The artwork as
happening
By Inger Bakken Pedersen

I

n the years of 1935-36 Martin Heidegger gave several
lectures on philosophy of art. These lectures were eventually published as an essay in Heidegger’s first post-war
book Holzwege (1950) under the name Der Ursprung des
Kunstwerkes (‘The Origin of the Work of Art’). In this essay, Heidegger rejects modern aesthetics for endorsing an
overly subjectivist approach, where the focal point is the
subject’s relation to the artwork qua object, and instead insists on a phenomenological account of art. Heidegger explores the relationship between the work of art and truth,
and grounds his thesis of the artwork as a ‘happening of
truth’ in his concept of truth as unconcealment. In order to
include Dasein in his ontology of the artwork, Heidegger
radically reconstructed Dasein’s role – so it would no
longer be based on Dasein’s experience [‘Erlebnis’] of the
artwork.1
When faced with the question of the origin of the
work of art, the notion of ‘origin’ [‘Ursprung’] comes to
the fore. Heidegger quickly defines a thing’s ‘origin’ as the
“source of its nature” (2002:2). By defining ‘origin’ thus,
Heidegger continues his project of doing ‘Seinsphilosophie’
(‘Philosophy of Being’) by turning the introductory question of the origin of the artwork into a Seinsfrage, i.e. into a
question of Being2, in this case a question of the artwork’s
nature [‘Wesen’]. In order to answer this, one must answer the question of its kind of Being, which, according to
Heidegger, necessarily belongs to the question of a thing’s
nature (1962: 257/H 214).
“The art presences in the art-work [Kunst-werk]”,
Heidegger writes (2002:2). What is striking with this
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sentence is the peculiarity of the verb ‘presences’ [‘west’].
Heidegger employs this verb ‘west’ instead of the noun ‘nature’ [‘Wesen’] so as to underline the fact that the nature
of something actively is, as constant Being. This constant
Being-ness reminds one of Heidegger’s own claim in Sein
und Zeit (‘Being and Time’) (1927) that the essence of
Dasein is existence, i.e. presence in the world as Being-inthe-world (2002:6, 1962: 67/H 42). The relation between
art and the artwork is thus an event of some sort – art proper actively happens in the artwork as a happening of essence.
Throughout The Origin of the Work of Art (from now
on merely The Origin) Heidegger puts emphasis on happenings. Whether he discusses the relation between the mere
thing, the equipment and the artwork, or whether he gives his thoughts on Hegel’s “End of Art”, the temporal
and historical aspect seem to pervade his account (2002:
13, 51). As to the work of art, it seems to have a specific
function for Heidegger, in the meaning that it functions
actively, i.e. that there is a happening. “The work as happening” is thus the claim I will take to be my starting point
in this essay, and further how it is the happening of truth
that ‘works’ [‘wirken’] in the art-work [‘Kunst-werk’]. In
order to be able to understand how Heidegger envisages
this happening of truth, an account of how Heidegger characterizes truth as unconcealing seems necessary. The first
section will therefore be concerned with trying to make
sense of his general theory of truth as such, with a special
focus on the characterization given in Being and Time. In
the second section I will go into the particular happening
which takes place in the artwork, namely the happening of
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Strife. According to Heidegger, Strife designates the central
conflict between world and earth, two contrasting notions
that will, hopefully, become clearer over the course of the
second section. In the third section I will discuss how the
self-subsistent artwork, being “the historical existence of a
people”, “allows truth to arise [‘entspringen’]” (2002:49).
That is, if the artwork is self-subsistent (viz. the ontology
of the artwork qua happening of truth), does this leave
room for an active Dasein (2002:48)? Can truth as unconcealment arise in the artwork independently of Dasein?
These questions become salient in the effort of understanding the connection between the earlier Heidegger, i.e.
when he wrote Being and Time, and the works of the later
Heidegger, of which The Origin is an example.3
Truth as aletheia
Heidegger characterizes the nature of art to be “the settingitself-to-work of truth” (2002:44). The art-work’s work is
to instigate the happening of truth, thus letting Being be
illuminated by the shining of truth. The question regarding the nature of truth thus seems indispensable to our
investigation into the origin of the artwork. Heidegger
has a different conception of ‘truth’ than the traditional
theory in Western philosophy. As we shall see, Heidegger
differentiates his conception of truth by founding it on the
Greek word ‘aletheia’, which literally means “unconcealment” (2002:28).
In ¶ 44 in Being and Time Heidegger presents three
theses as being the traditional conception of truth:
[…] (1) that the ‘locus’ of truth is assertion (judgment) ;
(2) that the essence of truth lies in the ‘agreement’ of the judgement with its object ;
(3) that Aristotle, the father of logic, not only has assigned
truth to the judgment as its primordial locus but has set
going the definition of “truth” as ‘agreement’. (1962: 257/H
214).

The Modern notion of truth thus has its basis in correspondence (‘adaequatio’), where truth is a judgement to
be passed on propositions if they correctly correspond to
some facts of reality. However, if the reference between
these propositions and the described bits of reality fails,
the propositions can no longer be branded ‘true’ or ‘false’.
In our average everydayness, this does not present itself
as a problem. However, this is only possible due to the
fact that we have a collective horizon of reference. A collective background understanding of our subject-matter
becomes thus a necessary condition for the possibility of
capturing the “correct” truth (Young 2002:7). This raises
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the question whether art is to be representational in order
to correctly correspond with a proposition. Is it the title of
a painting that must correspond to what is pictured? Is it
because Van Gogh’s painting A Pair of Shoes depicts a pair
of shoes that it somehow captures truth? If so, it would
severely limit art’s possibilities of expression.
The dominance of the epistemological question of
knowledge in traditional Western philosophy requires a
theory of truth where correspondence is the decisive content. Truth thus considered is an adaequatio intellectus et
rei, and it entails therefore the Cartesian belief in the power of reason and its ability to correctly grasp the world
as a totality of that which exists. Consequently, the ego is
displaced from its Being as Being-in-the-world and must
understand the work of art based on its objective (thingly)
character instead of its work-Being. The work of art is thus
robbed of its truth-bearing function due to the “imperialism of reason” (Young 2001:4).
This is because truth as correspondence limits the
ways in which truth can be established to “modern natural science or even “reason” and propositional knowledge”
(Pippin 2013:100). This means that for truth to be established in the artwork, the artwork must conform with the
requirements of truth as correspondence, viz. agreement
between a proposition and some state of affairs. The only
possibility for the artwork to “fit in” is if the artwork is
considered to be an artwork in force of it being a thing.
Despite the fact that the work of art does have a universal
thingly character, it is not artwork qua thing Heidegger
wants to establish (Heidegger 2002:19).4 The reason why
the artwork can be a bearer of truth is not on account of the
artwork being a thing, but rather, that there is a happening
of truth at work in the art-work (Pippin 2013:102).
Heidegger does not deny this traditional use of ‘truth’,
but he considers it as being derivative of the more primordial truth, namely the Greek aletheia or unconcealment
(Heidegger 1962: 257/H 214). In Being and Time he poses
these questions:
What else [than the predicate ‘knowledge’] is tacitly
posited in this relational totality of the adaequatio intellectus et rei? (1962: 258/H 215).
And:
How are we to take ontologically the relation between an ideal
entity and something that is Real and present-at-hand? (1962:
259/H 216).
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These are questions that challenge the very structure of
truth as correspondence. Whereas propositional knowledge is already established as the “Being-true” in the
correspondence theory, the “relational totality” of which
Heidegger writes has not been ontologically fully accounted for. Propositional knowledge is clearly secondary to that
which fundamentally is, to Being, which means that we are
in need of a more primordial truth, i.e. a truth that is not
discursively formulatable and is thus prelinguistic, where
the goal is to open up Being (Pippin 2013: 98, 104). Truth
as correspondence can thus be said to be a consequence of
our ignorance of the question of Being, the very question
that drives Heidegger’s fundamental ontology.
Seeing that it is the Seinsfrage which occupies
Heidegger, the Being of truth and the ways in which there
can be a happening of truth become salient. We will not
find the Being of truth by merely replacing the word ‘truth’
with ‘unconcealment’. As Heidegger points out: “We are
not merely taking refuge in a more literal formulation
of the Greek word … [but] reflecting upon that which,
unexperienced and unthought, underlies our familiar and
therefore worn out essence of truth in the sense of correctness.” (2002:29). Truth as agreement presupposes not
only a necessary successful horizon of reference, but also
the more primordial truth as such. Without the already
existing unconcealment of beings, we would not find ourselves in the “illuminated realm in which every being stands
for us and from it withdraws” (2002:29). We would not be
able to make statements about some facts of reality seeing
as this activity is secondary to, and only possible if, a more
original unconcealment already has taken place (Pippin
2013:104).
This “illuminated realm” is what Heidegger calls clearing, i.e. the open place in the midst of the whole of beings
(Heidegger 2002:30-31). This clearing is beyond beings;
it is prior to them and is “more in being than is the being”
(2002:30-31). Thus, clearing is that which is presupposed
in truth as correspondence, it is that which gives us access to what there is and allows us to ponder on the Being
of beings (2002:30-31). This is what is meant by a primordial truth – the clearing is always already everywhere
in the world into which humans are thrown [‘geworfen’]
(Pippin 2013:104).5 Furthermore, concealment also belongs to clearing, seeing as “the being can only [be concealed] within the scope of the illuminated” (Heidegger
2002:30). Concealment has a twofold character: the first
as the outskirts of the clearing itself, i.e. refusal, whilst
the second happens within the clearing, i.e. obstruction
(Heidegger 2002:30). Whilst refusal is the beginning of
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the illuminated, obstruction is that which explains how we
are fallible in our actions, i.e. when something appears different than what it really is. According to Heidegger, the
clearing can only happen this way, which means that there
is no “absolute truth” in the sense of traditional metaphysics. On the contrary, the primordial truth is rather that
which admits us into the “’horizon’ of possible sense” and
thus enables us to try to understand the meaning of Being
(Pippin 2013:104).6
However, unconcealment can never be a property
some things have and others do not – it is not a label under
which one can place the beings that have become unconcealed (Heidegger 2002:31). In Being and Time, Heidegger
writes:
The uncovering of anything new is never done on the basis
of having something completely hidden, but takes its departure rather from uncoveredness in the mode of semblance.
Entities look as if … That is, they have, in a certain way, been
uncovered already, and yet they are still disguised. (1962:
265/H 222)

Rather, aletheia has a twofold nature, seeing as “[t]ruth,
in its essence, is un-truth” (Heidegger 2002:31). By this
Heidegger does not mean that truth, in some fundamental
way, is falsity, rather it is the fact that truth has its origin in
concealment – that without concealment there can never
be unconcealment (2002:31). The happening aspect lies
in the constant flux between the concealed and the unconcealed which is the essence of truth. This opposition
between ‘clearing’ and concealment is “the primal strife
– the essence of truth is in itself the ur-strife [‘Urstreit’]”
(2002:31).
How is it, then, that the setting-itself-to-work of truth
can be the nature of art? Have our account of what truth
is, and is not, clarified how art is to be a becoming and
happening of truth? One thing is certain, and that is that
the traditional theory of truth as correspondence is not
well suited to describe what happens in the artwork. Truth
as correspondence is too interconnected with the goal of
propositional knowledge, and based upon a “thing”-ontology (Pippin 2013:102). Heidegger however, operates
within a different framework; his ontology of the work of
art is an “event”-ontology (2013:102). Thus, truth must be
a happening of truth, actively at work in the artwork, and
not a judgement to be passed from the ego about the thing.
If art has a truth-bearing quality, it must be in the sense of
this primordial, opening-up illuminating of Being. How
is, then, truth set to work in the artwork? This must be
answered by the relation between clearing and concealing,
Inger Bakken Pedersen
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and the twofold nature of truth as untruth. As we shall
see, it is the Urstreit that accounts for this particular aspect
of happening, where the stark opposition between ‘world’
[‘Welt’] and ‘earth’ [‘Erde’] comes to the fore.
Strife of world and earth
We have now given an account of what kind of truth
Heidegger indicates when there is a happening of truth
in the artwork, namely truth as unconcealment. Before
we continue our investigation into the strife of world and
earth, let us look into a particular artwork, namely The
Milkmaid painted by Vermeer in the Dutch golden age.
Béatrice Han-Pile (2011) discusses three Vermeer paintings (viz., The Milkmaid, The Woman in Blue and The
Geographer) where she takes on a (rather free) Heideggerian
interpretation. She stresses that her starting point is phenomenological; it is our relation to the paintings as artworks that is important, and we should not take them as
artefacts and decrypt them according to some external
principles (2011:139).7 “…[T]he work opens up a world”,
Heidegger writes (2002:22). Is, then, a world opened up
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in The Milkmaid, if so, which world? Does the depiction
of a milkmaid, dressed in blue and yellow pouring milk,
somehow disclose the world of the Dutch golden age? The
Milkmaid depicts everyday objects of equipment (viz. jug,
table, milk, bread, etc.) in addition to the maid herself.
These objects as ready-to-hand are part of the world in
which she finds herself.8 They are, however, not ready-tohand for the beholder of the painting, i.e. we would not
try to take the jug and pour milk (Han-Pile 2011:143).
The world disclosed can therefore definitely not be ours,
as we are not part of the relational totality depicted.
However, according to Heidegger, the work cannot disclose a world if the artwork’s world has been withdrawn or
has decayed (2002:20). As the Dutch golden age has long
since perished, The Milkmaid can no longer disclose this
world, it is forever lost.9 According to Han-Pile, the painting still seems to disclose a world, namely “the un-worlding
of a past world”, i.e. the painting makes us aware that the
Dutch world of the 17th century is out of “our existential reach” (2011:155). Thus, the artwork makes “our own
thrownness and finitude palpable”; we understand that our
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world is heading for the same end, and thus our sadness
Being of the ‘wherein’, which Heidegger calls worldhood
over the loss of the world of the Dutch golden age is re(1962: 93/H 64-65). Thus Heidegger explicates four diffeally sadness over the inevitable loss of our own (Han-Pile
rent meanings of ‘world’ without mentioning its counter2011:156). This is thus a rather free Heideggerian interprepart ‘earth’ once. Neither is there talk of any ‘primal strife’
tation. Han-Pile objects to Heidegger’s world-withdrawal
nor emergence of truth in any way.
thesis and claims that the artwork still is able to open up
So, how can the characterization of ‘world’ in The
a world, though the world thus disclosed is peculiar. It is
Origin be continuous to those we find in Being and Time?
a hybrid of the lost Dutch world and our own, a fictitious
Are we to believe that Heidegger no longer endorses his caworld “born from our atrefully laid out exposition
tempts to fill in the formal
of world in ¶ 14? I should
As art’s nature is the setting-itself-to-work of
structure of worldhood …
believe not. It is rather
truth and, as art presences in the work, the workwith elements of the world
a shift in emphasis. The
Being of the work is the setting up of the world.
10
we live in” (2011:152).
world in The Origin is one
In order to explicate
of two parts indispensable
what the Urstreit consists of, the Heideggerian notions of
for the institution of strife that is the happening of truth
‘world’ and ‘earth’ must be further analysed. “To be a work
in the artwork. Thus, ‘world’ in The Origin must be seen
means: to set up a world”, Heidegger writes, and in this
in relation to its counterpart. It is no longer Dasein that is
‘setting up’ there lies “an erecting in the sense of dedication
the starting point from which the quest for the meaning
and praise” (2002:22). In this dedication and praise we
of Being is to be led, i.e. Dasein is no longer believed to be
find the glory and splendour in which the world glowingly
the key to the depth of Being. This may suggest that it is
illuminates itself as it rises up within the work (2002:22).
not Dasein’s world that is primarily described, seeing that
This characterization of the world entails that it is not, as
“[the worlding world] is more fully in being than all those
Western tradition will have it, the totality of being that are
tangible and perceptible things in the midst of which we
present-at-hand or the name of the framework in which
take ourselves to be at home” (Heidegger 2002:23, my itathese beings find themselves. The Heideggerian world
lics). However, Heidegger also states that: “World is that
worlds [‘Welt weltet’], it actively is what it is and presenalways-nonobjectual to which we are subject as long as
ces as such (2002:23). World is thus never an object to
the paths of birth and death, blessing and curse, keep us
be regarded from afar by the ego, rather, world is that “to
transported into being.” (2002:23). Hence, even though
which we are subject” as long as we are Being-in-the-world
Dasein is no longer our starting point for investigating
the meaning of Being, the world in Being and Time and
(2002:23). As art’s nature is the setting-itself-to-work of
the world in The Origin are continuous. The world in The
truth and, as art presences in the work, the work-Being of
Origin is, in fact, the practical world in which we live, i.e. it
the work is the setting up of the world. This is one of the
is similar to the ‘wherein’. Is it, then, the ontic ‘wherein’ or
essential traits of the work-Being of the work, and how an
the ontological worldhood that is described in connection
artwork can be a happening of truth.
to the artwork? This is explicated in relation to the clearing.
In order to understand Heidegger’s conceptions of
As clearing is “[t]he illuminated centre itself [that] encirworld and earth in The Origin, we need to relate them to
cles all beings – like the nothing we scarcely know”, there
his view on ‘world’ in Being and Time. In ¶ 14 in Being
must be something that is encircled (Heidegger 2002:30).
and Time Heidegger differentiates between four different
Furthermore, as this open happens (as the twofold conceworlds, of which two are ontic (i.e. confined to entities)
alment) in the midst of beings, the clearing thus seems to
and two are ontological (i.e. confined to Being) (1962: 91be that which allows our world to appear, i.e. it allows the
93/H 63-66). The two ontical meanings of ‘world’ are i)
Being of the ‘wherein’ (viz. worldhood) to come into view
“the totality of those entities which can be present-at-hand
as a worlding world (2002:30).
within the world” and, ii) “not as those entities … which
Julian Young characterizes world as being nothing but
can be encountered within-the-world, but rather as that
“the illuminated surface of an uncharted and unbounded
‘wherein’ a factical Dasein as such can be said to ‘live’”
region of epistemological darkness”, and that this one pos(1962: 93/H 64-65). The first ontological meaning is the
sibility of disclosure, this one illuminated surface out of
Being of the first ontical one, i.e. the Being of the totality
many, has a natural counterpart in the countless other
of entities (1962: 93/H 64-65). The second ontological
possible surfaces that have not been illuminated of truth
meaning is the Being of the second ontical ‘world’, i.e. the
inger bakken pedersen

25

(2001: 39-40). Thus according to Young, the illuminated surface of world will have a natural opposition in the
un-illuminated, shaded surfaces, namely ‘earth’. However,
Robert Pippin objects to this interpretation, calling it
“anodyne” (2013:113). Indeed, such an interpretation
would entail a direct correspondence between unconcealment and world, and concealment and earth, something
Heidegger explicitly denies (2002:31). Earth is not that
region of Being which has escaped unconcealment, because concealment “is not primarily or only the limit of
knowledge in each particular case” (Pippin 2013:113 &
Heidegger 2002:30). Earth is not, as Young would have
it, “the dark side of the moon”, that which is merely hidden from view and has not yet been unconcealed (Young
2001:41 & Pippin 2013:113). This would be a simplifying
of what Heidegger actually says, and would thus not capture how “the essential nature of earth, of the unmasterable
and self-closing bearer, reveals itself, … only in its rising up
into a world” (Heidegger 2002:43, my italics).
This is the first of four different senses Michel Haar
(1993) ascribe to earth. Earth cannot be illuminated by
truth because it is already in the open as the essentially undisclosable (Heidegger 2002:25). “Opacity in Earth is powerful, but it must manifest itself ”, Haar writes, and thus
points out that earth belongs to concealing (lethe) which
holds sway in un-concealment, in a-letheia (1993:57).
“[Earth] shows itself only when it remains undisclosed
and unexplained. Earth shatters every attempt to penetrate it. It turns every merely calculation into an act of
destruction”, Heidegger writes (2002:25). Earth lies in the
depth of the stone, and resists every attempt to become a
sur-face (‘over the façade’). The second sense Haar offers
is the intuitive connection to “nature”, as the counterpart
of the constructed world of human beings (1993:59). The
untouched nature consisting of plants, mountains and
animals is part of what Heidegger means by earth.
All the things of the earth, the earth itself in its entirety, flow
together in reciprocal harmony. … The self-seclusion of the
earth is, however, no uniform, inflexible staying-in-the-dark
[Verhangenbleiben], but unfolds, rather, into an inexhaustible
richness of simple modes and shapes. (2002:25)

Earth as nature is not derived from world, but still occurs
only within it (Haar 1993:59). The diversity of nature is
in contrast to the lived-in world of humans, the ‘wherein’,
but rests in earth where it flows “in reciprocal harmony”.
The third sense of earth is as the “material” of the work.
Earth is here within the work of art, as the wood carved,
the colours painted or the words written (Haar 1993:60).
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Many of Heidegger’s statements about earth suggest this
very meaning:
[T]he work sets itself back into the massiveness and heaviness of the stone, into the firmness and flexibility of the
wood, into the hardness and gleam of the ore, into the lightning and darkening of color, into the ringing of sound, and
the naming power of the word. That into which the work
sets itself back, and thereby allows to come forth, is what we
called “the earth”. (2002:24).

And:
To be sure, the sculptor uses stone just as, in his own way,
the mason uses it. But he does not use it up. That can be, in a
certain sense, said of the work only when it fails. (2002:25).

The artwork lets earth as “material” come forth in its
Being, lets it “emerge as something fundamentally unutilizable which belongs to Earth and its withdrawal”, Haar
writes (1993:61). Earth as material in the artwork is not
at all similar to the material used in the manufacturing of
equipment (viz. hammer, cup, clothing, etc.). Whilst in
the artwork the earth rises up through the world so that
the material shows itself in itself, in equipment it is the
completed use of the material, i.e. the finished product,
that is the for-the-sake-of-which (Haar 1993:61). The “material” is thus conceived of differently from the material
in equipment. As Heidegger already rejected the artwork
as “formed matter”, this is not the sense of material here
(Heidegger 2002:11-12). Heidegger rethinks material as
earth, thus it is the coming-to-be of the artwork itself, as
earth and world comes together and instigates strife (Haar
1993:60). As the work is created, strife is instigated, not
on account of the artist forming matter, but “on the essence of the truth “setting itself to work”” (Haar 1993:60).
The fourth and final sense Haar attributes to earth is
that of ground [‘Grund’]. The word ‘Grund’ is the same
as the metaphysical term designating the foundation and
reason for being, but the meaning attributed to it by
Heidegger is that of earth as rootedness (Haar 1993:61).
It is that upon which the temple rests, though the world
opened up by the temple, is more original (1993:62).
However, this rootedness must be understood, not as the
actual earthly soil, but rather as that ground which is historical, i.e. the metaphorical soil of a people (1993: 61).
The soil of a people comes from tradition, tradition as
world, where a people find its ground in the “native Earth”
in the meaning of ‘heimatlich’, derived from the German
‘Heim’ which means ‘home’ (1993:61).11
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Heidegger gives, then, several, somewhat different,
meanings to earth, almost as if he approaches the notion from different angles, thus suggesting parts of what
is actually a larger ‘something’. This ‘something’ – that
which unifies the four senses of earth – is, according to
Haar, the “unique thought of a non-foundational foundation” (1993:64). This captures the complexity of earth
fairly well; how it rises up through the world and is in the
open and at the same time is impenetrable, inaccessible
– only truly itself as manifestly undisclosable. Earth does
not have the power to ground, though it is at the same
time the ground. As the work sets itself back into earth, it
does not land on a solid foundation, it rather sets into an
opaque depth itself, flowing into some dense nothingness.
It is, then, some distinct ‘other-ness’, inaccessible by its
very self.
How, then, does world and earth show themselves in
Heidegger’s description of a Greek temple at Paestum?12
Each of the four senses of earth described by Haar manifests itself in the temple work. Heidegger explains how the
temple-work “opens up a world while, at the same time,
setting this world back onto the earth which itself first comes forth as homeland [heimatliche Grund]” (2002:21).
Here is the fourth sense of earth exemplified, as the familiar ground upon which the temple rests. Earth as “material”
(the third sense) is also made visible by the temple-work:
“The rock comes to bear and to rest and so first becomes rock” (2002:24). The literal construction of a temple springs to mind, where one rock rests upon another
whilst bearing a third, thus setting up the columns of the
temple. “The temple’s firm towering makes visible the
invisible space of the air”, Heidegger writes (2002:21).13
The temple-work thus establishes some openness, through
which “the god is present in the temple” (2002:20). Earth
as nature (the second sense) in contradistinction to the
human world is also emphasized:
The steadfastness of the [temple-]work stands out against the
surge of the tide and, in its own repose, brings out the raging
of the surf. Tree, grass, eagle and bull, snake and cricket first
enter their distinctive shapes and thus come to appearance as
what they are. … We call this the earth. (2002:21)

Nature do not have any subsistence of its own, but become what it is in relation to the human world and work
(Haar 1993:59). The first of Haar’s senses of earth, namely earth as concealment (“openly latent, manifestly hidden”), comes to the fore as that which brings back and
shelters (Haar 1993: 57 & Heidegger 2002:21). “In the
things that arise the earth presences as the protecting one”,
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Heidegger writes (2002:21). As the temple-work stands
tall, earth rises up through the world and provides shelter
in the temple’s steadfastness (2002:21).
It is not only earth that comes to the fore in Heidegger’s
account of the temple. The world described is truly the human world, the wherein where Dasein lives and dies and
experiences everything in between. The unity of these paths and relations that constitute “for the human being the
shape of its destiny” is ”first structure[d] and gather[ed]”
by the temple-work (Heidegger 2002: 20-21). Heidegger
points out that: “The all-governing expanse of these open
relations is the world of this historical people. From and
within this expanse the people first returns to itself for the
completion of its vocation” (2002:20-21, my italics). It is
no small task the temple-work accomplishes in force of
being a work. The temple-work fulfilled the world of the
ancient Greeks, let the earth “presence as the protecting
one” and housed the god (2002:21). However, when the
world died, the temple-work was no longer a work and the
god fled. All that remains is a “building, a Greek temple,
[that] portrays nothing” (2002:20).
The unity of world and earth is won in strife, because
“the opponents raise each other into the self-assertion
[Selbstbehauptung] of their essences” (Heidegger, 2002,
p. 26, 37). Whilst in strife, their intimacy grows into a
co-dependent unity, so that the two cannot break apart,
but must continue to fight (2002:26-27, 32). This is
how the particular happening of truth in the artwork is a
constant struggle. It is not, then, a peaceful, empty unity
where the entities do not concern each other; the world
as “self-opening will tolerate nothing closed, […and] the
sheltering and concealing … earth tends always to draw
the world into itself and keep it there” (2002:26). There
is a constant struggle where neither earth nor world gets
the upper hand. “By setting up world and setting forth
earth, the work accomplishes ... strife”, Heidegger writes
(2002:27). Even though the artwork is the origin of the
strife, that does not mean that the struggle will be settled
by the work as well; rather, the artwork ensures that the
strife remains a strife (2002:27). Thus, in order for the
artwork [‘kunst-werk’] to work [‘wirken’] properly, the opposition between world and earth must remain a conflict.
It is only in the constant “fighting of the fight” that there
is a happening of truth at work in the artwork, and it is
this fighting that is the work-Being of the work (2002:27).
One objection to Heidegger’s claim that primal strife
of world and earth is the artwork’s work-Being is presented
by Young. He claims that to suppose that the work-Being
of every artwork has this essential trait of enmity and agiinger bakken pedersen
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tation is to disregard the many artworks – if not whole
they form a bigger whole but are still apart. The rift can
schools of art – that are clearly pervaded by harmony
literally be the fixed design engraved by the goldsmith – it
(2001:62). Young does not deny Heidegger’s duality of
is still a gold locket, but a design has been set into it. It is
world and earth, but that there should be enmity between
in this rift-design Being itself is brought, and seeing as the
design [‘Riss’] is set, it does not allow its contestants (viz.
them, resulting in the fighting of the constant fight, Young
world and earth) to break apart (2002:38). The golden
finds incredulous. He agrees that truth happens awesomely
locket is an example, where the engraved rift-design now
in the artwork as the self-secluding earth rises up through
has become a necessary part of the locket. In this design
the self-disclosing world. However, he does not agree that
the gold glimmers more, as the light catches the lines of
the harmoniously beautiful Greek temple is to be the locus
flowing arabesques and make them dance. In this way, the
of a never-ending ur-strife of world and earth (2001:62).
material is brought forth, and you can see how the rift
On the other hand, why should it not? Why would it
becomes a jointure in the whole of the gold locket.14
be that the strife between world and earth excludes the posThe repose, on the other hand, presences in the agisibility of harmonious works of art? Heidegger writes: “It
tation as the artwork’s self-subis because the strife reaches its
If one can accept that rest is, in fact,
sistence, its resting-in-itself [‘inpeak in simplicity of intimacy
a mode of extreme agitation, then
sichruhen’] (2002:33). There is,
that the unity of the work hapHeidegger
would
be
well
on
the
way
then, room for rest in the work
pens in the fighting of the fight”
of art. According to Heidegger,
(2002:27, my italics). Unity is
this resting-in-itself can only be as a result of already existreached through the intimacy of the strife. Without primal
ing movement as “only what moves can rest” (Heidegger
strife and fierce agitation, world and earth would not be
2002:26). Rest is the opposite of movement; but, it is an
sufficiently concerned with each other to become something
opposite that includes the other, so that the artwork’s remore than mere opposites, i.e. they would remain wholly
pose becomes “a state of extreme agitation” (2002:26).15
distinct entities without inhering to a whole. As it is, the
This is difficult to grasp – how a thing can be moving and
strife is that which happens – it triggers the consequent
not moving at the same time – it goes against any logic ever
happening of truth that is the wholesome work-Being of
learnt. The painting on the wall does not, in fact, move.
the work. If the relation between the unconcealing world
Perhaps he has in mind how a painting depicts a passing
and the concealing earth were static, truth as aletheia could
moment of a movement or action, as when Marianne
not be. The structure of aletheia and the structure of strife
stands on the barricades in the painting La Liberté guidant
between world and earth are both one of constant flux
le peuple by Delacroix, and how she in that moment is still,
and agitation. The happening of truth cannot happen in
in rest.16 Such an interpretation would, however, mainly
“serene harmony” by the fact that truth is in itself the urapply to representational art. However, Heidegger’s thesis
strife (2002:31).
of the happening of truth in the artwork requires moveYoung’s criticism falls short by his seemingly ignorance
ment. If one can accept that rest is, in fact, a mode of exas to the notions of rift [‘Riss’] and repose [‘Ruhe’]. Rift and
treme agitation, then Heidegger would be well on the way.
repose are characteristic of the strife. The rift is the coThe work of art that has the quality of serene harmony can
dependence and closeness of world and earth which manithus also have the primal strife as its work-Being. The strife
fests their intimacy, i.e. world and earth together marks a
is how world and earth brings each other to the fore, thus
rift [Riss] (Heidegger 2002:38):
letting the shining of truth happen in the seams of their
The strife is not rift [Riss], in the sense of a tearing open of
agitation. Harmony in the work of art is thus not necesa mere cleft; rather, it is the intimacy of the mutual depensarily inconsistent with the primal strife, seeing as where
dence of the contestants. The rift carries the contestants into
there is agitated movement there is also rest.
the source of their unity, their common ground. It is the
fundamental design [Grundriss]. … This design [Riss] does
not allow the contestants to break apart. … The structured
rift is the jointure [Fuge] of the shining of truth. (2002:38)

Heidegger’s rift thus largely explains how world and earth
can be agitated opposites and create a whole at the same
time. The rift is like a seam between two pieces of cloth –
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The self-subsistence of the artwork – the artwork,
Ereignis and Dasein
So far we have explored Heidegger’s ontology of the
artwork without much reference to a subject. In the first
section we discovered that unconcealment is the primordial truth that gives Dasein access to contemplating Being,
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and we have learnt how the world disclosed by the artwork
manifesting itself in the strife is, in fact, the world wherein
Dasein lives. We have not, however, figured out whether
Dasein is active or passive in relation to the artwork proper; whether Dasein has a contributive role when truth
is set to work in the artwork, or whether the artwork, as
self-subsistent, truly is independent of Dasein. This will be
our point of departure in this section.
In order to understand how Heidegger regards the
work of art as the locus for a happening of truth, it must be
kept in mind that, due to Heidegger’s phenomenological
approach, there is a strong connection between Being and
‘thing’ and between Being and the happening of truth. In
the appendix to The Origin Heidegger writes: “Art is accorded neither an area of cultural achievement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs, rather, to the Event out of which
the “meaning of being” … is first determined” (2002:55).
Art is thus neither the product of a sophisticated, cultural
society nor a sign of the artistic mind and genius, rather, it
inheres to the happening of truth where Being is disclosed.
It is, then, indeed emphasized that art does not belong to
any Dasein-involved activity. Instead, art belongs to “the
Event”, out of which the meaning of Being is to be determined. This would, prima facie, suggest that art is more
fundamental than Dasein, and if so, this would mark a
radical change from Being and Time. “The Event” is here
a translation of the German ‘Ereignis’. Whilst speaking of
the happening of truth, Heidegger tends to employ a different word, namely ‘Geschehnis’ (der Wahrheit). ‘Geschehnis’
can also be translated as ‘event’, which suggests that the
meaning of ‘Ereignis’, with the English, capitalized ‘Event’,
bear another, richer meaning.
In Art Matters (2009) Karsten Harries understands
Ereignis as meaning the “event or happening of the truth
of being, i.e. the emergence of beings” (2009:111). It seems, then, that in The Origin, Ereignis comes to denote
the conflict between world and earth, and the happening
of truth that follows. However, according to Harries,
Heidegger had already differentiated between a mere happening [‘Geschehnis’] and Ereignis long before The Origin.
While a happening should be understood more or less in
the traditional way (i.e. activity leading to a change in state
of affairs), Ereignis, on the other hand, is “a happening
to which I belong and that belongs and therefore matters to me” (2009:111). This understanding of Ereignis
reminds one of the notion of ‘care’ from Being and Time.
There Heidegger writes: “[The] Being of Dasein itself is
to be made visible as care. … Because Being-in-the-world
belongs essentially to Dasein, its Being towards the world
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[Sein zur Welt] is essentially concern17” (1962: 83-84/H
57). An Ereignis is thus a happening that falls under
Dasein’s care, i.e. a happening that is an issue for Dasein
itself, which means that an Ereignis will have impact on
Dasein’s existence.
Ereignis thus has an impact on Dasein, but can Dasein
actively contribute? “The event [‘Ereignis’] is more like the
event of meaningfulness itself,” Pippin writes (2013:109). If
Ereignis is elevated beyond Dasein’s reach, Dasein cannot
participate. Dasein’s active role thus depends on whether
there is room for Dasein in the meaning of Being. Whereas
the meaning of Being in Being and Time was to be revealed
from Dasein’s Being18, this is not expressed in The Origin.
In the appendix to The Origin Heidegger gives some clue as
to Dasein’s role, referencing the ambiguity of the ‘settingto-work of truth’. He points out some difficulties as to the
“relationship of being to human being,” a problematic which
he deems he has “inadequately” accounted for and is “a
distressing difficulty that has been clear to me since Being
and Time” (2002:55). As art is thought of out of Ereignis,
and as the happening of truth belongs to the essence of
the artwork, we must return to the self-subsistence of the
artwork (Heidegger 2002: 33, 55). If Dasein is active in
establishing this “pure self-subsistence”, i.e. that which ensures that the work exists as work, then the happening of
truth will partly depend on Dasein.
As the nature of art has already been characterized as a
“becoming and happening of truth”, the investigation of
the artwork’s self-subsistence must begin with its very existence. How has the artwork come into Being? “A work is
always a work, which is to say, something worked or produced [ein Gewirktes]. If anything distinguishes the work
as a work it is the fact that it has been created,” Heidegger
writes (2002:32, my italics). The artwork’s existence is thus
(rather intuitively) a consequence of its creation. In what,
exactly, lies this createdness? “The workly character of the
work consists in its being created by the artist,” Heidegger
writes (2002:34). From this it seems to follow that the
artwork’s createdness is due to the artist, the material used
and perhaps some set of the cultural and historical structures at the time of creation, i.e. regarding the work as the
product of the artist’s labour. However, the creation of an
artwork is never the product of some craft activity, if so;
that would juxtapose the artwork to equipment and thus
rob it of its truth-bearing function (Heidegger 2002: 35,
39).
That createdness stands forth out of the work does not mean
that it should be a salient feature of the work that it is made
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by a great artist. ... What is announced is not “N.N. fecit.”
[‘N.N. did’] Rather, “factum est” [‘it is done’] is what is to be
held forth into the open by the work: in other words this,
that an unconcealment of beings has happened here and,
as this happening, happens here for the first time; or this,
that the work is rather than is not. The thrust that the work,
as this work, is and the unceasingness of this inconspicuous thrust constitute the constancy of the self-subsistence of
the work. Precisely where the artist and the process and the
circumstances of the work’s coming into being remain unknown, this thrust, this “that [dass]” of createdness, steps into
view at its purest from out of the work. (Heidegger 2002:39)

It is not what the artist has done that matters to Heidegger,
but “the fact that some unique thing has been created,
having itself an unmistakable “personality”” (Harries
2009:159). It is the “that [‘dass’] of createdness” which
truly matters. Dasein as artist is thus a prerequisite for the
work’s createdness, but not, however, the interesting point.
Heidegger writes that: “The essence of creation is determined by the essence of the work” (2002:35). It is not,
then, the creation of the artwork that determines the work,
but the opposite. If the essence of the work determines the
essence of creation, it follows that the essence of the work
determines the artist’s contribution to the creation. Dasein
as the artist is not decisive for the essence of the work, and
is consequently merely a passive participant. How can the
work-Being supervene on the essence of creation, that is,
how can the existence of the work be secondary to the
work? This will need some further analysis. The createdness of the artwork has two pronounced qualities. The first
is how the strife as rift is set back into earth (2002:38).
Creation is here how the rift is brought back, into the selfclosing earth that is forth, i.e. it is the fixing of place of
the strife (2002:38). When strife is fixed in place as riftdesign, the shining of truth happens, which means that in
creation of the work the happening of truth is made. The
second quality is that “createdness itself is specifically created
into the work and stands as the silent thrust into the open
of the “that”” (2002:40, my italics). “Createdness itself is
specifically created into the work”, Heidegger writes, but
how, exactly, are we to understand this? It seems as if we
are to take the first quality, i.e. createdness as “the fixing of
place of the strife”, and put it into the next. If so, it is “the
fixing of place of the strife” that is created into the work.
The work-Being consists of fighting the fight of world
and earth, i.e. instigating the strife. The fixed-in-place-rift
(createdness) is in fact created in the artwork. Createdness
thus described is, then, indeed determined by the work,
thus reducing Dasein’s active even more.
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Along with createdness, the preservation is equally important for the work’s existence. As the work cannot be
without those who create it, so the work “cannot come
into being” without those who preserve it (Heidegger
2002:40). The preservers are thus absolutely necessary in
order for the work to be a work. “If it is in other respects
a work, it always remains tied to preservers ... even the
oblivion into which the work can fall is not nothing: it is
still preserving,” Heidegger writes (2002:41). As the preservers are Dasein, the work is thus dependent on Dasein,
i.e the work awaits the preservers for “their entry into its
truth” (2002:41). The work cannot be in truth without the
preservers, which means it cannot become a happening of
truth without them. Preservation is not, however, the acceptance of a work in the artworld or physically securing
the ruins of the Greek temple. The Greek temple is beyond
preserving, as preserving is a sort of knowing. It is knowing
in the sense that it is “the standing within the openness
of beings” (2002:41). As the Greek world has perished,
there is no openness to stand within – the temple has lost
its power to place us into that world (Harries 2009:163).
Preservation of the work does not individualize human
beings down to their experiences but rather, brings them
into a belonging to the truth that happens in the work. ...
Most particularly, knowing in the mode of preservation is
far removed from that merely cultivated connoisseurship of
the formal features of the work, its qualities and intrinsic
charms. Knowing as having seen is a being-decided; it is a
standing-within the strife that the work has fixed into the
design [Riss]. (Heidegger 2002: 41-42)

Preservation is thus not at all the same as curatorship,
and has nothing to do with conservation of artworks. It
is, rather, knowing in the sense of bringing the work into
truth, i.e. standing within the clearing “in the midst of
beings” so that the awesomeness of truth can happen.
Art’s nature has been revealed to be the setting-itselfto-work of truth. This ‘setting-itself-to-work of truth” is
ambiguous, where the two possible sides to it are: i) the fixing in place of the self-establishing truth in the figure, i.e.
creation, and ii) bringing the work-character of the work
into motion and happening, i.e. preservation (Heidegger
2002:44). This is how art is “the creative preservation of
the truth in the work” and “a becoming and happening
of truth” (2002:44). Createdness and preservation of the
artwork thus constitute the artwork’s reality, i.e. how it comes into existence and how it comes to be what it truly is.
The artwork’s self-subsistence lies in its repose [‘insichruhen’] (2002:33). This resting-in-itself now comes to deinger bakken pedersen
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note something like the work’s contentment of being what
it is. Once the work has come into existence, and its true
Being has come to the fore, the work is a work, and has
thus reached some completion and self-fulfilment.
As createdness and preservation forms the reality of art,
and art is the origin of the artwork, one should think that
it was art that determined the work (Heidegger 2002:1-2).
However, as we have already seen, it is the essence of the
work that determines the essence of createdness. How is it,
then, with preservation? “But it is the work which makes
the creators possible in their essence and which, in virtue of its essence, needs the preservers,” Heidegger writes
(2002:44). The preservers are thus not determined by the
artwork in the same way that the creators are. Whereas
the artwork “makes the creators possible”, the preservers
are needed on account of the artwork’s essence. For the
artwork to come fully into Being as the fighting of the
fight of world and earth, there must be someone who
stands within the openness who are receptive to the happening of truth. This seems to be a passive role. However,
this knowing as standing-within the openness of beings
is, in fact, willing, because if you truly know what is, you
know what you will in the midst of what is (2002:41).19
As actively willing, the preserver “allow[s] himself ecstatic
[ekstatische] entrance into the unconcealment of beings”
(2002:41). Preservation is thus not merely a passive activity for Dasein. Dasein as preserver is a necessary condition for the work to be a work, and thus also for truth
to happen. Dasein is not necessary as an existing receptive
entitiy for truth, but as actively willing to stand within the
awesomeness of truth. Dasein is thus making a decision to
act, though it is an act of will.
Preservation thus brings human beings into a belonging to the truth that happens in the work, which is a community of belonging together with other human beings
(Heidegger 2002:41). According to Heidegger, this fellow
belonging to truth is Dasein’s “historical standing out of
human existence [Da-seins]” (2002:41). Preservation is
thus historical, i.e. Dasein becomes historical qua preserver.
Whenever art happens, whenever, that is, there is a beginning, a thrust enters history and history either begins or resumes. … History is the transporting of a people into its appointed task [Aufgegebenes] as the entry into its endowment
[Mitgegebenes]. (Heidegger 2002:49)

The “historical existence of a people” thus indicates how
the people is “transported to their appointed task”, which
is to be the creator and preserver of artworks (2002:49).20
Art is the creative preservation of truth in the work
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(2002:49). The historical existence of a people thus ensures
that truth is set into the work. Art is, then, an origin: “a
distinctive way in which truth comes into Being, becomes,
that is, historical” (2002:49).
In the appendix to The Origin, Heidegger writes:
“Reflection on what art may be is completely and decisively directed solely toward the question of being” (Heidegger
2002:55). The Origin is thus a questioning into Being. We
have seen that the primordial truth renders us access to
Being. “Being, however, is a call to man and cannot be
without him,” Heidegger writes (2002:55). The settingitself-to-work of truth in the artwork is established by
the creation and preservation of the historical people.
It is through creation and preservation Dasein is able to
participate in the happening of truth. Whereas in Being
and Time, where the “Being of truth [was] connected primordially to Dasein”, in The Origin Dasein’s role is reconstructed (Heidegger 1962: 272/H 230, my italics).21 It is
not explicitly expressed that Dasein plays an active part in
bringing forth truth. However, as we have seen in our account of creation and preservation, Dasein is, in fact, important. Dasein is not ascribed an active role in the work’s
createdness, seeing as it is the work proper that determines
createdness. As to preservation, it has been showed that
Dasein actively wills its admittance into the awesomeness
of truth. However, this is not massive activity on Dasein’s
part. Where does this leave us? Can there really be truth
as unconcealment happening in the artwork without a
central Dasein? I should believe not. The primordial truth
is the original illuminating of Being necessary for Dasein
to function in its world. Dasein thus depends on truth.
However, Dasein is that entity which, in its Being, Being
is an issue for. Being as such can thus be said to depend
on Dasein. Truth as unconcealment of Being can thus not
take place without a Dasein for which it matters. Thus,
truth depends on Dasein. As to the happening of truth in
the artwork, Dasein must consequently be included. Not
included as a passive entity, on the contrary, but as a coconstituent of truth as such. Heidegger’s ontology of the
artwork qua happening of truth is not, then, devoid of interference from Dasein, but wholly dependent on Dasein’s
participation in the questioning into Being.
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Notes

‘Dasein’ is the word used in Being and Time designating human
beings. ‘Dasein’ as ‘Da-sein’ is translated ‘there-Being’. Dasein is
“distinguished by the fact that, in its very Being, that Being is an
issue for it” (1962: 32/H 11-12).
2
I have chosen to capitalize the word ‘Being’ whilst referring to the
verb that is ‘to be’. Otherwise, I will understand the non-capitalized
‘being’ as entity.
3
One usually refers to the difference between the early and the late
Heidegger as the turn [die Kehre], and it is said to have taken place
in the 1930’s and to have been completed by 1940 (Grondin 1987:
9-11). See Grondin (1987) for a thorough discussion on die Kehre in
Heidegger’s philosophy.
4
Heidegger does start The Origin by investigating the thingly character of the work of art. However, he concludes his chapter with a
reductio ad absurdum of the notion, and thus starts to explore the
work-Being of the artwork and its connection to truth instead (Pippin
2013:102).
5
‘Thrownness’ is a notion from Being and Time, introduced to
capture how Dasein is always already in the world as Being-in-theworld: “This characteristic of Dasein’s Being – this ‘that it is’ – is
veiled in its “whence” and “whither”, yet disclosed in itself all the
more unveiledly; we call it the ‘thrownness’ of this entity into its
“there”; indeed, it is thrown in such a way that, as Being-in-theworld, it is the “there”. The expression “thrownness” is meant to
suggest the facticity of its being delivered over.” (Heidegger 1962:
174/H 135).
However, Dasein’s thrownness is introduced in The
Origin as well, as the “opening up of that in which human existence
[Dasein], as historical, is already thrown [geworfen]” (Heidegger
1
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2002:47). This is what Heidegger calls “poeticizing projection”,
which originates in his view that all art is essentially poetry
(2002:47). Due to space-limitation, I do not have the liberty to go
into that discussion. See Harries (2009) for discussion on art as poetry and the threefold founding [‘Stiftung’] of truth.
6
This reminds one of the Dasein-oriented point of view from which
Heidegger tries to understand Being in Being and Time, where he
speaks of a “relational totality of significance”. In 18, Heidegger
writes: “[…A]long with [Dasein’s] Being, a context of the ready-tohand is already essentially discovered: Dasein, in so far as it is, has
always submitted itself already to a ‘world’ which it encounters, and
this submission belongs essentially to its Being.” (1962: 120/ H 87).
It is this submission which can be seen as the illuminated realm in
which we find ourselves, i.e. that which allows us to think of Being.
7
If paintings are regarded as artefacts, there is no substantial difference between them and mere equipment, i.e. they would not have
disclosable powers. Furthermore, decryption based on external
principles is exactly what traditional aesthetics do, according to
Heidegger, where the artworks’ aesthetic qualities are measured from
afar by a displaced ego, who not at all engages with the artwork qua
artwork (2002:15).
8
In Being and Time Heidegger differentiates between three different
modes of Being; Dasein (human beings) for whom Being itself is an
issue, equipment as entities within-the-world that are ready-to-hand,
in the sense that they have an “in-order-to” for Dasein (the hammer
is most a hammer when someone is hammering with it), and thirdly, the entities which are present-at-hand, i.e. entities that merely
exist and are decontextualized for Dasein, i.e. they are not usable to
Dasein, but merely ‘there’ (e.g. when a rock lies on the ground, not
being an issue for anyone or when an object is theorized about from
a disengaged spectator) (1962: 98/H 69, p. 67/H 42 & Han-Pile 2011:
142-143).
9
For discussion on whether great artworks can survive world-withdrawal, view Bernasconi (1999).
10
‘Worldhood’ is a notion from Being and Time, meaning the Being
of the ‘wherein’ in which we live, as will be further explained below.
It is the fourth meaning of ‘world’ presented by Heidegger in ¶ 14
(1962: 93/H65).
11
‘Native’ is here translated form ‘heimatlich’ which has the etymological root of ‘Heim’, meaning ‘home’, as in the place you live and
not your birthplace (Haar 1993:62). The word ‘Heim’ carries several
different, etymologically derivative meanings, such as ‘secret’ or
‘intimate’ [‘heimlich’] and familiar [‘heimisch’] (Haar 1993:62).
‘Native Earth’ or ‘native ground’ as used here has thus less to do
with birth, and rather more to that which is ‘familiar’ (Haar 1993:62).
‘Homeland’ would capture this meaning better, which is also the
word used in the 2002 edition Off the Beaten Track.
12
Harries and Pippin both argue that it is not possible to know exactly which temple Heidegger speaks of (2009:100 & 2013:106).
However, the particularity of the temple is not relevant here.
Furthermore, it would render Heidegger’s account of it nonsensical,
seeing as “it is the temple work that first structures and simultaneously gathers” the human world (Harries 2009:100 & Heidegger 2002:
20-21). If each Greek temple would be the “first” to establish the
Greek world, Heidegger’s account would fall apart as there would be
no constancy to the Greek world at all (Harries 2009: 100-101). See
Harries (2009) for an interesting discussion about the Heideggerian
Greek temple in relation to Hegel’s discussion of architecture.
13
Immediately after Heidegger writes that: “[T]he Greeks called this
coming forth and rising up in itself and in all things phusis. At the
same time phusis lights up that on which man bases his dwelling. We
call this the earth” (2002:21). However, I will not go into the notion
of phusis here. If interested, view Haar’s discussion in The Song of
the Earth (1993).
inger bakken pedersen
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The only times Heidegger mentions Beauty in The Origin is in
connection to the rift and in the afterword, where beauty is described
as belonging to the advent of truth (Heidegger 2002:52). Heidegger
describes beauty as “one way in which truth as unconcealment comes
to presence”, whereas the beautiful is “the shining that is set into
the work” (2002:32). This shining of truth is set into the work in the
jointure [‘Fuge’], i.e. the structured rift (2002:38). Beauty is thus
redefined in The Origin. As it cannot be an aesthetic quality, and as
it is certainly not “in the eye of the beholder”, beauty must designate
something else. In order to keep the notion of beauty, beauty must
conform to the artwork qua happening of truth and find its place
there.
15
This is a general idea in Heidegger. We find another example in
Being and Time, where Dasein understands its “here” in terms of its
environmental opposite “yonder” (1962: 142/H 107).
16
This reminds one of a quote by Paul Klee: “Art does not reproduce
the visible; rather, it makes visible” (Wrathall 2011:17). In rest, motion is made visible as the lack thereof.
17
In German concern is Besorgen, whilst care is Sorge. The etymological closeness between care and concern is thus lost in the translation to English.
18
In Being and Time, we learn that: “If to Interpret the meaning of
Being becomes our task, Dasein is not only the primary entity to be
interrogated; it is also that entity which already comports itself, in its
Being, towards what we are asking about when we ask this question”
(1962, p. 35/H 14-15).
19
Heidegger here brings up resoluteness, a notion from Being and
Time, where it is characterized as “only that uthenticity which, in
care, is the object of care [in der Sorge gesorgte], and which is possible as care – the authenticity of care itself” (1962: 348/H 301).
“Willing is the sober resoluteness [Ent-schlossenheit] of that existential [ex-istierenden] self-transcendence which exposes itself to
the openness of beings as it is set into the work,” Heidegger writes
(2002:41).
20
View Taminiaux (1993) for discussion on the historical Dasein of
a people.
21
In An Introduction to Metaphysics, Heidegger expresses a similar
view: “Man is the site of openness, the there. … Hence we say that
man’s being is in the strict sense of the word “being-there”. The
perspective for the opening of being must be grounded originally in
the essence of being-there as such a site for the disclosure of being”
(1959:205).
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