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•SO DOES SELF-CONCEALMENT RULE AT THE 
HEART OF DISCLOSURE? A BOLD THOUGHT. 
HERACLITUS THOUGHT IT. PARMENIDES UNWIT­
TINGLY EXPERIENCED THIS THOUGHT INSOFAR 
AS, WHILE HEARING THE CALL OF 'AAHBEIA, 
HE REFLECTED UPON THE MOIPA OF EON, THE 
DESTINY OF THE TWOFOLD IN VIEW OF PRES­
ENCING, AS WELL AS OF WHAT IS PRESENT.•1 

D n his earlier writings where his interpretation of the Presocratics still resem­
bles traditional scholarship, Heidegger takes the standpoint of the classicist 
Karl Reinhardt, by whom he was greatly influenced.2 He believes that in the 
philosophical succession Parmenides was earlier than Heraclitus and that 
the latter attempted to meet the problems posed by the former. Even the 

order of his Presocratic lectures delivered in the nineteen forties still reflects this 
early Heideggerian view. The Parmenides lecture course is followed by two lecture 
courses on Heraclitus. Yet in the later period of his thought, Heidegger no longer 
thinks that Heraclitus argues against Parmenides and that the two oppose each other. 
The later Heideggerian position is that both these thinkers say essentially the same.3 

In fact, Heidegger believes that Anaximander says also the same as Heraclitus and 
Parmenides. They would not be primordial thinkers for him, those who think the 
beginning (Anfang), if they were to differ substantially from one another. 

The purpose of this article is to provide a unity to Heidegger's later reading of 
Parmenides. In the winter semester 1942-1943, Heidegger delivered a lecture course 
which was published posthumously under the title Pannenides as vol. 54 of Heidegger's 

1 Martin HEIDEGGER, ,,Moira," in Vorlriige und Aufsiitze (Stuttgart: Neske, 1954), p. 247; 
,,Moira,'' in Early Greek Thinking, tr. by David Krell and Frank Capuzzi (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1984), p. 100. All translations of Heidegger from German editions are my own. However, 
I sometimes follow closely the English translations of him which are available. 

2 Heidegger refers to Karl Reinhardt in his lecture course Die Grnndbegriffe der antiken Phi­
losophie (The Basic Concepts of Ancient Philosophy). He mentions him also in Being and Time. 

3 Martin HEIDEGGER, Einfii.hrnng in die Metaphysik {Tilbingen: Niemeyer, 1954), p. 74. Here­
after this work is cited as EM. 
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collected works.4 Surprisingly, we find there actually very little on Parmenides himself. 
Therefore, in addition to considering the lecture course, I look for the Heideggerian 
interpretations of the Eleatic philosopher in An Introduction to Metaphysics, What Is 
Called Thinking?, "Moira," "Principle of Identity," "The End of Philosophy and the 
Task of Thinking," and "Seminar in Zahringen 1973." I organize my exposition of 
Heidegger's reading of Parmenides around Parmenidean fragments. I follow the tradi­
tional order ofDiels-Kranz. 

1. 'AAH0EIA 

THE GODDESS OF THE PARMENIDEAN POEM 

Parmenides' thought is expressed in a single hexameter poem, which is sometimes 
called the "didactic poem." Substantial parts of this poem have survived. Fragment 
1 is the poem's prologue. In the prologue Parmenides tells of a goddess who greets 
him as he arrives at her home on his way which indeed "runs its course far away from 
the usual dwellings of men."5 To the greetings, the goddess adds an announcement of 
the revelation which she is going to say. Everything which follows after the prologue 
in the subsequent fragments of the poem is actually the revelation of the goddess. 
Who is the goddess?-Heidegger asks. In order to answer this question he points our 
attention to the concluding part of the prologue, namely, to verses 22-32. In English 
translation Heidegger's rendering of these verses into German runs as follows: 

And the goddess received me with sympathy; she took my right 
hand in her hand; then she spoke the word and addressed me 
in this way: 'O man, companion of immortal charioteers, 
arriving at our home with the steeds that convey you. 
Blessing be bestowed on you! For it is not an evil fate which has sent 
you ahead to travel on this way-and truly this way is apart from men, 
outside their (trodden) path-but, rather, rule and order. There is, 
however, a need that you experience everything, both the unshaken 
heart of the well-enclosing unconcealment, 
as well as the appearing in its appearance to mortals, in which there 
is no relying on the unconcealed. Also this, however, you will 
learn, to experience: how the shining [of clearing] 
(necessarily) remains called upon to shine, while it shines 
through everything and (hence) in what way brings everything to completion.6 

Although, Heidegger claims, the answer to the question 'Who is the goddess?' is 
conveyed by the didactic poem as a whole, we can already anticipate the answer. 'The 
goddess is the goddess 'truth'."7 In fact, Heidegger's entire lecture course on Parme­
nides, where he discusses the prologue, concentrates solely on one Greek word which 

4 Martin HEIDEGGER, Parmenides (GA54, Frankfurt am Main, Vittorio Klostermann, 1982); 
Parmenides, tr. by Andre Schuwer and Richard Rojcewicz (Bloomington, Indiana University, 
1992). 

5 Martin HEIDEGGER, Seminar in Zahringen 1973, in Seminare (GA15, Frankfurt am Main, 
Vittorio Klostermann, 1986), p. 403. 

6 GA54, p. 6. 
7 Ibid., pp. 6-7. 
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is commonly translated as truth, namely, on di..~0Eta. The goddess is not the goddess 
of truth for this would imply the idea of a goddess to whose patronage truth is merely 
entrusted. According to Heidegger, the goddess is 'AA.~0Eta, the truth itself. 

In what sense is • AA.~0Eta, for Heidegger 0uf, the goddess in the Parmenidean 
poem? What is the nature of the Greek gods? What is the essence of 'AA.~0Eta? By 
giving adequate attention to these questions, we shall better understand Heidegger's 
interpretation of the poem's prologue. 

The Greek word for 'goddess' is 0Ed. It comes very close to the Greek for 'look'­
efo. According to Heidegger, since the Greeks did not use accents and often would 
display a love for playing on word ambiguities, the two similar words could easily 
merge together in their meaning and usage.8 Relying on a dubious kinship between 
these two words, as well as between words oa{µovEs and oafovtEs, he makes a bold 
statement about the nature of the Greek gods. 

"0eo{, they who are called 'gods' by us, those who look into unconcealment and 
thereby give a sign, are 0ecfovt~; according to their essence, they are oa{ovt~­
oa{µov~ ; the uncanny ones who present themselves in the ordinary. If thought of 
essentially, both words 0ecfovte~ and oa{ovt~ say the same thing."9 

Like o 0Em and ~ 0Ed, in classical Greek words o oa{µov and ~ oa{µova mean respec­
tively a god and a goddess; the difference between these words being that the former 
usually refer to a god or a goddess as a person whereas o oa{µov and ~ oa{µova often 
describe divine powers or lesser divinities. Hence, 0w{, gods, can rightly be identified 
with oafovtts.10 However, Heidegger equates the words 0w{ and oafovtts on differ­
ent grounds than merely linguistic. He asks about the essence of the Greek divinity as 
such. According to him, this essence is expressed in both of the Greek words for gods. 
On the one hand, the gods, for whom he coins the term 0Edovtts (the divine ones), 
are "those who look into unconcealment and thereby give a sign." On the other hand, 
they (oa{µovts) are OatovtE~ (the self-showing ones), "the uncanny ones who present 
themselves in the ordinary."11 Let us further investigate this. 

The gods have been described as "those who look into unconcealment." By the 
word "looking" (Blicken ), however, Heidegger does not mean here "seeing" in the 
sense of looking toward or looking at. It is rather looking as the way in which one 
appears, comes to presence and shows itself, i.e. emerges as the unconcealed.12 Con­
sequently, the picture of the Greek gods which Heidegger gives cannot be confused 
with some popular view of the gods looking into and taking care of the :n:oi..ts .13 Also, 

8 Ibid., p. 160. See also Manfred S. FRINGS, "Parmenides: Heidegger's 1942-1943 Lecture 
Held at Freiburg University," Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology XIX 1 (January 
1988), p. 28. 

9 GA54, p. 161. 
10 In the New Testament Greek there is a change of meaning of the word o oa{µov which now 

becomes understood as an evil spirit or demon in contrast too 0e~. the God. 
11 GA54, p. 161. 
12 Ibid., pp. 152-153. 
13 Manfred Frings, the editor of Heidegger's lectures on Parmenides, surprisingly takes such 

a naive view for granted and even accuses Heidegger for a "shortness of vision" in the field of 
the "sociology of culture and cultural anthropology." However, Heidegger's thought cannot be 
taken for psychology, sociology or anthropology for it is not a positive science. 
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the gods are not for him just the projections of man's experiences and ideas about 
himself. He argues against the view according to which the nature of the Greek gods 
could be explained on the basis of a mere anthropomorphism. In fact, his picture is a 
remarkable one for he connects gods with being. 

"The Greek gods are neither personalities nor persons that dominate being; they are 
being itself as looking into beings."14 

The Greek gods are not for Heidegger personalized cosmic forces or man's projec­
tions on the course of nature. According to him, the Greeks do not attribute human 
characteristics to gods. However, if the gods indeed appear to them in human form, it 
is because "they experience the gods and men in their different essences, and in their 
reciprocal relation, on the basis of the essence of being in the sense of self-disclosing 
emerging; i. e. in the sense of looking and pointing."15 Consequently, the Greek gods, 
and only they, are for Heidegger a manifestation of being. They are a sphere of possi­
bilities for being for the Greek Dasein. They arrive only when being itself comes to its 
destiny in the Greek word and is experienced in its disclosure. Their essence consists 
in "their origination out of the essence of the presencing being."16 

The gods have been described as the "uncanny ones." However, for Heidegger, the 
uncanny (das Ungeheure) is in the proper sense being. The Greek gods are for him a 
manifestation of being. All anthropomorphism which is usually associated with the 
Greek gods stems, in his view, from man's relatedness to the uncanny in the disclosure 
of being itself. Being can reveal itself properly to us neither as an animal, nor as a 
thing.17 Furthermore, if for Heidegger the Greek gods are a manifestation of being, its 
particular revelation is the goddess 'AA~0eta. 'AA~0eta is 0ed, the goddess, precisely 
as a manifestation of being. What the goddess in its appearing allows to appear directs 
us to that which is to be thought in primordial thinking. Thus, we can ask further. 
What does the goddess signify? What is the essence of' AA.~0ua? 

To be sure, if by "truth" we understand truth in the traditional sense as 
correspondence (a proposition is true if there is a fact to which it corresponds), 
dA.~0eta does not mean truth.18 In a number of places, Heidegger stresses that the 
word d)..~0eta interpreted in a totally un-Greek sense and translated thoughtlessly 
as "truth," but what is expressed in this Greek word has nothing to do with any 
traditional concept of truth. The word dA.~0Eta is a compound of the privative prefix 
d- (,,not") and the verbal stem -A.a0- (,,to be concealed"). Thus, d-A.~0Eta means 
literally "un-concealment" (die Un-verborgenheit). Still, in Heidegger's view, "we 
win little by being literal for insight into the subject matter of which Parmenides 
thinks."19 Hence, it is not enough to translate d)..~0Eta with "un-concealment." We 
must cross over to its essence as originally experienced by the Greeks.20 Accordingly, 

14 GA54, p. 164. 
15 Ibid., p. 163. 
16 Ibid. ,,die griechischen Gotter dem » Wesen« und »wesenden« Sein einstammen ... " 
17 Since man's existence is a unique way of being, man cannot imitate the ways of being of 

other creatures. 
18 GA15, p. 403. 
19 Ibid. 
20 GA54, p. 22. 
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in his lecture course on Parmenides Heidegger moves towards the essence of dJ...~0Eta 
by following four directories provided by its literal translation. The outcome of his 
inquiry can be summarized as follows. 

Firstly, Heidegger notices that "un-concealment" directs us to concealment.21 

What is the Greek experience of dJ...~0Eta and what the Greeks think when they 
allude to "concealment in unconcealment" in dJ...~0Eta is not immediately clear. But 
by this observation we get some insight into the Greek word, the insight which is not 
there if we translate dJ...~0Eta "truth." Secondly, Heidegger observes that unconceal­
ment stands in some sort of opposition to concealment. Because of this opposition, 
dJ...~0Eta, as it were, stands in conflict. The Greeks think in its essence something 
like taking away or cancellation of concealment. "Unconcealment is wrested from 
concealment in a struggle with it."22 Thirdly, concealment (J...~0TJ) is not yet simply 
the opposite to dJ...~0Eta as unconcealment. Un-concealment is not a mere elimina­
tion of concealment.23 What the prefixes «a-» and «un-» properly mean in the words 
d-J...~0Eta and un-concealment is not just an undetermined universal "not." 

In the usual theory of truth, Heidegger says the opposite to truth is merely "un­
truth" in the sense of falsity. Something is either true or false. But "what is counter to 
dJ...~0Eta is neither simply the opposite, nor the bare lack, nor the rejection of it as mere 
denial. A~0TJ ... is that withdrawal by means of which alone the essence of dJ...~0Eta can 
be preserved and thus be and remain unforgotten."24 It is the withdrawing concealment 
(J...~0TJ), Heidegger argues, which lies at the heart of dJ...~0ua and reveals itself strikingly 
to the Greeks in such phenomena as decay or forgetfulness which dispose them to 
the preservation of what appears in un-concealment. Hence, un-concealment and 
preservation, dJ...~0eta and µeµvriµm, are linked together. In its essence, dJ...~0ua is 
not only dis-closure (Ent-be,gung), but also en-closure (Ent-bergung), bringing into 
sheltering (Be,gung).25 Lastly, Heidegger makes a sudden leap and says that it is the 
open (das Offene) or the free (das Freie) that holds sway in the essence of dJ...~0Eta. The 
open and free is the ground of unconcealment and disclosure. 

"For disclosing, i. e. letting appear in the open [region), can only be accomplished by 
what gives in advance the open [region] and thus is in itself self-opening and thereby, 
is essentially open, or as we may say, is of itself already «free»."26 

What is the essentially open and free? Ordinarily we say that the way which is open 
is free. The open is that which affords free passage, free from obstructions and 
hindrances. The openness is an unenclosed and unoccupied extension. However, 
according to Heidegger, we will never arrive at the open as the essence of dJ...~0Eta 
by considering the open in the sense of the extended and not shut. For him, strictly 
speaking, "the essence of the open reveals itself only to a thinking that attempts to 
think being."27 Whenever we encounter anything, the openness already rules there, 

21 Ibid., p. 19. 
22 Ibid., p. 25. 
23 Ibid, p. 183. 
24 Ibid., p. 189. 
25 Ibid., p. 198. 
26 Ibid., p. 213. 
27 Ibid., p. 222. 
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the free region is in play. Everything which is disclosed and appears in unconcealment 
is as such secured by being's openness and its clearing. 

Heidegger ends his lecture course on Parmenides by elucidating the meaning of the 
goddess 'AA~0Eta. As the manifestation of being, "she is the self-giving and inherent 
looking of the cleared into the dark."28 She is the "disclosure that shelters all emer­
gence and all appearance and all disappearance."29 In order fully to understand what 
Heidegger says about 'AA~0Eta and its essence, being as the open, we cannot limit 
ourselves to the lecture course on Parmenides alone, but we must also consider other 
works. I shall begin my further inquiry into Heidegger's di..~0Eta from his discussion 
of truth in Being and Time. 

In Section 44 of his fundamental work Heidegger asks about the foundations of 
the traditional concept of truth as correspondence. According to the correspondence 
theory, which goes back as far as Plato and Aristotle, a proposition is true if there is 
a fact to which it corresponds, namely, if it expresses what is the case.3° For example, 
the proposition: "it is shining here now" is true if it is indeed the case that it is shining 
here now. To be true this proposition must conform to the state of affairs about which 
it speaks. The essence of the propositional truth as correspondence is correctness. 
Heidegger's main point is that the correctness of propositions involves as its neces­
sary antecedent condition the unconcealment of beings. "To say that a proposition is 
true signifies that it uncovers a being as it is in itself."31 The proposition lets a being 
(a fact or a state of affairs, and in this particular case the fact that "it is shining") 
be seen in its unconcealment. Consequently, to be true means more originally to be 
unconcealed. The original phenomenon of truth is unconcealment, di..~0ua in the 
manner of dno<pa{veo0m-"taking beings out of their hiddenness and letting them 
be seen in their unhiddenness."32 The correctness of propositions arises from and 
presupposes the unconcealment of beings. 

We can notice that Heidegger's investigation of the foundations of the traditional 
concept of truth in Being and Time relates to his programme of the "destruction 
of the history of ontology." The traditional concept of truth as correspondence is 
deconstructed down to its original source: the unconcealment of beings. The tradi­
tion of philosophy-metaphysics which begins with Plato and Aristotle represents for 
Heidegger a falling away from the original early Greek experience of di..~0Eta. This 
experience is gradually covered over. The true is transformed to the merely correct. 
Accordingly, the destruction of the history of ontology in this particular case means 
looking for what went wrong somewhere back in this tradition (the transformation of 
di..~0ua into oµo{rom~, i.e. correctness) and recovering that which went out of sight 
(the original experience of di..~0Eta).33 As the necessary ground of the correctness of 

28 Ibid., p. 242. 
29 Ibid. 
30 See Dictionary of Philosophy, ed. by Dagobert D. Runes (Totowa, New Jersey: Littlefield 

Adams & Co., 1971), p. 321. 
31 Martin HEIDEGGER, Sein und Zeit (71h ed., Tubingen: Niemeyer, 1953), p. 218. Hereafter 

this work will be referred as SZ; Being and Time, tr. John Marcquarrie and Edward Robinson 
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1978). 

32 Ibid, p. 219. 
33 See EM, pp. 144-147. 
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propositions, Heidegger claims, dA.~0eta originally means the unconcealment (mani­
festation) of beings, their radiant self-showing in the manner of d:n0<pa{vw0at. 

Nevertheless, the question of the foundations of the traditional concept of truth 
can be asked in a more radical manner that takes us beyond Being and Time. In that 
work Heidegger makes the first step: from the correctness of propositions to the 
unconcealment of beings. His conclusion presented in the important essay of 1929 
,,Vom Wesen des Grundes" ("On the Essence of Reasons") is that the propositional 
truth is based on in a more original truth (unconcealment), i.e. in the pre-predicative 
manifestation (Offenbarkeit) of beings that can be called the ontical truth."34 Now we 
can ask further: what is the ground of the unconcealment (manifestation) of beings? 
Heidegger gives us a precise answer to this question: 

"The manifestation of beings is made possible only by the openness of being. This 
openness [Enthiilltheit], as the truth concerning being, will be called the ontological 
truth."35 

The question of the foundations of truth then brings Heidegger to the question 
of being. The openness of being is the condition for the unconcealment of beings. 
"Being as the open, secures in itself every kind of unconcealment of beings."36 How 
should we understand this statement? 

According to Heidegger, the human being is the only being "to whom being opens 
itself."37 This means that man is the unique being who always understands being 
somehow. However, the way in which man understands being is not just theoretical. 
Understanding is one of the ontological structures that Hedegger introduces in Being 
and Time. It has to be grasped in the context of his existential analysis of Dasein's 
being-in-the world. '1\.s understanding Dasein projects its being upon possibilities."38 

The understanding of being lies at the root of all man's comportment. In his lecture 
course on Parmenides and other works of the later period, Heidegger avoids speaking 
in terms of understanding, but expresses himself in a more poetic and metaphorical 
language. He speaks about the "bestowal of being" to which man belongs and about 
man as the "site of the openness ofbeing."39 He finds that the conceptual apparatus of 
Being and Time is burdened with both the language of subjectivity and the tradition of 
metaphysics which he wishes to overcome, and thus is inadequate for his thinking. Yet 
his basic insight remains the same. For both the Heidegger of fundamental ontology 
and the later Heidegger man is constituted by his relationship to being. Every man 
stands out into the openness of being; i. e. understands being, and his understanding 
is a dynamic, ecstatic process. What man is lies in his ek-sistence.4° Further, the open­
ness of being (its clearing) is the condition for the unconcealment of beings, i. e. for 
their accessibility to man. The openness of being is an implicit horizon or a field of 

34 Martin HEIDEGGER, Yorn Wesen des Grundes, in Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio 
Klostermann, 1967), p. 130. 

35 Ibid., p. 131. 
36 GA54, p. 224. 
37 Ibid. 
38 sz, p. 148. 
39 GA54, p. 224. 
40 Martin HEIDEGGER, Brief iiber Humanismus, in Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Klos­

terman, 1967), p. 325. 
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view within which the manifestation of beings as a whole occurs, the horizon which, in 
Heidegger's view, is usually overlooked. 

The fundamental Heideggerian conception of the later period is the history of 
being.41 This history is for Heidegger the essential history of the West. It begins in 
ancient Greece with the question of the first thinkers: "What are beings?" and with 
the primordial disclosure of beings as a whole.42 The early Greeks experience beings 
as what is present in unconcealment. 'AA~0Eta (unconcealment) is for them the basic 
character of beings, as well as the horizon within which the manifestness of beings 
occurs.43 Yet, they do not inquire into unconcealment itself. They do not reflect upon 
dA~0ELa as the horizon and the openness of being. They do not notice that there is 
concealment in unconcealment. The A~0t) in d1,,~0e1a remains unthought by them. 
According to Heidegger, the lack of inquiry into d1,,~0e1a is, however, neither a 
neglect nor a deficiency, but a consequence of their task. The task of the Greeks was 
to bring beings as such "to a first recognition and thus to their most simple interpreta­
tion."44 Should they expressly have questioned aA~0ELa, he argues, they would have 
renounced their most proper task. They would then not remain within the question 
of beings any longer. The inquiry into d1,,~0eia would put into question their question 
of beings and its answer. Only by the adherence to their task, i. e. by asking the ques­
tion of beings, Heidegger believes, "did the Greeks secure for themselves the space 
within which the whole richness of their thinking, and accordingly the character of 
beings, could unfold."45 Consequently, for the Greeks d1,,~0Eta as the horizon remains 
unquestioned. It also remains unquestioned by the tradition of philosophy-metaphys­
ics which follows afterwards. '" AA~0eia is named at the beginning of philosophy, but 
afterwards it is not explicitly thought as such by philosophy."46 In the tradition of 
Western philosophy, the original Greek experience of aA~0eta has been misinter­
preted and forced into oblivion. 

For Heidegger aA~0Eta is what is most worthy of being questioned and thought of. 
Its question is for him inseparably bound up with the question of being. Heidegger's 
inquiry brings him beyond the Greek experience of aA~0ELa as the unconcealment of 
beings to the openness of being, to the 'AA~0Eta in the no longer Greek, but Heideg­
gerian sense.47 However, 'AA~0ELa as the openness of being is not something we can 
merely think or represent. It is not our own production. In Heidegger's view, as the 
horizon, it is something (or rather no-thing) in which we always come to stand.48 We 

41 See my article, "Heidegger, the Presocratics, and the History of Being," in Existentia XI 
(2001), pp. 491-502. 

42 See Martin HEIDEGGER, Von Wesen der Wahrheit, in Wegmarken, op. cit., pp. 189-90. 
43 Martin HEIDEGGER, Grundfragen der Philosophie: Ausgewiihlte «Probleme der Logik» (Frank­

furt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1984), p. 122; Basic Questions of Philosophy: Selected «Prob­
lems of Logic», tr. by Richard Rojcewicz and Andre Schuwer (Bloomington: Indiana University, 
1994), p. 122. 

44 Grundfragen der Philosophie, op. cit., p. 138. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Martin HEIDEGGER, Das Ende der Philosophie und die Aufgabe des Denkens, in Zur Sache 

des Denkens (Tilbingen: Niemeyer, 1969), p. 76. 
47 This is a good point of John Caputo which he makes in his essay on "Demythologizing Hei­

degger: Aletheia and the History of Being," in Review of Metaphysics 41 (March 1988). 
48 Grundfragen der Philosophie, op. cit., p. 211. 
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always understand being somehow. We are thrown into the openness of being in such 
a way that it opens for us a relationship to beings. As Dasein, we are the "Da," the 
clearing of being in which beings as such as a whole are manifested.49 Further, if our 
relation to 'AA~0eta is not our own production and we always come to stand in the 
openness of being, we can say that being "gives itself" to us. The "es gibt Sein" is an 
important Heideggerian conception.50 Heidegger maintains that the verb "is" (in the 
sense of actuality) is appropriate to beings, but not to being. For him, beings are, but 
being is not. Being "gives itself" as the particular openness of being into which we 
are thrown. The essential history of humankind which is the history of being hap­
pens as being's self-giving. Nevertheless, being does never gives itself fully. Just as 
it gives itself, it refuses itself simultaneously.51 ''.As it discloses itself in beings, being 
withdraws."52 There is an essential withdrawal of being. Therefore, the openness of 
being, 'AA~0eta is not an empty, bare openness. It is rather a clearing (Lichtung). It is 
the "open region" which is created as the result of the interplay of being's revelation 
and its concealment. As it gives and refuses itself, being is more concealed in A~Sr) 
(withdrawing concealment) than revealed.53 It holds back to itself. Hence, 'A-A~0Eta, 
the openness thought as clearing, describes being as dis-closure: disclosure in self­
concealment. It is a fundamental characteristic of being itself. 

The essence of 'AA~0ua as the openness ( clearing) of being is for Heidegger the 
"open"-being itself in its disclosure and simultaneous withdrawal. Being discloses 
and conceals itself, sends itself and withholds itself in its history. However, the dis­
closure of being cannot merely be understood by contrast to its concealment. As 
Heidegger earlier notices the disclosure is at the same time enclosure. This is why he 
argues that the word euicvicAi~ next to 'AA~0ua in the verse 29 of the Parmenidean 
prologue cannot be translated as "well-rounded," but as "properly surrounding" or 
"well-enclosing."54 'AA~0ua is the well-enclosing dis-closure because beings as such as 
a whole do not only appear for a moment within the clearing of being, but they are 
sheltered within it. Each particular epoch of being-Greece, Rome, the middle ages, 
the modern world-brings about a new understanding of beings. In Greece beings 
are understood as what emerges (what is present in its unconcealment); in the mid­
dle ages, as ens creatum; in the modern world, as object for a thinking subject. In the 
very end, in our times, at the utmost of being's withdrawal, they degenerate into mere 
objects of human contrivance and lived experience.55 Because of the clearing of being, 
beings as a whole are manifested in a particular way. "Without the open, which is how 
being itself manifests, beings could be neither unconcealed nor concealed."56 Con­
sequently, as it is said at the end of the prologue, being is the open-the "shining of 

49 Ibid., p. 212. 
50 See Being and Time, p. 255 footnote. Brief iiber Humanismus, op. cit., p. 334. 
51 Brief iiber Humanismus, op. cit., p. 235. 
52 Martin HEIDEGGER, Der Spruch des Anaximander, in Holzwege (Tiibingen: Klosterman, 

1950), p. 310. 
53 Ibid. 
54 GA15, p. 404. 
55 Grnndfragen der Philosophie, op. cit., pp. 189-190. 
56 GA54, p. 237. 
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clearing" which "shines through everything" and by bringing about the manifestation 
of beings as a whole, "brings everything into completion." 

Although Heidegger does not produce a detailed interpretation of all the verses of 
the prologue to the Parmenidean poem, it is nevertheless possible at least in part to 
interpret his translation. 

The fate which sends the primordial thinker Parmenides to the home of the goddess 
'AA~0ua is not indeed an evil one because it is the destiny of being. The way on which 
the thinker travels indeed runs its course far away from the usual dwellings of men. 
For men usually keep busy with beings, but Parmenides thinks being. As she stands 
for the manifestation of being, the goddess is "the self-giving and inherent looking of 
the cleared into the dark."57 She is the self-giving of being that is at the same time a 
refusal; the properly surrounding clearing which is the horizon for the manifestness 
of beings as a whole. As the dis-closure that shelters everything unconcealed, the god­
dess provides the revelation which is to follow. The thinker will experience both "the 
unshaken heart of the well-enclosing unconcealment," i. e. the essence of 'AA~0eta 
as clearing, as well as "the appearing in its appearance to mortals in which there is 
no relying on the unconcealed." The two pathways are thus introduced to him, one to 
being, one to appearance. He will learn how to distinguish between them. Finally, he 
will also learn how being in its clearing is called upon to shine, i. e. how it gives itself 
and withholds itself, and how by bringing being as a whole to manifestation, it brings 
everything to completion. 

To conclude, like the fragment of Anaximander which he discusses elsewhere,58 

in every word the Parmenidean prologue speaks to Heidegger about being and only 
about being. However, his return to the primordial thought of Parmenides is not to 
Parmenides himself. He does not claim that he aims at producing a uniquely correct 
interpretation of the prologue independent from any framework. The issues which 
he discusses differ considerably from those discussed by traditional Parmenidean 
scholars. Rather, Heidegger's return to the Greek beginning takes place "in the echo 
of Parmenides" as "that listening which opens itself to the words of Parmenides from 
[the framework of] our modern age" and emerges from the situation of the essential 
withdrawal of being.59 Seen from this perspective, 'AA~0eta, the openness of being 
thought of as clearing, describes being as it gives itself in history and provides the 
horizon for the manifestation of beings. 'AA~0Eta is 0ed, the goddess, as the shel­
tering-disclosure. Nevertheless, as Heidegger admits, she is a goddess only to the 
Greeks and not even to all of them, but only to a few of their essential thinkers.60 

Anaximander, Heraclitus and Parmenides, the primordial thinkers, are for him the 
essential thinkers who think being and behold being itself. I shall now proceed to the 
next fragments of Parmenides in Heidegger's reading and see how the essential think­
ing there unfolds. 

57 Ibid., p. 242. 
58 See my article "Heidegger's Anaximander: To Xptwv and the History of Being," in Existen­

tia XII (2002), pp. 377-405. 
59 GA15, p. 394. 
60 GA54, p. 240. 
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2. AT THE CROSSROADS 
FRAGMENT 2 AND 6 

The goddess introduces to the thinker three ways which are usually called the 
"paths of inquiry." In An Introduction to Metaphysics, the only work of Heidegger in 
which they are discussed, they are called respectively the path to being, the path to 
nonbeing and the path of appearance. Heidegger's interpretation of the "paths of 
inquiry" given in the Introduction, which comes from 1935 and stands somewhere in 
the middle of the way of his thought, is more traditional that of fragment 1 given in 
the 1942-1943 lecture course. It does not yet take place in the historical perspective 
of being's withdrawal, so characteristic of the works of the later period. Nevertheless, 
the interpretation is an interesting one. It proceeds in the context of the discussion of 
the distinction between being and appearance. It helps us to understand the Greek 
experience of being. How does Heidegger's reading differ from the traditional schol­
arly interpretation? Before I attempt answer to answer the question, I shall introduce 
fragments 2 and 6 in which the paths of inquiry are described. My English translation 
of Heidegger's rendering of these fragments into German reads: 

Come then, I will tell you: heed the words that you hear (about) which ways of 
inquiry are alone to be considered. 
The one: that it is (that it, being, is) and that also nonbeing (is) impossible. 
This is the path of justified confidence, for it follows unconcealment. 
But the other: that it is not and also that nonbeing [is] necessary. 
This then, I tell you, is a path which cannot be counselled. 
Neither can you make acquaintance with nonbeing, for it cannot be brought forward, 
nor can you express it in words (fragment 2).61 

Needful is the gathering setting-forth, as well as apprehending: a being (Seiend) in 
its being (Sein). 
For a being (Seiend) namely has being (Sein) , nonbeing (Nichtsein) has no 'is'; this 
bid I you to consider. Above all avoid this way of inquiry. 
But also the other one which men, knowing nothing, two-headed find right for them­
selves, and then, do not find right for themselves-[which] is the guideline to their 
erring understanding. 
They are thrown hither and thither, dull-witted, blind, perplexed; the brotherhood 
of those who do not differentiate, whose judgement is that what-is-present-at-hand 
and what-is-not-present-at-hand are the same and not the same-for whom in every­
thing the path is backward-turning (fragment 6).62 

Heidegger does not comment on his German rendering of these fragments. His ren­
dering looks traditional and seems to depend upon the standard translation by Diels. 
In the traditional interpretation, the two fragments present the thinker at the cross­
roads, faced by three possible "paths of inquiry." The paths of inquiry mentioned in 
the fragments 2 and 6, which respectively are called by Heidegger the path to being and 
the path to nonbeing, are traditionally seen as logically exclusive: "it is" or "it is not." 
The "it" which is supplied as the grammatical subject to the verb fon and to its nega­
tive in order to make the Parmenidean lines intelligible is believed to be the subject 

61 EM,p. 84. 
62 Ibid., p. 85. 
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of inquiry in general.63 In any inquiry we need to assume that either the subject is or it 
is not. From this it follows that the "it is" and "it is not" are roughly equivalent to the 
"thought (about some subject) is possible" and its negation.64 Read in the traditional 
fashion, Parmenides seems to imply that it is impossible to know or to think of some­
thing which does not exist, or (in a predicative reading of Parmenides' premise) that 
it is impossible to know or to think of something which is not anything. A proposition 
concerning something which does not exist or which is not anything does not express a 
genuine thought for him at all. Therefore, "it is necessary to reject anything that would 
allow the introduction of something that is not."65 The path to nonbeing and the path 
of appearance which is described in fragment 6 as the path of ordinary opinions which 
men find right for themselves and do not find right for themselves, are both to be 
avoided. Hence, in the traditional Presocratic scholarship, Parmenides is seen as one 
who sharply opposes being to all change, appearance and becoming. The path to being 
alone is passable for him: only being is, nonbeing and appearance are not. 

Although his rendering of Parmenidean fragments in the Introduction looks tradi­
tional, we can easily notice that Heidegger contests the traditional interpretation of 
Parmenides. His argument based on the original unity of being and appearance runs 
as follows. 

At first, Heidegger says, the distinction between being and appearance seems 
familiar. It is usually understood as the distinction between the real and the unreal, 
the authentic and the inauthentic, truth and deceit. "The distinction implies an 
evaluation-the preference is given to being."66 Yet, in spite of the alleged familiarity 
with the distinction we may claim, he maintains, we do not really understand how it 
originally comes about. We do not know anything about the original unity of being 
and appearance. Thus, to understand the distinction in depth we must return to the 
early Greeks. It has already been noticed that being discloses itself to the Greeks 
as cpums. In its original sense the word cpums means emerging and precisely in this 
sense it is a basic determination of beings. To be a being means to emerge, to come 
forth into unconcealment, to appear by coming out, to stand there, to be present. By 
contrast, not to be means to withdraw from appearing and presence. Consequently, 
if we understand being, cpums, as emerging, Heidegger maintains, appearing is not 
something subsequent to it. <l>uELV (to emerge) is at the same time cpa{vw0m (to 
show itself, to appear). The being of beings as cpums manifests thus as both emerg­
ing and appearing. Hence, Heidegger concludes, for the Presocratics, appearance as 
"a definite mode of emerging self-showing" belongs necessarily to being.67 They are 
originally united. How does their distinction occur? 

Since the being of beings manifests in appearing, Heidegger argues, a being can 
offer us an aspect which is related to this or that point of view. It stands thus in the 
possibility of a mere appearance which covers up what such a being truly is. "Where 
there is the unconcealment of a being [its appearance], there is also a possibility of 

63 G. S. KIRK, J.E. RAVEN, and M. SCHOFIELD, The Presocratic Philosophers (2°d ed., Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 245. 

64 See Edward HUSSEY, The Pre-Socratics (London: Duckworth, 1972), p. 105. 
65 Ibid. 
66 EM, p. 75. 
67 Ibid., p. 83. 
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appearance [in the sense of a mere semblance]."68 Heidegger plays here on the two 
meanings of the word "appearance" (Schein): appearance in the sense of emerging 
and coming forth into view (She has made an appearance on TV) and appearance in 
the sense of self-showing to a perception, an aspect for looking at (She has made an 
appearance of being happy). If we follow the examples which I have introduced to 
elucidate the Heideggerian point, the sentence "She has made an appearance on TV" 
can be rephrased to say "She has appeared on TV" or "She has been on TY." The 
word "appearance" in this sentence is thus related to "being." We can assume that 
before her first appearance on TY, the actress was unknown and thus "non-existent" 
to the public. She would keep to herself and remain concealed. She has come to being 
(unconcealment, presencing), only as she appeared. Being, unconcealment, presenc­
ing, emergence, standing-in-light, self-showing, appearing are thus for Heidegger all 
related. ~o!;a, the glory and splendour in which one stands, the display of one's excel­
lent image, coming forth into unconcealment, is, according to him, the highest mode 
of man's being for the Greeks.69 On the other hand, the same word (')o!;a can mean the 
view people have of someone or something, namely, an opinion. The latter meaning 
is related to the second meaning of the word "appearance." The sentence "She has 
made an appearance of being happy" means that the actress tries to present herself to 
the public as happy. On the basis of her appearance (self-showing to their perception) 
they form an opinion about her as of a happy, careless person, but in fact her actual 
mental state may be just the opposite. We do not know anything about the state of 
her emotions, but we can notice that she gives us the appearance of being happy and 
conceals her real self. Thus, appearance as self-showing to a perception is related to 
concealment, distortion and deception. It offers the possibility of semblance. 

Nonetheless, Heidegger does not stop at this point. His next steps are as follows. 
Being as appearing (emerging, coming forth into unconcealment) cannot be sepa­
rated from appearance (self-showing to a perception). As soon as something emerges, 
namely, comes to view and appears, it gives itself to perception and offers an aspect 
for looking at, an appearance. Yet appearance can make a being look like what it 
actually is not. It can distort a being. Therefore, the Greeks 'were compelled to wrest 
being from appearance and preserve it against appearance'.70 The great age of Greek 
antiquity was a single creative self-assertion amid the struggle between being (uncon­
cealment) and appearance ( concealment and distortion). This letting beings hold sway 
in unconcealment in the midst of appearance was accomplished in the arts, but also 
in the worshipping of gods, statecraft, architecture, games and philosophy. However, 
it was not before the time of Sophists and Plato, Heidegger claims, that appearance 
was declared to be a mere appearance and thus degraded. In his view, the Presocratics 
still consider appearance as emerging self-showing in the unity with being ( cpums) and 
unconcealment (dA~0Eta). The main effort of their thought is to differentiate being 
from appearance and to "rescue being from its plight to appearance."71 

Only in the context of the above argument can Heidegger's interpretation of the 
Parmenidean 'paths of inquiry' be understood. In the traditional scholarly read-

68 Ibid., p. 79 
69 Ibid. 
70 Ibid., p. 80. 
71 Ibid., p. 83. 
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ing the three paths can be characterized "in a logically perspicuous fashion.',n For 
Heidegger, the distinction between being, nonbeing and appearance cannot just be 
made on the basis of logic. 

"Because of the relationship between being, unconcealment, appearance and 
nonbeing, the man who holds to being as it opens around him and whose attitude 
towards beings stems from this adherence to being, must take three paths. If he is 
to take over his Dasein into the brightness of being, he must bring being to stand, 
he must endure it in appearance and against appearance, and he must wrest both 
appearance and being from the abyss of nonbeing."73 

Since being, nonbeing and appearance are interrelated, the distinction between them 
is not just a matter of logic, but of decision. "Man must distinguish these three paths 
and he must decide according to them or against them."74 Pannenides' poem is for 
Heidegger the oldest record of the opening of the three paths. To bring being to stand 
means to maintain it in its presencing over against a mere appearance and over against 
nonbeing as both absence and the withdrawal from presence. This fundamental attitude 
toward being: standing over against mere appearance and absence, is in Heidegger's 
view the main characteristic of early Greek (heroic) way of being human which is 
expressed in custom, as well as in other cultural and social forms of ancient Greece. 

To sum up, for the Presocratics appearance belongs to being, and becoming as com­
ing-into-presence is an appearance of being. Therefore, Pannenides cannot be seen 
as one who simply opposes being to appearance, to becoming and all change, as it is 
traditionally maintained.75 Further, the Parmenidean distinction between being, nonbe­
ing and appearance is not just made to say, as it is commonly believed, that we cannot 
think of things which do not exist and must reject ordinary opinions. Heidegger's inter­
pretation of the three paths can then be summarized as follows. First, the path to being 
(traditionally called the way of truth) is at the same time the way to unconcealment 
(w.~0Eta). Although in the Introduction and other earlier works, he does still use the 
notion of "truth" in reference to the Presocratics and even says that "truth was in the 
beginning the basic character of beings themselves" ( a statement which such traditional 
Presocratic scholars as Kahn would certainly not deny), Heidegger does not understand 
"truth" in the traditional sense as correspondence, but as unconcealment.76 As uncon-

72 See Jonathan BARNES, The Presocratic Philosophers (Vol. 1, Tales to Zeno; London: Rout-
ledge, 1979), p. 159. 

73 Ibid., p. 93. 
74 Ibid. 
75 Hussey, p. 105; Charles H. KAHN, "Why Existence does not Emerge as a Distinct Concept 

in Greek Philosophy," inArchiv far Geschichte der Philosophie 58 (1976). 
76 Grundfragen der Philosophie, op. cit., pp. 146-147. See KAHN, "Why Existence ... ," pp. 328-

330. Kahn's claim that "in the formation of the Greek concept of Being, the key notion is that 
of truth ... " sounds almost like Heidegger. However, differences between these two thinkers 
become apparent when we closely examine both "being" and "truth." Kahn understands truth in 
the traditional sense as correspondence. For him, the pre-philosophical conception of truth in 
early Greek thought "involves some kind of correlation or 'fit' between what is said or thought, 
on one side, and what is or what is the case or the way things are on the other side" (p. 329). 
Then, he defines "being" as reality or what is. Thus, his being is rather to be understood as 
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cealment, truth belongs to the essence of being.77 Being in Presocratic thought ( cpums) 
is in his view understood primarily in reference to w..~0Eta. If any inquiry is to happen, 
the path to being as the path to unconcealment is indispensable-we can follow it with 
justified confidence. Second, that the path to nonbeing which comes next cannot be 
counselled, and yet it must be considered, means for Heidegger that it is wrong to " tum 
one's back on nothingness (Nichts) with the assurance that nothingness is obviously 
not."78 Heidegger does not simply identify nonbeing formally with the content of false­
hood or false belief that has to be rejected. Only if we remember about nothingness, he 
suggests, can we maintain ourselves in our being. "Unconcealment [being] is wrested 
from concealment [ nonbeing] in a struggle with it," he adds in one of his later lectures 
on Parmenides.79 Third, the path of appearance (ordinary opinion), on which people 
travel frequently and on which they lose themselves entirely, must also be considered; 
however, not just in order to be dismissed, but because precisely on this path "being may 
disclose itself in appearance and against appearance."80 Our way to being, Heidegger 
implies, begins from everyday experience-from the analysis of average everydayness 
to which the Division One of Being and Time is devoted. There is thus no good reason 
to reject appearance as such. Appearance belongs to being. 

3. BEING AND THINKING 
FRAGMENTS 3 AND 6 

The next distinction which Heidegger introduces in An Introduction to Metaphysics 
is the distinction between being and thinking. He considers this distinction as funda­
mental for Western philosophy. In order to elucidate it, he introduces fragment 3 and 
other fragments of Parmenides, particularly fragment 6, which help him to interpret 
this fragment. Also, on this occasion he discusses several fragments of Heraclitus. 
The relation between being and thinking is further reflected upon in What is Called 
Thinking?, a lecture course delivered at the University of Freiburg during the winter 
and summer semesters of 1951 and 1952, and in "Moira", an essay based on an unde­
livered portion of this lecture course. In addition, he discusses fragment 3 in his essay 
on "The Principle of Identity" which comes from 1957. Also, he reflects briefly upon 
the issue of being and thinking in the "Seminar in Zahringen 1973." 

3.1. Fragment 3 

Fragment 3 is sometimes translated to say: "For the same thing is there to be thought 
and to be" and interpreted in connection with fragment 2 to mean that "Parmenides 
explicitly deploys considerations about what can be thought" and consequently rejects 
the possibility of thinking about things which do not exist.81 Although both the above 

nEM,p. 78. 
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81 Kirk, opp. cit., p. 246, footnote 2. 
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translation and the subsequent interpretation come from Kirk, we can easily discover 
that they fit into the tradition which begins with Zeller and Burnet, and includes 
such contemporary interpreters as Hussey and Barnes.82 However, for Heidegger 
the Parmenidean task is not just to say that we cannot think of things which do not 
exist. Therefore, even if he does not explicitly discuss it, he would not accept such a 
translation its subsequent interpretation as true to Parmenides. Nevertheless, there 
is another rendering of fragment 3 possible. The standard translation of Diets-Kranz 
says: "For thinking and being are the same." Heidegger takes note of this translation 
in both the Introduction and "Moira." He does not find it acceptable either. He calls it 
totally 'un-Greek' .83 In his view, it is based on the subjectivistic identification of think­
ing with the activity of the subject and of being with the object of thinking. In his view, 
it makes Parmenides a forerunner of German idealism.84 Heidegger insists that we do 
not read Parmenides in the light of later philosophies. Is there then a correct reading 
of fragment 3 for him? What is the meaning of this fragment to Heidegger? 

Heidegger quotes the text of fragment 3 as follows: 

tO yap auto VOEi°V for{v tE Kat Eivm.85 

and analyses the Greek words which occur in it. Thought in the Greek way, he says, elvm 
(to be) means presencing, to be present in unconcealment.86 Then voeiv, which is com­
monly translated as "to think," may not, in his view, be interpreted as thinking in today's 
ordinary sense of the word. It is neither judging, nor arguing, nor justifying. Rather, 
voeiv is "grounding oneself in vision," pure beholding, apprehending (Vemehmen).87 

Lastly, Heidegger asks what Parmenides means by to auto, which is usually translated 
as "the same." In fact, he analyses the meaning of to auto in as many as three works in 
which fragment 3 is discussed. His general conclusion is that in reference to Elvm and 
voeiv, the to auto means that they belong together. Hence, the translations which he 
finally chooses in order to come closer to the original truth of the Parmenidean saying 
in the Introduction and in "Seminar in Zahringen" respectively run as follows. 

Being and apprehension belong [reciprocally] together.88 

"Thinking and being (i. e. apprehending and presencing) belong indeed to one 
another."89 

Although these translations are separated by almost 40 years, they look alike. What 
do they say? To begin with An Introduction to Metaphysics, Heidegger writes: 

Whenever this happens, whenever being holds sway, there prevails and happens with 
it that which belongs to it: apprehension (Vemehmung) as the receptive bringing to 
stand of what stands in itself and shows itself.90 

82 See John BURNET, Early Greek Philosophy (New York: Meridian, 1957), p. 173; Hussey, op. 
cit., p. 83; Barnes, op. cit., p. 157. 

83 EM, p. 104. 
84 George Joseph SEIDEL, Martin Heidegger and the Pre-Socratics: An Introduction to his 
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The earlier interpretation which comes from the Introduction does not yet take in the 
perspective of being's withdrawal. Heidegger does not discuss here yet the framework 
in which apprehension and being are placed, the "open and free area within which 
they approach each other."91 At the core of his earlier interpretation there lies the 
conception of being as cpums: emerging, standing in light, coming into unconcealment, 
appearing; in short, presencing. Heidegger's argument here seems to be something 
like this. If <pums indeed prevails, if being is understood as presencing or emerging 
self-manifestation, then apprehension as the receptive taking to stand, pure behold­
ing of beings, is needed. Both being and apprehension reciprocally need each other. 
Without being there could not be apprehension. Without apprehension beings would 
not be manifested in their being. Further, apprehension is not just a man's faculty. It 
is not perception through which and for which beings come to stand against as objects. 
It is rather 'the happening (Geschehen) by which man as a being first enters into his­
tory'.92 It is the happening that holds sway over man. In other words, apprehension is 
what originally constitutes man as Dasein in its being. Consequently, in Heidegger's 
view, in fragment 3 Parmenides for the first line defines the essence of being-human 
(Dasein ).93 The essence of the human being is not determined by some characteristics, 
such as reason or language, which supposedly distinguishes man from lower animals. 
According the Heidegger, at the beginning of Western thought, Dasein is defined 
from the relationship to what-is as such as a whole.94 Man is that being whose distinc­
tiveness consists in apprehending beings as a whole in their being. 

For Heidegger of the Introduction, fragment 3 for the first time defines the essence 
of being human. The original definition takes place in the context of the primordial 
unity of being and thinking (presencing and apprehension). Yet, the determination of 
man as one who apprehends and preserves beings as a whole in their being is in his 
view soon to be abandoned. The falling away from the original meaning of the Parme­
nidean fragment begins with the Greeks themselves, namely, with the philosophy of 
Plato and Aristotle.95 The later scholastic definition of man as a rational animal which 
derives from Aristotle is still valid today. In the course of Western thinking the origi­
nal meaning of fragment 3 is lost. In modern philosophy, Heidegger argues, being 
equals being represented. "Being is identical with thinking insofar as the objectivity 
of objects is composed and constituted in the representing consciousness."96 Being is 
referred to thinking and subjected to the domination of reason. Yet, in the Presocratic 
thought just the opposite holds true. Parmenides grants priority to being. Being is 
not something merely apprehended. Thinking as apprehension is assigned to being 
understood as presencing. 

What is said there in the Parmenidean poem, Heidegger believes, deserves more 
thought. "The dialogue with Parmenides never comes to an end."97 Fragment 3 is 
further discussed in such works of the later period as "Moira," "The Principle of Iden-

91 GA51, p. 402. 
92 EM, p. 108. 
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97 Ibid., p. 248. 
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tity" and "Seminar in Zahringen." In these works he moves even farther away from a 
traditional scholarly interpretation. He puts thinking and being in the context of the 
framework (Ge-Stell). This framework, he says, concerns us everywhere, immediately. 
It is more essential than atomic energy, the whole of world machinery or the power of 
organisation, communication and automation.98 What is the framework? Actually, the 
conception of the framework is discussed at a greater length only in "The Principle 
of Identity." In "Seminar in Zahringen" it is mentioned only once. In "Moira" it is 
not explicitly mentioned at all. Nevertheless, even if not directly called "framework," 
this conception hovers over later Heideggerian thought. The framework, or more 
precisely the being as framework, means the same as 'AA~Seta, the openness of being 
to which man, who finds himself in a certain historically conditioned environment, 
always belongs. It is the implicit horizon within which the manifestness of beings as 
a whole occurs. It is the open and free area which, always out of sight, is that within 
which every epoch of being takes place. In later Heidegger the interpretation of frag­
ment 3 is thus put in the context of the history of being. Thinking and being ( appre­
hending and presencing) belong indeed to one another because of the event-the 
disclosure of being which happens in history. I shall return to this interpretation in the 
next section where fragments 3 and 8 will be discussed together. 

3.2. Fragment 6 

In What Is Called Thinking? (1951/1952) Heidegger elaborates on the relationship 
between being and thinking while discussing Parmenides' fragment 6. In fact, he con­
centrates only on the first line of the fragment which he quotes as follows: 

XJJ'l: 'tO AEYELV 't£ voeiv 't': eov: eµµevm. 

The standard translation of this line in Diels-Kranz runs: 

Notig ist zu sagen und zu denken, daft das Seiende ist. 99 

One should both say and think that being is. 

As with fragment 3, Heidegger examines the Greek words which occur in the fragment. 
However, whatever these individual words may mean, he claims, the syntax of the 
modern translation organizes them into a certain structure of meaning. The subject­
object form of the sentence makes us imagine an agent who is to act in a certain way 
(to say and to think that being is). The syntactic translation must therefore be set aside. 
This does not yet make the fragment any clearer, he claims, but it nevertheless brings 
us closer to the original Greek text.100 Consequently, Heidegger makes the words stand 
next to each other in a parataxis, i. e. without the connective words inserted by modern 

98 Martin HEIDEGGER, Der Satz der Identitat, in Jdentitiit und Differenz (Pfullingen: Neske, 
1957), p. 28; The Principle of Identity, in Identity and Difference (New York: Harper & Row, 
1967), p. 35. 

99 Heidegger removes the word 'nur' (only) from Diets' translation. In Diets-Kranz the sen­
tence runs: ,,Noting ist zu sagen und zu denken, daB nur das Seiende ist". 

100 Martin HEIDEGGER, Was Heisst Denken? (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1954), p. 111; What is 
Called Thinking? (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), p. 182. 
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translators.101 This gives him an additional justification for the word-by-word analysis 
which he employs. In order to give a sharper articulation to the word structure, he 
marks the spaces between the elements of the parataxis with three colons. 

'X.M to AE')IEtV tE VOEiv t' EOV EµµEvat. 

Following the standard translation, the fragment then runs: 

Notig: das Sagen so Denken auch: Seiendes: sein. 102 

Needful: the saying also thinking too: being: to be. 

Heidegger begins his analysis with the word 'X.M which he derives from x.paw, which 
he in turn traces from ~ x.dp, the hand. Because of this etymology, the word x.pdw 
means: "I handle and so I keep in hand," "I use," "I need" (I have use for).103 How­
ever, "using" (Brauchen ), as he has already noticed in 'The Anaximander Fragment', 
should not be understood by reference to mere utility. "Using" does not mean mere 
utilizing, using up or exploiting. In the proper sense, using refers to bringing things to 
their essential being (JJ-esen) and maintaining them there.104 "To use" originally means 
"to let things be as they are." Hence, the word 'X.M is rendered with "it is useful" ( es 
brauchet). By using the word impersonally, Heidegger claims, we can free ourselves 
from the dependence upon someone who needs or uses or upon objects which are 
useful and satisfy our needs.105 "It is useful," just as "it is raining" or "it is windy," gives 
an impression of a detached, impersonal description. Further, "it is useful" means 
something more essential than "it is needful."106 Parmenides' fragment, Heidegger 
argues, is not concerned with any need in the usual sense as a basic life necessity. 
"Using commends a command, a calling.''107 

Next Heidegger analyses two words t..Eyuv and voEi'v. Both these words have been 
widely discussed in his works. 

To begin with the former, AE')IEtV does not originally mean "to speak." Heidegger 
usually translates it as "to gather.'' In What is Called Thinking?, however, he initially 
says that the verb means the same as the Latin /egere or the German legen: to Iay.108 

If Iegen has come to mean "to speak," he claims, it is because the Greeks understood 
speaking as laying out (Darliegen), laying before (Vorlegen) and laying to (Uber/egen). 
The relationship between these words can be noticed even in everyday speech. 

"When someone lays before us a request, we do not mean that he produces papers 
on the desk before us, but that he speaks of the request. When someone tells of an 
event, he lays it out for us. When we exert ourselves, we lay to."109 

101 Robert GOFF, "Saying and Being with Heidegger and Parmenides," in Man and World V 1 
(February 1972), p. 63. Although the aims of his essay remain obscure and his conclusions are 
not fully clear, Goff provides a sound analysis of the Heidegger's initial interpretation of frag­
ment 6 in What is Called Thinking? 

102 Was heij3t Denken?, op. cit., p. 111. 
103 Ibid., p. 114. 
104 Der Spruch des Anaximander, op. cit., p. 337; Was heij3t Denken?, op. cit., p. 114. 
105 Goff, op. cit., p. 64. 
106 Was heij3t Denken?, op. cit., p. 116. 
107 Ibid., p. 119. 
108 Ibid., p. 121. 
109 Ibid. 

45 



Hence, to lay before, to lay out, to lay to-all this laying refers to the Greek Uyttv. 
Speaking is to the Greeks in essence a laying. Further, what is essential to AEYELV as 'to 
lay' and 'to speak' is that it lets something rest before us or that it makes something 
appear.11° When we speak about something, Heidegger argues, we make it lie there 
before us. The full significance of Atyttv as letting-lie-before is thus disclosed by refer­
ence to what lies before us primarily, namely before all the laying and speaking that 
are man's work. Laying, thought as letting-lie, relates to what in the widest sense lies 
before us, to what is present as such. "When man finds himself among what so lies 
before him," Heidegger says, "should he not respond to it in all purity by letting it lie 
before him just as it lies?"111 What he wishes to convey is that the fundamental trait of 
Presocratic thinking expressed in the word >..tyttv is letting that which lies before us to 
appear simply as it is in its presencing. 

NoEiv has already been described as apprehending (Vemehmen ). This word, Hei­
degger believes, does not originally mean "thinking." However, we should not under­
stand apprehending as a mere receiving or taking-in something, as a kind of passive 
acceptance. As apprehending, voEiv includes an active trait of taking-heed-of something 
(in-die-Acht-nehmen von etwas).112 Apprehending occurs by taking-into-attention. 

As a result of his analysis, Heidegger translates >..iyttv with Jetting-lie-before-us 
(Vorliegenlassen) and voEiv with taking-heed-of (in-die-Acht-nehmen). Such a trans­
lation, he says, is not only more faithful to the Greek original, but also clearer. It 
explains why in the fragment the word AtyELv precedes voEiv. 

"Aiyt1v is prior to votiv, and not only because it [letting things lie before us] has to 
be accomplished first in order that votiv may find anything it can take into attention. 
Rather, AE')'EIV surpasses votiv, in that it once again gathers and preserves as what is 
gathered whatever votiv takes need of; for Myt1v, being a laying is also /egere that is 
gathering (/esen )."113 

Both meanings of AEYELV: legen (to lay) and lesen (to gather) are introduced here. 
Actually, the German word legen is ambiguous. It means "to lay" as "to bring to lie" 
and at the same time as "to place one thing beside another, to lay them together." 
With reference to the second meaning, Heidegger claims, legen is lesen.114 Lesen, in 
turn, is the gathering which brings under shelter. Sheltering, safeguarding, preserv­
ing are the constitutive elements of gathering.115 Consequently, AtyELv and voEiv are 
interconnected and put into a definite order in the Parmenidean fragment; not only 
because the moment of taking into attention of something requires first the moment 
of letting something before us, but also because letting something lie before us as it 
lies presupposes taking something into attention-focussing on what lies before us; 
i. e. gathering, bringing-in under shelter. The phrase to AiyELv n voEi'v tE is thus care­
fully structured. The words UyELv and voEi'v are not tied to each other by a mere 'and' 
(icm). The phrase does not merely say "the saying also thinking too," but rather "the 

110 Ibid., p. 123. 
111 Ibid., p. 171. 
112 Ibid., p. 125. 
m Ibid. 
114 Martin HEIDEGGER, "Logos (Heraklit, Fragment 50)," in Vonriige and Aufsiitze (Stuttgart: 

Neske, 1954), p. 201. 
115 Ibid. 
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letting-lie-before-us and the taking-into-attention enter upon and into one another, 
in a reciprocal manner."116 

In a simplified version the Heideggerian translation of to Aeyi:tv ti: voi:iv ti: runs 
"the letting-lie-before-us so also (as this) the taking- heed-of (such as the other)."117 

As Heidegger argues, this translation does not only bring out the words Aeyi:tv and 
voi:iv more faithfully to their original meaning, but also "makes the entire saying audi­
ble in what it says."118 What is called thinking is firstly announced through the con­
junction of Aeyi:tv and voi:iv. The conjunction, Heidegger's argument proceeds, does 
not however rest upon itself. It points toward eov: eµµi:vat and only thereby is fully 
defined. Therefore , "the essence of thinking cannot be adequately defined either by 
Uyi:tv, taken alone, or by voi:iv, taken alone, or again by both taken by conjunction."119 

Yet, in the course of Western history, Heidegger states, thinking becomes understood 
in terms of either Uyi:tv in the sense of proposition or voi:iv taken as reason. The 
original nature of AEyi:tv and voi:iv disappears in ratio.120 The access to the essence of 
thinking in Parmenides, which is fundamentally different from a mere rational activity 
of a thinking subject, is blocked by the subsequent tradition of philosophy-metaphys­
ics. Philosophy in his view strays away from the question "What is called thinking?" 
or more precisely from "What is it that calls us to think?." "Concept and system alike 
are foreign to the Greek thinking."121 The interpretation of the Presocratics in terms 
of modern conceptual thinking completely misses the point. 

The conjunction of AEYl:lV and voi:iv refer to the final words of the fragment eov: 
eµµi:vm that are usually translated respectively as a being (Seiendes) and to be (sein). 
But why do AEyi:tv and voi:iv refer to them?-Heidegger asks. "To whom or to what is 
this reference useful?."122 He alludes to his translation ofu»j with "it is useful." "Does 
'being' or 'to be' have any use for the letting-lie-before-us and taking-heed-of?"123 In 
order to answer these questions we must first clarify what the Greek words eov and 
eµµi:vat truly signify. 

We have already come across the word eov in "The Anaximander Fragment." 
Although in this essay Heidegger strongly maintains that the destiny of the West 
depends on whether or not we can "cross over to the truth which comes to language 
in this archaic word, its meaning is still not fully clear. What we learn from him is that 
just as its later form ov, eov is a participle like "running or "blooming," i.e. the word­
form which participates in both the verbal and the nominal senses of a word.124 In 
What Is Called Thinking? and in "Moira" the topic is further explored. The participle 
eov we learn, is not just one among others. It is the participle of participles. There is 
a fundamentally twofold character to this participle. It refers to the twofold (Zwiefalt) 
which is unique and distinctive. It is the twofold of being and beings. 

116 Was heiflt Denken?, op. cit., p. 126. 
117 Ibid., ,,das Vorliegen/assen so (niimlich wie dieses) das In-die-Acht-nehmen auch (niimlich 

wie jenes)." 
118 Ibid. 
119 Ibid., pp. 126-7. 
120 Ibid., p. 127. 
121 Ibid., p. 129. 
122 Ibid, p. 132. 
123 Ibid. 
124 Der Spruch des Anaximander, op. cit., p. 316. 
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"When we say «being» (Sein), it means «the being of a being». When we say a being 
(Seiendes), it means «a being with respect to its being.» We are always speaking 
within the twofold."125 

Heidegger's point is that we cannot think of either a being in itself (das Seiende an 
sich) or being for itself (das Sein fur sich ).126 When we say "being," we really mean the 
being of beings; when we say "beings," we mean beings with reference to their being. 
We constantly speak from out of this twofold. The substantive character of the par­
ticiple eov is inseparably connected to its verbal character. There are neither beings 
without being nor being which would not refer to a being. When we say "a being" its 
being is always implicitly behind, even if not directly reflected upon. For this reason, 
Heidegger says that the participle eov, thought of as the twofold, "speaks throughout 
the language."127 It can be expressed in such phrases as the being of beings (das Sein 
des Seienden) and beings in being (Seiendes im Sein). 

The AEYElV and VOElV refer to the final words of the fragment tov: eµµevm, but 
these words, Heidegger argues, are interrelated. Because of the verbal character of 
the participle eov, we can actually substitute eov: eµµevm.1 28 Thus, eov: eµµevm in 
fact expresses the twofold in which both nominal and verbal meanings of tov are 
stressed: beings in being and the being of beings. Still, "beings" and "being" are words 
which have become too vague for the contemporary ear to hear. In order to hear 
what the Parmenidean saying says and cross over to what is there said in Mv: eµµevm , 
Heidegger translates the twofold as what is present in presencing, the presencing of 
what is present. What has thus been gained? "What is present" (das Anwesende) and 
"to be present" (anwesen ), he claims, say to us something more definite than "beings" 
and "to be." That something is present means that it has been brought into unconceal­
ment and that it stands over against us. "Presencing" (Anwesen) describes the basic 
Greek experience of the being of beings. Hence, if we replace eov: eµµevm by the 
twofold, the translation of fragment 6 will run: 

"Useful is: the letting-lie-before-us so (the) taking-into-attention too: what is pres­
ent in presencing / the presencing of what is present." 

In fact, Heidegger does not supply us with the above translation, which can neverthe­
less be inferred from the text of his lecture course. What Is Called Thinking? ends 
abruptly and at its end it leaves us with more questions than there are at its beginning. 
The leading question of these lectures "What is it that calls us to think?" is answered, 
but in a questioning way. The Heideggerian interpretation of fragment 6, which relates 
to his inquiry into the call which directs us to thinking, seems to be finally this. 

What is called thinking is announced through the conjunction of Aeyetv and voei'v, 
letting-lie-before-us and taking-heed-of. The conjunction directs us to the Mv: 
eµµevm . "Only if the letting-lie-before-us and the taking-heed-of conform and join 
themselves to the Mv: eµµevm, and remain dependent and focused on it, will their 
conjunction be sufficient to the essence of thinking ... "129 The Mv: eµµevm, the two-

125 Was heij3t Denken?, op. cit., p. 174. 
126 ,,Moira," in Vortriige undAufsiitze, op. cit., p. 232. 
127 Was heif3t Denken?, op. cit., p. 141. 
128 Ibid., p. 132. 
129 Ibid., p. 145. 
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fold of what is present and presencing, is therefore that which calls us to think. It is 
the "it" in 'X.pl], "it is useful." It is the call which is concealed in es brauchet. But why it 
is so? A preliminary answer to this question comes from the "Moira"essay. 

"[N]either «a being in itself» nor «being for itself» necessitate thought .... But 
because of their duality, because of i6v thinking occurs [west]."130 

Neither the pure stage of thinghood (what is present as such) nor the pure stage 
of existence can necessitate thinking-letting beings lie before us and taking heed 
of them-but only their duality, the twofold. It is the twofold of what is present in 
presencing, of beings in their being. The twofold gathers thinking to itself.131 But why 
is it so? Why and in what way is thinking directed and called into its essence by the 
presencing of what is present, by the being of beings? This remains obscure. No fur­
ther explanation is offered. According to Heidegger, that it is so follows directly from 
Parmenidean fragments 3 and 8.132 Hence, I shall now turn to these fragments. 

4. MOIRA 
FRAGMENTS 3 AND 8 

The essay "Moira" of 1954 is based on the undelivered part of the lecture course on 
What Is Called Thinking? In this essay the Parmenidean fragments 3 and 8 (lines 34-41) 
are discussed. At the outset Heidegger says that his interpretation of these fragments 
will be limited to a series of points-individual commentaries on some issues. Some 
of these issues refer to the topic of thinking presented in the lecture course. Neverthe­
less, there is a new topic-Moira-which refers directly to the essay's title and expands 
considerably on the material covered in the lectures. How does the interpretation of 
fragment 3 offered in "Moira" differ from the earlier interpretation given in An Intro­
duction to Metaphysics? In what way, along with the interpretation of fragment 8, does 
it help us to understand the relationship between being and thinking? 

In fragment 3, instead of Uyetv tE voei'v tE, Parmenides says voei'v and instead of iov 
eµµevm, he says dvm. However, in Heidegger's view, the dvm of fragment 3 should 
in fact be understood as iov eµµevm, whereas voei'v should be taken in conjunction 
with Uyetv.133 If elvm and voei'v, as the earlier introduced readings of the fragment 3 
suggest, indeed belong together, this means that in light of the above interpretation 
of fragment 6, A.i::yetv tE voei'v tE is thinking only to the extent to which it remains 
directed on iov eµµevm, the twofold: what is present in presencing or the presenc­
ing of what is present. According to Heidegger, precisely the same point is made in 
fragment 8 (lines 35ff.) where Parmenides says: ou yap aveu tov iovtos ... E'Upl]OELS 
to voei'v-,,For you cannot find thinking apart from the twofold."134 Yet, at the same 
time Heidegger admits that Parmenides does not yet reflect upon the unfolding of the 

130 ,,Moira," in Vorlriige undAufsiitze, op. cit., p. 235. 
131 Ibid., p. 238. 
132 Was hei/Jt Denken?, op. cit., p. 148. 
133 Ibid., p. 146. 
134 ,,Moira," in Vorlriige undAufsiitze, op. cit., p. 237. Traditionally fragment 8 (lines 35 ff.) is 

translated as follows: 'For you will not find thinking without what is ... ' (Kirk, op. cit., p. 252). 
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twofold or the twofold as such.135 How should this be understood? What is the unfold­
ing of the twofold (die Entfaltung der Zwiefalt)? 

A few pages later Heidegger gives us an answer. He says: 

"The Greeks experienced the basic character [of the unfolding of the twofold] as 
disclosure (Entbergen ). Thus, what reigns in the twofold is disclosure. The Greeks 
call it 'AA~9Eta."136 

First, according to Heidegger, the word which describes iov E'µµevm is 'AJ..~0em. As 
we have already learned, 'AJ..~0Em as the openness of being thought of as clearing 
is the horizon for the manifestation of beings which remains unquestioned by the 
Greeks. It is the framework to which a historical man always belongs. Parmenides 
does not yet reflect upon the unfolding of the twofold: he does not yet think explicitly 
of 'AJ..~0Eta as the horizon and openness of being; and yet, being is thought by him 
and 'AJ..~0Eta, the goddess, is mentioned right at the beginning of his didactic poem. 
Second, Heidegger goes further than what is there directly said in Parmenides to the 
experience of the twofold in its unfolding or of being in its dis-closure. His interpreta­
tion is completed with the history of being. This becomes explicit in his reading of the 
part of fragment 8 (lines 37ff.) in which Moira is mentioned . 

... EJtEl to YE Moi'p' EJtE~l}OEV O'l~A.OV UIClVl}tOV t' rµµevm· 

... since Moira bound it to be whole and changeless.137 

Heidegger's interpretation of the passage runs as follows: 

"Parrnenides speaks of iov, of the presencing (of what is present), and of the two­
fold, and in no sense of «beings.» He names the Moipa, the allotment, which allots 
by bestowing and so unfolds the twofold. The allotment dispenses (provides and 
endows) through the twofold. It is the dispensation of presencing which is gathered 
in itself and unfolded as the presencing of what is present. Moipa is the destiny of 
«being» in the sense of iov. Moipa has delivered the destiny of being, to YE, into the 
twofold and thus has bound it to totality and immobility, from which and in which, 
the presencing of what is present comes to pass."138 

The history of being, as the history of being's transformations throughout the history 
of the West, is in fact for Heidegger the history of the twofold in which both the two­
fold as such and its unfolding are concealed.139 It is the history ofbeyng (das Seyn).140 

Heidegger coins the word Seyn, which I render as "beyng," and uses it in various 
works of the later period in order to describe the twofold: the being of beings or the 
presencing of what is present. Then, like Xpewv in Anaximander, Moi'pa is for him 
the fundamental word in Parmenides that describes being as it gives itself throughout 
the history. Moi'pa is "the allotment, which allots by bestowing and so unfolds the 
twofold."141 In its history, being gives itself as iMa, ivepyem, actualitas, objectivity, 

135 ,,Moira," in Vortriige undAufsiitze, op. cit., p. 237. 
136 Ibid., p. 239. 
137 Ibid., p. 243. 
138 Ibid., pp. 243-4. 
139 Ibid., p. 244. 
140 Von Wesen der Wahrheit, in Wegmarken, op. cit., p. 201. 
141 ,,Moira," in Vortriige undAufsiitze, op. cit., p. 243. 
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absolute concept and will to power.142 Moi'pa "unfolds the twofold" means that in 
each case (in each of its transformations) being gives itself actually as the being of 
beings. Further, since each revelation of being which occurs within history concerns 
the totality of beings and brings about an epoch of being (e.g. Greek antiquity, Rome, 
Christianity, modern times) in which its interpretation is fixed (e.g. objectivity, will 
to power), it binds the twofold to "totality and immobility." Hence, it is clear that 
Heidegger plays on the Parmenidean words to describe in a metaphoric way the fun­
damental conception of his later thought-the history of being. 

It is commonly believed that in fragment 8 Parrnenides is making an attempt to 
show that "what is exists completely and changelessly."143 A common interpretation 
of Parmenides is that he invents some sort of principle which secures elimination from 
being of all change and diversity.144 In this respect, by contrast to Heraclitus as the 
thinker of change and interplay of opposites, Parmenides is associated with immobil­
ity and permanence. The opposition between Heraclitus and Parmenides goes back 
to antiquity and we find it well established in Plato.145 However, already in An Intro­
duction to Metaphysics, Heidegger no longer opposes Parmenides and Heraclitus. He 
argues that they both say essentially the same.146 The issue is further explored in Hei­
degger's later works where the history of being, as the history of the twofold, unfolds. 
According to his view expressed in "Moira," as primordial thinkers both Heraclitus 
and Parmenides think within the "riddle of being."147 They both experience the truth 
of being in the sense of being's disclosure and withdrawing concealment. 

In An Introduction to Metaphysics, Heidegger does not yet develop the conception 
of the history of being. Thinking and being ( apprehending and presencing), the voti'v 
and tlvm of fragment 3, are not yet placed in the context of being's withdrawal. In 
Heidegger's later interpretation of fragment 8, which comes from "Moira," this new 
dimension is added. Accordingly, thinking becomes dependent upon the preceding 
clearing of being, i.e. upon the "dispensation of presencing"-the presencing in its 
disclosure. Yet, to be sure, thinking as voti'v is not for Heidegger a mere rational 
activity of the thinking subject by which thinking is usually understood. It is neither 
judging nor arguing nor justifying. As it is profoundly described in the Heraclitus 
lectures, thinking as voti'v means gathering of the unconcealed "in bringing it forth 
in accordance with emerging-(all this however) in hearkening to the original fore­
collection."148 Thinking is apprehending beings as a whole in their being. In light of 
Heidegger's interpretation of fragment 8, thinking as voti'v ( apprehending) is placed 
in the historical context of the destiny of being. 

142 See "Heidegger, the Presocratics, and the History of Being," pp. 497-501. 
143 Kirk, op. cit., p. 253. 
144 Hussey, op. cit., p. 105. 
145 See Jean BEAUFRET, Heraclitus and Parmenides, in Heidegger on Heraclitus: A New Read-

ing, ed. by Kenneth Maly and Parvis Emad (Lewiston: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1986), p. 70. 
146 EM, p. 74. 
147 ,,Moira,'' in Vortriige undAufsiitze, op. cit., p. 248. 
148 "Logos (Heraklit, Fragment 50)," in Vortriige andAufsiitze op. cit., pp. 273-4. 
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CONCLUSION 

There are only a few publications devoted to Heidegger's interpretation of Parm en ides. 
To begin with the pioneer and most complete given by George Seidel in his work on 
Heidegger and the Pre-Socratics, it is primarily based on An Introduction to Metaphysics. 
As a result, Seidel does not place his interpretation within the context of the history 
of being, and thus misses the major point. The Introduction is also the only basis of 
George Vick's "Heidegger's Linguistic Interpretation of Parmenides' «Being»."149 

In more recent interpretations, later works are usually considered. In "Parmenides: 
Circle of Disclosure, Circle of Possibility," Kenneth Maly discusses parts of the texts of 
Parmenides and "Seminar in Zahringen 1973."150 However, since he does not translate 
correctly Heidegger's basic terms, his interpretation is fairly arbitrary and seem more 
obscure than Heidegger himself. We can also find the same problem of mistranslation 
and subsequent misinterpretation in Robert Goff's otherwise well and clearly written 
essay "Saying and Being with Heidegger and Parmenides."151 

The key notion which emerges in Parmenides' didactic poem is for Heidegger 
d)..~0ua. However, it would be wrong, he argues, to understand it as a mere propo­
sitional truth. '" AA~0eta is thought of as disclosure (Entbergung), which properly 
surrounds iov (which means the present: presencing itselt)."152 It is a name for being. 
It describes being as the open: being in its disclosure in self-concealment, which pro­
vides the horizon for the manifestation of beings; the openness in which we always 
come to stand. However, the Presocratics themselves do not inquire into d)..~0ua as 
the horizon and the openness of being. They do not notice that there is concealment 
in unconcealmei;it. The )..~0rJ in d)..~0ua remains unthought by them. Heidegger's 
inquiry into beings him then beyond the early Greek experience of d)..~0eta to 
'AA~0eta in the no longer Greek but Heideggerian sense. His interpretation of the 
didactic poem is not a return to Parmenides himself, but takes place "in the echo of 
Parmenides."153 It is a repetition. It happens as the listening which opens itself out to 
the Parmenidean words from within our modern age marked by the forgetfulness of 
being. It is consistent with Heidegger's concept of the history of being. 

Like his interpretation of Anaximander, Heidegger's reading of Parmenides which 
comes from his later works is thus embedded in his original philosophy of history­
the history of being. These days, Heidegger believes, we have turned away from being 
so far that we can experience an instance of the clearing of being only by a return to 
the beginning which provides for the origin of Western thought and civilization. The 
task of thinking is then to exercise the repetition of the past which "has been" in its 
possibilities. We need, he believes, to undertake a return to being as experienced and 
thought by the early Greeks. We need to replace the first Greek beginning by a second 
beginning from which the Western civilization can take its new course. 

149 George VICK, "Heidegger's Linguistic Rehabilitation of Parmenides' «Being»," in Ameri­
can Philosophical Quarterly VIII 2 (April, 1971). 
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