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REPRESENTATION AND POIESIS
THE IMAGINATION IN THE LATER HEIDEGGER

Those who have studied Heidegger’s rela-
tionship to Kant are familiar with his ontologi-
cal broadening of the significance of the imag-
ination (Einbildung, Einbildungskraft). But
what about Heidegger’s view of the imagina-
tion in his later works from the 1930s on? In
the Kant-reading of the 1920s, especially in his
famous “Kant-book” (Kant und das Problem
der Metaphysik) of 1929, Heidegger certainly
did not limit the imagination to its more tradi-
tional understanding as a faculty of images
(Bild, Bilder) (or representations) but rather
broadened and deepened it, making its sense
coincide with his own notions of the ontologi-
cal opening of man’s being-(t)here (Dasein).
The assumption was that the imagination,
identified with this ontological opening, is the
originary unity from out of which the separate
faculties of the cognizing subject, its spontane-
ity and its receptivity, sprout. This was in reac-
tion to the Neo-Kantian hylo-morphic priori-
tization of form over matter in cognition. To
bridge the gap between form and matter, sub-
ject and object, Heidegger looked to the imagi-
nation in Kant’s placement of it between con-
ceptual understanding and receptive
sensibility. In Kant’s epistemological system,
howeyver, the imagination is a faculty of intu-
ition and of synthesis. That is to say that in its
transcendental-formative role, despite its posi-
tioning between sensation and understanding,
the imagination, strictly speaking, belongs to
the stem of spontaneity as opposed to receptiv-
ity (to which is relegated raw sense-data), One
might then say that the equation of the imagi-
nation in Kant with the originary unity of the
stems qua ontological opening was founded
upon Heidegger’s (mis-)taking of ane of the
stems, intentionally or not, for their deep unit-
ing root.

If one takes a look at another work from
1929, Vom Wesen des Grundes, one could also
say that this reading of Kantian imagination
was based upon the inseparability Heidegger
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discerned between the “thrownness”
(Geworfenheit) and the “projection” (Entwurf)
of human existence in “transcendence”
(Transzendenz).' On the one hand, we always
already find ourselves finitized by a whole set
of environing conditions, i.e., the world into
which we are thus “thrown,” and on the other
hand, we comport ourselves to things in view
of a picture or image of the world (Weir-Bild)
that we project and that gives meaning to the
situation wherein we find ourselves. These two
aspects of our being-in-the-world are united in
what Heidegger calls “transcendence,” the fact
that in dealing with beings, we are always si-
multaneously moving-beyond (“transcend-
ing”) them toward being itself in the assump-
tion of the very meaningfulness (or “sense,’
Sinn) of being underlying those very beings
that we are comporting to. In that case, al-
though Heidegger broadens the imagination
and equates it with that ontological opening of
our being-in-the-world designated as tran-
scendence, Kantian imagination itself in the
strict epistemological-representational sense
then wonld itself have to be grounded in that
very ontological opening that unites projection
and thrownness and that would make the har-
monious fitting of spontaneity and receptivity
in cognition possible. In his subsequent
works—which I would snggest also moves be-
yond the mere relegation of the sense of being
to time as our ontologically finitizing mortal-
ity—Heidegger names that opening event of
being, Ereignis among other names.

My focus in this essay lies in Heidegger’s
attitudes toward the imagination subsequent to
his initial Kant reading in Kant und das Prob-
lem der Metaphysik of 1929.2 A certain shift
(Wendung) in his thinking becomes noticeable
in the 1930s. In the following decades he turns
away from his previous attempt to understand
being through an analysis of human existence
that makes use of the terminology of transcen-
dence and the horizon of projection, and to-
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ward being itself in its historical-epochal leads to the change of concepts in his later receptivity vis-d-vis that ontological unfolding  beings into image/object. So, along with the
unfoldings and as the world-opening works? This statement, he tells us, is com- by which the human being-(t)here is finitized understanding (Verstand), e.g., in Kant, he as-

“‘enowning event” (Ereignis) whereby human pelled by the uncovering of forther “strange- and opened. It is in the fuce of this alterity of sociates the imagination with the power of
existence is itseif opened and shaped.’ ness” (Befremdlichkeis) at the point where the being as extra-harizonal that in some of objectification that runs rampant in the mod-
Heidegger's later (post-1930) Kant-readings root of the stems lies (KPM 140g/96e). What Heidegger’s later works the imagination—de-  am epoch, which in itself however is & conse-
far the most part do not discuss the imagina- lies hidden there at the ground of the faculties. spite of its former central significance of form- quence of the historical destining of being op-
tion.* But the imagination is discussed in other is 50 deep that even the name “imagination™ ing the horizon of phenomena—becomes de- erating behind the agency of the subject’s will.
works, What we find when we look at these does not do it justice. For the root of the stems, preciated as a merely representational faculty. The imagination, together with the figure of
Iater works together is a certain ambiguity or if understood ontologically as whatunifies and As such it is placed upon the history of think-  Kant, becomes positioned as a representa-
doplicity in his stance toward the imagination. grounds heman existence, must ke at a locus ing vis-2-vis that histarical unfolding of being, tional faculty subjected to the unfolding des-
For in some works, its ontological broadening exceeding the confines of humen subjectivity, as belonging to the modem epoch. This co- tining of being in history. It is riding upon the

maintzined and developed while in other whether understood epistemically or even ar- heres with his positioning in his later readings historical stream of being. Thus what earlier
works the imagination is depreciated as a tistically or creatively, We find that in some of of Kant, as the discovercr or thinker of the pro-  was broadened beyond its epistemological
merely representational faculty, the signifi his later works, Heidegger places the imagina- ductive function of the imagination upon that meaning as indicative of the antological tem-
cance of which js restricted to the modem ep tion upon the stream of history, as contingent historical-epochal unfolding of being, And yet porality of human existence, Heidegger now
och. What may be noticeable, I think, in these to—sand as but one manifestation among oth- in other works, seemingly contrary to this regards to b an epochal configuration in its
multifarions moves from the 1930s to the ers of—that deeper unfolding of being, Never- move, the undemstanding of the imagination in bfuscating power of reducing being to repre-
1960z, however, is an approach that listens to  theless we find in some of his other later works its broadened ontological significance from scntation. That is, Heidegger associates the
that which is beyond the productive imagina- that broadened significance of the imagina- his earlier Kant reading, is developed furtherin imagination in its representational signifi
tion taken as a representational faculty of the  tio is still paradoxically maintained as well, terms of the very clearing or polesis of being, cance with the concealing (or forgetting) of be-
individeal subject, hence also beyond the ‘The imagination, in Heidegger's post-1930 that very ontological opening and nnfolding to ing even as it takes part in, and expresses, the
spontaneity of subjectivity as emphasized in  decades, stands on precari Emcog—u.w which human existence is contingent. We thus historical-epochal unfolding of being. And yet
modern epistemology. And as Heidegger dis- some works it is disparaged as a represents need to look into this apparent contradictionin  this bfoscation is simultaneousty still a self-

relation to that eriginary event of the opening  i.e., an historical configuration of the
» REEQEEE&_.@HE: unconcealing-concealing of being, Its “pro-
zon of projection—the motifs of the earlier clarified in terms of the clearing or the poiesis spend the first section looking at several works ductivity” aor “formativity” still paints to that

fimdamental ontology. That is to say, the focus of the unfolding of being that opens the world from the 1930s up to the 1960s wherein anonymous formativity, the poiesis® of being,
moves even beyond the time of mortality and  and man’s (t)here (Da). The direction of his ; Heidegger demotes the imagination as a mere unfolding in history.
instead toward the “spacing” of the world paths, while multiple, in general move extrin- representational facuity vis-a-vis that which is Heidegger regands the imagination in that
whereby man is finitized and to which he must sic to any focus upan, or link to, the spontane- ontologically more primardial. And then I will historicization as a feature of modemity but in
be receptive, An ambiguity lies exactly where  ous activity of kuman subjectivity, beyond its spend the second section looking at two works, that respect as ontologically derivative. And in
the imagination stands in relation to that open- all-too-human will, 50 as to instead pronounce ane from the 1930s and the other from the  thig agpect the imagination becomes deni-
ing occurrence of being. the finitude of man in will and reason in the 1950s, wherein an ontologically broadened grated from any cleim to antonomous creativ-
In his earlier Kant reading of the 19208, face of that which overwhelms it to silence, amagomﬁoggnwagﬁﬁw ity, whether for the sake of a more anonymous
Kani und das Probleme der Metaphysik, Hei-  e.g., what Heidegger calls, in the mid to late and further developed. Both senses—depreci-  and primordial making-process (poiesis) on
degger made the cryptic remark that the 1930, the “enowning event” (Ereigmis) that ated and broadened—of the imagination ap- the part of being or for the sake of a non-repre-
“imagination” is no longer an adequate desig-  “en-owns™ (ereigner) man's being-(t)here or, pearin the latter piece (1951), which may pro-  gentational mods of comportment on the part
nation for understanding the root of the in the 1940s and 1950, the “regionalizing” vide a clue for unraveling the apparent of man vis-A-vis the presencing of beings. We
cpistemic stems: “in the end, whathashitherto  (Gegnen) of the “region” (Gagend) as “that- contradiction in Heidegger’s stance toward the  notice this in works from the 1930s, such as
been known as the transcendental power of which-regions” (Gegner). His later discussions imagination, Die Zeit des Welthildes and Der Ursprung des
tmagination breaks up [dissolves; aufiéist] into of being no longer confine the topic-matter to Kunstwerkes' as well as one of the Nietzsche
more originary ‘possibilities’ so that by itself the horizonal-existential structure of onr en- Imagination as Representational and as lectures,! wherein Heidegger takes the imagi-
the designation ‘power of imagination® be- couater with being as in his previous Ontologically Derivative nation to be a consequence of the rise of mo-
cames inadequate” (KPM 140g/96¢). This re- Daseinsanalytik. Instead he attempts to listen dernity as man asserts his position amongst be-
mark is made in the middle of that book, the to what echoes from beyond the horizon. The ggwm&%mmﬂ.wngnomﬁn ings to objectify the whole of beings into an
aimof which was to retrieve the imagination as path of the existential analytic mmst still ba Eﬁ?g.sggmgﬁ image (Bild). And yet such self-willing of man
the hidden root of the faculties. Is this remark seen as preparatory for his later thinking,” but significance as an image-forming power that through imagination is itself regarded as bn
wndicative of & nagging question that bothered there is a shift in the angle of approach to the objectifies being, Heidegger, in some of his contingent to the epochal unfoldings shaping
Heidegger during his completion of the wark?  subject-matter of being that moves from Poat-1930 works, takes the imagination ta bea human destiny. Deeper than modern subjectiv-
Does it foreshadow the shift that unfolds later within the horizon to what lies beyond it. I taks gggom&ﬁwg:%og&ng& ity, with its feculty of imagination, then is the
in his attimde or is it. at least, a recognition of  this shift ag underscoring the otherness of be- ?@gﬁgﬁoaanﬂg&sﬂ.ogm poiesis and aletheia of being that apen up the
the inadequacy of the terminology, whichthen ing and the raceptivity of human existence—a behind reason, stiving to reduce the totality of  world making possible man's dwelling and
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subsequent representational activity. In Die first arises where the world becomes image/ making (bilden) them into images (Bild, bevondthe in-forming of farm upon matter, as

Sprache of 1950.° Heidegger undertakes this picture [Bild]” (HW 93/QCT 133/0OBT 70). Bilder), is historically (and environmentally) truly fremd (alien),
demotion of the imagination eveninregardsto  And just as every age has its own metaphysic conditioned. Bven as (epistemological or in- In search of this deeper ontological origin
its poetic role as a creative or artistic faculty, to  that determines the being of beings, so is this strumental) subjects we are subjected, and of things, Heldegger in Der Ursprung des
underscaore its finitude vis-d-vis the ontologi- objectification of beings and their world: there is a more primondial making-process Kunstwerkes loaks to what he considers to be
cally primordial and alterior non-human through the representing power of imagination than our own. This more primordial “making” the tension or strife between warld and earth.
source of its spontaneity, proving its creativity ﬁ&”@gva_uanasoa%oomsﬁ or poiesis is a theme that takes center-stagein  The warld is that whersin man founds his
to in fact really be a receptivity toward that demnity, the fundamental way in which being is some of Heidegger's works of the 1930s, As nsonimagnsugwggtagﬁn
which exceeds it. And in his Zollikon seminars  obfuscated and forgotten in this era. we have seen above, Heidegger in Die Zejt des world is set up. Things open up the world and
of the 1960s as well Heidegger denigrates the ﬂo.gaoﬁsm&%mmo}gnﬂ.?., Weltbildes relegates th concept of imagina- find their meaningful place within it. But this
mmagination as a mere representational fao- gm&oggnggng tion to its representational sphere involving world itself cannot be known as object. Nor is
ulty.” Here Heidegger distinguishes from projection is no longer the problematic of * images, a sphere in turn taken as contingeat to it “2 merely imaginary [eingebildeter] frame-
imagination what he calls “making-present” grounding cognition upon human existence the epochal unfoldings of the modsrn era. In wark added by our representation to the sum of
(Vergegenwdirtigung) as our more primordial  perseasit was in his 1929 Kant reading. Imag- other works it becomes downplayed for its things that are present®” (HW 30/PLT 44/OBT
“being-with beings” that allows for our com- gﬁwca.ngomﬁagms&g\ subjectivistic nature in favor of the Gresk 23). Likewise the the nnmasterable
partment and openness to beings without, and suaggﬁuﬁawoﬁo.gc&_:&ﬁa,. Eﬁwn&gmngggﬁ. bearer of the worl—resists man’s willfal
priar 1o, the involvement of any representa-  world:” “Man as reprosenting subject .. . fan- | ; dial. This move 15 made, for example, in his Objectification (see HW 33/PLT 47/0BT 25).
tonal unage-making. In this first part of the  tasizes, Le., he moves in imaginatio insofar as ¢ lecture, Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes (“The  The imagination in its epistemic and even n its
present essay, we shall examine these above-  his representing imagines [einbildes] beings as i Origin of the Wark of Art™) (1935-36), Ccreative functions, our knowing and our mak-
mentioned works in closer detail. the objective in the world as image/picture | ; wherein Heidegger questions whether the 08 i8 thus denied mastery aver world and
In the 1938 lecture, Die Zeit des Weltbildes  [Bild]” HW 106/QCT 147/OBT 80). The : | ‘modern notion of the productive imagination arth: “The known remains an approximation, {
(*The Age of the World Picture”), Heidegger  imagination in the post-1930 Kant readings— : can truly explain creativity, Heidegger's guid- igwggzgm:g:.
historicizes the imagination as a station inthe Die Frage nach dem Ding of 1935-36 and ing hypothesis here is that the conceptual gn&un%oﬁgwﬁaﬂa_woﬁg _
“listory of the forgetfulness of being” (see  Kants Thesis tiber das Sein of 1961—is subor- dualistic scheme of form-matter, traceahle to SS0tation™ (HW 39/PLT S3/0BT 29), Teking
HW 101/QCT 141/0BT 76). He tells us that it dinated to or eclipsed by the understanding. | the serviceability of things made intg POSRY” in light of the Greck sense of poiesis
o umolaaaaﬁosohwa ou"__ m&ﬁmrﬁaésga%nwjrmﬁoﬂﬁuaﬁ | equipments," has been used thronghout the ol B.m..n%& ontologically more primordial
or medieval—that the world as the totality of awn g Wwho reco, : an intentional workings of man,
beings becomes represented in a picture orim-  its power and activity of objectification and ; histary of metaphysics to understand beings in (I g

| . Heidegger states: “It becomes i
age, Bild, and thus objectified by man. Strml-  representation—is seen in light of the histori- . gemeral, inclnding non-equipmental beings, e

a X ' whether the essence of poetry, that is, projec-
taneously it is in modernity that man comesto _ cal-cpochal way of the self-showing of being, Wh%ﬁm&zaso?wﬁgﬁﬁa o, Ancluding tion, can be adequately tought of in o of
assert his position in the midst of beings as  Put differently, it also becomes viewed as an 51 with its hylon i (e the " ... the pawer of imagination” (HW G0/PLT 72-
their underlying subjectum. That is, in the human theoretical response to the unfolding of A saﬁaoaas ensE_.nB%. d ﬂ T3/0BT 45). Its creativity rather is character-
modern age world becomes Bild, man be-  being in comrespondence with the purview set, ; %gﬁ__&.m_nusna ized as involving the mysterions pairing of
comes subject, and truth becomes representa- by the modern epoch. Itis sighted as an all-too- | %SEEB%E..&EE & fon (oo carth and world in creative strife, apening a
tion." The reduction of being to mere image gggwﬁéﬁ&oéﬁﬁ » WL uo\owauw.a no exception (see warld upon the earth as . The fmagin.
(Bild) is accordingly seen as an occurrence Bo&ggwg%g. %ME ). However even the tion, even with its naEuB._.uo%omoan.
paraliel to the modem self-deification of con-  to which hnman dwelling, including thinking, } being B%M_ﬂgng«cma. i8 thus to be rej _Em maEEa*EmBnmgnmR lexin,
sciousness: “That the world becomes image/  can only co-respond. As a figure of the repre-, gnwn L 8 sctiemo according to which, yaing g “are” of creation becanse the bring-
picture [Bild] is one and the same occurrence  sentational mode of picturing the world that gw».npﬂoa.gwgwgs ing-forth of what is, which Heidegger ca -
as man’s becaming subjectum in the midst of reigns in modernity, the imagination has thug Bﬁaﬁﬂﬁ matter. Heidegger here argues “truth”—but with an eye toward the original
beings” (HW 92/QCT 132/0BT 69). Themore  apparently been historicized. However with e matter structare s insufficient - Greek meaning of “truth” as “anconcealing”
the subject asserts itself ag center of the uni- this “historicist” perspective, Heidegger seeks %m the thinglincss of things. (4-letheiq)—can no longer be reduced to a hn-
verse, the more the universe—anthrapo- Bﬁggggﬂnﬂ&ﬁn momggnnwg s equipmental man doing, It is not our subjecthood that is in
morphized as man’s projection—is itself thinking directed upon being jtself.” _ﬁ:m.. wﬂﬂoguoﬁao...nm_o@ﬂ control but rather “the unconcealment of be-
transformed into an image/pictura (Bild): “The ~ The demoting of the imagination in itz his- omub.ﬁfmogum\ouﬂ 15). The impli- ings [that] puts us into such an essence that ail
more extensively and thoroughly the world is  toricity from a position that previcusly sug- cation i that if the imagination (Einbildungs- our representing remains set into, and in accor-
available at man's disposal as conquered, and gested ontological precedence caincides with Nsswﬁug%go&wgag dance with, unconcealment” (HW 39/PLT 5%/
the more abjectively the object appears, all the  theimplication that can be drawn from same of ) upon sense-matter—not only F the OBT 29). We gain access to things not with our
more subjectively, that is assertively, the Heidegger's other works, namely that we do cognition of objects but also in the making of making or forming but rather through “the al-
subjectum riges up, and all the more impetu- Engwwsoc&umusuggomag ggggg. lowing [of oneself] . . . ecstatic [ekstatische)
ously observations and teachings about the wearenotultimately the makers of their being, & of the being of beings then cannot be un- entrance into the unconcealment of beings”
warid wansform into a doctrine of man, into  their presencing, even their sense or meaning. gg&w?ﬁé&ﬁ?&% (HW S5/PLT 67/0BT 41; see also HW 40/FLT
anthropalogy. It is no wonder that humanism  That is, even our objectification of beings, ton set forth instead Points to something 53/0BT 30; HW 48/PLT 60/OBT 35-36).
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Heidegger's intention is to tum our focus away occupy thecenter of creativity with the de-cen- Unterwegs zur Sprache). Here the demo- terms of the “fourfold” (Geviert) of sky/
from the autonomy or spontaneity claimed by tering of subject and world and with the self- mun is a%m& of the imagination eveninits heaven and earth, mortals and divinities
modem man and instead to poiesis—as well as  dis-posession of will. artigtic-creative role as the “poetic imagina- (Himmel und Erde, Sterblichen und Géu-

to its reception—as an anonymous happening At the end of the decade (1939), in one of " (diclterische Einbildungs involved lichen)}—unfolding the very world wherein it
of truth and being, which instigates each suc- the Nietzschs lectures dealing with Kant, un- Wowonnnssuowagﬁanaﬁﬂlwaﬁw?go? can be present and abides in relation to man
cessive cpochal world. For Heidogger here all  like in his other major Kant readings of post- posed to its epistemological representational (US 19/PLT 199-200, US 2L/PLT 201-02).
art, creation, formation in general, is such 1930, Heidegger does bring the imagination and objectifying, cognitive sense. Heidegger This mutual presencing or “essencing”
“truth’ as unconcealing and is thus essentially into the picture in his Kant-reading, albeit views the imagination here, when taken as an  (wesen) of world and thing in their interrela-
“poetry” (Dichiung) in the sense of poiesis Enn%d_ognagmég artistic faculty involved in poetic creativity nonoggwanganﬁ.goos
(see HW 59-60/PLT 72-73/0BT 44-45).Ina  however, asin the two works mentioned ahove and expression, to be a “self-pre-forming”  (Unter-Schied) that.constitutes their presence
quomstion we just cited, a few lines above, s here hisworicized. In this lecture Heidegger (sichvorbilden) of what the poet intendstosay, (US 22/PLT 202). Heidegger de this
Heidegger meations “projection” [Entwurflas  regards Kant with his doctrine of the transcen- that brings-forth beings in their imaginative presencing of world and thing in their dif-
the essence of poetry (HW G0/PLT 72/OBT dental imagination as the first to explicitly see representation and then linguistically ex- ference (Unter-Schied) in terms of the
45). We recall that projection earlier in Sein and think through the formative “poetizing” pressesthatlived experiencein theutteranceof  “enowning event” (Ereignis)” of things into
snd Zeit was associated with man's hermen-  (dichtende; creativefinventive) force lying be- the poem. Assuchimaginationisstillaformof the bearing (Gebdrden) of world—a
Eé%&gw.wﬁrﬁaﬁ hind reason, This is the force operative behind representational thinking."* In Die Sprache, “thinging"—and of warld into the granting
sense, taking off from its 1929 explication in reason’s advance positing of an “identity” be- Heidegger explains that such poetic imagina- (Gdnnen) of things—a “worlding” (US 22/
18 pmiring with thrownness in Yom Wesen des yond the variahility of the given. Heidegger tion is thus not ontologically primordial in PLT 202-03, US 27/PLT 207). Throngh their
A:s&u._.nnnugmua&ogg. here takes Kant's thought itself to be an ex- man'’s relation to being. It is but one aspect of  differesce, world and thing each comes to be
ning of this essay, and which will become fur- pression of “what had to be said about the es- poetic comportment (in thinking and speak- what it is vis-2-vis the other, Their presencing
ther developed in the mid-to-late 19305 in the sence of reason on the basis of modem meta- ing). But when poetic comportment becomes  is in mntual reference to, and distinction from,
Betrdige in terms of the opening of being as an physics.” That is, Kant’s theory expresses the understood derivatively in terms of such imag-  one another. Heidegger cautions. us that such
Sggnnﬁﬁﬁg&.w%w experience of modern reason as the subjectiv- inative making-preseat, it becomes reduced to  ontological happening that presences world
notsamuch a human doing but rather the “say- ity of the subject representing beings in their an act of representation whereby the poct pre-  and thing in their diffecentiations—which he
ing™ (Sagen) of the unconcealedness of be- objectivity and thus as “imagination forms or pictures (“images,” bildet . . . vor) to  calls “the peal [or: ‘chime,’ ‘echo’] of still-
{§5—not 3 himman saying but the anonymous  [Einbildungskraft], without qualification” in himself something that could be present ness” (das Geldut der Stille}—is not anything

casing, uently Heidepger everythin licherweise Anwesendes in seinem An- human (US 27/PLT 207). It is not up to man's
BE.NB_ noﬁﬂwnﬂw i &a&ug D el § that beings arc” (NLW Mﬂwma. which mﬁn ?&BB becomes spoken volition. Rather man himself is ..Boiu.o&.
s water in his Belirége:  1BO/N1 SBSA13 96). O more succinctly, rea- through the composed poem (US 17/PET 197).  (ereigner), brought into his own (eigen) being,

“understanding as thrown project; the thrower son is imagination in its objectification of Poetic comportment however has another as- through this event (Ereignis) (US 27/PLT
of the project is wgugﬂ.:mﬂmugn things. And such objectification is in accor- n%?&ogmg of its essentinl determina-  208). In the authentic experiencing of poetry
through the throw” (B 259/C 183).' What dance with the general direction of Western tion that exceeds that representational herizon EnPEigeonﬂgagmnl
seems (o be underscored here is the primacy of thought (and unfolding of being) in that stage set-farth by the imagination. This other and  is broughtinto his ownmast (eigentlich) being;
the throw overany all-too-human projectionor  of its history."” What is interesting however is non-representational aspect of poetry involves  and thisis not an accomplishment of the imagi-
ineation. Both art and projection here are  that a link is made between bath reason and what Heidegger calls “commemorative” or nation but rather the enowning event (Er-
rather roganded anonymously as such poiesis, - imagination as belonging to the spontaneity of “recalling” thinking (andenkende Denken) as  eignis) of being. The imaginative invention,
referring (o the strife of world and earth from  subjectivity, and the productive force that ex opposed to representing thinking (vorstellende speaking, or understanding of mortals cannot
out of which things emergs as what they are  presses the historical unfolding (or polesis) of Denken), a thinking that is receptive of the say-  be accomplished apart from what the very fini-
(se= HW 61/PLT 74/OBT 46). The imagina- being. Tmagination as both objectifying and ing of the other-than-self as opposed toa think-  tude of their mortality entails: We are first re-
tion then in its formative function in the hylo- image-forming (Le., representational) on the ing that is all-too-ready to impose its subjec- quired to listen to what is given—ever so sub-
marphic scheme may be left at its traditional one hand and as creative-formative or tive a priori categories upon things.” tly—in the presencing of world and thing, “the
Kannan locus, And yet on the other hand, this “poetizing” (in the broader entological sense) Heidegger goes-on in Die Sprachetotellus  peal of the stillness of dif-ference” (das Geldut
_cng.ﬁamawoaéngnm&ugw on the other hand, points to a certain duplicity that the naming act in a poem involves more  der Stille des Unter-Schiedes) (US 28-29/PLT
of being. The standpaint of the imagination in  that we also find, for example, in his 1950s than simply applying terms to imaginable ob-  208-09). This means that the poetic sayifg of
its productivity—whether epistemological or  work, ...dichterisch wohnet der Mensch..., jects and events, It calls-ont into the distance mortals is ultimately a responding (das
instramental or creative—is here regarded asa  which we shall discuss later in the secand seo- and calls things forth into manifestaess, bring-  Entsprechen, “corresponding”) that is a recep-
tendency belonging to the subjectivism of the tion. In one sense it is expressive of the unfold- ing them closer into presence (Anwesen) as de-  tive listening (hdrendes Enmehmen, “lisiening
moderm period that views the world anthropo-  ing of being but tn another sense is limited tn termined through their very absence receiving”) of that still sound, & reply in ac-
morphically to misinterpret creation as the the epoch of representation (or objectifi- (Abwesen) (US 18/PLT 198-99).> In being knowledgment of (anerkennendes Entgegnen,
production of the supposedly autonomous  cation). called-forth through naming, the thing gathers  “acknowledging reply to”) the presencing of
subject. wﬁégﬂég ofbeingin Heidegger continues his demotion or depre- and assembles a surronnding context—which  being (see US 29/PLT 209). Representing in
the turmngs of late modemity, newer avemes  ciation of the imagination vis--vis pofesty in Heidegger during the years surrounding this general—projective and impositional of its
are opened up. The imagination can no longer  his 1950 lecture, Die Sprache (“Language™) work, in the 19405 and 1950s, discusses in forms—including poetic imagination, must
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peesuppase the prior occarrence of being  one of the epistemological defin on of as a way of our being-in-the-world, 2 mode of  with temporality. That is aot the pupose of this
whereby beings become manifest. Postized imagination as the ?n_mwv. Ennmﬂmlmmg uﬂ«%ﬂn our us.w&um.ouoa ngmglgﬁ essay, however, so1shall not gointo that heee,
beings are not only imaginatively represented. the no-longer ar not-yet present in a ro-presen- a mods of “being-with . . . in standing-open™  What we find then, in shor, in the above
Bven prior to their in-formation (Ein-bildung,  tation. One may also be reminded of “making- (affenzustomdiges Sein-beiy—here taken as a mentioned works is ademoting of the imagina-
imagination), they are detcrmined in their present” (8egenwiirtigen) in its association definitive characteristic of being human (Z fion vis-2-vis the more primordial presencing
presence from out of the unconcealedness with retaining (behalten) and expecting 95g/73¢). In contrast to meking-present as this  or Eg.nm the o:oi.mw_w event whether un-
(Unverborgenheit) of their being, over which (8ewdrtigen) in the three-fold ecstatic. “standing-open being-with” (affenzustandiges  derstood in terms of historical destining, the
the poet decrees no power. In this respect, horizanal temporality of Heidegger's earlier Sein-bei), which also involves the lived body  aletheic strife of world-earth, the presencing
postizing, even priar 0 being an exerciss of - Grundprobleme der Phéinomenologie of 1927, (sea Z.86g/74e and 110g/84e), Heidoggerhere  of world and thing via the sounding of their
subjective spontaneity i8 a letting-presencing  the temporality with which the imagination thus relegates the imagination instead torepre- - mutual difference, or the pre-representational
(Anwesen-lassen) of beings.” In shart, even was related in his Kant-reading. But sentation as a derivative mode of being and  comportment of making-present as an open-
our poetic experience of composing or listen- Heidegger carcfully delineates making-pres- comportment. And representational thought ing. However among Heidegger's post-1930
5 o postry entails something more primor-  ent (Vergegenwitrtigung) here as amode of be- (Vorstellung) 2s a derivative mode of comport-  works, there are also those whercin he scems to
&asﬁ.gggﬁgﬁnﬁ. ing with beings (eine Weise des Seins bei ment (verhalten) is in tumn scen as inadequate  maintain that ontological broadening of the
nation. It involves the anomymous, non- Seiendem), and explicitly distingnishes this for grasping the ontological structure of the  imagination from his carfier Kant reading of
:ggaﬁogogmgn& from fmagining (einbilden, Einbildung) now human being-(t)here’s comportment to beings 1929 but developing it further. We now turn to
being, the unconcealing of being that pres- taken as a mode of representation (see Z 91— in its openness to being. ) those warks.

ences warld and thing in mmutual &unmnnau. 92g/71e). While representation isitselfamode Heidegger’s view of the imagination in the

Oering up 8 context for man's meaningful of compartment and hence one way of our be- Zollikon seminars then differs from his catlier  The Imagination and the Open in the
dweiling and comportments. ing, imagination is ontologically derivative in conception in his first Kant reading as well as Later Heldegger

] anﬁgﬁﬁgﬁg comparison to making-present. Heidegger that of some phenomenologists starting with

significance is again dealt with but briefly and points out that while Vergegenwéirtigung does Husserl who attribute to it  broader scope of  The imagination as an epochal aspect of
™ be cast down, & dscads and a half later, in not necessitate the involvement of an actual activity. The seminar session curiously ends  modermity that reduces being via representa-
one of Heidegger's Zollikon seminars of the Presence, it also does not involve any kind of with a critique of modern thought—of which  tion must presuppose the historical unfolding
1960s. This particuler seminar is from March representation (Vorstellung) or “image” (Bild) Kent (as well as Husserl) without being men-  of being. Heidegger understands being qua
1965, a few years after Heidegger's third major (see Z 87-88g/68-69, 92g/726). In getting to tioned would be & prime example—in its  time in the later works in terms of this history,
Kant-reading (Kants These dber dag Sein, Eon.&ngoulmnnammuxug_nwg hubristic self-blinding tendency. Heidegger as the destining configurations of
1961) wherein the imagination is conspicu- of Zurich—one must somehow comport to it tells us that its calculative thinking incapaci- - unconcealment-concealment, presencing-
oﬁwﬁw_o&nnuggmomwww&a? before one gets there, that is, be aware of it tates us from a receptive (hinnehmend aus-  absencing. Thus in the works we examined
gists, psychiatists, and doctors, Heideggerre- ~ caming presence even if not explicitly or the- gesetzt) experiencing of being that addresses  above, the imagination is depreciated in its
wrns his focus back upon the existential matically, But this comportment, in one’s be- us threugh onr openness to beings (Z96g/74-  contingency to that streaming history of being
structures of man that he ance analyzed in Sein ing directed toward it, involves no imagination 75c). Imagination as representation is thus asmodem representation. And yet in two other
und Zeit, But in this context, he engages the  of thenot-present. In other words, ane s not re- contrasted with this non-representational - post-1930 works, which we shall examing in
imagmation anew. In this work, as in the works quired to mentally picturs the station in a ra- apening of our existence into the world. Com-  this section, the term “imagination™ is used ina
We examined above, Heidegger takes the produced or anticipating image (Z 92g/71e). porting in the world, oneis alteady beyond any ~ sense that appears to contravene that demotion
imagnation as a species of representation. In To comport to it in such a way pre-themati- self-enclosed mind and involved with things  to a representational faculty as an epochal fea-
disunction from his claim in Kant und das cally, as ane walks toward the train station on other than “1” Qur existence as ex-sistence is  ture of modernity. It is instead used to desig-
Froblem der Meaphysik, the imagination here  one's way to work, whils thinking about the already in tune with the alterity of things, asan nate that very unfolding opening of being. Ina
1s not to be placed on the same level with our weather or imagining & pretty girl ar day- opening that is being-toward-other, beyond  work from the mid to late 1930s, the imagina-
beng-(t)here (Dasein). This is so, h explains, dreaming, differs t only from explicitly hav- and outside of our mental approprations of  tion is equated with the “clearing” (Lichtung)
because warldly comportment in its pre- inga thought about—a representation of—the these things in representation. But thethinking  along with that enowning event (Ereignis) we
nnﬁgm._uen_nmsnoﬂswosogomsm? ggwsauoggwsug% mind (cogito), as the realm of representation, mentioned above. And in the early 1950s the
oy images’ for ropresentation. From  image of it fioating in one's mind, It reton o is precisely where the imagination is now con-  imagination is more explicitly doubled within
e gnanon in that representational sense,  anontological unfolding that is always already fined in contrast to its eaclier broadening tothe  a single text as fantastical (or representational)
Heidegger distinguishes what he calls “mak- in ane's engagements with the world—with- ontological (t}here of human existence, Weal-  image-making on the one hand but algo as the
B o T rgegenwirtigung). He do-  out hawever necessitating not only physicd] or ready ex-sist in the warld outside of that ~ontological poiesis on the other hand. Such ad-
fines this latir aa one way of “being-with” actual presence but also imaginal or ideal pres- wherein the imagination belongs. One could ditional twists and turns in these later warks,
(Sein bei) beings in the sense of being-directed eace, hence in a pre-thematic, pre-cpistemic, also draw an implication from these discus- unfolding a complexity involved in the issue,
toward them, whereby one can comport to pre-cogitative, non-representational comport- sions that a pre-epistemic sense of “spatiality,”  should precinde any one-dimensional under-
something that oneself is nor and stand-open meat. Thisis the sense of what Heidegger calls ireducible to any form of intoition, in excess  standing of the imagination’s role and signifi-
§A§§§u§§§F regardiess  “being-with” or “being-at” (Sein-bei) (Z 90g/ to the scope of representational imagination, is  cance for Heidegger. )
omsunuﬂﬁaoﬂgﬁuneogw (leibkaft) 70e, 93g/72). And making-present a5 & mode operative in the structuring of our existence The imagination as & representational fac-
uﬁgﬁowswmmhwlﬁaw.gggg nmmﬂnwc&nw.iwvrggwwmamnwmq and ought to be taken into consideration along  ulty that comes to prominence in modern epis-
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temology cannot itself be identified with the Geschehens) of the “between™
ontological Eag@sm that opens the warld L) Eose.ﬁn“n.osu. subject and MN_%MM& .Mw MM.

made mare explicit in the other wark (from cally Man Dwells o
1951) which we shall examine below In §§ .«Jeg. der Mensch
: h € ] 5 . M o0s
___,.W_unwnmﬂwgmom clearing” (Lichtung) Em-.louowaﬁggwﬁoghm
soma_oumﬂunecﬁﬂnsﬁﬁgnu&awo ngw.mnna&oa“osaunﬁgsngﬁbw
become manifest, the place of being's Sprache—Heidegger re-defines that imagina-
%— nn._haancw&omnﬂog&:m tion in terms of its paiatic significance and dis-
s conceals being. In his second major num&%ﬂgmgnmg.&agg%
&Engwhkgnggbv.w.a% representation that copies or imitates in im-
P o e metin i e s e O 1 TS e i
joz when i in the -
he speaks of a “circular bappening” (kreisende ducing fantesy and illusion, %nﬁgowg
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of this lecture, the imagination is downplayed sense. That is, Heidegger in this lecture also
as it was in Die Sprache of 1950. Heidegger,in  speaks of a different sense of “imagination” by
discussing Holderlin, suggests that “poetry” rendering it in the plural as Ein-Bildungen
(or “art”) is not the mere play-thing of human  (“imaginings,” “imagings,” “in-formations™)
imagination. Referring to Holderlin's poem and equating it with the showing of that which
that begins with the line, “In lovely blueness  brings to man the measure of dwelling and to
blooms the steeple with metal roof,” which poetry responds—the “poietic™ occur-
Heidegger tells us that the phrase appearing in  rence of being.” Heidegger tells us that to the
it,“. .. poetically mandwells...” doesnot “say  extent that poetry gathers together the “dark-
that the poetic exhausts itself in an unreal play  ness and silence of the alien™ with the “bright-
of poetic imagination [poetischen ness and sound of heavenly appearances,” it
Einbildungskraft]” (VA 192/PLT 214). Imagi- speaks in “images” (or “forms™) (Bilder) and
nation in this impoverished senseis an all-too-  thus involves “imaginings” (Ein-Bildungen)
human faculty denigrated back down to its of sorts (VA 205/PLT 225-26). The “image/
more mundane significance as fantasy. The form” (Bild) here however is not the image that
task of surmounting the earth to fly into anun-  appears in the mental act of representation.
real realm, that is, the aim of “metephysics”in This is not “poetic imagination”
its pejorative significance, is to be left to the  (dichterischen Einbildungskraft) in its merely
imagination in this sense as phantasm. What represemtational aspect as discussed in Die
Heidegger here calls “poetry” on the other Sprache of 1950. Instead, in its hyphenation,
hand is that which places us “on this earth,”al-  theterm is broadened beyond its mental-repre-
lowing us to dwell as belonging to the earth  sentational significance to mean the paietic
(see VA 193, 196/PLT 215, 218), “Barthly” provision of an ontological measure from that
dwelling is thus contrasted with “metaphysi- which exceeds our capacity to know—thus
cal” imagination. From this perspective, even “dark and silent.” Bild comes to mean that
the Kantian pursuit to ground metaphysics and ~ which is “formed” in a formation (Bildung)—
cognition would be a metaphysical concern, no longer understood as the mere doing of the
no longer of interest to Heidegger. One of the  subject, not confined to mental subjectivity —
points Heidegger seems to be making during that aflows for the unfolding of being, the
this petiod is to not willfully posita ground or  presencing of beings, and our dwelling and
principle of truth but rather to let truth unfold  comporting to things. How does Bild here
“poetically,” Le., in its poiesis, referring to  compare with the Bild that was the horizon of
truth understood as unconcealment (aletheia). being in the earlier Heidegger? In Vom Wesen
‘This is the other aspect of poetic comportment ~ des Grundes of 1929, the Bild was of the world
to which Heidegger had already pointed in asa whole, which in its prior projection makes
1950 (Die Sprache) in its distinction from the  all comportment to, and presencing of, beings
representational aspect as imagination. possible, Imagination in the early Kant-read-
Heidegger tells us here that the necessary ing of that year (1929) had an implicit connec-
“measure” for man's dwelling upon earth and tion to that world-Bild projection as we dis-
amongst beings requires “poetry” as a re- cussed above. The sense of “imaginings” (Ein-
sponse to this call of being, i.e., the “pealof the  Bildungen)here inherits that earlier broadened
stillness of difference” discussed in Die significance of theimagination.® Perhaps, tak-
Sprache. That is, “poetry” is the ganging of the  ing account of what he had noticed much ear-
allotted dimension of our dwelling, and as lier—that the term Einbildungskraft with its
suchinstitutes the unconceaiment of beingand  Kantian or epistemological conception is inad-
opening-up of the world in a receptive-letting  equate to designate that event of being—
of this opening-unconcealing-unfolding, Soin Heidegger has now added byphens, while plu-:
general there is an agreement here with his dis-  ralizing it, as if to underscore its more literal
cussion in Die Sprache of poctry and poiesis  sense: the “formations” of beings in the on go-
that we touched upon above. ing configuration of being’s unconcealment-
Yet after the initial and seeming disparage- concealment.
ment, the “imagination” within this same work Heidegger in most of his work at this stage
comes to take an an other and less pejorative  of his life is no longer using the
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phenomenological langnage of projection or ~ What we have here then are two works : bjectivity. That duplicity becomes ex- to differentiate it from the human mental fac-
horizon. By contrast he underscores man's re-  Heidegger’s post-1930 works, i:&&n@mﬂ %muh_n_mwsuﬂﬂwﬂ anﬁvhusnwomﬁngqﬂ" ulty of Einbildungskraft. In order to
cepuvity I & letting vis-2-vis the alterity of be-  earlier ontological broadening of the imagina- between Embildungskraft and Ein-Bildungen. understand Heidegger's stance toward the
ing that withdraws as it unfolds. Polesis seems tion in his 1929 Kant reading has been appar- The imsagination's time-formation and syn- imagination, one must thus bear in mind this
o designate that carresponding of man’s re-  ently retained but also developed further, i.e., thetic function—when understood in its prop-  duplicity and ambiguity in his attitude toward,
ceptivity and being's unfolding in the forma- in relation to Lichtung and Ereignis in the erly Kantian sense, which for the later and very usage of, the term.
uon of beings, but as a singular occurrence  Beitréige of the mid-to-late 19305 and in terms Heidegger becomes an epochal expression (or ~ I'would like now to make some further sug-
rather than a dualistic relationship. In his ear- of Bin-bildungen . . . dichterisch wohnet der obscuring) of being—in itself then cannot be  gestions as to how, in light of this duplicity of
lier terminology, projection was always paired  Mensch. .. in the early 1950s, At first this fur- adequately equated with the poietic unfolding  the imagination, one might understand some
with thrownness, a pairing which then afte  ther development of the imagination appears of being presupposed in the ontological struc-  of Heidegger's twists and turns in his Inter
1930, in the Beitrige, becomes developed asa  to contradict his other post-1930 works that we turing of human existence. To this extent kis  thinking away from his earlier fundamental
thrown-projection (geworfener Entwurf) that examined in the mﬂ~ section, wherein 1929 reading of Kant (Kant und des Prablem ontology, especially in relation to temporality
18 fundamentally united with the ontojogical Heidegger relegates the imagination as a rep- der Metaphysik) that equates the imagination and spatiality, willing and letting, spontaneity
event of enowning (Ereignis). In the works of  resentational faculty that makes its rise during with the ontological root upiting humn facul-  and receptivity. First, how ought we to under.
the 19405 and 1950s, the single verb of lefting  the modem period in the history of being, ties was a violent, even if intentionally mntat-  stand the jdentification of the imagination w
(lassen) (or releasement, Gelassenheif) re- Heidegger seems to be wavering between two ing, mis-understanding. Recognizing thishim-  the clearing in the Beitriige of 1936-387 One
places the thrownness of projection. What different ways of understanding the imagina- " gelf, Heidegger therein states: “In the end, might compare that broadened equation of the
Heidegger wighes to make explicit here in . . . tion, and yet the distinction made between rop- what has hitherto been known as the transcen-  imagination and the clearing in the Beitrige,
Senrerioch woknet der Mansch . . . of 1951 - sescatational Einbildungskraft and ontologi- . dental power of imagination [trunszendentale  with the earlier broadening of the sense of
b 1 that these imaginings (Ein-bildungen) cal Ein-bildungen within . . . dichterisch Einbildungskraft] breaks up [dissolves; “freedom” (Freiheit) that occurs not only in
re not the fres functioning of human subjec-  wohne der Mensch. ... scems to provide a clue aufidst] into more originary ‘possibilities’ so  Vom Wesen des Grundes of 1929 but also in
“tivity, whether epistamic or artistic. Ein-  tounderstanding that duplicty of the imagina- that by itself the designation ‘power af imagi- Vom Wesen der Wahrheit of 1930 and in other
Bildungen point not to man but rather to that  tion in Heidegger's thinking. nation® [‘Einbildungskraft'] becomes inade-  warks from that period.® One could certzinly
sgggwﬂgaagg. quate” (KPM 140g/96€). And yet the continu-  link, in light of Heidegger’s fundamentai on-
capeity and from below the surfice autonomy  Concluston: Imagination, Spacing, ation and development of such an omological  tology, the frecdom of reason in the pursuit of
of the modem subject. It is the unfolding of be- Rece broadening of the imagination almost ten  its rational intecests that drive cognition (as
18 providing for us a place to dwell amongst ptivity, Letting years later in the Beitrdge and a little over discussed by Kant), and which in Kant's sys-
. thngs and persons. In its withdrawal as alien,  Tis we have Heidegger, from the 1930s to twenty years laterin ... dichterisch wolnet der  tem would be operative in the very spontaneity
. dack, silent, an open space is cleared for our  the 1960s, ignaring the imagination in his ma.. Mensch. ., cachin its own ways, provide indi- of the imagination, to antological temporality
dwelling, a *measure” for our way of being. jorKRantreadings (Die Frage nach dem Ding of cators as to what that “inadequate designation”  via the care for one’s own being. But in thase
Genuine poetry, according to Heidegger, lis- 1935-36 and Kanty Thesis dber das Sein of of the imagination would have to assume for two works just now mentioned, “fresdom
tens to (and heace lets be) E«:&Bn sound of 1961), while either (1) relegating it, when Heidegger. In that sense the post-1930 discus-  also suggests a spatial wmnEmBuma as the
the provision of that “measure; which we may thematized in its capacity as a function of rep- sions of the imagination shed some light upon  “open,” ie., a “free space,” the clearing of bey
relate o “the peal of the stillness of difference”  resentation and objectification, to & feature of his earlier understanding of the imagination in  ing in its aletheic unfoldings that opens the:
in his work from the previgus year Hence  the modem epoch (Der Ursprung des Kunst- Kant. “Imagination” in the ontologically world of beings. The “freedom” behind the
while “poetic imagination” (dichterischen werkes of 193536, Die Zeit des Weltbildes of ! broadened sense is no longer a human faculty  spontaneity of the cognitive act and in general
Einbildungskraft) in Die Sprache of 1950 is 1938, a Nietzache lecture from 1939, Die or property owned by man but rather that indicativeof what Heidegger was calling at the
ltmited to its representational significance in  Sprache of 1950, and a Zollikon seminar fram whereby human existence in its being-(here  time (1929-30), “transcendence,” and discuss-
relation to the deeper poetic respanding to the 1965); or (2) furthering and developing its on- (Dasein) is itself owned, opened, in the ing in terms of world-Bild projection in man's
g svent (Ereignis), “the peal of the - ologically broadened significance in terms of enowning event (Ereignis) of being. “Imagina-  being-in-the-world, ultimately refers to that
w of difference,” an year later in. . . clearing, enowning, poiesis, and letting ‘ tion" as a formative faculty of representation froeing/freed space, the open. The “anonym-
dichverisch wahnet der Mensch. . .., of 1951, (Beitrage zur Philosophie of 1936-38, and.. ' and objectification however then must presup-  ity” of that open sounds more explicitly some
that deeper antological unfolding is itself des-  dichterisch wohnet der Mensch. . . of 1951), pose that event of being; and as a faculty that  years later in the Beitrdge as that wherein
ignated as “imaginings” (Ein-bildungen) but The two senses of the imagination in the post- . rises to prominence in modernity, it mmst pre-  man’s being-(Ohere is thrown, opened, and
qualified in its hyphenation and pluralization 1930 Heidegger—the imagination as a sponta- | suppose the streaming history of that ontologi-  grounded. One might say then that freedom in
as distinct from “postic imagination” neous faculty of the humen subject, bound to cal event. On the other side of that historical this sense is indicative of our receptivity, our
(poetischen Einbildungskraft) in its impover- - modermity, and the imagination identified with contingency of human existence, lies being in  ontological contingency as thrown and
ished sense. What i8 certain is that what the ontologically formative occurrence its clearing (Lichtung), the on-going poietic implaced into that free open. We could thus un-
£8 by Ein-Bildungen sounds (poiesis) of enowning and clearing—are and aletheic reconfigurings of unconcea- derstand the association of the imagination
from a source far beyond, or alien—and thos  clearly distinet since the clearin g of enowning Iment-concealment. In the Beitrdge with the clearing in the Beifrége in terms of
befremdlich (strange)—to, what may be re- 8s well as the polesis that makes dwelling pos- Einbildung is equated with that Lichtung of thisbroadening of what “freedom™ means, i.c.,
doced 10, ar delimited by, the structuring of sible are ontologically more primal than any * Ereignis, and later in . . . dichterisch wohnet asan ontological opening that exceeds any sort
man's being-(Ohere, let alone subjectivity representing act; they are prior to any function der Mensch. . . , it is re-named Ein-Bildungen of human doing. By contrast “imagination” as
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a homan faculty of representation would cer- ongoing aletheic configurin,
) gs of unconceal-
“.ﬂw WW.. NM». .Ha%”w n.”ww» ontological opening ment-concealment, its “releas o
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in- .E.Smaaa and in turn making possible the hylo-morphism of the imagination as an
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western Usiversity Press, 1969). Also more ro. xvi, where Heidogger staies, “The thinking of the
§w~§_€n§H§55F5
gmﬁ&.&»wuoggggaﬁ.
Eu&oggpaggoagwga?
damental jssue, &héagagg
ﬁa@gggéiﬁﬂﬁ&&;g&
page numbers with g for the

ud g Gemmanand e for
gggaggﬁggggaa
Eﬂomuuumggggéﬁﬁbk
Frage nach dem Ding (What is a Thing?) and his
1961 lecture Kants These dber das Sein (“Kant's
Thesis of Being™). m&ﬁﬁugg?ug.

ceatly it has been translated es “On the Essence
gr«iﬁnﬁ&nz&_?ggaa“w

i M“w“.m.ﬂnﬁﬂcaggﬁﬂ

2 Problem der M ik (Frankfurt;
Saanoagnworﬁnﬂggﬁ
gi?iggﬁggg.
Egﬁgwaagcagqg
_SS.EEEH.ESSQE?&EE 4.
ESE.Euu-mou:ﬂggae&wew?.Eo
nﬂaBBEEnoqEanaEg&g.

3 gsung&ng?gﬂggoa
of lus banc standpoint is disputable and has beery

PHILOSOPHY TODAY
274

10

length work on Kant is Die Froge nach dem Ding;

tocols-Canversations-Leatters (Evanston: North-

zu Kants Lehre van den tr

University Press, 2001). This text will be

Grundsitzen (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1984),
translated as What is a Thing? trans. W. B. Barion,
Jr.and Vera Deutsch (Chicage: Heary Regnery Ca.,
1967). Kants These (ber das Sein, appears as part of
Hejdegger's Wegmarken (Franifust: Klostermann,
1976), 445-80, Aveilahle English transiations are:
“Kant's Thesis About Being,” trans. Ted Klein snd
Willinm Pohl, The Southwestarn Journal of Philos-
ophy 4 (1973): 7-34, and a revised version of the
same tranalation in Pathmarks , 337-63.

In his Jetter to Richardson in Heidegger: Through
Phenamenology to Thought, Heidegger writes,
“only by way of what [Heidegger] I has thought
does one gain access to what is to-be-thought by
[Heldegger] IT" (xxii).
“Making” or “production” in Greek.

Both works appear in Heidegger's Holzwege
(Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1977), which will be cited
as HW. They also both appearinthe English transla-
tion of the entire volume of Holzwege,Off the
Beaten Track (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002), which will be referred to as OBT. In
addition, Die Zeit des Weltbildes also appears in
English in The Question Concerning Technology
and Other Essays (New York: Harper and Raw,
1977), refesred to as QCT. Der Ursprung des
Kunstwerkes also appears in English in Poetry, Lan-
guage, Thought (New York: Harper and Row,
1971), which will be referred to as PLT.

This lecture forms a part of Nietzsches Lehre vom
Willen zur Macht als Erkannmis (Frankfurt:
Klostermann, 1989) identified here as NLW, and of
Die Wille zur Macht als Erkenninis in Nietzsche
Erster Band (Pfallingen: Neske, 1961) identified as
NL The English translation is The Will to Power as
Knawledge in Nietsche Volume III: The Will 1o
Power as Rnawledge and as Metaphysics incladed
in Nietzsche Volume 11T and IV (the two volumes
comprising one book) (San Francisco: Harper,
1991). The Nietzsche books in German published
by Kiostermann will be identified by their initials
and those published by Neske will be identified with
acapital N followed by Roman numerals fortha vol-
ume; the English will be identified by small n fol-
lowed by Arabic numerals for the volume.

The work appears in Heidegger's Untzrwegs wr
Sprache (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1959). Refer-
cences will be identified with US. Its English transla-
tion appeats in Poetry, Language, Thought (New
York: Harper and Row, 1971), referred to as PLT.
Published as Zollikoner Seminare: Protokolle-
Gespriiche-Brigfe (Feankfurt: Klostermann, 1987).
The English translation is Zollikon Seminars: Pro-

identified withaZ . And the page numbers followed
by g will refertothe original German edition and fol-
lowed by e will refer to the English translation.

11. ForHeideggerinmuchofhis Ister works, representa-

12,

tion becomes 2 main characteristic of modemity.
Through representation, betngs hecome abjects for
the subject of representntion to be thus dominated
and controlled. Things in general become reduced 1o
mentul phenomena or images. Man thus becomes
conceived asthe centerto which all beings must refer
intheicheing. For Heidegger the prevalence of repre-
sentational thinking makes ug blind to the ariginal
sense of truth as the unconcealment of beings and to
the sense of being as presencing (Anwesen).

The whole preaccupation of grounding the knowl-
edge of being that on Heidegger's part has jed to an
analytc of man's existential openness in the late
1920s then may itself be regarded as a response o
that very modemist preoccupation with the sub-
ject—a perspective historically conditioned by con-
figurations, which however by the mid-1900s is al-
ready being cendered loase and which thus
aonetheless constitute 2 necessary preparation for
the shift in his approach to being. On the ons hand,
with the focus upon ths historicity of thinking, it is
possible to view the carlier existentia) analytic and

unfolds through time. This self-understanding is not
to be.construed as the self-pesiting of a spontaneous
subjectivity but rather its reverse; “*Being’ into
which Being and Time inquired can not long remain
something that the human subject posits. It is rather
being stamped as presence by its time-character,
[that] makes the approach ta being-(thhere™ (Rich-
ardson, Heidegger: Thraugh Phenomenalogy to
Thought, xviif). On the other hand, time as the indi-
vidual"s mortality might also be read as at least set-
ting the stage for an understanding of time as the his-
tory of thought.

Thus ane change noticeabls in the 1930s is the shift
from the “destruction” of metaphysics tw its “aver-
coming” Reiver Schiirmann has expressed in his
lectures, that in the context of “destruction,” meta-
physics was the “happening of Dasein itself)” and it
was possible to look at an anthor like Kant tozetrieve
what sets his system in motion, imagination, to shaw
the being of man as what occoms in relation to the be-
ing of beings. With the shift in Heidegger's later
thinking, metaphysics comes to have a beginning
and ann end, 2s & period marked by the forgetting of
being's presencing, within the history of Wostern
culture. So the purpose of works like Die Frage nach
dem Ding is to avercome this forgetfulncss. See
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L ther readings of Holderlin speaks “be-
Ly ieidegger 13 lerprter of 19, Sea tbid, 265, 267 2y e ﬁusumssgan rs g?s% .._su_h:u“ ”“NM homely in being unhomely.”
Kant” (lecture-notes for course) (New York: New 22, Seeibid., 297, 884.959 and on the basis of which, 28. Saﬁ&&&iéiggiﬂ
erctay s Megearch, L), 48a0d 63.RE0- 31 Breignisisa kny woed in Heidegaers hinkingafthe i et e T el o i e (Franifut: Klostermann, 1976}; and is trnslated
spectively afterthis shiftin thinking, which focuses 1930s. In colloguial use, Ereignis means “event™ = g._&ﬂ“ﬁ_ﬁ gﬂ«. elsewher eyl el 1998) 11
upen the “tuming” (Kehre) of being (beyng, Seym) The term has thus been variously translated as “ap- Ca= bridge: Cambridge Univessity Press, 1998).

itselfinits enawning of man, however, the kistory of propriation,” “the event of appropriation.” or

being may be intesproted as the dmo that allows - “enowning,” and may be understood as connoting an

Ea?ggg.u&u?usg event that brings something into its “own™ or Philadelphia PA 19122—6090
s bere) and be deteiogd for COBBISGD,  “proper*domato. In Heldegge it detpontee e Temple University, P

' make-posaihle the understanding of being in damental historical ocourrence of beingin its unfold-

tesms of abjectivity—but which howsver is in light ing, as the emergence of beings into their own, But

af moderaity. Heidegger’s existential reading of the ggg&é&u-&ﬂ%u%

gﬁgggﬁogsggﬂ Eggﬁgggggg

of heing-(here 50 a5 to propare one for an evental coptualization in its immediate withdrawal for the
gg&ugaﬁnggwgu sake of what (i.c., beings) it grants. As such it pre-
ggﬁmﬁaggap-eugw cludes appropriation or “owning” by man, By
cvent ( Sreignis ) that tums ane's being.(Qhere—in Ereignis Heidegger then does not mean that man
spite of the imagination's inadequacy to designate “owna” being or “owns™ even his own being but
that very opening or enawning of being. In this rather that man’s being is “appropriated” or
senge as well, while “only by way of what “enowned” (ereigner) by being in this very event.

(Heidegger] I has thought does ane gain access to Etymologically, the term also has the seme of
what is to-be-thought by [Heidegger] I . . . The “bringing into view” Hence for Heidegger Brelgnic
thoughit of [Heidegger] I becomes pastible only ifit gﬁgaﬂgggg
s contained in [Heidegger) I (Richardsan, FSE?&E?&BE%E?%S.
Heidegger: Thiough Phenomenology tm Thoughs, ing of the apen. Ereignts then i3 the event of this
xxif). opening, See Thomas Sheehan's discussion of this
14, Eﬁgﬂsggﬁgﬁg g?:bggnnm&&wnn.gs
through the projection of ideas (Le., “forms”) we Continental Philosophy Review 34 (Tme 2001):
g%s&wnﬂwﬁqgaﬂﬂggi 196-98,
gsugwcb.gndasgﬁ‘ ??gfnﬁguﬁ.
cordingly. Vergegemwitrrigung is commonly transiated as “en.
15 Dwelling (wohnen) is how Heidegger describes the visaging,” but here the term has s special
bewng-m-the-world of man in some of kis Jater Heideggerian significance,
works. It ivolves our oomportment to beings inac- 5, Thislecture (.. . dichrerisch wolinet der Mensch ...}
gﬂ&sggggag rgﬁism&nﬂw&-%nsa&?
surpassingman himself, I8 takon from the world and (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 2000), identified as VA
tha self-showing of beings as a whole. The English translation (“. . . Poetically Man Dwells
16.

BB

Martin Heldegger, Beitnige tur Philosophle (vom -+ ") I8 in Poetry, Language, Thought (New York
Ereignis) (Prankfurt: Klostermann, 1994) referred Harper and Row, 1971), identified as PLT.
an"aﬁﬂgiaﬂgga. 25. On this see John Sallis’ discussion in Schges
(from Enawning) (Bloomington: Indiana niversity (Bloomington: Indiann University Press, 1990),
Press, 1999) referved to as C. This in spite of the fact 185-86 and 189. Hia taks an the imagination in gen.
that be also equares imaginetion with clearing, an ezl in Heidegger however is somewhat different
equation we shall examine below. from mine.

17 Egugsng&gaﬂggﬂ 26. mﬁgggwggggn
Egnggﬁsnﬁuégeg. poctry may be behind anather association of the two

. but mauficieatly and from within the epochal Inkis 1934-35 leceures on Helderiin, which initially

the anonymous fappening that opens up the world. (*Postizing—ihis is accomplished before anything

Mare on this below, else with the heip of the imagination”). Heidegger’s
18. See Friedrich-Wilhelm Von Heremann, Wege ins Hblderiins Hymnen “Germanien” und *Der Rhein”

Ereignis: Zu Hoideggers “Beitrfigen sur Philaso- (Franidfurt: Klostermann, 1980), 26. The imagina-

phiz” (Frankfir: Klogtermann, 1994), 264, 287, nggwgg.ngggﬁﬁagu

288-80. My analysis hers borrows much from folding of being.

Hemmann's reading.
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