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PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS
1. The necessity of a double preparation for interpreting the Platonic
dialogues.

a) Philosophical-phenomenological preparation. Method and aim of
phenomenology.

b} Historiographical-hermeneutical preparation. The basic principle of
hermeneutics: from the clear into the obscure. From Aristotle to
Plato.

¢} First indication of the theme of the Sephist. The sophist. The philos-
opher. The Being of beings.
2. Orientation toward Plato’s Seplist, with Aristotle as point of departure.
a) The theme: the Being of beings.
b} The way of access: knowledge and truth. AdfBewe.

First characteristic of difjbewo.

[

a) The meaning of the word diiBeio. AkfBeoe and Dasein.

b) Aifbere and language (Ab6yog). AAnBeir as a mode of Being of man
(Cavov Lbyov Eyov) or as a mode of life (yuy).

INTRODUCTORY PART

The Securing of 6AN8eve as the Ground of Plato’s Research info Being.
Interpretations of Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics Book VI and Book
X, Chapters 6-8; Metaphysics Book I, Chapters 1-2

Chapter One

Preparatory Survey of the Modes of ddnete (Ematiun, g,
dpdvnoe, codle, voig) (Nic. Eth. VI, 2-6)

4. The meaning of &n@etel in Aristotle for Plato’s research into Being

a) The five modes of aAndeberv (Nie. Eth. VI, 3). Ainbetetv as ground
of research into Being. AlfiBewx as the determination of the Being
of Dasein {fnBeder n yuyxd).

b) The history of the concept of truth.

The first articulation of the five modes of dhn@etewy (Nic. Eth. VI, 2).

a) The two basic modes of Liyov Exov: fmamuovicdy and hovianixdv.

b} Task and first outline of the investigation.
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§ 6. The determination of the essence of ématiun (Nic. Etir. V1, 3).
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a} The object of émotiun: beings that always are (@iSwov). Emoriun
as £Z1g of ainBeveiv. The interpretation of Being on the basis of time
(didrov, def, oddv).

b} The position of the dpy| in émonipn (Nic. Eth. VI, 3; Post. An. 1, 1)
The teachability of émomiun. Amddeiig and émoryoyr. The presup-
pasition of the apxfi.

¢) MpaZig and noinmg as the first ways of carrying out cGhnBediy.
‘Emomiun as the autonomous “mpais” of ¢ v,

. The analysis of txwn (Nic. Efh. V1, 4),

a) The object of tégvn: what is coming into being {Eabpuevav).

b) The position of the dpy7 in wyvn (Nic. Eth. V1, 4 Met, VI, 7). The
double relation of Téxvn to its cpy. Eldog and &pyov. The nopd-
character of the £pyov.

) The eibog as dpyrf of the xivnaLg of tévn as a whole (Met. VII, 7).
Ninmg and nofnome. Téxvn as ground of the interpretation of Being
through the ebog.

The analysis of spovnowg (Mic. Eth. V1, 5).

a) The object of gpévnog: Dasein itself. The determination of the tfhog
of epdynog in delimitation against the téhog of tévm. Its relation
to d@hnBeview: prior identity in gpdvnomg; difference (rupd) in wévn.

b) ®piviiong as d-AnBetew. 'Heov and Aimm. Lagpoaivn. Dpdviaig
as a struggle agamst Dasein’s inherent tendency to cover itself over.
PpivoIg as non-autonomeus GAnBevewy in the service of npdiie.

¢) The delimitation of $pivniong versus v and Emotiun. $pévioig
as (pett|. Ppiviioig as “unforgettable” conscience. Zodlo as Gper
MG

The analysis of codia (Nic. Eth. V1, 6-7).

a) The dia-noetic relation of émotiun, ppdvnog, and codia to the
dpyai (Nic. Eth. V1, 6).

b) Noti as GAnBetew of the dpyaf (Nic. Eth. VI, 7). Zogic as voie xui
EmaTiun.

¢) The further outline of the investigation. ®péwvnong and Gogia as the
highest modes of danbetew. The priority of codla T?\empnof
this priority in the patural understanding of Greek Dasein. The
phenomenology of Dasein as the hod of the investig
Bewpice clarification of the term and history of the concept.

Chapter Tuo

The Genesis of ooéla within Natural Greek Dasein (alofnos,
tuneipic, wgvn, émotiun, cogin (Met. [, 1-2)

. Introductory characterization of the investigation. Its guiding line: the

sel.{-e;cpm of Dasein itself. !E course: the five levels of elééva Its
goal: oogin as pddiora GinBeler

. The first three levels of rifévon: crmﬂnm:, epmeipioy thyvn (Met. I, 1)

a) Alsfmorg, The priority of dpév. Axotewy as a condition of learning.
Mvripn and épbvmois.
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b) Epmepice. The referential connection: as soon as-then. lts temporal

character.

¢) Téxvn, The modifications of the referential ¢ ion. The extrac-
tion of the £lfoc. li-then. Because-therefore. Téyvn and éumerpice
Kabdkov and wof’ Exaotov.

§ 12, Excursus: xo80hov and xufl’ éxagtov. The way of philosophy (espe-

cially: Met. V., 26; Top. VI, 4: Phus. L 1).

a) The manifold meanings of iov. KuBdkou as dkov aepdpuevoy (Mrt.
v, 26).

b) The mede of access as .dastin__\wv;s between xubf’ Exactov and
xabdiou. Alotnoig and Adyog. MMpoc fupds prompdepoy and
amhing yvapipdtepov. The way of philosophy {according to Tep, VI,
4 and Met. VI, 3): from m&'gv‘msmvlnmﬂblu

¢) The way of philosophy (Phys, L 1). From the xafdiou to the b’

Exaatov. Resolution of the supposed contradiction between Topics
VL 4 and Physics [, 1.

§ 13. Continuation: tégvn and émotiun (Met. I, 1), The tendency residing
in tEgvn toward an “autonomous” ematrium. The further development
of Emariun.

§ 14 Zogla (Met. 1, 2). The four essential moments of goélo (rdvr,

yodenditatcy, dxpiféotata, aimie Fvexev). Clarifying reduction of the

first three essential moments to the pdiioTo xofdiou.

§ 15. Excursus: General orientation regarding the essence of mathematics
according to Aristotle.

a) Fundamental issues in mathemaltics in general (Phys, 11, 2}, XopiGew
as the basic act of mathematics. Critique of the ywpiopdc in Plato’s
theory of Ideas.

b) The distinction betiveen geometry and arithmetic. The increasing

“abstraction” from the ¢voE dv: oyl = oboia Betds; povig =
ovoln déetos
a} Tamog and Béog (according to Plys. V, 1-5). The absolute deter-
minateness {#00r) of Torog, the relative determinateness (1pog
fuég) of Béog. The essence of tonog; limit {mépas) and possibility
(Biivaug) of the proper Being of a being.

) The genesis of geometry and arithmetic from témog. The acqui-
sition of geometrical objects by extraction of the répata (tomog)
of the poa dvra The determination of their site (88a1g). Analysis
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1) The structure of the connection of the manifold in geometry and
arithmetic; guvegés and édegic.

) The ph of co-presence as regards §0oeL Gvta (Prys.
v, 3)

BR) The structures of connection in the geometrical and the ar-
ithmetical: quvegéc and égeth

1) Consequences for the connecting of the manifold in geom-
etry and arithmetic (Cat., &),
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origin of philosophy. The tendency in Dasein itself toward pure
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7. Summary: The modes of dAnbetev as modifications of self-orienting

Dasein.
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The Question of the Priority of dpévnong or codlo as the Highest
Mode of ddmBetev (Met. [, 2, part 2; Nic, Eth. VI, 7-10, X, 6-7)

The divinity of codic and the questionableness of codin as a possibility
of man (Met. [, 2, part 2). Zogio as constant dwelling with the del.
Human Dasein as “slave” (fovin) of dvayxoio and dhiog Epovio
The priority of gogia with respect to dinbedew.

®pévnoig as the proper possibility of man, and the rejection of

apdviialg as “gopla” (Nic. Eth. V1, 7, part 2). The gravity of ¢pdvnong,
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&v T koo as object of cogin. Predelineation of ontological superi-

ority as criterion of the priority of codic.

More radical conception of ¢pdvnais (Nic. Effi. VI, 8-9).

a) ®pdvnowg as mpaxtie E6ig (Nic, Efh. V1, 8).

b) The mode of origin of ¢pivnorg and ématiun (Nic. Eth. VI, 9).
dpivnog: €L sumepiog (life experience). Mathematics: &'
aompécEme,

Exposition of the further tasks: the relation of épdvnowg and of godin

to the dpyol Zoglo: voig wol ématiun. The task of the clarification of

the Povieteston of the mode of carrying out $pdvnang,
Ebfouiic as the mode of carrying out epévnong (Nic. Eff. VI, 10).
a) The structure of the fovketeobal
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Apy and téhog of action. Edmpotic and ebPoukion
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eifovifo. The resolution (fovkr). The Povietesto as
quikoyilestal The Opbdg Aivog.
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voiig). Ael and the moment. Prospect: voig and SuoiépeoBal. Aris-
totle and Plato.
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Translators” Foreword

This book is a translation of Platon: Sophistes, which was published in 1992
as volume 19 of Heidegger's Gesamtausgabe (Collected Works). The text is
a reconstruction of the author’s lecture course delivered under the same
title at the University of Marburg in the winter semester 1924-25. The course
was devoted to an interpretation of both Plato, especially his late dialogue,
the Sophist, and Aristotle, especially Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics. It
is one of Heidegger's major works, because of its intrinsic importance as
an interpretation of ancient philosophy and also on account of its relation
to Being and Time.

The first page of Heidegger's magnum opus, Being and Time, immediately
following the table of contents, quotes a passage from Plato which Heideg-
ger uses as a motto for the entire work. Heidegger himself later stressed
that this quotation was not intended to serve as a mere decoration.' Thus
it is, on the contrary, intrinsically connected to the matter at issue in Being
and Time; it names the central, unifying matter at issue in Being and Time,
which can then be seen as a single protracted meditation revolving around
this one sentence from Plato. The sentence occurs at the heart of the Sophust,
Furthermore, Heidegger chose it as the motto precisely at the time he was
both delivering these lectures on that dialogue, in 1925, and composing
Being and Time, which was published in 1927 but was substantially complete
when presented to Husserl in manuscript form the year before, at a gath-
ering in the Black Forest to celebrate Husserl's sixty-seventh birthday
(whence the place and date on the dedication page: Todtnauberg i. Bad.
Scharzwald zum 8. April 1926). Thus Being and Time is closely connected to
this lecture course, both temporally and thematically. They are both medi-
tations on the matters at issue in the Sophist and shed light on each other,
In one of the senses in which Being and Time is a repetition, it is a repetition
of this lecture course. It is not a mere repetition, naturally, and the difference
is that in these lectures Heidegger stays closer to the text of Plato and
approaches the problematic in Platonic terms, while in the repetition he
engages in the ontological problem by taking a more thematically deter-
mined route, namely, the path of a hermeneutical analysis of Dasein (human

1. Martin Heldegger, Kanl und das Problem der Metaphysik, hrsg. F-W. von Herrmann (GA
3), Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1991, p. 239. English translations: of the 1973 edition by Richard
Taft, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990, p. 163;
and of the 1950 edition by James Churchill, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, p. 245.



xxvi Translators’ Foreword

being insofar as it is the place where Being reveals itself). These lectures
then show what Heidegger always claimed, namely, that the hermeneutic
of Dasein has its roots in the philosophical tradition and is not a viewpoint
foisted dogmatically on the problem of Being.

Heidegger devoted the first part of his lecture course on the Sophist to a
preparation for reading Plato. This part, amounting to a full-length treatise
in itself, is an interpretation of Aristotle. It is one of Heidegger's major
interpretations of Aristotle and his only extended commentary on Book VI
(the discussion of the so-called intellectual virtues) of the Nicomachean Eth-
ics. Heidegger uses Aristotle to approach Plato, rather than the other way
around, which would be chronologically correct, because of his view that
as a principle of hermeneutics we must go from the clear to the obscure.
For Heidegger, Aristotle is the only path to Plato, because Aristotle prepares
the ground for our understanding of Plato’s ontological research, specific-
ally by making explicit what is only implicit in Plato, namely, the link
between truth (understood as disclosedness) and Being.

The actual interpretation of the Sophist is unique among Heidegger’s
works in being so extensively devoted to a single dialogue. Heidegger slowly
and painstakingly interprets the text, practically line by line. The interpreta-
tion is quintessential Heidegger, displaying his trademark original approach
to Greek philosophy, one which created such a sensation among his students.
The contemporary reader is invited to participate in Heidegger's venture, as
were the original auditors of his courses, and can now see what caused the
sensation and make his or her own judgment on it

The theme of Plato’s Sophist, mirrored in a remarkable number of ways—
for instance in the seemingly extraneous search for the definition of the
sophist—is the relation of Being and non-being, and the central concern is
to challenge Parmenides’ view that non-beings in no way are. Heidegger's
interpretation of this dialogue lies, accordingly, at the center of his own
thinking, for these are fundamental themes of his philosophy as well: Being
in distinction to beings, to non-beings, to falsity, to appearance. For Hei-
degger, and, as he shows, for Plato too, these are not simple oppositions;
instead, they have something in common. This commonality or S0vopuig
kowviag (“potential for sharing”) is a thread of Ariadne to the entire
ontological problematic, and Heidegger nowhere focuses on it as intensely
as he does here.

In form, the book is practically a running commentary; Greek citation
and Heidegger's interpretation leapfrog one another down every page. In
almost all cases, Heidegger himself translates the citations or at least trans-
lates those portions he wishes to draw out, although these translations are
often paraphrases and are not always put in quotation marks. Readers with
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little or no knowledge of Greek can then be confident that they are following
the main train of thought. In addition to these citations, almost every
sentence in the book incorporates isolated Greek terms and phrases Hei-
degger often does not render into German. For these, | have prepared an
extensive glossary, which can be found at the end of the book. This glossary
can hardly substitute for Heidegger's nuanced understanding of the con-
cepts of Greek philosophy as this understanding emerges in the course of
the lectures. I offer it merely to provide a general orientation. Its use, of
course, does presuppose some familiarity with ancient Greek, since not
every form of the words on the list could be included.

Instead of a glossary of German terms, | have, when I thought it necessary
to indicate that the translation misses some nuance, interpolated the Ger-
man words directly info the text, placing them within square brackets ([ ]).
These brackets have been reserved throughout the book for translators’
insertions, and all footnotes stemming from the translators are marked
“Trans.” For the convenience of those wishing to correlate our translation
with the original, the German pagination is given in the running heads.

My collaborator, mentor, and friend, André Schuwer, passed away before
this translation was complete. He was a Franciscan friar who chose as his
personal device the Biblical ideal: Esto perfectus. 1 could almost hear him
reprove me with that as 1 carried on this work, which [ dedicate to his
memory.

Richard Rojeewicz

Point Park College
Pittsburgh






In memaoriam
Paul Natorp

A lecture course on Plato today in Marburg is obliged to call up the memory
of Paul Natorp, who passed away during the recent holidays. His last
activity as a teacher at our university was a seminar on Plato in the previous
summer semester. These exercises were for him a new approach to a revi-
sion of his work on “Plato’s Theory of Ideas.”" This book has had a decisive
influence on the Plato scholarship of the last twenty years. The outstanding
feature of the work is the level of philosophical understanding it strives for
and actually carries out with unprecedented narrow focus. This “narrow-
ness” is not meant as a reproach; on the contrary, it indicates just how
intensely penetrating the book is. It provided a sharp awareness of the fact
that a thorough acquaintance with the material is not sufficient for a genu-
ine understanding and that the latter cannot be realized by means of aver-
age philosophical information, randomly acquired. The best testimonial to
the work is the fact that it met with opposition, i.e, it compelled reflection.
But its level of understanding has not been equaled.

The history of the origin of the book is telling. Natorp wanted to work
out a text, with commentary, of the single dialogue Parmenides, and the
book presents the preparation for it. The hermeneutic situation, or rather
its foundation, was marked by Kant and the Marburg School, i.e., by epis-
temology and theory of science. In accord with his basic philosophical
orientation, Natorp considered the history of Greek philosophy in the per-
spective and within the limits of the epistemologically oriented Neo-Kant-
ianism of the Marburg School. Accordingly, he took a critical position
against Aristotle, who represented realism, as well as against the appropri-
ation of Aristotle in the Middle Ages, which was dogmatism. Yet this by
no means derived from an inadequate knowledge of Aristotle. On the
contrary, Natorp anticipated results we are attaining only today. Natorp's
studies on Greek philosophy are the following: “Thema und Disposition der
aristotelischen Metaphysik,” 1888; " Aristoteles: Metaphysik K 1-8," 1888; “ Aris-
toteles und dic Eleaten,” 1890; “Die ethischen Fragmente des Demokrit, Text und

L. P. Natorp, Platos Idernlehre: Eine Emfilrung i dem [dealismus, Leipzig, 1903, Zweite,
durchges. um einen metakritischen Anhang (Logos-Psyche-Eros, pp. 457-513) vermehrte
Ausgabe, Leipzig, 1921,



2 Plata’s Sophist

Untersuchungen,” 1893; “Forschungen zur Geschichte des Erkenntnisproblems
im Altertum,” 1884.°

Furthermore, the hermeneutic situation was marked by the fact that,
within the compass of Neo-Kantianism, Natorp raised on the basis of the
philosophy of Kant the most acute questioning with regard to a universal
science of consciousness. His special position and his special merit within
the Marburg School consist in the fact that he raised the question of psy-
chology within Neo-Kantianism for the first time, i.e., the question of how
it might be possible to integrate into philosophy the natural scientific psy-
chology then prevailing. His works in this field are the following: “Einleit-
ung in die Psychologie nach kritischer Methode,” 1888; “Allgemeine Psychologie
mach kritischer Methode,” 19127 He took his orientation from Descartes,
whose epistemology he had written about: “Descartes’ Erkenntnistheorie,”
18824

Natorp raised in his psychology the problem of consciousness, i.e., he
questioned the method by which consciousness itself comes into question
as the foundation of philosophical research. The question of consciousness
as the foundation of philosophy was then, as we said, essentially dominated
by the natural scientific mode of questioning; at the same time, however,
it was given direction by Brentano’s Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt.®
The new edition of Natorp's Psychologie, which appeared in 1912,° is espe-
cially valuable on account of the two critical appendices, in which he comes
to terms with the philosophical investigations of his contemporaries.

Natorp was the one who was best prepared to discuss Husserl. This is
demonstrated by his works “Zur Frage der logischen Methode,”” 1901, where
he takes up Husserl's Logische Untersuchungen, Erster Band: Prolegomena zur

2P Natorp, “Thema und Disposition der aristolelischen Metaphysik,” in Philosophische
Monatshefte, Bd_ 24, 1888, Teil I, pp. 37-65; Teil IL, pp. 540-574.

F. MNatorp, “Llcber Aristoteles” Metaphysik, K1-8, 1063226, in Archiv filr Geschichte der Philosoplie,
Bd. I, Heft 2, 1888, pp. 178-193,

P. Natorp, "Aristoteles und die Eleaten,” in Philosophische Monatshefte, Bd. 26, 1890, Teil I, pp.
1-16; Teil IL pp. 147-169.

P. Natorp, Die Ethika des Demokritos, Text tnd Untersuchtmgen, Marburg, 1893.

P. Natarp, Forschungen zur Geschichte des Erdemmninisproblems im Altertum: Protagoras, Demokrit,
Epikur und die Skepsts, Berlin, 1854

3. P. Natorp, Einleitung in die Paychologie mach kritischer Methode, Freiburg i. Br., 1888,

P. Natorp, Allgemeine Peychologie much kritischer Methode, Erstes Buch: Objekt und Methode der
Psychologie, Tibingen, 1912,

4. P. Matorp, Descartes” Erkenntnifitheorie: Eine Studie zur Vorgeschichle des Kriticisnius, Mar-

1852

5. F. Brentano, Psychologic vom empirischen Standpunkt. In zwei Bénden. Band 1, Leipzig, 1874.

F. Brentano, Vi der Klassifikation der psycirischen Phinomene. Newe, durch Nachtrige stark vermelerle
Ausgabe der betreffenden Kapitel der Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunidt, Leipzig, 1911.

6. CE. note 3, second listing,

7. P. Natorp, “Zur Frage der logischen Methode. Mit Beziehung auf Edm. Husserls “Prolegomena
zur reinen Logik” (Logtsche Untersuchungen, Tedl 10" in Kantstudien, 6, H. 2/3, 1901, pp. 270-283.
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reinen Logik, and furthermore by his “Husserls Ideen zu eimer reinen Phino-
menologie,”® which was published in 1914 and again in 1918, where he treats
Husserl’s Ideen. Natorp's instigations were determinative for Husserl him-
self.

The expanse of Natorp’s field of work is visible in the following. As a
rule, the Marburg School was oriented toward epistemology. For Natorp,
however, essentially different themes were alive in the background: social
philosophy and pedagogy and, ultimately, the philosophy of religion as
well, which latter was the concern of his first publication and of his very
last days. Thus his first publication, his first work” as a doctor of philosophy,
concerned the relation of theoretical and practical knowledge with respect
to the foundation of a non-empirical reality. There followed the time of his
work with Cohen. To appreciate Natorp's scientific merit, we must locate
his work back into the last two decades of the nineteenth century; at that
time everyone did not yet have a philosophical interest. That today we can
go beyond Kant is possible only because we were first forced back to him
by the Marburg School. The mission of the Marburg School was on the one
hand to uphold and resume the tradition and on the other hand to cultivate
the rigor of conceptual thought. At the same time, we must locate the
scientific work of the Marburg School, e.g., Cohen's Theorie der Erfahirung,"”
back into its era, when Brentano wrote his Psychologie vom empirischen
Standpunkt and Dilthey his Das Leben Schleiermachers." It was starting from
these three books and standpoints that more recent philosophy, contempo-
rary philosophy, developed. It is the peculiar characteristic of the Marburg
School to have attained the most acute questioning and to have developed
the keenest conceptualization. We do not wish to come to a decision here
on the question of its truth or falsity. Perhaps that is even a mistaken
question.

Natorp was one of the few and one of the first, indeed perhaps the only
one among German professors, who more than ten years ago understood
what the young people of Germany wanted when in the fall of 1913 they
gathered at Hohen MeiBner and pledged to form their lives out of inner
truthfulness and self-responsibility. Many of these best have fallen. But
whoever has eves to see knows that today our Dasein is slowly being
transposed upon new foundations and that young people have their part

8. P.Natorp, " Husserls [deen zu etner retnen Phinomenologie,” in Die Gerstesuissenschafien, Jahrg,
1,1913-14, pp. 420426, 448-451; reprinted in Logos, Bd. VII, 1917-18, H. 3, pp. 224-246.

9.P. Natorp, “Uber das Verhiltnif des theoretischen und praktischen Erkennens zur
Begriindung einer nichtempirischen Realitat. Mit Bezug auf: W. Herrmann, Die Religion im
Verhiltnif zum Welterkennen und zur Sittlichkeit,” in Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie wrd
philosophische Kritik, Jg. 79, 1881, pp. 242-259.

10. H. Cohen, Kants Theorie der Erfalrung, Berlin, 1871, 2., neubearbeitete Auflage, Berlin, 1885,

11. W. Dilthey, Leten Schleiermachers. Erster Band, Berlin, 1870,
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to play in this task. Natorp understood them, and so they are the best ones
to preserve his memory. It is difficult for us to take up the heritage of his
spirit and to work with the same impartiality and thoroughness. Even in
the last weeks of his life he was attacked very sharply and most unjustly.
His response was, “1 will keep silent.” He could keep silent; he was one of
those men with whom one could walk in silence. The thoroughness and
expanse of his real knowledge can no longer be found today. His genuine
understanding of Greek philosophy taught him that even today there is
still no cause to be especially proud of the progress of philosophy.



PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

§1. The necessity of a double preparation for
interpreting the Platonic dialogues.

Owr lectures will make it their task to interpret two of Plato’s late dialogues.’
The reason for restricting the interpretation to these two dialogues is that
their thematic content requires an especially penetrating understanding.
The appropriation of the issues we are about to broach must be carried out
in such a way that they are brought home to us constantly anew. Being and
non-being, truth and semblance, knowledge and opinion, concept and as-
sertion, value and non-value, are basic concepts, ones which everyone
understands at first hearing, as it were. We feel they are obvious; there is
nothing further to be determined about them. The interpretation of the two
dialogues is to make us familiar with what these concepts really mean. A
double preparation will be required:

1) an orientation concerning how such peculiar objects as Being and
non-being, truth and semblance, become visible at all: where things like that
are to be sought in the first place, in order then to be able to deal with them;

1) a preparation in the sense that we grasp in the right way the past
which we encounter in Plato, so that we do not interpret into it arbitrary
viewpoints and foist upon it arbitrary considerations.

The double preparation thus comprises an orientation concerning, on the
one hand, the character of the objects to be dealt with and, on the other
hand, the ground out of which we attain the historical past.

As to the first, we can let a consideration of the method and aim of
phenomenology serve as the preparation. This consideration should be
taken merely as an initial brief indication. It is indeed our intention, in the
course of the lectures and within a discussion of the concepts, to introduce
ourselves gradually into this kind of research—precisely by taking up the
matters at issue themselves.

a) Philosophical-phenomenological preparation. Method
and aim of phenomenology.

The expression “phenomenology” is easily the most appropriate to make
clear what is involved here. Phenomenology means gonvopevov: that which

L. Heidegger is referring to the dialogues Sophis! and Philebus. In this course only the
interpretation of the Sophis! was actually worked out.
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shows itself, and Afyewv: to speak about. As so determined, however, phe-
nomenology could be identified with any given science. Even botany de-
scribes what shows itself. The phenomenclogical way of consideration is
distinguished by the determinate respect in which it posits the beings that
show themselves and in which it pursues them. The primary respect is the
question of the Being of these beings. We shall henceforth call what shows
itself the “phenomenon.” This expression must not be confused with what
is denoted by “appearance” or “semblance.” “Phenomena” designates be-
ings as they show themselves in the various possibilities of their becoming
disclosed. This type of consideration, which is at bottom an obvious one,
is not a mere technical device but is alive in every originally philosophizing
work. Thus we can learn it precisely from the simple and original consid-
erations of the Greeks. In the present era, the phenomenological mode of
thought was adopted explicitly for the first time in Husserl's Logical [nves-
tigations. These investigations have as their theme specific phenomena out
of the domain of what we call consciousness or lived experience. They
describe specific types of lived experience, acts of knowledge, of judgment;
they question how these really appear, how their structure is to be deter-
mined. That consciousness and lived experience were the first themes is
founded in the times, ie, in history. Of importance here was descriptive
psychology and, above all, Dilthey. In order to establish something about
knowledge, about the various acts of lived experience, etc., one must un-
derstand how these phenomena appear. That entails a whole chain of
difficulties. Yet what is most difficult to master here resides in the fact that
all these regions already trail behind themselves a rich history of research,
with the consequence that their objects cannot be approached freely but
instead come into view in each case through already determined perspec-
tives and modes of questioning. Hence the necessity of constant criticism
and cross-checking. The Platonic dialogues, in the life of speech and
counter-speech, are particularly suited to carry out such criticism and cross-
checking. We will not discuss the further course of development of the
phenomenological movement in philosophy. What is decisive is that phe-
nomenology has once again made it possible, in the field of philosophy, to
raise questions, and to answer them, scientifically. Whether phenomenol-
ogy solves all the questions of philosophy is not yet decided thereby. If it
understands itself and the times correctly, it will restrict itself at the outset
to the work of bringing into view for the first time the matters at issue and
providing an understanding of them.

Now an introduction into phenomenology does not take place by reading
phenomenological literature and noting what is established therein. What
is required is not a knowledge of positions and opinions. In that way
phenomenology would be misunderstood from the very outset. Rather,
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concrete work on the matters themselves must be the way to gain an
understanding of phenomenology. It would be idle to go back over phe-
nomenological trends and issues; instead, what counts is to bring oneself
into position to see phenomenologically in the very work of discussing the
matters at issue. Once an understanding of these is gained, then phenom-
enology may very well disappear. Our lectures do not intend to train you
to be phenomenologists; on the contrary, the authentic task of a lecture
course in philosophy at a university is to lead you to an inner understanding
of scientific questioning within your own respective fields. Only in this way
is the question of science and life brought to a decision, namely by first
learning the movement of scientific work and, thereby, the true inner sense
of scientific existence.

Let us now proceed to the second point of our preparation, namely the
correct grasp of the historical past we encounter in Plato.

b) Historiographical-hermeneutical preparation. The basic
principle of hermeneutics: from the clear into the obscure.
From Aristotle to Plato.

This past, to which our lectures are seeking access, is nothing detached
from us, lying far away. On the contrary, we are this past itself. And we are
it not insofar as we explicitly cultivate the tradition and become friends of
classical antiquity, but, instead, our philosophy and science live on these
foundations, i.e., those of Greek philosophy, and do so to such an extent
that we are no longer conscious of it: the foundations have become obvious.
Precisely in what we no longer see, in what has become an evervday matter,
something is at work that was once the object of the greatest spiritual
exertions ever undertaken in Western history. The goal of our interpretation
of the Platonic dialogues is to take what has become obvious and make it
transparent in these foundations. To understand history cannot mean any-
thing else than to understand ourselves—not in the sense that we might
establish various things about ourselves, but that we experience what we
ought to be. To appropriate a past means to come to know oneself as
indebted to that past. The authentic possibility to be history itself resides in
this, that philosophy discover it is guilty of an omission, a neglect, if it
believes it can begin anew, make things easy for itself, and let itself be stirred
by just any random philosopher. But if this is true, ie., if history means
something such as this for spiritual existence, the difficulty of the task of
understanding the past is increased. If we wish to penetrate into the actual
philosophical work of Plato we must be guaranteed that right from the start
we are taking the correct path of access. But that would mean coming across
something that precisely does not simply lie there before us. Therefore, we
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need a guiding line. Previously it was usual to interpret the Platonic phi-
losophy by proceeding from Socrates and the Presocratics to Plato. We wish
to strike out in the opposite direction, from Aristotle back to Plato. This
way is not unprecedented. It follows the old principle of hermeneutics,
namely that interpretation should proceed from the clear into the obscure.
We will presuppose that Aristotle understood Plato. Even those who have
only a rough acquaintance with Aristotle will see from the level of his work
that it is no bold assertion to maintain that Aristotle understood Plato. No
more than it is to say in general on the question of understanding that the
later ones always understand their predecessors better than the predeces-
sors understood themselves. Precisely here lies the element of creative
research, that in what is most decisive this research does not understand
itself. If we wish to penetrate into the Platonic philosophy, we will do so
with Aristotle as the guiding line. That implies no value judgment on Plato.
What Aristotle said is what Plato placed at his disposal, only it is said more
radically and developed more scientifically. Aristotle should thus prepare
us for Plato, point us in the direction of the characteristic questioning of
the two Platonic dialogues Sophist and Philebus. And this preparation will
consist in the question of Adyog as dAnBedey in the various domains of Gv
and dei as well as of the évaéyeton dhime?

Now because Aristotle was not followed by anyone greater, we are forced
to leap into his own philosophical work in order to gain an orientation.
Our lectures can indicate this orientation only in a schematic way and
within the limits of basic questions.

Plato will be cited following the edition of Henricus Stephanus of 1519;
in all modern editions the numbers of these pages and columns are included.
We will restrict our interpretation to the two dialogues Sophist and Philebus.’
In order to clarify more difficult questions we will refer to the dialogue
Parmenides for ontology and Theaetetus for the phenomenology of cognition.

c) First indication of the theme of the Sophist. The sophist.
The philosopher. The Being of beings.

In the Sophist, Plato considers human Dasein in one of its most extreme
possibilities, namely philosophical existence. Specifically, Plato shows in-
directly what the philosopher is by displaying what the sophist is. And he
does not show this by setting up an empty program, i.e., by sayving what
one would have to do to be a philosopher, but he shows it by actually
philosophizing. For one can say concretely what the sophist is as the au-

2. Aristotle, Nic. Ebr V1, 2, 113986, and 3, 11395204
3. See p. 5, note 1
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thentic non-philosopher only by actually living in philosophy. Thus it hap-
pens that this dialogue manifests a peculiar intertwining. Precisely on the
path of a reflection on the Being of beings, Plato attains the correct ground
for interpreting the sophist in his Being. Accordingly, our first orientation
toward Aristotle will focus on what he says about beings and Being,.

§2. Orientation toward Plato’s Sophist,
with Aristotle as point of departure,

a) The theme: the Being of beings.

At first, beings are taken wholly indeterminately, and specifically as the
beings of the world in which Dasein is and as the beings which are them-
selves Dasein. These beings are at first disclosed only within a certain
circuit. Man lives in his surrounding world, which is disclosed only within
certain limits. Qut of this natural orientation in his world, something like
science arises for him, which is an articulation of Dasein’s world, and of
Dasein itself, in determinate respects. Yet what is most proximally there is
not yet known in the sense of a cognition; instead, consciousness has a
determined view about it, a 6%, which perceives the world as it for the
most part appears and shows itself, Soxel. In this way certain views are
initially formed in natural Dasein, opinions about life and its meaning. Both
the sophist and the orator move in them. Yet insofar as scientific research
gets underway from this natural Dasein, it must precisely penetrate through
these opinions, these preliminary determinations, seek a way to the matters
themselves, so that these become more determinate, and on that basis gain
the appropriate concepts. For everyday Dasein this is not an obvious course
to pursue, and it is difficult for everyday Dasein to capture beings in their
Being—even for a people like the Greeks, whose daily life revolved around
language. The Sophist—and every dialogue—shows Plato underway. They
show him breaking through truisms and coming to a genuine understand-
ing of the phenomena; and at the same time they manifest where Plato had
to stand still and could not penetrate.

In order to be able to watch Plato at work and to repeat this work
correctly, the proper standpoint is needed. We will look for information
from Aristotle about which beings he himself, and hence Plato and the
Greeks, had in view and what were for them the ways of access to these
beings. In this fashion we put ourselves, following Aristotle, into the correct
attitude, the correct way of seeing, for an inquiry into beings and their
Being. Only if we have a first orientation about that do we make it possible
to transpose ourselves into the correct manner of considering a Platonic
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dialogue and, once having been transposed, to follow it in each of its steps.
The interpretation has no other task than to discuss the dialogue still once
more as originally as possible.

b) The way of access: knowledge and truth. ALriBeic.

Usually knowledge refers to a way of access and a way of relating which
disclose beings as such and such and take possession of what is thus
disclosed. The knowledge that discloses beings is “true.” Knowledge which
has grasped beings expresses itself and settles itself in a proposition, an
assertion. We call such an assertion a truth. The concept of truth, i.e, the
phenomenon of truth, as it has been determined by the Greeks, will hence
provide information about what knowledge is for the Greeks and what it
is “in its relation” to beings. For presumably the Greeks have conceptually
analyzed the concept of “truth” as a “property” of knowledge and have
done so with regard to the knowledge that was alive in their Dasein. We
do not want to survey the history of Greek logic but are seeking instead an
orientation at the place within Greek logic where the determination of truth
reached its culmination, i.e., in Aristotle.

From the tradition of logic, as it is still alive today, we know that truth
is determined explicitly with reference to Anstotle. Anistotle was the first
to emphasize: truth is a judgment; the determinations true or false primarily
apply to judgments. Truth is “judgmental truth.” We will see later to what
extent this determination is in a sense correct, though superficial: on the
basis of “judgmental truth” the phenomenon of truth will be discussed and
founded.

§3. First characteristic of dABe1o
a) The meaning of the word dhriBewr. AlfiBeia and Dasein,

The Greeks have a characteristic expression for truth: @Af8eia. The @ is an
a-privative. Thus they have a negative expression for something we un-
derstand positively. “Truth” has for the Greeks the same negative sense as
has, e.g., our “imperfection.” This expression is not purely and simply
negative but is negative in a particular way. That which we designate as
imperfect does not have nothing at all to do with perfection; on the contrary,
it is precisely oriented toward it in relation to perfection it is not all that it
could be. This type of negation is a quite peculiar one. It is often hidden in
words and meanings: an example is the word “blind,” which is also a
negative expression. Blind means not to be able to see; but only that which
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can see can be blind. Only what can speak can be silent. Hence the imperfect
is that which has in its Being a definite orientation toward perfection.
“Imperfect” means that that of which it is predicated does not have the
perfection it could have, should have, and is desired to have. With regard
to perfection something is lacking, something has been taken away, stolen
from it—privare, as the a-"privative” says. Truth, which for us is something
positive, is for the Greeks negative as cAnjfewn; and falsehood, which for
us is something negative, is positively expressed by them as yetdog.
AhrjBeia means: to be hidden no longer, to be uncovered. This privative
expression indicates that the Greeks had some understanding of the fact
that the uncoveredness of the world must be wrested, that it is initially and
for the most part not available. The world is primarily, if not completely,
concealed; disclosive knowledge does not at first thrust itself forward; the
world is disclosed only in the immediate circle of the surrounding world,
insofar as natural needs require. And precisely that which in natural con-
sciousness was, within certain limits, perhaps originally disclosed becomes
largely covered up again and distorted by speech. Opinions rigidify them-
selves in concepts and propositions; they become truisms which are re-
peated over and over, with the consequence that what was originally
disclosed comes to be covered up again. Thus everyday Dasein moves in
a double coveredness: initially in mere ignorance and then in a much more
dangerous coveredness, insofar as idle talk turns what has been uncovered
into untruth. With regard to this double coveredness, a philosophy faces
the tasks, on the one hand, of breaking through for the first time to the
matters themselves (the positive task) and, on the other hand, of taking up
at the same time the battle against idle talk. Both of these intentions are the
genuine impulses of the spiritual work of Socrates, Plato, and Anstotle.
Their struggle against rhetoric and sophistry bears witness to it. The trans-
parency of Greek philosophy was hence not acquired in the so-called se-
renity of Greek Dasein, as if it was bestowed on the Greeks in their sleep,
A closer consideration of their work shows precisely what exertion was
required to cut through idle talk and penetrate to Being itself. And that
means that we must not expect to get hold of the matters themselves with
less effort, especially since we are burdened by a rich and intricate tradition.

Unconcealedness is a determination of beings—insofar as they are en-
countered. AATiBewx does not belong to Being in the sense that Being could
not be without unconcealedness. For nature is there at hand even before it
is disclosed. AlriBe1a is a peculiar character of the Being of beings insofar
as beings stand in relation to a regard aimed at them, to a disclosure
circumspecting them, to a knowing. On the other hand, the @inBég is
certainly both in v and is a character of Being itself, and specifically insofar
as Being = presence and the latter is appropriated in Adyog and "is” in it.
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Disclosure, however, in relation to which there is dhrfiBeiw, is itself a mode
of Being, and indeed not of the beings which are first disclosed—those of
the world—but, instead, of the beings we call human Dasein. Insofar as
disclosure and knowledge have for the Greeks the goal of dinibeiwa, the
Greeks designate them as danBevew, ie., designate them in terms of what
is achieved in them, diféeice We do not intend to translate this word,
aAnBevewy. It means to be disclosing, to remove the world from concealed-
ness and coveredness. And that is a mode of Being of human Dasein.

It appears first of all in speaking, in speaking with one another, in AEyewv.

b) Akrifeix and language (Adyoc). Adribelx as a mode of
Being of man (C@ov AGyov £gov) or as a mode of life (yruyr).

Thus dAnbedev shows itself most immediately in Afyawv. Aéyewv (“to
speak”) is what most basically constitutes human Dasein. In speaking,
Dasein expresses itself—by speaking about something, about the world.
This Aéyewv was for the Greeks so preponderant and such an everyday affair
that they acquired their definition of man in relation to, and on the basis
of, this phenomenon and thereby determined man as (@ov Abyov Exov.
Connected with this definition is that of man as the being which calculates,
apifueav. Calculating does not here mean counting but to count on some-
thing, to be designing; it is only on the basis of this original sense of
calculating that number developed.

Aristotle determined idyoc (which later on was called enuntiatio and
judgment), in its basic function, as dnddavorg, as drodaiveabon, as dniotv.
The modes in which it is carried out are kotddome and drndeame, affir-
mation and denial, which were later designated as positive and negative
judgments. Even dandgacic, the denial of a determination, is an uncovering
which lets something be seen. For | can only deny a thing a determination
insofar as [ exhibit that thing. In all these modes of speaking, speech, ddvea,
is a mode of the Being of life. As vocalization, speaking is not mere noise,
yogog, but i1s a widog onuaviikis, a noise that signifies something; it is
devr and épunveio: | 88 pwvi wigos tig Eoniv Euyuyou (De An, B, B,
420b5ff.), “The o] is a noise that pertains essentially only to a living
being.” Only animals can produce sounds. The yuy1j is the ovoia Cofg, it
constitutes the proper Being of something alive. Aristotle determines the
essence of the soul ontologically in the same book of the De Anima: ) yuyt
goniv EvieAgyewn 1) mpwTn odpetog duokot duvauer Loy Epoviog (B, 1,
412a27ff.). “The soul is what constitutes the proper presence of a living
being, of a being which, according to possibility, is alive.” In this definition,
life is simultaneously defined as movement. We are used to attributing
movement to the phenomenon of life. But movement is not understood
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here merely as motion from a place, local motion, but as any sort of move-
ment, i.e., as petafoiry, as the coming to presence of some alteration. Thus
every npagig, every Voely, is a movement.

Speaking is hence ¢wvrj, a vocalizing which contains a épunveio, ie.,
which says something understandable about the world. And as this vocal-
izing, speaking is a mode of Being of what is alive, a mode of the yuyn.
Aristotle conceives this mode of Being as dAn8evewv. In this way, human
life in its Being, yuy, is speaking, interpreting, i.e., it is a carrying out of
aAnBevewv. Aristotle did not only, in the De Anima, found this state of affairs
ontologically, but, for the first time and before all else, he saw and inter-
preted on that ground the multiplicity of the phenomena, the multiplicity
of the various possibilities of dAnBetelv. The interpretation is accomplished
in the sixth book of Nicomachean Ethics, chapters 2-6, 1138b35ff.

Accordingly, let us proceed to our interpretation of the sixth book of the
Nicomachean Ethics. We will also refer to other writings of Aristotle,
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The Securing of dhrifewa as the Ground of
Plato’s Research into Being
Interpretations of Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics Book V1 and
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Chapter One

Preparatory Survey of the Modes of dAngedewy (Emotiiun,
yvn, opdvnaig, oodia, voug) (Nic. Eth. V1, 2-8)

§4. The meaning of GlnBelew in Aristotle for
Plato’s rescarch into Bemg.

a) The five modes of diinBetewy (Nic. Eth. VI, 3). AlnBevev
as ground of research into Being. ALriBeicc as the
determination of the Being of Dasein {dinBeder 1 yupih

Aristotle introduces the actual investigation (V1, 3, 1139b15ff.) with a pro-
grammatic enumeration of the modes of @lnBeteiv: Eotw & oig dhnbeder
M W) TO Keetegavon T droddvo, TEVTE TOv apBpdy: tobtoe §'éotiv Evn
émomiun opdwmorg codio voie: Umolfwer yap xol 86ER EvBéyeTon
dieyebdecan. “Hence there are five ways human Dasein discloses beings
in affirmation and denial. And these are: know-how (in taking care, ma-
nipulating, producing), science, circumspection (insight), understanding,
and perceptual discemment.” As an appendix, Aristotle adds Unéinyne, to
deem, to take something as something, and 86Ea, view, opinion. These two
modes of dAnBelev characterize human Dasein in its évBégeton: evbéxetan
doyeidecBay; insofar as human Dasein moves in them, "it can be de-
ceived.” AGEa is not false without further ado; it can be false, it can distort
beings, it can thrust itself ahead of them. Now all these diverse modes of
dAnBevelv stand connected to Abyog all, with the exception of voug, are
here perd Adyou; there is no circumspection, no understanding, which
would not be a speaking. Téxwn is know-how in taking care, manipulating,
and producing, which can develop in different degrees, as for example with
the shoemaker and the tailor; it is not the manipulating and producing itself
but is a mode of knowledge, precisely the know-how which guides the
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noinme. Emotiun is the title for what we call science, ®pdvnaoig is circum-
spection (insight), oo¢ia is genuine understanding, and voig is a discern-
ment that discerns by way of perception. Notiv had emerged already at
the decisive beginning of Greek philosophy, where the destiny of Greek
and Western philosophy was decided, namely in Parmenides: discerning
and what is discerned are the same,

If we apply ourselves to what Aristotle says about the modes of disclo-
sure, then we acquire:

1. an orientation regarding the possible ways open to Greek Dasein to
experience and interrogate the beings of the world,

2. a preview of the diverse regions of Being which are disclosed in the
various modes of @inBelev as well as a preview of the characteristic
determinations of their Being, and

3. a first understanding of the limits within which Greek research moved.

With this threefold acquisition we will secure the ground on which Plato
moved in his research into the Being of beings as world and into the Being
of beings as human Dasein, the Being of philosophically scientific existence.
We will be brought into position to participate in the possible ways of
Plato’s research into Being.

Before Aristotle enumerated the modes of dhnBedery, he said: dinBede 1
yuxi. Truth is hence a character of beings, insofar as they are encountered;
but in an authentic sense it is nevertheless a determination of the Being of
human Dasein itself. For all of Dasein’s strivings toward knowledge must
maintain themselves against the concealedness of beings, which is of a
threefold character: 1.) ignorance, 2.) prevailing opinion, 3.) error. Hence it
is human Dasein that is properly true; it is in the truth—if we do translate
dinibein as “truth.” To be true, to be in the truth, as a determination of
Dasein, means: to have at its disposal, as unconcealed, the beings with which
Dasein cultivates an association. What Aristotle conceives in a more precise
way was already seen by Plato: 1) én” dhrijBewoy dppoopévn yuy (cf. Sophist
228c1f.),' the soul sets itself by itself on the way toward truth, toward beings
insofar as they are unconcealed, On the other hand, it is said of the ol rodol:
TV mpocypGov e dinbefog doeotitag (Sophist 234c4f.), “they are still far
from the unconcealedness of things.,” We see thereby that we will find in
Plato the same orientation as Aristotle’s, We have to presuppose in them one
and the same position with regard to the basic questions of Dasein. Hence
the soul, the Being of man, is, taken strictly, what is in the truth.’

If we hold fast to the meaning of truth as unconcealedness or uncovered-

1. Hereafter, when the Greek quotations deviate from the original text, on account of
Heidegger's pedagogically oriented lecture style, the citation will be marked with a “of.”
2 See the appendix.
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ness, then it becomes clear that truth means the same as compliance
[Sachlichkeit], understood as a comportment of Dasein to the world and to
itself in which beings are present in conformity with the way they are [der
Sache nach]. This is objectivity correctly understood. The original sense of
this concept of truth does not yet include objectivity as universal validity,
universal binding force. That has nothing to do with truth. Something can
very well have universal validity and be binding universally and still not
be true. Most prejudices and things taken as obvious have such universal
validity and yet are characterized by the fact that they distort beings. Con-
versely, something can indeed be true which is not binding for everyone but
only for a single individual. At the same time, in this concept of truth, truth
as uncovering, it is not yet prejudged that genuine uncovering has to be by
necessity theoretical knowledge or a determinate possibility of theoretical
knowledge—for example, science or mathematics, as if mathematics, as the
maost rigorous science, would be the most true, and only what approximates
the ideal of evidence proper to mathematics would ultimately be true. Truth,
unconcealedness, uncoveredness, conforms rather to beings themselves and
not to a determinate concept of scientificity. That is the intention of the Greek
concept of truth. On the other hand, it is precisely this Greek interpretation
of truth which has led to the fact that the genuine ideal of knowledge appears
in theoretical knowledge and that all knowledge receives its orientation from
the theoretical. We cannot now pursue further how that came about; we
merely wish to clarify the root of its possibility.

b) The history of the concept of truth.

AlnBéc means literally “uncovered.” It is primarily things, the npdypata,
that are uncovered. To rpayua dinBéc. This uncoveredness does not apply
to things insofar as they are, but insofar as they are encountered, insofar
as they are objects of concern. Accordingly, uncoveredness is a specific
accomplishment of Dasein, which has its Being in the soul: dinBeder 1y
wuyt. Now the most immediate kind of uncovering is speaking about
things. That is, the determination of life, a determination which can be
conceived as Abyos, primarily takes over the function of dinBedeiv.
AlnBeder 0 Adyog, and precisely Adyog as Aéyew. Insofar now as each
AGyoc is a self-expression and a communication, Adyog acquires at once
the meaning of the Aeyduevov. Hence Adyog means on the one hand speak-
ing, Afyewv, and then also the spoken, Aeydpevov. And insofar as it is Adyog
which dAnBedel, Abyos qua Aeyduevov is dinbric. But strictly taken this is
not the case. Nevertheless insofar as speaking is a pronouncement and in
the proposition acquires a proper existence, so that knowledge is pre-
served therein, even the Adyog as deydpevov can be called diniric. This
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Abyog qua heyduevov is precisely the common way truth is present. In
ordinary conversation one adheres to what is said, and, in hearing what
is said, real knowledge is not necessarily achieved every time. That is, to
understand a proposition, 1 do not necessarily have to repeat it in each of
its steps. Some days ago it rained, 1 can say, without presentifying to
myself the rain, etc. | can repeat propositions and understand them with-
out having an original relation to the beings of which [ am speaking. In
this peculiar confusion, all propositions are repeated and are thereby un-
derstood. The propositions acquire a special existence; we take direction
from them, they become correct, so-called truths, without the original
function of @AnBeveiv being carried out. We participate in the proposi-
tions, with our fellows, and repeat them uncritically. In this way Afyewv
acquires a peculiar detachment from the mpéypate. We persist in idle talk.
This way of speaking about things has a peculiar binding character, to
which we adhere inasmuch as we want to find our orientation in the world
and are not able to appropriate everything originally.

It is this kdyog which subsequent considerations—those that had lost the
original position—viewed as what is true or false. It was known that the
detached proposition could be true or false. And insofar as such a detached
proposition is taken as true without knowing whether it is actually true,
the question arises: in what does the truth of this propoesition consist? How
can a proposition, a judgment, which is a determination of something in
the soul, correspond with the things? And if one takes the yuyt| as subject
and takes Ldyog and Aéyewv as lived experiences, the problem arises: how
can subjective lived experiences correspond with the object? Truth consists
then in the correspondence of the judgment with the object.

A certain line of thinking would say: such a concept of truth, which
determines truth as the correspondence of the soul, the subject, with the
object, is nonsense. For [ must have already known the matter in question
in order to be able to say that it corresponds with the judgment. | must have
already known the objective in order to measure the subjective up to it. The
truth of "having already known” is thus presupposed for the truth of know-
ing. And since that is nonsensical, this theory of truth cannot be maintained.

In the most recent epistemology, a further step is taken. To know is to
judge, judging is affirming and denying, affirming is acknowledging, what
is acknowledged is a value, a value is present as an ought, and thus the
object of knowledge is actually an ought. This theory is possible only if one
adheres to the factual carrying out of the judgment as affirmation and, on
that basis, without concerning oneself with the being in its Being, attempts
to determine what the object of this acknowledgment is. And since the
object of knowing is a value, truth is a value. This structure is extended to
all regions of Being, so that ultimately one can say: God is a value.
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This history of the concept of truth is not accidental but is grounded in
Dasein itself, insofar as Dasein moves in the common evervday sort of
knowledge, in Liyog, and lapses into a fallenness into the world, into the
Aeyopevov. While Adyog thus becomes a mere AeyGpevoy, it is no longer
understood that the “problem” lies in Adyog itself and in its mode of Being,
But we could have already learned, precisely from Aristotle and Plato, that
this spoken Adyog is the most extrinsic. Now is not the occasion to enter
more thoroughly into this characteristic history of the fallenness of truth.

Let us retain the following: what is dAnBég is the mpaypo; danBedew is
a determination of the Being of life; it is especially attributed to Adyoc;
Aristotle distinguishes primarily the five ways of dinBedev just men-
tioned; he distinguishes them with respect to Afyewv; they are peti Adyou.
The peti does not mean that speech is an arbitrary annex to the modes of
dAnBeverv; on the contrary, petd—which is related to 10 yéoov, the mean—
signifies that in these modes, right at their heart, lies Afyewv. Knowing or
considering is always @ speaking, whether vocalized or not. All disclosive
comportment, not on' / everyday finding one’s way about, but also scien-
tific knowledge, is carried out in speech. Aéyewv primarily takes over the
function of dAnBedewv. This Aéyewy is for the Greeks the basic determination
of man: Lpov Adyov Egov. And thus Aristotle achieves, precisely in connec-
tion with this determination of man, i.e., in the field of the Adyov xov and
with respect to it, the first articulation of the five modes of dinBedewv.

§5. The first articulation of the five modes of dhnBedeiv
(Wic. Eth. VI, 2).

a) The two basic modes of Ldyov Exov: EmMOTHUOVIKGY
and Aonanikiv,

umoxkeioBn 500 i Adyov Exovra (Nic. Eth. V1, 2, 1139a6): “Let this underlie
our consideration: there are two basic modes of Adyov Exov.” These are
(1139a11f):

1.) the émompovikdy: that which can go to develop knowledge; that
Abyog which contributes to the development of knowledge, and

2.) the hoponikdy: that which can go to develop Pouvieleofio, circum-
spective consideration, deliberation; that Adyog which contributes to the
development of deliberation.

It is with regard to these that Aristotle distinguishes the modes of
danBetely mentioned above:
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1. émomuovikév 2. xonoTikdv

EmoTiun codia v opoVNoIg

It seems at first that voig is not included here. Yet it must be noted that
voeiv is present in all four modes of GAnBevewv; they are determinate modes
in which voeiv can be carried out; they are Suxvoeiv.

The distinction between the émompovikéyv and the Aoynionixdy is made
in reference to what is disclosed in such speech and discourse; it is taken
from the beings themselves, the beings appropriated in the dAnBedeiv. The
émotnuovikGy is that, @ Bewpoduey & To10bTe TOV Oviey domv ol dapyod
pn évdéxovion Grhmg Exev (abff.); it is that “with which we regard beings
whose apyol cannot be otherwise,” beings which have the character of
aidiov (b23), of being eternal. The Aononikév is that, @ Bempoiuev, with
which we regard beings that évdeyouevov drimg Exerv (cf. 1140al), “that
can also be otherwise.” These are beings t€xvn and ¢pévnoig deal with.
Téxvn has to do with things which first have to be made and which are not
yet what they will be. ®pévnoig makes the situation accessible; and the
circumstances are always different in every action. On the other hand,
émotiun and codia concern that which always already was, that which
man does not first produce.

This initial and most primitive ontological distinction does not arise pri-
marily in a philosophical consideration but is a distinction of natural Dasein
itself; it is not invented but lies in the horizon in which the din8evewv of
natural Dasein moves. In its natural mode of Being, Dasein busies itself with
the things that are the objects of its own production and of its immediate
everyday concemns. This entire surrounding world is not walled off but is
only a determinate portion of the world itself. Home and courtyard have their
Being under heaven, under the sun, which traverses its course daily, which
regularly appears and disappears. This world of nature, which is always as
it is, is in a certain sense the background from which what can be other and
different stands out. This distinction is an entirely original one. Therefore it
is wrong to say that there are two regions of Being, two fields, as it were,
which are set beside one another in theoretical knowledge. Rather, this dis-
tinction articulates the world; it is its first general ontological articulation.

That is why Aristotle says immediately with reference to the principle of
the distinction between the émomuovikév and the Aoyionikdv: the distinc-
tion must take its orientation from the beings. npdg y&p & 1® yéver Etepa
Kol 1oV g wuxnc popimv étepov @ yével 1O npds éxdrtepov medukide,
eirep xob' OpodTTd Tive xodl oikeldtnTo 1| YVOOIS LREPYEL GUTOLS
(1139a8ff.). I translate starting from the end: “If indeed to these two parts
of the soul (the two modes of GAnBevewv of the human wuyy, ie., the
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emotpovikdy and the Aopignindv) is to be ordered the familiarity with the
things (yvowg, which is not theoretical knowledge but in a quite broad
sense any sort of dAnBedey) and precisely in the sense of a certain appro-
priateness to the beings, in such a way that these two modes of dinBetev
are as it were at home with the beings they uncover, then, following the
differentiation of the beings, each mode of comportment of the soul (of
uncovering) must also be different, as regards the structure of its Being,
according to its respective beings.”

b) Task and first outline of the investigation.

Aristotle now interrogates these two basic modes of disclosure, the
émompovikdv and the Lononikbév, more precisely: which one would be
the pdhiota dinBetery, which one most takes beings out of concealment?
inrréov dpa éxatépou tobtwov tig 1) Pedtiom EEig (al5f.): with regard to
each we are to discern what is its feltiom 1, its most genuine possibility
to uncover beings as they are and to preserve them as uncovered, ie, to
be toward them as dwelling with them. For the emotpovikdv, this highest
possibility lies in gogia; for the Aomonixdy, in ¢pévnos. Thus there are
distinctions and levels of the disclosive access and preservation; the ways
in which the world is uncovered for Dasein are not all indifferently on the
same plane. The disclosedness of Dasein, insofar as Dasein does possess
the possibility of disclosing the world and itself, is not always one and the
same. Now Aristotle’s more precise analysis does not proceed from the
highest modes of din@etielv but from the modes which are most im-
mediately visible in Dasein, i.e,, émotiun (chapter 3) and tgvn (chapter
4). And as Aristotle proceeds he demonstrates that these are not the highest.
Thereby Aristotle appropriates the customary understanding of the modes
of dinBedery. Thus it is not a matter of invented concepts of knowledge
and know-how, but instead Aristotle only seeks to grasp and to grasp ever
more sharply what these ordinarily mean. Furthermore, the type of consid-
eration Aristotle carries out in his analysis of the five modes of din8etewv
is the one that was already alive in the fundamental distinction he drew: it
takes its orientation from the actual beings which are disclosed in the
respective mode of ainbedey.

§6. The determination of the essence of Emotiun (Nic. Eth. VI, 3).
Aristotle begins his more precise consideration with émotijun. Ematiun

has an ordinary, rather broad sense in which the word means much the
same as TEvT or any sort of know-how. ‘Emotiun has this sense for
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Aristotle too. But here émotiun has the quite sharply defined sense of
scientific knowledge. Aristotle introduces the analysis of émotiun with the
remark: dei axpifoioyeicBon kol pf axoloubeiv tolg oumémav (V1 3,
1139b18f.): “The task is to regard this phenomenon (émotiun) itself in the
sharpest way and not simply to illustrate it on the basis of something else,”
i.e., on the basis of that which it is not or is also. The general guiding line
Aristotle uses to orient his analysis of the phenomena of émotiun, v,
etc. is a double question: 1.) what is the character of the beings which the
maode of dinBetery uncovers, and 2.) does the respective mode of ainBevev
also disclose the dépy of those beings? Thus the guiding line for the analysis
of ématijun is: 1.) the question of the beings uncovered by émotiun, and
2.) the question of the @pyj. Why that double question is posed is not, at
this point, immediately understandable.

a) The object of ématiun: beings that always are (Giiov).
Emotiun as £21c of dhnBederv. The interpretation of Being
on the basis of time (G&idov, def, aidv).

The question of the émomtiv must be taken up first. Umolopfdvouev, O
émotdpebo, i fvaéyeoBo dilog Exawv (b20ff.). “We say of that which we
know that it cannot be otherwise,” it must always be as it is. Aristotle thus
begins with the way beings are understood when they are known in the
maost proper sense of knowledge. In that sense of knowledge, there resides
& émotdpeba, “that which we know,” of which we say: it is so. | am informed
about it, | know already. And that implies: it is always so. Emonijun thus
relates to beings which always are, Only what always is can be known. That
which can be otherwise is not known in the strict sense. For if that which
can be otherwise, ££m o0 Bempeiv yévntom (b21f), “comes to stand outside
of knowledge,” i.e., if | am not actually present to it at the moment, it may
change during that interval. I, however, continue in my former view of it.
If it has indeed changed, then my view has now become false. In opposition
to this, knowing is characterized by the fact that even £Zm toU Bewpeiv,
outside of my present actual regard, | still always continue to know the
beings that | know. For the beings which are the object of knowledge always
are. And that means that if they are known, this knowledge, as dinfedeiv,
always is. To know is hence to have uncovered; to know is to preserve the
uncoveredness of what is known. It is a positionality toward the beings of
the world which has at its disposal the outward look of beings. "Emoniun
is a EE1c of dAnBetew (b31). In this the outward look of beings is preserved.
The beings known in this way can never be concealed; and they can never
become other while in hiddenness, such that then knowledge would no
longer be knowledge. Therefore these beings can yevéobm EEm To Bewpeiy,
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can disappear from what is presently actually perceived and still be known.
Therefore knowledge does not need to be constantly carried out, [ do not
have to look constantly at the known beings. On the contrary, the knowing
is a tarrying being-present to beings, a disposition toward their uncovered-
ness, even if I do not stand before them. My knowledge is secure because
these beings always are. | do not have to return to them again and again.
Hence I have no knowledge of beings which can be otherwise—and that is
the reason for saying that what is historical cannot be known in a proper
sense. This mode of the aAnBetety of émoniun is a wholly determinate one,
for the Greeks surely the one which grounds the possibility of science. The
entire further development of science and today’s theory of science take their
orientation from this concept of knowledge.

This concept is not deduced but is intuited on the basis of the full phe-
nomenon of knowing. Precisely there we find that knowing is a preserving
of the uncoveredness of beings, ones which are independent of it and yet
are at its disposal. The knowable, however, which 1 have at my disposal,
must necessarily be as it is; it must always be so; it is the being that always
is so, that which did not become, that which never was not and never will
not be; it is constantly so; it is a being in the most proper sense.

Now that is remarkable: beings are determined with regard to their Being
by a moment of time. The everlasting characterizes beings with regard to
their Being, The dvta are didio (b23f.). Aidov belongs to the same stem as
del and oddv. kol yap to del ouveyég (Phys. B, 6, 25%l6f.). Ael, “always,
everlasting,” is “that which coheres in itself, that which is never inter-
rupted.” Aidv means the same as lifetime, understood as full presence: tov
drovta aidva (De Caelo A, 9, 279b22). Every living being has its aidv, its
determinate time of presence. Aidv expresses the full measure of presence,
of which a living being disposes. In a broader sense, aidv signifies the
duration of the world in general, and indeed according to Aristotle the
waorld is eternal; it did not come into being and is imperishable. The exis-
tence of what is alive as well as of the world as a whole is hence determined
as aicdv. And the ovpavig determines for the living thing its ai@v, its
presence. Furthermore, the didiwx are mpétepa ) ovoia tov sBuptwv (Mef.
©, 8, 1050b7): “what always is is, with regard to presence, earlier than what
is perishable,” earlier than what once came into being and hence was once
not present. Therefore ko €5 dpyic xod T Gidue (cf. 1051a191), the @ide
are what form the beginning for all other beings. They are therefore that
which properly is. For what the Greeks mean by Being is presence, being
in the present. Therefore that which always dwells in the now is most
properly a being and is the apyr, the origin, of the rest of beings. All
determinations of beings can be led back, if necessary, to an everlasting
being and are intelligible on that basis.
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On the other hand, Aristotle stresses: Té Geil dvia, 1) ¢el dvto, ok Eoniv
v ypove (Phys. A, 12, 221b3ff.). “That which always is, insofar as it always
is, is not in time.” 0U8¢ ndoyel 0USEV Umd ToU xpovou (ibid.), “it suffers
nothing from time,” it is unchangeable. And yet Aristotle also maintains
that precisely the heavens are eternal, aidv, and specifically eternal in the
sense of sempiternitas, not in the sense of aefernitas. Here in Physics A, 12, on
the contrary, he says that the dei Gvtaare not in time. Nevertheless, Aristotle
provides a precise clarification of what he understands by “in time.” To be
in time means 1O petpeioBon t eiven VRO 1oL Ypovou (cf. b5), “to be
measured by time with regard to Being.” Aristotle hence does not have some
sort of arbitrary and average concept of “in time.” Instead, everything
measured by time is in time. But something is measured by time insofar as
its nows are determined: now and now in succession. But as to what always
is, what is constantly in the now—its nows are numberless, limitless,
danewpov. Because the infinite nows of the didiov are not measurable, the
@idiov, the eternal, is not in time. But that does not make it “supertemporal”
in our sense. What is not in time is for Aristotle still temporal, i.e., it is
determined on the basis of time—just as the didiov, which is not in time,
is determined by the dneipov of the nows.

We have to hold fast to what is distinctive here, namely, that beings are
interpreted as to their Being on the basis of time. The beings of émotiun
are the el Ov. This is the first determination of the #motntiv.

b) The position of the dpy in émotiun (Nic. Eth. VI, 3;
Post, An. 1, 1). The teachability of émotiun. AnGéeiSic and
encryyT). The presupposition of the dpyn.

The second determination of the ématntov is found first in the Nicomachean
Ethics V1, & the emomntiv is dnodeiktdv (1140b35). Here (VI, 3) that is
expressed as follows: émotiun is Sbaxty (139625-35), “teachable”; the
emottiv, the knowable as such, is paéntév (b25£.), learnable. It pertains
to knowledge that one can teach it, ie., impart it, communicate it. This is
a constitutive determination of knowledge, and not only of knowledge but
of tyvn as well' In particular. scientific knowledge is émomiun
uabmuansr. And the pofnuonxsol 1@y Emommuav (71a3), mathematics, is
teachable in a quite preeminent sense. This teachability makes clear what
is involved in knowledge. Knowledge is a positionality toward beings
which has their uncoveredness available without being constantly present
to them. Knowledge is teachable, i.e, it is communicable, without there
having to take place an uncovering in the proper sense,

1. CE, on the following, Pest. An. 1, 1, 71a2ff.
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Furthermore, the Adyo1 are teachable and learnable. Aristotle is thinking
here primarily of natural speech, where there are two types of speaking.
When orators speak publicly in court or in the senate they appeal to the
common understanding of things which is shared by everyone. Such
speaking adduces no scientific proofs but does awaken a conviction among
the auditors. This occurs Sux ropoderyudiov, by introducing a striking
example. dewkvivies T xabdhov Sk o dfhov elven  xab' Exootov
(a8f.): “They show the universal,” which is supposed to be binding on
others, "through the obviousness of some particular case,” i.e., through a
definite example. This is one way to produce a conviction in others. This
is the way of émaywyn (a6), which is a simple leading toward something
but not an arguing in the proper sense. One can also proceed in such a
way that what is binding and universal Aopufdvovteg G mopd Suviéviav
(a7f.), is taken from the natural understanding: i.e., from what all people
know and agree upon. One takes into account definite cognitions which
the audience possesses, and these are not discussed further. On the basis
of these, one tries then to prove to the audience something by means of
ouilonopds (as). Tvikonoudies and éxorywyn) are the two ways to impart
to others a knowledge about definite things. The concluding éx
npoypryveokopéviov (cf. ab) “out of what is known at the outset” is the
mode in which émotiun is communicated. Hence it is possible to impart
to someone a particular science without his having seen all the facts him-
self or being able to see them, provided he possesses the required presup-
positions. This pdénoig is developed in the most pure way in mathematics.
The axioms of mathematics are such mponyvwoxtpeva, from which the
separate deductions can be carried out, without the need of a genuine
understanding of those axioms. The mathematician does not himself dis-
cuss the axioms; instead, he merely operates with them. To be sure, modern
mathematics contains a theory of axioms. But, as can be observed, math-
ematicians attempt to treat even the axioms mathematically. They seek to
prove the axioms by means of deduction and the theory of relations, hence
in a way which itself has its ground in the axioms. This procedure will
never elucidate the axioms. To elucidate what is familiar already at the
outset is rather a matter of éxaywyry, the mode of clarification proper to
straightforward perception. ‘Encrywyr is hence clearly the beginning, ie.,
that which discloses the dpy; it is the more original, not ématiun. It
indeed leads originally to the xa86iou, whereas émonjun and
cuAAoyiopds are éx v kaBdiou (Nic. Eth. VI, 3, 1139b29). In any case,
énoryoy is needed, whether it now simply stands on its own or whether
an actual proof results from it. Every émotiun is Sibaokakio, e, italways
presupposes that which it cannot itself elucidate as émotriun. It is
aniderlic, it shows something on the basis of that which is already familiar
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and known. In this way, it always already makes use of an éxcrywyy which
it itself does not, properly speaking, carry out. For at the very outset it is
sufficiently familiar with the “that out of which." 'Emotiun. hence, as
andderlig, always presupposes something, and what it presupposes is
precisely the apyri. This latter is not properly disclosed by the émotiiun
itself.

Therefore, since émoTtiijun cannot itself demonstrate that which it presup-
poses, the dAnBedewv of émotiun is deficient. It is ill-provided to exhibit
beings as such, inasmuch as it does not disclose the dapyrj. Therefore
émotiun is not the fedtiom £ig of dAnBedewv. It is rather godin that is
the highest possibility of the EmoTnuovixiv.

Nevertheless genuine knowledge is always mone than a mere cognizance
of results. He who has at his disposal merely the cupnepdopota (cf. b34),
i.e., what emerges at the end, and then speaks further, does not possess
knowledge. He has émoniun only xatit ouppepnxig (Post. An. 1, 2, 7T1b10),
from the outside; he has it only accidentally, and he is and remains unknow-
ing in any proper sense. Knowledge itself entails having the ouilonouig
at one's disposal, being able to run through the foundational nexus upon
which a conclusion depends. Thus émotiun is an dinBedewy which does
not make beings, and specifically the everlasting beings, genuinely available,
For ématiiun, these beings are precisely still hidden in the dapyal.

At the outset we emphasized that Aristotle pursues his analysis of the
phenomena of dinBedev in two directions: at first he asks about the beings
which are to be disclosed; then he raises the question of whether the respec-
tive danBedeiv also discloses the dpyti of those beings. The second question
is always a criterion for determining whether the dinfevev is a genuine
one or not. This double questioning is at work in the case of téyvn as well.
Téxvn is an ainbedew within the Aononiwév. And just as, in the case of the
Emomuovikdv, Emotijun, though the most immediate dinBedtelv, was not
the genuine daanBedew, so also in the case of the Aononikdy, v, though
the most familiar dinBeverv, proves to be an ungenuine form of it. Insofar
as trvn belongs to the Aopnonxdy, it is a disclosing of those beings &
eviéxetan @iduog Exew (cf. Nic. Eth. VI, 4, 1140a1), “which can also be oth-
erwise.” But to such beings ¢pdvnoig also relates. Therefore within the
éviieyduevov there is a distinction; it can be a rotdv or a mpoctdy, ie., the
theme of a moinowe, a producing, or of a tpaZic, an acting.

) lpaZic and moinoig as the first ways of carrying out
deanfederv. Emotiun as the autonomous “rpaiic” of
aAnBeteLy,

Up to now we have not yet been able to see in émotiun a phenomenon
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which is included more or less explicitly in all modes of ain6evewv.
‘Emoniun, insofar as it is a task to be carried out, is itself a npagic, admit-
tedly one which does not have as its goal some sort of result (the way
producing does) but instead simply strives to get hold of beings as dAn8éc.
The task and the goal of émotijun is thus to know the aAn8éc. Initially and
for the most part, however, this knowing is in service to a making.
AAnBeverwv contributes to the carrying out of a roinowg or a npalic.

For aAn6evetv is indeed not the only determination of the wuy. It is
merely a particular possibility (though, to be sure, a constitutive one) of a
being which possesses the character of life (yuy1i): namely of that being
which is distinguished by the fact that it speaks. Aristotle characterizes
quite generally the two basic possibilities of the soul (yuy1) as xpivewv
and xuveiv. The aionoig of the animal already has the character of xpioig;
even in aigBnoig, in the natural act of perceiving, something is set off
against something else. The second determination is xwvelv, “to bestir
oneself.” To this corresponds the higher determination of the Being of man:
npaEig, Xvelv in the sense of xpively, in the sense of distinguishing things
in speech. The {m of man is rpoxTiki petd Adyov.” It is characterized by
npalig xoi dAfiBewa (cf. Nic. Eth. VI, 2, 1139a18), i.e., by npéZig, acting,
and by @B, the uncoveredness of Dasein itself as well as of the beings
to which Dasein relates in its actions. Both these basic determinations—
with regard to the possible ways they may manifest themselves—can be
termed: aioBnoig, voug, dpegic. Thus Aristotle says: the xUpia, the dom-
inant possibilities of every human comportment, are: aicfnoig, voug,
Opelic. tpia &' éotiv év T wurn Td xOpra mpdleme kol ainbeiag, aictnoig
voug Opelic (al7ff.).

Every comportment of Dasein is thus determined as npa&ig xoi cAnBeia.
In the case of émoTtiun, scientific knowledge, the character of the npalig
did not explicitly come out because, in science, knowledge is autonomous
and as such it is already npa&ig and Opelic. In the case of téyvn, however,
the aAnBevewy is that of a noinoig; yvn is a hidvora romnixy (a27f), a
thorough thinking about beings that contributes to producing something,
to the way in which something is to be made. Therefore in téxvn, as noinow,
and in every npaZig, the dAnBevewv is a Aéyewv which opoidymg €xov
OpéCer (cf. a30), “which speaks exactly as Ope€ig desires.” It is not a theo-
retical speculation about beings, but instead it expresses beings in such a
way that it provides the correct direction for a proper production of what
is to be made. In this way the dAn8eveiv in t€xvn and opdévnoig is oriented
respectively toward noinoig and npalic.

2. Cf. Nic. Eth., 1, 6, 1098a3ff.
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§7. The analysis of téyvn (Nic. Eth. VI, 4),
a) The object of téyvn: what is coming into being (Ecduevov).

As was the case with émonijun, so here too as regards téyvn the first task
is to determine the beings to which it relates, In tévn the know-how is
directed toward the rointdv, toward what is to be first produced and hence
is not yet. This implies that the object can also be otherwise; for what is not
vet is not always: foniv & v noooa mepl yéveowv (Nic. Eth. VI, 4,
1140a10f.). “All know-how,” as guiding the production of something,
“moves within the circuit of beings which are in the process of becoming,
which are on the way to their Being.” xai 0 wyvalev xai Bewpeiv dmwg
av yévntai T t@v évbeyopfvov xod elven xol pfy eiven (116£). “And
teyvilewv is specifically a considering,” not one that would live for nothing
else than the considering, but one that it is oriented to the drwe, “to having
something occur in such and such a way,” ie., having something be cor-
rectly executed. The dealing with a thing which is guided by téyvn is always
a preparation for something. The Bewpeiv of the téyvn is by no means
speculation but instead guides the dealing with a thing in an orientation
toward a “for which” and an "in order to." In this way the beings of téywn
are in each case fadjevov, something that will come to be.

b} The position of the apy1j in wyvn (Nic. Eth. VI, 4; Met,
VII, 7). The double relation of téxvn to its apyri. Eidog and
Epyov. The mapd-character of the Epyov.

The second question is the one about the dpyt of the beings, i.e., to what
extent can v itself disclose the apy1) of the beings it is concerned with.
For téywvn, the apy is v 1@ mowotvnt (al3): that from which the fabrication
sets out resides “in the producer himself.” If something is to be produced,
deliberation is required. Prior to all producing, the for which, the rointov,
must be considered. To the producer himself, thus, the mowntiv is present
at the very outset; since he must have made it clear to himself through
teyvilew (all) how the finished work is supposed to look. In this way the
eidog of what is to be produced, for example the blueprint, is determined
prior to the producing. From these plans the producer, eg.. the house
builder, proceeds to construct the product itself. The dpy of the beings of
v, the eidog, is thus in the yuyg, év @ rowivi, “in the producer
himself.” ddid pf év 1@ moloupéve (al3F), but it is not the case that the
pyi is in what is to be produced, in the épyov, in what is to be made. This
is a peculiar state of affairs which has to be elucidated in spite of its
obviousness. It becomes most clear in relation to beings which are indeed
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produced, but which produce themselves: the gioel dvroee These produce
themselves in such a way that the dpy1j resides in the producer as well as
in the produced. év airtoig yap Eyovamn tauta v apyifiv (al5f), “for these
have the apyij in themselves.” In the case of tyvn, on the contrary, the
£pyov resides precisely mapd, “beside,” the activity; and precisely as épyov,
as finished work, it is no longer the object of a moinowg. That the shoes are
finished means precisely that the cobbler has delivered them up. Now,
insofar as the t€hog constitutes the apy1, in the case of tvn the dapy is
in a certain sense not available. That shows that téyvn is not a genuine
aAnBeteLy,

The object of tévn is the momtdv, the Epyov, the finished product, which
arises through a production and a fabrication. This £pyov is a £vexd Tivog
(1139b1), it is “for the sake of something,” it has a relation to something
else. It is ol téhog daniog (b2), “not an end pure and simple.” The Epyov
contains in itself a reference to something else; as tiog it refers away from
itself: it is a mpdg T xai Twvog (b2E.), it is “for something and for someone.”
The shoe is made for wearing and is for someone. This double character
entails that the épyov of the noinaig is something produced for further use,
for man. Téyvn therefore possesses the £pyov as an object of its dinBetey
only as long as the £pyov is not yet finished. As soon as the product is
finished, it escapes the dominion of téyvn: it becomes the object of the use
proper to it. Aristotle expresses this precisely: the £pyov is "rapd” (cf. Nic.
Eth. 1, 1, 1094a4F). The Epyov, as soon as it is finished, is nopd, "beside,”
téyvn. Téyvn, therefore, is concerned with beings only insofar as they are
in the process of becoming. éoniv 8¢ €y vn naoa repi yéveaw (Nic. Eth, VI,
4, 1140a10f).

Aristotle distinguishes three possibilities regarding those beings which
are determined by becoming: v 8¢ nyvoptvev i pév dloer yiyveto Té
82 téypvn Tl 88 md terbTopdtov (Met. VIL, 7, 1032a126F). “With regard to
what becomes, the first is ¢voel (by self-production) another is through
tExvn, another happens by chance.” With regard to what happens by
chance, Aristotle thinks above all of miscarriages and the like, ie., that
which is properly against nature, but which yet in a certain sense comes
from itself, ¢Uoe1. The modes of becoming that are not those of nature
Aristotle calls movjoeic. oi & Ghhom yevéoeic Afyovion roufoeic (a26f),
Through such roinaig, there comes to be dowv 1o eldog v T yuyt (b1),
“everything whose outward look is in the soul.” We must consider this
more closely in order to understand to what extent téxvn in a certain sense
has the dpy1| and in a certain sense does not. For instance, in the case of
the téyvn latpisty, health is the eidog év T yuyf, and in the case of
oixodopixT it is the house. If a house is going to be built, then the course
of the deliberation—of téxvn—has basically the following structure: since
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the house is supposed to look such and such a way, it is necessary that such
and such things be on hand. In this exemplary deliberation, there is év T}
wuyf an ainBevewv, a disclosing—here, b6, voeiv—an dmopaiveabm, a
letting be seen of what is going to be produced. And what is here disclosed
in the soul, and is present in it, is the eidog of the house, its outward look,
its “physiognomy,” as that is some day going to stand there and which
constitutes the proper presence of the house. All this is anticipated v )
wuyt in a rpoaipeoic. For, the house which is to be made is indeed not yet
there. The expression 10 €idog v Tfj wuyfi refers to this anticipation of the
gldog in the yuyn. German expresses this well: the outward look is “pre-
presentified” [vergegenwirtigt]. The house which will some day be present
is presentified beforehand as it is going to look. This pre-presentification
of the house is a disclosing of the eifog @vev OAng (cf. b12). The wood, etc.,
is not yet there. In a certain way, naturally, even the 1An is present in the
deliberation: the material was taken into consideration while drawing up
the plans. But the UAn in the expression @vev OAng has to be understood
in an ontological sense: the Gin is not, in the proper sense, present in Tvn.
The GAn is genuinely there only insofar as it is the “out of which” of the
factually occurring finished house, in its being finished, and constitutes the
proper presentness of that house. The An is 10 foyatov xaf’ attd, what
does not first need to be produced but is already available, and indeed in
such a way that it is what genuinely brings the molotpevoy into the present.
Evundpyer yop xal yiyvero abm (b32f.). “For it is the UAn which is there
throughout and which becomes.” In the deliberation, therefore, the Ukn is
not év T wuyli—i.e, insofar as it évundpyer, “is there throughout” and
insofar as it yiyvero, properly “becomes,” i.e., insofar as it brings something
into the present in the proper sense.

The £180g as eldog év ) wuyfi is the anticipated presence of the house.
And to the extent that a man pre-presentifies it, he carries out the entire
execution of the plans while keeping his regard constantly fixed on this
£ldog. T & roouv xui GBev dpyeton | Kiviiowg Tou Unaivewy, ddv pév and
wvne 1o eldde éon o év T wuyxn (b21ff). “The genuine producer, and
that which initiates the movement, is the eldog év T wuyi.” Hence the
eldog is the very apyri; it initiates the xivnowg. This xivnog is first of all
that of vdnoe, of deliberation, and then the one of noinowg, of the action
which issues from the deliberation. Insofar as the eldog in this way, i.e., as
ipy1) of the total movement of the producing, is év ) yuyf, the dpy of
the rointév is év 1o mowtvt (Nic. Eth. V1, 4, 1140a13), i.e., it is a matter of
texvn itself. On the other hand, the aowoipevoy, the finished house, is no
longer an object of ®yvn. As a finished house, it escapes téyvn. Now the

tédog, taken in its ontological character, is xépag. mépug Afyetm 10 TEhOG
£xdorou (Tolwvtov & &0’ 6 1 xivnoig ko 1) rpaig) (of. Met. V, 17, 1022a4ff.);
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furthermore, even the dpy1 is in a certain sense népog; 1 pEv apym) népag
1 (cf. al2). Since therefore the téhog has the same ontological character as
the apyri—namely, mépac—and because in téyvn the t¥iog is precisely not
preserved, téyvn stands in the exact same relation to its beings as émoTiun
does to its,

Because the Epyov is no longer in the grasp of 1éyvn, i.e., because the
fpyov escapes tEyvn, the latter is in a certain sense similar to toyn, the
accidental. Tpdmov Tivie mepl i codrd Eotiv 1| Toyn wed 1) téyvn (Nic. Eth.
VI, 4, 1040a18): Tiyn and téxvn in a certain sense have to do with the same
things. The essential characteristic of the accidental is that what emerges
from it is out of its hands. The same occurs in the case of téyvn: it may be
developed in the most minute detail, and yet it does not have at its disposal,
with absolute certainty, the success of the work. In the end the Epyov is out
of the hands of tyvn. Here we see a fundamental deficiency in the
dhnBevev which characterizes v,

¢) The eldog as dpy1} of the xivnoig of téxvn as a whole
(Met. VIL, 7). Nonowg and rmoinoic. Tégvn as ground of the
interpretation of Being through the eifoc.

In téyvn, the £18og comes into play as dpyr. In tévn the eidog év i yuxn
is the apyn of the xivnowg, which is first that of vinowg and then that of
noinoic. In Book VII of the Metaphysics, chapter 7, Aristotle offers a pene-
trating presentation of the connection of vonmg and noinog, where he
illustrates it with the examples of Uyiewe and oikodopixt). He says: 1y 6
Uyiewx O év 0 oy Adyog (1032b5). Health is the Adyog év i wuxn. Adyog
here means Aey6uevov, the spoken. On the other hand, Aristotle says: 1] 6
v Adyog tou Epyov O dGvev DAng éotiv (De Partibus Animalium a, 1,
640a31f.). Adyog here means Afyewv, pre-presentification in speech. The
Airyog qua AeyGpevov, however, is the €id0g. We have here an echo of the
Platonic way of speaking and seeing; for an eidog is nothing else than an
Idea. Therefore Aristotle can write succinctly: 1| oixodopix? 10 £ldog e
oikiog (cf. Met. VII, 7, 1032b13f.). “Architecture is the outward look of the
house.” Téxvn is Adyog qua Afyewv of the Aeydpevov, ie., of the eldog.
Oixodopixr, architecture, discloses and preserves the eldog, the outward
look of the house. (Let it be noted in passing that this is also decisive for
an understanding of the vénog vorjoeng in Met. X1, chapters 9-10. There
the question of genuine Being is raised. In chapter 9, that is voig as the
Bewdtatov, as the most genuine Being, to which, however, belong life and
duration.) The eldog, which is disclosed and preserved in oixodopixt, is
the cpy1j of the xivmg, first the one of vénaig and then the one of roinms,
Let us pursue this movement more closely, as it occurs in its departure from
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the eldog £v i) yugii. yiyvero 8 1o dnds vorjoavtog obtwg: érneidh tosl
Uylewe, dvdyxm, ei iniég Eoton, 1ol UnapSa . . . kol olitwg alel voel, Eug
v avaysn eic tolto & ouitdg divarm foyatov moweiv (Met. VIIL 7,
1032bbff.). “The healthy comes to be by means of the following course of
disclosure: since health is such and such, it is necessary, if there is to be
something healthy, that such and such be on hand for it. . . . And one goes
on to disclose always more and more until what is ultimate is reached, i.e.,
what one can bring about oneself.” This éoyatov is also called T tehevtaiov
e vorjoewg (cf. b17), “the ultimate of circumspective disclosure.” The
circumspection of tévn reaches what, as the uttermost, is the first to be
accomplished, the place where the undertaking can break in. This circum-
spection does not run through any theoretical steps, but instead it isolates
that with which the action, the bringing into being, the moiwiv, begins. The
vinaog is here a texvalew (Nic. Eth. V1, 4, 1140a11), a disclosure that is “on
the lookout” for the brdpyovro 1| ard todtou xiviow roinowg (Met. VI,
7, 1032b10). “The movement which begins from this ultimate of vinmg is
roinme.” The latter is the properly productive action, whereas the move-
ment of vinoig is a type of elucidation. Nénowg and moinowg belong to-
gether. Their connection constitutes the full movement of the enterprise.
ouppaiver tpdrov Tivée Ty Uyiaway €€ Unelag yiyveaBo (b11), “The result
is that in a certain sense health comes from health,” i.e., from the eldoc of
health &v 0 wuxfi. Hence the elbog is the dpy1j of the whole connection of
vineig and moinoig in wyvn. Therefore 1) oixodopikty 1 eidog tig oikiag
(cf. b13). “Architecture is the £ldog of the house.”

On the basis of téyvn, the Being of the house is understood as something
made, as corresponding to the “outward look.” The presence at hand of the
house is related, genuinely and uniquely, to the modes of becoming, the
modes of production; all other determinations are xotd cupfefnrdc. <td
xord oupfePrxoc> ovBey uéiey T tEevn (Nic. Eth. V, 15, 1138b2). “The
determinations xotd ouufefnxdés are by no means a concern of tégvn.”
(0o1g is also understood in an analogous way: as the process of self-be-
coming, as the process by which something brings itself from itself into its
form and its outward look.) This conception has its ground in the philos-
ophy of Plato. The €ibog is, as we said, nothing else than a designation of
the Platonic Idea. The usual exposition of Plato places the doctrine of the
Ideas in the center and takes it as the guiding line for an interpretation of
his whole philosophy. We will see to what extent that is a prejudice and to
what extent it touches the actual state of affairs. For one who has learned
to understand an author it is perhaps not possible to take as a foundation
for the interpretation what the author himself designates as the most im-
portant. It is precisely where an author keeps silent that one has to begin
in order to understand what the author himself designates as the most
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proper. Without wishing to preempt a discussion of the doctrine of 1deas,
let us merely remark that we will understand the genesis, the primary sense,
and what is opaque in Plato’s Ideas only if we remain oriented toward the
place where the €idog first steps forth quite naturally, ie., in which mode
of @inBeve it explicitly emerges. That is the point of departure for under-
standing why Plato says the Idea is genuine Being. We have seen that the
eldog is the dpy1i of the whole connection of vinaig and roinog in éyvn.
1| oixodopikh 10 eldog Tig oixiog. Téyvn is the ground upon which some-
thing like the £idog becomes visible in the first place. We have therefore not
dealt with téxvn unadvisedly: in it the £i8og first becomes present.

Let us represent the first division of the modes of ainBetev:

1. Emotnuovikdoy 2, honomikdy
e Ry
Emoniun aoio TEYVn ppdvnoig

The characterization of the common modes of dinBetery, gmotiun and
téxvn, has made dnBederv itself more clear. These two basic possibilities,
of the Emamuovikdy and of the Aoyionikdv, are not the highest ones. But
we may not assume without further ado that the two other modes have to
be the genuine possibility and full development, the dpeti, of the
émotnuovikéy and of the opnotikdv. First of all, we care less for such
systematics than for the concrete understanding of the phenomena of
aAnBevery itself. AlnBevev always has the meaning of upholding Dasein
against degradation by the Aeyépevov, in such a way that Dasein will not
be deceived by it.

In the further analyses of the remaining modes of dinfetewy, Aristotle
deals first with opdvnmg, circumspection, circumspective insight.

§8. The analysis of ¢pdvnag (Nic. Eth. V1, 5).

The analysis of §pdvnoig begins by first determining what ¢pdvnoig relates
to, in order then to delimit it against each of the previously analyzed modes
of dinéevev, Emotiun and twyvn. In the delimitation against émotriun,
opovnoLg emerges as 8650, and in the delimitation against tégvn, as apet.
That constitutes the tight cohesion of chapter 5 of Book VI of the
Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle carries out the analysis of ¢pévnoe.
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a) The object of opévnoic: Dasein itself. The determination
of the téAog of dpdvnolg in delimitation against the téhoc of
téyvn. Its relation to dAnBevewv: prior identity in ¢povnolg
difference (mop@) in .

Aristotle begins by asking what natural Dasein understands by ¢pévnoig,
i.e., which human being is called a ¢pévipog. Soxel &1 dpovinov eivan
divaobon xaAdg BovieloooBot repl i abtd dyoBd kol cupdépova, ov
Kot uépog, olov roia mpde Vyieway fi npdg ioylv, GAAL mola mpdg O €D
Ciiv Ohmg (1140a25ff.). “A ¢pbévipog is evidently one who can deliberate
well, i.e.,, appropriately,” who is Bovievnikée, and specifically who can
deliberate appropriately over “that which is good (full and perfect) and
which is, in addition, good aUt®, for him, the deliberator himself . . . ” The
object of ¢pdvnoig is hence determined as something which can also be
otherwise, but from the very outset it has a relation to the deliberator
himself. On the other hand, the deliberation of téyvn relates simply to what
contributes to the production of something else, namely, the épyov, e.g., a
house. The deliberation of ¢pévnorg, however, relates to this €pyov insofar
as it contributes to the deliberator himself. The dGAnevev of épévnoig
therefore contains a referential direction to the dAn6ebwv himself. Yet we
do not designate as a §pévipog the one who deliberates in the correct way
xoti Hépog, i.e., in relation to particular advantages, e.g., health or bodily
strength, which promote Dasein in a particular regard. Instead, we call
opéviog the one who deliberates in the right way roia rpdg o €0 Cijv
OAwg, regarding “what is conducive to the right mode of Being of Dasein
as such and as a whole.” The BovieteoBon of the dpbévipog concerns the
Being of Dasein itself, the €0 {ijv, i.e., the right and proper way to be Dasein.
Accordingly, ¢pévnoig entails a reference mpdg téhog T crOVSKiOV
(1140a29f.), “to that kind of t1€Aog which bestows seriousness,” and specif-
ically dv pn €otiv tyvn (a30), “in relation to such beings which cannot be
the theme of a fabrication or production.” The téAog of §pévnoig is hence
not ropd, over and against the Being of the deliberation itself, as is the case
with the £pyov of téyvn. Rather, in the case of ¢pdvnoig, the object of the
deliberation is {onj itself; the téAog has the same ontological character as
opdvnowe. Thg pev yap rovjoeng £tepov 10 téhog, Tig 88 npdiems oK v
glv- Eotiv yap avm) 1 evmpotio téhog (1140b6ff.). “In the case of moinoig,
the téh0¢ is something other; but this does not hold for npa&ig: the evmpaio
is itself the t€hoc.” In the case of ¢pdvnoig, the mpaxtdv is of the same
ontological character as the @AnBevewv itself. And here, presumably, the
téhog is in fact disclosed and preserved; for it is the Being of the deliberator
himself. The ¢pévipog is therefore not identical with the texvitg; for the
ainBevew of the teyvimng is related to an other order of Being.
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Povarveton & olbelg mepl Tav aduvdtov dhimg Eyewv (1140a311); “the
Boukevnixds is not one who deliberates about what cannot be otherwise,”
just as in the case of the texvimg. But the Bovirunixdg deliberates 0Ud€ tiov
ui EvBeyopévov odtd mpdSa (a32f.); “nor does he deliberate about that
which he cannot accomplish himself.” In the deliberation of the ¢pdvinog,
what he has in view is himself and his own acting. Téxvn, on the contrary,
is cleverness, ingenuity, and resource regarding things | myself do not
necessarily want to carry out or am able to carry out. The Bovievnikdg is
hence the one who deliberates with regard to the apaxtév. The deliberation
of dpdvnong is, furthermore, 2 certain drawing of conclusions: if such and
such is supposed to occur, if  am to behave and be in such and such a way,
then. . . . Here that from which and in constant consideration of which 1
deliberate, namely the o évexa, is different in every case. In this way the
deliberating of dpdvnang is a discussing, a Loyileston, but not an arédeilig,
an émotiun. Conversely, the necessary cannot, as such, be a possible object
of deliberation. Thus the deliberation of dpivnaic like that of téyvn, is
related to something which can be otherwise. And, as a deliberation, it again
bears a certain resemblance to the one of égvn: if [ am to act in such and
such a way, then this or that must happen. Téxvn would deliberate as
follows: if such and such is to come to be, then this or that must happen.
And yet gpévnog is different from téyvn; for in the case of tépvn the
wpaKtov is a t€hog which iz mopd. Not so in the case of the thhog of
ppévnog. This Téhog is a #51g dAndig peta Adyou mpoxniky) mepi T
avBpdn yodi (cf. 1140b5), “such a disposition of human Dasein, that it
has at its disposal its own transparency.”’ The whog of §pivnoig is not a
npdg T and not a Bvexd Tivdg itis the dvBpanog himself. it ) edrpadic
Téhog (b7), the proper Being of man s the thog. But this is Cof npaxtixd
petd hbyov. The téhog of opévnotg is a téhog dmhidg and a ol Fvexo, a “for
the sake of which.” Now insofar as Diasein is disclosed as the ot évexy, the
“for the sake of which,” there is a predelineation of what is for its sake and
what has to be procured at any time for its sake. In this way, with Dasein
as the ol Evexa, there is grasped with one stroke the apyri of the deliber-
ation of dpdvmone, i pév yip dpyoi 1@V tpoxt@y t ol Bvexa T rpaxtd
(1140b16£.). These Gpyai are Dasein itself; Dasein finds itself disposed, and
comports itself to itself, in this or that way. Dasein is the dpyn of the
deliberation of opbvnoi;. And what épéviorg deliberates about is not what
brings #patig to an end. A result is not constitutive for the Being of an
action; only the €1, the how, is. The téhog in ¢pdvnog is the dvBpamog

1. Editor's paraphrase, in accord with p. 37,
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himself. In the case of noinowg, the tfhog is something other, a worldly
being over and against Dasein; not so in the case of mpaic.
Now, to what extent is ¢gpdvnoig an dainbBederv?

b) ®pdvnoig as d-AnBeterv. "Hdovr| and Admm. Zoépoaivn.
Dpdvnaig as a struggle against Dasein's inherent tendency
to cover itself over. @pdvnoig as non-autonomous dhnBeiery
in the service of npalic.

Insofar as man himself is the object of the dinBetewv of ¢pdvnoig, it must
be characteristic of man that he is covered up to himself, does not see
himself, such that he needs an explicit G-AnBedewv in order to become
transparent to himself. In fact, odBeiper xoai haotpéder 1 MO0 xal
Aummpov v UnéAnyay (cf. b13f.). “What gives pleasure and what depresses
one's disposition can destroy or confuse one’s UmbAnyng.” A disposition
can cover up man to himself. A person can be concerned with things of
minor significance; he can be so wrapped up in himself that he does not
genuinely see himself, Therefore he is ever in need of the salvation of
opovnaig. Circumspection regarding himself and insight into himself must
again and again be wrested away by man in face of the danger of
Sopbeipeiv and ixatpééav. It is not at all a matter of course that Dasein
be disclosed to itself in its proper Being; driBeia, even here, must be
wrested out. And in this way Aristotle, like Plato, assumes a peculiar
etymological relation. cwopooivn od@le v épévnaw (cf. bllf). “Pru-
dence is what saves epévnoig,” preserves it against the possibility of being
covered over. Plato determines cw¢pogivn in a similar manner in the
Cratylus: “owgpoatvn” & cwtnpic . . . ¢poviicews (411edf ). But Hbovij and
Atmm threaten only certain modes of @inBetev. ol yip drooav vrdinyny
Suagbeiper 008 Saotpéder T ABL xod Aumnpov . . ., @A the mepl T
mpaxktiv (Nic. Eth. VI, 5, 1140b13#f.). “For what gives pleasure and what
depresses do not destroy or confuse every UméAnyng but only the one
related to the rpoxtdv.” Yet insofar as 6ovi| and Amn are among the basic
determinations of man, he is constantly exposed to the danger of covering
himself to himself. ®pdvnoig, consequently, cannot at all be taken for
granted; on the contrary, it is a task, one that must be seized in a npoaipecic.
dpivnong thus eminently illustrates the meaning of d-inéedew, ie, the
uncovering of something concealed. Aristotle emphasizes: 1@ &8
SuepBappéve &' Hdoviy f| Lormy b8l ol daiveton ) dpyri (b17f.). “Dasein
can be corrupted by fidovi] and Atmm." If one of these dominates a man,
the result is that 00 daivera 1) édpyi. The correct o0 Evexa no longer shows
itself; it is thus concealed and must be uncovered through Abyog. In this
way, therefore, pdvnois, as soon as it is achieved, is involved in a constant



§8 [52-53] 37

struggle against a tendency to cover over residing at the heart of Dasein.
fon yap N kaxia ¢Baprit dpyic (b19f). “The xaxio, the bad disposition,
destroys the dpy,” i.e., does not allow the correct ol Evexa to show itself.
Here, in Dasein itself, is precisely where the risk to, and the resistance
against, ¢pdvnoig lies. Aristotle can then summarize the determination of
opovnowg as follows: MOT dvdyxn v epdvnov EEwv elven petd Adyou
danon mepi o avBpomve ayabd mpoxtuaiv (b20f,). Ppdvnog is a E5ig of
dAnBedery, “a disposition of human Dasein such that in it I have at my
disposal my own transparency.” For its themes are the davBpdmva dryabd.
And it is a E81g of dAnbedewv which is mpaktis, “which lives in acton.”
That is why it is €U insofar as it comports itself opoidywg to Gpesig, or to
npalis,’ in such a way that the deliberation measures up to the “for the
sake of which"” of the acting. dpdvnaig itself is hence indeed an ddnbedery,
but it is not an autonomous one. It is an aAnBetewy in service to apaic. It
is an @AnBedery which makes an action transparent in itself. Insofar as the
transparency of a rpagig is constitutive for this rpaig, epdvnong is co-con-
stitutive for the proper carrying out of the very action. ®pdvnog is an
dinBevely; vet, as we said, it is not an autonomous one but rather one that
serves to guide an action.

That is why Aristotle can think gpdvnog by delimiting it against the two
other modes of dinBetewv, tiyvn and émotiun.

¢) The delimitation of opdvnoig versus téxvn and ématiun.
Ppdvnomg as apen. Ppovnoig as “unforgettable” conscience.
Loola as dpeth) Tyvne.

The delimitation is carried out first in opposition to tvn. Now although
opdvnog, exactly like téyvn, is directed to beings that can also be otherwise,
yet téyvn does not possess its Epyov, while epdvnoig indeed does, and so
one might presume that epdvnog would be the dapetr of téyvn. The onto-
logical character of Gpett| is teAslwmg; it constitutes the perfection of some-
thing, it brings something to completion, specifically something that has the
potentiality for it, i.e., can also be without it. The question is thus whether
opovnowg can be the wirlvowg of TErvn. dihd pfv Tyvne pév oy dpeni,
dpoviiceng 6otk gonv (b21E). “But in truth there is an dpetr for téyvn, a
possible tedefwog; for dpdvnoig there is none.” For ¢pdvnoig there is no
tweieimals. How are we to understand that for tégvn an d@pen is possible?
In the deliberation of know-how there are various degrees of development.
Téxvn can presume things and concede things. Trial and error are proper to

2. Cf. Nic. Eth, VI, 2, 1139a24f,
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it. Through téxvn, one discovers whether something works or not. The more
téyvn risks failure, the more secure it will be in its procedure. It is precisely
through failure that certitude is formed. It is precisely the one who is not
ingrained in a definite technique, a set routine, but again and again starts
anew and cuts through rigid procedure, who acquires the correct possibility
of know-how, has at his disposal the proper kind of the dAnBetewv that
corresponds to wyvn, and acquires more and more of that kind of uncover-
ing. ko év pdv vn O Exdv auoptdvov aipetdtepog (b22f.). The possibility
of failure is an advantage belonging to téyvn itself. It is precisely on the basis
of this possibility that tfywn is tehewwtépe. This possibility of failure is
constitutive for the development of téxvn. But in the case of ¢pdvnoic, on
the contrary, where it is a matter of a deliberation whose theme is the proper
Being of Dasein, every mistake is a personal shortcoming. This shortcoming
with regard to oneself is not a higher possibility, not the teAsimowg of
opdvnog, but precisely its corruption. Other than failure, the only possibility
open to opdivnaig is to genuinely hit the mark. @pdvnog is not oriented
toward trial and error; in moral action I cannot experiment with myself. The
deliberation of ¢pdvnmg is ruled by the either-or. dpdvnog is by its very
sense oToyaomik; it has a permanent orientation, it pursues the goal, and
specifically the peadme. With ¢pdvnorg, unlike téxvn, there is no more or
less, no “this as well as that,"” but only the seriousness of the definite decision,
success or failure, either-or. Insofar as gpivmong is otoyaoTikd, it is impossi-
ble for it to be more complete. Thus it has no dpeti but is in itself apetr).
In this way, the very mode of the carrying out of dineiew is different in
the case of opdvnong from the one of Téyvn, although both, in terms of their
objects, are concerned with beings which can also be otherwise. Thereby we
have gained a delimitation. ®@pévnowg cannot be the dpetry of tyvn—be-
cause of its very mode of carrying out dAn@edew, quite apart from the fact
that the object of téyvn is a mointév, whereas the object of épdvnow is a
mpaxtiv. Thus it is clear that opdvnmg is an dpetr but is not a wéyvn: Sfjiov
obv Om dpet tig fomv kad ol tévn (b24f.). And because opivnog is
directed at once to the dapyj and the tEhog and preserves both, it is the
BeAtiom ESig of the dAnBedev that corresponds to those beings which can
also be otherwise.

How then does opiynoig relate to émotijun? The Adyov Exov is divided
into two basic possibilities: the Loyrotikov and the Emommpovixdv. Since
dpdvnoig is not the dpetri of tyvn, the question arises whether it can be
the d@petr for ématriun, for the Emomuovikév. Now it does indeed appear
that opévnoig is the dpeni of émomiun, admittedly of an early stage of
é¢maotriun. Within knowledge there is in fact a mode of disclosure which,
precisely as in the case of gpévnoig, relates to beings which can also be
otherwise; 80Za. | T yap 805a mepl 10 évdeyduevov dhime Exelv xoi 1
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opovnag (b27f.). AGEx possesses in a certain sense the character of simple
knowledge; it is like a “thematic” opinion, a view, which has no impact on
any particular action. Natural Dasein has certain views and opinions about
the things of everyday life which come to pass and therefore change. And
one might think that in fact 86fa, which is not a genuine mode of
iAnBevery, hasits dpetr in gpdvnorc. Aristotle thus takes up the possibility
that the ground of épdvnoig is 865w, He does not consider this just for the
sake of completeness but, instead, because such opinions have arisen. Ar-
istotle cuts this possibility short, however: diud piiv 008 ES1g peta Moyou
pdvov (b28). “But épdynog is not a €21 of dinbedev, a ESic which is
autonomous in itself and is only for the sake of a disclosing”; on the
contrary, it is a £51g of dAnBevewv which is rpoxnik. Because this pertains
to its structure, from the very outset ¢povnoig cannot be considered the
teielwoig of 86Sa, which indeed aims only at the acquisition of views and
opinions. Furthermore, it is to be noted that éinBetewy, as it exists in 862a,
in paénog, and in Emoniun, has a peculiar character of fallenness. What
I experience, notice, or have learned, I can forget; in this possibility,
ainBetev is subject to Afjen (where the stem of the verb AavBdveiv lies
hidden}—what is disclosed can sink back into concealment. The ability to
become forgotten is a specific possibility of that dinBetev which has the
character of 8empeiv. For the £51C ueti Adyou is a 215 of aanBeie into
which Dasein places itself explicitly. In the case of ¢pbévnoig things are
different. This is manifest in the fact that I can experience, notice, and learn
what has already been experienced, noted, and learned, whereas ¢pévnog
i5 in each case new. Hence there is no A1 in relation to epdvnong onueiov
& Om Arien g pév towatmg ESewms FoTiv, dpovijoemg & ok fotiv (b28BIT.).
As regards opivnong, there is no possibility of falling into forgetting. Cer-
tainly the explication which Aristotle gives here is very meager. But it is
nevertheless clear from the context that we would not be going too far in
our interpretation by saving that Aristotle has here come across the phe-
nomenon of conscience. @pdvnois is nothing other than conscience set into
motion, making an action transparent. Conscience cannot be forgotten. But
it is quite possible that what is disclosed by conscience can be distorted
and allowed to be ineffective through fdovri and Avmm, through the pas-
sions. Conscience always announces itself. Hence because ¢pivnog does
not possess the possibility of Afjfn, it is not a mode of dAnBeveiv which
one could call theoretical knowledge. Therefore ¢pdvnoig is out of the
question as the dpet of émotiun or of t€vn. We will still look more
closely at the connection Emotiun and téyvn have to the two highest modes
of ahnBetewv, opbvnog and coslo

What is most striking now is that Aristotle designates godie as the
apetty of tEyvn (Nic. Eth. V1, 7, 1141a12). The highest mode of @ineeiewv,
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philosophical reflection, which according to Aristotle is the highest mode
of human existence, is at the same time the dpen) of téyvn. This must
seem all the more remarkable in view of the fact that tiyvn has as its
theme beings which can also be otherwise, whereas the theme of cogia
is in a preeminent sense what always is.”

§9. The analysis of cogia (Nic. Eth. VI, 6-7).

a) The dia-noetic relation of émotiun, épévnag, and codic
to the dapyai (Nic. Eth. V1, 6).

In order to understand co¢io we must first remind ourselves of the persis-
tent context of Aristotle’s interpretation. He analyzes the various modes of
cAnBetely with regard to the dpyad, their disclosure and their preservation.
'Emaotiun has its foundation in the dpyai; it uses the dpyai as its axioms,
the self-evident principles, from which it draws conclusions. ‘Emotniun
implicitly co-intends the dpy1i' and téhog, as well as the £idog and UAn, of
beings. But émotiun does not make the dpyai thematic; on the contrary,
it only wants to pursue its deliberations following the guiding line of the
£160c. As for téyvn, it anticipates only the apy1i, the e1dog; it does not even
co-intend the téhoc. But téxwvn does not make the eidog thematic; it merely
takes its course following the guiding line of the eidog, which gives direction
to its AoyileoBor In ppéynong the ol Evexa is given and, along with it, the
dpyi as well, and also the téhocg, the elmpalic—for the dpyi is the téhog
itself. But here too it is not a matter of a thematic consideration. Apy1j and
téhog are not taken up as dpy] and tfhog. Ppdvnois is not a speculation
about the dpy1j and the thog of acting as such; it is not an ethics and not
a science, not a £21g petd Adyou pdvov (Nic. Eth, V1, 5, 1140b28). According
to its proper sense, it is what it can be when it is a view of a concrete action
and decision. And even codin, which ultimately aims at the final principles
of beings, is an @AnBevey which does not have the dpyai as its exclusive
and proper theme. Rather, its research into the dpy1 is such only insofar
as it looks for the principles of those beings which stand under the princi-
ples. Tol yap codol mepl éviov Exewv anddeifwv éotiv (Nic. Eth. VI, 6,
1141a2f.). Hence even oogio is not the dinéevery which makes the dpygn
thematic as Gpyri. €l 51 olg dAnBedopey xoi undénote Sroyevddpeba mepi
T pi) Evdeyopeve 7| kol Evieydpevo dame Exely, EmoTiiun kol gpdvnong

3. See the appendix.
1. Editor’s note: in the sense of the dpyfy o xovijoems. CF. Aristotle's so-called theory of
the four causes, inter-alia Mef, [, 3, 983a24#f.
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fonv Kal codia xai voug, Tottav & tav tpav undév évééyeton elvon (Afyw
8¢ tpla gpdvmav émotiuny codlav), Aeineto vouv elvan tav aprav (a3ff.).
“1f therefore the ways in which we disclose beings truly and thereby do
not distort them (i.e., deceive ourselves) are ématiun, opdvnow, codia,
and voug, and if the three first mentioned, gpdvnog, émotipn, and codia,
do not properly make the dpyai thematic, then all that remains is that voig
is that ainBetewv which discloses the dpyai as dpyod.” It is striking that
v is omitted here. Nevertheless, Aristotle is referring here to the modes
of @inBevev in which we have certainty and are not subject to deception,
whereas in v mistakes will be made and the apaptdvely is constitutive.
Now what about voicg?

b) Notlg as @inBetiew of the dpyod (Nic, Eth. VI, 7).
Yooic as voug Kol EmaTiun.

Aristotle does not say anything more precise about voig here. What can
we learn about it? On the whole, Aristotle has transmitted to us very little
about voug; it is the phenomenon which causes him the most difficulty.
Perhaps Aristotle did elucidate it as far as was possible within the Greek
interpretation of Being, We find a preliminary interpretation already in
Nicomachean Ethics VI, 6. Here Aristotle reminds us that émotiun—just
like ppdvnaig and sodla—is petde Adyou (1140b33). We will see that the
ainBedev of voig is in fact dvev Adyou, insofar as Adyog is understood
as xutdoams and dndoncig. Nolg as pure volg possesses, if it is to be
conceived petd Adyou, an altogether peculiar Adyog which is neither
KUTaduolg nor andduois. In anticipation, it must be said that voicg as such
is not a possibility of the Being of man. Yet insofar as intending and
perceiving are characteristic of human Dasein, voug can still be found in
man. Aristotle calls this voi: 6 xodotpevog e yuytc vous,” the “so-
called” voig, which means a nongenuine votc. This voig in the human
soul is not a voelv, a straightforward seeing, but a ixvoeiv, because the
human soul is determined by Adyoc. On the basis of Adyog, the assertion
of something as something, voeiv becomes Siovoeiy. Other than voig, there
is no mode of @inBevev which in the proper sense is an GinBeveiy of the
dpyal,

Because codint takes into consideration that for which the dpyai are
apyod, the concrete beings, and then at the same time relates them for the
most part to the dpyal, Aristotle is able to characterize oogio as voug ko

. 1‘ D Ar, 110, 4, 4293224 6 dpo vololuevos T yuyhs vois (A & voiv o Sovositon xol
oo v ) g ).
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EmoTUN, as an aAnBevely which, on the one hand, assumes in a certain
sense the &An6evewv of voig and, on the other hand, has the scientific
character of émoTiun. ®ote €in &v 1 codia voig xai émotiun (1141a19f.).

c) The further outline of the investigation. ®pévnoig and
codio as the highest modes of &AnBevev. The priority of
codio. The origin of this priority in the natural
understanding of Greek Dasein. The phenomenology of
Dasein as the method of the investigation. Oswpio:
clarification of the term and history of the concept.

From our preliminary survey of the modes of aAn6evelv, we can, without
preempting the actual interpretation of the highest modes of &An6ebeuy,
retain three points:

1.) The comparative interpretation of the various modes of &An6evev
makes it clear that &AnOeverv is in the end presented here with regard to
the disclosure and preservation of the é&pyadi.

2.) This regard toward the apyod is then also decisive for the discussion
of the two highest modes of &An6evewv, ppévnoig and codio.

3.) Accordingly, we will gain a real understanding of the various modes
of &An6evewv only if we lay out how it happens that precisely the question
of the dpxn furnishes the guiding line for establishing and distinguishing
the various modes of dAnBeveLy.

In chapters 6-13 of Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics, the consideration
plays out within a focus on the two basic phenomena of ¢povnoig and
codio. The question at issue is which one has a pure and simple priority
over the other.

Let us remark incidentally that what Aristotle achieved here, working in
the soil of phenomena of such difficult content, i.e., what he discussed under
the titles ¢pévnoig and codia, later entered into philosophy under the
rubric of practical and theoretical reason. Of course, this newer discussion
of the faculties of reason has gone through manifold influences within the
history of philosophy and has been saturated with them, so that the original
soil is scarcely recognizable without direction from the work of Aristotle.
Thus it is not possible to understand ¢pdvnoig and copicc under the guiding
line of the Kantian distinction between practical and theoretical reason.

To anticipate the result, Aristotle establishes:

1.) that co¢ia is the other highest possibility of dAn6edeiv, the second
BeAtion €€, beside ¢ppdvnoig, and

2.) that it has a priority over ¢povnotig, such that this GAnBevelv consti-
tutes a proper possibility, and the genuine possibility, of Dasein: the Biog
Oempntikde, the existence of scientific man.
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This result is all the more astonishing if we consider that the theme of
oodia is beings which always are, whereas ¢piévnoig aims at and makes
transparent precisely the évéeyduevov dhiwe Exewv, the Being of human
Dasein.

A searching investigation is required to see why co¢ia is nevertheless
the highest possibility of dAnBetewv, and in particular:

1.} Zosiw is to be worked out in its own structure versus ¢pdvnoig and
presented as the genuine mode of dAn@eltely, as the highest possibility of
the Being of Dasein—whereby opévnag will also appear more concretely.

2.) Aristotle does not force this result dogmatically on the Dasein of the
Greeks of that time. Aristotle is not seeking something unprecedented and
novel; on the contrary, he understands cooia as the highest possibility of
the Being of Dasein on the basis of the Being of Greek Dasein itself. He
thinks that which the natural understanding of the life of the Greeks strove
for; he thinks this radically and to its end.

3.) By pursuing this rootedness of the priority of gogin in Dasein we will
at the same time come to understand why the dpeti of téyvn is not
opdvnaig but is precisely goéin as the dpeni of émoniun, as axpifeotdm
tiov Emotmuav (cf. Nic. Eth. VI, 7, 1141a17), as the “most rigorous of all
sciences.”

We will begin with the second point and will see that cogic was the
highest possibility of Greek Dasein and that Aristotle was the first to clanify
it as such on the basis of the natural everyday Dasein of the Greeks.

Concerning the method of our interpretation here, as well as of our
lecture course in general, let us note that it is grounded in a phenomenology
of Dasein, one which we cannot now expound explicitly. Here we can carry
out only a brief methodological deliberation. Indeed, methodological spec-
ulations make little sense if no specific issue backs them up. We want to
pursue our concrete interpretation first and postpone “questions of
method.” To be sure, the latter then become more than the phrase suggests;
that is, they themselves then become actual research into the matter at issue.
Thus, methodologically, the interpretation does not proceed to draw in
previously unnoticed texts and passages from Aristotle—after all, he has
been at our disposal for 2,000 years—but instead the preparation for the
interpretation already contains a rich hermeneutic. That is not to imply that
the interpretation will be carried out in a roundabout way, uncritical of
other standpoints. The presupposition for the interpretation is thus that
Dasein be thematic, and if the interpretation interprets something “into”
Aristotle, it does so merely to attain and to understand what is genuinely
taking place in him. It is one thing to approach a philosophical system from
various disciplines, and it is something else to make the issues sharper and
the intentions more explicit and not to remain back behind them.
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Lopia is carried out in pure knowledge, pure seeing, Bewpeiv—in the Piog
Bempnuikde. The word Bewpelv was already known prior to Aristotle. But
Aristotle himself coined the term Bempnuxds. The word Bewpeiv, Bewpic,
comes from Bewpde, which is composed of 8w, “look,” “sight,” and opéu,
“to see.” Bén, “sight,” which allows the look of something to be seen, is
similar in meaning to £idog. Bewpog then means the one who looks upon
something as it shows itself, who sees what is given to see, The Bempdc is
the one who goes to the festival, the one who is present as a spectator at the
great dramas and festivals—whence our word “theater.” The word Bewpic
expresses “seeing” in a twofold way. The history of the meaning of this
expression cannot be exhibited here in more detail. Let us only refer to the
fact that in the time immediately prior to Plotinus, in the second and third
centuries, Gewpia was so interpreted that one could say: in Béw- resides the
stem Beiov, Beds; Bewpeiv thus means: to look upon the divine. This is a
specific Greek etymology, given, for example, by Alexander Aphrodisius.
We have here a re-interpretation, which has its ground in certain statements
of Aristotle, though it does not touch the genuine meaning of the word. The
Latin translation of Bempia is speculatio, which means pure onlooking; “spec-
ulative” thus means the same as “theoretical.” The word Bewpia then played
a large role in theology, where it was opposed to dAnyopic: Bewpic is that
consideration which lays out the historiographical facts, just as they are,
prior to all diinyopic; Bewpio becomes identical with iotopie. Finally it
becomes identical with biblical theology and with theology pure and simple.
Later the translation of Bempia as theologia speculativa presents the precise
opposite of exegetical theology. That is one of those peculiar accidents which
very often arise in the history of meanings.

We will now attempt a concrete understanding of oogic. Aristotle has
dealt searchingly with co¢io in: 1.) Nicomachean Ethics, Book VI, chapters
6-13; 2.) Nicomachean Ethics X, chapters 6-10 (in conjunction with
evdoupovic); and 3.) Metaphysics, Book 1, chapters 1-2. We already stressed
that Aristotle did not invent the conception of coéix as the ultimate possi-
bility of Dasein but only made it explicit out of the natural understanding
of Greek Dasein itself. We want first to travel this path with Aristotle and
to see how a tendency to godia and the preliminary stages of it are prepared
in Greek Dasein itself. This consideration of the preliminary history of
oodic within natural Dasein is carried out in Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1, 1-2.°

3, See the appendis.



Chapter Two

The Genesis of oodie within Natural Greek Dasein (cictnog,
éunerpla, éyvn, Emotiun, codia) (Met. 1, 1-2)

§10. Introductory characterization of the investigation. Its guiding
ling: the self-expression of Dasein itself. Its course: the five levels of
eldévar. Its goal: codlo as pdhota dinbedey,

The first book of the Metaphysics is supposed to be an early work. But it
refers to the Ethics,' which has been proven to be late; that would contradict
the supposition just mentioned. Of course, the reference to the Ethics may
also be a later insertion. [ consider a chronology of the writings of Aristotle
impossible. Werner Jaeger calls Metaphysics I a grand “improv isation.”? At
I, 3, 983a33 there is a reference to the Physics; here (Met. I, 3) the theory of
the citia is clearly elaborated;’ therefore the “unsettling reference” (Met.
I, 1, 981b25) to the Héwd should be taken out. But this is in truth no
reason; especially since at bottom nothing different is said there. If we
think of the confusion which still is present in Plato regarding the funda-
mental concepts of tyvn, émotiun, codie, and epoévnoig, as well as
regarding their relations, and compare this to the clearly superior presen-
tation by Aristotle in Metaphysics 1, 1, 2, then we may not speak of an
“improvisation,” even if it is called “grand.” In Aristotle the fundamental
concepts are already wholly clear at the very outset, assuming this first
book of the Metaphysics actually is early. The first two chapters of Meta-
physics 1 are conceived wholly within the same horizon as the one of Book
VI of the Nicomachean Ethics. Admittedly, aAnBederv is not as such explicit;
this is shown at Metaphysics 1, 1, 981b5ff,, where, instead of dain@elewy,
Aristotle says Adyov Egev, aitiag yvwpilewv, and finally in general “to
know the dpy.” Lodia is hence to be determined as a mode of Adyov
£yewv. That concurs with the determination of Dasein itself, i.e., of man as
aoyov Exov,

What is the first and most original phenomenon of natural Dasein that
one could call a preliminary stage of copia? When we raise such questions,
we must begin by asking about a guiding line. The guiding line for Aristotle
is to get “information” from Dasein itself, i.e., from what Dasein, which is

1. Met. 1, 1, 9810254,

2 W. Jaeger, Aristoteles: Grumdiegung eimer Geschichte seiner Entuncklung, Berlin, 1923, 2. Aufl.,
Berlin, 1955, p. 178,

3. Met. 1, 3, 983a241.
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self-expressive, means when it uses terms like codic and coeds. Here
Aristotle has two things in mind. On the one hand, everyday employment
of these expressions must betray the understanding natural Dasein has of
them. Admittedly, they are not, for everyday Dasein, rigorous scientific
concepts—since, in general, a first self-expression, as first, is undetermined
and never a univocally fixed concept. Yet this does not preclude the possi-
bility that Dasein’s understanding is here on a secure path. As is the case
with all everyday speech, with the expressions in question Dasein moves
in the indeterminateness of the “more or less”; one does not speak about
aogds but about pédiov and ftrov godds; one cannot give definitions, but
one knows this is goddtepov than that. Such a comparative mode of speech
is characteristic of everyday language, and the question is only to grasp it
and to hear out of it what the pdAiota of this padiov is. Anstotle pursues
this method in Metaphysics 1, 1. In addition, Aristotle takes an orientation
from what Dasein says directly and explicitly about the coeés. He follows
this method in 1, 2.

Aristotle takes his first orientation from the comparative mode of speech
characteristic of evervday language. There various levels of understanding
manifest themselves; these occur in natural Dasein itself and are familiar.
In the péhhov and fittov there is a tendency toward the pdiiota, and téyvn
is already péiiov coddg than éunerpio. The teheimoig hence points in the
direction of émotiun and Bewpeiv. Aristotle demonstrates that his inter-
pretation of cogia and Bewpeiv is nothing else than Dasein’s own interpre-
tation, made clear and raised in self-understanding.

Aristotle articulates five different levels of understanding to be found in
natural Dasein, namely the levels of:

L) xowval alobnoewg (Met. 1, 1, 981b14), the common orientation toward
the world;

2) éurerpice (usually translated as “experience” [Erfalirung]), getting used
to [Eingefahrensein| a particular operation;

3.) téyvn, or the texvime or the yepotéyvne, the laborer, who works
with his hands, following the guideline of the determinate orientation of
TV,

4.) the dpypitéxtwv, the architect, who does not himself work on the
building, does not put his hands to it, but who simply moves in the domain
of applicable knowledge and whose main task lies in drawing the plan and
contemplating the l8og—an activity which is still a roinag, since it aims
at the fabrication of the house;

5.) simple Bewpeiv, onlooking and exposing, where it is no longer a matter
of ypiiow.

In each case these levels manifest a paidov of goddv in relation to the
previous one. In enumerating the levels of understanding, | began with the
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Dasein of man. Aristotle also proposes, prior to that, the life of animals,
who already have “a little experience.”

Gewpeiv is the way cogla is carried out, a mode of Being of human
Dasein, a mode which includes a so-called Steeywyd: lingering, leisure,
idleness. Aoryaryty as idleness means not acting, not accomplishing any-
thing: no roinoig whatsoever. Insofar as Bewpeiv is determined by Gy,
it is not roinowg but a mere onlooking, a lingering with the object. This
characteristic of 8empeiv, and consequently of the mode of Being of codio,
expresses more acutely what Plato often said, e.g., in the Sophist at 254a8f:
0 8¢ ye MAGo0d0g, T o0 Gvtog (el S Aonoudv tpooxeipevog idég. The
philosopher “lies with,” is constantly occupied with, a looking upon beings,
and specifically in such a way that in this looking upon beings he speaks
about them and pursues an understanding of them. Thus in Plato the same
scientific attitude is alive which Aristotle later made explicit; it is just that
in Plato it is not yet ontologically-theoretically founded.

If codia is to be delimited over and against opévnag, then the yéveog
of the comportment of codia must be elucidated. By means of this con-
sideration of the yéveoig of codie we will gain at the same time the
horizon for understanding the fact that cogic is simultaneously the @pei
of both yvn and émotiun. It must hence appear why tywn, which
genuinely aims at a noinoig, presents, on the basis of its most proper
structure, an early stage of godic. Aristotle remarks explicitly: ouBév dAdo
onpoivovies ™v ocodiav 7| m apetdy tEyvng éotiv (Nic. Eth. VI, 7,
1141a11f.). “Genuine understanding, codia, is the consummation, @pet,
teieiwog, of the know-how employed to construct something.” At the
same time Aristotle says: @ote &fiov Om 1 daxpifeordtn dav v
emomuiv ein 1 codic (alb). "Lodia is the most rigorous of the sciences.”
A-xp1fitig has the same form as @-Anérc, a-privative and xpuntov: “un-
concealed,” whereby Aristotle is referring to a character of knowledge as
uncovering. Because cogia is the most rigorous science, i.e., the one
which uncovers beings most genuinely, Aristotle can say: det dpa thv
goddv P povov T éx Tav apyov eidfvan, dlid kol mepl thg dpyig
ainbeldewv, Gote £in v | codia volg Kai émotiun, Gonep KedaAfv
Eyovon Emotiun v Tiwtdtov (al7f). “The coeds must not only
know beings on the basis of the apycd, but he must also uncover them
within the circuit of the dpyai, so that codic is voig kol émotiun and
is, as it were, the pinnacle, the émonjun of the nuudrtere.” Because cogin
is the most rigorous science, it pursues the tyndtata, the most desirable
objects of knowledge, namely what always is, ¢ef, in such a way that it

4. Met. 1, 1, 980b26E.
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thereby uncovers the dapyai. That is why it is the pinnacle, occupies the
first place, and has the pdlioto dinbedtev.

The task is now to understand, on the basis of Dasein itself, the yéveaig
of this highest possibility of human Dasein. As regards method, let us make
the following remark." AknBevev is a mode of Being of Dasein, and spe-
cifically insofar as Dasein comports itself to a being, to the world, or to
itself. The being which in the Greek understanding is genuine Being is the
world, the (ei. Because an occupation with something is determined in its
Being by the “through which,” the modes of Being of Dasein must be
interpreted on the basis of Dasein’s comportment to the respective objects.

§11. The first three levels of eidévar: aictnowg,
eunepie; téyvn (Met. [, 1),

a} Algnoic. The priority of Opdv. Axolielv as a
condition of learning. Mviiun and ¢pdvnoic.

We know from our previous considerations that what is at issue in cosin
is only an onentation of Dasein toward uncoveredness and visibility, Be-
cause godic is determined as pure Bewpeiv, Aristotle proceeds in the first
sentence of the Metaphysics from this Dasein: névtes dvBporot o eidévon
opeyovro guoel (Met. 1, 1, 980alf). “All human beings have an inherent
striving to see.” “Seeing,” perception in the broadest sense, is part of Dasein;
indeed still more: Dasein includes an GpeSig, a being out to see, a being out
to get acquainted with things. onueiov & 1 tdv aioBricewv dydrnog (alf.).
“Asign of this is the predilection we have for looking, for sense perception.”
In connection with eidéva, as that to which human Dasein aspires, Aristotle
places a priority on one mode of aiofinaig above all others, namely seving.
We prefer seeing, Opiav, to all the other senses. The governing point of view
here is the possibility of experiencing something about the world through
a particular sense, ie., the extent to which the beings of the world are
disclosed through that sense. aitiov § 6m pdhiota molEl yvepilay Nudag
ot v ciothioewy kol mohlds dnioi Siadopds (a26f). AnAoilv here
means to let be seen, to make manifest. Seeing is thus preeminent among
the senses in that "it lets many differences be seen”; seeing provides the
greatest possibility of differentiating the things in their manifoldness and
orienting oneself within them. This privileged position of opay is all the
more remarkable in view of Aristotle’s emphasis (b23) that dxove is the
highest aigfnoic. But that is not a contradiction. Hearing is basic to the

5. CE. the comments on method on p, 43.
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constitution of man, the one who speaks. Hearing, along with speaking,
pertains to man’s very possibility. Because man can hear, he can learn. Both
senses, hearing and seeing, have, in different ways, a privilege: hearing
makes possible communication, understanding others; seeing has the priv-
ilege of being the primary disclosure of the world, so that what has been
seen can be spoken of and appropriated more completely in Adyoc.

Aristotle determines definitively the being of man with the following
anticipatory characterization: 10 8¢ t@v avlponov yvévog <Ci> xod txvn
xoi Aoywopoig (b27ff.). This determination of the Being of man shows that
the yéveowg of codia in the Metaphysics coincides perfectly with that given
in the Nicomachean Ethics. “The human race (i.e., the strain of beings that are
characterized as living) lives téxvn xai Aoyiopoig.” Here are united the two
modes of AGyov £xov familiar to us from the Nicomachean Ethics: the
émomuovikév and the Aoyniotuxdv. And this characterization of the Being
of man implies that man has at his disposal a higher mode of orientation
than animals. This orientation itself has various levels. ¢Uoer pév odv
aioBnowv £yovta yiyveton ta (oo, €x & Ttalimg toig pév avtdv oUK
£yylyveron pvijun, toig & éyyiyveron (a27ff.). Animals have for the most part
mere ciofnowg, though many also have pvijun, “retention.” Mvijun does
not here mean memory but rather the ability to think of something in the
widest sense; this pvijun does not require Adyog or voeiv. xai S T00T0
o0 T GpOVIHATEPC KO HoBNTIKOTEPX TAOV UT| dSuvopuévov pvnuoveie éotl
(b1f.). On the basis of this capacity to retain, living beings have a certain
opévnoig, ie., opévnoig in a broader sense, a particular certainty in their
orientation. Those animals that can hear have at the same time the possibility
of learning in a certain sense; one can train them. Mvrjun, the one that,
understood in this quite broad form, is already in animals, plays a funda-
mental role in the development of téxvn as a mode of orientation of man.
In quite definite ways aioBGvesBon develops into éunepia: €x pvijune.

b) ‘Euneipio. The referential connection: as soon as-then.
Its temporal character.

yiyveton § éx thg pvijung éunepia toig avBpodrolg: ai yip moArai pvijpon
00 aUtol rphypatos wog éureipiog dtvopy aroterovowy (b28ff) “In
man, there arises from pvijun an éunepic; many pvijpon (of the same state
of affairs) develop the possibility of a single éuneipia, a single procedure.”
What is essential in égunepia is the retaining present of a determined con-
nection of occurrences in a single affair. Aristotle later (981a7ff) introduces
an example of éunepia from medicine, which we may take up now. If
everyday experience devises a determinate remedy for a poor state of
health, for a particular bodily state of man, then these remedies are at first
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unaccompanied by any real insight into the effective connection ot the
remedy with that which it is supposed to cure. What is understood is only
that there is some connection or other, which we must designate as a
connection of the presence of determinate occurrences. Schematically, this
connection can be formulated in the following way: as soon as such and
such a state sets in, then such and such a remedy must be applied; as soon
as this, then that. There is no insight into what the state is, what the remedy
is, or how the condition is cured; it is simply a matter of relieving the
ailment. You see without further ado that this connection is a temporal one,
and indeed at first a purely temporal one: as soonas ..., then....Itisa
matter here of a peculiar connection in the temporal Being of Dasein.
Dasein’s making present, which is expressed in the “now,” appears here as
the “as soon as” assoonas.. ., then....

This connection can in the course of time develop into an experience.
minfog yap ypdévou nowEl v éurepiay (Nic. Eth. V1, 8, 1142a15f.). Then
Dasein has at its disposal a determinate orientation. What is brought to the
fore in éunepie is simply this connection of the as soon as-then. | cannot
here enter further into the structure of this connection. I call this “as soon
as-then” (as soon as such and such is present, then such and such must be
provided, made present as well) the connection of presentification. In
aictnais, the first self-orientation of Dasein, the circumstances and things
are accidental, in each case precisely as they offer themselves. Over and
against the accidental and arbitrary, trial and error, éunelpio already has a
definite certainty. The “as soon as this, then that,” the determinate connec-
tion, is already made explicit as determinate. Thus éureipic already has a
pic UmdAnyng present: el UmbAnyny (cf. Met. 1, 1, 981a7). Dasein is familiar
with the connection and has an opinion about it. But Dasein is still without
insight into the connection as such: there is here no insight into the what,
because Dasein is still wholly concerned with results. Thus we have here
a quite primitive presentification. Yet, even so, éuneipia already has a
priority over mere perception. Within the focus on mere results, éunepic
is indeed already a 8lvaig, a first oriented disposition toward something
or other. For over and against the multiplicity of edgfnoig, Dasein has at
its disposal in éuneipic the unity of a determinate and concrete connection.
Thus éurepia as divopg is a determinate predelineation of comportment,
and specifically in accordance with the respective occurrence or lack of
something or other. In éureipia there is a certain readiness for such and
such happenings and circumstances, as they can occur. This readiness is a
being-oriented, which is certain but which still contains no insight. The
“more,” which comes into view in éumepio, is described by Aristotle as
follows: oi yitp Eunerpon nepi Exaota kpivouey Opbax T fpya, kol &' v
fi mog émteheitn guviaoy, xol moie rofowg cuvdder toig & dnelpomg
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Gryomntov 10 pi) Siehavdavey el e0 f xokdc nerointon o épyov' (Nic. Eth.
X, 10, 1181a19ff.). “Those who have got used to a certain procedure can
decide mepi Exaota, about the particulars, about every step, and have an
understanding of how the £pya are to be carried out, which qualities are
connected with which, and which concrete connections there are. The
anerpor, who indeed also have a knowledge of the work, must be satisfied
that to them it is not entirely hidden (SicAorvBdvery: AovBGverv—a-AnBég!)
whether the results are good or not.”* They have a judgment only about
the bare result. To the &unelpog even the €1d0¢ is no longer hidden. Although
this transparency does lie in éuneipic, the concrete connection as such still
does not come into view. From this éunepic, t€xvn can develop.

¢) Téyvn. The modifications of the referential connection.
The extraction of the id0¢. If-then. Because-therefore. Téxvn
and éunepio. Kabérov and ko Exactov.

yiyveton 8¢ téyvn Otav €x moAlV TG eunepiog Evvonudtmv pio xabBorov
vévn o tepi TV Opoimv DroANyg (Met. I, 1, 981a5ff.). “Téyvn arises when
there is . . . one UnéAnyig, a determinate opinion, whose object is the
KaB6Ahov.” In gunerpia, certainty exists regarding the referential connec-
tion. If the éunepia is consolidated, then out of a repeated looking at the
matter in question a UnéANYIg pio kaeB6Aov develops. Through the many
single cases to which Dasein comports itself in éunepia in the mode of
the “as soon as this, then that,” and through repetition, constantly com-
porting itself to them in the mode of the “as soon as this, then that,” what
is one and the same and consequently the very “what” are extracted and
understood (évvoeioBon). Beyond the purely temporal connection, the
“what” is disclosed. The £idog ddopiletan (cf. al0), “the e18og is extracted,”
and the matter is now understood xat’ €1dog &v, in view of one outward
look that persists and constantly recurs. What was given in éuneipia in a
wholly provisional understanding is thereby modified: the “as soon as-
then” becomes the “if such and such, then so and so0,” the “if-then.” This
neutral “if” has from the first a quite remarkable meaning: it does not
denote a mere “as soon as” but already a certain “because.” If (and that
means, in a certain sense, because) such and such appears, then [ have to
take these or those steps. In this way, therefore, a more genuine under-
standing modifies the referential connection. And the understanding be-
comes more genuine insofar as the outward look of the matter in question
is extracted. The understanding is then no longer founded in a pre-pre-

1. Susemihl: €pywv; obviously a typographical mistake.
2. This paraphrasing translation occurs in the notes taken by H. Jonas, F. Schalk, and H.
Weifs.
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sentification of the connection effective in practice, in a retention of the order
of succession, but in an actual presentation of the outward look of the thing
itself which is to be treated in some way or other. Therefore we say that he
who disposes of wyvn is coddepos, more of a godde, than someone who
has recourse only to éurewpic: Kol copOTEPOUS TODS TEXVITOS TV EUmeipwy
unohaufavouev (a25f.). The new phenomenon, which makes it possible to
speak of Tyvn as cogwtépa over and against éumeipia, lies on the path of
seeing, not of the carrying out in practice. The latter remains untouched. In
fact, it can even as such turn out better in éunepice than in téyvn: mpbg pév
olv o mpdrtewy funepio yvng o0ty doxel Sradépery, @k xud pakiov
EmMTUYGVOVTOG Opopey tolg Euneipoug tov dvev T Eumepiog Adyov
ExOvrov (al2ff). "It seems that with regard to carrying something out in
practice, nothing distinguishes éuneipic from téyvn; indeed we even see that
the ones who dispose of éuneipia reach the goal better than those who,
without éureipia have only the Adyog,” i.e, have at their disposal, as un-
covered, the outward look, the structural connections within the production.
The one who has got used to the right way of doing something, who has
put his hand to the task, has for the most part, as regards results, a priority
over the one who merely has at his disposal greater understanding. ainov
& On 1) pdv fumepio wov ke Exaotov o yvomg 1y & tHovn v kaBdlov,
ai 8¢ npaleis xol af yevéaeig néoom repi 10 xaf)' Exaardv eiow (al56f). “The
reason resides in this, that tvn, by its very sense, is concerned with the
kaBion,” the outward look which recurs in all the single cases, whereas
the meaning of npalig is, e.g., healing, i.e., making this particular determi-
nate sick person healthy. INp&aEi is concerned with the xuf’ Exaatov. (Here
wie touch upon concepts, the ka86Aov and the kb’ Exaotov, which are very
important for grasping the distinction between codia and ¢pdvnaig. We will
still have to consider these concepts more precisely. Their meaning coincides
with the dei &v and the évdexduevov diiwe Exev.) Thus the one who
disposes of Eunelpio has for the most part, as far as results are concerned, a
priority over someone who disposes only of the Adyog. Indeed the latter
person often fails precisely in practice. And yet, in spite of this shortcoming
or failure, yvn or the teyvitms receives a priority: namely, as being
copitepos. The godie therefore is not in this case a matter of greater skill
(which derives from trial and error) but of a greater power in looking
disclosively upon that to which the practice refers. The péiiov has to do
with a “more” of insightful understanding, a “more” of autonomous, simply
disclosive looking. Téyvn has its tekeimoig in eidéven. To that extent, éprepio
has a drawback versus v in that what its object is remains hidden to it:
the £ldog is still cuykegupévov.’ On the other hand, in wfvn the “what” of

3.CH Phys. L 1, 184a21f., and Heidegger's interpretation on p. 59
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its object is given. Téxwvn goes back behind the referential connection of the
as soon as-then to the because-therefore. The if-then can thus pass over into
the because-therefore. But the as soon as-then is still alive even here; in the
because-therefore it is elucidated and transparent. Yet the temporal charac-
ters only step into the background, they do not disappear. And in the be-
cause-therefore, as disclosed in v, the connection between ground and
consequence is already predelineated. That which in the referential connec-
tion is primarily ainov, due to something, motive for something, becomes
more and more the dpy1. The “why” is then no longer that which leads to
results but simply that which discloses beings. The whenceconnection in
the structure of beings, and thus beings themselves, become disclosed and
understood more and more. In the tendency toward simple disclosive look-
ing at beings with regard to their apy1 resides the coedtepov. Hence in
tEvn oodia is predelineated,

In our interpretation the following relations are becoming visible. In
¢uneipia the referential connection of the as soon as-then is given, and it
expresses a providing of something that is made present, a producing. To
the extent that épneipia is sustained, this connection gets modified into the
“as soon as such and such, then always so and so,” which for its part is
modified, in repetition, into the if-then, the because-therefore. Thereby the
what-connection is extracted as such. That which is presentified in the
presentification of the referential connection is given in each case in its eldog
and specifically within the referential connection itself. For in téyvn that
which is at issue becomes understandable according to its outward look,
in such a way that the foundation of the relation can be read off from this
concrete connection. Ultimately, the presentification of the referential con-
nection of the as soon as-then, or of the as soon as-then always, is prepa-
ratory for the disclosure of beings out of their apyn. The apyr is indeed
the whence and is always already there. Thus the presentification of this
connection is in the last analysis preparatory for making beings disposable
in their presence (ovoia), in a disclosive return to that which is already
there, the dpy1j.

This structure is not explicit in Aristotle. But we have to say in general
that an interpretation must go beyond what can be found in the text at first
glance. This is not interpreting something into it; it is rather a matter of
disclosing what was present to the Greeks though unexplicit. If in doing
so we go beyond what a primitive understanding sees at first glance, then
there resides here a certain danger that we might attribute to Aristotle and
the Greeks too much. But closer knowledge will see that they precisely
merit this “too much.” When an exact reckoning is at issue then it must be
said that if one has previously gone beyond the text, the only course left is
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to make reductions. Such reckoning suffices provided that by its means
what alone is there becomes more understandable. And such a hermeneutic
is precisely at stake here. If we as a matter of principle orient the Greek
concept of Being to time, then this is not a mere haphazard idea but has a
quite determined foundation. When we take up Plato our reasons will
become clearer.

We now have to come to a closer understanding of both the eidog, i.e.,
the kabiAov, and, concurrently, the counter-concept of the xaf’ éxuatov.

§12. Excursus: xobéhov and xof’ Exactov. The way of
philosophy (especially: Met. V, 26; Top. VI, 4; Phys. I, 1).!

The term xuB6A0v is composed out of kot and Hiov. The concept of Ghov
will be our path to a closer elucidation of the Being of the xaB6iou. Aristotle
provides an orientation toward the ddov in Metaphysics V, 26. There he
understands the keB6Llov as a determinate mode of the dAov.

a) The manifold meanings of diov. KuBdiov as Siov
reyouevov (Met. V, 26).

The dhov is understood in many ways:

1.) dhov Afyeton ob tE unBév dreont pépog £5 dv Aéyeta Ghov dioel
(1023b26F.). “ A Ghov is something in which nothing is absent, in which no
part, no relevant piece, is missing.” Positively formulated, the Siov is the
full presence of the being in all that pertains to its Being. Our expression
“completeness” [ Vollstindigkeit] renders it very well; the being is com-plete,
Le, inits “Full” state (in seinem vollen Stand]. It should be noted that Aristotle
claims this same definition of 6iov for the téhaov as well. ieiov Afyetm
Ev piv ov pf foniv ESm T Aafeiv pndé Ev podplov (Met. V, 26, 1023b27F.).
“The tfiewov is in the first place that in which not even a single piece is
missing.” The 6Aov thus means first of all the full presence of the pieces
that make up the finished state of a being.

2.) (Bhov Afyeton) xod 1O mEpLEyov Ti mepeyOpeve MoTe v T Elven ExEiva
(Met. V, 26, 1023b27f.) The Ohov is the comprehensive, in such a way that
the things comprehended form something like a one. We have no corre-
sponding expression for this second sense of dhov; “whole” [das “Ganze”]
will not do. This second sense is determined in two ways. The dhov is
nepi€yov (b28f.), comprehensive:

L. There is no record of this excursus (pp. 54-62) in Heidegger s manuscript. The editor
offers it based on the lecture notes of H. Jonas, F Schalk, and H. Wei.
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a) fi yip g Exootov Ev, "either in the sense that everything to be com-
prehended is one”

b) 7 dg éx tolitav To Ev, “or in the sense that the one is composed out
of what is comprehended.” In the latter instance, the éxaoto first constitute
the Ev, whereas in the case of a), every single thing is for itself the oAov.

An example of a) is the xaBdiou: 10 pév yip xoBdéiov kol td dhog
Aeydpevov g DAov Tt Ov, oltwe éoTi KoBGlou m¢ moAld mEpfgov T
kotyopeioBon xo®’ éxdotov kol Bv dGmovio elvon og ExooTtov, olov
gvBponov, innov, Bedv, diom Grovio Coo (b29ff). The xaBdiov is a
repiEyov in such a way that every éxactov is itself this drov. Thus, eg,,
animate being is a GAov; man, horse, god are #xooto. And animate being
unifies these Exaota into a united whole in such a fashion that every single
one of them is, as such, animate being. We have not vet seen, however,
what makes possible this peculiar character that, of many single things,
each of them, as a single one, is the whole. This is possible only
xotnyopeiotor ko' éxdotou “by the fact that the dhov is predicated of
each &xacgtov.” This determination is already indicated in the word
koBdhou itself, insofar as the xotd refers to Afyeiv as xovddames. The
kB6Aov belongs to Dasein insofar as Dasein is disclosive in the mode of
iéyewv, The xaBdiou is a Hhov Aeyduevov, a dhov, a wholeness, which shows
itself only in Aéyew. It is a Ghov characterized by the fact that its Being is
determined by accessibility in Adyog. How the xoBdiov is a whole in
relation to its unity can be seen only in xomyopeigBa. The kebdiou
comprehends the singulars in such a way that every singular is as such
Ohov; dvBpwrog, inrog, Bedg are in each case for themselves (oo. The Being
of this wholeness has its ground in AfyecBo. The xaBbhou is a Ghov
nepEyov AeyGuevov. Among the various kinds of Ghav, the 6hov as kafiiou
has a preeminent position insofar as Aéyewv functions in it.

The second type of the 6hov nepigyov is given, b), in whatever is denoted
as ouveyfs: 10 88 ouvexis Kol mEmepacuévov, OTav Ev T #x mAnidvow 1),
EvunapyOvioy pdicta piv duvdpe, ei 68 urj, Evepyeia (b32ff). A line, e.g.,
is a 6hov, and specifically in such a way that it consists £x Theidvaw, ie.,
£X oTiypmv, out of single points. Here not every single point is the Ghov,
the line, but all points together first constitute the £v; only together do they
make the line, For the most part, the évundpyovta are only there SuvdueL
In the perception of a line the single points do not as a rule stand out
explicitly; the pieces stand out only duvduer But if not, then they are there
evepyeio.

Prior to this meaning of 6Aov in the sense of cuveyég there is the primarily
ontological meaning according to which the 6hov is identical with the
téierov, completeness. The full appurtenance of the determinations which
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constitute a being, the completeness, is the dAov in a primarily ontological
sense. Thus we have seen up to now the following meanings of diov: 1.)
OAov as completeness. 2.) as the comprehensive: a) in the sense of the
general, kaBGiov, b) in the sense of continuous connection, ouveyéc, in
which the parts which are the évurdpyovra exist either Suvdper or évepyeio

There is still a third kind of 6iov: 3.) the totality, nav. £n o0 nocoD
Eyovrog 68 dpyfv xod péoov kod Eoyatov, Gowv pév molel 1| Béorg Siepopav,
ndey AEyeton, dowv 68 mowel, dAov (1024alff). The GAov in the sense of the
comprehensive and the continuous, insofar as it is considered as to its
quantity, is: a) a mév, a totality, a sum. The sum of the points is something
other than the whole line. What comes into play here is the notion of
multitude, in which the order, 8écg, of the parts that make up the whole
is arbitrary; no point as point has a priority over any other. b) But there can
also be a whole in which the Bémg of the parts is not indifferent. dowv 52
1 Béoic nowel Siegopdy, dhov Adyetan (cf. a2). That is then called Giov,
whole. ¢) Or again, there can also be something which is at the same time
ndey and Ghov. ot & tadio dowv 1) wéy otog 1 bt pével T petabéoe,
1 8¢ popon o, olov kmpde kad ipdriov (a3ff). “This is the case where the
olo1C in a petdBeoic, in a change of the order of the parts, remains the
same, but the popor, the outward look, the Gestalt, does not.” This latter
changes. A dress, e.g., is indeed a 6kov, a whole. The popori of the dress
can, nevertheless, through a petdBecig of the parts—by being folded,
draped, or worn differently—change. Throughout this pet@Beag it remains
identical with itself, the ¢ic1g remains the same, the diov is preserved; but
the popén changes: dAov and nav. d) The ultimate determination of the iy
is that determination of wholeness which is also claimed for number. ko
ap1Bpde mdy pév Afyetal, 6Aoc 8 ambpdos ob éyeton (cf. a7f.). The apipdc,
that which is counted, the sum, is called wdv, totality, but not dhov, whole.
e) And finally it is called mdvre, “all things collected,” but not the whole.
maoo abton al povades, “these collected units.” mavia 8 Afyetm £¢' oig
0 niv g £8° évi, Eni ToUtolg 10 mivTo g Exi Sinpnuévois- wig obtog O
apibudc, maoco avton oi povades (adff.). “Whereas 1o nav, the totality, is
used in order to signify the unit, so & mdvia, the collected, denotes the
separate parts, this total number, these collected “ones.”

This consideration is in Aristotle of fundamental significance for the
structure of beings and for the Adyog which uncovers beings in their
structure. And it is also the basis for the distinction between the xufdilou
and the xof’ Exaatov. This distinction resides in the mode of access to the
beings and at the same time in the degree of the uncoveredness (dhiBewc)
of the beings.
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b) The mode of access as distingens between ko8’ éxactov
and xaB86A0v. Alodnoig and Adyoc. Ipdg Nuag YvopudOTepov
and aniog yvopiuotepov. The way of philosophy
(according to Top. VI, 4 and Met. VII, 3): from xaf’ Exaotov
to xaB6rov.

The xa8620v is a determinate GAov; its distinctive feature derives from the
fact that its Being is determined by accessibility in Adyog: it is a Ohov
Aeyépevov. The xaB6Aov can never be uncovered by an aictnoig, which
is limited to mere visual appearance. In order to grasp the xa86iov I have
to speak, address something as something. In this distinction between A6yog
and oiobnoig we also find the distinction between the ka86Aiov and the
xof’ Exaotov. The xob' Exactov is a being as it initially presents itself, i.e.,
in oiotnoig. The xaB6Aov is something which shows itself first and only
in Aéyewv. This distinction touches the fundamental question of the manner
and the levels in which beings are accessible in their proper Being. Dasein
can be disclosive according to two extreme possibilities. These are pre-
delineated by the distinction we just mentioned: xo6’ £xoactov and
k0B6A0v. It is striking that in the expression ka8’ £éxkactov the xotd takes
the accusative, and in the other case the genitive. With the accusative, xoté
usually signifies stretching beyond something, whereas xatd with the gen-
itive expresses the explicit grasp of that beyond which the comportment
stretches itself. Katd with the genitive occurs, e.g., in the expression
toedey katd Tivog, to shoot at someone with a bow, i.e., to shoot down
at someone from a tree. The 6Aov in the xaB6Aov is hence, according to the
genitive construction, characterized by the fact that it shows itself only
insofar as it becomes an explicit theme; whereas in cigbnoig the xad’
géxaotov shows itself of itself, without becoming an explicit theme.

This distinctive feature of the xuB86A0ov versus the ko €xactov is also
captured in the distinction between the ani®g yvopiudtepov and the npdg
UGS YVOPUATEPOV:

1.) mpdS NUGS YVOPUATEPOV, ie., MUV Yvoplu@tepoy, in relation to us,
those beings are better known and more familiar which are disclosed in
our immediate comportment. And these are precisely the xaf éxactov,
which show themselves in aioBnoic. Beings in their proper Being, that
which in beings is always already there and out of which everything further
is determined—that is at first concealed to us.

2.) anidg yvopiudtepov, simply, without relation to us, with regard to
beings on their own, what is more known is that which is simply there in
beings, in such a way that it gives all other determinations their presence.
And that is the ka86A0v, that which is accessible primarily through Adyog
or voug, whereas the ko’ éxactov initially and for the most part falls under

aiocbnoic.



58 Plata's Sophist [83-84]

(mAme piv oLV Yvopiudtepov ™ npdtepov Tol LoTEpou, olov oTiyul
Yooauufs Kol ypopuf émrédou kol éxinedov otepeot, vabdrep Kol povig
apibuot rpdrepov yip xai apyf) roevedg apBuod. dpoing 58 kol atoyeiov
cuiiafng. nuiv & dvérnoiy éviote cupPaiver pdhiota yip 10 otepedy
tnd v alonowy ninter <tod émnédov>, 10 § énimedov pddiov Tig
Tpopufe, ypouut & onuelou pdhiov. <dd pahiovs ol moidol yop Tt
Towrbite rpoyvopitovoy: i pév yap e Tuyodong, T § dxpifoig wod
reprttiig Slovoiog watopobeiv totiv (Top. VI, 4, 141b56.). To us, fuiv, in
our immediate comportment, what is initially familiar is the otwepedy, or
the oopo, the physical body as a human body. It is only in a progressive
return to the dpy1j that we disclose éxinedov, ypouur, oy, surface, line,
point. The point is then the dpy1. Likewise in the case of the apiBude, a
determinate number, it is only in a similar return that the povég, the unit,
is disclosed as dapyn. Thus, whereas amiudc, simply, seen in terms of beings
themselves, the oniyur or povag is the dpy, as related to us things are
reversed. The naive person does not see points and does not know that
lines consist of points. Oi moAloi, people as they are at first and for the
most part, know bodies, i.e., what first strikes the eyes and what can be
experienced by merely looking. There is no need for any special arrange-
ments of reflection in order to see things in their wholeness.

According to this distinction, even the scope of alafinmg is different from
that of Adpog. With regard to din@etew, aionog remains behind Léyog and
votg, T § ERGoTolg yvdppo Koi Rpoto roldds fpéua ot yvapiuc, woi
uikpov fj oudév Exer ToD dvtog. AL’ Gume £x Tiv dorliimg PV YVOOTIV, ot
o¢ ymortiov, T dhmeg yvootd yvaven mepatéov, petafoivovios, donep
eipnron, Sui Tovtwy coiedv (Met. VIL, 3, 1029b8f.). “What is familiar to anyone
whatever and is given to him in the first place is often imprecise (not brought
out, though it is seen) and it has little or nothing of the being about it.” It is
certainly the case that in ciofnog the modiof have seen the world, but what
is given in aiofnaig contains little or nothing of beings. This peculiar mode
of expression shows that for Aristotle a determinate sense of Being guides all
his discussions about beings. At the same time it is clear that beings, even if
given in the most immediate onlooking, are nevertheless still not dariBeu,
beings as uncovered, and that it is precisely @iriBewe which is the concemn of
philosophy. That does not mean we are to speculate about the “truth”; the
identification of dv and GAfBewa will be clear only if we gain clarity about
icififer. Furthermore: “but nevertheless,” although in aiotnoig “something
uncovered as straightforwardly familiar” is present, one must depart from it.
For what is thus uncovered, although straightforward, is yet “familiar to
someone himself,” e, it is the ground at his disposal.* One must depart from

2 Ch p. 68
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what is thus uncovered, even if it is straightforwardly uncovered; one must
appropriate this ground explicitly and not leap beyond it to a reality which
is simply fabricated by a theory, i.e,, to a superbeing, as Plato has done. It will
not do to take as uf &v that which is at first familiar and which is straight-
forwardly uncovered, but instead one must take one’s departure from it and,
uetePaivev, “running through it, through that which is straightforwardly
uncovered, see what is simply and properly known.” Plato, on the other hand,
happened to gain a certain sense of Being—to be sure, not one as radical as
that to be found later in Aristotle—and it then “occurred” to him to express
this Being as a being, such that he had to posit genuine beings as non-beings.
Aristotle saw through this peculiar error perfectly, which was quite an ac-
complishment for a Greek, nearly beyond our power to imagine.

One must fasten onto precisely the xof’ Exootov of algbnomg and admit
it as the first factual state of beings. Even Aristotle was successful here only
within certain limits, and in spite of his tendency to radicality he did not
press on into the ultimate originality of the Being of the world. There is a
possible interpretation which even endeavors to see the beings of the world
detached from the Greek concept of Being. That, however, will not happen
in these lectures. The way on which beings are uncovered in their most
proper Being thus proceeds from the ka8’ Exaotov and passes through it
(uetatPaiviov), to the xaBdlov. The ku®’ Exaotov is indeed the npdg fHudg
Yvomudtepov; it shows itself in aigfnowg, whereas the kaB6Aov first man-
ifests itself in Abyog. De An. B, 5 tév xof’ Excotov N xat' évépyeiay
aiofnoig, f| & fmotiun t@v xabdiou (4176221).

This characterization of the way would be without further difficulty—
apart from the difficulty the xaf6iou itself raises not only for Plato but also
for Aristotle—if the foregoing interpretation of Aristotle, according to which
the mpdc i yvwpipotepov is the ko’ Exagtov, did not seem to contradict
the methodological principles Aristotle laid down in the introduction to the
Physics, that is to say in the introduction to an investigation whose task is
precisely to make beings accessible in their Being.

c) The way of philosophy (Phys. I, 1). From the xafiéiou to
the xafl’ Exaotov. Resolution of the supposed contradiction
between Topics V1, 4 and Physics 1, 1.

In the introduction to the Physics, Aristotle emphasizes that the way we
must take leads from the xuBGiou to the ke’ Exaatov: 510 £x TV KuBOLOY
Eig i xof’ Exaorta Sel mporéven (Phys. 1, 1, 184a231.). Thus here the way to
proceed is precisely the reverse of the way characterized up to now—
which is obviously a contradiction. If it could be demonstrated that this is
indeed no contradiction, then we would thereby also gain a more precise
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elucidation of the xoBdéiov and the xaf’ Exaotov. For these concepts are
not material ones, i.e., ones that fit certain definite beings and not others.
Now the difficulty is enhanced still further by the fact that the reflections
preceding the statement we just quoted are in harmony with what we had
been saying, méguke 6 £x TV YvoplueTEpwv THIV 1) 060¢ kol cageatépov
imi T codéotepa T olonl Kol yvopuotepa (al6f.). For us, according to
our ¢Bms, our Dasein, the way is such that it is determined by aictnog:
it proceeds £x 1@V yvopumtipov fuiv, “from what is more familiar to us,”
eni 1 T oUCEL PveopiudteEpa, “to what is, according to its own nature, more
knowable.” This formulation intensifies the opposition to the Topics: ot yip
Tl i fipiv 16 yvopiuoe kod aridg (al8), “For what is familiar to us is not
the same as what is knowable in itself.” After this reflection, a closer de-
scription of the npowven begins. £om & Mpiv mpatov NAd Kol cadn T
ouykeyuuévo piddov (a2lf), “For us what is fjlov is initially what is still
rather mingled together,” what is unseparated. To take the example in the
Topics, a body primarily presents itself as something mingled together:
surface, line, and point are given only as unseparated out. We handle
physical things, and in doing so we perceive first of all only the physical
body as a whole. Hiotepov & éx tottwy yiveron yvapuuo té otoryeio kol ai
apyod Sunpoion tavra (a22ff). Out of this ouyxeyuuéveg Sfiov, “the
atoiyein, the elements, become known later,” e, the surface, line, and
point, “as well as the dpyai, the starting places,” whence the physical body,
according to the constitution of its Being, comes into being: the point. What
is intermingled is separated out “by our taking it apart.” Such Supeiv is
the basic function of Adyog: in discourse, AGyog takes things apart. The
ouykegupéve, the inter-mingled, the inter-flowing, is characterized by Ar-
istotle in the same first chapter of the Physics as abwopiotwg (184b2), “what
is not vet delimited.” The dpyaf are still hidden; only the whole is seen.
Hence the ouykegupéva have to be taken apart in Adyoc. and from being
indistinct they thereby become delimited, such that the limit of the indi-
vidual determinations is fixed and what is given first as ovykeyupévog can
be grasped in a Opropdg (b12). Hence upon closer inspection it is manifest
that with the ouyxeyuuéva the constitutive pieces of the being are meant
from the outset, ie., the dpyoai, and they will be made prominent by the
appropriate consideration. When Aristotle claims that a being is given
ouykeyupévms, he means that it has already been interrogated in view of
an dpy1l. When we presentify a physical body in immediate perception, its
dpyod are not explicitly given; but they are indeed there, undisclosed, in
aiotinaig This agrees with what we have seen in Metaphysics V11, 3:" beings,
as far as they are given in oioBnowg ie, as immediately known to us,

3.0 p. 58
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contain little or nothing of these beings. For the being is still not yet there,
since the d@pyaf, though in a certain sense present, are intermingled. Their
presence is not uncovered and grasped as such. Accordingly, the apyoi—or
what is identical to them, the xaBAiov—are themselves still hidden in their
structure. The pépn are not yvet disclosed; they are not yet taken apart in
faipecic. Thus we can understand how Aristotle can write: 1 yip Ohov
Kotd v alotnowy yvopuatepoy (aZ4f). “As regards perception, the
whole is more familiar.” | see at first the whole body; and this dA0v contains
in itself, as a possibility, the mEpLEOpEVEL

In the sense of the xaBdiou, the Ghov has, as is now evident, a double
meaning; it means:

1.) the Ghov Aeydpevov in the sense just made explicit: the Giov which
shows itself only in Afyewv in such a way that in being addressed everything
comprehended, every xof' Exaotov, itself shows itself as the whole;
avBpmmnog, innog, and Bedg are in each case [oo

2.) The xaBdiov means at the same time that every {@ov as such pos-
sesses an inherent structure, The xaB6Aou includes in itself—apart from the
individual cases which it comprehends—determinate structural moments,
which in aigBnaig are not expressly given at first. The xa86iou is initially
present GUYKE ULEVIS,

Hence the assertion of Physics 1, 1 (184a23f.) does not at all contradict
what was said previously in the Topics. On the contrary, it makes the latter
still more explicit: the way proceeds from the unarticulated ke8640v to the
articulated xab’ Exaatov, such that every single uépog becomes visible. And
even the xaf' éxaotov now becomes visible for the first time in its func-
tional significance; the xuf’ Exagtov does not refer here to a determinate
realm of beings but to the mode of Being: articulated versus not articulated.
Thus the xo8’ fxootov means: 1.) that which first stands out in ciofnowg,
2) the moments which stand out purely and simply, ones which reside in
the xaBolow itself.

This is all consonant with the tenor of the treatment carried out in
Aristotle’s Physics. The latter is from the very outset @pyij-research; at issue
is a grasping of the dpyai. For émonijun is alwavs émotiun of the xaBiiow;
and émotiun proceeds from the unarticulated xuB6iou to the articulated
in such a way that its uépn are brought into the open in the 6plopée. The
methodological principle Aristotle formulated in Physics [, 1 expresses this
precisely: éx Tdv kaBdhov elg Td ko’ Exoota el rpotévan. In this principle,
which seems to be wholly formal, Aristotle grasps at the same time the
meaning of the movement of the history of the question of the Being of
ova1g, i.e., the history which preceded his own research and which he set
forth in the first book of the Physics. When the philosophers raised questions
about the givenness of the world, they saw immediately what was given
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immediately, and they saw it in such a way that it was unarticulated. This
applies above all to the Eleatics, who saw immediately nothing but Being.
Aristotle brings forward here a phrase of Parmenides: év té rdvta (Phys.
I, 2, 185a22). Being is everywhere Being; everything that is is Being, is
present, is there. In relation to the task Aristotle imposed on himself, namely
to find a manifold of dpyal, i.e., the structure of this £v, for him the Eleatic
philosophers presented the £v in such a way that this basic structure was
still ouykeyuuéveg and not yet brought to the fore. Others who were not
even that far advanced took a determinate being as the dpy1j and applied
it to the whole: e.g., Thales water and Anaximander air.' What immediately
offered itself to them they saw as permeating beings, and they posited it
as (pyri. Aristotle had this history of dpyfi-research in mind when he
formulated, at the beginning of the Physics, the proposition just mentioned:
Ex TV kaBdhou eig i vol EvaoTo.

In this way, what Aristotle says can even be understood positively: xai
touto Epyov £otiv, Donep v toig Apalem 10 moMoo £X TV EKdoTm
dryaBav T Ghme dyabia éxdote dyabd, oltws éx Ty aliTd Yvopiuntépay
it Tr) ooel yvopipe altd yvopiwa (Met. VI 3, 1029b56f.). This task is the
same as in the case of action: “Just as in action it is important to proceed
from what is in the individual case good for someone and pass through
this good to the 6Amg dyaBodv, in such a way that in bringing about the
Ohmg ayabov at the same time the Exaotov dyabdv is carried out, likewise
in the case of knowledge, one must proceed from what is immediately most
familiar for a single individual and pass through this to the 17} édoe or
Oiwg yvipipoy, in order to go back in turn from that to the bt yvopipov
in such a way that the latter will become transparent from the former.”
Hence it is necessary to press on, from what is in a single case initially most
familiar, to the dpy1j and to appropriate the dpy1 in such a way that from
this appropriation there takes place a genuine appropriation of the xaf’
Exaotov and so that the transparency of the procedure itself is gained and
the xaB’ Exaatov is understood on the basis of the dapyxn.

From this we may finally understand what it means that the xuBdiou is
the proper theme of txvn and of émotiiun.

§13. Continuation: tévn and émotiun (Met. [, 1). The tendency
residing in wéyvn toward an “autonomous” émaoriun. The further
development of Emotiun.

In contradistinction to the Eprepoc, the egvitg is the one who @vev Tig
turerpiag Exer 1ov Adyov (cf. Met. 1, 1, 981a21), “who, without being used

4. CI. Pirys. 1, 2, 184b171.
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to any particular procedure, knows the eidog.” He is the one who xaBoiou
yvapiler (cf. a2f.) the being in question, “knows the being in its generality,”
but who thereby 10 év toltm kel éxactov dyvoeei (cf. a22), “is unfamiliar
with what in each case the being is for itself,” the being which in this diov
is a év among others. For tyvn, thus, what is decisive is paying heed,
watching, i.e., disclosure. Therefore Aristotle can say: <dpyitéxtoves> tig
aitiog v rowoupévev Toaoiy (981b1f.), “The architects know the causes
of what is to be built.” The following is thus manifest at the same time: the
aitia, or the xaBélov, are initially not the theme of a mere onlooking. They
indeed stand out as eldog, but not in such a way as to be the theme of a
special investigation. The knowledge of the aitic is initially present only
in connection with the fabricating itself; i.e., the aitia are present initially
only as the because-therefore of such and such a procedure. The £idog is at
first present only in téyvn itself. But because in wvn the ibog is precisely
already made prominent, therefore paiiov eidévon (a31f.), “to know more,”
is attributed to the texvitai, and thev are held to be coémtepot than the
mere Euneipor. The pdadiov is hence attributed to them wotd 1d Adyov Egerv
(b&), with regard to the development of a discourse about just what is the
object of the concernful dealing or the fabricating, i.e., with regard to dis-
closure. Within the fabricating, the iéyetv becomes more and more auton-
omous, and the naturally most immediate Dasein interprets it as
agod@tepov. Furthermore, one who hiyov £xov can make something under-
standable in the way it comes into its Being, how the whole fits together;
he knows what it is composed of and what it contributes to, how thereby
something becomes present as disposable just as it is. In this way, he can
provide information about beings in regard to their origin, dlvorton
didaoxewv (cf. b7f.). Therefore the naturally most immediate Dasein is of
the opinion that Tiv v Tig éurepiog paiiov Emotiuny elvan (cf.
b8f.). Téyvn, hence, because it possesses the Abyog and can provide infor-
mation about beings in regard to their origin, is taken to be pdiiov
é¢motiuny than éurewpic. In this way, within the yéveoc of codio, tixvn
draws near to émoTiun; it is even designated as émotiun.

Hence what is called émotiun is: 1.) téxvn; 2.) the highest science, cobia,
in its determination as voig xai emotiun (Nic. Eth. V1, 7, 1141a19£.).

Here the first sense, according to which émotiun means the same as
Ty, is the everyday one. In this everyday use, the concept of émaotiun
occupies a peculiar mid-position. Specifically, tvn is designated as
émoTipun insofar as, in distinction to éunerpia, it already extracts the gidog.
But this does not vet properly determine what constitutes the distinguish-
ing character of ématijun. Téevn is émotiun, although it is properly a 8¢
mownikt and therefore aims at moinowg. At the same lime, however, it is a
2C1c petde Adyou dAnBote (Nic. Eth. VI, 4, 1140a10). In téxvn, emotiun is
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most properly harnessed to an intention to fabricate. But téxvn also contains
a tendency to liberate itself from handling things and to become an auton-
omous émotiun. And insofar as this tendency resides in téyvn, immediate
natural Dasein credits it with being codpmtepov.

On the other hand, tdv aicOiicewv ovdepiov fyotuedo eival codiov
(Met. 1, 1, 981b10), immediate and natural Dasein does not at all attribute
to aioOnotg the character of codia, kaitol kuprdtatei Yeioiv adton TV
ko®' éxoota yvooelg (b11), although aicBnoig is the mode of aAnBevev
in which the ko8’ Ekaotov, the particular case, is accessible as such. There-
fore, precisely in the field of mpafig, where the ko8 éxootov is at issue,
aioBnolg is a kvprov over voug and Ope€ic. Indeed, Aristotle later (Nic. Eth.
V1, 9, 1142a23ff.) even identifies aioOnoig in a certain way with ¢pévnoic.
Nevertheless, AL o0 Aéyouot 10 & i mepi ovdevog (Mel. 1, 1, 981b11f.),
the aioBricerg do not provide the “why” of anything given and shown in
them. Therefore natural Dasein does not attribute to the ciobfjoeig the
character of codio.

On the other hand, as has been said, there is in téyvn itself a tendency
to set itself free from handling things and to become an autonomous
emotiun. That this tendency resides in Dasein itself is evident for Aristotle
in the fact that a teyvitng, he who, as we say, “dis-covers” something, is
admired. tOv Omowavouv eLPOVIOL TEXVNV MOPG TG KOWwOS aiothioelg
Boupdlechon VO TOV AvBpOROV PN pévov did TO xpriciHov Elvai Tt TOV
eupeBéviov aAL’ og coddv Kol ddépovia tov ariwv (b13ff.). “The
teyvimg, he who, beyond what everyone sees, ‘dis-covers’ something, is
admired,” i.e., he is respected as one who distinguishes himself, who makes
something that other people would not be capable of, yet precisely “not
because what he invents might be very useful” but because he advances
the grasp of beings, no matter whether what he discovers is great or small:
i.e,, because he is codmtepog. His discovering goes beyond the immediate
possibilities in the power of Dasein. In this way, the admiration dispensed
by everyday Dasein demonstrates that in Dasein itself there lives a special
appreciation of dis-covery. Dasein is itself directed toward discovering
beings and toward that by itself, ufy npog xpficwv (b19f.), “apart from all
usefulness,” as Aristotle emphasizes. Thereby we can understand this, too,
that the less texvaCelv and émotiiun are oriented mpog tavarykaio and tpog
Staeywynyv (b18), toward the urgencies of life or toward amusements, the
more Dasein addresses those who carry them out as codpdtepor.

The development of émotiiun now continues.! As soon as the téxvou and
¢moTtipuon were found which are required mpdg té cvaykoic, for the ne-
cessities of life, and npodg v Ndoviiv, for recreation and pleasure, Dasein

1. Cf. Met. 1, 1, 981b20Ff.
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could, unburdened by these necessities, dedicate itself wholly to contem-
plation. Therefore the first sciences, e.g., mathematics, originated in Egypt,
because the priests had the time to do nothing but observe. If thus there is
indeed in Dasein a tendency to disclosure, yet an autonomous disclosure
for its own sake is genuinely possible only where Dasein is free from
concern over the dvayxaio. In such ayoldlewy there occurs a leap from the
tendency to fabricate; oyoAalew is a matter of abstaining from all concern
over the Gvayxkaia in order to linger in mere onlooking and disclosure. The
more mere onlooking and disclosure come into their own, the more visible
becomes the why—the St 1l or the aitie—and ultimately more and more
clear becomes the “from out of which,” td 8i i apa@rov (Met. 1, 3, 983a29)
or 1é €€ dpyfig alna (cf. a24r—the dpyn.

We now have in aiofnmg and #fmoniun two end-stations, without our
having genuinely understood coglc. That possibility which first goes be-
yond the merely momentary disclosedness of aigbnog, making beings
more explicitly accessible, is retention: pvijun. Retaining present, as a mode
of access to beings, maintains itself up to goéiw, in which the presentifying
relates explicitly to the apyai.

§14. Zooio (Met. I, 2). The four essential momettts of
oodio (wdvto, yukerdrare, dxpiféorota, ol Evexev).
Cfaﬂ:fyiﬂg reduction of the first three essential moments to
the pdoto KaBéiou.

We must now ask what is godlo; ie., who is the goddg himself? Aristotle
confronts this question in Metaphysics [, 2. The determination is not made
dogmatically; instead, Aristotle returnis again to natural and most immediate
Dasein. ei &f) Adfol Tig 1ig UmoAtiwers dg Exopev repl 1ol codow, Ty’ Ex
Totton duvepdy yEvoito pihAov (982a6ff.). The task is to take up and select
the opinions we—xowavia—already p , i, the interp ions of the
govog in natural everyday Dasein, and to make this prefiminary conception
of codla more explicit and so make the interpretation found in natural Dasein
more P Aristotle ates four moments in which this interpre-
tation characterizes Dasen’s first understanding of the cogds.

1.) mpitov pév érioracbo mdvoo tov copdv dig EvBégetm, pf wad
Exagtov Exovie EmeTiuny cdtav (982a8H.). The wise one is conspicuous
in the first place as the one “who knows ravte, evervthing altogether,”
who in a peculiar sense understands everything, “without, however, having
a knowledge which looks upon the xaf’ éxaotov, every single thing sep-
arately,” ie., without having special knowledge of every possible subject
matter. Nevertheless, when one speaks with him on any subject, he under-
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stands everything, and his understanding is genuine. It is notewaorthy that
ndvta in natural speech means the whole in the sense of the totality, the
sum. The oo¢dg understands tix ncvtoy, the totality, the sum, without,
however, having acquired knowledge ko’ Exootov, from the particulars,
He understands the sum without having run through every single unit. In
this way, knowledge of the mévtw, accompanied by an obvious lack of
knowledge of the particulars, is enigmatic,

2) tov 1l godemd yviven duvdpsvoy kel pi pddia dvBpdno nyvacxeLy,
Toitov coddv (allff.). The cobds is the one who is able to disclose that
which is difficult to disclose, i.e., that which is not easily disclosed by man
in his immediate existence, by the rolkol. What the co@ds can disclose is
hence not only concealed but difficult to unconceal, and that because it does
not readily reveal itself to the most immediate everyday Dasein, i.e., it does
not reveal itself in the common easy way.

3.) v daxpiféortepov kal tov Sibaoxoiikdiepoy Ty mindv coedtepov
eivon mepi naooy Emotiuny (al2ff.). In every “science” and téyvn, the
oogds, is "more profound”; he goes more to the foundations of things. That
is why he is better able to teach, to instruct; he can make things clear and
can more genuinely explain how things are. The reason is that he does not
see things in their immediate aspect but in their genuine whence and why.

4) 1@y ERamuoy 68 ™y aithg Evexev kul o0 eidévar yapiv cipeTiv
oboay pickkov elven sodioy fi Ty 1@v droPoviviov Evexey (al4if.). Zogio
is a kind of émoviun accomplished simply for its own sake. That is, in
oodio the disclosure of what is disclosed is accomplished merely for its
own sake and not with a view to what could possibly result from it, i.e,
its practical applicability, Zooia is the émotiun that is determined solely
by the pure tendency toward seeing, and it is carried out simply 1ol eifévon
xGpwv, in order to see and, in seeing, to know. As such, copin guides, leads,
and predelineates.

Aristotle discusses in detail these four moments in which everyday Da-
sein expresses its opinions about the gogdg and codic. We may say in
anticipation that all four moments have in view a disclosure that concerns
the first origins of beings purely as such. This means, conversely, that the
idea of cein as concerned with the witio as such and specifically with &
E5 tpyTg, ie., the dpyoi, makes explicit what Dasein strives for implicitly
and without clarity.

1.) To what extent does the ooédg understand “everything”? td pév névro
énioteobon @ pdhiote €yovni ™V KuBGAou EmMOTRUNY GvoryKoiov
Undpyev (a21f.). The coédy knows “everything” because he, more than
any other, has at his disposal the disclosure of the “general.” Because cogia
is an £idéven kaBoAO, the dogdg necessarily understands navto. We need
to note that immediate understanding conceives the whole as a sum total,
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and for it therefore this understanding of “everything” is very enigmatic,
since a knowledge of the particulars is lacking in this “whole.” Aristotle
clarifies this mdvta as a 6hov in the sense of the xubbiov; for ndvia he
substitutes 6Aov. 50 he does not mean that the cogdc sees the whole as the
sum of all the particulars; instead, the cgogdc understands what every
particular, along with the others, is ultimately. So it is clear that the rdvto,
which the ogig has at his disposal, is grounded in the GAov as the kaBdhou.
That is the genuine riv, the whole, which the goéds aims at. In such an
understanding of “everything.” what matters is the xaBGdiou, which is a
Ghov Aeyopevoy; i.e., what matters is a preeminent Aeyopevov: kyov Egev.
That is why Aristotle says: dvéyetan yip 10 & tf eig tov Aoyov Eogutov
(Met. 1, 3, 983a28). In codice what matters is that the why, the ainov, be
reduced to the most ultimate Adyog, to the most ultimate expression of
beings in their Being. The disclosure of the xaBiAiou does not require one
to run through each and every particular as such in explicit knowledge,
and the xaB6A0v is not simply the sum of the particulars. Its peculiar feature
is that it is a whole without a registration of each case as such. And never-
theless, or precisely for that reason, each case is understood in its genuine
presence. The ground for this is the fact that at the very outset the gogdc
leaps ahead to the genuine whole, whence he takes his orientation for the
discussion of every concrete singular. Therefore he can genuinely partake
in these discussions, despite having no specialized knowledge. In this way
Aristotle reduces the common talk about the révrta énfotacBat to the diov
as xaBiiov.

2.) The reduction of the rndvta to the xeBéiov immediately clarifies why
the everyday interpretation claims that the cog6g aims at what is yuienov,
difficult, to know. yolendrata taite yvopiloy toig dvlpamowg, i
pakiote Kefdhou mopputdtw yip v aioticedv foniv (Met. 1, 2,
982a24f.). What the coédg knows is difficult, “because it is the most general
of all.” And “that is the farthest removed from what shows itself to im-
mediate vision,” where everyday considerations dwell. Aiotnog is, for the
roikof, the most immediate dwelling place and mode of disclosure;
aionog presents no difficulties, everyone moves in it, and one person can
procure for another this everyday orientation or can assist him with it. The
oUo1g of man comprises a certain predilection for what is immediately given
in alotnow; this is the dydnnowg tov aicBioeny (cf. Met. [, 1, 980a21). And
especially if the orientation toward the necessity of making things falls
away, if everyday Dasein is exempted from this orientation, if the onlooking
becomes free, precisely then does Dasein lose itself all the more in the
outward appearance of the world, but in such a way that Dasein remains
always in oiotnog. Over and against this easy and obvious movement in
immediate vision, an advancement beyond it to what genuinely is becomes
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difficult. This difficulty does not reside in the matters at issue but in Dasein
itself, in a peculiar mode of Being of Dasein, that of the immediate. Dasein,
as it immediately is, has its present in the now, in the world; it has a
tendency to adhere to the immediate. Zog¢ict, however, is concerned with
advancing into what remains covered in immediate Dasein, into the
pahioto kaBiiov, and this advancement occurs in opposition to immediate
vision. Eodic hence is concerned with a disclosure which proceeds as a
counter-movement in relation to immediate Dasein. Zotia is a counter-ten-
dency against immediate Dasein and its tendency to remain caught up in
immediate appearances. As such, codia is difficult for Dasein. And that is
the only reason the matters with which codio is concerned are “difficult”
with respect to their dinéetewv. For now, the following must be noted: in
relation to aicfnowg, to be cogdepov, ie, codin, is a pihiov eidévon, a
pairov enaiewy (cf. 981a24f.). Zodio arises in a counter-movement against
aiofnoic. Nevertheless, codic does not thereby exclude aiotnowg but
merely takes it as a point of departure; aicBnoig provides the ground, in
such a way that the consideration no longer remains in its field.' Aionog
is a xOprov (cf. Met. 1, 1, 981b11; Nic. Eth. V1, 2, 1139a18),” something which
belongs to Dasein in general, but not something by which beings them-
selves can be seen as beings.

3.) axpipéotaton &8 Tov MmOtV ol pahicTe Ty RpdTey el (Met.
1, 2, 982a251.). It is distinctive of godia to be axpifeatdtn, not because the
ool display special acumen but because the theme of ooéia is what most
of all touches the foundations of beings in their Being. The axpiféotatov
is, most basically, the pdAiota v rpdtwy, “what most presses on to the
first ‘out of which."” These “first things,” the first determinations of beings,
are, as the most original, not only simple in themselves but require the
greatest acuity to be grasped in their multiplicity, because they are the
fewest. A peculiar character of the @pyai consists in this, that they are
limited in number, And in their limited number they are transparent in
their relations among themselves. In the first Book of the Physics, chapter
2ff., Aristotle shows that there must be more than one dpyrj but that the
number of the dpyai is determined by a limit, népac. Therefore a opileobion
must delimit how many there are, whether two, or three, etc. Aristotle
shows why there can be no more than three or four. And only because the
apyod are limited is a determination of beings in their Being possible and
guaranteed, and the same applies to an addressing of beings as a opileoBo
and a oprop6s, and, consequently, to science as ultimately valid knowledge.

Aristotle illustrates the rigor of science with the examples of pofmponxr,
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apruntinn and yewpetpio (982a28). Those disciplines are more rigorous
and more fundamental which proceed from fewer apyai, which hence posit
fewer original determinations in the beings which are their theme. ai yip
€5 Ehottivov akpiféotepmy Tav EX  mpocBécEwms Asyopévav, olov
apBunixt yeouetpiog (982a26f.). Arithmetic is in this way distinguished
from geometry. Arithmetic has fewer dpyai than geometry. In the case of
geometry, a npbéoBecic, something additional, takes place as regards the
apyud. In order to understand this we need a brief general orientation
regarding Aristotle’s conception of mathematics. We will provide that in
an excursus, which will serve at the same time as a preparation for our
interpretation of Plato,

§15. Excursus: General orienitation regarding the essence of
mathematics according te Aristotle.

We want to proceed so as to present the basic issues: a) in pafmponx in
general and, b) in dpBunnxn and yeopetpic.

a) Fundamental issues in mathematics in general
(Phys. 11, 2). Xopilewv as the basic act of mathematics.
Critique of the ywpioute in Plato's theory of Ideas.

The podnpankel Emotipo have as their theme i €5 dompéoews, that
which shows itself by being withdrawn from something and specifically
from what is immediately given. The pafnuankd are extracted from the
duoikic ivio, from what immediately shows itself." Hence Aristotle says: o
pabnuanxde ywopilen (cf. Phys. 11, 2, 193b31ff). Xwpilev, separating, is
connected with ydpa, place; place belongs to beings themselves. The
podnuankog takes something away from its own place. Grorov & kol 10
TOmoV G Toig oTEpEDic Ko Toig pofnuankoic mofjoo (O pév yip timog
v xal’ Exaotov [Bog, 510 yoprotd tonw, té 5 pabnpotixd od mol), Kol
0 eirelv pév O6m mov £oto, tf & éoniy & tonog, pr (Met. XTIV, 5, 1092a171f.).
What is peculiar is that the mathematical is not in a place: otk év téna.
Taken in terms of modern concepts, this has the ring of a paradox, especially
since tomog is still translated as “space.” But only a oopa ¢umxdév has a
torog, a location, a place. This ywpilewv, which we will encounter in Plato’s
theory of the ywpiopdg of the Ideas, where Plato indeed explicitly assigns
to the Ideas a tomog, namely the olpavie, this yopilev is for Aristotle the
way in which the mathematical itself becomes objective.

1. CF Met. X1, 3, 1061a28f; De Caelo 111, 1, 299a156F; Met. XII1, 3; Mei. XI1, B, 1073b6HH.
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Aristotle analyzes these things in Physics 11, 2. The mathematical objects,
e.g., otepedv and ypapur, can to be sure also be considered as dvowkd; the
natural man sees a surface as mépog, as the limit of a body. Versus this, the
mathematician considers the mathematical objects purely in themselves,
@Al oy 1) ovorkol odpatog répag Exaotov (193b32), i.e, “not insofar as
these (e.g., a line or a surface) are the népag, limit (termination), of a natural
body.” Aristotle’s negative delineation of the mathematical here—namely,
that it is not the "épog of a puokdv adua—means nothing other than that
the mathematical is not being considered as a “location.” Insofar as the
duoikd Ovia are Kivotpeva, i.e., insofar as motility is a basic determination
of their Being, the mathematical can be considered initially as appertaining
to beings that move. The mathematical as such is removed from things
characterized by motion. ywprotd yip t vorjoar xiviioedg éon (b34), the
mathematical, e.g., a point, is "extracted from beings insofar as they move,”
Le., insofar as they change, turn around, increase and decrease. And spe-
cifically the mathematical is yopioté T vorjoe, “discerned,” extracted
simply in a particular mode of consideration. Kivnowg itself, however, is
initially and for the most part xivnowg katé tomov, change of location. g
KIV|OEMS 1) KOIVT) LahioTo Kol Kupuetd Katd tonov éotiv, fiv xaholuev
popdv (Phys. IV, 1, 208a311.). The most general motion is local motion, which
presents itself in the revolution of the heavens. The mathematician extracts
something from the guoikdv ooua, but 008ey Siadéper (Phys. 11, 3, 193b34f.),
“this makes no difference”; this extracting changes nothing of the objective
content of that which remains as the theme of the mathematician. It does
not tum into something else; the “what” of the népag is simply taken for
itself, as it appears. It is simply taken as it presents itself in its content as
limit. oude yiveton yedbdog yomldviay (b35). “In extracting, the mathema-
tician cannot be subject to any mistake,” i.e., he does not take something
which is actually not given to be what is showing itself. If the mathematician
simply adheres to his special theme, he is never in danger that that will
present itself to him as something other than it is. It is indeed here nothing
other than what has been extracted. Beings are not distorted for the math-
ematician through ywpilewv; on the contrary, he moves in a field in which
something determinate may be disclosed. Thus with this yopioude every-
thing is in order.

AavBavouaot 88 ToUTo oW DVIES Kod ol Tég 16éag MEyovteg (b356f.). Those
who discuss the ldeas, and disclose them in Adyog, proceed this way as
well: yopilovies, “they extract.” It is just that they themselves LavBdavoua,
“are covered over,” as regards what they are doing and how they are doing
it; they are not transparent to themselves in their procedure, neither as to
its limits nor its distinctions. AavBdavouoy, “they remain concealed while
they do this,” concealed precisely to themselves. (This is a characteristic
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usage of the term AovBdvelv, Conversely, there is then also an diréeia
pertaining to Dasein itself.) Those who speak of the ldeas are not themselves
clear about which possibilities ywpiopdc harbors. Xwpiopoe has a justifiable
sense in mathematics, but not where it is a matter of determining the cpyad
of beings. it yip puorkit gopilovey fTtov dvie JoPIoTE THV pofnuatikdy
(193b36f.). Such a one “posits the ¢lgel dvia (ie., the dpyal pertaining to
these as such) for themselves, in a separate place, but they are even less to
be removed from their place.” For the ¢0oel dvro are Kivolpeve; in every
category of physical beings there resides a determinate relation to motion.
In his Ideas, as @pyai, however, the man in question leaves out precisely
the kivnaoig which is the basic character of the gtoel dvta, with the result
that he makes of these dpyai genuine beings, among which finally even
kivnowg itself becomes one. Yet it is possible to determine the apyai of the
moving §icel dvta in such a way that the @pyod are not taken as divorced
from motion and, furthermore, such that xivnaig itself is not taken as an
Idea and hence as yopiotiv. In the dpyai the xivodpevov 1) xivoilpevov
must be co-perceived and hence must basically be something else as well,
namely the tomog itself whereby Being and presence are determined,

Let this suffice as an initial orientation concerning the mathematician in
opposition to the physicist and at the same time as an indication of the
connection of the mathematical xwpilewv with the one Plato himself pro-
mulgates as the determination of the method of grasping the Ideas. We will
see later why the Ideas were brought into connection with mathematics.
Let us now ask how, within mathematics, geometry differs from arithmetic.

b) The distinction between geometry and arithmetic. The
increasing “abstraction” from the ¢Ucer dv: oty = olaic
BeTdS; povic = ovoie abetog.

Geometry has more épyai than does arithmetic. The objects of geometry
are AopPavipeva éx npooBécewe (cf. Post. An. [, 27, 87a35f.), “they are
gained from what is determined additionally, through 8éms.” TpooBeos
does not simply mean “supplement.” What is the character of this
apoatieaic in geometry? Afyw &' éx rpoaféoems, olov povie olsia dfetoc,
onyun 68 ovoia Betde TaumMV éx mpooBécems (87a35f.). Aristotle dis-
tinguishes the basic elements of geometry from those of arithmetic. The
basic element of arithmetic is poviig, the unit; the basic element of geometry
is onyun, the point. Movidg, the unit—related to pévov, “unique,”
“alone”—is what simply remains, uévelv, what is “alone,” “for itself.” In
the case of the point, a 8¢01g is added. 10 88 undapf fopetdv kati
rnocby otiyul] kol povde, 1) uév GBetog poviae 1) 82 Betde onypn (Met V,
6, 1016b29f.). “What is in no way divisible according to quantity are the
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point and the povdg; the latter, however, is without Béawg, the point with
Béag."* Then how are the two basic objects of mathematics to be distin-
guished? povie oloio @Berog, onyul 68 oloic Betdg Todmv éx
npoatécews (Post. An. 1, 27, B7a36).

Both are otioio, something that is for itself, The onypi}, however, over
and against the wovdg, is marked by a npdoBeoic; in the otrypr there resides
a Béoig in a preeminent sense. What is the meaning of this Béowc which
characterizes the point in opposition to the povdag? A thorough elucidation
of this nexus would have to take up the question of place and space. Here
I can only indicate what is necessary to make understandable the distinction
of the axpifiéc within the disciplines of mathematics.

Béaoig has the same character as EE1g, BidBeoc. "EEI = to find oneself in
a definite situation, to have something in oneself, to retain, and in retaining
to be directed toward something. @éo1¢ = orientation, situation; it has the
character of being oriented toward something. fon 8¢ xai i Towite v
npde T olov EEwg, BidBeae, . . . Béaig (Cat. 7, 6b2f). According to its categor-
ial determination, Béoig is tav mpde T, “it belongs to what is pdg 1.” Every
Béag is a BEaig nividic (cf. ba).

) Torog and Béaig (according to Phys. V, 1-5). The absolute
determinateness (¢tioel) of tomos, the relative determinateness
(mpdc fpac) of Béoic. The essence of térog: limit (mépog) and

possibility (§0vegig) of the proper Being of a being.

We need to clarify briefly the distinction between 8éag and t6mog. Aristotle
emphasizes that the mathematical objects are oUx év tomw (cf. Met. XIV, 5,
1092a19f.), “not anyplace.”” The modern concept of space must not at all
be allowed to intrude here. Aristotle determines t6nog at first in an appar-
ently quite naive way. 611 pv olv a1 11 O tOmog, Sokel BfAov elvan x Tig
GVTINETOOTROEWS: OROV Yidp éom viv Udwp, Evialbo é2eA00vTog Mamep £5
dyyeiou mddav diyp éxel Eveoniy: Bre 88 tdv altdv ténov toltov o 11
TV CWOUGTOY KOTELEL, TOUTo &7 TV Eynvouévov xol petafoiidviov
£1Epov ROVTOV EIven SoKEL £v @ yap diip fomi viv, Ddwp v Tolte RpdTepov
fiv, hote dfAov Mg v O Tomog T Koid 1 xdpa Etepov dudoiv, eig fiv ko 62
Tig uetéBoiiov (Phys. IV, 1, 208b1ff.). Torog must itself be something. If there
formerly was water in a container and if now there is air in it, then the
tomog is something other than that which fills it. The place was already, fiv,
i.e., before specifically water or air was in it. The fjv does not mean that the
tomog would be something separated, separated from what is in it; the place
is simply something other than the two things which have been exchanged

3.

L.

Cf, De Am. 1, 4, 408a6fi.
Ct.p.
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in it. Aristotle proceeds at once to the characteristic determination of place:
&xe1 tiver dvvoyuy (b10f.), “place has a certain power” (translating in the
usual way). Abvopg is here understood in a quite strictly ontological sense;
dUvapig implies that the place pertains to the being itself, the place consti-
tutes precisely the possibility of the proper presence of the being in ques-
tion. This possibility, like every possibility, is prescribed in a determinate
direction: every being has ifs place. The d6vapig of the térog pertains to
beings themselves as such. ¢épeton yop €xaoctov eic altob TémOV P
KOAVOUEVOVY, TO puev Gvo 10 8¢ xatw (b11f.). Fire, nip, as such, has its place
Gvw; earth, ¥}, as such has its place xGtw (cf. b19f.). The light possesses in
its Being a prescription to its place, above; the heavy to its place, below.
And that is not arbitrary but ¢0oe1 (b18). These assertions of Aristotle’s are
self-evident, and we may not permit mathematical-physical determinations
to intrude. The heavy goes below, the light above. Fire has its determined
location; i.e., the térog of fire pertains to its very Being. In the same way,
what is light belongs above; if it is not above, then, as long as it is not
impeded, it will go up. Each being possesses in its Being a prescription
toward a determinate location or place. The place is constitutive of the presence
of the being. Every being is carried, ¢épetay, to its place, £ig tdv abtob tOROYV,
10 puév dvo, 10 8¢ xdtm, “the one above, the other below.” This consideration
of tomog is carried out in Physics IV, chapters 1-5.

Aristotle designates &vm and xé@tw as pépn or €idn of place. Mépog has
here a quite broad meaning: character, moment, determination. Tabta §
£o0Ti tomov pépm koi €idn, 10 Gve Kol kGTe xod ai Lowtad thv £ Sraotdoewmy
(Phys. IV, 1, 208b12ff.). The outward look of a place is determined according
to these possibilities: above-below, front-back, right-left. These are the six
daotdoelg into which beings can be dissected. Aristotle emphasizes ex-
pressly: éoT1 8¢ @ TOwWVTE OV poVOV TPOG NUES, 1O Gve Kol KGtm Kol
de10v xad aprotepdv (b14f.), “these things, above and below, right and left,
are not just in relation to us,” relative to the particular orientation we
happen to take up. Nuiv uév yop ovx dei 10 a1, “admittedly, for us the
above and the below are not always the same,” they do not properly exist,
GALL Katd TV Béoty, Omwe Gv otpadaduev, yivetan (b15f.), “but instead
they correspond to a 8éo1g, to the way we happen to stand and turn at any
time.” Here B€61¢ is introduced in opposition to t6rog as such. Hence there
are determinations of tomog which in a certain sense are absolufe within the
world; along with these, however, there is also the possibility that much
changes: what is above for one person may be below for another. This
change is one of 8éo1g, is dependent on how we place ourselves, on our
particular stance. Therefore one and the same thing is often to the right and
to the left at the same time. év 8¢ tHj ¢Uoe1 Srbproton ywpig Eéxaotov (b18K.).
“On the other hand, in nature itself (i.e., considering things simply in their
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Being) everything is for itself positioned in its own place.” o0 yép & 11
Etuyév éom T (v, dAL' drnov dfpeton 10 Tip Kol 6 xoUdov Opoins &8 kol
O KaTw ovy O T ETugey, AR Grov it Exovra Bhpog Kad Té yenpd (b19ff).
“For 'above’ is not something arbitrary, but is that toward which fire and
what is light are carried; likewise ‘below’ is nothing arbitrary but that
toward which the heavy and earthy are carried.” That is the way it is—and
here is the comprehensive characterization—o¢ ot T Bfoel Moeépovia
uovov ahri kol 1) Suvduer (208b21F), “because these places are not dif-
ferentiated merely through a 8ée1c—npdg Nudg (b24)—but on the contrary
) duvdper” This duvdper means that the place is the possibility of the
proper presence of the being which belongs to it and in fact so much so
that the direction to its own place, to the place were it belongs, appertains
to the very Being of the being, which being is indeed always itself Suvdper

We now want to bring more clarity to our discussion of ténog. npatov
uév obv Sei xatavonao 6T oux v Elnteito O térog, ei ui kivnais nig v
1 ®eerde tomov (Phys. TV, 4, 211a12ff). It can oceur to us that there is such a
thing as place only because we encounter the aiofntd as moved, only
because there is in general such a thing as motion. In a change of location,
place as such gets set in relief; it can be occupied by something else. ol yép
ray £V tomw, dAé 10 xunTdv obpe (Phys. 1V, 5, 212b281.), only what is
KTy, moveable, is in a place. &l yép tolito xal v olpavdv udhiot’
oidpeda év tomp, 6T del &v xivijoer (Phys, IV, 4, 211a131.). “Therefore we
believe that the heavens are most in a place, because they are constantly in
motion.” Nevertheless, further consideration will show that the heavens
are not in a place. 0 § olpavog ol novw Hhog 008 Ev vt TomE Eativ, € Y&
undév ocbrov mepidyer oy (cf. Phys. TV, 5, 212b8ff.). Instead, the heavens
are themselves the place for all beings which stand below them.

Place is then designated more precisely: GSwotpev &) tov témov glvan
np@TOV UiV TEpLEyov EXEIvo oV Timog Eoti, kel undév Tol mpdypatog (Phys.
IV, 4, 210b34f.). €i toivuv undév 1@v Tprew O Tonog éoTi, uijte 10 eldog prjte
N OAn wijte Swkompd T . . ., Gvdyxn tov tirov elvan . . . 0 Wpag ToU
repiégoviog ompatog (212a2ff). Place is the limit of the mepiéyov, that
which encloses a body, not the limit of the body itself, but that which the
limit of the body comes up against, in such a way, specifically, that there is
between these two limits no interspace, no didome. This peculiar deter-
mination of place, as the limit of what encircles the body; is understandable
only if one maintains that the world is oriented absolutely, that there are
preeminent places as such: the absolute above, the heavens, and then the
uégov, the middle of the heavens, and an absolute below, the earth, which
is immersed in water. Aristotle himself concedes: oxei 8¢ péyo 1 elvon xad
yodemdy Andbivon O timog Sid e T mopepdaivealion Ty DANY kod Ty
poperiv, kel Sule H év Hpepotivil 1@ mepréyovtt yiveobo v petdotaocy
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00 ¢epopévou (212a7ff). “It seems that it is something great and very
difficult to grasp place for what it is, because along with it there always is
given the body, in what it is made of and in its outward look, its form,” so
that one is tempted to take the extension of the material or the limit of the
form as the place. And, further, it is difficult to see place as such, because
the petdotaog of what is in motion comes to pass in each case in such a
way that the place itself does not thereby move. And what is in motion has
a privilege with regard to perceptibility.

In summary, a first understanding of the concept of place can be acquired
if we keep in mind that place has a 80vayig: £ger tivae Sivayuv.' Place is
the possibility of the correct appurtenance of a being. The correct appurte-
nance refers to that presence which belongs to beings as such according to
their objective constitution. It belongs to fire to be above, to the earth to be
below. The beings of the world, as “nature” in the largest sense, have their
place. Place belongs in each case to the being itself and constitutes the
possibility of the proper presence of the being there where it appertains.
This possibility is not intended as empty conceptual (logical) possibility, as
arbitrariness, such that it would be left freely to the body to be here or there,
but instead the divapig is a possibility which is determinately prescribed
and which always harbors in itself a direction. This determinateness of
duvapg belongs to the ténog itself. AGvoyug is understood as an ontological
basic category. The possibility is itself a being. Place is something belonging
to beings as such, their capacity to be present, a possibility which is con-
stitutive of their Being. The place is the ability a being has to be there, in
such a way that, in being there, it is properly present.

) The genesis of geometry and arithmetic from téroc. The ac-
quisition of geometrical objects by extraction of the néport
(tomog) of the ¢iger Gvroe The determination of their site
(BEang). Amalysis situs. Movag: olola Betog.

Geometrical objects can serve to clarify the distinction between 1énog and
8éoig. If we abstract from the peculiar mode of being of ténog, a mode
which is determined ¢vof1, and retain simply the multiplicity of possible
sites, the moments of orientation, we are then in a position to understand
how the specifically geometrical objects are constituted. What is extracted
from the aigBntd and becomes then the Betov, the posited, is the moment
of place, such that the extracted geometrical element is no longer in its
place. Indeed the moments of place, which doaipeoig withdraws from the
o, extracts from it, are the mépato of a physical body; but insofar as

4.CLp. 73,
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they are extracted from it they are understood mathematically and no
longer as limits of the physical body. Instead, through the 6éog, they
acquire an autonomy over and against the physical body. The geometrical
objects are indeed not in a place; nevertheless, | can determine in them an
above and a below, a right and a left. In a square, e.g., | can determine the
sides: above, below, right, left. 1 still have here the possibility of a determi-
nation of the 8éoig, the possibility of an analysis situs, i.e., of drawing out
differentiations in the sites as such, although the geometrical objects them-
selves, in what they are, do not possess these determinations. Geometrical
objects can always be oriented in accord with a 8éoc. Every geometrical
point, every element, line, and surface is fixed through a 8émg. Every
geometrical object is an oloia Betde.” This Béowg does not have to be a
determination, but it pertains to one. On the other hand, the unit, the povés,
does not bear in itself this orientation; it is oUoia &Betog. In mathematics,
the Bfang survives only in geometry, because geometry has a greater prox-
imity to the aigBntdv than does arithmetic.

The geometrical consists of a manifold of basic elements—point, line,
etc.—which are the néputa for the higher geometrical figures. But it is not
the case that the higher figures are put together out of such limits. Aristotle
emphasizes that a line will never arise out of points (Phys. VI, 1, 231a24{f.),
a surface will never arise out of a line, nor a body out of a surface. For
between any two points there is again and again a ypappy, etc. This sets
Aristotle in the sharpest opposition to Plate. Indeed, the points are the
apyod of the geometrical, yvet not in such a way that the higher geometrical
figures would be constructed out of their summation. One cannot proceed
from the oTiyp to the cdpe. One cannot put a line together out of points.
For in each case there is something lying in between, something that cannot
itself be constituted out of the preceding elements. This betrays the fact that
in the oloia Betég there is certainly posited a manifold of elements, but,
beyond that, a determinate kind of connection is required, a determinate
kind of unity of the manifold. In the realm of arithmetic the same holds.
For Aristotle, the povis, the unit, is itself not yet number; instead, the first
number is the number two.” Since the povdeg, in distinction to the elements
of geometry, does not bear a 81, the mode of connection in each realm
of objectivities is very different. The mode of connection of an arithmetical
whole, of a number, is different than that of a geometrical whole, than a
connection of points. Number and geometrical figures are in themselves in
each case a manifold. The “fold” is the mode of connection of the manifold.
We will understand the distinction between oty and povdg only if we

5.CF p. 71f.
6. Cf. Met. V, 6, 1016b18, 1016b15, and 1021a13; Phys. IV, 12, 220a17H.



§15 [111-113] 77

grasp in each of these the respective essence of the structure of that mode
of manifoldness. What is the essence of the mode of manifoldness of points,
lines, etc.? What is the essence of the mode of manifoldness of number?

) The structure of the connection of the manifold in geome-
try and arithmetic; ouveyés and £0elfs.

Our consideration will set forth from the point. We have indicated that
geometrical objects still have a certain kinship with what is in aigBdveation.
Everything in aiofiGveofion possesses péyeBog; everything perceivable has
extension. Extension, as understood here, will come to be known as con-
tinuousness. Since everything perceivable has extension, péyefog, it is an
oUK ahoipetov. ™ aiotntov rav fon péyebog kol ovx foniv adiaipetov
aiontiv (De Sensu VII, 449a20). This peculiar structure of the aiofntov is
preserved in the geometrical, insofar as the geometrical, too, is continuous,
cuveyés. The point presents only the ultimate and most extreme limit of
the continuous. For 10 8 ndvn <ddaipetovs xai Béav Eyov onyur (Met.
V, 6, 1016b25£.), “That which cannot be resolved further, in any regard, and
specifically that which has a Bégig, an orientation as to site, is the point.”
Conversely, the ypoyuy is povayn Sunpetdy (cf. b26f.), that which is re-
splvable as to one dimension; the surface, éxinedov, is diyy donpetov (cf,
b27), that which is doubly resolvable; and the body, abua, is ndvm kol
tpiyn Supetdv (b27), that which is divisible trebly, i.e., in each dimension.
The question is what Aristotle understands by this peculiar form of con-
nection we call the continuous. Characteristically, Aristotle acquires the
determination of continuousness not, as one might suppose, within the
compass of his reflections on geometry but within those on physics. It is
there that he faces the task of explicating the primary phenomena of co-
presence, and specifically of worldly co-presence, that of the ¢ioge dvro:
Fhysics, V, chapter 3. | will present, quite succinctly, the definitions of the
phenomena of co-presence in order that you may see how the ouveyés is
constituted and how the mode of manifoldness within number is related
to it. You will then also see to what extent the geometrical has a npiobemc,
i.e., to what extent there is more co-posited in it than in number.

o) The phenomena of co-presence as regards dliger dvia
(Phys. V, 3).

1.) Aristotle lists, as the first phenomenon of co-presence, i.e., of objects
being with and being related to one another, specifically as regards the
pioeL Ovio, the fu, the “concurrent,” which is not to be understood here
in a temporal sense, but which rather concerns place. What is concurrent
is what is in one place. We must be on our guard not to take these determi-
nations as self-evident and primitive. The fundamental value of these anal-
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vses resides in the fact that Aristotle, in opposition to every sort of theoret-
ical construction, took as his point of departure what is immediately visible.
“Apa is then that which is in one place.

1) ywpis, “the separate,” is that which is in another place. Here the
determination of place must be held fast.

3.) éntecBay, “the touching,” Gv té dxpo due (226a23) “occurs in that
whose ends, extremities, are (now the first moment recurs) in one place,”
whaose ends occupy the same place.

4.) petaSl, “the intermediate,” is that which eig & mfduxe mpdrepov
agikveioBol t petafdiiov (226b23f), “that at which a changing being,
one whose change is in accord with its Being, first arrives, ie, arrives at
earlier.” It is that which something, in changing, passes through, that to
which something changes prior to arriving at the oy atov of its continuous
change.” We can obtain a rough idea of what Aristotle means if we take a
quite primitive example: for a boat moving in a stream, the stream (the
uetasv, the medium, within which the motion occurs) is distinguished by
the fact that it least of all leaves something out; it retains its integrity.

5.) édelne. “the successive.” Here the petafl is taken up again. The
successive as such is connected with what it follows in this way, that there
is nothing intermediate between them which tév év tabtd yéver (227al),
“which is of the same ontological lineage,” ie. the same as the beings
themselves which are in order one after another. 'Edefic, “in succession,”
are, e.g., the houses on a street. That which is between them is not something
of the same ontological character as that which makes up the series. But
something efse can very well be between them.

6.) Exbuevov, “the self-possessed,” “the self-coherent.” The égeSrig here
recurs. Ex6uevoy, “the self-consistent,” is an é0efjc, a “one after the other,”
but of such a kind that it is determined by the drteoBo. £yopevov 88 b av
Epelfi Ov dmnton (227a6) “What is coherent is that whose successive parts
are in touch with one another.” The gyéuevov is determined by such a

7. et 68 £ig & médune mpdtepov dencveisBm T0 petafdiioy i cig & foypotov petoafdiin
wer i oy cuveig peTafiidov (226b23if). “The intermediate is that at which something in
motion by nature can arrive prior to arriving at its final state, provided the motion is natural
and continuous.” The word pdtepov at 226b24 is controversial, [Tpotepov can be found in the
parallel passage in Met. X1, 1068b28, as well as in Themisti in physica paraphradis, 172 In the
codices such as Simplicii in plysicorum {ibris commentaria 871, 20, the word spdtov occurs.
Heidegger seems to have incorporated both worde. H. Weil remarks in a footnote (as formu-
lated by the editork “In the text of Bekker (Aristotelis opera edidit Academia Regio Borussica {ex
recensione [, Bekkeri) Berlin 1831-1870) the word is mpotov. Mpdrepov might very well be a
conjecture. Yet if one accepts mpdbtoy, then b24 (f) eig & foyatov petafdlie) becomes unintel-
ligible, The §) {"than’) must be related to the word mpdtepov (‘earlier”), zpitepov-f (‘earlier-
than').” A similar annotation can be found in the transeript of H. Jonas, Thus: “The intermediate
is that at which a changing being arrives prior to arriving at the state it will ultimately change
into.” The Latin translation of the Bekker edition also reads prius-guan.



§15 [114-116] 79

succession, one in which the ends are in the same place; i.e., the objects of
the series abut one another, touch each other in their extremities.

7.) ovveyéc, continuum, is a very complicated form, since it presupposes
the other determinations, although for aicfnoig it is what is primarily
given. 10 cuvveyé fom Omep £y6uevov T (cf. al0). The cvveyés is an
gxouevov, and specifically Onep. “Onep is an expression which recurs in
quite fundamental ontological investigations.® The cuvegég is a Onep
€xopevov, “it is already at the very outset, quite certainly, an €youevov”;
hence there is here in each case nothing between. The cuveyég is an
gxouevov even more originally than the €x6uevov itself; the €xouevov is
only the immediate aspect of an £gec8a1. The cuvey£g is still more originally
an £y6pevov because it is this still more, i.e., it is still more with regard to
the mode of its &ev: it is a cuveyxOuevov: Aéym & elvon cuvegég Otav TovTd
yévnton xod v 10 ékatépov népag oig drrovton (allf.). The cuveyég occurs
when the limit of the one that touches the other is one and the same limit.
In the case of cuveyég not only do the limits of the one house strike the
limits of the other, but this happens in such a way that the limits of the one
house are identical with those of the other: Ta0T0 xai £v.

These are the determinations of co-presence. The cuvey£g is the structure
that makes up the principle of uéyeBog, a structure which characterizes
every extension.

After the description of these determinations, Aristotle considers their
relations. The £6e€fic has a special distinction: davepdv 8¢ kai 611 mp@TOV
10 é6elijc éotv (al7f). “It is evident that the £0elng is first as regards
constitution.” év mpotéporg 1@ A6y® (al9f.). “In all speech it is already
co-intended and said,” i.e., expressed in an unexpressed way. 10 uév yép
Gntépevov £0egfc avaykn eivan, T & £0eEnig 0¥ néy dtecBon (al8f.). The
antépevov, that whose ends touch in a determinate connection, and whose
ends, in the mode of such touching, are side by side, is already in itself, as
bearing such touching, a succession. Everything whose ends touch is
£oelnc. But not every £6eCfic has to be one in which the ends touch.
Therefore the £€¢eEtig is first.

On the basis of this consideration, Aristotle shows to what extent povég
and oTiyuri cannot be the same. For the mode of their connection is different.

BB) The structures of connection in the geometrical and the
arithmetical: cuveyég and £eCiic.

el foT1 oTiyun) xoi povdg, ovy oldv Te elvon povddo xoi oTiyuiiv 0 avté:
Toig Uev yap vrapyel 10 dntecBon, Toig 8¢ povdowy 10 £9egii, Kl TOV uév

8. The transcripts of H. Weif and H. Jonas add in brackets: time, metaphysics. Heidegger had
indeed given in the lecture a brief reference.
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Evdégeto eivad 11 petali (nioo yop ypopun petesh oniypav), v & ol
dovarykn): oUdey yip petali duddog kui povados (cf. a27ff.). To points there
pertains the dnteabo, touching, and indeed the éx6pevov in the preeminent
sense of the ouveyéc. To the povadeg, the units, there pertains, however,
only the égeSnic. The mode of connection of the geometrical, of points, is
characterized by the ouveyés, the series of numbers by the £o0elfc, where
no touching is necessary. The structure of the connection is in the latter case
maore simple, as compared to the continuum. With points there can always
be something in between; between two points there is always an extension
which is more or less large. But that is not necessary in the case of the
£0esng. Here, therefore, another connection obtains. For there is nothing
between unity and twoness. Hence it is clear that the being together of the
basic elements in the geometrical has the character of the dteoton or of
the auveyéc; the being together of numbers has the character of the £6elnic,
of the one after another. Thus in considering geometrical figures we must
add something which according to its structure co-posits more elements
than é¢efng does. Such elements, which are constitutive for the ouveyéc,
are péyeBog, mpdc n, BEowg, tomog, Gpa, Unopévov. The Urouévov, “from
the very outset to be permanently there,” pertains to that which is deter-
mined by Béo1c.” Therefore the geometrical is not as original as the arith-
metical.

Note here that for Aristotle the primary determination of number, insofar
as it goes back to the povdg as the épyn, has a still more original connection
with the constitution of beings themselves, insofar as it pertains equally to
the determination of the Being of every being that it “is” and that it is “one™:
every 0v is a év. With this, the ap18ude in the largest sense (@p1Oude stands
here for the &v) acquires for the structure of beings in general a more
fundamental significance as an ontological determination. At the same time
it enters into a connection with Adyoc, insofar as beings in their ultimate
determinations become accessible only in a preeminent A6yog, in vonome,
whereas the geometrical structures are grasped in mere cigtnos. Alotmowg
is where geometrical considerations must stop, atrjoetan, where they rest.
In arithmetic, on the other hand, Adyog, voeiv, is operative, which refrains
from every Bémg, from every intuitable dimension and orientation.

Contemporary mathematics is broaching once again the question of the
continuum. This is a return to Aristotelian thoughts, insofar as mathema-
ticians are leaming to understand that the continuum is not resolvable
analytically but that one has to come to understand it as something pre-
given, prior to the question of an analytic penetration. The mathematician
Hermann Weyl has done work in this direction, and it has been fruitful

9. Cf. Cat., chapter &, 5a271.
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above all for the fundamental problems of mathematical physics."" He
arrived at this understanding of the continuum in connection with the
theory of relativity in contemporary physics, for which, in opposition to
the astronomical geometry that resulted from the impetus Newton gave to
modern physics, the notion of field is normative. Physical Being is deter-
mined by the field. This course of development lets us hope that physicists
might perhaps in time, with the help of philosophy, come to understand
what Aristotle understood by motion, abandon the old prejudices, and no
longer maintain that the Aristotelian concept of motion is primitive and
that motion is to be defined simply by velocity, which is of course one
characteristic of motion. Perhaps in time the Aristotelian concept of motion
will be appreciated even more radically. I make this reference in order to
indicate how much Aristotle, free of all precipitous theory, arrived at facts
natural scientific geometry is striving for today, though from the opposite
direction,

Aristotle displays, in his Cafegories, keen insight into the consequences
of the conception of the continuum for the determination of number. The
genuineness of this work has been controversial in the history of philoso-
phy. I consider it to be authentic; no disciple could write like that. In chapter
6, Aristotle provides the fundamental differentiation of moodv."

1Y) Consequences for the connecting of the manifold in
geometry and arithmetic (Cat., 6).

100 & togon ™ uév fon Suopopévoy, T 68 ouveréc Kol 10 pEv Ex BEmv
Exdviav mpde dlnio tav Ev aitolg popiuv cuvicstnxe, 0 8 oOx EE
£xovrwv Béay (4b20ff.). Quantity is different in the cuveyéc, that which
coheres in itself, and in the Swpiopévov, that which is in itself delimited
against other things in such a way that each moment of the plurality is
delimited against the others. The parts of the ouvezég relate to each other
insofar as they are Béow Eyovra; what is posited in this Bfoig is nothing
else than the continuum itself. This basic phenomenon is the ontological
condition for the possibility of something like extension, péyefog: site and
orientation are such that from one point there can be a continuous progres-
sion to the others; only in this way is motion understandable. In the other
way of possessing moodv, the Suwprouévov, the parts relate to one another
such that they are otk £€ Exdvmv BEciv popiwv (b22); fon & Suwpropevov
uév olov amBude xai Adyog, cuverde B8 ypaupt, Emodveld, coua, T 68

10, H. Weyl, Raum—Zeit—Materie. Vorlesangen Gber allgemeine Relativititstheorie. Berlin 1915;
5., umgearb. Aufl., Berlin, 1923

11. Heidegger's manuscript only contains references to the passages without any remarks on
their interpretation. The editor offers the following interpretation (up to page 83j on the basis
of the transcriptions of H. Jonas, F. Schalk, and H, Weill,
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roaph tovta ypovog kai tirog (ibid. ff.). The Siwpropévov includes, e.g.,
(p1Bude and Adyog; the ouveyés includes, e.g., line, surface, body, and,
furthermore, xpdvog and témog. Insofar as the fiwpropévov consists of parts
which are 0¥ Béowv £govia, whereas the ouveyég consists of parts which
are Béowv Exovta, there is then also a difference in the way the elements of
the number series and those of the continuum are connected into unity.

What is the mode of connection of units such as those that belong to the
series of numbers? v pév yip 1ol ap1Buot popim ovdeis fon Kowvde dpoc,
npde dv ouvdnter i pdpro adtol: olov té névie el fon v Séxo uépLov,
npds ovdéva Kowvdv Dpov CuVaRTEL Td mévie Kol T névie, dAld Sidpiotm
(b25#f.). The parts of a number have no common dpog, no common delim-
itation in the sense that through the dpog, which is identical here with the
xabiiou, each of the parts would be determined proportionally. For exam-
ple, in the case of 10, the two udpwu, 5 and 5, have no xowdg Gpog; each is
for itself, Buopmopévoy, each is distinct. Likewise, 7 + 3 indeed make 10, but
7 does not have a relation, in the sense of the xa86A0v or the xowvév (b28£.),
to 10 or 3. There exists here a peculiar relation, such that the pépix cannot
be connected together, cuvdmtesBar 008 Ghwg av Eyowg éx' dpiBuot Aofeiv
xowvov Opov tdv popiov, cid' del Subpioton: Gote O piv apBude Tiv
dlopropvav éativ (b294f.). There is therefore for the manifold of numbers
no such xowév at all, in relation to which every particular number would
be something like an instance, and number itself would be the xa8dlou.
There is no question here of generalization, to speak in modern terms.
Number is not a genus for the particular numbers. This is admittedly only
a negative result, but it is still a pressing ahead to the peculiar sort of
connection residing in the number series.

Aristotle carries out the same analysis in the case of AGyog; the same
mode of connectedness resides there. @omitwg 8 xol 0 Adyog tow
duopopdvey  gotiv- (6m pév yip moodv fomv O Adyog dovephv-
KaTouetpeiton yop oA pokpd kol Bpogyein: Aéyw 68 aitdy v petd
eoviie Adyov viyvopevov) apds oldéva yip kowvdy dpov abtol i uopLa
TUVERTEL 00 ip Eon kowvds Gpog mpde Ov oi ouiAofol cuvintouoy, Gid’
Exdotn dubproton vt kol aimiv (b324f). Adyoc is taken here as a petd
Bawviic iyvopevog, as vocalization, which is articulated in single syllables
as its otoeia. Aristotle and Plato are fond of the example of Adyog for the
question of that peculiar unity of a manifold which is not continuous but
in which each part is autonomous instead. Thus Adyoc in the sense of
vocalization is a roadv, whose individual parts are absolutely delimited
against one another. Each syllable is autonomously opposed to the others.
There is no syllable in general, which would represent what all syllables
have in common—however, this does not apply to a point, which is indeed
like all other points.
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Thus a line has another mode of unity: 1) 8¢ ypauun cuveyéc éonv: fom
yop Aofelv kowvov Opov mpdg Ov i uépra adThg CUVAERTEL, oTIYHV- Kol
¢ émobaveiog ypopunv (5alff.). The line, as continuous, has another mode
of unity. That is, one can extract from the line, from the continuous, some-
thing with regard to which each part of the line can be called a part in the
same sense, namely the point. But it must be noted that these extracted
points do not together constitute the line. No point is distinct from any
other. What is remarkable for the possibility of this xowvdg 6pog resides in
the fact that the line is more than a multiplicity of points, that it, namely,
has a 8éo1c. On the other hand, in the case of the manifold of the series of
numbers, there is no 8€c1g, so that this series is determined only by the
£¢e&nic. Now, insofar as the co-positing of a 8éoig is not required for the
grasping of mere succession as the mode of connection of numbers, then,
viewed in terms of the grasping as such, in terms of voelv, number is
ontologically prior. That is, number characterizes a being which is still free
from an orientation toward beings which have the character of the contin-
uum and ultimately are in each case an aig6nt6v. Therefore number enters
into an original connection, if one interrogates the structure of beings as
the structure of something in general. And this is the reason the radical
ontological reflection of Plato begins with number. Number is more origi-
nal; therefore every determination of beings carried out with number, in
the broadest sense, as the guiding line is closer to the ultimate apyof of Ov.

When Aristotle brings up the distinction between geometry and arith-
metic in Metaphysics 1, chapter 2, his concern is simply to show that within
the émotiuon there are gradations of rigor. But he does not claim that
arithmetic would be the most original science of beings in their Being. On
the contrary, Aristotle shows precisely that the genuine Gpy1 of number,
the unit or oneness, is no longer a number, and with that a still more original
discipline is predelineated, a discipline which studies the basic constitution
of beings: codia.

§16. Continuation: codic (Met. I, 2, part 1). The fourth essential
moment of codio: the autonomy of its GAnBedelv (Eovtig
Evekev. un npdg xpriow).

The fourth and last moment of co¢ia is its autonomy in itself. Aristotle

demonstrates it in a twofold way: first, on the basis of what is thematic in
codia; second, on the basis of the comportment of Dasein itself.

12.982a28.
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a) What is thematic in godic. The dayoBiv as wfhog and
ultimate ol Evexo; as ainov and dpyii; as
object of pure Bewpeiv.

0 & eifévon xod 10 émiotoofion oltov Evexa pudiic® Undpyer ™) Tol
Hihot Emat ol Emotiun (982a30ff.). “Seeing and knowing for their own
sake reside most of all in that émotiun whose theme is the pdlioto
emomtov.” This pdhiota Emomriv, which most of all turms knowledge
into something genuinely formative, is what is grasped when it is a matter
of acquiring the ultimate orientations in beings and when it is a matter of
seeing why such and such should happen. This ultimate why, ie., this
ultimate “for the sake of which,” ol vexu, is, as tfhog, always an dyaBév
(Met. 1, 3, 983a31f.). The dyabiév, however, is a matter of the apyikwtdm
among the émotijpa and téyva, insofar as the dpyixwtdr is the one that
yvopilovoa tivog Evexév éon mpaktéov Exaotov (982b5f.), “provides in-
sight about that for the sake of which each single thing is to be accomplished
precisely in such and such a way.” Accordingly, cogia, insofar as it is the
udaota émotipn, and as such provides insight about the udota dyabiv,
the dimg 10 Gprotov év 1) dUoe maon) (cf. 982b7), is the dpyixwtdtn among
all émoripoe and téyvan in general. Hence it is the one that is no longer
guided but instead is itself explicitly or inexplicitly the guide. Thus it is
autonomous. Zodia asks about the Gprotov, the highest good, in relation
to which every other t€vn and émeoniun must be oriented. To that extent
ool is apyixwtdirm, guiding and autonomous.

With this characterization of co¢ice as aiming at an dyaBdv, Aristotle
comes in questionable proximity to another relation to beings: npaZis. For
npalig is oriented precisely toward the for the sake of which. Thus if cogia
aims at the éyuBov, then it seems that it is ultimately a npaZic, whereas
the preceding has shown precisely that it is free of ypiow and is a pure
Bewpeiv. Thus the difficulty is that we have here a comportment of Dasein
which, on the one hand, relates to something determined as dyaBdv, yet,
on the other hand, it is not supposed to be npaiic but Bewpeiv.

The difficulty can be resolved by recalling what Aristotle emphasized:
"The @yaBiv, too, is one of the causes.” wai yép thyebiv Ev tov aitiuy
eotiv (cf. 982b10f). Now the basic character of an ainov consists in being
the dpy1i, the ultimate, out of which something is understood: pdhota &
Emotnti th mpoTe Kol 1d aine (982b2). Already éuneipio and téyvn asked
about the aitiov. But what is most important is not simply that for Aristotle
the dyoebdv is an oftiov but that he succeeded in showing for the first time
that the ayuB6v is nothing else than an ontological character of beings: it
applies to those beings which are determined by a t€hoc. To the extent that
a being reaches its tfhog and is complete, it is as it is meant to be, 0. The
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cyoeBdy has at first no relation to mpéSig at all; instead, it is a determination
of beings insofar as they are finished, com-plete. A being that always is
does not at all first need to be produced; it is always already constantly
there as finished. Insofar as Arnstotle understands the éyafdv as hoc—
being finished—and counts the thog among the other causes, like Din,
eidog, and dpyf xivEcews,' he achieves for the first time a fundamental
ontological understanding of the dyufdv. If we take the dyaBov as value,
then this is all nonsense. The proper meaning of the aya86v is rather this:

aryabov

oS

TEPIEC
apy1} o Gvroc.

We must hold fast to this genuine sense of the dyaBdv as long as our concern
is to understand the expression déryaB6v as a properly philosophical term.

We are thus led to the following circumstance, namely, that insofar as the
dyaBév is not primarily related to mpiig but instead is understood as a
basic constitution of beings in themselves, the possibility is predelineated
that the dyaBdv as @py is precisely the object of a Bewpeiy, indeed that
exactly with regard to a being as dei dv, as everlasting being—in relation
to which I can take no action—the correct comportment is 8ewpice. This
possibility is predelineated by the interpretation of the dyaBdv as népoc.
How Aristotle interprets this we will see in the following session.”

We have now merely gained the following possibility: although the
ayoeBov is oriented toward mpélic, vet, on the basis of the fundamental
ontological understanding of the dyafiiv, a way is open to see that there is
a comportment which, as theoretical, presents the correct relation to the
dyaBév. Thus Aristotle can say that cogia, within which he sees this
Bewpeiv, is a quite peculiar ppovnong, a Towautn epdvnog (982b24). It is not
#pdvnaig as we know it in relation to beings which can be otherwise, in
relation to the objects of our action; it is a épdvnorg which is indeed directed
to an dyaBov, but an dyaBiv that is not rpaxtiv. Aristotle’s designation
of codlia as a TorxGTn dpdvnorg manifests at the same time an orientation
against Plato, who did not attain a very discriminating understanding of
these phenomena. When Aristotle speaks of goéia as ¢pdvnoig, he is indi-

1. Met. 1, 3, 98322641,

2. This announcement occurs in the thirteenth session (November 24, 1924). The "following
session” is the fourteenth (November 25, 1924}, Tt contains, however, no corresponding expli-
cation.
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cating thereby that he sees in oo¢in (as Plato did in ppévnoig) the highest
mode of aAnBevely and in general man'’s highest comportment, the highest
possibility of human existence.,

Thus far we know, on the basis of the yéveais of codia, that it more and
more renounces practical goals. But that codia is ufy npdg xpRow’ is a
determination which is given only negatively and only concomitantly, with
regard to something else. It does not yet determine codia itself. But now
it must be shown positively that so¢ia is predelineated in Dasein itself in
accord with the very possibility of Dasein; i.e,, it is the development of a
primary possibility of the Being of Dasein itself. Thereby the autonomy of
cooin first becomes ontologically understandable and the discussion of it
in relation to ¢pdvnoig is planted in the proper soil. The task is to demon-
strate the possibility that, first, ppdvnoig no longer has as its theme the Coonj
as mpaxtov but that, second, as aAnBedewv it is precisely a mode of Being
of the Cun.

b) The origin of codic in Dasein itself. ®aupdlev and
anopeiv as origin of philosophy. The tendency in Dasein
itself toward pure Bewmpeiv.

The root of an autonomous sheer onlooking upon the world already lies in
primitive and everyday Dasein. Aristotle shows that godla is unconcerned
with moinoig and rpdSig not just by accident and subsequently, but that it
is so primordially and originally. dt § oU romnkr, iAoy xal éx Ty
npmToy Grhocodnodvimy. Sid yip o Bovudleawy oi dvBponol kol viv Kol
0 mpwtov fipSuvio dihocodely, £ dpyfic pEv T AplyElpa THV ARdpmv
BruNGonVTES, EITa KoTd pikpov ot mpoidvies kol mepl v perlovav
danoprioavtes, olov nepl te tov g oelijvne rafnudrov kol v repl v
filov <xoi mepi dotpovs kol repl ™ ol movide yevéoews (Met. 1, 2,
982b10ff.). The fact that cog¢ia, from the very beginning, constitutes an
autonomous mode of Being of Dasein, juxtaposed to noinms, can be seen
on the basis of two primary moments in which Dasein may be actualized:
1.) Bavpdlev and 2.) Siemopeiv.t

1.) Loglc arises from Bovpalectan, which is attained very early in natural
Dasein. Boupdler €l oltwg Exer (cf. 983a13L). "Wonder is about something
encountered, whether it really is” as it shows itself. Bavpactiv yip eiven
doxel naowv, €l 1 0 Elayiotm un petpeito (albh). “For everyone, it is a
matter of wonder when something is supposed to be unmeasurable by
means of what is smallest,” i.e., more generally, when something cannot be

3. Met. 1, 2, 9820241 61" olidepioy ypeioy ETEpory.
4. See the appendix
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made intelligible by means of what is most known and at one’s disposal.
Metpeiv, to take measure, to determine, is the mode in which Dasein makes
something intelligible. Métpov and dépiBpdg belong in the same realm as
Adyoc, namely the realm of dhnBetev.” The Bovpootdy is that which is
awry. “Here something is awry.” The astonishing, the wondrous, is consti-
tuted in relation to an onlooking insofar as the understanding at one’s
disposal does not suffice for this encountered state of affairs. The under-
standing is shocked by what shows itself. Wondering originally begins
simply with what is plain and obvious, té@ npoyeipa (982b13), “what lies
right at hand.” Subsequently, the consideration gradually widens, so that
one is also wondering about greater things, which were at first taken as
self-evident: about the ndfin of the moon, what happens to the moon, about
the remarkable fact that the moon changes, and similarly about what hap-
pens to the sun, and finally about the genesis of beings as a whole, whether
they are as they show themselves.

2.) Aristotle now interprets wonder as an original phenomenon of Dasein
and thereby shows that in wonder there is operative a tendency toward
Bewpeiv; Dasein from the very outset possesses a tendency toward sheer
onlooking and understanding. In this connection, Aristotle employs an
expression familiar to the philosophy of his time: dropeiv. *Aropog means
“without passage,” one cannot get through. Mépoc originally referred to
the passage through a stream at a shallow place. Anopix is a consideration
of the world that does not get through; it does not find a way. The im-
mediately familiar aitica, the available means of explication, do not suffice.
The mode of running through by explication is blocked. Things are dis-
torted, in their genuine outward look as well as in their immediate appear-
ance. Notice how dnopia corresponds perfectly to the meaning of
danBedey and to the conception of Dasein we are already acquainted with:
the beings of the world are at first occluded and Dasein does not get
through. In this sense of dAnBevtely, whose first form of execution is AGyog,
there corresponds:

aropely AEYELY
ceroplo riyog
CROPOUHEVOY AEYGpEVOV

5. Cl.p. 124
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This d@mopeiv, if it is expressly carried out, indicates that one does not
know the matter which he cannot get through. 6 8' dropav oieto dryvoeiv
(cf. 982b171.). “The one who does not get through and finds no way out,”
and establishes that the matter at issue is occluded to him, “is convinced
that he is not yet genuinely familiar with the matter,” that he still does not
know it. Yet insofar as one becomes transparent to oneself precisely in this
conviction of being unable to get through, so that one continues the
dianopeiv and makes the attempt to get through, there then resides in such
dmopeiv and Sienopeiv a desire to get through, a ¢etyewy v dyvoway and
a dudkewv 10 énioTaobo i 10 Eidévor Oot einep Sia ™ eevyElv THY
deyvoloy edihoodémoay, davepdv 0T Sid 10 eidévon 10 énioToobo e6ioxov
kod 0 ypéoede Tivog Evexev (b19ff.). The one who continues the Gropeiv
and Sanopeiv and attempts to get through reveals in such endeavors that
he is flying in the face of dyvowa, ignorance, coveredness, and is pursuing
eniotaobol, knowledge, having beings present in their uncoveredness.
Thus what the Greeks call @nopia characterizes the peculiar intermediate
position of Dasein itself over and against the world. It characterizes a
peculiar being underway of Dasein: in a certain sense knowing beings and
vet not getting through. The dmnopeiv in itself, however, does not have any
sort of autonomous and positive meaning but only has the functional sense
of the correct pursuit of the knowledge of beings themselves. Aia-nopeiv,
the interrogating that presses forward, means to find something no longer
obvious (where the “obvious” is what is intelligible on the basis of some
perfectly accidental understanding) and to endeavor to extract an under-
standing from the matter itself instead. The positive steps in Sieropeiv are
nothing else than the presentifying of the determinate matter at issue. The
way and the direction of the dmopeiv depart from the familiar surroundings
and proceed toward the world and specifically in such a way that the
aropeiv does not concern what is encountered accidentally and happens
to be striking but rather includes the sense that Dasein sets itself on the
path where what is striking is what was always already there. Where such
Gmopeiv occurs, there takes place this setting oneself on the way, this being
underway toward. Thus the aropeiv, or the Suanopeiv, becomes a phenom-
enon in the natural consideration of the world as well as in explicitly
scientific research, which shows to what extent Dasein in itself aims at an
uncovering of beings simply for the sake of uncovering. Thereby we pro-
cure the ultimate determination of codia and see at the same time that
Bewpeiv is a completely autonomous comportment of Dasein, not related
to anything else whatsoever.
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§17. Summary:' The modes of GhnBetey as
modifications of self-orienting Dasein,

We have gained an insight into Dasein insofar as in it various modes of
dnBedery initially occur in such a way that they are not delimited against
one another and thus that the expressions tégvn, émomiun, epdvnowg, and
cogic are ambiguous. The development of this ambiguity is not arbitrary.
And a real overcoming of this ambiguity cannot occur simply by putting
dogmatic definitions up against it and making these modes of comportment
fixed. The ambiguity will be overcome only when its motives are visible,
i.e., when it becomes understood why these various expressions are em-
ployed with this ambiguity.

Dasein discloses its immediate surrounding world: it orients itself in its
world without the individual modes of self-orientation becoming explicit.
Insofar as this self-orientation is a taking cognizance and a deliberating
concerned with producing, it is of the character of tégvn. Insofar as this
know-how is nevertheless a knowing and makes its appearance explicitly
as knowing, the same state can be conceived as émonjun. But it does not
yet have to be science at all. Insofar as the self-orientation is concerned with
a mpaktdv which is dealt with for one's own use, aitd, for one’s self, this
self-orienting is opdvnolg in the broadest sense, as it is proper to the Cio.
Whether what is discovered in such orienting is the nomntdy of a mpalig or
not does not matter at all. Insofar as the self-orienting is concerned explicitly
with the aitnov and becomes real understanding for its own sake, these
same modes of self-orienting—téyvn, émooiun, dpdvnoig—can also be
conceived as oogie. That is the basic way Dasein itself uses these expres-
sions. We must make this fundamentally clear in order to see that the
yéveowg into explicit modes of existence is accomplished precisely on the
basis of Dasein itself.

It has been shown that Dasein aims at godio merely fud 10 Fidévo and
not ypricedq ivog Evexey (b20f), that Bempeiv is a completely autonomous
comportment of Dasein, not related to anything else. In this way cogia
manifests a possibility of existence in which Dasein discloses itself as free,
as completely delivered over to itself. Gomep Gvbpunidg sapev Ehedbepog O
Eauton Evexa ki pi) @hlou @y, otite xod olim, pdvn Ekeviépa oton oy
EmEUEY: uovn yip oot fouric Bvexéy éony (b256F). And thus the
question arises whether such a possibility of existence is at all within the
reach of human Dasein, since, after all, the Conj of man is dovin (b29), Le,
since the life of man, his Being in the world, is in a certain sense to be a
slave of circumstances and of everyday importunities, It seems therefore

1. Tite in Heidegger's manuscript.
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that insofar as human Dasein is a slave, the possibility of an autonomous
comportment in pure Bewpic must remain denied it, that consequently
codie cannot be a possible ktiioig (b29) for man. The question arises
whether oogio can be a xtijowg Gvéipadnov. This question, which arises here
concerning KThow, is the same as the one which arose in the Nicomachean
Ethics concerning £Z1<: i.e, whether godfa is a possible ££1g of human
Dasein.

Only after the clarification of this question will we be sufficiently pre-
pared to decide whether it is ¢pévnang, which as such has human Dasein
for the goal of its uncovering, or Godia that is the highest mode of uncov-
ering. We will have to examine on what basis Aristotle decided about the
mode of Being of épévnog in opposition to the mode of Being of codla as
possibilities of human Dasein. This determination will make understand-
able at the same time the sense in which there can be a science such as
ethics with regard to human life, insofar as ethics deals with the fj6og, the
Being of man, which can also be otherwise. The question is to what extent
there can be a science of something like that, if indeed science proper is
concerned with beings which always are.



Chapter Three

The Question of the Priority of ¢pdvnoig or codia
as the Highest Mode of @in8evewv (Met, 1, 2, part 2;
Nic. Eth, V1, 7-10, X, 6-7)

§18. The divinity of sodic and the questionableness of ooéla as a
possibility of man (Met. 1, 2, part 2), Zodie.as constant dwelling
with the Gel. Human Dasein as “slave” (So0kn) of voykoice and
dhivg Exovto The priority of codia will respect to GAnbedey.

The question is whether oodia can be a xtijog and £ of man. Aristotle
first raises this question by quoting Greek poetry.' This citation says that
oodlo is a Beiov. Aristotle shows this explicitly in the Nicomachean Ethics
(X, 7, 1177b26fi.). Here, in the Metaphysics, Book 1, 2, only natural Dasein
expresses itself, and what it says is that the Bedg alone would have the
possibility of ke’ aitdv ématiun (b31L), ie., of codia. It is reserved for
the gods alone. What possibilities are the gods otherwise supposed to have?
But, further, the poets say that the gods are jealous with regard to man, that
they begrudge man cog¢ic. But, Aristotle says, let us not give too much
weight to such claims of poets, because, as even a proverb has it, they
mostly deceive.” The gods cannot be jealous at all, and this is not because
they are too good to be jealous, but because the mode of existence of the
Beiov excludes all ni8n, all affects. On the other hand, there is no higher
kind of knowledge than godiu. Aristotle shows this by saying cautiously
that perhaps a god would most of all actually have oodic and therefore
one could justly speak of godic as a Beiov; and a further reason would be
that the object of goéin is everlasting being,” 8giov. Aristotle initially lets
the question stand at this point. Note that Aristotle, in ascribing coela to
the Beiov, is not asserting the proposition absolutely, and that for him cogia
is not a Belov factually but only potentially. He concludes the consideration
by remarking that dvoykmdétepon pdv odv mico todme dueivav §
oUdepio (983a10f.), “for Dasein, all modes of knowing, in the broadest sense,

L 9@"!:3‘. am..m- u.ﬁm.wtn o rtpu... “Only a gied is suppesed (o have this privilege.”
e Graecorum veterym practer P,
Rr.iqunx mw Past ﬂtax[ﬂmm i mhm edidit Eduardug Hiller. Exempiar emendaoit
ke moris fragments auxtt O, (‘nu:ms &;:5_ 1913,
2. mokdde weGSovtan dobol (Met. I, 2, 4), “The poets lie a great deal *
3.Cf. Nic. Eth. VL7, 114!324
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are more necessary and more pressing than oodia, but none is better.” With
regard to danbevewv, the uncovering of beings, codia has the priority.

Over and against this rather popular discussion of cogia and its relation
to man, Aristotle himself has a much more original understanding of the
entire question. It is precisely the treatment of these difficulties that leads
him to show how godia is the highest possibility for man. In order to clear
the way for indicating this briefly, we must hold fast to the following. Zogia
is, according to its idea: 1w €£ dpyic aitiov émotiun (cf. Met. 1, 3,
983a24f.). As far as the question of the being of ainbeiev, ie., the mode
of Being of Dasein, is concerned, this idea entails: 1.) complete autonomy
in itself, and 2.) a relation to genuine beings in their Being, a dwelling with
them. This idea requires one to be posited freely on oneself in having beings
in themselves present. That raises the question of whether cogia can be a
ktioig and E£1¢ of man. For human Dasein is dovAn; it is delivered over
to Gverywoio, which are GAkwoe Exovra; it 1s forced to dwell with such
avoyxaia and GhAwg Exovio. Man cannot constantly dwell among the
TaTete; for man, this autonomous mode of Being, forever attending to
the nuudtorto, is unthinkable.

This question receives its keenness when one considers that cogla is a
Beiov. Aristotle’s characterization of coéin as a Belov is purely ontological
in intention; metaphysics is not theology. Zogiw is an émoiun, one that is
Bewotdrn. And it is so in a bwofold way: 1.) it is xTfjcg of a Bedg, and 2.) it
makes thematic téx Beice. This is a very early anticipation of Aristotle’s
metaphysics.* Insofar as coéia is 1.) xtiog of a Bedg, i.e., insofar as the
comportment in it is divine, it is vobg, voeiv, vonomg: and insofar as 2.)
codia is 1oV Belwy, i.e., insofar as it has as its object the Belov, it is vorjoeme.
Hence 1.) as xtijog of a Bede, codin is vimog; and 2.) as making it Beioa
thematic, godin is vorjgems. We will not now look more closely into this.

According to our investigations thus far, the Betov in godia is presented
in the following way: insofar as gogia 1.) has the Belov as its object, to that
extent it has as its object the dei; and insofar as 2.) the Beiov is in it as a
mode of comportment, it is a pure and simple onlooking, sheer Bewpeiv.
The comportment of gogiu is in keeping with its object. It tarries constantly
with what is everlasting. Its distinguishing mark is that, as Bewpeiv, it
constantly dwells on that which always is. Hence the idea of this mode of
existence resides in a constant actual presence to the del. Nevertheless,
Aristotle emphasizes’ that human existence cannot sustain this comport-
ment throughout the whole time of its life. The way of man’s temporality
makes it impossible for him to attend constantly to the del. Man needs

4. Met. XIL, 7.
5. Nic. Eth. X, 7, 1177b261f., in connection with X, &, 1176b331.
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recreation and relaxation from Bewmpeiv. These nexuses in a certain way
underlie Aristotle’s reflections in Metaphysics, 1, 2, without his explicitly
entering into them. But this much is clear, that, in its Being, the comport-
ment of Dasein to the Gef, if it is to be in keeping with the é&el, must always
be a Bewpeiv. That is in a certain sense possible, and in a certain sense
impossible.

But this does not dispose of the task of delimitating co¢ia over and
against dpdvnowe. For dpdvnang in itself claims to be the highest mode of
human knowledge.

§19. ®povnang as the proper possibility of man, and
the rejection of opdvnong as "eodic” (Nic. Eth, VI, 7, part 2).
The gravity of epévmoic. The axpdratov dayaBov dvBpamvoy
as object of ppévnors. The Gapratov év 1@ 6o as object of
codic. Predelineation of ontological superiority as criterion of
the priority of codio.

Ppdvnoig in itself claims, as we said, to be the highest mode of human
knowledge, namely insofar as one can say that it is the gravest of all
knowledge, since it is concerned with human existence itself; it is the
aroudorotdm (cf. 1141a21f.). Zodie may indeed deal with the nudtoro
(cf. b3), the highest beings; but these beings are not ones that concern man
in his existence. What concerns man is Dasein itself, the ¢xpbtatoy doyafov
dvBpdmvov, namely evboapovie. And for this, @pévnaoig provides direction.
Dpévnaig is supposed to render Dasein transparent in the accomplishment
of those actions which lead man to the £0 [iv. If, accordingly, ppdvnong is
the gravest and most decisive knowledge, then that science which moves
within the field of ¢pdvnoig will be the highest. And insofar as no man is
alone, insofar as people are together, modiniwry (Nic. Eth. V1, 7, 1141a21) is
the highest science. Accordingly, rokitixty émotiun is genuine codla, and
the roAitikdg is the true griloodog; that is the conception of Plato.
Nevertheless, one can ask whether this determination of ¢pdvneig in
relation to codict is legitimate, Notice what Aristotle brings to the arena:
the dyabdv, as dayaddv of human Dasein, as ebdoaipovia, is indeed an
axpOtatov dyaBv; it is that in which human Dasein attains its completion.
But it is still an dvBpdrivoy dyaBiv, a determination of the Being of man,
and as such is tepov in opposition to the dyaBov which, e.g., is that of a
fish. According to the Being of the respective being, the dyaBdv, too, as
téhog, is in each case different. Furthermore, even the dyaBdév of individual
human beings, in their possibility as Dasein, can in each case be different.
Insofar as the éryaBév can in each case be different, we have in this cyaBév
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an ontological determination of beings which can also be otherwise, not of
ones that are dei. The Dasein of man is not something ordained to be def,
whereas the Aevkov or the e08U is Td altd dei (a24), "always identical.”
These are ontological determinations which always are what they are; there-
fore they are cogdv, an object of codia. If we say that godic is concerned
with such beings, ones which are aite) @oéiov, then there would be many
ooudio, one for man, one for animals, etc. The identification of ppovnog
and codic would be legitimate, provided man is GpioTtov OV Ev 10 KéGuE
(a21£), ie., provided he is, “of all the beings in the world, a being in the
most proper sense.” The question whether gpovnoug itself is godie must in
principle be oriented toward beings which are the concern of both pévnog
and codio it must be oriented toward the axpétatov dyadév. el § dn
Béhtiotov dvBpumnog v dikwy Chev, obdév dudeper (a33f.), “That man,
compared to other living things, is the féinatov does not matter in the
least.” For there are still other, much more divine beings év 1) xGaug than
human Dasein. xod yap GvBpinou dihe todd Beidtepa ™y guolv (a34f).
There are still Badtepa thv guov—aiaig means here the same as oloio—
there are beings other than human Dasein which are still more properly
present, considered in terms of their mode of presence. Getov denotes here
simply the higher mode of Being of a being. It has nothing to do with
religion or God or Aristotle’s religiosity. As an expression for the higher
mode of Being, Bewdtepov has a purely and formally ontological sense. This
becomes clear from what Aristotle offers as evidence for the “more divine”
Being: oovepmtota €5 Gv 0 koopog ouviatnxev (cf. blf.), of all the things
which make up the “world,” that which is the most revealed and wholly
uncovered: ovpavig, fiog, oeirivn, etc. To prove that Aristotle considered
the sun a god might very well be difficult. éx &0 1@v eipnuévoy dqiov 671
1 sodic éotiv kol EmaTiun xal voic Tév TieTatey T dtoel (b2f.). dioig
here means the same as oloio. Logion concerns the Tyudtote tf dvoe, ie.,
that which, with regard to its mode of being present, has the priority and
hence is what is most properly present. For Aristotle and the Greeks, as
well as for the tradition, beings in the proper sense are what exists always,
what is constantly already there. The Grecks made this clear to themselves;
today it is simply believed. On the other hand, human Dasein, if it is an
damatov, is still not an dprotov i, i.e. 6Uoel, but only an dprotov Tpdg
s, Human Dasein is not i, always; the Being of man arises and passes
away; it has its determinate time, its aidv.

Now we can begin to see where lies the basis for the privilege of cogia
over ppovnoie. Lodia has the priority in relation to beings in themselves,
insofar as the beings with which it is concerned have for the Greeks onto-
logical priority. Beings come into view on the basis of what in themselves
they always already are.
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Aristotle concludes the presentation of gogic, at 1141b3ff., with a revised
enumeration of the qualities which characterize the autonomy of gogia and
their independent genesis in Dasein. Nevertheless the two modes of
aanBedewy, oppovnog and codic, are distinguished not only in terms of their
objects but also in their own proper structure. To see this, we need a closer
examination of the structure of gpdvnong itself,

§20. More radical conception of epdvnong' (Nic, Eth. VI, 8-9),
a) dpdvnong as rpaxcticd) #2127 (Nic. Eth. VI, 8).

In order to see to what extent opdvnols and codia are distinct in their
structure, it is important to note that épdvnowg is an dinsebew, but one
that is in itself related to mpafis. “In itself” means the mp@dig is not some-
thing which Lies next to it, which comes afterward, like the pyov in the
case of wéyvn, but instead each step of the dAn8edery of opdynong is oriented
toward the mpaxTtév. Accordingly, the mode of carrying out dinBedev in
opdvnaig is different than the one in go¢ic. Aristotle has explicated this
connection in the last chapters of the sixth book of the Nicomachean Ethics,
beginning with chapter 8.

In this chapter, Aristotle shows that opbvnong is a mpewtikd) €515, For that
which ¢povnoig discloses is the mpoextov ayafov (1141b12). Thereby, the
specific 8Eig-character of epovnang is the €0 Bovdetect (b10). 0 § driie
ebfoviog O 00 GpioTou @vBpGRE TOV TPEKTGV OTOXaCTINOG KTl OV
hopopdy (b12f.). “The one who simply deliberates appropriately (whose
deliberation and circumspection into the tlog pertain to the end and the
finished product) is the one who uncovers the ametov dvlpdng, what is
in itself best for man,” and, specifically, the dpoTov v npaxuiy, “what
is best among the possible mpaxtd.” This is what bestows on man the
endoaptovie that is man’s 0¥ Evexe. Such disclosure of the &piotov dvBpdng
v mpoxtaw is the power of the dmidig edPoviog because he is
orogaoTikds, because he can “hit the mark,” and specifically vatd 1ov
Aoopdy, “in deliberating on and discussing” human Dasein in the con-
crete possibilities of its Being. 008 £oTiv 1] gpovnoIg 1y KuBOAOY poVOV
(b14£). Such disclosure of the dpiotov, however, is not exclusively con-
cerned to bring out in an altogether simple way, as it were, the outward
look of the immediate mode of human Dasein; as such, the task of ppdwvnog
would not only be unaccomplished but would be fundamentally misun-

1. Title based on Heidegger. The manuscript says: “To take gpdvnoig itself more radically.”
2 Title in Heidegger's manuscript.
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derstood. The dinBedewv of epivnoig as such Bei xod i xof) Exaote
yvopilewv (b15) “must also disclose the concrete individual possibilities of
the Being of Dasein.” mposctuik| ydp, 1 88 npalig mepi ti wodl’ Exagra (b16).
That is, the disclosure of ¢pdvnog is dpokdywg opéde,’ it is carried out
with a constant regard toward the situation of the acting being, of the one
who is deciding here and now. On this basis, the meaning of the dyafdv
for human Dasein and the mode of dealing with it in Afyewv are determined
not just incidentally but according to their most proper sense: this ayafov
is an dxpérotov. Gpdvnog is not a EEig petd Adyou pévov (Nic. Eth. V1, 5,
1140b28), it is not a mere discussing that proceeds for its own sake, but
instead, already in every word, in every saying it utters, it speaks of the
mpaxtév and for the sake of the rpaxtiv. 1| 8¢ opdvnoig rpaxTKy Gote
Bei (oo Exewy, ff TabTv packdov (ibid., 8, 1141b211). “®pdvnoig must have
both”: dinBetew and mpaZis, "or, rather, the latter still more.” ®pbvneoig
dwells in apadig still more than in Adyog. What is decisive in gpdwmong is
apagig. In dpdvnog, the rpdig is dpyp and téhos. In foresight toward a
determinate action, ¢pdvnoig is carried out, and in the action itself it comes
to its end.

ein & v g xod fviaiba aprtextovikr (b22f.). And also here within
the mpaxtikii there may exist a certain order of connection, a leading and
a guiding. Insofar as the dvBponog is the {Hov nolnxkov, tpalig is to be
understood as a mode of being with others; and insofar as this is the tEhog,
epdvnong is of the character of the moliruer.!

Hence what is decisive for gpovnog is rpaSig. This gives rise to an
essential distinction between épdvnang and ¢matiun, one which concerns
their genesis. Aristotle shows this in chapter 9,

b) The mode of origin of dpé&vnong and émartipn (Nic. Eth.
VI, 9). dpdvmag: €5 épmeipiog (life experience).
Mathematics: &t" Gompéoeme.

Dpiévnolg requires ypdévos, Life experience is needed for the possibility of
correct decisions but not for émowiun. Thus it can happen that young
people are already able to discover important things. Aristotle refers here
to the mathematician, and Pascal would be an example for us. Mathematics
is an autonomous oyohGlewv.’ yempetpikol uév véor kol pofnuomikol
yivovion xei oodol 1 Toreiita (1142a12f). Precisely in mathematics quite
young people can already do research autonomously and in this regard can

3L Nic Bt VL 2, 1139291 o0 & spoxtixei xut Savonnised 1) diféoa dpoidypug
Egovou ) dpéle i opBf.

4. Heidegger did not elaborate further.

5, Cf Met 1,1, 981b206.
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become cogoi. The reason is that for mathematics no yvaxaig of the xoé’
Exaota is required, and that can enly be gained in éureipin, in life experi-
ence. véog 8¢ Euneipog ovk Eorv (al5). “Young people are not experienced
in the factual conditions of human Dasein itself.” mAfjfog yip ypdvou ToEl
v éumerpioy (al58), “Only through much time (through the many nows
of the ‘as soon as-then) is life experience possible.” This is reserved for the
maturity of old age. In this way, mAfiBog xpévou, much time, is required
for opdvnoe. Since it is v vol’ Excota (ald), épévnoig is in need of life
experience. Therefore opdvioig is not properly an affair of young people.
Young people can, on the other hand, as has been said, be cogot 1 Towaie,
codof with regard to mathematics. But there is a distinction between math-
ematical and philosophical knowledge. Quite young people can have math-
ematical knowledge but not philosophical knowledge. i 6T tic pév &'
dpmpéoeds tonv, v & ol dpyod €8 éunepiog (al8f). “For mathematics
is a knowledge which comes to pass by abstracting from beings”; Le., that
which is abstracted from, looked away from, namely concrete existence, is
not further considered and determined. What is attended to is only the
of the népug, ypopp, éninedov, etc. Mathematics does not have to concern
itself with concrete existence in order to carry out the dduipecig. On the
other hand, for godle it is necessary that the 0oods, or the puaredg, insofar
as he is one who genuinely understands, gain €€ éurepiag that which he
is trying to attain. It would be a misunderstanding to translate £ éureipiog
as “induction,” as if what is at issue here were a matter of the generalization
of single cases. Instead, £€ éurelpiog is opposed to apadpeais. And what is
in this fashion opposed to Goaipecns is precisely the exposition of the
ultimate ontological foundations of the concrete beings themselves. This
requires that one presentify the beings themselves in order to see their
outward look, their g1éog, and to draw from them their dpyai. But this calls
for the knowledge and domination of the manifold of beings, and this
manifold can be appropriated only in the course of time, Accordingly, even
with regard to the mode of its origin, epédvnong is different from EmaoTiun.

What we have worked out up to now are merely preliminary distinctions.
We will attain the essential distinctions only if we recall the guiding line
employed for differentiating the various modes of d@infevew. Aristotle
oriented the consideration in two directions: 1.) what sort of beings are
disclosed, are they dei or évBexdpevov @hhwg Exelv, and 2) to what extent
can these beings be disclosed and preserved in their dpjl.

In the meantime, what an @py1} as such is has become more transparent.
The @py is that which already is, that from out of which every being is
properly what it is. It is telling that, as regards every being which can also
be otherwise, the apyri—the always already—of ¢pdvnang is anticipated in
a mpo-aipeme.
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The question is to what extent the various modes of dhn@etew succeed in
disclosing and preserving the being in its apyr, i.e, to what extent they
succeed in grasping the being in its proper Being and at the same time, as
£Z15, succeed in holding fast to it. Aristotle discussed these matters first of all
in regard to émotipn and wxvn. Téxvn anticipates in the gidog the dpy, the
téhog, but it does not succeed in grasping it in the Epyov. Even in émomniun,
no genuine grasping of the dpy1 takes place. What then is the case regarding
the disclosure and preservation of the dpy1 in epdvnoig and codin?

§21. Exposition of the further tasks: the relation of dpévnon
and of codia to the dpyod Topie voug xal tmotiun.
The task of the clarification of the BovietecBu of the
mode of carrying out dpovmong,

We have seen that codla is in a certain sense EmoTriun; it makes use of the
dpyai. But it is also voie, It is voig s émanipn (1141a19f). It is precisely
voig which, in the proper sense, aims at the dpyai and discloses them.
Now codia is not pure voeiv. The voeiv operative in codia is carried out
by man within speech; codia is petdx Adyou (Nic. Etl:. VI, 6, 1140b31£). At
the same time, oodie is not sheer fioAf yecBo but is in a certain sense vogiy,
The voeiv of voig itself, however, would be tvev Aoyov.

How do these connections lie in @pdvnoig? Can opévnoig disclose and
preserve the @py of the beings at which it aims? The analysis of the beings
which are thematic in gpdvnong will be difficult because gpévmmg itself
also belongs in a certain manner to those beings which are its theme. For
the object of ppévnoig is wpagis, the Jwtj of man, human Dasein itself. To
action itself pertains deliberation, the becoming transparent of the acting
itself. The transparency is not a mode of onlooking which considers disin-
terestedly how the action could appear. ®pdvnowg is included in its own
theme; it itself occurs among the beings it is supposed to disclose. This is
how the difficulty of the analyses of the beings which are thematic in
dpivnong is first given, and it is not easy to presentify correctly the phe-
nomenon of pdvnag at one stroke. It will be shown that ¢pévmong, too, 1s
voug and voeiv and is a genuine disclosure of the @pyii. Since, however,
the theme of @pdvnaig is mpddic, beings which can be otherwise, and since,
accordingly, even the apyol are ones that can be otherwise, the comport-
ment to these beings will have a completely different structure than the
comportment to the def in cogia. Insofar as both, epovnoig and codic, each
in its own way, are vobg, Aristotle recognizes each of them as a Pedtiom
£Z1¢. Since both are placed on the same level, it will be all the more difficult
to decide to what extent the one has a priority over the other.
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Up to now we have clarified the character of the dinfiedewy of epdwmoig
in such a way that we have come to understand that ¢pdvnoig is a EGic
mpotikty. What it discloses is from the very outset intended with regard to
its being relevant to action. The mode of carrying out the disclosive appro-
priation of the mpaxtiv is PBovieteabal, circumspective self-debate. This
BovisteoBon is petd Adyou and therefore is a hoylleoBo, a discussing.
Insofar as BovhetecBon is the way to carry out opdvnaig, the structure of
the BovieteoBon must make visible how épdvnow grasps the dpyod of the
beings which are thematic in it, the dpyeed of human Lo, Aristotle carries
out the consideration by first asking what is correct fovieieation. How does
evfoviic look? 8e1 8 Aofelv kol nept evPoviioe tf oty (Nie. Eth. VI 10,
1142a32f.). With the structure of the ebBoviia, i.e., with this mode of carrying
out gpdvnog, the character of opdvnoig as ahnBedely first becomes visible
and this even, and precisely, with regard to the disclosing of the dpyrj. The
second basic question will be: How does gpdvnomg relate to voiig itself, if it,
like oogic, discloses the dpy, i.e., has the character of voug? From this point
of departure we can understand votis. The understanding of vobg on the
basis of codic and dpdvnoig is, in my view, the only way to gain a prelim-
inary insight into the difficult phenomenon of voig.

§22. EbBovhio as the mode of carrying oud dpévnong
{Nic. Eth. VI, 10).

The mode of carrving out opdvnoig is foviketiecBal, which itself is a
hoyilroBa, a discussion. To that extent ¢povnaig is a E21g peti Adyou. The
disclosure of gpdvnog is carried out PeTd AGyov, in speech, in the discus-
sion of something. It must be noted that Adyog, as it is in question here, is
to be grasped as the asserting of something about something, as Afyeiv 1
ket tvos, Insofar as something is asserted of a being within an intention
to disclose it in this asserting, a Siaipeciz already resides there. Insofar as
I assert something about something, the asserting has taken apart the being
spoken of. Everything that is a theme of Adyoq is, as such, a fimpetdv. On
the other hand, a being, insofar as it is given only xuB6kov, as a whole, in
the way we encounter it immediately, is ouykeyuuévov, intermingled,
“poured together."' To assert means to articulate what is spoken about, It
is only on the basis of such Sixipeaig that oivBeoig follows, the oiveemg
which is proper to Adyog. Adyog is diairetic-synthetic. If now, on the other
hand, ¢pivnowg is supposed to be a Bektiam £Zig, then it must grasp the
dpy of the beings which are its theme. An dpy), however, especially if it

1. Phys 1, 1, 184a21H. CF. p. 60F.
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is an ultimate, final dpy1, is itself no longer something we can speak of as
something. The appropriate speaking of an épy1 cannot be carried out by
Aiyog, insofar as the latter is a Siipeong. An dpyj can only be grasped for
itself and not as something else. The dpyt is an abaipetov, something
whose Being resists being taken apart. Accordingly, pévnoic includes the
possibility of a sheer grasp of the dpy1j as such, i.e., a mode of disclosure
transcending Adyoc. Insofar as gpovnoig is a fedtiom EZig, it must be more
than mere Adyoc. That corresponds precisely to the position in which we
left codio. Lodia is concerned with the dpyai as such; thus there is alive
in it something like pure voeiv. For an dpy1, which is an a@biaipetov, is not
disclosed in Afyewv but in voeiv.” The question arises whether, in analogy
with the way coélw is voig xal ématiun, so also ¢pdvnoig might include
the possibility, beyond the ifyewv and AoyileoBom and vet in connection
with them, of uncovering the dpyn as such and holding fast to it, i.e.,
whether there is in ¢ponors, too, something like a pure voetv, a pure

perceiving.
a) The structure of the BovietecbaL

) Structural analysis of action. The constitutive moments of
action. Apyi and t#iog of action. Etmpagic and evfoviic.

Our consideration will begin by presentifying the beings disclosed in
opovnore. We cannot say: the beings thematic in ¢pévnang, as long as to be
thematic means to be the object of a theoretical consideration. ®pdvnog
has properly no theme, since it does not as such have in view the beings it
discloses. The being disclosed by ¢pdvnoic is npidic. In this resides human
Dasein. For human Dasein is determined as npaktikt], or—to make the
determination more complete—the Cwr of man is determined as [of
mpakTiKt| petd Adyou (cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 7, 1098a3£.).

In the case of a definite action, the question immediately arises as to that
of which it is the action. Every action is action in relation to a determinate
“of which.” Since the Lo} npaxtikt] moves in each case within a definite
surrounding world, this action is carried out under determined circum-
stances. These circumstances characterize the situation in which Dasein at
any time finds itself. Thus action itself is characterized by various mo-
ments:’

1.) that of which it is the action (&),

2.) that which must be taken up as ways and means and must already

2.CF Met. IX, 10,
3. Nic. Eth. V1,10, 11426236,
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be available in order to act (§" ofi). For example, in order to please another
with a gift, the object in question must be available.

3.) the objects in question must be used in a determinate way (nag); they
must in general stand within a determinate possibility of use, such that |
can freely dispose of them in my orientation toward what [ intend in my
action.

4.) every action is carried out at a determinate time (Ote), and finally

5.) insofar as Dasein is determined as being with others, every action is
carried out vis-a-vis one or another definite person.

In this way, Dasein, as acting in each case now, is determined by its
situation in the largest sense. This situation is in every case different. The
circumstances, the givens, the times, and the people vary. The meaning of
the action itself, L.e., precisely what I want to do, varies as well.

This entire context of acting Dasein, in its full situation, is to be disclosed
by ¢pévnoig. It is precisely the achievement of gpdvnoig to disclose the
respective Dasein as acting now in the full situation within which it acts
and in which it is in each case different. ®pévnoig, however, is not at all
like spectating the situation and the action; it is not an inventorization in
the sense of a disinterested constatation, it is not a study of the situation in
which I find myself. Even the moment of interest does not capture the sense
of gpavnoms, But discussion does itself belong to the action in the full sense.
From the é@pyr on, from what I want to do, from my decision to act, all the
way up to the completed action itself, 9pévnoig belongs intrinsically to the
acting. In every step of the action, épdvnme is co-constitutive. That means
therefore that épovnoig must make the action transparent from its dpyi up
to its tékog. For the action is a being that can in each case be otherwise;
correspondingly, épévnog is co-present, such that it co-constitutes the
mpikig itself.

The dpyti of the action js the ol fvexa, the “for the sake of which”; this
ol Bvexa is at the beginning of the action the mpompetdv, that which I
anticipate in my choice. I am now supposed to make such and such happen
for this or that person in such and such a way. In this tpoaipecic what is
anticipated is nothing else than the action itself. The dapyi with which
dpdvnaig has to do is the action itself. And the téhog which is taken into
consideration in opévnoig is the action itself, namely the action carried out.
We have here in épdvynoig a comportment analogous to that of téyvn,
insofar as the TexviTg in a certain manner anticipates the £ldog of the house.
But in the case of téyvn the 1hog is not the architect himself; the hog is
for the architect himself and as such mapd. As architect, he precisely does
not have the tog at his disposal. The téhog as Epyov falls outside of tévm.
On the other hand, in ppivnoig the action itself is anticipated; and the télog
of the action is nothing else than the action itself, to which apdvnag belongs
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as apoaipeoig. This entire connection from the dpyij up to the whog is
nothing else than the full Being of the action itself. This full Being of the
action is supposed to be uncovered through ¢pdvnois.

If we now follow the structure of @pdvnong from its first beginning, this
is the connection: the action, as that in favor of which I have resolved, is
indeed anticipated; but in the anticipation, in the dpyt, the circumstances
are characteristically not given, nor is that which belongs to the carrying
out of the action. Rather, precisely out of the constant regard toward that
which 1 have resolved, the situation should become transparent. From the
point of view of the npompetdy, the concrete situation of the action is still
a [nrodpevoy, it is covered over. In Metaphysics VII, chapter 13, Aristotle
calls the {nroduevov a havBdvov (1041a32); that which is sought is still
hidden. Therefore the task is to uncover, on the basis of a regard toward
the dpyi of the action, the concrete situation, which is at first hidden, and
in that way to make the action itself transparent. This uncovering of the
hidden, in the sense of making transparent the action itself, is an affair of
bpdvnais.

But now the téhog of the action is the action itself, and specifically it is
the elmpaic. The concern is not that something should come to pass in
general, but instead the concern is that the action comes to pass in the
correct way, so that it attains its end in what it can be. Now insofar as
dpdvnong belongs co-constitutively to rpagic, épdvnals, too, must have, in
being carried out, the character of the 0. The how of the deliberation,
hoyileotion, is determined by the character of the action itself. This
hoyilesBion, the discussing and thorough deliberation, which is the path on
which épévnoig discloses the situation of the action, is also called
PBovieteoton. This Bouketection is the way opovnaig is carried out. Accord-
ingly, the BovketeoBon must have the character of the el; if the téhog of
the np&Erg is indeed to be the etmpodic, the BovietesBon must be charac-
terized by elPoviion As evfoviic, opdvnaig is genuinely what it is. The
question of the structure of épévnog is hence concentrated on the question
of what edfoviic is, ie., the correct deliberation on action, from its épxn
to its téhog, its last reach.

B) Evfouiic as genuine ¢pdvnoig. The correctness {opBimng)
of the evfoviic. The resolution (BouvAn). The Bovieleabo as
cuikoyileoBon The OpBdg Aiyos.

This fovketecBon is not a considering in the sense of a mere description of
something present but instead is a considering of something sought, some-
thing not vet present, something still to be uncovered. 10 yip PouketesBon
Cnyeeiv o éotiv (Nic. Eth. VI, 10, 1142a31f). The character of the nteiv must
be kept in mind from the very outset. The {nteiv does not move as blind
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trial and error but is a being underway which from the very outset has an
orientation: 1.} whence, i.e., from the épy1i, and 2.} whither, i.e., toward the
téhog. These are merely two different determinations of the one apagig
itself. In the constant looking upon the dpy, the discussion and thorough
deliberation about the situation are a movement toward the #hoc. The
thog is the action itself, the action as achieved, carried out. This implies
that the fouketecton has a direction; it is in itself directed upon something,
and specifically such that in a certain sense from the very beginning the
orientation is constantly toward the anticipated, the action. Bovhketeation
as such includes the structural moment of directedness. Insofar as the
Povhevieadon is to be directed €0 (in the right way), the £l belongs to the
carrying out of the fovkeveota itself, The being directed in the right
way—eh—is the correctness, 6pBGTNg, of the acting, which in a certain sense
maintains the direction which is predelineated by the épy1i and the téhog
of the acting: dfjAov 611 6pBdmg tig 1 evfoukic éotiv (1142bSL). The
elaborated correctness of the concrete action is the opBoTng Povitic. Povkr
is the decision, the resolution, @Ak’ pBdng tig éonv i evfoviia foviig
(bl6). The elaboration of the concrete situation aims at making available
the correct resoluteness as the transparency of the action. And insofar as
this resoluteness is in fact appropriated and carried out, i.e., insofar as [ am
resolved, the action is present in its final possibility. The directed disclosure
of the full situation terminates in genuine resoluteness toward something,
venturing upon the action itself.

This Bovieteobicn, the thorough deliberation, is carried out as Aoyileotion
in such a way that a nexus of speaking is alive, a speaking-togc!he:,
ovkioyilectom, ouAhoyiouds, extrinsically called “conclusion.” Every
course of demonstration has a consequent, cuprépacuce The consequent
of the BovieteaBon is the action itself; it is not some sort of proposition or
cognition but is the bursting forth of the acting person as such. This shows
how in épdvnaig the Epyov is also included and for its part belongs to the
Being of the acting person. On the basis of this foundational structure we
can now understand what has constantly been so difficult to interpret,
namely the expression 6p8dg Adyog.” This concept has generated a veritable
history of nonsense. From what | have said vou will understand without
further ado what is at issue here. Adyog means discussion, not reason.
‘OpBog is nothing else than dpBotg Povhfig, the correctness which has its
structure in the peculiar character of the directedness of gpdvnoig. This
directedness rests on the fact that in the case of npafig the Adyog belongs

4. Nic. £th. V1, 13, 1144a311f.; ol 'wip ouidonapol tiov mpoestiv apiy Exoveds cioy, inadf
Toudvie Th TERog kol Th dpiatov.
5. Inter alia, N, Eth. V1. 1, 1138629,
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intrinsically to the action; the Adyog is dpohdywg T 6peler” The rpoaipemg

is in itself Stevonmikt; le., Sudvoww is in itself mpocapeTinn. Atevontie

mpoalpeais and mpoopeniky) Sidvow” designate the same phenomenon,
v action transp it to itself.

I have characterized for you thus far only the general structure of
eufloviic as the way #péviors is carried out. We must now pursue this
structure more closely as well as the way Aristotle, purely phenomenolog-
ically, works his way to it. Aristotle elaborates the structure of etyfoviia in
such a manner that he makes it visible in delimitation against other possible
modes of disclosure, This is the method he usually favors.

b) Delimitation of evfloviio against other modes of
danBetelv. Knowledge (Emomijun), sureness of aim
{evotoyio), presence of mind (dyyivoin), opinion (862w,

What then is e0Bouiio? First of all, is it perhaps something like émotiun?
Does it have the character of knowledge? ématiun pév ) otk fony (o0
yap Lnrovor 7epl dv oo, 1] 8 evPoviia Bovar Tig, & 8 Bovieudpevog
Cntel kod Aoyiletan) (a34ff). EVfouiia cannot be an émotipn, because
émariun means knowledge. In knowing, 1 have a determinate being, as
already uncovered, present to me. In émotiijn the Cn1ely comes to an end.
In knowledge, there is no seeking; instead, there is an already having found.
Accordingly, elifoviio cannot be interpreted as émomiun.

Secondly, we might wonder whether e0Bouiice is something like
evatoyin, sureness of aim, the possibility of correct deliberation in the sense
of a quality many people have as regards action, namely to hit instinctively
the decisive circumstance and the correct moment: the sureness of instinct.
dhké pAv obd sbotogine dvev e yip Adyou ke Texd T edotoyio,
BovAgbovron 88 moklv ypdvov, xal eaci mpdrtterv pév deiv toyd T
fovieubévia, Povkrteoto 68 Ppadémg (b2Ff.). EVBoukia cannot be
evotoyio. For eufloviic requires héyos, actual discussion. In instinctual
certitude, 1 simply act, without genuine discussion. Furthermore, in
ebatoyio, the acting is characterized by the Tog0; it happens in an instant.
On the other hand, PovieteaBu needs modlv gpdvov. Versus precipitous
action, correct deliberation takes time. E¥fovkin is deliberating well and
slowly and acting resolutely, but it is not deliberating in such a way that
everything is left to the future. Insofar as etotoyia lacks the moment of

6. Nie. EH V1, 2, 11392961 1ot 8 mpaxtwod vad Sevonmixod N GAfew dpokdyes Eovoa
i bpéler v dpdri g
7. b4i: | Opextieds voig f) apocdpems 1) Spelig Suvon i,
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kiyog and the moment of the rokig ypovoe, it cannot be considered
evfoviio

The third phmommon is drygivowae (b5), a voelv which is dyyi, close by
something, and which we might translate as “presence of mind,” the ability
to survey a situation quickly, fanv 8 edotogic nig i dygivowr (b6).
Aryivore has a certain affinity with evatoyie, although dyyivowe expresses
more the momentary, the capacity to survey a situation in an instant,
whereas instinctual certitude consists more in proceeding with certainty by
examining things step by step. Ayyivoir is out of the question as an inter-
pretation of evPoudio.

The fourth phenomenon against which edfloukic is to be delimited is
BOZw, precisely because 565c, being of an opinion, in fact has in its structure
an GpBémS. An opinion is directed to something. In the opinion [ have, I
maintain that something is such and such. Opinion, according to its very
sense, contains an orientation toward beings as they would show them-
selves to a correct investigation and examination. Insofar as 86Ea has an
0pAGE, one might think that evPoviic is a dofdlewv. This is impossible,
however. 0068 81 86w 1 evfoviic ovdepic. . . . 802ng & OpBOTNG GAiBaIC
{1142b6ff.). “EvBoviic cannot be a 86Ew, because the opBitng of 86Za is
directed to dAifewe,” whereas ebBoviia is directed to Bouks, being re-
solved. Evfloukic is not directed toward truth or falsity but primarily and
exclusively toward being resolved. Furthermore, 5650 is constituted in such
a remarkable fashion that, although it does indeed have an O0pBatng, it is
still not a Inteiv. xol yip 1 865 ov Dimog i odoe nig fidn, & &
Bovhevduevos, v te £l Edv te xoxms fovietmton, Inrei 1 vod Loyiletn
(b13ff). AGZa is not a seeking but instead is something one has. In having
an opinion there resides already a certain ¢daig: 1 am of the opinion that
such and such is the case. I am not seeking. Finally, 865t is indeed con-
cerned with what can also be otherwise, the ouyxeiuevov, and to that extent
it is, like Povkeveobion, a Afyety, an asserting of something about something,
a duorvoeiy, a taking apart. Because it is such a separating Adyog, 80&w can,
it seems, be true or false. In fact, however, it is neither true nor false but is
instead directed to the dinbéc. Likewise, Poviedeabd, too, can be one or
the other: it can be xukdg or el; it can fail, dpaprivery, or hit the mark.
What is essential, however, is that fovietection is in general directed to
something, and precisely not to the dingés but, as we said. to the fouii,
the being resolved. Nor is this 0p8Gtng the one of émotijun. For émonjun
has no 6pBoTNg at all, just as it also has no aueptic. It is rather an already
complete £Eig; it is not merely underway to something.

Through this delimitation, Aristotle makes visible the phenomenon of
ebfouiio. The four different possibilities against which it is delimited have
not been conceived apriori; on the contrary, they emerge, in considering
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the phenomenon of elifoukie, out of the affinity of the phenomena them-
selves. Yet, what, within e0foukia, the dpBéme itself is remains to be
clarified,

¢) The 6pBdtng of ebfloviic. Being persistently
directed to the dyofiiv.

enel & 1) OpBGTNE mAovoyie, Sihov BT ol nfien (b171.). There are different
conceptions of the 6pBATE not every one of them, however, touches the
opbitng of edBoukio. Thus the task arises of determining in what precise
sense the dpBdTg of ebfloukin is OpPdTNS. Aristotle characterizes it in its
various moments by means of a delimitation against the different concep-
tions. & yip dxpaths Kol O doukog ol xpotiBeton Tuyeiv x o0 onapod
Tetiieton, @oTe Opbbg foton BeBovievpévos, woxdv 88 péya elindig
(b18if.). Someone who is driven by passions or who is in a bad mood can
be resolved toward something kokdy. Then the @pyri of the action, the goal
anticipated in the npouipecig, is xaxiv, and thus the whole action is mis-
guided. Nevertheless, while aiming at this xuxdv the discussion of the
concrete situation may be a £0 AoyileoBo and correspond precisely to the
Koy posited in the resolution. Then the Bouketeafen is indeed GpBax, it
measures up completely to the opdm¢ fovific. Nevertheless, the téhog,
the end of such a deliberation, namely, the action itself, is xoxGv, and is
this although nothing can be objected against the ¢povnog itself as regards
the mode in which it has formally been carried out, Yet the opBémg of
evfoviic is supposed to go precisely toward constituting the dryafiov of an
action. Thus the dpBatng of the foukedeabon whose thog is the xukdy
cannot be considered the opBog of etfoviic.

Conversely, it may be that the tfiog is a genuine dyafiov but that the
deliberation is inappropriate, that the ovAloyiapdg is wevdg, one in which
Lam deceived. dAL" EoTiv Kol Tolitou yeudel culioyoud Tuyely, kal & uév
Bel noviison tugsly, & ol 8 of, dAki wevdR Hv pécov Bpov slven- dote
ol abm me eOBoviic, ke’ fiv ob Sei puév tuyydver, ol pévior &t ol &a1
{b22ff.). Thus it may be that the oviionouds or the péoog Gpog is wevds,
that 1t distorts the circumstances, the means, and the ways, that it does not
provide me with them as they should be in relation to the npocupetdv.
Accordingly, it is part of e0foviia not only to posit the télog as dryafdv
but to be dryoBGv in each of its steps. In every step the edfoviice must be
directed in such a way that it has the dya8dv in view and discusses all the
circumstances and occasions with regard to it. The GpBétng of evfoviia
can be considered only as dyoBot Tevktuc). 1) yip Towadtn opBG™E Boviig
evfovkia, 1 dyatol vk (b21f). Even time as such, whether one
deliberates long or briefly, is not a distinguishing mark of the opBémg of
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evBovAic; what matters is simply that the time of the action be ¢&yo86v.
Insofar as the 6p66tNg eVPovAiog is dyoboD tevkTiky in each of its steps,
it is OpBO™C N KaTd TO WPEAOV, kKod 0V Sel Kod D¢ kod dte (b27f.). It is
correctness with regard to what matters for the carrying out of the
npooupetdv dryo®6v, which is more precisely determined as: 1.) 0¥ 8¢i, 2.)
¢, and 3.) Ot¢, i.e., what it needs, how it is used, and when. All these
moments must have the character of &ya86v. €t otiv xoi GmAdg €0
BeBovievoBout kol TpOg TL TEAOC,. 1| LEV ST} AAdC 1) TPOG TO TEAOG TO AMADG
kotopBovoo, Tig 88 N PO Tl Téhog (b28f.). EVBovAia itself can be carried
out either as a discussion which is related straightforwardly to the dyo0dév
or as a discussion that is mpdg 11 T€A0¢, i.e., related to a determinate Té€A0g,
thus to a T€Aog which again is npdg 11, related to another one.

Aristotle concludes by determining eVfovAia in this way: €l &7 @V
dpovipwv 10 €0 Befovredodar, 1) evPoviia €in v 6pBOTNG 1 KT TO
oLpdépov Tpdg 10 Aog, 0V 1) PpdvNoLg GANOT VmOANYIg Eotiv (b31ff.).
“EvBovAia is correctness in relation to what contributes to the end,” ie.,
contributes to the way of bringing an action to its end. The téAog itself is
for its part anticipated in ¢pévnoic. Ppévnoig is VmOANYIG GANOTg T0D
EA0VG. YROANYLG is related to dmoAapPdvery, to anticipate, grasp in ad-
vance. ‘Y6 is often used in fundamental concepts: e.g., Vroxeipevov (trans-
lated in Latin as sub-stantia), bnopévov, Omdpyov. These are expressions
which indicate that something is already there at the outset: Onoxeipevov,
the substratum; vmopévov, that which always remains there; Ondpyov, that
which is already there from the very outset in such a way that it dominates.
Yrdapyew applies to the Being of the dipy1. ®povnoig is VnéANyiIg GANBTg
100 1€A0vg, “that which from the very outset grasps the 1€Ao¢” in such a
way that this 1€Aog is U0, in advance of everything, already there. And
eVPovAio, insofar as it is 0pBOTNG 1 Kotd T0 SLUGEPOV TTPOS TO TEAOG, is
nothing else than the concrete mode of carrying out ¢pévnoig.

dpoévnoig itself, however, insofar as it is a constitutive moment of tpa&ig,
is explicitly related to beings that can also be otherwise. Every possible
object of an action is a being that has the character of momentariness,
specifically in the sense of the £oyotov. The mpaxtév is ultimately an
£oxorov. We have to understand more precisely what is meant by saying
that gpovnoig must be familiar with the €éoyato. It will turn out that they
are matters for voug,.
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§23. dpivnong and voug' (Nic. Eth. VI, 12).

a) Noik in godic and in ¢pévnoig, The double direction of
Voug. ool vois — npdTa; dpoviaig: volg — Eoyuta, The
practical syllogism. Practical voic as oiatinme.

Eonv 88 tav vob Exooto kel TaV EoydTey Gravie T8 TpeKkt kol yip
Tov Gpbvipov et yvidoxew oried (Nic. Eth. VI, 12, 1143a32ff.). "Eoyatov
literally means the outermost limit, and here more precisely it refers to the
outermost limit of AoyiCeation, hence that in which discussion comes to an
end, where in a certain sense it stands still. In Book VII of his Metaphysics,
within a determination of moinoig in the broadest sense, which includes
npdZic, Aristotle offers a brief illustration of the foyutov, and we can carry
it over without further ado to mpaZig. He describes there a deliberation
within tégvn, the Sievoeiv of the latpdg. yiyvetm & 0 Inég vorjouvtog
olitwg: Ererdn todi Wryiew, dvéywn, el Ui Eatm, todl UmapEm, olov
opaadmo, £l 88 10070, Beppudmtor Ko oltmg del voel, fong v drydym eig
T00T0 O aitdg Stvatu Eoyatov mowElv. elta 180 1) and Tovtou xivnolg
aoinmg wodeitan, 1 éni 10 Onaivewy (Met. VIL 7, 1032b54f.). “Since such
and such is the healthy state of a man or of an organ in question, then,
insofar as the man or the organ is to become healthy, this and that must
be present at the outset; and if this and that must be at hand, then so must
these others, etc. And in this way the ioerpég keeps on deliberating until
he leads the deliberation and himself to that which he himself can do as
the outermost, i.e, to the point at which he can intervene with a treat-
ment."* The égycetov is that moment of the Being of concrete beings with
which the intervention of the doctor begins, and, conversely, it is that at
which the deliberation and discussion come to a standstill. Then the fur-
ther procedure will only be roinow, the treatment itself, The Egyatov is
the outermost limit of the deliberation and in that way is the presentifying
of the state of affairs with which the action begins,

We have seen that Aristotle calls even the npaxtd éogota. How are these
Eoyota themselves grasped in the deliberation of épévnoe? To what
extent does there reside in pdvnaig, as a Aoyileabon, a grasping of beings,
one which, as a grasping, transcends AGyog? To what extent is there in
opdvnotg voie, voeiv? Aristotle brings out this phenomenon by means of
a comparison with coéle. xod O vobg thv éoydwy éx’ duddtepa: kol yip
TV TpdTov Gpoy Kol Tov EoydTov vois fom kol ou Adyog (Nic, Eth, VI,
12, 1143a351f.). The straightforward discernment of the £oyota is possible

1. Tithe in Heidegger's manuscript,
h

2. Heid ‘g ¥ Lt

¥
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from two sides; veug can, in a double direction, grasp what is outermost.
Nodg is related to the apidton dpot, to the first demarcations, to the apyod
pure and simple, to the ultimate elements of that which always is, as well
as to the outermost in the sense of the momentary individual this-there.
The latter is no longer a matter for discourse but instead is grasped simply
in voeiv.

Aristotle then determines both these possibilities more precisely: kol O
uiv kol tig Grodeiferg thv dxwvitoy Opov kol mpdtev, O & év Todg
mpartikeig tob Eoydrou xail évdeyopfvov kol g PO APOTROENS
(1143b1ff.). This is the first possibility; vogiv concerns the last outcomes of
dnodeie, the theoretical demonstration of the dxivnta, of beings which
are not in motion. Here nothing else is meant than the &pyai, which are
objects of sodio. The other possibility is the counter direction to this voeiv.
The text has been transmitted: év toig npaxtikais, with arodeieciv un-
derstood. Victorius writes instead: év toig npoxTixois, with Adyog under-
stood.” Within these mpaxtikoi AGyor there is also a voeiv. And here the
voeiv is concerned with the oyatov. “Egyatov is the counter-concept to
what was called mp@tov in the case of tnédeilic, To the axivntov, the det,
corresponds the évBeydpevov. The straightforward grasping in voeiv relates
here to an égyartov which at every moment is always different,

And the grasping in VOEV relates, as Aristotle says, “to the other prem-
ise,” étépa nrpdtacs (cf. b3). “Premise,” npdtacis, is here understood in a
broad sense as that which is posited in advance, that which stands before
the consequent. Such rpotdoei; do not only occur in the drobelZes of the
eémoTtiuon. For example, in public rhetoric the tpotdoeig are the évdofa,
the opinions which have prestige. Keep in mind that in this context, dem-
onstration, in the sense of the émotipo, as well as hoyileoboy, in the sense
of circumspective discussion, have the structure of sulioniopds. Bovkeieo-
B is placed structurally in a cviionopds. ®pdvnoig begins with a
mpoaipeans: for the sake of this, for the sake of an dyedv (whichever one
it may be), such and such is to be done. That is the first premise. And now
the circumstances and the situation of the action are such and such. That
is the second premise. The consequent is: hence [ will act in such and such
a way. The first premise concerns the grasping of the ob #vexa, which is
an évieypevoy. The second premise concerns the finding of the Egyotoy,
the outermost point, at which the LoyileaBon comes to a halt. Now Aristotle
says: Tovtev obv £xev del alobnovy, ol & éoti voig (1143b5). “What is
needed now is aloBnog, straightforward perception.” In the deliberation

3, Susemihl, whose edition Heidegger cites, refers in his critical apparatus to the “odios
Victori™ for the reading v 1olg mpaxtisols. Victorius himself, however, in his edition of 1584
(Petri Victorii commentarii in X libros Aristolelis De Moribus ad Nicomachum. Florentine ex officina
iunrclanim 1584.), has in the main text & Toilg npuxnisals.
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over the situation in which 1.am to act, 1 finally touch upon the straight-
forward grasping of the determinate states of affairs on hand, the determi-
nate cir tances, and the determinate time. All deliberating ends in an
oioBnog, This straightforward perceiving within opévnong is voug. Aris-
totle explicates the character of this oioBnog in the same book of the
Nicomachean Ethics, chapter 9.

b) Practical vouc and cdotneig (Nic. Eth. VI, 9, 111, 5).
Alotinoig as the grasping of the £oyate. Comparison with
fvdAuais in geometry. Modes of aictnae. Geometrical and
practical aiotnow,

O PEV Yop voig Tav dpav, dv 0bk oty Adyog, | B8 ol foydtov, ol ovx
fonv emotriun dhi’ aicinowg, oy’ N tav idlov, dA olg olofavipedo 6
Th Ev T0ig pebnuonxoig fogetov tpiyuvoy: otioeta yip kawei (Nic. Efh.
VL 9, 1142a25f1.). In ppévnag, the states of affairs are grasped purely, as
they show themselves. Such grasping is a matter of perception, aigBnme.
This perception, however, does not relate to the specific objects of perceiv-
ing in the strictest sense, to the da of aicnaie. In Book II, chapter 6, of
the De Anima, Aristotle explains what these [ adottid are; Aéym § iHwov
uev O i évééyeto évépa oigtrioel oiofdveofon xai mept O ui Eveéyetm
anoanBiven (418al1f). The i ciobntd are the objects that correspond
respectively to seeing, hearing, smelling, etc, The idwov of seeing is color, of
hearing tone, etc. These Tdwx are Gel GAnBn for the corresponding
oigtforlg. Aristotle distinguishes these 18w adgtntd from the xowveé
oiatmrd. The latter are kowvix mioong (a19), objects of perception which are
common to all ciotfoeig, as, eg. oyfpe and péyedoc, which can be per-
ceived by various ciotoeig.

Concerning now ¢pdvnoig and the straightforward grasping of the
Eoyatov, where npalig intervenes, there it is a matter not of such an
aiofnmig, i.e., one which is v idiav, but of ighnoig in the broadest sense
of the word, as it is commonly given in everyday existence. In aiotnmg |
see states of affairs as a whole, whole streets, houses, trees, people, and
precisely in such a way that this cicfmaotg at the same time has the character
of a simple constatation. It is a matter of an alofnog such as the one with
whose help we perceive 0m 1 év Toic pofmpanixois Eoyotov tpiyevov
(Nic. Eth. V1,9, 11424281, an cignarg such as the one which, for example,
plays a fundamental role in geometry, where it grasps the ayatov of
geometry: tpiymvov. It must be noted here that in Greek geometry the
triangle is the ultimate, most elementary plane figure, which emerges out
of the polygon by means of a Saypddely, “writing through.” Ataypagav
analyzes the polvgons until they are taken apart in simple triangles, in such
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a way that the triangles are the foyara where the Swapeiv stops. In
cigbnaig, as it occurs in geometry, I see the triangle at one stroke as the
most original element, which cannot itself be resolved again into more
elementary figures.

Just as in geometry an aigBaveation provides the #oyatov, so also in
opdvnog. It is essential thus that in this aiotnomg something shows itself
straightforwardly, purely and simply. Aristotle emphasizes that with this
sort of coming to an end of the consideration, the deliberation atfgeta
(a29), “stands still”; it goes no further. This aleBnoig is here in dpdvnaig,
as in geometry, a stopping in which it is only and essentially a matter of
putting oneself in opposition to something, allowing it to be encountered
simply and purely. Such voeiv is a matter of a simple presentifying of
something, so that it speaks purely out of itself and no longer requires
discourse or a demonstration on our part. Here it can stll be said: daiveton,
the things show themselves in this way. The only possibility here is to look
on and, in looking, to grasp.

Aristotle describes this nexus still more extensively in Nicomachean Ethics
M1, 5, 1112b11ff* There he returns to the content of geometry, to the
Sidrypappe. Aristotle proceeds from deliberation: one does not deliberate
about the tfhog, but instead the tog is the object of a decision. The object
of the deliberation is oupeépov npog 10 hoe, that which is pertinent to
the correct bringing to an end of what has been decided. Bovisvipeta §
ol mept TV TEADY (Al TepT TV TpOg T TEAY). oliTE Yap latpdg foukeleton
el irndoer, otte pritwp i neloe, otite roATikdg ei elvopiay rovfoet, o8
v Aowmiv ovBels mepl 1oi téhovg (b11£). A doctor does not deliberate
about whether he is going to heal; on the contrary, that belongs to the
meaning of his existence itself, because as a doctor he has already resolved
in favor of healing. Just as liltle does the orator deliberate about whether
he should convince; for that lies in the very sense of his existence, (ARG
Béuevor tihog T mivg wod Sl tivay Eoton oxorotiow (b15£). The tihog is
thus a téiog telév; the end is posited and held fast. In their deliberating
the dactor or orator do not have this in view but instead the mig kod Side
tivwv, the how and the ways and means. And they look around, in each
case within the concrete situation of their acting, until éwg &v EABoary éi
w wpdtov ainov, & v T ebpéoel foyatov éotiv (b18F.), until their con-
sideration touches the first citiov whence they can intervene, that which,
in the uncovering of the whole state of affairs, is the outermost of the
deliberation. ¢ yop Povievduevog foxev Unteiv xal dvaldew tdv
eipnuiévov tpdrov Gonep Sidypopue . . ., xoi 1 fogatov &v 11 dvaidoe
rpitoy elvan év TR yevéae (b20ff.). The &oyartov of the dvdluog is what

4. Cf. in addition 1113a2f{.
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is first for moinoig, L.e., where the roinamg, the genuine becoming, begins,
This passage in the Nicomachean Ethics is thus of importance because Aris-
totle does not speak there of noinowg but explicitly of npékig in the strict
sense.”

This aiofnoig at which the deliberation comes to a standstill is a pre-em-
inent one, It must be distinguished from the aiofinoig in mathematics. &R
wiitn pdakkov alotnmg | epdvnoe, éxelvng 68 @lho eldog (Nic. Eth. VI, 9,
1142a29f ). The geometrical aioBnotg, in which I see the ultimate figural
element, the triangle, is padiov aictinaig, more of pure perception, more
of pure grasping than the aiotinaig of gpévnoig. In geometry it is a sheer
matter of pure onlooking and constatating. The aiobnaic of épévnorg has
a different character. For ¢pdvnong is, in its very sense, still gpaxtixt, even
in cioBnowg, The cioBnmg of dpdvnoig is hence, as opivnoig, related to the
mpaxtie It is, specifically, an ultimate inspection of the states of affairs, but
this inspection is in $pdvnaig not a mere inspection but a circumspection,
In other words, it is guided by the 6p86mg and hence is directed to the
tthog, the etmpaia, so that the objects grasped in it have the character of
the Gupdépov.

¢} Dpdvnoig and codin as opposite highest modes of
nBenewy (= voug). Al and the moment. Prospect: voiig and
Gihéyeotiol Aristotle and Plato.

@povnolg has become visible in this fundamental structural moment,
namely that in it there is accomplished something like a pure perceiving,
one that no longer falls within the domain of AGyog. Insofar as this pure
perceiving concerns the fogotov, it is alonmg,. Insofar as this alotnmg,
however, is not dedicated to the Tz but is nevertheless a simple perceiving,
it is voug. Therefore Aristotle can say: avrikerton pév o1 wd vid (1142a25);
dpovnog obviously resides opposite to voug, provided voug is understood
as the volig in gogic, the one that aims at the dpyof. Gpévnong is, structur-
ally, identical with godic; it is an dhnBevewv fvev Adyou. That is what
epdvnog and codia have in common. But the pure grasping in the case of
opivnong lies on the opposite side. We have here two possibilities of voig:
voug in the most extreme concretion and voi in the most extreme xo8Giov,
in the most general universality. The voig of dpévnag aims at the most
extreme in the sense of the Eoyatov pure and simple. ®pévnorg is the
inspection of the this here now, the inspection of the concrete momentari-
ness of the transient situation. As aionouw, it is a look of an eye in the
blink of an eve, a momentary look at what is momentarily concrete, which

5. Versus the corresponding analyses of solnmg in Met. VIL 7, 103364, Cf. p. 108ff.
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as such can always be otherwise. On the other hand, the voelv in codia is
a looking upon that which is def, that which is always present in sameness.
Time (the momentary and the eternal) here functions to discriminate be-
tween the voelv in ¢pévnoig and the one in codio. In this way it becomes
clear that ppévnoig, as well as codia, on the basis of the fact that they both
harbor voelv, are possibilities in which beings, according to the basic modes
of their Being, are ultimately disclosed and become graspable én’ aupdtepa
(Nic. Eth. VI, 12, 1143a35f.), “from both sides” up to their dpyoi. On the
basis of their being related to the apyoi, ¢povnoig and codic are the highest
possibilities of the disclosure of beings themselves. Insofar as they are
modes of Dasein, they constitute its mode of Being: co¢io is Dasein’s
positionality toward the beings of the world in the full sense. ®pévnoig is
Dasein’s positionality toward the beings which are themselves Dasein. With
this, however, the question arises precisely as to the meaning of Being which
provides the guiding line, on the basis of which Aristotle reaches the point
that he can attribute to co¢ia a priority over ¢pévnoig.®

We have now clarified the phenomenon of &An6evetv,” specifically as a
possibility of human Dasein and as determining human Dasein in its Being.
The goal of this reflection was to prepare us for the interpretation of a
Platonic dialogue, to transpose us into the proper attitude to genuinely
grasp the deliberation as it is carried out there and to sympathetically carry
it out ourselves, step by step. Only if we acquire this attitude will we be
guaranteed of seeing the things spoken of. A dialogue is carried out in
draAéyeaBon. We will grasp more precisely how this dtaA€yecBau, seen from
the viewpoint of the maturity of Aristotle’s philosophical reflections, proves
to be a legitimate preliminary stage of philosophizing. In order to demon-
strate this, we have to be conveyed ahead of time to a higher stage of
philosophizing and understand the dialogue from that point of view, look-
ing back down upon it. Already from this term, StaA€yecsBai, you can see
that what is at issue is Adéyoc. We will conclude our examination of
GAnBevewv by bringing the highest and ultimate stage of aAn6evewv into
connection with the question of the extent and accomplishment of A6yog
within a theoretical consideration.

6. See the appendix.

7. Heidegger remarks here in his manuscript that in the meantime six sessions were canceled.
(See the editor’s epilogue, p. 456.) That is why he begins now with a reflection on the meaning
of the Aristotle part of the lecture course.
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§24. The decision on the question of the priority of epovnowG or
cogia in fiver of codia (Nic. Eth. VI, 13},

a) The difficulty of the decision: merits and deficiencies of
opdvnows and codic. The question of the relation to human
Dasein. The ¥ and non-aut y of the dhnBetav,

We have reached the point of acknowledging opévnois as the mode of
disclosure of a determinate being which has the character of being able to
be otherwise, namely human Dasein. @pivnotg has a double possibility for
pure disclosure, ie., for pure and simple perception: 1.) insofar as, in
opdvnaog, the dyabdév shows itself purely and simply, daiveroa (1144a34),
i.e., the dyobdv in favor of which 1 decide in the mpocipesig, and 2)) in
epdvnong the Eoygatov of the deliberation shows itself in an oieBnowg; in a
momentary glance [ survey the concrete situation of the action, put of which
and in favor of which | resolve myself.

Thus, taken as a whole and, above all, seen in connection with the
Povieteoton, ppévnoig proves to be that truth which is related to Dasein
itself. One might suppose that, insofar as his own Being, his own existence,
is of decisive importance for a man, that truth is the highest which relates
to Dasein itself, and therefore ppdvnolg is the highest and most decisive
mode of disclosure. Yet Aristotle says that cogie, pure understanding, is,
with regard to its dinBiedey (and insofar as @inbederv characterizes the
Being of man), the highest possible mode of human existence, Now if
dpovnolg is concerned with the Being of man, vet is not the highest possi-
bility of disclosure, then the difficulty can only reside in this, that gpéviong
1s not completely autonomous but instead remains related in its very struc-
ture to another mode of human comportment. In fact Aristotle shows that
the depafidv manifests itself in ¢pdvnorg only to an existence which is in
itself good, (yaBoy. tovto § el uf 10 ddcd®, o duivetan (Nic. Eth. VI, 13,
1144a34). “The dyaBiv does not show itself except to the Gryobog.”
Buaotpéper yip 1 poybnpia kol Soepeidecbon tomel mepi g TpakTIKiG
Gy (aME). Evil disposition or a generally bad constitution can bring it
about that the Gyofdv presents itself to Dasein as something it is not. wote
davepdv O advivatov dpdvipoy elvar piy dvia cyoBov (a36f.). Hence only
someone who is already d@yoBis can be ¢povipog. The possibility of the
ddnbevev of ppdvnaig is bound up with the proviso that the one who
carries it out is himself, in his Being, already dyaB6g. Thus there appears,
from this side as well, a peculiar appurtenance of ppévnog to tpaSic. There
pertains to mp@Zig not only, as we have seen in the point of departure of
our reflection, a certain orientation and guidance; it is not enough for npédig
to be guided by circumspection, the sight of ¢pdvnowg. For it is clear that
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this sight, the anticipation of the dryeeiy, as the mode of carrying out the
disclosure, is only possible in an dyafis. dpdvnoig is nothing if it is not
carried out in npakig, and npaSig as such is determined by dpet, by the
rpaktov as dyeddv, Merely possessing the thog of an action, merely hav-
ing dpdvnarg at our d.isposal, does not yet make us TPOKTIKOTEPOL; We ane
not thereby led to act better morally if we are not already good. einep 1 pév
opdvnoic donv mepi i Sixone kol wodde xol Gyabd avipong, wbta §
totiv @ tov GyaBol éony Gvdpdg mpdttely, oUBEY 8 mpuxTindTEpOL TR
eidévon ordtd éopev, eirep €80 ol dpetad eiow (1143b211), The mere
self-standing dAnBetev of dpdvioig has no effect on action unless this
épivnong is carried out by someone who is himself ayoBog. Just as ouBev
TPEKTIKGOTEPOL 16 Exetv TV itpiktiv éopey (cf. b26£L). Just as little as we
become more able to act and to intervene just by mastering icetpint, just
by possessing the art of healing purely theoretically, i.e., if we have not
actually learned how to use it by becoming doctors ourselves. The mere
having of the orientation and guidance does not place us on the level of
Being which genuinely corresponds to the meaning of dinfedewv. Insofar
as ppdvnoig, with regard to the possibility of its correct execution, depends
on being carried out by an dryedds, it is not itself autonomous. Thereby the
priority of ¢pbvnoig is shaken, although #pévnoig does indeed relate to
human Dasein.

On the other hand, the question still remains: how can codic be the
highest possibility, since it does not have to do with human Dasein? 1| pév
Yitp codic oubEv Bewpel £5 dv Eoto ehSaipay dvporog (0bBeGs Tap
éoy yeviorog) (b18fF.). Eogla is indeed autonomous but what is thematic
in it is the def, hence that which has nothing at all to do with yéveac,
whereas the Being of human Dasein intrinsically involves yéveais, npadic,
xiw@ic. The pure understanding of the philosopher does not consider
whence man could properly come into being, What philosophy considers,
according to its very meaning, settles nothing for human existence. This
assertion already shows that Aristotle is as far removed as possible from a
religious world-view or the like. Thus the following difficulty results:

1.) ¢pdvnorg specifically concerns human Dasein; but because it is de-
pendent on the Being of man as dye@is, it is not autonomous.

2.) On the other hand, codia is indeed autonomous, insofar as it is purely
concerned with the dpyai; but because it is concerned precisely with the
@ef, it does not settle anything as regards human Dasein,

At bottom the difficulty consists in this, that both, épévnog and cogic,
are not £Ee1g,

This now requires a solution. Aristotle himself solves the difficulty at
1141alff.
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b) Criteria for the decision. The rank of the dthnBevey as
such. The of the “accomplist * (RoEiv);
codic as Uyiewa of the wuyr. Ontological priority acc

to the Greek concept of Being.

(-1

To understand this important decision with regard to the priority of cogic
over opivnols, we must keep in mind that Anistotle transfers the discussion
of this entire question back to a purely ontological level. rp@tov pév olv
hiyopey Ot kol abtig dvayxoiov aipetis altis elvan, dpeti ¥ odoag
ExaTépay Exatépou tol popion, kol ei pf nowolor undév undetépa abtav
(1144alff.). Aristotle is saying, first of all, that the question about which of
the two modes is more decisive is inappropriate as long as we do not
consider these modes of Being precisely as modes of Being. As long as we
interrogate the apemi only in terms of what it provides and what it can be
used for (moiei), we have not vet arrived at the appropriate question. The
appropriate question is whether the mode of Being of the respective
GnBevew is higher or lower. Even if neither of these two could accomplish
anything, the question of the genuine character of their dpeti would still
be necessary. For the dpetri is something like a teleiwong; it is that which
brings some being to itself in its most proper Being.' In this way, Aristotle
places the whole discussion within a purely theoretical consideration.
Emata Kol mowbo pév (1144a31.). In that case, however, the same con-
sideration of beings in themselves discovers that ¢pévnolg and cagia in
fact accomplish something, woiweiv, whereby rowiv means to bring out,
deliver, bring into being. Precisely this mowiv of ppévnorg and codic, seen
more closely, provides the foundation for the delimitation and higher po-
sition of cogie over ppdvnois. This moweiv will decide the ontological pri-
ority of godie. For the principle is: 1) yép nowlow dpye xal Emrrin mepl
Exoarov (1143b35). “That possibility of human Dasein which in itself nowet,
accomplishes something (which accomplishes something more properly
than another one does), dominates and guides all others.” Accordingly, if
this principle is to be applied here, we must be attentive to discover in
aogia still, in spite of everything we have presented about it hitherto, a
roinowg. Now, Aristotle savs that the philosopher's pure considering in fact
delivers something. roiel, and specifically 1) Exeobo xod @ vepyeiv (cf.
1144a6), "by the very fact of having it and carrying it out,” hence not by
results but simply by the fact that | live in this Bewpeiy, This uncovering as
such accomplishes something. Aristotle proposes a comparison which can

1. CF. Met. V, 16, 10210208

2. Heidegger delivered the following comments {up to page 118) extemporaneously, There
are only very few indicating remarks in the manuscript, The editor could but rely on the
trarscripts of H. Jonas, F. Schalk, and H. WelB.
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be understood only if the ground of this comparison is secured in advance.
He compares philosophy’s theoretical considerations with health: wai
roWboL pév, oty g ) lozpuel & tyieway, GAL G2 W) Uylew, oliteg | cosia
evdoupoviey (a3ff.). Aristotle is here comparing co¢ice with Uriew and
dpdvnorg with terpuer.
Ui — codio
latpisy  — opdvijoig

In order to understand the ground of this comparison, we need to consider
the example of a man who is a doctor. If a doctor who is sick heals himself
on the basis of the knowledge he has as a doctor, then that is a peculiar way
to take care of his own Dasein by himself, to make his own Dasein healthy
once again. A higher way of being healthy, however, is health itself. The
healthy man does not at all need to be skilled in medicine in order to be
healthy. He is healthy without further ado, i.e, he is simply what he is.
Health is itself a mode of Being which keeps a man in the proper state of
his bodily Being, Now the same applies to opoviog and codlo. ®pévnaig
leads and guides all human acting, but it is still dependent on something
else, namely the action itself. But the Bewpeiv of codin, on the contrary, does
not, as is the case with lazpikri, have a further goal; instead, it is carried out
purely as such by the man who lives in it. @eopety is a mode of Being in
which man attains his highest mode of Being, his proper spiritual health.

There still remains a lacuna, however, in the understanding of the priority
of oogie, although we already understand that codic in a certain sense
accomplishes something immediately, simply by the fact that it is there,
whereas ¢pivnaig accomplishes something with regard to something other
than itself, This structure is clear. Nevertheless, we cannot yet understand
to what extent go¢lc can be compared to human health, ie., to what extent
the comportment which is nothing but the disclosure of the everlasting
constitutes the proper Being of man. We can come to understand it only on
the basis of the meaning of the Greek concept of Being. Because precisely
that to which cogia is related is everlasting, and because godin is the purest
way of comportment to, and of tarrying with, the everlasting, therefore
cotic, as a genuine positionality toward this highest mode of Being, is the
highest possibility. The decision on the priority of coéic is therefore made
ultimately on the basis of that to which it relates. Emoniun is excluded
here since it cannot disclose the apyaf but instead presupposes them. The
constant tarrying with what is everlasting is the accomplishment of pure
voeiy, which Aristotle also compares to aiotnoig.” In this manner we gain

3.CE p. 1O
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a prospect into the basic conception of human Dasein which served as a
guideline for Aristotle: human Dasein is properly attained only if it always
is what it can be in the highest sense, i.e., when it tarries in the highest
degree, as long as possible, and most nearly always, in the pure pondering
of what is everlasting. Yet insofar as man is mortal, and insofar as he needs
recreation and relaxation in the widest sense, the constant tarrying with
what is everlasting, the ultimately appropriate comportment to what al-
ways is, is denied him.

We want to conclude our consideration of codic by presentifying the
same phenomenon as seen from the opposite side. Though cogla is the
highest mode of dAnBetewy, it is, on the other hand, still a E1g g yuyfs,
i.e, a £15 of the Being of man, and then the question arises as to what
extent the possibility of human eObaypovio resides in codice The task is
therefore to conceive codie and its dAnBedely as a mode of Being of human
Dasein. Since for Aristotle ooéin is the highest possibility of human Dasein,
he must also see in it ebdompovic.

§25. The priority of cobio with regard to ebdonpovia
(Nic. Eth, X, 6-7).

a) The idea of evdaapovia (Nic. Eth. X, 6). The ontological
meaning of evdmpovic as the fulfilled Being of the yuy.

Aristotle takes £080npovia in a strictly ontological sense, as téhog. This
ontological meaning of evdmpovia must be kept in mind. howrdv mepl
ebboapovicg Ting SIEABELY, Ene1dl) TEhog abTiv TiBepey TOV GvBporivov
(1176a31ff.). “Of those things that touch the Being of man, we name that
which constitutes its finished state ebddoapovic.” It constitutes the proper
Being of human Dasein. This Being amounts to nothing else than presence,
pure being present to that which always is. Now ebdoapovia, insofar as it
constitutes the completeness of this Being, cannot be a mere 15, e, a
mere possibility at man’s disposal, without any opportunity to be actual-
ized, For in that case it could also pertain to somebody who sleeps his
whole life away, who lives the life of a plant. Formulated differently, it
cannot be an optional capacity which sometimes is awake and sometimes
sleeps. On the contrary, ebdonpovia, insofar as it concerns the Being of man
as its finished state, as the proper Being of man’s highest ontological pos-
sibilities, must be a Being of man which is at every moment, constantly,
what it is. It does not concern a mere possibility of Being but is this possi-
bility in its presence, évépyeie. pdddov eig Evépreudy Tiva Betéov (1176b1),
Accordingly, eldmpovie, as man’s proper Being, must be reduced to
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evépyelo. ‘Evépyerr means nothing else than presence, pure immediate
presence at hand. tiw & évepyeav ad pév elowy dvaykoio xai & frepa
aipetod of 88 wol' abtdg (b2f). “Of the évépyeio, some are &' Etepa,
because of something else, oriented toward something else, and others are
kol ahtdg aipetad, graspable for themselves. xoll” oidg 8 eloiv aiperai
g Gv undév Eminteiton mopd ™y évépyewy (bef). “Graspable for them-
selves are those modes of évépyeia of a living being, those modes of pure
presence and pure being at hand, from which nothing additional is pursued
and nothing is sought besides the pure and simple presence.” Now insofar
as e0Boupovio is the téhog, it cannot be an évépyewr which is 81 Etepa,
oriented toward something else, but can only be an évépyeixr which is
graspable xaf’ aimiv. In this way, eb8capovia is complete in itself and is
self-sufficient, aitdpxne. oUdevdg yip évBeng N evdopovia dAl altdprng
{b51.}. Hence that which constitutes ehdmpovia is oUx évlerig, not in need
of anything else.

Now there are in human Dasein various possibilities of acting which are
related among themselves and which have a hierarchy. EdSopovio, as
w05 pure and simple, is in the purest sense the autonomous presence at
hand of the living being in the world. It is the pure presence of the living
being with regard to its ultimately actualized possibility of Being. yuyng
Evipyaud Tig Kot Gpetiv Tehsiov (Nic. Eth 1, 13, 1102a5¢). Therein resides
an elevation of the téhog-character. Kat' dpetiyv teAeioy means properly
kot tehefomoy tekelay; for the expression dpet already contains the
determination of the teieiwmg, EvSapovia is thus the presence of the
finished state of the living being with regard to its highest possibility of
Being. It is the Tekelwog of the Being of the being as Being-in.'

On the basis of this idea of sldmpovie, Aristotle now (Nic. Eth. X, 7)
determines the structure of etdonpovia more concretely from seven points
of view.

b} The structural moments of evdopovic and
their fulfillment through the Bewpeiv of
aodin (voig) (Nic. Eth. X, 7).

That which brings Dasein into its own most proper Being must:

1.) be the xpariom £k (cf. 1177a13), that mode of Being in which man
most properly has at his disposal that which he can be, This highest deter-
mination of Being is voug.

2.) This highest ontological determination in us, év fipiv, namely voik,
the pure ability to perceive beings as such, is related to the yvootd, with

1. Thus in Heidegger's manuscript.
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which I become familiar in pure onlooking; and specifically it is related to
a being which is itself xpanotov, everlasting. xoi y&p 06 voig <td
KPATIOTOV> TOV €V NULY, KXol <t KPATICTOS> TOV YVOOTOV, tept & O voig
(1177a20).

3.) This mode of Being, which satisfies evdapovia, is ovuveyeotdam (a2l),
that which most of all coheres in itself, that which is more unbroken than
anything else. Bewpelv te yap duvauebo cuveymg paaiov 1| Tpdtely HTIOVV
(a21f.). Our human mode of Being entails that we are able to live more
unbrokenly in the mode of pure onlooking than in the mode of acting. For
action, in its very sense, is in each case different: according to circumstances,
time, people. The constancy of acting, in the extension of a determined
nexus of life, is continually interrupted by new commitments, each of which
requires a decision. On the other hand, pure onlooking is in itself a uniform
unbroken perseverance, which in its very sense cannot be otherwise. For it
is an abiding with beings which in themselves cannot be otherwise.
Whereas the beings of npaZig can be different in each case and require a
decision at every new moment, the pure considering of what is everlasting
perseveres, as it were, in an enduring now. This third moment, the cuve-
yéotatov, is attributed to the comportment we know as the Bempeiv of
codio.

4.) This Bempeiv of codia is that évépyera which is N8iom (a2). Aristotle
justifies this assertion in the following way: oi6uefG te Seiv fHdoviyy
rnapopepiybon ™ evdonpovia (a22f.). We believe that in the most proper
Being of man there is also mixed a corresponding humor, an affective
disposition, namely 1f160vi}, enjoyment. It is in general constitutive of the
Being of a living being to be disposed in this or that way in relation to that
with which and for which the living being exists. This basic constitution,
which belongs to life, may not be lacking on the highest level of Being of
a living being. The question is which mode of Being confers the purest
ndoviy. Ndiom 8¢ 1OV KoTapemv Evepyeudy N Katd THY codiov
oporoyovuéveg otiv (a23f.). Everyone agrees that the purest joy comes
from being present to beings xaté v codiay, i.e., from pure onlooking.
This pure abiding-with, pure presence-to, is in itself the purest disposition
in the broadest sense. The purity and stability of this disposition belonging
to pure onlooking is again understandable only on the basis of what is
thematic in the onlooking, namely what always is. It is not in the least
possible for what is everlasting to admit a disturbance, a change, or a
confusion in the self-comportment of man as a researcher. Thus it cannot
destroy man'’s disposition from the root up. Man remains, insofar as he
attends to this object, in the same disposition. Therefore the abiding with
what always is contains the possibility of diarywyr, the possibility of a pure
tarrying, which has nothing of the unrest of seeking. Seeking, for the Greeks,



§25 [175-177] 1

seeks the disclosure of the concealed, of the hovBvov. Seeking is not yet
being in the presence of the unconcealed, whereas the pure tarrying of
knowledge, of seeing, of having in view, is an abiding with a being in its
unconcealedness. Therefore Aristotle can say of the ancients, insofar as they
were genuine philosophers: iu.oooproavres mepl the dimbeiag (Met. 1, 3,
983b2f.), “they philosophized about truth.” This does not mean they phi-
losophized about the concept of truth or the like, but rather that they were
friends of the truth, they had decided in favor of the pure disclosure of
Being in its unconcealedness.

5.) The fifth moment which is attributed to eidenpovia and which fulfills
the Bemplio of codic is the mitdpreic, that comportment of man which is
dependent only on itself. fj 1e Aeyopévn avtdpree mepl Ty BewpnTikiy
udhot Gv ein (Nic. Eth, X, 7, 1177a27f.) Aristotle emphasizes: tav pév
npdz 10 Lijy dvoykoioy kol goddg woi Sikaiog kel of owmol Séovien (cf.
a28f.). The philosopher, exactly as is the case with every man, requires the
necessities of life. He cannot detach himself from them: he can exist only
insofar as they are at his disposal, & pév dixonog Seiton apds oig
Sixononpoyioet xai ued’ av (a30f.). In addition, “the one who, as judge,
wants to act justly needs other people, toward whom and with whom he
can act justly.” The same applies to one who wants to be prudent, sdopov,
or courageous, (vdpeiog. Not only these, but all possibilities of Being with
regard to the npagic of prephilosophical man are dependent, in their very
sense, on being with others. Therefore they cannot be man's proper pos-
sibilities of Being, and this is so although they are in each case an dyabiv
kol aid cdpetdv, But now our concern is precisely the proper Being and
presence of life. We are asking about the radically and ontologically
grasped most proper Being, which is itself the ontological basis for the
factual concrete existence of man. Thus whereas the possibilities of Being
with regard to mp&Zig are dependent on being with others, the pure on-
looking upon what always is is free of this bond, O 8 copds xai xod'
bty v Shvate Beopeiy, kol Hom év coddTepog 1), pakiov (a32t). The
philosopher, who is concerned purely and exclusively with understanding
and disclosing beings, can be who he is only if and precisely if he is wab’
autdv v, alone with himself. And the more he is with himself and strives
only to disclose, the less he is in need of others. fékniov & iows auvepyols
Eyquwv, AR’ Gpog altepréatatog (a34f.). Perhaps, to be sure, it is still better
if he has companions who strive along with him, ones who work with
him and who persevere in this attitude with him, But even then he is what
he is only if in each case he by himself sees things as they are. Nobody
can see things on behalf of someone else, and no one can have things
present on account of some other pexson’s disclosure of them. Pure seeing
is a matter of the single individual, although precisely he who sees for
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himself, if he sees the same things as the others, is with the others, in the
mode of cupdihogodelv, philosophizing together,

6.) Thus the mode of Being of pure onlooking is the only one which can
be loved for its own sake. 86Zan T Gv abvth pdvn &' abriy dyanicton
oUdEv ip (en’ avthg yiveton aopi ©h BewpRoo, dnd 88 thv mpokTikdy §)
mhelov fi EAaTtov REpLTOLOOUEE Ropd TV paEiy (bLEF.). For in this mode
of Being of pure onlooking we do niot produce anything else, and we do
not look about for anything else, as we do in np@gic, where there is always
something else at stake. Hence this mode of Being is then characterized by
the fact that it v o} ayokfj éonuv (cf. bd), “it is in leisure,” e, in pure
tarrying and in genuine presence-to,

7.) This mode of human Dasein is a genuine one only if it haflotoa pijxog
Plov tfheov (b24): | tedeice & eddopovie ol bv ein avBpanou,
Ahapotica pfjxog Biou téhewov (b24£). It is a genuine one only “if it has been
taken up in a complete course of life,” i.e., only if it in fact extends over the
whole duration of a human existence, hence only if this mode of comport-
ment does not merely determine human existence occasionally but is con-
tinuously carried on as the proper one. For what always is, which is
thematic in this comportment, is constantly predelineated in such a way
that even the presence of Dasein to it is determined as constant and perse-
vering. Herein resides the peculiar tendency of the accommaodation of the
temporality of human Dasein to the eternity of the world. The abiding with
what is eternal, Gewpely, is not supposed to be arbitrary and occasional but
is to be maintained uninterruptedly throughout the duration of life, Therein
resides for man a certain possibility of d8cvertilewv (1177b33), a mode of
Being of man in which he has the highest possibility of not coming to an
end. This is the extreme position to which the Greeks carried human Dasein.

Only from this point of view, from the wholly determined and clear
domination of the meaning of Being as eternal Being, does the priority of
codic become understandable. Now it is clear why the pure onlooking
settles something for the existence of man and why it is the highest in the
Greek sense. Our understanding of the ultimate meaning of human exis-
tence for the Greeks depends on our seeing how an ethical consideration
was for them from the very outset outside of the points of view we know
today from traditional philosophies. For the Greeks the consideration of
human existence was oriented purely toward the meaning of Being itself,
ie, toward the extent to which it is possible for human Dasein to be
everlasting. The Greeks gathered this meaning of Being, Being as absolute
presence, from the Being of the world, Accordingly, one cannot force Greek
ethics into the mode of questioning of modern ethics, i.e., into the alterna-
tives of an ethics of consequences or an ethics of intentions. Dasein was
simply seen there with regard to its possibility of Being as such, whereby
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neither intentions nor practical consequences play any role. Even the ex-
pression fjfog corresponds to this conception of the Being of man; fiflog
means comportment, the proper way of Being. If one keeps in mind this
point of view, this primarily ontological questioning, one can understand
the peculiar fact that sogin may be compared with Uylewy, health. This idea
of the Being of man determines in advance the meaning of ebdapovic,
which Aristotle defines as yuyilg fvéprewn kot apetiv wheiov. The yugnh
is what is proper to a being which is alive. This being that lives is in
evBaupovia insofar as it is simply present at hand with regard to its highest
possibility of Being. This highest possibility of Being of the living being
called man is volig. Noelv, as Evépyeia Bewpenky, most satisfies the
évepyela of this living being, its pure simple presence. To this extent, vogiv
most properly satisfies ebdonpovio. Therefore human life in its most proper
Being consists in vouUg. This most proper Being is grasped in a radically
ontological way so that it is as such the ontological condition of the factual
concrete existence of man.
We must still gain more clarity on the relation voig has to AGyog.

§26. Extent and limit of Moyoc.

a) Adyog and voic. Nogiv and Suavoreiv, The grasping
of the nporta and £oyota by voelv.

Notg is the highest determination of man, such that it must even be un-
derstood as divine; life in voig is a Beiov (b30f.). Nevertheless, human
comportment moves for the most part, and especially at first, not in pure
voeiv but in Huavoeiv, Because the Being of man is determined as {dov
hbryov Ezov, because man speaks, and discourses about the things he sees,
pure perceiving is always a discussing. Pure voeiv is carried out as Bryety.'?
The voriv carried out within a being that has Liog is a Swevosiv. In this
way there exists a Supopd between p ure voig and volig ativiietos (cf. b28F.):
the voii of man is always carried out in the mode of speaking. The voig
of man is not the proper one but is 6 kwhotuevog vois.' It must be kept in
mind that Adyog is intrinsic to the Being of man and that at first and for
the most part discernment is carried out in AGyog: discerning is vOEIv METE
Adyou. And so we find the justification of Aristotle's characterization of the
modes of @hndetew we have spoken of, namely émaniun, tégvn, dpdvnog,

1. Reading Suvreiv for toyeiv, an obvious misprint—Trans.
2 Met. IX, 10, 10510624,
3. De An. 111, 9. 432027,
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and coef, as £5e1g petd Léyou,' Thorough looking, Siavoeiy, is a speaking,
héyewv, Admittedly, this discernment, insofar as it is to grasp the apyr, must
leave Adyog behind. It has to be dveu Adyou in order to have the possibility
of grasping an ddieipetov. The character of Méyewv is indeed to speak of
something as something. But what is utterly simple, énrhotv, is what can
no longer be spoken of as something else. Everything foyatov and every-
thing mp@tov can be grasped properly only if the voeiv is not a Siavoeiv
but a pure onlooking. Here the disclosure in the mode of the carrying out
of Abyog fails and recedes.

That Adyog can recede here is a fact grounded in AGyog itself. For Abyog
as Adyog, according to its very sense, is nof already ordered toward
@anBedery, toward the disclosure of beings, toward truth. Speaking as such
does not primarily have the meaning of drogaiveatal, letting beings be
seen. On the contrary, only a quite specific Adyog is Adyog anodavrixis,
This fundamental state of affairs must be kept in mind in order to under-
stand the basic sense we have to make out of the Greek concept of truth.

b) Adyog and dhiiBeLc,

o} Adyog onuovnixig (speech) and Adyog damodoavnikig
(“judgment”) (De Int, chapter 4; De An. 11, 8).
Hengce it is not intrinsic to Adyog to be true, to uncover beings, dhnBedery.
Mot every kdyog is dnodovtikide. But indeed every Abyog is onpovtikie,
Aristotle treats this in De Interpretatione, chapter 4: o 88 Liyog Gmog pév
oNuavTKoS, . . . GrodavTikdg 8¢ o wig, (AL fv @ 1 dAnBedewy f| yetbeobon
unpyet (16b336.). All speech is as speech onuavnie; onpaively means “to
signify.” Thus all speech means something, it is understandable. All speech
has in itself a épunveio, a comprehensibility, as Aristotle shows in the De
Anima.” But to mean something in this way and at the same time to let the
thing meant show itself in this meaning, érogaiveatn—that does not occur
in all speech. On the contrary, speaking, which is in its very sense anuovoeT,
becomes dnodcvrikt] only if there is present in it either a disclosing,
aAnBelewy, or a distorting, yelvdeoban. For not only to disclose but also to
distort is to let be seen, even if disclosing is the proper letting be seen. Hence
not all speech contains either ddinBeteav or yeideaton. Therefore speech, in
its very sense, is at first neither true nor false. olx év émaa 8 dropyer, olov
1 elyely Adyog pév, ali olt aineig ol yevdrig (17a3f.). A request, e.g., is
neither true nor false. This must be understood in the Greek sense: a request,
as a request, does not at first have the sense of letting be seen that which is

4. Nie. Eth. V1, 6, 11406315 CF p. 40
5. D A [1, 8, 420054, CL p. 120
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requested. Aristotle indicates that the manifold types of speaking which are
to be sure comprehensible, i.e,, which communicate something and provide
an orientation but yet do not let anything be seen, belong to rhetoric and
poetry. prTopixiig yép fi zomnmikTs olkelotépa ff oxéyng, —O 88 dmodovicdg
g viv Bewpiog (aSf.). The Liyog Grodovtkds, on the other hand, is the
object of the current investigation.

Aristotle says, as we know, that Adyog, speech, is dnogavnikdg ie., it lets
something be seen, if a disclosure, deAnfedery, is present in it, Traditional
logic, precisely in its appeal to this analysis, had allowed itself to be led
astray into a fundamental misunderstanding insofar as it maintained that
for Aristotle judgment is the proper bearer of truth. Then, when closer study
found investigations in which Aristotle speaks about truth and yet not
about judgment, his concept of truth was said to be contradictory.

On the basis of what we have clarified, we want to gain a fundamental
understanding of the relation between héyog and diniBeic. Already now it
is clear that Aristotle is not at all primarily referring to judgment but to
speech and that speech can show something, be arodavrikds, only if there
oceurs in it dhnBedewy, true disclosure. Speech is not the primary and unique
bearer of the @indég; it is something in which the &hn8ég can occur but
does not have to occur. Adyog is not the place where dingeterv is at home,
where it is autochthonous.

B} Rejection of Aéyog as the proper place of truth. Noeiv as
dAnBevely without Adyos. The Adyog dnodovnnig as the
place of wetdog. The synthetic structure of the Aiyog
fmodevTiGS as the condition of webdog.

Adyog, insofar as it possesses the structure of énooaivecBa, of the "some-
thing as something,” is so little the place of truth that it is, rather, quite the
reverse, the proper condition of the possibility of falsity. That is, because this
Aipog is a showing which lets that about which it speaks be seen as something,
there remains the possibility that the thing might get distorted through the
“as" and that deception would arise, Something can be distorted only if it is
grasped in terms of something else. Only when dAn8evew is carried out in
the mode of the “as something.” only when the “as” is structurally present,
can it occur that something is presented as that which it is not. In simple
disclosing, in aiofinag as in voEiy, there is no longer a Aéyewv, an addressing
of something as something. Therefore no deception is possible there either.

Aristotle now determines more precisely the structure by which Adyog
is disclosive: if we remain with xkatdoasic— That is so”—then in this
emergence of speech the whole is given without anything standing out in
relief. Kordgoralg, insofar as it is a Aéyewv 11 xatd Tivog, implies that the
ko’ ol Aéverad , that in relation to which something is said, is already
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present at the very outset and at the very outset is already objectified
without anything standing out in relief. Aéyoc—e.g., “The table is black"—
is carried out in such a way that at the very outset | have in view the whole
without anything standing out in relief: black table, a v, an Ov. Now if this
table is to be disclosed as such, if a speaking about it is to let it be seen
explicitly, then that will be carried out in an asserting-as. And this assert-
ing-as is carried out for its part in the following way: 1 have in view the
whole table and [ articulate what I thus see: table—black: the vorfjporao, the
perceived, namely table and black, are set in relief and the one attributed
to the other: the table as black. This Ldyog contains a gtvBemg of vorjpata,
a certain co-positing, a positing together of what is discerned. avveaic nig
Won vonudrwy Garep &v dveav (De An. 110, 6, 430a27£). | posit the one
together with the other, "as if they wer: one.” | posit table together with
black, so that they are seen as one. For [ already have this one in view at
the very outset. But speaking about it first makes what is seen properly
visible to me, the table explicitly as black. The pregiven is set in relief in
the “as” in such a way that precisely in going through the articulation which
breaks it open it is understood and seen as one. The grasping, in the sense
of the letting something be seen by means of Ldyog, thus has the structure
of ouvBeas, And only where there is such a olvBeois, only where the
character of the “as” occurs, is there falsity, The distorting of something is
possible only in this way, that something else (grey) which presumably
could show the being (the table) is posited in place of it. Hence the possi-
bility of distortion requires necessarily a setting in relief, i.e., a co-positing,
of something. Falsity, i.e., to assert something as what it is not, occurs only
where there is a oOvBeaig, 10 yép yeldog év cuvliéce dei- xod yap dv T
AEUKAV 1) AEVKOV, TO U} AEUKOV cuvEBTKev (430b1ff.). “Deception occurs
only where there is a aivBeag; for even if [ speak of the white as not-white,
the not-white is thereby co-posited,” seen by me together with what is
spoken of. One might think that it is a separating that resides in the 1.
But, on the contrary, the asserting of the Aguxdv as pf Asuxdv entails
precisely a oivieog. Even the presenting of something as what it is not
includes structurally a avv, the co-discerning of the one vénuc together
with the other, as év.

These phenomenal states of affairs must be kept in mind in order to
understand the nonsense rampant in the traditional treatment of Adyoc.

) Critique of the traditional theory of judgment.
LivBeoig and Sripeong as basic structures of
the Adryog GmodoevTindg in general.
It is commonly said that Aristotle divides judgments into the positive and
the negative, into xat@poog and drédeme. Affirmation would be the
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connecting of two representations, cOv6ecic; denial would be their sepa-
ration, diaipecic. The connection and separation of representations are
taken to be the respective structures of positive and negative judgments.
This is a complete perversion of what Aristotle, in keeping with the phe-
nomena, says. Both kxotddoocig and dnépoocig have the character of
ovvOeoic, and both have the character of diaipecic. ZOvOeoig and daipeoic
are original structures, which, as founding, precede xatd¢aocig and
anddoorg. €11 oy 10 dravontov kod vontov 1 ddvole 1| kotddnowy i
andonov- . . . Otov pév @di ovven dpaoco 1 amoddica, GAnbevel, Otav O
@1, yevdeton (Met. 1V, 7, 1012a2ff.). “Everything that is the theme of a
discerning and a thorough discerning is discerned or perceived by thinking
in the mode of affirmation or denial. If thinking puts together what is
discerned in one way, affirming or denying (i.e., positing and discerning as
voug—and precisely here it becomes clear that kotadaoig and anépooig
are ordered into ocUvBeoig) then the thinking is true, then it uncovers; if it
puts together in another way, then it is false, then it distorts.” I cite this
passage to confront a common mistake in logic and in the interpretation of
Aristotle. It is said that affirmation is c0UvOecig, connecting; denial is
dwaipeoig, separating. The quotation above, however, says that both,
xotapaoig and andépooig, letting be seen in affirmation and in denial, are
ovvBeoic. And this applies not only when the xatd¢acig and anédpocig
are true but also when they are false. 10 yop wevdog €v cvvBEoel ael. kol
YO GV 10 AeLKOV U1 AevKAV, TO Ui} AevkOv cuvédnkev (De An. 111, 6, 30b1ff.).
There is falsity only where there is a 6Ov6eoic. For even if I speak of what
is white as not white, the not white is put together with the white. Every
affirmation or denial, whether true or false, is hence at the very outset a
ovuvoeoic.

And, conversely, both, affirmation and denial, katdpocig and anddaois,
letting be seen in affirmation and denial, are at the very outset diaipeoig
as well. Aristotle says this with reference to yeddog in the continuation of
the passage cited from the De anima: €évd€yeton 8¢ xoi draipectv dvou mévto
(b3f.). Affirmation and denial are likewise to be interpreted as diaipeoic,
taking apart. Taking apart is indeed a mode of carrying out perception, a
mode of carrying out voely, i.e., having the 0v in view, having the whole
in view; it is a preserving letting the whole be seen, a positing of a one with
an other.

ZUveeoig and Sraipeocig constitute the full mode of carrying out voely,
and voelv itself, insofar as it is the voeiv of the ALoyov €yov, can be xotdpooic
or andpooig. What is essential to both forms of carrying out voeiv, essential
to their cUvBeo1g and dradpeoig, is the primarily unitary having in sight of
the vrmoxkeipevov, that which is spoken about, that which is under discus-
sion. In the o¥vbeoig there comes to the fore the moment by which the
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assertion sees together the one with the other and in this way sees the
whole. On the other hand, in the Suwxipeoig there resides the moment by
which Adyog, because it lets something be seen as something, takes apart
(table—black) the whole (black table) at the very outset, yet not in such a
way that the vorjperta are placed one next to the other, but Gorep év dvtav
(D¢ An. 111, 6, 430a28), in such a way that they are seen as a unity. The whole
theory of Adyog can be understood by keeping in mind the basic structure
of the anddovaig, of the letting be seen and of seeing, In this fundamental
attitude, affirmation and denial are carried out.®

Aristotle investigates this structure of cuvBemg and Sunipemg, and at the
same time the phenomenon of the dAnBég, in a still much more fundamental
context than in De Anima I, chapters 6 and 7. I refer specifically to Meta-
physics V1, chapter 4; IX, chapter 10; and X1, chapter 8, 1065a ff,

6) The dnBEg as a character of Being as encountered
(Met. V1, 2 and 4).

We have shown that being true, disclosure, is a mode of Being of human
life and refers first of all to the world.” Here a problem arises: what con-
nection is there between beings insofar as they are uncovered and the other
characters of Being? For, independently of any theory of knowledge and
its prejudices, it is obvious that unconcealedness is in a certain way a
character of the Being of beings themselves. It is therefore that Aristotle
speaks of 6v dg dinbés, of beings insofar as they are unconcealed, and
correspondingly of uf) Gv dig yeddog, and he does so specifically in connec-
tion with a fundamental constatation of research into the distinction of the
various regards in which Being can be spoken of. These are: 1.) the ov of
the categories, 2.} the Gv xoté oupfefinxde, 3.) the dv Suvdpe and évepreig,
and 4.) the &v g @An8és® Here the phenomenon of the @inBég arises in
connection with the question of the basic determinations of beings them-
selves. Nevertheless, Aristotle says that this ov dg aAnBég does not properly
belong within the theme of ontology, inasmuch as the character of the
ainbés does not provide something of beings which would pertain to them
as such but only insofar as they are there, i.e., insofar as they encounter an
uncovering discernment.” It is wrong, however, to maintain that this év dg
alnBfc would mean something like truth in the sense of the validity of a
judgment, simply because Aristotle excludes the Ov g dindés from his
ontological consideration. That is not what Aristotle means. The dv dx
@AnBég is not a mode of Being that is taken up as a consequence of a mere

6. See the appendix.

7. CE pp. 12§ and 16f
B, Aler. VI, Z, 10262331
9. Met. V1, 4, 1027b25H.
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factually occurring process of thought. It is rather the Being of the same
beings of which the categories are also determinations of their Being, It is
just that the categories pertain to beings themselves as beings, whereas the
@hn6ég is a character of the Being of beings only insofar as beings are there
and present for a grasping. Hence there is no question at all here of logical
Being, of the validity or invalidity of judgment. The dv g Ghndés is rather
the same beings which also are the theme of ontology: the beings of the
world. Closer inspection will discover that Aristotle ultimately assigns even
this character, this Being, to ontological research.”” The év dg 5An8ég proves
to be a character of Being insofar as Being is encountered. Thereby we will
acquire an insight into the dimension of the meaning of truth for Anstotle.
It will be shown that truth, unconcealedness, is not at home in Adyog. But
if not in Adyog, the positive question arises: where then? From this point
we acquire again an orientation toward the central question of the Saphist,
the question of the Being of welidog. whether there is such a thing as pf
ov, whether non-being is. Our consideration of the problem of the dinéés
will be conducted only far enough for us to learn from Aristotle the general
orientation of the Sophist.”

10. Met. IX, 10,
11. See the appendix.






TRANSITION'

Delineation of the Thematic Feld, with dAn8etey as the
Point of Departure

§27. What has been accomplished up to now and the future task.
What has been accomplished: the acquisition of the point of
departure (= GAnBevew). The task: the delincation of the theme,
with dhnBevew in Plato (= SwdéyeoBon) as the point of
departure. First indication of the theme: a revolution in the concept
of Being: the Being of non-beings (= yeddog).

Our considerations thus far have had the sense of a preparation for under-
standing a scientific dialogue of Plato. 1 expressly emphasize “a scientific
dialogue” in order to indicate that not all Platonic dialogues attain this
height of scientific research, although all of them in a certain way aim at
knowledge. There is no scientific understanding, i.e., historiographical re-
turn to Plato, without passage through Aristotle. Aristotle at first blocks,
as it were, every access to Plato. This is obvious when we consider that we
always issue from the later ones, and it is as ones who are still later that
we go back to the earlier ones, and that there is in prindiple no arbitrariness
within the field of philosophical reflection. In a historiographical return to
the basic sources of our spiritual existence, we must rather adhere to the
inner current of historical development. Choosing a philosophy or a phi-
losopher is never arbitrary, For the rest, it might be permitted to select
spiritual hobbies, on the basis of the most diverse motivations, from the
history of ideas, examples, and possible existences—hence to deal with
history arbitrarily—yet this permission does not apply to philosophical
research, if indeed this research is to uncover Dasein in its foundations and
if this Dasein /s history, i.e., if we ourselves are history. In this way the
passage through an interpretation of Aristotle, whether explicit or not, is
basically something obvious, especially if we consider that Aristotle’s own
research is nothing else than a more radical apprehension of the same

1. Continuation of the h-mmc course after l!w Chmms recess of IW—Z:J Heidegger's
manuscript contains the titles: " and T

From this point on, the present text is based not only, as was previously the case, on
Heidegger's hardwrithen manuseript and on the lecture notes of H. Jonas, F Schalk, and H.
Weik, but, in addition, on a typewntten copy of the stenographic lecture trarscript of 5, Moser,
which. heg;mﬁ only after the Christmas recess. This copy was reviewed by Heidegger, author-
tzed, and armotated with marginalia which will be Pmsenlni in the text separately, marked
“AH" {= Heidegger's tation of the Maser
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problems with which Plato and earlier thinkers had grappled. An interpre-
tation of Plato cannot merely not bypass Aristotle, but every such interpre-
tation must legitimize itself in him. Following the principle of hermeneutics,
we are proceeding from the clear back into the obscure, ie., from the
distinct, or the relatively developed, back to the confused. “Confused” must
not be taken here as a denigration; it means rather that various directions
of seeing and questioning intermingle in Plato, not on account of a personal
intellectual incapacity but on account of the difficulty of the very problems
themselves. The confused and undeveloped can only be understood if
guiding lines are available to bring out the immanent intentions. These
guidelines cannot be arbitrary philosophical questions, just as little as they
can be all the possibilities of a system, in a maximum of superficiality. On
the contrary, the fundamental question of Greek philosophical research is
the question of Being, the question of the meaning of Being, and character-
istically, the question of truth.’

In one direction, we are sufficiently prepared, insofar as the foregoing
consideration of dhn8eterv” has allowed us to appropriate the basic position
within which the dialogue sees and questions, the way in which the steps
of the dialogical treatise themselves run their course. Yet what was to be
delineated in this preparation was not only the mode of consideration, the
maode of research, but also, equally, the thematic field of this consideration.
In the dialogue we will deal with first,” this entails a remarkable double
character. The Sophist questions what a sophist is, with the specific intention
of determining what a philosopher is. The sophist is first made visible in
the multiplicity of his comportments. From this multiplicity and from its
corresponding interpretation, that toward which the sophist comports him-
self becomes visible as well. The mode of sophistical speaking about, and
dealing with, all things makes clear at once what is involved in sophistry.

The comportment of the sophist is, in the broadest sense, tégvn. I indi-
cated earlier' that in Plato the expressions txvn, émotiun, codie, and
dpdviog still partially run together.” For Plato, végvn has the breadth of
meaning the term still manifests in Book I of Aristotle’s Metaphysics: know-
how in the broadest sense and in any comportment whatsoever. Here, as
regards sophistry, it is a matter of know-how in speaking about everything
there is; that means knowing how to speak about beings. In the course of
the further characterization, the remarkable determination arises that this
know-how is a way of deception regarding that which is spoken of. The

1. Se the appendix.

2. AH: Aristotle, Nic. Eth. Z, in the preceding first part of the lectures.

3. AH: The plan had been to include the Phifens,

4. Cf p. 45,

5. AH: CF. Theaeletus 207 tepnds as Smotipaoy versus mere SoSoonikds.
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speech of the sophist presents its object as something which basically, in a
more proper consideration, it is not; .., what he speaks about is not as he
shows it to be. The manifold characterization of the sophist, which is indeed
immediately striking, from the very first reading of the dialogue, and which
is illustrated again and again from various sides, has the sense of bringing
near to us, quite tangibly, the concrete existence of the sophist within the
life of the Greeks. But from that, from the ineluctable factual existence of
the comportment of the sophist, which indeed was a preeminent force
within the spiritual world of the Greeks, from this unquestionably powerful
Being of the comportment of the sophist, it becomes clear at the same time
that what he comports himself to, what he as a sophist deals with, is
involved in deception and trickery. But insofar as deception and trickery
are things which basically are not, things which present non-being as being,
the Being of non-beings becomes clear on the basis of the very existence of
the sophist. Thus the concrete factual Being of the sophist, the very existence
of something like a sophist, demonstrates (to be sure only for a consider-
ation standing on a higher level) that non-beings—delusion, trickery—are.

This insight, that non-beings are, signifies at the same time a revolution in
terms of the previous conception, in terms of the previous meaning of Being
adhered to even by Plato himself. The interpretation of the mode of Being of
the sophist ultimately counts as a demonstration of the Being of non-beings.
This demonstration is nothing else than a more radical conception of the
meaning of Being itself and of the character of the “not” enclosed therein.
And that implies a more original appropriation of the theme of philosophical
research. This is not merely set up in the sense of a program but is actually
carried out in the course of the dialogue by way of an actual concrete elabo-
ration of the question of Being. This more radical grasping and founding of
research into Being entails at the same time a more fundamental interpretation
of this research itself, ie., of philosophizing. Thus the path of a thematic
consideration of the Being of non-beings leads back to a consideration of a
new, more proper, existence, that of the philosopher. It is telling that what is
dealt with thereby is not a determinate type of man, a typology of the various
sorts of men; instead, concrete research is carried out, from which the meaning
of the philosopher will arise on its own, without Plato having to speak
explicitly about it. To answer the question of the meaning of sophistical
existence is to co-answer, indirectly, the question of the philosopher.

If we now shift the weight of the questioning to the thematic question
of the concept of Being and the transformation of the previous concept of
Being, then we face the task of appropriating the position of the consider-
ation which makes present and evident for the first time the givenness of
non-beings. It is a matter of demonstrating the states of affairs phenome-
nologically. We will have to inquire: in what way does the Being of non-
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beings become present and evident? Where and in what way are we to
avoid the givenness of non-beings no longer? And we will have to ask:
what is the meaning of this way? How are the transformation and devel-
opment of the concept of Being to be carried out in view of the Being of
non-beings? How did Parmenides accomplish a transformation previously?
Whence does Plato attain his question of Being? The theme of the consid-
eration is thus beings in their Being; it is a matter of the character of beings
insofar as they are beings.

The beings treated in the dialogue are the theme of a speaking, and
specifically of a speaking, SwdéyesBal, which makes the beings become
visible as uncovered. It is therefore that Plato always speaks of dv dhntvaoy;
these are beings as uncovered in themselves. We are sufficiently oriented
concerning dhnbedety, the mode of access to beings as uncovered.” Among
the possible ways of dAnfedely, we came to know an eminent one, one
uniquely and only concerned with pure uncovering: 8empeiv, and specific-
ally the Bewpeiv of codie, which has the sense of making beings visible in
their apyad, i.e, from that which a being always already is in its Being, That
is, it makes visible the dv énfwvév or the ddnBée of the dv. On the basis
of this inner connection between Being and uncoveredness, the Greeks can
also say in abbreviated form: philosophy is concerned with dhrBewe”
AMBele means, on the one hand, the pure and simple uncoveredness of
something but means, at the same time, in analogy with the meanings of
Adyog, the uncovered itself, the uncovered being. The straightforward use
of dAriBero expresses nothing else than beings in their Being, beings insofar
as they are properly uncovered.”

Qur treatment of aAnBetey has made clear the mode of access and the
manner of considering and disclosing but not the corresponding thematic
field: namely, the very research into Being, ie., the theme of beings as
discussed in Aristotle’s ontology. This has been indicated only in an insuf-
ficient way. It is out of the question here, and would be even if we had at
our disposal more than one semester, to exhibit this theme exhaustively,
viz., Aristotelian ontology. Only in a quite abbreviated form do we want to
procure at the outset an orientation concerning what the dialogue deals
with. Specifically, since the thematic field is determinable through the mode
of access and the mode of dealing with it, we will take the shortest path to
do what we spoke of at the beginning, namely to bring the mode of con-
sideration in the dialogue, the &inBevtery, closer to us in relation to the
characteristic way it occurs in Plato, i.e., in relation to Siahéyeobon.

6, AH: The first part of this lecture course is an interpretation of Aristotle’s Niconachear Ethics

7. Met. 1, 3,985b3,
8. See the appendix.
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§28. First characterization of dialectic in Plato.

a) AwaidyeoBon as dinBedey. Repelition and continuation of
what has been established about Liyoz: rejection of Léyog
as the proper place of truth.! Adyog as the most immediate

mode of dnbevew and as concealing prattle. The basic
meaning of “dialectic”: breaking through the prattle,
tendency toward seeing (vociv).

If we are justified in making an explication of dinfedelv our preparation
for understanding the dialogue, and if this is indeed a genuine preparation,
then it must be able to elucidate the mode of consideration employed in
the dialogue, namely Swhéyeoful. What we have determined about
dhnBedery must be able to clarify the proper sense of SieAfyecBo, the
specific comportment of inter-lacution that constitutes the dia-logue. And
the elucidation of the meaning of icAéyeaBon will, at the same time, allow
us to understand why in general the dialogue considers that which it does
consider precisely by taking the form of a dialogue, and why Plato philos-
ophizes in dialogues. The reason is not the trivial one that Plato was an
artist and wanted to present even such matters, whatever they might be
called, in a beautiful way. The reason is, rather, an inner need of philoso-
phizing itself, the radical acceptance on Plato’s part of the impetus he
received from Socrates: to pass from AGyog as prattle, from what is said idly
and hastily about all things, through genuine speaking, to a kéyog which,
as héyog cnbrig, actually says something about that of which it speaks.
AwofyeaBon is a passing “through speech,” departing from what is idly
said, with the goal of arriving at a genuine assertion, a Adyog, about beings
themselves. In this sense, S yeabon—as it is later called in Plato’s Soph-
ist—is a SramopeteaBon Sul tiv Adyav (of. 253b10), a running through what
is said, precisely so as to show what could be discerned there regarding
Being. Accordingly, SurhéyeaBin, as is the case with Liyog, has the function
of disclosing and specifically of disclosing in the mode of discussion. This
“speaking-through” begins with whal people first say about the matter,
passes through this, and is directed to and finds its end in a speaking which
genuinely expresses something about the theme, i.e., in a genuine assertion,
genuine hdyog.

If we say that Adyog, here as huhdyeabo, is disclosive, and is taken in
any case in this facticity, then that means that an @inBeten belongs to
riyog. Upon closer inspection, we can see that Adyog itself, simply as Adyog,
does not constitute without further ado a carrying out of @inBetev and

1.CF.§26b) B). p. 125.



136 Plato’s Sophist [196-197]

that consequently the uncovering within A6yog is not indigenous to it as
Abyog. Adyog can take upon itself the actual performance of a disclosure,
but it does not have to. Factually, however, it is precisely A6yog which
ordinarily permeates all modes of uncovering, such that all the forms of
aAnBevely we saw in Aristotle, with the exception of voig, are determined
by the character of the petd Adyou: they are carried out in discourse.
Aristotle, however, does not consider more closely this bond between A6yog
and &AnOevery. In fact, he gives no more than the indication that all modes
of &An6evev are first and for the most part peté Adyov. Adyog, addressing
something in speech, is our most immediate mode of carrying out
G0AnOBevey, whereas voig, pure perception, is as such not possible for man,
the {@ov A6yov €yov. For us, voely is initially and for the most part Siavoety,
because our dealing with things is dominated by Adyoc.?

AGyYog can therefore take upon itself ¢An6evewv, yet it does not do so on
its own but from the voelv and Siavoely in each case, i.e., from the respective
aiobnoig. According to its original sense and according to its original factic-
ity as well, A6yog is not disclosive at all but, to speak in an extreme way, is
precisely concealing. Adyog is at first mere prattle, whose facticity is not to
let things be seen but instead to develop a peculiar self-satisfaction at ad-
hering to what is idly spoken of. The domination of idle talk precisely closes
off beings for the Dasein® and brings about a blindness with regard to what
is disclosed and what might be disclosive. But if it is Adyog in this facticity
as prattle which first permeates Dasein, then the pressing ahead to beings
as disclosed must precisely pass through this A6yog. The pressing ahead
must be such a speaking that, by means of speeches pro and con, it leads
more and more to what is at issue and lets that be seen. AltaAéyecOou therefore
possesses immanently a tendency toward voely, seeing. Yet insofar as the
consideration remains in Aéyelv and as SioAéyesOou continues on in thorough
discussion, such “speaking through” can indeed relinquish idle talk but
cannot do more than attempt to press on to the things themselves.
AtoAéyecBon remains a matter of speeches; it does not arrive at pure voeiv.
It does not have at its disposal the proper means to attain its genuine end,
i.e., to attain Bewpeiv. Although SiaAéyecBon does not reach its goal and does
not purely and simply disclose beings, as long as it still remains in Aéyewy,
it need not be a mere game but has a proper function insofar as it cuts
through the idle talk, checks the prattle, and in the speeches lays its finger,
as it were, on what is at issue. In this way, StoaAéyecBou presents the things
spoken of in a first intimation and in their immediate outward look. That is

2. Thus in Heidegger’s manuscript.
3. AH: of man (in place of what is crossed out in the text: and for life).
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the fundamental sense of Platonic dialectic.! This dialectic possesses an
intrinsic tendency toward seeing, disclosing. One will therefore not under-
stand dialectic by distinguishing intuition and thinking and placing dialectic
on the side of thinking. Dialectic is not something like a higher level of what
is known as thinking, in opposition to so-called mere intuition, but, quite to
the contrary, the only meaning and the only intention of dialectic is to
prepare and to develop a genuine original intuition, passing through what
is merely said.” The fact that Plato did not advance far enough so as ulti-
mately to see beings themselves and in a certain sense to overcome dialectic
is a deficiency included in his own dialectical procedure, and it determines
certain moments of his dialectic, e.g, the much discussed xowvovio 1@V
yevv, the association, the keeping company together, of the kinds. These
characteristics are not merits and are not determinations of a superior phil-
osophical method but are indications of a fundamental confusion and un-
clarity, which, as I have already said, is founded in the difficulty of the
matters themselves, the difficulty of such first foundational research.

b) Critique of the traditional conception of dialectic.
Dialectic: not a technique of thinking but a preliminary
stage of voeiv. Aristotle’s position with regard to dialectic.

The domination of Aiyog produces later—as is the case still today—a reper-
cussion, specifically in the “theoretical” in general and in the “logical.” The
history of philosophy and dialectically-oriented philosophical reflection took
from this Platonic dialectic their first ideal and saw in it a superior kind of
philosophizing. In connection with this, a wonderful technique of philosoph-
ical thinking has been devised, a technique of thinking embodying a dialectical
movement to and fro, a method which runs best when il is as unencumbered
as possible with substantive knowledge and to which nothing else pertains
than an understanding that has become wild and lost in emptiness. What for
Plato was an inner need, namely to get at the matters at issue, has here been
made into a principle to play with them. Plato’s concern in the dialectic runs
precisely in the opposite direction, namely to see the dv én@uvov, that which
is. The obverse of this misunderstanding of the meaning of Platonic dialectic,
and perhaps of dialectic in general, is a denigrating judgment on the position
of Aristotle as regards dialectic. It has become a commonplace in the history
of philosophy that Aristotle no longer understood Plato’s dialectic and down-
graded it to a mere technique of deductive thinking*

4. AH: Marginal note: in the sense of the original meaning of this philosophizing.
5, AH: Knowledge—f. Being and Time—anc intuition. Hegel in the background as well
6. See the appendix.
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Of late it has been emphasized again that Aristotle deprived the word
“dialectic” of its high Platonic dignity. Now such a dictum, which indeed
does not mean much philosophically, springs from a romantic conception
of philosophy. In fact there is some truth to it, but only if the correct
foundation is adduced, not if there lurks behind it a romantic regret. Aris-
totle did deprive dialectic of its dignity, but not because he did not under-
stand it. On the contrary, it was because he understood it more radically,
because he saw Plato himself as being underway toward Bewpeiv in his
dialectic, because he succeeded in making real what Plato was striving for.
Aristotle saw the immanent limits of dialectic, because he philosophized
more radically. This limitation of Platonic dialectic enabled him at the same
time to restore to it its relative right. Aristotle could do this, of course, only
because he understood the function of Abdyog and of SihéyeaBon within
scientific reflection and within human existence in general. Only on the
basis of a positive understanding of the phenomenon of Afyewv within life
(s can be found in his Rhetoric) did Aristotle acquire the foundation for
interpreting Afyecfol in a wholly concrete way and thus for seeing
Seifyration more acutely. Hence Aristotle could not at all downgrade
dialectic, since for him it was already, according to its very sense, down
below, i.e., a preliminary stage of Bewpeiv. As such, dialectic is not some
sort of crafty operation of thinking but is in its very sense always already
a wanting to see, insofar as Adyog has precisely the meaning of dmogoi-
veaba, letting be seen. Dialectic is not the art of out-arguing another but
has precisely the opposite meaning, namely of bringing one's partner in
the argument to open his eyes and see.

Let us now presentify the more precise determination of Suhéyeoton, as
it occurs in Aristotle and which we have acquired in our interpretation of
him, in order to test our interpretation of iehéyection and dialectic. We will
ask: on what occasions and in what contexts does Aristotle speak of dia-
lectic? This consideration of dialectic in Aristotle will serve at the same time
to sum up our preparation for interpreting the Platonic dialogue. This
consideration of dialectic in Aristotle will hence bring us finally to the
dialogue itself, and so we must hold fast to the designated sequence of
steps in our consideration and specifically in order that we retain in view
at the same time what is thematic in this SichéyeoBon.”

In the preceding exposition, in connection with our consideration of
ahntedey, as well as of vogiv in the strict sense, we encountered the
expression Abyog in its various meanings. If we have good grounds for
interpreting A6yog as an assertion about something and as an addressing
of something as something, then this interpretation of Adyog and of its

7. See the supplement to p. 137,
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fundamental meaning must also be the root out of which the other, derived,
meanings of Adyog become intelligible."” T will now expose these meanings
by way of anticipation, since again and again within the Platonic dialogues
they occur entirely intermingled and unclarified.

<) The ings of the expressi yog” in Plato.
Plato speaks of A6yog in quite different senses, not arbitrarily, but with an
indeterminateness which has a certain foundation in the them-
selves, Adyog means:
L} Aéyerv,

2.) Aeyduevov, and specifically this meaning of keydpevov, “the said,” has
a double sense: it can mean what is spoken about, hence the content, but
also

3.) its being said, its being expressed—so and so has said it—a mode of
Being of Adyog which precisely predominates in everyday Dasein, such that,
as Aristotle remarks, often simply being said suffices to evoke a nionig, a
conviction, about what is said, without an explicit appropriation of the
expressed content or the way of saying it.

These three different meanings display the first variations of the term
hiryoc. Then

4.} Aoyos means the same as eidog. This sense is connected to the fact
that AGyog can mean Aeydpevov, “the said,” and specifically—insofar as
AéEyery means dnodoivecton, to let be seen—it can mean that about beings
which speech lets be seen, i.e., beings in their outward look, as they show
themselves in Aiyog as dropoiveadon. Therefore Liyog can often be iden-
tified with eibog, i.e., Idea. As a further meaning we find

5.) an identification of Adyog with voiig, voeiv, From what preceded, we
know that Adyog is the phenomenon which is taken to be the basic deter-
mination of the constitution of the Being of man: man is the living being
that speaks. Insofar as this speaking, however, is the mode of carrying out
seeing and perceiving, i.e., the mode of carrying out aiotnoiwg as well as
voely, Aoyog as the basic character of the Being of man becomes at the same
time representative for the other determination of the {onj of man, voug."
The circuitous path of this intermingling of phenomena leads eventually

B, AH: Cf, the better presentation of the oo of kirgog in $.5. 31, beginning, Editor’s note:
L., GALL, Bd. 33, Aristoleles, Melaphsic @, 1-3. Von Wesen und i’lu!?ﬂ.l\ﬂum“fﬂ Kraft. Freiburger
Vorlesung 55 1931 Edited by H. Hani, p_ 5. [Englich translatinn by Walter Hn’:;,m and Peter
Warnek: Aristotle’s Melapirysics @ 1-3: On the Essenceand Actualituof Farce, Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1995, p. 2—Trans.|

9. AH: Cf. Theaetetus. Concluding section. 3 ings of Afyev,

10. AH: Abyog—ratio.
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to the translation of Adyog as “reason.” But Abyog does not mean reason,
and in itself it does not have the meaning of voeiv but can only be the mode
of carrying out perception itself. This usage requires a clarification of the
unexplicit state of affairs lying at its foundation

6.) Adyog also means “relation.” This meaning becomes intelligible on
the basis of the fundamental sense of Aéyewv. Aéyelv means AEYEWV T Ka1d
Tivog: to address something as something, i.e., in regard to something. In
Ayerv there resides a looking out on, a looking from one to another; there-
fore Aiyog also signifies relation. From its sense as an addressing of some-
thing as something. the term Adyog receives the derived meaning of relation.
On this basis it is also intelligible that Léyog

7.) means dvdioyov, “ana-logy,” the analogous, the cor-responding, to
correspond as a determinate mode of being related. "

I will limit myself to this range of meaning of kéyog, because these are
the ones we encounter predominantly, and specifically such that often
several meanings are intended in one. And thus we can also understand
how in the dialogue one step of the consideration is the result of another.
This would remain obscure if we adhered to a single isolated meaning of
hoyos.

And now as a transition to the dialogue itself a short orientation con-
cerning Suriexnixt]. Aristotle speaks about dialectic principally in two
places: 1.) in connection with the determination of the task of philosophy
as the fundamental science of beings (Met. IV, 2); and 2.) in the theory of
hiryog in the Thpics and in the treatise about false conclusions, which indeed
properly belongs to the Topics and is to be considered the last book of the
Topics. Thus 1.) in connection with cogiw, and 2.) in connection with the
theory of Afyewv in the sense of theoretical discourse.” A consideration of
dialectic in connection with the mpdmm grhocodin, the Fundamental science,
will at the same time provide us with an opportunity to cast a concrete
regard toward the field of ontological research and to form a preliminary
conicept of the matters at issue in the Greeks’ research into Being and how
these matters were taken up. Thus far, we have only heard that this research
would deal with the dpyoi of beings. A short exposition will provide us
the outward look of such an épyi. Likewise our consideration of the theory
of kéyewy will allow us to understand the concept of the “logical” in con-
nection with the phenomenon of Aoyoc.

11. AH: Ayerv—to take together in general—to relate
12. Sew the appendix.
13. In his lectures Heldegger presented dialectic only in relation o AMet. [V, 2 (cf, p. 149). From
mdications in the transcripts of the lectures as well as from a fow clues in Heidegger's own
ipt,itisevident thata p of dialectic in relation to the Topics was also planned.
But this was ot carried out. See the appendix, Supplemnents 23 and 26.
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§29. Addendum: The innovation in Plato’s Sophist with regard 1o
the ground of the Greeks' research into Being.'

a) The double guiding line of the research into
Being in Plato’s Sophist: concrete Dasein
(the philosopher, the sophist); héyewv.

If we consider the dialogue Sophist as a whole and proceed from its title,
we find on closer inspection a remarkable innovation compared to previous
endeavors of Greek philosophy. For now, a determinate mode of existence,
namely that of the philosopher, is offered as ground for a discussion of
Being and beings. The dialogue has no other goal than to explicate this
ground, this concrete mode of Dasein, and thereby to create, as it were, the
milieu within which beings can show themselves in their Being. I say that
this new foundation for research into the Being of beings is remarkable
compared to the starting point of the usual Greek consideration of Being,
e.g., compared to the position of Parmenides, where Being is simply deter-
mined in correlation with voeiv. These are indeed basically the same, insofar
as the philosopher is the one who, in a preeminent sense, VOEi, perceives,
considers, but vet with this difference, that for Parmenides this vogiv re-
mains wholly undetermined. He does not say whether it is the voeiv of a
determinate realm of Being or of beings in general; he speaks of Being only
in general and in an undetermined way, and likewise for vogiv. The inno-
vation with respect to the research, not with respect to the result, resides
in this, that the ground upon which rests the question of the meaning of
Being now becomes concrete. The task of the appropriation of the ground
becomes more difficult but the result richer. This can be seen in the fact that
even non-beings are acknowledged in their Being and in any case are put
into question. In both instances, as in general, it is shown that something
can be settled about beings with regard to their Being only insofar as the
beings are present, or, as we say, insofar as beings can be encountered at
all. It is simply a matter of adhering to the beings encountered, in their
most immediate and most original way of being encountered, and, within
this, of questioning how the beings show themselves. This is the ome direc-
tion in which the question of the meaning of beings, the question of Being,
is raised.

1. We have here the transition from the nineteenth session (Thursday, January 8, 1925) o
the twenticth (Friday, Jamaary 9). It i an expanded and more definite version of the beginning
of the former session {p. 132) and leads directly to the determination of dialectic in Aristotle.
On account of its own train of thought, it cowld not be incorporated into the earlier version
It is here reproduced separately.
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The other direction goes immediately together with the first for a more
concrete research into Being, insofar as the encountered beings (= the world,
in naive ontology) are present to everyday Dasein, which speaks about the
world® in such a way that discoursing and addressing become at the same
time a further guideline orienting the question of Being. That is, how do
beings look insofar as they are addressed and spoken of, insofar as they
are Aeyoueva? This question about Being, following the guideline of Agyewv,
is at the same time the proper arigin of logic. “Logic” in the Greek sense
has at first nothing at all to do with thinking but instead stands wholly
within the task of the question of Being. Thus the Sophist—as well as all
the other dialogues of Plato grouped around it—is a remarkable tuming
point between the position of Parmenides and the one of Aristotle, which
consummates all these projects of Greek ontology. This meaning of the
Sophist shows itself, to be sure, only if we grasp it originally enough as
regards what it did not settle at all and what from that position could not
be settled. Fundamental difficulties remain which this position cannot re-
move and which are present for us.” Hence not only the world as encoun-
tered, but also the world insofar as it is spoken of, are given in this double
sense as the guiding lines of research into Being.

bl Adyog as guiding line of Aristotle’s research into Being
(“onto-logy”).

Hence Adyos, discourse about the world and beings, has the role of the
guiding line insofar as beings are present in the Aeybpuevov. Even where the
research into Being, as is the case with Aristotle, goes beyond dialectic,
beyond confinement to beings as addressed, toward a pure grasping of the
dpyaf, toward Bewpeiv—even there it can be shown that Aéyog is still
fundamental for the final conception of Being. Even Aristotle, although he
overcomes dialectic, still remains oriented toward AGyog in his entire ques-
tioning of Being. This state of affairs is the origin of what we today call
formal ontology and is taken up info it. AwdérecBo is a way of asking
about beings with regard to their Being, a way in which Adyog is and
remains the guiding line. For Aristotle, however, Liyog manifests itself in
its peculiar relational structure: Afyewv is always a AfyFiv T kot TIvog.
Insofar as Aiyog addresses something as something, it is in principle unfit
to grasp that which by its very sense cannot be addressed as something
else but can only be grasped for itself. Here, in this pnimary and predom-
inating structure, A6yog, as it were, fails. There remains, if one passes

2 AH; the "™ in stmiple saying and asserting,
3

. See the appendix.
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beyond it, only a new idea of Adyog: the AGyog ko erlit6, as Aristotle has
shown in chapter 4 of Book VII of the Metaphysics.

On the basis of this more precise insight into the structure of Adyog,
Aristotle succeeds in characterizing the preliminary status of Platonic dia-
lectic. Aristotle accomplishes this characterization in connection with the
mode of research called “first philosophy,” which considers beings in their
Being. In connection with the exposition of the idea of an original and first
science of Being, Aristotle refers even to the dialecticians and sophists,
insofar as he says that they too claim to be philosophers.® This claim to
philosophy means that their knowledge and their interest in knowledge
are directed to the whole, the dAov, to the fxavra, all beings, and not to a
determinate being. In this consideration, Aristotle takes the fact that there
are dialecticians and sophists, as inauthentic philosophers, to be proof that
philosophy aims at the whole. It indeed aims at the whole, 540V, in a quite
determined sense: not in the sense that the determinations of the content
of all beings whatsoever would be enumerated, and the various sorts of
beings would be recounted and the qualities of individual things tallied.
On the contrary, philosophy aims at beings insofar as they are and only
insofar as they are, Thus it is not concerned, as we would say, with the
ontical, with beings themselves in such a way that it becomes utterly en-
grossed in them, but instead it is concerned with beings in such a manner
that it addresses the Ov as dv—the Ov Aeydpevov fj dv. Hence it addresses
beings in such a way that they are simply addressed with regard to their
Being and not according to any other respect. This idea of "onto-logy,” of
Aéyery, of the addressing of beings with regard to their Being, was exposed
for the first time with complete acumen by Aristotle. In this connection he
arrives at the delimitation of dialectic and sophistry by opposing them to
this idea of a first philosophy. We want to make that clear, quite briefly and
more concretely, with the aid of the exposition Aristotle offers in Book IV
of the Metaphysics.

4 Met, TV, 2, 10046176
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§30. Aristotle on philosophty, dialectic, soplistry (Met. IV, 1-2).}

a) The idea of first philosophy. First philosophy as the
science of 6v 1} Ov. Delimitation of first philosophy versus
the special sciences. Being as ¢Uio1g 11¢. The ancients’
research into the otoigeio. Further structures of Being. First
and second philosophy.

The fourth Book of the Metaphysics begins, apparently quite dogmatically,
with the assertion: "Eotiv émaiun tig fi Beopei t dv 1) dv xal 1 totity
Undpyovio kuf aitd (chapter 1, 1003a21f.). “There is a science which
specifically Bewmpei, considers, ™ Ov 1) dv, beings as beings,” ie., beings
precisely with regard to their Being, beings hence not as something else, as
having this or that property, but simply as beings, insofar as they are. Kai
T tovty Imdpyovee xafl’ obtd, and it considers “that which in these
beings, namely in beings with regard to their Being, Urdpye, is already
there in advance” and which pertains to beings as to their Being, and indeed
xof’ b, “in themselves.” There is hence a science which considers the
characters of the Being of beings, to put it very succinctly. The traditional
interpretation has found a difficulty here, since this proclamation of first
philosophy calls it émotiun, whereas in fact émotiijn, in contradistinction
to godla, is not an original science. For émotfijun is a theoretical knowledge
that presupposes definite principles, axioms, and basic concepts. Strictly
taken, then, the very sense of émotijun excludes its being able to grasp
thematically something original in its very originality. Hence Aristotle
should have said here: fon codlo Tig. We can see immediately, however,
that this is nonsense. Aristotle means, precisely without concern for termi-
nology, that over and against the concrete specific sciences, there is, as we
would say, one “science” which considers, Bempei, beings in their Being.
Thus here ¢moniun has the quite broad sense of Bewpeiv. We should not
press the expression in the sense of an epideictic idea. It is a matter here of
a mode of knowledge whose character and type must precisely first be
determined. The problem of gogia corresponds to the ov i ov.

Now this science, which considers beings in their Being, ot § éotiv
oudeli Tav év pfper Aeyopévew N atm (a22f), “is not the same as the
others.” It does not coincide with any other, i.e., it does not coincide with
obbepe Tiv év pépet Aeyopfviv. The usual translation assumes Aeydpevoy
is related to émomuov. But the context and the final section (1003b17) of
the second chapter make it clear that Aeydpeve means the matters them-

1. For the following iﬂlt‘lrl\.'ulinln of Met. IV, 1-2 (pp. 144-148), Heidegger's manuscript
contains no notes, only an allusion: Met. I', 1 and 2. Ci. interpretation.
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selves to which the sciences relate. There is hence a manifold of sciences
which relate to beings that are “addressed in part,” and that means here
“addressed by way of cutting off a piece.” There are sciences which cut out,
from the whole of beings, determined regions and then address those
regions purely as delimited in themselves, elaborating them in Léyew, Every
such science has, as we say, its determined region. To the regions of these
sciences there corresponds a definite aio8noig, an original perception in
which the fundamental character of the objects in the region is grasped,
either explicitly or not. In geometry, the objects are the relations of space
or site, which are not at all given with Being as such; the objects of guaixt}
are beings insofar as they are in motion. The physicist does not first prove
that the beings he makes thematic are in motion; they are seen that way in
advance. Every strain, every autonomous region of beings, has a definite
aiobnmg which mediates the access to the primary character of its objects:
space, motion, ete. That means that this pio aionmg as regards what is
seen is év pépet, “by way of cutting off a piece,” compared to the dAov, “the
whole.” But the science that considers the Being of beings otdep 1) oo,
"does not coincide with any of those" that address beings by way of cutting
off a piece. This becomes still clearer in the sentence that follows: ohdepic
yitp T dAhov fmaxonei kaBOLou tepl oD dvtog 1) v, GAAd pEpog avton
n dmoteuopeven mEpl tottou fewpovol 10 oupPefnxog (chapter 1,
1003a23f.). “None of the other sciences consider beings as a whole in their
Being, but instead every one cuts out a part of them and aims its consid-
eration at this part,” or, more precisely, “at that which is proper to the beings
as such which are cut off in this way.” Thus, e.g., geometry considers the
relations of site themselves.

Enel 8¢ g apygdig Kol Tig dkpotdtog aitiag Cntotuey, Siiov de ghoeme
Tivog wbite fverysoiov elvon ko abtiy (a266.). “Since we are now seck-
ing Tétg capydig, the starting points, that out of which the Being of beings is
what it is,” and precisely tdg dxpotdtog oltiag, “the highest aitio, the
first ones, then it is clear that these determinations, the dpyai, are determi-
nations g evoeds TIves, of something which is present by means of itself.”
This last expression is telling, and it elucidates the whole idea of this science
of Being in Aristotle. He can indeed say no more than Plato already said,
namely that the Being of beings is itself a being; but the Being of beings is
precisely something of a quite peculiar sort and cannot be characterized in
turn by that which it itself categorially determines. 1 cannot grasp the Being
of beings in turn as a being; | can grasp it only by acquiring immanent
determinations for Being itself out of itself. Aristotle therefore saves himself
when he says: Being and the manifold of the characters which pertain to
Being xof’ ()16 are i oUoeds tivog, like something g oumg Tig, “some-
thing already present by means of itself.” He says ¢toig in order to empha-
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size that these characters of the Being of beings do not pertain to beings
merely insofar as they are addressed, but are already there for
anopoivection, for the showing in Aéyeiv. @i signifies precisely a being
which has the dpyn of its Being in itself rather than, as is the case with
roinog (here is the opposition) by means of human knowledge and pro-
duction. More precisely, Aristotle applies this expression ¢baig T1g to the
Ov, to the characters of Being, in order to indicate that they themselves are
present as determinations by means of themselves, Furthermore, he points
out at a28ff., the ancients, when they inquired into the aroyei, the ele-
ments of beings, offered various answers: water, air, earth, etc. That is, their
inquiries did not properly investigate a determinate region of beings, and
the ancients did not intend to recount how beings look as to content. On
the contrary, they were actually guided by an interest in determining the
Being of beings. It is just that the ancients were not yet on the level of a
consideration which understands that beings as beings cannot be elucidated
on the basis of a determinate region of beings but only by means of Being
itself. With this reference to an admittedly imperfect way of questioning
the Being of beings, Aristotle desires at the same time, as he always does,
to bring his idea of first philosophy and of the science of Being into conti-
nuity with the previous tradition of research.

Now this science is one that falls in a preeminent way within the tasks
of the philosopher. mept todtov (chapter 2, 1004232, i.e., about the deter-
minations of beings, xod g ovolag, and above all about olole, it is
necessary Adyov Egerv, i.e—if we do not translate this directly—it is neces-
sary to have beings as exhibited in speech. Thus it is necessary to exhibit
the Being of beings. xoid £oT1 100 prAog6gou nepi mavioy Sivacbol Benpeiv
(1004a34f). “And it is the peculiar right and task of the philosopher
Sivoaba, to bear, as the one who knows, the possibility of initiating an
investigation nepi mdvtwy, about everything” But we realize from what
preceded, from our interpretation of the second chapter of Metaphysics 1,
that nepl ravrwv does not refer to everything in the sense of a sum total,
but to the whole with regard to its origins.

Aristotle develops further this idea of the original science of Being by
pointing out that every being which is what it is is a v. Unity—that every
something is one—likewise devolves upon this science. That is to say, the
v is included in the thematic field of this original science of Being. In
addition, further questions belong to this field, such as ei &v évi dvavtiov
{1004b3), “whether there is something which as one is opposed to another
one.” Evavriov means “over and against,” in a certain sense lying in view
of the other. And further: ti éot 10 évavriov (b3f.), what properly is this

2. Cf. p. 658,
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“against” of the “over and against,” and rocuybe Afyetm, in how many
ways can one speak of what is over and against (“contrary” is no longer
appropriate in this context). Now Aristotle did not simply set up a program
for such a science but has himself initiated concrete investigations into the
Bv évavtiov in Metaphysics V. This inquiry into the structures of the Being
of beings as such is what constitutes the fundamental science.

This mode of questioning is formally the same as the one of second
philosophy, iLe., of the other philosophies, which consider definite regions
of beings with regard to the structure of their Being. These philosophies do
not describe beings, e.g., the ¢vort dvta, but investigate precisely the struc-
ture of their Being; they explicate, e.g., the idea of xivnme. Likewise, this
is how they consider, e.g., the field of objects which are characterized by
the title of Gp1Bude, number. Aristotle makes a sharp distinction between
number and the év: the v still belongs to ov, the &v is not yet a number.
Plato, on the other hand, intermingled these nexuses, which can be seen in
the fact that the Ideas themselves are conceived as numbers. Likewise other
regions, such as the atepedy, the solid, solidity (we would say “materiality”)
have their definite structures; furthermore so do the éxivitov, the unmoved
in its unmoveableness, the dpupéc, the unheavy, which has no weight, and
the heavy. All these beings have, with regard to their Being, 10, peculiar
categorial determinations. And in this way there is a science which consid=
ers beings as beings. 00t kol w v fi Gv fon nvix G (1004b15F), “and
thus even for beings insofar as they are beings, there are Twvix Tow, deter-
minate structures proper only to them.” xai 1t éoti repi Ov 100
svloodbou émoxiyacto T @inBés (b16F), “and the truth (to translate
roughly) of these characters of Being is what the philosopher must inves-
tigate”; i.e, put more strictly, he must see these characters in their un-
coveredness.

Versus this task of philosophy and of philosophizing, how does the
procedure of the dialecticians and the sophists appear?

b) Delimitah‘m of dialectic and sophistry versus first
hilosophy. The ¢ object of dialectic, sophistry, and
ph:]uaophy. the "whn%e"’ How dia.!echc and sophistry are
tinct from p phy: philosophy = yvopionx;
dialectic = mpmmrn: sophistry = dovopévn oosio (e
rEravh,

O yap drokexnvol xoi codotod 10 abtd pdv Inodlovion axfpe @
erhoaddy (1004b17E), “the dialecticians and the sophists dress themselves
{literally, immerse themselves) in the form of a philosopher” i pdp
cogloTLeh poivopévn pdvov codio Eoti (b18f), {this shows that Aristotle
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knew very well that the science he is speaking of is cogic) “sophistry
darvouévn udvov, merely looks like philosophy,” kol of Suwrhextixol
Srohéyovron mepi dotdvromv (b19f.), “and the dialecticians make everything
the theme of their discussions,” ie., they do not move within a definite
region but claim to be able to speak and give answers about everything.
This is in exact analogy to the sophists, who in their way of educating claim
to educate young people in such a way that they will be able £V Aéyerv, “to
debate and speak well about everything,” It is peculiar to both the sophists
and the dialecticians xowvov 8 rao o 6v éamiv (b20), “to have beings as
awhole for their theme.” nepi pév yip td avd yévog otpébeton 1y GodoTik
xod ) dedkextieh ™ ¢riocodin (b22f). “Sophistry and dialectics move
within the same field of beings as philosophy does,” according to their
claim. All three, namely the dialectician, the sophist, and the philosopher,
claim to deal with the whole.

But this is the distinction: diAd Sieedéper THe peEv 1o Tpdmm T Suvdpemne
(b23f.), “philosophy distinguishes itself from the one, namely from dialec-
tics, td tpdmey tig Suvduewns, by the type and the mode of competence.”
That is to say, there is a distinction regarding the extenit to which each is
adequate. Dialectics is not as adequate, it is not as adequate for its task as
philosophy is. Dialectics is specifically, at b25, =eipoomik, or in terms of
Aristotle’s paraphrase of this expression in the Topics, meipov Aafeiv,’ “it
makes an attempt at something.” Dialectics makes an attempt—to do what?
To exhibit beings in their Being. Dialectics is on its way to this goal, but it
is not adequate. Dialectics is thus distinguished from philosophy proper
with regard to the extent of the adequacy or proficiency. Dialectics remains
preordained and subordinated to philosophy. g 8 tov Biou T mpoipéor
(b24), “from the other (i.e,, from sophistry) philosophy distinguishes itself
in the way of choosing in advance the mode of existence,” to translate
literally. That is, the Biog of the philosopher is devoted purely to substance
[Sachiichkeit] rather than semblance. The philosopher, as the representative
of this radical research, has absolutely and purely decided in favor of
substance over semblance. In the sophist, too, there is a mpoaipeaig, but a
different one. His concem is education, and his determinate mode of exis-
tence comes down to enabling others &b Aéyewy, “to debate well,” about
everything the philosopher deals with. What is completely disregarded is
whether this ability to speak about things says anything substantial about
them. In sophistry, as a study of its history also shows, the only concern is
to be able to speak in a splendid way about anything whatsoever under
discussion. Sophistry’s ideal is a spiritual existence oriented solely toward

3. Sophastical Refutations I, 11, 171053f: 0 ¢iven i damosdven GSwiv . . . éotiv | . . xelpay
Aaufidvovios.
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the form of speech, which indeed meant much to the Greeks. Sophistry’s
ideal is the ability to speak and converse reasonably and beautifully about
all things, regardless of whether what is said holds good or not, The sophist
has made a decision in favor of the form, in favor of this aesthetic ideal of
human existence, i.e., actually, in favor of an unconcern with substantive
content, whereas the philosopher has a npocipeoic in favor of the piog of
the pure Bewpeiv of the dAngég, ie., in favor of uncoveredness in itself.
What thus for dialectics lies in the distance, in the direction of which the
dialectician is moving, is something with regard to which the philosopher
is not merely nepeonxdg but yvopiotikis (b26); the philosopher is already
at home in it. The philosopher has the possibility, the &Uvegus, of exhibiting
the whole in its Being and in the structure of its Being, provided this
Bovagng is taken up seriously. Sophistry, on the other hand, is donvopévn
(ibid.), it merely seems like that, but in fact it has basically another ideal,
oboa & of (ibid.), it is not actually philosophy. So vou see from this nexus,
from the orientation dialectics and sophistry have toward the idea of phi-
losophy, that Aristotle does not simply negate dialectics but instead char-
acterizes it as mewpaotkl, Thus it has a determinate positive sense: in
common with philosophy, the dialectician speaks, as Aristotle says in the
Topics, xord w0 mpoype,? “with regard to the matters themselves,” whereas
the sophists are not concerned with saving anything of substance but are
simply concerned with the ev), with arguing and discussing beautifully and
brilliantly and in seeming to demonstrate things in a genuine way.*

In connection with dialectics we had the opportunity to determine some-
thing about sophistry and to characterize it at least formally. This first
characterization must now be continued.

§31. First characterization of sophistry.' Continuation.

a) The idea of rendeia in sophistry and in Aristotle. EO
Afyeiv. Concern with substantive content and unconcern
with substantive content. Predelineation of dinfietey
as the ground of sophistry.

It must be noted that Plato makes only the single distinction, between
dialectics and sophistry, whereas Aristotle, by reason of a more acute grasp
of the meaning of the dialectical and of dialectics itself, proposes a threefold

4. Soptwsticnl Refutations [, 11, 171b6
5. See the appendix,
L. Title in Heidegger s manuscript.
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articulation: philosophy, dialectics, sophistry. Aristotle distinguishes dialec-
tics and philosophy with regard to their reach, and he distinguishes both
over and against sophistry with regard to the way in which they comport
themselves to the content of their speech: the sophist on one side and the
philosopher and dialectician on the other. In opposition to the sophist, the
dialectician and the philosopher are determined by the fact that they take
that about which they speak seriously, they intend their speech to bring
about an understanding of the content, whereas the sophist pays no atten-
tion to the substantive content of his speech but is simply concerned with
the speech itself, its apparent reasonableness and its brilliance. Therefore the
idea guiding the sophist is mondei, a certain education with regard to
speaking about all things. This ronbeio characterizes the form, in the sense
of being able to speak well, £, about everything. Even Aristotle knows of
this ideal of education in the sense of scientific training, and even with him,
in a certain respect it refers to the form: ie., xondeia is not limited to a
determinate realm of objects. Yet, with Aristotle, nondeine means education
with regard to the possibility of one’s speech measuring up to the matter
spoken about in each case, thus precisely the opposite of what the sophist
means by mendeie, namely education in the sense of an utter unconcern
with substantive content, an unconcern that is, in fact, one of principle. For
Aristotle, to be educated means that the person’s speech measures up to
precisely the content, to what is spoken about in each case. Since there are
contents in many regions, rondeio cannot be characterized simply in terms
of content. It concerns, rather, a determinate kind of training, the methodical
attainment of the scientific level in questioning and research. Through this
delimitation, sophistry is at the same time brought into connection with
ahnbelely, the disclosure of beings, which is what defines philosophy itself.

1 will not pursue the historical conditions and will not present a historical
characterization of sophistry. For that, you should consult Diels, Fragmente
der Vorsokrater 1L The main genuine source is Plato himself. Therefore a
discussion about the historical situation of sophistry, given the prejudices of
Plato, presents certain difficulties. Our consideration will proceed in a dif-
ferent direction, not toward sophistry in its cultural significance but toward
understanding, from the idea of sophistry itself, that with which the sophist
as sophist is involved: semblance, the false, the not, and negation.

b) Critique of the traditional interpretation of sophistry.

The interpretation of sophistry, as it developed historiographically, and in
the usual history of philosophy, took the sophists as exponents of definite
philosophical positions as regards knowledge and life, so that the sophists
were considered skeptics, relativists, and subjectivists, whatever these
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terms might mean. This view is untenable, since the sophists had, from the
very outset, no interest in saying anything substantive about scientific
questions. Therefore they lacked the concrete means to philesophize scien-
tifically, so that one cannot attribute to them any definite scientific position,
even if only the one of skepticism. What people have interpreted that way
is thus for the sophists actually a mere object of speeches and argumentation
and not something to be considered scientifically. For instance, the propo-
sition of Protagoras, man is the measure of all things, is not the expression
of a relativism or a skepticism, asif a theory of knowledge were to be found
in that sophist. The traditional interpretation of sophistry was occasioned
by the fact that the positive content of scientific research in philosophy was
understood precisely in opposition to sophistry. But this way of under-
standing places that against which Plato, Aristotle, and Socrates worked
their way forward on the same level as Plato and Aristotle themselves, [t
overlooks the fact that scientific philosophy did not arise as a counter-move-
ment against certain doctrinal contents, schools, and the like, but arose
instead from a radical reflection on existence, which in Greek public life
was determined by the educational ideal of the sophists and not by a
determinate philosophical movement. Only by passing through Plato could
one think of making the sophists exponents of definite philosophical sys-
tems. And that is an inverted image of the spiritual development of the
Greeks in general and, above all, of scientific philosophy itself.

) Sophistry and rhetoric. Plato’s position on rhetoric as
distinct from Aristotle’s. Their common judgment on
sophistry (donvopdvn aodin).

Since Plato identified sophistry with rhetoric (as even Aristotle still did in
part), his battle against the sophists: was at once a condemnation of the
orators. That is, Plato did not succeed in attaining a positive understanding
of rhetoric. Aristotle was the first to attain it, for he saw that this kind of
speaking makes sense in everyday life, insofar as everyday discussions and
deliberations are not so much a matter of disclosing the actual and strict
truth but simply of forming a 865w, a miotig, a conviction. The positive
reflections Aristotle carried out in his Rheforic broke open Plato’s identifi-
cation of sophistry and rhetoric. Plato’s identification of them is clear from
the dialogues named after Greek sophists. The Gorgigs: 1oitov éomiv
codatig xad pritep, ff Eyyie Tuwed naperiioioy (cf. 520a6ff.). “The sophist
and the orator are the same, or in any case they come very close to one
another and are similar.” What is characteristic of the sophists, paid tutors
of youth who claimed to have perfected this education, is also part and
parcel of the orator, insofar as it is also the latter's goal to enact mandeic in
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the sense of the Setvdmg of the el A£yewy, to enable one to speak well. The
sophist who reached the highest spiritual level and who was esteemed
accordingly even by Plato and Aristotle was Protagoras of Abdera. His work
did not in fact stop with rhetoric, but in connection with reflections on
speech he contributed to the development of certain basic grammatical
concepts. Likewise Prodikos of Keos engaged in the question of significative
nexuses.’

Aristotle’s judgment on sophistry is basically the same as Plato's. The
determination we encountered in Aristotle, namely that coswonxf is
oiogodioe daivopdm, oboo & ob (cf. Met. IV, 2, 1004b26), we find almost
verbatim in Plato’s Sophist: navia dpa copol Toig poafntaig paivovron
(233¢8), “they seem to be and they pretend to be disciples in every respect,
ones who know and understand.” gooi puivovion, hence éhocodic
ooavopsvn, olon 8 ofl. Plato says oUx Gvteg ye (233¢8), “in fact they are
not.” The sophists do not have ériBeLa, ie., their speaking does not disclose
the things, but, instead, the sophists move in a Sofoanikh nepi mavioOV
emaniun (cf. 233c10), in a knowing which is only SoSeoux, which only
looks like knowing and which claims to extend to everything,. It only looks
that way, it is only presumed knowledge, because it moves only in deter-
minate opinions. Aofaonx is to be taken in a double sense: on the one
hand, it means the same as gavouévn, “apparently,” and at the same time
there resides in it the reason this émotiun is gouvopévn: because it does
not provide dinifewa but only 86Zm, opinions on matters, not the matters
at issue themselves

d) AknBeverv as ground of the question of uf ov (= welidog).

Our reflection on éhnBever has at the same time also provided the ground
needed to understand why the sophist becomes thematic in the question
about the Being of non-beings. That is, insofar as GnBetely has the sense
of the uncovering of beings in their Being,' then its opposite, yetdecta,
distorting, deceiving, is the mode of comportment in which beings are
covered over and distorted, the mode in which something shows itself—or
“is"—as something it basically is not. The result is that non-being can be
exhibited as being through the factual existence of error and deception. This
is the inner connection between dhnBég and 6v, and between yeidog and
p) dv. The task is to draw closer to webdeaBo in order to gain the ground
for presentifying pf) 6v itself.

2. See the appendix
3. AH: dhribeia—beingness.



§32 [221-222] 153

§32. Continuation: The ideq of first philosophy m Aristotle.

a) First philosophy as ontology (6v 1] év) and as theology.
Explication of this duality on the basis of the Greek
understanding of Being (= presencel.

Following Aristotle, we have gained some clarity concerning the question
of Ov, insofar as we can say it does not deal with a definite region of objects
but with 7 mévte, with dv §) dv, with the dhov. The question concerns the
determinations which constitute beings in their Being. This idea of first
philosophy, as Aristotle calls it, the original science of beings, is for him
intersected by another fundamental science, which he designates as
Beohoyik, so that we have:

npwm) drhocodio
Beokoyien
the science that considers ov 1) 6v.

This latter came to be called “ontology.” Aristotle himself does not ever use
the term. For the science which considers 6v fj 6v, Aristotle uses the expres-
sion np@tn drhocodio. Thus theology as well as ontelogy claim to be npdtn
oooooio.

This duality can be pursued further, into the Middle Ages up to the
ontology of the modern period. People have sought to mediate between
ontology and theology in Aristotle, in order to gain a “well-rounded pic-
ture” of Aristotle. This way is not fertile for an understanding of the
matters at issue. [nstead, the question should be raised why Greek science
travelled such a path that it landed, as it were, with these two basic
sciences, ontology and theology. Theology has the task of clarifying beings
as a whole, the Ghov, the beings of the world, nature, the heavens, and
everything under them, to speak quite roughly, in their origins, in that by
which they properly are.' It must be noted that the clarification of beings
as a whole, nature, by means of an unmoved mover has nothing to do
with proving God through a causal argument. Theology has the whole,
the dhov, as its theme, and ontology too has the whole as its theme and
considers its dpyal. Both, theology and ontology, take their departure from
beings as whole, as 6iov; and it is their concern to understand the diov,
the whole in its entirety, as being. Why did Greek science and philosophy
arrive at these two basic sciences? (In Plato they are still wholly intermin-
gled; he leaves them even more unclarified than Aristotle does. But in fact

L. In the comments which follow, Heidegger takes his orientation from Met. XIL 1, 10692156
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he already moves in both these dimensions.) It can be made understand-
able only on the basis of the meaning of Being for the Greeks.” Beings are
what is present in the proper sense. Theology considers beings according
to what they are already in advance, i.e., according to what constitutes, in
the most proper and highest sense, the presence of the world. The most
proper and highest presence of beings is the theme of theology. The theme
of ontology is beings insofar as they are present in all their determinations,
not tailored to a definite region, not only the unmoved mover and the
heavens, but also what is under the heavens, everything there is, mathe-
matical beings as well as physical. Thus the theme of theology is the
highest and most proper presence, and the theme of ontology is that which
constitutes presence as such in general.” The development of Greek science
is pursued in these two original dimensions of reflection on Being. The
real difficulty of understanding these matters and their proper productive
formation and appropriation does not reside in Beokopxt, whose ap-
proach is relatively clear to us, as it was to the Greeks as well, but in
ontology and more precisely in the question: what is the sense of the
characters of Being which pertain universally to all beings insofar as they
are, in relation to the individual concrete being? Later, in scholaticism, this
question was expressed as follows: do the universal determinations ontol-
ogy provides concerning beings in their Being, ie., concerning beings in
general, have the character of genuses? Is ontology in some sense the
science of the highest genuses of everything that is, or do these characters
of Being have a different structural relation to beings?

A survey of the development of this entire question, thus of the basic
questioning of ontology, from Aristotle and the Greeks up to the present,
shows that we have in fact not advanced one step forward; indeed, quite
to the contrary, the position the Greeks attained has for us been lost and
we therefore do not even understand these questions any longer. Hegel's
entire Logic moves within a complete lack of understanding and misunder-
standing of all these questions. Husserl was the first, in connection with
his idea of logic, to rediscover, as it were, the question of the meaning of
the formal determinations of Being, though he did so, to be sure, only in a
first—admittedly very important—beginning. It is no accident that this
question emerged in connection with a clarification of the idea of logic,
because—and here we arrive at a concluding characteristic of the funda-
mental science of the Greeks, npétn griocogio—this science is ultimately
oriented toward Adyog, or, more precisely, because its theme is beings

2. See the appendix.
3. AH: Beings as a whole. Beings as such,
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insofar as they are Gv Aeyouevoy, hence beings as addressed in speech,
beings insofar as they are themes for Adyog.**

b) Adyog as guideline for the h into Being carried out
by codic. Explication of the guiding function of Adyog on
the basis of the Greek understanding of Being.

As we have seen, Aristotle strives, precisely with his idea of godic, to go
beyond Abyog to a voeiv that is free of Afyewv, But closer inspection shows
that even his determination of the ultimate dpyt, the ddipetov, is ac-
quired only within an orientation toward Adyo<. This is manifest in the fact
that ovoia, the basic determination of Gv, has the character of Umoxeipevoy,
of what is already there in advance, of utter and primary presence. That is
the formal determination of anything at all. Now this iroxefpevoy, what
is already there in advance, is specifically seen in light of Aéyewv: what, in
speaking about something, in discussing some connection in beings, is there
in advance, prior to all speech and on behalf of all speech. That is, what is
spoken about is the Umoxeipevoy, dv, ovoia, in a formal sense. The basic
character of Being is drawn from the context of Adyog itself, Therefore—i.e.,
because kdyog is the guiding line—mpdm) diocosia, with regard to the
question it raises (not with regard to theory), stands connected again to
“logic,” as we say today, i.e., connected to Afyeobon, dialectic. This is the
meaning of the cliché heard every so often that for Aristotle metaphysics
is logical and logic is metaphysical. The meaning is that even the dnBedev
of Godic, uncovering in the purest sense, still remains in a certain fashion
peTé Adyov, that, consequently, for the explication of a given theme—even
if only the sheer something in general—speech or discourse is the guiding
line. This irruption of Adyog, of the logical in this rigorously Greek sense,
in the questioning of 6v, is motivated by the fact that 6v, the Being of beings
itself, is primarily interpreted as presence, and kiyog is the primary way
in which one presentifies something, namely that which is under discus-
sion. Let this suffice as a quite general preliminary orientation regarding
questions we will subject to closer scrutiny in the context of Plato’s Sopfhist.”

4. AH: Betng and thinking.
5. Ser the appendix.
6, See the appendix.






MAIN PART

Plato’s Research into Being
Interpretation of the Sophist’

Preliminary Remarks

§33. The meaning of the preceding preparation: the acquisition of
the ground for an wnderstanding of the issues in a specific Greek
dialogue. The insufficiencies of the preparation.

If, now, armed with the preceding orientation, we go on to consider what is
thematic in the dialogue, it will be clear at once that, although for many the
preparation might already have been too lengthy and involved, it is still not
enough and that it has by no means attained the ideal of a preparation for
an interpretation. An ideal preparation would actually enable us to appro-
priate the dialogue, presupposing a rigorous and concentrated reading, at
one stroke without entrammeling the understanding; i.e., it would render
every pertinent horizon within which the dialogue moves completely per-
spicuous and available. Our introduction has admittedly not yet equipped
us with all this, and under the present circumstances it never will,
Nevertheless, we have to retain the ideal of an interpretation which
simply aims at allowing the dialogue to speak purely for itself. That goes
without saying; today everyone claims to let the texts speak for themselves.
It has become a watchword. In most cases, however, the obligation entailed
by this claim is not understood. For it is not sufficient to lay out the largest
possible text material and refrain from saying what is not in the text. That
is no guarantee that even the slightest thing has been understood. On the
contrary, this claim to let the text speak for itself involves the task not only
of first pinming down, as it were, the issues discussed in the text but of
letting these issues come forth in advance on the basis of a more penetrating
understanding. The claim of allowing the texts to speak for themselves thus
entails the obligation, as regards an understanding of the matters at issue,
to be fundamentally more advanced than the object of the interpretation.
Yet this claim, properly understood, is an occasion for modesty. For to be
more advanced cannot mean (as | judge the situation} to be superior to Greek

1. Subtitle in Heidegger's manuscript,
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scientific philosophy. It can only mean understanding that we have to enter
into the service of this research in order to make a first attempt, following
its guidance, to heed its immanent tendencies, to grasp and retain them in
a more original elaboration, and in that way to fortify the ground upon
which the discussion of the matters at issue must develop.

As regards GArieeio, émaTiiun, etc., it is not enough to find terminological
equivalents and speak of the concepts of truth, science, semblance, decep-
tion, assertion, and the like. Nor is it enough, though this is often taken as
a substantive interpretation, to leave everything in indeterminateness, to
call on the end, itself not understood, to help explain the beginning, which
has not been appropriated either, or in general to try to clarify any part,
any passage, by means of another. Nor will it suffice 1o take passages from
other dialogues dealing with the same theme and in this way attempt to
understand Plato on the basis of Plato, Aristotle on the basis of Aristotle.
All that is out of the question. What is decisive resides, as always, in a
confrontation with the very matters at issue in the discussions. Unless we
set out, in each case following the possibility of a development of an
understanding, to exhibit and clarify that which is under discussion by
basing ourselves on the matters at issue themselves, a comprehension of
the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, or of any philosophy at all, will be
unthinkable.

To conceive of the task of interpretation in such a way is to know forth-
with, even without being familiar with the history of philosophy, that there
exists a continuity of radical questioning and research, a continuity not in
the least manifest in the external aspect of what is commonly known about
the trends, problems, systems, works, and personages in the history of
philosophy. On the contrary, this continuity resides behind all that and
cannot be the object of such a consideration. In this sense, the past comes
alive only if we understand that we ourselves are that past, In the sense of
our spiritual existence, we are the philosopher as well as, in general, the
scientist we were, and we will be what we receive and appropriate from
whal we were, and here the most important factor will be fow we do so.
On the basis of these simple temporal relations, the temporal relations of
human—and particularly spiritual—existence, we see the proper meaning
of actual research to be a confrontation with history, a history which be-
comes existent [existent wird] only when the research is historical, i.e., when
it understands that it is itself history. Only in this way does the possibility
of the historiographical arise.” An appeal to supertemporal or eternal values
and the like is not needed to justify historical research.

What 1 am saying is supposed to indicate that the interpretation, even

2. Thus in Heldegger's manuseript



§34 [230-231] 159

more than the preceding reflections, whose sense was to clarify what is
peculiarly Greek, will require you to be prepared for an actual confrontation
with the matters we are about to take up.

§34. Recapitulation: First characterization of sophistry.
Delimitation of sophistry agminst dinlectic and philosophy.
The appreciation of the € Aéyerv: unconcern with substantive
content versus concern with substantive content,

To comprehend the dialogue we need to adhere to the meaning of sophistry
as delimited against dialectics and philosophy. Sophistry is characterized
by an unconcern with substantive content, an unconcern in a quite deter-
minate sense, not one that is haphazard, arbitrary, or occasional, but one
that is a matter of principle. Yet this unconcern may not be understood as
if there was alive in the sophists a basic intention to distort and conceal the
matters at issue, as if they wanted to do nothing but deceive. We could
determine their unconcern in a better way by calling it emptiness, a lack of
substantive content; i.e., this unconcern is grounded in something positive,
in a determinate appreciation of the domination of speech and the speaking
person. The spoken word in its domination in single individuals as well as
in the community is what is most decisive for the sophist. Now insofar as
this obstinate adherence to the word and to the beautifully and strikingly
spoken word always involves the obligation, as a mode of speaking, to
speak about something, the interest in speaking is by itself already an
unconcern with substantive content, simply by the fact that it emphasizes
the form alone, ie., the form of the speech and argumentation. In other
words, insofar as all speech is about something and insofar as the sophist
speaks, he has to speak about something, whether or not the content he
speaks about is of interest to him. But precisely because it does nof interest
him, i.e., because he is not bound by the content of his speech, because for
him the meaning of the speaking resides solely in its beauty, he is uncon-
cerned with substantive content, i.e., he is unburdened by the substantive
content of what he says. Now insofar as speech is the basic mode of access
to the world and of commerce with it, insofar as it is the mode in which
the world is primarily present—and not only the world but also other
people and the respective individual himself—the emptiness of the speech
is equivalent to an ungenui and uprooted. of h existence.
That is the proper meaning of sophistry’s unconcern with substantive con-
tent as a form of emptiness, Keep in mind that the Greeks see existence as
existence in the ndiig. The opposite of this existence, of the one that is
uprooted, and the opposite of the way it expresses itself in communal
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spiritual life, resides in genuine existence, i.e., in a concern with substantive
content, in a concern with disclosing beings and in obtaining a basic un-
derstanding of them. In other words, genuine existence resides in the idea
of scientific philosophy, as Socrates first brought it to life and as Plato and
Aristotle then developed it concretely. We must now actually understand
this simple matter of the opposition between unconcern with substantive
content and genuine concern with it, i.e., genuine research. We must un-
derstand it in such a way that every one of us understands for his part and
in his own place what it means to be concerned with substantive content.
The difficulty of the dialogue lies neither in the specifically ontological
treatise about non-being and negation and the like, nor in the complexity
of the divisions with which the consideration begins. On the contrary, the
real difficulty is to bring the connection of the whole into proper focus and
thereby see the content that is genuinely and ultimately at issue, so that
from it as from a unitary source the understanding of every single propo-
sition will be nourished. To facilitate an insight into the whale of the
dialogue, we will presentify its articulation and keep that on hand in order
to be able to refer to it at any time.

§33. Structure and articulntion of the Sophist.
a) General characterization of the structure of the Sophist.

The traditional division: introduction, shell, kemel.
Acceptance and critique.

The dialogue which is our primary theme, the Sophist, is relatively trans-
parent in its structure and articulation. The lines marking the sections, in
which the content is for the most part divided, are assigned by universal
agreement, apart from a few minor deviations. 1 will follow the articulation
Bonitz' offers, which is also the one most accepted. No special value is to
be placed on this articulation; it has no significance for an understanding,
it is only meant as an extrinsic orientation,

The dialogue, speaking very roughly, consists of an “introduction,” and,
itis said, an enclosing shell and a kemel. This image also characterizes the
way such a dialogue is taken up. The introduction is the prelude to the
dialogue; the enclosing shell, it is said, is the question of the essence of the
sophist, which is the immediate issue, but which is then interrupted by the
question of the Being of non-beings. Here we have the kernel. At the end
of this, the dialogue leads again to the question taken up first, the question

1. H. Borutz, Platonische Studien, 3. Auflage, Berlin 1886, p. 1321f,
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of the essence of the sophist, so that the latter question, like a shell, encloses
the question of the Being of non-beings.

Such a harmless division as that into “introduction,” enclosing shell, and
kernel already betrays the fact that it is confined to the extrinsic and the
literary, to the material occurrences and themes of the dialogue, and is
seeking an exemption from asking about the articulation of the matter at
issue itself, i.e., from inquiring into what the dialogue is dealing with. This
extrinsic articulation has given rise to equally extrinsic problems. In con-
nection with the orientation expressed in this image, the difficulty has arisen
that the title only touches what would constitute the shell and precisely not
the inner core. For Plato’s genuine aim, namely the question of the Being
of non-beings, is not expressed in the title; what the title presents would
thus be a mere playful imitation of sophistry. This division into sheli and
kernel is a classic example of how the image of a separation of matter from
form, without an orientation toward the genuine questions, can breed
pseudo-problems, e.g., the problem of why the dialogue is called the Sophist,
whereas its main theme is the Being of non-beings.

From the very outset, i.e., already in our consideration of the prelude to
the dialogue, we want to free ourselves from this extrinsic division. That
means nothing else than that from the very outset we will take pains to
expose the context in which the dialogue moves, ie., the concrete connec-
tion of the phenomena which are thematic in the whole dialogue and are
not merely treated within the inner core or as part of the shell. This con-
nection between what the image characterizes as kernel and what it char-
acterizes as shell must be worked out in terms of the very matters at issue.

The introduction of the dialogue comprises, according to the old division
into chapters, chapters one and two, 216a-21%. This introduction is a
prelude to the dialogue; its task is to pose the theme and to indicate the
way the theme is to be dealt with. The shell, which in a cerfain sense
encloses the kernel, is found, as it were, on both sides, initially (chapters

3-24) as ushering in the kernel.

b) The articulation of the Soplhist (according to H. Bonitz).*

Introduction: Chapters 1-2, 216a-218b.
Ia) Search for the definition of the sophist, Chapters 3-24.

1.) An example of the method of definition. The definition of the
donohieutis. Chapters 4-7, 219a4-221c4.

2 See the note on p. 160,
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2.) The first six definitions of the sophist. Chapters 8-19, 221c5-
2319,
3.} The preparation for the indigenous or genuine definition. Chap-
ters 20-24, 232b-236¢.
The individual definitions of the sophist. Chapters 8-24.
a) Preparatory definitions. Chapters 8-19.
1st definition 221¢-223b.
2nd definition 223b-224d.
3rd and 4th definitions 224d, e.
5th definition 224e-226a.
6th definition 226a-231c.
Summary 231d-232a.
b) Indigenous definition. Chapters 20-24.
7th definition 232b-236c.
(Cf. Continuation at 264c.)
The 7th definition of the sophist as dvailoyikog provides the
point of departure for the consideration of the fundamental
problem:

I The Being of non-beings. Chapters 25-47, 237b9-264b9.
1.) Difficulties in the concept of non-beings. Chapters 25-29. 237b4-
242b5.
2.) Difficulties in the concept of beings, Chapters 30-34, 243b6-250e.
3.) The positive resolution of the problem through the xowovin
taw yeviw. Chapters 36-47, 250e-264c.

[b. Conclusion of the definition of the sophist. Chapters 48-52, 264c-268c.



INTRODUCTION

The Prelude to the Dialogue'
(Sophist 216a-219a)

§36. First intimation of the theme and method of the dialogue.
Introduction of the &évog from Elea. The fundamental theses of
Parmenides. ©edg eheyxtixdg? The divinity of philosophy. Theme
of the dialogue: the philosopher. Method: Staxpivewv 10 yévog. The
ground of Sraxpivewv: immediate self-showing (¢évtaouo) and
popular opinion: ®MA6G000L = toArTIKOi-coPraTOd-pHOVIKOL,

If we divide its content very schematically, the prelude of the dialogue has
the task of determining, first, the theme, namely what a philosopher is, and,
second, the method. The dialogue begins with Theodorus, together with
Theaetetus, bringing a stranger to Socrates. Theodorus had already been a
participant in a dialogue, namely the one immediately preceding, the The-
aetetus. There (Theaetetus, 143b8) he was called yeopuétpne. Theodorus was
Plato’s teacher of mathematics. He comes from Cyrene in North Africa. This
Theodorus, along with Theaetetus, a younger philosopher, approaches Soc-
rates xotd THv y68c ouoroyiav (216al), “according to the appointment
made yesterday.” Thereby reference is made to the dialogue Theaetetus.
Theodorus brings with him a &évog, a foreigner. The dialogue begins with
Theodorus’ presentation of this foreigner to Socrates. We learn: 1.) 10 pév
vévog €€ EAfag (a2f.), that this Eévog comes from Elea, 2.) étaipov 88 tdvV
opdl Mopuevidnv xoi Zrjvova (a3f.), that he is a companion and associate
of the disciples of Parmenides and Zeno, indicating his spiritual-scientific
roots, and 3.) pdio 82 Gvdpo pradcodov (ad), that he is a very philosophical
man, characterizing his very existence.

Thus a philosopher from the school of Parmenides is introduced. This
indicates the entire spiritual atmosphere of the dialogue. For the genuine
argumentation and the substantive discussion move within the horizon of
the mode of questioning established by Eleatic philosophy, by Parmenides
of Elea. Thereby at the very outset the substantive content of the dialogue
is indicated in a provisional way, namely the question of whether there are
also non-beings. That is only the counter-question to the fundamental prop-
osition of the Eleatic school, the principle of Parmenides: beings are. That
is the positive thesis, which now will be shaken in the course of this

1. Title in Heidegger’s manuscript.
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dialogue. For our knowledge of Parmenides, we do not have to rely on
doxographic material, since we even have actual fragments of his didactic
poem, entitled Tlepi ¢voemws. We now want to take this didactic poem
merely as a provisional indication of the fundamental conception of beings,
from which the counter-position of the dialogue will be understandable.

Already the title, Iepi ¢Uoewe, points to the fact that beings, which are
at issue there, are taken in the sense of the whole of nature and the world.?
To characterize in a preliminary way the basic proposition of the Parmen-
idean school, we may quote a statement from fragment 6 (cited according
to the order of Hermann Diels): yp1] 10 Afyewv 1€ voeiv T’ €0v éuuevor- ot
Yap elvor, undév & ok fotv- 16 ¢ £yd dpalecBon Gvmyo. “It is necessary
to assert and to apprehend about beings as such that they are”; it is neces-
sary to say that beings are. YEomt y0p eivon, “for Being is.” And now, in
simple opposition to this formally universal proposition about Being: undév
d'ovx €omv. That is how the proposition has been handed down. But ac-
cording to a conjecture which first became known after Diels’ edition, we
should read, instead of undév, un & €iv’ ovk: “But non-being is not.” Positio:
Being is; negatio: Non-being is not. We see here already that this proposition
has been obtained under the strong impress of speaking and asserting. It
says, expressing, as it were, an archaic truth:® beings are, non-beings are
not. Without looking at the phenomena any further, but merely on the basis
of an obviously perceived content, the proposition says: beings are, and
non-beings are not. The Sophist places the second assertion in question.
Thereby the meaning of Being gets modified, and the first assertion is set
on a more radical basis. The dialogue refers explicitly to the Eleatic school
at 241aff. and at 258cff.

This presentation of the £évog as a stranger from Elea, and as an adept
of the school of Parmenides and Zeno, as a very philosophical man, indi-
cates what is now properly to come. Socrates responds to this presentation
of the stranger. We ask: how does Socrates react to the introduction of the
stranger? We can at first say only: Socratically. Which must then be made
more clear. Socrates turns the dialogue and the attention given to the for-
eigner as a important stranger away toward a wholly different connection.
Ap’ ovv 0V Eévov GALG TIve B0V Gymv xotd TOv ‘Owipov Adyov AéAnBog
(cf. 216a5f.), perhaps it is a god you are bringing here—without knowing
it, i.e., in such a way that you are concealed to yourself in what you bring
and what you do—perhaps you bring along a god. We must understand
that Socrates is here in his way altogether struck, as it were, by this meeting,

2. AH: The title came later! But then also ¢Go1g: what in itself grows from itself; beings in
themselves. Cf. Heraclitus: i} $0o1g xpUntecto ¢ikei (fragment 123).
3. AH: primordially and immediately.
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insofar as we must presuppose that Socrates = Plato and accordingly must
assume in Socrates the same enormous respect Plato himself had for
Parmenides, since Plato (the dialogue Parmenides preceded the Sopliist, if
the chronology is correct)* had already properly understood and appropri-
ated Parmenides’ far-reaching discovery. Socrates hence is in the situation
of encountering something out of the ordinary and of being offered an
unusual opportunity. His reaction is mot to burst forth into a wild discussion
but to meditate quietly about what this occasion could bring to pass. In this
caonnection, it must be taken into account that Socrates/ Plato not only knew
about the lofty meaning of the philosophy of Parmenides but also knew
that Parmenides had founded a school and that, at the time of Socrates,
precisely these Eleatics, the philosophers of this school, were making a
particularly great sensation. They exhibited a special arrogance and fell into
a blind negating of all other research. Yet they did so, as disciples very often
do, without an awareness and appropriation of what the teacher himself
once had to go through and what he thereby confronted and discovered.
Socrates was aware of the esteem due the founder of the school but was
also acquainted with the ill behavior of the disciples, who were causing a
sensation to their own advantage. Socrates thus first refers positively, since
basically he is positive, to this eminent possibility: o Eévov drid ive Bedv
dryav AELnBag. And he does not let it rest with a mere reference but clarifies
what is properly at stake in this possibility, that here perhaps a god is
coming in a concealed way. That is, by citing a passage from Homer's
Odyssey, XVII, 485487, he points out that often other gods, though pre-
dominantly the Bedg Eéviog, accompany men and travel with them, ouvo-
modov yvhuevoy DPpeis e kol etvopiog v avBpdrey kaBopay (b2f.),
and “thereby look down on the transgressions and good deeds of men,”
and thus keep abreast of human affairs. Socrates again uses the expression
xaBopéty, at 216¢6, to characterize philosophers and precisely the genuine
ones. The gods who in this way are secret companions look upon the
behavior” of man with a critical eve. And thus here, too, it could be that
one of @y kpertrovey (b4) is actually accompanying the philosophical
stranger. The xaBopiy, the looking down, of the Bedg would then be
Enoydpevos, “watching us”; the Bedg would carry on an inspection of us,
perhaps with the specific outcome gathovs fudsg dvtag fv toig hbyog
(b4f), “that we are deficient in our AGyor,” ie., that we do not genuinely
know what we are talking about, that in our Afyewv we fall short as regards
the foundedness of our speech in the things themselves. Thus perhaps this
god is at the same time eAfySwv (b5), the one who exposes us publicly,

4, AH: “contemporaneous” in production, notin publication.
5. AH: Blog.
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makes us publicly visible and exhibits us for what we are and thereby
confutes us. This is the possibility Socrates is referring to. Socrates thus is
responding to the presentation of the foreigner in a peculiar fashion, by, as
it were, looking away from this new acquaintance and envisioning a higher
possibility, one which could be given along with the appearance of the
foreigner: ol Zévov, dARG Tive Bedv.

This reference to a higher possibility, as well as the more precise charac-
terization of this possibility—that Socrates and those with him could be
found wanting as regards their discussion of the matters they are about to
take up—now have, however, the Socratic sense of forcing the stranger, or,
rather, the one who has introduced him, Theodorus, to acknowledge this
higher possibility held out to them. Thus Theodorus is compelled to reveal
how things stand with the stranger. He is compelled to present the foreigner
in the latter’s true spirit. Hence the response of Theodorus: Oty ofitog 6
Tpinoc 100 Efvov, GAAN LETPLBTEPOS TOV TEPL T EMdug Eomoudaxituwy,
woi pon Boxel Bedg piv avijp ovBopig elven, Beiog uriv- mavTes yip éyd
Tolg PLADCOYOVS TorolTouE Tpocayopev (cf. b7ff.), “That is not the char-
acter of the foreigner; on the contrary, he is of a more moderate temper than
those who direct all their endeavors toward disputation.” This
shows Theodorus understood the reference Socrates made by speaking of
the 8ed¢ #AeykTikdg (b5L), i.c., the reference to the disputatiousness of the
Eleatics, the disciples of Parmenides. [n the face of the higher possibility of
being a god, the §évog now reveals himself more predisely, i.e., now there
begins the proper presentation of what he is, over and against merely
extrinsic characteristics. Now it is to be decided whether he has actually
received his allotment from his school and wears, as we say, his school
colors, i.e., whether he has his work from his school and understands his
work to be this work, finding his limits in this work, or whether he is
capable of being unprejudiced even with regard to the propositions and
dogmas of his school. That is to say, it must now be shown whether he is
ultimately capable of patricide, i.e., whether he can topple the standing of
his teacher from the ground up. Only if he harbors this possibility could
he perhaps be a person to be taken seriously in the matters at issue. Or is
he just a shallow wrangler who derives prestige merely by belonging to
the school and who plies his trade at the expense of the school and for the
sake of a career?

The second intention of Socrates” response is to deflate any possible
pretensions on the part of the newcomer to offer up a great philosophy. For
the answer of Theodorus is very cautious; he draws back, as it were: xoi
ot Sokel Bedg pEv aviip oubapds elvon, Belog Wiy (b81), the stranger I am
bringing here is not a god, though in truth he is divine. And then the general
characterization: ndvieg Yap €y® Tobg GIAOCOOOVS TOWUTOUS APOC-
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ayopete (b9F), “T am accustomed to apprehend and address all philoso-
phers as divine.” This predicate of “divine,” as applied to the philosophers,
means that the object of their questioning is what is highest among beings.
Moreover, already here in Plato, where the notion of the 8eiov has a more
obscure and much more comprehensive sense than in Aristotle, “divine”
does not have a religious meaning, as one might think, such that this person
could then be characterized in a specific sense as religious. We must con-
ceive the "divine” in a worldly sense, or—from the standpoint of Christi-
anity—in a pagan sense, insofar as 8eiog, “divine,” here simply means to
relate, in one's knowledge, to those beings having the highest rank in the
order of reality. Included here is nothing like a connection of the divine or
of god to an individual man in the sense of a direct personal relationship.
Thus Socrates forces Theodorus to present his companion in his proper
spiritual provenance and to draw back to legitimate claims,

Socrates takes this answer literally, as it were, and thereby we are already
given the theme of the dialogue. The last sentence of Theodorus’ answer,
mavIog yip £yl 0Ug MAoCOoUL TOINTONE KRpoduyopelo, becomes the
point of departure for a reflection on Socrates’ part, whose object is to
distinguish, Suxpivewy (c3), these two realities, the philosopher and the
divine, the god, and specifically to Swxpively with regard to the yévog.
Socrates says: Alright, there is indeed a distinction, and the man you present
to me might very well not be a god, but nevertheless it must be noted that
both, the philosopher and the god, the divine, are equally difficult to dis-
entangle, equal difficult to understand. We must notice that not just any
arbitrary expression is used here for “understanding” or “close determina-
tion,” but instead Swoxpiverv 18 yévog (cf. c2f), kpivewy, to distinguish, to
set something off over and against something else, and specifically to de-
limit the yévog. We must take the expression yévog here as originally as
possible: it means the origin of the philosopher, or of the god, the origin in
the sense of ontological lineage. In the setting off of one against the other,
in this differentiation of one against the other, the yévos from which each
becomes what it is must therefore be extracted. This is the proper ontolog-
ical meaning of yévog: that out of which something becomes what it is, the
stem, ancestry, lineage, origination. Thus what is at stake here is not an
arbitrary popular delimitation of the philosopher over and against the
divine, Rather, the expression yévog already refers to this particular sort of
questioning and differentiating,

Not only that; Socrates also indicates the ground more precisely, insofar
as he points out at the same time how the question of what the philosopher
is and what his yévog is presupposes a first orientation in terms of what
we in an average and naive way, in everyday life, know about the object
we are now interrogating. Socrates characterizes the popular knowledge
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about philosophers, and what philosophers are, by saying: mévy ruvtoiol
(cf. c4£.), "with much variety, in many different ways,” do they show them-
sclves, oovtdleofon. ddviacpe does not here mean appearance as mere
phantasy, over and against real perception, but instead has the original
sense of guiveaBon, self-showing, immediate apparition, in which the phi-
losopher manifests himself to the people, to persons of average sophistica-
tion. If we ask the person of average culture what he thinks of philosophers,
the first thing he will express is some kind of a judgment, either one of
denigration or of esteem. To some, philosophers appear to be “of no value,”
o0 pedevog tipnon (c7E), a superfluous type of humanity; to others, how-
ever, they are "worthy of the highest veneration,” @S0l ol movtog (c8).
Hence we have here contrasting judgments which do not so much rest on
an actual presentification of the matter at issue, but on an immediate com-
mon impression, on the predominating temper and opinion. And indeed
the variety of the apparitions in which the philosopher figures results &
THY v dhheov dyvoray (cdf.), “from the unfamiliarity of the others.” Here
ol GAilor means the same as ol moldof, the multitude.

In connection with this characterization of the immediate popular view
of the philosopher, Socrates provides at the same time a positive indication
of the way the dviwg gridoodog (cf. cb), “the real philosopher,” appears.
"Ovime mAdoogog stands in opposition to TARGTHS (C6); TAGTIO means o
feign, to fabricate, to concoct a figure. In another context, dAnBag replaces
by, The feigned philosopher is thus opposed to the true one, Socrates
now determines the true philosophers as xafop@vieg Lyobev, “looking
down from above on the Biog of those who are beneath them.” ol M
(c51). The occupation of the philosopher is therefore dpav, to look upon
the Pioc. Notice that the word here is not {on, life in the sense of the
presence of human beings in the nexus of animals and plants, of everything
that crawls and flies, but fiog, life in the sense of existence, the leading of
a life, which is characterized by a determinate téhog, a ™hog functioning
for the Biog itself as an object of npéaZic. The theme of philosophy is thus
the Biog of man and possibly the various kinds of pion “They look down
from abeve.” That implies that the philosopher himself, in order to be able
to carry out such a possibility in earnest, must have attained a mode of
existence guaranteeing him the possibility of such a look and thereby mak-
ing accessible to him life and existence in general.”

If we ask more precisely what popular opinion, which is always affec-
tively disposed to the philosophers in one way or another, finds to say
about them, the result is threefold. For some, philosophers show themselves

6. AH: outsiide the cave. OF wdxo. In the cave.
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as moAtikoi, for others as gogotodd, and for still others as rovidreol
pavieds (cf. 216c8-d2), as “utterly deranged.” These three determinations,
poliu‘cian. sophist, and madman, are not accidental; nor is the indetermi-
nateness in which popular opinion about the philosopher moves an arbi-
trary one. On the contrary, we can see from the threefold characterization
that it is a matter of men whose doctrine and teaching aim at human beings
insofar as they live in the rGAig. For even the sophist, in his proper occu-
pation, is a priTwp, an orator and teacher of rhetoric, a teacher of the speech
that plays a substantial role in the public life of the ndA15: in the courts, in
the senate, and in festivals. It is a matter then of people who are directed
to the moAttukd, And so despite all the indeterminateness surrounding the
essence of the philosopher, a certain range of his possible activity is indeed
already given: sofiornis, molinixdg, and movedroeow Exov pavixis From
this (217a3) and from what follows, people have drawn the conclusion that
Plato intended to write a trilogy. We possess along with the Sophist a further
dialogue under the title “IoAtnikée,” and, as to content, in a certain sense
they belong together. Plato left unfinished, it is said, the third dialogue,
about the philosopher. Now this is a picture of Plato as a grade-school
teacher, one who writes dramas and who is bent on composing a trilogy.
Closer inspection will show that for Plato things were not so simple. On
the contrary, it is precisely the dialogue on the sophist that accomplishes
the task of clarifying what the philosopher is, and indeed it does so not in
a primitive way, by our being told what the philosopher is, but precisely
Socratically. In the last parts of the dialogue there occursa passage (2253¢B1.)
where the protagonist says explicitly that in fact now, even before their
discussion has arrived at the proper scientific definition of the sophist, they
suddenly might have found the philosopher. That is noteworthy, not only
as regards content, but purely methodologically, insofar as this makes it
clear that Plato knew he could interpret the sophist as the antipode of the
philosopher only if he was already acquainted with the philosopher and
knew how matters stand with him. We shall thus dismiss this trilogy and
attempt to derive from the Saphist the genuine answer to the question raised
there: what is a philosopher?
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§37. Mory precision on the theme. Explication of the thematic object
of a question in general: the distinction between the matter at issue
(xil, the determination of the matber (yévos), and the designation of
the matter (Gvopad, Adyog as the unitary field of the Hireefold
distinction. Task: application of this distinction to three objects:
CONOTHE—RoMTIKGC—PAGG0P0S,

After Socrates provides Theodorus, or the &évog, with a ground in this
way—namely, first by indicating how that which is at issue, the philoso-
pher, is manifest immediately, i.e., in natural opinion, and, further, by
sharply fixing the question, insofar as what is to be sought is the yévog of
the being at issue—he asks the Sévog to give him information on this point:
o0 pévion Sévou piv 18éng av muwBavoiuny, el dilov avrd, tf o8’ o
mepi 1oV éxel Throv fyotvto kol avoualov (216d2ff.). He wants an answer
from him about twe things: 1.) tf ﬁwuv':a, what the Eleatic school, and
hence ultimately Par ides hi intained about the philosopher,
how they conceived the philosopher or the man of science, and 2.) t
vipatov, what they called him. Theodorus requires a more precise deter-
mination of the question. At that point it becomes evident that Socrates is
not raising the question of the philosopher in isolation but is laying under
it the whele ground: comonic, reAunkds, eA6oogs. And he provides a
more precise explication of what exactly is now to be investigated in the
dialogue. Quite roughly, there is given—using the expression "subject mat-
ter” in a completely formal sense—a subject matter to be interrogated: the
philosopher. The question is how this subject matter is to be taken, and
further, how it is to be denominated. The pregiven subject matter, the theme,
is the “whal,” the 1. And this is to be determined as such and such, the
philosopher as this or that, determimed from his origination, according to
his ontological provenance, thus out of his yévos. And the thematic object
which in this way will be determined out of the yévog is to obtain its
appropriate designation, its Gvopa. The Gvopa is hence not arbitrary but is
given on the basis of the investigation into the subject matter itself. This
question concerning what the subject matter is, and then concerning how
it is to be taken and determined, and finally conceming the designation
which nails it down, is now to be pursued with regard to the three given
objects: gogratrie, mohinkds, whdoopog. The question arises whether all
this is one and the same subject matter, and only the names are different,
or whether, along with the three names we have to do here with three
different subject matters as well, whereby it becomes necessary to pursue
a threefold genetic derivation of the Being of these three different matters
and, accordingly, the three designations are justified. This is the more pre-
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cise question which gradually emerges; hence it is the explication of what
was called above, quite roughly, diaxpivery 10 yévog.

In order to do real justice to this questioning and to understand it, we
must keep in mind the fact that for the science and philosophy of those
times such a distinction within the subject matter, i.e., a distinction between
the determination, or the provenance of the determination, of the subject
matter and its denomination was anything but obvious and that Plato was
the very first, precisely in these dialogues, to secure these quite primordial
distinctions and make them bear fruit in a concrete investigation. We who
think we know much more and take most things as obvious can no longer
see in such questioning a great deal. We must therefore turn ourselves back
in the right way, as it were, and presentify a kind of speaking about ques-
tions and subject matters which does not at all make these distinctions
between denomination, determination of the subject matter, and subject
matter itself. This is precisely what is characteristic of sophistry and idle
talk, namely that it is caught up in words, indeed partly from an ingrained
superficiality, but also partly from an incapacity to see these states of affairs
themselves and to distinguish them. If we ask where this distinction itself
belongs—the distinction between i, yévoc, and dvopa—hence where the
unitary field is, within which these characters can be studied each for itself
as well as connected together, it becomes evident that that is nothing else
than A6yoc. The way and the extent to which Plato, precisely in this dia-
logue, articulates his understanding of Adyog are also decisive for an elu-
cidation of the structure of the 11, of the yévog, and of the dvouao, as well
as for their connection. At the same time they are also concretely decisive
for the response to the question posed, under the guiding line of this
distinction, with regard to the sophist, the philosopher, and the politician.
The xowvwvia t@v yevav, which, in the consideration of the Being of non-
beings, is supposed to provide the genuine solution to the problem, can
only be understood on the basis of a determinate conception of Adyog, i.e.,
from a definite interpretation of the structural moments of Aéyoc. For all
speaking, as a speaking about something, has that which is spoken of, a i,
in the widest sense. Furthermore, all speaking is speaking about something
as something, interpreting it on the basis of something, bringing it to intel-
ligibility on the basis of something; hence all speaking possesses, formally,
a Yévog, Lastly, all speaking is, if concrete, something phonetic; the subject
matter about which one speaks has its names, its denomination; it is called,
as we say, so and so. And thus the concrete phenomenon of A§yog presents
the “about which,” the “as which,” and the phonetic denomination.

The fact that the question about the philosopher remains oriented to these
distinctions and is actually carried out in that way shows that for Plato it
no longer sufficed to obtain a preliminary and popular clarity with regard
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to the distinctions within certain subject matters. A proof of this is the whole
dialogue itself. At the end, one will say Plato knew all along that between
the sophist and the philosopher there is a distinction to be made, and others
perhaps knew it as well—just as we know of many things: they are distinct.
But to clarify this distinctness properly, on the basis of a presentification of
the subject matter, requires a scientific investigation. This shows that such
scientific investigations for the most part come up against phenomena that
are entirely unclarified and undetermined. And so, within the dialogue
which intends to delimit the subject matters in question quite clearly and
explicitly, we see that in connection with this task, which, within certain
limits, does succeed, at the same time subject matters of new content be-
come visible though they are not investigated. Yet this is sufficient for their
philosophical significance.

The Sévog now has objections. He of course agrees to relate what his
school thinks about these matters and their distinctions: it is not difficult
to say that the three names apply to three things. xaf' éxaotov pfv
Swpioactom cadds ti ot Eonv, ol ouikpov oUdd padiov Epyov (217b2f).
“On the other hand, to clarify respectively each of the three, to delimit the
one against the other, and to say what each for its part is—these are not
slight matters and are not easy to bring about.” In the meantime, however,
Theodorus remarks to Socrates that he himself, Theodorus, on his way over,
already discussed these questions with the foreigner and made the obser-
vation that the foreigner is very well informed about the subject matter, xod
ok Guvnpoveiv (b8), and above all, “he does not forget anything.” That
means he is able to survey the entire domain of the question at issue; he
thus leaves nothing out, and everything important is present to him and
at his disposal.

§38. More precision on the metiod.

a) Adyog as the method of the investigation. The type of
iirpog: mixed form between dialogue and monological
treatise. Introduction of Theaetetus as collocutor. Agreement
about the initial th the sophist. G d rule of the
method: t apéype abto Sid Adywv. The linking of
substantive thinking and methodological thinking in Plato.

After establishing the question regarding the theme, Socrates makes his
second and last move within this dialogue—for afterwards he withdraws
completely from the discussion and acts merely as an auditor. He induces
the foreigner to declare which method he prefers in the treatment of this
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question, whether he wants to deal with the question by way of a Adyog
pekpdg (cf. ¢3ff.), a lengthy treatise, which he mitdg éni cavtod, in a
certain sense will “speak to himself” monologically, or &' éputigewy, “by
way of question and answer,” or, as it is called later, kot guikpov Enog
npdg Emog (217d9), “in the form of brief speeches and counterspeeches.”
The foreigner will decide among these possibilities of method depending
on the disposition of the one with whom he has to conduct the discussion.
If the one with whom he will converse is dinag (d1), not overly sensitive,
i.e., if within the argumentation and discussion he is not influenced by his
moods, and if he is etnviue (d1), easy to guide,’ i.e., if he is not obdurate,
not dogmatic, if he does not enter the discussion convinced he is right in
every case, whether it is true or not—thus if he gets such a partner, who
in perfect freedom is open to what is going to be discussed, then indeed
in that case he prefers the way of Adyog mpig Ghdov (ef, d2); if not, then
he prefers to speak to himself alone and expose the subject matter to them
in a long discourse. Socrates then proposes Theaetetus, who ah'eady in the
preceding dialogue, which bears his name, was one of the discussants and
who demonstrated his understanding of the subject matter. The Zévog
consents, but in such a way that he once again excuses himself; he empha-
sizes he will speak npdg Etepov (e2), to an other and with him, thus not
monologically, but that by reason of the difficulty of the subject matter
the dialogue would likely turn out in such a way that he éxteivovia
aropnkively hdyov ougvov kot époutév (elf), “that he will have to
conduct the discussion of connected subject matters by way of a Adyog
which is ouyvie, continuous”—aguveyés lurks in the background—so that
many subject matters and determinations will be presented one after the
other, as they are connected. [n this way, a peculiar mixed form of the
mode of treating the theme comes into being: indeed a dialogue, a discus-
sion, which, however, in part already has the character of a monological
treatise; and the reason for this resides in the difficulty of the subject
matter. Finally the Zévog addresses himself to Theaetetus, with whom the
discussion is now to be carried out, and they once more come to an
agreement about what is properly in question. dpyopéve npdTov dnd 1ol
aoforon, {ntoivn xol fugavilovn Aoy i mot Eon (cf, 218b6fL). “We
are to begin first with the sophist, and in discussion we are to seek him
and to bring what he is, i.e., what the subject matter is, to a self-showing.”
And now there follows once more the establishing of a common ground.
vy yip tolivope povov Exopev ko] (cf. c1£). “At first, in the question
of what the sophist is, we have only the name in common”; 1 & Epyov,
“whalt is at issue here” is tdy’ Gv idig mop' Huiv attoig Fxowev (c2ff.),

1. AH: not obstinate.
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“for each of us, perhaps still conceived and intended differently.” But now
comes the rule under which they place themselves: dei 88 (el navidg mépt
10 mploypo citd paidov Sl Adymv 1 Totvopa pévoy cuvepoioynobten
Fopig Adyou (218¢4f). “It is always important in each case to find the
subject matter itself and to agree upon it by way of discussion,” i.e., by
exhibiting, uncovering, “rather than simply agreeing on the word,” the
denomination, ywpig Adyou, “without a demonstration on the basis of the
subject matter itself.” [n this way, therefore, the method and the specific
interest of the question of the dialogue are elucidated. Because of this
peculiar linkage of investigative thinking with methodological thinking in
Plato, we can expect that, along with the determination of the essence of
the sophist, or of the philosopher, we will also learn something important
about the mode of treatment itself, i.e., about Adyog.

We have seen that Socrates gives precision to the question of the essence
of the philosopher in two directions, first by asking the Zévoc: i fiyotvro,
what do your co-disciples and your teacher think about the person who is
called a philosopher, and secondly by asking the Sévog: tf dviualov, in
what significative nexuses do they discuss and determine this subject mat-
ter? This double or, rather, threefold question—about the subject matter
(i), its determination (yévog), and its denomination (Gvouaj—indicates at
the same time that the methodological background (which we could sum
up as Adpog) of this question is just as important as the resolution of the
subject matter, ie., the resolution of the question of the essence of the
philosopher.

b Elucidation of L6702 as a basic task of the Greeks.
Domination of propositional logic over Ldyog.

The elucidation of Adyog was for the Greeks a basic task and, moreover,
one in which they made progress only with difficulty and very slowly and
in which in a certain sense they got stuck at one point, if this point can be
called Aristotelian logic in the traditional sense, the logic handed down to
us. Insofar as the Greeks ultimately developed a doctrine of Adyog in a
theoretical direction, they took the primary phenomenon of Ldyog to be the
proposition, the theoretical assertion of something about something. Insofar
as Adyog was primarily determined on this basis, the entire subsequent
logic, as it developed in the philosophy of the Occident, became proposi-
tional logic. Later attempis to reform logic, whatever they might have
worked out, have always remained oriented to propositional logic and must
be conceived as modifications of it. What we commonly know as logic is
merely one particular, determinately worked out, logic, given direction by
the research impetus within Greek philosophy, but by no means is it the
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logic; it does not dispose of all the basic questions connected to the phe-
nomenon of A0, As oriented in this way, ie, as taking the theoretical
proposition for its exemplary foundation, propositional logic at the same
time guided all reflections directed at the explication of logos in the broader
sense, as language, and, insofar as it did so, the whole science of language
as well as, in a broader sense, the entire philosophy of language, took their
orientation from this propositional logic. All our gramumatical categories
and even all of contemporary scientific grammar—linguistic research into
the Indo-Germanic languages, etc.—are essentially determined by this the-
oretical logic, so much so that it seems almost hopeless to try to understand
the phenomenon of language freed from this traditional logic. Yet there
does indeed exist the task of conceiving logic, once and for all, much more
radically than the Greeks succeeded in doing and of working out thereby,
in the same way, a more radical understanding of language itself and
consequently also of the science of language. The understanding of this
entire development, and of the usual, so-called systematic questions ordi-
narily found today in relation to logic, depends on a concrete investigation
into the ground of the question of Adyog in Greek philosophy and hence
here in Plato. We shall therefore focus our attention not only on the question
of the essence of the sophist and of the philosopher, and on the substantive
preblems included therein, but alse on the problem of Adyos and on the
roots of the idea of logic as worked out by the Greeks.

§39. The question of philosophry in the present age. Increasing
difficulty with regard to Plato. The influence of Christianity and the
Renaissance. The stifling of the idea of substantive research.
“Prophetic” and “scientific” philosophy (K. Jaspers). The freedom of
substantiveness

The question of the philosopher, posed by the Soplist, is for us at the same
time a positive indication of the only way such an apparently cultural
question can be solved and what sort of investigation it requires, We may
not believe our present understanding of the question of the philosopher
has advanced even one step. On the contrary, we must say that tendencies
of another kind, which have thrust themselves forth in the meantime, and
the influence of extra-philosophical questions have made the question itself,
and a fortiori the answer, more difficult for us. What alone is telling is the
fact that for the question of the essence of the philosopher and consequently
of philosophy itself, the phenomenon of world-view, as it is called—how
itis to be determined may remain in suspense—i.e., the practical, plays the
maijor role. Even those philosophers who attempt to develop a so-called
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scientific philosophy, detached purely for itself, feel themselves constantly
obliged in the end to emphasize the value for a world-view even of such
detached scientific philosophy.' This is connected with the fact that the
scientific philosophy of the West, insofar as it maintained itself as genuine
on the basis of the Greeks, came under the authoritative influence of Chris-
tianity, and specifically of Christianity as a culture-religion, as a worldly-
spiritual power. Thereby the classical Greek philosophy underwent a
completely determinate transformation; philosophy was from then on sub-
ordinated to a quite definite world-view and its requirements. With the
broader understanding of spiritual life in the Renaissance, philosophy was
understood as a particular element of culture, as formative of the culture
of the individual: philosophical work and philosophical literature found
their place within culture in the same sense as did works of art, music, etc.,
with the result that philosophy got amalgamated with tendencies of that
kind. In this way philosophy not only became a world-view, as another
phenomenon over and against Christianity, but even became esteemed at
the same time as a spiritual creation. And so it happened that more general
spiritual tendencies completely stifled the idea of research, and quite defi-
nite cultural needs guided the idea of philosophy, with the consequence
that one could in fact call a creation which, in an eminent sense, satisfies
such needs “prophetic” philosophy, since it “foresees” intermittently, on
behalf of the average spiritual situation, and in certain epochs is guiding.
What otherwise still remained of the scientific tradition of the Greeks, such
as logic and psychology, is usually designated as “scientific” philosophy,
with a sign meant to express that it is properly only an academic matter.
laspers, in his Psychologic der Weltanschauungen, drew this distinction be-
tween “prophetic” and “scientific” philosophy and thereby gave proper
expression only to an unclear need regarding how matters stand today.*
These distinctions are characteristic, however, of the fact that, measured by
the classical philosophical research of the Greeks, the radical claim to be
nothing but substantive research has disappeared from philosophy. Chris-
tianity is basically responsible for this phenomenon of the decline of phi-
losophy (others interpret it as an advance), which should cause no wonder,
insofar as philosophy was amalgamated with the need of deepening and
elevating the soul. The need of universal spiritual entertainment is ulti-
mately definitive with regard to the appreciation of philosophy in public
life. It is to this feeble-mindedness that “metaphysics” owes its current
resurrection. That indicates we are wholly uprooted, we suffer from a

1. AH: philosophy in its relationship 1o scence and warld-view, of. WS, 1928-29

2. AH: The following is msufficient; concept of science 1.) not sufficently elucidated 2.)
exaggerated 3.) not acknowledged as subordinated to philosophy. The round cirche = “scientific
philosophy.”
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fatigue of questioning, and a real passion for knowledge has died in us.
The reverse side of this fatigue and of the morbund state of the passion
for knowledge is the tendency to require of philosophy or even of science
something like a refuge, to look in them for a refuge for spiritual existence,
in other words to abandon them should they fail. This tendency to look for
a refuge is a fundamental misunderstanding of philosophical research. We
must be able to abjure this claim to refuge with regard to science and a
fortiori with regard to philosophical research. Conversely, the possibility of
correct research and questioning, hence the possibility to exist scientifically,
already presupposes a refuge, indeed not a refuge of a religious kind but
a quite peculiar refuge, belonging only to this kind of existence, which [
denominate the freedom of substantiveness.” Only where this freedom has
developed is it at all existentielly possible to pursue science, And only from
this position will it be possible to overcome historicism, which our age
proclaims to be a special danger to spiritual life. Whoever understands the
meaning of substantive research is in no danger at all from historicism,
msofar as the latter is a theory of history which has not even ever bothered
to ask what history is and what it means to be historical. Historicism is a
characteristic modern theory which originated in such a way that its sub-
stantive subject matter itself, namely history, never properly became a
problem for it. The freedom of substantiveness, I say, will first be able to
make it possible for us to be historical in the genuine sense, ie., not to
protect ourselves from history with a sign of the cross, as if history were
the devil, but to know that history, in general, is the residence of the
possibilities of our existence. Only if we are historical will we understand
history; and if we have understood it, we have e ipso overcome it. Therein
is included the task of substantive research, over and against which free-
floating so-called systematic philosophy, with occasional stimulations from
history, counts as an easy occupation.

Thus if we now orient ourselves, wholly in correspondence with the
dialogue, concerning peaple’s views of philosophy, we may not expect to
be able to think out and present a cheap definition of the philosopher and
thereby extricate ourselves from the difficulties, On the contrary, no other
way is open to us than the one the Greeks traveled, namely to come to
philosophy by philosophizing. This dialogue and the prelude to it thereby
become, for each one of us, a test of whether he is a philosopher, or other-
wise a person of science, a test as to what extent each of us disposes of the
freedom of substantiveness, whether he has within himself a receptivity
and openness for the impulse such a dialogue can release. He who has
understood such a dialogue and the inner obligation it carries—i.e., a dia-

3. AH: Cf. Essence of truth,
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logue which, quite freely, without any systematic background and without
any aspiration, goes right to the substantive issues—does not need any
cultural elevation of the significance of philosophy and the like. If you read
the prelude to the dialogue at one stroke, you must sense the seriousness
of this situation, which is still much higher and more decisive than the
prelude to a duel, where only life and death are at stake.

§40. Transition to fhe substantive issue: the choice of the exemplary
object. The twofold criterion; 1.) simplicity 2.) analogy and richness
of the ontological structures. The donahevtig as exemplary object.

The prelude of the dialogue leads directly over to the substantive issue.
Firstof all, both interlocutors, the Zfvog and Theaetetus, again confirm what
alone matters to them: cuvouohoyeiaton (218¢5), "to agree, to say the same
as the other, to mean the same as the other,” nepi 0 rpaypo oitd (cd),
“with regard to the substantive issue itself.” What is decisive is thus to
mean the same thing and to understand it in the same sense as the other,
and to do so specifically Sk Adyav, on the basis of having disclosed the
matter at issue, having genuinely confronted it. That is what counts, not
ouehoreiobo <mepl> Tolvope wovoy (cf, €3), “agreement merely with re-
gard to the word,” Le., ywpig Adyov c5), “freely, without any exhibition of
the matter atissue.” In this way they renounce all empty verbal knowledge.
We have already seen. from Socrates” way of questioning, that he asks about
the yévos, The task was 0 yévog Suaxpivew (cf. 216¢2f.) of the philosopher.
There we translated yévog not as "genus” but as “ancestry.” The justification
of this translation will become clear from the following proposition: td 8¢
fulav & viv Ervootpey Cnteiv (21Bc5E). dikov, “lineage,” means the same
as vévog and makes it quite clear that yévog is not meant here in the sense
formal logic later gave it, namely “genus.” What we are to grasp is the
lineage of the sophist, i.e., that out of which he became what he is. We are
to disclose in Aéyewv his entire pedigree, the ancestry of his Being. We are
to interpret the Being of the sophist, or of the philosopher, in terms of its
origination, its provenance. The disclosing of the ancestry, the unfolding of
the origin of its coming to be, first makes the being itself understandable
in its Being. The Being of a being becomes transparent in its provenance
The Eévog emphasizes once more the difficulty of the investigation, yakendv
ko duobipevtov fymoapévorg elvoy T tol codotod yévog (218d3E.), and
suggests Ty wédodov autol npopeleiy (d4L), a first rehearsal of the way
they are to carry out the disclosive research, i.e,, the investigating. He says:
oo & ob tov peydhov Bel SumoveioBo kohdg, mepl TV TOLOUTHV
Bédoxton miowv ko wdken O pdTEpOV EV apkpois Kol paociv obTi Seiv
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MEAETEY, Tpiv Ev oitoig Toig peyiotong (218c7-d2), “Everyone has taught
for ages,” i.e., it is an old rule, an old universal doctrine, that “if, as regards
important matters, something is to be SwenoveigBon, worked out, xuhag,
in the most appropriate way, then that way should first be rehearsed £v
oukpoig, in the ambit of what is insigraficant and easy, before one tries it
on the more important objects themselves.” This is what the £évog recom-
mends, and Theaetetus acknowledges he does not know another way. Then
the &fvog asks him: Would it then be agreeable to you if we worked through
an insignificant object and tried mapdderypc onitd Béoar Tol pellovog (d9),
“to pose it as an example of the more important one?” Theaetetus agrees.

Thus the question now arises as to how the exemplary object must be
constituted in order to satisfy the task of a rehearsal of the mode of treat-
ment. An object must be found on which to practice the mode of invest-
gation that will be employed afterwards in regard to the sophist. The §fvog
characterizes the qualities of the exemplary object of the method in a two-
fold way. It must:

1.) elyvootov pdv xod auixpov (218¢21.), be “well-known and insignifi-
cant.” In a certain sense both these qualities belong together. Something
which is well known in evervday experience, which poses no enigmas,
within this experience, regarding what it is, how it is used, and what
meaning it has, and whose ontological possibilities, as well as those of its
factual variations, are familiar to everyone and well known—this is pre-
cisely something insignificant and commonplace. The more important mat-
ters of life are for the most part controversial; with regard to these, as, e.g.,
with regard to the philosopher, the sophist, and the politician, there indeed
exists @yvour (we heard this already in relation to the philosopher), no
objective knowledge but instead an opinion based on feeling. In order to
be able to rehearse the method effectively, an object must be present whose
phenomenal content is accessible, within certain limits, to everyone and
whose immediate self-showing is unmistakable. If such an object is to be
present, what is at issue is obviously the task of taking up, as we say, the
phenomenal content of the object, of the matter in question. “Phenomenal”
here means nothing else than what shows itself in a first straightforward
look at the thing. Now this first straightforward look may very well be
confused. It does not yet have to be original at all, a genuine grasp of the
thing; on the contrary, what is essential to the phenomenal content is simply
that it is acquired out of a natural, precisely ordinary situation of consid-
ering and seeing. What purely shows itself in this situation is what is to be
grasped first of all. It may tumn out that quite ungenuine conceptions are
determining this first aspect of the thing. Yet for the natural and immediate
mode of approaching the thing and dealing with it, it is the obvious aspect.
And the first task is to take it up, to establish it, in order to be able to pose
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a well-founded question to this thing,. Thus it is not at all necessary for an
investigation claiming to be philosophically significant that its matter be of
special importance. Hence to pretend to be actually philosophizing it is not
necessary to begin with the dialectic of the absolute, or to speculate about
the essence of religion, or to lay the foundation for the meaning of world
history; eliyveotov Ko cpikpov,

2.} What is also required is Adyov 8& undevig éadrrove Exov v perfovoy
(218e3), that the exemplary object indeed be well known and insignificant,
but not of less moment as regards what can be exhibited about it in the
realm of speech. There, however, the being must be spoken of with regard
to its yévog, its provenance. Thus what is required is an object whose factual
significance might perhaps border on the ridiculously trivial but which, as
regrards the structures of provenance that can be exhibited in it, does not at
all rank behind the peifove, the more important things. That is, despite the
great difference in the factual role of the thing, it may be rich in the struc-
tures at issue. The Zévog suggests as object satisfying both these require-
ments, and known to all, the angler, the donoiievtig; he says (219alf.) that
he hopes this indication of the way, ué8odog, and this Adyog, this investi-
gation, will not be without profit for the proper goal of their endeavors.
And thus begins the consideration of the (orodevtis in the sense of a
paradigmatic object (219a-221c).



SECTION ONE

The Search for the Adyog of the Factual Existence of the
Sophist (Sophist 219a-237b)

Chapter One

An Example of the Method of Defining. The Definition of the
domolievtic.! (219a-221c¢)

§41. The scope of the exemplary object (domoAievTic)
and its method of treatment. The Sophist: not a “purely
methodological dialogue.”

It might appear that for a paradigmatic philosophical consideration the
factual content of the exemplary object would, in principle, be completely
arbitrary and that the determination of the exemplary object has merely the
sense of obtaining an object which is suitable, in relation to the thematic
object, for making the method visible. Thus it would be possible, ultimately,
to exhibit the same structures and results in relation to entirely disparate
things. Under this conception of the exemplary object, it would seem the
method is completely independent of the matter to be dealt with, so that
it would be identical with a formal technique or abstract routine of treat-
ment, which runs its course as something enclosed in itself and which can
be applied to any arbitrary object without the least knowledge of the par-
ticular thing in question. It seems so. Nevertheless, it would be premature
to think that a complete arbitrariness obtains here, as if any random object
could be employed within the determinate task the dialogue sets for itself.
We will see that between the exemplary object, the angler, and the thematic
object, the sophist, there also exists a connection in terms of content, and
that consequently the structures brought out in the analysis of the angler
are not proposed simply in the sense of examples. On the contrary, the
structures, at least some of them, are taken up positively in the further
determination of the sophist, so that even the basic thrust of the analysis
of the angler ultimately provides the ground for the determination of the
sophist. As far as I can see in the previous literature on Plato, no one has

1. Title based on Heidegger (see p. 161f. The articulation of the Sophist).



182 Plato’s Soplist [263-264]

ever observed that the scope of the exemplary object and its treatment
exceeds by far the determination [ had expounded earlier, namely the sense
of being a mere example, and that therefore some of these structures in fact
enter into the definition of the sophist. And not only some structures, but
the basic thrust, as well, are already sketched out for the idea of the sophist.
We must therefore not fall prey to the opposite conception and believe the
Sophist is a purely methodological dialogue, as is claimed especially by
modern interpretations, as if Plato were merely interested here in demon-
strating a newly discovered method of Sutipeons. A closer consideration of
the inner connection between the exemplary object and the thematic object
also allows us to grasp the proper sense and the goal of the dialogue
positively and more originally.

§42. Téyvn as the basic determeination of the doraievnic:
its two £16n (rownToer, kTl

a) Téywvm as the basic determination of the donoiievtic. The
Oimua npatov (the phenomenon serving as point of
departure) as “pre-p ion.” Téxvn: knowing-how to do
something or other, Siviyg eic. Horizon: life, Dasein.

We now have to examine how the exemplary object looks, i.e., how the two,
the Efvog and Theaetetus, arrive at a determination of the angler. The first
question they raise is this: &g Bjoopey (cf. 219a5L.), more precisely: G ti
erioouey, "as what shall we positin advance” the given object we now have
to deal with? That is, how are we to determine it so that this determination
will be the basis of the entire further examination? In other words, they are
to determine the {impe epdtov (221c8), “that which is first to be sought
and found” and which will lay the foundation for all further determinations
and all concrete elaborations of the phenomenon,' This (imua mpdrov is
precisely what we ourselves have to grasp if we are going to interpret the
dialogue, i.e., if we are to uncover what is unexpressed though already
operative in it. But in order not to proceed here by way of pure fabrication,
weare obliged to see for ourselves how that which is first sought and found
unfolds itself, how it lies at the foundation, and in what way it is the rp@tov.

Methodologically, we will interpret this {imuo np@tov, out of more
original contexts, as a “pre-possession” [Vor-habe], as that which the inves-
tigation at the very outset grasps of the phenomenon and what is held fast
as something primarily grasped as such, held fast in all further looking

1. On the [imua xpGov, cf. pp. 194, 202F,
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upon the object. Hence, as what is possessed at the very outset and held
fast, it enters into every further determination of the phenomenon, though
not arbitrarily, like, e.g., in a certain sense, the top of a pyramid, which is
once made fast and then remaing left to itself. Instead, it has the peculiar
function of being operative in every concrete determination. This is the
methodological sense of what we designate in 2 phenomenological charac-
terization as the “pre-possession” of the phenomenon.

From the very beginning of the question it is clear that both interlocutors
agree about the general field of phenomena in which the angler should be
sought, namely téyvn: ie., is the angler a teyvitng or an dteyvog (219a5)?
From our introductory Jectures, we know that tévn denotes a mode of
ainBedery, of uncovering, and indeed one within a definite kind of dealing
with things. Aristotle defines it as the £215 of danBedew peté Aoyou momtix,
as know-how in regard to something—to determine it for the moment quite
formally. Thus is the angler one who has know-how in some regard, or is he
an &egvos, “one who lacks something, namely know-how in some regard"?
If he does lack this, does he have @Anv & Blveguy (219a5L), ie., does he
have “another Slvapug” instead of this know-how? Thus we see already, on
the basis of this quite concisely formulated question, that o, tegvimg,
and dtExvos are more originally determined in terms of divogus. Therefore
Téyvn is determined as dUvapg, as an ability, a capacity, an aptitude for
something, a Fivayug elg . . . (cf. 219b8E), as it is later called explicitly. We
can therefore represent the articulation of the consideration as follows:

Buv oy
wvn

The question is hence whether the angler is a tegvimg or an Geygvog with
another tvopig. The diteyvog is designated at 221¢9 as an idiudmg, someone
who has not leamed anything and does not understand anything. The-
aetetus responds: fixiotd ye dtervov (219a7), “not in the least” can one say
that the angler is an 8uhmg or an &tExvog, that he is without know-how:
For that is obvious to everyone; we ail know in our natural understanding
of life that the angler must have at his disposal a certain know-how, a certain
ability to find his way about, It is something etyvwatov. This provides the
answer to the question &g tf thjoopev?—as tegvime. His Being as an angler
is determined by téxvn. Accordingly, téyvn is the basic determination of
the exemplary object, the angler, but we must note that téyvr) is determined
here in a wholly formal and general way without any further definition
beyond immediate understanding. At the same time we see that Téyvn is
determined here in such a way that it has the original character of dUvoig.
Evidently {though unexpressed, this becomes factually transparent), be-
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cause what is in question here is in a determinate sense a being that lives,
it as such has a definite possibility for something, a §0voyng eic. . .. We
now have to examine more closely how, on the basis of this fundamental
determination, the disclosure, the 8nkoiiv, of the aoncdueutig is carried
out. For the consideration ends with Theaetetus saving: movtdmom pév otv
016 1 ixovig Sedrihoton (221c4). “Thus it (the exemplary object) has
now been made quite sufficiently clear and disclosed.”

b) The first eldog of wgvn: rom .

o) Adducing the phenomena. Exposition of the one identical
basic phenomenon: doyely eig olbaioy.

The question is how this tégvn itself may be determined more precisely so
that the determination is sufficient to allow us to see the angler as such.
The Sévog answers: GAke pijv 1@V e VOV Koomy ogedov eldn Gvo
{219a8), “but, in truth, of all modes of know-how,” ayebov elén Sto, “there
are” (and this is not asserted dogmatically, but oyedév) “more or less,
perhaps, two.” It becomes quite clear that Plato is not at all concerned with
an absolute division but that he leaves the division open; it does not at all
matter to him whether the system, as successive interpreters have often
said, is correct or not, for he has entirely different interests, namely to work
his way to the substantive issue itself. Know-how can thus appear out-
wardly in two ways. The question is in what regard a tyvn is to be
determined in order to uncover its elfog. About éyvn itself nothing at all
has been decided yet. Téxvn, however, as know-haw, is in itself know-how
in some regard. Accordingly, that in regard to which one has know-how can
perhaps provide the ground for the different classes, as they are usually
called, of know-how—ie., the “in regard to which” of the know-how in
relation to the particular activity. About the connection between know-how
in regard to a particular activity and this activity itself, nothing has yet been
determined; the connection is simply announced by the “in regard to.”

What are the distinctions in the various classes of the “in regard t0”? The
Eévog mentions, at 219al0ft, yewopylo wév: in the first place then yempyio,
“the cultivation and care of the land, of the field”; and he expands this
determination: xod Son mepl o Bvntdv miv odpe Bepaneie, and all care
directed to what is mortal, i.e,, to everything that lives. Hence we have in
the first place one class of that in regard to which one can have know-how:
in regard to the cultivation of the field and the care of animals. Hence
know-how in regard to cultivating and caring,

Cultivating,
Caring.
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16 € ol mepl O oUvletov Kol mAaoTov, O 6 OKEVOC MVOPGKOUEY
219al1f.). This next determination is expressed very concisely. We might
paraphrase it this way: know-how in regard to an activity, a concern, that
extends to “what is composed, i.e., what can be composed, and to what can
be formed.” A summary characterization of this is oxelog, “implement.”
Hence know-how in regard to composing and forming, or, in summary,
fabricating.

Fabricating,

and specifically a fabricating of household implements and tools; TAnoTov
refers above all to what is decorative.

The final determination is 1} te pupmnxr (219b1), know-how in regard to
imitative formations, i.e., in regard to a producing which, in producing,
imitates something. What is meant here is painting and the activity of the
sculptor, i.e., the creation of a work of art:

imitating.

With this, the &évog has now circumscribed a certain domain of various
possibilities of know-how.

This multiplicity of possibilities of know-how in regard to something is
to be fixed, as had been agreed upon earlier, évi Gvopan (cf. b2}, “with one
name,” in such a way that the one name can Sikendtore, “quite rightly,” be
applied to the manifold of know-how in regard to these modes of activity.
It is therefore not simply a question of an empty nominal designation but
an dvopa Gl Adyov, a giving of names that is thoroughly steeped in a
disclosure of the matters at issue. A mame is to be given to this multiplicity;
i.e., in the manifold of these possibilities in which tézvn can develop, we
are to glimpse one identical phenomenon which would be the proper ground
of the unitary designation. What then is the identical phenomenon we find
in the cultivation of the field, in the caring for animals, in fabricating, and
in imitating? This identical phenomenon is to be glimpsed, and in corre-
spondence to it, a name will be given to these types of know-how. Thus
what is decisive in name-giving is not the name as such, the fact that a name
is available, but the identity of the matter in question. This appears clearly
in several passages where the consideration stops at similar situations and
the interlocutors are at a loss for the name: e.g., duehipey 1o dvipotog
aprel yip xod Tolito (220d4), “let us not be overly concerned with the name;
this name is already sufficient.” The name has meaning and significance
only as long as it has credentials; otherwise it is actually misleading,

What then is the identical phenomenon in cultivating, caring, fabricating,
and imitating? The &fvog again provides the answer: Orep Gv piy apdtepdy
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nig, dv Gotepov eig odolav dym (219b4f.), “conducting into being what at
first is not there.” This phenomenon is peculiar to all these various types
of know-how, as the one identically the same moment that can be found
in all of them: dyewv eig ovoiav. Accordingly, this thvn, as know-how, is
related to an éyery, “conducting, bringing,” in the broadest sense, an action
we can also call npagis,

B) Outlook: the meaning of Being for the Greeks. Being
(oboin) = presence, to be available, to be pro-duced. "Ayewv
£lg ovaiov = to pro-duce, nowiv. Reading off the meaning of
Being from the surrounding world. The natural ontology of
Dasein. MMoinog and ovoic.

We must attend to the expression @yewv £ig ovolay. Within certain limits,
obola is already a significant term for Plato. Especially in Aristotle, ovoio
means Urokeipevoy and designates the basic character of Being, Here, how-
ever, 0uaie has a much more natural and original sense. We can read off
the meaning of ovaio immediately from the context. The crux of the matter
is that in these kinds of doing and acting, in the broadest sense, something
is brought into being. At issue is the Being of growing plants, of fruits of
the field, the Being of animals taken care of, and the Being of implements
and works of art set up as decorations to be contemplated. Here, therefore,
Being signifies, in a wholly determinate sense, the presence of definite
things in the circuit of everyday use and everyday sight. Otoie means
availability for this use. Eig oboinv dyewv, to conduct into being, means
therefore: to con-duce into availability for everyday life, in short: to pro-
duce. The &évog expands on this: 1dv uév Gyovte roweiv, 10 8 dydpevov
roteioBal mow poyev (b5E), we call the behavior of someone who brings or
conducts something into being roteiv; the dryduevov, that which is brought
into being and which stands there as produced, is the mowvuevov,
roteiofol Being thus means to be produced. That corresponds to the orig-
inal sense of ovoie. Otcin meant possessions, wealth, household chattels,
that which is at one’s disposal in everyday existence, that which stands in
availability. Being means to stand there as available.

We see that the objects in question here are those of a quite definite
domain, that of everyday use and everyday concern. The term for this entire
world of immediate beings is “surrounding world.” We see at the same
time that here for the Greeks an entirely natural interpretation of the mean-
ing of Being was alive, that they read off the meaning of Being from the
world as surrounding world. It is a natural and naive interpretation, since
this meaning of Being is taken at once (precisely this characterizes naivets)
as the absolute meaning of Being, as Being pure and simple. This shows
the Greeks had no explicit consciousness of the natural origin of their
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concept of Being, hence no insight into the determinate field from which
they actually drew the meaning of Being, such that oUaia could precisely
at the same time take on the further terminological significance of Being in
general. Furthermore this makes it visible that natural human Dasein, in-
sofar as it sees and uncovers, and discusses what is uncovered, i.e., what
is there, even if it does not pursue science, already possesses an original
and natural ontology and operates with a quite definite sort of interpreta-
tion of the world and of its Being. This natural ontology is not accidental
and must be understood in its own character if we are to have any grasp
at all of the problematic delimited under the title "ontology.” The Greeks
have a characteristic expression for the field of beings in question here, ones
delimited by these sorts of moweiofou they are npiypate, that with which
one has to deal, that which is there for np@&ic. Therefore the terms dv, elven,
obaia, and rpdyuota are synonyms.

The Zévog again recapitulates: 1ie &€ ye vuvdn @ SiikBopey fmovro, eiyev
eig totito Ty cbtov Suvegny (219b8F), “all the things we have traversed
(these various classes, in regard to which there is know-how) have in
themselves a potentiality €ig, for something or other,” eig To010, namely
for moweiv. In all of them, the identical phenomenon of a capacity for some-
thing or other is manifest, a capacity, namely, for bringing something into
being which previously was not there, i.e., a potentiality for mowiv. The
Greek language expresses the potentiality for something or other, the ca-
pacity for something or other, by the ending -txog: évm momuky.
oy Toivuy aTh ouykedokowsodievor rpoceimopey (219611f). To
summarize (and that always means to go to the heart of the matter, the
crux), we can call these phenomena v romuisn. That is one way €qvn
looks: know-how in regard to the production of something,

1 am deliberately lingering over this passage and heeding it carefully,
because it betrays a fundamental connection between the meaning of oUoio
and that of moinme. This connection is not acadental, and, as we will see
later, our interpretation of the passage is by no means forced. On the
contrary, this precise passage is the basis upon which the forthcoming
proper determination of the sophist will rest and upon which the question
of the Being of non-beings will play out. Indeed, Plato refers explicitly to
this connection through a definite way of questioning, insofar as the phe-
nomenon of RowEly is taken up again in a later passage: 233d9{f. There aoweiv
is not only brought into connection with Being but also with €iéévan, know-
ing, the disclosure of beings. Hence precisely this first characteristic of the
comportment to which téyvn is related—noinog—is of particular import-
ance for the further work of the dialogue, insofar as mowiv, on the basis of
its intrinsic relation to Being (being there on hand or coming to be there on
hand) is introduced again later into the proper discussion of Being and
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non-being. We need to keep in mind that the determination of noieiv is not
involved in the definition of the doraAievtiig or of the sophist—i.e., in the
first six definitions of the sophist—and seems at first to be forgotten; only
later does it receive a central significance.

Thus far we have pursued one direction of the structure of t€yvn and
have gained one £idog. The task is now to see the other €ldog. Only if we
have both in view will we be capable of understanding more precisely the
duvayg of Ty vn in relation to the various basic possibilities of know-how.

¢) The second &idoc of tyvn: kT TIKY.

o) Adducing the phenomena. Exposition of the one identical
basic phenomenon: xtiiaBo (appropriating). The basic possi-
bilities of appropriating: 1.) A6yog, 2.) npadic.

Plato, of course, did not place the first £idog first by accident. We will see
that the second €idog of vy is acquired in regard to the first and in
contrast to it. Purely schematically, the explication of tyvn unfolds as
follows:

VN
]
| ]

roOMMTIKT} KTk
(1st £1d0og) (2nd £180¢)

Notice how Plato is proceeding in each case: first of all he lays out the
matter at issue, i.e., he adduces the actual phenomena, and then he deter-
mines the e180¢ on that basis. To 87 pednuoTikdv oL petd t1ovTo eidog GAoV
kol 10 Tig yvopiceng 16 e ypnUoTIOTIKOV Koi GyovioTikdv Kol
npevtikdv (219¢2ff.). Our task is now to see how, in the further course of
the determination of the phenomena, the €i80¢ acquired earlier comes into
play. We have already discerned the téyvn mommtuxi, know-how in regard
to the pro-duction of what did not previously exist, i.e., in regard to bringing
something into being. In the present case, we are given a series of phenom-
ena in relation to which there can be know-how of another kind:
pobnuankév, padnua, learning in the broadest sense, yvopiolg, yvoolg,
“taking cognizance of something,” ypnuartilewv, dywvilev, enpedeiv.
Learning is understood in the sense of “bringing something close to one-
self”; yvwpilew is “making oneself familiar with something,” “getting to
know something,” or, as we say, “taking something into cognizance.” As
above, the question is of course to discover one identical basic content in
these phenomena. Thus far we have: bringing something close to oneself,
taking something up to oneself. As for ypnuatilew, ypfipc means the same
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as mpérya (or oboin): something there that one can do things with, some-
thing one can use, something one can appropriate. Xpnpotilay means “to
pursue what is there, what is available,” “to procure it,” in the broadest
sense “to busy oneself with something,” “to be out to acquire something”
by taking pains. The final phenomena are aywvilev, “to struggle to get
something,” “to obtain something by means of a struggle,” and 8npedeay,
“to hunt something down.” The text itself contains a clear indication of the
basic structure, first of all negatively: dnpoupyel 008év Tovmwav (cf. 219¢d),
none of these phenomena have the character of Snpoupyeiv. Afjpov means
“publicly”; nprovpyeiv is “to produce something used in everyday public
life.” The dnuoupyos is the craftsman, he who produces the things of
everyday use. Here &npovpyeiv has the broad sense of roiwiv. None of the
phenomena now in question have the character of roteiy; that to which
they relate, their object, does not have a structure like that of the object of
noinog. Their object is not one that apdtepov uf Gv, previously was not
and is brought into being only by someone’s efforts. On the contrary, té 6
Ovia Kol yeyovote (c4f.) the present case is a relation to beings already at
hand, no matter whether they have always already been there or whether
they only come into being through moinoig. A constitutive moment of all
appropriating, all bringing something close to oneself, acquiring something,
getting something by struggle, and hunting something down is that the
“something” be already there. The objects to which these comportments
relate have an entirely different ontological structure than the ones to which
noinag relates. And the one identical phenomenaon in these comportments
is not a moweiv, an dyewv eig ovoioy, but a yepotobo, a “grasping some-
thing with the hand,” bringing something close to oneself, appropriating
it. And, specifically, there are various possibilities here: i pév gewpotto
Aéyotg xud mpdEean (¢5), something can be appropriated in Adyog or else in
npésis. Thus it is a matter here of beings which can become objects of an
appropriation, or rather té 8¢ toig yeypovpévorg oix émpénel (c58), beings
which resist being grasped and appropriated and which therefore must be
appropriated by cunning or perhaps by violence, struggle, or hunting, All
these modes of dealing with beings are characterized by yeipoiicton,
“bringing something to oneself.” And this appropriation is, as we said,
determined negatively by the fact of olidév Snuovpyel, ie. these modes of
comportment having the character of appropriation “produce nothing,”
Xepouobo, “to take something in hand,” “to bring something to oneself,”
understood here in the broadest sense, though employed later in a stricter
sense, is meant to indicate, in contrast to producing, a simple bringing to
oneself of something that is already there, ie., taking possession of it,
making it one’s possession, in Greek xtigbo. Therefore the know-how
related to this is called Exvn xmoue (cf. 7).
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We see here to what degree the first eibog of wvn, namely tevn
RrOINTIKT o 7oingig, in a certain way provides the ground for the delimi-
tation of the second mode, insofar as the appropriation of something relates,
according to its very sense, to a being which is already there. This being
which must already be there on hand in order to become a possible object
of an appropriation can for its part be there precisely in virtue of having
once been fabricated, and so would be an 6v which is in fact a mowoOpevov.
Thus one can say that appropriation is related to noineg, insofar as definite
objects, utensils, and tools can be praduced by one person and then appro-
priated by another. Taken strictly, however, the appropriation of something
is not necessarily founded in moinoig. For there are many beings which,
according to their sense, are not produced, beings which always are, such
as the beings of nature, which hence are always already there but which
nevertheless can as such be appropriated, specifically in the determinate
maodes of learning, taking cognizance, or taking possession—of, eg., a
parcel of land. Structurally conceived and strictly understood, therefore,
appropriation, gewpotebo, is not founded in roinoig.

B) Outlook: the Greek understanding of Liyog.
Adyog as appropriation of the truth of beings.

Just as the first elbog of @y, tvn moinnxi or roindig, provided us with
an outlook on the Greek understanding of oleio and gave us an opportunity
to set in relief the natural (uncontrived) meaning of Being for the Greeks, so
the characterization of the second eiBog of v, ie, yapoiado, provides
access to the Greek understanding of Adyog. Beyond the determination of
the new elog of téyvn, it is also of essential significance that Adyog receive
here a quite fundamental interpretation. Mdénoig, to learn, and Adyewy, to
discourse on something, are characterized as yeipototon, “bringing to one-
self”; this yeipotoba is for its part characterized as 008y Snuiovpyel. The
Greeks, and Plato above all, understood knowing, yvidpiowg, and Aéyewy as
appropriation, as a mode of appropriating something already there on hand.
More precisely, this laking (which characterizes knowledge and discourse
here) is a disclosive taking. Then what of beings is appropriated in knowl-
edge and discourse, and how is this appropriated? Knowledge is precisely
a mere taking cognizance of something; this, or mere onlooking, or mere
speaking about something, is characterized by the fact that it does not “do
anything,” as we say, with the object. It simply lets it stand there just as it
is; it does not manipulate the object.” Nor is the object removed in any sense
from its place and transposed “into” the subject, placed into consciousness;

2, AH: Letting-be.
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on the contrary, it remains, in accord with the very meaning of knowledge,
precisely where it is. Knowledge is a peculiar taking to oneself of something
already there on hand, such that the thing, in being taken up, remains
precisely what and where it is, We can understand this only if we are clear
about what of beings is properly taken up in the act of appropriating them.
And that is nothing other than their being-there-in-themselves, their pres-
ence, and specifically their full presence, as this offers itself without distor-
tion. What is appropriated in knowledge and speech is the truth of beings,
their unconcealedness. Aéyewy, speaking about something, is a mode of ap-
propriating beings with regard to their outward look.” This is the basic thrust
of the Greek interpretation of Afyewv and of knowledge; it was established
among the Greeks quite originally, i.e., ph wlly, without dependence
on a theory or an epistemology. It is all the more astonishing in view of the
fact that it was preceded by Parmenides' theory of Being, which asserts
baldly that perceiving, knowing, and Being are the same. This proposition
obviously did not for the Greeks smack of idealism, if indeed the Greeks
understood knowledge and discourse as taking beings and allowing them
to give themselves,

¥) Moinoig and xtnag as modes of commerce with the
waorld. The structures of the commerce of Dasein with the
world as the horizon for an interpretation,

We have thus exhibited two basic modes of comportment, two possibilities
of commerce with the world, related to téxvn: production and appropria-
tion. Both these modes of commerce with the world are ones of everyday
Dasein; they are comportments that originate in life. Later the substantive
questions of the dialogue will force us to return to these phenomena with
greater attention and to see them more originally. Within appropriation and
production, identical phenomena manifest themselves, ones unrelated to
Tyvn, know-how, as such. The term “commerce,” i.e., the commerce of a
living being, namely man, with his world, indicates such a basic state of
affairs, identical to both appropriation and production. From this character,
éyvn, for its part, receives an interpretation. Accordingly, even know-how
in regard to something, insofar as it is a kind of knowledge, is a determinate
appropriation, with the remarkable result that tévn zowmnwt, the produc-
tive commerce with beings, is guided and directed by a prior appropriation
of what is there, i.e., of what is to be made into something. That which
v primordially appropriates and anticipates was subsequently deter-

3, AH: Taking to onesell [An-sich-netmen |, Perception [Wahr-nelmeni: 10 take the truth
[Walre-nehmen]
4. See the appendix.
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mined by Aristotle as the eldog, as we explained with the example of the
shoe,” The traditional interpretation of Plato left these matters out of account
because they were obviously too primitive and too self-evident for such a
lofty science as contemporary philosophy, and because our epistemology
is much more advanced and takes Plato to be beating his brains over
trivialities. The proper meaning of these connections, of course, can be seen
only if the phenomena are appropriated positively in advance, L.e., only if
the original phenomena, such as the act of procuring, the Being of the
immediate world, etc., are investigated on the basis of the matters them-
selves, for in this way alone do the horizons become available for measuring
the meaning of those things. This is the proper sense of so-called systematic
work in philosophy. We do not pursue systematics in order to construct a
system but in order to understand ourselves in the foundations of our
Dasein. And if, for the sake of a more thorough interpretation, we examine
these phenomena phenomenologically, our intention is not to construct a
system of phenomenology, or to inaugurate a new movement, but simply
to make available the horizons that will enable us to understand what Plato
already knew in a much better way.

For the further determination of téyvr, the question now arises: which
direction of its provenance must we pursue in order to gain an actual grasp
of the phenomenen which set the consideration on its way? Do not let
yourselves be led astray by the literary form of the presentation and see
here a deduction. Keep in mind that for the first beginning what is directive
is the view of the initial phenomenon, namely angling or catching fish. The
step from noinolg to kTiow already points to the form: catching. Catching
fish is a mode of appropriation, so that, starting from the initial phenome-
non, the further explication does not proceed in the direction of roinmg
but in the direction of kTijgg,. For catching fish is a mode of commerce with
things which has the character of appropriation. And so arises the task of
grasping more precisely the §0veyug, of appropriation for its own part.

§43. The determination of tégvn xmn.

a) The determination of xTfiG1g in terms of its “how.”
The ibl des of appropriati

r
Seizing (yepovobon). Hunting (fnpevtri).

Plato makes a distinction, at 219d5ff., into two forms;

5. CF. p. 281
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peTfAn iKY
wyvn Kepn

FEIPOTIROV

Both of these, insofar as they possess the character of xtioig, have the
peculiarity of relating to something already there on hand. They both deal,
in the mode of appropriation, with something that already is.

L) Metafinneiv. Metofdiin means “to change”; here it signifies “to
exchange something for something else,” and specifically éxdviuv mpdg
Exdviog peTafinmxov (219d4f); e, this exchange is carried out “free-
handedly.” That which someone possesses is appropriated by another in a
petafdiiew; they allow the exchange to take place. It is a matter here of
an appropriating in which someone does not properly seize and take some-
thing by himself. Instead, it is an appropriating in the mode of both parties’
allowing the exchange to take place, specifically such that the other gives
me a thing, which | appropriate, and 1 for my part give something in
exchange for what I have thus appropriated. Plato calls this type of free-
handed exchange dloxtikéy (223¢7); dAkdoce means “altering.” The
determinate modes of petafidiiey are the following: 1.) For a gift I have
received, [ exchange a gift in return. 2.) For some service, | give wages. 3.)
For goods, money. It is characteristic of this mode of appropriation in the
sense of exchanging that the appropriating is not unilateral.

1) Xewponkdv. This is the determination: 1 8 Aowdv, # wot’ Epya 1)
wKeetdt Abyoug y¥epoviEvoy olpmay (219d6f), “sheer seizing.” The other
does not voluntarily let go of the thing, and, above all, T do not give
something in return; it is nothing but taking. Versus ktijog, appropriating
in general, the yeipwnikdy is in the stricter sense a seizing, where I on my
own snatch something, as it were. Obviously this is where catching belongs,
so that its further explication remainis tied to this phenomenon.

The articulation, in this sense of splitting into two, dichotomizing, has,
besides other connections, above all the meaning of repulsion—to repel
from the phenomenon in question whatever is irrelevant and in that way
to arrive at the characteristic determinations which make it finally possible
to determine catching fish as a mode of catching,

The yepwnixdy is apprehended more precisely as a bringing to oneself
in the mode of seizing, in exchange for which the one who seizes does not
give anything. Furthermore, it is characteristic of the yeipomxdv that what
is appropriated in the seizing does not willingly give itself. Therefore the
FepaTikdy is subdivided into:

1.) the éymvionkdy, seizing in battle. This is determined by the fact that
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it is Cvoovdoy (21%e1), “open.” That means the one who seizes relates to
what he acquires by seizing and to the one he is attacking in such a way
that the latter knows in a certain sense about the attack and can stage a
defense. Hence this is openly going after what is to be appropriated, battling
for it. Versus this dvedoavsiv getpotobo, there is

2.} a kpuaaioy, hidden, xeipodobe, such that the one under attack does
not notice anything: to slay under cover, to shoot down, ambush, set a trap,
take by surprise, to appropriate something by letting it fall into a trap. Here
what is appropriated, captured, caught, has no possibility of initiative. It
does not have the possibility of an open defense but instead is captured
with one stroke. It has no chance to offer resistance, o0k Emtpéner (219c6),
as it was called.

With this last determination of eipotoBat as Bnpedely, we come quite
close to the kind of appropriation in question, namely catching, catching
fish. The phenomenon of catching is indeed the [fiua mp@tov, which, as
the starting phenomenon, provides the first direction for the inquiry into
the provenance of the donaieutis.

téyvn

RONTINTG KOl
(emnTxr)

petafinris _ ﬁmpumr:ﬁ

oK B‘hpwtmﬁ
(to gain by struggle) (to hunt down)

This analysis of xtijog brings the consideration to a provisional limit.

b) The determination of xTio1g in terms of its “what.”
Living things.

The delineation of the phenomenon of appropriation has thus far turned
merely on the character of the type and mode of comportment toward
something which is there (or is not vet there): the “how” of the comportment
to something, the “how” of the having of something, and this entirely in
general in the sense of a seizing appropriation of something. The comport-
ment, however, as commerce with something or other, is always related to
a determinate stock of beings. The relatedness to things is not accidental to
this phenomenon of possessing and seizing but pertains to it intrinsicaily.
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We have here a structural appurtenance; the seizing or appropriating, as
an appropriating, appropriates something. Even if there is nothing there,
and if what is appropriated is not appropriated as it should be, still, by its
very sense, the appropriation has a direction to something or other, with
the result that the full characterization of the phenomenon of appropriation
can obviously not be carried out in disregard of this second structural
moment, namely that which is appropriated. The deflection to the second
structural moment of kTfjo1¢ can be seen clearly, starting at 219e4; in general
the focus deflects from the mode of commerce with things to the things dealt
with in the commerce. Only on this basis does the consideration advance.
The “what,” to which the xtiio1g is related, must be understood constitu-
tively. Only in later contexts will we have an opportunity to understand
this peculiar appurtenance of the phenomenal parts, the being related to
something and the “to which” of the relation, provided we succeed in
exhibiting more original phenomena, on the basis of which the appurte-
nance becomes visible. Hence it is not the case that there is something in
the subject and also something on the outside, namely an object, and then
occasionally a relation between the two. The question is which basic stock
of phenomena has to be exhibited in order to see that the analysis of the
act of relating must necessarily also take into account that to which the
relation is directed.’

Even the further steps of the analysis of the “to which”—from 219e4
on—are already predelineated in the initial phenomenon of catching fish,
so that again there is not a simple blind deduction. Just as “catching” was
prescriptive for the previous consideration, so “fish” is for the further one.
Thus it is a matter of catching something that is alive. Accordingly, the basic
distinction is the first one made within the many possible objects of hunting:
the living and the non-living, £uyvyov and dyvyov (219¢e7). The Eévog says
of the Gyvyov: yaipewv éaoon (220a3f.), we can immediately dismiss hunt-
ing for non-living things, since what is at stake is the catching of fish. Nor
is a definite designation necessary for it; we can leave it without a name,
avdpvvov (220a2). On the other hand, it becomes necessary, in view of the
initial phenomenon, to determine more precisely hunting for éuyuya, {da.
Now the further articulation does not proceed according to the mode of
appropriation but according to the thing hunted. Therefore the next step
leads from the @npevtikév to the {woBnpikty, the hunt for living things.
This phenomenon is taken up again later, insofar as man too is a {®ov and
the sophist in a certain sense hunts man. The {®c, the many things alive
in the world, are interrogated in terms of the way they comport themselves,

1. See the appendix.
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as living beings, to the world. When we look further into the development
of the determination of Lo, we will see that Aristotle determines Lo by
Kvelv xutd 16mov, local movement, and by xpivev.” Kpivetv corresponds
to what we are now calling téyvn: to make prominent and to distinguish,
o orient oneself in the broadest and most primitive sense: perception,
instinct. The kivelv kaetd wénov, the bestirring oneself in one’s surrounding
world, is the characteristic comportment. And this can be carried out in
two ways: the movement can be 1.) that of a neldv, or 2.) that of a vevonikdév
(cf. 220a6f.), the movement of a living being that “walks” or of a living
being that “can swim.” The class of land animals we call rtnvov dDlov
{220b1), “poultry,” can also swim, and so can certain birds, but they do not
mave by swimming alone. Only the things that live entirely in water, the
Evudpre (cf. b2), move by swimming alone. Thus there results, as regards
the continuous orientation toward catching fish:
fnpevnin

§¢09np_mﬂ
Evudpov’

hevnikn
Catching fish

Thus the phenomenon from which we set out has been determined, on the
one hand, in terms of the appropriating, the catching, and, on the other
hand, in terms of that which is appropriated. Thereby the phenomenon is
made concrete from both sides, from the “how” and the “what” of the
appropriation. Only now are we given the basis for a more precise deter-
mination of catching fish as a mode of hunting, The consideration now
therefore turns back to the mode, to the “how” of the hunting,

¢} Further determination of énpevtixtj in terms of its “how.”
Summary: history of the provenance of the doruAicvnis.

How then 15 the kpuecdov yeipodabo carried out, the clandestine bringing
to one’s hand in the case of catching fish? According to what are we to

2 De An. I11, 9, 432a156f.
3, Cf 220a11: évuypoBnpue.
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distinguish d@ievtikti? The two modes of catching are characterized by
Epxog, nets, and rhoy, beating, striking, wounding: ke’ & o pév Eprecty
onirdfey moreiton THY Brjpoey, o 88 mAnyn (220b12£.). Most texts have altdeh,
as if catching with nets were determined by the “immediately,” but the
reading aitélev is preferable. For it is a matter Fvexa xwhioemg elpym T
repiéyov (220c1f), of not allowing what is to be appropriated to have any
room, eipyety, enclosing it, repifyely, encompassing it, hemming it in. What
is characteristic of this catching is the citdBev, “by itself,” Nets and traps
bring about hunting by themselves, and specifically in such a way that
what is hunted down is captured just as it is; i.e., it is still alive, it is spared,
it is merely hemmed in but is untouched, whereas in hunting by means of
ki, in Aknxnr, what is hunted can be taken only by means of wound-
ing and maiming,

This last moment, namely the dhievtied mhnknnt, ushers in the final
step in the determination of the @oraiievtis. The angler catches in the
maode of gAn ki, striking and wounding, but not from above downward,
as in the case of fishing with harpoons, but in the reverse direction. Angling
is a catching in the sense of Gvaonacfon xdtwbey elg Totvevtiov dve
Papdoig kal xahduoig (cf. 221a2f.), from below upward, a drawing up with
rods or canes. Furthermore it is characteristic of the mAny of the angler
that, unlike the harpoonist, he is not simply out to strike the hunted object
and wound it in any which way. Instead, he must see to it that it bites: xepi
v xeahiy kol 10 otpa (221ad), the booty is to be grasped only in a
quite determinate place. On the basis of this determination, the whole
explication is once more run through at 221b, and in a certain sense the
lineage, the provenance, of the donciievtic is made visible. The consid-
eration concludes: “And in this way we have disclosed, in a thoroughly
sufficient fashion, what we desired,” ixavac Sedfjiwoto (221c4), and pre-
cisely through héyog.

§44. General characterization of the method, Dichotony and
diniresis as modes of SnAoiv. The echo of the Platonic dichotormy in
the @ropov eldog of Aristotle. Dichotomy and diairesis as Plato’s
way of treating beings and Betng.

Our discussion of the example has given us a preliminary insight into the
method for presentifying some matter at issue in its essential content. If we
were to determine this method according to its immediate aspect, while
retaining Plato’s own terms, then we would have to call it “dichotomizing,”
It is a matter of a cutting, Tépverv, a “dissecting,” of something previously
undissected. The proper term for this wuvew is Sianpeiv; Plato often also
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uses oyilewv, “splitting.” The use of these designations shows that Plato
and the Greeks also viewed this procedure in such a way that for them
téuverv had a concrete sense. Yet we must not forget that this Sioapeiv is
designated as Aéyerv and that Adyog for its part has the character of Snioiv,
“revealing,” so that tépverv is not an arbitrary operation to be taken as
identical with physical cutting and breaking. On the contrary, we have to
recognize that this téuve itself, and Sronpeiv, have the function of showing,
of revealing. The being is dissected until its substantive contents, the eldn,
are revealed. This methodological state of affairs, namely that Aéyewv is
apprehended as tpvery, and specifically as téuvew of the eidog, results in
an expression which later plays a certain role even in Aristotle: dtopov
eibog, that outward look (of some matter at issue) that can be dissected no
further, i.e., the substantive content at which the Aéyewv rests, and in relation
to which the Aéyewv cannot further exhibit anything substantive. Closer
examination shows that the dropov eldog, the substantive or ontological
content of the thing, is to be considered simply as it is in itself and not as
delimited against something else. The latter is precisely what is character-
istic of dichotomization and téuvey, namely that something is determined
with respect to something else, or, more precisely, that the determination
of the 7évog as such keeps going on. Aristotle’s use of the expression dtopov
£lBog recalls the Platonic way of seeing and explicating. To be sure, the
expression dropov eldog no longer made sense for Aristotle, in view of the
methodaological ground he later attained, and to that extent téuvewv and
Smpeiv lost their methodological significance. The expression Gropov
£ldog is a remnant in Aristotle of a methodological position he no longer
shares. We first experience all this about the eldog, and about the procedure
that determines the elBog, by going through the delimitation of the
daoroheutiis. We must not allow purselves to be led astray by this kind of
dichotomizing and see the systematization of concepts as what is essential
in it, On the contrary, the SnkoTv remains what is essential, i.e., the showing
and revealing of the matter at issue itself.

On this basis we can measure the extent to which the presentation of this
example is important for the substantive disclosure of the sophist. The
example is not at all an “overview of the factual relations prevailing in the
world of concepts,” as has been said.' It is neither formal logic nor “empir-
ics.” On the contrary, it is meant to disclose the horizon of the phenomena
we have come to know under the title 1 vn, in accord with its fundamental
differentiation into moinoig and ko,

The method of téuverv and Sonpeiv has been carried out here quite
naively, i.e., in relation to objects taken as occurring in the world, whereas

1. Constantin Ritter, Newe Uinttersuchungen @iber Platon. Minchen, 1910, p. 3.
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we will see later that this tfuvety and Swapeiv are not only applied to beings
but are also carried over to Being and its structures. Consequently, for Plato
there is no distinction between the way of dealing with beings versus the
way of dealing with Being. This state of affairs is important for an under-
standing of the Being of the so-called Ideas, as Plato conceived it.



Chapter Two

The Definitions of the Sophist. Definitions 1-5. (221c-226a)

§45. Preliminary remarks. The difficulty of defining the sophist. The
indeterminateness of the CiTnuo mp@tov. The meaning of the
definitions: the securing of the immediate aspects (pavtaopoto) of
the sophist in the usual horizons. Actually not definitions but
descriptions. Articulation of the definitions.

The explication of téyvn provides a concrete horizon for the determination
of the sophist. The determination of the donatievtig is relatively easy in
comparison with that of the sophist, because there is no controversy re-
garding what the donalievtig genuinely is, i.e., regarding the téyvn of
catching fish. This activity is unproblematic to anyone with an elementary
understanding of Dasein in general. Therefore the preliminary determina-
tion of the yévog out of which the donaiievtiic takes his origin can be
acquired in relatively univocal terms. But matters are quite different as
regards the thematic object, the sophist. As the &€vog says: 00 Yap Tt darvAng
HETOYOV €0t TEYVNG TO VOV {NTOvUEVOVY, AL €0 pdAo motkiAng (223c1f.).
“The sophist participates in a know-how that is quite variegated and man-
ifold.” The phenomenal content of what is designated by the term “sophist”
is from the very outset not given as univocally as is the content in the case
of the angler. Accordingly, it is not clear without further ado which yévog
is to be put forth as the {fjtnuo np@tov. What is lacking is a secure ground
for the disclosure of the ontological provenance, the proper yévog, of the
sophist, because the phenomenon from which to depart is indeterminate.
Therefore the very first task of an inquiry into what the sophist genuinely
is is not to formulate an arbitrarily conceived definition but to ascertain the
most immediate aspects presented by this new thematic object, the sophist.
Furthermore, these immediate aspects are to be discussed at first in the
familiar horizons, and according to the directions, known in the relations
of everyday life, if indeed it is a matter of determining a relation in life. For
that, T€yvn, moinoig, and xtfiolg provide a very general predelineation.
Thus the immediate definitions, above all the first six, are not arbitrary
amusements or jests, as the philologists maintain; nor are these dichotomies
examples of formal logic. On the contrary, these definitions have the quite
specific task of securing the domain of the immediate avtdopoto in which
the sophist shows himself, in order to acquire a ground for the determina-
tion of the concrete content of the object in question. The orientation toward
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the concrete horizons, those given in the discussion of the nopdderyua, is
not a rigid and schematic repetition, which is shown above all by the sixth
definition. For this definition approaches the phenomenon in an entirely
new way, with a determination, the dwoxpivelv or t€xvn drokprtiktj, not
previously given in the explication of téxvn under the nopdaderypo of the
donoievtiic. From this it is clear that what is at stake in the carrying out
of these descriptions, as we should really call these definitions, is not a mere
ordering or classification. In the process, Plato acquires something new: in
virtue of this provisional sort of description of the sophist, Plato can then
for the first time actually contrast philosophical explication, as it follows
later, against naive description.

We need to presentify briefly the textual articulation of the definitions.
The descriptions extend from chapter 8 to chapter 24. At 231 c—e, the £€vog
himself presents a summary of the previous definitions: “We want to stop
and, as it were, catch our breath and discuss once again, oOnéca Muiv O
coprotig mépavton, how manifoldly the sophist has shown himself to us.
. . . ” Thus there is nothing here of a conceptual system, a systematic
articulation, ordering, or derivation of the definitions. Instead, what is at
issue is omdoa ¢aivetar, “how manifoldly and in what guises did the
sophist show himself.” At 231 d-e, the six descriptions of the sophist are
enumerated. We will adhere to this articulation, although the numbering
concurrent with the exposition counts only five, since the third and forth
are amalgamated.

First description: 221c-223b.

Second description: 223b-224d.

Third and fourth description: 224d and e (the third in d and the fourth
in e).

Fifth description: end of 224e-226a.

Sixth description: 226a-231c.

At 232b, we find the beginning of the proper explication and the transi-
tion to the question of the Being of non-beings. The connection between
the first six descriptions and the seventh is this: the first six are the spring-
board for the seventh and facilitate it.
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§46. The first definition of the sophist: funter (221c-223b).
Zimua mpdtov: V. The common course of the history of the
origimation of the sophist and of the donaluevtig:
Ev—xToic—yeponiki—enpevnkn. Distinction with
respect to the “what” of the enpevoer: man. Factual comportment
as the standard. Adyog as the tool of the sophist. Rhetoric as
horizon. Apetii, Aofomabeutiky.

The consideration of the sophist begins with a recollection of the {fimua
apiitov. What was first sought and investigated was whether the
aoneievic is an ihudmge, dteyvos, or whether he has a v, Thereby
the first description of the sophist is drawn into the horizon worked out in
the consideration of the example. In the discussion, Theaetetus finally de-
cides that in fact a téxvn must be attributed to the sophist. That is clear to
everyday understanding as well, insofar as we obviously recognize in the
sophist, if presentified concretely, someone who understands his own busi-
ness, whatever that may be. Before the more precise determination begins,
the interlocutors recall that they have previously overlooked the fact that
both, the doradievtig and the sophist, are dvra ovyyevi] (221d9), have the
same yévog in common, the same provenance. That means each of them is
not only to be addressed quite generally and formally as teyvimg, but they
g0 together for a quite determinate extent dpo ropedeoBon (cf. 222a3), and
specifically in their ontological provenance, not only in their formal deter-
mination. Both turn out to be, show themselves to be, in a certain sense
hunters: Bnpevtd tive kotadaivecBov dudo por (221d13). This now also
indicates which course in the history of their provenance the two have in
common: from tégvi to ktijoig and the gewpoukdy up to Bnpevnxdy,
acquisition in the sense of a hunting that seizes. The sophist has this entire
ontological history in common with the donuiirvtig.

We saw in the previous consideration that precisely at the place the
explication of the modes of comportment arrived at the phenomenon of
hunting the investigation took a turn. It diverted its gaze from the mode
of appropriation to the possible object of the appropriation. This place now
also marks the divergence of the previously common provenance of the
sophist and the angler. Hunting was determined earlier as the hunting of
Euyuyo and of dyuyo, and the former divided into hunting of the melov
yévog and hunting of the {pa vevotikd (cf. 220a8f.). Now the Eévog says:
0 & melov eidoopev dopnorov, eindvieg dn mokueidly ein (21e6f), "we
have left fiayiotov the outward look of those possible objects of hunting
we spoke of as beings that move on feet.” Specifically, they said this eidog
itself has a manifold form, but its exhibition was not important then. This
is the point of divergence of the paths of the donaAwutiis and the sophist.
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The expression the £évog uses for the determination of this divergence is
telling: éxtpéneaor Mégpt pév toivoy éviaiBe O cogotig xed <o>
aorahevtis dpo Grd THe KTNTKRG wvng mopetesBov (222a2f.). “From
the point of departure, téxvn xmuxi, up to now, both went together.”
éxtpénecBov 8¢ ye amd e Lwobnpucic (a5), “starting with Lwoenpucr,
they diverge” and specifically in separate directions. It is significant that
the conversation is not now about ontological relations but about the com-
portment of the beings themselves; at issue here are not the ontological
relations of the £idn, but instead the investigation turns concretely to the
factual comportment of the beings which correspond to the idn. Plato
thereby gives a very apt reference to the perceptual field in which we now
find the sophist, and indeed according to his factual behavior. The angler
turns in one direction, to the sea, to rivers and brooks; the other, the sophist,
turns to the land, to other rivers, olov iapdvoe deBdvous (222a10), to
“fields which begrudge nothing,” which give generously of themselves,
which vield up richness and youth. And the sophist turns there “in order
to seize and to get in hand,” yepwoipevos iy Tottog Beéuporto (cf. al0f),
“that which is nurtured and grows there.” This yepwadpevog again indi-
cates and calls to memaory that this hunt is a matter of appropriation and
indeed an appropriation of definite men. And now the dialogue considers
how hunting, i.e., that which is hunted, that which lives on land, should
be divided. The Eévog refers to the distinction between tame and wild. And
then the question arises as to whether man is to be counted among the tame
or the wild living beings. It is characteristic that the Eévog challenges The-
aetetus to decide one way or another. He decides: {@ov fijuepov dvipanoug
eivon (cf. 222¢1f), “man is a tame living being.” But he decides without
actually deliberating on the matter, "Hyobuon (c1), “I deem it” on the basis
of the natural knowledge of man available to me. 'Hyeigho is the common
expression for such convictions, (This is further testimony that the explica-
tion of the sophist is carried out on the basis of the intuitive field of natural
cognition.) What results is the possibility of fjuepofnpux (cf. €3}, the hunt-
ing of tame living beings, specifically man.

This hunting of man, in the sense of the intention to dominate people
and to have such a hold on them that they are at one's disposal, has two
possibilities, These were already predelineated in our earlier considerations,
if we recall that the geipovoBon, where it occurred for the first time, divided
into an appropriating xkat' épya and an appropriating xotd AGyovg
{219d6f.), ie., an appropriation by way of actually laying one's hands on
the object and an appropriation by way of speaking and persuading. Here,
at 222¢3, we have, on the one side, Bicog Sripo, hunting by force. To this
belongs nokepuriy v, everything related to war. For the Greeks, war is
characterized basically by an intention to acquire something precisely
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through force, through violent means. On the other side, there is also a way
of getting a hold on people, such that they come to be at one’s disposal,
through A6yog, through a Aéyelv whose specific possibilities are: dikowvixm
(cf. 9), speaking before the courts; dnunyopikn (cf. ¢9), speaking in parlia-
ment; and mpocopAntikn (cf. c9f.), speaking with one another in daily
commerce, on everyday occasions and for everyday reasons. This appro-
priation of others through Adyog is characterized on the whole as
mOavovpyikn (cf. c10): i.e.,, mBavév and €pyov. "Epyov means effectuate,
carry out; mBoavov means that which speaks in favor of some issue.
[MBavovpyikn thus means to bring the other to a definite conviction, to
talk someone into something, to occasion in the other the same conviction
one has oneself, thereby bringing him over to one’s own side. It means to
speak so as to procure a following, i.e., to make disciples, and, further, to
persuade i6iq (d5), “all the individuals,” and piebopvntikdv (d7), “even
get paid by them for doing so,” i.e., take money from them. This reference
to the preeminent possibilities of winning people over by means of A§yog
places the characterization of the sophist within the general horizon of
speaking, of rhetoric. This passage is important for the development of the
understanding of A6yog and for the elaboration of rhetoric because here
Plato gives a complete enumeration of the possible types of pretheoretical
discourse: speech in court, in parliament, and in ordinary conversation. We
will have to orient ourselves still more precisely concerning Plato’s position
toward what we call rhetoric, in order to understand on that foundation
his basic judgment about the sophists.

At issue is a yepovoBat, a seizing directed at other people or, more
precisely, a hunting for them. The means, the net or trap, as it were, with
which the sophist catches people, his tool, is specifically Adyog, a persuad-
ing of people, a persuading that has the sense of OuAiog moeicBon (cf.
223a4), “nurturing commerce,” npocoputAeiv (cf. 222e5), “bringing another
into commerce with oneself,” drawing the other to oneself. That is the
phenomenon focused on in this first description: the comportment of a man
who by a certain way of speaking draws people to himself—by talking
them (223a3f) into something, i.e., by convincing them that he is out to give
them &petn. Here dpetyj is identical in meaning with nondeic, correct for-
mation as the possibility of bringing oneself into a proper existence within
the moéAc. The sophist does not want to give others something to take
pleasure in; his t€xvn is not ndvvtikn (cf. 223al), but instead he places the
others under definite demands while he claims their interest for a positive
task, &petry, and does so by persuading them that they can learn something
from him, from commerce with him, and only from him. The summary of
this description at 223b contains the characteristic expression for this proc-



§46 [295-296] 205

lamation and this pretension: SoZommbeuti; doxel, “it looks” as if he
could provide the correct moadeio.

It is important to keep in mind that this description does not evaluate
what the sophist has to say but concerns only his peculiar comportment to
others insofar as he hunts them and wins them over to himself by means
of a certain kind of persuasion and influence. Thus this first description of
the tyvn of the sophist remains entirely restricted to the characters of
kmoig and gepodotiom. We can now understand better the previous refer-
ence to the factual comportment of the sophist. This first description grasps
the sophist in his factual comportment to others, in the aspect he displays
as he walks about on the streets trying to procure for himself a following
and thereby pursuing his occupation. To be sure, this aspect is objectively
founded, but the question is whether this determination provides a genuine
understanding of what the sophist properly is.

It is clear that the first description of the sophist is in this sense linked
up with the example of the doneievtic and that his manners and habits
are therefore immediately understandable out of well-known horizons of
human commerce and existence. There are immediate aspects of this exis-
tence, like those of any other. The framing of the first description and the
following one within the horizons obtained from the determination of the
angler makes it clear that the sophist will be described here quite naively,
the way people in general know him and talk about him. Yet this initial
description is not without importance for the inception of the proper un-
derstanding, since it is precisely something factual, and must be compre-
hended, and is not a mere fantastic idea of the sophist. This procedure
already results in a series of determinate structures, ones which are not
somehow illusory but which, on the contrary, expose a fixed content in the
behavior and existence of the sophist. The more manifold precisely these
aspects become, i.e., the ones the sophist shows to anvone who has any thing
to do with him, the more puzzling and difficult becomes the task of grasp-
ing him unambiguously, i.e, obtaining the determination of him appropri-
ate for comprehending this manifold of immediate aspects and for
providing them with a first proper foundation. It is in these terms that we
must understand the connection between the individual descriptions of the
sophist and the horizons that pertain to the donahievTic.
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§47. The second, third, and fourth definitions of the sophist:
merchant (223b-224e).

a) The second definition. Retailer (223b-2244). Link to the
first definition: dpet, nendeic. Kmni—
petafinnxni—rropoonxn, Trading in Adyor kod podijpoto
apetic. Adyos as the sophist'’s merchandise.

The transitions between the individual descriptions of the sophist are re-
velatory of this connection. It seems the transitions are carried out quite
extrinsically, in the form of mere adjuncts. At the end of the first definition,
for example, the second is taken up by a simple &t "Ent 8 xod mide 059
iBeypev (223¢1): “Furthermore, we also want to examine how he appears in
this regard.” This is the passage which emphasizes expressly that the soph-
ist is pEtoyog tEvne paia moukiing o yip T eaGing pEtoydv EaT TEYVIS,
@i’ ed pika mouciAng (of. 223c1f.). But the link is not as extrinsic as the
£m might suggest and as seems to be the case according to the summary at
224c. We will see that there is a connection only insofar as we correctly
grasp the method of this description. The sentence immediately following,
for example, explicitly takes into account what was previously brought out
about the sophist and at the same time allows for the horizons in which he
is located in immediate self-evidence. xoi yép olv év toig mpdobey
eipnuévors eGvtacuo rupéyeton ufy totto § viv attd Huele oapev Gl
Etepov eivai T yévog (223¢2ff.). “For even in what we have discussed above,
ROPELETI dviaoyua, he—the sophist—gives and imparts an appearance,
a self-showing,” That is, even on the basis of what we have discussed above,
something becomes visible about the sophist (to be understood in the sense
of how he can be recognized and how he shows himself) namely “that the
provenance we have just now attributed to him,” namely Bpa, “does not
fit him but that some other provenance must be accorded him.” This shows
that the taking up of the next description is grounded in a regard back upon
the previous appearance of the sophist. That is to say, insofar as he was
characterized as Bmpevtig he was placed in the yévog of ktnuuai; he was
understood in this respect, namely that he brings something to himself,
appropriates something, specifically in the unilateral way of hunting, which
gives nothing in exchange for what it appropriates. But at the same time it
was already clear in the first description that the sophist does not merely
hunt unilaterally; he also gives something in return. Indeed he draws at-
tention to himself and he broadcasts his claims to teach dpetii. At 223b5,
his téyv is characterized as fofonardevtin, as conveying and awakening
rondeic. Accordingly, in view of the state of affairs already brought out in
the first definition, we must say that the yévog of unilateral seizing and
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hunting is incommensurate with the facts and that the determination of
x€povobaut is in any case insufficient. The ¢évtoopa is motkidov, manifold,
variegated; the matter itself requires that we determine it in terms of still
another line of provenance. That is therefore the sense of the connection,
and the sentence at 223c2ff. does not at all mean (despite being understood
this way very often): we intend to place the sophist in still another one of
the yévn made explicit in the example, as if the articulation is given sche-
matically with the donoAevtiic and now it simply remains to examine
which yévog fits the sophist. On the contrary, the standard here is the way
the sophist shows himself. Accordingly, the comportment of the sophist is
an appropriation, a drawing of people to himself, but one that at the same
time gives something in return, so that the sophist does not merely draw
people to himself and let himself be paid by them, but he also gives some-
thing in exchange for this wage. We are already familiar with this sort of
appropriation from the first division of xtntixnf into petofAntuc and
xepoTiky. MetafAntikt, letting oneself be given something and then giv-
ing something in return, is the phenomenon which now characterizes the
comportment of the sophist in a more fitting way. At 219d5ff., a series of
possibilities of petaBAntiki} was introduced: exchanging gifts, receiving a
wage, selling. This last type of petofAntikri—called here (at 223c9)
oAAokTik|—is now enlisted to determine more precisely the comportment
of the sophist. The sophist is exposed as an &yopootikdc, and his t€yvn is
QYOPOLOTLKT) TEXVT).

This t€xvn is itself now articulated with respect to whether the seller sells
products he himself has made, T@v avtoVpy@®V (d2), or whether he sells té
oALOTpLO Epye (d3) what others have produced, i.e., whether he turns over,
petoforreton, foreign products, ie., trades in them. The consideration
proceeds to this last determination, which amounts in Plato’s eyes to a
sharp negative criticism of the sophist, insofar as that which he retails is
not something he himself has produced.' (Later, this determination is re-
tracted to a certain extent.) This trading in or retailing of foreign products
has two possibilities: on the one hand xatd néiv (223d5), such that the
merchant remains in town, has a permanent residence there. We call such
a one kamnAog, “shopkeeper.” He has his established stand or stall and
sells things there. Others, in contrast, do not trade xotd néAwv, but instead
€€ GAANG gig GAANV oMV Stoddatopévav (cf. d9), “they travel from one
town to another” and carry on a peripatetic trade.

This latter determination of trading in and retailing foreign goods, things
produced by others, is now again in need of a characterization as regards
content, insofar as, within the orientation toward what was already ex-

1. Reading hergestellt [“produced”] for zugecignet [“appropriated”]—Trans.
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posed, namely dpett, it is a matter of determining what it actually is that
the sophist offers for sale and does sell. Accordingly, there follows, at 223el,
a preliminary and quite rough distinction between what is beneficial and
necessarv for the tpédeaBar of the body and what is such for the soul.
Concerning the latter goods and wares, dyvooupev (e35), “we are unclear”;
we do not properly know what they might include. Here again there arises
the same distinction we encountered already in the characterization of
Opiheiv, where it was claimed that the twévn of the sophist does not aim at
pleasure but instead claims a certain seriousness since it concems one's
proper formation. The same point is made again here at 224alff.: the sophist
does not trade in music, pictures, or other illusions; on the contrary, what
he imports and sells is arowdijg yépry (a3), “for the sake of seriousness,”
since it is a matter of education leading to the proper mode of Dasein, the
proper mode of existence in the néAwg. It has nothing to do with fjdovij but
instead concerns the higher possibilities of the life of the soul and of the
spirit, namely padiuato (bl), cognitions in the broadest sense. The sophist
buys them in bulk, stocks them, and then refails them, going from town to
town, Thus what he buys wholesale and then sells are things which are
important for the soul and for life, for the proper life of the soul. The sophist
does not display these wares, and they are not things which can simply be
displayed. On the contrary, they relate to the np@ig of the ones to whom
he sells these yprijporo. Hence the objects the sophist trades in have a quite
general relation to the yuy, and they are further determined as pofijpoto
(224cl), cognitions, and then, in the summary at 224c9ff, they are still more
precisely determined as nepi Adyoug xod pohipera. The sophist does not
trade in definite speeches, or in the results of definite discussions, which
the trader in question would impart to others by means of discourse. Nor
ishe a eyvommiixdv (cd); “he does not sell cognitions belonging to éyvon,”
belonging to the various practical professions. Instead, he is a
pofmuotonwiikdy (cf. 224b9), “he sells the padmue, the knowledge,” re-
lated to épeti and meudeic. This determination concludes again in a sum-
mary: [ & viv ovvoydyopey wbtd Adyovies dg 1 g xmukig,
petafinnkis. dyopactikig, Eumopukiic, yugeumopiktis repi Abyoug od
pobfipore Gpeths ReANTIKOY SeGTepoV Avepdyvn comoTikt (224c9(f.). That
is how cogoTikt shows itself.
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b) The third and fourth definitions. Shopkeeper (224d-e).
The differentiation of the third definition (shopkeeper)
according to the summary of the definitions (225e). Trading
in: 1.) foreign or 2.) self-produced Adyor. Increasing
concentration of the definitions of the sophist on Ad70c.

The third and fourth definitions are now in fact extrinsically thrust together
with one another and with the second definition as well. For the introduc-
tion of the third definition, tp{rov 8¢ v olpai ot (d4), is simply linked to
the preceding Sevtepov in the sense of a mere further enumeration. This
has a certain justification, since the third and fourth definitions remain
within the same yévog. The Eévog here merely provides a restriction on the
preceding description, yet at the same time, insofar as this restriction is
taken up into the definition, he enriches our understanding of the substan-
tive content of the sophist, to the extent that the sophist is looked upon as
one who trades in petjuota, The third and fourth determinations consider
it of value to distinguish something already mentioned earlier: whether the
retailing merchant is a strictly local one and whether he has himself pro-
duced the things he sells. These two determinations, 1.) that he oiron
xafdpupévog €v moker (d4f.) and resells what he has purchased in bulk,
and 2.) that he sells things he has made himself, can now be taken together
as one or can be separated. We can thus conceive the sophist either as
Kérnhog, as a “shopkeeper,” who remains in the same town, or as someone
who travels about. Furthermore, we can take him as a merchant whao retails
things others have made or as one who trades in things he himself has
produced. The latter distinction makes it possible to increase the number
of definitions by one, depending on whether or not the two moments are
taken together or distinguished. Here they are taken together:
pofnporonmiikiy (224e3). On the other hand, in the enumeration at 231d
a distinction is made: the second description portrays the sophist as
Epnopdc g, the third as a shopkeeper who retails locally things made by
others, and the fourth as a merchant who sells what he himself has made.
In the recapitulation, both these moments are distinguished, and accord-
ingly we find there one extra definition. On the other hand, the summary
at 225e concludes with: tétaptov, as fourth. 1 have already said we will
take up the enumeration according to the recapitulation at 231d.

What is substantively important in this second description (and conse-
quently also in the third and fourth descriptions, which depend on the
second) is the emergence of the fact that the sophist is not only engrossed
in speaking in the sense of persuading others but that he trades in Adyor
in things said, either what others have expounded or what he has discov-
ered himself. Thus he has to do with Adyog also by way of retailing Adyor,
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things said, whether produced by others or created by himself. Hence for
the sophist A6yog is not only the way to win others but is also his stock in
trade. And so it is already becoming clear how the whole comportment of
the sophist is increasingly cone d on Adyog and how his whole exis-

tence is engrossed in Afyewv.

§48. The fifth definition of the sophist, Disputer (224e-226a).
Orientation toward the horizons of the definition of the
GomeAEVTHS: KTNTK— EpuTiki—dyoviankn. Battle by
means of AGyov AGyog as the basic phenomenom of the definitions
of the sophist; recapitulation. Avtiioyuch, éproniniy. The babbler
(Theophrastus, Characters, 3.

The fifth description also begins with an n, here, to be sure, in another
form, “Ent &) oxomdpey e mve toudde mpocdoikev Gpo 10 viv
uetadixtuevoy yévog (224e6f.). Now the question is turned around, but
in such a way that the orientation remains directed toward the content
exposed up to now: the one we have hitherto presentified in the descrip-
tions and characterized by so many different €vin—"whether there also
applies,” rpogéoikey, i.e, must be attributed to him, “this other lineage that
we now have to pursue.” Which one? The answer is a reference back to a
kind of geipotobou that was already brought out; and we see thereby that
the description of the sophist keeps taking its orientation, quite clearly and
certainly, from the horizons of the dorwhievmic. This is evident if we
schematically present the articulation of the investigation and the course it
has taken:

petafinnx
/ 2nd, 3rd, 4th definitions
rmrkr -
/ 5th definition
AEWPOTI

enpevtieh
1st definition

The first description of the sophist took up the determination of the
Bmpevtkidy. The second definition attached itself to a content introduced
in the description of the 8ripo. of the sophist, namely exchanging, and so
this content was forced to draw in petapinnsr. Hence the only moment



§48 [303-304] 211

in the pregiven horizon to remain untouched is aywviotiki. The fifth
definition now claims it. We then see clearly that the sophist is being
described quite primitively, solely in terms of his behavior.

“AywvioTiki, appropriation by means of battle, now allows further de-
terminations. For dy@®v properly means for the Greeks “contest,” “compe-
tition.” And so the original determination of this battling is dpuAL&cBay, in
Latin contendere, contesting, competing with an other over first place in
something. It does not mean fighting against the other in the sense of
attacking him violently, in order to bring him down, but competing with
him over something held out to both. Juxtaposed to battling as cyuiAA&cOon
is pdyeoBan, in Latin pugnare, confrontation not with the other but against
him. This pdyec6on again has two possibilities: battling against another
oopott Tpog oduoto (225a8), using violence, with arms and implements,
thus Big, Braxotikév (al0), or, on the other hand, battling, confronting,
striving against the other, AGyoig mpdg Adyovg (al2), i.e., by means of Adyot.
The latter confrontation is carried out in speech. And so you see how, in
the fifth description as well, the basic phenomenon of Aéyetv is decisive. In
all these descriptions, the focus is on Aéyewv in its various possibilities. The
goal is not only to win people through Adyot, nor only to sell Aéyot, but
the very way of winning over and selling is a Aéyewv. Moreover, what the
sophist sells, Adyot, ultimately become in turn a d0voyig of Aéyewv for the
others, for those who are brought into this noudeio.

The battling by means of speech is again articulated according to familiar
distinctions, ones that simply arose in the public life of that time. The first
distinction is made with respect to whether the speeches are “long,” urjxeot
(225b5f.), and “public,” dnuooiq, i.e., whether it is a matter of confronta-
tions in long speeches and counter-speeches as happens “in court,”
dukovikév (b6), or whether the confrontation the sophist pursues is of
another character: év 1dloig (b8), “related to individuals.” This latter mode
does not play out in public life and is carried out KotokekepuoTIGUEVOVY
Epatiioect Tpog amokpiocelg (b8f.) (xepuartilelv means to fragment, to trans-
form into small change, as it were) in speeches which are not continuous
like a long oration in court or a formal accusation but instead “break down
into question and answer.” This type is battling in the sense of
avTiAéyecOou, avtidoyikov (b10). This dvtiAéyecBan, this verbal confronta-
tion in the form of speech and counter-speech, can be carried out &té€xvog
(c1), without any special education or preparation that could make one
versed in the particular object. And indeed this is the usual type of discus-
sion on everyday occasions, in commercial transactions, and the like, for
which there is no name and which here (225c¢) will not be dealt with further.
In addition, there is the évtexvov (c7), the confrontation carried out accord-
ing to certain rules and on the basis of a definite téyvn. This is called
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époTikdv (¢9), genuine disputation, which, as essentially theoretical, has a
function in theoretical questions and cognitions. Within this class of dis-
course in question and answer, i.e., arg tation, tf ical-scientific
discussion in the broadest sense, there is a type Plato calls ddolkeoyixiv (cf.
d10), mere pedantic babble. From that he distinguishes a kind of speech
whose only possible name is cogonxov. It is thereby evident that the
sophist’s sort of @vnAéyeotion has indeed a serious character; his speeches
are concerned with some matter or other. The dboifoyng is the babbler,
used in the special sense of one who babbles pedantically about trifles.
Meant here are those who do not pass a minute of their lives without
philosophizing about trifles or speaking about them, who cannot even
climb a mountain without pouring forth all their knowledge to their com-
panion, indeed with the intention of provoking the other to a response and
leading him into a debate. What is characteristic is that this sort of man
speaks constantly and seeks ever new opportunities to set a dialogue in
motion. Theophrastus has handed down to us, in his Characters, a classic
description of this type of person. According to Theophrastus, babbling is
a matter of Adyot paxpol, whereas here for Plato it is a question of Adyol
pikpol That is not a contradiction. Theophrastus does not mean by poxpol
extended speaking in the sense of one discourse but rather constantly bring-
ing up new topics in order to draw the other into a dialogue. This is
Theophrastus’ account in Characters, 3:

Adokeoyiais a mode of circumlocution in rambling and rashly chosen words,
and the dBoAfayng is. e.g.. a man who approaches someone he does not at
all know (in a train or wherever) and gives him a long speech in praise of his
own wife, or relates to him what he dreamt that night, or treats in detail what
happened during the afternoon. After that, if the other is still listening, he
goes on to say that people today are much worse than formerly, that the price
of wheat on the market has risen, that there are many foreigners in town, that
since the Dionysian festivals the sea has become navigable again (these are
all obvious things), that if Zeus would send more rain it would be better, that
the harvest will be such and such this year, and that in general life is difficult.’

§49. Transition to the further task: orientation with regard to
Plato’s position on kéyog by means of a clarification of
his positiors on rhetoric.
The consideration of the last definitions has demonstrated, above all, the
significance of Adyog, in various regards, for the comportment of the soph-
ist. The sophist moves in Abyog:

1. Theophrastus, Characters, 3. Heidegger's translation,
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1.) insofar as AGyog is the means he employs to procure his objects,
namely other people,

2.) insofar as correct :'upeaking_ £0 Afyery, moabeia, is what he himself has
to give, and

3.) insofar as Afyewy, in the form of éponw, disputatiousness, is what
his mondeice brings about in individuals.

This predominance of the phenomenon of Adyog may not be passed over,
provided one sees it at all. The interpretation of the dialogue must take it
into account. Qur introduction has already pointed to the fundamental
significance of LGyog, though indeed only in its quite general and basic
determinations. Thus we indicated, above all, that the Greeks understood
hiyog as the very phenomenon on which their interpretation of human
existence was based.

Furthermore, we pointed out that Adyog as idle talk, its natural mode,
predominantly determines everyday Dasein. Rhetoric and sophistry orient
the Greek idea of education, mondeice, toward Adyog. Moreover, we saw in
Aristotle’s positive consideration that every single ainBedewy, every single
disclosive comportment—other than votg—all the way up to theoretical
research, is determined petdi Adyou, by the way it carries out héyew. And
so we have anticipated the fundamental significance of Adyog for human
Dasein. Now, however, we face the task of understanding the phenomenon
of Adyog in Plato’s sense, since this phenomenon itself presses forward more
intensely in the dialogue. That is, we have to ascertain Plato’s own position
on Adyog and on the cluster of phenomena grouped around it. Does Plato
himself express this predominance of Adyog within Dasein, or will the
foregoing characterization ultimately prove to be nothing but a groundless
invention?

To procure this orientation we cannot possibly discuss all the passages
where Plato considers Ldyoq; instead, it can only be a matter of certain
references, ones which make it clear that the question of Adyog resides in
the central questions of Plata’s thinking, indeed is even identical with them,
We will begin with a quite specific question, in order to gain our orientation
regarding Plato's position on Adyog. We will ask: what is Plato’s position
on rhetoric? For rhetoric is the tégvn that develops and teaches correct
speech and even claims to be it itself. Plato’s position on rhetoric must make
visible, at least indirectly, his position on Adyoe.



Chapter Three

Excursus
Orientation regarding Plato’s Position on Adyog.
Flato's Position on Rhetoric.'
Interpretation of the Phaedrus

§50. Introductory remarks.

a) Plato’s ambiguous attitude toward rhetoric. General
characterization. Rhetoric before Plato: me16oig dnuioupyos.
Plato’s attitude: negative in the Gorgias, positive in the
Phaedrus.

The orators of earlier times, i.e., before Plato and Socrates, made it their
occupation to speak not—as Cicero says—de arte, “about éwn," but ex arte,
“out of tEwn";" ie., their work consisted in composing speeches, writing
and delivering exemplary speeches. A certain theory, which they them-
selves called Gewpia, accompanied it, but this was not such that it could
become Bewpin in the proper Greek sense. What we possess as the tradition
of ancient rhetoric indicates that the meaning of pnropuehy Téxvn, and con-
sequently also the meaning of public speaking, was understood to be the
forming, by means of speech, of a definite conviction in the ones addm:scd,
the listeners. Rhetoric is meiBoig dnpoupyis,” “it inculcates an opinion”
about something. That is the proper meaning of this Aéyeiv. A predominant
view is taken up, taken into account, and a particular case is discussed, in
court or in parliament, in such a way that the case is seen to agree with
public opinion and thereby receives the approval of public opinion. The
primary orientation derives from public opinion, from eixdg, and the aim
is to prevail in public opinion and to procure power and reputation. The
intention in speaking is not at all to comprehend the affairs about which
the speech is made; on the contrary, the intention is simply and precisely
to remain oriented toward the views of public opinion.

And that is the way, in the Gorgias, even Plato understands rhetoric.

“s manuscript alludes to the following literature:
ie Definition und Eintheilung der Rhetorik bei den Alken,” in Rheffches
e, XVIIL, 1563, pp. 451-526.
ot der Rhetorik des Aristoteles,” in Aldiandl. det philosoph.-philolgischen
i Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Sechster Band Minchen, 1852, IL
a\l}tu\w\h pp 455-513

2. Dy Inventions 1, 8

3. Gorgias 433a2.
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Socrates observes, after having asked Gorgias about the essence of rhetoric,
that the latter’s opinion about rhetoric would amount to this: Nov pot Soxeig
Snidoo, & Fopyia, fyritote Ty prtopikiy fivive vy 1yl elven, ko
el 1 éyd cuving, kel on meBoig Snuovpyes EGTv 1) pnTopik, ki 1)
rpoylotEio ot Graca Kol T Keddhonov Fig ToUTo TEAEUTE 1) fxeg
héyewv éml mAdov TV pnTopidiy Slvacbon i REBH Toig dxolovay £v Tf
o mowely; (452e91f.). “Now it seems to me, Gorgias, that you have revealed
to me precisely what sort of wévn you attribute to rhetoric, and, if I have
understood correctly, vou are saying” ne1fotc Snuiovpyés éoniv 1y prropu,
“the main concern of the entire occupation is to achieve this end. Or are you
saying that rhetoric might possibly be capable of something else than the
inculcation of a definite opinion in the audience?” This is Plato’s conception
of rhetoric in the Gorgias, hence a negative one. That is, as the subsequent
considerations make clear, such a téyvr—this is what Socrates demon-
strates—cannot be a tévn at all. For it does not have any content. It precisely
refuses to deal substantively with that regarding which it is supposed to
teach others how to speak. It is a know-how that is not oriented toward any
substantive content but instead aims at a purely extrinsic, or, as we say,
“technical,” procedure. This negative attitude of Plato toward rhetoric—that
he does not even recognize in it a proper wyn—obviously has its motives
in the excesses committed by the orators of that time, What is remarkable,
however, is that already in this dialogue Plato holds in his hand positive
possibilities for a real understanding, without letting them become effective.

In the Pledrus, Flato's attitude toward rhetoric is quite different. There it
is positive, but not such that Plato recognized in rhetoric a proper téyvn, as
Aristotle later did. It is the Phaedris that can provide us with central infor-
mation about the whole question now occupying us. To be sure, this dialogue
is precisely the most controversial both with regard to its proper content and
its main intention, as well as with regard to its chronological place.

b} The controversial character of the Phaedrus.
Schleiermacher’s theses about the Phaedrus and about Plato
ing 1. The beginnings of historiographical-critical
research into Plato. Dilthey and Schleiermacher.

Schleiermacher places the dialogue at the beginning of Plato’s literary ac-
tivity. He sees the soul of this work,” as he says, in the dialectic. It is the
idea of the dialectic which Plato shows to the Greeks for the first time in a

4. F. Schleiermacher, Plitons Werke, Ersten Theiles erster Band, zweile verbesserte Auflage,
Berlin, 1817.CF. p. 67.
5,1, ibad., p. 65,
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positive way. Schleiermacher determines dialectic as “the art of free think-
ing and of formative communication.” The thesis of Schleiermacher—that
the Phaedrus is the earliest work of Plato—opened up the question of the
historical development of Plato’s thinking, just as in general Schleier-
macher’s work on Plato (his translation is unsurpassed even today, and the
same holds for his introduction to the dialogues) brought the Platonic
research of modern times to the level of historiographico-philological crit-
icism. This occurred in initial collaboration with Friedrich Schlegel, who,
however, because of his literary preoccupations, did not find it possible to
accomplish real work but left it at pronunciations and programs. The clas-
sical philologist Heindorf” was also a collaborator of Schleiermacher's, and
even today, as far as the establishment of the text is concerned, he is still
important for research on Plato. In 1896, Dilthey delivered a lecture in the
Berlin Academy about the work of Schleiermacher on Plato, “Schleier-
macher’s Plato,” which until recently was unpublished. Today the lecture
is available; it is inserted in the second edition {1922) of Dilthey’s book on
the life of Schleiermacher, which augmented the first edition with posthu-
mous fragments.” His appreciation of Schleiermacher’s work on Plato is
characteristic of Dilthey. He emphasizes above all the historical significance
of philological-historiographical criticism for the formation of the modern
scientific conscipusness and refers back to the first predecessor of this
critical consciousness, Semler, and his “Biblical criticism.”” Actual philolog-
ical-historiographical research was introduced by Friedrich August Wolf in
his Prolegomena zu Homer of 1795. Niebuhr’s Rimische Geschichte followed
in 1811." In this context belongs Schleiermacher s translation of Plato, 1804
28." Dilthey points out that the aids created by these three great critics came
together and were elaborated by Ferdinand Christian Baur, He applied this
critical consciousness to research on Christianity and tried to offer a histo-
riographical-critical presentation of ancient Christianity.”

6. Thid., p. 65f

7. Ludwig Friedrich Heindorf {1774-1816). Philologist. Teacher at the classical high school,
then professor, in Berlin

8. W. Dilthey, Leben Sclileiermiachers. 2. Auil., vermehrt um Sticke der Fortsetzung aus dem
NachlaB des Verfassers. Hg. von H. Mulert. Berlin and Leipzig, 1922. Bd. 1, pp. 645-663

9. Johann Salomo Semler, e.g., Ablndlung von frefer Lintersuchung des Canon, 4 Teile. Halle,
1771-1775.

5, Sember, Vorbereihang zur theologsschen Hermenewtk, 2w aviterer Beforderuny des Flegfes

angehender Gottesgelefirten, 1.-4. Stick. Halle, 1760-1769.

10. Friedrich August Wolf, Profegomens ad Homeruw, stoe de operum Homericorum prison et
genuing forma vartisque mutationsbus et probabli retione emendandi. Halle, 1795

11. Barlhutt('xwr;. Niebuhr (1776-1831), Romische Geschichte, 2 Bde., Berlin, 1811-1812.

12, Platons Werke, iibersetzt von F. Schleiermacher, 2 Teile in 3 Bandm Berlin, 1804-1810.

13. Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792-1860), &-g., Kritische Untersuchungen ither die anonischen
Evangelien. Tabingen, 1847.

F. C. Baur, Lebrbuch der christlichen Dogmengeschichie, Stuttgart, 1846,



§50 [312-313] 217

It is on this basis that we are to understand and evaluate Schleiermacher’s
work on Plato, and it is on the same basis that we are to see the origin of
his remarkable thesis of the chronological position of the Phaedrus. This
determination is all the more remarkable in view of the fact that that
dialogue presents an extraordinary level of questioning throughout its en-
tire extent. There is a whole series of Platonic dialogues which remain
essentially beneath that level. Schleiermacher’s work on Plato took its phil-
osophical orientation from its own epoch. The way Schieiermacher inter-
preted the past in terms of his own present is characteristic of the construct
in which he locates Platonic philosophy. Schleiermacher identified Plato’s
predecessor Socrates with the Enlightenment; he saw in Socrates the genu-
ine enlightener, who battled against superstition and popular opinion. He
then saw in Plato the position of Kant and Fichte, the return to conscious-
ness, subjective idealism. In these terms, he interpreted the work of Schell-
ing and Hegel back into Aristotle’s own research. This is an interesting
construct which later became fashiomable and today still thoroughly deter-
mines the usual conception. Yet it is by no means defensible. In his presen-
tation of this interpretation, Dilthey is unsure, because he himself knew
little about the Greeks (which is made clear in his Einleitung in die
Geistestissenschaften)™ and because he did not possess a grounding in sys-
tematic philosophy radical enough to allow him to press on to a real
interpretation of Kant and of idealism. And so Schleiermacher’s work on
Plato, though indeed important for the history of the development of the
human sciences and even unsurpassed as a translation, remains, in terms
of a philosophical appropriation of Plato, beneath the demands we have to
make on a philosophical interpretation. Schleiermacher's assessment of the
Phaedrus as early was subsequently taken up by no less a figure than
Hermann Usener,"” who sought to support it with external, philological
criteria. He based himself on an ancient tradition: Alexandrian philosophy
seemed to suggest the Phaedris had to be taken as Plato's earliest work.
The question has not vet been sufficiently decided. The general opinion
inclines today rather in the direction of placing the Plaedrus in the time of
the Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the Statesman, i.e., in the time of the properly
scientific dialogues. There might be a certain justification in saying that the
Phaedrus is a programmatic writing for the opening of the Academy. if such
a characterization were not so cheap. Another conception, still defended
tenaciously today, places the Phacdrus at the beginning but sees interspersed
in it fragments from a later time, so-called revisions. This conception is

14. Wilhelm Dilthey, Emletting i die Gestessvissenschaften, Leipzig and Berlin, 1883,
15. Hermann Usener (1834-1905). Classical philologist. Professor in Bern, Greifswald, and
Bonn; foundational work in the area of the history of Greek philosophy and religion
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characteristic of contemporary philology. This tack will certainly not get us
over the difficulties. The only way over them is a substantive interpretation
of the dialogue.

§51. General characterization of the Phaedrus.

a) The putative disparity and the central theme of
the Phaedrus: human Dasein itself in its relation to Being
(love, beauty, the soul, speech).

The basic difficulty in the interpretation of the Phaedrus has to do with the
content of the dialogue, which initially seems to involve a great disparity:
the first part contains three speeches about love, the second part concerns
rhetoric. The content of the speeches and, above all, that of the second and
the third, which are delivered by Socrates, is certainly such that these
speeches cannot be taken simply as rhetorical mapdderypoto. These
speeches are also significant in terms of content. Thus the articulation of
the dialogue cannot simply be that the first part presents the examples, and
the second part the theory. In fact, even the ordinary, traditional view of
the Phaedrus, a dialogue which must actually be considered central for an
understanding of Plato, placed little value on the second part and instead
saw in the two speeches of Socrates the proper kernel of the work. This
occurred primarily on account of a conception of Plato as an idealist, a view
adopted merely as a matter of custom or, for some, on more theoretical
grounds. Basing themselves on an aesthetic-literary appreciation of Plato,
which was current at the same time, and finding support in the tradition,
people took the proper content of the dialogue to be Plato’s doctrine of the
soul. In fact such claims originated very early. Some of them said the
dialogue deals with love, others with the beautiful, and others with the
soul. What is decisive, in my judgment, for an understanding of this re-
markable dialogue, whose purely substantive parts pose grave difficulties
to an interpretation, difficulties which have by no means been overcome
as of yet—or, in other words, what is decisive for a proper access to this
dialogue—resides precisely in not taking the second part as a doctrine of
rhetoric or of dialectic even in the broadest sense. That is, we must see that
what is at stake there is not speaking in the sense of orating, such as public
speakers carry out and of which rhetoric is the theory. On the contrary, the
theme is speaking in the sense of self-expression and communication,
speaking as the mode of existence in which one person expresses himself
to an other and both together seek the matter at issue. The best evidence
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in favor of taking Léyog here in this broad sense is the fact that the Phaedrus
does not deal merely with the spoken Adyog but also with the written, the
ypdppote: not only with what is said in the stricter sense, but also with
outward expression in the sense of writing, the written work, the treatise,
Likewise, in the first part, Socrates’ second speech deals with the soul, but
his aim is not to present a psychology, not even a metaphysical one. On the
contrary, his concern is to expose the basic determination of the existence
of man, precisely the concern of the second part of the dialogue, and human
Dasein is seen specifically in its basic comportment to beings pure and
simple. And the love Socrates speaks of, both the natural and the purified,
is nothing else than the urge toward Being itself. Thus the three main topics
of the dialogue, love, speech, and the soul, all center around one phenom-
enon, namely human Dasein, or around Socrates himself, to refer to a single
individual.

b) General characterization of the first part of the Phaedrus.

The preeminent significance of Adyog for the central theme

of the Phaedrus. Socrates’ love for Adyos (or for speaking) as
a passion for self-knowledge.

The strength of the phenomenon of AGyog in this context of human existence
is already evident in the first part (it is not at all necessary here to appeal
to the second part) where Socrates characterizes himself, somewhat ironi-
cally, in opposition to Phaedrus, whe is enraptured with the rhetoric of the
time and always carries in his pocket the speeches of Lysias. Just as Phae-
drus is coming from Lysias’ school, he encounters Socrates, who stops him
and says, dnovtioag 6 o' vogoiva nepi Adyov dxoriv? (228b6f.). "You
have met someone who is Jove-sick over hearing speeches.” Thereby it is
already clear (and we will see it again in another passage) how much, ie.,
how completely, Socrates was concerned with hiyog, correct self-expres-
sion, insofar as he understood self-expression to involve nothing other than
self-disclosure, i.e., the disclosure of the self to itself. Therefore he speaks
of being love-sick for speech, for hearing speeches, and, as one with that,
he speaks of his passion for self-knowledge. A telling passage, which seems
to me to be characteristic of Socrates in general occurs at 229e5ff., where
Socrates admits: 00 Sivopod to KxoTd 0 AeAKDY Ypdyue Yvavol Eponti:
yeholov 81 por daiveron to0To £n dyvooivie i GALGTp oxonely, GBev

1. Stephanus” reading.
2. Cf. 228c1f., where Socrates calls himself a Adypov épaoris,
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& yodpery Edoag TobTe, REBOREVOS 88 T voptopdve REp aitdv, & vuvdn
EAEYOV, OKOTD 00 T e GAL Epautov, elte T fmpiov v turgdve Tud@vog
moAvmiokatepov kol pidhov EmrteBuppévov, eite Muepdtepdv te wod
dniotatepov {Hov, Belog Tivdg xai dridou poipag dboe petéyov. 1 have
not been able to achieve self-knowledge, in accord with the Delphic injunc-
tion; [ have not yet got so far. Therefore it seems to me to be ridiculous, as
long as [ am not yet advanced far enough there, hence am in ignorance
about myself, to try to grasp what is alien to me and does not pertain to
me. Therefore | leave that alone, and in all these things—nature and the
like—I adhere to what people generally believe. In these matters | can
indeed be satisfied with opinions; but as regards myself | want knowledge.
I do not look into anything but myself, and in particular [ investigate
whether | am perhaps an animal like Typhon with a much confused form,
and am just as monstrous or even more so, or whether I am tamer (recall
the same question arose in the Sophist), a tamer and simpler animal, whose
existence partakes somewhat of the divine.”" In this connection he says
drhopabilg yap eipn (230d3), “1 am possessed by the love of learning,” and
this is to be understood in the sense already mentioned: the love of hearing
what people say, Liywv dxonj (cf. 228b6f.). Socrates is obviously not refer-
ring here to the degenerate speaking of the orators but to genuine, substan-
tive speaking, T pév oUv yopie Kol ol SévBpe oudéy p' E6éAe ubdoxew,
ol & &v T doter dvBpanot (230d4£). “The fields and the meadows and the
trees cannot teach me anything: on the other hand, 1 can learn from the
people in the city.” That is why, he says, he rarely leaves the city. But this
afternoon Phaedrus and Socrates walk together outside the city and then
recline beside a brook. In this setting, Socrates brings up the fact that
Phaedrus is carrying the transcription of the speech of Lysias in his pocket
and that at the beginning of the dialogue he enticed Socrates out of the city
with it. o0 pévrol dokelg ot g éung E56dou O ddppakoyv Nipnkréval
domep ip ol i teivivie Opéupota Baildv i Tive Koprov TpocEiovTES
dyovay, ol Epol Adyoug ofite rpoteivay év Pifkiog tiv & Attxiv daivn
nepréEewy droay kol dnol &v Wiooe Podin (230d64F.). “It seems to me
you have indeed found the proper means of enticing me out here. Just like
ones who lead hungry animals by dangling before them greens or some
other fruit, so you could, Adyovsg olite npoteiviv, by enticing me with
speeches, lead me around the whole of Attica or wherever you want.” This
expresses quite clearly enough the strength of Socrates’ genuine love for
hbryog, and how important it is for him to gain clarity about Afyewy itself.
We cannot here go into the content of the speeches of Socrates. We will limit

3 Heidegger's paraphrasing translation
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ourselves to some of the main points of the second part of the dialogue and
try to see thereby, with more precision, Plato’s attitude toward dyoc.

¢} General characterization of the second part of the
Phaedrus. Its articulation into three moments (Rhetoric and
truth, Truth and dialectic. Rhetoric as yugoryoyic). Plato’s
positive evaluation of A670s. Outlook: his skepticism with
regard to Adyog as “writing.”

We can articulate the second part into three moments:

1.) Plato shows that even rhetoric, thetorical technique, insofar as it aims
at hdyog as merBovg Snuovpyds, hence insofar as it deals with what is
probable or with opinions, is actually possible only if it has an insight into
d@fiBeta itself, ie., into truthful speech (273d34f.). Thus Plato shows in the
first place that the orators are altogether misinformed about the conditions
of the possibility of their own tézvn. That is, an orator must consider
something much more fundamental than technique proper, something
prior to technical artifices and tricks, prior to compasition, harmony etc., if
he is to be able to fulfill his task, even if he merely intends to speak in
accord with popular opinion. For even gixiq, andm, deception, is possible,
and can be genuinely carried out, only if one sees the truth. This position
actually amounts to an acknowledgment of something positive in rhetorical
technique. Thus it justifies our saying that Plato’s attitude toward rhetoric
has here become more positive.

2.) This seeing of the truth is carried out in dialectic. Plato characterizes
dialectic with regard to two aspects: on the one hand, insofar as it grasps
in general that which is spoken of, namely the {ritnue npdtov, and on that
basis, constantly oriented toward it, articulates its content. For Plato, then,
what could make rhetoric genuine, if it were a Té3vn, belongs—and this is
the other aspect—to the realm of dialectic. Dialectic shows what properly
is and how undisclosed beings can be made visible.

3.) Only if we give rhetoric this foundation, i.e., understand it on the basis
of true speech, and only if the latter is not limited to speeches in court or
in parliament but instead relates to the speech of every moment, hence also
to speech £v idlowg (261a%—only then can we also attribute to pmTopk?
v a certain justification. Then we can say rhetoric is perhaps something
like a tégvm yugoywyic ng Sk Adyov (261a71), “know-how in guiding the
existence of others by means of speaking with them.”

This threefold reflection with regard to Ldyog shows quite clearly now
that Plato’s interest in A£yew in fact is not oriented toward rhetoric and its
possibility, but that for him Aéyeiv—in the sense of Socrates” self-character-
ization—concerns human existence itself.
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This positive appreciation of the sense of Adyog shall be our basis for
understanding Plato’s positive skepticism regarding A6yog as well. He ex-
presses this skepticism, precisely in this second part of the Phaedrus, and in
particular when he speaks about the written word and then about the word
as communicated in general (274bff.). In the following session, we will ex-
amine this more closely. And we will also employ concrete examples to expose
the three points just mentioned. At the same time, we will have occasion to
see the connection with an important passage from the “Seventh Letter,”
where Plato deals with knowledge,” a passage that can be understood only
on the basis of this connection. That is all the more so precisely because there
an even more acute skepticism with regard to Adyog comes to light. This
skepticism is not a matter of feebleness or exhaustion and is not the kind
philosophers of today’s caliber could bear. On the contrary, it requires a
philosophy of quite a different level and orientation, precisely what Plato
acquired in seeing the fundamental significance of Alyog for existence,

§52, Recollection of the sense of the interpretation of the Phaedrus
in connection with that of the Sophist. Gaining a fundamental
grasp of the meaning of AGyog as the field of scientific philosophy
for the Greeks, Transition to the interpretation of the
second part of Hhe Phaedrus,

Let us first recall the task. We want to ascertain the fact, and the sense, of
the priority of Alyog in the questioning characteristic of scientific philos-
ophy. Our previous consideration of the definitions of the sophist has led
us to see that the phenomenon of Adyog comes to the fore everywhere, A
fundamental grasp of the meaning of Adyog as the field of the investiga-
tions of the Greeks, and as the horizon and the way of the other basic
questions of their science, requires more than a general orientation, more
than the observation that Adyog played a special role, and more than an
appeal to Aristotle. Instead, insofar as what is at stake here is an interpre-
tation of Plato’s Saphist, we are obliged to examine the role played by the
phenomenon of Adyog in Plato himself. Within the framework of our
lectures, we can most easily carry out this task by limiting ourselves to
the dialogue which in a certain manner forms the central point for all the
questions raised in Plato’s philosophy, not in the sense that all these

4. The “following session” was the thirtieth, held on Friday, January 23, 1925, The current
one was the twenty-ninth, held on Thursday, January 22 The comments on Plato's skepticism
in relation ke Liyog occur on p. 23561,

5. Epstula VII, 344c.
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questions are treated there equally, but because it is the framework in
which the basic questions, as they were present in Plato, are coiled up.
The peculiarity of the Phaedrus is that it does not contain a genuine inves-
tigation, or even only the beginning of one, in any domain of the questions
coiled up there. Hence our strong emphasis on the phenomenon of Adyog
in Plato is not a matter of offering a new interpretation of his philosophy
{although we could hardly attempt anvthing else, given the usual boring
concentration an the theory of Ideas). This point became clear to me from
a question [ was once asked: is it possible to defend the view that what is
new is altogether without interest? What is at issue here, rather, is to make
vou familiar with the field of investigation out of which the basic concepts
of Greek philosophy grew and thus to enable vou to go to the root of
contemporary philosophy and from there to evaluate what is right and
what is wrong in its handling of philosophical terms and questions—so-
called “problems.” If comparisons have any use, then we might compare
the current situation of philosophy with that of the Presocratics at most.
And even then, the comparison would have a privative sense, insofar as
we still have not come into possession of the fundamental prerequisite of
every philosophy, what I call the concrete realization of rigor, ie, the
elaboration of the elementary conditions of evidence and of proof regard-
ing its propositions and concepts, conditions which are necessary for such
a science. It is a matter of elaborating, not contriving or dreaming up. And
to elaborate means to run through the basic directions within the sphere
of the substantive research. Our entire interpretation of Plato is carried
out precisely from such a purely substantive interest, and so is our explicit
orientation toward Adyos.

The Phavdrus poses a series of difficulties for the interpretation as a whole,
difficulties we will not merely leave unsolved here but cannot even take
up in the sense of a simple presentation of all the items in the series. We
will limit ourselves to the questions which make it clear how for Socra-
tes/Plato the basic concern of their research in fact hovered around Aéyos,
insofar as they asked about the condition of the possibility of genuine
self-expression about something to an other or with an other. The formula
“condition of possibility” echoes Kant. Nevertheless this formula is to be
taken here merely in a wholly formal sense, without reference to the actual
questions raised by Kant. What is meant are not conditions in conscious-
ness; on the contrary, the character of these conditions remains at first
undetermined. Through this formula, the Greek term Aéyerv is already taken
in a phenomenologically more precise way: to express oneself about some-
thing to an other or with an other. Thus definite moments of the structure
are intimated; the phenomenological horizon becomes richer and more
determinate. Insofar as we adhere to this horizon we will later be able to
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understand the characteristically restricted way in which the Greeks placed
the theme of Adyocg at the foundation of their considerations.

§53. The foundation of rhetoric as a positive possibility of
human Dasein (Phaedrus, second part, 259e-274a).

a) The seeing of the truth as a condition of the
possibility of rhetoric.

o) The question of the condition of the possibility of rhetoric.

Eidévon 10 aAnBéc. AbSavta nAariBel. ‘OpBote.
The questioning at work in the second part of the Phaedrus becomes clear
at 259elf.: oxentéov, “what is to be examined and grasped” is A6yog, and
specifically Onn xoi@g Eger Afyewv 1€ xai ypaoewv kol onn un. Adyog as
self-expression in the widest sense, publicizing oneself, as it were, is to be
examined in terms of “how one speaks and writes in the correct way and
how not.” We need to note the broad concept of Adyog here, on account of
which I would characterize the phenomenon as “publicizing” oneself, com-
municating oneself to others. At issue is the condition of the possibility of
KaAMg AEyEv te xod ypadewv or pi} xak®s. Thus the intention is to expose
the condition of the possibility even of deceptive communication, the un-
genuine, the dndtn. The basic answer to the question of the condition of
correct self-expression is given at 259%4ff.: DnGpyev Sel Toig €V Ye xai
xoAbg pnencopévorg T 10D Aéyovrog Sdvoray eiduiay T dAndig Gv v
épeiv népr uEAAY. Aidvora, the grasping, in the widest sense, and determin-
ing of beings, as carried out by the A€ywv, the one who is expressing himself,
del Dmdpyev, “must be present in such a way” that it is eidvia 10 GAnBég
v Gv épetv mépL péAAY. Eidde, £1dévay, usually translated as “to know,” is
connected to the Latin videre, “to see.” AuGivora “must be present in such a
way that from the very outset it has already seen” 1 GAn®ég Gv Gv épeiv
mEpL HEAAT, “the beings, about which it wants to speak, in their uncon-
cealedness.” I must ask you not to take this as obvious, for it is a proposition
Socrates, i.e., Plato, had to struggle with.

Phaedrus now characteristically appeals to the opposite, i.e., not to what
he knows but to something axyjxoa (e7), something “he has heard.” Thus,
on the basis of hearsay, he raises a determinate objection to Socrates: ovx
elvan Gavayxny 1@ périiovn pritopr fcecbon & @ Svn Sixono poveGvely
GAAG TG BOSavT v rAfBel oinep ixdoovoty, 0UOE Té OvTmg GyaBd | xoAd
AL’ doa B6Eer- éx yap Tovtmv elvon 1O relBety, GAL' 0VK £x Thg aAnBeiog
(259¢71f.). He appeals to the fact that for those who want to be orators (e.g.,
in court) it is of no matter to learn and to know té& t® dvn dixona, “what
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is true and correct in actuality, according to its Being.” On the contrary,
Gt i §OEavT v mariBer, it suffices for them to know “the opinions of
the many.” With the result that ne{fiety, “persuasion,” is not carried out éx
Tijg éAnBeiog, “in terms of beings, insofar as they are unconcealed,” but éx
ofitov (a3), ie., on the basis of 865avt &v mAnBe. The needs, demands,
dispositions, inclinations, and cognitive horizons of the multitude are de-
cisive, and they serve as the guidelines for the discourse.

Yet Socrates goes still further in his demand, insofar as he applies the
condition of the possibility of genuine discourse not only to public speech,
in court and in parliament, but in fact says explicitly: every self-expression
comes under this condition, if it is to be genuine: (ki xoi év iBloig, 1) cb
(261a9), “even in everyday conversation the same idea of évn pntopixi
is to be found,” opikpv te xai peydimv répr (a9), whether this speaking
in everyday life is a matter of “something trivial or something important.”
Kol 00GEV EvTidTEpOV TO YE OpBOV MEPT orovdaie fi Repl paliia YUyvOUEVOV
(b1f.): “taking direction, i.e., speech taking direction from the matter at
issue, has no prerogative in discourse about serious and important things
over speech concerned with trivialities and things without interest.” Ac-
cording to Socrates, no fundamental distinction may be drawn between
these types of discourse; on the contrary, all speech is subject to the idea of
the 6pBOTE. the taking direction from the matter at issue. | R@S o0 tav?
axrixous; (b2). Socrates retumns the question by referring to the appeal to
hearsay. With this counter-question, Plato makes it explicit that Socrates is
fully conscious of the opposition between his conception and the ordinary
opinion about the meaning of discourse. Yet the significance of Socrates’
requirement and of what it can accomplish, if carried out, goes still further.
Socrates stresses that the one who is competent in this v is also enabled
by it to deceive in a perfect way (261e). What Socrates here demands as a
condition of the possibility of genuine self-expression is also a condition of
the passibility of perfect deception and misrepresentation. Hence this de-
mand still accommodates our ungenuine conception of the intention of
discourse, insofar as it places in our hands the weapons we need to carry
out the business of deception, now based for the first time on, as it were,
a scientific foundation. With this last, extreme interpretation of the signifi-
cance of the demand, Socrates/Plato finally places the rhetoric of the time
back on its most proper foundations.

P) The essence of the andm. General characterization. lts
structure: opolony. Its object: the “essential” things.

The question is: What must pmtopur accomplish as v, in order for it
to make possible a convincing deception? It must be such 1) nig oi6g ' fatm
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mity movth opowotv Ty Suvatav kol olg Suvatdv, xal dikov duooiviog
Ko Groxpuntopévou elg pg dyev (261e2ff.), on the basis of which a person
is capable: 1) név mave dpowoty, 2.) elg i dyewv. The proper laying of
the foundations of rhetoric thus accomplishes two things: 1.) It transposes
the speaker into the possibility of ouowtv, and 2.) it gives him the possi-
bility eig pdx dyev.

1.} 'Oporo0v means in the first place “to assimilate” something to some-
thing. The orator is capable, if he has substantive knowledge about the
things of which he speaks, to assimilate anything to anything else admitting
of such assimilation. His AGyog thereby has the possibility of dpotoiv,
‘Opowiv must be understood here as a mode of carrying out Afyewv in the
sense of Gnhoiy, revealing. 'Opowoiv thus means to speak about something
in such a way that it looks like something else which it precisely is not but
which it is to be seen as. This being seen as, this sight, is to be formed
precisely by Aoyog, Let us take an example from oratory in court: the counsel
for the defense can present an assassination as a heroic deed, despite know-
ing very well it was a case of paid murder. This defense will have the best
chance of success if counsel genuinely understands something of the hero
and a heroic act and does not merely have a representation of them from
the movies. If a defender does speak of the hero and heroism, we usually
say heis becoming “meralistic.” That means, though expressed improperly,
that he is taking his orientation from an idea. If the defender possesses a
substantive idea of the hero, then it is possible for him to extract from the
actual deed the moments which correspond to thisidea and then exaggerate
them as he wishes. If he does not have this idea, then he feels at a loss,
assuming he wants to do more than merely babble. And thus, precisely for
an ungenuine objective, what is guiding is a disclosure of the true state of
affairs and its meaning. This makes it possible to pul a certain face on the
actual deed, so that the thing then shows itself under such a guise. This is
the phenomenal character of the face of something, the outward look as
such and such. The actual “what” is thereby precisely hidden and unknown
to the one who is presented with this face of the thing; he depends and
remains dependent on the face it wears. For the one who is perpetrating
the deception, however, this "what,” to which the face is oriented, must
precisely be revealed. Thus the one who knows the dnég is at any time
capable of this dpowbobo, this assimilation, this putting of a certain face
on things.

2) If, now, one's opponent has the same genuinely substantive knowl-
edge, then he is himself capable of accomplishing the second point (which
theother person could accomplish as well), namely, eig ¢ag dyewy, “bringing
to light.” That is, if someone is proceeding with the duowbv in this way,
putting a face on things that does not correspond to the true state of affairs,
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such an opponent can detect the deception and bring to light the fact that
he is not speaking about the things themselves but is precisely concealing
them and covering them over.

This indicates quite generally the structure of the dmdm, the deception,
in the conditions of its possibility. In the case of the sophist, we will en-
counter these phenomenal structures in still more detail. What now is
important is only that you see the general horizon to which these phenom-
ena belong.

The éndm, the deception, the opoioivy, will thus “be most successful”
Ev tovmy péhdov yiyvetm (of. 261e6f), where the matters spoken of are
poorly distinguished, év tolg oiiyov Swdépouvar (cf. e6-262al). xuwd
ouikpov petafaivay, paihov Mijcelg EABiy éni 0 évevriov T xotd péyo
(a2f.). The deception is easier when speaking of matters with regard to
which the intuitions and available concepts run into one another, for then
pahhov Atioerg EABGOY Eni to Evavtiov, “you are then more likely to remain
in concealment if in the course of the speech you suddenly cross over to
the opposite.” Therefore, where the states of affairs are distinguished only
in very small part, such that the transition is a yeteBaivelv “over something
trivial,” katée opikpdv, then it is much more possible émi w évavriov EABEiv,
“to switch to the opposite,” much more likely than when the matters are
far apart and their distinctions catch the eyes of everyone, Consequently,
it is important v opowdma v Oviwv xol dvopowdtnio dxpibdac
Serdéven (abf.), "to see through,” Bierdévar, “in a rigorous way,” dxpifig,
“the peculiar substantive affinity, and divergence, of the matters at issue,
the concepts, and the assertions.” But it is possible to see the opmdmg and
the dvopcdtng of the matters only if I possess the matters themselves on
the basis of their difiBewn (cf. a9), hence only if the Sidvoi is elbvia 16
@AnBeg (cf. 2595). And so it has become clear that genuinely convincing
deception depends precisely on an antecedent knowledge of the truth

Socrates now asks where we are most deceived (263aff.): obviously in
regard to matters whose limits most run into one another, where dikog
&hAn dépeten (a9f), “everyone is carried in a different direction,” and where
we appraPntovpev (b3), “are in conflict” with one another and also with
ourselves. We can be deceived much easier, eticnoaemn tatepot (b3), where we
mhovedpede (b5), “drift about,” where our assertions and concepts have no
stable foothold in the matters themselves. We do not drift about in regard
to everyday things, in saying, e.g., what iron or silver (263a6) is, or, recalling
the Sophist, what fishing is, or what a fish is as an object of hunting, etc.
We can sufficiently determine these without further ado. Here we have
fixed limits within the sphere of evidence required in everyday life; here
we are not readily deceived. But it is quite different when it is a matter of
the Sixouov or the dyaBov (cf. 263a9). In all these issues, people’s opinions
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diverge. Accordingly, whoever does not have the correct attitude with
regard to these states of affairs, i.e., a Sudvour that is eibvia o ainBéc (cf.
259¢3), but is instead 6 v ahniBewcw pr eideg (262c1f), i.e., “one who has
never seen the matters at issue in their unconcealedness,” who rather pur-
sues mere opinions, hearsay, and common beliefs, will not be able to de-
velop a genuine téxvn of Adyor but only yedoia (cf. c2), “a ridiculous one,”
one that is ateyvoeg (cf. 3), without orientation. Thereby, from a negative
side, in relation to deception and delusion, the necessity of substantive
knowledge, ie., a knowledge of the matters at issue themselves, and thus
the necessity of research into truth have been demonstrated.

But this still says nothing as to how the disclosure of the truth, the
disclosure of beings in the proper sense, looks. That is the second thing
Plato will show in this latter part of the Phaedrus. What then does this
eidéven ahiBeiay properly accomplish? Which are the ways we can prop-
erly appropriate beings? The answer is SuehéyeoBo, dialectic.

b) The seeing of the truth by means of dialectic. General
ch ization of dialectic. The two P t parts of
dialectic: ouveryoy] and Seipeois. Tuvayoyr as dvipvnons.
Dialectic as a condition of the possibility of rhetoric.

Plato deals with the modes of the proper appropriation of beings at 265dff,,
and he does so, specifically, as | have already stressed, not by carrying out
a dialectical investigation but by describing dialectic in general, in its meth-
odological character. We will see dialectic actually carried out in the Sophist,
with regard to a determinate phenomenen, one connected precisely to the
accomplishment of deception. Thus it has become clear negatively that
there must be a way to see the truth of things first, just in order to be able
to deceive, quite apart from the positive possibility of being able to speak
correctly at any time. Socrates skillfully leads the conversation to the ques-
tion of dialectic by recalling the discourse of Lysias which Phaedrus read
to him earlier. They discuss this discourse, and Socrates brings Phaedrus
to the insight that it has been composed in quite a confused manner: ie.,
Lysias places at the beginning what he actually wants to say at the end.
Phaedrus concedes this, and, at 264¢2ff., Socrates formulates his concession
more clearly: “But | believe what you actually mean by this concession, is
Selv mavro Adyov Gorep Lpov guvectdva, ooud 1 fxovie abtdv abios,
@ote piTE dxfocthov elvon prite dmouv, GAhi pfon e Bxewv kol dxper,
mpémovie dilfiAow xol w Ohp yeypopuEva, “every Adyog must
ouveotdve, hold together in itself, domep {dov, like a living thing, which
opd 1t £zovia, has a body, altdv eitod, with its own coberence, so that
this Jipov is neither dxédahov, without head, nor without feet, and also has
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a middle and ends, @xpa, and everything is mpérovea @lArfjiog: all the
parts are articulated, yeypoppéva, in a suitable way, among themselves and
also in the context of the whole.” Here Socrates is comparing Adyog, the
completed discourse, whether written or spoken, to a {fov and its organic
structure, He does so first of all with reference to the present theme of the
dialogue, the actual composition of the discourse, of the Adyoc. Socrates
turns this rather extrinsic question of the structure of the Adyog with respect
to its composition toward something quite different, namely toward the
matters the Adyog is supposed to address and toward the exposition of these
matters, He says two conditions are necessary for Adyog to be able to
accomplish its task of letting the matters at issue be seen:

1.) the héryog, and thereby the orator, must be capable eig plav 1= iféav
quUvopaVTe dyely T nodhoy | Siearnoapuéva (265d31), of “taking T norAax i
Gueonapuéve, that which is in a manifold way dispersed, and leading it,
orienting it, to one view, to one single thing seen.” And the orator must
perform this éyew in the specific mode of cuvopéotion, “such that he sees
together” (note the emphasis on seeing, which is the proper grasping of a
matter at issue) and indeed Tva fxouotov Opilduevog (d4), “such that he
delimits every one of the dispersed manifolds against the others,” and
thereby, in this dyewv eig piow iGéav (cf. ibid.), "reveals” &fiAov xowl, repl
ol dv del Sibdoxery £6¢AN, “that which he wants to teach, in his entire
discourse or treatise, def, for the future and always.” This first determination
is therefore a constitutive moment of dialectic, but the statement is not
immediately clear. Its interpretations have been as divergent as possible. As
far as | know, none of the previous works on this topic have really under-
stood what is involved here, because they have been oriented toward some
sort of historiographical dialectic or else toward formal logic. What Plato is
saying is that that which is spoken of, the matter of fact, e.g., love, gathers
up its various phenomenal aspects and lets them be seen together in one
basic content, so that with this cuvop@vra @yewv eig piov 8éovy the total
phenomenal content of whatever is at issue is taken up, specifically in such
a way that it can be understood from one view. Thus the first accomplishment
of this Susiéyeation is the taking up of the totality of the state of affairs in
an orientation toward a pice i8w, such that in this connection the matter of
fact in its concrete totality, that which is at issue, becomes visible. It is not a
question of exposing one idea in isolation and then ordering the other ¢idn
to it, thereby forgetting the thing itself, as it were. On the contrary, it is a
question of comprehensively taking up the state of affairs into a first horizon
of an orientation toward the phenomenon in its totality. Thus it is a matter
of nothing else than what the Sophist, e.g., accomplishes in its first consid-
erations and preliminary descriptions, all of which already have their quite
definite capacity to be seen together gig picv idéov. The aim is not to produce
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a system but to make clearly visible for the first time this i8éa itself, in all
its content, and to gain a foundation for the explication of this idea itself,
The latter then becomes the second task of dialectic, Seetépuvewv or Staupeiv,
which cannot be separated from the first. Thus the initial component of
dialectic, cuvorymyt (cf. 266b4), has the task of first “bringing together in
one view,” elg ploy i8éov dyewv, the entire realm of the state of affairs, as
that realm was initially intimated. This ouverywy does not accomplish
anything else than making what is spoken of 1.) ouég, “clear,” and 2.)
opokoyoipevoy, “harmonious.” 10 oadls kod 10 ebTd o1 duokoyolipevoy
Guix tecotor foyev elmeiv O Adyog (cf. 265d6f.). The clarity and harmony of
whatever is said are accomplishments of the first structural moment of the
dialectical process, guvorpoy. At another place in the dialogue (cf. 273e2f),
Plato calls this moment i i8ég meprhapBdvely, “encompassing in one
view.” That means the i8éx provides for what is encompassed an illuminat-
ing view, If I see the idea, if I see what love is, then, and only then, can |
clearly distinguish its various phenomena and their structures. And, on the
basis of this idea, | can proceed harmoniousty in the whole consideration. 1
will not speak in the first part of my speech about something with which
the third part has nothing in common except for the name. This accomplish-
ment is the work of a ouvaryaym directed toward something primarily seen,
seen in the sphere of objects of a certain content.

2.) The second component of dialectic is dwipeang. This is a matter of
Bratéuvery, “cutting through,” guided by a constant regard toward the idea,
1 madav kot £18n StvacBo Setéuvery (265e1), what is seen together in
one view, the gpotov Oitnpe. That which is initially an undiscriminated
manifold of objects in an imprecise knowledge of the meaning and the
possibilities—of love, e.g—is now to be split apart on the basis of the pia
i8éc Plato compares this Surtépverv with the process of dissecting an
animal in such a way that the whole organism remains preserved, and
nothing, “no part, is broken or broken off,” wutayvivon Wépog undév
(265¢2), as is done, for instance, by a bad cook working on some game or
other. Thus it is a matter of fatéuvev kot GpBpa (el), cutting through,
i.e., exposing the connections in the object, in such a way that the joints
become visible, namely the connections among the respective origins of the
determinations of the things, so that in this dissection of the whole organ-
ism, cutting through the connections of its joints, the entire ontological
lineage of the being becomes visible.

These are the two accomplishments required of those Plato calls
Sicherivol. 1oy duvopfvoug oumd Bpdy . . KoA® L . . BICRERTIKOGS
(266bBf.). Socrates himself now says: tottwy 61 Eyurye abtig e gpeatie, v
Sunpéoewy kol ouvarpwyiv (cf. 266b31). “T am a friend of these two proce-
dures, namely dwripecng and ocuveryuy.” And a person who can carry out
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these two procedures of StaAfyecBon is duvartdg eig v xai €ml ROALL TeEdUKGH’
Opav (cf. b5f.) capable of seeing a) the one in Sterywyy, where he takes direction
for the Stxtépvery, and b) in the Satéuvewy, opav éxl roArd. What is at stake
in both cases is primarily and essentially the seeing of the matters at issue.

In the first part of the dialogue, at 249b, Plato had already begun to speak
allusively of this dialectical procedure, and there he touched upon a mo-
ment which clarifies the first step of dialectic, the cuvayoyd. det yap
GvOpwmrov cuviéval kot £180g AEYOpEVOY, €K TOAA@Y 1OV aicBticewv eig &v
AOYIOU® GUVEIpOUUEVOY: TODTO &' 0TV Gvauvnolg éxeivov & mot’ eldev
NUOV 1| yuyn ovuropevBeion Bed xod Vrepdovon & viv elvadl dapev, Koi
avoxOyoaoo gig O Ov Oviwe. . . . rpdg yap éxeivoig ael éotiv pvijun xata
Sdovauy, npdc olorep Bedg OV Beidg oty (249b8fE.). The cuvaywyr, the
seeing of the idea, is an avduvnolg, a re-seeing of something already seen
once before. It is hence not a concocting or fabricating of a determinate
nexus in the matter at issue, out of separate individual elements; on the
contrary, the uic id€a is as such already present in its substantive content,
although it is not immediately accessible. It is accessible only to one who
has the possibility of avéuvnoig, i.e., to one who possesses genuine pvrjun
and genuinely retains what he once already saw. That means cuvayoyr is
possible only to one who has formed an original relation to the matters at
issue. A knowledge, no matter how great, of the noAiayn dieorapuéva
(265d3f.), the dispersed multiplicities and of a thousand other things does
not result in any understanding if the primary relation, the avéuvnog, is
not present. Plato interprets this Gvauvnoig as a re-seeing of what our soul
previously saw while traveling with a god. If one liberates this interpreta-
tion from everything mythical and presentifies the genuine meaning, then
it can only signify that the basic accomplishment of cuvarywy is not at all
obvious, not given immediately to man, but instead that it requires an
overcoming of definite resistances residing in the very Being of man him-
self, precisely insofar as a man is a man. Later we will still more closely see
in what the basic resistance resides and precisely what makes the cuvaryoyn
and hence the SioAéyecBon factually impossible most of the time.

In cuvayoyi, the pic idéa is not something fabricated but is itself a
finding, something found, yet not something extracted from things in the
sense that it did not reside there already, as if it were simply a product of
individual determinations, a summation. On the contrary, the iéa is al-
ready there. That is the reason for the remarkable designation for the Being
of the ideas: rapovcia, presence. On the basis of their presence for correct
seeing, Plato can say of cuvaywyn, e.g. in the Philebus, with respect to the
same function of dwAfyecBau: Seiv olv Muag Ttovtwv ot
Soxexoounuévoy del piov idéav repl navidg ékdotote Bepévoug Inteiv
(16c10ff.). In every case to be treated in Adyog, an idea, a view, which
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provides the proper substantive content, must be sought, and g0pricev yap
gvovoav (d2) “one can find it as something lying in the matters themselves,”
arising out of the matters themselves; but it is not the product of a deter-
minate elaboration of those matters. In this way, the Afyewv kot €idn (cf.
249b7), the dwaipeoig, is first possible on the basis of this pia i€, which
is the proper foundation of all iaAéyecBay; i.e., it is the primary disclosure
of the matters, of the yévoc.

After the exposition of this idea of SiaAfyecBou as a cognition which first
properly gives us the matters to be taken up in speech, Socrates/Plato asks
what then actually remains as genuinely scientific in rhetoric, if the dialectic
is removed. Aextéov 88 ti pévrorl xod €0t O Aewmbpevov TG PnTopikig
(266d3f.). The answer is: it is then nothing but the manipulation of technical
devices regarding the external composition of a discourse. Put positively:
dialectic makes people duvartof (cf. 273e2); it develops their ability to speak
in the correct way. ol not’ £oton ey vikdg AGywv népt (273e3); there is no
one who has the £€1¢ of knowing how to speak correctly, éav urj tig tav
1€ axovoopévay tag oGoelg SioprBujonta, xoi xat' €idn 1€ Sopeicbon
T dvta Kod Pl 18ég duvatde 1) kol &v Exactov repriouBavery (273d8fE.).
That expresses it quite clearly: there is no tevixdg Aéywv who is not first
of all Srxhextixds. And insofar as he is that, it is also possible for him
daprBueiobon the present Being and comportment of his hearers. Thereby
we arrive at rhetoric in its concrete relation to the hearers.

¢) Rhetoric as yuyaywyic. The conditions of
its possibility and its justification. Summary:
dialectic as the ground of rhetoric.

It is clear that the texvikdg AGywv must be capable diopiBugicBon Tég dvcEIg
v axovoopévev (273d8ff.), “of taking full account of the present Being
and comportment of the hearers.” Thereby we touch a further phenomenon,
pertaining to the concretion of speaking and, above all, public speaking.
Those who are addressed in the speech can be understood in the multiplicity
of their comportments (later conceived by Aristotle as nG6n) and taken into
consideration in the correct way, only if the texvixdg Aéy®v has acquired in
advance a substantive knowledge of the yuy, i.e., only if he has gained
clarity about this Ov, life itself. And he can do so only if he understands in
general the procedure of the dialectician. For the yuy1 is only one ¢Uoig,
one determinate being, among others. Yuyfig olv ¢Uow &Eimg AGyou
xatvon oo oiel Suvatdv eivar Gveu Tig 10U dAou ¢vcews; (270clf.). “Do you
really believe someone could grasp the Being of a living thing, the yuyig
¢0oY, as it requires the correct mode of treatment, without having first seen
the whole?” That means: without having understood the question of a being
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or of beings in general. Thereby it is clear that anyone who oroudfj iy
pnropuetiy &8 (271a5), “who intends to elaborate an actual rhetoric,”
apdTov . .. wuriv ideiv (a5f.), “must in the first place grasp the soul,” ie,
the various possible types of Being of man {you see here a clear preparation
for Aristotle’s entire research) and specifically must look upon the soul with
regard to moTepov Ev Kol dpowov réGUREY i Kutd odumteg popéily todveidés
(abf.), “whether there is only one possible mode of Being of psychic com-
portment or as many as there are in the case of the body.” routo 1ap dauev
oy elvo Setkviivan (a7f.): "we call such a demonstration ¢t Serxviven,
exhibiting nature—Le., taking something which is and exhibiting that from
which it has its Being.” This, then, is first: to analyze the yui.

Aevtepov 8€ ve, dto tf moweiy fi mobelv Und 1ol nédvxkey (al0f.). Secondly,
he must exhibit 1w, that to which the yuyr relates in its comportment,
and ti, what it thereby accomplishes or what it itseif undergoes from an-
other, how it itself can be touched—i.e., through speech. Hence he must
know the various possible modes of leading and guiding the comportment
of the soul of others.

In the third place, finally, he must examine <téc> aitiog (271b2}, all “the
causes” (which is here simply another way of saying “the means”) neces-
sary for the development of any correct speaking, so that the texvikdg
Adyov must see olo olion 1 olmv Adyov 81 fiv aitiav €5 aviysmg ) piy
meiBeton, 1y 88 dmebel (b3ff.), which constitution of the soul may be, and
which may not be, brought to a conviction through which speeches and
through which means. If rhetoric develops in this manner then we must in
fact say that it can be a directing of the soul, a yuyoywyie (271cl0), a
directing of the life of others by means of speaking with them and to them.
Thereby the positive foundations of rhetoric are elaborated with explicit
reference to its possible idea.

At 277b, Plato offers a brief summary of the idea of such a rhetoric. He
gives us to understand—and this is essential—that Aoyog as self-expression,
as speaking out, communication, making public, has its ground in
Suriéyeohar This Adyog is hence in need of a definite direction, which is
given to it by the way the matters at issue are disclosed, and Plato calls this
way dialectic. Hence if we want to understand the term “dialectic” in the
Platonic sense, we must accordingly keep it completely free of all the
determinations heaped on it in the course of history even to this very day.
Auvzhéyeotm is the primary mode of the disclosure of beings themselves,
such that thereby Afyelv maintains, in the broadest sense, its ground.

d) Plato and Aristotle on rhetoric.

We have presentified the positive grounding of the possibility of a rhetoric
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according to Plato. This ground lies in the Platonic idea of dialectic. In the
Phagirus, Plato does not retain the negative attitude toward rhetoric ex-
pressed in the Gorgias, We must keep in mind that Plato does not intend to
develop a rhetoric, as Aristotle later did. And indeed it is not simply that
Plato does not in fact care to do so, but he even considers it unnecessary,
since dialectic occupies a different position within his concept of science
than it will later for Aristotle. Plato sees his dialectic as the only fundamen-
tal science, such that in his opinion all other tasks, even those of rhetoric,
are discharged in it. The reason Plato does not take up the task of devel-
oping a rhetoric, as Aristotle will later. lies in his exaggeration of dialectic
or, more precisely, in this peculiarity, that although he in a certain sense
understands the secondary significance of AGyog, vet he does not proceed
to make Adyog itself thematic in its secondary position and to penetrate
positively into its proper structure. Wevertheless, what Plato presents here
in the latter part of the Plwedrus is the foundation for the concrete work
Aristotle carried out. It is undeniably puzzling that Aristotle’s Rhetoric,
which without doubt is nothing other than the realization of the idea of
such a 1évn, does not mention the important preparatory work of Plato
and reters to Plato only in the first part, and even then critically, with a
caustic remark against the Gorgiss, where FPlato in fact still conceives of
rhetoric in a very primitive way, This puzzle remains, and we have no
prospect of clearing it up. On the other hand, we must be very cautious in
our judgment on Aristotle’s silence, because precisely the first part of the
Rhetoric gives the impression this is not a fully elaborated treatise but two
preparatory works clearly folded into one another, and in such a context,
namely private expositions and remarks, it would not at all be necessary
to quote Plato. The fact remains that Aristotle brought to realization the
idea of rhetoric, the idea Plato himself positively elaborated with the help
of his dialectic. Aristotle’s success in penetrating through to the proper
structure of Adyog makes it possible to institute a genuine investigation into
Adyog itself, It likewise makes it possible for the Adyog that is not theoretical,
i.e., for speech that is not in service to SwiéyecBon, to receive a certain
justification within the context of everyday Dasein. The result is that the
insight into the justification of everyday interlocution can provide the mo-
tive to create a rhetoric. For this everyday speaking (here we have Aristotle’s
genuine discovery) does not aim at GhiBewa yet still has a certain justifica-
tion, since it pertains to the sense of everyday Dasein to move within the
circuit of appearances. On this basis, then, even the speaking that is not
explicitly an dnBedery receives its independent justification. Thereby rhet-
oric comes by a more positive justification than it does in Plato, who to be
sure provided the guiding lines for the elaboration of the phenomenon.
What is important, above all, in Plato's predelineation of the idea of rhetoric
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is that he does not stop at anchoring A€yewv in Opéy but goes on to maintain
that the yugn of the auditor also belongs to the field of such dialectic, i.e.,
to rhetoric.

In the second part of the Phacdrus, Plato first shows rhetoric as a positive
possibility, and then he proceeds to manifest his skepticism with regard to
Adyog and specifically with regard to it as free-floating and as communicated.

§54. Plato's skepticism with regard to héyos'
{Phaedrus, second part, 274b-279¢).

a) The ontological possibility of free-floating A0yog.

It has become clear that Adyog is dependent on Opav and therefore has a
derived character. On the other hand, insofar as it is carried out in isolation,
insofar as it is a mere speaking about things, i.e., babbling, it is precisely
what in the Being of man makes it possible for one’s view of things to be
distorted. Thus in itself, insofar as it is free-floating, kiyog has precisely the
property of disseminating presumed knowledge in a repetition that has no
relation to the things spoken of. It is not accidental that precisely in this
dialogue, where Plato exposes the positive conditions of correct self-com-
munication and self-publicizing, he focuses al the same time, with great
acumen, on this other role of Ldyog in factual existence, i.e., on that which
Aéyery, insofar as it is left to its own devices, presents as an ontological
possibility of life itself. This is just what Adyog means in the term [dov
Adyov Egov (the determination of man) insofar as Adyog comes to dominate,
Therefore the insight into the foundation of correct speaking in SieAéyeation
at the same time offers Plato a horizon for understanding Adyog in its
opposite power, as it were, i.e., as that possibility in Dasein which precisely
keeps man far from the access to beings.

b) The critique of writing. The legend of Theuth, Writing as
debilitation of pviipm. Arjm. Loslog 86Za. Writing as mere
impetus (brduvnoiz). The silence and defenselessness of the
written AGyoc. Genuine and written Lovoc. The written
Adyog as eldwhov.

Socrates, i.e., Plato, clarifies the ontological function of the free-floating

Afryog in Dasein by means of a so-called (xor (cf. 274c1), something he has
heard, a legend. It tells of an Egyptian god, Theuth, who invented, among

1. Title in Heidegger's manuscript.
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other things, number, board games, dice, geometry, astronomy, and even
writing. This god Theuth came to see king Thamos, brought him all these
treasures, and urged him to share them with all the Egyptians. Thamos
allowed Theuth to relate the advantages of each of his inventions and then
he himself passed judgment on themn. When Theuth came to writing, the
god said: Tovto 8, @ Paoikel, 10 pddnua coswtépous Alyurtiovs kel
Hynuoviketépous napéier pvijung e yip xol coslug pdpuarov nipéem
{cf. 274e4ff.). “This knowledge, this pudnue, namely writing, the ability to
write down and, in the broadest sense, communicate what is said, will
render the Egyptians coowtépous, wiser, by making it easier for them to
retain.” Hence he had discovered a means for pvrijun. Recall what we said
earlier about pvijun: it is the soul’s retention of what was seen once before,
the retention of what is prepared for the soul from the very outset, provided
the soul has the correct access. A éd@ppaxov has now been found for this
pvijun. Thamos, however, responded: GARog pév texeiv duvatds t rvng,
dihog 8 xpivon tiv' Exer poipov Pidpng T kol dgeiing toig pélloum
xpiobon (274e7H). “It is one thing to be capable té tégvng Texeiv, of
inventing and developing for the first time what belongs to a determinate
knowledge and a definite know-how; it is another thing, however, kpivon,
to judge how the invention contributes to the advantage or disadvantage
of the ones who are geing to use it.” And he said to the god: & elvouay
Tovvavtiov eineg f] divaton (275al), your praise asserts “the opposite of
what the ypdppare are really capable of.” Now comes the decisive state-
ment, which stands in close connection to owvaywyr, ie., to the proper
seeing of the things, one founded in genuine avapvnoig: totto yip thv
paBOvToy Ay piv év yuyois mepé e uvijung aueietnolg (275a2f.). This
knowledge, this pdBnpe, this making public in writing of what has been
said, év wuyaig nopébel, “will create in people Mijimy, forgetting,” or, more
properly, AavBdve, a concealing, a covering, “of themselves, in relation to
what they have learned,” tiv pofdvtov. Hence what the god is offering
will cover over in people precisely that to which they relate in their com-
portment toward the world and themselves, because the knowledge of
writing entails dueiernoio pviipng, “unconcern with retention,” ie., with
retaining the things themselves. Adyog as communicated in writing is ca-
pable of promoting an unconcern with retaining the matters spoken of, i.e.,
with retaining them in their proper substantive content. And then comes
the more precise reason: dte Sia miony ypads L5wbev Ox' dhlotpiow
timwv, ouk EvloBev oitolg 06" obTev dvoapuvnokopévous (a3ff.). They
will retain what they learn S miomv ypaphs, “by relying on what is
written,” £Ewlev, “from the outside,” ie., on the basis of the written word,
“by means of foreign signs,” ones which have, in their own character,
nothing at all to do with the matter they refer to. The written form of the
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word “chair” does not have the least kinship with the thing itself; it is
something completely foreign to the thing itself. And this reliance on writ-
ing promotes an unconcern with regard to retaining: people will retain their
knowledge from the outside and will not remember from their own re-
sources, from the inside, i.e., from a possibility they themselves possess,
namely 0pav. The niotig ypadng, reliance on what is said, in the broadest
sense of what is talked about publicly, considers itself absolved from having
to look into what is talked about. oUxovv puvijung @iid Vrmopviicems
odpuaxov NOpeg (a5): “Thus you have not found a means to a proper
repetition and re-possession of matters but only a means of being reminded
of them.” Therefore puvijun and Vréuvnoig are essentially different: pvijun
is a going back, a repetition and appropriation of the matters themselves;
VROUVTIOLS is a mere reminder, one that adheres to the spoken word. co¢lag
8¢ toig pabntaic 80Zav, ovk drBelay ropileig (abf.). “That is the reason
you are not inculcating in your pupils coéiag dArfibeia, true and correct
research, but only 36Za, semblance.” moAurikool y&p cor yevéuevol Gveu
Sdoyfic moAvyvdpoveg eivon 36Eovoy, Gyvduoveg ¢ éxl 10 rAfBog dveg,
Koi yoAemol ouveivor, doSooodot yeyoviteg avti coddv (a7-b2). On ac-
count of their adherence to the ypogrj, to what is for public consumption,
to what is bruited about, to what is fashionable, “they hear much, but
without the proper training, and so they fancy themselves to be familiar
with many matters, whereas in fact they are quite unfamiliar with them;
and it is difficult to be together with such persons,” cuveivay, because they
cannot speak about anything. They have become d0Z6c0¢ot vii Godmy,
“ones who merely look like those who are really striving for correct knowl-
edge.” And so you see here quite clearly the function of the ypaupoto and
ypoad1} within the existence of man, and indeed precisely in relation to the
possibility of disclosing what is there to be uncovered. You see the relation
of the free-floating A6yog to the genuinely substantive task of dialectic.
Plato now supplies a still more precise foundation for this peculiar func-
tion of A6yog, namely that it leads to apeietnoio pvijung: Aéyog as made
public, as communicated and written, has nothing in common with the
cadéc and the BéPanov (275¢6), the clear and the certain. All that can be
attributed to the public, communicated, AGyog, i.e., to the written one, is
that it does nothing more than tov €i86t0 Umopviioon nepi @v av 1) T
yeypoupuéva (275d1f.), nothing more than vrnouviico, “allow 1Ov £1861¢,
the one who has already seen something, to encounter it again, ie., to
encounter again the matter at issue in the yeypoupéva.” What is written,
what is said and made public, can only be an impetus and a basis for going
back to the matters themselves. Consequently, to take up and understand
something written or said, an individual must have previously already seen
that which is spoken of. He must set out to see the matters on his own.
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What is said and written—this is essential—can by itself deliver nothing.
Therefore Plato says: Aewvov yGp mov 100T €xel ypodti, Kail mg GANOMG
ouotov Loypodiq (cf. d4f.): “What is written is as uncanny as a painting.”
Kol yap T0 €xeivng Exyovo €otnke pév g Ldvto (d5f.), what is presented
in it looks as if it were alive, €&v & Gvépn T1, CeEpVAG TavL oyl (d6), yet
“if you interrogate it, it maintains a solemn silence.” Thus what is spoken
and written is silent and delivers nothing. Plato then asks: 86&oug pév év
®¢ TL ppovoivtag ovtovg Aéyety (d7f.); “do you really believe that what is
written down could speak ®&¢ Tt §povodv, as if it had understanding?” No,
on the contrary, to anyone who wants to learn something on the basis of
what is said there, “it always shows one and the same thing and no more”;
gv TL onuoivel pévov tadtdv Gel (d9). This €v Tt uévov is nothing else than
the word sound itself. What is said, and is fixed once and for all, is in fact
always one and the same. And if it is taken up, without preconditions, for
a substantive understanding, it says always the same thing, i.e., basically
nothing; it keeps silent. Therefore Plato can say: étav 68 dnoa ypodn,
KLAWVSEITON PEV movToy oD o AGYOS Opoiwg Topd TolG EMoiovoty, Og &
abtwg mop’ olg 0VdEV Tpootikel, kod oVk éniototan AEyely olg Sel ye Kod
un (275d9-e3). “If a Adyog is once written down, it roams around every-
where and equally approaches those who understand the matter and those
who do not, and it has no way of distinguishing between the one to whom
it should speak and the one to whom it should not.” Such a written Adyog
or communicated word, the end result of some research, can then be mis-
treated and improperly abused; it cannot defend itself. It can be watered
down, and everything possible can be made out of it; the logos cannot
defend itself. T00 matpdg diel deiton BonBov (e4): “It is always in need of
the father’s help,” i.e., help from the one who expressed it on the basis of
a knowledge of the matters themselves, help from the one to whom it owes
its Being. av1dg yop oUT apvvacBor ovte Bonbricon duvartdg avt® (e5):
“It itself cannot defend itself and cannot help itself.” Thus the peculiar
ontological character of what is spoken and said publicly, what is bruited
about, makes it clear that it is by itself unable to be anything but a mere
impetus, and can be this only for persons who have already seen; otherwise
it simply shows how superfluous it is.

Consequently, genuine A6yog and genuine communication are obviously
something else; only that Adyog is genuine 0¢ peT’ EmoTiUNG YpOPETON €V
T 100 powvBdvovtog yuxf (276a5f.), “which is written on the basis of a
knowledge of the matters themselves,” on the basis of a relation to the
matters themselves, written not, as it were, in the public realm but rather
“in the soul of the one who learns” such that he does not adhere to the said
and spoken but instead—i.e., precisely in the soul—the one who learns voef,
“sees” for himself. This Adyoc, the one written in this way, is duvartdg
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apiven Eoutd (cf, ab), “able to defend itself,” and ématiuey Afye e kol
oy mpdg olig Bel (abf.), “it understands, ie., is clear about, to whom it
may speak and should speak and to whom, on the other hand, it ought to
keep silent.” It is silent to that yuxij which does not in itself have the
possibility of hearing it, i.e,, is not prepared for it and does not possess
genuine mondefo. [t is thus clear that this writing pet’ émotiung presup-
poses that the yuy upen which it is written has put aside prejudices and
has liberated for itself the horizon to the matters themselves. Only then is
the written Adyog a living one.

Phaedrus now draws the consequence. Tov o0 eiddtog Adyov AEmig
Civzaxal Euyuroy, ol O yeypappéves eidwiov v Tt Aéyorto Sivalog (asf.).
There is a double Adyog, the living, i.e., the one that takes its life from a
relation to the matters themselves, from Swhéyeation, and the written one,
in the broadest sense the communicated one, which is a mene eldwhov of
the other, the living Liyog. Eidwiov is usually translated as image, imita-
tion, or the like. Recall that gldog means the outward look of something,
i.e., that ontological determination which presents something as what it is.
Eidwhov, on the other hand, refers to mere outward look; it is not nothing,
but it is such that it merely appears to be so and so, The written Léyog is
in fact a Adyog, but it merely looks like the living one.

This position on the function of Aéyog recurs in Plato’s “Seventh Letter.”

<) Plato’s position on 26705 in the “Seventh Letter.”

Here Plato is defending himself against the abuse of his philosophical work
carried out by disciples who did not understand it. His indignation over
this abuse leads him to a very harsh appraisal, almost purely negative, of
the role of Adyog, In this “Seventh Letter,” he takes up the question of how
it was possible for him to be so misunderstood, and he does so by engaging
in a lengthy treatise on knowledge. He does not offer anything new but
simply summarizes what determined all his work: that all knowledge, if
taken in its total structure, is constructed out of the phenomena of Gvopa,
Adryog, eiBwhoy, Ematipn, and dinbée (342a7f.), But we may not conceive
of the connection of these five moments as if it were a matter of an episte-
mological system; on the contrary, it is a matter of one and the same
phenomenon of knowledge, one and the same disclosure of beings, accord-
ing to the various directions of its structure. "Ovopce the word, the word
sound. Adyog: what is said as such. FiSwiov: mere outward look, mere
appearance, from which 1 depart in speaking about something, ‘Emotiun:
the pressing on from the eidwhov to the matter itself. The most proper
element is the GAnBEg; it is that toward which dvopa, Adyog, eldohov, and
émoTiiun are already oriented in their very sense. These have in themselves
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a directedness toward the @ingéc; they cannot be understood otherwise
than as determined by the functional character of disclosing beings. Plato
here recalls these structures of genuine knowledge. He concludes the con-
sideration with the following statements: 810 &) g avilp orovdaiog tdv
aviwv onovdaioy népL modiol 86l uf ypawog moté ev avBpdrog eig oBdvov
wal danopiav kotafoiel (344clif). “Certainly, therefore, no serious man
would ever write about serious things and thereby deliver his discoveries
to the envy and misunderstanding of men.” Then he adds: £vi 81 éx 00Ty
Bei pryvdoxey Aoy, Srav 18y tig Touv ouyypdupote yEypoupéve eite év
vipoig vopoBétou rite év dhlowg ioiv &1t olv, g oK fiv Tottp Tabta
onovdmdtate, einep fot aitdg omovbaiog, Keital & mov év qapo T
wochAiom v Tovtov (c3ff). “In a word, this means that if someone sees
ouyypdupote yeypogpéve tivig, something made public by a person, be
it laws or other matters” (here these “other matters” are obviously philo-
sophical, scientific writings) “it can be taken for granted that what the
person in question made public was not for him anvthing serious,” eirep
aitdg anovdaiog, “if indeed he himself is a serious man.” For, “on the
contrary, what most properly concerns him, what is most proper to him,
resides in the most beautiful place, ie., in the soul itself.” ei 82 Gyt aimd
T tomovdaouéva Ev ypaupacty étEln (cBL): “And if in fact a person
exposes in writing what is for him éonovdooufve, the most decisive,” i.e.,
if he in fact makes it public, “¢% Gpa 5 ot #xerta,” Beol pév ob, Ppotol 58
“opéveg Giegay witol” (d1L), “then it was not the gods, but men, who
have deprived him of his understanding.” This is Plato’s haughty denun-
ciation of all the epigones of his work. It is perhaps an irony of history that
this letter has been considered to be spurious.

d) The correct condition of the yuy1j as presupposition for
genuine Adyog (Guohéyeabo).

To summarize, Adyog, in its genuine function, is founded on dialectic. But,
at the same time, we see that Aéyev, if it is living speech—living in the
sense that it lets others see—necessarily presupposes a readiness to see on
the part of the wuny of those others. Yet, on the other hand, in fact most
men do not possess this readiness, and Siakfyeotioy, as Plato says explicitly
in the Phaedrus, is a npaypoteia (cf. 273¢5), a real labor and not something
befalling a person by chance. To that extent, a special task and a special
kind of speaking are necessary in the first place, in order to develop this
readiness to see on the part of the very one who is investigating and also
on the part of the other, the one to whom something is to be communicated.
Therefore everything depends on this, that the yuyt, the inner comport-
ment, the Being of the existence of man, lies in the correct condition with
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regard to the world and to itself, i.e., in the correct cuppetple, in an ade
quacy to the things themselves which are to be grasped in their uncovered-
ness. Socrates summarizes this once more at the end of the Phaedrus, now
specifically not in a theoretical explication but in an invocation of the gods
"0 ¢ike Mdv e kal iAot door thRde Beol, dointé por ko ‘yevéoho
wivdobey: ELmbev 88 doo &y, toig évidg elval por dikc. mhovowov 6@
vopiloym tov cogdv- o 8¢ ypuool niibog ein pot Goov pite pépew prite
dyerv Stveato didog i & cddpwy (279b8—c3). “O dear Pan and all ye gods

“—Socrates is outdoors with Phaedrus, beyond the city—"grant it to
me to become beautiful” (xuh6g is nothing else than the opposite of
aiaypos, ugliness, and signifies ouppuetpie versus duetpio, the proper ad-
equacy versus inadequacy) “grant it to me to become beautiful, to come
into the correct condition in relation to what is in myself, what comes from
the inside, and grant that whatever I possess extrinsically may be a friend
to what is inner, and grant that I repute as rich the one who is wise, ie.,
the one who is concerned with the disclosure of things, the disclosure of
beings, and grant that to me the amount of gold, the quantity of treasure,
I possess in this world® will have for me as much value, and that 1 will
claim for it only as much value, as a man of understanding should claim.”
That is, he beseeches here specifically for this correct condition with regard
to the things themselves, and at the same time also for the correct bounds,
Thus nothing in excess, for that could again tumn into ignorance and bar-
barism. This xahdv yevéoba, this becoming beautiful from the inside, is
nothing other than what Plato fixes conceptually in the Sophist while at-
tempting the sixth definition.

§55, Transition: Dialectic in the Phaedrus and in the Sophist.

a) Result and limits of the characterization of dialectic in
the Phaedrus. Plato and Aristotle on dialectic and rhetoric.

The meaning of Plato’s dialectic is the genuine root for our understanding
of Greek logic and consequently for the ways of posing questions in logic
as these became traditional in subsequent philosophy up to the present day.
What we have thus far acquired from indications in the dialogue Sophist,
as well as from our consideration of the Phaedrus, is actually a mere extrinsic
characterization of dialectic and requires further work. The question of the
Being of non-beings will lead us to ask what it really is that transforms the
idea of dialectic as we have known it up to now and thus to ask where the

2 Reading Reich |“realm”] for Reichitun: |“riches”] —Trans.
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motives for the further development of Plato’s dialectic reside. In order to
understand this step, which Plato takes in the Sephist and which then
determines the law fulness of the stages of the further development of logic,
we must constantly keep in mind the idea of dialectic exposed up to now.
In the Sophist, Plato also calls Sinkéyeafion SanopeteaBo i 1dv Adyov
(cf. 253b10) or 1 1@V ASywv péBodog (cf. 227a8), “the direction taken with
the Abyor.” Above all we must exclude—this should be clear on the basis
of the foregoing—every extrinsic technical interpretation of dialectic. The
essential element in it is the 6pév. Zuvaywyri is a mode of seeing, ie., seeing
the év; and even hiipeais, as an uncovering, is carried out on the basis of
the constant looking upon the év. The Siaipeoig of the eidn is a setting off
of an outward look in opposition to an outward look, something which can
itself be accomplished only in seeing,. In this constant looking upon the v,
i.e., upon the yévag, an outward look is constantly there, and specifically
in such a way that it remains present in every further setting off or in that
which is set off against the other. And thus Afyewv in the sense of
Swkéyeabiot is a speaking about things which looks upon them, Where now
nothing is capable any longer of being set off, where, on the basis of the
thematic matter, there no longer exists the possibility of casting a regard
from one pregiven £ldo¢ to another and thereby delimiting the pregiven
against this other, thus where the content of an £i6og compels us simply to
dwell with it, there SiahéyecBon in the sense of Gwipecig returns to the
original attitude of sheer seeing, dpév, as it is constantly carried out in
relation to the &v. This “nothing but looking on” is the simple having of
the drouov eldog, specifically such that the entire connection of the
Guxaéyeation, starting with the 0pav of the #v up to the seeing of the eldog,
is a seeing enclosed in itself, a seeing of the history of the provenance of
the being in question. Here we must note that, with regard to this idea of
dialectic and of SuohéyesBao, it is still not decided whether the theme of
Sorkfyestal is a being chosen entirely arbitrarily—e.g., the angler, the soph-
ist—or Being. The ontological character of what is thematic in SuxAéyeofon
has not et been discussed here. But it is exactly here that the determination
of Sukéyeoficn becomes more precise. In other words, the transformation
of the idea of dialectic, in the later sense of logic, is motivated by the
transformation of the concept of Being and of the idea of ontological con-
stitution in general.

I indicated in the last session' that Aristotle brings this dialectic into a
quite different scientific-theoretical position. Aristotle emphasizes that di-
alectic is the dvriatpodog’ of rhetoric, or vice versa; they are opposites, That

1. The thirty-second session, on Tuesday, January 27, 1925, P 233,
2. Rhetoric A, chapter 1, 1354al: 'H pntopac éomy dvtiotpesos T Sukexnic.
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means they are both on the same footing. For Plato, on the contrary, we
have seen that dioAéyecBoun and dialectic are in principle preordained to
rhetoric, they are what first makes it possible, whereas for Aristotle rhetoric
is avtiotpodog, it resides on the same level, as regards its epistemic char-
acter, as dialectic itself. Indeed Aristotle also says rhetoric is in a certain
sense a mopodvég of dialectic.® This cannot have the sense it has in Plato,
namely that rhetoric has “grown up next to” dialectic. It means rather,
according to Aristotle’s transformed concept of dialectic, that rhetoric be-
longs in the same field of the theory of Adyog in the largest sense. Hence
here dialectic is limited to Adyoq itself and its possible structures. We need
to note now that Aristotle does not at all abandon what Plato calls dialectic
but for the first time takes up precisely Plato’s dialectic in an actually radical
way in his idea of npdt prAocodio. Of course, I cannot here pursue the
concrete idea of dialectic in Aristotle; it is enough that you are aware of this
connection.

b) The motive for the further development of dialectic in
the Sophist: the differentiation of the “object” of dialectic
(beings—Being and ontological structure).

For the following consideration we must keep in mind this question: What
is it about the thematic content dealt with in the Sophist that transforms
dialectic? More precisely, how can the koivwvio t@v yevav, toward which
the discussion of the meaning of Being and non-being leads, be the sub-
stantive ground for a new determination of doAféyecBon? You can see
already in the term kowvwvia T@v yevayv that at issue here is the connection
of the yévn, whereas up to now we have seen only one yévog and, oriented
toward that one, a taking apart of the €ién. This is an indication that now
the whole dimension of questioning and determining in the sense of
dradéyecBou is set differently, that here it will no longer be a matter of
concrete beings but of the yévn and of the connection of the ontological
structures as such.

Before we can see these substantive connections themselves, ones which
compel a transformation of dialectic, we must provide ourselves with the
access to them. That is to say, on the basis of a concrete presentification of
what the sophist is, we must come to understand that this phenomenon of
the sophist in fact itself already exemplifies the Being of non-beings. Be-
cause of the fact that the sophists, in a manifold way yet according to the
structure we shall now gradually extract, make present the Being of non-

3. Rhetoric A, chapter 2, 1356a25: cuvpPaiver v Pntopikiiv olov mapoaduée T Thg
drohexTiknG Elvor.
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beings, our endeavor will amount to getting the sophist in view in his
factual existence and, as it were, from all sides. For if it is clear and evident
that the sophist in fact is and in himself constitutes a properly possible
mode of Dasein, then the Being of non-beings, i.e., the existence of deception
and error, is given ipso facto. Insofar as the demonstration of the existence
of deception and error is at the same time a matter of a demonstration of
something negative, it is necessary that Plato’s consideration of the sophist
in a certain sense leap over this negative phenomenon—in order to arrive
at something positive, on the basis of which he sees the negative. This is
the proper sense of the description in the sixth definition, which indeed
then quite significantly ends in both collocutors agreeing they have now
basically found the philosopher.



Chapter Four

The Definitions of the Sophist. Sixth and Seventh Definitions.
(226a-236c)

§56. The sixth definition of the sophist. Refuter (2260-231c),

a) The g of the classification of the sixth definition.
The concrete structure of the definitions. The sixth
definition as a union of the fifth and the seventh
definitions (Gvtihoyog).

The sixth definition of the sophist always struck commentators as a con-
sideration lying outside the framework of the previous definitions. Above
all, they were at a loss to see how this definition could be brought into the
framework of the dichotomies, If one understands the preparatory defini-
tions to be connected through Plato’s supposed concern with building a
conceptual pyramid, then indeed it will be difficult to fit this sixth definition
among the others. For our consideration of the fifth definition has already
shown that in going back to the gapotobion, this definition claims the last
remaining structural moment out of the framework which determines the
angler and so exhausts this pregiven frame, if one’s gaze does not go beyond
it. But we have emphasized repeatedly that our aim is not to provide an
articulation of an extrinsic sort but to bring the phenomenon of the sophist
closer and closer through the individual definitions. Thus we said the inner
concatenation of the individual definitions is grounded in the matter itself,
Le., in definite objective characters graspable in the sophist as he ultimately
shows himself. If we orient the definitions around the earlier framework,
then the sixth definition will clearly and immediately conflict with that
mode of consideration. To the extent that the sixth definition cannot be
inserted into that schema, it precisely proves that the latter is not genuinely
the issue.

Versus the earlier definitions, the sixth already has a more positive de-
scriptive character, since it immediately prepares the way for the seventh,
where the positive congideration begine. To understand the sixth definition
we need to be clear about the onset of this new description within the
previously articulated phenomena of the sophist. The sixth definition is, of
course, not an arbitrary introduction of a new point of view but precisely
takes up the decisive phenomena of the sophist as already described and
propels them in a direction that would make possible a genuine elaboration.
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Specifically, what is taken up is the phenomenon of Gvtiiéyery, dealt with
in the fifth definition and itself already encompassing the earlier ones. That
may not be visible immediately, if the sixth definition is taken extrinsically,
in terms of surface content, but a more precise interpretation will make it
clear. We will then see that the sixth definition, insofar as it takes up
dvnikéyery and makes it more acutely explicit, links precisely the fifth
definition with the seventh, inasmuch as the seventh again makes the
dvtikoyog thematic.

Thus you need to note well that the great emphasis 1 place on the struc-
ture does not have anything to do with an intention to determine the literary
form of the dialogue, in order, thereby, to fix the chronological order of the
dialogues, based on stylistic criticism, Our aim is simply to understand the
substantive content, if indeed we have a right to presuppose that Plato
designed his logos in accord with the outward look of the matters them-
selves, i, that he, in correspondence with the multiform aspect of the
sophist, begins with that and drives this multiformity on toward a v,
toward that which allows it to be seen together—in the mode of
ouvaywyi—and thereby to be properly determined. Thus it is also impossi-
ble to partition this dialogue, based on pre-determined philosophical the-
orems and disciplines, into inferior parts, written merely for the purpose
of training, and the kernel for the more advanced.

At the place of transition from the fifth to the sixth definition, the text
makes superabundantly clear what is at issue. ‘Opag 00w (g (hn8n Afyeto
10 mowkiiov elvon Todto 10 @mpiov kol T Aeyduevov ol Tf étépg Anmtdy
(226a6f.). We are once more reminded that this émpiov, namely the sophist,
was correctly addressed as mowkidov, something “multiform and varie-
gated,” and therefore as something which o0 1 étépg Anrtov, cannot be
grasped “with one hand” on the first attempt. iugoiv xpn (a8): “Both hands
are needed.” xol xutie fivauly ve olto romtéov, oivde T petabéovTog
iyvog oltow (b1f). “And in accord with possibility, the grasping and con-
ceiving of the sophist must be carried out by following the trace.” This
mention of a “trace” indicates precisely that the sophist himself, the sub-
stantive content thus far, the object, himself provides us with something
that makes it possible for us to track him down, as we say, i.e., to follow
him and actually get him in sight.
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b) Formal depiction of the way of the sixth definition.
Diairesis. To take apart (Sitipeoigl—to set in relief
{Budrprorg)—to extract—to render free, to purify (kGfupoig).
Preview of the genuine object of xdfupoic: dyvoio.
Kdbapog as Eheyyos.

Someone merely following the text extrinsically is in for a surprise from
the question now posed by the &évog, ie, after the just-mentioned meth-
odological requirement: v oikenxdv dvopdtaov KohoDuey @ite gov;
(226b21.). “Does our language have designations Tv oikenin@v (Tegviv is
left understood), for the modes of comportment, for the know-how, related
to domestic servants?” This is indeed immediately very striking, if ap-
proached directly from the earlier definitions; it is an entirely strange ques-
tion, but one we will later understand better. We will see that the reference
to those who have duties around the house is not accidental, quite apart
from the fact that there is a definite purpose behind the choice of the modes
of behavior attributed to them. The Zévog now lists a quite definite number
of activities; they are not arbitrarily chosen but, on the contrary, are already
determined by his general aim (226b4ff.). He mentions &iméeiv (b4} “to
strain, to pass through a filter”; iettay (bd): likewise “to strain”; Ppdttev
{be) (a characteristic expression for something we will want to understand
later): “to shake back and forth and by this very shaking to cast something
out,” e.g., the chaff from the wheat, “to winnow"; and instead of Siaxpivev
another reading has SuxorfiBery, which again means “to sift.” And then the
list continues with Zetivewv (b8): “to comb”; kutdyew (b8): “to spin”; and
xeprilew (b8E “to weave.” At 226c1f., Theaetetus quite justifiably asks what
the Zévog is actually trying to accomplish with these remarkable things
which at first have as little to do with the angler as with the sophist. The
Zévog answers: StupeETiKg Ti AexBfvTo olpuravia (cf. c3); “these are all
activities which take apart,” dunpeioBon, or, as it is characterized im-
mediately afterwards, picv ooy év Groo wvny (¢5F.), and this téyvn is
Buekprrikl (c8). Mexplvety, “to set in relief,” expresses it more precisely
than does SumpeioBo, for Soxkpively means not only to take apart in
general but to set off against one another and to distinguish from one
another the things taken apart in the taking apart. Thus there is a phenom-
enal distinction between a simple taking apart of something given and
leaving it at that and taking apart in the sense of setting in relief, ie..
distinguishing some one thing against an other.

This ddxpiang can now again be carried out in such a way that it is a
Braxpivewy 0 8 Opotov &’ opotou (cf. d2f), i.e., such that “things that are
the same are set off against each other,” or, on the other hand, such that the
Suaxpivewy is an dnoyopilev, a “segregating” and specifically to geipov
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and fekriovog (cf. d1f), “of the worse from the better.” Thus there is one
taking apart, and there is another in the sense of setting in relief, and this
latter can be such that both the things set off against each other are equal
in their ontological character or such that they are different. In that case,
the setting off is a separating of the worse from the better. This setting off
is an extracting, namely of the worse from the better, such that that from
which the extraction takes place, the better, remains left over; it is a
Gmofdaihery th xeipov and a xoradeinewy 10 Bénov (cf. d5.). Thus we see
that the structure of SipeioBot is organized in an entirely determinate
way. Purely terminologically, we can make the distinction still sharper by
grasping the sense of the setting off of the worse against the better as a
simple remaining left over of the better, which we can designate as “sifting.”
A second sense of setting off, however, derives from the extraction of the
waorse from the better, such that the latter is made free of the former, and
we call this sort of sifting “purifying.” Such a taking apart that also sets in
relief is therefore koBopuds (d10), “purification.” The distinction between
purification and sifting indicates that the sense of the xoraieinev (cf. d6),
the “leaving behind,” is different in the two cases. Purification does not
simply have the sense of removing something from something else and
leaving at rest in itself that from which the removal takes place. On the
contrary, the sense resides precisely in the making free and the consequent
bringing of the thing to its proper possibilities. Hence the sense is a clearing
away of obstacles, éurnodilovte, as the Eévog later says (230¢6), “that which
lies in the way,” so that what is purified can now come into its own.

The establishment of the structures of Suxipeag is important because the
theme of the specifically ontological parts of the dialogue will be worked
out precisely as the proper object of a definite Swipeoig or xdBupog,
Specifically, it is something that unifies in itself a BéAmov and a yeipov,
indeed in such a way that the one suppresses the other. This xeipov, the
proper object of the xdBupalg, is mothing other than something which,
insofar as it is, at the same time is not. And so this peculiar object entails
a oupnrokT of 6v and R dv. The task was to see this cuurAokt| as some-
thing original. This means, however, that the fundamental dogmas then
dominating philosophy had to be abandoned. For a ouprhox of pf dv
with {v was at that time unheard of, i.e., insofar as it was held that only
beings are, non-beings are not, and there is no other possibility. We will
encounter this peculiar abject as we come to understand better the proper
theme of wdBapaig, as carried out respectively by the sophist or by the
genuine philosopher. Therefore the sixth definition is a positive description
of the sophist, positive in the sense that it goes back to the foundations of
his existence in general.

Thus Siaipeoig is 1.) a taking apart, and as Suixpiong this taking apart is
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2.) a setting off and distinguishing of something from something else. In
this context, | cannot yet pursue the fact that this taking apart in the second
sense already entails an entirely new structural moment, insofar as the
setting in relief which distinguishes something versus something else pre-
supposes a determinate view of that according to which the two are dis-
tinguished. That moment is not yet present in the mere taking apart. This
seiting in reliefl which distinguishes one against another can now be 3.) a
distinguishing that extracts, such that the distinguishing is an extracting in
the sense of sifting, This taking apart that sifts, in the sense of extracting,
can be 4.) a sifting that sets free in such a way that what is liberated itself
remains and is preserved, a Aewmdpevov. Hence such a sifting at the same
time properly aims at what remains behind and grasps it. This Suxdpeagig
has the character of kiBupais.

If we look toward what the object of such a &iaipemig in the sense of
kaBopaig can be, we see it is a matter of something having the character
of a yeipov and a Péhnov, and specifically such that both of these are
initially given together and are unitarily determinative of a being. The more
concrete grasp of fuipeais as performed in the sophistical teaching activity
shows then that the proper object of the x@Bupoig is dyvowa and that
thereby, to characterize it in an anticipatory way, the xd8upomg ultimately
proves to be £xeyyog. "EAeyroc means “to pillory, to expose publicly.” It
applies to something which, in accord with its possibility, possesses a
Béimiov but which is suppressed by a xeipov. The KdBupalg as EAeyyog
exposes the thing publicly, and this making public is in itself an éxflokn, a
casting out of the yeipov, and consequently is a liberation of the péitiov.
In a wholly formal and preliminary sense, this is the path taken by the
description constituting the sixth definition of the sophist.

We intend to follow this path in detail.

©) Detailed depiction of the path of the sixth diairesis.

) The differentiation of the kobdpaerg with respect to
the sophist's abject (yugd). Kabopowg of the body and
kabapaig of the yuyi. Remark on dialectic. Kdfoapoig as
Exfoin g voxios,

It was quite advisedly that the modes of Suwkpively were made visible in
terms of activities related to everyday existence at home, i.e,, related to the
maintenance and fitting out of everyday life. Recalling what we made clear
earlier about the sophist, we can say his téyvn is characterized as
SoZommbevtixty: his comportment thus includes a claim to moadetberv.
More precisely formulated, his v is ponuetorwiun; his comportment
is a “provision, a selling, of paffipore,” ie. of Aiyor. And his way of
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dealing with those to whom he sells his treasures is Gvtihonxt, ie.,
éprotukn, All these modes of comportment, in their very sense, are clearly
directed toward other people, toward their possible modes of existence,
toward their yuyi. More precisely, insofar as it is a matter here of the
formation of mubeic, a matter of the selling of poffpete, a matter of
avuhéyely, this comportment aims at the yuyj to the extent that vogiv,
knowing in the largest sense, resides in it. Thus we must maintain 1.) that
the determination of A6y0g permeates the entire comportment of the soph-
ist, and 2.) that the object he hunts is the yuy1 of another person,

It is in these terms that we need to understand the turn now taken by
the consideration of SunpeioBon. For this Sinpeiodon is meant to express
nothing other than the anticipation of a phenomenon which will subse-
quently be claimed for the behavior of the sophist. Accordingly, insofar as
the soul is concemed. even this Stipeoic, ie., the xaBapuds, will be di-
rected toward the soul, toward the existence of other people, and specifi-
cally with regard to Suivowe. Thus the differentiation now made with
respect to the object of xaBoppds is not an extrinsic, scholastic one, but is
already predelineated in the very idea of the sophist, i.e., in the object of
his comportment. Therefore the xuBdparig are now again differentiated
into ones nepi ™0 c@pe and ones tepil T wuyiv (227c8f.). This differenti-
ation at the same time serves to clarify in a preliminary way the sense of
the xdBopoig related to the yuyii. It is not accidental here that the possible
modes of the kaBoporg related to oduata function in a certain sense as
examples for the modes of purification relative to the soul, insofar as it is
manifest that even the existence, the soul, i.e., the full Being of the living
man, is grasped here in the sense of form, keidg, eldog,

Thus there is first of all (as the most well known) a xabapudg repl 1d
aipota (of. 226e5). And a distinction must be made between, on the one
hand, the soue v dayfixev (cf. 227a3), “the body of what is without a
soul,” what does not live, the non-living, what is merely material, and, on
the other hand, the gouc tév Euyigmy (227b7), “the body of what is alive.”
Such a body, one partaking of life, we call “flesh.” It is characteristic of such
a body to be given not only from the outside, for aiefnme, for @ and
opayv, but to be given from the inside, as we say, i.e, given as a body for
the living being whose body it is. My relation to my body is therefore one
that is specifically psychic, i.e., this relation includes the possibility of my
being “disposed” in relation to my body. This is why we speak of a bodily
disposition. Only a body having the character of flesh contains in its objec-
tive content this structure of one’s being disposed toward it in some way
or another. A chair and a stone, although they are bodies, have no bodily
disposition, Therefore the possible ways of influencing a body are different,
depending on whether the body is flesh or a mere physical thing. The latter



§56 [362-363] 251

can be purified only in the sense of “washing” or “decoration,” yvopevtiki
or koounTtikn (227a3f.). But one can exercise an influence, in the sense of
koBopudg, on the flesh by yovuvaoctikn and iotpikt (226e8f.), “gymnastics”
and “healing.” Both these latter kinds of purification, iatpik} and
youvootikt, will be taken up again later when it is a matter of determining
the purifications pertaining to the psychic as such.

This consideration of apparently quite primitive everyday activities pro-
vides Plato an opportunity to make a parenthetical remark about dialectics;
at 227a7ff., he calls it 1} ué6odog t@v Adywv (cf. aZf.). He explicitly empha-
sizes what is at issue in this dialectical analysis of Té€xvou: it is not a matter
of which accomplishes more within life and which less, which has the
higher function of purification and which the lower; i.e., it is not a matter
of ranking the factual modes of purification. For 100 ktjcacBout . . . Eveka
VOUV . . . metpwpévn (227a10f.): “Our aim here is simply to take possession
of vovg, to discern, to see.” This is an abbreviated way of speaking: votg
stands for voovuevov, as Adyog does for Aeyéuevov. Hence the aim is
merely to take possession of what is discerned, what is seen. That is to
say, at issue here is merely the discernment of the ontological connections:
T0 OLYYEVEG KOod TO UT) ovyyeveg koatavoely (blf.), “to get in sight what
belongs in one yévog, in one £v, i.e., what belongs together in the same
provenance and what does not.” Since only this structure of provenance,
and nothing else, is the theme, therefore tiud npdg Tov10 £€ {00V MACOG
(b2), “all these different t€)va are equal in value.” The consideration is
indifferent with regard to their factual significance, and therefore
oepuvotepov O€ Tt OV il otpatnylkng 1N 00eploTikiic dnAodvia
BnpevTikn Vv 0VdEV vevouikev (baf.), “it does not at all take it to be more
worthy, more important, or more excellent to explain the structure of
Onpeverv with regard to the comportment of a field-marshal than to show
the same thing with regard to the hunting of lice.” In a similar fashion,
someone who believes in logic might think (as happens frequently) that
in order to be able to explicitate the structure of a proposition or of a
concept he has to employ an example from theoretical physics at the very
least. But that precisely proves that the person in question does not know
what is at stake, that the objective content is at first indifferent, and that
StoAéyecBon is rather a matter of structures, ones occurring prior to every-
thing that constitutes the practical applicability in each case, i.e., the factual
rank of the beings themselves. This is a clear indication of the direction
followed by the transformation of dtoAéyecbor. The E€vog concludes this
methodological interlude by going back over what preceded and empha-
sizing (227b6ff.) that here the issue is simply—no matter whether incon-
sequential or very valuable activities are under discussion—to keep
separated the xd&Bapoig related to cdpoto and the one mepi v didvolo;
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and it is precisely this latter k@Bapoig which we had in a certain sense
“taken in hand” at the very outset, émxegeipnxev cgopioaction (227c41.),
“in order to delimit it.”

Thus now the analysis gets a foothold in the Sixlpeorg mepl v ywuydv,
and the question is to what extent we can speak of a kd@Baporg mepi Thv
fdvoray, Let us recall the structure of xdboepoig 1.) éxpdiieny, “to cast
out,” and specifically in the sense of xutaieinewy, “leaving behind,” namely
of the Béhniov; 2.) Suxkpivery dpotoy &b’ opoiow (cf. 226d1-7). The immedi-
ate question is: is there in the soul something which renders possible such
comportment to it, the casting out of a yeipov and the retaining of a Béitiov?
Qur everyday knowledge of factual Dasein, of life, shows us that there is
£v yruyn movnpic and dpen (cf. 227d4). These terms are to be taken here
provisionally in a very general sense: “badness” and “excellence.” In rela-
tion to this constitution of the soul, the xafuppis would then be nothing
other than éxfoki tovnpiog or xexiog apaipeoig (cf. d9E).

The more precise determination of xG8upoig has to take into account
what this koo itself is; it has to see to what extent there is a xoxia in the
soul. This is the place where the significance of the oapa as an example
penetrates the conception of the ontological structure of the soul. In order
to determine the xaxic of the soul, we will go back to the Kuxia in the
ooue, in flesh. The guiding line for the more precise determination of the
object toward which the endeavors of the sophist are directed derives from
the purification that relates to the flesh, o@ue

B) The determination of the koo in the yuyr, with
the flesh as guiding line,

o) The xaxio of the flesh. Sickness and ugliness.
Sickness: otdog (insurrection). Ugliness: apetpie,
Suoeibés (deformity). Directedness-toward as condition
of the possibility of the duetpio
of a comportment: general structural analysis.

The human body can manifest a yelpov in two ways: in the first place, as
vGaog, “sickness,” and secondly as aioyog, “ugliness” (cf. 228al), the op-
posite of xaidc, The structures of these two forms of badness are essentially
different.

Néoog, “sickness,” is determined as otdoig (cf. ad), “insurrection,” and
this otdo is determined as habopi toU dOHOEL ouyrEVODS £K TIVOS
BuopBopdg (cf. a7f.), “a diremption of what is ovyyevés, what in its very
Being belongs properly together, due to a disturbance,” i.e,, due to destruc-
tion in the largest sense. What is characteristic of végog is thus otdog, the
stepping apart, the opposition against, the insurrection, of determinations
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which properly belong together in the being itself and which are thus
likewise constitutive of the ¢Uowg of the being. A6Ca, émBupic, Bupos,
Adovi}, héyog, A0mn (cf. b2E): all these determinations are constitutive of
the Being of man. But for someone who finds himself in an unfortunate
situation with regard to his soul, these structural moments do not simply
step apart but they oppose themselves against one another, such that an
insurrection arises. This character of insurrection determines vooog, What
is essential here is hence that a mode of comportment comes into conflict
with another and against another.

Algyos, on the other hand, is 10 Th Gyetpiog . . . vévog (cf. alOL); it is
a yévog of auetpie, “inadequacy.” This is not a matter of the relation of one
comportment to another but is something residing purely and simply in
the comportment itself, It is not a matter of a relation, e.g., between the way
1 speak about something and my disposition: that | speak in this or that
way depending on my disposition at the time, my passions and prejudices,
i.e., that my disposition encroaches on my speaking about the thing. Hence
odayos is not a matter of the relation between Adyog and AGmm but on the
contrary concerns merely one comportment, Le., voeiv by itself, to take the
example set in relief here. Nogiv has in itself the character of aoyog insofar
as it manifests an inadequacy residing in its very Being. Aloyog is therefore
a matter of the duetpla, the inadequacy, of a comportment not with regard
to another but with regard to itself. Where this yévog of duetpia occurs,
there mavtoygol duoedés (cf. al0f.), “there beings do not at all have the
£id0g, the outward look,” which properly fits them. Instead, we find there
de-formatio, disfiguration; the eidoc is not what it should be. Aloyog is
distinct from vooog by virtue of the fact that there the inadequacy resides
within the comportment itself and concerns its own specific constitution.

We must then ask what sort of structure has to be presupposed in a
comportment for it to be able to display something like cioyog and dyetpior
Not every comportment of the soul possesses the possibility of this
Suoeldés. We must ask, accordingly, what eldog, what ontological structure,
of a mode of comportment renders possible such dvoeldés, such deforma-
tion? The analysis makes this plain at 22Bc1ff.: 60’ <dv> wivijoeeg
petaaydvie kol okordy Tive Bépeve meipdpeva TobTou Tugdvely kol
gxdatny dpuiv repdeopo aitoD yiyvntm kol arotuydn, TdteEpoy aitd
onfoopev brd ouppetpleg Tig Apds dhinia i tolvavtiov imd duetpiog
airtd mdaygew; We want to extract the individual moments packed in this
very condensed analysis. It is a matter of the yuy, of a comportment of
the soul, which:

1.)is characterized as xiviioews petaoydva, therefore as something “that
bears in itself xiviyorg.” That means it is a psychic comportment having in
itself the character of the “from-to,” a comportment which in its Being as
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such is underway to something else. That is the sense of this xuijoemg
pETaayov.

2} oxondv Tvee Bépeva, in this being underway to, it has posited that to
which it is underway, as oxords, Exondg is usually translated “aim.” Pro-
vided the term is interpreted correctly, it does capture the meaning. The
toward-which of a kivnoig is that in which it comes, in accord with its own
proper sense, to its end, its téhog, Zxomdg is such a téhog which is “sighted,”
oxomeiv, as 1hog, and hence is uncovered. In this movement, its own proper
end is by itself seen in advance. That is the genuine meaning of “aim.”

3.} mewpdpeve tobtou tuyydvewy: this kivinog is not merely underway
toward but possesses opur, “a striving to reach the goal,” thus a positive
tendency, an “urge,” which is a new moment in opposition to a merely
factual movement toward the goal. Where this is given, there can occur:

4.) a nupadopd, a "going awry.” For only where there is a ¢opd, ie., a
xivngwg, in the sense of a striving to arrive at a téhog which is oxondg, is
there, properly speaking, a going awry. Only in relation to a dopG oriented
by a definite striving can there be a zopudopd

Aloyog in the sense of this de-formation is thus possible only in the case
of a formation which has in itself a direction toward something but which
can also fail, by being deflected from its exonds. Such a comportment is a
duxe€pery not from another but from itself, from the meaning of Being
residing in this being itself. The being is in itself, in its factual formation,
inadequate to that toward which it itself as such is underway. Aloyog as
ayetpi is thus an inadequacy which, out of the being itself, recoils back
on itself.

Now arises the substantive question: where is such a phenomenon given
in the yoyn and what is it?

BA) The dyetpia in the yuyr: dyvour. Structural
analysis of voelv, The orientation (0puij) of voeiv
toward the danBég. "Ayvowr
as ugliness in the yuyn. AlnBevewv as wahov.

The substantive question is hence: where and what in the yuyr is this
phenomenon of kiviiowe which bears in itself a dpur and the possibility of
nopaeopd? This phenomenon in the yuy is voeiv, or, more concretely,
apoveiv, opévnois. which in Plato is still undifferentiated from cogio and
émotriun. The most general term is voeiv. The Téiog of this kivnowg as voeiv
is the cAnBés: that in which the seeing comes to an end, the perceived, i.e.,
beings present as they are uncovered in themselves. Therefore what con-
stitutes the inadequacy of this voelv itself with regard to itself is
RAPUOPOCUVT: ER° dAfBEIcy SpuaUEVIE wuxhe, RapaoGpou auvisEng
nyvopévng oudev diko TANV Topaopoativ (228c10f.). Mupuopocivy is
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a very difficult term to translate, and in particular the usual translation is
not a very happy one. The proper sense 15 “perception gone awry” or
“misperception,” i.e,, it is not blindness, not mere non-seeing, but a much
mere radical deformation, pn:ri:q:ly a "mi.ﬁ;:ercupl.ion," hence indeed a
perception, a seeing. An extreme phenomenon of ropagpoaivn is infatu-
ation. The idea that the vogiv in the soul is a phenomenon which makes
possible a nopagpoatvn, that there is hence an dyyvoeiv, and that this
dyvoeiv is itself a deformation, quite apart from whatever sort of practical
comportment results from this dyvoeiv—that idea is founded in a more
original one, expressed in the preceding statement: Adhd piyy yuygrv 1€
fopev dxovcoy nioay miv dyvoobooy (228c¢7E). “We know that every soul
(that means all human knowing, for here it is a matter of vogiv) is in
ignorance, xouca, without a positive impetus in that direction arising
from itself.” There is in the soul no positive oppr] toward this failing, this
misperceiving. On the contrary, precisely even in misperception, the Opui
aims at the GAnég. This expresses the claim and the opinion that even the
voeiv which is factually an dyvoux is oriented toward the dintés. Thus we
see that in fact there resides in the soul such an dyvoug, that (this is Plato’s
main concern) this dyvolo xoxio ot év yugf) povov yiyvouevoy tony (cf.
228d10f.), this dyvorn “purely as such,” codtd povov, insofar as it is present
at all, already constitutes a deformation, and that therefore the duoeidég
within this basic comportment determines the kaxio. Positively expressed,
this means that the proper and genuine voeiv, i.e., dAnBetewy, is the xohog
and is hence that which is properly to remain in the soul and is to be set
free. In this connection, we must keep in mind that xaie, or t Kooy
and aioyog, are for the Greeks decisive predicates for a thing and concern
its proper ontological character. Our expression “beautiful” or the like is
much too pale and wom out to render the sense of KaA®g in any significant
fashion. What is essential is that voeiv, this opu1) of soul toward the dhnBéc,
be seen as what is most original in the constitution of man.

We encounter here a wholly original structure, one visible to the Greek
philosophy of the time, a structure of Dasein, which to be sure would not
be pursued in an explicit anthropological reflection.

'ry} Directedness-toward as an original structure of Dasein as
Being-in (Being-in-a-world). The Greek discovery of Being-in.
The Greek interpretation of existence as illuminated from the
“world.” The darkness of the history of anthropological
questioning (Dilthey). The ontology of Dasein as
presupposition for an insight into this questioning.

The structure of Dasein's being-underway toward what is to be uncovered
touches that ontological structure of Dasein we designate phenomenally as
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Being-in. Dasein, always used here as a title for the Being of man, is char-
actenized by the basic phenomenon of Being-in or, more fully expressed,
Being-in-a-world. Being-in-a-world is a basic phenomenon and is not re-
solvable further; on the contrary, it is a primary and perhaps the primary
ontological fact of Dasein itself. This Being-in is initially permeated by
dyvour, by a knowledge of the immediately given world which is at the
same time a lack of knowledge. It is a certain infatuation with immediately
given appearances, on the basis of which all further experiences of the
world are interpreted, interrogated, and explained. The knowledge arising
in this way can become science and as such can be nurtured and cherished.
At the same time, it is clear that this deyvoeiv harbors a positive dpur toward
an chnBevery which has the potential to break through the actual ignorance.
I emphasized that the Greeks, in all their scientific questioning, did not
primarily focus on anthropological contexts but instead were concerned
with elucidating the Being of the world in which man lives. Quite naively
and naturally, they then likewise interpreted existence, the Being of the
soul, with the same means they employed to elucidate the beings of the
world in their Being. This is a tendency already pregiven in natural Dasein,
insofar as natural Dasein takes the means even for its self-interpretation
from the immediately experienced world. Greek research merely follows
this quite primitive and in itself justifiable tendency toward self-interpre-
tation on the basis of what is given immediately. But in order to see anything
of the anthropological structure in which man stood within Greek research,
we need to retum to the phenomena of dinBetew, the uncovering and
disclosure of the world. To be sure, this is only one direction in which we
find access to these still wholly obscure contexts of the ontological struc-
tures of human existence, quite apart from the fact that we today still have
very little clarity concerning the concrete history of the development of
anthropological questioning. Dilthey was one who dedicated his entire long
life 1o gaining insight into this matter, and, as he himself conceded in his
discourse on the occasion of his seventieth birthday, he always remained
underway.! We lack not only the factual concrete contexts of Greek anthro-
pology but also the connection between Greek and Christian anthropology
and, even more, the connection between Luther’s anthropology and the
preceding ones. In view of this state of research, we may not nurture the
thought of being able to say anything definite about these phenomena,
especially since the proper substantive preparation for an investigation into
them is still in its infancy. For one can see these structures only if the
ontology of Dasein itself is made the theme of its own proper research.

1, W, Dulthey, "Rede zum 70. Geburtstag,” in Die geistige Welt: Emleitung in die Philssoplie
des Lebents. Wilhelm Diltheys Gesammelte Schiriften, Band V., Erste Halfte. Leipzig and Berlin,
1924, cf. p- 9.
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It is in this context that the structures now becoming visible through the
elucidation of dyvowa belong. To this dyyvora there corresponds, in terms of
k@bapog, a definite mode of purification. What is that mode?

¥) The determination of the kdBupaig of dyvoua.
oo The wkabapoig of dyvour as Sidaoxuiix.

If dyvouet is an aloyog, a deformation, then its structure contains a dus-, a
xeipov. So the question arises: is there a téyvn that can cast out this fuo-
and set free the BéAniov, the dhnBevery, the voeiv? Insofar as this would be
a téyvn concerned with knowing and not-knowing, it will have the general
character of Sibaoxaiu (cf. 229a9), “instruction.” Instruction brings about
the disappearance of ignorance by communicating knowledge. The ques-
tion, however, is whether such &bdaoxahixt} which communicates knowl-
edge (and this is comparable to the sophist’s selling of Adyon) is capable of
removing the deformation in the soul. And in this way a question arises
concerning the Sidooxoiin directed to dyvowe. The deliberations aim at
elaborating, versus the Gidaoxoiusr] immediately given, a quite peculiar
one, one whose single unique goal is the removal of this Gyvou.

Bp) Further determination of dyvour. "Ayvoin as auofic, as
presumptive knowledge and infatuation, as the actual koxia
in the yuyxm.
The Sévog says of @ypvowe: Ayvolag youv péye tf pot dowo Kod gokeriv
aompiapévov dpav eldog, mim tolg dhiolg abtiig Gvtictofuov pépecy
(229ciff.). “I believe I see an ignorance, namely the one just characterized,
which is péyo, great, a great and difficult field delimited in itself, an igno-
rance which is dvtiotaBpoy, which has the same weight as all other kinds
of ignorance together,” which includes all ignorance in the sense of mere
unfamiliarity. The £évog now characterizes this deyvola more precisely: it is
i pfy xaterdita n doxetv eldévan (c3). that state and constitution of man
which consists in “not vet having seen something or other, uf xuetewddro
T, yet appearing to oneself and in the eves of others as if one had knowledge
of it.” “Not yet having seen the thing,” uf| xutedoTa 1 (this kotd signifies
precisely a looking upon something in the correct way) is not vet having
seen the thing and vet appearing to oneself and to others (the word Soxeiv
requires this to be supplemented) as if one did know it. At 230b, the same
state of affairs is once more formulated, so briefly that we cannot express
it that way in our language at all, and specifically with regard to the
phenomenon which will be discussed later, namely Adyog. ointoei tig 1 mépt
Afyewy kv undév (baf.): such a one “believes he is saying something about
a thing,” letting it be seen, éropaiveabial, “yet is not saying anything about
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it," and, on the contrary, is distorting it. This uf) xetedto 1 Soxeiv eidévon
or oleafiol T mépL AEyewv Afyewv indév is what & o xiviuvesel rdvin doo
Savoin ook ot yiyveobo maciy (22951.): “this peculiar phenomenon
of dyvoux is what makes all of us be deceived in our discernment, our
oudvore” This pfy xetedéto 11 Soxeiv eldévan, the presumed familiarity
with something, is the proper origin of deception and error. What is essen-
tial is not mere ignorance, mere unfamiliarity, but a positive presumption
of knowledge.

This dyvore is designated at 229¢9 as Gpebie, unproficiency, inexperi-
ence. The positive phenomenon opposed to dpaBia is mmdeio, proper
“upbringing.” Monbdele is usually translated as “education,” and dpoBio as
“lack of education.” But the term “education” in our language does not at
all capture the sense. For we understand an educated, or cultured, man to
be precisely one who knows a great deal and indeed knows everything
possible to know in all realms of science, art, and the like, and not only has
a general acquaintance but knows the most valuable details, and judges
with taste, and to all questions put to him from any of these realms always
has a ready answer, and acquires each day what 1s newest and most valu-
able. Now such an education does not at all require what the Greeks
understand by nondeic. For that education does not make one capable of
posing a proper substantive question. One will not thereby have the proper
disposition to be a researcher, though this does not mean every researcher
has to be uneducated. Yet our contemporary philosophy is to a large extent
made up of such education. It does not have to be a historiographical
education, but there is also an education in systematics. By the same token,
there are also such educative sciences in other disciplines, e.g., in theology.
And therefore it can happen that a theologian or a theological faculty, with
simultaneous appeal to the general disposition, will endorse another
theologian's paper by saying that special merit must be attributed to it for
emphasizing that sin is the opposite of faith. [t would be precisely the same
if a mathematician were to sav to his colleague, after hearing him lecture,
that his paper was indeed methodologically insufficient, perhaps even com-
pletely beside the point, but we mathematicians all agree we owe the author
thanks for having proclaimed with emphasis that a + b = b + a. Thereby
wailing misery is transformed into ludicrousness. | do not know whether
the state of our contemporary spiritual make-up has struck the soul of the
present public or not. But rondeice is not education in this sense; on the
contrary, it is a Tpoypateic, a task, and hence not a self-evident possession.
It is not a task any person can take up according to whim but is one which
precisely encounters in each person its own proper resistances. And this is
the way it stands with the Sidookcduk) that is to have the function of
exfdaiiey
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In order to grasp the genuine aim of the whole dialogue at the end, it is
important to see here that dyvowa is a xaxio. That means that purely in
itself, as a determinate formation, or, rather, de-formation, of the soul, it
denigrates the Being of man with regard to his ontological possibilities.
Therefore this @yvowo does not require a relation to determinate objects,
ones it precisely does not know. A definite realm of objects is not constitu-
tive of &yvouc. Its very existence as such is already sufficient to characterize
it as xaxio. By reason of the peculiar sort of Being of this xaxév, a corre-
sponding t)vn proves necessary, one which is to have the sense of a
xGBapatg, a purification.

vy) Further determination of sidaoxaiiki as xdBapoig of
Gryvora. Not a communication of knowledge but a liberation
toward dAnBeverv: roudeio. Adyog as essential element of
rondefo. Its types: vovBemmuxt (admonition) and elenchtics.
Rejection of vovBemtixi.

This &yvowx is not such that it can be eliminated through the infusion of
definite bits of knowledge. Therefore the didaoxaiixy] cannot have the
character of dnuovpyixry (cf. 229d1f); i.e., it cannot be something that
provides or produces a definite stock of objective knowledge and that
imparts definite objective cognitions. And so the question arises concerning
a téyvn which alone would bring about the elimination of the é&yvoiw. In
positive terms, it would allow the aAn6evewv itself to become free. This
téyvn is hence a uépog didaokarikig arnaridttov tovto (cf. 229¢11f), “a
mode of ddackaiixk’y which removes t0010,” namely the dyvowr or the
opoBio. And this Sidaoxaiixy is precisely rondeia (cf. d2). Specifically, it
is a matter of a Sidcoxaiikt) v toic Adyorc (cf. el), a idooxoiki carried
out in the mode of speaking with one another and to one another. You see
here again how the phenomenon of xdBapoig is incorporated into that
which has already been of constant interest in the determination of the
sophist: A6yoc. The xGBapoig is something carried out in Afyewv and is
related to AGyou.

This is the occasion to distinguish two modes of didaoxaiix: first, the
vovBemnuikt (cf. 230a3), which works with mere admonitions, mere remon-
strance. It is not a matter of imparting knowledge but has merely the sense
of bringing the other to a definite decision and comportment. Such a
ddaokaiixl], however, obviously cannot accomplish the desired purifica-
tion of the soul with regard to dyvowo. So Plato says: eifaoi Tveg . . .
nmoacBon (230a5f.), “some seem to be of the opinion,” and specifically
not on the basis of arbitrary whim but Aéyov éavtoig d0vteg (a5), after they
have presentified the matter itself under discussion. They seem to be of the
opinion:
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1.) mixguy dxobolov auaBioy eivon (a6). This is a repetition of the prop-
osition we have seen above: “All unproficiency comes to be without a
positive decision in favor of it.”

2.) pabelv ovdév mot’ v EBEAEY TOV oldpEvoy Elval coddy ToUTWY GV
olorto népt Setvdg elvan (abif.): “No one will learn anything about a subject
he considers himself an expert in and thinks he is already thoroughly
familiar with.”

3.) petd 8 mokiod mdvou tH vovBemmikdv eifog Tig mondeing opkpv
dviitely (a8E): against such ignorance as this deyvow in the strict sense, the
mode of education in question, the vovBemnixn, admonition and remon-
strance, would be able petd 8¢ mokioU movou opkpdv dvitety, “even with
great pains and at great cost, to accomplish but the slightest thing.”

The vovBemmikr] must fail, because the comportment which needs to
undergo the purification, by its very sense, shuts itself off from such in-
struction by considering itself dispensed with the necessity of purification
in the first place. Indeed it is part of the very sense of dyvoia to believe
that it already knows. It is precisely this pretence to knowledge that the
Sdoorehict must attack. This pretence must, as it were, be emptied, un-
dermined, and thereby brought to the point that it collapses upon itself.

88) The wdBupag of the dyvown by Eieryos. The procedure of
Eheyyos. Setting the 86Zm against each other through the
ouvdyewy eig &v. Rejection of the purported discovery of the
principle of contradiction. Its discovery in Aristotle. The
exfoin of 86&a as peyiorn oy kabdpoewv. The liberation of
Dasein toward aanBedery.

Plato now says that those who know how things stand with this dyvoue—
that it is precisely grounded in the fact that nésay drkototov apebioy elven,
"all unproficiency comes to be without a resolution toward it"—already
possess the path to the éxoir (cf. 230bl). Aipwtdory, they “question”
anyone who oidpevos Myew 1o Myov undév (cf. baf); “"they question him
thoroughly.” Alepwtiv means to question so as to shake someone thor-
oughly, as it were, ie, to overwhelm him with questions so that he is
altogether shaken in his eidévon and is thereby disabused of his purported
familiarity with things. Here we see the concrete connection with the modes
of everyday activity mentioned at the beginning, e.g., the winnowing of
grain. The thorough questioning has determinate stages. What is essential
is that the ones who carry it out, take tég 865ag, “the opinions” of the
person concerned, the one who is undergoing the questioning, and
ouviyoveg Toig Adyomg elg tabtdv nBéuo (cf. be), “in discussion they
bring together, ouvéyerv, the person’s opinions about some matter and
relate them to one and the same thing.” That is to say, they accomplish
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something we have already become familiar with, the guvopioy: they “see
together” the very different things someone has said about one single
matter. TiBévteg (b7), when that happens, “they let be seen,” émderevGovaww
(b7}, what? Avrtég altaic . . . Evavtiog (b71), that the opinions “as it were,
slap each other in the face,” that one opinion, which has always claimed
to show the matter about which it speaks, covers over what the other
opinion shows, and vice versa. They let be seen this peculiar évorvtiov
among the 865 and specifically oitig chtaig Gy . . . évavtiog (b7E).
The sense of this Gue cannot be grasped here in a wholly univocal way.
We are tempted to take it without further ado as a temporal determination:
“at once”—insofar as the §m are understood as grasping one and the
same matter in the very same sense of making present. That means the
object of the opinions and the opinions themselves dwell in the character
of the now: now the matter is so and so, or now the one opinien says this
and the other says the opposite. But we must indeed leave the meaning of
the Gpee open here, and the same applies in general to the entire explication
of what is really at issue, as [ will show later. First of all it is a question of
simply making visible the structures that are supposed to be uncovered in
the Siepotiy, Guo mepl ThHv obTOV TPog Tl ot KoTd ToTl EvavTieg
(b7f.). "Apa: the 86Cm speak “at the same time,” “at once,” against each
other; Tepi T@v ooizdv: as opinions “about the same matters”; kpdg Té odTd,
considering the same matters “in relation to the same other ones”; Kot
Tatd, taking this relation itself for its part “in the same regard.” This is a
very rich formulation of what taitév properly means, in regard to which
those who question thoroughly in this way see t