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THE THING

All distances in time and space ate shrinking. Man now reaches
overnight, by plane, places which formerly took weeks and
months of travel. He now receives instant information, by radio,
of events which he formerly learned about only years later, if
at all. The germination and growth of plants, which remained
hidden throughout the seasons, is now exhibited publicly in a
minute, o:‘,m_m.m_un_.m.n»n» sites of the most ancient cultures are
shown on film as if they stood this very moment amidst today’s
street traffic. Moreover, the film attests to what it shows b
presenting also the camera and its operators at wotk. The peak
of this abolition of every possibility of remoteness is reached
by television, which will soon petvade and dominate the whol
‘machinety of communication.

Man puts the longest distances behind him in the shortest,

_time, Em,w&m.a:m, greatest distances behind himself and _thus
~puts evetythin vnmo.nm himself at the shortest range.

- Yet the frantic abolition of all distances brings no nearness;

- for nearness does not consist in shortness of distance. What is

~least temote from us in point of distance, by virtue of its picture

on film or its sound on the radio, can remain far from us, What

is incalculably far from us in point of distance can be near to

us. Short distance is not in itself nearness. Nor is great distance
remoteness. - ., ; .

- What is neatness if it fails to come about despite the reduc-

tion of the longest distances to the shortest intervals? What s
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nearness if it is even repelled by the restless abolition of dis-
tances? What is nearness if, along with its failure to appear,
remoteness also remains absent?

,

is this uniformity in which everything is neither far nor near—
is, as it were, without distance?

* Everything gets lumped together into uniform distanceless-
ness. How? Is not this merging of everything into the distance-
less more unearthly than everything bursting apart?

Man stares at what the explosion of the atom bomb could
bring with it. He does not see that the atom bomb mp&. nm‘
explosion are the mere final émission of what has long since
taken place, has already happened. Not to mention n.rm single
hydrogen bomb, whose triggering, thought through to its utmost
potential, might be enough to snuff out all life on m.m_,.g. What
is this helpless anxiety still waiting for, if the terrible has al-
ready happened? ‘ :

The terrifying is unsettling; it places everything outsideits

own nature. What is it that unsettles and thus Rn:”mmw.v It shows
itself and hides itself in the way j :
namely, in the fact that despite all conquest of distances
i mains absent.
What about nearness? How can we come to know its nature?

Nearness, it seems, cannot nco directly. We succeed -

in reaching it rather by attending to.what is near. Near to us
are what we usually call thi :
so far given no mote thought to the thing as a thing than he
has to nearness. The jug is a thing. What is the jug? We say:
a vessel, something of the kind that holds something else .4.155
it. The jug’s holding is done- by its base and sides. This con-
tainer itself can again be held by the handle. As a vessel @m
jug is something self-sustained, something that stands on its

own. This standing on its charactetizes the jug as some-

~But what isa thing? Man has
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from an object. An independent, self-supporting thing may be-
come ject i lace it before us, whether in immediate
erception o ing it to mind in a recollective re-presenta-
tion.. However, the thingly character of the thing does not
consist in its being a represented object, nor can it be defined in
any way in terms of the objectness, the over-against of the
The jug remains a vessel whether we represent it in ou
minds or not. As a vessel the jug stands on its own as self-
supporting. But what does it mean to say that the container
stands on its own? Does the vessel’s self-support alone define the
jug as a thing? Clearly the jug stands as a vessel only because
it _has been brought t nd. This happened during, and
happens by means of, a_process of setting. of setting forth,
namely, by E@E@ The potter makes the earthen
jug out of earth that he has specially chosen and prepared for
it. The j ists of that earth. By vittue of what the iu
gansists of, it too can stand on the carth, either immediately or

3

_
[

 through the mediation of table and bench. What exists by such

producing is what stands on its own, is self-supporting. When
we take the jug as a made vessel, then surely we are appre-
hending it—so it seems—as a thing and never as a mere object.

Or do we even now still take the jug as an object? Indeed.
It is, to be sure, no longer considered only an object of a mere
act of representation, but in return it is an object which a pro-
cess of making has set up before and against us. Its self-support

seems to mark the jug as a thing. But in truth we are thinking

of this self-support in terms of the making process. Self-support
is_what the making aims at. But even so, the self-support s!
ill thou ht of in terms o objectness, even though the over-

mere putting it
But from the objectness of the object, and from the product’s
self-support, there is no way that leads to the thingness of the
thing,

What in the thing is thingly? What is the thing in itself? We

=y
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mwm::onnmwnrgm HEDW‘ mbmam::bm_osn?_.nﬁbmrmmmaﬁ
reached the thing as a thing. . SR

The jug is a thing as a vessel—it can hold something. To
be sure, this container has to be made. But its being made by
the potter in no way constitutes what is Wmnc__m,_.. and proper
to the jug insofar as it is g#a jug. The jug mm.boﬁ. a <mmmm~._uw-
nE rather, the jug had to be .Bu..mn.. because it is

this holding vessel.

fito its own. But

by its_making Now no_mwunm\mnai,ﬁ,rm.
self-supporting jug has to gather itself
ing. In the process of its making, of course,

self here, the aspect (the e/dos, th
solely in the respect in which the:
maker as something to be mad
But what the vessel of -this

.

e _jug 45 as_this ju

Aristotle and all subsequent think
| (decisively, indeed, for the seqt

| object- of - making. - Inst

resent. -

show its outward appearance to-the maker. But what mr@ém_,‘mn.. :

 the matetial of which it consists, but in the void that holds.

standing forth has the sense of the ma Ssm_nm monr
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an object, ever reaches to the thing gua thing. The jug’s thing-
ness resides in its being gna vessel. We become aware of the
vessel’s holding nature when we fill the jug. The jug’s bottom
and sides obviously take on the task of holding. But not so
fast! When we fill the jug with wine, do we pour the wine
into the sides and bottom? At most, we pour the wine between
the sides and over the bottom. Sides and bottom are, to be sure,
what is impermeable in the vessel. But what is impermeable is
not yet what does the holding. When we fill the jug, the pout-
ing that fills it flows into the empty jug. The emptiness, the
void, is- what does the vessel’s holding. The empty space, this
nothing of the jug, is what the jug is as the holding vessel.
- But ‘the jug does i i m, ha
rhich-the jug' consists, it stands. What would a jug be that did
not stand? At least a jug mangué, hence a jug still—namely,
one that would indeed hold but that, constantly falling over,
would empty itself of what it holds. Only a vessel, however, can
empty itself. - - T

-Sides and bottom, of which the jug consists and by which it
; are not really what does the holding. But if the holding
one by the jug’s void, th the potter who forms sides

eaking, make the

and

.m.‘"__._??aw_,__%‘%N_,as%%E

otter EWmm.whonQ,.o ‘

all ﬁmmwfummmsw in the process of
‘he-vessel’s thingness does not lie at all in

g

- And yet, is the jug really empty?

- Physical science assures us that the jug is filled with air and
with- everything that goes to make up the ait’s mixture, We
Eo&nm.ocam_ﬁm to be misled by a semipoetic way of looking

~at things when sn.wom:»& to the void of the jug in order to
define its acting as a container.
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But as soon as we agree to study the actual jug scientifically,
in regard to its reality, the facts turn out &mwnmmm%. aﬁrwb we
pour wine into the jug, the air that v&nnma% .m_._m_."ro jug is
simply displaced by a liquid. Considered scienti —to-fill o

y for another: -

These statements of physics are: correct. By means of them,
science represents something real, by which it is objectively. con-~
trolled. “this - teality the -jug ). Seience w_ﬂmﬁhpw
_reptesentation “has admitted
ossible for:science: s i v T
It is said that scientific knowledge is compelling. Certainly.
But what does its compulsio sist-in? In~ ou

in?- ur- instance it
consists in the compulsion to"relinquish the wine-filled jug and
to put in its place a rozoé.ém&s ﬁ.:nv

ence makes the jug-thing int

iquid ‘spreads.
“in- fiot permitting

Science’s knowledge, which' is compelling within " its o
sphere, the sphere of ‘objects, already had: nnihilated things as -
things long before the atom bomb- exploded The bom 'S ex-
plosion is only the grossest of .p__.._..m.n,umm”Snmg»mnnﬁ of the -

never comes to light; that is, it never: m.&ﬂ&nm@b A..H.E..m.,mm..wrm 1
meaning of our talk about the §_E§»Honom5m~:~:mﬁ§n
annihilation is so weird because-it catries before it a twofold
delusion: first, the notion that science-is"super
experience in_reaching the real -in its-reality, ‘an 1
illusion that, notwithstanding - the - scientific investigation owm
reality, things could still be things, which would- presuppose
that they had once been in f r thinghood.

-qua things in.

oness, then the
ANA _BOHE~—h d N

ever, the thing as thing 88»5%@8“.8.%

- has never yet been able to appeat?
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annihilated. This has happened and continues to happen so
essentially that not only are things no longer admitted as things,
but they have never yet at all been able to appear to thinking as
things. : ‘

- To what is the nonappearance of the thing as thing due? Is
it simply that man has neglected to i
to himself? Man can neglect only what has already been assigned
to him. Man can represent, no matter ho
viously come to light of its own accord and
him in the light. it brou ith it.

- 'What, then, is the thing as thing, that its essential nature

‘Has the thing. et h for ma
ow._to_attend sufficiently to the thing as thi ? What is near-
ness? ‘We have ~already asked this question before. To learn
what nearness is; we examined the jug near by.

In what does the jug-character of the jug consist? We sud-
denly-lost sight of it—at the moment, in fact, when the illu-
sion intruded itself that science could reveal to us the reality
of the jug. We tepresented the effective feature of the vessel,
that which. does its holding, the void, as a hollow filled with
air. Conceived in terms of physical science, that is what the

void really is; but it is not the jug’s void. We did not let the
jug's void be its own void. We paid no heed to that in the vessel
which does- 1 gm_ﬂmm. We have given no thought to how
the containing itself goes on. Accordingly, even what the jug
contains was bound to escape us. In the scientific view, the
wine became a liquid, and liquidity in turn became one of the
states of aggregation of matter, possible everywhere, We failed
te_give thought to what the jug holds and how it ho ds.

How does Sé old? : holds . at_is
d in. It holds by kee ing and retaining what it took in.

‘The void holds in a twofold manner: taking and keeping. The

éop,m.‘..ﬁ..,. hold” is therefore am iguous, Nevertheless, the taking
of what is poured in and the keeping of what was poured
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vm_osm nommﬁwmn. wzn 5&

tically h is. .H.o pout fro is 8
m|w;. The holding of the vessel occurs in the giving Om the out-
pouting. Holding needs the void as that which holds. Hsa‘
nature of the holding void is gathered in the- giving. ‘
is richer than a mere pouting out. " The giving, whereby the jug
is @ jug, mﬁrma in the twofold ro_m_aml.lhnunrn ocauoE.Bm.

the poured gift of the wozznm out. Even. En empty jug retains
_a nature by 535 of the wocnmm gift, a<onxﬁro=mr the empty -

~nonadmission
jug and to it alone. > MOA&D vw.wnona.mmﬂ or a

belongs to th
hammer is incapable of a nonadmission of this giving.-
The giving of the o:%oESm can be a m::w Hrn osnwocnam

gives ﬂmﬁmﬁ it gives wine to drink.
in the ﬂmﬁmn of the _m H: the spring

the rock dwells, and in : :
the earth, which receives the rain and dew of En sky. In Em

water ring dwells the marriage of s
stays in the wine given-by the fruit of the vine, ‘the fruit in
which the earth’s nourishment and the m_Q s ‘sun are betrothed :
to one another. In the m_m of épnmp in the m_m of .wine, m_nx

and SHE %8:. B ‘._m Srmw Bmwm,m.

their thirst. It refreshes their-leisure. Hn narswam their conviv-
iality. But the jug’s gift is at times also"given for consecration.
If the pouring is for consectation, then it does not still a thirs
It stills and elevates the nn_a_un»zo:_om the mm»mn The gift of the
pouring now is neither given in‘'an inn nor is the pouted m;..ﬂ
drink for mortals. The outpouting is the libation poured out
for the immortal gods. The gift of the outpouring as :_umsos is
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nrm authentic gift. In_ _S:m the consecrated libation, the pour-
jug occuts as ﬁrm -giving gift. The consecrated libation is
what our word for a strong outpouring flow, “gush,” really
designates: gift and sacrifice. “Gush,” Middle English guschen,
gosshen—cf. uss, giessen—is the Greek cheein, the
Indoeuropean m&&.. It means to offer in sacrifice. To pour a
gush, when it is achieved in its essence, thought ::.g
sufficient generosity, and gEnm_w uttered, is to donate, to offer
%& hence to give. It is only for this reason that the
pouring of the gush, once its nature withers, can become a mere
pouring in and pouring out, until it finally decays into the dis-
pensing of liquor at the bar. Pouring the outpour is not a mere
filling and decanting.

In the gift, of the outpouring that is %SW mortals stay in
their own wa ./&_1%,1
the divinities stay in their own way, they who receive back the
gift of m::sm as the gift of the donation. In the gift of the
outpouring, mortals and divinities each dwell in their different
ways. Earth and sky dwell in the gift of the outpouring. In the
ift of the outpouring earth and sky, divinities and_mortals
dwell together all at once. These four, at one because of what
ﬁﬂmw themselves are, belong together. Preceding everything that
is present, they are enfolded into a single gle fourfold.

In the gift of the outpouring dwells the simple m_:m_omoEnmmm
of the four.*

e outpouring is a gift because it stays earth
and sky, divinities and mortals. Yet staying is now no longer
the mere persisting of something that is here. Staying appro-
priates. It brings the four into the light of their mutual belong-
"\‘}‘

s simple onefoldness they are betrothed,

i

5% ‘From out of staying
‘entrusted to one another. At one in thus being entrusted to one
another, they are cealed. The gift of Em.o:auoccsm stays
the onefold of the fourfold of the four. And in the poured pift
3 _bresences as jug. The gift gathers what belongs to giv-
ing: the twofold. SDSEBLWNIEn container, the void, and the

————
* The German Ejinfalt means EBE_QQ. literally onefoldedness.—TR.
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o:nmocaa as donation. What is gathered in the gift gathers
itself in m_uwnow:mgmq staying the fourfold, This an_mo_m.,
simple gathering is the jug’s presencing. Oé
what_a_gathering is by an ancient word. That word is: thing:-
The jug's presencing is the pure, giving gathering of the one--
fold fourfold into a single time-space, a- “single stay.The jug
wnmum:nmm as a thing. The j jug is m..m zm as a’ EE.W wnn woi aomm”,

into something that mnmﬁ for a éga iinto this m:nmw E# 1at thing.
The jug’s nmmmsz& nature, its-presencing, so expetienced: ,»:m,._,.‘

_terms, is Swwn -we: QE.. R&w d«\a,ﬂ.»no Mnos ¢

accordingly is a matter for disco
matter for discourse res. The Onnn eiro ?&&S &&3 {umSa

‘this word in no way signifies

the ‘matters that. wmﬁw a bearing on him;
handle m:smm * he knows how to go about mwm::m with affairs,
that is, with- 415 “matters from case to case; “That's a great
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- Only because res means what concerns men are the combina-
tions res adversae, res secundae possible. The first is what affects
or bears on man adversely, the second what attends man
favorably. The dictionaries, to be sure, translate 7es adversae

correctly ‘as bad “fortune, res secundae as good fortune; but

dictionaties have little to report about w En
ﬁrocmr»mc:m mmM..,Hrn truth, then, here and elsewhere, is not

~ that our thinking feeds on etymology, but rather that etymology

has the standing mandate first to give thought to the essential
content involved in what dictionary words, as words, denote by
implication.

..‘H,.wn..‘WO.Bm:.éoR ‘ves designates that which concerns some-
body, an affair, a-contested matter, a case at law. The Romans
also use for it the word caxsa. In its authentic and original sense,
“cause’’; causa means the case and
hence also that which is the case, in the sense that something
comes to pass ..mnm.,vmmogmm due. Only because caxsa, almost
synonymously with res, means the case, can the wotd causa
later come to mean cause, in the sense of the causality of an

- effect, The Old German word thing or dine, dSE its Bmms_nm

abo o»rmn word to translate properly the
that which is wmn::ma égnw has a bearing.

he understands
He knows how to

‘:Em wnoém his things,”

e

thing,” nﬂmﬂ is: moBmE_nm gtand (fine, tremendous, splendid),
moanEPPwrm... comes of itself and bears upon man.
1\' . . . .

But the decisive point now is not at all the short semantic

history here given of the words res, Ding, cansa, cosa, chose,
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and thing, but something altogether different, to which no
thought whatever has hitherto been given. The Roman word
res denotes what pertains to man, concetns him and his interests
in any way or manner. That which concerns man is what is real

in res. The Roman experience of the realitas of res is that of a

bearing-upon, a concern. But the Romans never propetly thought
e nature of what they thus experienced. Rather, the

oman realitas of res is conceived in terms of:-the meaning of
on which they took over from late Greek w:__omovma\v on, Latin
ens, means that which is present in the sense of - mgn&bm forth
here..Res becomes ens, that whic E in the sense of what
is put here, put before us, presented. The peculiat realitas of
E@pﬁém by - the: Romans, -a_beating-upon
or concern, i.e., the very nature of Enm ‘which is vnhmmwn remains
ouried. Conversely, in later times; especially in the Middle
Ages, the term res serves to designate every ens qua ens, that is,
everything present in n any way whatever, even if it mnmsmer
and pt

Accordingly E uses the word - &3%,333 for
God as well as for the soul. God is for him the “highest and

uppermost thing.” The soul is a “great thing.” This master of

thinking in no way means to say that God and the soul are
something like a rock: a material object. Thing is here the
cautious and abstemious name for something that is-at all. Thus
Meister Eckhart says, adopting an' mx?.mmm_o: of Dionysius the
>nmowmm_8 diu minne ist der natur, daz si den menschen wan-
delt in die &Sm di er 33:&]_96 1is of such a mmgnm E&.. :

Because the word thing as cmmm in Q\m&.ﬂn Bms.wg&nm
denotes that which is-at all and is moBmESm I some way or
other, the meaning of the name “‘thing’ varies with the inter-

oretation of that which is—of entities. Kant talks ‘about things

in the same way as Meister Eckhart and means by this term
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something that is. But for Kant, that which is becomes ?ﬂ
object of a representing that runs i in the self-conscious-
aess of the human ego. The thing-in-itself means for Kant: EL
object-in-itself. To Kant, the character of the “in-itself” signi- |
fies that the object is an object in itself without reference to the
human act of representing it, that is, without the opposing!
“ob-"" by which it is first of all put before this representing act.
“Thing-in-itself,” Eozm:» in a rigorously Kantian way, means
an object that is no object for us, because it is supposed to
stand, stay put, without a possible before: for the human repre-
sentational act that encounters it.

Neither the general, long outworn meaning of the term
“thing,” as used in philosophy, nor the Old High German
Bnms_mm of the word thing, however, are of the least help to
us in our pressing need to discover and give m&m@:mﬁm thought
to the essential source of what we are now saying about the
nature of . the jug. However, one mmBm::n mmmSH in the old
usage “of the word thin *_does speak to
the nature of the jug as we eatlier had it in mind.
- 'The jug is a thing neither in the sense of the Roman res, nor
in the sense of the medieval ens, let alone in the modern sense
of object. The jug is a thing EmOmm_.. as it ﬁr_:mm The presence

ptiatively manifests and determines itself, only from the t hing-
ing of the thing.

Today everything present is equally near and equally far.
The distanceless prevails. But no abridging or abolishing of
distances brings nearness. What is nearness? To discover the
nature of nearness, we gave thought to the jug near by. We have
sought the nature of nearness and found the nature of the jug
as a thing. But in this discovery we also catch sight of the nature
of neatness. The thing thin thinging, it stays earth and sky,
ivinities and mortals. Staying, the thing vnnmm :6 four, in
their remoteness near to one an h i
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near—draws nigh to one another—the far and, indeed, 45 the
far. Nearness preserves farness. Preserving farness, nearness

presences nearness in nearing that farness. Bringing near in this
way, neatness conceals its own self and remains, in its own
way, nearest of all. -

The thing is not “in” nearness, “in” proximity, as if nearness
were a container, Nearness is at work in bringing near, as the

hinging of the thing. - SRR

Thinging, the thing stays the united four, earth and sky,
divinities and mortals, in the simple onefold of their self-unified
fourfold.

Earth is the building bearer, nourishing with its fruits, tend-
ing water and rock, plant and animal. A :

When we say earth, we are already thinking of the other
three along with it by way of the simple oneness of the four.

The sky is the sun’s path, the course of the moon, the glitter
of the stars, the year’s seasons, the light and dusk of day, the
gloom and glow of night, the clemency and inclemency of the
weather, the drifting clouds and blue depth of the ether.

When we say sky, we ate already thinking of the other three
along with it by way of the simple oneness of the four. :

The divinities are the beckoning messengers of the godhead.
Out of the hidden sway of the divinities the god emerges as
what he is, which removes him from any comparison with he-
ings that are present.

When we speak of the divinities, we are already thinking of
the other three along with them by way of the simple oneness
of the four. : T

The mortals are human beings. They are called mortals be-
cause they can die. To die means to be capable of ‘death as
death. Only man dies. The animal perishes. It has death neithet
i is the shrine of Nothing,

_that is, of that which in every respect is never something that

merely exists, but which nevertheless presences,” even as the

Lol
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within itself the presencing of Being. As the shrine of Nothing,
death is the shelter of Being. We now call mortals mortals—
§ comes to an end, but because they
are capable of death as death. Mortals are who
mortals, present in the shelter of Being. They ate the presencing
relation to Being as Being.

Metaphysics, by contrast, thinks of man as animal, as a living
being. E atio— animali '
mains defined by life and life-experience. Rational living beings
must fitst become mortals.

‘When we say mortals, we are then thinking of the other
three along with them by way of the simple oneness of the four.

Earth and sky, divinities and mortals—being at one with one
another of their own accord—belong together by way of the
simpleness of the united fourfold. Each of the four mirrors in
its own way the presence of the others. Each therewith reflects
itself in its ow into_i within the simplen
four. This mirroring does not portray a likeness. The mirroring,
li ing each of the fo i

priating-lightening way,
others. The

The mitroring that binds into freedom is the play that be-
troths each of the four to each through the en

a i - o .
fourfold, the simple onefold of the four is yenfured,

his a of the simple onefold of

cannot_he explained by anything else nor can it be fathomed

ww,

L
g




180 POETRY, LANGUAGE, THOUGHT

through anything else. This impossibility does not lie in the
inability of our human thinking to explain and fathom in this
way. Rather, the Smxwrnm_u_n and unfathomable character of zam
world’s worlding lies in this, that causes a
unsuitable for th ing. As soon as human cognition
lanation, it fails to transcend the world’s
nature, and falls short of it. The human will to explain just does
not reach to the simpleness of the simple onefold of worlding.
The united four are already strangled in their essential nature
when we think of them only as separate realities, which are to
be grounded in and explained by one anothet.

The unity of the fourfold is the fouting. But the fouring does
not come about in such a way that it encompasses the four and
only afterward is added to them as that compass. Nor does the
fouring exhaust itself in this, that the four, once Emw are ﬁrnnm.
stand side by side singly.

The fouting, the unity of the fout, presences as- En appto-
priating mirror-play of the betrothed, each to the other'in simple
oneness. The fouring presences as the worlding: tld
mirror-play of world is the round dance of mmvnovnﬁl% “Thete-
fore, the round dance does niot encompass the four like a woow.
The round dance is the ring that joins while it plays as mirrot-
ing. Appropriating, it lightens the four into the radiance of
their simple oneness. wmm_ma%u the nEEo_am the four, every-
where open to t resence, The gathered
presence of the B_B.o_. Emw of the QOHE _o:::m in this way, is
the :sm_sm. HD

Nestling, malleable, pliant, noBHu__.»sﬁ nimble—in Old Get-
man these are called 3&% mbm %&c:% The mirror-play of the
of the ring, wrests free the unite
the circling compliancy of their
resence. Out of the ringing mirror-play the thinging of the
thing takes place, e
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The thing stays— and unites—the fourfold. The thing
things world. Each thing stays the fourfold into a happening
Qf the simple onehood of world.

If we let the thin ing from out of the
worlding world, then we ate thinking of the thing as thing.
Taking thought in this way, we let ourselves be e_concerned by
the thing’s worlding being. Thinking in this way, we are S:&
by the thing as the thing, In the strict sense of the German word
bedingt, we are the be-thinged, the conditioned ones. We have
left behind us the presumption of all unconditionedness.

If we think-of the thing as ESW then we spare and protect
Em 95 .m resence in_the region D.oB d&:nr it _presences.

———

The neating of neatness is the true and sole dimension of of the
mirror-play of the world.

The failure of nearness to materialize in consequence of the
abolition of all distances has brought the distanceless to domi-
nance. In the default of nearness the thing remains annihilated
as a thing in our sense. But when and in what way do things
exist as things? This is the question we raise in the midst of the

domi f Sm distanceless.

—_—

t as things? They do
not appear by means of human making. But neither do théy

mEEEbDEm _The first step toward

such_vigilance is the step back from the thinking that anm_w
B_Mmmmsalﬁr»n is, explains—to the thinking that responds and
recalls.

" The step back from the one thinking to the other is no mere
shift of attitude. It can never be any such thing for this reason
alone: that all attitudes, Sn_zm_b he ways in which they shift,
remain committed to th of representational thinking.
The step back does, indeed, depart from the sphere of mere

attitudes. The step back takes up its residence i ina é
which, appealed to-in the world’s being by the world's being,

_\/
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%VELGQDPEEE_ A mere &5@ om »EE% is

powetless to bring about the adv “just
as nothing that stands today as an oEmQ in the distanceless can

ever be simply ms:nnw& over into a thing: Not do things as-
merely avoid objects and recollect

things
former objects which perhaps were_ onnm on z..n way wmnoa-
ing things anc ing :

Whatever becomes a thing o.nnsnm‘w...m:n
world’s mitror-play, . of

, presumaby—

oneness.

—

In mnno&msnm with this ring- ESnSm _nm& :
and e nt thing, modestly o iant, fits into its own

being. Inconspicuously compliant is »rn_.»mmbm »wmw.._zm,w.»nm the
1t tree ‘pond, too, y

bench, the footbridge and the plow. But
brook and hill, are things, each in its own- 8@ HTSWm nmnw.

thinging from time to time in its own way, are heron and toe,

deer, horse and bull. Things, each thinging and each %@Sm in

its own way, are mirror and clasp, woo_n mnm ?nEHm Qoéb m:mu_..

ﬁoam éoh_Em as 3 wor 1d, osQ Emn moam En tin wSm monwr

Cwith i determined actuali

Epilogue

A N\.mumw to a Young Student

Freiburg i. Br., 18. June 1950

UEE E‘anm‘me. ;

Thank you mon,wo:h_m#mn. Your questions are important and
your atgumentation is correct. Nevertheless it remains to con-
sider whether they touch on what is decisive.

- You ask: whence does thinking about Being receive (to speak \
concisely) its directive?

Here you are not considering “Being” as an object, nor"
thinking as the mere activity of a subject. Think inking, such as
lies at the basis of the lecture (“The Thing”), is no mere
Hmwnnmmau@ﬁom some existent. “Being” is in no way identical
. Nor is Be-
sed to being-no-longer and being-not-yet;
these two- _u&o:m themselves to the essential nature of Being.
Even metaphysics already had, to a certain extent, an intimation
of this fact in its doctrine of the modalities—which, to vm sure,
has ‘hardly been understood—according to which
belongs to Being just as much as do actuality and necessity.

In m:b_anm of Being, it is never the case that only something
actual is represented in our minds and then given out as that
which alone is true; .q.o think “Being” means: to respond to the,
appeal of its presencing. The response stems from the appeal

‘and releases itself toward that appeal. The
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2 (+ransl.) .

_.:m way. before t
speech. But to the appeal of Being there also belongs the early

uncovered has-been (aletheia, lo 205, phusis) as well as the veiled

dvent of wh nces itself i

).-The respond-

ing must take into account all of this. on the strenoth of long
concentration and in constant testing dm‘.‘:m,rmw«._.sm,;.m it is to
hear an a eing. But precisely here the response may
ear wrongly, In this thinking, the chance of going: astray is
greatest. This thinking can never show credentials such as mathe-
matical knowledge can. But it s just as little a matter of
arbitrariness; . rather, it is rooted in-the essential destiny of Be-
ing, though itself never compelling as a proposition. On the
contrary, it is only a possible occasiontofallaw: the path  of

The default of God and the divinjties- is-absence; But ab-
sence is not nothing; rather it is precisely the presence, which

veiled arrival of its .,mxrm:mmzm.:&Em.wm‘_.nnm»w\mnww_.w never
the merely precisely actual, to guatd Being can never be equated

something existent. The existing -thing, taken for-itself, never

contains an appeal of Being, Guardianship is 4._.. ilance, watch-
fulness for the has-been and coming destiny of Being, a vigi-

S—"

lance that issues from a long and ever-renewed thoughtful

deliberateness, which heeds the directive-
———

s_one_after another: now
frame, then world and thing; rather, there is always a passing

he complete concentra: -
at language has already

must first be appropriated, of the hidden fullness- and wealth
of what has been and what, thus gathered, is presencing, of the

divine in the world of the Grecks, in prophetic Judaism; in the
preaching of Jesus. This no-longer is initself 4 not-yet-of ‘the

with the task of a guard who protects from butglars a treasure.
stored in a building. Guardianship of Being is no fixated upon

: mﬁn@m”.gmn;
in which Being makes its appeal. In the destiny of Being there
J is never a mere sequ i
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by and-simultaneity of the early and late. In Hegel's Phenome-
nology of Spirit, aletheia presences, though transmuted.

As a response, thinki ing is a highly errant and in
addition a very desti i haps, after all,
ich refuses t ath of ion and
brings no new wisdom, The path is at most a field path, a path
across fields, which does not just speak of renunciation but al-
ready has renounced namely, renounced the claim to a binding
doctrine and a_valid cultural achievement or a deed of the
Elgu fraught with error,
into the thoughtful reflection that attends the turnabout of the
oblivion of Being, the tutnabout that is prefigured in the destiny |
of Being. The step back from the tepresentational thinking of
metaphysics does not reject such thinking, but opens the distant
/to_the appeal of the trueness of Being in which the responding
always takes place,

It has happened to me more than once, and indeed precisely
with people close to me, that they listen gladly and attentively
to the presentation of the jug’s nature, but immediately stop
listening when the discussion turns to objectness, the standing
forth and coming forth of production—when it turns to fram-
ing. But all this is necessatily part of thinking of the thing, a
thinking that thinks about the possible advent of world, and
keeping it thus in mind perhaps helps, in the humblest and in-
conspicuous matters, such an advent to reach the opened-up
realm of man’s nature as man.

~Among the curious expetiences I have had with my lecture

is also this, that someone raises the question as to whence my
/lv

thinking gets its directive, as though this question were indicated

in regard to this thinking alone. But jt never occurs to anyone
to_ask whence Plato ha irective to think of Being as idea,
or whence Kant had the directive to think of Being as the
transcendental character of obije tness, as_position _(being pos-
itee ).

But maybe someday the answer to these questions can be \
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gained from those ventures of Eo:mrn which, like BSm. look
as though they were lawless caprice.

I can provide no credentials for what I E:a mwﬁliznw
indeed, you do not ask of Bmllﬁréon_m permit-a convenient
check in 39 case whether what I sa grees. S_E :_..m»rq 2

Eve i
it :.%m:m. An isks goin mmnn» _m»&: astray. To
mgnmwa practice in going. m.BQ_n nmm Qmm.
mnmw on the path, in genuine need, and lea learn the ¢
5@ Edﬂm?.Sm, yet Q.m:.m.
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Man speaks. We speak when we are awake and we speak in
our dreams. We are always speaking, even when we do not
utter a single word aloud, but merely listen or read, and even
when we are not patticularly listening or speaking but are
attending to some work or taking a rest. We are continually
speaking in one way or another. We speak because speaking is
natural to us. It does not first arise out of some special volition.
Man is said to have language by nature. It is held that man, in
distinction from plant and animal, is the living being capable
of speech, This statement does not mean only that, along with

other faculties, man also possesses the faculty of speech. It

means to say that only speech enables man to be the living be-
ing he is as man. It is as one who speaks that man is—man.
These are Wilhelm von Humboldt’s words. Yet it remains t

conside t it is to d—ma

- In any case, language belongs to the closest neighborhood of
man’s being. We encounter language everywhere. Hence it can-
not surprise us that as soon as man looks thoughtfully about
himself at what is, he quickly hits upon language too, so as to
define it by a standard reference to its overt aspects. Reflection
tries to obtain an idea of what language is universally. The
_universal that holds for each thing is called its essence or
nature. To represent universally what holds universally is
according to prevalent views, the basic feature o To

189
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deal with language thoughtfully would thus mean to give an
idea of the nature of language and to distinguish this idea
properly from other ideas. This lecture, too, seems to attempt
something of that kind. However, the title of the lectute is not
“On the Nature of Language.” It is only “Language.” “Only,”
we say, and yet we are clearly placing a far more presumptuous
title at the head of our project than if we were to rest content
with just making a few remarks about language. Still, to talk
about language is presumably even worse than to write about
silence. We do not wish to assault language in otrder to force it
into the grip of ideas already fixed beforehand. We do not wish
to reduce the n age to a concept, so that this con-
cept may provide a generally useful view of language that will
lay to rest all further notions about it. s
o_discuss Ebmmmmﬁ to place it, means to bring to- :MWEPS
f being not- . : own gathering
We would reflect on language itself, and on language only.
i i ing els esides, Language.

thinking of everything in terms of calculation and r.nsnm.zmcm:w :
overbeating, calls this proposition an empty tautology. Merely
to say the identical thing twice—language is language—how is
that supposed to get us anywhere? But we do not want to oet
anywhere. We would like only, for once, to et to just where

we are already. -

S

This is why we ponder the question, “What mvocﬁ,,_wsw:mmm

itself?” This is why we ask, “In ' what way does language occur
as language?” We answer: Language speaks. Is this, seriously,
an answer? Presumably—that is, when it becomes clear what
speaking is. . e :

o reflect on language thus demands that we enter into the
speaking of language in order to take up our stay with language,

do we arrive at the region within which it may happen—or also

itself is language. The understanding that is schooled in logic,

i.e., within /ts speaking, not within _%M\QE‘O:_ -in that way -
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fail to happen—tha i there and
grant us its nature, We leave the speaking to language. We do
not wish to ground language in something else that i
language itself, nor do we wish to explain other things by means
of language.

On the tenth of August, 1784 Hamann wrote to Herder
(Hamanns Schriften, ed. Roth, VII, pp. 151 f.) *:

If I were as eloquent as Demosthenes 1 would yet have to do
nothing more than repeat a single word three times: reason is lan-
guage, Jogos. 1 gnaw at this marrow-bone and will gnaw myself to
death over it. There still remains a datkness, always, over this depth
for me; I am still waiting for an apocalyptic angel with a key to
this abyss.

For Hamann, this abyss consists in the fact that reason is
language. Hamann returns to language in his attempt to say
what reason is. His glance, aimed at reason, falls into the depths
of an abyss. Does this abyss consist only in the fact that reason
resides in language, or is language itself the abyss? We speak of
an abyss wher round falls away and a ground is lackin
to us, where we seek the ground and set out to arrive at a
ground, to get to the bottom of something. But we do not ask
now what reason may be; here we reflect immediately on lan-

te

guage and take as our main clue the curious statement, “Lan-

guage is language.” This s s not lead us to some-

thing else in_which language is grounded. Nor does it say
anything about whether language itself may be a ground for

something else. The sentence, Language is language,” leaves

us to hover over an abyss as long as we endure what it says.
/\‘ A

_Language is—language, speech. Language speaks. If we let
ourselves fall into the abyss denoted by this sentence, we do not

go tumbling into emptiness. ht. Tts

* {Johann Georg Hamann, Schriften. Edited by F. Roth and G. A. Wiener.
Berlin: G. Reimer, 1821, 8 Parts, the last in 2 subdivisions, VIIIa and
VIIlb.—TRr.]




192 POETRY, LANGUAGE, THOUGHT

lofti n a_realm in ‘'which we
would like to become at home, so as to find a residence, a-dwell-
%:rm:moopqgms. . PR R
To reflect on language means—to reach the’ speaking of
language in such a way that this speaking takes place as that
which grants an abode for the being of mortals, - e EEET
What does 1t mean to speak? The current view declares that
speech is the activation of the organs for sounding and hearing,
Speech is the audible expression and communication of human
feelings. These feelings are accompanied by’ thoughts. In ‘such
a characterization of language three points are taken for granted:
First and foremost, speaking is expression. The idea of speech
as an utterance is the most common, It ‘already presuppos es the -
idea of something internal that utters of externalizes itself. If
we take language to be utterance ive an external, surface
notion of it at the very moment when we explain.it by recourse.
to something internal. . R B
Secondly, speech is regarded as an activity of man. Accos ,.
ingly we have to say that man speaks, and that vmm_é@m%mww .

some language. Hence we cannot say, “Language speaks.”

this would be to say: “It is language that first brings man abot :
brings him into existence.” Understood in this ‘way, man would
be bespoken by language.. e

It has long been known that the chatacteristics w wﬁm ad
vanced do not suffice to citcumscribe the nature o language

But when (we understand the nature of language

el

expression, we give it a more comprehensive - defin tion by in-
corporating expression, as one among ma y activities, into the
total economy of those .mnrmn*\mannﬁmmw which man “makes
himself. . " e

As against the identification of speech as a merely human
performance, others stress that the word of language is divine
origin. According to the opening of the Prologue of the Gospel®
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of St. John, in the beginning the Word was with God. The

attempt is made not only to free the question of origin from
the fetters of a rational-logical explanation, but also to set asid
the limits of ‘2 merely logical description of language. In oppo-
ition to the exclusive characterization of word-meanings as
concepts, the figurative and symbolical character of language is
ushed into the foreground. Biology and philosophical anthro-
pology, sociology and psychopathology, theology and poetics are
all then called upon to describe and explain linguistic phenom-
¢na mote comprehensively. ;

In the meantime all statements are referred in advance to

the traditionaly standard way in which language appears. The
already fixed view of the whole nature of language is thus con-
solidated. This ‘is how the idea of language in grammar and
_o.mmn_. philosophy of language and linguistics, has remained the

same for two and a half millennia, although knowledge about

(=]

language has progressively increased and changed. This fact

could even be adduced as evidence for the unshakable correct-
ness of the leading ideas about language. No one would dare
to declate incorrect, let alone reject as useless, the identification
of language as audible utterance of inner emotions, as human
activity, as’'a representation by image and by concept. The view
of language thus put forth is correct, for it conforms to what
mn‘_.mﬁ.m.:.w&v_..oa..ow linguistic phenomena can make out in them
at any time, And all guestions associated with the description
and explanation of -linguistic phenomena also move within the.
precincts of this correctness.

‘We still give too little consideration, however, to the singular
role of these correct ideas ahout language. They hold sway, as
if unshakable, over the whole field of the varied scientific per-
spectives on language. They h i i ancient tradi-
tion, Yet they i G cast o
language, Thus, despite their antiquity and despite their com-
prehensibility, they never bring us to language as language.

Language speaks. What about its speaking? Whete do we
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encounter such speaking? Most likely, to be sure, in what is

spoken. For here speech has come to completion in what is

mwowon.ﬁﬁ mwgw_.nm m:k::»nm“;m_.:.ig.:.mmvowns.mvmmw-

in : . In what is m_uowgv.‘mmmmﬁb‘m
gathers the ways in which it persists as well as that-which per-
sists by it—its_persistence, its ing. But most often

too_often, we e only as the residue of a
speaking long past, : M b Bt .

If we must, thetefore, seck the speaking of language in what
is spoken, we shall do well to find something that is spoken
purely rather than to pick just any spoken material at random.

What is spoken purely is that in which wwm_ﬂ.hoBEmaoa of the

speaking that is proper to what is spoken is, -in-its tutn, an
original. What is spok ly is the poem. For.the momen
we must let this statement stand as a bare asser

so, if we succe ing i

language, if we follow in_thought the speaking of langnage.
Because i . at we think and what we are

told by language we choose, as something spoken purely, 2 poem

which more
discover wh
spoken. The poem bears the title:

ts can help us in our first steps to

A Winter mwmw?%

Window with falling snow is arrayed, -
Long tolls the vesper bell,

The house is provided well,

The table is for many laid.

Wandering ones, more than a few,
Come to the door on darksome courses. -

that bond. We listen to what is
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Golden blooms the tree of graces
Drawing up the earth’s cool dew.

Wanderer quietly steps within;
Pain has turned the threshold to stone.
There lie, in limpid brightness shown,
Upon the table bread and wine.

The two last verses of the second stanza and the third stanza
read in the first version (Letter to Karl Kraus, December 13,
1913):

- = Love's tender power, full of graces,
> Binds up his wounds anew.

O! man’s naked hurt condign.
Werestler with angels mutely held,
Craves, by h i d

‘hol com
Silently God’s bread and wine.

(Cf. the new Swiss edition of the poems of G. Trakl edited
by Kurt Horwitz, 1946.) *

The poem was written by Georg Trakl. Who the author is
remains unimportant here, as with evety other masterful poem.
The maste ists precisely in this, that the deny
the poet’s person and name.

The poem is made up of three stanzas. Their meter and rhyme
pattern can be defined accurately according to the schemes of
metrics and poetics, The i i
There is not a single word which, taken by itself, would bhe ug-

* [Georg Trakl, Die Dichiungen. Gesamtansgabe mit einem Anhang:
Zengnisse und Erinnerungen, edited by Kurt Horwitz, Ziirich: Arche Verlag,
1946. This poem, “Ein Winterabend,” may also be found in Dje Dichtungen,
11th edition. Salzburg: Otto: Miiller, 1938, p. 124. The letter to Karl Kraus
may be found in Erinnerung an Georg Trakl: Zeugnisse und Briefe, Salz-
burg: Otto Miiller, 1959, pp. 172-173 —Tr.]
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familiar or unclear. To be sure, a few of the verses sound
strange, like the third and fourth in the second stanza:

Golden blooms the tree of graces
Drawing up the earth’s cool dew.

Similarly, the second verse of the third stanza is startling:

Pain has turned the threshold to stone.

0 his beau

The poem describes a winter evening. The first stanza de-
scribes what is happening outside: snowfall, and the ringing of
the vesper bell. The things outside touch the things inside the
human homestead. The snow falls on the window. The ringing
of the bell enters into every house. Within, everything is well
provided and the table set. Seur el

The second stanza raises a contrast. While many are at home )

within the house and at the table, not a mmﬂ.,iw:mm.n&p?&nmm
on darksome paths. And yet such—possibly evil—foads
times lead to the door of the shelteting house. 'To be surt

fact is not presented expressly. Instead, the poem names the -

tree of graces. 2 PR SR EEETOE
The third stanza bids the wanderer enter from the dark out-
doors into the brightness within. The houses of the many and the
tables of their daily meals have become house of God and altar.
The content of the poem might be dissected even more dis-
tinctly, its form outlined even more precisely, but in such opera-
tions we would still remain confined by the no:.og :
that has i t_thou —yeats. According to this
idea language is the expression, produced by men, of. their
feelings and the world view that guides them, Can the spell -
this idea has cast over language be broken? Why should it be
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broken? In its essence, language is neither expression notr an

activity of man, Language speaks. We are now secking the
speaking of language in the poem. Accordingly, what we seek
lies in the poetry of the spoken word.

The poem’s title is “A Winter Evening.” We expect from it
the description of a winter evening as it actually is. But the
poem does not picture a winter evening occurring somewhere,
sometime. It neither merely describes a winter evening that is
already there, nor does it attempt to produce the semblance,
leave the impression, of a winter evening’s presence where there
is no such winter evening. Naturally not, it will be replied.
Everyone knows that a poem is an invention. It is imaginative

even where it seems to be descriptive. bemumnﬁﬂén%bhw
pictures to himself something that could be present in 1 its pres-

ence. The poem, as composed images what is thus fashioned
for our own act of imaging. In the poem’s s eaking the poetic
imaginati ives i is spoken in the poem

enunciating its content. The language of the
poem is a manifo enunciating. Language proves incontestably
to be expression. But this conclusion is in conflict with the
proposition “‘Language speaks,” assuming that speaking, in its
essential nature, is not an expressing.

Even when we understand what is spoken in the poem in
terms of . poetic composition, it seems to us, as if under some
compulsion, always and only to be an expressed utterance.
Language is expression. Why do we not reconcile ourselves to
this fact? Because the correctness and cutrency of this view of
language are insufficient to setve as a basis for an account of
the nature of language. How shall we gauge this inadequacy?
Must we not be bound by a_different standard before we can
gauge anything in that manner? Of course. That standard re-
veals itself in the proposition, “Language speaks.” Up to this
point this guiding proposition. has had merely the function of
warding off the ingrained habit of disposing of speech by throw-

|
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ing it at once among the phenomena of expression instead of
thinking it in its own terms. The poem cited has been chosen
because, in a way not further explicable, it demonstrates a
peculiar fitness -to provide some mE:mE hints. mo_.. ‘our attempt
to discuss language. e
Language speaks. This means at Em@ﬁbw ,cBm E& vnmo_.m
all else: langnage speaks. Language? And not man? What our
guiding proposition demands of us now-—is it not even worse

than before? Are we, in addition to-everything else; also going

to deny now that man is the being who speaks? Not at all. We
deny this no mote than we deny the momm_grq_‘..oﬁ. n_wmm._.@_nm
linguistic phenomena under the heading of G%nmmm_on. wc.n
we ask, “How does man speak?”’ /én »mw :dSBn is it to- m%mmwv

tl

Window with falling %oe % »Ex&
Long tolls the vespet vmz. :

This speaking names the-snow that 85&0&@ mgwmm EPED-..

dow late in the waning day, while the vesper. bell rings. In su
a msoémm:

3

not apply San.
Calling _uzsma clos

closest proximity to what is wnmwgﬁ to fing

does not wrest what it calls away mnoB ﬁrm 8808 ‘mm S.Sr_nw

ever ES lastin _wma _on et Hrmnmmow..gnémmwmn >

The call momm indeed’ B: “Thus. :.. E.Bmm the presence -of ér»n‘

brings them, as' mortals, before the divine. House and table
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absence. m:oﬂ%m: and tolling of vesper bell wﬁ\wb@m
here and no _the poem. They are present in the call. Y Yet
in no-way fal i

e_things prese

E_ Which presence is higher, that of these present
E_nmm or the wnmmgnm of what is-called?

The rocmm is provided well,
- The table is for many laid.

,H.rm two <Q.mmm speak like plain statements, as though they\

ing. ing present. g\u sounds that
way. Nevertheless it speaks in the mode of calling. The verses
bring the well-provided house and the ready table into :u»ﬁ
mnmmm ce that is turned toward something »vmma..

" What_does the first stanza_call?
come, Where? Not to be present among things present; it does
not bid the table named in the poem to be present here among
the rows of seats where you are m_n_:m. The place of mﬁE&
i so called in the callin
sence. The naming call bids things to come into such an arrival,
wdm_mmw is inviting. It invites things in, so that they may bear
upon:men- as- things. The snowfall brings men under the sky
that is m&._nmnSW.,.Sﬁo,EmE The tolling of the evening bell

e e e b e e

join. Bo_..ﬁ&m .3_% earth. The things that were named, thus
called, gather to themselves y and earth, mortals and divinities. ,
The four are E:Rm primally in being 83»& one another, a :
fourfold. .H. ‘ Id of ma four stay with :
mmwrmna -assembling, letting- ]
mwﬁmm.lﬂrn cESQ fourfold of sky and earth, mortals and
divinities, which is mn@nm in’ the thinging of things, we call—
the world: In the naming, the things named are called into

their 95%5%. Hr_:m ng, :ﬁw unfold world, in which things

—_—
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much like the first stanza but in a different sequence, they at
the same time name things—the door, the dark paths. It is the
two temaining vetse: e world. Suddenly
?Q name: moBm%Sm 2&05 different:

% M,_, 5 ‘.‘QoEg Eoo:um En tree of graces
: biddi = A
come. The bidding that calls things -~ Drawingup the earth’s cool dew.

them, and at the same time 8=m out 8 Eo mm.

earth’s »v»ﬁm‘\.mnoﬁr‘ w»E:rn. sky’s open bounty belong together.

The second -stanza mwnw_nm in ¢ Emmn % e, it E: M.%m HwOmB.,nmﬁammeMHnmﬁooM W«MMMM%M&W“WEOmmoBSW hat-

too bids to come. B =
mvwommo:::
mortals:

———

Wan n_n:: ones, mor b o ﬂrn,. Sonmm,,ﬂg\,éo.n ‘ HE:. is now no longer used in the
m e : .~ metaphysical sense. It ‘A%Sm:mnmm neither the universe of nature
& .,wnm‘,r_m_nonw .5.,.5 secular representation nor the theologically con-

,cob,, (mundus), nor does it mean simply the whole|

€, 5#@%& ,8= SonE ‘to the things.

ith the word “golden.” So that we may -
: .80&.‘.‘»5&57& it calls, let-us recollect a
: .B »n,m“,‘b&%ﬁ&& V. .>ﬁ‘nrm._umm595m of this ode

.. Em Uomn wmmmwmoﬁ,‘.wmﬁchg panton, tha 11 shines

ythin ?Sﬁ&gmm throu ch thing present

%ﬁ?ﬁrmﬁ if they only i

sit at tables, they are already U&::mm

ngn.swaomwn & world calls into_itself, calling rmnm

and_there. It enfrusts world to the thi d_simultaneously
G ‘
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keeps the things in Smgm EBE

things their presence. Things bear d grants things.

The speaking of the first two stanzas mwm»Wm by bidding thi
 to_come t :
ing are different but not se mnmﬁmm wcn sﬂzﬁn »8 EQ Bﬁ.&w
coupled together. For world a .

sponding O\QBEo& is #
of ﬁonE and thing is not

mﬁgﬁ n.vm world and 95% is mna E 5 mn@mnwaon..
of the between; jt_ VO 7

usual and: nESB»am

What it now names is :ongn mo_. atiou:
of differences. It exists only as thi

Of itself, it holds apatt the middle in-and: nrmmnm s&_nr
and things are at one with each onrn_,...‘u. :

oﬁ\nrmrmﬁhﬁm zlz.ommr

worldin

determines world and thin mm in’ nwﬁgomﬁ

being-taward one another,
lished between objects only by. our annmnn a

merely a Evmgogi tl

om world and EEW »
after the fact. The dif-ferenc :
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&Y%a&& ?Emm into bearing a world; it disclosingly appro x
ing of things.

The %m ference is :252 distinction nor Hm_mcg The dif-
fe i . But in this
case “dimension” also no longer means a precinct already
present 5&0@3&82% in which this or that comes to settle. The

&m ference is g_am& s it measutes ou

nEsmv. Such an opening up is the way in which the dif-ference
here spans the two. The dif-ference, as the middle for world
and things, metes out the meas ir_presence. In the
bidding that calls ESW'E& world, what is really called is:
the dif-ference. R
The first stanza of ﬁrm. poem bids the things to come which,
thinging, bear world. The second stanza bids that wotld to come
which, worlding, grants things. The third stanza bids the middle
for world and things to come: the carrying out of the intimacy.
On this account the third stanza begins with an emphatic call-

\

ik gmnmanan.mﬁn& steps within.

Where ﬁov .Hwnﬁam does not say. lastead, it call entering
wanderer ‘into ‘the stillness. ‘This stillness_ministers over the
moo.nsmw... msmmnn_w and strangely the call sounds:

‘ vm_: wmm turned the threshold mo‘mnosm.

This verse speaks all by itself in oken in the whole
poem. It names pain. What pain? The verse says merely pain.”
Whence Dm in ﬁ&mﬂ way is pain called?

;ﬁ&s has ER& the threshold to stone.

&
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“Tutned . . . to stone”’— e the only in the

oem that speak in th g E they do not name

something gone by, something no longer present. They name
s . i . as already persisted. It is only

dn turning to-stone that the threshold presences atall,

.gfm%msﬁm-g»aE&‘Eam%,%aa@
as a whole. It sustains the mi in whi two, the outside
and the inside, pen

between. What goes out an

n endure, and is in this sense har

—

Qld, as the settlement of the between; js hard becatise pain has ‘

petrified it, But the pain that became appropriated to stone did

pain presences unflagging in the threshold; as pain.

But what is pain? Pain rends. It is the rift. But it does.not

not harden into the threshold in order to ngeal there, The

tear apart into dispetsive fragments. Pain indeed tears asunder,

it separates, yet so that at the same time it draws everything to
i athers it to itself. Its rending, as a separating that
gathers, is at the same time that drawing which, like the pen-
drawing of a plan or sketch, draw. _joins together what is

aration. Pain is wrnp_.w._..mmwwﬂ\mwmmm_i the: rend-

ing that divides and gathets. Pain is the joining of the rift_ The
Joining is the threshold. It settles ctween, the middle of
the two that are separated in it. Pain joins the rift of the dif-
fetence. Pain is the dif-ference itself, = = n
(\"{{) )

Pain has turned the threshold Smﬁozm

The verse calls the dif-ference, vzﬁ._.wﬁ.nm_mrma thinks _w ..m.mu.ne.m-
cally nor does it call its nature by this name. The verse calls the

separation of the between, the gathering middle, in ‘whose in-

timacy the bearing of things and the granting of world petvade

one another. B

@85 — rfé: 2&%&33

four to- themselves from the simple unity of their fourfoldness

5 Lan guage 205 -

Then would the intimacy of the dif-ference for world and
thing be pain? Certainly. But we should not imagine pain
anthropologically as a sensation that makes us feel afflicted, We

'should not think of the intimacy psychologically as the sort in

which sentimentality makes a nest for itself.

Pain has turned the threshold to stone.

Pain has already fitted the threshold into its bearing. The dif-
ference - resences already as the collected presence, from which
the carryi and thing appropriatingly takes place,

_Thete lie, in limpid brightness shown,
S,u.oa the table bread and wine.

ngmR moﬁ. zﬁwﬁd brightness shine? On the threshold, in
the settling of the pain. The rift of the dif-ference makes the
limpid—brightness _shine. Its luminous joinin ecides the

i ;
v§m.. into its own. The rift of the dif-

ference expropriate its worl which grants

thinging. Bread and wine are the fruits of heaven and earth,

—_—

gifts from the divinities to mortals. Bread and wine gather these

The things that are called bread and wine are simple things
because their bearing of world is fulfilled, without _.Rm::mg.

by the favor of the world, mﬁgm: sufficiency in

letting the world’s fourfold sta h_them.The pure limpid

brightness of world and the simple gleaming—of things go
———

through their between, the dif-ference.

“The third stanza calls ﬂg_&mw into the middle of
their intimacy. The seam that binds their being toward one
another is pain,
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Only the third stanza gathers the bidding of things and the
bidding of world. For the third stanza calls primally out of the
simplicity of the intimate bidding which- calls the_dif-ference
by leaving-it-unspoken. HFWWQB»EEbmv. which-bids the: in-

:B»Q om SQ.E and thing to come, is the pﬁrmsan v&&sm

the world suffice ;mm_m
dif - manmnnm wrmnm S

in Em \:u|m, b

limited to soun ing
: | by being _a m&vmnm_os ‘nor is it itself already oBmm&nm,.
| | genuinely tranquil. The Boaon_mmm,&ﬂpwmw“ﬁaﬁnm ,
merely the other side of
still rests on rest. But rest has its being in Em m»n that it stills.

As the stilling of stillness, rest, 8:82& m...znzﬁ is: »_émwm Bonm

Language 207

in motion than all motion and always more restlessly active than

any agitation.

he dif-ference stills particularly in two ways: it stills the -

things in thinging and the world in worlding. Thus mE_mm thing
and world never escape from the dif-ference, Rather, they rescue
it in the stilling, whete the dif-ference js itself the stillness.

- In stilling- things and world into their own, the dif-ference
calls world and nrsmgao‘?m middle of their intimacy. The
dif-ferenc ) . i hers the two out of
_Gm:_mm ;,nw:m 508,58 the rift that is the dif-ference itself.
hetis i ing. In it there occurs some-
thing différent from a mere excitation and spreading of sound.
grmb.,%mm&mﬂ.mmmmnnm. gathers world and things into the
simple. bnmoE..bm_.ﬁwm,« ain o»...S:BmQ‘ it bids the two to come

Ea.noBBwsm.w .me. 8883& .Om ‘the &m-mmnmznm has ever already
g ~within ;mm: The calling, gathered to-
41.:9 gathers to itself in the calling, is the

\...om.‘ﬁra‘_‘.&m,-mﬁonnm is the double stilling. The
- command, in the form of which the dif-
-of stillness. Language

lin s Emi.mvn,ov:m:ﬁ taking place of the dif-

_.Hrm ,me& of m::n,.mmm va‘:oﬁ m:ﬁw_s.m human. But on the
contrary, th “human-is indeed iven to speech—
it is linguistic. The word “linguistic” as it is here used means:

’

,gmm:».m,m._ Fw peal of stillness, js, inasmuch as the

Q\%s;mﬁh
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A having taken place out of the speaking of hmamcmmm What has

mEm taken place, chm: vo_nm. ha i
_um language, s i
nature of language, the peal of still
takes place in that the ve

uch an appropriating
nature, the te §DS ~of _pnmm»mm

al : Only as men belong
within the peal of stillness are mortals able to speak in &m\w own

way in sounds.

Mortal speech is a callin Smﬁ omBmmv 2, v&&n ‘.i:nr ocn of
the simpl % :

come. What is wcmm_w bidden in Boﬁ»_

speech is what is’ mwo en

in the poem. Poetty proper is never - BQ&% m _:mrmn Bo% .

(melos) om everyday _mamcmmm. : is Bmﬁ

The opposite of what is wE.&w mmor.o m.a;owwoﬁ»o,‘om mﬁﬁ

It is as poetic
and hence as rare »é S 5

If attention is fastened mxn_:m:i
humar speech is taken m_BEw..,no_vn h voic
if speech so conceived is regarded-as la
nature of language can neve- -appear
sion and an’ mocsq om me wcn hu;

mortal speech- and- “its utterance .E,w m._»n‘
_msmzmmm as the- wm&p of the. %Enmmm of the d

ses: mbm entences?
Assuming that EEED% will m:nnmmm .oan. m@,B.‘. msmSmn_nm.

P i multip le s

.wmmnnm keeps
,m%ﬁ&mm to nwm peal of stillness. All respondi
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these questions, it must be careful not to regard utterance, let
alone expression, as the decisive element of human speech.

The structure of human speech can only be the manner
(nelos) in which the speaking of language, the peal of the
stillness of the dif-ference, approptiates mortals by the com-
mand of the dif-ference.

The way in which mortals, called of the dif-ference into
the dif-ference, speak on their own part, is: by Eesponding.
Mortal speech must first of all have listened to the command, |
in the form of which the stillness of the dif-ference calls world
pbn_,.ﬁrEmm into the rift of its onefold simplicity. Every word of
mortal -sp speaks out of such a listening, and as such a

heed the -biddin

~call of the .mnEvmmm of the &m-mmﬂmnnm even when they do not

know that call. Their listening draws from the command of the
dif-fer na. what it brings out as sounding word, g
that listens and accepts is responding.

Nevertheless by receiving what it says from Em 889»:& of
the dif-ference, - i
followed the call. wnmwoamm as receptive listening, is at the same
time-a _recognition that makes due acknowledgment. Mortals
speak - by responding to language in a twofold way, receiving
d replying. The Bo:& word %mmwm by cor-responding in a

—

-to. _am_m in the listening v< which it remains

o_be ready, in ﬁrm mode of listening, for the

command of the dif-ference, But the reserve must take care not
just to hear the wm& of stillness afterward, but to hear it even
beforehand, and thus as it were to anticipate its command.

This_anticipating while hold ing back determines the manner’

NBG@L\E
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in which mortals respond to the dif-ference. In this way mortals

live in the speaking of language.
Language speaks. Its speaking bids the dif-ference to come

which expropriates world and things into the simple onefold

: of their intimacy.

i Language speaks.

w Man speaks in that he responds to language. This responding

| is a hearing. It heats because it listens to the command of still-

m ness.

S £

“. .. POETICALLY MAN DWELLS . . .”

H It is not a matter here of stating a new view of _m:m:.mmm.
i What is important is learning to live in the speaking of lan-

guage. To do so, we need to examine constantly whether and to
what extent we aré capable of what genuinely belongs to re-

It sponding: anticipation in reserve. For:

Man speaks only as he responds to language.
Language speaks.
Its speaking speaks for us in what has been spoken:

A Winter Evenin g

Window with falling snow is arrayed,
Long tolls the vesper bell,

The house is provided well,

The table is for many laid.

i ity

Wandering ones, more than a few,
Come to the door on darksome courses.
Golden blooms the tree of graces -
Drawing up the eatth’s cool dew.

,. Wanderer quietly steps within;

_ Pain has turned the threshold to stone.
There lie, in limpid brightness shown,
Upon the table bread and wine.

TS
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“. .. POETICALLY MAN DWELLS . . .”

The phrase is taken from a late poem by Holderlin, which
comes to us by a curious route. It begins: “In lovely blueness
blooms the steeple with metal roof.” (Stuttgart edition 2, 1,
pp. 372 fi.; Hellingrath VI, pp. 24 ff.) If we are to hear the
phrase “poetically .Bm: dwells” rightly, we must restore it
thoughtfully to the poem. For that reason let us give thought to
the phrase. Let us-clear up the doubts it immediately arouses.
For otherwise we should lack the free readiness to tespond to
the phrase by following it.

“. .. poetically man dwells . . .” If need be, we can
imagine that poets do on occasion dwell poetically. But how is
“man”—and this means every man and all the time—supposed
to dwell poetically? Does not all dwelling remain incompatible
with the poetic? Our dwelling is harassed by the housing
shortage. Even if that were not so, our dwelling today is hatassed
by work, made insecure by the hunt for gain and success, be-
witched by the entertainment and recteation industry. But when
there is still room left in today's dwelling for the poetic, and
time is still set aside, what comes to pass is at best a preoccupa-
tion with aestheticizing, whether in writing or on the air. Poetry
is either rejected as a frivolous mooning and vaporizing into the
unknown, and a flight into dreamland, or is counted as a part
of literature. And the validity of literature is assessed by the
latest prevailing standard. The prevailing standard, in turn, is
made and controlled by the organs for making public civilized

213
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opinions, One of its functionaries—at once driver and driven
—is the literature industry. In such a setting poetry cannot appear
otherwise than as literature, Where it is studied entirely in
educational and scientific terms, it is the object of literary history.
Western poetry goes under the general heading of “European
literature,” S

But if the sole form in which poetry exists is literaty to start
with, then how can human dwelling be understood as based on
the poetic? The phrase, “man dwells poetically,” comes indeed
from a mere poet, and in fact from one who, we ‘are told,
could not cope with life. It is the way of .H.uon.nm. 8.@.:# their
€yes to actuality. Instead of acting, they dream. What they make
is merely imagined. The things of imagination are ‘merely made.
Making is, in Greek, poiesis. And man’s dwelling is supposed
to be poetry and poetic? This can be assumed, surely, only by
someone who stands aside from actuality and does not want to
see the existent condition of man’s historical-social :.mm‘m@m,»w‘,
the sociologists call it the collective. TR

But before we so bluntly pronounce dwelling and wo,m,ﬁmw in-
compatible, it may be well to attend sobetly to the poet’s state-
ment. It speaks of man'’s dwelling. It does not describe today’s
mémz_.nm conditions, Above all, it does not assert that to dwell
fneans to occupy a house, a dwelling place. Nor does it say that
the poetic exhausts itself in an unreal play of poetic imagination.
What thoughtful man, therefore, would presume to declare,
unhesitatingly and from a somewhat dubious elevation, ‘that
dwelling and the poetic are _.nnovae.Emw Perhaps the two can

bear with each other. This is not all. Perhaps osm.”.m<m:“,vmm_w#,mm :
other in such a way that dwelling rests on the poetic. If this is ‘

indeed what we suppose, then we are required to think of mﬁm:-

ing and poetty in terms of their essential nature, If we do not

balk at this demand, we think of what is usually called the
existence of man in terms of dwelling. In ‘doing so; we do of
course give up the customary notion of dwelling, ..>n8w&.5m to-

that idea, dwelling remains merely one form of human behavios

L Poetically Man Dwells . . " 215

alongside many others. We work in the city, but dwell outside |
it. We travel, and dwell now here, now there. Dwelling so
understood is always metely the occupying of a lodging.

When Holderlin speaks of dwelling, he has before his eyes the
basic character of human existence. He sees the “poetic,” more-
over, by way of its relation to this dwelling, thus understood
essentially.

This does not mean, though, that the, poetic is merely an
ornament and bonus added to dwelling. Nor does the poetic
character of dwelling mean merely that the poetic turns up in
some way or other in all dwelling. Rather, the phrase “poetically
man dwells” says: poetry first causes dwelling to be dwelling.
Poetry is what really lets us dwell. But through what do we
attain to a dwelling place? Through building. Poetic creation,
which lets us dwell, is a kind of building.

Thus we confront a double demand: for one thing, we are
to think of what is called man’s existence by way of the nature
of dwelling; for another, we are to think of the nature of poetry
as a letting-dwell, as a—perhaps even the—distinctive kind of
building. If we search out the nature of poetry according to this
viewpoint, then we arrive at the nature of dwelling.

But where do we humans get our information about the
nature of dwelling and poetry? Where does man generally get
the claim to arrive at the nature of something? Man can. make
such a claim only where he receives it. He receives it from the
telling of language. Of course, only when and only as long as he
respects language’s own nature. Meanwhile, there rages round
the earth an unbridled yet clever talking, writing, and broadcast-
ing of spoken words. Man acts as though he were the shaper and

master of language, while in fact language remains the master|

of man. When this relation of dominance gets inverted, man hits
upon strange maneuvers. Language becomes the means of expres-
sion. As expression, language can decay into a mere medium for
the printed word. That even in such employment of language we
retain a concern for care in speaking is all to the good. But this
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opinions. One of its functionaries—at once driver and driven
—is the literature industry. In such a setting poetry cannot appear
otherwise than as literature. Where it is studied entirely in
educational and scientific terms, it is the object of literaty history.
Westetn poetry goes under the general heading of “European
literature.” ‘

But if the sole form in which poetry exists is literary to start
with, then how can human dwelling be understood as based on
the poetic? The phrase, “man dwells poetically,” comes indeed
from a mere poet, and in fact from one who, we are told,
could not cope with life. It is the way of poets to shut their
eyes to actuality. Instead of acting, they dream, What they make
is merely imagined. The things of imagination are merely made.
Making is, in Greek, poiesis. And man’s dwelling is supposed
to be poetry and poetic? This can be assumed, surely, only by
someone who stands aside from actuality and does not want to
see the existent condition of man’s historical-social life today—
the sociologists call it the collective, T LS

But before we so bluntly pronounce dwelling and poetry in-
compatible, it may be well to attend sobetly to the poet’s state-
ment. It speaks of man’s dwelling. It does not describie today’s
dwelling conditions. Above all, it does not assert that to dwell
means to occupy a house, a dwelling place. Nor does ‘it say that
the poetic exhausts itself in an unreal play of poetic imagination,

What thoughtful man, therefore, would presume to declare,

unhesitatingly and from a somewhat dubious elevation, that
dwelling and the poetic are incompatible? Perhaps the two can

bear with each other. This is not all. Perhaps one even bears the

other in such a way that dwelling tests on the poetic. If this is

indeed what we suppose, then we are requited to think of dwell-
ing and poetry in terms of their essential nature, If we do riot
balk at this demand, we think of what s usually called - the

existence of man in terms of dwelling. In doing so, we do of

course give up the customary notion of dwelling. According to
that idea, dwelling remains merely one form-of human behavior

L Poetically Man Dwells . . 215

alongside many others. We work in the city, but dwell outside |
it. We travel, and dwell now here, now there. Dwelling so
undetstood is always merely the occupying of a lodging.

When Hélderlin speaks of dwelling, he has before his eyes the
basic character of human existence. He sees the “poetic,” more-
ovet, by way of its relation to this dwelling, thus understood
essentially.

This does not mean, though, that the poetic is merely an
ornament and bonus added to dwelling. Nor does the Ppoetic
character of dwelling mean merely that the poetic turns up in
some way or other in all dwelling. Rather, the phrase “poetically
man dwells” says: poetty first causes dwelling to be dwelling.
Poetty is what really lets us dwell. But through what do we
attain to a dwelling place? Through building. Poetic creation,
which lets us dwell, is a kind of building.

Thus we confront a double demand: for one thing, we are
to think of what is called man’s existence by way of the nature
of dwelling; for another, we ate to think of the nature of poetry
as a letting-dwell, as a—perhaps even the—distinctive kind of
building. If we search out the nature of poetry according to this
viewpoint, then we arrive at the nature of dwelling.

But where do we humans get our information about the
nature of dwelling and poetry? Where does man generally get
the claim to arrive at the nature of something? Man can. make
such a claim only where he receives it. He receives it from the
telling of language. Of course, only when and only as long as he
respects language’s own nature. Meanwhile, there rages round
the earth an unbridled yet clever talking, writing, and broadcast-
ing of spoken words. Man acts as though he were the shaper and
master of language, while in fact language remains the master
of man. When this relation of dominance gets inverted, man hits
upon strange maneuvers. Language becomes the means of expres-
sion. As expression, language can decay into a mere medium for
the printed word. That even in such employment of language we
retain a concern for care in speaking is all to the good. But this
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alone will never help us to escape from the inversion of the
true relation of dominance between language and man. For,
strictly, it is language that speaks. Man first speaks when, and
only when, he responds to language by listening to its appeal.
Among all the appeals that we human beings, on our ‘patt, ma

help to be voiced, F@%Mg

first. Language beckons us, at first and then ‘again at the end.
toward a thing’s nature. But that is not to say, ever, that in any
word-meaning picked up at will language supplies us, straight
away and definitively, with the transpatent nature-of the matter
as if it were an obj ¢. But the responding in which
man authentically listens to the appeal of language is that which
speaks in the element of poetty. The more poetic-a poet is—
the freer (that is, the more open and ready for the unforeseen )
his saying—the greater is the purity with which he.submits what

he says to an_ever more pain
what he says is from the mere propositional statement: that is

dealt with solely in regard to its correctness. or incorrectness.

te

« + . poetically man dwells -, -, .m:. E;

says the poet. We hear Holderlin's words more clearly when
we take them back into the poem in which they belong.- Figst,
let us listen only to the two lines from which we have detached
and thus clipped the phrase. They.rany 58 e i

m.E_Oman.p.ﬁn wommnm_?_amb
Dwells on this earth. o

The keynote of the lines vibrates in the word “poetically.” This
word is set off in two directions: by what comes before it and by
what follows. . PR il
Before it are the words: “Full of “merit, yet . . . . They
sound almost as if the next word, “poetically,” introduced a
restriction on the profitable, meritotious dwelling of man. But

ing listening, and the futther

R )

L

 their own sake. For in th
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it is just the reverse. The restriction is denoted by the expression
“Full of merit,” to which we must add in thought a “‘to be sure.”
Man, to be sure, merits and earns much in his dwelling. For
he cultivates the growing things of the eatth and takes care of;
his increase. Cultivating and caring (colere, cultura) are a kind
of building. But man not only cultivates what produces growth
out of itself; he also builds in the sense of aedificare, by erectin

things that cannot come into being and subsist by growing.
Things that are built in this sense include not only buildings but
all the works made by man’s hands and through his arrange-
ments. Merits due to this building, however, can never fill out
the nature of dwelling, On the contraty, they even deny dwelling
its own nature when they are pursued and acquired purely for

its, precisely by their

ab

the farmer’s cultivation of growing things, and of the erecting
of edifices and works and the production of tools, is already a
consequence of the nature of dwelling, but it is not its ground,
let alone its grounding. This grounding must take place in a
different building. Building of the usual kind, often practice
exclusively and- therefore the only one that is familiar, does of
course bring an abundance of metits into dwelling. Yet man is
capable of dwelling only if he has already built, is building,
and remains disposed to build, in another way.

“Full of merit (to be sure), yet poetically, man dwells.
.« " This is followed in the text by the words: “on this
earth.” We might be inclined to think the addition superfluous;
for dwelling, after all, already means man’s stay on earth—
on “this” earth, to which every mortal knows himself to be
entrusted and exposed.

But when Holderlin ventures to say that the dwelling of
mottals is poetic, this statement, as soon as it is made, gives the
impression that, on the contrary, poetic” dwelling snatches

e

bounds of this kind: of building, Such building putsues the |
fulfillment of the needs of dwelling. Building in the sense of

ﬂ*:. 39.,1 :
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| man away from the carth, For the “poetic,” when it is taken as
poetry, is supposed to belong to the realm of fantasy: Poetic
dwelling flies fantastically above reality. The poet counters this
misgiving by saying expressly that poetic dwelling is a dwelling
“on this earth.” Hélderlin thus not only ‘wnﬁm&._ﬁw@.__wona.n.‘.

from a likely misinterpretation, but by adding the words ‘‘on -

this earth” expressly points to the :wﬁnm..vﬁ,wo&%‘woﬂq does
not fly above and surmount the earth _.:‘o&mxno‘mwmwmn it and

hover over it. Poetry is what first brings m ~onto. the earth,

making him belong to it, and thus brings him into dwelling.

Full of merit, wm_.r. wo ‘mmw:&wamn

Dwells on this earth,

Do we know now why man &ﬂm:,m‘,,,,wnw\ 11
not. We now even run the risk of ‘mn,ﬁn&wm el

into Hélderlin's poetic words, For Holderlin _nmmom

building. Accordingly, Hélderlin does. not -speak.of poetic
dwelling as our own thinking does; Despite-all this; we are
thinking the same thing that Hélderlin is saying poetically,

It is, however, important to take note here of an essential

] point. A short parenthetical remark is n.m&&.wwomqwmn d think.
ing meet each other in one and the same only when, and only as

long as, they remain distinctly in the distinctness of theit nature.

indifferent oneness of what s merely identical. ‘The equal ot

that everything may be reduced to a nogo?%uo&_.nmﬁomﬁfm

LRI

“the same” if we think difference, It is'in the .n‘unmw_.nw,dﬁ. and

till do -
houghts
in indeed speaks of
man’s dwelling and his merit, but still-he - does ‘no onnect

dwelling with building, as we have just. done.- mm%mmn&
speak of building, either in the sense of cultivating and erecting, -
or in such a way as even to fepresent poetry as‘a special kind of -

The same never coincides with the equal; not evenin the empty -
identical always moves toward the absence “of difference, 50 .

same, by contrast, is the belonging together of wha differs, -
\through a gathering by way of the difference, We can orly say

N
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settling of differences that the gathering nature of sameness|"
comes to light. The same banishes all zeal always to level what
is different into the equal or identical. The same gathers what is
distinct into an orginal being-at-one. The equal, on the contrary,
disperses them into the dull unity of mere uniformity. Holderlin,
in his own way, knew of these relations. In an epigram which
bears the title “Root of All Evil”’ (Stuttgart edition, I, 1, p.
305) he says:

Being at one is godlike and good; whence, then,
this craze among men that there should exist only
One, why should all be one?

When we follow in thought Hélderlin’s poetic statement
about the vommnm&m:m:m of man, we divine a path by which,
through what is thought differently, we come nearer to thinking
the same as what the poet composes in his poem.,

But what does Hélderlin say of the poetic dwelling of man?
We seek the answer to the question by listening to lines 24 to
38 of ‘our poem. For the two lines on which we first commented
are spoken from their region, Hélderlin says:

~May; if life is sheer toil, 2 man

 Lift his eyes and say: so

~I'too wish to be? Yes, As long as Kindness,
The Pure, still stays with his heart, man
Not unhappily measures himiself
Against the godhead. Is God unknown?

Is he manifest like the sky? I'd sooner
‘Believe the latter. It's the measure of man,
Full of merit, yet poetically, man

- Dwells on this earth. But no purer
. Isthe shade of the starry night,

If I might put it so, than
Man, who's called an image of the godhead.
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Is there a measure on earth? There is
None.

We shall think over only a few points in these lines, and for
the sole purpose of hearing more cleatly what Hélderlin means
when he calls man’s dwelling a “poetic” one, The first lines
(24 to 26) give us a clue, They are in the form of a question

a paraphrase of what the lines already expounded ::mh&amnzﬁ
“Full of merit, yet poetically, man dwells on this earth.”” Holder-
lin asks: R e

May, if life is sheer toil, a man
Lift his eyes and say: so
I'too wish to be? Yes,

There he obtains them for himself in abundance. But at the
same time, in this realm, man js allowed to look up, out of it,
through it, toward the divinities, The upward glance passes aloft
toward the sky, and yet it remains beloyw on the-earth. The up-
ward glance spans the between of sky and earth. This between
is measuted out for the dwelling of man. We now call the span -

thus meted out gﬂEm,mgmn&g ‘does not arise
from the fact that sky and earth are turned toward one another,

Only in the realm of sheer toj] does man toil for :Bm.mh.mm.‘:

A

Nor is the dimension a stretch of space as ordinatily understood;
. for everything spatial, as something for which space is made; s
| already in need of the dimension, that is, that into which it is
. admitted. A
 The nature of the dimension is the meting out—which is
lightened and so can be spanned—of the between: the upward

to the sky as well as the downward to carth. We leave the nature
of the dimension without 2 name. According to Holderlin’s
words, man spans the dimension by measuting himself against

‘Rather, their facing each other jtself depends on ?m.mgmnm&mu.. :
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the heavenly. Man does not undertake this spanning just now
and then; rather, man is man at all only j ning. This
is why he can indeed block this spanning, trim it, and disfigure
it, but he can never evade it. Man, as man, has always measured
himself with and against something heavenly. Lucifer, too, is
descended from heaven, Therefore we read in the next lines
(28 to 29) : “Man measures himself against the godhead.” The
godhead is the “measure” with which man measures out his
dwelling, his stay on the earth beneath the sky. Only insofar as
man takes the measure of his %cm:_.:m in this way _MnrlnlmEm/G
be co ensurately with his nature, Man’s dwelling depends on
an upward-looking measure-taking of the dimension, in which
the sky belongs just as much as the earth,

This measure-taking not only takes the measure of the earth,
&¢, and accordingly it is no mere geo-metry. Just as little does jt
ever take the measure of heaven, onrauos, for itself. Measure-
taking is no science, Measure-taking gauges the between, which
bri two, heaven and earth, to one another. This measure-
taking has its own metron, and thus its own metric,

Man’s taking measure in the dimension dealt out to him
brings dwelling into its ground plan. Taking the measure of
the dimension is the element within which human dwelling
has its security, by which it securely endures, The taking of
measure is what j tic in ing. Poetry is a measuring.
But what is it to measure? If poetry is to be understood as
measuring, then obviously we may not subsume it under just
any idea of measuring and measure,

Poetry is ptesumably a high and special kind of measuring,
But there is more, Perhaps we have to pronounce the sentence,
“Poetry is a measuring,” with a different stress, “Poetry is a
measuring.” In poetry there takes place what all measuring is in
the ground of it being. Hence it is necessary to pay heed to the
basic act of measuring. That consists in man’s first of all takin
the measure w \ .
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Is there a measure on earth? There is ] the heavenly. Man does not undertake this spanning just now
None, : and then; rather, man is man at all only j ning: This
% is why he can indeed block this spanning, trim it, and disfigure
it, but he can never evade it. Man, as man, has always measured
himself with and against something heavenly. Lucifer, too, is
descended from heaven. Therefore we read in the next lines
(28 to 29) : “Man measures himself against the godhead.” The
godhead is the “measure” with which man measures out his
dwelling, his stay on the earth beneath the sky. Only insofar as
man takes the measure of his dwelling in this way is he able to
be co mensurately with his nature, Man's dwelling depends on
an upward-looking measure-taking of the dimension, in which
the sky belongs just as much as the eatth,

This measure-taking not only takes the measure of the earth,
&e, and accordingly it is no mere geo-metry. Just as little does it
ever take the measure of heaven, onranos, for itself. Measure-
taking is no science, Measure-taking gauges the between, which
bri two, heaven and earth, to one another. This measure-
taking has its own metron, and thus its own metric,

Man’s taking measure in the dimension dealt out to him
brings dwelling into its ground plan, Taking the measure of
the dimension s the element within which human dwelling
has its security, by which it securely endures, The taking of
Measute is ‘what is_poetic in ing. Poetry is a measuring,
But what is it to measure? If poetry is to be understood as
measuring, then obviously we may not subsume it under just
any idea of measuring and measure.

Poetty is presumably a high and special kind of measuring,
But there is more, Hum%mvm we have to pronounce the sentence,
“Poetty is a medsuring,” with a different stress. “Poetry is a
measuring.” In poetty there takes place what al measuring is in
the ground of its being. Hence it is necessary to pay heed to the
basic act of measuring. That consists in man’s first of all takin
the measure whi ied |

We shall think over only a few points in these lines, and for
the sole purpose of hearing more clearly what Holderlin means
when he calls man’s dwelling a “poetic” ope, The first lines
(24 to 26) give us a clye, They are in the form of a question

[ that is answered confidently in the affirmative, The question -is
a paraphrase of what the lines already expounded utter directly:
“Full of merit, yet poetically, man dwells on this earth.” Hgldey-
lin asks:

T e oot e
e e

May, if life is sheer toil, a man
Lift his eyes and say: so
I'too wish to be? Yes,

Only in the realm of sheer toil does man tojl for “merits,”
There he obtains them for himself jn »vgmmnn@uw:m at ‘the
same time, in this realm, man is allowed to look nw - out of it,
through it, toward the divinities, The upwatd glance Passes aloft
toward the sky, and yet it remains below on the-earth;: H_wav

i ward glance spans the between of sky and earth, This between

to the sky as well as the downward to mmnt.md‘mnw_.nﬁvmsrm_ Ezdnm
of the dimension without 2 name, According to: Hélderlin’s
words, man spans the dimension by measuring himself. against -
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taking, understood in the strict s
man first receives the measure for the breadth of his being

able to die means: to be capable of mmmzu..»m.,mom&.a Only
dies—and indeed continually, so long as he;stays on this
so long as he dwells, Hijs dwelling, however, rests in th -
Hélderlin sees the nature of the “poeti
measure by which the measure-taking of huma
plished. A

Yet how shall we Pprove that IoEQ._SEB_a om gnnmgmom .

poetry as taking measure? We do' not n Jo)
here. All proof s always only 2 subsequent undertaking
basis of presuppositions, Anything mamcnm:vmwn% .
ing only on what presuppositions arte made, But we
pay heed only to a few points. It is enough,- h

to the poet’s own words, For jn the next lines Ho|de; ]
before anything else anq in fact exclusively, 888»5
That measure is the godhead against which man mese:
self. The question begins in |
unknown?”’ Manifestly not, Fo

he, being unknown, ever be the measure? Y

lin is petplexed by the exciting questi
by its very nature temains unknown eve
something that man measures himse]

ure nonetheless;

‘[ only this, but the known, ‘must-by sh

known. God’s manifestness—not only h imself
Therefore the poet immediately asks the e
manifest like the sky?”

the latter.” 5

the taking of the
0 being js accom-
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way? The very next words give the answer, They say tersely:
“It's the measure of man.” What is the measure for human
measuring? God? No. The sky? No. The manifestness of the
sky? No. The measure consists in the way in which the god
who remains unknown, is revealed 45 such by the sky. God’s.
appearance through ‘the sky consists in a disclosing that lets us

- A strange measure, perplexing it would seem to the common
notions of mortals; -inconvenient to the cheap omniscience of
evetyday opinion, which likes to claim that jt is the standard
for all thinking and reflection.

- A strange measure for ordinaty and in particular also for all
metely scientific ideas; certainly not a palpable stick or rod but
in truth .mwswhﬂ.no.gs&n than they, provided our hands do not
abruptly 8tasp but are guided by gestures befitting the measure
here to be taken. This js done by a taking which at no_time
clutches at the standard but rather takes it in a concentrated

perception, a- gathered taking-in, that remains a listening.
" But'why should this measure, which is so strange to us men
of today, be addressed to man and imparted by the measure-tak-

\

ing of poetry? m.mn.m:mm only this measure 8auges the very nature

of ‘man. For man dwells by spanning the “on the earth” and |
the “beneath the sky.” This “on” and . “beneath”’ belong to-
gether. Their interplay is the span that man traverses at every
moment ‘insofar as he is a5 ap earthly being. In a fragment
(Stuttgart edition, 2, 1, p. 334) Hélderlin says:

Always, love! the earth
moves and heaven holds.

Because man 75, in his enduring the dimension, his being must
now and again be measured out. That requires a measure which
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involves at once the whole dimension in one. To discern this
Mmeasure, to gauge it as the measure, and to accept it as- the
measure, means for the poet to make poetry. -Poetry . is this
measure-taking—its takin , indeed, for the dwelling of man.
For immediately after the words “It's the measure of man”
there follow the lines: “Full of merit, %mﬁ.uomm,nm:ﬁ\ag dwells
on this earth.” LR =

and no. Yes, :
is to be thought of ; namely, it is to be co 1ceived:
kind of measuring. No, because poetty; as’the g
strange measure, becomes ever- BQ.o,,meR i
must doubtless remain, if én.»nm,nmwzw.,vm_ pa;
stay in the domain of poetry’s being:-zxadeits
Yet it strikes us as strange th
a measuring. And h,._..wrzwmmom,. :
ing only in the sense current for 4y, In
something known—measuring rods an
thing unknown is stepped off and-thus:
confined within a quantity and ofder wh
mined at a-glance. Such ‘measuring ca
apparatus employed: But who:
kind of measuring, merel because
nature of Bn&:ﬁ.:m.y.dﬁrm@ﬂm&nwn ‘
think of ::B_umn_.‘mbmmmﬁw%ma th
acmsc.gmﬁn.wn»...?mww&w& e-of 1 easu,
than is the nature of ‘number, “True, wi
bers—but not with .Em.nﬁcnﬂmdm.da
envisages poetry as a measuring, al U-himself achi
poetry as taking measure, then we, in order to think o po
‘must ever and again first give thought ‘to-the m sure that s
‘taken in poetty; we must pay heed to the kind of taki ere,”
which does not consist in a clutching or »Dw th ,..‘..__‘c.nmuom nw,.,mmw.,
ing, but rather in a letting come of what has been' dealt out,
What is the measure for poetry? The -godhead; God, there-
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fore? Who is the 80d? Perhaps this question is too hard for
man, and asked too soon. Let us therefore first ask what may
be said about God. Let us first ask merely: What is God?

Fortunately for us, and helpfully, some verses of Holderlin’s
have been preserved which belong in substance and time to the
ambience of the poem “In lovely blueness, . . . They begin
( mgzm»nn,m&mo? 2, 1,p. 210):

S5 ..,.‘,HAg:m.n“h.m God? Unknown, yet
Full of his qualities is the
- Face of the'sky. For the lightnings
.~ Are the wrath of a god. The more something
S Hm‘mn«_w_.EnﬂEn more it yields to what’s alien,

grm»ntmSmmrmsS .‘Emm .w&m., the sight of the sky—this is

. what is familiar to- man. And what is that? Everything that
- shimmers and blooms in the sky and thus under the sky and thus
s .. . o:mw»n?& n<m@§.:m,.nrww sounds and js fragrant, rises and

“comes—but also everything that goes and stumbles, moans and

e ing %m‘#..wmn. poet, if he-is a poet, does not
h ‘&mnn.wwwnﬁ»wﬂw. of sky and earth. The poet calls,

i E.E v,m.mwmmm‘.om.wrm., w@,ﬂﬁ:& which in its vety self-disclosure

causes the w@wmﬁmnn@ of that which conceals itself, and indeed
as that which conceals itself. In the familiag appearances, the
poet calls the alien as that to which the invisible imparts itself
in order to remain what it is—unknown,

‘The poet makes poetty only when he takes the measure, by
saying the sights of heaven in such 2 way that he submits to jts

appearances as to the alien element to which the unknown god
has “yielded.” Our cusrent name for the sight and appearance
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of something is “image.” The nature of the image is to let some-
thing be seen, By contrast, copies and imitations are already
mere variations on the genuine image which, as.a- sight or
spectacle, lets the invisible be seen and:'so W\Wm.m,._.mm\mwrm invisible
in something alien to jt. Because poetry takes that mysterious
Mmeasure, to wit, in the face of the sky, therefore it speaks- in
“images.” This is why poetic images are imaginings in a dis-
tinctive sense: not mere fancies and illusions but _.B.mm_.:_.zmu
that are visible inclusions of the alien in the sight of the familiar.

The poetic saying of images gathers the brightness and sound

of the heavenly appearances into one with the darkness and
silence of what is alien. By such sj d sutprises ys. In

this strangeness he proclaims his unfaltering nearness, For that

teason Hélderlin, after the lines “Fyj] of merit, yet poetically,

man Dwells on this earth,” can continye:

-+« Yet no purer

Is the shade of the starry night,

If I might put it so, than o
Man, who's called an image of the godhead. .

“The shade of the night”—the H.:.mrw itself is :the sh: mﬂ m..im.

datkness which can never become a mere blackness because as
shade it is wedded to light and remains cast by it, The measure
taken by poetry yields, impatts itself—as the foreign element in -
which the invisible one preserves Emy‘wﬂmmnmﬂ.’.& ~what s

familiar in the sights of the sky. Hence, the measure. is- of
same nature as the sky. But the sky is not sheer light. The radi-
ance of its height is itself the darkpess of -its all-sheltering

twilight, which shelters everything that nws_umwao&EB
sky is the measure. This is why the poet- must ask: -

Is there a measure on-earth? -
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And he must teply: “There is none.” Why? Because, what we
signify when we say “on the earth” exists only insofar as man
dwells on the earth and in his dwelling lets the earth be as earth.

But dwelling occurs only when poetry comes to Ppass and is
present, and indeed in the way whose nature we now rmg\
some idea of, as taking a measure for all measuring. This
Mmeasure-taking is itself an authentic measure-taking, no mere
gauging with ready-made measuring rods for the making of
maps. Nor is poetry building in the sense of raising and fitting
buildings. But poetry, as the authentic 8auging of the dimension

of dwelling, is the primal form of building. E_
admits man’s dwelling into its very nature its presencing being.
Poetty is the original admission of dwelling. —
- The statement, Mar dwells in that he builds, has now been
given its proper sense. Man does not dwell in that he merely
establishes his stay on the earth beneath the sky, by raising
growing things and simultaneously raising buildings. Man js
capable of such building only if he already builds in the sense
of the poetic taking of measure. Authentic building occuts so far
as there are poets, such poets as take the measure for architecture,
the structure of dwelling,

On March 12, 1804 Hélderlin writes from Niirtingen to his
friend Leo von Seckendorf: At present T am especially occu-
pied with the fable, the poetic view of history, and the architec-
tonics of the skies, especially of our nation’s, so far as it differs
from the Greek” (Hellingrath V2, p- 333).

te

Ca v%:.nm:w. man dwells , , ., »

Poetry builds up the vety nature of dwelling. Poetty and
dwelling- not only do not exclude each other; on the contrary,
poetty and dwelling belong together, each calling for the other.
“Poetically man dwells.” Do we dwell poetically? Presumably
we dwell altogether unpoetically. If that is so, does it give the
lie to the poet’s words; are they untrue? No. The truth of his
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utterance is confirmed in the most unearthly way, For dwelling
can be unpoetic only because jt js in essence poetic. For a man
to be blind, he must remain 4 being by nature endowed with
sight. A piece of wood can never 8o blind, But when man goes
blind, there always remains the question érn_&nn.. his blindness

excess. In the same poem that meditates on the measure for a]
measuring, Holderlin says (lines 75-76) : “King Oedipus has
perhaps one eye too many.” Thus it might be that.our unpoetic
dwelling, its incapacity to take the measure, detives from a

curious excess of frantic measuring and calculating, K

That we dwell unpoetically, and in what way, Sa..,.nmﬁ‘mb_»,bw
case learn only if we know the poetic. Whether, and when, we
may come to a turning point in our unpoetic dwelling is some-
thing we may expect to happen only-if we remain heedful of
the poetic. How and to what extent our doings can share:in
tutn we alone can prove, if we take the poetic seriously; -

The poetic is the basic capacity for human dwelling. But man
s capable of poetry at any time only to the degree to which his

being s appropriate to that which ftself has 3 liking for man

and therefore needs hijs presence, sNomﬁQ.um.m. authentic’

thentic according to the degree of this appropriation. .

or mmn:-

That is why authentic poetry does not come to light appro-

priately in every period. When and for how long does authen-

+ + - As long as Kindness,
The Pure, still stays with his heart, man -
Not unhappily measures himself =
Against the Godhead, . . .

wc.m ammmmmm,m by
Héldetlin with the capitalized epithet “the Pure,”” “Kindness”—

“Kindness”—what js jt? A harmless éo&..

T
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this word, if we take jt literally, is Holderlin’s magnificent
translation for the Greek word ¢haris. In his Ajax, Sophocles
says of charis (vetse 922):

Charis charin gar estin be tiktous e,
For kindness it is, that ever calls forth kindness.

“As long as Kindness, the Pure, still stays with his heart . . . *
Hélderlin says in an idiom he liked to use: “with his heart,”
not “in his heart.” That is, it has come to the dwelling being of
Mman, come as the claim and appeal of the measure to the heart
in such a way that the heart turns to give heed to the measure,
As long as this arrival of kindness endures, so long does man
succeed in measuring himself not unhappily against the godhead.
When this measuring appropriately comes to light, man creates
poetty from the very nature of the poetic. When the poetic
appropriately comes to light, then man dwells humanly on this
earth, and then—as Hélderlin says in his last poem—"the Jife
of man” s a :mim:_.sm life” (Stuttgart edition, 2, 1, p. 312),

Vista

When far the dwelling life of man into the distance goes,
Whete, in that far distance, the grapevine’s season glows,
There too are summer’s fields, emptied of their growing,
And forest looms, its image darkly showing.

That Nature paints the seasons so complete,

That she abides, but they glide by so fleet,

Comes of perfection; then heaven's radiant height
Crowns man, as blossoms crown the trees, with light.




