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Preface
The essays in this book were taken with Heidegger's permission
from three different volumes of his works: Die Technik und die
Kehre (Pfullingen: Gunther Neske, 1962); Holzwege (Frankfurt:
Vittorio Klostermann, 1952); and Vortriige und Aufsiitze (Pful
lingen: Gunther Neske, 1954). liThe Question Concerning Tech

Die Technik und die Kehre and
Vortriige und Aufsiitze.
In Die Technik und die Kehre the following prefatory note

nology" is contained in both

appears regarding the two essays, "The Question Concerning
Technology" ("Die Frage nach der Technik") and "The Turning"
("Die Kehre"):
Under the title "Insight into That Which Is," the author gave, on
December

1, 1949, in the Club at Bremen, four lectures, which were
1950 (March 2S and

repeated without alterations in the spring of

26) at Biihlerhohe. The titles were "The Thing ["Das Ding"], "En
framing" ["Das Gestell"], "The Danger"

["Die Gefahr"], "The

Turning" ["Die Kehre"].*
The first lecture was given in an expanded version on June 6,
1950, before the Bavarian Academy of Fine Arts. (See Vortriige und
Aufsiitze, 1954, pp. 163 ff.)t
.. Throughout the translations in this volume parenthetical elements
interpolated by me are shown in brackets, while those present in the
author's original text are given in parentheses.
t "The Thing" has been published in Poetry, Language, Thought, trans.
Albert Hofstadter (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 165-186.

The second lecture was given on November 18, 1955, also in an
expanded version, under the title "The Question Concerning Tech
nology," in the series entitled "The Arts in the Technological Age."
(See

Vortriige und Aufsiitze, 1954, pp. 13 ff.). The present volume

repeats this text unaltered.
The third lecture remains still unpublished.
The fourth lecture, "The Turning," is published here for the first
time according to the first unaltered version.

At th e end of Holzwege Heidegg er makes th e foll owi ng ob
servat ions concerning "Th e Word of Ni etz sch e : ' God Is Dead' "
("Niet zsch es Wort ' Gott ist t ot ' ) and "Th e Ag e of th e Worl d
Pi ct ure ( "Die Zeit des Welt bil des") :
It

"The Word of Nietzsche: 'God Is Dead' ": The major portions were
delivered repeatedly in 1943 for small groups. The content is based
upon the Nietzsche lectures that were given between 1936 and 1940
during five semesters at the University of Freiburg im Breisgau.
These set themselves the task of understanding Nietzsche's thinking
as the consummation of Western metaphysics from out of Being.
"The Age of the World Picture": The lecture was given on June
9, 1938, under the title "The Establishing by Metaphysics of the
Modern World Picture," as the last of a series that was arranged by
the Society for Aesthetics, Natural Philosophy, and Medicine at
Freiburg im Breisgau, and which had as its theme the establishing
of the modern world picture. The appendixes were written at the
same time but were not delivered.

Of al l th e essay s in Holzwege Heidegg er remarks :
In the intervening time these pieces have been repeatedly revised
and, in some places, clarified. In each case the level of reflection and
the structure have remained, and so also, together with these, has
the changing use of language.

And at th e end of Vortriige und Aufsiitze Hei degg erg vi es th e
foll owi ng not es :
"The Question Concerning Technology"

["Die Frage nach der

Technik"]: Lecture held on November 18, 1955, in the main audi
torium of the Technische Hochschule, Munich, in the series "The
Arts in the Technological Age," arranged by the Bavarian Academy
of Fine Arts under the leadership of President Emil Preetorius;
published in volume III of the
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Yearbook of the Academy (ed. Clem

ens Graf Podewils), R. Oldenbourg, Munich, 1954, pp. 70 ff.
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Introduction
To read Heidegger is to set out on an adventure. The essays in
this

volume-intriguing,

challenging, and often baffling the

reader-call him always to abandon all superficial scanning and
to enter wholeheartedly into the serious pursuit of thinking.
Every philosopher demands to be read in his own terms. This
is especially true of Heidegger. One must not come to him with
ready-made labels, although these are very often given. Thus
Heidegger is not an "existentialist." He is not concerned centrally
or exclusively with man. Rather he is centrally concerned with
the relation between man and Being, with man as the openness
to which and in which Being presences and is known. Heidegger
is not a "determinist." He does not believe that man's actions
are completely controlled by forces outside him or that man has
no effective freedom. To Heidegger man's life does indeed lie
under a destining sent from out of Being. But to him that destin
ing can itself call forth a self-orienting response of man that is
real and is a true expression of human freedom. Again, Heidegger
is not a "mystic." He does not describe or advocate the experi
encing of any sort of oneness with an absolute or infinite. For
him both man

and Being are finite, and their relationship never

dissolves in sheer oneness. Hence absolute, infinite, or the One
can appear to him only as abstractions of man's thinking, and
not as realities of essential power.
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Hei deggeri s not a "pri mi it ve" or a "romanti c." Hei s not one
who seeks escape from the burdens and responsi bili it es of con
temporary li fe i nto sereni ty , ei ther through the re- creati ng of
some i dylli c past or through the exal it ng of some si mpl e ex
peri ence. Fi nally , Hei degger i s not a foe of technol ogy and
sci ence. He nei ther di sdai ns nor rejects them as though they
were only destructi ve of humanli fe.
T he roots of Hei degger's thi nki ng li e deep i n the Western
phil osophi cal tradi it on. Yet that thi nki ng i s uni que i n many of
i ts aspects, i ni ts l anguage and i n i ts li terary expressi on. In the
devel opment of hi s thought Hei degger has been taught chi efly
by the Greeks, by German i deali sm, by phenomenol ogy , and by
the schol asti c theol ogi cal tradi it on. T hese and other el ements
t and i ntell ect i nto
have been fused by hi s geni us of sensi it vi y
very i ndi vi dual phil osophi cal expressi on.

and needed by Bei ng, cooperates i n the handi ng out of li mi ts
and the setti ng of bounds.
t of some
Here Bei ngi si n no sense to be thought of as an enti y
or aspect
ement
l
e
y
an
th
i
w
ed
sort. Nori si t to be si mply i denti if
t that we ordi narily know. Rather Bei ng
t of the reali y
or totali y
i s the Bei ng of whateveri s. Ruli ngi n whateveri s,y et transcend
i ng and governi ng thel atteri n the parti cul ari ty ofi ts presenci ng,
Bei ng may perhaps best be sai d to be the ongoi ng manner i n
whi ch every thi ng thati s, presences ;i . e.,i ti s the manneri n whi ch,
i n thel asti ngness of it me, every thi ng encounters man and comes
to appearance through the openness that man provi des. Hence
for Hei degger Bei ng i s the very opposi te of an abstracti on
fashi oned by human thought. Rather i t i s "what i s gi ven to
thi nki ng to thi nk."T rue thi nki ng shoul d not concerni tsel f wi th
some arcane and hi dden meani ng, but wi th "somethi ng lyi ng
near, that whi ch li es nearest/ ' whi ch, i n vi rtue of that very
nearness, man's thi nki ng can readily fail to noti ce a t all ( WN
111) . * Bei ng rul es i n whatever i s-i n the parti cul ar and i n the
far-rangi ng compl exi ty of the whol e-thereby constantly ap
proachi ng and concerni ng man. "In the i' s/ " spoken of any thi ng
real whatever, " ' Bei ng'i s uttered" (T 46) .
Bei ng mani fests i tsel f conti nually anew. In keepi ng wi th thi s,
thi nki ng can never be for Hei degger a cl osed sy stem. Rather i t
i s the traveli ng of a road. Each thi nker goes al ong a way thati s
peculi arly hi s own. In a fundamental sensei ti s the way and not
the i ndi vi dual that assembl es what i s thought, that provi des
bounds andl ets every thi ng standi n rel ati on to every thi ng el se.
t of the way for
Hei degger's wri it ngs exempli fy thi s centrali y

In approachi ng Hei degger's work the reader must ask not only
what he say s, but how he say si t. For here form and content are
.i nextri cably uni ted. T he percepti ve reader will if nd at hand i n
the li terary form of each one of these essay s many key s to un
l ocki ts meani ng . He will al so if nd the content of each conti nually
shapi ng for i tsel f forms admi rably sui ted to i ts parti cul ar ex
pressi on.
t performed i n
For Hei degger true thi nki ng i s never an acti vi y
t . It i s never man's orderi ng of abstrac
abstracti on from reali y
it ons si mply i n terms ofl ogi cal connecti ons. Genui ne thi nki ngi s,
rather, man's most essenti al manner of bei ng man. Ri gorously
demandi ng and but rarely attai ned, i t mani fests the rel ati on be
tween man and Bei ng. In true thi nki ng man i s used by Bei ng,
whi ch needs man as the openness that provi des the measure and
the bounds for Bei ng's mani festi ng ofi tsel fi n whateveri s. Man
i n thi nki ng i s call ed upon to l end a hel pi ng hand to Bei ng. In
deed, Hei degger can refer to thi nki ng as handcraft. As such,
thi nki ng i s man's fundamental respondi ng to whatever offers
i tsel f to hi m. Informed by recoll ecti on,i t bri ngs forthi nto aware
ness and effi cacy whatever i s presented to i t to know. It i s the
caretaki ng hand that recei ves and hol ds and shapes every thi ng
that truly comes to be and to be known. T hrough that recei vi ng
and shapi ng of whatever i s present, thi nki ng, as bel ongi ng to

xv

* The five essays in this volume are referred to in the Introduction and
in the footnotes with the following symbols :
Q T : "The Question Concerning Technology"
T : "The Turning"
WN : "The Word of Nietzsche: 'God Is Dead' "
AWP: "The Age of the World Picture"
SR : "Science and Reflection"
The abbreviation "Pr. Iden." refers to the essay ''The Principle of Identity,"
in Heidegger's Identity and Difference, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York:
Harper & Row, 1969), pp. 23 ff. In all quotations from this work slight
modifications of the translation have been made. "Sem" refers to the un
published transcript of the "Seminaire tenu au Thor en septembre 1969 par
Ie Professeur Martin Heidegger."
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Introduction

h im. Ch aracteristically h e writes essay s, excursions of th ough .
t
Each of th e five essay s in h
t e present volume is of h
t is nature.
Th e five center around h
t e th eme of tech nology and th e modern
ag e,y et in reading each of h
t em we travel a particular path . Each
is distinctive and self- contained, and must be read in and for
itself. In each , innumerable details of word and ph rase and struc
ture at once both arise from and reveal wh at Heidegg er is say ing .
Heidegg er is primarily a teach er. He does not wish to travel
alone and h
t en report wh ath eh as seen, nor does h e wish to g o
as ag uide merely pointing out objects along h
t e road. He wish es
th e reader to accompany h im on h
t e way , to participate with h im,
and even to beg in to build h is own way h
t rough h
t inking , and
not merely toh ear about wh at it is or sh ould be.
Being approach es and concerns us in wh atever is, y et Being
ch aracteristically conceals itself even in so doing . Hence h
t inking
cannot readily find it out. Th e way h
t rough th inking to th at place
wh ere man can open h imself to h
t e ruling of Being is diff 
i
cult. It leads often h
t rough unfamiliar and even perilous country .
We modern men are far from h
t at open clearing . We are trapped
and blinded by a mode of h
t ough t h
t at insists ong rasping reality
h
t rough imposed conceptual structures. We cannot and will not
come to h
t at place wh ere we can let wh at is, be. We do not per
ceive h
t at h
t e way by wh ich true h
t inking proceeds can itself
prove to be h
t e source of h
t at unity wh ich we, often frenziedly ,
strive after in our ph ilosophy , in our science, and in every aspect
of our activity .
In order to prepare us truly to h
t ink, Heidegg er, in keeping
with h
t e best speculative tradition, often carries us bey ond our
facile conceiving to seek h
t eg round of our h
t inking . Buth e does
more. He confron ts us repeatedly with an aby ss. Forh e strives
to induce us to leap to new g round, to h
t ink in fresh way s.
Hence, ag ain and ag ain, as we travel with h im h
t rough h
t ese
essay s some preej pice will confront us. One must often clamber
h
t rough dark say ing s and scale absurdities if one would follow
on h
t ese path s. Th is is a daunting prospect. Yet Heidegg er h as
h ope for h
t ose wh o g o with h im. For h
t e g round h e seeks to
ach ieve belong s fundamentally to man as man. Hence h e calls
each of us wh o reads to come and find it out.
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Heideg g er's writing is intrinsically sequentiat alway s moving in
some particular direction. Th erefore one must discover meaning
as one moves forward. One must experience th e turning s of th ese
path s just wh ere h
t ey h appen. No element can properly be ex
cerpted and considered in isolation, and none can properly be
left out of account; for each element play s its part in h
t e forward
movement. Words and sentences must alway s be read in context
if one h opes to ap preh end th e meaning th at th ey bear.
In h
t is building forward of h
t inking th ere is alway s a pattern.
Sometimes it is closely and intricately woven, as in "Th e Turn
ing ." Sometimes, as in "Th e Question Concerning Tech nology "
or "Th e Word of Nietzsch e: ' God Is Dead,' '' it is far-rang ing ,
involving long , complex discussions wh ose interconnections can
be h ard to discern. At times bewilderment may seize even th e
h
t ough tful reader. Yeth e must remember h
t at, on each particular
path , Heidegg er h imself never loses h is way and never forg ets
in wh at direction h e is g oing . He never abandons th e sequence
of h is th emes, never forg ets wh at h e h as previously said, and
never forsakes h
t e pattern of h is work. Every h
t ing fits, often
with g reat precision, into h
t at pattern. For Heidegg er is alway s
working out of h
t e wh oleness provided by th e delimiting way
pursued.
Heidegg er must build and is content to build finitely . However intricate h
t e relationsh ips to be expressed, h owever mani
fold h
t e g iven meaning , h e must set forth one facet at a time.
Th ere is tremendous rig or inh is work. Th ereforeh e makesg reat
demands on h
t ose wh o followh im. Yet th e reader wh o perseveres
may h ope to experience h
t e excitement of discovery as h e finds
h imself intimately eng ag ed in h
t e pursuit of th inking .
Because Heidegg er is eag er h
t at h
t e reader sh ould follow h im
and sensible th at th e way is h ard, ag ain and ag ainh e speaks so
as to evoke a response h
t at will carry h is companion forward.
Often at some key pointh e will ask a question, seeking to force
th e reader to come tog rips with wh at is being said, to h
t ink, to
reply , and h
t en to listen for an answer h
t at will send h
t e discus
sion forward : "Does h
t is mean h
t at man, for better or worse, is
h elplessly delivered over to tech nology? " (T 37) . "In wh at does
h
t e essence of modern science lie?" (AWP 117 ) . "Wh at is h ap-

�---�----� - . � ------ ---
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pening to Being?" ( WN 104). When we come upon such ques
tions we must listen alertly. A question may b e answered in an
immediately ensuing sentence, or its answer may emerge only
after an involved exposition. But an answer will come. And it
willb e important to the whole discussion.
Sometimes Heidegger speaks with sharp emphasis, to indicate
that a point must b e heard: "never can it b e suff iciently
stressed . . . " ( SR 160), "a confrontation with Christendom is
ab solutely not in any way . . . " ( WN 64), "never does the Being
of that which is consist . . . " ( AWP 130) . Such words demand
our closest attention.
Again, Heide gger has many devices for catching the reader up
and j olting him from his hab itual frame of mind. "But where
have we strayed to?" he will ask, after a sequence of thought has
drawn to an expected conclusion ( QT 12) . Or he will interj ect
some sharp assertion: "for centuries we have acted as though
the doctrine of the four causes had fallen from heaven as a truth
as clear as daylight" ( QT 6)-and he thereb y calls in question
our unconsidered assumptions. At one point he will echo what
we are thinking, only to amplify it with a word that moves it
into another dimension : Yes, the instrumental definition of tech
nology is "correct"; it is "indeed so uncannily correct"-and the
word "uncanny," even if forgotten, hangs over the portrayal of
the skeletal power into whose domain we look in words that
eventually follow ( QT 5, 19 ff.) . At another point he will thrust
at the foundations of our thinking with a quick reversal of
thought, hoping to dislodge us and b ring us to new ground :
"Modern physics is called mathematical b ecause, in a remark
ab le way, it makes use of a quite specific mathematics . But it
can proceed mathematically in this way onlyb ecause, in a deeper
sense, it is already itself mathematical" ( AWP 118)-and we are
compelled to ask, What is he saying with this puzzling assertion?
Sometimes such thrusts are allb utb eyond our comprehension:
"T he essence of technology is b y no means anything techno
logical" ( QT 4) ; "Physics as physics can make no assertions
ab out physics" ( SR 176) . Such words may even, when heard
superficially, sound like mere cleverness or arrogant nonsense.
More seriously confronted, such statements may fairly halt the
reader in dismay and exasperation. "I know this man must b e

wrong," he may protest, "if he says that the essence of tech
nology h as nothing to do with technology. He can't b e saying
that. But what is he saying? I am willing to do as I was asked, to
follow, to question, to b uild a way. But what can I do with an
opaque statement like that? 'T he essence of technology isb y no
means anything technological'! " Yet in such opaque statements
the meaning of the way is often most deeply lodged. Again the
reader has b een forced to ask, to look for the ranges of meani ng
within seemingly familiar words. Never should it b e thought
that at such j unctures Heidegger is merely playing with words.
For him, rather, language plays with us. T he swiftly turned
phrase is not a roadb lock. It is another, if enigmatic, signpost.
It is a statement opaque only b y reason of fullness, intended to
guide the reader forward in search of the meaning that itb odies
forth.

xviii

Access to the way to which Heidegger wishes to introduce us,
the way to thinking and to a free relationship with Being, lies
through language. For thinking is man's according with and
responding to Being, and "language is the primal dimension" in
which that responsive corresponding takes place (T 41) .
Heidegger has a poet's ear for language and often writes in
a poetic way. For him the proper function of words is not to
stand for, to signify. Rather, words point to something b eyond
themselves .T hey are translucentb earers of meaning. T o name a
thing is to summon it, to call it toward one. Heidegger's words
are rich in connotation. Once inclined to invent words to carry
needed meanings, he has more recently b ecome concerned with
the rehab ilitation of language, with the restoring of its original,
now ob literated force.
Repeatedly he tells us of the ancient and fundamental mean
ings of words, carefully setting forth nuances or tracing historical
c hanges that took place as thought passed from one language to
another. Our word "technology," we learn, rests b ack upon the
Greek techne. Our "cause," from the L atin causa, translates the
Greek aition, which has a very different meaning. "Essence,"
"theory," "refl ection," the "real"- word after word is searched
out to its roots and defined and used according to its latent
meanings. In all this Heidegger is of course no mere antiquarian.

----- ---

xx

Introduc tion

He h as said h
t at language is h
t e h ouse of Be ing. The rec iproc al
re lation be twee n Be ing and man is fulfille d h
t rough language.
He nce to see k out wh at language is, h
t rough disc ove ring wh at
was spoke n in it whe n itfi rst arose and wh ath as bee n and c an
be he ard in it the re afte r, is in fac t to see k out h
t at re lationsh ip.
It is to e nde avor to place one se lf whe er h
t e utte rance of Be ing
maybe he ard ande xpre sse d.
He ide gge rch oose s-he h imse lf migh t say "disc ove rs"- words
h
t at are as e xpre ssive as possib el . Ofte n he defi ne s h
t e m with
gre at prec ision. Some time she points out face ts of me aning h
t at
are c el arly pre se nt in a Ge rman word, as in verschulden (to be
re sponsib el or indeb et d), wirken (to work or b ring ab out), or
besinnen (to reflec ;
t from sinnen, to sce nt out or se nse ) QT 7 ;
SR 159, 180). Some time s he pre sse s a word forward to e nc om
pass ne w me anings h
t athe he ars with in it, as with Bestand (stoc k,
now bec ome standing-re se rve ), or Gestell (frame , now bec ome
Enframing) , or Geschick (fate , now bec ome h
t e se lf- adaptive
de stining of Be ing) (QT 17, 19, 24;T 37-38) .
He ide gge r's use of words is ve ry ofte n pec uliar to h imse lf. It
isch arac te ristic ally de manding and ofte n strange to our h
t ough t.
The words h
t at mee t us inh ise ssays are not inte nde d to mystify
h is re ade rs or to attrac t de votee s wh o will fac ile ly re pe ate sote ric
speech . Ye t He ide gge r is ac ute ly aware h
t ath is words may we ll
be se ize d upon and use d in just such ways: we must, he says,
kee p from "h astily rec asting h
t e language of the h
t inke r in h
te
c oin of a et rminology," imme diate ly re pe ating some ne w and
impre ssive word "inste ad of de voting all our e fforts to h
t inking
h
t rough wh ath asbee n said."1
Since words are in no se nse ab strac tions,b ut rathe r sh ow h
te
Be ing of h
t at of wh ci h h
t e y spe ak, He ide gge r c an and doe s
e mploy h
t e m variously so as to b ring out partic ular aspec ts of
h
t e ir me aning at partic ular points. Buthe use s h
t e mc onsiste ntly
acc ording to h is unde rstanding of h
t e me aning h
t at h
t e y c arry;
and nuance s h
t at fall away at any give n time ne ve rthe el ss always
re main alive and must be c ontinually he ard. We must re ad
He ide gge r's defi nitions and studyh is ways of using words with
c are . For h
t e se alone , and not our own prec once ptions and in
graine d notions of me aning, will et ll us wh at words like "truth "
1. "The Onto-theo-IogicaI Constitution of Metaphysics," in Identity and
Difference, pp. 73-74.
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or "e sse nce" or "tech nology" or " me taph ysic s" are c onve ying
he re .
t e n on-Ge rman re ade r is of c ourse at a
In th is situation h
pec uliar disadvantage . A translator is ine xorab ly force d toch oose
among many aspec ts of c onnotation for word upon word and to
rec ast se nte nce afte r se n et nce into a ve ry diffe re nt mold. P aralle l
words and e ve n rathe r el ngth y ph rase s h ave some time s bee n
use d he re to re nde r single Ge rman words in orde r to display
ade quate ly h
t e ir b re adth of me aning. Eve ry atte mpt h as bee n
made to maintain c onsiste nc y in h
t e translation of give n words
and to mirror as faith u
f lly as possib el h
t e inne r e mph ase s of
c onstruc tion re side nt in the Ge rman et xt. Ye t de spite all such
e fforts, the e voc ative powe r of h
t e original word, as ofte n of the
original stre ss and turn of ph rase , c an sc arce ly be pre se rve d for
the English- spe aking re ade r. In the se e ssays, footnote s andc ita
tions o f the original Ge rman h ave bee n provide d to he lp the
re ade r at c ruc ial points. The e ssays h ave bee n translate d with
c are , and it ish ope d th at much of He ide gge r's me aning lie s with in
the se page s, e ve n th ough h
t e fullne ss of h
t e original Ge rman
mustbe lac king. It goe s with out saying th at anyone wh o wishe s
to know He ide gge r's wor k we ll must re ad and study h
t e Ge rman
et xt.
Whe n all th is h as bee n said, it must be adde d h
t at h
t e fi rst
prob el m of the re ade r of th is English volume is apt to lie , not in
h
t e fac t h
t at he is re adi ng He ide gge r in translation, b ut in h
te
fac t th at in re ading He ide gge r he is e nc ounte ring words h
t athe
must el arn to el t c ome to h im with fre sh me aning. Defi nition
andc onte xt re main to give c onside rab el aid. More ove r, e ve n in
the language of translation the e xpre ssive ne ss of many of He i
de gge r's wordsc an re ach us with ge nuine powe r. If we c an el arn,
with wh ate ve r diff ci ulty, to th ink truth as unc once alme nt or
e sse nce as the manne r in wh ci h some h
t ing e ndure s inc oming to
pre se nce ; if we c an el t words like "tech nology" or "de stining"
or "dange r" sound with h
t e me aning He ide gge r inte nds, h
te n
sorr,e h
t ing of th at powe r will be pre se nt for us.
Ve ry ofte n He ide gger use s words th at point to re alitie s or re 
lationsbe yond h
t ose of wh ci h h
t e y imme diate ly spe ak. On occ as
sion a pair of words w ill be found, e ach of wh ci h , if we are
truly liste ning, more or el ss c el arly sugge sts and ree nforce s the
othe r. Words like "unc once aling" and "c once aling," "pre s-
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encing" and "withdrawing," are intended variou sly to act in this
way. More importantly, su ch words, like many others, also have
a two-wayness that permits them to point at once to Being and to
man. T hu s "presencing" and "revealing" speak simu ltaneou sly
of a moving into presence or u nconcealment and of one toward
whom that movement takes place, while "concealing" and "with
drawing" tell of a movement away and remind of one who is
b eing deprived of that which mightb e present or revealed.
Often thisb readth of expressiveness possessedb y Heidegger's
langu age can help the attentive reader to make his way throu gh
diff icu lt passages. In "T he Tu rning," for example, throu ghou t
the especially diff icu lt sequ ence in which we are told of what
comes to pass in the u
t rning of the danger that is the essence of
technology, almost no overt allu sion is made to the role of man
T
(
41-47 ) . T hat role is set forth in the openi ng pages of the
essay ( pp. 36-41),bu t it cou ld easilyb e let slip from view as the
reader follows the intricate discu ssion. T hrou ghou t that very
discu ssion, however, a whole series of words-"light," "in
flashing," "glance," "insight" -appears. And these can serve to
remind one of a: lighting u p that b oth shines forth and is seen.
T hese words speak specifically of what happens in the tu rning
within Being itself. Bu t they also su stain foru s, ifbu t hiddenly,
the memory of man's necessary involvement in what is coming
to pass, u ntil the hu man role is again taken u p and b rou ght
forward (T 47 ) .
Heidegger makes particu lar u se o f prepositions and adverb s,
standing either alone or as components of verb s, to speak thu s
of fu ndamental relations, even when those relations themselves
are notu nder discu ssion. Su ch words as "into," "from ou t of,"
"toward," "forth," "ou t," and "hither" will b e met with fre
qu ently in these pages. T hey shou ldb e carefu lly noted, for they
c an emb ody with pecu liar force the apprehension of reality ou t
of which Heidegger is speaking.
Poet that he is, Heidegger often speaks the same words again
and again and again. Repetition gives emphasis. A word intro
du ced at one point and then takenu p only later into fu ll discu s
sion gains in richness throu gh that early introdu ction, for its
presence threads all bu tu nnoticed throu gh the pattern of inter
vening thou ght.T he same phrases areu sed now, thenu sed again;

yet they are not really the same. The later phrase is always fu ller
in meaning b y reason of all that has b een said since its words
were first spoken. This cu mu lative power of repetition can b e
seen strikingly when Heidegger retu rns at the close of an essay
to words and themes that sou nd toward its b eginning ( cf. T,
WN) . Su ch words speak with new eloqu ence when we fi nd them
thu s at the conclu sion of an ardu ou s path.
Ab ove all, the reader mu st not grow deaf to Heidegger's words;
he mu st not let their continu al repetition or their appearance in
all bu t identical phrases u
l ll him into gliding effortlessly on,
ob liviou s to the sub tle shifts and gatherings of meaning that are
constantly taking place.
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A nu mb er of terms that we have u sed thu s far point to fu nda
mental characteristics in Heidegger's thinking that mu stb ecome
integral to one's own ou tlook if one wou ld enter into and gain
someu nderstanding of his work. We have spoken of the "way"
that "assemb les" and relates things to one another. We have
allu ded to "wholeness," to "pattern," to the expressing of facets
of thou ght in finite "sequ ence." We have discu ssed the "two
wayness" of particu lar words, and the "richness of connotation"
inherent in Heidegger's langu age generally. All these are bu t
particu lar manifestations of a thinking that is essentially inclu 
sive and essentially rooted in the discerning of relations. On the
grou nd where Heidegger moves, reality does not appear as com
posed of discrete elements or aspects that are linked b y cau se
and effect connections. For Heidegger thinking is not primarily
dedu ctive, althou gh he often shows himself to b e a master at
elu� idating the implications of a statement or thou ght. For him
the primary qu estion tob e asked is always how and never why.
His is descriptive and evocative thinking, in the sense that it tells
u s of what is and of what is taking place, and seeks to b ring it
b efore u s. T he reality describ ed is manifold. Aspects impinge
u pon one another. Movements and interactions are what mu st
fu nd amentallyb e recou nted.
Bu t these interrelations always involve some intricate u nity.
T he inherence of something in something else or the manifesta
tion in the present of what has long b een present, the sameness
of variou s and even opposite manifestations or the oneness of
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sub tly dive rse occurre nce s-such things are he re tobe me t with
at e ve ry turn.
Once more the re ade r may be et mpte d to say, "What non
se nse! " One should be wary, howe ve r, of el aping hastily to any
such conclusion. 50 pe rvasive ly doe s unitive , re lational thinking
informe ve ry aspe ct of He ide gge r's work that one who dismisse d
such thinking out of hand would risk e xtinguishing for himse lf
any hope of unde rstanding what He ide gge r is saying. The re ade r
must in factbe come so ale rt to inclusive comple xitie s of thought
that he willbe se nsitive to the ir pre se nce e ve n whe n the y do not
manife stly appe ar.
He ide gge r, as is typical of him, is conce rne d in the e ssays
be fore us with the unde rstanding of We ste rn history and We st
e rn thought. We ordinarily think of the mode rn age , "the age of
scie nce and et chnology," as one that be gan a fe w ce nturie s ago
and that is unque stionab ly ne w. He ide gge r too can spe ak of a
ne w de parture in the mode rn age ; ye t for him to say this is to
point at the same time to the coming into ove rt e xpre ssion of a
et nde ncy whose true origin lie s de cisive ly if hidde nly in Gree k
antiquity.
The fundame ntal Gree k e xpe rie nce of re ality was, He ide gge r
be lie ve s, one in which me n we re imme diate ly re sponsive to what
e ve r was pre se ncing to them . The y ope nly re ce ive d whate ve r
spontane ously me t the m ( AWP 131) .
For the Gree ks the coming into the "pre se nt" out of the "not
pre se nt" was poisesis ( QT 10) . This "b ringing forth" was mani
fe st first of all in physis, that pre se ncing whe re in the b ursting
forth arose from within the thing itse lf. Techne was also a form
of this b ringing forth, b ut one in which the b ursting- forth lay
not in the thing itse lfb ut in anothe r. In techne, through art and
handcraft, man participate d in conjunction with othe r contrib ut
ing e el me nts-with "matte r," "aspe ct," and " circumscrib ing
b ounds"-in the b ringing forth of a thing into be ing ( QT 7-8) .
More ove r the arts of the mind we re calle d techne also ( QT 13).
Gree k man ope nly re ce ive d and made known that which
offe re d itse lf to him. Ye t ne ve rthe el ss he te nde d in the face of
the o nrush of the re ve aling of Be ing in all that me t him to see k
to maste r it. It is just this et nde ncy toward maste ry that shows
itse lf in Gree k philosophy. Philosophy sprang from the funda-

me ntal Gree ke xpe rie nce of re ality. The philosophe r wonde re d at
the pre se ncing of things and, wonde ring, fixe d upon the m. ( That,
He ide gge r re marks, is why Thale s tumb el d into a we ll! [5e m
11] ) . The philosophe r sought to grasp and conside r re ality, to
discove r whate ve r might be pe rmane nt within it, so as to know
what it truly was. But pre cise ly in so doing he distance d himse lf
from Be ing, which was manife sting itse lf in the pre se ncing of all
particularbe ings. For in his see king, he re ache d out not simply
to re ce ive with ope nne ss, b ut also to control. He re , to He ideg 
ge r's thinking, lie s the re al origin of the moder n et chnological
age . Techne was a skille d and thorough knowing that disclose d,
that was, as such, a mode of b ringing forth into pre se ncing, a
mode of re ve aling. Philosophy, as a thinking that conside re d
re ality and the re with made it manife st in its Be ing, was techne
also in its own way. In the We ste rn tradition, the me taphysical
thinkingb orn of that philosophy carrie d forward the e xpre ssion
of techne into mode rn time s.
He ide gge r finds Christian the ology tobe wholly dominate d b y
me taphysics during the ce nturie s afte r the be ginning of the
Christiane ra. In the me die val pe riod me n we re pre occupie d with
the que stion of how the y mightbe in right re lationship with God,
how the y mightbe assure d of salvation, i.e ., how the y might find
e nduring se curity. At the close of that pe riod the ove rt the ological
unde rgirding of the se que stions fe ll away, b ut the que st for
se curity re maine d. Man nee de d a ne wb asis for his se lf- assurance ,
his assurance of rightne ss. The work of De scarte s, itse lf an e x
pre ssion of the shift in me n's outlook that had alre ady take n
place , se t forth thatb asis i n philosophical et rms ( WN 88-90) .
In the' ego cogito [ergo] sum of De scarte s, man found his se lf
ce rtainty within himself. Man's thinking (cogitare), which He i
de gge r says was also a "driving toge the r" (co-agitare), was found
to contain within itse lf the nee de d sure ne ss. Man could represent
re ality to himse lf, that is, he could se t it up ove r against himse lf,
as it appeared to him, as an object of thought. In so doing, he
fel t assure d a t once of his owne xiste nce and of the e xiste nce of
the re ality thus conce ive d ( AWP 131) .
It is in this that He ide gge r see s the focal point for the be gin
ning of the modern age . The te nde ncy pre se nt in me taphysics
from its ince ption he re be gins to come to fulfillme nt. Man, once
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concerned to discover and decisively tob ehold the truly real, now
finds himself certain of himself; and he takes himself, in that
self-certainty, to b e more and more the determining center of
reality.
This stance of man in the midst of all that isb espeaks the fact
that man has b ecome "sub ject." The phenomenon of the "sub - .
j ect" is itself not new. It was present among the Greeks. But
there sub ject, hypokeimenon, that- which-lies-b efore ( for the
Greeks, that which looms up, e.g., an island or mountain), meant
the reality that confronted man in the power of its presence ( cf.'
Sem. 7) . With D escartes at the b eginning of the modern period,
this meaning of hypokeimenon, sub ject, was decisively trans
formed.
D escartes fixed his attention not on a reality b eyond himself,
b ut precisely on that which was present as and within his own
consciousness. At this point human self-consciousness b ecame
sub ject par excellence, and everything that had the character of
sub ject- of that-which-lies-b efore-came to find the locus and
manner of its b eing precisely in that self-consciousness, L e., in
the unity of thinking andb eing that was es tab lishedb y D escartes
in his ego cogito [ergo] sum, through which man was continually
seeking to make himself secure. Here manb ecame what he has
b een increasingly throughout our period. Heb ecame sub ject, the
self-conscious shaper and guarantor of all that comes to him
fromb eyond himself ( AWP 147 ff.) .
Modern science i s for Heidegger a work o f man a s sub ject in
this sense. Modern man as scientist, through the prescrib ed pro
cedures of experiment, inquires of nature to learn more and more
ab out it. But in so doing he does not relate himself to nature as
the Greek related himself to the multitudinous presencing of
everything that met him spontaneously at every turn. He does
not relate to nature in the openness of immediate response. For
the scientist's "nature" is in fact, Heidegger says, a human
construction. S<;: ience strikingly manifests the way in which
modern man as sub ject represents reality. The modern scientist
does not let things presence as they are in themselves. He arrests
them, ob jectifies them, sets them over against himself, precisely
b y representing them to himself in a particular way. Modern
theory, Heidegger says, is an "entrapping and securing refining

of the real" ( SR 167) . Reality as "nature" is represented as a
manifold of cause and effect coherences. So represented, nature
b ecomes amenab le to experiment. But this does not happen
simplyb ecause nature intrinsically is of this character; rather it
happens, Heidegger avers, specifically b ecause man himself
represents nature as of this character and then grasps and in
vestigates it according to methods that, not surprisingly, fi t
perfectly the reality so conceived.
Here, science (Wissenschaft) means any discipline or b ranch
of knowledge. In speaking of sci ence, Heidegger can refer as
often to the discipline of history, with its representing of his
torical events as causal sequences, as he does to physics and its
related disciplines with their respective ways of representing
nature.
The intricate system of techniques and apparatus that we call
modern technology b elongs essentially to this same realm. In
it contemporary man's inveterate drive to master whatever con
fronts him is plain for all to see. Technology treats everything
with "ob jectivity." The modern technologist is regularly ex
pected, and expects hi mself, to b e ab le to i mpose or der on all
data, to "process" every sort of entity, nonhuman and human
alike, and to devise solutions for every kind of prob lem., He is
forever getting things under control.
Heidegger's portrayal of the b eginnings of the modern age
and of its characteristic phenomena often so sharply stresses the
self-exalting and restrictive role of man that his thinking can
seem not unlike that of those who unconditionally condemn
"Cartesian ab straction" and decry the pernicious tendency of
science and technology to cut man off from vital awareness of
the real ( AWP 118 ff., SR 169 ff.) . But for Heidegger that simple
stress never stands alone. Its seeming simplicity in fact masks
a concomitant hidden truth that actually b elies any such sim
plicity. Always for Heidegger- even when he most vividly de
scrib es how man as sub ject has b rought the modern age into
b eing and how he now shapes and dominates its phenomena
the primal relationship b etween man and Being lies as near at
hand and demands as much to b e taken into account as it does
when he speaks of the ancient Greeks and of their immediate
responsiveness to the ruling of Being in whatever was presencing
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to them. However extensiveL y Heidegger may speak ab out man,
his thinking and his doing, he never loses sight of the truth that
"in the ' s
i ' of everything that is, " ' Being' is uttered."
Modern technology, like ancient techne, from which it springs
l k e science and metaphysics, which are essentially one
-and i
with it-is a mode of revealing. Being, through its manner of
ruling in all that is, is manifesting itself within it.
T hat which has come to fruit ion in D escartes and in all of us,
his modern successors, not only took its rise long b efore in a
temporal sense. It also took its rise long in advance fromb eyond
man ( QT 14) . For in its fulfillment Heidegger sees the holding
sway of a "destining" or "sending forth" of Being, that has come
upon man and molded him and his world ( QT 24) .
In the time of the Greeks the philosophers did not simply im
pose categories like idea upon reality so as to make it accessib le
to themselves in the way they wished. Rather, that which every
where met them in its Being so offered itself as to call forth their
thought in just those ways. In the same manner, in the modern
"Cartesian" scientific age man does not merely impose his own
construction upon reality. He does indeed represent reality to
himselt refusing to let things emerge as they are. He does for
ever catch reality up in a conceptual system and find that he
must fix it thusb efore he can see it at all. But man does this both
as his own work andb ecause the revealing now holding sway at
once in all that is and in himself b rings it ab out that he should
do so. T his simultaneous juxtaposing of the destining of Being
and the doing of man is ab solutely fundamental for Heidegger's
thinking.
We ordinarily understand modern technology as having arisen
sub sequently to science and as sub ordinate to it. We consider it
to b e a phenomenon b rought ab out through scientific advance.
Heidegger points out that, on the contrary, modern science and
machine technology are mutually dependent upon one another.
More importantly, technology, in its essence, precedes and is
more fundamental than science. T his is no mere statement con
cerning chronological priority, for the "essence of technology"
is the very mode of Being's revealing of itself that is holding
sway in all phenomena of the modern age. Man's arrogation to
himself of the role of sub ject in philosophy; his ob jectifying of

nature, life, and history in dealing with them in ' the sciences ;
and his calculating and cataloguing and disposing o f all manner
of things through machine technology- all these alike are ex
pressions of that essence and of that revealing. T echnology, so
understood, is in no sense an instrument of man's making or in
his control. It is rather that phenomenon, ruled from out of
Being itselt that is centrally determining all of Western history.
Modern technology in its essence is a "challenging revealing."
It involves a contending with everything that is. For it "sets
'
upon" everything, imposing upon it a demand that seiz es and
requisitions it for use. U nder the dominion of this challenging
revealing, nothing is allowed to appear as it is in itself.
T he rule of such a way of revealing is seen when man b e
comes sub ject, when from out of his consciousness he assumes
dominion over everything outside himself, when he represents
and ob jectifies and, in ob jectifying, b egins to take control over
everything. It comes to its fulfillment when, as is increasingly the
case in our time, things are not even regarded as ob jects,b ecause
their only important quality has b ecome their readiness for use.
T oday all things are b eing swept together into a vast network
in which their only meaning lies in theirb eing availab le to serve
some end that will itself also b e directed toward getting every
thing under control. Heidegger calls this fundamentally un
differentiated supply of the availab le the "standing-reserve"
( QT 17 ) .
T he ordering o f everything a s standing-reserve, like ob jectify
ing itselt is once more a manifestation of a destining . It is first
of all theb ringing to fruition of a way of appearing that is given
to everything that is, from out of Being itself. But as such, it does
not, of course, take place simply outside of or apart from man.
T he same destining that gives this mode of appearing to what
ever is also rules in him, provoking him to order everything in
just this way, as standing-reserve. T he challenging claim that
now summons man forth, that "gathers man thither to order the
self-revealing as standing-reserve," Heidegger calls das Ge-stell
( Enframing) ( QT 19) . As " Enframing," that claim ceaselessly
b rings b oth men and things to take their places in the stark
configuration that isb eing wrought out through ordering for use.
T his challenging summons, ruling in modern technology, is
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a mode of Being's revealing of itself. Yet in it, also, Being with
draws, so that the summons that thus "enframes" is all b ut de
void of Being as empowering to b e. Compelled b y its claim,
ordered and orderer alike are denuded. All that is and man
himself are gripped in a structuring that exhib its a mere skeleton
of their Being, of the way in which they intrinsically are. In all
this the essence of technology rules.
The dominion of Enframing as the ess ence of modern tech
nology and the concomitant presence of the standing-reserve are
most clearly seen in the realm of machine technology, where no
ob ject has signifi cance in itself and where the "orderab ility" of
everything, from energy and statistics to machines and persons,
is all-important. It can b e found also, Heidegger says, in the
sphere of science, namely, in modern physics. There again, the
ob ject, otherwise the hallmark of the sciences, has disappeared.
In its stead the relationb etween sub ject and ob ject comes to the
fore and "b ecomes a standing-reserve" tob e controlled ( SR 173) .
In metaphysics too the rule of the essence of technology ap
pears. Perhaps rather surprisingly, Heidegger finds in Nietzsche
the culmination � f the movement of modern metaphysics b egun
in Descartes and carried forwardb y sub sequent thinkers. Stand
ing within the modern metaphysical outlook, Nietzsche, in asking
concerning the reality of the real, found the will to b e funda
mentally determinative. The self-consciousness of the sub ject,
which Descartes estab lished as normative, is raised in Nietzsche
to full metaphysical expression. Self-consciousness is here the
self- consciousness of the will Willing itself. The will to power,
fundamental for Nietzsche, is no mere human willing. It is the
mode of Being now r uling in every thing that is, which must find
accomplishment through man ( WN 96-97) .
In striving ever forward in and to greater power, the will to
power must-indeed in the most extreme manner- act in the
very way that Heidegger fi nds characteristic of metaphysical
thinking as such. In positing for itself the preservation-enhance
ment conditions of life that attend its own necessary advance,
the will to power cannot and does not receive what comes to it
and leave it to its spontaneously flowing presencing. Rather it
must arrest it, delimit it, make it into a constant reserve, into
that on the b asis of which it itself moves forward ( WN 83 ff.) .

The estab lishing of the con ditions necessary for the will to
power's willing of itself is thought of b y Nietzsche as value
positing.
Nietzsche designates as "nihilism" the devaluing of the trans
cendent values imposed on man b y traditional metaphysical
thinking; and he calls "completed nihilism" the "revaluing,"
accomplished in his own thinking, that at once guards against a
slipping b ack into those former values and provides an aff irma
tiveb asis for the positing of new values. For Heidegger, Nietzsche
actually displays in his "completed nihilism" a yet more extreme
form of nihilism whose character he does not himself suspect.
Despite his desire to overcome metaphysics, Nietzsche stands
squarely in the metaphysical tradition, for he continues to think
in terms of valuing. He can indeed take Being to b e a value, a
condition posited in the will to power for its own preservation
and enhancement. The Being of everything, far from b eing a
revealing presencing tob e freely received, b ecomes a determina
tive aim in view that must lead always to some further end.
Here self-consciousness-which as sub ject sets itself and every
thing present to itb efore itself, that it may make itself secure
comes, in the mode of the will to power, to take disposal, in its
value-positing, even over Being.
It is just this thinking that is for Heidegger in the highest
degree "nihilistic." In it Being has b een degraded into a value
(d. WN 102-104); Being cannot b e Being; i.e., the power of
everything whatever to presence directly in its Being has b een
destroyedb y a thinking that would find every aspect and char
acteristic of reality to b e at the disposal and service of the final
expression of the sub jectness of the sub ject as self-securing self
consciousness-the will to power. Nietzsche's anticipated "over
man," emb odying in himself the determining power once sup
p osed to lie in the realm of transcendent values, would actualize
this sub jectness.
In this way Heidegger sees in Nietzsche's philosophy the com
pletion and consummation of metaphysics, and that must mean
also the consummation of the essence of technology. Nietzsche's
overman might b e said to b e technological man par excellence.
The name "overman" does not designate an individual. Rather
it names that humanity which, as modern humanity, is now b e-
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ginning to enter upon the consummation of the modern age ( cf.
WN 96). Overman would consciously will and would have
dominion and disposal over all things as the one fully manifesting
the will to power.
Once again the thinking that degrades Being and in effect
destroys it as Being is not a merely human doing. Indeed, Hei
degger sees in the fact that Nietzsche's work, for all its b old
newness, onlyb rings to culmination tendencies present in meta
physics from itsb eginning, striking evidence that the ob structing,
yes, the very ab sence, of Being in its manifestation in Western
thinking derives from Being itself. Precisely as with the challeng
ing revealing of Enframing, the power that, even in his highest
metaphysical thinking, thrusts man forward as value-positing
and hence fundamentally as "ordering for use"-and that simul
taneously b rings it ab out that nothing that is can appear as it
is in itself, and that man must conceive and determine everything
in this controlling way-is the very destining of Being itself
that is holding sway more and more pervasively in the modern
age.
Heidegger sees every aspect of contemporary life, not only
machine technology and scienceb ut also art, religion, and culture
understood as the pursuit of the highest goods, as exhib iting
clear marks of the ruling essence of technology that holds sway
in the dominion of man as self-conscious, representing sub ject.
Everywhere is to b e found the juxtaposing of sub ject and ob ject
and the reliance on the experience and the evaluating judgment
of the sub ject as decisive. The presencing of everything that is
has b een cut at its roots. Men speak, significantly enough, of a
"world picture" or "world view." Only in the modern age could
they speak so. For the phrase "world picture" means just this :
that what is, in its entirety- i.e., the real in its every aspect and
element-now is "taken in such a way that it first is in being and
only is in b eing to the extent that it is set up b y man, who
represents and sets forth" ( AWP 129-130, italics mine) . Were
contemporary man seriously tob ecome aware of this character of
his life and of his thinking, he might, with the modern physicist,
well say, " It seems as though man everywhere and always en
counters only himself" ( QT 27).

Such a j udgment would, however, b e a delusion. Man in fact
"can never encounter only himself" ( QT 27). For man is sum
moned, claimed, in the challenging revealing of Enframing even
when he knows it not, even when he thinks himself most alone
or most dreams of mastering his world. Man's ob liviousness to
that claim is itself a manifestation of the rule of Enframing. 50
completely has he b een drawn into that dominion that he is
actually cut off from awareness of his own essence. For he is
estranged from Being even while Being, in the self- withdrawn
ness of its challenging self-revealing, i s so encountering him that
he is in fact b eing constrained to b ring ab out the dominion of
that revealing-i.e., isb eing claimed b y it. For this reason, man
does not know himself as the one who is b eing b rought into
relation to Being; that is, he does not know himse lf as man.
Ruled in this way, man today, despite what seems true to him,
never encounters himself, i.e., his essence.
Man needs ab ove all in our age to know himself as the one
who is so claimed. The challenging summons of Enframing
"sends into a way of revealing" ( QT 24). 50 long as man does
not know this, he cannot know himself; nor can he know himself
in relation to his world. As a consequence heb ecomes trapped in
one of two attitudes,b oth equally vain : either he fancies that he
can in fact master technology and canb y technological means
b y analyzing and calculating and ordering-control all aspects of
his life; or he recoils at the inexorab le and dehumanizing control
that technology is gaining over him, rejects it as the work of the
devil, and strives to discover for himself some other way of life
apart from it. What man truly needs is to know the destining
to which he b elongs and to know it as a destining, as the dis
posing power that governs all phenomena in this technological
age.
A destining of Being is never ab lind fate that simply compels
man fromb eyond himself. It is, rather, an opening way in which
man is called upon to move to b ring ab out that which is taking
place. For man to know himself as the one so called upon is for
him to b e free. For Heidegger freedom is not a matter of man's
willing or not willing particular things. Freedom is man's opening
himself-his sub mitting himself in attentive awareness-to the
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summons addre sse d to him and to the way on which he is alre ady
be ing se nt. It is to appre he nd and acce pt the dominion of Be ing
alre ady holding sway, and so to be "take n into a free ing claim"
( QT 26) .
T he truth of mode rn man's situation must be come known to
him. T his doe s not me an at all that man can be pre se nte d with
some "truth" that, if it were once brought to his atte ntion, he
might the n grasp, asse nt to, and act upon. For He ide gge r such
"truth," the corre sponding of a state me nt with a situation, would
be me re corre ctne ss. Truth is unconce alme nt. T hat is not to say
that it is some thing imme diate ly acce ssible . Un concealment is
simultaneously concealment. U nconce alme nt, truth, is ne ve r
nake dly pre se nt to be imme diate ly known. T he truth of mode rn
man's situation is a re ve aling that come s upon him, but it come s
upon him ve ile d.
Enframing is a mode of re ve aling, a de stining of Be ing. Ye t
pre cise ly unde r its dominion nothing whate ve r, including man
himse lf, appe ars as it intrinsically is; the truth of its Be ing re 
mains conce ale d. Eve rything e xists and appe ars as though it
we re of man's making.
Be cause Enframing, as a re ve aling of Be ing, rule s in this way,
it is a dange r be yond any dange r that man othe rwise knows. T he
e sse nce of Enframing, its manne r of coming to pre se nce , "is that
se tting- upon gathe re d into itse lf which e ntraps the truth of its
own coming to pre se nce with oblivion. T hise ntrapping disguise s
itse lf, in that it de ve lops into the se tting in orde r of e ve rything
that pre se nce s as standing-re se rve , e stablishe s itse lf in the
standing-re se rve , and rule s as the standing-re se rve " (T 37-38) .
In this "oblivion" that blocks the se lf-manife sting of Be ing, man's
dange r lie s. T he dange r is re al thate ve ry othe r way of re ve aling
will be drive n out and that man will lose his true re lation to
himse lf and to alle lse . Language , the primal mode through which
man may e xpe rie nce and think and know whate ve r is, in its
Be ing, may be be re ft of its powe r, to be come only a me re instru
me nt of information. And man may be dive ste d of his true
e sse nce and be come one who "manufacture s himse lf" ( Se m. 34 ;
cf. QT 26 ff.) . Man himse lf, through whom the orde ring char
acte ristic of Enframing take s place , may e ve n be wholly sucke d
up into the standing-re se rve and may come to e xist not as the
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"ope nne ss-for-Being" ("Da-sein"), but as a me re ly se lf-conscious
be ing knOWing himse lf only as an instrume nt re ady for use .2
Ye t this starke ve ntuality nee d not be fall man. For Enframing
ne ce ssarily and intrinsically rule s not me re ly as dange r but also
as that which save s. T he se are not two discre et aspe cts of its
holding sway. T he dange r "is the saving powe r" (T 42) . En
framing is a re ve aling. It manife sts first of all the withdrawnne ss
of Be ing. Ite strange s man from Be ing. Ye t it re mains a re ve aling.
In it Be ing is still confronting man. T he re fore Enframing be ars
within itse lf simultane ously with its e ndange ring of man that
othe r possibility, that man will be de live re d from his e strange 
me nt and that it will be grante d to him to come into ane sse ntial
re lationship with Be ing, re colle ctingly to re ce ive what is pre se nt
to him in all that is and thoughtfully to guard it ( QT 32 ff.).
In this twofoldne ss of Enframing as dange r and saving powe r,
and not in any me re ly human e ffort, lie s the possibility that
et chnology may be ove rcome .T his doe s not me an that et chnology
will be done away with. It me ans, rathe r, that te chnology will be
surmounte d from within itse lf, in such a way as to be re store d
to and fulfille d in its owne sse nce . T he unconce alme nt, the truth,
conce ale d in the rule of et chnology will fl ash forth in that ve ry
conce aling. Be ing will re ve al itse lf in the ve ry ongoing of et ch
nology, pre cise ly in thatfl ashing. But not without man. For man
is nee de d for this as fore ve ry re ve aling of Be ing. Man must come
to that place whe re , through language , through thinking, this
re ve aling may come to pass. Ye t man cannot bring it about, and
he cannot know whe n it will take place (T 39, 41-42) .
What come s to pass happe ns sudde nly. He ide gge r spe aks of
it as a "turning." It is a turning within Enframing, within the
e sse nce of te chnology as the dange r. It is the e ntrapping of the
truth of Be ing in oblivion, i.e ., in conce alme nt. T he truth, the
unconce alme nt, of Be ing, is, in the ve ry instant of its re ve aling,
2. In a letter to Professor J. Glenn Gray (October 10, 1972) concerning
this work, Heidegger states : "Everything that I have attempted is misunder
stood without the turning from 'consciousness' into the 'openness-far-Being'
that was being prepared in Being and Time." ("Ohne die in Sein und Zeit
sich anbahnende Wendung vom 'Bewusstsein' in das 'Da-sein' wird alles,
was ich versuchte, missverstanden.") Heidegger has emphatically expressed
his preference for "openness" and his disapprobation of "there" as a trans
lation of da in Dasein.
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caught up in concealing. Yet the revealing of the truth of Being
is concealed as revealing. Hence, "when this entrapping-with
oblivion does come expressly to pass, then ob livion as such turns
in and ab ides"; that is, concealment is revealed as concealmen t
(T 43)-for it conceals that which is itself simultaneously shown
as being concealed.
Here Enframing, a destining of Being that denies to everything
its Being,b ecomes simultaneously that which saves, that which
b estows Being. For in it the truth of Being, Being's own uncon
cealment, turns ab out and enters into whatever is (d. T 41) .
In this "turning," Being reveals itself solely from out o f itself;
yet it necessarily does so in such a way as to reach man. For
without man, Being cannot come freely into the open, as the
Being of what is.T his turning ab out of concealing and unconceal
ing, which so closely involves Being and man, is a granted gift.
T he suddenfl ashing of the truth of Being into once truthless
Being, which comes to pass in the essence of technology, in En
framing, is an "entering fl ashing look," is "insight into that
which is"-i.e., into Being itself (T 46) . T his is no human
looking, no human seeing. Quite to the contrary, it is Being's
disclosing of itself. In it men are the onesb eheld in their essence,
so that theyb ehold ( cf.T 47) . Heidegger uses for that in-flashing
which is the self-revealing turning within Being itself the word
Ereignis. It is a disclosingb ringing to pass, a "b ringing to sight
that b rings into its own" (T 45, 38 n. 4) . T aking place within
Being, it returns Being to itself-here, restoring the essence of
technology to itself as a revealing-and it simultaneously b rings
man, glimpsed in his essence, to glimpse the revealing given
appropriately to him.
T his disclosing b rings itself to pass always uniquely. Being
and manb elong together. T he disclosing here named is the ful
filling of that relation. Itb rings man and Being into their own in
entrusting them to one another. It is a "letting b elong together"
of man and Being ( Pr. Iden. 39) .
Enframing and the "disclosing thatb rings into its own" are in
truth one. Heidegger can speak of Enframing as the "photo
graphic negative" of that disclosing ( Sem. 42) . In enframing,
Being and man confront each other, b ut they meet in estrange
ment. In the unique disclosing that b rings them into their own,
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they meet in the very same relationship;b ut now, instead of and
yet within the skeletal darkness of Enframing, there flashes also
the light of that disclosing whichb rings them tob elong together,
which grants them what is truly their own.
Here there canb e disclosed to modern man something b eyond
what was known to the Greeks. T he Greeks knew the together
ness of man and Being. But now, in our age, it canb e possib le to
"glimpse a first oppressing fl ash" of the disclosing b ringing-to
pass thatb rings man and Being into a constellation that is new
and newly known ( Pr. Iden. 38) . In Enframing, precisely in its
character as "the mutual challenge of man and Being to enter
upon the calculating of the calculab le," that newness of relation
ship appears ( Pr. Iden. 40) . When we catch sight of the turning
in the essence of Enframing, we do not simply catch sight of the
b elonging together of man and Being. We do more : "We witness
a belonging together of man and Being in which the letting be
long first determines the manner of the 'together' and its unity"
( Pr. Iden. 38, second italics mine) . Within andb eyond the loom
ing presence of modern technology there dawns the possib ility
of a fuller relationship b etween man and Being-and hence
b etween man and all that is-than there has everb een.
In looking upon the present, our thinking can hope to see,
over and b eyond the immediate, evident situation of man, the
relation of Being and man "from out of that which gives them
tob elong to one another, from out of the disclosingb ringing-to
pass that b rings them into their own" ( Pr. Iden. 40) . Such
thinking is completely different from the sort of instantaneous
calculating on which we more and more rely. It is a thinking
within the sphere of tradition, a learning through what has b een
thought. As such, it is freed b y tradition from b eing a mere
thinking b ack, to b ecome a thinking forward that is totally re
moved from planning, ordering, and setting up for use.
It has sometimes b een said that Heidegger exhib its in his philo
sophical work extreme arrogance. T rue, he does not, like D es
cartes, put forth his thinking as possessed of the compelling
certainty of self-evident truth; nor does he, like Hegel, b elieve
himself capab le of surveying and expressing the truth ab out all
human history and all reality. But does he not consider himself
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to have insight into reality such as noneb efore him has ever had?
It is a fact that his thinking is confi ned to Western history and
Western thought. But within that scope does he not, as in his
treatment of Nietz sche,b elieve himself ab le on theb asis of that
insight to think that which is "unthought" in the thought of
others, to discover the true meaning that thoseb efore him could
not themselves see? He does. Yet is this arrogance, or is there
insight here?
Surely Heidegger himself would say that whatever insight he
has is not of his own discoveringb ut comes to him from out of
reality itself. Clearly he continually feels himself summoned to
respond to the revealing that comes to him and to call others to
the same path. D eeply conscious as he is of his place within a
tradition, Heidegger doub tless regards what seems to some like
the proud reinterpreting of others' work as b eing, rather, the
discovery in that work of far more meaning than those b efore
him who accomplished it were given to see. Certainly, although
Heidegger speaks with assurance of his insight, and though it
ranges far, he also holds it to b e b ut a glimpse, a b eginning, an
entering of modern man upon a thinking that, in its own time,
mayb e granted to see far more clearly and to see anew ( d. WN
55�56) . In his philosophical work he has moved forward and ever
forward, notb oundb y any given formulation of his thought. To
Heidegger true thinking always remains a revealing, and he must
follow where that revealing leads. The openness of his thinking
shows itself fi ttingly enough in the fact that each of the essays
in this volume ends, not with a declarative statement of what is
incontrovertib ly true,b ut with actual questions or with a pointing
to some way or reality neededb eyond what is now known. Each
essay, whole though it b e in itself, remains a part of an un
fi nished way. Where D escartesb uilt glass palaces inviolab le and
Hegel a mansion fi nished for all time, Heidegger b uilds, as it
were, sandcastles, ready to b e reshaped or swept away in the
next responsive on-working of thought.
Heidegger has written :
At the close of a lecture called "The Question Concerning Tech
nology," given some time ago, I said: "Questioning is the piety of
thinking." "Piety" is meant here in the ancient sense : obedient, or
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submissive, and in this case submitting to what thinking has to
think about. One of the exciting experiences of thinking is that at
times it does not fully comprehend the new insights it has just
gained, and does not properly see them through. Such, too, is the
case with the sentence just cited that questioning is the piety of
thinking. The lecture ending with that sentence was already in the
ambience of the realization that the true stance of thinking cannot
be to put questions, but must be to listen to that which our ques
tioning vouchsafes-and all questioning begins to be a questioning
only in virtue of pursuing its quest for essential Being.3

T his is Heidegger's own way and his quest. This is the intrigu
ing adventure to which he summons us in the essays that follow.
Has he glimpsed truth that might lighten our stricken age? To
j udge of that we must pursue with him the paths of his own
thinking.
3. "The Nature of Language," in On the Way to Language, trans. Peter
D. Hertz (New York : Harper & Row, 1971), p. 72.

Part I

The Question
Concerning Technology
In what follows we shall b e ques tioning concerning t echnology.
Quest ioningbu ilds a way. We wouldb e advised,t herefore, ab ove
all t o pay heed t o t he way, and not t o fix our att ent ion on iso
lat ed sent ences and t opics. T he way is a way of t hinking. All
ways oft hinking, more or less percept b
i ly, leadt hrough language
in a mannert hat is ext raordinary. We shall b e quest ioning con
cerning technology, and in so doing we should like t o prepare
a free relat ionshipt o ti . The relat ionship willb e free if ti opens
our human exist ence t o t he essence of t echnology.1 When we
1. "Essence" is the traditional translation of the German noun Wesen.
One of Heidegger's principal aims in this essay is to seek the true meaning
of essence through or by way of the "correct" meaning. He will later show
that Wesen does not simply mean what something is, but that it means,
further, the way in which something pursues its course, the way in which
it remains through time as what it is. Heidegger writes elsewhere that the
noun Wesen does not mean quidditas originally, but rather "enduring as
presence" (das Wiihren als Gegenwart). (See An Introduction to Meta
physics, trans. Ralph Manheim [New York : Doubleday, 1961], p. 59.) Wesen
as a noun derives from the verb wesen, which is seldom used as such in
modern German. The verb survives primarily in inflected forms of the verb
sein (to be) and in such words as the adjective anwesend (present). The
old verbal forms from which wesen stems meant to tarry or dwell. Heideg
ger repeatedly identifies wesen as "the same as wiihren [to last or endure] ."
(See p. 30 below and SR 161.) As a verb, we5en will usually be translated
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can re spond to this e sse nce , we shall be ab el to e xpe rie nce the
et chnological within its ownb ounds.
Te chnology is not e quivale nt to the e sse nce of et chnology.
Whe n we are see king the e sse nce of "tree ," we have to be come
aware that That which pe rvade s e ve ry tree , as tree , is not itse lf
a tree that can be e ncounte re d among all the othe r tree s.
Like wise , the e sse nce of et chnology is b y no me ans any
thing et chnological. Thus we shall ne ve re xpe rie nce our re lation
ship to the e sse nce of et chnology so long as we me re ly conce ive
and push forward the et chnological, put up with it, or e vade it.
Eve rywhe re we re main unfree and chaine d to et chnology,
whe the r we passionate ly affirm or de ny it. But we are de live re d
ove r to it in the worst possib el way whe n we re gard it as some 
thing ne utral; for this conce ption of it,2 to which today we par
ticularly like to do homage , make s us utte rlyb lind to the e sse nce
of et chnology.
According to ancie nt doctrine , the e sse nce of a thing is con
side re d to be what the thing is. We ask the que stion conce rning
et chnology whe n we ask what it is. Eve ryone knows the two
state me nts that answe r our que stion. One says : Te chnology is a
me ans to ane nd. The othe r says : Te chnology is a human activity.
The two de finitions of et chnology be long toge the r. For to posit
e nds and procure and utilize the me ans to the m is a human
activity. The manufacture and utilization of e quipme nt, tools,
and machine s, the manufacture d and use d things the mse lve s,
and the nee ds ande nds that the y se rve , allbe long to what et ch-

nology is. The whole comple x of the se contrivance s is te ch
nology. Te chnology itse lf is a contrivance , or, in Latin, an
instrumentum.3
The curre nt conce ption of te chnology, according to which it is
a me ans and a human activity, can the re fore be calle d the in
strume ntal and anthropological de finition of et chnology.
Who woulde ve r de ny that it is corre ct? It is in ob vious con
formity with what we are e nvisioning whe n we talk ab out et ch
nology. The instrume ntal de finition of et chnology is indee d so
uncannily corre ct that it e ve n holds for mode rn et chnology, of
which, iil othe r re spe cts, we maintain with some j ustification
that it is, in contrast to the olde r handwork et chnology, some 
thing comple et ly diffe re nt and the re fore ne w. Eve n the powe r
plant with its turb ine s and ge ne rators is a man-made me ans to
an e nd e stab lishe d b y man. Eve n the je t aircraft and the high
fre que ncy apparatus are me ans to e nds. A radar station is of
course el ss simple than a we athe r vane . Tobe sure , the construc
tion of a high-freque ncy apparatus re quire s the inte rlocking of
various proce sse s of et chnical-industrial production. And ce r
tainly a sawmill in a se clude d valle y of the Black Fore st is a
primitive me ans compare d with the hydroe el ctric plant in the
Rhine Rive r.
But this much re mains corre ct : mode rn et chnology too is a
me ans to an e nd. That is why the instrume ntal conce ption of
et chnology conditionse ve ry atte mpt tob ring man into the right
re lation to et chnology. Eve rything de pe nds on our manipulating
et chnology in the prope r manne r as a me ans. We will, as we say,
"ge t" et chnology "spiritually in hand." We will maste r it. The
will to maste rybe come s all the more urge nt the more et chnology
thre ate ns to slip from human control.
But suppose now that et chnology we re no me re me ans, how
would it stand with the will to maste r it? Ye t we said, did we
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here with "to come to presence," a rendering wherein the meaning "endure"
should be strongly heard. OccasionalIy it will be translated "to essence,"
and its gerund will be rendered with "essencing." The noun Wesen will
regularly be translated "essence" until Heidegger's explanatory discussion
is reached. Thereafter, in this and the succeeding essays, it will often be
translated with "coming to presence." In relation to alI these renderings, the
reader should bear in mind a point that is of fundamental importance to
Heidegger, namely, that the root of wesen, with its meaning "to dwell,"
provides one integral component in the meaning of the verb sein (to be).
(Cf. An Introduction to Metaphysics, p. 59.)
2. "Conception" here translates the noun Vorstellung. Elsewhere in this
volume, Vorstellung will usually be translated by "representation," and its
related verb vorstellen by "to represent." Both "conception" and "repre
sentation" should suggest a placing or setting-up-before. Cf. the discussion
of Vorstellung in AWP 131-132.
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3. Instrumentum signifies that which functions to heap or build up or to
arrange. Heidegger here equates it with the noun Einrichtung, translated
"contrivance," which can also mean arrangement, adjustment, furnishing, or
equipment. In accordance with his dictum that the true must be sought by
way of the correct, Heidegger here anticipates with his identification of
technology as an il1strumel1tum and an Eil1richtul1g his later "true" charac
terization of technology in terms of setting-in-place, ordering, Enframing,
and standing-reserve.
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not , that the instrume nt al de finit ion of et chnology is corre ct?
T obe sure . T he corre ct always fi xe s upon some thing pe rt ine nt
in whate ve r is unde r conside ration. Howe ve r, in orde r to be cor
re ct, this fi xing b y no me ans nee ds t o uncove r the thing in
que stioni n ti s e sse nce . Only at the point whe re such an uncov
e ring happe ns doe s the true come to pass.4 For that re ason t he
me re ly corre ct is not yet the t rue . Only the t rue b rings us int o
a free re lat ionship with that which conce rns us from out of ti s
e sse nce . Accordingly, the corre ct instrume ntal de finition of et ch
nology still doe s not show us et chnology'se sse nce . In orde r that
we may arrive at this, or at el ast come close to it, we must see k
t he true b y way of the corre ct . We must ask : What is the instru
me nt al itse lf? Within what do such things as me ans and e nd
be long? A me ans is that whe reb y some thing ise ffe cte d andt hus
att aine d. Whate ve r has an e ffe ct as its conse que nce is calle d a
cause . But not only that b y me ans of which some thing e lse is
e ffe cte d is a cause . T he e nd in kee ping with which the kind of
me ans to be use d is de et rmine d is also conside re d a cause .
Whe re ve re nds are pursue d and me ans are e mploye d, whe re ve r
inst rume ntality re igns,t he re re igns causalit y.
For ce nt urie s philosophy hast aught that the re are four cause s :
( 1) the causa materialis, t he mate rial, t he matte r out of which,
fore xample , a silve r chalice is made ; (2) t he causa formalis,t he
form, the shape into which t he mate rial e nte rs ; ( 3) the causa
finalis, the e nd, for e xample , t he sacrificial rite in re lation to
whicht he chalice re quire d is de et rmine d as t o ti s form and mat
et r; (4) t he causa efficiens, which b rings ab out the e ffe ct that is
the finishe d, actual chalice , in this instance , the silve rsmit h. What
et chnology is, whe n re pre se nte d as a me ans, disclose s itse lf whe n
we t race inst ru me nt alityb ack to fourfold causality.
But suppose t hat causality, for its part , is ve ile d in darkne ss
t
wi h re spe ct t o what ti is? Ce rtainly for ce nt urie s we have acte d
ast hought he doctrine oft he four cause s had falle n from he ave n
as a truth as cle ar as daylight. But it mightbe t hat the time has
come t o ask, Why are the re just four cause s? In re lation to the
afore me ntione d four, what doe s " cause " re ally me an? From

whe nce doe s it come that the causal character of the four cause s
is so unifie dly de et rmine d that the y be long toget he r?
So long as we do not allow ourse lve s to go into the se que s
tions, causality, and with it instrume ntality, and with the latte r
t he acce pte d de if ni tion of et chnology, re main ob scure and
groundle ss.
For a long time we have bee n accustome d to re pre se nt ing cause
as t hat which b rings some thing ab out. In this conne ction, to
b ring ab out me ans to ob tain re sults,e ffe cts. T he causa efficiens,
b ut one among the four cause s, se ts the st andard for all causalit y.
T his goe s so far that we no longe r e ve n count the causa finalis,
te lic finality, as causality. Causa, casus, be longs t o t he ve rb
cadere, "to fall," and me ans that whichb rings it ab out that some 
thing falls out as a re sult in such and such a way. T he doctrine
of the four cause s goe s b ack to Aristotle . But e ve ryt hing that
late r age s see k in Gree k thought unde rt he conce ption and rub ric
" causality," in the re alm of Gree k thought and for Gree k thought
pe r se has simply nothing at all to do with b ringing ab out and
e ffe cting. What we call cause [Ursache] and the Romans call
causa is calle d aition b y the Gree ks, that to which some thing
e lse is indeb et d [das, was ein anderes verschu ldetJ .5 T he four
cause s are the ways, allbe longing at once toe ach othe r, ofbe ing
re sponsib el for some thinge lse . An e xample can clarify t his.
Silve r is that out of which the silve r chalice is made . As this
mat et r (hyle) , it is co-re sponsib el for t he chalice . T he chalice is
indebte d to, i.e ., owe s thanks to, the silve r for that out of which
it consist s. But the sacrificial ve sse l is indeb et d not only to t he
silve r. As a chalice , that which is indebte d to the silve r appe ars
in t he aspe ct of a chalice and not in that of ab rooch or a ring.
T hus the sacrifi cial ve sse l is at the same time indeb et d to the
aspe ct (eidos) of chalice ne ss. Both the silve r into which the
aspe ct is admitte d as chalice and the aspe ct in which the silve r
appe ars are in the ir re spe ctive ways co-re sponsib el for t he
sacrificial ve sse l.
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4. "Come to pass" translates sich ereignet. For a discussion of the fuller
meaning of the verb ereignen, see T 38 n. 4, 45.
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5. Das, was ein anderes verschuldet is a quite idomatic expression that
here would mean to many German readers "that which is the cause of
something else." The verb verschulden actually has a wide range of mean
ings-to be indebted, to owe, to be gUilty, to be responsible for or to, to
cause. Heidegger intends to awaken all these meanings and to have conno
tations of mutual interdependence sound throughout this passage.
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But there remains yet a third that is ab ove all responsib le for
the sacrificial vessel. It is that which in advance confines the
chalice within the realm of consecration andb estowal.6T hrough
this the chalice is circumscrib ed as sacrificial vessel. Circum
scrib ing gives b ounds to the thing. With the b ounds the thing
does not stop; rather from out of them it b egins to b e what,
after production, it willb e. T hat which givesb ounds, that which
completes, in this sense is called in Greek telos, which is all too
often translated as "aim" or "purpose/' and so misinterpreted.
T he telos is responsib le for what as matter and for what as aspect
are together co-responsib le for the sacrifi cial vessel.
finally there is a fourth participant in the responsib ility for
the fi nished sacrificial vessel's lyingb efore us ready for use, i.e.,
the silversmith-b ut not at all b ecause he, in working, b rings
ab out the finished sacrificial chalice as if it were the effect of a
making; the silversmith is not a causa efficiens.
T he Aristotelian doctrine neither knows the cause that is
named b y this term nor uses a Greek word that would corre
spond to it.
T he silversmith considers carefully and gathers together the
three aforementioned ways of b eing responsib le and indeb ted.
T o consider carefully [ii berlegen] is in Greek legein, logos.
Legein is rooted in apophainesthai, to b ring forward into ap
pearance. T he silversmith is co-responsib le as that from whence
the sacrificial vessel'sb ringing forth and resting-in-self take and
retain their first departure. T he three previously mentioned ways
ofb eing responsib le owe thanks to the pondering of the silver
smith for the " that" and the "how" of their coming into appear
ance and into play for the production of the sacrificial vessel.
T hus four ways ofb eing responsib le hold sway in the sacrificial
vessel that lies ready b efore us. T hey differ from one another,
yet theyb elong together. What unites them from theb eginning?
In what does this playing in unison of the four ways of b eing

responsib le play? What is the source of the unity of the four
causes? What, after alt does this owing and b eing responsib le
mean, thought as the Greeks thought it?
T oday we are too easily inclined either to understand b eing
responsib le andb eing indeb ted moralistically as a lapse, or else
to construe them in terms of effecting. In either case we b ar to
ourselves the way to the primal meaning of that which is later
called causality. So long as this way is not opened up to us we
shall also fail to see what instrumentality, which is b ased on
causality, actually is.
In order to guard against such misinterpretations of b eing
responsib le and b eing indeb ted, let us clarify the four ways of
b eing responsib le in terms of that for which they are respon
sib le. According to our example, they are responsib le for the
silver chalice's lying readyb efore us as a sacrificial vessel. L ying
b efore and lying ready (hypokeisthai) characterize the presencing
of something that presences.T he four ways ofb eing responsib le
b ring something into appearance. T hey let it come forth into
presencing [An-wesenV T hey set it free to that place and so
start it on its way, namely, into its complete arrival. T he prin
cipal characteristic ofb eing responsib le is this starting something
on its way into arrival. It is in the sense of such a starting some
thing on its way into arrival that b eing responsib le is an occa
sioning or an inducing to go forward [V er-an-Iassen] . 8 On the

8

6. Literally, "confines into"-the German preposition in with the accusa
tive. Heidegger often uses this construction in ways that are unusual in
German, as they would be in English. It will ordinarily be translated here
by "within" so as to distinguish it from "in" used to translate in with the
dative.

9

7. By writing An-wesen, Heidegger stresses the composition of the verb
anwesen, translated as "to presence." The verb consists of wesen (literally,
to continue or endure) with the prepositional prefix an- (at, to, toward) .
It is man who must receive presencing, man to whom it comes as enduring.
Cf. On Time and Being, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York : Harper & Row,
1972), p. 12.
8. Ver-an-Iassen is Heidegger's writing of the verb veranlassen in noun
form, now hyphenated to bring out its meaning. Veranlassen ordinarily
means to occasion, to caUSe, to bring about, to call forth. Its use here re
lates back to the use of anlassen (to leave [something] on, to let loose, to
set going), here translated "to start something on its way." Anlassen has
just been similarly written as an-lassen so as to emphasize its composition
from lassen (to let or leave) and an (to or toward) . One of the functions of
the German prefix ver- is to intensify the force of a verb. Andre Preau
quotes Heidegger as saying: "Ver-an-Iassen is more active than an-lassen.
The ver-, as it were, pushes the latter toward a doing [vers un faire] ." Cf.
Martin Heidegger, Essais et Conferences (Paris : Gallimard, 1958), p. 16 n.
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basis of a look at what the Greeks experienc ed in being re
sponsible, in aitia, we now give this verb "to occ asion" a more
inc lusive meaning, so that it now is the name for the essenc e of
c ausality thought as the Greeks thought it. The c ommon and
narrower meaning of " occ asion" in c ontrast is nothing more
than striking against and releasing, and means a kind of sec ond
aryc ause within the whole ofc ausality.
But in what, then, does the playing in unison of the four ways
of occ asioning play? They let what is not yet present arrive into
presenc ing. Acc ordingly, they are unifiedly ruled over by a
b ringing that brings what presenc es into appearanc e. Plato tells
us what this bringing is in a sentenc e from the Symposium
(20sb) : he gar toi ek tau me onton eis to on ionti hotoioun aitia
pasa esti poiesis. "Every occ asion for whatever passes over and
goes forward into presenc ing from that whic h is not presenc ing
is poiesis, is bringing-forth [Her-vor-bringen] . " 9 "..,
It is of utmost importanc e that we think bringing-forth in its
full sc ope and at the same time in the sense in whic h the Greeks
thought it. Not only handc raft manufac ture, not only artistic
and poetic al b ringing into appearanc e and c onc rete imagery, is
a bringing-forth, poiesis. Physis also, the arising of something
from out of itself, is a bringing-forth, poiesis. Physis is indeed
poiesis in the highest sense. For what presenc es b y means of
physis has the bursting open b elonging to bringing-forth, e.g.,
the bursting of a b lossom into b loom, in itself (en heautoi) . In
c ontrast, what is brought forthb y the artisan or the artist, e.g.,

the silverc halic e, has the bursting open b elonging to b ringing
forth not in itself, but in another (en alloi), in the c raftsman or
artist.
The modes of occ asioning, the fourc auses, are at play, then,
within bringing-forth. Through b ringing-forth, the growing
things of nature as well as whatever is c ompleted through the
c rafts and the artsc ome at any given time to their appearanc e.
But how does b ringing-forth happen, b e it in nature or in
handwork and art? What is the b ringing-forth in whic h the
fourfold way of occ asioning plays? Occ asioning has to do with
the presenc ing [Anwesen] of that whic h at any given timec omes
to appearanc e inb ringing-forth. Bringing-forth brings hither out
ofc onc ealment forth into unc onc ealment. Bringing-forth c omes
to pass only insofar as something c onc ealed c omes into unc on
c ealment. This c oming rests and moves freely within what we
c all revealing [das Entbergen] .10 The Greeks have the word

9. The full gamut of meaning for the verb hervorbringen, here function
ing as a noun, includes to bring forth or produce, to generate or beget, to
utter, to elicit. Heidegger intends that all of these nuances be heard. He
hyphenates the word in order to emphasize its adverbial prefixes, her
(here or hither) and vor- (forward or forth) . Heidegger elsewhere makes
specific the meaning resident in Her-vor-bringen for him by utilizing those
prefixes independently. Thus he says (translating literally), "Bringing-forth
hither brings hither out of concealment, forth into unconcealment" (d. be
low, p. 11) ; and-after identifying working (wirken) and her-vor-bringen
he says that working must be understood as "bringing hither-into uncon
cealment, forth-into presencing" (SR 161). Because of the awkwardness
of the English phrase "to bring forth hither," it has not been possible to
include in the translation of her-vor-bringen the nuance of meaning that
her- provides.

11

10. The verb entbergen (to reveal) and the allied noun Entbergung (re
vealing) are unique to Heidegger. Because of the exigencies of translation,
entbergen must usually be translated with "revealing," and the presence of
Entbergung, which is rather infrequently used, has therefore regrettably
been obscured for want of an appropriate English noun as alternative that
would be sufficiently active in meaning. Entbergen and Entbergung are
formed from the verb bergen and the verbal prefix ent-. Bergen means to
rescue, to recover, to secure, to harbor, to conceal. Ent- is used in German
verbs to connote in one way or another a change from an existing situa
tion. It can mean "forth" or "out" or can connote a change that is the
negating of a former condition. Entbergen connotes an opening out [rom
protective concealing, a harboring forth. For a presentation of Heideggcr's
central tenet that it is only as protected and preserved-and that means as
enclosed and secure-that anything is set free to endure, to contin u e' as
that which it is, i.e., to be, see "Building Dwelling Thinking" in Poct ry,
Language, Thought, trans. Albert Hofstadter (New York : Harper & Row,
1971), p. 149, and d. p. 25 below.
Entbergen and Entbergung join a family of words all formed [rom /,crgctl
-verbergen (to conceal), Verborgenheit (concealment), das Verborg"n!' (the
concealed), Unverborgenheit (unconcealmentl, das Unverborgcne (the un
concealed)-of which Heidegger makes frequent use. The lack of viable
English words sufficiently numerous to permit a similar use of but one
fundamental stem has made it necessary to obscure, through the use of
"reveal," the close relationship among all the words just mentioned. None
of the English words used-"reveal," "conceal," "unconceal"-evinces with
any adequacy the meaning resident in bergen itself; yet the reader should
be constantly aware that the full range of connotation present in bergen
sounds for Heidegger within all these, its derivatives.
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aletheia for revealing. The Romans translate this with veritas .
We say "truth" and usually understand it as the correctness of
an idea.

two things with respect to the meaning of this word. One is that
techne is the name not only for the activities and skills of the
craftsman, but also for the arts of the mind and the fine arts.
Techne belongs to bringing-forth, to poiesis ; it is something
poietic.
The other point that we should observe with regard to techne
is even more important. From earliest times until Plato the word
techn e is linked with the word episteme. Both words are names
for knowing in the widest sense. They mean to be entirely at
home in something, to understand and be expert in it. Such
knowing provides an opening up. As an opening up it is a re
vealing. Aristotle, in a discussion of special importance (Nico
machean Ethics, Bk. VI, chaps. 3 and 4), distinguishes between
episteme and techne and indeed with respect to what and how
they reveal. Techn e is a mode of aletheuein . It reveals whatever
does not bring itself forth and does not yet lie here before us,
whatever can look and turn out now one way and now another.
Whoever builds a house or a ship or forges a sacrificial chalice
reveals what is to be brought forth, according to the perspectives
of the four modes of occasioning. This revealing gathers together
in advance the aspect and the matter of ship or house, with a
view to the finished thing envisioned as completed, and from
this gathering determines the manner of its construction. Thus
what is decisive in techne does not lie at all in making and
manipulating nor in the using of means, but rather in the afore
mentioned revealing. It is as revealing, and not as manufactur
ing, that techne is a bringing-forth.
Thus the clue to what the word techne means and to how the
Greeks defined it leads us into the same context that opened
itself to us when we pursued the question of what instrumental
ity as such in truth might be.
Technology is a mode of revealing. Technology comes to
presence [West] in the realm where revealing and unconcealment
take place, where aletheia, truth, happens.
In opposition to this definition of the essential domain of
technology, one can object that it indeed holds for Greek
thought and that at best it might apply to the techniques of
the handcraftsman, but that it simply does not fit modern
machine-powered technology. And it is precisely the latter and

12

But where have we strayed to? We are questioning concerning
technology, and we have arrived now at aletheia, at revealing.
What has the essence of technology to do with revealing? The
answer : everything. For every bringing-forth is grounded in
revealing. Bringing-forth, indeed, gathers within itself the four
modes of occasioning-causality-and rules them throughout.
Within its domain belong end and means, belongs instru
mentality.l 1 Instrumentality is considered to be the fundamental
characteristic of technology. If we inquire, step by step, into
what technology, represented as means, actually is, then we shall
arrive at revealing. The possibility of all productive manufactur
ing lies in revealing.
Technology is therefore no mere means. Technology is a way
of revealing. If we give heed to this, then another whole realm
for the essence of technology will open itself up to us. It is the
realm of revealing, i.e., of truth.12
This prospect strikes us as strange. Indeed, it should do so,
should do sO' as persistently as possible and with so much urgency
that we will finally take seriously the simple question of what the
name "technology" means. The word stems from the Greek.
Technikon means that which belongs to techne. We must observe
11. Here and elsewhere "belongs within" translates the German gehort in
with the accusative (literally, belongs into), an unusual usage that Heidegger
often employs. The regular German construction is gehort zu (belongs to) .
With the use of "belongs into," Heidegger intends to suggest a relationship
involving origin.
12. Heidegger here hyphenates the word Wahrheit (truth) so as to expose
its stem, wahr. He points out elsewhere that words with this stem have a
common derivation and underlying meaning (SR 165). Such words often
show the connotations of attentive watchfulness and guarding that he there
finds in their Greek cognates, horao, ora, e.g., wahren (to watch over and
keep safe) and bewahren (to preserve). Hyphenating Wahrheit draws it
overtly into this circle of meaning. It points to the fact that in truth, which
is unconcealment (Unverborgenheit), a safekeeping carries itself out.
Wahrheit thus offers here a very close parallel to its companion noun
Entbergung (revealing; literally, harboring forth), built on bergen (to
rescue, to harbor, to conceal). See n. 10, above. For a further discussion of
words built around wahr, see T 42, n. 9.
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it alone that is the disturbing thing, that moves us to ask the
question concerning technology per se. It is said that modern
technology is something incomparably different from all earlier
technologies because it is based on modern physics as an exact
science. Meanwhile we have come to understand more clearly
that the reverse holds true as well : Modern physics, as experi
mental, is dependent upon technical apparatus and upon prog
ress in the building of apparatus. The establishing of this
mutual relationship between technology and physics is correct.
But it remains a merely historiographical establishing of facts
and says nothing about that in which this mutual relationship
is grounded. The decisive question still remains : Of what es
sence is modern technology that it happens to think of putting
exact science to use?
What is modern technology? It too is a revealing. Only when
we allow our attention to rest on this fundamental characteristic
does that which is new in modern technology show itself to us.
And yet the revealing that holds sway throughout modern
technology does not unfold into a bringing-forth in the sense of
poiesis. The revealing that rules in modern technology is a chal
lenging [Herausfordern] ,13 which puts to nature the unreasonable
demand that it supply energy that can be extracted and stored
as such. But does this not hold true for the old windmill as well?
No. Its sails do indeed turn in the wind; they are left entirely to
the wind's blowing. But the windmill does not unlock energy
from the air currents in order to store it.
In contrast, a tract of land is challenged into the putting out of
coal and ore. The earth now reveals itself as a coal mining dis
trict, the soil as a mineral deposit. The field that the peasant
formerly cultivated and set in order [bestellte] appears differently
than it did when to set in order still meant to take care of and

to maintain. The work of the peasant does not challenge the
soil of the field. In the sowing of the grain it places the seed in
the keeping of the forces of growth and watches over its increase.
But meanwhile even the cultivation of the field has come under
the grip of another kind of setting-in-order, which sets upon
[stellt] natureY It sets upon it in the sense of challenging it.
Agriculture is now the mechanized food industry. Air is now set
upon to yield nitrogen, the earth to yield ore, ore to yield
uranium, for example; uranium is set upon to yield atomic
energy, which can be released either for destruction or for peace
ful use.
This setting-upon that challenges forth the energies of nature
is an expediting [Fordern] , and in two ways. It expedites in that
it unlocks and exposes. Yet that expediting is always itself
directed from the beginning toward furthering something else,
i.e., toward driving on to the maximum yield at the minimum
expense. The coal that has been hauled out in some mining
district has not been supplied in order that it may simply be
present somewhere or other. It is stockpiled; that is, it is on call,
ready to deliver the sun's warmth that is stored in it. The sun's
warmth is challenged forth for heat, which in turn is ordered to
deliver steam whose pressure turns the wheels that keep a
factory running.

13. Herausfordern means to challenge, to call forth or summon to action,
to demand positively, to provoke. It is composed of the verb fordern (to
demand, to summon, to challenge) and the adverbial prefixes her- (hither)
and aus- (out). The verb might be rendered very literally as "to demand
out hither." The structural similarity between h erausfordern and h er-vor
bringen (to bring forth hither) is readily apparent. It serves of itself to
point up the relation subsisting between the two modes of revealing of
which the verbs speak-modes that, in the very distinctive ways peculiar to
them, occasion a coming forth into unconcealment and presencing. See
below, 29-30.
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14. The verb stellen (to place or set) has a wide variety of uses. It can
mean to put in place, to order, to arrange, to furnish or supply, and, in a
military context, to challenge or engage. Here Heidegger sees the connota
tions of herausfordern (to challenge, to call forth, to demand out hither) as
fundamentally determinative of the meaning of stellen, and this remains
true throughout his ensuing discussion. The translation of stellen with "to
set upon" is intended to carry this meaning. The connotations of setting in
place and of supplying that lie within the word stellen remain strongly
present in Heidegger's repeated use of the verb hereafter, however, since
the "setting-upon" of which it speaks is inherently a setting in place so as
to supply. Where these latter meanings come decisively to the fore, stellen
has been translated with "to set" or "to set up," or, rarely, with "to supply."
Stellen embraces the meanings of a whole family of verb s : bestellen (to
order, command; to set in order), vorstellen (to represent), sicherstellen (to
secure), nachstellen (to entrap), verstellen (to block or disguise), herstellen
(to produce, to set here), darstellen (to present or exhibit), and so on. In
these verbs the various nuances within stellen are reinforced and made
specific. All these meanings are gathered together in Heidegger's unique
use of the word that is pivotal for him, Ge-stell (Enframing) . Cf. pp. 19 ff.
See also the opening paragraph of "The Turning," pp. 36-37.

il!l'

II:I,'.
II:il,I

"
I'

I,

The Question Concerning Technology

The Question Concerning Technology

The hydroelectric plant is set into the current of the Rhine. It
sets the Rhine to supplying its hydraulic pressure, which then
sets the turbines turning. This turning sets those machines in
motion whose thrust sets going the electric current for which
the long-distance power station and its network of cables are
set up to dispatch electricity.15 In the context of the interlocking
processes pertaining to the orderly disposition of electrical
energy, even the Rhine itself appears as something at our com
mand. The hydroelectric plant is not built into the Rhine River
as was the old wooden bridge that joined bank with bank for
hundreds of years. Rather the river is dammed up into the power
plant. What the river is now, namely, a water power supplier,
derives from out of the essence of the power station. In order
that we may even remotely consider the monstrousness that
reigns here, let us ponder for a moment the contrast that speaks
out of the two titles, "The Rhine" as dammed up into the
power works, and "The Rhine" as uttered out of the art work,
in Holderlin's hymn by that name. But, it will be replied, the
Rhine is still a river in the landscape, is it not? Perhaps. But how?
In no other way than as an object on call for inspection by a tour
group ordered there by the vacation industry.
The revealing that rules throughout modern technology has
the character of a setting-upon, in the sense of a challenging
forth. That challenging happens in that the energy concealed in
nature is unlocked, what is unlocked is transformed, what is
transformed is stored up, what is stored up is, in turn, distributed,
and what is distributed is switched about ever anew. Unlocking,
transforming, storing, distributing, and switching about are ways
of revealing. But the revealing never simply comes to an end.
Neither does it run off into the indeterminate. The revealing
reveals to itself its own manifoldly interlocking paths, through
regulating their course. This regulating itself is, for its part,
everywhere secured. Regulating and securing even become the
chief characteristics of the challenging revealing.

What kind of unconcealment is it, then, that is peculiar to that
which comes to stand forth through this setting-upon that chal
lenges? Everywhere everything is ordered to stand by, to be
immediately at hand, indeed to stand there just so that it may
be on call for a further ordering. Whatever is ordered about in
this way has its own standing. We call it the standing-reserve
[Bestand] . 16 The word expresses here something more, and some
thing more essential, than mere "stock." The name "standing
reserve" assumes the rank of an inclusive rubric. It designates
nothing less than the way in which everything presences that is
wrought upon by the challenging revealing. Whatever stands by
in the sense of standing-reserve no longer stands over against
us as object.
Yet an airliner that stands on the runway is surely an object.
Certainly. We can represent the machine so. But then it conceals
itself as to what and how it is. Revealed, it stands on the taxi
strip only as standing-reserve, inasmuch as it is ordered to en
sure the possibility of transportation. For this it must be in its
whole structure and in every one of its constituent parts, on call
for duty, i.e., ready for takeoff. (Here it would be appropriate
to discuss Hegel's definition of the machine as an autonomous
tool. When applied to the tools of the craftsman, his characteri
zation is correct. Characterized in this way, however, the machine
is not thought at all from out of the essence of technology within
which it belongs. Seen in terms of the standing-reserve, the
machine is completely unautonomous, for it has its standing
only from the ordering of the orderable.)
The fact that now, wherever we try to point to modern tech
nology as the challenging revealing, the words "setting-upon,"
"ordering," "standing-reserve," obtrude and accumulate in a dry,
monotonous, and therefore oppressive way, has its basis in what
is now coming to utterance.

16

15. In these two sentences, in order to show something of the manner in
which Heidegger gathers together a family of meanings, a series of stellen
verbs ste l len (three times), herstellen, bestellen have been translated with
verbal expressions formed around "set." For the usual meanings of these
verbs, see n. 14.
-

-
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16. Bestand ordinarily denotes a store or supply as "standing by." It
carries the connotation of the verb bestehen with its dual meaning of to last
and to undergo. Heidegger uses the word to characterize the manner in
which everything commanded into place and ordered according to the
challenging demand ruling in modern technology presences as revealed. He
wishes to stress here not the permanency, but the orderability and substi
tutability of objects. Bestand contrasts with Gegenstand (object; that which
stands over against) . Objects indeed lose their character as objects when
they are caught up in the "standing-reserve." Cf. Introduction, p. xxix.
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Who accomplishes the challenging setting-upon through which
what we call the real is revealed as standing-reserve? Obviously,
man. To what extent is man capable of such a revealing? Man
can indeed conceive, fashion, and carry through this or that in
one way or another. But man does not have control over un
concealment itself, in which at any given time the real shows
itself or withdraws. The fact that the real has been showing
itself in the light of Ideas ever since the time of Plato, Plato did
not bring about. The thinker only responded to what addressed
itself to him.
Only to the extent that man for his part is already challenged
to exploit the energies of nature can this ordering revealing
happen. If man is challenged, ordered, to do this, then does
not man himself belong even more originally than nature within
the standing-reserve? The current talk about human resources,
about the supply of patients for a clinic, gives evidence of this.
The forester who, in the wood, measures the felled timber and
to all appearances walks the same forest path in the same way
as did his grandfather is today commanded by profit-making in
the lumber industry, whether he knows it or not. He is made
subordinate to the orderability of cellulose, which for its part
is challenged forth by the need for paper, which is then delivered
to newspapers and illustrated magazines. The latter, in their
turn, set public opinion to swallOWing what is printed, so that a
set configuration of opinion becomes available on demand. Yet
precisely because man is challenged more originally than are the
energies of nature, i.e., into the process of ordering, he never is
transformed into mere standing-reserve. Since man drives tech
nology forward, he takes part in ordering as a way of revealing.
But the unconcealment itself, within which ordering unfolds, is
never a human handiwork, any more than is the realm through
which man is already passing every time he as a subject relates
to an object.
Where and how does this revealing happen if it is no mere
handiwork of man? We need not look far. We need only appre
hend in an unbiased way That which has already claimed man
and has done so, so decisively that he can only be man at any
given time as the one so claimed. Wherever man opens his eyes
and ears, unlocks his heart, and gives himself over to meditating

and striving, shaping and working, entreating and thanking, he
finds himself everywhere already brought into the unconcealed.
The unconcealment of the unconcealed has already come to pass
whenever it calls man forth into the modes of revealing allotted
to him. When man, in his way, from within unconcealment
reveals that which presences, he merely responds to the call of
unconcealment even when he contradicts it. Thus when man,
investigating, observing, ensnares nature as an area of his own
conceiving, he has already been claimed by a way of revealing
that challenges him to approach nature as an object of research,
until even the object disappears into the objectlessness of
standing-reserve.
Modern technology as an ordering revealing is, then, no merely
human doing. Therefore we must take that challenging that sets
upon man to order the real as standing-reserve in accordance
with the way in which it shows itself. That challenging gathers
man into ordering. This gathering concentrates man upon or
dering the real as standing-reserve.
That which primordially unfolds the mountains into mountain
ranges and courses through them in their folded togetherness is
the gathering that we call FlGebirgFl [mountain chain] .
That original gathering from which unfold the ways in which
we have feelings of one kind or another we name FlGemiit" [dis
position] .
We now name that challenging claim which gathers man
thither to order the self-revealing as standing-reserve : FlGe-stell"
[Enframing] .17
We dare to use this word in a sense that has been thoroughly
unfamiliar up to now.

19

17. The translation "Enframing" for Ge-stell is intended to suggest,
through the use of the prefix "en-," something of the active meaning that
Heidegger here gives to the German word. While following the discussion
that now ensues, in which Enframing assumes a central role, the reader
should be careful not to interpret the word as though it simply meant a
framework of some sort. Instead he should constantly remember that En
framing is fundamentally a calling-forth. It is a "challenging claim," a
demanding summons, that "gathers" so as to reveal. This claim en frames
in that it assembles and orders. It puts into a framework or configuration
everything that it summons forth, through an ordering for use that it is
forever restructuring anew. Cf. Introduction, pp. xxix ff.
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According to ordinary usage, the word Gestell [frame] means
some kind of apparatus, e.g., a bookrack. Gestell is also the name
for a skeleton. And the employment of the word Ge-stell [En
framing] that is now required of us seems equally eerie, not to
speak of the arbitrariness with which words of a mature language
are thus misused. Can anything be more strange? Surely not.
Yet this strangeness is an old usage of thinking. And indeed
thinkers accord with this usage precisely at the point where it is a
matter of thinking that which is highest. We, late born, are no
longer in a position to appreciate the significance of Plato's dar
ing to use the word eidos for that which in everything and in
each particular thing endures as present. For eidos, in the com
mon speech, meant the outward aspect [Ansicht] that a visible
thing offers to the physical eye. Plato exacts of this word, how
ever, something utterly extraordinary : that it name what precisely
is not and never will be perceivable with physical eyes. But even
this is by no means the full extent of what is extraordinary here.
For idea names not only the nonsensuous aspect of what is
physically visible.Is Aspect (idea) names and is, also, that which
constitutes the essence in the audible, the tasteable, the tactile,
in everything that is in any way accessible. Compared with the
demands that Plato makes on language and thought in this and
other instances, the use of the word Gestell as the name for the
essence of modern technology, which we now venture here, is
almost harmless. Even so, the usage now required remains some
thing exacting and is open to misinterpretation.
Enframing means the gathering together of that setting-upon
which sets upon man, i.e., challenges him forth, to reveal the
real, in the mode of ordering, as standing-reserve. Enframing
means that way of revealing which holds sway in the essence of
modern technology and which is itself nothing technological.
On the other hand, all those things that are so familiar to us and
are standard parts of an assembly, such as rods, pistons, and
chassis, belong to the technological. The assembly itself, how
ever, together with the aforementioned stockparts, falls within
18. Where idea is italicized it is not the English word but a transliteration
of the Greek.
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the sphere of technological activity; and this activity always
merely responds to the challenge of Enframing, but it never
comprises Enframing itself or brings it about.
The word s tellen [to set upon] in the name Ge-stell [Enfram
ing] not only means challenging. At the same time it should
preserve the suggestion of another Stellen from which it stems,
namely, that producing and presenting [He r und Dar-stellen]
which, in the sense of poiesis, lets what presences come forth
into unconcealment. This producing that brings forth-e.g., the
erecting of a statue in the temple precinct-and the challenging
ordering now under consideration are indeed fundamentally dif
ferent, and yet they remain related in their essence. Both are
ways of revealing, of aletheia. In Enframing, that unconcealment
comes to pass in conformity with which the work of modern
technology reveals the real as standing-reserve. This work is
therefore neither only a human activity nor a mere means within
such activity. The merely instrumental, merely anthropological
definition of technology is therefore in principle untenable. And
it cannot be rounded out by being referred back to some meta
physical or religious explanation that undergirds it.
It remains true, nonetheless, that man in the technological age
is, in a particularly striking way, challenged forth into revealing.
That revealing concerns nature, above all, as the chief storehouse
of the standing energy reserve. Accordingly, man's ordering
attitude and behavior display themselves first in the rise of
modern physics as an exact science. Modern science's way of
representing pursues and entraps nature as a calculable coher
ence of forces. Modern physics is not experimental physics be
cause it applies apparatus to the questioning of nature. Rather
the reverse is true. Because physics, indeed already as pure
theory, sets nature up to exhibit itself as a coherence of forces
calculable in advance, it therefore orders its experiments precisely
for the purpose of asking whether and how nature reports itself
when set up in this way.
·k But after all, mathematical physics arose almost two centuries
. before technology. How, then, could it have already been set
upon by modern technology and placed in its service? The facts
testify to the contrary. Surely technology got under way only
-
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when it could be supported by exact physical science. Reckoned
chronologically, this is correct. Thought historically, it does not
hit upon the truth.
The modern physical theory of nature prepares the way first
not simply for technology but for the essence of modern tech
nology. For already in physics the challenging gathering-together
into ordering revealing holds sway. But in it that gathering does
not yet come expressly to appearance. Modern physics is the
herald of Enframing, a herald whose origin is still unknown. The
essence of modern technology has for a long time been conceal
ing itself, even where power machinery has been invented, where
electrical technology is in full swing, and where atomic tech
nology is well under way.
All coming to presence, not only modern technology, keeps
itself everywhere concealed to the lastY) Nevertheless, it re
mains, with respect to its holding sway, that which precedes all :
the earliest. The Greek thinkers already knew of this when they
said : That which is earlier with regard to the arising that holds
sway becomes manifest to us men only later. That which is
primally early shows itself only ultimately to men.20 Therefore,
in the realm of thinking, a painstaking effort to think through
still more primally what was primally thought is not the absurd
wish to revive what is past, but rather the sober readiness to be
astounded before the coming of what is early.
Chronologically speaking, modern physical science begins in
the seventeenth century. In contrast, machine-power technology
develops only in the second half of the eighteenth century. But
modern technology, which for chronological reckoning is the
later, is, from the point of view of the essence holding sway
within it, the historically earlier.

If modern physics must resign itself ever increasingly to the
fact that its realm of representation remains inscrutable and
incapable of being visualized, this resignation is not dictated by
any committee of researchers. It is challenged forth by the rule
of Enframing, which demands that nature be orderable as
standing-reserve. Hence physics, in all its retreating from the
representation turned only toward objects that has alone been
standard till recently, will never be able to renounce this one
thing : that nature reports itself in some way or other that is
identifiable through calculation and that it remains orderable
as a system of information. This system is determined, then, out
of a causality that has changed once again. Causality now dis
plays neither the character of the occasioning that brings forth
nor the nature of the causa efficiens, let alone that of the causa
formalis. It seems as though causality is shrinking into a re
porting-a reporting challenged forth-of standing-reserves that
must be guaranteed either simultaneously or in sequence. To this
shrinking would correspond the process of growing resignation
that Heisenberg's lecture depicts in so impressive a manner.*
Because the essence of modern technology lies in Enframing,
modern technology must employ exact physical science. Through
its so doing, the deceptive illusion arises that modern technology
is applied physical science. This illusion can maintain itself only
so long as neither the essential origin of modern science nor
indeed the essence of modern technology is adequately found
out through questioning.
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19. "Coming to presence" here translates the gerund Wesende, a verbal
form that appears, in this volume, only in this essay. With the introduction
into the discussion of "coming to presence" as an alternate translation of
the noun Wesen (essence), subsequent to Heidegger's consideration of the
meaning of essence below (pp. 30 ff.), occasionally the presence of das
Wesende is regrettably but unavoidably obscured.
20. "That which is primally early" translates die anfiingliche Fruhe. For
a discussion of that which "is to all present and absent beings . . . the
earliest and most ancient at once"-i.e., Ereignen, das Ereignis-see "The
Way to Language" in On the Way to Language, trans. Peter D. Hertz (New
York : Harper & Row, 1971), p. 127.
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We are questioning concerning technology in order to bring to
light our relationship to its essence. The essence of modern tech
nology shows itself in what we call Enframing. But simply to
point to this is still in no way to answer the question concerning
technology, if to answer means to respond, in the sense of
correspond, to the essence of what is being asked about.
Where do we find ourselves brought to, if now we think one
step further regarding what Enframing itself actually is ? It is
nothing technologicaI- nothing on the order of a machine. It is
the way in which the real reveals itself as standing-reserve.
* W. Heisenberg, "Das Naturbild in der heutigen PhYSik," in Die Kunste
im technischen Zeitalter (Munich, 1954), pp. 43 ff.
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Again we ask : Does this revealing happen somewhere beyond
all human doing? No. But neither does it happen exclusively in
man, or decisively through man.
Enframing is the gathering together that belongs to that
setting-upon which sets upon man and puts him in position to
reveal the real, in the mode of ordering, as standing-reserve. As
the one who is challenged forth in this way, man stands within
the essential realm of Enframing. He can never take up a rela
tionship to it only subsequently. Thus the question as to how
we are to arrive at a relationship to the essence of technology,
asked in this way, always comes too late. But never too late
comes the question as to whether we actually experience our
selves as the ones whose activities everywhere, public and pri
vate, are challenged forth by Enframing. Above all, never too
late comes the question as to whether and how we actually
admit ourselves into that wherein Enframing itself comes to
presence.
The essence of modern technology starts man upon the way
of that revealing through which the real everywhere, more or
less distinctly, becomes standing-reserve. "To start upon a way"
means "to send" in our ordinary language. We shall call that
sending-that-gathers [versammelde Schicken] which first starts
man upon a way of revealing, destining [Geschick] .21 It is from
out of this destining that the essence of all history [Geschichte]
is determined. History is neither simply the object of written
chronicle nor simply the fulfillment of human activity. That
activity first becomes history as something destined. * And it is
only the destining into objectifying representation that makes the
historical accessible as an object for historiography, i.e., for a
science, and on this basis makes possible the current equating
of the historical with that which is chronicled.
Enframing, as a challenging-forth into ordering, sends into a
way of revealing. Enframing is an ordaining of destining, as is

every way of revealing. Bringing-forth, poiesis, is also a destining
in this sense.
Always the unconcealment of that which is22 goes upon a way
of revealing. Always the destining of revealing holds complete
sway over man. But that destining is never a fate that compels.
For man becomes truly free only insofar as he belongs to the
realm of destining and so becomes one who listens and hears
[Horender], and not one who is simply constrained to obey
[Horiger] .
The essence of freedom is originally not connected with the
will or even with the causality of human willing.
Freedom governs the open in the sense of the cleared and
lighted up, i.e., of the revealed.23 It is to the happening of reveal
ing, i.e., of truth, that freedom stands in the closest and most
intimate kinship. All revealing belongs within a harboring and a
concealing. But that which frees-the mystery-is concealed and
always concealing itself. All revealing comes out of the open,
goes into the open, and brings into the open. The freedom of
the open consists neither in unfettered arbitrariness nor in the
constraint of mere laws. Freedom is that which conceals in a way
that opens to light, in whose clearing there shimmers that veil
that covers what comes to presence of all truth and lets the veil
appear as what veils. Freedom is the realm of the destining that
at any given time starts a revealing upon its way.
The essence of modern technology lies in Enframing. Enfram
ing belongs within the destining of revealing. These sentences
express something different from the talk that we hear more
frequently, to the effect that technology is the fate of our age,
where "fate" means the inevitableness of an unalterable course.
But when we consider the essence of technology, then we ex
perience Enframing as a destining of revealing. In this way we
are already sojourning within the open space of destining, a
destining that in no way confines us to a stultified compulsion to
push on blindly with technology or, what comes to the same

21. For a further presentation of the meaning resident in Geschick and
the related verb schicken, d. T 38 ff., and Introduction, pp. xxviii ff.

22. dessen was ist. On the peculiar significance of das was ist (that
which is), see T 44 n. 12.
23. "The open" here translates das Freie, cognate with Freiheit, freedom.
Unfortunately the repetitive stress of the German phrasing cannot be re
produced in English, since the basic meaning of Freie-open air, open space
-is scarcely heard in the English "free."

* See Vom Wesen der Wahrheit, 1930; 1st ed., 1943, pp. 16 ff. [English
translation, "On the Essence of Truth," in Existence and Being, ed. Werner
Brock (Chicago : Regnery, 1949), pp. 308 ff.]
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thing, to rebel helplessly against it and curse it as the work of
the devil. Quite to the contrary, when we once open ourselves
expressly to the essence of technology, we find ourselves un
expectedly taken into a freeing claim.
The essence of technology lies in Enframing. Its holding sway
belongs within destining. Since destining at any given time starts
man on a way of revealing, man, thus under way, is continually
approaching the brink of the possibility of pursuing and pushing
forward nothing but what is revealed in ordering, and of deriv
ing all his standards on this basis. Through this the other possi
bility is blocked, that man might be admitted more and sooner
and ever more primally to the essence of that which is uncon
cealed and to its unconcealment, in order that he might experi
ence as his essence his needed belonging to revealing.
Placed between these possibilities, man is endangered from out
of destining. The destining of revealing is as such, in every one
of its modes, and therefore necessarily, danger.
In whatever way the destining of revealing may hold sway,
the unconcealment in which everything that is shows itself at
any given time harbors the danger that man may quail at the un
concealed and may misinterpret it. Thus where everything that
presences exhibits itself in the light of a cause-effect coherence,
even God can, for representational thinking, lose all that is
exalted and holy, the mysteriousness of his distance. In the
light of causality, God can sink to the level of a cause, of causa
efficiens. He then becomes, even in theology, the god of the
philosophers, namely, of those who define the unconcealed and
the concealed in terms of the causality of making, without ever
considering the essential origin of this causality.
In a similar way the unconcealment in accordance with which
nature presents itself as a calculable complex of the effects of
forces can indeed permit correct determinations ; but precisely
through these successes the danger can remain that in the midst
of all that is correct the true will withdraw.
The destining of revealing is in itself not just any danger, but
danger as such.
Yet when destining reigns in the mode of Enframing, it is the
supreme danger. This danger attests itself to us in two ways. As
soon as what is unconcealed no longer concerns man even as
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object, but does so, rather, exclusively as standing-reserve, a n d
man i n the midst o f objectlessness i s nothing but the orderer of
the standing-reserve, then he comes to the very brink of it
precipitous fall; that is, he comes to the point where he himself
will have to be taken as standing-reserve. Meanwhile man, pre
cisely as the one so threatened, exalts himself to the posture of
lord of the earth. In this way the impression comes to prevail that
everything man encounters exists only insofar as it is his con
struct. This illusion gives rise in turn to one final delusion : It
seems as though man everywhere and always encounters only
himself. Heisenberg has with complete correctness pointed out
that the real must present itself to contemporary man in this
way. * In truth, however, precisely nowhere does man today any
longer encounter himself, i.e., his essence. Man stands so de
cisively in attendance on the challenging-forth of Enframing that
he does not apprehend Enframing as a claim, that he fails to see
himself as the one spoken to, and hence also fails in every way
to hear in what respect he ek-sists, from out of his essence, in the
realm of an exhortation or address, and thus can never encounter
only himself.
But Enframing does not simply endanger man in his relation
ship to himself and to everything that is. As a destining, it
banishes man into that kind of revealing which is an ordering.
Where this ordering holds sway, it drives out every other possi( bility of revealing. Above alt Enframing conceals that revealing
which, in the sense of poiesis, lets what presences come forth
into appearance. As compared with that other revealing, the
setting-upon that challenges forth thrusts man into a relation to
that which is, that is at once antithetical and rigorously ordered.
Where Enframing holds sway, regulating and securing of the
standing-reserve mark all revealing. They no longer even let
their own fundamental characteristic appear, namely, this re
vealing as such.
Thus the challenging Enframing not only conceals a former
way of revealing, bringing-forth, but it conceals revealing itself
and with it That wherein unconcealment, i.e., truth, comes to
pass.
* "Das Naturbild," pp. 60 ff.
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Enframing blocks the shining-forth and holding-sway of truth.
The destinil1g that sends into ordering is consequently the ex
treme q.afiger. What is dangerous is not technology. There is no
d<::m6nry of technology, but rather there is the mystery of its
: essence. The essence of technology, as a destining of revealing, is
the danger. The transformed meaning of the word "Enframing"
will perhaps become somewhat more familiar to us now if we
think Enframing in the sense of destining and danger.
The threat to man does not come in the first instance from
the potentially lethal machines and apparatus of technology. The
actual threat has already affected man in his essence. The rule
of Enframing threatens man with the possibility that it could
be denied to him to enter into a more original revealing and
hence to experience the call of a more primal truth.
Thus, where Enframing reigns, there is danger in the highest
sense.

should be able to lay hold of the saving power immediately and
without preparation. Therefore we must consider now, in ad
vance, in what respect the saving power does most profoundly
take root and thence thrive even in that wherein the extreme
danger lies, in the hdlding sway of Enframing. In order to con
sider this, it is necessary, as a last step upon our way, to look
with yet clearer eyes into the danger. Accordingly, we must once
more question concerning technology. For we have said that in
technology's essence roots and thrives the saving power.
But how shall we behold the saving power in the essence of
technology so long as we do not consider in what sense of
"essence" it is that Enframing is actually the essence of tech
nology?
Thus far we have understood "essence" in its current meaning.
In the academic language of philosophy, "essence" means what
something is ; in Latin, quid. Quidditas, whatness, provides the
answer to the question concerning essence. For example, what
pertains to all kinds of trees-oaks, beeches, birches, firs-is the
same "treeness." Under this inclusive genus-the "universal"
fall all real and possible trees. Is then the essence of technology,
Enframing, the common genus for everything technological? If
that were the case then the steam turbine, the radio transmitter,
and the cyclotron would each be an Enframing. But the word
"Enframing" does not mean here a tool or any kind of apparatus.
Still less does it mean the general concept of such resources. The
machines and apparatus are no more cases and kinds of Enfram
ing than are the man at the switchboard and the engineer in
the drafting room. . Each of these in its own way indeed belongs
as stockpart, available resource, or executer, within Enframing ;
but Enframing is never the essence of technology in the sense of
a genus. Enframing is a way of revealing having the character of
destining, namely, the way that challenges forth. The revealing
that brings forth (poiesis) is also a way that has the character of
destining. But these ways are not kinds that, arrayed beside one
another, fall under the concept of revealing. Revealing is that
destining which, ever suddenly and inexplicably to all thinking,
apportions itself into the revealing that brings forth and that also
challenges, and which allots itself to man. The challenging reveal-

But where danger is, grows
The saving power also.
Let us think carefully about these words of H61derlin. What
does it mean "to save"? Usually we think that it means only to
seize hold of a thing threatened by ruin, in order to secure it in
its former continuance. But the verb "to save" says more. "To
save" is to fetch something home into its essence, in order to
Q[,ing the essence for the first time into its genuine appearing.
If the essence of technology, Enframing, is the extreme danger,
and if there is truth in H61derlin's words, then the rule of
Enframing cannot exhaust itself solely in blocking all lighting-up
of every revealing, all appearing of truth. Rather, precisely the
essence of technology must harbor in itself the growth of the
saving power. But in that case, might not an adequate look into
what Enframing is as a destining of revealing bring into appear
ance the saving power in its arising?
In what respect does the saving power grow there also where
the danger is ? Where something grows, there it takes root, from
thence it thrives. Both happen concealedly and quietly and in
their own time. But according to the words of the poet we have
no right whatsoever to expect that there where the danger is we
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ing has its origin as a destining in bringing-forth. But at the
same time Enframing, in a way characteristic of a destining,
blocks poiesis.
Thus Enframing, as a destining of revealing, is indeed the
essence of technology, but never in the sense of genus and
essentia. If we pay heed to this, something astounding strikes us :
It is technology itself that makes the demand on us to think in
another way what is usually understood by "essence." But in
what way?
If we speak of the "essence of a house" and the "essence of a
state," we do not mean a generic type; rather we mean the ways
in which house and state hold sway, administer themselves,
develop and decay-the way in which they "essence" [Wesen] .
Johann Peter Hebel in a poem, "Ghost on Kanderer Street," for
which Goethe had a special fondness, uses the old word die
Weserei. It means the city hall inasmuch as there the life of the
community gathers and village existence is constantly in play, i.e.,
comes to presence. It is from the verb wesen that the noun
is derived. Wesen understood as a verb is the same as wiihren
[to last or endure] , not only in terms of meaning, but also in
terms of the phonetic formation of the word. Socrates and Plato
already think the essence of something as what essences, what
comes to presence, in the sense of what endures. But they think
what endures as what remains permanently [das Fortwiihrende]
(aei on). And they find what endures permanently in what, as
that which remains, tenaciously persists throughout all that hap
pens. That which remains they discover, in turn, in the aspect
[Aussehen] (eidos, idea), for example, the Idea "house."
The Idea "house" displays what anything is that is fashioned
as a house. Particular, real, and possible houses, in contrast, are
changing and transitory derivatives of the Idea and thus belong
to what does not endure.
But it can never in any way be established that enduring is
based solely on what Plato thinks as idea and Aristotle thinks
as to ti en einai (that which any particular thing has always been),
or what metaphysics in its most varied interpretations thinks as
essentia.
All essencing endures. But is enduring only permanent en
during? Does the essence of technology endure in the sense of

the permanent enduring of an Idea that hovers over everything
technological, thus making it seem that by technology we mean
some mythological abstraction? The way in which technology
essences lets itself be seen only from out of that permanent
enduring in which Enframing comes to pass as a destining of
revealing. Goethe once uses the mysterious word fortgewiihren
[to grant permanently] in place of fortwiihren [to endure perma
nently] . * He hears wiihren [to endure] and gewiihren [to grant]
here in one unarticulated accord?4 And if we now ponder more
carefully than we did before what it is that actually endures and
perhaps alone endures, we may venture to say : Only what is
granted endures. That which endures primally out of the earliest
beginning is what grants.25
As the essencing of technology, Enframing is that which en
dures. Does Enframing hold sway at all in the sense of granting?
No doubt the question seems a horrendous blunder. For according
to everything that has been said, Enframing is, rather, a destining
that gathers together into the revealing that challenges forth.
Challenging is anything but a granting. So it seems, so long as
we do not notice that the challenging-forth into the ordering
of the real as standing-reserve still remains a destining that starts
man upon a way of revealing. As this destining, the coming to
presence of technology gives man entry into That which, of
himself, he can neither invent nor in any way make. For there
is no such thing as a man who, solely of himself, is only man.
But if this destining, Enframing, is the extreme danger, not
only for man's coming to presence, but for all revealing as such,
should this destining still be called a granting? Yes, most emphat-
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* "Die Wahlverwandtschaften" [Congeniality] , pt. II, chap. 10, in the
novelette Die wunderlichen Nachbarskinder [The strange neighbor's chil
dren] .

24. The verb gewiihren is closely allied to the verbs wiihren (to endure)
and wahren (to watch over, to keep safe, to preserve) . Gewiihren ordinarily
means to be surety for, to warrant, to vouchsafe, to grant. In the discussion
that follows, the verb will be translated simply with "to grant." But the
reader should keep in mind also the connotations of safeguarding and
guaranteeing that are present in it as well.
25. Nur das Gewiihrte wiihrt. Das anfiinglich aus der Fruhe Wiihrende ist
das Gewiihrende. A literal translation of the second sentence would be,
"That which endures primally from out of the early . . . . " On the meaning
of "the early," see n. 20 above.

32

33

The Question Concerning Technology

The Question Concerning Technology

ically, if in this destining the saving power is said to grow.
Every destining of revealing comes to pass from out of a granting
and as such a granting. For it is granting that first conveys to man
that share in revealing which the coming-to-pass of revealing
needs.26 As the one so needed and used, man is given to belong
to the coming-to-pass of truth. The granting that sends in one
way or another into revealing is as such the saving power. For the
saving power lets man see and enter into the highest dignity of
his essence. This dignity lies in keeping watch over the uncon
cealment-and with it, from the first, the concealment-of all
coming to presence on this earth. It is precisely in Enframing,
which threatens to sweep man away into ordering as the sup
posed single way of revealing, and so thrusts man into the
danger of the surrender of his free essence-it is precisely in
this extreme danger that the innermost indestructible belong
ingness of man within granting may come to light, provided that
we, for our part, begin to pay heed to the coming to presence of
technology.
Thus the coming to presence of technology harbors in itself
what we least suspect, the possible arising of the saving power.
Everything, then, depends upon this : that we ponder this
arising and that, recollecting, we watch over it. How can this
happen? Above all through our catching sight of what comes
to presence in technology, instead of merely staring at the tech
nologicar 50 long as we represent technology as an instrument,
we remain held fast in the will to master it. We press on past
the essence of technology.
When, however, we ask how the instrumental comes to pres
ence as a kind of causality, then we experience this coming to
presence as the destining of a revealing.
When we consider, finally, that the coming to presence of the
essence of technology comes to pass in the granting that needs
and uses man so that he may share in revealing, then the follow
ing becomes clear :

The essence of technology is in a lofty sense ambiguous. Such
ambiguity points to the mystery of all revealing, i.e., of truth.
On the one hand, Enframing challenges forth into the frenzied
ness of ordering that blocks every view into the coming-to-pass
of revealing and so radically endangers the relation to the essence
of truth.
On the other hand, Enframing comes to pass for its part in the
granting that lets man endure-as yet unexperienced, but per
haps more experienced in the future-that he may be the one
who is needed and used for the safekeeping of the coming to
presence of truth.:n Thus does the arising of the saving power
appear.
The irresistibility of ordering and the restraint of the saving
power draw past each other like the paths of two stars in the
course of the heavens. But precisely this, their passing by, is the
hidden side of their nearness.
When we look into the ambiguous essence of technology, we
behold the constellation, the stellar course of the mystery.
The question concerning technology is the question concern
ing the constellation in which revealing and concealing, in which
the coming to presence of truth, comes to pass.
But what help is it to us to look into the constellation of truth?
We look into the danger and see the growth of the saving power.
Through this we are I).ot yet saved. But we are thereupon sum
moned to hope in the growing light of the saving power. How
can this happen? Here and now and in little things, that we may
foster the saving power in its increase. This includes holding
always before our eyes the extreme danger.
The coming to presence of technology threatens revealing,
threatens it with the possibility that all revealing will be con
sumed in ordering and that everything will present itself only
in the unconcealedness of standing-reserve. Human activity can
never directly counter this danger. Human achievement alone
can never banish it. But human reflection can ponder the fact that

26. Here and subsequently in this essay, "coming-to-pass" translates the
noun Ereignis. Elsewhere, in "The Turning," this word, in accordance with
the deeper meaning that Heidegger there finds for it, will be translated with
"disclosing that brings into its own." See T 45; see also Introduction, pp.
xxxvi-xxxvii.

27. "Safekeeping" translates the noun Wahrnis, which is unique to Hei
degger. Wahrnis is closely related to the verb wahren (to watch over, to
keep safe, to preserve), integrally related to Wahrheit (truth), and closely
akin to wiihren (to endure) and gewiihren (to be surety for, to grant). On
the meaning of Wahrnis, see T 42, n. 9 and n. 12 above.
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all saving power must be of a higher essence than what is en
dangered, though at the same time kindred to it.
But might there not perhaps be a more primally granted re
vealing that could bring the saving power into its first shining
forth in the midst of the danger, a revealing that in the techno
logical age rather conceals than shows itself?
There was a time when it was not technology alone that bore
the name techne. Once that revealing that brings forth truth into
the splendor of radiant appearing also was called techne.
Once there was a time when the bringing-forth of the true into
the beautiful was called techne. And the poiesis of the fine arts
also was called techne.
In Greece, at the outset of the destining of the West, the arts
soared to the supreme height of the revealing granted them.
They brought the presence [Gegenwart] of the gods, brought the
dialogue of divine and human destinings, to radiance. And art
was simply called techne. It was a single, manifold revealing. It
was pious, promos, i.e., yielding to the holding-sway and the
safekeeping of truth.
The arts were not derived from the artistic. Art works were
not enjoyed aesthetically. Art was not a sector of cultural ac
tivity.
What, then, was art-perhaps only for that brief but mag
nificent time? Why did art bear the modest name techne? Be
cause it was a revealing that brought forth and hither, and
therefore belonged within poiesis. It was finally that revealing
which holds complete sway in all the fine arts, in poetry, and in
everything poetical that obtained poiesis as its proper name.
The same poet from whom we heard the words

Could it be that the fine arts are called to poetic revealing?
Could it be that revealing lays claim to the arts most primally,
so that they for their part may expressly foster the growth of
the saving power, may awaken and found anew our look into that
which grants and our trust in it?
Whether art may be granted this highest possibility of its
essence in the midst of the extreme danger, no one can tell. Yet
we can be astounded. Before what? Before this other possibility :
that the frenziedness of technology may entrench itself every
where to such an extent that someday, throughout everything
technological, the essence of technology may come to presence
in the coming-to-pass of truth.
Because the essence of technology is nothing technological,
essential reflection upon technology and decisive confrontation
with it must happen in a realm that is, on the one hand, akin to
the essence of technology and, on the other, fundamentally
different from it.
Such a realm is art. But certainly only if reflection on art,
for its part, does not shut its eyes to the constellation of truth
after which we are questioning.
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But where danger is, grows
The saving power also.
says to us :
. . . poetically dwells man upon this earth.
The poetical brings the true into the splendor of what Plato
in the Phaedrus calls to ekphanestaton, that which shines forth
most purely. The poetical thoroughly pervades every art, every
revealing of coming to presence into the beautiful.
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Thus questioning, we bear witness to the crisis that in our sheer
preoccupation with technology we do not yet experience the
coming to presence of technology, that in our sheer aesthetic
mindedness we no longer guard and preserve the coming to
presence of art. Yet the more questioningly we ponder the es
sence of technology, the more mysterious the essence of art
becomes.
The closer we come to the danger, the more brightly do the
ways into the saving power begin to shine and the more question
ing we become. For questioning is the piety of thought.

