
 

 

 
 
 

CHAPTER III 
 

REVISITING BEING 
 

 We propose here a revisiting of the concept of Being in light of Heidegger’s 

question, What calls for thinking? Revisiting means for us a rethinking of the true 

conditions of human flourishing in terms of the goal of resurrecting the ancient 

eudemonic cause. We have emphasized in the previous chapters that despite the 

pervasiveness of modernity the eudemonic cause persists, which, however, not many 

thinkers have correctly apprehended after Plato. In the early and late contemporary 

philosophic scene, Nietzsche and Heidegger are the foremost proponents of this revival.  

 Nietzsche proposed a genealogy, a radical imaginative re-founding of the 

conditions of possibility of history outside the given time of being.1 Heidegger, for his 

part, advanced the project of fundamental ontology which involves, among others, the 

analytic of how Da-sein has constituted itself, throughout modernity, as a self-referential 

ground of truth, culminating in the metaphysics of subjectivity. 2 Both genealogy and 

fundamental ontology can retrace their methodical origins in Plato’s theory of 

                                                             
 
1 Nietzsche says of a similar process of ‘overcoming oneself’: “What does a philosopher demand 

of himself first and last? To overcome his time in himself, to become ‘timeless’. With what must he 
therefore engage in the hardest combat? With whatever marks him as the child of his time. Well, then! I 
am, no less than Wagner, a child of his time: that is a decadent: but I comprehended this. I resisted it. The 
philosopher in me resisted” (Nietzsche, Basic Writings, 613).  

 
2 Heidegger, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, 19. 
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recollection which proposes a radical suspension of the present, the ‘present’ as a 

historical truth in itself: The historical as a will to truth, and truth as a will to power, that 

is, power to totalize as to create a historical truth.  In many ways both methods propose 

subtracting ek-istence from common existence, of infracting the time of being. Plato’s 

influence on Nietzsche and Heidegger, at least in this regard, cannot be ignored. 

Genealogy is an atypical approach towards the understanding of the past through a 

radical interruption of the present; fundamental ontology interrupts the present through 

the radicalization of the primordial memory of Being.  

 In brief we are recasting the Greek notion of ek-istence into Heidegger’s late 

formulation of be-ing in which he describes be-ing as “holding-sway” in contrast to being 

as simply “is”:  

“A being”: This word names not only what is actual—and this only as extant 
and still only as object of knowledge—names not only what is actual of whatever 
kind, but rather also and at the same time names the possible, the necessary, and 
the accidental…“Be-ing” means not only the actuality of the actual, and not only 
the possibility of the possible—and not at all only the being of a given being—but 
rather be-ing in its originary essential swaying in the full cleavage, where the 
essential swaying is not limited to “presence”.3  

 
  The “originary essential swaying in the full cleavage”: This suggests, among 

others, that be-ing ought to hold sway in the ontological difference between a being and 

Being if it can hold sway in the originary difference, the full cleavage, that is to say, 

before Being came to be an issue for ontology that has “pushed aside” the necessity of the 

                                                             
 
3 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 52.  



135 

 

grounding question of Be-ing in favor of Being such as ‘the being’ in the ‘ontological 

difference'. Heidegger emphasized:  

   Because all ontologies—whether developed as such or only prepared for 
development, like the history of the first beginning—inquire into beings as beings 
and in this respect only in this respect also inquire into being, they move unto the 
domain of the grounding-question How does being hold sway? What is the truth 
of being?—without intimating this grounding question as such and without ever 
being able to admit be-ing in its utmost questionability, uniqueness, finitude, and 
strangeness…[One needs] to show how, in and through development of ontology 
into onto-theology, the grounding-question and its necessity are pushed aside…”4   
 

 What makes all ontologies possible is that it refuses to “admit be-ing (or Be-ing) 

in its utmost questionability,” that means, all ontologies do not think of the difference 

between Being and a being/beings as transitional.5 It is transitional on account of the 

more originary swaying of being besides the decided fate of Being in known ontologies. 

Heidegger adds: “It is for this reason that the ‘ontological difference’ hovers in 

indeterminacy. It looks as if it has already been known, at least since Plato, whereas it 

was only enacted and, as it were, brought into usage.”6 If it was only enacted, or ‘brought 

into usage’ such as since then it became an issue in itself, then the ontological difference 

has the character not only of a ‘passage’ but also of a historical assumption that has 

become forgetful of its contingent and provisional root whereby it claims a foundational 

paradigm for all disciplines, namely, the difference between Being and beings. Heidegger 

would insist that the originary difference is beyond the comprehension of ontology which 

                                                             
 
4 Ibid., 144.  
 
5 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 328. 
 
6 Ibid., 330; underscoring mine.  
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thinks of Being (and its differentiation) rather than Be-ing in its originary swaying. 

Heidegger adds: “Even if, after the crucial naming of this differentiation in Being and 

Time, one now strives for a more careful use of language, nothing is attained and not at 

all is it proven that a knowing awareness and questioning of be-ing has come alive.” 7 In 

other words, the non-thinking of Be-ing constitutes the history of (the oblivion of) Being 

that is also to a great extent the history of the ontological difference. Heidegger adds:  

This difference names that which sustains the entire history of philosophy and as 
this sustenance could never be for philosophy as metaphysics what calls for 
questioning and therefore for naming. Ontological difference is something 
transitional in crossing from the end of metaphysics to the other beginning.8   
 

 The ‘other beginning’ is the thinking of Be-ing itself.  This ‘other beginning’ is 

the proper first beginning vis-à-vis the ontological paradigm of Being in the known first 

beginning.9 In this light Be-ing is more originary than Being’s claim to originariness. 

Thought in this regard, in terms of originariness, be-ing holds sway over the ontological 

difference vis-a-vis the potential of difference to be taken over by an oblivious form of 

thinking such as metaphysics that, by all accounts, fails to think of the ontological 

difference at the same time that it thinks of Being as the being of being. Heidegger says:  

   [Man’s] being-thoroughly-tuned by be-ing itself, must be experienced by 
naming the “ontological difference:--namely, at that point when the question of 
being itself is to be awakened as question. On the other hand, however, with 
respect to the overcoming of metaphysics… the “ontological difference” must be 
elucidated in its belongingness to Da-sein. Seen from that point, the ontological 

                                                             
 
7 Ibid., 328.  
 
8 Ibid., 330. 
 
9 Ibid., 22.  
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difference moves into the form of a—nay, the-“basic-structure” of Da-sein itself. 
10 
 
The naming/awakening of the ontological difference itself as the question of 

being is already a holding sway over the ontological difference.  Nevertheless, be-ing 

holds sway over the difference only to the degree that be-ing is looking past being whose 

history has now been exposed, unconcealed in the manner of raising its questionability.  

This very questionability of the ontological difference, the question of being itself, will 

necessarily become an issue for Da-sein insofar as the ontological difference, after it is 

being named, exposed, unconcealed, is revealed to be the basic structure of Da-sein itself. 

This means that Da-sein enowns (in the sense that it lets itself be indicated as such) the 

ontological difference: The representational difference between Being and a being/beings 

is established as the difference that Da-sein grounds as its truth, the truth, among others, 

that in knowing awareness it enacts the ontological difference in terms of representation. 

Heidegger stresses: “In crossing over to Da-sein within questioning the truth of be-ing, 

there is no other possibility but initially to transform representing to such an extent that 

the relation to being as projecting-open and thus as the character of understanding (Da-

sein’s understanding of being [in terms of the ontological difference]) is established.”11  

The difference between Being and beings, established as difference in a representational 

way is nevertheless established from within the standpoint of necessity but in the manner 

                                                             
 
10 Ibid., 330.  
 
11 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 329; underscoring mine. 
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of mindful awareness, a staying-away-from12, in which case the difference from the 

standpoint of Da-sein is established in a non-representational, non-appropriative way in 

the sense of a knowing awareness of the question of being as the questionability of Being 

itself, at the same time that Da-sein takes up the ontological difference in being. If the 

questionability of being consists of its transitional character, then the ontological 

difference in which being is questioned also has the character of a passage. The question 

of Being thus encourages thinking to stay mindful of the originary essence of Being 

outside of the ostensible power of the ontological difference, that is, if essence is 

something with which Being can be described outside of representationality. It also 

encourages Da-sein to hold sway in the ontological difference which, in the absence of 

knowing awareness, can stand out as, and be mistaken for, presence and permanence. 

Heidegger adds: “[Be-ing] comes to truth only on the ground of Da-sein.”13 In the same 

manner the non-appropriative, non-representational character of Da-sein’s holding sway 

in the difference in terms of crossing from Dasein to Da-sein is a function of be-ing. But, 

as Heidegger clarifies— 

Talk of relation of Da-sein to be-ing obscures be-ing and turns be-ing into 
something over-against—which be-ing is not, since be-ing itself always en-owns 
primarily that to which it is to hold sway as over-against. For this reason also this 
relation is entirely incomparable to the subject-object-relation.14 
 

                                                             
 
12 Ibid., 187. 
 
13 Ibid., 207.  
 
14 Ibid., 179-180. 
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 To hold sway in the ontological difference is to exercise responsibility for the fate 

of the ontological difference in the sense of destining the ontological difference within 

the history of Being; an exercise of transcendence within immanence, of a philosophy 

transcending its tradition from within its history, which means in ecstatic terms, to stand-

outside, to infract the time of being15 in which this difference actually holds sway over 

be-ing in terms of its “[consolidation] in objectness, in objectivity for the subject.”16 Be-

ing, the truth of Da-sein, can hold sway in the ontological difference by enowning Dasein 

from its former bareness to its essential holding sway: “It is from Da-sein in this sense 

that Dasein as the presence of what is extant first becomes “understandable,” i.e., 

presence proves to be one specific appropriation of the truth of be-ing.”17 Da-sein, now 

enowned by be-ing which has it as its truth, hold sways over presence itself (Dasein) in 

the manner of ex-posing its representational and therefore transitory meaning (in terms of 

its real belongingness in Be-ing) whereby Da-sein makes way for the “clearing of be-ing 

                                                             
 
15 Besides the connotation of ekstasis, Heidegger utilized a new turn of phrase in the same context, 

namely, being-away. He stressed: “Being-away in this sense is only where Da-sein is. Away: dispensing 
with or pushing be-ing aside, seemingly only a “being” for itself. Herein the essentially counter-turning 
relation of Da-sein to be-ing is expressed. Mostly and generally we persist in being-away, especially when 
we are “true to life”.”(Ibid., 213).  If Da-sein is true to life, then even its relation to what is deemed 
essential and primordial, that is, to be-ing, has to be taken as something not entirely protected from 
oblivion, thus, from the temptation to ontologize as presence the achievements of Da-sein in be-ing, about 
which, elsewhere, Heidegger warns, specifically, in terms of the danger of expressing the achievement of 
Da-sein as transcendence (in the representational sense, or the supersensible [Ibid, 226]) . This also 
suggests that the work of ekstasis does not stop at standing apart from presence; rather it must encourage a 
continuing historical work.  

 
16 Ibid., 210.  
 
17 Ibid. 
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whose openness [opens] up the space [for] arranging beings in historical work.”18 The 

‘clearing of be-ing’ makes it possible to understand Dasein as a transitional being, on the 

one hand, and Being as the guiding-question for the more originary grounding-question, 

on the other hand. That is to say, Be-ing is that which grounds Being (the ‘Being’ of 

Being and Time) as the guiding-question of all ontologies. That be-ing, which en-owns 

Da-sein, holds sway in the ontological difference in the sense of deciding its fate rather 

more originarily, is an indication that an historical work is accomplished.   

 Heidegger emphasized the transitional character of Da-sein: “In Being and Time 

Da-sein still stands in the shadow of the “anthropologistic,” the “subjectivistic,” and the 

“individualist,” etc.—and yet the opposite of all of this is what we have in view—of 

course, not as what was initially and solely intended, but rather this opposite, everywhere 

only the necessary consequence of the deciding transformation of the “question of being” 

from guiding-question into the grounding-question.”19 Heidegger stressed in these 

passages that even the direction of Being and Time was not planned, all the more the 

conceptual status of Da-sein. He adds: “Da-sein is the crisis between the first and the 

other beginning. That is to say: According to the name and matter itself, Da-sein means 

something in the history of the first beginning (i.e., in the whole history of metaphysics) 

that is essentially other than in the first beginning.”20 In this light the Da-sein of Being 

and Time accidentally grounds—the accidental, nevertheless, decisively grounds—the 

                                                             
 
18 Ibid. 
 
19 Ibid., 208. 
 
20 Ibid. 
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‘turning’ into the other beginning of Da-sein (the other beginning as the essential first 

beginning in which, for instance, the ontological difference does not matter) grounds the 

return to the first beginning, otherwise a decisive ex-position of presence (Dasein as once 

‘presence’ within the order of the ontological difference to itself).  

 As accidental and yet decisive, the self-determination (mostly, oblivious) of Da-

sein as presence prepares Da-sein to the clearing of being into be-ing which first 

manifests itself as the presence of the ontological difference and which Da-sein would 

later name and ex-pose as having the character of a passage. But the Da-sein that names 

and ex-poses is no longer the Dasein that lets itself be in the ontological difference, rather 

the Da-sein that holds sway in the ontological difference in the sense that it destines the 

difference in and through “staying within the openness.”21 That is to say also: the self-

holding-in truth22; the ‘projecting-open of what is open23, in the openness that is opened 

by the passage. Heidegger also describes this holding sway as “inabiding care” in which 

care connotes the preservation of the understanding of being as a question rather than an 

end to be accomplished by thought.24 That Da-sein can name and ex-pose the ontological 

difference also indicates that the origin of the ontological difference lies in the essential 

swaying of be-ing, which is first given historical expression in the forgetfulness of the 

                                                             
 
21 Ibid., 213. 
 
22 Ibid., 187. 
 
23 Ibid. 
 
24 Ibid., 213. 
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transitory nature of the ontological difference but which, from within this forgetfulness, a 

turning is made possible. Heidegger provides a sketch of this transition:  

   In their essential sway, i.e., in their belonging together as the ground of history, 
enowning and Dasein are still fully hidden and will remain stranger for a long 
time yet. For there are no bridges, and the leaps are not yet accomplished. 
Lacking is the depth of an experience of truth and mindfulness that is sufficient to 
both: the power of the peak of decision. On the other hand, the path is strewn with 
many opportunities and means for misinterpretation, because the knowing 
awareness of what takes place in the first beginning is also lacking.25  
 

 Heidegger clarifies that the holding-sway of be-ing is “not limited to “presence” 

for if it were so, such that what holds sway in the ontological difference has the character 

of presencing, be-ing would have held sway over a different condition of difference (that 

is unfamiliar to it) in the most categorical manner possible, that is, in the most outward 

manifestation of difference possible, presence qua presence.26 Be-ing is originarily not 

something over-against27 which can enact a representational difference such as the 

ontological difference.28 If it is a different condition of difference such that it is not be-

ing that holds sway rather being that is immediately accessible by presence, by logical 

categories which can present the determinable properties of being, then it is being that is 

made to function as ‘holding-sway’ in the ontological difference. Thus, it is being that 

assumes the essence of be-ing that alone ‘holds sway’. This means, among others, the 

usurpation of be-ing by the technical powers of being. In a nutshell this demonstrates the 

                                                             
 
25 Ibid., 23. 
 
26 Ibid., 179.  
 
27 Ibid., 179-180. 
 
28 “With that is not meant an “over against,” something indubitable, or an “idea” (Ibid., 21). 
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nihilism of being that has forgotten the truth of being in which the possibility of be-ing is 

taken over by the technical possibility of Dasein (before the leap into Da-sein, into the 

originary essential swaying) to assume control of things.  

 As being it will take a tremendous leap into be-ing for Dasein to be more than 

itself. 29 As such the forgetfulness of the truth of be-ing is accomplished by way of a 

detour from immanence to a false transcendence: Dasein godding itself to the side of a 

superior transcendent30, to a superior mode of presence, instead of realizing its immanent 

possibilities as Da-sein, such as to achieve transcendence within immanence, to achieve 

the ‘godly’ outside of the need for presence. Nevertheless, despite its preferential 

embrace of non-representationality, its refusal of presence in terms of the known 

categories of being, be-ing may risk itself to be represented, may risk presence if only to 

problematize presence itself such as to think of the ontological difference in terms of 

what the ontological difference is not, thus subjecting the ontological difference into the 

historical analytic of Being. This time the difference is actually thought of (thought of 

according to what it is not) in contrast to the failure of metaphysics to think differently, to 

think ‘more of itself’, to think more originally than the ontological difference which is a 

thinking of difference-in-presence, if we can put it that way. What the ontological 

                                                             
 
29 “As en-owned, Da-sein itself becomes more of its own and the self-opening ground of the 

self…” (Ibid., 211). 
 
30 Heidegger poses himself a question concerning the possibility of Da-sein no longer taking an 

interest in godding: “What happens when the struggle for measures dies out, when the same willing no 
longer wants greatness, i.e., no longer brings forth a will for the greatest difference of the ways?” (Ibid., 
21). 
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difference is not is the truth of the ontological difference, that means, the ontological 

difference is not an originary difference, a full cleavage in being.  Joan Stambaugh’s 

Introduction to the End of Philosophy offers the following clarification:  

The ontological difference disappears insofar as thinking no longer persists in its 
unthought element; the ontological difference does not disappear insofar as it is 
thought back to its essential origin.31 

  
 As difference within presence, the ontological difference disappears, becomes a 

non-issue for thought, that is, resolved in ekstatic thought insofar as the difference is no 

longer an issue for ontology after the accomplishment of fundamental ontology. But 

thought in the active contemplative return to the immanence of thought, the ontological 

difference remains an issue for ontology in the sense that it is not yet completely thought 

of out of its persistence in un-thought, in which case metaphysics still holds sway over 

the ontological difference in the manner of forgetfulness of difference and in terms of its 

influence on historical work. What is this forgetfulness of difference? First, Stambaugh 

stresses that difference, the known difference in ontology, is understood as “identity 

thought in terms of the Appropriation,”32 that is, of modern technicity. Stambaugh adds: 

In the distinction “Being and beings,” the difference is always already represented 
without being thought, unthought with respect to the differentiation. In all epochs 
of metaphysics, the difference remains the unexplained pre-supposition. The 
difference remains without place and determination.33 
  

                                                             
 
31 Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, xiii. 
 
32 Ibid. 
 
33 Ibid., xii. 
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 However, appropriation counts only as modern technicity in terms of presence, 

that is, thinking Being with regard to beings in which Being is understood as the highest 

being and the ground of beings. But there is another sense of Appropriation that is 

immanent in ekstatic thinking—to think Being without regard to beings, to think non-

metaphysically. Thought non-metaphysically— 

   “Being itself” means: The Appropriation can no longer be thought as “Being” in 
terms of presence. Appropriation no longer names another manner and epoch of 
“Being.” “Being” thought without regard to beings (i.e., always only in terms of 
and with respect to, them) means at the same time: no longer thought as “Being” 
(presence). 
   If this happens, then the thinking thus transformed thinks the following: the 
ontological difference disappears in the Appropriation through the step back. It 
loses its decisiveness for thinking and is thus given up in a certain way in  
thinking.34 
 

 It would have to be a shift of the thinking of being from Being to Be-ing, or in the 

language more familiar to scholars of Heidegger, from Being to Time. Yet, the model of 

time is be-ing itself. Earlier, Heidegger stressed in Being and Time: 

Time is determined by a kind of Being…Nowhere among things do we find 
Being. Every thing has its time. But Being is not a thing, is not in time. Yet Being 
as presencing remains determined as presence by time, by what is temporal.35 
 

 ‘The kind of Being’ that determines time is be-ing, that which is not a being but 

which has its time, which ‘has’ it only to the extent that this ‘being’ is not in time, not in 

an outward sense of presence, in an appropriating act of presencing36, hence, the 

                                                             
 
34 Ibid., xiii. 
 
35 Heidegger, Being and Time, 3. 
 
36 “It is neither “in time” nor is it the “temporality” of human being, but rather brings each in a 

different way into its own” (Stambaugh’s Introduction, in Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, xii).  
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connotation of ekstasis—the occupation of a time that is not-yet by a kind of being 

otherwise than a being, therefore, a be-ing, being in ekstasis. And yet, even ekstasis has 

to give way to a certain kind of presencing, a kind of beingness such as its being in a 

different time, a different mode of time-reckoning, which for itself and in itself is a kind 

of presencing but is unlike the presencing of representation: It presences/is presencing 

what hitherto existing presents have turned out to be what they are not. It is rather a 

presencing as unconcealment of presence, the presencing of presence to itself. Before 

presence became engrossed in itself, that is, modernity, a mode of presence preceded it, a 

pre-sence, the ‘before’ of its marked difference from absence, for instance in logical 

propositions. This ‘before’ is the presencing of absence in its own integrity as absence in 

which absence connotes the quiet power of the actual, the discreet power of the un-

represented, the unknown, the mysterious, the unpredictable, the what is to come. 

 The being that holds sway in the ontological difference is this pre-sence that 

reigns in the open region of what is to come, essentially dividing the future from the 

present which indicates that at the simplest level of being a basic difference is required 

for thought to distinguish, for instance, between possibility and impossibility, or between 

past and present, between present and future, but something more originary than the 

ontological difference, a primal difference that is not understood in presence. Its 

sovereignty is its relative impermeability to presence, to outward appearance and yet 

allows for itself to be distinguished as a time of thought, distinct from the time of the 
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‘now’. As a mode of time-reckoning37, the time of thought is the not-yet time, either the 

‘what is to come’, or what is withdrawing from the horizon of the present, receding into 

the obscurity of the past which contains the secret (to which the present is oblivious) of 

what can hold sway in the time to come. The time-reckoning of ekstatic thought is thus 

directed at either of these two temporal modalities, which gives expression to the 

paradoxical atemporality of Being: It is nowhere in the present but everywhere in the past 

and future.  But it is not atemporal as something impossible to attain in time, rather it is 

ekstatic, liveable in a different time that only thought can conceive of and in which only 

thought can dwell as ekstatic ex-isting, ex-posing be-ing.38  The present is a time in 

oblivion, a time ‘out of joints’, to echo a famous expression of Hamlet.39 The truth of 

time is the truth of Being, its primordial memory in the past and the reconstruction of its 

possibility in the future to come, which at present is consigned to the impossible by the 

spell of the ontological difference, by the logos of modernity that builds on the nihilistic 

differentiation of Being and beings (which metaphysics fails to think of).  

 The ontological difference makes it possible for metaphysics to behave 

obliviously toward its own possibility in terms of achieving a fundamental awareness of 

the non-difference between Being and beings in the sense of primal distinction40 that had 

                                                             
 
37 Heidegger, Being and time, 278. 
 
38 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 267.  
 
39 “The time is out of joints. O, cursed spite, that ever I was born to set it right” (Hamlet, Act 1, 

scene 5). 
40 Heidegger states: “The primal distinction, however, is not an act which invades and coincides 

with what is factually undifferentiated of Being and beings” (Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, 81-82). 
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once defined humanity’s ‘preproblematic’41 history before the emergence of modernity.  

(Hence, a possibility that is itself a form of historical awareness). The ontological 

difference thus gave birth to the turn of humanity to the ‘problematic world of difference’ 

through the radicalization of human technicity, metaphysics.  As Heidegger stressed, 

metaphysics still thinks of Being, the being of any given being which explains its 

obsession with transcendence: The singularization of Being as the being of beings makes 

it immediately discernible as an autonomous entity, worst, mistaken for Be-ing in the 

sense of falsely en-owning42 an originary essence. Heidegger points out:  

Thus is be-ing then after all the other, over against enowning? No, for ownhood is 
belongingness into en-ownment, and this itself is be-ing…Of course, enowning 
dare not ever be represented immediately objectively.43  

 
 This means that en-owning, in and through the essential swaying of be-ing, does 

not recognize the ontological difference in the sense of presence and representation. 

Rather, it recognizes difference in be-ing; neither in being, nor in presence whose 

essence, if it can be said at all, and as Heidegger stressed, “remains necessarily 

unexperienceable and unasked.”44 Heidegger describes this unexperienceable and 

unasked essence of be-ing in difference as the originary “strife from within the intimacy 

                                                             
 
41 Patocka, Heretical Essays, 12. 
 
42 Heidegger describes en-owning, among others, in terms of a process of ‘inceptual thinking that 

prepares for an other beginning by putting the first beginning in proper perspective” (Heidegger, 
Contributions to Philosophy, 22) 

 
43Ibid., 185. 
 
44 Ibid., 183.  
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of the not in be-ing! Enowning.”45 The ‘not in be-ing’ is no less than “the other [that] lets 

a being be a being.”46 Heidegger would go as far as identifying this other, this not in be-

ing as the essential other of being, simply expressed in be-ing, that is, being hyphenating 

itself. The seeming distinction between be-ing and the not that belongs to it (be-ing), 

however, is a distinction “only for the interpretation of beingness as idea.”47 It is 

therefore not a real distinction. The real distinction is a distinction only in be-ing, for the 

not in be-ing nihilates any representation of itself as nothing. The not belongs to the 

essential swaying of be-ing. It does not belong to the ontological difference precisely 

because be-ing “arises from within its self-holding-in-the-truth,”48 a refusal to take up 

difference or distinction in the realm of presence or idea. As far as it belongs in be-ing, 

difference takes up the form of undividedness, albeit, in its most mysterious capacity, in 

its withholding of the truth of undividedness in the face of presence, in that we normally 

interpret difference as a distinction. This already connotes ekstasis in the sense of pure 

refusal.49  

 As far as it is taken up in being, difference takes up a recognizable form, presence 

qua presence, the ontological difference. As far as it belongs in be-ing, the difference that 

has preoccupied ontology is in fact the full cleavage in which be-ing originally holds 

                                                             
 
45 Ibid., 186.  
 
46 Ibid. 
 
47 Ibid., 189. 
 
48 Ibid., 187.  
 
49 Ibid., 172. 
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sway, though ontology is unaware of it. The full cleavage in non-presence may be said to 

be fuller than presence in the sense of ex-posing presence to itself the outcome of which 

is that presence loses its integrity even as a concept, all the more when presence is 

subsequently revealed to be transitory.  

 It may also be said that presence is the temporary refuge of be-ing that has no way 

to express itself other than by presencing insofar as it must express itself in history. In 

relation to the history of man, seeking refuge in presence is brought forth by the flight of 

the gods. In an early essay Heidegger describes this flight as an opportunity for Man to 

assume the place vacated by the divine.50 The assumption of this place is equivalent to 

claiming transcendence: Man presencing himself as god. But instead of freeing himself, 

Man finds himself in distress, which, nevertheless, can offer Him an opportunity to 

disclaim a false transcendence, only He must first recognize the distress as a more 

desirable path to an authentic experience of transcendence.  

   The awakening of this distress is the first displacing of man into that between 
where chaos drives forth at the same time as god remains in flight. This 
“between” is, however, not “transcendence” with reference to man. Rather it is 
the opposite: that open to which man belongs as the founder and preserver…is 
enowned by be-ing itself.51  

 
 Man founds and preserves the truth of be-ing, founds the ‘between’ or the 

‘clearing’, “the opening of the cleavage used by the god,”52 whereby, assuming that He 

commits Himself to understanding the mystery opened up by this shift in history, 

                                                             
 
50 Heidegger, The Question Concerning Technology, 100. 
 
51 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 19. 
 
52 Ibid., 29. 
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preserves the cleavage by way of sheltering Himself in it, by way of a “hesitant refusal”53 

to become once again the fulcrum in which history can repeat itself by way of taking up 

an “abode in preparedness for the refusal.” 54  (Also hesitant inasmuch as refusal can turn 

into the ugly business of godding for the sake of godding in the absence of a god). Here 

the connotation of ekstasis is stronger than ever in Heidegger. The abode is the domain 

outside the present, within the margins of the present. In this sense ekstasis also means 

the preservation of the ‘between’, the clearing as the essential “deciding experience 

whether [it] is god’s staying away or god’s onset that decides for or against god.”55 

Before Man can even experience transcendence, He needs to experience first this distress. 

The awakening of this distress is prepared for Man by the transition of Dasein into Da-

sein which offers Man the possibility to experience the distress of be-ing.  

 Still, Man can experience the ‘transition’ only as the experience of the full 

cleavage by “doing nothing.”56 Doing nothing: Preparing for the grounding of Da-sein as 

the refusal to claim transcendence at the same time as “god remains in flight.” Da-sein, 

this possibility of Man to experience the full cleavage, to experience the impossible, the 

first beginning, remains a possibility inasmuch as the deciding experience takes longer 

                                                             
 
53 Ibid., 21. 
 
54 Ibid., 20. 
 
55 Ibid. 
 
56 “In and as Da-sein, be-ing en-owns the truth which it manifests as the not-granting, as that 

domain of hinting and withdrawal—of stillness…For that man can do nothing—least of all when he has 
been given the task of preparing for the grounding of Da-sein…” (Ibid., 15). 
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than one can imagine. Man takes time in and through inceptual thinking within the long 

passing57 (a ‘long culmination’) of the false beginning into the other beginning.  

 In the sense of its utmost possibility, of the futural, Da-sein is the ground upon 

which Man seeks, preserves and guards the truth of be-ing that He discovers and thereof 

founds as the clearing opened up by a decision to stay within openness, a decision to keep 

the stillness still in ek-static thinking, in inceptual thinking, in thinking without 

presuppositions while in the clearing, while in “reservednesss [as] the midpoint for 

startled dismay and deep awe.”58 However, though Da-sein is man’s own ground it can be 

taken away from man either by external circumstances or by man’s own decision to 

refuse his ground to ground his future in light of the sheer stoic requirement of living 

through the distress just to preserve this ground. Man has Da-sein as His ground; 

however, Man has it only to the extent that He stays within the clearing, within the truth 

of be-ing. Da-sein will not cease to be Man’s ground, though Man may refuse Da-sein, in 

which case the truth of be-ing, the possibility of Man to become aware of His utmost 

potentiality for Being that He can discover and experience within the clearing of be-ing, 

remains concealed from Him as ‘man’, as being. If therefore man chooses to preserve the 

stillness, it may be said from there that he decides to embrace the truth of be-ing as his 

own.  The decision is the decision for his ground, Da-sein, and for his be-ing.  

                                                             
 
57 The false beginning, that is, metaphysics. Heidegger observes: “Experienced in virtue of the 

dawning of the origin, metaphysics is, however, at the same time past in the sense that it has entered its 
ending. The ending lasts longer than the previous history of metaphysics” (Heidegger, The End of 
Philosophy, 85). 

 
58 Ibid., 12. 
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 This be-ing that sways in the cleavage (in ekstatic ek-sistence) resists 

representationality. Representation can only render to presence what this be-ing is not, 

the being of being understood in its transcendent sense, such as the God of metaphysics 

and theology.  Before it came to be looked upon as transcendent this be-ing was in many 

ways understood as the premodern godly, otherwise the principle of ‘godding’ in 

Heidegger, transcendent only to itself, swaying in the full immanence of its being within 

the primal difference, between being and be-ing, between the mortals and the gods, the 

cleavage in the human, or rather, the simple onefold.59 In metaphysics and theology, 

godding acquires a transcendent status such that it becomes possible to speak of God 

before the ontological difference and even after, hence, the beginning and end. However, 

this ‘possibility’ most certainly connotes forgetfulness of the ontological difference, 

which means thinking only of Being as the being of beings. It ignores the fact that the 

ontological difference is a contrived possibility of modernity in order to pursue 

‘difference’ to the side of the transcendent, displacing the immanence of the cleavage as 

originary difference. That is why metaphysics cannot think of the ontological difference: 

It cannot un-think the basis of its oblivious relation to Being which makes it possible as 

metaphysics. Heidegger thus suggests a thinking that thinks “more originally than 

metaphysics,” more originally than the ontological difference, so to speak. That means: 

To think of the full cleavage in the sense of primordial difference (Be-ing as essential 

holding sway, rather than Being, the being of being).  

                                                             
 
59 Ibid., 14. 
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 Heidegger describes Be-ing, not only as the being of a given being, but also the 

actuality of the impossibility of its essence as that which can precede, in fact, has always 

already preceded it—the ontological difference. Be-ing is thus more ancient, more 

fundamental than Being. This ancient secret is no secret to Plato, Nietzsche and 

Heidegger. This secret of Be-ing is the quiet actuality of the founding immanence of 

creation, of everything that is. The secret: Being is once ‘being-free-for’, free for being. 

 It is this secret that ‘anamnesis’, genealogy and fundamental ontology altogether 

attempt to recollect in the manner of ex-position and re-construction, a destructive 

retrieval of the object of inceptual thinking, the first thinking, a thinking of the conditions 

of possibility of thought itself, ‘Be-ing’. In the past lies unexplored the conditions of 

possibility of a real future, nonetheless, a future that will stay as future in the sense that it 

will always have to be an open region of possibilities. If there is one thing that modernity 

suppresses it is the idea of the future itself, a non-presence. Yet, in its real essence as 

time, the future is the only time there is. The future qualifies as the only time 

conceivable.60 It presences nothing to be seen,61 and, as an infinite endurance, is always 

directed at an otherwise open beyond. This idea of time may sound totally absurd, 

seeming to refuse the factuality of the present. But proof of the aversion of Plato, 

Nietzsche and Heidegger toward this treacherous sort of atemporality is their common 

                                                             
 
60 Heidegger clarifies: “To talk of what is coming toward us has…become a cliché. Thus we hear: 

“the future has already begun,” which is not so, because the future never just begins since absence, as the 
presencing of what is not yet present, always in some way already concerns us, is present no less 
immediately than what has been. In the future, in what comes toward us, presencing is offered” (Heidegger, 
On Time and Being, 13).  

 
61 “Not every presencing is necessarily the present” (Ibid.). 
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advocacy of the possibility of restoring the past within the present, within the margins of 

the present where the ‘margins’ connote the authentic sense of the present, though 

concealed from and by presence. However much they might have been deeply fascinated 

with the past, as proven by their common inclination to embrace a certain notion of 

primordiality intrinsic to their belief in the relative superiority of the intellectual and 

moral views of premodern humanity, these thinkers have understood, well enough, the 

power of the margin as a dwelling place for thought, being, culture and freedom.  

 Plato argued in his theory of recollection that the past must be corrected, 

creatively refashioned within the margins of humanity, relived, that is, in free thought. He 

underscored this in his battle against sophistry that he blamed for the corruption of the 

polis of his time. Plato attacked the technicity of the polis, but opted for an ecstatic 

withdrawal instead of waging an open conflict. The philosophic craft, the conduct of 

ecstatic existence, rather takes place within the margins of the city-state. Plato’s 

rhetorical condemnation of the sophists in the Republic emphasized this withdrawal from 

technicity. As a city in speech, the Republic is an attempt in ekstasis to establish a 

eudemonic city within a city, a counter-culture within culture, an ahistorical mode of free 

existence within history. This form of withdrawal is of the same kind as 

phenomenological bracketing, a suspension of existence in and through a radical mode of 

refusal.62  

                                                             
 
62 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 172.  
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 Centuries would pass but the rhetorical sting of Plato’s Republic will linger in 

Nietzsche’s attempt to promote a free culture within the margins of modern society. The 

Republic, a city in free speech, a city made possible by suspending the extensive 

language of the present and its ordering presence upon people’s lives resonates in  

Nietzsche’s celebration of gay science. It is a science opposing itself to the cold rational 

technicity of modern forms of appropriation; a science “without presuppositions” that 

closely resembles the creativeness of the arts, its free ordering preserve.63 The Republic 

may be said to have practiced and observed an equivalent of gay science in terms of the 

joyful irony of austerity, especially the severity of observing a consistent life of virtues  

imposed upon the guardians of the state. 64 It is a science of freedom that does not hold  

freedom to be an appropriative value or an end in itself. This unique injunction against 

completion is made clear in the hypothetical consistency of the Republic in which justice, 

the highest good of all, is dragged from one topic to another, from one discussant to 

another, without giving us a clear-cut, universally agreeable meaning, a meaning that all 

the participants of the dialogues can share with one another with as little disagreement as 

                                                             
 
63 Heidegger, Poetry, Language, Thought, 149.  
 
64 Plato’s Republic and Nietzsche’s gay science share a common purpose and design: Plato vis-à-

vis ancient modernity; Nietzsche vis-à-vis the death of God. Nietzsche observes of the death of God: 
“Indeed, we philosophers and “free spirits” feel, when we hear the news that “the old god is dead,” as if a 
new dawn shone on us; our heart overflows with gratitude, amazement, premonitions, expectation. At long 
last the horizon appears free to us again, even if it should not be bright; at long last our ships may venture 
out again, venture out to face any danger; all the daring of the lover of knowledge is permitted again; the 
sea, our sea, lies open again; perhaps there has never yet been such an “open sea” (Nietzsche, Gay Science, 
280). But this open sea is not as vast as the seas conquered by modernity. This sea, or the possibility of 
authentic freedom, remains ‘marginal’. In this regard, Plato and Nietzsche opted for a radicalization of the 
marginal possibilities of the death of God: Plato with his republican community; Nietzsche with his free 
community of “philosophers” and “free spirits,” the higher men.  
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possible. Thus, a science of freedom as gay science speaks of the paradoxical meaning of 

the ‘godly’ as the highest ecstatic equivalent of the humane, which, among others, 

consists in a relentless “pursuit of law, autonomy, and above all, justice.65  

 The Republic is an enlarged community of friends who flourish in an ambience of 

free thought and culture. However, it is not a permanent ecstatic settlement; rather, as 

ecstatic it does not lose itself in “self-forgetfulness.”66 The ecstatic is a continuing work, 

a self-progressing techné of “research, liberation, and individuation”, a persistent act of 

“rising above decadence.”67 Outside the time of being where ecstasy dwells, where 

alétheia dwells freely, the Republic is neither an escape haven nor a utopic asylum for 

free thinkers.  It rather symbolically represents the spirit of ek-sistence in and through 

persisting in alétheia as immanent godding. 

 To this effect, it may be said that Heidegger linked his project of the destructive 

retrieval of Being to the return of the ‘godly’.68  To that end Heidegger emphasized in his 

late writings the importance of memory and mystery.69 Openness toward mystery gives  

                                                             
 
65 Similar points were raised by Levinas (Levinas, Otherwise Than Being, 127). 
 
66 Patocka, Heretical Essays, 102. 
 
67 Ibid.  
 
68 Vattimo expands this Heideggerian theme in his essay “The Trace of the Trace”: “From this 

point of view, the return to be achieved is simply the abandonment of [this] historicity and the recuperation 
of an authentic condition that can only be understood as a resting in the essential” (Gianni Vattimo and 
Jacques Derrida [ed.], Religion, [Cambridge: Polity Press, 2003], 81). In effect, Vattimo refers to the 
historicity of religion as the inauthentic modality of the godly.  

 
69 Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking, 66. 
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Being its due, that is, its original essence in terms of the ahistoricality of human 

freedom.70 The ahistoricality proper to freedom is the atemporality proper to truth, to 

alétheia. But the beyond-history and the beyond–time that freedom and truth in the 

ecstatic sense suggest are ahistorical and atemporal only to the degree that freedom and 

truth oppose the time of being. They do not oppose time itself. The time proper to 

freedom and truth is the time beyond historicity, the beyond as a counterpoint to the 

present, its determination possible only, as Derrida would argue later, within the “more 

impossible of the impossible.”71 This is the over-all sense of the ecstatic that Heidegger 

sought to renew in all his works beginning with Being and Time.  

 Without a doubt, Plato, Nietzsche and Heidegger have correctly apprehended the 

essence of the godly. The godly is the love of wisdom itself, wisdom as the locus of 

justice and truth, of good and beauty, of the essence of Being.  

 All these reformulations of Being which apprehend in its totality the essence of 

the ‘godly’ suggest of a mode of be-ing that we are summarizing below:  

 
 

A. ‘Being’ is being-free-for 
 
We mean ‘Being’ before the issue of the ontological difference became an issue 

for being. Arguing from Plato, Nietzsche, and a more intuitive understanding of 

Heidegger, this conception of ‘Being’ indicates for us an attempt to revive an important 

paradigm of premodern humanity in which Being is transposable with the ideal 

                                                             
 
70 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 128. 
 
71 Derrida, On the Name, 43. 
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conditions of human flourishing.  (As transposable with human flourishing, Being is 

expressed as Be-ing in its originary sense). These conditions are, in the language intrinsic 

to Plato’s discourse, freedom, thought, being, and culture which altogether the term 

‘Being’ conveys.  ‘Being’ is the simplest and most universal expression of—this time, 

Heidegger is at his most to-the-point—mindful unconcealment, that is, truth as letting-

be.72  

To let-being be is a handiwork of the releasement thought to the wonder of being, 

an openness toward the mystery of things where mystery connotes the open region of the 

what is to come.  As comportment toward the future, the actuality of thought is revealed: 

Thought is a cultured pursuit of the ideal conditions of eudemonia in terms of building 

these conditions in ekstatic ek-sistence, which is of the same kind as dwelling in ekstasis 

that only thought can perform. 73 This renders the act of letting-being be an act of Be-ing 

in the primordial sense, the act of being inasmuch as it is of and for freedom, culture, and 

thought.  

The ancients well understood unconcealment as the quiet power of the actual. But 

inasmuch as the ‘actual’ is yet to become of itself, it is actual only to the extent that in 

quietness it is in itself the possibility of free actuality. It goes without saying that the 

elusiveness of the actual underscored the pursuit of alétheia. This gives us an idea of 

Being as a pursuit of truth, a work in progress in terms of the actual pursuit of ideal 

                                                             
 
72 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 125. 
 
73 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 267. 
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existence.  As unconcealment, truth is not yet actual; it is yet to acquire a presence in the 

‘now’ for reasons that are obvious for Plato: The time of the present is structurally 

resistant to unconcealment. Meanwhile, if there is a warranty for thinking ‘Being’ in the 

sense of the ‘before of the ontological difference’ it is that in Nietzsche this was already, 

but rather secretly, understood, intuitively revealed. Being is identified with 

‘presuppositionless thinking’, suggesting an ‘originary cleavage’ that still presupposes of 

difference, “the simple onefold,” but, unlike the ontological difference, cannot be 

rendered to categorical presence, to representational discourse.74 We believe that 

Heidegger advanced his project from this intuitive framework and from there pursued the 

analytic of how a modern force of difference, the ontological difference, concealed and 

mystified the primordial essence of Being. His fascination with the premodern Greeks 

enhanced his view of the ontological difference as a modern phenomenon of the oblivion 

of immanence, of the ‘godly’ which in Plato amounts to an inchoate version of Being. 

Whereas, the ‘before of the ontological difference’ constitutes the primordial history of 

Being, the oblivion of Being qualifies as a modern phenomenon of history which 

coincides with the emergence of the ontological difference as an issue for Being.  

 
1. The being for which Being is free.  At the instance of being, the being for which 

Being ex-poses itself to the possibility of freedom, thought, and culture, Being is  

                                                             
 
74 Heidegger critiques the representational assumptions of philosophy regarding ‘difference’: 

“[We] do not have a clue as to the mastering the simple onefold…For people of today…remain excluded 
from knowing the pathway of thinking. They flee into “new contents”…construct for themselves a hitherto 
unknown façade for the old trimmings of “school-philosophy” (Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 
14).  
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already free for being. At the instance of “bare life,” prompted by that fateful break with 

nature, the relation of being (Dasein) to Being (being-free-for) is already inviolable 

inasmuch as being demands to be treated with care to which Being offers itself, that is, 

Being offers itself to the possibility of being to overcome the limitations accruing upon, 

and in terms of its openness to, errancy. 75 

 To acquire even a bare breathable form ‘being’, Dasein, must breach the 

impossible, the terminus of the possible. That is to say, for the impossible to be breached, 

it must do the impossible, the ‘more of the impossible’, in which case bare life becomes 

be-ing for itself, Da-sein. From the standpoint of the more of the impossible, Da-sein is a 

liveable experience of the impossible76 in ex-sistence.77 Nevertheless, Da-sein, which 

holds sway as be-ing, must sustain its impossibility by nourishing its freedom. This 

enacts a primordial co-discovery, on the one hand, in terms of the self-discovery, if it can 

                                                             
 
75 That is, a life that can be killed but cannot be sacrificed (Giorgio Agamben, Homo Sacer: 

Sovereign Life and Bare Life, trans. Daniel Heller-Roazen [Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998)], 
83). 

 
76 Derrida summarizes this point for us: “The formulation of the paradox and of the impossible 

therefore calls upon a figure that resembles a structure of temporality, an instantaneous dissociation from 
the present, a differance in being-with-itself of the present…” (Derrida, Aporias, 17). That figure is 
differance. Derrida adds that this figure of the impossible “announces itself in an affirmative fashion” (Ibid, 
19). One would recall here Zarathustra’s concept of a beyond good and evil, the beyond of the time of 
being. We may radicalize this formulation: in Plato, the figure of the impossible is Socrates; in Nietzsche, 
Zarathustra; in Heidegger, Da-sein; in Levinas, the “otherwise than being”, the being beyond essence and 
existence; in Derrida, différance, or the “not present-being” (Derrida, Margins of Philosophy, 6). All these 
figures sought to infract the time of their own time.  

 
77 That is, in the Heideggerian notion of ekstasis, ‘standing outside” (Heidegger, Being and Time, 

377; ftn. 2). Insofar as ex-isting is temporal at its very core, existing is temporality as “the primordial 
‘outside-of-itself’ in and for itself” (Ibid.). But existing as temporality is susceptible to a kind of 
temporalizing an “inauthentic kind of ‘time’” (Ibid.).  The ecstatic is therefore an act of the impossible vis-
à-vis the possibilities nurtured in inauthenticity.   
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be said at all, of Being (Being discovers itself as being-free-for being in the exact 

moment that it is discovered by be-ing) and, on the other hand, of the self-discovery of 

being as more than a being, be-ing. Some kind of reciprocal causation is at work between 

being and be-ing, that is, the relation is a swaying back and forth, an original swaying in 

primal difference. In this swaying, Being is both being and be-ing, that is, in its immanent 

difference within itself which sustains the impossibility of be-ing (the being of Dasein) in 

terms of swaying outside presence. That means, in Heidegger, that— 

It is also inaccessible to every explanation. Being in its history can only be 
perdured in that perdurance which releases the structure of human being to the 
relation to Being for the sole primal dignity of Being, so that it may continually 
endure, standing in the preservation of Being.78 

 
 But swaying outside presence also means that Being is preserved in and through a 

“worthy Appropriating of the origin,” an “Appropriation of freedom, which is 

unconcealment of concealment.”79 The Origin: It is freedom itself. 

 Nevertheless, despite this impossibility, be-ing is not absolutely free to sustain 

itself. There are realistic impossibilities imposed on being, all the more if it is be-ing that 

seeks to sustain itself.  Already the break with nature indicates that be-ing is a 

contravention for which nature matches up the ‘impossibility of be-ing’ to the 

impossibility of sustaining the breach. (The prefix ‘im’ is here suggestive of the ‘more of 

the impossible’80 that Derrida describes, whose clearest expression in Heidegger is the 

                                                             
 
78 Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, 78-79; underscoring mine. 
 
79 Ibid., 79. 
 
80 Derrida, On the Name, 43. 
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term be-ing, assertive of the more, the beyond, the transcendence within the immanence 

of being).  

To be impossible be-ing must insist to be im-possible. Once be-ing infracts the 

tranquility of nature, there is no turning back; there shall be no turning-back until be-ing 

surrenders its im-possibility to nature or unless be-ing is overtaken by the terminating 

force of chance. To the extent that the break is irreversible, it is also irreversible on the 

part of be-ing to be free in order to deal with the challenges of the ‘impossible’ (the 

terminal end of possibility).  In other words, be-ing must nourish its impossibility in 

freedom through care.81 Though brave at the instance, it is weak on the trail of the 

impossibility of sustaining itself. As there shall be no turning back it must settle in a 

place relatively away from nature, hence, the second birth of being in culture. Culture 

enacts the second birth of be-ing. Culture signifies the culmination of the breach of the 

impossible. 

 
2. The time of culture. The time of culture indicates that human time persists in a 

tensional relation with the cosmos. In mythology this is enacted in the form of ecstatic 

participation in the time of the sacred but still within the physical time of the profane 

which, though irreverent of the holy, is still recoverable on account of its proximity to  

                                                             
 
81 By “[using] time and [reckoning] with ‘time’, as Heidegger put it (Heidegger, Being and Time, 

278). The highest authentic reckoning with time, however, is that which allows Da-sein to infract the 
“traditional conception of time” (Ibid.).  
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and its paradoxical origination in the sacred.82  It is also in culture, or the time of culture 

as ethos that human participation realizes the costliness of the primordial rupture. Despite 

the desire to reintegrate with the time of the cosmic the human could not accomplish it in 

his own time. Nevertheless, the time of culture gives him an idea of originary time that he 

could at least re-enact in thought.83  

Still thought should have its time to re-enact the time of thought. The time of 

thought freely gives birth to an ethos that preserves the free continuity of re-enactment, 

conserves the times of purification, of sacrifice, etc., in the form of oral transmissions.84 

What is being transmitted though is not the time of thought but the promise of re-

                                                             
 
82 Mircea Eliade, a French scholar who pioneered the study, describes the sacred and the profane 

as two modalities of being in the world (Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, 14). Rene Girard, who in 
many ways builds on Eliade’s theme, prefers to oppose the sacred to madness. He observes: “A good many 
primitive societies attest [the] relationship between madness and the sacred. They see in the madman the 
two faces of God’s violence [the ambivalence of the sacred] and in consequence they treat him 
simultaneously as an ‘infection’, a source of pollution, which must be kept at bay, and as a possible source 
of blessings, a being to be venerated” (Rene Girard, Things Hidden Since the Foundation of the World, 
trans. Stephen Bann and Michael Metteer [Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1987], 310; 
parenthetical emphasis mine). Hent de Vries, a contemporary scholar who has worked on the same theme, 
emphasizes the paradoxical relation between violence and the sacred. He notes at length: “One way to put 
this is as follows: “religion” is the relation between the self (or some selves) and the other—some Other—
as relation that, as Levinas has suggested, does not close itself off in a conceptual totality (or does so only 
arbitrarily, i.e., violently) and thus at least in part escapes human autonomy, voluntary decision, and so on.  
By the same token, “religion” also stands for the other—the Other—of violence… There is no 
contradiction here (or, if so, it is unavoidable), since this other (or Other) of violence is violence or violent 
still, in yet another meaning of the word” (Hent de Vries, Religion and Violence: Philosophical 
Perspectives from Kant to Derrida [Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2002], 1). 
This is earlier echoed in Bataille’s concept of the sacred: “The sacred is that prodigious effervescence of 
life that, for the sake of duration, the order of things holds in check, and that this holding changes into a 
breaking loose, that is, into violence” (George Bataille, Theory of Religion [New York: Zone Books, 1992], 
52).  

 
83 Levinas identifies a “universally significant culture” as a “breach made by the human in the 

barbarism of being,” a culture that “like that of knowledge and technique in modernity, and like the one 
that, emanating from the university, has opened itself to the forms of cultures not belonging to the Greco-
Roman heritage” (Levinas, On Thinking-of-the-Other, 187).  

 
84 A separate discussion on the ‘time of thought’ is due on the next section. Cf. “Being is the Time 

of Thought.” 
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enactment to reintegrate with the lost cosmic time. This promise is intensified by the free 

time of thought bestowed by a community that believed in its own promise.  As long as 

there is a community that believes in that promise, thought will have its time. The 

community will protect thought, will protect its integrity, and will defend its right to 

being-free for culture. It will protect and defend thought for thought is its time for Being.  

We may recall that Plato struggled to promote philosophy at a time when public 

culture became the ground of the mythical conquest of the life-world. Originally, myths 

successfully flourished in self-sufficient and comparatively small communities, enough to 

discourage the necessity of artificial power structures to oversee the everyday circulation 

and exchange of temporal values.  When myths became the guiding spirit of governance, 

the time of thought that had given birth to free ethos whence the myths came succumbed 

to the pressures of public culture, in terms of which free thought was judged useless vis-

à-vis the regulatory power of the myths to shape people’s behavior. In other words, 

public culture displaced the singularity of ethos and the time of thought in favor of the 

universality of public opinion and the time of being. 85 The myths therefore lost contact 

with its original time in the time of thought.  As the groundless myths held sway, 

superstition flourished. The integrity of the time of thought lost a community that had 

been its benefactor. Indeed, without a community who could empathize with him, 

Socrates was charged of impiety and corrupting the minds of young Athenians.  

                                                             
 
85 Heidegger speaks of culture as a tool of dominance: “Thus “culture” begins historically as the 

structure of humanity which is certain of itself and intent upon the assurance of itself.  Culture as such is 
elevated to the “goal,” or, what is essentially the same, it can be set up as the means and value of 
humanity’s dominance over the earth” (Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, 22). 
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Consistent with his view of the original time of thought that produced the myths, 

Plato revived its drawing power opposite the time of public thought that replaced the time  

of the myths. 86 To this end, mythological stories and symbolizations served their purpose 

in most of Plato’s dialogues. But because the time of the myths could no longer be 

revived in the present, Plato saw his opportunity to pursue the limit of mythology. To 

pursue its limit, Plato reduced mythology into a strategic localization of free thought that 

had once served its time. Stripped of costly adventures which sought to extend the time of 

the myths into the vulgar time of superstition, the myths were emancipated from public 

culture. Once emancipated they bared the limit of their time. In other words, time is the 

limit of the mythological thought. A break with this time is in order. Philosophy 

interrupted the time of mythology at a point when it was no longer serving its original 

purpose, and worst, became instrumental to the rise of Greek nihilism in the ancient 

world. Ultimately, it was the nihilism that claimed the life of Athens’ bravest thinker.  

In the time of Nietzsche nihilism gestured the collapse of the moral age, once 

dominated by an otherwise vanishing religion that had worn out its purpose. Its purpose 

was to protect the slaves from despair and poverty in terms of providing them the means 

to turn the agonies of persecution and privation inward.87 However, the successful revolt 

                                                             
 
86 The mythological background of the dialogues indicates that the philosophical paradigm has 

triumphed over the sovereignty of the myths.  The myths can then be localized by free thought, no longer 
an obscure object of mystery, of unconcealment.  

 
87 Nietzsche says of this turning-inwards: “[There] is nothing to life that has value except the 

degree of power—assuming that life itself is the will to power.  Morality guarded the underprivileged 
against nihilism by assigning to each an infinite value, a metaphysical value, and by placing each in an 
order that did not agree with the worldly order of rank and power: it taught resignation, meekness, etc. 
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of the slaves finally put an end to its purpose: No longer persecuted the slaves 

transformed their suffering into a universal moral category, a state religion, a secular 

sacred.88 And yet like a persistent myth that had lost its original context, it refused to 

believe it had seen the light of day. 

In the time of Heidegger, it would be the nihilism of modern technicity that has 

systematically displaced the primordial time of techné which originally meant the 

production of free goods. The original time of technology was spent for the production 

and nurturance of cultural goods, including the goods achieved by free thought, such as 

philosophy, poetry, mathematics, etc., side by side with other goods as tools for coping 

with a free creative life which also has its own intrinsic difficulties. But modern 

technology usurped the original time of techné by introducing the time of the world 

picture, the time of the making present of goods and utilities, their measurable 

recognizability and calculability for purposes of technical manipulation. The ancient 

techné—the coming-to-present-at-hand of truth by means of which the good as produced 

creatively assumes the producer’s essence—is replaced by a purposeful coming-to-

presence of truth in the realm of presentability, a presencing of truth that renders the good 

visible, but also the producer’s essence as visible, therefore, open for appropriation. The 

visibility of the good, inasmuch as it is forced to assume immediacy by framing its 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
Supposing that the faith in this morality would perish, then the underprivileged would no longer have their 
comfort—and they would perish” (Nietzsche, Will to Power, 37).  

 
88 Carl Schmitt refers to this notion of a secularized sacred when he observes that “all significant 

concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularized theological concepts” (Carl Schmitt, Political 
Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, trans. George Schwab [Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press, 1985], 36).  
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usefulness according to forced necessity, conveys a notion of truth whose essence lies in 

its being ready-to-hand. This constitutes the nihilism of modern technology: The 

reduction of the essence of truth into utilities, emergency supplies, and standing-reserves.  

Indeed, in view of the modern condition of freedom that has lost track of the time 

of thought in which alone it can freely dwell, the question concerning technology 

becomes a question of reclaiming freedom from modern technicity and power.  

 
 

B.  ‘Being’ is the time of/for thought 

‘Time’ is essentially the time of thought, a free anticipation in which the now and 

the future collapse to form a single durable notion of time that has a conceivable 

foundation in memory. Heidegger says:  

Only in so far as Dasein is as an “I-am-as-having-been” can Dasein come 
towards itself futurally in such a way that it comes back.  As authentically futural, 
Dasein is authentically as “having been”. Anticipation of one’s uttermost and 
ownmost possibility is coming back understandingly to one’s ownmost “been”… 
The character of “having been” arises, in a certain way, from the future.89  

  Being is the temporal (albeit, consistently ahistorical) duration of free thought, 

liveable in terms of projecting and reminiscing a primordial time which, however, may be 

wrongly discerned as a once-occurrent time in some remote past, a nostalgia for the  

recovery of the once-occurrent.90 But because it is understood to be once-occurrent, the 

nostalgia eternally misses its mark in the now and in the future. The once-occurrent is 

                                                             
 
89 Heidegger, Being and Time, 373. 
 
90 Paul Ricoeur would rather suggest a “reenactment without belief to autonomous “thought” 

(Ricoeur, Symbolism of Evil, 353). Ricoeur situates this hermeneutic task within the goal of 
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tied to a notion of time as irretrievable. Thus, as once-occurrent, Being is rendered 

irretrievable, reduced to negative impossibility, that is, the absolute temporal non-event 

of the utmost possibility of the im-possible. Nevertheless, as the correct memory of 

Being, freedom remains an encouraging, self-creating, ecstatic impossibility, which is an 

impossibility that can be achieved within the margins of possibilities sanctioned by 

presence; in other words, the temporal hegemony of the ‘now’.  

 The time of thought is an infraction of this time of being, the now. As an 

infraction it insists to have nothing to do with the presentability of time.91 It insists to be 

free of the time of being (being as presence) as it attempts to recall the primordial time of 

Being92, the inviolability of being (for which Being offers the possibility of the 

impossible) that is no part of history. In infraction the time of thought recalls a time from 

the time of existence. That ‘time’ is the time of thought, a time breached from the 

presentability of time, from historicity that is bound to the necessary violable condition of 

being. In historicity being (Dasein) is immediately delivered to the contingencies of 

existence due to its rootedness in inauthenticity, otherwise the inescapable finitude of 

existence, the irremissible thrownness of being which gets understood as such in its 

isolation from primordial time. The time of being is the oblivion of Being. By recalling 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
“demythologization” as a process of restoring the myth as symbol (Ibid., 350).  The function of the symbol 
is vital: “The symbol gives rise to thought” (Ibid., 352).  This he further argues is explainable in terms of 
the task of modern criticism “to exorcise the logos of the mythos” (Ibid.).  

 
91 Nietzsche, Gay Science, 279-80. 
 
92 Heidegger says: “Recollection in the history of Being is a thinking ahead to the Origin, and 

belongs to Being itself. Appropriation (in terms of freedom as unconcealment of concealment) grants the 
time from which history takes the granting of an epoch. But that time span when Being gives itself to 
openness can never be found in historically calculated time or with its measures” (Heidegger, The End of 
Philosophy,83). 
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Being in and through a defiance of time as presence, the time of thought is resuming 

freedom in being, but a suspended ‘being’, suspended from the time of violation (hence, 

be-ing). In this state of radical infraction being insists to be free. Resumed in an infracted 

being, freedom refuses to be enframed within presentability. It belongs to no time. It is 

apriori in itself.93 

  
1.  Lessons from phenomenology.  By way of suspending or subtracting being 

from existence phenomenology offers us a way to experience the impossible as the 

experience of standing-outside (ekstasis) the nihilistic time of the present. This 

experience is that of the time of thought.  

From the standpoint of presence, the absoluteness of thought’s time is already 

impossible to the degree that the negative impossibility of escaping the temporal horizon 

of the present is supposed to be the only possibility left for thought to accomplish, 

otherwise the positive non-fulfillability of challenging the impossible. In other words, the 

impossible acquires the connotation of being unrealistic. The realistic is that the 

impossible cannot be breached or fissured from within; it cannot be interrupted (such as 

to interpose a hyphen between immanence and possibility, im-possibility) at the same 

time that historical possibilities are making any form of interruption and hyphenation 

                                                             
 
93 Levinas speaks of a similar notion in the sense of primordial freedom: “The formal 

characteristic of the Rights of Man, such as they are conceived of since the Renaissance, consists in their 
being attached to every human person independently from any prior granting by any authority or tradition, 
and also independently from any act of taking upon oneself or of meriting these rights. Also called natural, 
these rights would also belong to men equally, regardless of the physical or mental, personal or social 
differences that distinguish men from one another. Prior to all agreed upon law, they are a priori“(Levinas, 
Alterity and Transcendence, 145).  
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impossible to accomplish. To the same degree, the historical possibilities available for 

hyphenating Being are almost nil (whether it is Being as being-free for or the being of a 

being, be-ing, to which Being offers the possibility of experiencing the im-possible, its 

utmost potentiality for freedom, thought, culture and be-ing itself). These possibilities 

lurk within the margins, which, for a long time, have been associated with the dark sphere 

of the irrational, the mad, the insane, the unruly pleasure-seeking ‘id’. To these 

blackmails the historical expression of the im-possible has unwittingly resigned its fate. 

Entrapped in the dark sphere of immanence, thought is too incapable to interrogate its 

own historicity at the same time that it has resigned itself to the only task it believed it is 

capable of achieving, that is, to infinitize its capability for ekstasis in which ekstasis is 

assumed to be a permanent settlement for thought in light of which the practice of 

thought becomes totally oblivious to time.  

Here, the ahistoricality and atemporality of philosophy are at once acknowledged 

to be the a priori conditions of thinking. This apriorism of philosophy becomes the 

proper object of philosophic thought to problematize in the sense of an abstruse problem 

to resolve, but also an  immeasurable task that philosophy—and only philosophy vis-à-

vis other disciplines— has imposed on itself. Philosophy earns the reputation as the only 

discipline that pursues a subject-matter to its uttermost limit, if only to stress that the 

resources of thinking are inexhaustible. But that is also to emphasize that philosophy is 

an exercise of self-referentiality, a self-interrogation vis-à-vis an immeasurable task. This 

self-referencing activity has been understood to be the essence of thinking itself. 

Heidegger lengthily observes: 
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   [Philosophy] never makes things easier, but only more difficult. And it does so 
not just incidentally, not just because its manner of communication seems strange 
or even deranged to everyday understanding. The burdening of historical Dasein, 
and thereby at bottom of Being itself, is rather the genuine sense of what 
philosophy can achieve. Burdening gives back to things, to beings, their weight 
(Being).  And why? Because burdening is one of the essential and fundamental 
conditions for the arising of everything great, among which we include above all 
else the fate of a historical people and its works. But fate is there only where a 
true knowing about things rules over Dasein. And the avenues and views of such 
a knowing are opened up by philosophy.94  
 
 But set against the background of its ahistoricality, its own failure to interrogate 

its own historicity, philosophical self-referencing becomes an empty soliloquy. 

Heidegger adds:  

   The misinterpretations by which philosophy remains constantly besieged are 
mainly promoted by what people like us do, that is, by professors of philosophy. 
Their customary, and also legitimate and even useful business is to transmit a 
certain educationally appropriated acquaintance with philosophy as it has 
presented itself so far. This then looks as though it itself were philosophy, 
whereas at most, it is scholarship about philosophy.95  
 
By its inability to interrogate its own presuppositions, philosophy in its unmindful 

state helps set to work the historical oblivion of Being. This is where the ecstatic 

alternative of Heidegger offers itself: to think beyond philosophy. Not to think 

unphilosophically; rather, to think without regard to metaphysics, to think more originally  

than metaphysics.96 To think beyond philosophy is to think beyond the ahistoricism of 

philosophy, to think against the metaphysical requisites of concealing the embedment of 

                                                             
 
94 Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, trans. Gregory Fried and Richard Polt (New Haven and 

London: Yale University Press, 2000), 12. 
 
95 Ibid. 
 
96 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 265. 
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being in history. In other words, a creative form of ahistoricality can also be the essential 

precondition of thinking beyond philosophy. Heidegger’s ecstatic alternative is 

ahistorical already: Our understanding of the nature and task of philosophy must be 

bracketed from the historical oblivion that has defined its modern nature and task, its way 

of doing history ahistorically, in short, its way of understanding Being.  

It suffices to say that the pursuit of alétheia compels philosophy to un-think its 

way of thinking. But only a historicity is un-thought, not history itself; only a specific 

modality of time, its absurd theories regarding its own historicality. Bracketing is carried 

out within a neutral horizon, that is, time in its impervious presence, time outside of any 

presuppositions of history.  Time moves without a history. It has no history to begin with. 

But since it is history that makes ‘time’ appear in such a modality—whether past or 

present—it is clear what is being suspended in ecstatic bracketing. Also, it becomes clear 

where it can be suspended. It can be suspended in the time of thought which imitates the 

impervious presence of time. It, however, imitates time not in order to obtain a powerful 

advantage over Being that is the ultimate object of all forms of historicizing, rather, to 

allow Being to return to its presuppositionless, bare essence. We have emphasized that 

this essence is freedom.  

Since thought brackets historicity, it cannot assume more than standing-outside a 

particular horizon of time. Anything beyond that particular horizon — which is another 

historicity looming in the horizon, a history about to unfold — is consigned to time’s 
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unassumable essence.97 In this light, Heidegger sketched out his notion of being-in-the-

draft98 before finally describing it in terms of “releasement” toward “mystery,” 99 an 

exercise of ecstatic ek-istence in the quiet power of the possible.100 Heidegger expanded 

this notion (the quiet power of the possible, which first appeared in Letter on Humanism) 

in one of his late essays (What is Called Thinking?) by pointing out its initial ecstatic 

guideline in terms of “pointing toward what withdraws,” which to us indicates a crucial 

process of standing-outside the time of being if the goal is to restrain alétheia from 

assuming a character and essence more than creatively ex-isting in ekstasis.  

Releasement toward mystery means openness toward the unassumable, the actual 

groundlessness of what can be assumed owing to thrownness. Thrownness is a 

groundless ground that grounds the openness of Da-sein to explore a horizon.101 

Thrownness itself is the condition of possibility of being as being-free. Thrownness as 

                                                             
 
97 Levinas defines the unassumable as ‘an impossibility of possibility’ (Levinas, Alterity and 

Transcendence, 157).   
 
98 A reference to the primordially creative link of the human being to the spirit of the time, to the 

actual changing conditions of history. To become a “being in the draft of” Heidegger instructed Da-sein to 
pay attention to the following: “As we are drawing toward what withdraws, we ourselves point toward it.  
We are who we are by pointing in that direction — not like an incidental adjunct but as follows: this “being 
in the draft of” is in itself an essential and therefore constant pointing toward what withdraws.  To say 
“being in the draft of” is to say “pointing toward what withdraws” (Heidegger, Basic Writings, 375). To be 
‘in the draft of’ therefore means to unconceal, in one’s own individual capacity for authentic ex-istence, the 
organized concealment of things.  

 
99 Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking, 55. 
 
100 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 220. 
 
101 As a groundless ground, Geworfeinheit is the condition in which being is “projected into [a] 

world and to which [it] could never claim to possess the key” (Jean Grondin, Sources of Hermeneutics 
[Albany: University of New York Press, 1995], 68).  
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freedom is freedom unknown in all known history.102 But by ex-posing being to its bare 

essence, its essence in freedom, be-ing as ek-sisting does not assume advantage over 

Being.  It may sound paradoxical: Being cannot ex-pose itself. That by all accounts is 

already an assumption of a certain advantage. Da-sein has an advantage over Being 

which is why phenomenology performs bracketing: To ex-pose the sinister intentionality 

of awarding advantage to Da-sein that ex-poses Being, shapes it, interprets it, but for the 

most part oblivious to its essence.  

In this regard, a true phenomenology must allow Being to ex-pose its true face. 

Levinas correctly discerned this phenomenological leap from Husserl as the uncovering 

of the face of the Other that has always demanded recognition. The Other is no less than 

Being itself whose meaning has consistently escaped phenomenological, even, 

philosophical investigation. Therefore, Being is not what Da-sein has hitherto assumed to 

be, such as a prize for mastery and comprehensiveness, a possession, vis-à-vis the 

mysteries of the unassumable.  

Paradoxically, freedom is a possession, an act of gaining advantage. It is also 

intentionality that has made nihilism possible. Levinas describes intentionality in this 

sense as that which gives rise to “a privileged mode of time,” which makes possible “the 

birth of knowledge in representation, thematization and intentionality,” modernity, in 

short.103 Gaining advantage is a natural performance of being, that is, to be. It gains 

                                                             
 
102 Levinas speaks of “deep formerity, more ancient than all freedom” (Levinas, Otherwise than 

Being, or Beyond Essence, 18).  
 
103 Levinas, Alterity and Transcendence, 13. 
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advantage in and through the exercise of the power to-be, gains advantage over beings as 

well as the particularities of existence. To be Da-sein is to become so in the manner of 

possessing and appropriating beings opposite itself by first making beings appear as 

ready-to-hand. All other beings except Da-sein’s being-ness are marked as alterities, as 

ready-to-hand, at least, insofar as Da-sein can stand-apart from the horizon of time, 

whether or not an authentic ekstasis is actually pursued. In other words, the hyphenation 

of Dasein, the quiet celebration of the achievements of the im-possible by an im-possible 

be-ing, Da-sein, does not guarantee that Da-sein is just and truthful. Only its capability to 

ex-ist is brought to prominence. But insofar as to-be is a choice that Da-sein can adopt, to 

not-be is also a choice that Da-sein can make by means of bracketing itself, which also 

means bracketing previously errant forms of ekstasis, ekstases.  To not-be is to resist the 

opportunity to gain advantage over things in terms of willful mastery and dominion. To 

not-be is to award being or things a sense of their time and their belongingness in Being.  

Needless to say, throughout modernity bracketing has been systematically 

encouraged in function of suppressing an essential form of suspension. The historical 

operation of this type of suppression is not a simple procedure of concealment, not 

simply of concealing with force, but also, and most importantly, with cunning 

deliberation. Even the ecstatic alternative necessarily involves unconcealment of sort. 

Alétheia may be said to be neutral with respect to the modal intents of power. That it is 

not invulnerable to power indicates that alétheia is a first-degree unconcealment of 
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sort.104 Heidegger explains this in terms of grounding Da-sein’s conscience within 

finitude and inauthenticity, marking out its openness to errancy, making errancy an issue 

for Being.105  

In ancient modernity, alétheia was put in the service of the instrumental goals of 

existence which built on the potential of Man to appropriate things .106 In middle 

antiquity, potentia became a privileged theme of a mode of bracketing in relation to the 

idea of the imperfection of truth. Man’s potentiality to reach an understanding of the 

divine lies in the supremacy of revealed wisdom. In the 17th century onwards, the goal of 

bracketing acquired a new target —the unlocking of Nature whose secrets became the 

goal of science to explore and exploit. 107 Today, in the time of the culmination of the 

technicities of science that has dislodged the old religious technicity of the Church, 

alétheia is seeing much of the violence, the exploitation, and the privation of Being that it  

                                                             
 
104 Heidegger, Origin of the Work of Art, 54; Basic Writings, 131; Introduction to Metaphysics, 

207-08. 
 
105 Heidegger speaks of errancy: “Error extends from the most ordinary wasting of time, making a 

mistake, and miscalculating, to going astray and venturing too far in one's essential attitudes and decisions. 
However, what is ordinarily and even according to the technique of philosophy recognized as error, 
incorrectness of judgments and falsity of knowledge, is only one mode of erring, and moreover, the most 
superficial one. The errancy in which any given segment of historical humanity must proceed for its course 
to be errant is essentially connected with the openness of Dasein" (Heidegger, Basic Writings, 133-34). 

 
106 Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, 9.  
 
107 We emphasized in the previous chapters that modernity roughly began with the interruption of 

the Presocratic mode of life, and formally with the inauguration of the Hellenic program, the introduction 
of ancient modernity or modernity in antiquity. On the advent of the 17th century, modernity assumed a 
totalistic form in the guise of scientific rationality and the technicity of modern social power. The 17th 
century is therefore considered as the prototype of modernity in the modern period.  
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has somehow aided to unleash. 108 But errancy has also developed into an issue for Being 

in which alétheia becomes one of bringing errancy back to its modest origin by means of 

bracketing, by means of ex-posing the vulnerabilities and risks of thrownness. By 

returning to its modest foundation errancy is relieved of its instrumental contributions to 

the structuration of the tradition of alétheia. But this is not enough. The return must take 

the form of confessing our being-guilty for historical errancy, for inauthenticity by 

deliberate forms of oblivion. Errancy in this sense is a historical guilt that must be 

confessed. In this sense the task of philosophy, of genealogy, of ecstatic 

phenomenological investigation, becomes one of suspending, in and through a radical 

form of bracketing, our participation in the perpetuation of this errancy.  We are all 

guilty-for-Being insofar as by virtue alone of our capability to-be and to not-be we are all  

prone to, in fact, en-owned by errancy.109 It is thus necessary to admit this guilt where 

guilt is also understood to be a proxy experience of the impossible, the third, which acts 

as a substitute for our inevitable participation in errancy. Hence, admission is best carried 

out within the margins of the time of being where the experience of the guilt, the 

experience of the ‘third’, amounts to the experience of the impossible, of authenticity. 

                                                             
 
108 But the old technicity would not allow such an uncontested predominance. Religion is 

returning in the age of the death of God in “the form of the return of the religious expressed in the often 
violent search for and affirmation of local, ethnic and tribal identities” (Vattimo and Derrida, Religion, 80).  
Vattimo contends that this return “can be traced back to a rejection of modernization as destructive of the 
authentic roots of existence” (Ibid.). 

 
109 Heidegger describes en-owning, among others, in terms of a process of ‘inceptual thinking that 

prepares for an other beginning by putting the first beginning in proper perspective” (Heidegger, 
Contributions to Philosophy, 22). After having delivered thought to the realization of being’s fundamental 
thrownness thrownness is enowned as a condition of possibility of freedom in which “the first beginning” 
(in thrownness) is put in “proper perspective.” 
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C. Being is not the ontological difference 
 

As early as Identity and Difference, Heidegger intimates the non-issue of the 

ontological difference from within the grounding question of Being:  

   Because metaphysical thinking remains imbedded in difference which as such is 
not the object of thought, metaphysics is at one and the same time uniquely 
ontology and theology by virtue of the unifying oneness of the issue. 
   The onto-theological constitution of metaphysics hails from the pervasive 
influence of difference which joins and separates as ground and Existence (Being 
and beings), both authenticating and understanding, and is sustained by the issue 
in carrying the action through.110 
    
The “oneness of the issue” applies to the originary swaying of Being in the other 

essential beginning as much as it applies to the first accidental, and yet decisive, false 

beginning, such as the ontological difference that takes up difference as different, as the 

representationally appropriated sense of presence. Yet, in the ontological difference this 

oneness is ignored. But that does not render oneness inoperative. The ontological 

difference, by virtue of its failure to recognize its belongingness in a simple onefold, a 

primal distinction that falsifies difference in terms of presence, is ignorant of the oneness 

that sustains it even at its oblivious state. If at all, it understands oneness in terms of 

‘seeming’111 which has the nature of ‘closing-off’ an essential understanding of Being in 

terms of ‘disguising’.  And yet, even ‘seeming’ is a necessary stage for the essential 

                                                             
 
110 Martin Heidegger, Essays in Metaphysics: Identity and Difference, trans. Kurt Leidecker (New 

York: Philosophical Library, Inc., 1960), 63-64; underscoring mine. 
 
111 Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 114. 
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understanding of Being beyond the ontological difference just as much as errancy can 

open up a mindful awareness of things.  Heidegger states: 

   [Being] as seeming is no less powerful than Being as unconcealment.  Seeming 
happens in and with beings themselves.  But seeming not only lets beings appear 
as what they really are not, it not only distorts the beings whose seeming it is; in 
all this it also covers itself over as seeming, inasmuch as it shows itself as Being. 
Because seeming essentially distorts itself in covering-over and distortion, we 
rightly say that appearances can be deceiving.112 
 
Nevertheless, modernity proves powerful enough to unite Being and seeming to 

such an extent that they become unrecognizable as distinct paths to the unconcealment of 

things. In this sense Being and seeming belong together in the urgency of understanding: 

“[As] belonging-together [they] are constantly by one another, and in this by-one-another 

they also always proffer change from one to the other, and hence constant confusion, and 

hence, the possibility of aberration and mistakes.”113 Heidegger warns that this urgency 

must be “controlled,” that is to say, Being and seeming must be properly distinguished, 

after the original belonging-together of Being and seeming, something like a swaying in 

be-ing though naïve in many respects, had had its days in premodern humanity. The 

original unity, as well as the original antagonism, of Being and seeming “was powerful in 

an originary way” though the essential swaying was not strictly a philosophic activity, 

rather “this was all portrayed at its highest and purest in Greek tragic poetry,” as 

Heidegger emphasized.114 The philosophical break with public sophism to which tragic 

                                                             
 
112 Ibid., 114-15. 
 
113 Ibid., 115. 
 
114 Ibid., 112. 
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poetry had fallen prey therefore amounts to reclaiming this powerful insight but in a 

changed form, that is, the philosophical. Inasmuch as tragic poetry was unaware of the 

potentials for deception of the belonging-together of Being and seeming, the 

philosophical break is also an attempt to expose how this unlikely togetherness has 

contributed to the history of the oblivion of Being until its culmination in modern 

technicity which has rigidified the unity of Being with public reason and social necessity. 

In this sense philosophy exposes the limit of tragic poetry. That limit was the 

forgetfulness of poetry. It was this obliviousness that public sophism took advantage of in 

the interest of promoting the truthfulness of seeming rather than Being.  

The philosophical break with poetry, which Plato initiated, is also an attempt to 

recover the godly from the sophistic insinuation of the supremacy of seeming.  When 

‘seeming’ is made to hold sway in truth it procures for itself a semblance of Being that is 

as urgent as seeming through which Being and seeming constitute a constancy of 

presence. Thought in this regard the gods of mythology become the gods of public 

reason, the forces acting on social necessity. Instead of Being holding sway in reason and 

necessity, that is, as the essence of truth, it is a semblance that holds sway, a semblance 

of Being that has come to power115, a semblance of the godly, metaphysics. Heidegger 

says: “Insight into the onto-theological constitution of metaphysics shows a possible way 

of answering the question as to how God entered philosophy by going to the essence of 

                                                             
 
115 Heidegger, Basic Writings, 127. 
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metaphysics.”116 By going to the essence of metaphysics and deeply into the immanence 

of truth this God that entered philosophy can be finally revealed to be the essence of truth 

that metaphysics consigned to oblivion. This is the essence of the creative, the godly, 

freedom as holding-sway in be-ing.   

In the midst of the domination of oblivion in terms of the historical role of 

metaphysics, philosophy has accommodated God by thinking of Being with regard to 

beings, hence, the ontological difference that has preoccupied philosophy in a neglectful 

awareness of the essence of truth. This heedless relation to Being and thus to the real 

truth of beings has led to the affirmation of the supreme potential of intentionality, 

otherwise the metaphysics of subjectivity. It is in this regard that Heidegger spoke of the 

end of thinking as a correlate of the death of God which, true to the paradoxical nature of 

enowning as essential swaying in Being (that means, Being and seeming are not 

immediately distinguishable even from the standpoint of enowning that, among others, 

determines itself by self-withdrawal), can be taken up by Dasein either as negative or 

positive in regard to the destiny of Being. The negative outcome is such that the exercise 

of free thought risks falling into self-indulgence, “metaphysically conditioned” as 

subjectivity in the sense of its sanctioned truth, the legitimacy of its exercise, hence, the 

legitimacy of metaphysics, in the public realm.117 From constituting the public into a 

                                                             
 
116 Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 115. 
 
117 To the extent that it is a power over thought or philosophy as a discipline of alétheia 

metaphysics is a form of mastery and dominance that define the self-indulgent spirit of modernity. 
Heidegger says: “Descartes metaphysical task became the following: to create the metaphysical foundation 
for the freeing of man to freedom as the self-determination that is certain of itself.  That foundation, 
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positive subjectivity free for truth-willing to the validation of this premise in the everyday 

internalization of truth, metaphysics effectively encloses itself to the extent that it is 

barely recognized as an overpowering historical force wherein lies its power. Because it 

must enclose itself vis-à-vis the enduring challenge of alétheia, metaphysics is also 

compelled to promote a notion of time as self-enclosing.  

By constituting reality in terms of the precedency of subjectivity metaphysics 

successfully lures the subject to exercise its free will in recognizable forms insofar as the 

means to do so are already laid out in the public. At the same time that the subject is 

seduced to take up a legitimate exercise of subjectivity in the public realm, the 

subjectivity that gets itself freely entangled in the concerns of the public is led to believe 

that it is authentically participating in the order of reason presumed to be the guiding 

lever of all transformative processes of historical change. This also explains the 

messianic, teleological or eschatological belief in the destiny of humanity, which 

Heidegger exposes to be the onto-theo-logical progression of the metaphysics of 

subjectivity.  

In the same regard Heidegger argued that existentialism missed the point by 

opposing the public to private existence in the sense that the realization of the privative 

ignores the problematic character of the public itself. For Heidegger, the so-called  

                                                                                                                                                                                     
however, had not only to be itself one that was certain, but since every standard of measure from any other 
sphere is forbidden, it had at the same time to be of such a kind that through it the essence of the freedom 
claimed would be posited as self-certainty.” (Heidegger, The Question Concerning Technology, 148-49; 
underscoring mine). 
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humanism of existentialist thought belies its claim to “bring man back to his essence.”118 

If the goal of existentialism is to oppose the public within the realm of the public, to find 

man’s essence in the public, it certainly reveals its own engrossment in the language 

conditioned by metaphysics that has established a notion of existence as actualitas, that 

is, in the form of the realization of the ‘who’ or the ‘what’ that the public realm offers119:  

For in the Who? or the What? we are already on the lookout for something like a 
person or an object.  But the personal no less than the objective misses and 
misconstrues the essential unfolding of ek-sistence in the history of Being.120  
 

 That is to say, the unfolding of ek-sistence in the history of Being could never be 

thought within the language of metaphysics, even of philosophy, much less of religion.  

To bring Man back to his home (not to his essence customarily taken as a public or 

historical potential of Man) philosophy must think beyond ontotheology. Man’s home, 

however, is not some determinate place, rather a primordial experience of nearness that 

modern Man has misconceived as the subjective correlate of a home, large or small, such 

as his ego, his state, his country, the destiny of a nation. Heidegger speaks of these 

subjective correlates:  

Every nationalism is metaphysically an anthropologism, and as such 
subjectivism. Nationalism is not overcome through mere internationalism: it is 
rather expanded and elevated thereby into a system.  Nationalism is as little 
brought and raised to humanitas by internationalism as individualism is by an 
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ahistorical collectivism. The latter is the subjectivity of man in totality.  It 
completes subjectivity’s unconditioned self-assertion, which refuses to yield.121  

 
 On hindsight, it is interesting to note that Heidegger describes the ‘historical’ in 

terms of the analytic of Being, or the question how it comes to pass that civilization has 

remained oblivious to the meaning of Being in terms of “observing and handling only 

beings,” and how it has nourished an understanding of Being either as a “creation of the 

infinite being, or as the product of a finite subject.”122 Both ‘beings’ are publicly 

conditioned articulations of the metaphysics of subjectivity in which their differences in 

being only matter as differences in modality, either as infinite or finite, idealist or 

materialist. Heidegger clarifies this point in light of the materialist inclination of 

existentialist philosophy: 

The essence of materialism does not consist in the assertion that everything is 
simply matter but rather in a metaphysical determination according to which 
every being appears as the material of labor.123 

 
 In this regard one of the central tenets of Marxist ideology, the ‘public ownership 

of the means of production’, falls prey to metaphysics to the extent that it sees Being 

itself as the material of labor. The technicist orientation in this analytic of Being is 

obvious from the start. The historical culmination of the material essence of labor in all 

known history awaits the proletarian moment, the proletariat taking over the destiny of 

Being as a public subjectivity, the collective subjectivity of history. The proletariat is the 
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realization of the ‘what’ (the truth of history) and the ‘who’ of the historical destiny of 

Being (the subjective condition of willing truth). Being is here understood in terms of a 

creation of a trans-finite being, the proletariat.  The trans-subjectivity (of the finite, 

hence, material being of the proletariat) is charged of mastering the history of Being, 

otherwise the history of class struggles, in whose hands the destiny of Being is essentially 

completed, hence, the completion of the history of Man.  Heidegger earlier warned: “We 

have to consider why the question about the destiny of Being was never asked and why it 

could never be thought.”124 Indeed, Marxism never asked the question intrinsic to 

understanding the history of the oblivion of Being, specifically in terms of how technicity 

has replaced our essential relation to it, noting in addition the way Marxism has assumed 

the character of religion.  

 To recognize the historical in Being also means to raise the question of 

metaphysics “in the midst of metaphysics’ domination” in a way that exposes the guilt of 

modern history in suppressing the question “about the truth of Being itself.”125  It is the 

unproblematic character of the question itself that the existential as well as Marxist 

analytic of Being unwittingly support. Though both are necessary for exposing the 

historical oblivion of Being, they are important only to the degree that by their own 

failure they reveal to us their participation in the suppression of alétheia, an important 

addition to the ecstatic horizon of being in terms of mindfulness (of the risks of errancy) 
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and care. Both Marxism and existentialism may be considered phenomenological 

approaches to Being by virtue of their obsession with historical presence, and the desire 

to outdo presence, to outmaneuver a prevailing subjectivity, which means, among others, 

an obsession with common history, the time of being.  

 But as we have emphasized, the phenomenological is an important deductive 

process in the sense of its proximity to the infraction of the temporal, the squaring of the 

existential against the ideal. The phenomenological can be saved from its own 

appearance, from its own phenomenological’ participation in the metaphysics of 

subjectivity, the phenomenological’ representing its own failure to ask the ‘essential’ 

question of metaphysics, or the interrogation of the presuppositions of truth in willing its 

conditions in subjectivity, which Husserl transfigures into the notion of the transcendental 

ego. By exposing such participation, phenomenology ceases to be phenomenological (in 

the technical and theoretical sense of its procedural approach to beings). This ex-position 

is pursued against the scientific and positive rationality of historical presence that has 

shaped even the way philosophy reckons with its fate:  

   [The] characterization of thinking as theoria and the determination of knowing 
as “theoretical” behavior occur already within the “technical” interpretation of 
thinking.  Such characterization is a reactive attempt to rescue thinking and 
preserve its autonomy over against acting and doing.  Since then “philosophy” has 
been in the constant predicament of having to justify its existence before the 
“sciences.”  It believes it can do that most effectively by elevating itself to the 
rank of a science. But such an effort is the abandonment of the essence of  
thinking. Philosophy is hounded by the fear that it loses prestige and validity if it 
is not a science. 126 
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 The end of philosophy therefore suggests freeing thinking from the scientific 

frame which also implies releasing thinking from the metaphysics of subjectivity which 

endorses highly contrived divisions between the public and the private, between existence 

and essence, between appearance and reality, between being/s and Being; in short, the 

whole argument of the ontological difference. These artificial divisions are the results of 

ontotheological interventions in the name of Being but are accomplished in the form of 

concealment.127 Indeed, the historical understanding of Being has been consistently 

informed by the logic of difference that has normalized our standpoint with regard to 

reality.  This difference is presumed to be ontological in nature. It is the standpoint of 

being in which ‘being’ is meant as the natural basis of taking reality as it is, as it is in 

being. This standpoint is classically expressed in the premise something ‘is’, nothing ‘is 

not’, otherwise the natural standpoint of thinking.  

 The natural standpoint is the origin of knowledge in general, which necessarily 

takes its beginning in the revealedness of being. To be in being is to let itself be revealed.  

To be in being is to-be in the mode of revealing. This is precisely why phenomenology is 

an important precondition for an ontological understanding of Being. The being that is 

                                                             
 
127 Heidegger identifies three forms of concealment in the manner of the abandonment of Being, 

that is, how they show themselves: 1) through calculation that “comes to power primarily by the 
machinations of technicity”; 2) acceleration which is achieved through “the mechanical increase of 
technical speeds”; and 3) through the outbreak of massiveness about which Heidegger observes: “These 
masses mount up only because numbers and the calculable already count as what is equally accessible to 
everyone.  What is common to the many and to all is what the “many” know as what towers over them. 
Hence responding to calculation and acceleration, just as on the other hand calculation and acceleration 
provide massiveness with its track and scope…Everywhere in these disguises of the abandonment of being, 
what is not ownmost to beings, the non-beings, spreads—and indeed in the semblance of an “important” 
event” (Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 84-85).  
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revealed in the mode of unconcealing is necessarily that of its appearance in and through 

being, which fundamental ontology raises into the question of its separateness from the 

essential.  This is not to say that the problematization of the separateness of the relation 

of the phenomenal and the essential marks the superiority of the ontological framework 

over the phenomenological. It is just the case that phenomenology started off falsely with 

regard to understanding being by confining itself to the phenomenal at the same time 

assuming it had ever touched the essential.  The task of fundamental ontology, this time 

mindful128 of its unique and radical task, is to problematize the phenomenological 

through radicalizing its relation to Being, a relation that is originally marked with 

inadequacy insofar as phenomenology kept a tight rein on the task of understanding 

Being in terms of letting beings reveal themselves as presence. Heidegger hints at this 

false start in phenomenology that had occasioned metaphysical intervention: as they 

reveal themselves as beings, beings are immediately graspable as presence, “as the  

showing itself of outward appearance.”129 Heidegger adds that in this appear-ing 

“[Being]” is understood as “the lasting of the actual being in such outward 

                                                             
 
128 That is, “fundamental-ontological mindfulness” (Ibid., 162).  Heidegger associates this 

philosophical mindfulness with the “crossing character of inceptual thinking” (Heidegger, Contributions to 
Philosophy, 48).  Inceptual thinking is fundamental ontology by another description, yet more enhanced in 
the sense of going beyond an “improved anthropology” such as the philosophy of consciousness that 
inspired, among others, the historical development of modernity founded on subjectivity, and into—“[The] 
question of the truth of being that prepares the domain of selfhood in which man—we—historically 
effecting and acting and shaped as a people, first comes to his self” (Ibid., 47). The crossing describes the 
mindfulness proper to the analytic of Being, that is, the going forth from phenomenology to fundamental 
ontology, and into a more enhanced mindfulness such that the enhancement gives thinking its simplest of 
character vis-à-vis the task of understanding Being—the universal and the emptiest of all concepts 
(Heidegger, Being and Time, 2). 

 
129 Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, 10.  
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appearance,”130 in which case ‘presence ‘as appearing in its ‘outwardness’, and holding 

out in that mode of appearance, gets understood as unconcealed in terms of truth. What 

constitutes the metaphysical in this understanding of Being is that firstly, 

Being announces its essence in these two modes, namely, the mode of its 
appearing (its activity, or energeia) and of its presence as actual being (which is 
rather restricted to the idea or being-ness of its actuality, or ousia) in which a 
double presence in-sists upon presence, and thus becomes present as constancy.131  

 
   And secondly, 

 
When it becomes valid as Being, whatness encourages the predominance of 

looking at what beings are (that is, in their outward appearance), and thus makes 
possible a peculiar precedence of beings.  Thatness (that is, in the grasping of 
beings’ modalities of appearing and presence), in which nothing seems to be said 
about beings themselves (about their “what”), is enough to establish that beings 
are.…Because thatness remains unquestioned everywhere in its nature, not, 
however, with regard to actual beings (whether they are or are not), the unified 
essence of Being, Being as the unity of whatness and thatness, also determines 
itself tacitly from what is unquestioned.132 

 
 This “unified essence of Being” is also understood as constitutive of the unity of 

reality, the Real, in short. Our common understanding of reality, already entangled in 

commonsense divisions such as between the private and the public, endorses, at the very 

least, the assumed self-evidence of Being, the self-evidence of the unity of the public and 

the private in the Real. But the Real itself acts as an accomplished form of power, a 

social power, which tilts the balance in favor of the supremacy of the public, a rigidified 

sense of subjectivity. The exercise of power, as Heidegger points out, “remains excluded 
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from all differentiation, from the difference (of Being from beings), and thus from 

truth.”133 In the final analysis, these divisions are obscured by the characterization of the 

ontological difference “as a doctrine and key for ontological deliberation and forgets 

what is crucial, namely, that this differentiation has the character of a passage.”134 The 

oblivion of the transitional character of the ontological difference becomes translated as 

historical forgetfulness of the randomly contrived differentiation, for instance, between 

the private and the public, and all other differentiations that have been neglected in the 

history of Being. This form of oblivion conceals the transitional, or the contingent in 

history, in the attempt to impose a notion of permanence. Itself a form of historical 

power, oblivion decides with the force of the abandonment of Being the destiny of Being 

itself, and subsequently, the destiny of Dasein that has beaten an absurd path toward 

nourishing the unbridgeable gap that sets it apart from its original experience of mine-

ness, its authenticity, its essential home in freedom, upon whose destiny the modern 

technicities of self-emancipation have made competing claims. It is the absurd distance 

that finds expression in the idea that the privative is the freest expression of Being. In the 

course of individual expressions, the public permanently loses its integrity as an essential 

alterity of the private, loses its co-responsibility for the authentic individuation of the self. 

If anything, the public is considered an extension of the essence of freedom in terms of 

the will to establish self-presence vis-à-vis the true transitional character of the relation of 
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the private and the public. It suffices to say that the private’s extension of presence is not 

permanent, hence, the impermanence of presence, of the cogito, of intentionality, of the 

will to power. But once the public holds sway it is there where permanence cheats itself 

by denying its provenance.  We can therefore speak of the false transcendence of the 

private, which by any means is the origin of the transcendence of modernity.   

 We contend that Being, as it is apprehended in the time of thought, is not the self-

determination of private thought, rather a participative thought-time in which 

participation takes the form of renewing our essential tie to Being which also essentially 

encourages us, assuming we take heed of that call, to infract the time in which Being is 

immersed in oblivion.  Lastly, the absolute time of thought is neither personal nor private. 

As already immersed in beings, thought is already in being, but a mindful beingness-with 

that takes note of the transitional nature of whatever difference it forges with other 

beings. The ‘transitional’ may be better termed as the changing character of the 

revealedness of Being the awareness of which requires thought to remain open to 

mystery—a reflexive awareness that thought is always already in and with beings in all 

their ambiguity, in the richness of the paradoxes they reveal.  To deliver this reflexivity to 

a privative determination of beingness is to surrender freedom, once again, to the time of 

being. It is to surrender freedom to the nihilism of subjectivity.  Levinas describes this 

surrender in the following terms: “Drunk with being in himself and for himself in the 
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presence—or the modernity—that he unveils by his cognitive thought and more 

indubitably planted in his cogito than his feet on the ground.”135 

 
 1. Subtraction from the present. Curiously enough, our era is unique in terms of 

its paradoxical challenge to philosophy. It is a challenge borne of competing (but also 

mutually complementing) technicities of the contemporary period whose complexities are 

greater than that of the nihilism of the 19th and 20th centuries combined.   

Still, the possibilities of reviving the ancient cause are not entirely nil. By 

returning to the ancients, we can afford to at least remove ourselves, that is, in free 

thought, from the turbulence that the present brings to bear on us.  In the time of being, 

the time of modernity in its most expressive form, thought is reduced to the urgency of 

thinking commensurate to the technicities, not to mention the banalities, of understanding 

Being through its vulgar attachment to finitude and common existence, to the demands of 

gratification and the pressures of survival.  Da-sein is thrown into the immediacies of the 

public, the urgencies of the political body, of useful thinking, and the economy. 

Heidegger describes this thrownness as “submission to the world,” which constitutes  

the ‘self-evasion’ of Da-sein’s “very self.” 136  On the whole the ecstatic return to the 

ancient cause may occasion therapeutic and rehabilitative consequences for thought: 1) a 

removal in thought from the present would afford us a positive experience of the 

premodern who is relatively autonomous from the organized technicities of modernity; 2) 
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a re-invention of the reflexivity, that is, of the philosophic, ecstatic, and eudemonic 

vitality of the premodern, could afford us to be radically neutral to the present; and lastly, 

3) an ecstatic removal from the present can equip us with better intuitive arsenals to 

combat the nihilisms of our time.   

 
2. Subtraction of thought from the time of being. This does not mean a radical 

subtraction of being from the world or from time. Heidegger had earlier exposed the 

outrageous fallacy of a being devoid of a world, a being unrelated to Time.  Da-sein a 

‘being-in-the-world’, or a being world-ing its being and time (in the sense of time-

reckoning). Heidegger emphasized:  

[To] Dasein, Being in the world is something that belongs essentially.  Thus 
Dasein’s understanding of Being pertains with equal primordiality both to an 
understanding of something like a ‘world’, and to the understanding of the Being 
of those entities which become accessible within the world. 137  

We mean ‘world-ing’ in the sense of taking up a sphere to dwell in, to build, to 

form and cultivate, all within time. On the one hand, world-ing is taking time; in  

Heidegger, care must use ‘time’, taking time as “’time-reckoning’.”138 Heidegger clarifies 

the term ‘world’ in ‘being-in-the-world’: “The reference to “being-in-the-world” as the 

basic trait of the humanitas of homo humanus does not assert that man is merely a 

“worldly” creature understood in a Christian sense, thus a creature turned away from God  
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and so cut loose from “Transcendence”.”139 In the following passages, Heidegger gave us 

the idea of subtraction as a form of world-ing: “Thought in terms of ek-sistence, “world” 

is in a certain sense precisely “the beyond” within existence and for it.”140  In Being and 

Time, Heidegger associates ‘ekstasis’ with temporality “as the primordial ‘outside-of-

itself’ in and for itself.”141  

These give us the idea of an infracted time outside the nihilistic dispensation of 

Being and beings, which only a free being can achieve in thought. Heidegger elaborates:  

What is characteristic of the ‘time’ which is accessible to the ordinary 
understanding, consists, among other things, precisely in the fact that it is a pure 
sequence of “nows,” without beginning and without end, in which the ecstatical 
character of primordial temporality has been leveled off.  But this very leveling 
off, in accordance with its existential meaning, is grounded in the possibility of a 
definite kind of temporalizing, in conformity with which temporality temporalizes 
as inauthentic the kind of ‘time’ we have just mentioned. If, therefore, we 
demonstrate that the ‘time’ which is accessible to Dasein’s common sense is not 
primordial, but arises rather from authentic temporality, then….we are justified in 
designating as ”primordial time” the temporality which we have now laid bare.142  

To achieve primordial time, a form of subtraction is called for, a suspension or 

bracketing of existence with a view to achieving a sort of radical neutrality. In his second 

major work Contribution to Philosophy (From Enowning) Heidegger describes this as 

“pure refusal,” that is, “the essential swaying of be-ing”143 where be-ing means being 
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owned by being in the essential ownmost capacity of Da-sein, as far as Da-sein is a 

historical being.  This refusal is enacted in terms of staying away from “the arrival and 

flight of gods”: To refuse to have anything to do with the time of being. 144  Heidegger 

stressed:  “One must think so far ahead — or better: so far into… that the truth of be-ings 

lights up originarily.”145  

Heidegger differentiates being from be-ing: ‘being’ is meant as “extant” or that 

which whose “frozenness is consolidated”146 in the “machinations” of modern technology 

(the modern appropriator of the truth of Being); be-ing is the “essential human being” 

that can “effect a being in advance.”147 This means to say that be-ing is ahead of the time 

of being dominated by the technological Gestell.  Heidegger also describes be-ing as that 

which in being “a being no longer is but be-ing [arising] unto “a being,” a Da-sein.148 Da-

sein then becomes a true historical being, but historical in the singular sense of replacing 

“systematization and deduction” which inform all historical realizations.149 As historical 

in the singular sense, be-ing refuses to be historical in the ordinary sense, which 
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Heidegger identifies with the “domain of “culture,” “idea,” “value,” and “meaning”.150 

He clarifies: “[One] must get out of the present basic state of affairs, which involves  

nothing less than the denial of all history.”151 Nevertheless, the present state of being 

discourages this form of denial in the time of the arrival and flight of gods. History 

discourages an ecstatic infraction of nihilism characterized by the temporal ingress and 

egress of the gods; otherwise the costly adventures of the metaphysics of subjectivity. 

The arrival and flight of gods: This kind of nihilism that Nietzsche exposed happens to 

possess a unique capability to repeat itself. Nietzsche described this proverbial repetition 

as the historical recurrence of the same, or the capability of metaphysics to infinitize its 

failure, to unlearn its obsession with subjectivity.   

But as be-ings enowned by our essential and ownmost capabilities we can 

challenge the pressures of historical time by infracting its time. There is an existence that 

remains a potential for freedom, and that is an existence that we can always assert against 

time. Being is not existence in the general sense.  Being is a non-negotiable existence, an 

existence that predates existence (in the general sense) and essence (in the sense of 

general existence’s capability to provide extrinsic justification to itself such as the 

historical existence of a free national or a free citizen).  A non-negotiable existence is that 

which holds freedom to be a universal right, an invocation of generic existence that 

precedes all forms of juridical, political, social, cultural, and even national and 
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geographic procedurality of existing-in which is a derivative kind of existence. Heidegger 

says: “Dasein is ontically ‘closest’ to itself and ontologically farthest; but pre-

ontologically it is surely not a stranger.”152 The pre-ontological is for us the inviolability 

of Da-sein, its being-free before its ontical constitution in self-awareness, and the 

ontological (or philosophical) awareness of its essential constitution in the pre-

ontological. This Da-sein is the being to which Be-ing, the other essential side of the full 

cleavage, offers itself to the possibility of being as being-free. The ontological 

relationship of the two, as Heidegger emphasized, has the character of a passage that is 

however interpreted throughout modernity as a categorical separation.   

The dangers of categorical separation are already known in Plato before 

Nietzsche’s and Heidegger’s revolutionary interpretations of the essence of the 

primordial had drawn us closer to a realization of the essence of the godly. Nevertheless, 

Heidegger was far more intuitive, that is, much closer to the understanding of this essence 

in his association of be-ing with god-ding.  It is not god-ding that absolutely transcends 

being. The god is split within its full cleavage, its being divine and mortal. This god is not 

transcendent, a superior presence; rather, it is an echo153 which brings forth “[the 

forgottenness of godding] through a remembering as forgottenness in its hidden 

power,”154 through the remembering that the “gods are not all.” Rather more paradoxical, 
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only an echo can essentially hold sway in the primordial cleavage to the extent that its 

unique presence is not something that can be rendered as present within the now. It is 

rather a voice that calls back.155 A call to return to the primordial amidst the nihilism of 

the time of being, the arrival and flight of gods. The primordial is that which in being Be-

ing is the essential holding sway of being that has breached the impossible by becoming 

more than ‘a being’, a Da-sein. But Da-sein is not Be-ing, the Being with which Da-sein 

conspires to realize the possibility of the more impossible. Da-sein is also not 

transcendent to Be-ing. In Heidegger, it would acquire the expression ‘because the gods 

are not all’, the correlate of which in the life of Da-sein is the pure refusal to be like god 

in the time of being, the time of foundering, whose erratic comings and goings 

demonstrate the problematic nature of our understanding of the meaning of the essence of 

the godly which modernity has interpreted as a superior transcendent. A transcendent 

claim to being risks being challenged in the open competition for advantage and 

supremacy, which explains why there are gods who arrive and there are those who take 

flight. To stay away from the arrival and the flight of gods would mean to refuse to 

participate in the nihilism of freedom.   

When the echo calls back from the past, it voices the secret of ek-istence. This is 

the generic existence invoked in the universal declaration of the inviolability of human 

dignity. In his work Homo Sacer: Sovereign Life and Bare Life, Giorgio Agamben, 

trailing on Heidegger’s unfinished project of fundamental ontology, speaks of generic 
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existence as sacred life, that is, “a life that may be killed, but not sacrificed.”156 Agamben 

summarizes our point here in the context of how human life is revealed in its sacred 

inviolable form in the very act of violating it, but ‘it’ as human life that has entered the 

sphere of society.  Social life has reached a stage at which freedom is respected, at least, 

in terms of civil liberties guaranteed by constitutions.  But social existence presupposes 

that freedom is negotiable. It may be compromised, violated, lawfully killed. It may be 

killed, but not sacrificed. What gets violated or killed is not the human as human, the 

human in its sacredness, in its being-free before freedom is codified by laws, but an 

‘extraneous’ sort of freedom, socially valued, even exceptionally revered for its seductive 

promise of personal autonomy that society grants to the human as a compromise of its 

entry into society. The laws can deprive the human of its freedom to exist-in society as a 

punishment for the perpetration of a moral and legal crime, but the laws cannot sacrifice 

its inviolability.157 The law is superfluous before the inviolability of human dignity, a 

sacred impenetrable essence, which remains non-codifiable. We mean impenetrable as 

that which one cannot touch, owing not to customs or necessity but to its inherent 

divinity. To the untouchable belongs the sacred.  One would not be surprised why the 

lower caste in traditional India is called untouchable (the sudras).  They are considered 

unclean, yet they remain ineradicable. Mohandas Gandhi preferred to call them harijans, 

‘children of God’. Perhaps, it is due to the divinity that they exude in oblivious form. A 

                                                             
 
156 Agamben, Homo Sacer, 83. 
 
157 The exception is capital punishment favored by some societies. 
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more politically correct description describes them as “the oppressed,” dalits.  The sacred 

is oppressed precisely in existence where freedom is made potentially violable, in fact, 

customarily reduced to bare existence.  But even at that, inviolability is preserved.  

Poverty and powerlessness are both preserved at a site close to absolute transgression, 

namely, the sphere of subsistence at death’s door, if only to remain elsewhere as dwelling 

in a sphere away from absolute negation no matter how close it is to it. Subsistence, or 

any condition that tests the limit of the human in extreme forms of privation, are therefore 

indications of a certain potentiality that cannot be destroyed.158  

It is there where morality shows its most awe-inspiring face. Under extreme 

privations, “the human being is the inhuman; the one whose humanity is completely  

destroyed is the one who is truly human.”159 Indeed, a certain residue, infrangible because 

reduced to its barest irreducible form, is left after a violent reduction to inhumanity is 

witnessed. In this context we can speak of the inhumanity of the social caste, as we bear 

witness to the indestructibility of the human, and the infrangibility of freedom. This 

indestructibility is most graphically understood in the context of extraordinary application 

of violence and desacralization, subjecting the human to extreme privation, reducing 

him/her to bareness, and in so doing touches, closes in upon what privation ought not 

                                                             
 
158 Eric Voight, “Citing the Camp,” in Politics, Metaphysics, and Death: Essays on Giorgio 

Agamben’s Homo Sacer (Durham and London: Duke University Press, 2005), 88. 
 
159 Giorgio Agamben, Remnants of Auschwitz: The Witness and the Archive, trans. Daniel Heller-

Roazen (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999), 133; underscoring mine. 
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dare tread, that is, the inviolable, the divine. Heidegger speaks of the same inviolability in 

terms of the essence of freedom: 

As freedom, man’s freedom is something unconditioned.  As man’s freedom it is 
something finite.  Thus, the question lying in the concept of human freedom is the 
question of a finite unconditionedness, more explicitly, of a conditioned 
unconditionedness, of a dependent independence.160  

                                                             
 
160 Heidegger, Schelling’s Treatise, 71. The notion of ‘dependent independence’ can serve as a 

model of subtraction: We subtract our existence, not our free being, from the present that does not offer 
possibilities for a liveable experience of freedom. The present is continually imposing a notion of an 
inevitable time, of what is universally necessary for general existence so that existence can be lived again 
and again over the course of a lifetime. We subtract ourselves from this universality in the form of breaking 
its repeatable historical coherence in our individual capacities for generic existence.  


