the calculability of
essents and their subjugation by man.
Plato interpreted Being (presence) as idea, consisting of the
‘what’ of anything, and the Idea as agathon, enabling it to be what
it is ; with Descartes, the idea becomes the perceptum of a
perceptio, a representation. The agathon character of the idea, i.e.
Being as enabling and rendering possible, as ground, having been
brought once again to light by Leibniz, manifests itself in all its
power in the Kantian metaphysics. The innermost core of the
history of modern philosophy, Heidegger says, 3 consists of the
process by which Being acquires its indisputable character of being
essentially the condition of the possibility of essents, i.e., in the
modern sense, of what is represented, i.e. of what stands opposite,
i.e. of objects. The decisive step in this process is taken by the
metaphysics of Kant, the peak or centre to which the subjectivism
of the modern period, initiated by Descartes, leads up and which
points beyond to the speculative-dialectical interpretation of Bing
1

Cf. Der Satz Vom Grund, passim; the whole of this book is devoted, by way of
a continuous discussion of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, to the philosophy
of Leibniz and is important also for the elucidation of Heidegger’ conception of
the destiny of Being (Seinsgeschick) and of the history of Being
(Seinsgeschichte) in relation to the history of thought.
2
Ibid, p. 65.
3
Nietzsche II, pp. 230-33.
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as the absolute concept by Hege1.’1 The basic metaphysical
position of Kant finds expression in the fundamental principle, the
“supreme principle” upon which the whole of the Transcendental
Philosophy rests (as H. J. Paton describes it and as Kant himself
explicitly recognizes). In its final formulation the principle runs:
“The conditions of the possibility of experience in general are
likewise conditions of the possibility of the objects of
experience.”2 In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant’s aim is to
1

Cf. Nietzsche II, p. 231 also Kants These ueber das Sein, p. 36. The central
place (die Mitte) that Heidegger assigns to Kant in the history of modern
thought is reflected in the formers unceasing pre-occupation with Kant in his
own thinking. Apart from the major work Kant and das Problem der
Metaphysik, written during the Being and Time phase, scattered discussions of
Kant’s views can be found in most of his later writings. Heidegger’s latest
published work (1962), Kants These ueber das Sein, an essay, and Die Frage
nach dem Ding, a full-sized book, is devoted entirely to Kant. See also the report
of the discussion with Ernst Cassirer at the Davos Conference in: Ergaenzungen
zu einer Heidegger-Bibliographie by Guido Schneeberger. H. J. Pos gives an
interesting account of the encounter between the two philosophers at Davos in
his “Recollections of Ernst Cassirer” (The Philosophy of Ernst Cassirer, ed. by
Schilpp). A less biassed and more detailed account has been recently provided
by Carl Hamburg (“A Cassirer-Heidegger Seminar” in Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, XXV, 2.) who also gives a full translation of the
discussion-report in Schneeberger. Die Frage nach dem Ding is subtitled, Zu
Kants Lehre von den Transzendentalen Grund-saetzen (on Kant’s doctrine of
Transcendental Principles) and is in the main a study of Chap. II (System of all
Principles of Pure Understanding) of Book II (Analytic of Principles) of the
‘Transcendental Analytic in the Critique of Pure Reason, thus making good what
was lacking in Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, as Heidegger says. In the
perspective of the inquiry into the thingness of a thing, i.e. of the a priori
determination of the most general characteristics of the Being of an essent,
Heidegger considers this as the very heart and core of the whole work, in
accordance with Kant’s own innermost intentions. Heidegger's procedure in this
book is one of straightforward exegesis; the implicit and the unsaid in Kant’s
view of Being is brought out in the recent essay mentioned above. The exegesis
is, nevertheless, one which seeks to go beyond the one-sidedness and bias of the
Idealistic and the Neo Kantian interpretations.
2
Critique of Pure Reason, A 158, B 197. About this sentence, Heidegger writes
(Die Frage nach dem Ding, p. 143), “He who grasps this sentence, grasps
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. Who grasps the latter, knows not just a book in
the literature of philosophy but has a grasp of the basic attitude characterizing
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discover how ontological or transcendental knowledge (the a priori
synthesis) is possible. Such knowledge is concerned, not with the
essent as such but, transcending that, with the possibility of a prior
comprehension of its Being, with the ontological constitution of
the essent, i.e. with the structure of transcendence. “The supreme
principle of all synthetic judgments”, quoted above, sums up this
structure as the unity of the two elements it mentions, experience
and the objects of experience. In order that an object should be
given, there must occur a prior “turning oneself toward” it, in the
form of the ontological synthesis, of which the core, according to
Heidegger, is constituted by the transcendental synthesis of the
imagination. This turning-oneself-toward is the condition of the
possibility of experiencing an object. In the second place, the
object itself must be rendered possible by a pre-given horizon in
which it may appear; this horizon is the condition of the possibility
of the object in respect of its objectivity (that it can stand opposite
us, confront its). As Heidegger puts it,1 “The turning oneselftoward and letting (the object) stand-opposite as such fashions the
horizon of objectivity in general….The transcendence is in itself
ekstatic-horizonal.” The transcendental object, with which
ontological knowledge is concerned, is not an essent hidden behind
the phenomenon but is the correlate of the unity of apperception,
the X as Kant calls it; it is nothing at all but sheer horizon. The X
is “object in general”, i.e. the horizon of objectivity, the
transcendence in and through which the Being of essents manifests
itself a priori.
It is, Heidegger holds, the transcendental imagination
which primarily renders possible such ontological knowledge by
our historical existence, which we can neither circumvent, nor leap over nor
disavow in any other way. We must, on the contrary, by appropriating and
transforming it, bring it to a decision in the future.”
1
Kant, p. 111.
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building, prior to all experience of objects, the pure schema or
view of a horizon of objectivity as such, the horizon of ‘constant
presence’ in which an object may manifest itself as present.
Heidegger further suggests that it is the faculty of the imagination
that constitutes the ‘hidden’ common root of the Sensibility and
Understanding; he identifies the transcendental imagination, as
Kant himself failed explicitly to do, with primordial Time, which
constitutes and generates time in the modalities of past, present and
future through the operation of the three-fold synthesis. Without
being himself explicitly aware of it, Kant has brought together
Time and the ‘I think’ and identified them; the pure self, i.e. the
finite human subjectivity, is essentially of the nature of time. Kant
was bound to light upon time as the root determination of finite
transcendence because the understanding of Being in Dasein, by
itself as it were, projects Being in terms of time. And he was bound
at the same time, Heidegger adds, to be carried back from the
vulgar concept of time to the transcendental understanding of time
as pure self-affection, which in its essence is one with pure
apperception and in this unity renders possible the pure sensuous
Reason in its wholeness. Unknown; explicitly to the author, “time
in its essential unity with the transcendental imagination acquires a
central metaphysical function in the Critique of Pure Reason.”1
Had Kant realized the implications of this, the dominating position
of reason and understanding, the age-old pre-eminence of ‘Logic’
in metaphysics including his own concept of a ‘transcendental
logic’ taken as something absolute, would have been thoroughly
shaken and become questionable. But in the second edition of the
Critique of Pare Reason, Kant gives hack to the Understanding its
dominating place, with the consequence that metaphysics becomes

1

Ibid., p. 219.
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with Hegel, more radically ‘Logic’ than ever before.1 If only Kant
had seen that the horizon of transcendence is constituted by the
pure schemata regarded as transcendental time determinations, he
would have concluded, as Heidegger does in Being and Time, that
the ontological structure of essents, i.e. their Being, is essentially
rooted in Time. The possibility of ontological knowledge is shown,
in Kant, to be grounded in the structure of transcendence, i.e. of the
finite subjectivity of the human subject. Kant, “who was alive, in
his philosophizing, to the problem of the possibility of metaphysics
as no one before him or since,” shrank hack, Heidegger says, from
explicitly recognizing the transcendental imagination (Time) as the
ground of ontological knowledge because to have done so would
have meant abandoning the firm ground of pure reason on which
he himself stood and because it would have forced him to go
beyond metaphysics itself to its true ground in the truth of Being as
such.2

1

From another direction this is also the conclusion of Heidegger’s second book
on Kant. Kant determines the nature of human knowledge so that thought
becomes subservient to intuition, thus losing its old supremacy. This radically
transforms the nature of thinking and hence of logic. But as Heidegger remarks
it was not within the power of Kant to realize fully and work this out, for that
would have meant nothing short of jumping over his own shadow, “This no one
can do, but the uttermost exertion in snaking this forbidden attempt—this is the
decisive and basic movement of the act of thinking. In Plato, in Leibniz, above
all in Kant, finally in Schelling and Nietzsche we can observe in different ways
this basic movement. Hegel alone has apparently succeeded in jumping over this
shadow—but only by eliminating the shadow, i.e. the finitude of man, and
leaping into the Sun itself. Hegel has passed over the shadow which does not
mean that he has leapt over it. And yet every philosopher must want to this. In
this ‘must’ lies his vocation. The longer the shadow, the more far-reaching is the
spring.” (Die Frage nech dem Ding, p. 118)
2
The above is an extremely condensed account of the substance of Heidegger’s
lucidly articulated interpretation of Kant in his Kant und das problem der
Metaphysik.
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“Kant is the first,” says Heidegger,1 “to raise once again,
since the philosophy of the Greeks, the question of the Being of
essents as a question to be unfolded.” In accordance with the
dominant tendency of the age, his thinking moves in the dimension
of Reason, the faculty of representing something as something. It is
the dimension of subjectivity, in which what is is only as an object
for a subject. The certifying ground, the ultimate a priori condition
of the possibility of objects is the objectivity, the object-ness, of
objects. The conception of objectivity as constituting the Being of
all essents which can be experienced, of objectivity for rational
subjectivity, is the view of Being implicit in Kant’s thinking, for,
according to him, it is only in the light of a prior glimpse of Being
as objectivity that anything can appear at all as an object. Being,
i.e. the presence of the present reveals itself in the Kantian
philosophy in the character of objectivity (standing opposite) as
against the way the Greeks encountered the essent as facing them
in its own character as constant presence. The original and basic
conception of Being as presence is presupposed and implied in the
Kantian determination of the essent as an object of experience ;
objectivity is the form in which the presence of the present appears
in the age of subjectivity. The supreme principle of Kant’s
metaphysics, quoted earlier, says, according to Heidegger, “that the
conditions of the possibility of representing (vor-stellen) what is
represented are at the same time, i.e. none other than, the
conditions of the possibility of what is represented. They constitute
the representedness which is the essence of objectively, i.e. of the
Being of essents. The supreme principle says: Being is
representedness. Representedness, farther, is a kind of being
handed over or delivered, such that the representing self can be
secure of what is thus presented and brought to stand. Security is
1

Der Satz vom Grund, p. 131.
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found in certitude, which is how the nature of truth is
determined.”1 The connection between Being (eon, understood as
presence) and Unity (hen) or the logos as gathering together and
disclosing, left unexplained by the Greeks, appears in Kant in the
form of the supreme principle of the Synthetic Unity of
Apperception, which renders possible both the objectivity of the
object as well as the object as such. The unity is conceived,
however, as one of synthesis (syn=together ; thesis=positing). The
logos is here shifted and transferred to the ‘I’ as subject and yet, as
apperception, it remains in contact with affection through the
senses. The subjectivity of man is, with Kant, not yet absolute but
still remains a subjectivity of finitude.2
The transcendental method is the inquiry not into objects
but into the nature of their objectivity (i.e. their Being) and hence
into the subjectivity of Reason, for which it is objectivity and in
which it is rooted. And it is further an inquiry which is itself, as
Heidegger notices in his later phase, part of objectivity, a
manifestation of the way Being reveals itself as the objectivity of
the object of experience. The transcendental method is itself a
mode of representation springing from the subjectivity of Reason
in which Being itself, in revealing itself as objectivity, conceals
itself as Being to the utmost degree.3 The self-certitude of
knowledge through representing the essent in its Being as
objectivity, characteristic of modern subjectivism, finds expression
in Kant’s doctrine of Reason as assuring itself both of itself in its
self-legislative supremacy as well as of its object by prescribing its
nature to it. But in his doctrine of the transcendental imagination
Kant has also for the first time seen and realized in his thinking the

1

Nietzsche II, p. 231.
Cf. Kants These ueber das Sein, p. 18.
3
Cf. Der ,Satz vom Grund, p. 137.
2
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inventive or creative nature of Reason, as Heidegger points out, 1
thus preparing the way for the conception of Absolute Reason in
the metaphysics of the German Idealists. “The categories of reason
are horizons of imaginative creation (Ausdichtung) through which
what is encountered is provided with a free and open area, placed
within which, and from out of which, it becomes capable of
appearing as something stable, as that winch stands opposite
(Gegenstand).” Schematization is the essential creative core of
Reason, of thinking as it appears in the form of reckoning and
calculation to guarantee certitude in the realm of what is by
positing it as object. Kant himself speaks of Being as what is
posited in transcendental reflexion, in the representation of
representation, thus conceiving Being in terms of an act of the
human subjectivity. In this respect, Kant only follows to its logical
end the Central tendency of the whole history of philosophy, i.e.
the determination of Being regarded as presence in terms of
thinking as a representation of what is.2 But the Being of what is,
not being itself an essent, cannot be grasped by representational
thinking, nor itself be adequately characterized in terms of constant
presence, of simple givenness, of the ‘is’. Hence the need to reopen
the question of Being again and to explore the possibility of giving
utterance to it, not in terms of thinking, nor of an essent of any
kind but in terms of its own self, i.e. of the temporality that has
been lying concealed with in the view of Being as constant
presence.
With all his subjectivism, Kant never lost sight of the
finitude of Reason and of man's knowledge, a finitude which is not
due merely, or primarily, to the fact that human knowledge is
1

Nietzsche I, p. 584.
Cf. Kants These ueber des Sein, in which Heidegger discusses Kant’s
statement that Being is not a real predicate but the pure positing of a thing
(Critique of Pure Reason, A 598, B 626).
2
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subject to fickleness, inaccuracy and error. Finitude Heidegger
points out,1 is inherent in the very essence of knowledge, for man’s
knowledge is not, like divine knowledge, intuits originarius
(creative knowledge) but is necessarily receptive and dependent
upon something given to it and, therefore, also in need of the
activity of thinking. “Thinking as such is hence the seal of
finitude.” The attack against the thing- in-itself, which Reason
cannot assimilate into itself and upon which it is dependent,
launched by the German Idealists, is based on a growing
forgetfulness of Kant’s basic insight into the finitude of man’s
knowledge. The latter, in turn, results in the transformation of
metaphysics, expressive of man’s need for ontological knowledge,
i.e., of his finitude, into Logic as Hegel conceives it in the form of
Absolute Knowledge: “Logic is hence to be conceived as the
system of pure reason, as the realm of pure thought. This is the
realm of Truth as it is in and for itself, without any veil. Its content,
one may therefore say, is the representation of God as He is in His
eternal essence before the creation of nature and of a finite spirit.” 2
The quest for the real as the other to thought culminates here in the
undisputed sovereignty of thought as the only reality, with nothing
to limit it and completely transparent to itself and so in full
possession of truth, indeed as Truth itself.
Philosophy, Hegel said, comes to port, the secure haven of
self-consciousness, with Descartes. 3 But, as Heidegger remarks4, it
comes into full possession of the land, where it has since made
itself at home, only with Hegel, who conceives the unshakable
certitude of thought as the Absolute itself. Philosophy, according
1

Kant, p. 31.
Wessenschaft der Logik I, p. 31.
3
The following account is based on Heidegger’s essay, Hegels Begriff der
Erfahrung in Holzwege, a commentary on the sixteen paragraphs of Hegel’s
“Introduction” to his Phenomenology of Mind.
4
Holzwege, p. 118.
2
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to Hegel, is the actual knowledge of what truly is, actual being
understood in the sense of the Aristotelian interpretation of
presence as energeia, subsequently transformed into aetualitas and
objectivity and the latter understood as spirit and selfconsciousness. Real or actual knowledge is absolute knowledge of
the Absolute in its absoluteness, i.e. the certitude of the spirit in its
unconditioned self-awareness. The Absolute is not something
external to knowledge, regarded as a means—instrument or
medium—for grasping it. The Absolute is already present with us
and our attempt to know it is already illuminated by its parousia.
For Hegel, philosophy is science or ascertained knowledge
(Wissenschaft), the unconditioned certitude of knowledge in selfconsciousness. The subjectivity of the subject lies in its
representational relation to the object and so to itself.
Representation presents the object by representing it to the subject,
a representation in which the subject as such presents itself. The
absolute self-certitude of such presence (in presentation) is the
absoluteness of the Absolute, the absolute certainty of Spirit as
self-consciousness, which is realized in philosophy as absolute
knowledge or science. Truth, understood previously as
correspondence and so as an attribute of representation, becomes
with Hegel certitude and identical with representing itself.
Knowledge, with its certitude immanent in itself, severs itself from
its relation to objects; representation liberates and absolves itself
completely, as Heidegger puts it, from its objective reference and
in this independence of self-representation attains to total
absoluteness.
The Phenomenology of Mind, which give an exposition of
knowledge as a phenomenon (appearing in the original sense of
phainesthai), does not describe so much the passage of the mind
from the natural consciousness to absolute knowledge and is not so
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much, Heidegger says, an itinerarium mentis in Deum as itself a
manifestation of ascertained knowledge, as the emergence of
Science itself. Hegel’s distinction between the natural
consciousness and real knowledge does not imply, according to
Heidegger, that the former is ‘mere’ appearance ; it is the
consciousness which is untrue, not in the sense of being false or
illusory, but as the not yet perfectly true, being driven forward
towards its own truth by the power of the will of the Absolute. The
natural consciousness is itself a mode of knowledge (Bewusstsein
= being in the state of having known) and as consciousness, it is
presence (Being) in the mode of a gathering together of
representations, i.e. as subjectivity. It is not real knowledge in the
sense that it represents only the essent, paying no heed to the
essent in its Being. But the natural consciousness is able to
represent the essent only because, without explicitly knowing it, it
has already represented to itself the Being of essents in a general
and indeterminate way. As opposed to actual knowledge, which
has the Being of essents as its object, it is only, as Hegel says, a
notion of knowledge, not real knowledge assured of the actuality
of the actual. The natural consciousness, Hiedegger asserts, is not
necessarily coincident with the sensuous consciousness; it is a
confinement, not to the perceptual, but to any kind of immediate
object it may represent, be it the non-sensible entities of logic and
reason, be it the supersensible entities of the spirit. Representation
as such is the hall-mark of the natural consciousness.
Consciousness itself is neither the natural consciousness taken by
itself nor real knowledge taken by itself but the original unity of
both, in and for itself. Consciousness itself is the unrest of its own
self-differentiation into natural and real knowing and thus contains
in itself, itself is, the principle of its movement beyond the natural.
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The object of consciousness, as immediately present in
representation and without any reference to the act or agent of the
representation is called by Hegel Being, which for him means the
essent.
Being in this sense is for him what is not yet, really and in
truth. Being has for him always this narrow sense of ‘mere Being’
because what truly is, is the ens actu, the actual, of which the
actuality consists in the knowledge of the certitude fully aware of
itself; the latter alone ‘is’ the true and the whole Reality. Bing,
supposed to have been left behind in absolute knowledge thus
comes back again, though, as Heidegger comments, Hegelian
‘Science’ takes no notice of this fact. In contra- distinction to
Hegel’s usage, Heidegger uses the word ‘Being’ for what Hegel
calls objectivity, with Kant, as well as for what he conceives to be
the truly actual and what he calls the actuality of time spirit. As he
remarks,1 “We interpret the einai, Being, of the Greeks not like
Hegel in terms of its view as the objectivity of the immediate
representation of a subjectivity that has not yet found itself, i.e. not
in terms of subjectivity, but in terms of the Greek aletheia, as
presence in and through unhiddenness,” a presence (ousia,
Anwesen) which has its basis in an as yet unthought character of
time of which the true nature has yet to reveal itself. As Heidegger
remarks, according to his own usage Hegel should not, strictly
speaking, apply the word Being, as he is inevitably led to do, to
time reality of the real, to the spirit which, for him, is selfconsciousness (Selbstbewusst-sein, being-self-conscious). Being,
in Heidegger’s sense, discloses itself in Hegel, at the same time
concealing its own truth, as the absoluteness of the Absolute.

1

Ibid, p. 142
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Hegel realizes that the distinctions between knowing and its
object, between the object and its objectivity, between knowing
and the knowledge of this knowing, all fall within consciousness
itself. But, Heidegger points out, because Hegel's thinking moves
within the sphere of metaphysical representation, he is unable to
grasp the real significance of these distinctions, ultimately
traceable to the unnoticed ambiguity of the on (which means both
the essent and its Bing) on which metaphysics itself is based. In
terms of his own distinction between the ontic and the ontological,
Heidegger designates the natural consciousness as the ontic
consciousness, primarily concerned with representing the essent,
its immediate object. “But,” he says, 1 “representing the object is at
the same time representing it, though without explicit awareness,
as object. This consciousness lies gathered together the object in its
objectivity and is therefore ontological. But, while representing the
object it does not direct itself to objectivity as such; the natural
consciousness is ontological and yet not quite such. We may,
therefore describe the ontic consciousness as pre-ontological. As
such, the natural consciousness is the implicit distinction between
the ontically true and ontological truth.” Consciousness is itself as
this distinction and hence, as natural, not cut off from the
ontological but resting on it, and yet confined mostly to the ontic,
not going behind to the truth of its true object, the essent. This
truth, underlying its true immediate object, is indeed not something
hidden behind or under the object, as Heidegger puts it, but is
rather the prior, fore-given horizon of light within which objects
can at all show themselves and be known as such. What Hegel
calls the self-examination of consciousness is the process of
continuous comparison between the ontic and the pre-ontological
by which consciousness comes to its own real Being as fully
1

Ibid, p. 163.
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manifest ontological consciousness This is the dialectical
movement which consciousness executes on itself-on its
knowledge as well as on its object in the sense that out of it the
new and true object arises, which Hegel calls experience. 1 This is
Hegel’s term for the Being of ‘what is’, the full presence,
appearance or epiphany of consciousness, of the subjectivity of the
subject. The basic feature of consciousness is to be already what, at
the same time, it is not yet, to hold itself in the not- yet of the
already, to be on its way to that. As Heidegger puts it, “The Being
(presence) of consciousness consists in its self moving character.
The Being which Hegel conceives as experience is fundamentally
characterized by movement.2 This movement is dialectical in the
sense of a continuing dialogue between the natural and the real,
between the ontic and the ontological knowledge, through end as
which consciousness gathers itself together and realizes itself in its
complete truth, the absolute notion. The movement culminates in
experience, the self-manifestation of consciousness as selfrepresentation, “the presentation of the absolute subject as
representation, and thus as absolving itself fully.” Experience,
Heidegger continues, “is the subjectivity of the absolute subject.
Experience is the presentation of absolute representation and as
such the parousia (complete presence) of the Absolute. Experience
is the absoluteness of the Absolute,” the way consciousness is as
presence and appearance. Experiencing is the mode in which
consciousness sets forth on its ascent to its own notion—as what it
truly is, reaching out for and attaining to its truth, in which
consummation its own nature as appearance shines forth.
“Experiencing is a mode of presence, i.e., of Thing. Through
experience, emergent consciousness comes into its own presence,
abiding in itself as thus emerging forth. Experience gathers
1
2

Cf. The phenomenology of Mind, trans. by Baillie, p. 142.
Holzirege, p. 167.
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consciousness together into the collectedness of its own essence...
the truth of what is true, the Being of what is, the shining forth of
what emerges."1 In experience thus conceived, there is reversal
(Umkehrung, turning round) of consciousness from the habitual
representation of what appears to its appearance, from the essent to
its Being, a reversal or conversion which is due to our own agency
(unsere Zutat) in the sense that, setting aside our private opinions
and predilections, we let that which appears (consciousness) shine
forth by itself and appear as it is in its own Being, impelled by the
Absolute which, as Will, realizes itself in experience. The
exposition of the experience of consciousness in the
Phenomenology of Mind is itself the fulfillment of the Absolute’s
will a manifestation of the way man is related in his essence to the
Absolute, as fulfilling its will, part of the Absolute’s parousia.
According to Heidegger, the exposition .of the emergence
of absolute knowledge in the Phenomenology represents Hegel’s
ontology of the actual consciousness in its actuality, of the subject
as subject, i.e., of the true essent as Hegel conceives it in its
wholeness. The Science or absolute knowledge of which this is
only a part leads on to its proper completion in his Science of
Logic, which exhibits, Heidegger says, not the self-manifestation
of the Absolute, but how the Absolute is present to itself in its
absoluteness, the self-comprehension of the Absolute in absolute
notion. This is the theology (or theiology, as Heidegger prefers to
call it) of the Absolute. The Science of the Absolute, Heidegger
says,2 is for Hegel, about the time when the Phenomenology of
Mind was first published, “the onto-theological knowledge of the
true essent as essent. In its entirety, it unfolds itself in its two
aspects in the Science of the Phenomenology of Mind and in the
1
2

Ibid, p. 170.
Ibid, p. 184.
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Science of Logic. Hegel’s Science of Logic is at this time conceived
as the Theology of the Absolute and not as Ontology. The form
taken by the latter is the Science of the Experience of
Consciousness (the title under which the Phenomenology was first
published in 1807). The Phenomenology is the ‘first Science’, the
Logic the Science proper, within the first philosophy, constituting
the truth of essents as such. This Truth is of the essence of
metaphysics. “Hegel dropped the first title of the Phenomenology,
Heidegger suggests, perhaps because he shrank back from
acknowledging the original force of the word ‘experience’, with its
suggestion of reaching out and arriving, a mode of presence, of
einai, of Being.” The term ‘phenomenology’, which was
substituted for it, carries, nevertheless, the same meaning: the
phainesthai, the self-emergence or appearance of the absolute
subject, the spirit. The Phenomenology of the Mind is the
appearance of the Spirit, as gathered together in the dialogue
between the ontic and the ontological consciousness, in its
parousia.
Both the Phenomenology and the Logic are, Heidegger
points out, theologies of the Absolute, the first, of the Absolute in
its parousia (i.e. its presence with us) and the second, of the
Absolute in its absoluteness. And both are ontologies, worldly,
inasmuch as they represent the worldliness of the world, the essent
(conceived as subjectivity) in its totality. But, as Heidegger
remarks, “the science of absolute knowledge is not the worldly
theology of the world because it secularizes the Christian Church
theology but because it is itself implied in the very essence of
ontology.” Hegel’s metaphysics demonstrates the metaphysical
character of theology itself and provides confirmation of the
essentially onto-theological character of metaphysics, as it has
developed since the age of the Greeks. True to the metaphysical
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tradition, Hegel's thinking is concerned, as Heidegger points out,1
with the essent as such and as a whole, with the movement of
Being from its emptiness and abstraction to its concrete fullness.
Like all metaphysic, it thinks the essent as such, i.e. in general,
conceived as the most universal basic to which one can penetrate;
and it thinks the essent in its totality and its Being as the unity of
this whole, conceived as the foundation on which all that is can be
grounded, i.e. as the highest Being. It is ontology and theology in
one- the logos of the most universal Being and of the highest
(theion). For Hegel, the true Science or metaphysics is ‘Logic’, not
because it has thought for its theme, but because for him, too, the
main concern of thinking is with Being, as presence, in the form of
the ancient Logos, the ground which provides the foundation, with
Being conceived as ground.
Hegel declares that the goal of philosophy, in its dialectical
progress from the abstract universal, Being, to the full concreteness
of Absolute spirit, is truth, finally reached in his own Science.2
Taking truth in the sense of the absolute certitude of the selfknowledge of the absolute subject, Hegel does not realize that just
this certitude itself is dependent upon truth in a more fundamental
sense, upon truth understood as disclosure or unhiddenness,
aletheia. Whether in the initial emergence and manifestation of
Spirit as pure Being or in the final self-manifestation of Spirit as
Absolute Idea, truth as prior disclosure or unhiddenness must
already be presupposed. And this leads, Heidegger says, to “the
further question whether the unhiddenness has its seat in spirit,
conceived as absolute subject, or whether, on the contrary,
unhiddenness is itself the locus and a pointer to the location in
winch alone such a thing as a representing subject can ‘be’ what it
1
2

See, Identitaet und Differenz, pp. 54-55.
See for this paragraph, Hegel und die Griechen in the Gadamer-Festschrift.
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is”1 Thinking of historical reality in terms of Being conceived as
absolute subjectivity and approaching it in the speculative,
dialectical manner, Hegel, despite his taking ‘the kingdom of pure
truth’ as the goal of philosophy, is debarred from the awareness
that truth in the primordial sense of unhiddenness (aletheia) still
remains the Unthought of philosophy, the mystery that it has
always been. “Hegel takes Being, when he conceives it as
indeterminate immediacy, as what is posited by the determining,
conceiving subject. Accordingly, he cannot allow Being, in the
Greek sense of einai, to be detached from its connection with the
subject and bet it free in its own essence. The latter, however, is
presence i.e. a coming out of concealment into unhiddenness, into
presence.’’2 Aletheia, which has its sway even before philosophy
proper begins, still remains a mystery. Being can reveal itself as
presence only with the prior occurrence of unhiddenness. But the
latter, aletheia, still remains unthought in its essence. 3
Hegel’s metaphysics of absolute knowledge as Sprit,
according to Heidegger, marks the beginning of the last stage in
the development of metaphysical thought but not yet its final
consummation. Although unconditioned certitude has come into its
own in Hegel as absolute actuality, the will, implicit in the
conception of Reality since Leibniz and implied in Kant’s as well
as Hegel’s concept of Reason, is yet to emerge explicitly and be
acknowledged expressly as the Being of what is.4 The
1

Ibid, p. 53.
Ibid, p. 54.
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As with all the other philosophers considered in this chapter, only an outline of
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relation to Hegel, to Plato and Aristotle, to Medieval thought and Christianity, to
Kant and Nietzsche cannot be dealt with here. How much of the thought of the
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consummation of metaphysics, the ultimate stage of its
development, occurs in the thinking of Nietzsche, with whom the
possibilities latent in metaphysics since its Platonic inception are
fully explored and exhausted. The full implications of the
awareness, present in Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel and
Schopenhauer, that the Will constitutes the Being of all that is
drawn out and carried to their logical conclusion by Nietzsche,
who saw, and thought through, as no thinker before him, the dark
shadow cast over the present and the coming world-history by the
Nihilism inherent in the metaphysical (i.e. the Platonic-Christian)
tradition of the West. He conceived his own work as a reaction
against and an overcoming of metaphysics, a fight against
Platonism. But, like all counter movement, like everything ‘anti-’,
as Heidegger puts it, it remains itself necessarily stuck up in what
it attacks. “Nietzsche’s counter-move against metaphysics is, as its
mere inversion, itself ensnared in metaphysics, inextricably and
without a way out left; it has cut itself off from its own essence
and, as itself metaphysical, become incapable of recognizing its
own essential nature.”1 Nietzsche’s philosophy is itself a
manifestation of the last epoch of metaphysics, the entire history of
which is itself one long drawn out epoch in the history of Being
and of the way Being has revealed and dispensed itself to man
through its own withdrawal.
Seeking to take Nietzsche seriously as a thinker, not just as
one who philosophized existentially (which, Heidegger says, he
never did), Heidegger finds that his thinking is no less pointed,
detached and stringent than the thinking of Aristotle. “The
1

Holzwege, p. 200; cf. Platons Lehre, p. 37: "The concept of value, emerging in
the 19th century as the inner consequence of the modern conception of truth, is
the latest as well the weakest off-spring of the agathon… In so far as Nietzsche’s
thought is dominated by the idea of value without awareness of its metaphysical
origin, Nietzsche is also the most unbridled Platonist in the history of Western
metaphysics.”

Journal of Darśana, Vol. - II July-December, 2015

200

customary, but none the less questionable, juxtaposition of
Nietzsche with Kierkegaard,” Heidegger remarks, 1 “fails to
recognize, due to a failure to appreciate the true nature of thinking,
that as a metaphysical thinker Nietzsche has his place secure near
Aristotle,” which cannot he said about Kierkegaard, although the
latter refers to Aristotle more frequently. It is widely held that
Nietzsche is not a strict thinker but a poet-philosopher; that he
cannot be counted among the philosophers, who excogitate only
abstractions, shadowy and remote from life; that if he is at all to be
called a philosopher he must be regarded as a ‘philosopher of life’
(Lebensphilosoph), who has at last done away with abstract
thinking. This estimate of Nietzsche, Heidegger holds, is utterly
mistaken. It was Nietzsche who said, “Abstract thinking is for
many hard and a torture, for me, on favourable days, a feast and an
intoxication.” Nietzsche's philosophy, despite its aphoristic style
and unsystematic form, is metaphysics and has its place on “the
long course of the age-old leading question of philosophy: What is
the essent?”2 The diverse themes which recur in his thought are
linked together by an inner unity and, Heidegger believes,
constitute a meaningful pattern which in essence is metaphysical.
This, of course, can be seen only if we look at Nietzsche’s thought
from the perspective of the history of Being, a perspective which
was not available to Nietzsche and which, in fact, is accessible
only to a thinking that has taken the leap out of metaphysical
thinking and so can see in Nietzsche the final culmination of such
thinking.
Heidegger sums up the central concepts of Nietzsche’s
philosophy in five basic key-terms in his thinking.3 These are The
Will to Power; Nihilism; the Eternal Recurrence of the Same;
1

Holzwege, p. 230.
Nietzsche I, pp. 12 and 14.
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See, for the following, the essay entitled Nietzsches Metaphysik in Nietzsche II.
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the Superman and Justice. Metaphysics is the truth of essents as
such in their totality. This truth is the unhiddenness of the ‘what’
of the essent (the essentia or Seiendheit, being-ness) as well as of
its ‘that’ (the existentia, that and how the essent as a whole is).
Further, the truth of essents appears in varying forms, depending
on the way the essent is conceived from time to time, being thus
historical in its very nature. Finally, according to the way truth
appears in any period of its history, it requires a type of humanity
which corresponds to it, establishes it, makes it known and
preserves. In Nietzsche’s metaphysics, Heidegger says, “The Will
to Power names the Being of essents as such, the essentia of
essents. ‘Nihilism’ is the name for the history of the truth of
essents as thus determined. The ‘Eternal Recurrence of the Same is
the way the essent as a whole is, the existentia of essents. The
‘Superman’ refers to the type of men demanded by this whole (as
conformable and adequate to it). ‘Justice’ is the essential character
of the truth of essents as Will to Power.”1 Each of these concepts
involves the others and must be understood with reference to them.
They constitute, in their unity, Nietzsche’s metaphysics, his vision
of the truth of essents as such in their totality.
The Will to Power, Nietzsche says, is “the innermost
essence of Being.”2 Will here must be understood, hence, not in the
psychological sense of a mental faculty, but metaphysically, as the
basic character, the Being, of the essent, as such, in terms of which
Nietzsche comprehends all essents, physical or mental. The will is
not any sort of wishing or striving but, fundamentally and in
essence, commanding. It is again not something separate and
external to power, and the latter is not a goal which the will seeks
to attain as something outside it. Both together constitute an
1

Nietzsche II, p. 260.
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indivisible unity, the will to power being the essential character of
power itself, which is never a final possession but ceaselessly tends
to exceed itself, which is as such constant self-enhancement.
Power is always, therefore, for more power, power over power,
and the will essentially the Will to will. Concerned with its own
preservation and increase, the will to power prescribes for itself the
conditions which render this possible. The process of Becoming,
the movement towards more power inherent in the will to power,
secures itself by setting up ‘points of view’, outlooks, which can be
counted upon, and must be reckoned with-the will to power is, as
Nietzsche calls it, intrinsically ‘perspectivistic. These points of
view are measures and quantities, i.e. values; the ‘seeing’
characteristic of the will to power is by its very nature a reckoning
with values. Value is essentially the point of view employed by
“the commanding-calculating seeing of the will to power.” Such
points of view condition the complex fabric of science
(knowledge), art, politics and religion, shapes taken by the will to
power, which may, in turn, be themselves called value-structures.
“The Will to Power is, in accordance with its innermost nature, a
perspectivistic reckoning with the conditions of its possibility,
which are as such set up by itself. The Will to Power is in itself
value-positing.”1 It is a will that wills values and is itself the
valuation principle, and hence the thinking which takes the truth of
things as will to power is necessarily a thinking in terms of values.
“The metaphysics of the Will to Power- and only that- is properly
and necessarily a thinking in terms of values… In such valuethinking consists the self-consciousness of the Will to Power….
Value-thinking is implied in the way the Will to Power is itself, the

1

Nietzsche II, p. 272.
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subiectum.... The Will to Power reveals itself as the subjectivity of
which the distinctive mark is evaluative thinking.” 1
Plato, with whom metaphysics begins, conceived the Being
of the essent as idea, the principle of the unity what is diverse, and
at the same time the good, the enabling or the condition of the
possibility of What is.2 The ideas, which alone truly are, belong to
the super-sensible realm and viewed from Nietzsche’s
metaphysical position they are values. The essent as such in its
totality is comprehended in terms of the supersensible- whether
understood as the God of Christianity, as the moral law, as Reason,
as progress or as the happiness of the Many, the Ideal or, from
Nietzsche’s point of view, the highest values. All metaphysics is
Platonism and Christianity, including its modern secularized
forms, is ‘Platonism for the people’. Taking the concept of value as
the clue to his historical reflection on metaphysics, the basis of
Western history, Nietzsche interprets and examines metaphysics in
terms of the Will to Power as the sole principle of valuation. He
regards all metaphysics as a system of values, but without explicit
recognition of the Will to Power as the supreme principle. Hence
he conceives his own metaphysics of the Will to Power as
providing the “principle of a new scheme of values,” involving a
“revaluation of past values.” Such revaluation constitutes the
ultimate character of Nihilism. According to Nietzsche, Nihilism
means the devaluing of the highest values. In Heidegger’s words,
“Nihilism is the process of the devaluation of the highest values
prevailing hitherto. The annulment of these values is the collapse
of what has hitherto been taken as the truth about the essent as
such in its totality the fundamental happening in the Western
1

Ibid, p. 272.
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history, a history of which metaphysics has been the foundation
and guiding principle. In so far as metaphysics has received its
peculiar theological mould through Christianity, this devaluation
must also be expressed theologically, in the words, “God is dead,” 1
where ‘God’ means the supersensible realm in general, the true,
eternal world, beyond this earthly one, as the real and only goal,
both as conceived by Christian faith and in its secularized form
(Conscience, Reason, Progress, the Social Instinct). But though the
devaluation of the highest values, the vanishing of all value from
the world, is part of the Nihilistic process and the fundamental
happening in the history of the West, it does not yet exhaust the
full essence of Nihilism. The collapse of the highest values
prevailing hitherto demands the setting up of new ones, a
revaluation of all values. Hence, Nihilism does not stop short at
mere nullity but has a liberating, affirmative character. As a
historical process, “Nihilism is a devaluation of the hitherto highest
values, aiming at the thorough revaluation of all values”; it implies
the total rejection of past values and a grounding of the essent as a
whole on entirely different conditions. But, Heidegger points out,
“even with this recognition of the affirmative character of
European Nihilism we do not come to its innermost core; for
Nihilism is neither just one historical occurrence nor even the
central feature of Western history, but is itself the law of this
history, its ‘logic’.”2 As such, Nihilism manifests itself in a series
of stages, beginning with Pessimism, the preliminary form of
Nihilism, with its two sub-forms, the pessimism of the weak and
the pessimism of the strong. ‘Incomplete Nihilism’ denies indeed
the values hitherto taken as the highest, but only puts new ideals in
the place of the old (Communism in place of primitive
1
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Christianity, ; Wagner’s music in place of dogmatic Christianity),
without abandoning that ‘place’, the self-subsisting super-sensible
dimension, itself. For ‘extreme’ or complete Nihilism then’ are no
self-subsistent eternal truths whatever. Extreme Nihilism, in so far
as it remains content with such negation, remains 'passive',
whereas 'active' Nihilism, rejecting both this world as well as the
ideal, super-sensible world, goes on to affirm a new principle of
valuation and as truly liberating man from the bondage of the old,
is characterized by Nietzsche as 'ecstatic Nihilism.' "Despite the
appearance of being merely negative, it affirms, neither anything
given nor an ideal, but rather the ‘principle of valuation’ itself, the
Will to Power,” thus becoming full-fledged and complete,
‘classical’ Nihilism, as which Nietzsche understands his own
metaphysics. Revaluation for Nietzsche does not mean, Heidegger
remarks, “that in the old and the same place of the hitherto
prevailing values new ones are set up; the term means, in the first
place and always, that the place itself is determined anew.” It is
through the “revaluation” that, for the first time, values are
conceived as values, i.e. as the conditions of the Will to Power.
The revaluation is, strictly speaking, a re-thinking of the essent as
such in its totality in terms of ‘values’.
According to Nietzsche’s doctrine, the total worth of the
world cannot be evaluated, for it makes no sense to speak of the
total value of the essent as a whole which, as Will to Power, sets
up values as the condition of its own maintenance and increase. 1 In
itself it is worth-less, having no intrinsic meaning, aim or purpose.
This, however, must he understood not in a merely negative sense
but as asserting something positives about how the essent as a
whole is: The Eternal Recurrence of the Same. This “most difficult
1

On the Eternal Recurrence, cf. the detailed treatment in Chapter II (Die Ewing
Wiederkehr des Gleichen) and in Chapter IV (Die Wiederkunft des Gleichen und
der Wille zur Macht) of Nietzsche (in Vols. 1 and 2 respectively).
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of all thoughts”, as Nietzsche calls it, must be grasped in its
inseparable connection with the Will to Power, as characterizing,
together with the latter, the essent as a whole. As Heidegger
expresses it, “The essent, which as such has the fundamental nature
of the Will to Power, can be, as a whole, only the Eternal
Recurrence of the Same. And conversely, the essent, which as a
whole is the Eternal Recurrence of the Same, must as essent have
the fundamental character of the Will to Power.”1 The values or
ends set up by the Will to Power are not something “in
themselves”, outside this Will, with the attainment of which it can
come to rest these ends, points of resistance or hindrance essential
for the operation of power, are set up by the will and are immanent
in it. The Will to power as power beyond power is intrinsically a
perpetual return into itself, giving thus to the essent as a whole, i.e.
to the process of Becoming, its unique state of movement, not
directed towards any ultimate goal extraneous to itself, and yet
ceaselessly moving towards self-imposed ends and so ever
returning to itself. Further, the essent as a whole, conceived in its
Being as Will to Power, must be a fixed quantity because power,
with ceaseless increment inherent in it, cannot increase infinitely in
the absence of any surplus, as Heidegger puts it, beyond itself,
from which it can feed itself. The world, as power, must not be
conceived, Nietzsche says, as unlimited, for it cannot be so
conceived, the concept of infinite power being self-contradictory.
The world is incapable of eternal novelty. Since the essent as such
is conceived as Will to Power and hence as eternal becoming
which advances Cowards no pre-determined goal beyond it, and
since this eternal becoming is limited as to the possible forms and
power-structures in which, as Will, it can manifest itself, therefore,
the essent regarded as the Will to Power must be, as a whole, a
1

Nietzsche II, p. 284.

207

Heidegger and the Western Metaphysical Tradition

perpetual return of the same. This circular movement, “the
primordial law of the essents as a whole”, is the mode of presence
(Being) of what is as such ever varying or becoming, but in a way
that guarantees the utmost constancy and invariability as a whole.
As Heidegger remarks, the Eternal Return is the most unvarying
perpetuation of what is ceaselessly varying. In Nietzsche's
doctrine, the conception of Being as constant presence, as old as
metaphysics, appears in the guise of the Eternal Recurrence of the
Same. ‘‘To set the stamp of Being on Becoming- in this lies the
highest Will to Power,” as Nietzsche says, adding, “that everything
returns is the utmost approximation of a world of Becoming to one
of Being.” The conception of the Eternal Recurrence of the same,
the summit of Nietzsche’s metaphysical vision, is, as the truth
about the essent in its totality, neither a merely personal experience
of this thinker, with its validity confined within the limits of a
personal view, nor is it amenable to scientific, empirical
demonstration. The Will to Power itself, the basic character of the
essent as such, and not a ‘Mr. Nietzsche’, as Heidegger puts it, sets
up and determines the thought of the Eternal Recurrence of the
Same.1
Nietzsche’s conception of the Superman or Overman (as
Walter Kaufmann translates Uebermensch in his Nietzsche, finding
the English ‘superman’ misleading) has nothing to do with a
supersensible ideal of humanity, nor does it announce the
1

For a more detailed account of this central concept of Nietzsche’s philosophy,
see the brilliant Chapter II of Nietzsche I. As Heidegger remarks there (pp. 257258), “Nietzsche’s doctrine of the Eternal Recurrence of the Same is not just one
theory about what is among others, it has developed as a result of the most bitter
argument with the Platonic-Christian mode of thinking and with the way the
latter has worked itself out and developed in the modern age. This mode of
thinking is at the same time judged by Nietzsche as the distinctive feature of
Western thought and of its history in general.” For a criticism of Heidegger’s
views on this doctrine, cf. Karl Loewith: Nietzsches Philosophic der Ewigen
Wiederkehr des Gleichen, pp. 222-225.
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impending emergence somewhere of a ‘supra-human’ personality.1
It is not, Heidegger says, the product of the arrogance of a ‘Mr.
Nietzsche’ and it does not mean the crudely magnified
capriciousness of the deeds of violence in the manner common to
humanity so far. As against a mere inflating and carrying beyond
all bounds of man in his existing character, the Overman marks a
reversal of the hitherto prevailing nature of man. The Overman, in
Heidegger’s words, is man nihilistically reversed. He is the type of
man who corresponds metaphysically to Nietzsche’s vision of the
essent, which is as such the Will to Power and in its totality the
Eternal Return of the Same. The Overman is the complete negation
of the man of the past, of man as shaped by the Platonic worldview and Christian morality, but it is a negation that springs from
the affirmation of the Will to Power. In the epoch of
‘metaphysics’, man is conceived as, and is, in consequence of the
way he is related to Being, the rational animal. The Overman
represents a denial of this nature of man, but it is a nihilistic denial
of this nature in the sense that it merely reverses the relative
positions of rationality and animality, making Reason a mere tool
in the service of the latter. The metaphysical emergence, in Hegel,
of Reason as absolute subjectivity, i.e. as the Being of what is,
prepares the ground for the total, nihilistic inversion of the role of
Reason in Nietzsche. “The nihilistic denial of the metaphysical
primacy, determining what is to count as being, of unconditioned
Reason—not its complete rejection—is the affirmation of the
unconditioned role of the body as the warrant and point of
reference for all interpretation of the world.”2 The will, inherent
previously in Reason as representing and in its service, now
emerges as dominant, with Reason subservient to it as calculative
1

On the Superman, see also Wer ist Nietszches Zerathustra? in Vortraege and
Aufsaetze.
2
Nietzsche II, p. 300.
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thought and evaluation. It is transformed into the Will to Power, its
own sole law-giver and the Being of all that is. The subjectivity of
the Absolute spirit, though unconditioned, was yet incomplete, but
the inversion of rational subjectivity into the subjectivity of the
Will is its final consummation. The reversal of rational subjectivity
of unconditioned representation into the subjectivity of the Will to
Power is the overthrow of the primacy of Reason as the guiding
principle and arbiter for the conception of what is, a phenomenon
described by Nietzsche as the death of the God, of Christian
morality. The Overman is the necessary consequence of this
ultimate, completed subjectivity. With the collapse of the supersensible realm in general, there remains, in the midst of essents as
such and as a whole, only man who, as the ultimate subject and
sole embodiment of representing, value-positing Will, must offer
himself to the Will to Power as the abode of its pure presence. The
Overman, going beyond the man of the past, is the subject in
whom the pure essence of the Will to Power finds its dwelling ; in
willing itself, the Will to Power must will its own highest
condition, the Overman. Man as he was up till now was
characterized by Reason as his distinctive mark and was therefore
‘the animal not yet fixed in his nature’, but as the Overman, with
his animality as itself the very essence of the Will to Power, he is
at last defined and established in his true nature, the prototype of a
humanity in accord with the essent conceived as the unconditioned,
completed subjectivity of the Will to Power, fitted for absolute
mastery over the earth. The Overman is the guardian and the
repository of the truth of the essent as such and in its totality, as
this truth is determined by the Will to Power and the Eternal
Recurrence of the Same.
In Nietzsche’s subjectivistic thinking, Truth retains its
character of certitude and permanence but in conformity with his
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nihilistic revaluation, it ceases to be a super-sensible light and
becomes, as a condition of the Will to Power, a value. 1 Truth, for
him, is a value necessary for the Will to Power and, as producing
the illusion of permanence in what is ever a becoming, it is a kind
of error. As the condition of the maintenance of the Will to Power,
truth is necessary but not sufficient, for the Will to Power is
primarily the will, not merely to the retention of power but to its
incessant enhancement. For the latter, art alone suffices and hence,
for Nietzsche, “art is of greater value than Truth.” As ‘error’, truth
also continues to be understood in his thinking as a kind of
correspondence. But the original character of truth as aletheia,
unrecognized but still implicitly present in all modern thought in a
changed, perverted and disguised form, also shines trough in
Nietzsche’s conception of art. The modern liberation of man from
truth as certitude of salvation, leading man to seek assurance in
himself, shows its real, full nature in the metaphysics of the Will to
Power, with the final overthrow of creative Reason bearing the
stamp of the logos- the divine creative power- of Christian
theology. Man’s new freedom now finds assurance and
justification in a new kind of righteousness or justness, a
manifestation of the Will to Power itself as setting up conditions of
its own preservation and enhancement. In Nietzsche, as Heidegger
puts it, Righteousness (Gerechtigkeit), “because it is the highest
mode of the Will to Power, is the real basis for the determination
of the nature of truth. In the metaphysics of the unconditioned and
complete subjectivity of the Will to Power, truth exhibits itself as
‘righteousness’.” In Nietzsche’s sense of this term, however, all its
associations deriving from Christian, humanistic morality must be
excluded. Keeping in view the fact that in the metaphysics of the
1

Cf. Nietzsche I, pp. 612-616, for Nietzsche’s conception of Truth, where
righteousness is also discussed in the section entitled, Die Wahrheit als
Gerechtigkeit.
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Will to Power the right can only be what the Will sets up for its
Own perpetuation, we must understand righteousness as a pure
function of Power. “Looking out beyond the petty arid narrow
perspectives of good and bad”, prevailing thus far, righteousness
opens out the wholly new point of view from which man is seen as
pushing on to absolute mastery over the earth. Nietzsche himself,
Heidegger points out, never explicitly realized that and how
righteousness is the aspect in which he conceives truth, i.e. the
unhiddenness by virtue of which the essent manifests itself as such
and in its totality as the Will to Power and the Eternal Recurrence
of the Same. "The metaphysics of Unconditioned and complete
subjectivity, without explicity it saying it, thinks its own nature,
i.e. the nature of truth, as righteousness. The truth of essents as
such as a whole is accordingly truth about the essent but such that
its own nature is determined by the basic character of the essent,
i.e., by the Will to Power as its highest form.”1 Nietzsche’s
metaphysics is, as all metaphysics necessarily is, the truth of
essents as such and as a whole in a double sense: truth about the
essent because truth which itself derives from the Being of essents.
Such truth is essentially historical in character, each of its
historical manifestations depending upon the way Being reveals
itself to thinkers in different ages.
With Nietzsche’s philosophy, in which the tradition of
Western thinking comes, an important sense, to a focus and fulfills
itself, we come to the end of the metaphysical epoch in the history
of that tradition. “The decisive question”, Heidegger says, “for him
who still can, indeed must, raise a philosophical question at all at
the end of Western philosophy, is not the question about the basic
character of the essent, how the Being of essents is to be
characterized ; the question rather is : What is this Being itself? It
1

Nietzsche II, p. 332.
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is the question about ‘the sense of Being’, not merely about the
Being of essents ; and ‘sense’, moreover, is defined precisely as
that in terms of which and by virtue of which Being can at all
reveal itself as such and become manifest in its truth.” 1 It is to what
Heidegger has to say on this question that we, therefore, turn now.


1

Nietzsche II, p. 26.

