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Heidegger and Modern Technology:   
      The Setup, the Danger, and the Saving Power 

By Brent Ritzel  [Brent@siu.edu] 

INTRODUCTION 
  Heidegger’s key essay to unlocking his view on our current situation, “The Question 

Concerning Technology,” was not translated into English until a mere 30 years ago, a fact that 

appears to have primarily served to increase the debate and misunderstanding concerning 

precisely what Heidegger suggests be done in order to establish a liberating relationship to 

modern technology and its seeming hegemony over our lives. Many (e.g., Ihde, 1979; Wright, 

1984; Wolin, 1990) read Heidegger as suggesting a turn towards art as the only refuge or rescue 

from the dangers that abound in our modern technological era.  Richard Wolin for one, in his 

1990 book entitled The Politics of Being: The Political Thought of Martin Heidegger, claims that 

it is “Heidegger's solution [...] to dwell poetically” (Wolin, 1990, p. 167), as he inaccurately 

accuses Heidegger of following the “well-worn path already trod by the German romantics” 

(Wolin, 1990, p.166) in stating that Heidegger abstractly counterposes a poetic transcendence to 

overcome our modern world entrained by the rules of technical reason (Wolin, 1990, pp. 166-7).  

But Heidegger suggests no such turning back, no retreat into a poetic realm from our current 

technological stance, as technology itself is something that “will not be struck down; and it most 

certainly will not be destroyed” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 38) by any means.   

 As Heidegger notes in his “The Age of the World Picture”:  “The flight into tradition ... 

can bring about nothing in itself other than self-deception and blindness in relation to the 

historical moment”  (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 136) It is simply not Heidegger's intention to flee our 

modern age, as he understands all too well that we cannot leave technology, there is no turning 

back to better pre-technological days through poetry or the arts.  As Heidegger states in a 1969 

television interview, he is “not against technology” and never has he “spoken against 

technology,” rather he is after an understanding of the “essence of technology,” or precisely what 

it is that is going on or happening in our current technological age  (Heidegger, 1970, p. 73).  

Indeed, at the end of his essay “The Question Concerning Technology” he discusses the realm of 
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art as a place where  "... essential reflection upon technology and decisive confrontation with it 

must happen" (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 35), a realm wherein lies the possibility of a saving power 

or a solution to assist us in dealing with the dangers that lie in modern technology. But to take 

these closing remarks, these closing suggestions, and posit them as Heidegger's explicit 

statement concerning what we are to do about technology is to totally miss the point that he 

develops over nearly the entire last half of this essay:  that the solution to the problems 

surrounding technology in our modern age are not to be found only or even primarily beyond 

technology, but rather more so within technology itself.  It is precisely this thesis that this paper 

sets out to explore. 

 

THE SETUP 

 Our current situation is such that we have played an immense role in creating the 

technological world that we inhabit.  This world as encountered by us in our day-to-day 

interactions is a world that is partially the result of our projections and thus is not simply a world 

already given to us.  Indeed the structures through which we experience the world of our current 

age, our very relational mode to nature, are in part constructed by us.  These structures that form 

the basis of, and define our relation to, the world are not a reflection of nature as much as they 

are a reflection of our transaction with, knowledge of or relationship to nature.  This world, a 

technological world as setup by humans “...is the work of human transformations in the service 

of a certain form of life” (Seigfried, 1990, p. 621). In order to transform the world in this 

manner, in a way that is counter to our original experience of nature, we have to disengage 

ourselves from the world and thus step away or step back from that primal experiential mode.  In 

this movement we become distinct subjects who experience a world of separately existing 

entities “out there”, a world of objects.   

 The setup that defines the way in which we approach the world in our modern 

technological age, the framework through which we comprehend and come to know the world, is 

what Heidegger calls Ge-stell. In his rendering of “The Question Concerning Technology” 

William Lovitt translates Ge-stell  as Enframing  and notes that: 
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...the reader should be careful not to interpret the word as though it 
simply meant a framework of some sort.  Instead he should constantly 
remember that Enframing is fundamentally a calling-forth. It is a 
“challenging claim,” a demanding summons, that “gathers” so as to 
reveal. 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, 1977b, p. 19) 
 

In the context of this paper Ge-stell will be understood as setup or the setup for the purpose of 

familiarity and understandability (Seigfried, 1990, p. 626).  This setup through which the world 

is encountered in our current technological era can be understood as not arising from the way in 

which things essentially are but rather from a pragmatic basis:  our need to approach the world in 

a systematic manner which provides a framework through which answers can be extracted from 

nature to our specific questions.   

 According to Heidegger, prior to the advent of the technological perspective nature was 

listened to in the sense that it was approached haphazardly without a plan.   With the conception 

of nature as being an adversary that needed to be tamed and controlled – or as Hans Blumenberg 

claims, with the realization that God created the world not for us and thus the world was not 

setup in order to meet our needs (Blumenberg, 1983) – came the human initiative to create 

specific strategies with which to approach nature, in a sense placing demands on and challenging 

nature to fit within our manufactured constructs in order to meet our projected needs.  Our 

questioning of nature within our technological age is no longer unguided and haphazard as it was 

in the days of handwork technology (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 5), rather “[o]ur questioning of nature 

has become demanding, challenging, and utterly strategic and programmatic” (Seigfried, 1990, p. 

626).  This strategy is driven by our desire to make the objects of our experience orderable and 

controllable, which results in the exploitation of things around us, as our guided questioning 

towards nature concerns how can we use this and what purpose can this serve for us?   

 This technological setup is not to be understood as mere exploitation, simply as an 

“ordering for use” as discussed above by Lovitt.  The world of our experience is constructed in 

such a way so as to lend itself to the more efficient management of human life, as everything is 

setup according to our concerns, interests, and enjoyments.  Those things that do not matter to us 
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and that remain on the horizon out of our focus are not a part of the setup, as we are placed in 

such a position that we have to forget or conceal such items in a strictly strategic manner.  Those 

things that do not matter to us for reasons of our own serve us no purpose and therefore are not 

included within our setup of nature.   Thus in one sense the setup is based upon an underlying 

agenda to get nature to work for us in order to get what we want out of it.  But in another sense, 

we have to choose what we are to include in our purview and what we are to ignore, as the 

efficient management of human affairs requires the reductive projections of our setup according 

to that which matters to us, as everything cannot be taken into consideration in a systematic 

construction of our world. Our orientation towards the world is no longer a blind, random 

groping, as humans take the lead and create a new situation in which nature answers the 

questions of our own choosing, such that “...everything is set up for inspection in terms of human 

interests, needs and demands” (Seigfried, 1990, p. 626).   

 For Heidegger the objects that we come to know through the setup, and constantly 

ordering and restructuring framework that he describes as harboring the “essence of modern 

technology” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 25), come to presence to us or are revealed to us in a 

fundamentally different manner than when they were experienced prior to the advent of this 

technological perspective.  In this sense our understanding of what is has changed as the 

technological setup, as Steven Crowell describes it, has become “the basic way ‘what it means to 

be’ is experienced”  (Crowell, 1990, p. 427).  Heidegger describes this new fundamental 

experiential mode as an “ordering revealing” of things, an “unconcealment in accordance with 

which nature presents itself as a calculable complex of the effects of forces [that] can indeed 

permit correct determinations" (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 26).    

 Indeed our technological construction of the world provides us with a useful framework 

that allows for the production of many substantial goods, just as one can say that determinations 

made according to the setup are correct in that they increase our manageability of nature to 

degrees that were unfathomable in the past.  However, in coming to know the objects of our 

experience in this manner there is also a distinct loss, as our challenging of the world in such a 

manner puts to nature the presumptuous [Ansinnen] demand  (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 14) that it be 
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useful or rather available for our use and consumption in a very specific form: as standing-

reserve [Bestand] (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 17).   

 As noted above, in our current age nature is no longer listened to, rather it is challenged 

in the sense of being set into a specific order, which for Heidegger is the core of the essence of 

modern technology:  taking control of nature and using it to meet our ends and needs as human 

beings.  More specifically, as developed by Heidegger in detail in “The Question Concerning 

Technology,” our drive is to call everything into order as standing-reserve:  “Everywhere 

everything is ordered to stand by, to be immediately at hand, indeed to stand there just so that it 

may be on call for further ordering. Whatever is ordered about in this way has its own standing.  

We call it the standing-reserve” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 17).  It is through the setup, “... which 

demands that nature be orderable as standing-reserve” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 23), that all that we 

know, all that we encounter, all the real comes to us only in relation to its current use or its 

stockpileability as a resource.  

 For Heidegger a problem arises when we come to know all things in this manner, as mere 

resources for our current or future consumption, an orientation that persists precisely because it 

works so well for us! We get so caught up in the success of our projections onto the world, the 

constructions to which the world is subjected with their accompanying correct determinations, 

that we forget our role in the whole process, we lose sight of the very origin of the structures of 

technological reality (Seigfried, 1990, p. 625).  We come to take the objects of our technological 

perspective as the way that things actually are out there, as “pure being,” mistaking our 

projections for a world that is given to us ready-made in that manner (Seigfried, 1990, p. 623).  

Further, because of the setup that becomes obscured from our view, the subject-object relation 

“now attains to its most extreme dominance [as] both the subject and the object are sucked up as 

standing-reserves” (Heidegger, 1977c, p. 173).  In losing sight of the constructed setup as our 

creation and by reducing all that exists to mere resources for our consumption we put ourselves 

in danger according to Heidegger, a troubled position in which we forget and become trapped 

into leaving the human out of our human experience of the world. 
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THE DANGER 

 It is important to note that for Heidegger the danger that arises in the modern 

technological era is not technology itself, that “[t]here is no demonry of technology,” 

(Heidegger, 1977b, p. 28), but rather that the danger arises in the tyranny of the setup, as our 

construction comes to have a hegemony over us and in a sense locks us into conceiving and 

perceiving everything very narrowly in a one-track mind.  In his “Memorial Address,” Heidegger 

discusses the one-track mindedness of calculative thinking, the resultant cognitive perspective of 

our technological age that he fears "may someday come to be accepted and practiced as the only 

way of thinking" due to our captivation, bewitchment, dazzlement, and beguilement with the 

technological revolution and all of the goods that it has brought and will continue to supply us 

with (Heidegger, 1966, p. 56).   

 Veronique Foti discusses this danger of one-track minded thinking as being so radical 

because it only serves to obstruct and distort our whole understanding of the way in which we 

come to know the things of our experience, as this narrow perspective that blocks the nature of 

revealing from our view brings “distortions into the entire range of experience, thought, and 

action” (Foti, 1986, p. 308).  In this sense the danger lies in our failure to recognize the fact that, 

as Maren Klawiter phrases it, “ordering as standing-reserve is only one among many possible 

modes of revealing”  (Klawiter, 1990, p. 74).  Another related aspect of the danger of the modern 

technological perspective in terms of its one-track mindedness is that we come to view 

everything of our experience as mere means and we lose sight of the very ends for which the 

setup was constructed, for the more efficient management of human affairs.  As discussed by 

Heidegger in his essay “The Turning”:  “...it seems time and time again as though technology 

were a means in the hands of man” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 37).  But this of course only serves to 

further disguise and veil the danger from us, to keep that danger that lies within technology from 

our view, and for Heidegger it is precisely this disguising or concealment that “is most dangerous 

in the danger” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 37). 

 Another sense in which the danger arises due to the tyranny of the setup is that our 

pragmatically constructed projections that govern our experience of the world come to have a life 

of their own.  This happens when we are unable to transcend the realm of orderability and 
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control, when we are stuck simply obeying the setup such that “it goes into business for itself and 

turns into blind tyranny [Herrschaft],” and the real is encountered only as standing-reserve 

(Seigfried, 1990, p. 627). When we fail to see the setup as our projection onto the world, when 

this is forgotten, the setup comes to be viewed as the way things actually are and thus takes 

control, as we lose all sense of our needed role in constructing the world.  This is where the 

danger that Heidegger speaks of lies.   

 In one passage from “The Question Concerning Technology” Heidegger refers to it as 

“...the danger that man may quail at the unconcealed and may misinterpret it” (Heidegger, 

1977b, p. 26).  This is the danger that we will fail to engage ourselves with the things of our 

experience and instead create objects for our use, embodying a technological perspective such 

that we disengage and cower from that which is revealed and therefore misinterpret it. This 

misinterpretation lies in coming to view this ordering revealing as the only form of coming to 

know things and thus as the standard of all that is real, such that the setup “threatens to sweep 

man away into ordering as the supposed single way of revealing” (Heidegger, 1977b, pp. 26, 32). 

The result is the setup going into business for itself, and setting itself up as the basis of all 

standards and thus as the way things actually are.  Nietzsche echoes this sentiment in the Birth of 

Tragedy as he discusses the “profound illusion that first saw the light of the world in the person 

of Socrates: the unshakable faith that thought, using the thread of causality, can penetrate the 

deepest abysses of being, and that thought is capable not only of knowing being but even of 

correcting it” (Nietzsche, 1967, p. 95). 

 

THE CONSEQUENCES 

 The consequences of this illusion, an illusion that has been taken to a severe degree in our 

technological age, are for Heidegger far reaching and deep.  For convenience the byproducts of 

this dangerous illusion, even though they must all be understood as fundamentally interrelated, 

will be broken down into and discussed in three categories: in terms of the impact on our 

relationship to everything that is, our relationship to ourselves, and our relationship to revealing 

and truth.   
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           First of all our relation to everything that is is altered in taking that step away from the 

world and thus severing our original relation to nature as an embodied being in the world.  In 

doing this we come to take all objects as standing-reserve, as existing only in relation to our 

consumptive needs, through which, according to Heidegger, we come to posit ourselves as the 

creators of the world, the master of all that exists, as we come to believe that everything exists 

only insofar as it is our own construction.  But is this not true?  Are not the structures of the 

world, and thus the world itself, mere projections from us and through us?  Or is it as was 

discussed earlier, that we come to view our projections and constructions of the world as the way 

things actually are out there, such that we are in fact passively apprehending a world given to us 

ready-made as resources for our consumption? It is far more subtle than either of these 

conceptions, claims Heidegger.   

 For Heidegger we must resist the notions that it is all on us or that it is all on the world, 

rather it must be understood that we are in a constant transaction with the world, a feedback loop 

that is similar to that which Michael Talbot discusses in Mysticism and the New Physics:  “We 

are born in something that we make into the world. [...]  Our senses are not separate from what is 

‘out there’, but are intimately involved in a highly complex feedback process whose final result 

is to actually create what is ‘out there’” (Talbot, 1981, p. 130).  As Heidegger clarifies in his Der 

Spiegel interview:  “The world cannot be what it is or the way that it is through [us], but neither 

can it be without [us]” (Heidegger, 1976, p. 278).  In this sense, it is not merely a matter of us 

ordering the world from within, as the setup is “that challenging claim which gathers man thither 

to order the self-revealing as standing-reserve” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 19), just as it is not a 

matter of us encountering a ready-made world.            

 In treating everything as standing-reserve in this manner, we as humans are the orderers 

of the standing-reserve.  The second consequence of the danger is precisely that under the 

hegemony of the setup in our technological age, we too become objects for consumption, 

members of the never-depleting constantly stockpiled labor force (as factory workers or 

philosophy professors):  “...he comes to the point where he himself will have to be taken as 

standing-reserve” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 26).  In this sense we become yet another product of the 

ordering revealing of the setup, and our relationship to ourselves change as our essential nature 
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as autonomous beings is concealed from us, which is precisely “...the danger of the surrender of 

[our] free essence” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 32).  We thus come to know ourselves differently, and 

in fact, our existence as mere resources can reach such a degree that we come to lose all sense of 

ourselves in “... an alien world of purely technological relationships deprived of all human 

significance” (Seigfried, 1990, p. 620).   

 The third consequence of the danger is that in the process of banishing ourselves into a 

revealing which is strictly a tyrannical ordering, we drive out every other possibility of revealing.  

Thus the setup blocks or conceals a more original form of revealing, that of poiesis, the 

concealed unconcealing that “lets what presences come forth into appearance” (Heidegger, 

1977b, p. 27) without reducing it to a mere object for our use. Not only does the tyrannical setup 

conceal the bringing-forth revealing of poiesis, but it further “conceals revealing itself,” and that 

which comes to pass along with it, truth (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 27).  As Heidegger elucidates, the 

setup “...threatens man with the possibility that it could be denied to him to enter into a more 

original revealing and hence to experience the call of a more primal truth” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 

28 [emphasis added]).  Thus amidst all the successes that one experiences because of the 

overwhelming functionality of the setup, “the danger can remain that in the midst of all that is 

correct the true will withdraw” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 26 [emphasis added]).   There is indeed a 

possibility that we will lose our relation to the essence of truth. The essence of truth can come to 

be concealed from us.   

 But how can this be avoided, how can we overcome the hegemony of the setup and the 

associated ordering revealing? How do we avoid transforming all the objects of our experience 

and even ourselves into mere standing-reserve in this technological era that appears as if it is 

bent on evacuating all significance from our lives?  

 

THE SAVING POWER 

 Towards the end of “The Question Concerning Technology,” after an in-depth discussion 

of the dangers that arise from the setup that embodies the essence of modern technology, 

Heidegger offers hope in our current age of entrapment within that tyrannical ordering with the 

elucidation of a saving power.  Heidegger presents this solution or remedy to the danger 
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discussed above not as some ready-made liberating force coming from without, but rather as a 

seed that can grow precisely within the setup that puts us in that dangerous place:  “...the essence 

of technology [the setup] must harbor in itself the growth of the saving power;” and “...in 

technology's essence roots and thrives the saving power”  (Heidegger, 1977b, pp. 28, 29).   In his 

essay “The Turning,” whose title itself refers to the overcoming of or turning away from the 

danger, Heidegger goes so far as to equate the danger with the saving power, in so far as the 

danger brings this remedy from out of its hidden setup, its “concealed essence that is ever 

susceptible of turning” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 42). Thus it is through the setup, the tyrannical 

ordering that places us in peril, that we are saved from the dominating technological attitude of 

our time. But as Heidegger himself asks, “What does ‘to save’ mean?” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 

42).  Heidegger answers his own question by elucidating that to save “means to loose, to 

emancipate, to free...” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 42) ourselves from the tyrannical ordering of the 

setup:  to loosen the grips that it has in determining our relation to the world, to emancipate 

ourselves from its tyrannical rule, and to free ourselves from its reductionistic positing of 

everything as mere resource for our consumption.   

       The setup, however, is not to be understood as a matter that is imposed on us from without.  

The setup is rather a result of our own projections onto the world, a result of our own 

constructions, therefore we must look towards ourselves and towards the setup wherein lies the 

danger, because this is precisely where hope is to be found.  The first step lies precisely in 

relaxing our technological relationship to everything, to take things easy in the sense of 

diffusing the challenging claim of the setup. We save ourselves from the tyrannical ordering of 

the setup not merely by freeing ourselves from its rule but also by freeing all in our experience 

from its ordering demand.   Heidegger describes this process in his “Memorial Address”: 
 
We can use technical devices, and yet with proper use also keep ourselves 
so free of them, that we may let go of them any time.  We can use 
technical devices as they ought to be used, and also let them alone as 
something which does not affect our inner and real core.  We can affirm 
the unavoidable use of technical devices, and also deny them the right to 
dominate us, and so to warp, confuse, and lay waste our nature. 
              (Heidegger, 1966, p. 54) 



 11 

We can have technology and use the products of our technological advances without necessarily 

falling into a reductionistic technological attitude that posits everything as mere resource.  

Heidegger further discusses the relaxed comportment that accompanies this liberating approach 

as being a combination of a releasement towards things and an openness to the mystery, the latter 

of which can be understood as opening ourselves to that which eludes our grasp:  exactly what it 

is that is going on in modern technology, “the meaning hidden in technology” (Heidegger, 1966, 

p. 55).  For Heidegger it is this relaxing through releasement and openness that promises “us a 

new ground and foundation upon which we can stand and endure in the world of technology 

without being imperiled by it” (Heidegger, 1966, p. 55). 

 The saving power to be found within the danger is not to be understood as a mere passive 

relaxing of our ordering and calculative mind that requires taking a vacation from the activity of 

thought.  In fact, Heidegger makes it quite clear that the relaxing elucidated above, or the 

“releasement towards things and openness to the mystery, [...] flourish only through persistent, 

courageous thinking” (Heidegger, 1966, p. 56). In terms of the above-mentioned danger of the 

one-track mindedness of our technological perspective, the thinking that overcomes such peril 

“demands of us not to cling one-sidedly to a single idea, nor to run down a one-track course of 

ideas” (Heidegger, 1966, p. 53).  In his “Memorial Address” Heidegger refers to this form of 

thought as meditative thinking (Heidegger, 1966), while in The Principle of Reason Heidegger 

refers to it as reflective thinking (Heidegger, 1957), but in both cases this form of thought is 

contrasted with that of calculative thinking, which is precisely the logic of the setup.  Thus in 

learning to think, as Steven Crowell refers to the acquisition of meditative or reflective thought 

(Crowell, 1990, p. 428), we first come “to dwell in the realm in which there comes to pass” the 

overcoming or the surmounting of the setup (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 41). Reflective thinking lies in 

the courage to challenge our most fundamental conceptions, to call all of our basic assumptions 

and commitments, especially the most pervasive ones found in the tyrannical setup of our 

modern age, into question (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 116).  And even though Heidegger views this 

sense of reflection to be the place to which “we have long been sojourning” (Heidegger, 1977c, 

p. 180), it still remains a matter of whether or not we in fact do reflect, or more so, whether we 

can and want to reflect (Heidegger, 1957, p. 122). 
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 Through reflection we can come to take a step back from and look at the setup, viewing it 

for what it is: a strategy that was created by us and projected onto the world in order to provide 

for the more efficient management of human affairs.  Calculative thinking and the technological 

perspective need not be problematic as long as we come to realize that they are in fact 

programmatic and that we have a hand in creating this setup.  As long as we do, however, remain 

within the one-track mind of calculative thinking and fail to see that the setup is by our design, 

we remain in a dangerous position.  Thus by coming to grips with the danger through reflective 

thinking and by keeping this in mind brings to life its very remedy, as “...the power in its 

increase [...] includes holding always before our eyes the extreme danger” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 

33).  Heidegger explicitly spells this out in “The Turning” in stating that the overcoming of or the 

turning away from the danger will probably finally only come to pass “when the danger ... first 

comes expressly to light as the danger that it is” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 41).  Michael 

Zimmerman, in his book Heidegger’s Confrontation with Modernity:  Technology, Politics, Art, 

describes this as “the paradox”:  that we can be released from the grips of the setup of modern 

technology “only to the extent that we recognize that we are in its grip” (Zimmerman, 1990, p. 

220).   

 In coming to understand our role in the setup and thus in coming to understand the nature 

of the danger, we discover that we no longer have to play the pawn in the technological setup’s 

chess game, that we are in fact not “...one who is simply constrained to obey,” but rather one 

who “...becomes truly free”  (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 25).  In the same respect, in coming to save 

ourselves from the danger through reflection and seeing it for what it is, not only do we not have 

to blindly obey and push on with the setup of modern technology any longer, but we are also not 

confined to a “stultified compulsion [...] to rebel helplessly against it and curse it as the work of 

the devil”  (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 25).  Indeed there is no demonry of technology, technology 

itself is not problematic and we remain just as stuck if we try to reject it as if we mindlessly 

follow it.  If we fight or rebel against the setup of technology we are in such a position that we 

are still allowing it to dominate our being, to maintain its tyranny over us.  Reflective thinking 

allows us to see, however, that the setup is the result of a free choice, and that while it holds 

sway over us we are not necessarily compelled to approach or view the world only through the 
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lenses of this specific ever-restructuring setup.  As Seigfried phrases it, the challenge placed on 

nature and ourselves “...could then be seen as something we have a say in, and the encountering 

of the world and of ourselves in terms of the setup could be seen as a free response” (Seigfried, 

1990, p. 627). 

 Through relaxing, reflecting, and finally a realization of the danger, we can overcome the 

setup of modern technology that goes into business for itself and gets us stuck in a one-track 

calculative mindset.  Of course in doing so we also find that we overcome the three primary 

consequences of the dangerous illusion discussed above, precisely the alteration of our 

relationship to everything that is, to ourselves, and to revealing and truth.    

 First of all we overcome our reduction of everything to standing-reserve as we become 

aware that we have a role in creating the setup and that this setup, according to which we have 

been ‘forced’ to view every-thing, is just one of many of the ways that we can come to know the 

things of our experience, that the specific setup is a possibility and not a necessity.  An insight 

related to this is that in coming to understand the nature of the setup we realize that it is not just a 

matter of it either being all on us or it being all on the world.  In this sense we become cognizant 

of the fact that we are never just merely actively representing a world completely of our creation 

or passively apprehending a world given to us ready-made, but rather that our relationship to the 

world is that of a transaction.  As Heidegger discusses in “The Age of the World Picture,” when 

we transform ourselves into mere “subjectum and the world into picture” (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 

135), as we precisely do with our technological approach in which we “give the measure and 

draw up the guidelines for everything that is” (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 134), the result is our 

creation of “the gigantic” that  “becomes incalculable” and is cast as an “invisible shadow ... 

around all things” (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 135).  The realm of the incalcuable and this shadow is 

precisely that which is withdrawn from any representation or transformative projections, but 

which instead points to something that “is denied to us today to know,” which precisely is our 

truth and the truth of Being (Heidegger, 1977a, pp. 136, 154).    

 In order to attain such a “between” state that is not within either mere representing or 

mere apprehending (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 136), we must overcome ourselves as subject and the 

positing of all that is as objects (Heidegger, 1977a, p. 154), thus overriding the “most extreme 
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dominance” that the subject-object relation obtains through the tyranny of our modern 

technological setup (Heidegger, 1977c, p. 173).  For Heidegger nothing will be accomplished by 

simply dawdling about in some negation of our modern age or attempting to fall back on 

tradition, as we can only come into this open between that is the “openness-for-Being [Da-sein]” 

(Heidegger, 1977a, p. 154) through creative thinking and genuine reflection (Heidegger, 1977a, 

p. 136) 

 Secondly, but “first and above all” for Heidegger (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 39), is our 

attainment of a renewed relationship to ourselves, which he refers to as finding our “way back 

into the full breadth of the space proper to [our] essence” (Heidegger, 1977d, p. 39).  Through 

reflective meditative thought we open ourselves freely to ourselves by releasing the hold of the 

setup over our selves and our autonomy.  We no longer come to posit ourselves as mere 

resources for consumption and instead come to understand and relate to ourselves and others as 

embodied beings in the world, not as mere means but as ends in ourselves.  It is precisely this 

“saving of [our] essential nature” that is really the issue for Heidegger (Heidegger, 1966, p. 56). 

Further, the “highest dignity “ of our essential nature finds itself in the overcoming of the third 

consequence of the tyrannical setup, which precisely is our fundamental human responsibility to 

keep watch over the revealing that is the coming to presence or knowing of entities (Heidegger, 

1977b, p. 32).    

 Once we are able to transcend the realm of the calculable and orderable, a possibility that 

we often find gets blocked by the pervasive setup, the possibility arises that we are able to 

experience as our essence our “needed belonging to revealing”  (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 26), which 

is precisely to understand that revealing only takes place through us, that we are responsible for 

bringing truth into the world.  Along with experiencing our needed belonging to revealing we 

come to see that in revealing there too is always a concealing.  This is a matter of realizing that 

the setup through which we approach the world is not only one of many possibilities, but that it 

is also limited, in that it involves a strategic ignoring of that to which we are not attending, 

therefore prompting us not to forget that the concealed remains hidden precisely in order to allow 

the revealed to be brought forth as such.   
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 Relaxing from, reflecting upon, and realizing the danger of the setup of modern 

technology is precisely where the saving power, the hope of overcoming and transcending our 

current situation, lies.   But through what means can we reach this point?  How do even come to 

see this as a place where a remedy can (and must) be found?   What is it that motivates us to 

relax and reflect instead of simply remaining in the blissful ignorance of calculative thinking?   

Can we, and do we in fact want to reflect  (Heidegger, 1957, p. 122)?  Many have claimed, as 

mentioned in the Introduction, that Heidegger views our only hope as lying in a turning towards 

art and the poetic.   Heidegger ends his essay "The Question Concerning Technology" with what 

appears to be a reflection on this possibility, on the question concerning what does art have to 

offer us in overcoming the danger?   As Heidegger ponders on the last page of this essay:  

“Could it be that revealing lays claim to the arts most primally, so that they for their part may 

expressly foster the growth of the saving power, may awaken and found anew our look into that 

which grants and our trust in it?” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 35).  This question must of course be 

understood within the context of Heidegger's searching for the possibility of a more primal 

revealing than that found in our technological setup,  a way of coming to know things in a 

characteristically different way that harbors within it the saving power but yet remains hidden 

within our technological age. Indeed Heidegger discusses this possibility as lying within the 

bringing-forth yielding of poiesis, the revealing "which holds complete sway in all the fine arts" 

(Heidegger, 1977b, p. 34).   

 The experience of revealing as poiesis would surely serve to snap us out of the one-track 

mindedness that modern technology has ingrained into us, as we would come to realize that there 

are other ways to come to know the entities of our experience and more specifically, we can do 

so by yielding to them and letting them be.  Of course in understanding that there are other forms 

of revealing, especially one that puts us in touch with our essential nature, we would be able to 

take a step back from the tyrannical setup and see it as that which we have a hand in.  Further, as 

Heidegger suggests, perhaps the realm of art is that place from where we can genuinely reflect 

upon and confront what it is that is going on in modern technology (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 35).  It 

is indeed such a possibility.  But we need not leave the realm of science and technology in order 

to take such a reflective stance, as what it is that we need to relax from is not modern technology 
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itself, but rather the approach, attitude and single-mindedness that so readily accompanies the 

setup.  In fact, as has been made clear above, Heidegger realizes full well that the turning cannot 

include a turning away from the fact that we live in a world that is indebted to technological 

advances or a turning back to more simple times through the arts:  a sonnet clearly cannot replace 

a microchip.    

  The saving power is manifested through reflective meditative thinking that lies within the 

very realm from where the danger comes, as the turn begins “...when we begin to reflect by 

venturing onto the way already taken by that state of affairs which shows itself to us in the 

essence of science...” (Heidegger, 1977c, p. 181 [emphasis added]).   Coming to terms with the 

strategic and programmatic framework of modern technology can be motivated by the 

experience of that which is different from it, namely art, but we are also placed in the position of 

coming to terms with this danger precisely because of our experience of the danger itself.  In 

experiencing through technology and science the setup as that which we have a hand in, which is 

to experience our “needed belonging to revealing” (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 26) in that we are “the 

one[s] who [are] needed for the safekeeping” of revealing and truth (Heidegger, 1977b, p. 33), 

we behold the saving power.  This is precisely because ‘to save’ not only means to emancipate 

and to free ourselves from the ordering tyranny of the setup, as we must also understand that 

“that which genuinely saves is that which keeps safe, safekeeping” (Heidegger, 1977c, p. 42). 
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