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Time and Being
 

The following lecture cal1s for a few words of introduction. If we 
were to be shown right now two pictures by Paul Klee, in the 
original, which he painted in the year of his death-the watercolor 
"Saints from a Window," and "Death and Fire," tempera on burlap 
-we should want to stand before them for a long while-and should 
abandon any claim that they be immediately intel1igible. 

If it were possible right now to have Georg Trakl's poem "Septet 
of Death" recited to us, perhaps even by the poet himself, we should 
want to hear it often, and should abandon any claim that it be 
immediately intelligible. 

If Werner Heisenberg right now were to present some of his 
thoughts in theoretical physics, moving in the direction of the cosmic 
formula for which he is searching, two or three people in the audi
ence, at most, would be able to fol1ow him, while the rest of us 
would, without protest, abandon any claim that he be immediately 
intelligible. 

Not so with the thinking that is called philosophy. That think
ing is supposed to offer "worldly wisdom" and perhaps even be 
a "Way to the Blessed Life." But it might be that this kind of 
thinking is today placed in a position which demands of it reflec
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2 ON TIME AND BEING 

tions that are far removed from any useful, practical wisdom. It 
might be that a kind of thinking has become necessary which 
must give thought to matters from which even the painting and 
the poetry which we have mentioned and the theory of math
ematical physics receive their determination. Here, too, we 
should then have to abandon any claim to immediate intelligibil
ity. However, we should still have to listen, because we must 
think what is inevitable, but preliminary. .

Therefore, we must be neither surprised nor amazed if the 
majority of the audience objects to the lecture. Whether a few will, 
now or later, be prompted by the lecture to think further on such 
matters, cannot be foreseen. We want to say something about the 
attempt to think Being without regard to its being grounded in terms 
of beings. The attempt to think Being without beings becomes 
necessary because otherwise, it seems to me, there is no longer any 
possibility of explicitly bringing into view the Being of what is today 
all over the earth, let alone of adequately determining the relation 
of man to what has been called "Being" up to now. 

Let me give a little hint on how to listen. The point is not to listen 
to a series of propositions, but rather to follow the movement of 
showing. 

What prompts us to name time and Being together? From the 
dawn of Western-European thinking until today, Being means the 
same as presencing. Presencing, presence speaks of the present. 
According to current representations, the present, together with past 
and future, forms the character of time. Being is determined as 
presence by time. That this is so could in itself be sufficient to 
introduce a relentless disquiet into thinking. This disquiet increases 
as soon as we set out to think through in what respect there is such 
a determination of Being by time. 

In what respect? Why, in what manner and from what source does 
something like time have a voice in Being? Every attempt to think 
adequately the relation of Being and time with the help of the 
current and imprecise representations of time and Being immedi
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ately becomes ensnared in a hopeless tangle of relations that have 
hardly been thought out. 

We name time when we say: every thing has its time. This means: 
everything which actually is, every being comes and goes at the right 
time and remains for a time during the time allotted to it. Every 
thing has its time. 

But is Being a thing? Is Being like an actual being in time? Is 
Being at all? If it were, then we would incontestably have to recog
nize it as something which is and consequently discover it as such 
among other beings. This lecture hall is, The lecture hall is il
luminated. We recognize the illuminated lecture hall at once and 
with 'no reservations as something that is. But where in the whole 
lecture hall do we find the "is"? 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. 

What is in time and is thus determined by time, we call the 
temporaL When a man dies and is removed from wh~lt is here, from 
beings here and there, we say that his time has come. Time and the 
temporal mean what is perishable, what passes away in the course of 
time. Our language says with still greater precision: what passes away 
with time. For time itself passes away. But by passing away con
stantly, time remains as time. To remain means: not to disappear, 
thus, to presence. Thus time is determined by a kind of Being. How, 
then, is Being supposed to be determined by time? Being speaks out 
of the constancy of time's passing away. Nevertheless, nowhere do 
we find time as something that is like a thing. 

Being is not a thing, thus nothing temporal, and yet it is deter
mined by time as presence. 

Time is not a thing, thus nothing which is, and yet it remains 
constant in its passing away without being something temporal like 
the beings in time, 

Being and time determine each other reciprocally, but in such a 
manner that neither can the former-Being-be addressed as some
thing temporal nor can 'the latter-time-be addressed as a being. 
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4 ON TIME AND BEING 

As we give thought to all this, we find ourselves adrift in contradic
tory statements. 

(Philosophy knows a way out of such situations. One allows the 
contradictions to stand, even sharpens them and tries to bring to
gether in comprehensive unity what contradicts itself and thus falls 
apart. This procedure is called dialectic. Supposing the contradictory 
statements about Being and about time could be reconciled by an 
encompassing unity, this indeed would be a way out-it would be .
a way out which evades the matters and the issues in question; for 
it allows itself to become involved neither with Being as such nor 
with time as such nor with the relation of the two. The question is 
totally excluded here of whether the relation of Being and time is 
a connection which can then be brought about by combining the 
two, or whether Being and time name a matter at stake from which 
both Being and time first result.) 

But how can we become properly involved with this matter at 
stake named by the titles "Being and time," "time and Being"? 

Answer: by cautiously thinking over the matters named here. 
Cautiously means at first: not hastily invading the matters with unex
amined notions, but rather reflecting on them carefully. 

But may we take Being, may we take time, as matters? They are 
not matters if "matter" means: something which is. The word "mat
ter," "a matter," should mean for us now what is decisively at stake 
in that something inevitable is concealed within it. Being-a matter, 
presumably the matter of thinking. 

Time-a matter, presumably the matter of thinking, if indeed 
something like time speaks in Being as presence. Being and time, 
time and Being, name the relation of both issues, the matter at stake 
which holds both issues toward each other and endures their relation. 
To reflect upon this situation is the task of thinking, assuming that 
thinking remains intent on persisting in its matter. 

Being-a matter, but not a being.
 
Time-a matter, but nothing temporal.
 
We say of beings: they are. With regard to the matter "Being" and
 

with regard to the matter "time;' we remain cautious. We do not 
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say: Being is, time is, but rather: there is Being and there is time. l 

For the moment we have only changed the idiom with this expres
sion. Instead of saying "it is," we say "there is," "It gives." 

In order to get beyond the idiom and back to the matter, we must 
show how this "there is" can be experienced and seen. The appro
priate way to get there is to explain what is given in the "It gives," 
what "Being" means, which-It gives; what "time" means, which 
-It gives. Accordingly, we try to look ahead to the It which-gives 
Being and time. Thus looking ahead, we become foresighted in still 
another sense. We try to bring the It and its giving into view, and 
capitalize the "It." 

First, we shall think Being in order to think It itself into its own 
element. 

Then, we shall think time in order to think it itself into its own 
element. 

In this way, the manner must become clear how there is, It gives 
Being and how there is, It gives time. In this giving, it becomes 
apparent how that giving is to be determined which, as a relation, 
first holds the twO toward each other and brings them into being. 

Being, by which all beings as such are marked, Being means 
presencing. Thought with regard to what presences, presencing 
shows itself as letting-presence. But now we must try to think this 
letting-presence explicitly insofar as presencing is admitted. Letting 
shows its character in bringing into unconcealment. To let presence 
means: to unconceal, to bring to openness. In unconcealing prevails 
a giving, the giving that gives presencing, that is, Being, in letting" 
presence. 

(To think the matter "Being" explicitly requires our reflection to 

follow the direction which shows itself in letting-presence. But from 
unconcealing speaks a giving, an It gives.) 

1. "There is" is used here to translate the German imom "'1 gibl, " literally "it 
gives," but with the idiomatic meaning "there is" as in the French "il y a. .. In 
his Lilt" on H,lmanil"" commenting on the use of the idiom "there is," and 
in &ing and Time, Heidegger writes: "The 'it' which here 'gives' is Being ilSClf. 
The 'JPves; however, indicates the giving nature of Being granting itS tNth," 
(Tr.) 
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6 ON TIME AND BEING 

However, the giving named above remains just as obscure for us 
as the It named here which gives. 

To think Being itself explicitly requires disregarding Being to the 
extent that it is only grounded and interpreted in terms of beings and 
for beings as their ground, as in all metaphysics. To think Being 
explicitly requires us to relinquish Being as the ground of beings in 
favor of the giving which prevails concealed in unconcealment, that 
is, in favor of the It gives. As the gift of this It gives, Being belongs .
to giving. As a gift, Being is nOt expelled from giving. Being, pre
sencing is transmuted. As allowing-to-presence, it belongs to uncon
cealing; as the gift of unconcealing it is retained in the giving. Being 
is not. There is, It gives Being as the unconcealing; as the gift of 
unconcealing it is retained in the giving. Being is not. There is, It 
gives Being as the unconcealing of presencing. 

This "It gives, rhere is Being" mighr emerge somewhat more 
clearly once we think out more decisively the giving we have in 
mind here. We can succeed by paying heed ro the wealth of the 
transformation of what, indeterminately enough, is called Being, 
and at the same time is misundersrood in its core as long as it is taken 
for the emptiest of all empty concepts. Nor is this representation of 
Being as the abstractum par excellence given up in principle, but only 
confirmed, when Being as rhe abstractum par excellence is absorbed 
and elevated into rhe conceereness par excellence of the reality of the 
absolure Spirir-as was accomplished in rhe mosr powerful thinking 
of modern rimes, in Hegel's specularive dialecric, and is presented 
in his Science of Logic. 

An auempr ro rhink upon rhe abundance of Being's transforma
tions secures irs liesr foothold-which also shows the way-when we 
rhink Being in rhe sense of presencing. 

(l mean think, not just parrot the words and act as if the interpreta
tion of Being as presencing were a maner of course.) 

But what gives us the right to characterize Being as presencing? 
This question comes too late. For this character of Being has long 
since been decided without our contribution, let alone our merir. 
Thus we are bound ro the characterization of Being as presencing. 

Wi
'I 
it 
(i.
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It derives its binding force from the beginning of the unconcealment 
of Being as something that can be said, that is, can be thought. Ever 
since the beginning of Western thinking with the Greeks, all saying 
of "Being" and "Is" is held in remembrance of the determination 
of Being as presencing which is binding for thinking. This also holds 
true of the thinking that directs the mosr modern technology and 
industry, though by now only in a certain sense. Now that modern 
technology has arranged its expansion and rule over the whole earth, 
it is not just the sputniks and their by-products that are circling 
around our planet; it is rather Being as presencing in the sense of 
calculable material that claims all the inhabitants of the earth in a 
uniform manner without the inhabitants of the non-European conti
nents explicitly knowing this or even being able or wanting ro know 
of the origin of this determination of Being. (Evidently those who 
desire such a knowledge least of all are those busy developers who 
today are urging the so-called underdeveloped countries into the 
realm of hearing of that claim of Being which speaks from the 
innermost core of modern technology.) 

But we do not by any means perceive Being as presencing ex
clusively, primarily in the remembrance of rhe early presentation 
of the unconcealment of Being accomplished by the Greeks. We 
perceive presencing in every simple, sufficiently' unprejudiced re
flection on things of nature ( Vorhandenheit) and artifacts (Zuhand
enheit). Things of nature and artifacts are both modes of presenc
ing. The vast reach of presencing shows itself most oppressively 
when we consider that absence, too, indeed absence most par
ticularly, remains determined by a pl'esencing which at times 
reaches uncanny proportions. 

However, we can also nOte historically the abundance of transfor
mations of presencing by pointing out that presencing shows itself 
as the hen, the unifying unique One, as the logos, the gathering that 
preserves the All, as idea, ousia, energeia, substantia, aetualitas, per
ceptiot monad. as objectivity, as the being posited of self-positing in 
the sense of the will of reason, of love, of the spirit, of power, as the 
will to will in the eternal recurrence of the same. Whatever can be 

1 
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8 ON TIME AND BEING 

noted historically can be found within history. The development of 
the abundance of transformations of Being looks at first like a history 
of Being. But Being does not have a history in the way in which a 
city or a people have their history. What is history-like in the history 
of Being is obviously determined by the way in which Being takes 
place and by this alone. After what has just been explained, this 
means the way in which It gives Being. 

At the beginning of Being's unconcealment, Being, einai, eon is 
thought, but not the "It gives," "there is." Instead, Parmenides says 
esti gar einai, "For Being is." 

Years ago, in 1947, in the Letter on Humanism (Wegmarken, p. 165), 
I noted with reference to this saying of Parmenides: "The esti gar 
einai of Parmenides is still unthought today." This note would like 
to point out for once that we must not rashly give to the saying "For 
Being is" a ready interpretation which makes what is thought in it 
inaccessible. Anything of which we say "it is" is thereby represented 
as a being. But Being is not a being. Thus the esti that is emphasized 
in Parmenides' saying cannot represent the Being which it names as 
some kind of a being. Translated literally, the esti thus emphasized 
does mean "it is." But the emphasis discerns in the esti what the 
Greeks thought even then in the esti thus emphasized and which we 
can paraphrase by: "It is capable." However, the meaning of this 
capability remained just as unthought, then and afterward, as the 
"It" which is capable of Being. To be capable of Being means: to 
yield and give Being. In the esti there is concealed the It gives. 

In the beginning of Western thinking, Being is thought, but not 
the "It gives" as such. The latter withdraws in favor of the gift which 
It gives. That gift is thought and conceptualized from then on exclu
sively as Being with regard to beings. 

A giving which gives only its gift, but in the giving holds itself 
back and withdraws. such a giving we call sending. According to the 
meaning of giving which is to be thought in this way, Being-that 
which It gives-is what is sent. Each of its transformations remains 
destined in this manner. What is historical in the history of Being is 
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determined by what is sent forth in destining, not by an indetermi
nately thought up occurrence. 

The history of Being means destiny of Being in whose sendings 
both the sending and the It which sends forth hold back with their 
self-manifestation. To hold back is, in Greek, epoche. Hence we speak 
of the epochs of the destiny of Being, Epoch does not mean here a 
span of time in occurrence, but rather the fundamental characteristic 
of sending, the actual holding-back of itself in favor of the discerni
bility of the gift, that is, of Being with regard to the grounding of 
beings. The sequence of epochs in the destiny of Being is not acci
dental, nor can it be calculated as necessary. Still, what is appropriate 
shows itself in the destiny, what is appropriate shows itself in the 
belonging together of the epochs. The epochs overlap each other in 
their sequence so that the original sending of Being as presence is 
more and more obscured in different ways. 

Only the gradual removal of these obscuring covers-that is what 
is meant by "dismanding"-procures for thinking a preliminary 
insight into what then reveals itself as the destiny of Being. Because 
one everywhere represents the destiny of Being only as history, and 
history only as a kind of occurrence, one tries in vain to intrepret this 
occurrence in terms of what was said in Being and Time about the 
historicity of man (Dasein) (not of Being). By contrast, the only 
possible way to anticipate the latter thought on the destiny of Being 
from the perspective of Being and Time is to think through what was 
presented in Being and Time about the dismantling of the ontological 
doctrine of the Being of beings. 

When Plato represents Being as idea and as the koinonia of the 
Ideas, when Aristotle represents it as energeia, Kant as position, 
Hegel as the absolute concept, Nietzsche as the will to power, these 
are not doctrines advanced by chance, but rather words of Being as 
answers to a claim which speaks in the sending concealing itself, in 
the "there is, It gives, Being." Always retained in the withdrawing 
sending, Being is unconcealed for thinking with its epochal abun
dance of transmutations. Thinking remains bound to the tradition of 
the epochs of the destiny of Being, even when and especially when 
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10 ON TIME AND BEING 

it recalls in what way and from what source Being itself receives its 
appropriate determination, from the "there is, It gives Being." The 
giving showed itself as sending. 

But how is the "It" which gives Being to be thought? The opening 
remark about the combination of "Time and Being" pointed out 
that Being as presence, as the present in a still undetermined sense, 
is characterized by a time-character and thus by time. This gives rise .- to the supposition that the It which gives Being, which determines 
Being as presencing and allowing-to-presence, might be found in 
what is called "time" in the title Time and Being. 

We shall pursue this supposition and think about time. "Time" is 
familiar to us by way of current representations in the same way as 
"Being," But it is also unknown in the same way once we propose 
to explain what is peculiar to time. While we were juSt now thinking 
about Being, we found: what is peculiar to Being, that to which 
Being belongs and in which it remains retained, shows itself in the 
It gives and its giving as sending. What is peculiar to Being is not 
anything having the character of Being. When we explicitly think 
about Being, the matter itself leads us in a certain sense away from 
Being, and we think the destiny that gives Being as a gift. By noting 
this fact we are prepared to find that what is peculiar to time also can 
no longer be determined with the aid of the current characteristics 
of time as commonly represented. But the combination of time and 
Being contains the directive to explain time in its peculiarity in the 
light of what was said of Being. Being means: presencing, letting-be
present: presence, Thus we might read somewhere the notice: "The 
celebration took place in the presence of many guests." The sen
tence could be formulated just as well: "with many guests being 
present." 

The present-as soon as we have named it by itself, we are already 
thinking of the past and the future, the earlier and the later as distinct 
from the now. But the present understood in terms of the now is not 
at all identical with the present in the sense in which the guests are 
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But if we are to characterize time in terms of the present, we 
understand the present as the now as distinct from the no-Ionger
now of the past and the not-yet-now of the future. But the present 
speaks at the same time of presence. However, we are not accus
tomed to defining the peculiar character of time with regard to the 
present in the sense of presence. Rather, we represent time=-the 
unity of present, past and future-in terms of the now. Even Aris
totle says that that of time which is, that is, presences, is the actual 
now. Past and future are a me on Ii: something which is not, though 
not an absolute nullity, but rather something present which lacks 
something. This lack is named with the "no longer now" and the 
"not yet now," Viewed in this way, time appears as the succession 
of nows, each of which, barely named, already disappears into the 
"ago" and is already being pursued by the "soon." Kant says of time 
thus represented: "It has only one dimension" (Crilique of Pure Rea
son, A3 I, B47), Time familiar to us as the successi0n in the sequence 
of nows is what we mean when measuring and calculating time. It 
seems that we have calculated time immediately and palpably before 
us when we pick up a watch or chronometer, look at the hands, and 
say: "Now it is eight-fifty (o'clock)." We say "now" and mean time. 
But time cannot be found anywhere in the watch that indicates time, 
neither on the dial nor in the mechanism, nor can it be found in 
modern technological chronometers. The assertion forces itself 
upon us: the more technological-the more exact and informative 
-the chronometer, the less occasion to give thought first of all to 
time's peculiar character. 

But where is time? Is time at all and does it have a place? Obvi
ously, time is not nothing. Accordingly, we maintain caution and say: 
there is time, We become still more cautious, and look carefully at 
that which shows itself to us as time, by looking ahead to Being in 
the sense of presence, the present. However, the present in the sense 
of presence differs so vastly from the present in the sense of the now 
that the present as presence can in no way be determined in terms 

present. We never say and we cannot say: "The celebration took of the present as the now. The reverse would rather seem possible. 
place in the now of many guests." (Cf. Being and Time, section 81.) If such were the case, the present 
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12 ON TIME AND BEING 

as presence and everything which belongs to such a present would 
have to be called real time, even though there is nothing immedi
ately about it of time as time is usually represented in the sense of 
a succession of a calculable sequence of nows. 

But we have so far omitted showing more clearly what the present 
in the sense of presence means, Presence determines Being in a 
unified way -as presencing and allowing-tO-presence, that is, as un
concealing. What matter are we thinking when we say presencing? ., To presence means co last. But we are too quickly content co con
ceive lasting as mere duration, and co conceive duration in terms of 
the cuscomary representation of time as a span of time from one now 
to a subsequent now. To talk of presencing, however, requires that 
we perceive biding and abiding in lasting as lasting in present being. 
What is present concerns us, the present, that is: what, lasting, comes 
tOward us, us human beings. 

Who are we? We remain cautious in our answer. For it might be 
that that which distinguishes man as man is determined precisely by 
what we must think about here: man, who is concerned with and 
approached by presence, who, through being thus approached, is 
himself present in his own way for all present and absent beings. 

Man: standing within the approach of presence, but in such a way 
that he receives as a gift the presencing that It gives by perceiving 
what appears in letting-presence. If man were not the constant re
ceiver of the gift given by the "It gives presence," if that which is 
extended in the gift did not reach man, then not only would Being 
remain concealed in the absence of this gift, not only closed off, but 
man would remain excluded from the scope of: It gives Being. Man 
would not be man. 

Now it looks as if the reference to man had led us astray from the 
way upon which we would like to think about what is peculiar to 
time. In a way this is so. Yet we are closer than we believe to the 
matter which is called time and which is to show itself explicitly in 
the light of the present as presence. 

Presence means: the constant abiding that approaches man, 
reaches him, is extended to him. But what is the source of this 
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extending reach [0 which the present belongs as presencing, insofar 
as there is presence? True, man always remains approached by the 
presencing of something actually present without explicitly heeding 
presencing itself. But we have to do with absence just as often, that 
is, constantly. For one thing, there is much that is no longer present 
in the way we know presencing in the sense of the present. And yet, 
even that which is no longer present presences immediately in its 
absence-in the manner of what has been, and still concerns us. 
What has been does not just vanish from the previous now as does 
that which is merely past. Rather, what has been presences, but in 
its own way. In what has been, presencing is extended. 

But absence also concerns us in the sense of what is not yet present 
in the manner of presencing in the sense of coming toward us. To 
talk of what is coming toward us has meanwhile become a cliche. 
Thus we !;tear: "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. 

If we heed still more carefully what has been said, we shall 
find in absence-be it what has been or what is co come-a man
ner of presencing and approaching which by no means coincides 
with presencing in the sense of the immediate present. Accord
ingly, we must note: Not every presencing is necessarily the pre
sent. A curious matter. But we find such presencing, the ap
proaching that reaches us, in the present, too. In the present, 
too, presencing is given. 

How are we to determine this giving of presencing that prevails 
in the present, in the past, in the future? Does this giving lie in this, 
that it reaches us, or does it reach us because it is in itself a reaching? 
The latter. Approaching, being not yet present, at the same time 
gives and brings about what is no longer present, the past, and 
conversely what has been offers future to itself. The reciprocal rela
tion of both at the same time gives and brings about the present. We 
say "at the same time," and thus ascribe a time character to the 
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14 ON TIME AND BEING 

mutual giving to one another of future, past and present, that is, to 
their own unity. 

This procedure is obviously not in keeping with the maner, assum
ing that we must give the name "time" to the unity of reaching out 
and giving which we have now shown, to this unity alone. For time 
itself is nothing temporal, no more than it is something that is. It is 
thus inadmissible to say that future, past and present are before us 
"at the same time." Yet they belong together in the way they offer 
themselves to one another. Their unifying unity can be determined 
only by what is their own; that they offer themselves to one another. 
But what do they offer to one another? 

Nothing other than themselves--which means: the presencing . 
that is given in them. With this presencing, there opens up what we 
call time-space. But with the word "time" we no longer mean the 
succession ofa sequence of nows. Accordingly, time-space no longer 
means merely the distance between two now-points of calculated 
time, such as we have in mind when we note, for instance: this or 
that occurred within a time-span of fifty years. Time-space now is the 
name for the openness which opens up in the mutual self-extending 
of futural approach, past and present. This openness exclusively and 
primarily provides the space in which space as we usually know it can 
unfold. The self-extending, the opening up, of future, past and pre
sent is itself prespatial; only thus can it make room, that is, provide 
space. 

Time-space as commonly understood, in the sense of the distance 
measured between two time-points, is the result of time calculation. 
In this calculation, time represented as a line and parameter and thus 
one-dimensional is measured out in terms of numbers. The dimen
sionality of time, thought as the succession of the sequence of nows, 
is borrowed from the representation of three-dimensional space. 

But prior to all calculation of time and independent of such calcu
lation, what is germane to the time-space of true time consists in the 
mutual reaching out and opening up of future, past and present. 
Accordingly, what we call dimension and dimensionality in a way 
easily misconstrued, belongs to true time and to it alone. Dimension-
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ality consists in a reaching out that opens up, in which furural ap
proaching brings about what has been, what has been brings about 
futural approaching, and the reciprocal relation of both brings about 
the opening up of openness. Thought in terms of this threefold 
giving, true time proves to be three-dimensional. Dimension, we 
repeat, is here thought not only as the area of possible measurement, 
but rather as reaching throughout, as giving and opening up. Only 
the laner enables us to represent and delimit an area of measure
ment. 

But from what source is the unity of the three dimensions of true 
time determined, the unity, that is, of its three interplaying ways of 
giving, each in virtue of its own presencing? We already heard: In 
the approaching of what is no longer present and even in the present 
itself, there always plays a kind of approach and bringing about, that 
is, a kind of presencing. We cannot attribute the presencing to be 
thus thought to one of the three dimensions of time, to the present, 
which would seem obvious. Rather, the unity of time's three dimen
sions consists in the interplay of each toward each. This interplay 
proves to be the true extending, playing in the very heart of time, 
the fourth dimension, so [Q speak-not only so to speak, but in the 
nature of the maner. 

True time is four-dimensional. 
But the dimension which we call the fourth in our count is, in the 

nature of the matter, the first, that is, the giving that determines all. 
In future, in past, in the present, that giving brings about to each its 
own presencing, holds them apart thus opened and so holds them 
toward one another in the nearness by which the three dimensions 
remain near one another. For this reason we call the first, original, 
literally incipient extending in which the unity of true time consists 
"nearing nearness," "nearhood" (Nahheit), an early word still used 
by Kant. But it brings future, past and present near to one another 
by distancing them. For it keeps what has been open by denying its 
advent as present. This nearing of nearness keeps open the approach 
coming from the future by withholding the present in the approach. 
Nearing nearness has the character of denial and withholding. It 
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unifies in advance the ways in which what has·been, what is about' 
to be, and the present reach out toward each other. 

Time is not. There is, It gives time. The giving that gives time is 
determined by denying and withholding nearness. It grants the 
openness of time·space and preserves what remains denied in what 
has-been, what is withheld in approach, We call the giving which 
gives true time an extending which opens and conceals. As extend
ing is itself a giving, the giving of a giving is concealed in true time. .. 

But where is there time and time-space, where are they given? As 
urgent as this question may be at first sight, we may no longer ask 
in this manner for a where, for the place for time. For true time itself,. 
the realm of its threefold extending determined by nearing nearness, 
is the prespatial region which first gives any possible "where." 

True, from its beginning, whenever it thought about time, philos
ophy also asked where time belongs. What philosophy primarily had 
in view was time calculated as a sequence of the succession of con
secutive nows. It was explained that there could be no numerically 
measured time with which we calculate without the psyche. without 
the animus, without the soul, without consciousness, without spirit. 
There is no time without man. But what does this "not without" 
mean? Is man the giver or the receiver of time? Is man first of all 
man, and then after that occasionally-that is, at some time or Other 
-receives time a{ld relates himself to it? True time is the nearness 
of presencing out of present, past and future-the nearness that 
unifies time's threefold opening extending. It has already reached 
man as such so that he can be man only by standing within the 
threefold extending, perduring the denying, and withholding near
ness which determines that extending. Time is not the product of 
man, man is nOt the product of time. There is no production here. 
There is only giving in the sense of extending which opens up 
time-space. 

But granted that the manner of giving in which time is given 
requires our characterization of time, we are still faced with the 
enigmatic It which we named in the expression: It gives time; It gives 
Being, There is a growing danger that when we speak of "It," we 
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arbitrarily posit an indeterminate power which is supposed to bring 
about all giving of Being and of time. However, we shall escape 
indeterminancy and avoid arbitrariness as long as we hold fast to the 
determinations of giving which we attempted to show, if only we 
look ahead toward Being as presence and toward time as the realm 
where, by virtue of offering, a manifold presencing takes place and 
opens up. The giving in "It gives Being" proved to be a sending and 
a destiny of presence in its epochal transmutations. 

The giving in "It gives time" proved to be an extending, opening 
up the four-dimensional realm. 

Insofar as there is manifest in Being as presence such a thing as 
time, the supposition mentioned earlier grows stronger that true 
time. the fourfold extending of the open, could be discovered as the 
"It" that gives Being. i.e.• gives presence. The supposition appears 
to be fully confirmed when we note that absence, too, manifests itself 
as a mode of presence. What has-been which, by refusing the pre
sent, lets that become present which is no longer present; and the 
coming toward us of what is to come which, by withholding the 
present, lets that be present which is nOt yet present-both made 
manifest the manner of an extending opening up which gives all 
presencing into the open. 

Thus true time appears as the "It" of which we speak when we 
say: It gives Being. The destiny in which It gives Being lies in the 
extending of time. Does this reference show time to be the "It" that· 
gives Being? By no means. For time itself remains the gift of an "It 
gives" whose giving preserves the realm in which presence is ex
tended. Thus the "It" continues to be undetermined, and we our
selves continue to be puzzled. In such cases it is advisable to deter
mine the It which gives in terms of the giving that we have already 
described. This giving proved to be the sending of Being, as time 
in the sense of an opening up which extends. 

(Or are we puzzled now only because we have allowed ourselves 
to be led astray by language or, more precisely, by the grammatical 
interpretation of language; staring at an It that is supposed to give, 
but that itself is precisely not there. When we say "It gives Being," 

I 
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"It gives time," we are speaking sentences. Grammatically, a sen
tence consists of a subject and a predicate. The subject of a sentence 
is not necessarily a subject in the sense of an ego or a person. 
Grammar and logic, accordingly, construe it-sentences as imper
sonal, subject-less sentences. In other Indo-Germanic languages, in 
Greek and Latin, the It is lacking, at least as a separate word and 
phonetic form; but that does not mean that what is meant by the It .- is not also in their thought: in Latin, pluit, it is raining; in Greek, 
cbre, it is needful. 

But what does this "It" mean? Philologists and philosophers of 
language have given the matter much thought without arriving at 
any valid clarification. The area of meaning meant by the It extends 
from the irrelevant to the demonic. The "It" of which we speak 
when we say "It gives Being," "It gives time," presumably indicates 
something distinctive which we shall not discuss here. We shall be 
content, therefore, with a fundamental consideration. 

Interpreted by the rules of grammar and logic, that about which 
a statement is made appears as dfe subject: hypokeimenon-that which 
already lies before us, which is present in some way. What is then 
predicated of the subject appears as what is already present along 
with the present subject, the symbebekos. accidens: "The auditorium is 
illuminated." In the "It" of "It gives" speaks a presence of some
thing that is present, that is, there speaks, in a way, a Being. If we 
substitute Being for It in our sentence "It gives Being," it says as 
much as "Being gives Being." And here we are back in the same 
difficulty that we mentioned at the beginning of the lecture: Being 
is. But Being "is" just as little as time "is." We shall therefore now 
abandon the attempt to determine "It" by itself, in isolation, so to 

speak. But this we must keep in mind: The It, at least in the interpre
tation available to us for the moment, names a presence of absence. 

When we say "It gives Being," "It gives time," we are not making 
statements about beings. However, the syntax of sentences as we 
have it from the Greek and Roman grammarians has such statements 
exclusively in view. In view of this fact we must also consider the 
possibility that, contrary to all appearances, in saying "It gives Be
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ing." "It gives time," we are not dealing with statements that are 
always fixed in the sentence structUre of the subject-predicate rela
tion. And yet, how else are we to bring the "It" into view which we 
say when we say" It gives Being," "It gives time"? Simply by think
ing the "It" in the light of the kind ofgiving that belongs to it: giving 
as destiny, giving as an opening up which reaches out. Both belong 
together, inasmuch as the former, destiny, lies in the latter, extend
ing opening up. 

In the sending of the destiny of Being, in the extending of time, 
there becomes manifest a dedication, a delivering over into what is 
their own, namely of Being as presence and of time as the realm of 
the open. What determines both, time and Being, in their own, that 
is, in their belonging together, we shall call: Ereignis, the event of 
Appropriation. Ereignis will be translated as Appropriation or event 
of Appropriation. One should bear in mind, however, that "event" 
is not simply an occurrence, but that which makes any occurrence 
possible. What this word names can be thought now only in the light 
of what becomes manifest in our looking ahead toward Being and 
toward time as destiny and as extending, to which time and Being 
belong. We have called both-Being and time-"matters." The 
"and" between them left their relation to each other indeterminate. 

We now see: What lets the two matters belong together, what 
brings the two into their own and, even more, maintains and holds 
them in their belonging together-the way the two matters stand, 
the matter at stake-is Appropriation. The matter at stake is not a 
relation retroactively superimposed on Being and time. The matter 
at stake first appropriates Being and time into their own in virtue of 
their relation, and does so by the appropriating that is concealed in 
destiny and in the gift of opening out. Accordingly, the It that gives 
in "It gives Being," "It gives time," proves to be Appropriation. 
The statement is correct and yet also untrue: it conceals the matter 
at stake from us; for, unawares, we have represented it as some 
present being, whereas in fact we are trying co think presence as 
such. But could it not be that we might suddenly be relieved of all 

, the difficulties, all these complicated and seemingly fruitless discus-
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sions, by raising and answering this simple and long-overdue ques
tion: What is the event of appropriation? 

At this point we must be permitted an interim question: What is 
meant here by "answering," by "answer"? Answer means the Say
ing that co-responds to the matter at stake which we must think here, 
to Appropriation. But if the matter at stake prohibits our speaking 
of it by way of a statement, then we must give up the declaratory .- sentence that is anticipated by the question we have raised. But to 

do so means to admit our inability to think fittingly what has to be 
thought here. Or would it be more advisable to give up not just the 
answer, but even the question? How about this convincingly jus
tified and candidly posed question: What is Appropriation? The 
question asks for whatness, for the essence, it asks how Appropria
tion becomes present, how it presences. 

Our seemingly innocent question, What is Appropriation? de
mands information about the Being of Appropriation. But if Being 
itself proves to be such that it belongs to Appropriation and from 
there receives its determination as presence, then the question we 
have advanced takes us back to what first of all demands its own 
determination: Being in terms of time. This determination showed 
itself as we looked ahead to the "It" that gives, looked through the 
interjoined modes of giving: sending and extending. Sending of 
Being lies in the extending, opening and concealing of manifold 
presence into the open realm of time-space. Extending, however, 
lies in one and the same with sending, in Appropriating. This; that 
is, the peculiar property of Appropriation, determines also the sense 
of what is here called "lying," 

What we have said now allows and in a way even compels us to 
say how Appropriation must not be thought. What the name "event 
of Appropriation" names can no longer be represented by means of 
the current meaning of the word; for in that meaning "event of 
Appropriation" is understood in the sense of occurrence and hap
pening-not in terms ofAppropriating as the extending and sending 
which opens and preserves. 

Thus, we heard it proclaimed recently that the asreement reached 
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within the European economic community was a European event of 
world-historic significance. Now, if the word "event" is heard in the 
context of a discussion of Being, and if we take the word only in its 
current meaning, it becomes almost inevitable to speak of the event 
of Being. For without Being, no being is capable of being as such. 
Accordingly, Being can be proffered as the highest, most significant 
event of all. 

However, the sole purpose of this lecture was to bring before our 
eyes Being itself as the event of Appropriation. But what the word 
"Appropriation" denotes says something altogether different. The 
inconspicuous word "as," always treacherous because of its several 
meanings, must also be thought accordingly. Even assuming that in 
our discussion of Being and time we abandon the common meaning 
of the word "event" and instead adopt the sense that suggests itself 
in the sending of presence and the extending of time-space which 
opens out-even then our talk about "Being as Appropriation" 
remains indeterminate~ 

"Being as the event of Appropriation": Formerly, philosophy 
thought Being in terms of beings as idea, energeia, actualitas, will
and now, one might think, as Appropriation. Understood in this 
way, "Appropriation" means a transformed interpretation of Being 
which, if it is correct, represents a continuation of metaphysics. In 
this case, the "as" signifies: Appropriation as a species of Being, 
subordinated to Being which represents the leading concept that is 
retained. But if we do what was attempted, and think Being in the 
sense of the presencing and allowing-to-presence that are there in 
destiny-which in turn lies in the extending of true time which 
opens and conceals-then Being belongs into Appropriating. Giv
ing and its gift receive their determination from Appropriating. In 
that case, Being would be a species of Appropriation, and not the 
other way around. 

To take refuge in such an inversion would be too cheap. Such 
thinking misses the matter at stake. Appropriation is not the encom

.passing general concept under which Being and time could be sub
sumed. Logical classifications mean nothing here. For as we think 
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Being itself and follow what is its own, Being proves to be destiny's 
gift of presence, the gift granted by the giving of time. The gift of 
presence is the property of Appropriating. Being vanishes in Appro
priation. In the phrase "Being as Appropriation," the word "as" 
now means: Being, letting-presence sent in Appropriating, time 
extended in Appropriating. Time and Being appropriated in Appro
priation. And Appropriation itself? Can we say anything more about .- it? 

Along the way, we have already thought more about it, although 
it was not explicitly said: namely, that to giving as sending there 
belongs keeping back-such that the denial of the present and the 
withholding of the present, play within the giving of what has been 
and what will be. What we have mentioned just now-keeping back, 
denial, withholding-shows something like a self-withdrawing, 
something we might call for short: withdrawal. But inasmuch as the 
modes of giving that are determined by withdrawal-sending and 
extending-lie in Appropriation, withdrawal must belong to what is 
peculiar to the Appropriation. This, however, no longer belongs to 

the matter of this lecture. 
(Briefly, and inadequately as is the way of a lecture, we would 

here point out what is peculiar to Appropriation. 
(The sending in the destiny of Being has been characterized as a 

giving in which the sending source keeps itself back and, thus, 
withdraws from unconcealment. 

(In true time and its time-space, the giving of what has-been, that 
is, of what is no longer present, the denial of the present manifested 
itself. In the giving of future, that is, of what is not yet present, the 
withholding of the present manifested itself. Denial and withholding 
exhibit the same trait as self-withholding in sending: namely, self

withdrawal. 
(Insofar as the destiny of Being lies in the extending of time, and 

time, together with Being, lies in Appropriation, Appropriating 
makes manifest its peculiar property, that Appropriation withdraws 
what is most fully its own from boundless unconcealment. Thought 
in terms of Appropriating, this means: in that sense it expropriates 
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itself of itself. Expropriation belongs to Appropriation as such. By 
this expropriation, Appropriation does not abandon itself-rather, 
it preserves what is its own. 

(We catch sight of the other peculiar property in Appropriation 
as soon as we think clearly enough what has already been said. In 
Being as presence, there is manifest the concern which concerns us 
humans in such a way that in perceiving and receiving it we have 
attained the distinction of human being. Accepting the concern of 
presence, however, lies in standing within the realm of giving. In 
this way, four-dimensional true time has reached us. 

(Because Being and time are there only in Appropriating, Appro
priating has the peculiar property of bringing man into his own as 
the being who perceives Being by standing within true time. Thus 
Appropriated, man belongs to Appropriation. 

(This belonging lies in the assimilation that distinguishes Appro
priation. By virtue of this assimilation, man is admitted to the Appro
priation. This is why we can never place Appropriation in front of 
us, neither as something opposite us nor as something alI-encompass
ing. This is why thinking which represents and gives account corre
sponds to Appropriation as little as does the saying that merely 
states.) 

Since time as well as Being can only be thought from Appropria
tion as the gifts of Appropriation, the relation of space to Appropria
tion must also be considered in an analogous way. We can admit
tedly succeed in this only when we have previously gained insight 
into the origin of space in the properties peculiar to site and have 
thought them adequately. (Cf. "Building Dwelling Thinking" in 
Poetry, Language. Thought, translated by Albert Hofstadter, Harper 
& Row 1971.) The attempt in Being and Time, section 70, to derive 
human spatiality from temporality is untenable. 

True, as we look through Being itself, through time itself, and 
look into the destiny of Being and the extending of time-space, we 
have glimpsed what" Appropriation" means. But do we by this road 
arrive at anything else than a mere thought-construct? Behind this 
suspicion there lurks the view that Appropriation must after all "be" 
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something. However: Appropriation neither is, nor is Appropria. 
tion there. To say the one or to say the other is equally a distOrtion 
of the matter, JUSt as ifwe wanted to derive the source from the river. 

What remains to be said? Only this: Appropriation appropriates. 
Saying this, we say the Same in terms of the Same about the Same. 
To all appearances, all this says nothing. It does indeed say nothing 
so long as we hear a mere sentence in what was said, and expose that 
sentence to the cross-examination of logic. But what if we take what 
was said and adopt it unceasingly as the guide for Our thinking, and 

• consider that this Same is not even anything new, but the oldest of 
the old in Western thought: that ancient something which conceals 
itself in a·letheia? That which is said before all else by this first source 
of all the leitmotifs of thinking gives voice to a bond that binds all 
thinking, providing that thinking submits to the call of what must be
thought. 

The task or our thinking has been to trace Being to its Own from 
Appropriation_by way OfIooking through true time without regard 
to the relation ofBeing to beings. 

To think Being without beings means: to think Being without 
regard to metaphysics. Yet a regard for metaphysics still prevails 
even in the intention to overcome metaphysics. Therefore, our task 
is to cease all overcoming, and leave metaphysics to itself. 

If overcoming remains necessary, it concerns that thinking that 
explicitly enters Appropriation in order to say It in terms ofIt about
It. 

Our task is unceasingly to overcome the obstacles that tend to 
render such saying inadequate. 

The saying of Appropriation in the form of a lecture remains itself 
an obstacle of this kind. The lecture has spoken merely in Proposi. 
tional statements. 

Summary ofa Seminar
 
on the Lecture
 

{(Time and Being))
 

By way of introduction, many things were referred to which could 
serve as an aid to a better understanding of the lecture, and thus 
facilitate the preparation and anticipate the seminar's intention. 
These references already touched upon the questions and themes 
which in the meetings to follow were partly made explicit and pardy 
determined the path of the seminar while remaining in the back
ground. 

On account of the peculiarity of what was discussed, this seminar 
was an experiment. It was essentially different from the seminars 
which Heidegger has given in the course of his academic career. 
Expressed more superficially, this difference is already evident in the 
fact that Heidegger's own text forms the basis of the seminar, not 
a text of metaphysics. In the attempt to discuss what was said in the 
lecture, something more daring than the lecture itself became evi
dent. The lecture's risk lies in the fact that it speaks in propositional 
statements about something essentially incommensurable with this 
kind of saying. However, we must heed the fact that it is not a matter 
of mere statements, but of an answering prepared by questions, an 
answering which attempts to adapt itself to the matter with which it 
is concerned. Everything-statements, questions, and answers-pre
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