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Relying on Heidegger’s recently issued Black Notebooks, where the “shepherd
of being” qua “mortal” is discussed as the “future man”, this paper tackles pov-
erty and mortality, along with their mutual bond, in light of the tension estab-
lished by Heidegger between Gestell and Ereignis, namely, between the global
dominance of technology and the liberation of earth from the despotic dominion
of human beings. First, light is cast upon the dominance of technology, which
“distorts” the Ereignis of the world, which is yet to arrive, by holding back its
very arrival. Second, the focus shifts to the philosophical meaning of poverty,
which relies on mortality understood as radical dispossession. Since poverty is
the essential feature of the “future man”, the “shepherd of being”, as well as the
basis for a different take on our use of technological devices, the innermost link
between poverty and technology is also addressed. Furthermore, the comparison
with Pope Francis’s two recent encyclicals is established, in order to highlight
the specific philosophical meaning conferred to poverty by Heidegger, espe-
cially with respect to our behavior toward technology.
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Today we are no longer farmers, instead, we are hunters. In search of
prey, hunters of information, wandering through the web as if it were a
digital battlefield.

1.

In Fratelli tutti, Pope Francis’s recent encyclical on fraternity and social friendship,
we are told that “we can aspire to a world that provides land, housing and work for
all” if we choose “the true path of peace”, and that real peace is only possible “on
the basis of a global ethic of solidarity and cooperation in the service of a future
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shaped by interdependence and shared responsibility in the whole human family”
(Bergoglio 2020, § 127).

The desire expressed by the current Pope is not merely the wish of a pastor of
souls; rather, it is a concrete perspective based on a true political program of radical
transformation, which has been clearly illustrated in the previous encyclical letter,
entitled Laudato si’, which had “integrality” as its key notion, namely, a perspective
on humanity as a whole, and, consequently, the purported program for “integral and
shared development” (Bergoglio 2015, § 50).

As an example: when faced with “global inequality”, Pope Francis stresses that
“today we have to realize that a true ecological approach always becomes a social
approach; it must integrate questions of justice in debates on the environment, so as
to hear both the cry of the earth and the cry of the poor” (Bergoglio 2015, § 49, au-
thor’s emphasis). The Pope reaffirms the same in Fratelli tutti:

My criticism of the technocratic paradigm involves more than simply think-
ing that if we control its excesses everything will be fine. The bigger risk
does not come from specific objects, material realities or institutions, but
from the way that they are used (Bergoglio 2020, § 166).

Pope Francis’s criticism of the technocratic paradigm, which underpins his inte-
gral approach to the sustainability of our existence on this planet is addressed to
the powers that govern the “current global system”: the economic powers, for in-
stance, whose interests mainly lie in speculation and financial gain, and therefore, fail
“to take the context into account”, let alone “the effects on human dignity and the
natural environment” (Bergoglio 2015, § 56). Or the political elite, too, whereby the
political representatives of the people neglect their public service; not to mention the
powerful “new landlords” of the digital fields, who take advantage of novel technol-
ogies in order to accumulate huge amounts of private capital. One can find these
themes in both letters addressed by Pope Francis to the entire human community, as
concurring to establish an “unhealthy mindset”, which, more precisely, consists in
neglecting “the common good”, and acting solely “for the benefits of power or, at
best, for ways to impose [one’s] own ideas”. A silent, but progressively pervasive
danger against which Pope Francis expresses his own hope:

The heroes of the future will be those who can break with this unhealthy
mindset and determine respectfully to promote truthfulness, aside from per-
sonal interest. God willing, such heroes are quietly emerging, even now,
in the midst of our society (Bergoglio 2020, § 202).
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Despite the ideological limits one might find in Pope Francis’s positions, which
renders them conservative and impossible to fully embrace as they are, such as his
stance on issues of bioethics, or social rights, especially with respect to gender, his
take on the current global system is one of the most radical political perspectives
available today. As it happens, this point is rather problematic, since the Pope, as both
head of state and spiritual pastor at the same time, is also a global political actor,
indeed one of the most influential on the planet. Therefore, if no substantial transfor-
mations in the social and economic conditions highlighted in his encyclicals took
place after his eminent position had been stated and made public, which also means
shared with other political leaders, then we have the umpteenth example of the ever
weaker and more evanescent bond between word and action, between what is stated
and what is done, which characterizes the political endeavors of our time. This goes
back to a crucial philosophical problem concerning the peculiar impotence of lan-
guage today, when rational communication tends towards babbling, as the spokesper-
sons of social movements for climate justice are wont to point out.

In what follows, it is not this issue of the misfire of the performativity of political
language that will be addressed,; rather, an attempt is made to hint back to an important
case study in the historical unfolding of such corrosion, a case study in which most of
the essential causes for it are diagnosed.

2.
The case study in question is Martin Heidegger’s Letter on “Humanism” addressed to
his French correspondent, Jean Beaufret, at the end of 1946. As regards the method
adopted here, it is important to clarify our take on the Letter, which has been charged
by some readers with the sole and specific task of mitigating and diminishing
Heidegger’s involvement in the Nazi movement. As they have argued, such involve-
ment is purposely not mentioned in the 1946 Letter, since the Humanismusbrief is a self-
absolving statement and is part of an indirect strategy of denying responsibility for
Heidegger’s political error beginning with the 1933 — 1934 rectorship.2

Here, instead, the Humanismusbrief is taken as providing the summa of the reck-
oning both with the metaphysical tradition and with Heidegger’s own path of thinking
through and beyond the tragic dark decade that he philosophically faced in the so-
called Schwarze Hefte (Black Notebooks), especially in those notebooks that date back
to the period of European fascism. That was the same period in which, in the aftermath

2 See, e.g., Pastore (2001, 174 and 179).
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of the failure of the rectorate, acknowledged by Heidegger himself as a “great mis-
take” (2016, 118 —119),® the disempowerment (Machtlosigkeit) of human sover-
eignty and the related possibility of thinking beyond the dichotomy of power and
impotence became a widely recurring theme in Heidegger’s 1939 — 1941 Uber-
legungen (Ponderings).*

Heidegger reports that right after the publication of Sein und Zeit, in 1927,
a young friend asked him when he would write “an ethics” (1998, 268). Indeed, as is
well known, Heidegger neither wrote a treatise on ethics, nor ever planned to devote
a specific contribution to this field of philosophical enquiry in a traditional fashion.
In this respect, he is in good company: neither Ernst Cassirer, nor Walter Benjamin
ever wrote “an ethics” in the traditional philosophical sense, nor did Emmanuel
Levinas for that matter.®

However, the ethical issue is markedly present in the Letter, first of all, thanks
to the connection established therein by Heidegger between what he calls “originary
ethics”, which is the originary meaning of the ancient Greek “ethos”, namely,
“abode”, “dwelling place” for human beings (1998, 269 and 271), and the “originary
thinking” going back to the dawning of Western philosophical, and thus also scien-
tific, culture (1998, 241).

Indeed, the Letter regains importance today particularly because of the take
on the bond between ethics and technology unexpectedly suggested by Heidegger
therein, which offers a possible comparison with some of Pope Francis’s argu-
ments:

The desire for an ethics presses ever more ardently for fulfillment as the
obvious no less than the hidden perplexity of human beings soars to im-
measurable heights. The greatest care must be fostered upon the ethical
bond at a time when technological human beings delivered over to mass
society can attain reliable constancy only by gathering and ordering all their
plans and activities in a way that corresponds to technology (Heidegger
1998, 268).

The starting point of Heidegger’s diagnosis is that we live under the dominance of
technology, but our subordination, or dependence, does not prescribe how we should
live under that dominance, or how we should deal with that dependence. Accordingly,

3 On this, see also Crowell (2016).
4 See, e.g., Heidegger (2017b, 14, 18 — 19, 23, 28, 32 and 36).
5 On this, see Ciaramelli (2006, 19).
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“ethics” receives its meaning anew precisely from how we live, namely, how we dwell
upon the earth under the global dominance of technology.

In this context, the role of humans shows an irreducible, tragic ambivalence.
While they deem themselves to be sovereigns on earth and to control technology, be-
ing the “lord[s] of the earth”, the unfolding of the technological domain proves them
wrong, and such an “illusion” distorts ab initio any possible relationship with tech-
nology (Heidegger 1977, 27). On the other hand, however, this historical development
reveals the human being to be the “shepherd of being”, which is the key element of
the originary ethics that Heidegger presents in the Letter in contrast with man under-
stood as “lord of beings” (1998, 260).

3.

The originary meaning of ethics as “dwelling place” stems from an intense reflection on
the crisis of the sovereignty of the human subject carried out by Heidegger throughout
the 1930s in the wake of Nietzsche and Holderlin, which originated a profound critique
of modern philosophy. Particularly, the modern take on the role of the human being as
it comes from Cartesian rationalism, which was methodologically marked by the proper
use of reason to seek truth in the sciences, a kind of use that is conceived as an oppor-
tunity for humans to be “the masters and possessors of nature” (Descartes 2006, 51).6

The “shepherd of being” is intended so as to break with this tradition and to think
beyond the idea of the human dwelling on earth. As a sort of later response to his young
friend, then, the Letter on “Humanism” does, in fact, expound originary ethics as a
“dwelling” that corresponds to the present historical condition. Nevertheless, here also
lies a great difficulty, since the kind of ethics that we may find in the Humanismusbrief
is not the normative one. The Letter speaks of the abode of the human being, but it does
not explicitly advise how we should behave in this dwelling.”

Still, the pedagogical effect of this sort of modern epistle should not be underes-
timated, due to the precious indications that encourage us to autonomously think about
the urgent issues of our time, particularly as regards the techno-ecosystem we are pro-
gressively building in the multifaceted correlation with digital devices and embedded
artificial intelligence.

As indicated in the Humanismusbrief, the possible ethical bond for “techno-
logical human beings”, presents two preconditions: first, ethics should be conceived
beyond the autonomy of a sovereign subject, both individually (the subject identi-

CLNT3

6 On Descartes’ subjectivism and its relation to the take on the human being “as nation”, “as people”,
“as race” and, finally, “as lord of the earth”, see Heidegger (2002a, 80 — 84).
7 See especially Heidegger (1998, 269 — 271).
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fied by faculties and rights) and collectively (humankind ruling over the other spe-
cies on earth). Second, ethics should deal with the global dominance of what
Heidegger calls Gestell, “Enframing” (1977, 19) or “Positionality” (2003, 60 and
2012b).

Under the dominance of Gestell, Heidegger argues, humans are pushed to make
use of all beings as “standing-reserve” (1977, 27). However, the fact that technology
“dominates” means that both users and what is used are caught in a particular kind of
relationship — or “use” (Brauch), which was another key term for Heidegger®, — in
which “to be” means nothing other than to be used in terms of unceasing availability.®

The complex order and balance that generates the Gestell implies that such an
availability, namely, the presence needed in order to be used for a purpose, is both
total and constant, so that modern technology in the Gestell “calls forth” a total mo-
bilization of beings in which all that is, including animals and humans, is experienced,
and consequently used, as “what can be positioned anywhere and at any time, to what-
ever use and function, independently of all spatial and temporal determinations”
(Schuback 2011, 25).

It is easy to recognize in such a diagnosis our own present technological epoch,
particularly with respect to logistics “as a means of synchronizing and coordinating
movements of goods and people”, especially workers (Mezzadra, Neilson 2017), or
even in the case of the daily social ab-use of digital devices for communication pur-
poses. However, the involvement of humans in the technological domain is way more
radical, since we are ourselves integrally embedded in the Enframing, which means
that we are subordinated to a demand for constant presence.

Heidegger, in the 1949 conference entitled Positionality, tells us that human be-
ings, in their own way, are “a piece of the standing reserve in the strictest sense of
the words ‘piece’ and ‘standing reserve’”. Humans are, in other words, “exchangeable
within the requisitioning of the standing reserve”, and the fact that humans conceive

299

8 See, e.g., in the recently issued Schwarze Hefte, the Anmerkungen IV, (Heidegger 2015, 326 — 327
and 339) and the Anmerkungen V11 (2018a, 153). In cases where there is no English version available
for the cited texts, all translations are this author’s own.

9 As the translator of the 1955 lecture entitled The Question Concerning Technology explains,
Heidegger intended Gestell to mean a “calling-forth”, a “challenging claim” that gathers beings to-
gether so as to reveal them, i.e., to compel them to boundless availability. This claim “enframes in
that it assembles and orders. It puts into a framework or configuration everything that it summons
forth, through an ordering for use that it is forever restructuring anew” (Heidegger 1977, 19 footnote;
see also 1977, xxix — xxxvii). For the same reasons, the French translations for Gestell have been
rendered as arraisonnement or dis-positif, while, in Italian, they are impianto or dispositivo. All the
above-mentioned translations stress the core of the German term Gestell, that is, the verb “stellen”
(“to place”, “to set upon”, but also “to order”, “to arrange”, “to furnish or supply”, see Heidegger
1977, 15, footnote), which is particularly emphasized by the decision to translate it as “Positional-

L)

ity”.
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each other and themselves as pieces of the standing reserve remains the “presupposi-
tion” for the fact that they can become “the functionar[ies]” of such a requisitioning.°
“Functionary” here also gets a twofold meaning, both active and passive at
the same time, since humans are functional to the Gestell as pieces of the reserve
for the constant presence of all beings, but they also foster its functioning in terms
of “requisitioning”, to ensure the availability “on demand”. So, as we have already
noted, the “illusion” can force its way through so that humans are in control of the
global technological Enframing, that they are “lord[s]” (Heidegger 1977, 27).1!

3.

In the 1969 seminar in Le Thor, many years later, but on the same line of reasoning,
humans are said to be challenged forth, under the dominance of technology, to com-
port themselves “in correspondence with exploitation and consumption”. The rela-
tion to exploitation and consumption, Heidegger goes on, “requires the human to be
in this relationship. Man does not hold technology in his hand. He is its plaything”
(2003, 62 — 63, author’s emphasis).

The question might then be raised of what should be done in such a situation,
what one must do and how one should behave. Briefly, the question concerning an
ethics that corresponds to the global dominance of technology can be proposed, as
we read in the 1946 Humanismusbrief. Still, we have also seen that we should not
expect any normative indication by Heidegger’s diagnosis, which means that “eth-
ics” goes back to the relationship with technology itself, namely, to its use, and that
it is, by definition, “pre-normative”, or, using different phrasing, but with the same
outcome, “proto-ethical” (Cohen 2011, 183).

Even if we do not get any normative regulation via this account of our possible
new, ethically imprinted relationship with technology, nevertheless we get substantial
indications. The “relation” with technology is discussed by Heidegger in terms of
a “releasement toward things”, which is a “comportment” that “expresses ‘yes’ and at
the same time ‘no’” as regards technology, and entails that “we let technical devices

10 See Heidegger (2012b, 35): “The human is exchangeable within the requisitioning of the standing
reserve. That he is a piece of the standing reserve remains the presupposition for the fact that he can
become the functionary of a requisitioning. Yet the human belongs in positionality in a wholly other
way than the machine does. This way can become inhuman. The inhuman, however, is ever still
inhuman. The human never becomes a machine. The inhuman and yet human is admittedly more
uncanny, while more evil and ominous, than the human who would merely be a machine.”

11 On this, see Giorgio Agamben’s archaeological research on slavery and technology (Agamben,
2016, 78, in particular). Similarly, in his book on The Transparency Society, Byung-Chul Han argues
that we actively participate in building our own “digital panopticon” and, therefore, in increasing
the grip of societal control (Han 2015, viii and 45 — 49).
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enter our daily life, and at the same time leave them outside, that is, let them alone, as
things which are nothing absolute but remain dependent upon something higher”
(Heidegger 1966, 54). This peculiar relation says “yes”, insofar as it welcomes, or
accepts the relation itself without fears and prejudices, and without establishing the
relationship in terms of control. The “no”, in turn, flags the refusal to be absorbed in
a relation of mutual consumption with devices to which our form of life on this planet
is at this stage irreversibly bound. Far from being accommodating, or defeatist, thanks
to this “comportment” our relation to technology “will become wonderfully simple
and relaxed” (Heidegger 1966, 54).12

On this basis, namely, starting with this possible, yet to come, relation with tech-
nology, which remains at odds with the current global dominance of technology, we
understand the notion of Ereignis, the “event of appropriation”, insofar as, for in-
stance, we are told that the Gestell is the “photographic negative” of the Ereignis
(Heidegger 2003, 60), or that the Gestell “distorts” the Ereignis of the possible future
world (Heidegger 1993, 420), to the point that “in the essence and reign of position-
ality, the arrival of the worlding of world is withheld” (Heidegger 2012c, 50).

The current global dominion of technology distorts the event inasmuch as it chal-
lenges humans “to order everything that comes to presence”, included all living be-
ings, “into a technical inventory”, which serves as a standing reserve for consumption.
This is how the Enframing opens up a new historical perspective for humans, that is,
the event of a coming or future world, but it does so by providing the illusion that the
future world is already here, as “all ordering sees itself committed to calculative think-
ing and so speaks the language of enframing”. Therefore, our very language “is chal-
lenged to correspond to the ubiquitous orderability of what is present” (Heidegger
1993, 420).

Enframing, then, withholds “the arrival of the worlding of world”, and delays
it, but the two are nonetheless “the same”. They are not two subsequent phases of
a historical continuum; rather, Enframing already is, in a way, the world of the event
of appropriation (Heidegger 2012c, 50).

12 The topic of releasement (Gelassenheit) cannot be extensively discussed here. On this, see, e.g.,
Merwin, Wendland, Hadjioannou (2018). In their Introduction, the editors of the volume contrast
Gestell and Gelassenheit as “opposing ideas in Heidegger’s analysis of technology whereby the
releasement characteristic of Gelassenheit counters the dangers of our technological framing of the
world via Gestell” (Merwin, Wendland, Hadjioannou 2018, 1 — 2). In the same volume, see also
Crowell (2018) and Keiling (2018). However, if it is not assured that Gelassenheit, which is not an
act of will, “releases us from the danger of technology” (Merwin, Wendland, Hadjioannou 2018, 9),
the preliminary philosophical question is whether under the global dominance of technology called
by Heidegger Gestell any releasement is possible, at all, and what should happen, or change, for that
to be possible. The question, then, goes back to the subject of Ereignis and to the interplay between
the event of the world and Gestell, as what follows tries to stress.
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The “shepherd of being” is the name for the human being caught between En-
framing and the Event of appropriation, or “Enowning”, caught in such a historical
stalemate. To be sure, there is no redemption at stake, the Ereignis bears no salvific
message, it is more an interregnum in which we can glimpse the “pre-appearing of
enowning [Ereignis] under the veil of positionality” (Heidegger 2003, 61).** So, what
is the role of the “shepherd” in the interregnum of the dominance of technology, in
which all alleged freedom tragically turns into subjugation to calculation and waste?

First of all, a caveat is in order: the existence of the “shepherd of being” has
nothing to do with “bucolic idylls and nature mysticism” (Heidegger 2002b, 262).
In the 1947 — 1948 Anmerkungen 1V, published in the Schwarze Hefte series, Heidegger
reflects in significantly more detail on the figure of the shepherd than what he had stated
prior to the publication of the Schwarze Hefte. In these texts, we are told that to think
of humans as the shepherd of being “has nothing in common with the shepherd of
a pastoral idyll, not even the name” (Heidegger 2015, 371). Heidegger goes on to
explain that we do not know anything about the shepherd if we think of it starting
with the flock, “particularly if we intend the human flock™ and that the shepherd is
not a moral model (2015, 371 — 372). On this point, there is no possible ambiguity
in Heidegger’s position, the “shepherd of being” is no herdsman. The aforemen-
tioned pages of the Anmerkungen IV are explicitly recalled in the private notes on
the Humanismusbrief (Heidegger 2018b, 571), where he warns that the shepherd is
not the shepherd of a flock, namely, is not the “slave” of the flock, and is not a “Kuh-
hirt”, a German word that indicates a cowherd. The fact that the shepherd has noth-
ing to do with bucolic idylls is also reaffirmed in later Schwarze Hefte, such as
the 1957 Winke I, where we can read that the true shepherd is not one who makes
something or someone else “move” (Heidegger 2020, 66 — 67). Heidegger’s shep-
herd is considered as an isolated, lonely figure, exactly as it is in his two possible
direct sources of such a figure of thought, namely, Nietzsche and Hélderlin (Car-
bone 2021). In both cases — but the same is for the Italian poet Leopardi and his
Canto notturno di un pastore errante dell’Asia — the shepherd is a restless and er-
ratic figure, a peregrinus, without a homeland or a community.

Such is the essential feature of the “shepherd of being” mentioned in the 1946 Hu-
manismusbrief. Against the tradition of Western metaphysics, Heidegger states that the
human being is “more” than a rational living being, and that is “more than animal ra-
tionale precisely to the extent that he is less bound up with the human being conceived
from subjectivity”. He goes on to explain that “[t]he human being is not the lord of
beings. The human being is the shepherd of being”, and that “[h]Juman beings lose

13 On this matter, see also the recently issued Winke 1, in Heidegger (2020, 11).
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nothing in this ‘less’; rather, they gain in that they attain the truth of being. They gain
the essential poverty of the shepherd” (Heidegger 1998, 260).

But why should poverty be a gain, at all? Are we dealing here with a compli-
cated intellectual trick, or, rather, we are reminded of a dramatically present condi-
tion? Further, even if we wanted to assume poverty as a standard for comportment,
what does Heidegger explicitly exclude, what would the possible global scenario
be? One might, for instance, go back to Pope Francis’s Laudato si’:

An inadequate presentation of Christian anthropology gave rise to a wrong
understanding of the relationship between human beings and the world.
Often, what was handed on was a Promethean vision of mastery over the
world, which gave the impression that the protection of nature was some-
thing that only the faint-hearted cared about. Instead, our “dominion” over
the universe should be understood more properly in the sense of responsi-
ble stewardship (Bergoglio 2015, § 116).

Now, besides the weakness of such a plea for responsibility that can only rely on
willingness and good effort, and which we can also easily ignore, since it is not in any
way binding, by what means are we getting ready to become “stewards” and to be
“responsible” for a planet which is already globally dominated by technology? Or, in
other words, what is the difference between the Pope’s plea and the present situation,
in which we are certainly not acting responsibly (even if we remain accountable), but
we do act as mere “stewards”, that is, in Heidegger’s words, as “functionaries” of
Enframing, in both the passive and active sense, as discussed above? Contrary to any
moral intent, the poverty of Heidegger’s shepherd has a strictly philosophical mean-
ing, and serves as a clue to help us understand what remains for humans to do under
the global dominance of technology, which also means what remains to do in the ten-
sion between Gestell and Ereignis.

5.

There is another expression introduced by Heidegger to designate the human being
when faced with the historical destiny of the hegemony of technology, an expression
that, at first sight, can be confused with “stewardship”. Heidegger often states that the
“shepherd of being” is a “placeholder for the nothing”, that the two expressions mean
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the same, and that the human being can become the shepherd of being only by remaining
the “place-holder for the Nothing” (Heidegger 2002b, 262).14

Poverty, in the philosophical sense, goes back to the peculiar relationship of the
human being with death. The human being is not a rational being, rather, it is a mortal
being, claims Heidegger. Humans are then called “mortals™ insofar as they can die,
namely, as they can establish a relationship with death as such.®

Rational living beings should become “mortal beings”, first of all, as we read in
the conference entitled The Thing, or in the Vier Hefte | from the same period.'
The poverty of the “shepherd of being” understood as “place-holder for the Nothing”
is based on this essential feature of mortality. Humans are, literally, propertyless, or
paupers, possessing nothing other than their own death, which is therefore called
“the shrine of the nothing” (Heidegger 2012a, 18). Accordingly, in the Schwarze
Hefte, Heidegger insists on the fact that the “shepherd of being” qua “mortal” is the
“future man” (2015, 285 and 383)Y, since poverty relies on mortality, and mortality
is radical dispossession. So, in the late 1940s, the “shepherd of being” gradually gave
way to the expression of “the mortals”, who dwell in the Fourfold, the world where
earth and sky, divinities and mortals come together.8

We are pushed, then, to think of mortality from within the interregnum, namely,
under the dominance of technology that distorts the world yet to come. But to think
of humans as mortals can do nothing else than bring us closer to the world named in
the Ereignis, without producing it, without being capable of realizing it. Nevertheless,
it helps in acknowledging the very identity of Ereignis and Enteignis, which consists
in the substantial foreshadowing of a future world entrusted to humans as mortals

14 On this, see also Heidegger (2006, 160; 2003, 63; 2015, 312, 372, and 403 f.).

15 See the 1949 conference, The Thing: “The mortals are the humans. They are called the mortals
because they are able to die. Dying means: to be capable of death as death. Only the human dies.
The animal comes to an end. It has death as death neither before it nor after it. Death is the shrine of
the nothing, namely of that which in all respects is never some mere being, but nonetheless essences,
namely as being itself. Death, as the shrine of nothing, harbors in itself what essences of being. As
the shrine of the nothing, death is the refuge of being. The mortals we now name the mortals—not
because their earthly life ends, but rather because they are capable of death as death. The mortals
are who they are as mortals by essencing in the refuge of being. They are the essencing relationship
to being as being” (Heidegger 2012a, 18).

16 See, respectively, Heidegger (2012a, 17; 2019, 62).

17 See also Heidegger (2019, 30; 2018b, 574, 580 — 583).

18 See, e.g., Heidegger (2012a, 17 — 19; 2015, 494; 2018a, 111 — 113). On the use of the plural
“mortals” by Heidegger, borrowed “from the Greeks”, see Arendt (1994, 443), who explains that
“[w]hat is important here is not the emphasis on mortality, but the use of the plural”. Since Heidegger
“has never articulated the implications of his position on this point”, Arendt is careful to add that “it
may be presumptuous to read too much significance into his use of the plural” (ibidem). However,
the Anmerkungen I11 — IX recently issued in the series of the Schwarze Hefte are extremely helpful
in clarifying the importance of shifting from “man” to the plurality of “mortals”.
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based on radical dispossession. If we conceive the human being as a Todes-Wesen, as
a “mortal being”, rather than a “living being” (Lebewesen) —as we read in the Vier
Hefte |1 — we recognize in the essence of death the very essence of humanity, namely,
we establish it “on the basis of the dispossession in the event of appropriation”
(Heidegger 2019, 62), on the basis of the radical Enteignis that lies in the Ereignis of
the world yet to come.

Hence, poverty is in no way either the indigence of the beggar, nor the “less”
of degrowth, of the décroissance sereine (Latouche 2009). Again, poverty is not
a normative indication, Heidegger’s hint is not that everyone must become poor,
first of all, because poverty is not something that can be chosen. It would be self-
deceiving with respect to the very meaning of poverty, which is related to mortality,
to deem that poverty is a comportment or an attitude assumed on purpose, as we
read in the Schwarze Hefte (Heidegger 2018a, 36). Poverty gains a much stricter
philosophical meaning as it characterizes a specific historical condition, that is to
say, our present historical condition. “We have become poor, in order to become
rich”: such is the “dictum” by Holderlin that Heidegger comments in mid-1945,
during a conference in which poverty is pinpointed as the essential feature of our
epoch, since poverty is “the overtone of the still hidden-sheltered ownmost of the
Western people and their destiny” (Heidegger, Kalary, Schalow 2011, 8). An epoch
in which, it should be stressed, essential poverty and mortality are willfully distorted
and dressed up in the nastiest and gravest social injustices and disparity.
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