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ABSTRACT

The question of being in axio-teleological sensefiprofound significance for the history culturedapolitics of
nations, in fact, for the rise and fall of the tizations. Heidegger brings out that man as welhasions in their greatest
movement and traditions are being linked to. THaliing out of being was the most powerful and ith@st central cause
of their decline. In fact, all philosophical quests about being are interminability, interlinkedtkvihe meaning or goals

involved in being. The present paper will bring tha different questions and different meaningsedrfg.
KEYWORDS Hermeneutics, Being, Metaphysical, Axio-Teleologica
INTRODUCTION

The central philosophical problem embodied andnéelied in Heidegger’s philosophical works is thebpgm of
Being. It is especially the theme song of Heideggeragnum opuSein Und Zei{Being and Time The problem has been

posed by Heidegger in various formulations as hecker

* What is Being?

* What is Being of entities?

* What is the meaning of Being?
(Martin, Heidegger, 1962, p. 1)
In his another work in ‘Introduction to Metaphysitise question becomes,

* Why are there entities rather than nothing?
(Martin, Heidegger, 1961, p. 1)

* The subsequent formulations for the same questimmwarked out as hereunder

* Why, that is to say, on what ground? From what @®does the Being derive? On what ground it stand?
(ibid., p. 2)

» We are asking for the ground of the being; that &nd is what it is and that there is not rathathimg
(ibid., p. 26)

Thus, Heidegger is asking various questions péngito being. He is asking the analytical questioth regard
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to the meaning of the expression of Being. Thisstjoa asks us as to what are we saying of a thiag tve assert that it
exists. The answer to this question is to providetaof criteria of some sort for determining whegthr not a thing exists,
regardless of what particular thing or type of thihis. Secondly, Heidegger is asking a metaplaysjoestion as to what
is Being? Or what is the ground of Being? In resgoto this metaphysical question, Heidegger ofteggests that the
expressions we used to discuss. Being do not tdlighfapture the correct concept of Being. Heideduslieves that we
shall have to go beyond our present language teldpva better language for capturing certain pbidbécal insite.
Heidegger actually develops various neologisms withew to capturing presumably certain crucial apeysical insite.
In view of the same understanding Heidegger becaihd¢ise more difficult. The earlier Heidegger adeas the thesis that
our everyday language is incapable of capturingré&d truths about Being. The later Heidegger adea the generalized
thesis that no language can capture these trutbB. athereafter, Heidegger's philosophy shifts gvilom ontological
concerns oBeing and Timéo a peculiar sort of non theological mysticisnmeTthird question as to why is there Being
rather than nothing at all, sounds to be theoldgiceording to Robert C. Solomon (Robert C. Solorh®n2, p. 192). The
guestion, “why are there Being?” appears to beaackefor an explanation of beings. It also sounkis & search for
justification for there being entities. It soundeglthe theological question as to why God cre#itedworld. On the other
hand we may assume that the question as to whg #rerthings is not a question for an explanatiowhy the things
ought to exist. It may be a simple question forexplanation of what it is for something to existewdrtheless, the
question, “why there is Being rather than nothind@és have teleological and even Qusi-theologmglications. It is a
qguestion for meaning and justification of Beinglwiipecial reference to human being and any respontfgs question
has wider cultural implications. The following lséom Heidegger will make it clear that Heideggencern with Being

is not entirely shorn of or innocent of crucialiet, axiological and teleological implications:

Philosophy always aims at the first and last greunfcthe being, with particular emphasis on manskifrand on

the meaning and goal of human being — there (o[1261, p. 8).

This question with eminence axiological and telgaal is asked by recourse to a leap rather thewvedrat by

way of conceptual analysis:

We find out that this privileged question, “Why”sés grounds in a leap through which man thirsayall the
previous security, whether real or imagined, of llies The question is asked only in this leapisithe leap; without it

there is no asking (Martin, Heidegger, 1961., p. 5)

The question of Being in this axio-teleological seis of profound significance for the history audt and politics
of nations, in fact, for the rise and fall of theilizations. Heidegger brings out that man as vaslinations in their greatest
movement and traditions are linked to being. TFaling out of being was the most powerful and thest central cause
of their decline ipid., p 30). In fact, all philosophical questions ab®&ging are interminability, interlinked with the

meaning or goals involved in Being. Metaphysicm$eparably interlinked with ethics in Heideggeatslosophy.

Heidegger contends that despite the central aatisignificance of Being for philosophy as wellvaisler culture,
philosophers and men in general have fallen olgedfg. Philosophers have not asked the questi@enfg and made it
the centre point and cynosure of their philosoghicgestigations and interpretations. However, drisally speaking
philosophers have always being concerned with theblpm of Being or question of existence. Anciente€k

philosophers, Medieval Christian philosophers anddktn European philosophers have been deeply etgege
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metaphysical and ontological inquiries. Howeveeytlhave asked metaphysical questions which Heidebgés are not
germane to an inquiry into the problem of Beingilddophers have asked the questions as to whethartigular entity

exists viz: “Is there a God?”, or whether a patticdype of entity exists, for example, “Are therembers of a certain
class?” However, Heidegger is not primarily intéeesin asking such questions. He is interestedgking as to what it is
that is being asked in such questions or what fivrianything to be philosophers according to Hggker, have precisely
not asked the question as to what it is to anythinge. The question with regard to Being is défarfrom the question
with regard to entity. Being according to Heideggecomes cancelled from us (Robert C. Solomon 19.7293). We do

say that animals, trees, stones, human feelingdeas and mathematical numbers do exist. Howeweidawnot ask as to
by virtue of what they exists. Philosophers haveorgd or sidelined this question. For example, Karftis refutation of

the ‘Ontological Proof’ of God’s existence has athed the thesis that existence is not a propertylafd or a predicate
of any kind. Hegel does treat Being as a conceyitalids that it is the emptiest of all concepts. Astotle, Being is the
most universal of all concepts. However, such attar&zations of Being refuse to see the seriousagt®e philosophical
problem of Being. This, according to Heideggemvigat constituent the fallenness of philosophermfeing. Heidegger
concedes these pre-Socrates philosophers did shriengaged themselves with the problem of Beingdéfn German
idealists such as Kant, Fichte, Schelling and Hégele almost negotiated movement of “disclosure’Befng. They

almost unlocked what forgetfulness of Being hiddewever in the middle of the nineteenth centuryr@ar idealism

collapsed for the age was no longer strong enoagtand up to the greatness, breadth or originafityuch a spiritual

project (Martin, Heidegger, 1961, p. 37).

Nietzsche, according to Heidegger, is a prime exarmpa philosopher who has forgotten Being orefalbut of
Being, for he has categorically asserted that tlestion of Being is not only not empitiest of albplems of philosophy. It
is also devoid of any sense of significance. Howeret withstanding such radical disavowals of pineblem of Being,
understanding of Being — of what it is for anythitogexist — is the basis problem of not only oflpsophy but of all
human fields of endeavor and all human beings imeg@. Philosophical search for foundations carenbe accomplished
unless the concept of Being is categorically illoatied and understood. The problems pertaining @édfdbndations of
mathematical, physical and biological sciencesase intimated to the problem of Being. In fact thasic tension of
modern culture is also a function of our failureuoiderstand Being. Our refusal to even attemptawige an analysis of
Being constituent our fallneness from Being. lbige thing to be able to recognize thing as exisiiing something very
different to recognize what it is for somethingetast. All ontological investigations remain peneat if they do not clarify
the meaning of Being and conceive this clarifica#s its fundamental tasibid, p.11). According to Heidegger we need a
clarification not about entities but about the Beof entities. The problem of the existing partiugntities must await a
clarification of the central and fundamental problef Being. Heidegger claims that in the entiretdrig of western

philosophy he is first one to raise the problerBeing:

In Sein Und Zeit the question of the meaning ofieis raised and developed as a question for thetfine in

the history of philosophyilfid., p. 70).

To overcome Dilthey’s historical anarchy and alttgora Heidegger by seeing historically in the vé&ging of
Daseinhas removed history as something that kdegseinseparated from where it actually is (it's Beingtire-world).
Daseincan no more be detached from its historical wahnkah to be detached from itseldaseinis, in some way, the

march of history itself. Any movement of historyasmovement oDaseinand problems stemming from the historical
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situatedness of truth are a problem internal tactvbiaseinis: Daseinexists as historical.

Heidegger raises the issue of historicalityBiging and Timerimarily from the stand point dasein From this
direction, history appears tDaseinas a function of its ontological condition of Bgim-a-world in conjunction with
Dasein’stemporality within the care structure. As a consegre of the world's interpretation across a tealfiustorical

horizon, things which are disclosive of that waale also seen as historical.

However, Heidegger works which followdking and Timepproach the question of history and historicatity
general not exclusively either froBasein’sontology or from Being itself. Reflecting upon tfeevant insights from his
middle and later works, namely, “Introduction to tslghysics”, “Origin of the Work of Art”, “Metaphyss as a History of
Being”, “Nietzsche Vols. | and II” and “On Time anBleing”, Heidegger's conception dbasein’s historicality is
ultimately related to the so-called “sending of Bgi In these works, Heidegger avoids a solipsistibject-ism, for
Dasein’sinherent historicality is included within the ulding of Being. In these later workBasein’s Being-in as a
Being-with (others) and Being-alongside-things gpr@ached not from the standpoint@édisein’scurrent understanding
but from the totality of a yielding of Being. Hegiger's profound insight into the concept of trighhat truth happens as
strife between concealing and revealiidetheia the unconcealment, in essence (that which hgbds @and preserves
itself) is a process and not static. He describissunconcealment in the Origin of the Work of Athe unconcealedness
of beings - is never a merely existent state, bhappening” (Martin Heidegger, 1971, p. 54). Simnéously with the
giving of itself which, ultimately througBasein reveals a world, Being conceals way of reveailisglf. This is definitely
not to say that Being is something, but that Béngroviding the grounding for whatever does shtsslf. The totality of
any given sending is capable of providing any histd period with evidence of Being, which in thistbry of thought has
either been conceived as the most empty or the impstrtant of concepts. In terms of his earlienkimg, the meaning of
Being is visible in an examination of one’s owntbigal world in a moment of fateful repetition” igh discloses the

“thrownness of the there” as a constant possikjlsrtin Heidegger, 1962, p. 443).

According to Heidegger's vision of ancient Greesee such moment of fateful disclosure happened when
ancient Greek questioning process brought Weshtennght out of the darkness of concealment intdigie of awareness.
Greek artists and sculptors, statesmen and paeated a world based on experiences of the wondBeimg (op.cit,
1971, p. 152). Thus historicality for Heideggerstxiprojecting out of a present, in as much asevieatis historical shows
itself out of the present. Heidegger makes useaitfzNche’s thought, he neither accepts the detatioimof the Being of
history as a thing dependent upon an axiologicatesy and beings, nor that a concrete history asesepted in
monuments existing independently of the ontologteamhporality ofDasein Rather, Heidegger's determination of the
centrality of Being, allows these factual monumetatsbe present foDasein over Dasein’s horizon of temporality
(historicality). Heidegger approaches the questibthe historicality of Being with an analysis dfet history of Being.
Heidegger maintains in the essalyldtaphysics as History of Beihthat the entire project of Western metaphysiceei
the time of Plato and Aristotle has been a forggttf the primordial questioning of Being. To prabe earliest thought
about Being, Heidegger returns to the works of Elés and Parmenides with a close and rigorousnelygical
examination. Heidegger contends that the confletwieen revealing and concealing, between the andiaad the
unknown, was not yet reduced into a regressive nditan but still asked why there is what thereSsich a question
returns in Leibnitz’ “Why is there something rathan nothing”, and is used by Heidegger as a baséstion for
philosophical thinking (Martin, Heidegger, 1973, 42.62). According to Heidegger, Plato fell awagnfr such basic
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guestioning with his metaphysical postulation ofdeal world. This retrenchment which stresseswhmatness’ of things,
excluding the ‘howness’ or ‘whyness’, has serveadacretize beings and make Being merely a (foegdtissue. Later
transformations through Roman, Christian, and mudephases, have highlighted the nihilist basiswth exclusionary
concentration upon ‘whatness’. Specifically, by aj& searching for ‘what’ is behind every questiddowt existence,
answers like the world of perfect forms, necesgamvVite a negative or nihilistic counter-responidéstory, in its common
modem formulations has stressed this ‘ideal plagéin which humans live and with which one mustagimatively

return in order to capture the truth that thentexi¢R.G. Collingwood, 1982, pp.105-125).

Thus, it is important for an hermeneutical inveatiign into the central theme of historiography &ve into the
history of metaphysics generally and analyze Hajde€g standpoint concerning the end of WesternoBbphy. In his
essay “Metaphysics as History of Being”, Heideggentends that “truth” in the writings of Heraclitasd Parmenides
was not contingent on human subjectivity, but wesunconcealinga{etheig of Being in the appearance of things. At this
time, before logos became propositional, the Beifithings lay barel¢goi) a clearing that Being lit, an “open” where
things could be seen. It is the seeing that detexdhiruth, not understanding. That is, there wasypeal made to an
authority above and beyond the facticity of thespreee of things, there was no obvious reason tetiguefrom some
standardized viewpoint. This was a time when “apgeeze just as much as appearing, belongs to thtentessThis
appearance is not Nothing. Nor is it untrue”, (MartHeidegger., 1987, p. 105). Heidegger called the ‘Great Age of
Greece’ because it accepted that the power of tmaant provides real knowledge about the experiefiegisting: for the
ancient Greeks, beings gave adequate informationtd®eing. Truth is inherent in Being, and thughrappears in so far
as something is. Heidegger maintains that Platpading to the seemingly contradictory saying$afmenides and
Heraclitus, metaphysically redirected the courseplifosophical thought, hiding the deeper questiahsut Being in
favors of superficial clarifications on a particuending of Being. Plato mistakenly detected mditruth. Are things and
thus truth ever-changing (i.e., Heraclitus) or daething change (i.e., Parmenides)? Plato, read¢tinidpe problems of
sensory perception, linked truth with the unchagginthat which cannot be fooled by mere appearafidegiegger,
Martin, 1987, p. 97 & Heidegger, Martin, 1973, piB6Because everything on earth changes, the ugoigawas not on
earth and so consequently it therefore existed iondysupersensory world of perfect forms. Withséatle’s establishment
of prepositional logic as the arbiter of truth,tkrdnad indeed changed from its Pre-Socratic forsi.aA indication that
people were satisfied with this way of thinking,itlEgger quotes Kant's comment that “since Aristflibgic] has not
taken a single step backward” but, “that it ha® dleen unable to take a single step forward todhis and thus to all
appearances seems to be concluded and completetir{M&eidegger,1999, p. 188). Thus for the posteoit Western

metaphysics, truth meant that appearance mushiqgeted with ‘rational’ and ‘Idealized’ thought.

Tracing back the progress of ideas provides a gleripto the different possibilities thRiseincould find itself
in, and out of which it could and did choose itscthsure of world. These beginning transformatiohg/estern thought
are only the first of many transformations. Thespraing of Being has since come to show itselfpating to Heidegger,
then,the unique unifying One, the logos, Ideasia, energeia, substantia, actualitas, pereeptionad;as objectivity, as
the being posited of self-positing in the senséhefwill of reason, of love, of the spirit, of porvand finally “as the will
to will in the eternal recurrence of the same” (MaHeidegger, 1972, p.7). What we now call ‘Beipgovided the basis
for these concepts, yet, through this intellecjualcess Being itself has remained hidden. Yet in @nthese various

transformations of thinking about Being via beingsether in the Medieval period which viewed therldaas God’s
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creation or the modern period which viewed the diad material for manipulatio®aseinremains open to the possibility
for historical awareness of its position withinartcular disclosure of Being’s sending. Emergiranf this analysis is that
Dasein’s ontological historicality, thus temporality, isnked both to the lived historical world and to Bgiitself.
How Being is conceived, the truth of Being is aadhleconception reveals truth differently. It is twdt there are different
truths, but that the clearing from which Being @enthought about, is changing: this clearing isdnising. Daseinexists
both within this historizing clearing and yet remsmithe one who does the historizing. At each moment
what can be thought about changes what Being,uith,trreveals. Descriptions of the “there” as a tamispossibility
changes, and in so changing reflects the truthehd3 as unconcealedness, which is a process. Ttiedf any given
description is better described as the happenirguttf that has in this present revealed Itselfhis way.Daseinis the
only “existent” being who throughout history hasg tlask of forming the bases of questioning and tausbe regarded as
the necessary outgrowth of the happening of tistlfi Heidegger wishes to clarify what is and wisatot being referred
to here. Claims have been made that metaphysics alin of its various manifestations is merely
‘pointing’ to the same universal thing or idea. §hsserts that metaphysical thinking is innocucssirethat it denies that
the ideas that we wuse to explain our existence, uioderstand or interpret our Being-in-the-world,
has any effect on who exists, namelyasein According to this view, no matter what we say,
metaphysically speaking, the world remains the santkour place within it merely takes on a différeay of dealing
with an eternal given: ‘Even though the linguisfarmulations of the essential constituents of Bewitange, the
constituents, so It is said, remain the same. #nging fundamental positions of metaphysical thigkdevelop on the
foundation, then their manifoldness only confirmise tunchanging unity of the underlying determinagioof
Being. However, this unchangingness is only arsifin under whose protection metaphysics occurdsasri of Being’
(Martin Heidegger, 1973, p. 11)

Heidegger is challenging us to think beyond themBraork of Western metaphysics constructed over two
millennia. Metaphysics, and its basing of truthtba eternal-unchanging, can only have sprung frioenhistory of the
“sending” of Being Seinsgeschichtéleidegger asserts that Nietzsche turned Platasonead. The inversion of Platonism
where “the sensuous becomes the truestimrasensuouthe semblantworld” (Martin Heidegger 1977, p. 176) leaves to
humans only hollow empowering. Specifically, Heideg points to an inner unity between NietzscheBons the
“eternal recurrence of the same” and the “will twer”, and that both are symptomatic of the antbroprphic revaluing
of all values, that clearly asserts the dominatibbeings over Being. It is not just that ‘When Bgilacks the clearing,
beings as a whole lack meaning’ but that the ungiedness of the primordial commencement cannotrésepred in
beings. Rather, history begins when the commencemémhich is only in commencing”, is compelledrst in the abyss
of its ungrounded ground. The truth of Being, a® thubject of the primordial question of commencemen
“haunts” the beginnings of history, which remainstside of historical descriptions. “The determioatiof man as
subjectum and of beings as a whole as ‘world pétcan only have sprung from the history of Beitsglf- here meaning
the history of the transformation and the devastatif its ungrounded truth’ik{id., p.179). Thus, despite Being refusing
itself by abandoning beings in its historical destion of all grounds, what is worthy of questioBeing as Being - is
lodged in the clearing that Being opens. Keeping tbriginary question in the forefront means thagchanical
domination, in the form of a stamp technology oiestfic standardization (including historical se@e), must be

replaced by “unusual and singular things”. Theref@aven with, the meaninglessness of Nietzschetma&trecurrence of
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the same/will to power, the end of metaphysics lspemore loudly that ever of its own demise and ohew
commencement.

Following this avenue of thought, what Heideggeariguing for is an appreciation of the mystery efrig). Being
is not subject to a single historical interpretafibut it is only “by grasping what the metaphydicat predetermines the
age has elevated to thought and word’ that onedetermine what sustains history and draw near&vhat is happening’

- namely Beingibid., p. 8). Because humans have a Being in which Bisima issue they are an integral part of history.
Creating and changing the way that Being’s sendidigsSchickepare interpreted, humans participate in interpgethe
way that, in strictly Heideggerian terms, the wonldrlds. Essentially, metaphysics does not rewsabwn essence, does
not show its own necessity. According to Heideggehilism within Western metaphysics repeatedly vehatself
incapable of showing such necessity by metaphysiegns. Whereas a hermeneutic of historical inéésion shows, if
thoughtfully viewed, that Being-in-the-world as aiBg-in-an-historical-world has been manifestededéntly in different
epochs. Different interpretations do not merelycdbg the same manifestation, but different intetmions actually
describe specific historical worlds, which are eliéint ways in which the world has worlded. Thecditrte of the world-
process is the same; the contents of differenbhiéstl worlds are expressive of the different poitisies of “the (human)
world”. Ultimately, one can only catch glimpse ofhat is ‘happening’, of the undercurrent behind thanifold
descriptions. Varying opinions do not negate thecity of the sending of Being, but merely serveaise the question of

the history of the sendings of Being.

Heidegger says that the Being-there of historicahns a “breach” out of which the power of Beingdis forth
making the breach itself smash against the welleifig. The “over powering of Being is confirmedvinrks [art works or
specifically that which brings about the phenomérianwhich the emerging powgrhysi€omes to light” and in these
works Being accomplishes itself as history (MaHieidegger, 1987, pp. 159-64). History is primatiig destiny of Being.
History as a concrete temporal manifestation ohBgis necessary for Being if Being is to have &hgre”, that is, if it is
to be either concealed or revealed@sein Art works give evidence of the connection betwdendestiny of Being as
history and the historicality dbasein’sBeing-there. Great art works center attention upmmmonplace articles, and/or
historical monuments, thus showing a human hisabnieorld around that entity, revealing how the wardrk and the
onlooker (called the “preserver” by Heidegger) gashand views the world as an historical peoplesuch a gathering
what is thoughtfully presented is the presencehat twhich is presencing - that is, the Being ofmbgei Humans can
appreciate and understand history as a reflectiaghair own ontological foundations, (thus a reflen of Being itself).
But, in order to avoid a solipsistic-anthropomorphiew of history, they must also see the limitgheir understanding of
history and thus of the world. Heidegger seemsotartca solipsism when he criticizes the very questf whether the
objects of historiography are “laws” or “events’ysay that inaccessible and colourless supra-tenhpoaglels must be
replaced by objects “already in the facticalexis&hchoice ofDasein’shistoricality” (Martin, Heidegger, 1962, p. 447).
However, if it is the capacities @fasein’sunderstanding which provide it with historical krledge of Being, itself and
Others, how can we avoid falling into a radical jsabism? What are these aspectsDafsein’s disclosedness or the
“there”? According to HeideggeDaseinhas moodinesBefmdlichkeit)understanding\erstehen)and discourseRed¢
equiprimordially as the constituents of its diseldsess. Language is regarded as meaning bearing.thi&se aspects can
be regarded as the means by whidghsein articulates meaning to itself, or to others, abtha world and about its

historical world.
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For, according to Heidegger, it is the case thapide our current and “outworn” nature of truthcasrectness,
one nevertheless remains open, and attendant upenptimordial unconcealedness- for which one need n
presuppositions. One stand in a lighted realm,aught by us, exposed to the primal conflict of Beiwhich presents to
us something that one apprehend. When Being theldsyiand holds itself back in the various histdrigpochs, the
“appropriate” grounds of understanding emerge icheapoch. Thus the aspects Ddsein’s disclosedness shed their
solipsistic implication, as their direct connectiafth the yielding or holding back of Being in amystorical epoch is
discoverable by an ontological Inquirer. Heidegasserts that the appropriate grounds for underistgrexist necessarily
within the sending of Being itself. The inexplicktlyi of the beginning of this revealing and condegl Heidegger
explains, is not a deficiency in our knowledge wftdry, rather, that the “greatness of historicabwledge resides in an
understanding of the mysterious character of tlagirming” (Heidegger, Martin, 1987, p. 155). “Thaokvledge of
primordial history is not a ferreting out of prim# lore or a collection of bones. It is neithelfmor whole natural science
but is, if it is anything at all. Mythology”il§id., p.155). For Heidegger, the appropriateness of afenstanding that
humans have about the history of Being, one baped the secondarily-historical objects such as ny#pends upon the
given historical epoch, “Thinking remains boundthe tradition of the epochs of the destiny of B&iidHeidegger,
Martin, 1972, p. 9). Any given epoch is seen adohisal only upon interpretations of the variousnporalizings of
temporality which reveal themselves in stories emthe words that are used in those stories. Antholggy, equipment
and ideas as well as our perception of facticabhysare dependent on the ideas which articulaecttanges that arise out

of our historicality.

It should not be overlooked that Being does notehavhistory like a city or people have their higtofrhus
Heidegger says, “What is historical in the histofyBeing is determined by what is sent forth intaesg, not by an
indeterminate thought up occurrencdid., pp. 8-9). By this, what is historical in the histof Being depends upon the
appropriateness of what is sent by Being. We cararatomly pick a transcendent universal or somepeddent arbiter to
decide up on the way that the history of Being lddpwe must take our clue from what is alreadyah&here is no other

measuring stick against which to determine whatiktory of Being is, it is just the way it sentiseif.

Heidegger also speaks about the absence as a nfeicating the sending of Being. One can madhing of
this absence if it is a pure absence, but Heideggecifically speaks of a “what-has-been” and adiis to come” as a
letting become present what “is no longer presant] by withholding the present lets that be presémnth is “not yet
present”. Here one have “manifest” the open intictviBeing as temporal “gives all presencing inte tpen”. Thus the
absence of something from the past lets us clemdythe open of the present, which is open andngdidbr what-has-
been, or something else that may presence. Heidetggespeaks of a giving. The giving that concéakdf, accordingly,
is the sending of Being as time. But one may n&akpof Being as a being; neither may speak of tamea being,
according to Heidegger, how can one understandjithieg of time, which appears not to be a givingaofything at all?
Here one must look to the wokEeigns which denotes an “Appropriation” which when apgdlto Being and to time,
means that they belong together in that the “dgslies in the extending opening ughigd., p. 19). The sending of Being
is time, and is the clearing in which Being cansben as historical. But this clearing is not terapas in a past, present,
future. Rather Heidegger states that this timevis-flimensional, and the nearing of nearness iaheh dimension of
this ontological time. This nearing of nearnessnspley unifying and separating past, present anddygnd it is thus the

openness of the presencing of the gift of time-epdthe nearing of nearness can be seen as a spasi&lof the
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appropriating of appropriateness. Here what is gmuately given to understanding also clears arehsm place for Being
to be described. And just as past, present andefutwust remain united but separated by nearnesseirgiving, in
historicality what is appropriate keeps truth froollapsing into an a temporal static form. In thpeoness of time-space,
the destiny of Being as the history of Being, doable holding backepochg of the self-manifestation of both the sending
and that which send#{d., p. 9.). This obscure double holding back, harkeatk toDasein’sguilt over the facticity of its
throwness. Here, instead of finding the destineihg self-manifested, one question from where tiigtorical age comes
from (metaphysics), or how this historical epoclpegred (fundamental ontology), or even ethical gudgnts on the
goodness of such appearances. Moreover, becaudsaqi# self-manifest, questions arise over angginterpretation of
what appears. Any and all interpretations mustcobed strive to be grounded in something other thihat is manifested
as such, and yet there remains nothing other themanifestations to look towards for interpretatibhus interpretations
will shift as manifestations shift. History, as iatbry of Being, is a shifting of what is appropeas a grounding for the
interpretations of Being. Heidegger suggests thatghould not consider the destiny of Being onlyhim historical terms
presented irBeing and Timébut one should instead use the corrective of ptathe ‘destiny of Being as history’ as a
being, and then doing an ontological analysis efBking of beings as was doneBaing and Timéibid., p. 9). This type
of procedure ends treating history only as an agetge interpretable on the basisdsein’shistoricality but includes
history itself as a manifestation of Being. It i®dible to notice the historicality of Being as ancretization of the
temporality of Being. Thus by revealing such atietabetween temporality and historicality one cae why there needs
to be a space opened for a particular instanceafess, a space for the action of life to takeeplBy striking a balance
between what remains known and what unknown intastprical epoch, Being yields what is appropri@iesense to be
made of any-thing. In a sense it is like a theatné&ch opens the curtains while keeping the actars identity hidden. An
historical epoch (holding back) manifests enoughtsdlf so that some of what is hidden can coméhefore. If the
guestion of Being remains hidden from questionihgn the gift of Being that refuses such questignitoves into the
fore. Heidegger states that what is appropriateither “accidental, nor can it be calculated aessary” ipid.,p. 9). It is
only by removing the covers of many obscuring egotdyered one up on another that we can reach abe af
appropriateness. Finally, we should not be conterfind a singular source (i.e., historical) forpappriateness either
ontically in any given age or ontologically in tllestiny of Being as history. Equally, if we levdf the grounds of

appropriateness then history as an articulatiahatfclearing that holds back a sending of Beinggu unnoticed.

The first page oBeing and Timenakes it clear that Heidegger's basic questionweasbout being, but about the
meaning of beingder Sim Von Sejrthe distinction between being and the meaningedrdig is utterly crucial. it is the clue
to distinguishing Heidegger's thought from bothditanal metaphysics, and Husserlian phenomenolffyomas
Sheehan, 2005, p. 193). He is a strange questitit &not a question after being itself, but affee meaning of being.
This is the most crucial point of Heidegger’s dssion. Being is that which determines entitiesrdagies that on the basis
of which entities are already understood (Fredepbea, 1993, pp. 25-26). The meaning of beinggihjtcomes to light
as that which determines entities as entities. iBrise closest thing to a definition of beingBaing and Timaccording to

Taylor Carman (Taylor Carman, 2003, p.15).

Heidegger accepts the claim that Being is not adhendeed, that assumption guides his whole ptojée also
accepts that our comprehension of Being is nonetsebound up in some essential way with our conemaihg

interactions with beings. Being is not a being, Batng is not encounterable otherwise than by emiers with beings.
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For if Being is, as Heidegger puts it, ‘that whidbtermines entities as entities’ (Martin, Heidegd&62,p. 25) of their
articulability in terms of what being and that-bgithen it is necessarily only to be met with ineatounter with some

specific entity or other. In short, ‘Being is alvgathe Being of an entityilfid.,p. 29).

Heidegger was of the view that philosophy shoulgbénquiry into the being of Being, thus movinglpsophy
beyond metaphysics into the realm of ontology. fistory of metaphysics, or ancient ontology, habdmvercome as it
inaccurately creates a division between ideal aad, Isubject and object. Heidegger argues thaether conflated in
Being, which is the founding condition of possityiland ontological ground for both. The end of pkidphy signals the

end of metaphysics as ancient ontology, or reptatenal thought.

The question of Being is Heidegger’s starting polircause it is a question that, for the most piagt tradition

has overlooked, taken as self-evident, intentigrigthored, or misunderstood.

It is said that ‘Being’ is the most universal amdpgiest of concepts. As such it resists every gitaahdefinition. Nor does
this most universal and hence indefinable concequire any definition, for everyone uses it conttyaand already

understands what he means byfitd., p. 21).

Heidegger agrees that the concept of Being evadésittbn, but, rather than ignore the questiorogéither,
“the in definability of Being... demands that we lotiat question in the faceib{d., p..23). In order to appropriately
explicate the meaning of Being, Heidegger gramsshif the task of examining the various ways ttegeeto be. IrBeing
and Timehis focus remains limited to Dasein’s Being-in-therld, because Dasein is unique in that it alenehle to raise

the question of Being.

Heidegger was strongly of the belief that westenitogophy had misunderstood the nature of Beingdneral
and the nature of human being in particular. Sdddicated entire life to getting it right on bolie tfronts, in his view, the
two issues are inextricably linked. To be humantdsdisclose and understand the being of whatevereths.
Correspondingly, the being of an entity is the nieghul presence of that entity within the field béiman experience.
The proper or improper understanding of human baintpils a proper or improper understanding of bieéng of

everything else.

In Being and TimeHeidegger intends to raise the question of thanimg of Being which the onto-theological
tradition has always failed to recognize. Instebdrmaging in a theoretical inquiry, ontology h&says devolved into the
ontic analysis of beings and was never investigated enough to carry out the fundamental ontolothat is,
the ontological analysis of Being. On the one hand,understanding of Being is self-evident becausemust always
already have understood Being pre-conceptuallyherother hand, our understanding of Being is otesbacause we take
it for granted or fail to penetrate it ontologigallAccording to Heidegger, ‘Being’ is “that whicte@rmines entities as
entities, that on the basis of which entities dreaaly understood. The Being of entities ‘is’ nitgelf an entity’ {bid., pp.
25-26). Elsewhere he writes that “we are able @sgrbeings (i.e. entities) as such, as beings, ibMye understand

something like Being” (Martin, Heidegger, 1982,10).

Later Heidegger is not a rebuttal or rejection afly Heidegger mainly represented bBeing and Timk
The central problem for Heidegger throughout hidlogbphical career has been working out an expicator

accomplishing an illumination of the problem of Bgi Early Heidegger, however, was more focusecherstudy of the
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Being of particular entities including human Beihgter Heidegger is more focused on the problefedfig itself. Early
Heidegger heavily emphasized Dasein Later Heidegger turns back to the problem of Belowever, the problem of
Being remains central throughout as it was annadintéhe very Being and Timkthat investigation oDaseinwas only
a preliminary to the problem of Being. Howeverhia quest for the expression of Being itself orri@eas such, Heidegger
negotiates several twists and turns. Giving upiniged language of traditional philosophers, Hegdggcomes up with
radical use of not-so-traditional terms iBeing and Timé After the publication of Being and Tim& Heidegger
increasingly turns to poetic use of language asuthentic expression of Being for poetic languagenmetaphysical and
unconceptual and yet akin to philosophical quesBfing. He is also attracted to pre-Socratic gufzhy as an authentic
expression of the problem of Being. However, fipalbthing satisfies Heidegger's search for an ynplieed language
with a view to expressing Being itself. He givesaliphis philosophisations. He gives up all ontadadjinvestigations. He
gives up all efforts at disclosure of truth or eegsion of Being or revelation of Reality, so to.sHg is landed into
what may be called an idiosyneratic condition, imtoat may be characterized as mysticism of silearw patience. In
silent patience Heidegger waits for the word ofrieifor the self-disclosure of Being, for the selfelation of Being.
Heidegger gives up his earlier humanistic progésitand predilections. He gives up his earlierithésat Being has its’
ground in man oDasein Man does work out his representation of Being.ddes appropriate his intuitions of Being.
He does bring out his definitions of Being. Howe\ad is reprsentations, intuitions and definiticare ineliminably and

inextricably rooted in the impasse of his own huityafiHeidegger, Martin 1980, p. 358).

The quest for Being is inescapably humanized by. hater Heidegger as against early Heidegger bringshat
Daseinon its’ own cannot disclose Being to itself. Thectbsure of the truth of Being is not worked outbasein Such a
disclosure is vouchsafed Baseinto Daseinby Being. Such a disclosure is a gift of Beind@sein This disclosure is a
function of an original mystery. Being is indepentlef Dasein However,Daseinis dependent on Being: It thus becomes
necessary to escape this “inescapable humanizafiavé are to understand Being itself, and thisurees giving up the
notion thatDaseinhimself discloses the truth of Being to himseiff.these later writings, disclosure is not carried lmy
Dasein(as in Sein und Zeit), but is “granted” or “givetd’ Daseinby Being itself. This disclosure, or gift of Being no
longer based obasein but on an original mystery. Being no longer is Biasein but Daseinis for the sake of Being
(R. C Solomon, 1972, p. 242).

Thus, in his later phase, Heidegger works out &ahdhift or paradigm shift. The Being is not dised by
Dasein himself. Rather, the Being discloses itself Dasein It is the Being that unfolds itself. Later Heideg's
conception of Being quite vividly resembles theditianal transcendent Christian God. Man becomestldcle for the
self-revelation of Being. This personified Beingasbe approached with devotion and an attitudeweérence, rather than
to be treated as a question of philosophical imetgtion and ontological investigation. The religgaand devotional fervor

of the following lines from Heidegger cannot be sad by anyone:
e Being is the mission of thought: (Martin, HeidegdE962, p. 46).
* Thought is the devotion to Being, nothing eled(, p.42).

» The need is: to preserve the truth of Being no enatthat may happen to man and everything that is
(Martin, Heidegger, 1949, p. 389).

In fact, Heidegger exhorts us to be grateful tonBeMWe must express our thanks to Being for benageful in
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endowing us humans with those qualities of head et that in our relationship to Being we caretaker even the
guardianship of Beingl{id., p. 389).

Man has been all along concerned with the capaditynguage to express Being. Heidegger now tatiait
“the word” which is spoken by Being to man. Humé&ought is obedient to the Voice of Being. It seé&ke word”
through which the truth of Being may be expresge€ (Solomon, 1972, p. 242). This language is nenidtural language
or language of everydayness. The truth of Beinqiotibe brought out by careful preparation or systization of our
ordinary mode of thought. The truth of Being carbbeught out through the utterance of a thinkerclvldomes after long
guarded speechlessness or silence and field-cktidn. Poetry and thought born out of the cultorabf such silence and
field-clarification nurse the most unadulteratecparest of utterances. In such moments of putlity,thinker utters Being
and the poet brings out what is hollyid., p. 243).

The Daseindoes not constitute Being. On the other hands Being that constitute®asein The original and
essential thought of the truth of Being is transiesmally if not divinely vouchsafed to man. The st&hce of man,

according to Heidegger, is nothing but standindninithe disclosure of Beingpid., p 13).

“Language is the house of Being” (Martin Heideggé@98, p. 239) is one of the catchphrases of Hgjele
However, it should not be construed to be indigatimat man is capable of using or mastering langusith a view to
understanding or expressing Being. Rather, itnglage that uses man. It is the Being that grastdodure toDasein
It is the Being that imparts message to man. I, fBeing discloses itself to itself. Man is purayvehicle for self-
revelation of Being. The disclosure of Being to manto be patiently striven for and gratefully arelverentially
acknowledged. Traditional philosophy in all its @ogical glory, cosmological resplendence and agial radiance is
irrelevant to Heideggerian “Theology of Being” oha#l we say “Mystery of Being” or “Mysticism of Beg".
This shift from Greek and Modern philosophy and i§ttan Theology to “Mysticism of Being” is a pargdi shift of

exceptional and radical consequences and implitatio
The following words from David E. Cooper succindbiyng out Heidegger an contention with regarddmb.

Heidegger accuses metaphysics of‘oblivion of Beinfy'failing to heed the ‘ontological difference’ theen
Being and (particular) beings. The metaphysici@stio explain or ‘ground’ beings as-a-whole imierof just one kind of
being (substance, self, will to power, or whatev8ut this is incoherent, since ‘Being [is] essallyi broader than all
beings’, including those regarded as the groundwefrything. To be anything at all, every being ovtssexistence to
Being, and none, therefore, can qualify as Beitgglf. In one of his favourite metaphors, Heideggempares beings to
objects which are lit up and Being to ‘the lightitgelf’ (Martin Heidegger, 1996, pp. 216-17). Jastno lit up object can
account for how objects are lit (cannot, that tiself be the lighting), so no being can explain Hbwr anything else is
(cannot itself be Being). Being is not a kind ofrlgebut the way — or, rather, the series of ways which, historically
beings get ‘revealed’ or ‘lit-up’ for us. It ‘is bwy itself, not man, which is responsible for thesays of revealing.
Thus the history of metaphysics is also ‘the histof being’: metaphysicians merely articulate theseelations, in the
deluded belief that they are plumbing the eternahtiations of reality. Nietzsche, for instancenisrely giving voice to
Being’s latest ‘lighting up’ of things as objects hte used and dominated. The human subject ish@rcgr messenger of

being, and so not the autonomous rational beintgadftional philosophy (David.E. Cooper, 1996, 42
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