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Translators' For"word 

This book is a translation of Pinion; Soplustes, which was published in 1992 
as volume 19 of Heidegger's Cesnmtausgabe (Collected Works). The text is 
a reconstruction of the author's lecture course delivered under the same 
title at the University of Marbutg in the winter semester192-l-25. The course 
was devoted to an interpretation of both Plato, especially his late dialogue, 
the Sop/list, and Aristotle, especially Book VI of the Nicomadu?JI/1 E.tlrics. It 
is one of Heidegger's major works, because of its intrinsic importance as 
an interpre1<1tion of ancient philosophy and also on account of its relation 
to Bring and Timt. 

The first page of Heidegger's magnum opus, Bdng and Time, immediately 
foUowing 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 Bemg 
and Timt; it names the centra l, unifying matter at issue in Being mrd Time, 
which can then be seen as a single protracted meditation revolving around 
this one sentence from Plato. The sentence occurs at the heart o( the Soplrist. 
Furthermore, Heidegger chose it as the motto precisely at the time he was 
both delivering these lecturvs on that dialogue, i.n 1925, and composing 
Being and Time, which was published in 1927 but was substantially complete 
when presented to Husser! in manuscript form the year before, at a gath· 
ering in the Black Forest to celebra te Husserl's sixty-seventh birthday 
(whence the place and date on the dedication page: Tadtunu!n>rg i. Bad. 
Sclrwar.:wold rum 8. Apri/1926). Thus Being orrd Time is closely connected to 
this lecture course, both temporally and thematically. They are both medi· 
lations on the matters at issue in the Soplrist and shed light on each other. 
ln one of the senses in which Being and Time is a repetition, ll is a repetition 
of this lecture course. It is not a mere repetition, natunlly, and the difference 
is that in these lectures Heidegger stays closer to the text of Plato and 
approaches the problematic in Platonic terms, whil<' 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 

I. M>rhn H<'!d<&gcr, Knnl ui!J dJU 1'1<>b/rm tl.u Mrhlph!f$•/t. hrsg. f .. w , . ., H•rnnann (CA 
3), FriU\klurt: Kloslem\Mil, 1991, p. 239. English tran•tabou"' of the 1913 edition by RIChatd 
Ta&.,.I<Jtnt Mnd tlw Prob'm1 ofM,tilphYJks. Bloomington! lndlaM Unh·ersity Press, 1990, p. l63j 
and ol tilt' 1950 edltioll by James Churchill. Kn11l •tld 1/Jt P'robl<nr of Mtl•physi<'1. 8loomlng10n: 
Indiana Uni..,..lty ......,., p. loiS. 



 



 
 





In ml!moriam 
Paul Natorp 

A lecture course on Plato today in Malburg 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 exen:ises were for him a new approach to a revi· 
sian of his work on "Plato's Theory ofldeas."1 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 
interu;eiy penetrating the book is. It provided a sharp awareness of the fa.ct 
that a thorough acquaintance with the material is not sufficient for a genu· 
ine u.nderstlnding 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 n text, with commenrnry, 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 philosophicaJ 
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 Malburg 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 thls by 
no means derived from an inadequate knowledge or Aristotle. On the 
contrary, Natorp anticipated results we are attaining only today. Natorp's 
studies on Greek philosophy are the foUowing: "Tirtwta 1md Disposillo11 d..,. 
aristote/ische11 Metnphysik," 1888; "Aristoteles: Mdapbysr'k K 1-8," 1888; "Am· 
loteles 1111d die £/eate11," 1890; "Die elhisclum Fragmenle des Demolmt, Text 1111d 

1. P. Natorp. PID.tus ltkml~hrc: Eme £mfo.lrrun~ tn dm Itkaltsmw, Leipzig. 1903. Zwcitl', 
durdlges. und urn <inen m .... kri1ischen Anh.tng (l.ogos-Psycli<-F.ros, pp. 457-513) \'ermehrte 
Ausgabe. Leipzig. t921. 
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Untersuclnmgen," 1893; "Forsdumgen zur Geschicltte des Erkennlnisproblems 
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 coll$clousness. His special position and h.is 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: "Einleil­
rmg in die Psycltologie trnclt kritisclter Methode," 1888; "Allgemeine Psydrologie 
nadr k:ritisdrer Mellrode," 1912.' He took his orientation from Descartes, 
whose epistemology he had written about: "Descart,;' Erkenntnistlreorie," 
1882.' 

Natorp raised in his psychology the problem of consciousness, i.e., he 
questioned the method by which consciou..<mess 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 Psydrologievom empirisdwr StandpurrJct.• 
The new edition of Natorp's P~dtDiogie, which appeared in 1912,' is es~ 
dally 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 Husser!. This is 
demonstra ted by his works "Zur Frage der logisclren Mel/rode/" 1901, w here 
he takes up Husserl's Logisclre U11tersuclumgen, Erster Ba11d: Prolegomena zur 

2. P. Natorp, .. ThtrM und DisposWott du anstOUI~JtMtl M.tbrplrysik; in Philosoplc&dle 
M"n.rJhtf/t. Bel. 24. 1888, Trill, pp. 37-65; Tril fl. pp. 54fH;74 

P. Natotp, "Utbtt Aristottlts' Mttaphy$ik, K 1-8, 106So26, • in Atthrv.filrC<sd<tdHedtT Pluloscplti<, 
Bd.l. Heft2. 1888. pp. 178-193. 

P. Natorp, • Aristnlde$ und die EJ(Q/c!," in PlulosopluKitt MDnPisirtjle, Bd. 26, 1890. Tcill. pp. 
l-l6; Tetl II, pp. 147- 169. 

P. Natorp, 0~ Elhih d~ Dtrnctrdt:tS. Tttt und U1JftTSudrungrn, Marburg, 1893. 
P. Natorp, Fontlumgm zur Gr.$dttcllttdes Erl::mntnrsproblems rm Allntum: ProtagoNtS, Dtmckrit, 

EpJklif uttd dit Sk.rpf.is, Berlin.. 1884.. 
3. P. Natorp. Ebrldtung i.r1 d1e P~hologle nnclt kTitiKhu ~tJtodt, Freiburg i. Br., 1888. 

P. Nat6rp, Allgo'mdnt Psydtoi"Ri< rurdr kritisdJn Methode. bst<S Budr: Objtkl und Mnhatt dtT 
Ptythologie, Tiibingt"n. 1912. 

44 P. Natorp, Dtsalrtes' Erk~mttnifltlwo~: f.inr Stud~ :ur Vorgaduchlt dt'5 Krfhci!muJ, Mat~ 

bwg.18S2-
s. F. Brent.lno, /'sy<h<!logit "'"' mpr01S<'hm Stolldpunkl. ln tun BilndtTI. &nd l.le!plig. 1874. 
F. Brt'ntano1 VondtrKIIIS5iftlaUkmda~ Phllnmnt:n~.Na~r,dutthN«htrQgestllrlc~ 

AusgobtdtT bd"iJt'ttdnt K.lpitd dtT Psydw>togir aom rmpiri>cl.., Strmilpunit, Leipzig. l9ll. 
6. Cl. no., S, S<C<l<1d listing 
7, P. Natorp, "Zut Fmgt dtT logi><htn Mttlt<>M. Mit lk:it.IIUng •uf Edm. HuWt/s 'Proi"X"m""' 

:ut """"" I..Dgr~· II..Dgli<h< Untmuchungrn. Ttill/,"ln KantstuJrcn,6, H. 2/3. 1901. pp. 270-283. 
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reineu Logik, and furthermore by his "Husserls ltke11 Zit ei11er reimm P/riino­
menologie,"" which was published in 1914 and again in 1918, where he treats 
Husserl's ldeetl. Natorp's instigations were determinative for Husser! 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 diffl'l't'llt themes were alive in the background: social 
philosophy and pedagogy and, ultimately, the philosophy of religion as 
well, which lat1er 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-empirica l 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 th<.> ninell'l'nth 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 traditio•' 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 Theork di!T Erfahrung.'0 

back into its era, when Brentano wrote his Psyclwlogie vom empiriscllen 
Staudpuukt and Dilthey his Dns Leben Scllleiemtnd~ers." 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 Uw most acute questioning and to have developed 
the keenest conceptuali7.ation. 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 full of 1913 they 
gathered at Hohen Meiflner and pledged to fom their lives out of inner 
truthfulness and self-responsibility. Many of these best have fallen. But 
whoever has eyes to see knows that today our Dasein Is slowly being 
transposed upon new foundations and that ymmg people have their part 

8. P.Natorp ... Hus...wiJidan :ucmtr rttnt'n Phinommolog~ ... in D•tCtrstt'5Uil65nr$dujlC'1•,J4hrg. 
I. 191~14. pp. 420-126, +13-151: rcpnnloo In logo>. Bd. VII. 1917-18, H. 3, pp. 224-246. 

9. P. Nato rp, •Ober do.s VerhJUtniB des lhcoretischt!n und prak"'"""'" &~ zur 
Bcgriindung elner nichtempinschen Re-atita:L Mit Bezug auf: W. H.ernnAIU\, Oie_Religion im 
Vorhi>ltn!B %Um Wellerk<!nnen und ;wr SiUiichl<eiJ.• in blt>dlnft filr Plukls•pldt und 
plnlmophisc/1< Kritik, lg. 7'1, 1881, pp. 242- 259. 

10. H. Coheo1, Kllntsn-~tdl'1 ftfo/zr~mg, Berlin, 1871:2., """btarbrite te A ullage. Berbn. 1885. 
11 . W. Oillhey, l.<btn S<lrlrimnachM. Ezslcr B.lnd. Berlin, 18?0. 
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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 Hfe he was attacked very sharply and most unjustly. 
Hls response was, " I will keep silent." He could keep silent; he was one of 
those men w ith whom one could walk in silence. The thoroughness and 
expanse of his rea I 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 p roud of the progress of philosophy. 



PREUMINARY CONSIDERATIONS 

§1. Tire IIECt'SSity of a double prepnmtion for 
illll'rpnrliug tire Platonic dialogues. 

Our lectures will make it their task to interpret h'•o of Plato's late dialogues.' 
The reason for restricting the interpretation to these hvo 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 ob\<ious; there is 
nothing further to be determined about them. The interpretation of the two 
dlalogues is to make us familiar with what these concepts really mean. A 
double preparation will be required: 

q an orienmtion concerning how such peculiar objects as Being and 
non-being. truth and semblance, become visible at all: where things tike that 
are to be sought in the first plaoo, in ortlcr then to be able to deal with them; 

2.) 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 prepamtion thus comprises an orienhltion concerning. on the 
one hand, the character of the objects to be de.1lt 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. 

al Phllosophical-phenomenological preparation. Method 
•nd ai m of phenomenology. 

The expression "phenomenology" is easily the most appropriate to make 
dear what is involved here. Phenomenology means~V6J.1EVOV: that which 

l. HO!d<s&er is reremng to the dialogues Sopltt>l .,d PM~'~>~<>. In tl\ls "'""" only thr 
ir1terp~tation ol tho Sopllost ., .. actu.>lly wodcrd oul. 
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shows itsell, and Myt:tv: to speak aboul. As so determined, however, phe­
nomenology could be identified •vith any given science. Even botany de­
scribes what shows itself. The phenomenological 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 
itsell the "phenomenon:' This expression must not be confused with what 
is denoted by "appearance" or "semblance." "l' henomena" designates be­
ings as they show themselves in the various possibilities of their becoming 
disclosed. This type of consideration, which is at bottom an ob•~ous one, 
is not a mere techn leal device but is alive in every originally philosophizing 
work. Thus we can learn it precisely from the s imple and original consid­
erations of the Greeks. ln the present era, the phenomenological mode of 
thought was adopted explicitly for the firs t time in Husserl's Logical/l!ves­
tigatians. These mvestigations have as their theme specific phenomena out 
of the domain of what we call consciousness or Uved experience. The)' 
describe specific types of lived experience, acts of knowledge, of judgment; 
they question how these really appear, how their structure is to be deter· 
mmed. That consciousness and lived experience were the first themes is 
founded in the times, Le., m history. Of importance here was descriptive 
psychology and, above all, Dilthey. In order lo establish something about 
knowledge, about the various acts of lived experience, etc., one must un­
derstand ho w these phenomena appear. That entails a whole chain o f 
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 conseque1tce that their objects cannot be approached freely but 
instead come i1tto view in each case through al.ready determined perspec­
tives a.nd 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 d~--uss 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 o£ philosophy is not yet decided thereby. lf it 
understands itsell and U1e times correctly, it will restrict itself at the outset 
to the work of bringing into view for the first time the matters a t issue and 
providing an understanding of them. 

Now an mtroduction into phenomenology does not take place by reading 
phenomenological literature and noting what is established therein. What 
is required is not d knowledge of positions and opinions. In that way 
phenomenology would be misunderstood from the very outsel . 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 a t issue. Once an understanding of these is gained, then phenom­
enology may very weU 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 6elds. Only in this way 
is the question of science and life brought to • decision, namely by first 
learning the movement of scientific work and, thereby, the true inner sense 
of scientific eldstence. 

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

b) Historiographical-henneneutica.l preparation. The basic 
princ:iple of hermeneutics: from the dear into the obscure. 

From Aristotle to Plato. 

This past, to which our lectures are seeking access, is nothing detached 
from us, lying Ear 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 at!' no longer conscious of it the foundations have become obvious. 
Precisely in what we no longer see, in what has become an everyday 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 
transpanent in these foundations. To understand history cannot mean any· 
thing else than to u11derstand ourselves-not in the sense that we might 
establish various things about ou.rselves, but that we ex-perience what we 
ought to be. To appropriate a past means to come to know oneself as 
indebted to that past The authentic possibility to Itt' history itself resides in 
this, that philosophy dlscover it is guilty of an omission, a neglect, if it 
believes it can begin anew, make things easy for itself, and let itself bestirred 
by just any random philQSapher. But if this is true, i.e., 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 Pia to we must be guaranteed th.ilt right from the start 
we are taking the correct path of access. But that would mean coming across 
something that precisely does not s imply lie there before us. Therefore, we 
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need a guiding Une. Pre\1ously 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 wiU 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 Une. That implies no value judgment on l'lato. 
What Aristotle said is what P@ll> placed at his disposal, only it is said more 
radicaUy and developed more scientifically. Aristotle should thus prepare 
us for Plato, point us in the direction of U1e characteristic questioning of 
the two Platonic dialogues Sophist and Pltllebus. And this preparation will 
consist in the question of A6y0<; as <'<l..!llltUetv in the various domains of 6v 
and aei as weU as of the tvli£x£Tat ~-' 

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 aU modern editions the numbers of these pages and columns are included. 
We will restrict our interpretation to the two dialogues Sophist and PIJilebus.3 

In order to clarify more difficult questions we will refer to the dialogue 
Pannenidts for ontology and Tltrofldus for the phenomenology of cognition. 

c) First indication of the theme of the Sopl•is t. The sophist. 
The philosopher. The Being of beings. 

In the Sophist, Pl~ to considers hltman 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 e.mpty program, i.e., by saying 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, o\'JC. Et!J. VI, 1, 1139•6((., and 3, 1139b20ff. 
3. 5<e p. 5, no<e I 
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then tic non-philosopher only by actually living in philosophy. Thus it hap­
pens that thL~ dialogue manifests a peculiar intertwining. Precisely on the 
path of a reflection on the Being of beings, Plato attains lhe correct ground 
for interpreting the sophist in his Being. Accordingly, our firs t orientation 
toward Aristotle will focus on what he says about beings and Being. 

§2. Oric11tatio11 toward Plato's Sophist, 
with Aristotle as poi11t of dtparttlre. 

a) The theme: the Being of beings. 

At fitSt, beings are taken wholly indetemtinately, 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. Out of this natural orientation in his world, something like 
science arises ior him, which is a n 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 06~a, which perceives the world as it for the 
most part appears and shows itself, OOK£i. ln this way certain views are 
initially fom1ed in na tural 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 na tural 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 e1•eryday Dasein this is not an obvious course 
to pursue, and it is difficult for everyday Dasein to ca ptu re beings in their 
Being-even for a people like the Greeks, whose daily liJe revolved around 
language. The Soplrlst-and every dialogue--shows Plato underway. They 
show him breaking through tru isms and corning to a genuine understand­
ing of the phenomena; and at the same ti me they manifest where Pl~to had 
to stand still and could not penetra te. 

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 himseli, and hence rlatb and the 
Greeks, had in view and what were for them the ways of access to these 
beings. In this fashion we put ourselves, foUowing Aristotle, into the correct 
attitude, the correct way of seeing, for an inq uiry into beings and the11 
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 Pla tonic 
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dialogue and, once having been transposed, to foUow it in each of its steps. 
The interpretation has no other task than to discuss the dialogue still once 
more as originally as possible. 

bl The way of access: knowledge ilnd truth. AA1\9£ta. 

Usually knowledge refers to a way of access and a way of relating which 
dlsdose beings as such and such and take ~ion of what is thus 
disclosed. The knowledge that discloses beings Is "true.'' Knowledge which 
has grasped beings expra<ses 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 wha t 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 1vas alive in the!t Dasein. We 
do not want to survey the nistory of Greek logic but are seeking instead an 
orientntion a t the pk~ce within Greek logic where the detennlnation of truth 
reached its rulmination, i.e., in Aristotle. 

From the tractition of logic, as it is still all1•e today, we know that truth 
is determlned explicitly w1th reference to Aristotle. Aristotle was the first 
to emphasize: truth is a judgment; the determinations true or false prlmarUy 
apply to judgmmts. 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 
found~-d. 

§3. First charocteristic of cU1\9na. 

a) The meaning of the word cUl\ElEta. t\A1;9eu:t and DOlSein. 

The Greeks have a characteristic expression for truth: cU1\9eta. The a 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 a nd simply 
negative but is nega live in a particular way. TI\at which we designate as 
imperfe<:t does not have nothing at all to do with perfection; on the contr.~ry, 

it is precisely oriented toward it in relation to perfection it is not aU that it 
could be. This type of negation is a quire peculiar one. lt 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 tlmt which has in its Being a definite orientation toward perfection. 
"'mperfect" 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 Cl·"privative" says. Truth, which for us is something 
positive, is for the Greeks negative as aA.l\Octa; and falsehood, which for 
us is something negative, is posith•ely expressed by them as ljltl)OO.;. 
iUI\9CtCI means: to be hidden no longer, to be uncovered. This privative 
expresion ind.ic.1tes that the Greeks had some understanding of the fact 
that the uncoveredness of the world mus t be wrested, that it is initially and 
for the most part not available. TI1e world is primarily, if not completely, 
concealed; disclosivc knowledge does not at firs t thrust itself forward; the 
world is disclosed only in the immed.iate circle of the surrounding world, 
insofar as natural needs require And precisely that which in natural con· 
sciousness was, within certain limits, perhaps o riginally d.isclosed becomes 
largely covered up again and distorted by speech. Opinions rigid.ify them· 
selves in concepts and propositions; they become truism.~ which are re­
peated over and over, with the consequence that what was originally 
disclosed comes to be covered up again. Thus everyday Dasebl moves in 
a double coveredness: initially in mere ignorance and then in a much more 
dangerous coveredn ess, 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, o f 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 batt.lc against idle talk. Both of these intentions are the 
genuine impulses of the spiritual work of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. 
Their struggle against rhetoric and sophistry bears •vitness to il. 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 c.ffort, especially since we are burdened by a rich and intricate tradition. 

Unconcealedness is a d etermination of beings-insofar as they are en· 
countered. Al~Oeta 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. i\Al\9eia is a pecuUar character of the Being of beings insofar 
as beings stand in relation to a regard ainled at them, to a disclosure 
clrcumspecting them, to a knowing. On the other hand, the cV.IJ&t; is 
certainly both in 6v and is a character of Being itself,a nd specifically insofar 
as Being = presence and the latter is appropriated in Myoc, and " is" in it. 



12 Plato's Sop!Ji.<l (17- 18) 

Disclosure, however, in relation to which there is cUl\tlna, is itself a mode 
of Being. and ind<>ed not of the beings whkh are fi rst disclosed-those of 
the world-but, instead, of the beings we call human Dasein. lnsofar as 
disclosure and knowledge have for the Greeks the goal of cU~tlwx, the 
Greeks designate them as W..nat:U<tv, i.e., designate them in te rms of what 
is achie\•ed in them, cU~tlne< We do not inlt>nd to translate this wold, 
W..nOt\Jttv. It means to be di,o;closing. to remove the world from concealed­
ness and covered ness. And that is a mode of Being of human Dasein. 

It appears first of all in speaking. in speaking with one another, in Atp:tv. 

blhl~ll£1a and language (My~). AA~Ot:ta as a mode of 
Being of man (~QlOV Myov t",(OV) or a.s a mode of lile ('ifU;M). 

Thus cUntlt\Jttv s hows itself most immediately in /.tyt!v. At(ttv ("to 
speak") is what most basically constitutes human Dasein. In speaking. 
Dasein expresses itself- by speaking about something. about the world. 
This Atp:tv was for the Greeks so preponderant and s uch an everyday affair 
tha i they acquired their defini tion of man in relation to, and on the basis 
of, this phenomenon and U1ereby determined man as Cci>Ov Myov ~xov. 
Connected w ith lh.is definition is that of man as the being which calculates, 
apt91!£iv. Calculating does not here me.1n counting but to count 011 some­
thing. to be designing; il is only on the basis of this original sense of 
calculating that number developed. 

Aristotle determined My~ (which later on was called erumtintio and 
judgment), in its basic function, as <ln~avcru;, as <lno¢a(vtcr0<Xl, as 01\AOUV, 
The modes in which it is ca rried out are KaT6.¢o.cn~ and an6Qaot<;,. affir­
mation and denial, wh ich were later designated as positive and negative 
judgments. Even <ln6Qacn<;. U1e denial of a determination, is an uncovering 
which lets something be seen. For I can only deny a thing a determination 
insofar as I exhibit tha t thing. In aU these modes of speaking. speech. ~vat, 

is a mode of the Being of I iii!. As vocalization, speaking is not mere noise, 
\)16qoc,. but tS a \)16¢oo; <T'lliClvn K6<;. a noise that signifies something; it is 
~~ and tpllnvda: t1 lit Q<l)vt) 'II~ Ti<; t crnv tp'ifU;(O\l (De An. B, 8, 
420b5ff.). "The QeD~ is a noise that pertains essentially only lo a living 
being." Only animals can produce sounds. The 'ifUX~ is the oOOI.a ~rot;.;, it 
constitutes the proper Being of something alive. Aristotle detem1ines the 
essence of the soul ontoiD~,-ically in the same book of the o~ A11ima: t1 'i'U:M 
tcm v tvTtAtxtlCl tl np6>tTJ (TOOJiClt~ ~IJ(TUWU ow(tjltt ~wt)v E;(OV't~ (8, 1, 

4Ua27ff.). "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 defmcd as movement. We are used to a ttributing 
movement to the phenomenon of life. But movement is not understood 
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h re merel as m tion fr m a place, local motion, but a an , rt of m ve-
m t, i.e., as J.lE:t<X~OATt the c ming to presence l m alterati n . Thu 

ery xp~l<;, e ery voEi , is a mo ement. 
kin is hence Q<o Jl, a alizing which c ntains a tp~11v£ia, i.e., 

which sa s methin understandabl about th world. And this v cal­
izing, speaking · a m f Being f what is ali ,. a mode of th 'V'JXll· 
Ari totle ncei r: ~ · m ~ of Being as <iA119EUEtv. In this wa , human 
Wi in its Be:in 'JIUXll, ' peaking, interpreting, i. ., it · a carryin ut f 
CAn&ru£tv. · totJ ~ did n t onl , in the De Anima, ~ un te f affair 
nt logicaD I but,. for th first tim and before all ·, hJ and inter-

pr ted on that ground th multiplicity of the ph omena, th muJtiplid · 
of th various po ibiliti ~ of <XAn9ruEtv. The int pretati n · accom Ushed 
in th ixth book of ~ icvmachean Ethi I chapters 2-6, 11 b35ff. 

Accordingly, Jet ·· proceed to our interpFetati n of th · ·ixth b ok of the 
icomad 'll11 Eth. . W will al refer t other writin f Ari totle. 





lNTRODUCTORY PART 

The Securing of W..Jj9£tet as the G round of 
Plato's Research into Being 

Interpretations of Aristotle: Nicmnadrean Ethics Book VI and 
Book X, Chapters 6-8; Metaphysics Book I, Chapters 1-2 

Chapter One 

Preparatory Survey of the Modes of <iATJOeVEW (tmcmi!ITJ, 
t£xVTJ, ¢p6VTJ<n<;. a()$ia, voi><;) (Nic. £1/t VI, 2~) 

§4. Tlr~ meomng of W..'l0Eunv in Arisloll~ for 
Plato's resl!11rclr mlo Being. 

a) The five modes of W.~OEUE\11 (Nic. Etlr. VI, 3). l\i.~OEOCIV 

as ground of res earch into Being. l\i.Jj9EHX as the 
determination of the Being of Dasein (6.;\.TJOe\ie\ ~ '~fUll\). 

Aristotle introduces the ac:tua l investigation (VI, 3, 1139bl5ff.) with a pro­
grammatic enumeration of the modes of 6.:i.lj0EU£1V: Eat(!) 5~ oic; <iAI)OeUel 
~ ~ t cj> Kata¢va1 i\ W!Q$6.vm, rttvu tov 6.p19!16v· taina 6'ta~lv tEXV'l 
tmcmill'l ~V'lmc; ao$ia voi>c;· uno;i.l\'lf£1 y&.p Kat ~n tv5£xe~a1 
6raljii:U6eaeaL uHence 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 discernment." As an appendix, Aristotle adds u n61.1)'1f\<;, to 
deem, to take something as something, and oo~a, view, opinion. These two 
modes of <iAI)OEUe\\1 characterize human Dasein in its tvlitxerac £\•Otxuar 
6raljle\i&a9ar; insofar as human Dascb1 moves in tl1em, "it can be de­
ceived." 6~a is not false without further ado; it Ctlll be false, it can distort 
beings, it can thrust itself ahead of them. Now all these diverse modes of 
<iATJ9£UtlV stand connected to i.6yoc;; all, with the exception of voil<;. are 
here !IE:Ta A6'(0U; there is no drcurnspcction, no understanding. which 
would not be a speaking. TtxV'l 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 no t the manipulating and produdng itself 
but is a mode of knowledge, precisely the know-how which guides the 
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ltOil]m<;. 'Emarftllll is the title for what we call science. <l>p6Vl]CJl4 is circum­
spection (insight), ao¢icx is genuine understanding. and voile; is a discern­
ment that discerns by way of perception. Noeiv had emerged already at 
the decisive beginning of Greek philosophy, where the destiny of Gree.k 
and Western philosophy was decided, namely in Parmenides: discerning 
and what is discerned are the same. 

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

I. an orientation regarding the possible ways open to Greek Oasein 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 cUl]9£oov as well as a prev;ew 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 o f philosophically scientific existence. 
We will be brought into position to participate in the possible ways of 
Plato's research into Being. 

Before ArillQtlll enumerated the modes of cUl]il£Uetv, he said: cUq9tUt:t t'l 
ljiUXI\- Truth is hence a character of belnss, insofar as they are encountered; 
but in an authentic sense it is nevertheless a determination of the Being of 
human DaseUt 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 huntan Dasein that is properly true; it is in the truth-if we do translate 
cUijena. as "truth." To be true, to be in the truth, as a determination of 
Dasein, means: to have at its disposa I, as unconcealed, the beings wilh which 
Dasein cultiva tes an association. What Aristotle conceives in a mort> precise 
way was already seen by Plat.Q: ti f:tr' cUij9£tcxv 6pi!Oljltvl] ljiUXJi (d. Sopltis1 
22&lf.).' the soul sets itself by itself on the way toward truth, toward beings 
insofar as they are unconcealed. On lhe other hand, it is said of the oi ltOAAc(: 
1cilV !tpetyjlcitrov rftc; cUl]OEletc; OO)tatci>tcxc; (Soplrist 234c4f.), " they are still far 
from the unconcealedness of things." We see lhereby 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, lhe Being of man, is, taken strictly, what is in the truth.' 

U we hold fast to lhe meaning of trulh as unconcealedness or uncovered-

L Hereafter, "'hen tJw CrLoek quota Dons deviate from the origmal text. on account of 
H eidegger' s pedagogically oriented ll'Cture style. the d tabon will be m.-u:kcd with a .. d ~ .. 

Z. See !he appendiX. 
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ness, then it becomes clear that truth means the same as compliance 
/Sacl!lidlkeil/, .mderstood as a comportment of Dasein to the world and to 
itself in which beings are present in conformity with the way they are (der 
Sad!~! trnch/. 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 noth.ing to do with truth. Something can 
very well have universal validity and be binding uni,•ersally 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· 
VetSely, 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 genu ine uncovering has to be by 
necessity theoretical knowledge or a determinate possibility of theoretical 
knowledge-for exa mple, science or mathematics, as if mathematics, as the 
most 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 sdentificity. 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 o f knowledge appeiUS 
in theoretical knowledge and tha t all knowledge receives its orientation from 
the theoretic.,!. We cnru10t 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. 

:AA'let.; means literally "uncovered." It is primarily things. the npay~ata, 

that are uncovered. To npawa ciA 'late;. 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: ciA'lOE\itl ti 
\jl\);(1\. Now the most immediate kind of uncovering is speaking about 
things. That is, the determination of life, a determination which can be 
conceived as A.6yoc;, primarily takes over the function of cU119eUElv. 
)\).1)9eUtt o A6roc;. and precisely A6yoc; as Aiy£1v. l.nsofar now as each 
U>·(oc; is a self-expression and a communication, U>yoc; acquires at once 
the meaning of the l..ey6~o•ov. Hel\ce A6·(oc; means on the one hand speak­
ing, AiyEIY, and then also the spoken, l..ey6~E\•ov. And insofar as it is A6yoc; 
which ciAI)IleU£•. A6yoc; qua l..ey6~evov is cUrt~c;. 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
serv~'Ci therein, even the i.6yoc; as l..ey611£VO\• can be called clA'l~c;. This 
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Myo; qua '-ty6)l£\IOV is precisely the common way truth is present. In 
ordinary conversation one ad heres to what is said, and, in hearing what 
is said, real knowledge is not necessarily achieved every time. That is, to 
understand a proposition, I do not necessarily have to repeat it in each of 
its steps. Some days ago it rained, I can say, without presentifying to 
myself the rain, etc. I can repeat propositions and understand them with· 
out ha\•ing an original relation to the beings of which lam 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 U1e original 
function of aA1]9£Ui:tv being carried o ut. We pa rticipate in the proposi· 
lions, with our fellows, and repeat them uncritically. In this way AtrtiV 
acquires a peculiar detachment from the rrp<i'()lCltCl. 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 ).6'yo; which subsequent considerations-those that had lost the 
original position-\iewed 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 proposition consist? How 
can a proposition, a judgment, which is a detennination of something in 
the soul, co,...,spond with the things? And if one takes the ljiUXl\ as subject 
and tlkes My<>; and Atrtw a.s 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 objecL 

A certrun Une of thinking would say: such a concept of truth, which 
determmes truth as the correspondence of the soul, the subject, with the 
object, is nonsense. For 1 must have already known the matter in question 
in order to be able to say that lt corresponds with the judgment. I 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· 
in g. 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 kno"~ng is a value, truth is a value. This structure is extended to 
a ll 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 everyday sort of 
knowledge, in /.Oyo<;. and lapses into a fallenness into the world, into the 
)£y6jlevov. While 1.6-(o.; thus becomes a mere )£y61i£VOV, it is no longer 
understood that the "problem" lies in A6yo.; itself and in its mode of Be.ing. 
But we could ha,•e already learned, precisely from Aristotle and Plato, that 
this spoken Myo.; is the most extrinsic. Now is not the occasion to enter 
more thorough ly into this characteristic history of the faHenness of truth. 

Let us retain the following: what is cUT]9t<; is the 1tp<iyjla; ai,f]erottv is 
a determination of the Be.ing of life; it is especially attributed to A6yo.;; 
Aristotle distinguishes primarily the five ways of cUT]9toov just men· 
tioned; he dis tinguishes them with respect to /.tyE1v; they are flUU A6you. 
The flUci does not mean that speech is an arbitrary annex to the modes of 
cUt~9£00v; on the contrary, fl£tci-which is related to to flEcrov, the mean­
signifies that in these modes, right at their heart, lies /.tyEtv. Knowing o r 
considering is always e speaking. whether vocali7.ed o r not. All disclosive 
comportment, not on'J everyday finding one's way about, but also scien­
tific knowledge, is carried out in speech. AEytlV primarily takes over the 
function of aAT]Ooi£tv. This Af-(Elv is for the Greeks the basic determination 

of man: ~ci,>Ov Myov t;cov. And thus Aristotle achieves, precisely in conncc· 
tion with this determination of man, i.e., in the field of the A6yov fr.ov and 
with respect to it, the first articulation of the live modes of al.rt9di£tv. 

§5. 11re ftrsl articulatiou of 11..: five mr;dcs of cUrt9£1i£l v 
t'Nic. Eth. VI. 2). 

a) The two bas ic 01odes o f A6yov f;cov: £7tl<JtllflOVIK6v 
and Ao'(l<JTll<:6v. 

1i~<OKticr9oo ow tC. Myov t;covtn (Nic. £1/t. Vi, 2, 1139a6): "'Let this underlie 
our consideration: there are two basic modes of A6yov l xov." These are 
(1139allf): 

1.) the EmOtT]flOVltt6v: that which can go to develop knowledge; that 
A6yo.; which contributl'S to U1e development of knowledge, and 

2.) the /.oyumK6v: that which can go to develop llou4utcr9ol, circum· 
spective consideration, deliberation; that /.6yo.; which contributes to the 
development of deHberation. 

n is with regard to these that Aristotle distinguishes the modes of 
cUT]9£00 v mentioned above: 
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hn<rtT\jlOYtK6v and the l.oytonK6v) is to be orde.red the familiarity with the 
things (yvoou;, which is not theoretical knowledge but in a quite broad 
sense any sort of IU!lOEUrtv) and precisely in the sense of a certain appro­
priateness to the beings, in such a way that these two modes of ahlJ9Eii£tv 
are as it were at home with the beings they uncover, the"n, following the 
differentiation of the beings, each mode of comportment of the soul (of 
uncovering) must also be dilferent, 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 
Enl<lll\IJOVtl{6v and the hO'(lOTII{6v, more precisely: which one would be 
the jlcUtata ahlJ9£UriV, which one most takes beings out of concealment? 
hl\ n'ttov /ipa t Kattj>ou tOutrov nc; ti ~tl..ti<lll\ f!;t<; (a15f.): with regard to 
each we are to discem what is its ~ti<rt11 ff,tc;. its most genuine possibility 
to uncover beings as they are and to preserve them as uncovered, i.e., to 
be toward them as dwelling with them. For the bnOTT\jlOYtK6v, this highest 
possibility lies in oa<~>!a; for the l..oyton~e6v, in ~VT\Ol<;. Thus there are 
distinctions and levels of the disdosive access and preservation; the ways 
in which the world is uncovered for basein are not all indllferently on the 
same plane. The disdosedness of Dasein, insofar as Dasein does possess 
the possibility of disclosing the world and itself, is not always one and the 
same. Now Arislotle's more precise analysis does not proceed from the 
highest modes of ahlJ9elietv but from the modes which are most im­
mediately visible in Dasein, i.e., tm0tl111'1 (chapter 3) and 'ttx"TT (chapter 
4). And as Aristotle proceeds he demonstrates that these are not the highest. 
Thereby Aristotle appropriates the customary understanding of the modes 
of IU!l9EUEtv. Thus it is not a matter of invented concepts of knowledge 
and know-how, but instead AristoUe only seeks to grasp and to grasp ever 
more sharply what these ordinarily mean. Furthemtore, the type of consid­
eration Aristotle carries out in his analysis of the five modes of ahl\9€Urtv 
is the one that was already alive in the fundamental distinction he drew: it 
takes its orientation from the actual beings which are disdos..>d in the 
respective mode of IU!l9t:UetV. 

§6. Tire dclenrrirrnliorr of tire cssenre of bw:rt~llll (Nic. Eth. VI, 3). 

Aristotle begins his more precise consideration with £m0tl11l'l· 'Em0tl11JI'I 
has an ordinary, rather broad sense in which the word means much the 
same a,; ttx"TT or any sort of know-how. 'Em<m\~11 has this sense for 
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Aristotle too. But he!'{' Eltt<m\1'11 has the quilt' sharply defined sense of 
scientific knowledge. Aristotle introduces the analysis of tmGnill11 with the 
remark: Oel a!CptJloi..o'(Eio$m !Cal jll) nKo)..ou9~iv ~ai; 6l!OIO~OlV (Vl, 3, 
1139b18f.): "The task is to l'{'gard this phenomenon (fltt<m\1'11) 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 Em<m\1'11· t t'.(VlJ, 
etc. is a double question: 1.) what is the character of the beings which the 
mode of <iA118e6et v uncovers, and 2.) docs the respective mode of <UI\6t~tv 
also disclose the apxlj of those beings? Thus the guiding line for the analysis 
of tltt<m\1111 is: 1.) the question of the beings uncovered by tm<m\1111. and 
2.) the question of the apxl\. Why that double question is posed is not, at 
this point, immediately understandable. 

a) The object of fltt<m\1'11' beings that always are (<'.dlitovl. 
'Eitl<m\1'11 as~~~ o f <iAI)9£1iEtv. The inte rpretation of Bel.ng 

on the bas is of time (nilitov, cXef, aicilv). 

The question of the i:m~t6v m""'l be taken up fust. imoA.ajt~, o 
i:m~~eea. 111'1 tvlit;(to6at ~ b:etv (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 
most proper sense of knowledge. In that sense of knowledge, there resides 
otltl<na~Je9a, "that which we know," of which we say: it is so. I am informed 
about it, 1 know already. And that impUes: il is always so. 'ElrtGnillll 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, f/;~> 1:0\J 9£o>peiv ySvr!rat (b21 f.), ucomes to stand outside 
of knowledge," I.e., if I am not actually present to it at the moment, it may 
change during that interval. I, however, continue in my former view of it. 
!(it has indeed changed, then my view has now become false. In opposition 
to this, knowing is characterized by the fact that even i'l;ru roil 6trup£iv, 
outside of my pres<.'lll actLml regard, I still always continue to know the 
beings that I know. For the beings which are the object of knowledge always 
are. And that means that if they are known, this knowledge, as W.n9e~tv, 

always is. To know is hence to have uncovered; to know is to preserve the 
uncovcredncss of what is known. II is a position., lily toward the beings of 
the world which has a t its disposal the outward look of beings. 'E~tt<m\llll 
is a ~u; of <iAT]~tv {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 ')£Vto6cu fl;m roil Eloo>pt:iv, 
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can disappear from what is pl'l'SenUy actually perceived and $Iii/ l>e kuoum. 
Therefore knowledge does not need to be constantly carried out, J 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 bealuse 
these beings always are. T do not have to return to them again and again. 
Hence I have no knowledge of beings which can be otherwise-;md that is 
the reason for saying that what is historical cannot be known in a proper 
sense. This mode of the cXA'l6Eiiav of btt<mil111 is a whoUy determinate one, 
for the Creeks surely the one which grounds the possibility of science. The 
e ntire further development of science and today's theory of science take their 
orientation from this concept of knowledge. 

This concept is not deducf.'d but is intuited on the basis of the full phe­
nomenon of knowing. Precisely there we find that knowing is a preserving 
of Ute uncoveredness of beings, ones which are independent or it and yet 
are at its disposal. The knowable, however, which r have at my disposal, 
must necess.1rily be as it is; it must always be so; it is the being that always 
is so, that which ctid not become, that which nev<?r 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 determinf.'d with regard to their Being 
by a moment of time. The everlasting characterizes beings with regard to 
the ir Being. The ovt(l are cdota (b23f.). AiStov belongs to the same stem as 
6£1 and (licilv. >mi yap to aei crUVE".(E'> (Pitys. 9, 6, 259a16f.). AEi, "always, 
everlasting." is uthat which coheres in itself, that which is never inter­
rupted ." Aicilv means the same as lifetime, understood as fuJI presence: rov 
ciltcxvm <1icilva (De Carlo A, 9, 279b22). Every living being has i ts <licl>v, its 
determinate time of presence. Aicilv expresses the full measure of presence, 
or which a living being disposes. In a broader sense, cxiwv signifies the 
duration of the world in general, and indef.'d according to Aristotle the 
world is eternal; It did not come into being and is imperish.1ble. The exis­
tence of what is alive as well as of the world as a whole is hence determinf.'d 
as <1icilv. And the oilpcxv6'> determines for the living thing its aicilv, its 
presence. Furthermore, the ci1ot<l are n:p6t£pCL tJi oOOiQ: tcilv 69cxpt&v (Mel. 
e. 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. Then>fore Kai t~ cipxfl'> Kat ta ciiot<l (d. 105la19f.), the ciiSt<l 
are what form the beginning for a U other beings. They are therefore that 
which properly is. For what the Greeks mean by Being is presence, being 
in the presenL Therefon? that which always dwells in the now is most 
properly a being and is the ap;c'lj, the origin, of the rest of beings. AD 
determinations of beings can be lf.'d back, if necessary, to an C\'erlasting 
being and are inteUigible on that basis. 
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On the other hand, Aristotle stresses: til &rl IIV'UX, {I &rl 6vta, OUK tcmv 
tv ;,:p6vcp (Pit.lfS. d, 12, 221b3ff.). "That which always is, iJlSOfar as it a lways 
is, is not in time.· ou&: ttci<J:(£t oillltv il110 toi> ;.:p6vov (ibid.), "it suffurs 
nothing from time," it is unchangeable. And yet Aristotle also maintains 
that precisely the heavens are eternal, ccl6Jv, and specifically eternal in the 
sense of sempiternitas, not in the sense of aetenritas. Here in Pltysics 11, 12, on 
the con trary, he says that the aei 6vtaare not in time. Nevertheless, Aristotle 
provides a precise clarification of what he understands by "in time." To be 
in ti me means to )1Etpeio9cu t o Eiva. litto tou ;.:p6vov (d. bS), "to be 
nwastm'.d 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 a redetermined : now and now in succession. But as to what always 
is, what is constantly in the now-its nows are numberless, limitless, 
litt£tpov. Because the infinite nows of the cdStov are not measurable, the 
alotov, 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 cdotov, which is not in time, 
is determined by the citt£tpov of the nows. 

We have to hold last to what is distinctive here, namely, that beings are 

interpreted as to their Being on the basis of time. The beings of bn~)ll) 
are the &rl 6v. This is the first determination of the tmO'tTit6v. 

b) The position of the <lp;clj in tlttOtl\)11) (Nic. Etlt. VI, 3; 
Post. Arr. I, 1). The leachability of Ettttmill'l· l!.n60Ct~u:; and 

tno:y<O)'l\. The pres upposition of the ap)(t\. 

The second determination of the tmO'tTit6v is found first in the NiromndU!t111 
Etlrics VI, 6: the ttttO'tTit6v is clttOli€tKT6v ( ll40b35). Here (VI, 3) that is 
expressed <IS followso tmOiliJ.l'l is otOr.cKtlj (139b25-35), " teachable"; lhe 
tlttO'tTit6v, the knowable as such, is J.la&l!t6v (b2S£.), learnable. It pertains 
to knowledge that one rnn teach it, i.e., impart it, communicate it. This is 
a constitutive determination of knowledge, and not only of knowledge but 
of tt)(VI) as well.' In particular, scientific knowledge is tlttOtl\)11) 
~ta9TJJ.ta:n!C1j . And the )ICC91)1Jccn.:al <<ilV tlttO'tTI)lcilv (71a3), mathematics, is 
teachable in a quite preeminent sense. This tedch.1bility 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 ct .. on the loUowmg. Post . An. t, I, na2ff. 
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Furthermore, the A6yo1 are teachable and learnable. Aristotle is thinking 
here primarily of natural speech, where there a re 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 oux rtapaocty~ttitwv, by introducing a striking 
example. Oet~-v\lvn:c; TO Ka96i.ou oui t O ol]J.ov Eivm tO t>a9' f Kaotov 
(a8f.): "They show the universal," which is supposed to be binding on 
others, "through the ob,•iousness 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 tn(X)Wylj (a6), which is a simple leading toward something 
but not an a rguing in the proper sense. One can also proceed in such a 
way that what is binding and universal AUjlfldvovu:c; roc; 1tapa l;wttvwv 
(a7f.), is taken from the natura l 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 
ouMoytOIJ6c; (a5). I:uUoyt<J116<; and tnayorfli are the two ways to impart 
to o thers a knowledge about definite things. The concluding tK 
npOYlyvWOKojltvwv (cf. a6) "out of what is known at the outset" is the 
mode in which b tumill'l is communicated. Hence it is possible to lmpart 
to someo11e a particular science \\~thout his having seen a ll the facts him· 
self or being able to see them, provided he possesses the required presup­
positions. This 1Jn9Tjmc; is developed in the most pure way in mathematics. 
The axioms of mathematics are such npoytyv(I)(JK611t:va, from which the 
separate deductions can be carried out, "~thout 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, modem 
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. n1is procedure will 
never elucidate the axioms. To elucidate what is famiJjar already a t the 
outset is rather a matter of tnay~r(l\. the mode of clarification proper to 
s tra.ightforwaro perception. 'Enayorfli is hence clearly the beginning, i.e., 
that which discloses the ap;cli; it is the more original, not tmcm'\11'1· It 
indeed leads originally to the Ka96)..ou, whereas tmcm'\11'1 and 
oUAAOY\0116<; are £1< ~wv Ka061..ou (Nic. Etll. VI, 3, 1139b29). In any case, 
tnarwYli is needed, whether it now simply s tands on its own or whether 
a.n actual proof results from it. Every tmo'tli1111 is OtOOCJl<al..(a, i.e., it always 
presupposes that which it cannot itself elucidate as t mot1'ill'1· It is 
4rt65et~u;, it shows something on the basis of that which is already fanUJiar 
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and known. In I his way, it always already makes use of an tnayw'fli which 
it itself dO<.'S not, properly speaking. corry out. For at the very outset it is 
s ufficiently familiar with the " that out of which." 'Emon\11'1· hence, as 
Cm6&1;1<;. always presupposes something. and what it presupposes is 
precisely the apX\l. Thls latter is not properly disclosed by the tltlon\11'1 
itself. 

Therefore, s ince tmon\11'1 cannot itself demonstrate that which it presup­
poses, the cl}.f19eVtlv of tmon\1111 is deficient. It is ill-provided to exhibit 
beings as such, inasmuch as it does not disclose the <lPX1\· Therefore 
tmcm11111 is not the 13l;Atic:rtl1 tl;u; of aAf19£li£1V. It is rather ooQ!a that is 
the highest possibility of the EmOf'li'OV\1\'0V. 

Nevertheless genuine knowledge is always more than a mere cogni7.ance 
of results. He who has at his disposal merely the c:nJiln:t¢o~tata (d. b34}, 
i.e., what emerges at the end, and then speaks further, does not possess 
knowledge. He has EmOtl\111\ only .:o:ta O\J111lt~'11C6; (Post. AtL I, 2, 71b10}, 
from the outside; he has it only accidentally, and he is and remains unknow· 
ing in any proper sense. Knowledge itself entails having the 0\JAAo"f\0116; 
at one's disposal, being able to run through the foundational nexus upon 
which a conclusion depends. Thus Em0t1\1J'1 is an aAf10E00v which does 
not make beings, and s pecifically the everlao'ting beings, genuinely available. 
For bncm\~t'l. these beings are precisely still hidden in the Qp;ta!. 

At the outset we emphasized that Aristotle pursues his analysis of the 
phenomena of cUf19ru€w in two directions: at first he asks about the beings 
which arc to be disclosed; then he raises the question of whether the respec­
tive aAf16eOOv also discloses the O.pxJi of those beings. The second question 
is always a criterion for determining whether the c)).f19Eii£1v is a genuine 
one or not. This double questioning is at work in the case of ttxV'l as well 
Tt XV'l is an aAT)IlE:UtiV within the AO"(IoniCOv. And just as, in the case of the 
Emc:rt\11JOVI~-6v, tltiOtl\1''1· though the most immediate aAf19Eii£1V, was not 
the genuine aA'lllE:UttV, so also in the case of the AoY\<:mK6v, t£;(Vf1, though 
the most famillar aAf19£1iEw, proves to be an ungenuine form of iL Insofar 
as ttxv'l belongs to the AO"(Iotuc6v, it is a disclosing of those beings li 
£vftxetat <iM.w<; fxctv (d . Nic. £tiL Vl, 4, 1140..1}, "which can also be oth­
en,•ise." But to s uch beings W6Vf1mc; also relates. Therefore within the 
tv&;(6~t£VO\' there is a distinction; it can be a notf1t6v or a npa•<6v, i.e., the 
theme of a noi11mc;. a producing. or of a rtpti;1c;. an acting. 

c) nprt;1c; and noi11mc; as the firs t ways of carrying out 
cUf19£li£tv. 'En:ton\1!'1 as tbe autonomous "npti;tc;" of 

aAf19£li£1V. 

Up to now we have not yet been able to see in Ematl\1''1 a phenomenon 
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Cf. ic. Ell1~, I. 6, 1 
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§7. Tllr analysis if t fxv'l INic. Eth. VI, 4). 

a) The object of tE)(VTJ: what is coming into being (E<r01.1£Vov). 

As was the case with emOTJjl.l fl , so here too as regards tfxVTJ the first task 
is to determine the beings to which it relates. In tfxVTJ the know-how is 
directed toward the rtOtfl t 6v, toward what is to be. first produced and hence 
is not yet. This implies that the object can a 1so be. otherwise; for what is not 
yet is not a.lways: lcrttv oc t E;(Vll rracro. m:pi ytvtcnv (Nk. Etlr. Vl, .j, 

1140a!Of.). "All know-how," as guiding the production of something. 
"moves within the circuit of beings which are [n the process of becoming, 
which are on the way to their Being." reo.\ to tt;cv6:~Etv Kai Elrolpeiv on~ 
av y£vf1to.i n t rov tv&:xol.ltvwv reo.\ dvo.t Kal 1.1'11 civ<xt (11 If.). "And 
tt;cva~EI'' is specifically a considering." not one that wou ld live for nothing 
else than U\e considering. b ut one that it is o riented to the lutOJ<;, "to having 
something occur in such and such a way," i.e., ha,~ng something be cor­
rectly executed. The dealing w ith a thing w hich is guided by t£xv'l is always 
a preparation for something. The Elrolptiv of the tfxv'l 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." ln this way the beings of tfxV'l 
are in each case t06)lt\IOV, s6mething tha t will rome to be. 

b) The position of the apxri in TEXV'l (Nic. Etlr. VI, 4; Met. 
VII, 7). The double relation of tEXVll to its 6:p;(1\. EiSa<; and 

fpyov. The no.p6:-character of the fpyov. 

The second question is the one abo ut the O.pxlj of the beings, i.e., to what 
exten t can TEXV'l itself disclose the apzrj of the beings it is concerned with. 
For t£xVfl, the apzri is l:v t<i> Jtotoilvn (aU): that from which the fabrication 
sets out resides "in the producer hi mself.• If something is to be produced, 
delibe~ation is required. Prior to all producing. thl" for which, the JtOI'lt6v, 
must be considered. To the producer himself, thus. the JtOtllt6v is p resent 
at the very outset; since he must have made it dear to himself through 
ttzvci~£tv (al l) how the finished work is supposed to look. In this way the 
EiSa<; of 1vhat is to be produced, for example the blueprint, is determined 
prior to the p roducing. From these plans the prod ucer, e.g., the house 
builder, proceeds to construct the product itself. The cip;clj of the beings of 
tEXVfl, the Ei~ is thus in the ljii);(Ji, tv tfi> Jrotoilvn, "in the producer 
himself." QUa 1.1'11 tv t <i> notOUI.IEV(!) (a 13f.), bu t it is not the case that the 
<lpxlj is in what is to be produced, in the tpyov, 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 w hich are indeed 
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produced, but which produce themselves: the (11JG€1 OVTIX. These produce 
themselves in such a way that the CtpXll resides in the producer as well as 
in the produced. tv ain:oic; yap fxoum taina tflv apx~v (a I 51.), "lor these 
have the apx11 in themselves. " In the case of ltzVll, on the contrary, the 
tpyov resides precisely napa, "beside," the activity; and precisely as lpyov, 
as finished work. it is no longer the object of a JtO(f\01~- That the shoes are 
finished means precisely that the cobbler has delivered them up. Now, 
insofar as the ttJ..o<; constitutes the cipx~. in the case of tt-.(''11 the apxli is 
in a certain sense not available. That shows that rtxVll is not a genuine 
aAl\llEUELV. 

The object of tt;(Vfl is the non) rov, the tpyov, the finished product, which 
arises through a production and a fabrication. This £pyov is a tveKa ttvoc; 
(1139b1), it is "for the sake of something," it has a relation to something 
else. H is ou ttJ..o<; futA.ro<; (b2), · not an end pure and simple." The fpyov 
contains in itself a reference to something else; as ttJ..oc; it refers away from 
itself: it is a !tp&; n Kal nvoc; (b2f.), it is "for something and for someone." 
The shoe is made for wearing and is for someont>. This double character 
entails that the £pyov of the JtOtl)ot<; is something produced for further use, 
for man. Tt;(vl\ therefore possesses the fpyov as an object of its aA1\&U€tv 
only as long as the fpyov is not yet finished. As soon as the product is 
finished, it escapes the dominion of rtxv11: it becomes the object of the use 
proper to it Aristotle expresses this precisely: the fpyo\• is "napa• (d. Nk. 
EtJJ. I, 1, 1094a4f.). The epyov, as soon as it is finished, is napa, "beside," 
'ftxVfl. Tt;(vn, therefore, is concerned with beings only insofar as they .ut' 
in the process of becoming. £crnv 0£ tt)(Vl\ 7tfl.oanEpl -ytvEGLV (Nic. Eth. VI, 
4, U40a10f). 

Aristotle distinguishes three possibilities regarding those beings which 
are determined by becoming: tlilv 0£ YtY"O)ltvwv ru ~Ltv ~oot1 y{yv€tal tfi 
0£ tt;(vn Ttt 0£ futo taUtO)latOU (Mtt. Vfl, 7, 1032al2ff.). "With regard to 
what becomes, the first is !(>WEI (by self-production) another is through 
tEXVfl, another happens by chance." With regard to what happens by 
chance, Aristotle thinks above a ll of miscarriagt'S and the like, i.e., that 
whlch is properly agains t nature, but which yet in a certain sense comes 
from itself, Quott. The modes or becoming that are not those or nature 
Aristotle calls nOI~otu;. O:i o' cUJ..m yevtott<; AEyOVTCll nOI~<Jet<; (a26f.). 
Through such no!T)otc;. there comes to be oowv to rilioc; tv tJi ttrox!i (bl), 
"everything whose outward look is in the soul." We must consider this 
more closely in order to understand to what extent tt;(Vll in a certain sense 
has the OtP)(~ and in a certain sense does not. For instance, in the case of 
the 'ftxvfl iatptK1j, health is the Eilioc; tv tf1 'I'UXJi, and in the case of 
oiKOOo)lH•~ it is the house. If a house is going to be built, then the course 
of the deliberation~( tf)(Vrt-has basically the following structure: since 
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the house is s upposed to look such and s uch a way, it is necessary that such 
and such things be on hand. In this exemplary deliberation, there is tv tJi 
ljiUXTi an OATt8£UEIY, a disclosing-here, b6, voriv-an i.mo¢aivro&<:tt, 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 ci~ of the house, its outward look, 
its " physiognomy," as that is some day going to stand there and which 
constitutes the proper prest>nce of the house. All this is anticipated tv tJi 
ljiUXJi in a npoa!pecn;. For, the house wh.ich is to be made is indeed not yet 
there. The expression to eiOo<; f' ' tJi 'I"'XTi refers to this anticipation of the 
£1~ in the ljro;(l\. German expresses this well: the outwaro look is " prc­
prescntified" {vergegenrciirtigt}. The house which will some day be present 
is prescntiBed beforehand as it is going to look. This prc-prcsentification 
of the house is a disclosing of the tl~ av£\1 iii-11<; (cf. b12). The wood , etc., 
is not yet there. In a certain way, naturally, even the i>i.Tt is present in the 
deliberation: the material was taken into consideration while drawing up 
the plans. But the i>>..Tt in the expression aveu u>..Ttc; has to be understood 
in an ontological sense: the u>-11 is not, in the proper sense, present in ttxVTl. 
The ii>-11 is genuinely there only insofar as it is the "out of which" of the 
factually ocrurring finished house, in its being finished, and ronstitutes the 
proper presentness of that house. The iiA'l is to f<JXatOY KU9' avt6, 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 notoli!1£VOV into thl' present. 
tVUJt<ip;(et yap Kal yiyvttUI aiit'l (b32f.). "For it is the i))..'l which is there 
throughout and which becomes.· In the deliberation, therefore, the u).n is 
not tv t1i ljro;(Ti-i.e., insofar as it evun<ipxet. " is there throughout" and 
insofar as it yiyv~ttat, properly "becomes," i.e., insofar as it brings something 
into the present in the proper sense. 

The eiooc; as eiooc; tv tJi IVUXil 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 
EiOo.;. to lit) noto\w .:ai 69ev <ip;cetoo ti l<iVTlmc; tou \r(laivew, tit.v 11tv i.mo 
'tE;(VTtc;. to eiOOc; tan to tv tJi ljroxli (b2lff.). "The genuine produce.t:, and 
that which initiates the movement, is the ei~ tv tJi ~-· Hence the 
ElOO:; is th<> very <ipxli; it initiates the l<ivt]<rtc;. This l<iVTl<rtc; is first of all 
that of v611m<;. of deliberation, and then the one of nol11mc;. of the action 
which issues from the deliberation. Insofar as the tl~ in this way, i.e., as 
&p;c,; of the tolill movement of the producing, is tv tJi ljro;(Ji, the <ipxl\ of 
the notllt6v is tv tc~ n01oiivn (Nic. Eth. Vl, 4, 1140a13), i.e., it is a matter of 
ft'.(Vll itself. On the other hand, the notOiillevOv, the finished house, is no 
longer an object of 'ttXVTl· As a Bnished house, it escapes tfxVTl. Now the 
tD.O<;. taken in its ontological character, is ntpac;. ltEpac; Atyttat to ttAoc; 
tKaatou (totOutov li' W 6 it KivTtatc; Kai ti np~t~ (d . Ml.'l. V, 17, 1 022a4ff.); 
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furthermore, even the npxli is in a certain sense nipa.;; 1i )lh• ap;cl) nipa.; 
tt (d. a12}. Since therefore U1e ttA~ has the same ontological character as 
the ap;cli-namely, nipoo;-and because in tEX'"1 the ttl.~ is precisely not 
p reserved, tt;cv'l stands in the exact same relation to its beings as tm<rnlJ.LT1 
does to its. 

Because the tpyov is no longer in the grasp of ttxVf'l, i.e., because the 
fpyov escapes tt;cVf'l, the latter is in a certain sense similar to ni;c'1. the 
accidental. tp6nov ttvO. Jttpi tCt autO. tcrttv 1i niX'1 K(l1 1i tt;r.v11 (Nic. Etlr. 
Vl, 4, 1040a18): niX'1 and t£x"'' in a certain sense have to do with the same 
things. The essential characteristic of the accidental is that •vhat emerges 
from it is out of its hands. The same occurs in the case of tt;c"'': 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. ln the end the fpyov is out 
of the hands of ttx"''- Here we see a fundamental deficiency in the 
MTjecl£1V which characterizes tf;cvTj. 

c) The ti&<; as llp;cq of the IClVT\<nc; of tt;cv'l as a whole 
(Met. Vll, 7). N611mc; and noi11mc;. TE;(Vf1 as ground of the 

interpretation of Being through the tiOoc;. 

In ~"'1· the d/io.; comes into play as &.px~ - In ~"11 the cl/io.; tv tli lji\)Xti 
Is the ap;cli of the KiVTjmc;. which is first that of v61]mc; and then that of 
JtOhJcnc;. In Book VlT of the Mclnplrysics, chapter 7, A ristoUe offers a pene­
trating presentation of the connection of v61]cnc; and noil]mc;. where he 
illustrates it with the examples of iryieta and otKOOoiJt"-1\. He says: 1i l't 
iry\Eta 6 t:.· tli ljluxti 1.6-yo:; {1032b5). Health is the A6yoc; tv rfllji\)Xii- A6yo:; 
here means Uy6~J.t.vov, the spoken. On the other hand, Aristotle says: 1'i Ot: 
tt;(vl] A6~ rou fpyou 6 ciwu UAI]<; tativ (De P11rtib11s Animalium a, 1, 
640a3lf.}. A6y~ here means htyttv, pre-prescntification in speech. The 
A6y~ qua i.£r61Jevov, however, is the Elooc;. We have here an echo of the 
Platonic way of speaking and seeing; for an Eiooc; is nothing else than an 
Idea. Therefore Aristotle can •vrite succinctly: 1i oiKOOoiJt!o."''J tO Elooc; tl)c; 
oiKioo; (cf. Met. VD, 7, J032b13f.). "Architecture is the outward look of the 
house." TE;("'' is M~ qua 1.£-(Etv of the ).£-f6)1Evov, i.e., of the dooc;. 
OiiCOOoiJtKJi, architecture, discloses and preserves the tiooc;, the outward 
look of the house. (let it be noted in passing th.1t this is also decisive for 
an under..'tanding of the v61]at<; voJim:roc; in M,t. XU, chapters 9-10. There 
the question of genuine Being is raised. In chapter 9, that is voix; as the 
9!:t6tatov, as the most genuine Being, to which, however. belong life and 
duration.) The tlOoc;. which is disclosed and preserved in oiKOOoiJt~i . is 
the llpxli of the ICivl]cnc;. first the one of v611mc; and then the one of JtOil]mc;. 
Let us pursue this movement more close!)\ as it occurs in its departure from 
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the EiOO<; tv tti ljroxfl. y(yvetru ol) to iYytts vo"aavto.; outox;· £11Et61) tolil 
Uy(Eta, avti"(IC!j, £i iYyltc:; EOtCtt, to6\ i>nap,;at ... Keti OUtCJX; al£1 voei, ~ox; 
av avti"("Tl ti<; toilto o athO<; Otlvatat taxatov nottiv (Met. VU, 7, 
1032b6ff.). "The healthy comes to be by means of the foUowing 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 taxatov is also called to ttl.£maiov 
nic; vo"aeox; (d. b17), "the ultimate of drcumspective disclosure." The 
circumspection ol ttXVIl reaches what, as the uttermost, is the first to be 
accomplished, the p lace 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 nottiv, begins. The 
v6l]<ru; is here a t£;(Vci~Etv (Nic. Ellt. VI, 4, 1140all), a disclosure that is "on 
the lookout" for the i>n6pxovta. 1) cino totitou .:(vf1at<; no(f1at<; (Md. VIL 
7, 1032bl0). "The movement which begins from this ultimate of v6f1at<; is 
ttOi'latc;." The latter is the properly productive action, whereas the move­
ment of v6l]Ol<; is a type of elucidation. N611mc; and ttOif1at<; belong to­
gether. Their connection constitutes the full movement of the enterprise. 
au~JlaiV£t tp6ttov nva n;v i>yie~av ~ iYyltla<; '(iyvtalkxt (bll). "The result 
is that in a certain sense health comes from health," i.e., &om the dOO<; of 
health tv TJi 'INXii· Hmce the e!So<; is the apx" of the whole connection of 
v6f1at<; and noil]atc; in ttxvf1. Therefore~ ohco6o~t~--il to eiooc; nic; oiKia<; 
(cf. b13). "Architecture is the £100<; of the house." 

On the basis of tfxvf1, the Being of the house is understood as something 
mndt, 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 Kata au~fi£J311K6c;. <to 
~eata =~fi£J31JK0c;> ouatv )l&t tii 'ttxvn (Nic. Etlt. v, 15, ll38b2). "The 
determinations Kata au~fl£1l'lte6c; are by no means a concern of tfxvlJ." 
(<1>\iatc; 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 £100<; is, as we said, nothing else than a designation of 
the Platonic Idea. The usual exposition of l?lato 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 Ideas, 
Jet us mere.ly re.ma~k that we wiU understand the genesis, the primary sense, 
and what is opaque in Plato's Ideas only if we remain oriented towMd the 
place where the cl~ first steps forth quite natwally, i.e., in which mode 
of aATJiltWetv 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 
et~ is the 6.px11 of the whole connection of v61101c; and JtOfl1<nc; in ~XVTJ, 

ij ohco6o1Jt1Cl) to tioo.; Tt;c; ohdetc;. TtxvTJ is the ground upon which some­
thing like the cl~ becomes visible in the first place. We have therefore not 
dealt with ttxvTJ unadvisedly: in It the tiooc; fust becomes present. 

Let us represent the first division of the modes of aATJ9Wi:tv: 

2. M>ytatuc6v 

/ " tE;(VlJ $p6V110l<; 

The chMacterization of the common modes of <XA118eU£tv, tmat11)1TJ and 
tt;cv11, has made <XA118Wi:t v itsel r more ch.•M. These two basic possibilities, 
of the l:mOTTJ)lOvtacov and of the AO"fl<rnKov, 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 aptTli, o f the 
EmOTTJIJOvt.;6v and of Ute Aoyt<rnK6v. First of all, we care less for such 
systematics than for the concrete understanding of the phenomena of 
aATJ9Wi:tv itself. hl118EU£w always has the meaning of upholding Dasein 
against d~adation by the A£'y6)1tvov, in su ch a way that Dasein will not 
be de<eived by it. 

In the further analyses of the remaining modes of rxA119EUttV, Aristotle 
deals first with cl>p6vTJm<;. circumspection, circurnspective insight. 

§8. Tlr~ aualysis aJ cl>p6V11atc; (Nic. Eth. VI, 5). 

The analysis of ¢p6vqotc; begins by first determining what q>p6vTJatc; relates 
to, in order then to delimit it against each of the previously analyzed modes 
of aATJileUEIV, l:m<mil'll and tt'.(VlJ. In the delim.itation against tmat111'TJ, 
~p6VTJat<; emerges as so;a, and in the delimitation against rf;cv11. as aptTli. 
That constitutes the tight cohesion of chapter S of Book Vl of the 
Nicomadreau Ethics, where Aristotle carries out the analysis of ¢p6vqatc;. 
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a) The object of p ~' fl<n<;: Dasein itself. The daennination 
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jlouAriletat l)' oi>eet~ Jt£pl t<ilv aouvtitwv <U~ fxetv (1140a3ll.); "'the 
jlovJuronKO; is no t one who deliberilltes about what canno t be otherwise," 
just as in the case of the tt)!VIT1]<;. But th<' jlouA.Eun1<6<; delibl'rates olillt r6iv 
111'1 tvO£xOjltvwv a\lt<jl npal;at (a32f.); "nor docs he deliberate about that 
which he cannot a«omplish himself." In the delibl'ration of the ¢p<\vljl~ 
what he has in view is himself and his own acting. Tt)!vfl, on the contrary, 
is de\•emess, ingenuity, and ll!SOurce regarding things I myself do not 
necessarily want to cany out or am able to cany out. The jloui..Eun"6<; is 
hence the one who delibl'rates with regard to the npa•·r6v. The deliberation 
of w6vf)cru; is, furthermore, . certain dralving of conc.lusions: if such and 
such is supposed to occur, if I am to behave and be in such and such a way, 
then .. . Here that from which and in constant consideration of which I 
deliberate, namely the ou fvtKa, is d ifferent ln every case. In this way the 
deliberating of ~6Vf\Ol~ is a discussing. a :l.oy!~e~t. but not an 6:n6llet<;t<;. 
an tmcm\)lf\. Conversely, the necessa-ry cannot, as such, be a possible object 
of deliberation. Thus the deliberation of <i>p6vnm<;. like that of rt)!vn, is 
related. to something which can be otherwise. And, as a deliberation, it again 
bears a certain resemblance to the on e of rtxVf\: if I a.m to act in s uch and 
such a IYay. then this or that mus t happen Tt)!VTl wo uld deliberate as 
follows: if s uch and s uch is to come to be, then this or that mus t happom. 

And yel ¢p6vnm~ is dl((l'n!Ill from tfxvn; for in the case of tt:tvn the 
!tpaK..orov is a tU~ whicll is !!ap!l. Not so in the case ol the tfA~ ol 
<!>p6vflm~. This tO . .o.; is a l1;t~ W.'19i\~ JIETa A.6.,ou npa.:n!Cl) 11£Pl ta 
0:\19p6l!t(!l 6:"(0.96. (d. 1140b5), "such a disposition of human Dasein, that it 
has at its disposal i ts own transparency."' The ttAo~ of cppovnm <; is not a 
n~ tt and not a fv£Kd nv6<;; it is the m>OpClln.o<; himself. aUni ;, r.unpo.i;(a 
rtAo.; (b7), the proper Being of man is the ttAo<;. But this is ~"'" npa .,n!Cl) 
)ltttt ).Oyou. The ~of ~vnm<; is a liAO<; ~and a ou i'v£Ka, a " for 
the sake o f which." Now insofar as Oaseln is disclosed as the ou fve>eCt, the 
"for the sake of whlch," there L• a predelinedlion 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 ou EVEKa, there is grasped. with one stroke the c'lpxti of the dcliber· 
ation of <!>p6Vf\m~. ai )ltv yap lif>Xal t61v npaxt6iv t b ou £V£>Ca rei npan6. 
(11401>16(.). These O:pxa! are Dasein ilself; Dasein finds itself disposed, and 
comports itself to itself, in this or that 1vay. Dasein is the lif>xt\ of the 
deliberation of 9P6Vf\m<;. And whatc;.p6vTJm<; deliberates about is not what 
brings ·n~~ to a.n end. A resull is not ronstitutive for the Bcing of an 
action; only the W, the how, is. The tt).o; in ~Vt'J<fl~ is the <i\•6p0l1t.o<; 

1. EdilOr's JMillphra.5e'. in .accord with p. '17. 
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himself. In the case of noi~mc;. the t£).oo; is something other, n worldly 
being over and against Dasein; not so in the case of np&~tc;. 

Now, to what exten t is cjlp6~0'1c; an cU~Ol:uov? 

b) <llp6Vfi<Jtc; as a -1..fllll:Utl\'. 'Hoovl\ and 1..ultfl. ~0'1)~. 
<llpo~mo; as a .struggle against Oasein's inherent tendency 

t.o cover itself over. <llpo~<nc; as non-autonomous cXATJOl:Ut:W 
in the service of npal;tc;. 

Insofar as man himself is the object of the cU~Ol:UElv of 9P6~mc;. it must 
be characteristic of man that he is covered up to himself, does not see 
himself, such that he needs an explicit a-A.I')Ol:Uttv in order to become 
transparent to himself. In fact, litcxql)£ipet Kai liuxatp~t tO ~oil Kal tO 
AUitflpOv tf)v iln6AfiiJIIV (cf. b13f.). "What gives pleasure and what depresses 
one's disposition can destroy or confuse one's il1t6Aflljllc;." A disposition 
cun 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 
0pov~mc;. Circumspection regarding himself and insight into himself must 
again and again be wrested away by man in face of the danger of 
St~lpetv and Sta<ttpE~tv. It is not at all a maHer of cou rse that Dasein 
be disclosed to itself in its proper Being; cUl\Ol:to., even here, must be 
wrested out. And in this way Aristotle, like Plato, assumes a pec11Liar 
etymological relation. oo>Qpomh'T) o<f.>l;et tf)v cjlp6~mv (cf. bllf.). "Pru­
dence is what saves cj~p6~mc;. • preserves it against the possibility of being 
covered over. Plato determines a~oaU\'fl in a similar manner in the 
Cratylus: "oo>Qpocru'"l" lie oCAm]pia ... 'povl\aw><;(4lle-lf.). But ~oovl\ and 
A.ultfl threaten only certain modes of OJ.TJeeUttv. oil yap 6.Jto.ao.v ilrt6Afi'I'\V 
lita¢0l:ipet oil& l\to.<ttpt¢£1 tO ~oil .cai AUltf1p6v ... , cUAir. tel; rtEpi tO 
npamv (Nic. Etlt. VI, 5, 1140b13ff.). "Fo r what gives pleasure and what 
depresses do not destroy or confuse E'\'ery ilrt61..TJ'Vlo; but only the one 
related to the npalt'T6v." Yet insofar as t')oovl') and .Aultfl are among the basic 
determinations of m.,n, he is constantly exposed lo the danger of covering 
himself to himseJ!. <llp6vf10tc;. consequently, cannot at all be taken for 
granted; on the contrary, it is a task, one that must be seized in a npoalptmc;. 
<J>p6~mc; thus eminently illustrates the meaning o( a-.ATJOl:UEtV, i.e., the 
uncovering of something concealed. Aristotle emphasizes: t0 lit 
Ot£cp6apJ.IfVQl 01' l)oovt')v ii AUitflv Eil9Uc; ou ~ivetat 1'1 ap;(l\ (b17f.). "Oasein 
can be corrupted by ~oovl\ and .A61tfl." If one of these domina tes a man, 
the result is that oil <>at vEtO.\~ apxl\ . The correct ou tvEKa no longer shows 
itself; it is thus concealed and mwlt be uncovered through Myoc;. In this 
way, therefore, cjlp6~mc;. as soon as it is achieved, is involved in a constant 
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struggle against a tendency to cover over residing at the heart of Dasein. 
tern ylxp i't ~ea•da ¢9aptl~ 6.pxfio; (bl9f.). "The ~ea.cta. the bad disposition, 
destroys the ap;(T].'' i.e., does not allow the correct oi> fve"a to show itself. 
Here, in Dasein itself. is precisely where the risk to, and the resistance 
against, 'p6vnou; lies. Aristotle c~n then summarize the detcm1ination of 
'»6"1101.<; as follows: <liot' 6.v«i'(>."l) n'fv Op6Vl101'' fE,w eivtu jltta AO'(Oil 

Cr.Aneii 1ttp\ t ci <iv9p<ilmva 6.ya9ci npan1~e1jv (b20f.). <l>p6v11<nc; is a t<;tc; of 
W.n9runv, "a disposition of human Dasein such that in it I have at my 
disposal my 0\Vn transparency." For its themes are the av9pcillt1V<X tX'(<X9<L 
And it is a fE,tc; of W.nee6€tv which is n:pa•n~~. "which lives in action." 
That is why it is Eli insofar as it comports itself 6jJoA6ymc; to opr<;t<;, or to 
ltp~t<;-1 in such a way that the deliberation measures up to the "for the 
sake of which" of the acting. <llp6V1101<; itself is hence indeed an w...,eeuc,v, 
but it is not an autonomous one. It is an aJ.n6&1je\V in service to n.p~1c;. It 
is an ciJ.116eOOv which makes an action transparent in itself. Insofar as the 
transparency of a np~c; is constitutive for this np~l<;, <;11>6vnmc; is ro-ron· 
stitutive for the proper carrying out of the very action. <l>p6"11<n<; is an 
ciJ.I]IleUetv; yet, as we said, it is not an autonomous o ne but rather one that 
serves to guide an action. 

That is why Aristotl" can think ~6'"1<n<; by delimiting it against the two 
other modes ol Q) • .,eroe.v, Ttx"Tl and Emon\1111· 

c) The delimitation of 9p6vnmc; versus ftx"Tl and tmon'lll'l· 
<llp6VTI<Jt<; as 6.p£tl\. <l>p6"1101<; as " unforgettable" conscience. 

ro~!a as (xpen'f ttxv11;. 

The delimitation is carried out first in opposition to ftxVTI· Now although 
~VTI<Jic;,exactly like ftxvfl, is directed to beings that cnn also be otherwise, 
yet ttxvr1 does not possess its £pyov, while QP6"1101<; indeed does, and so 
one might presume that '»6"1101<; would be the Cxp~'tlj of ftx"Tl· The onto­
logical cha<acter of liprnj is u:J..E((J)(Jic;; it constitutes the perfection of some­
thing. it brings something to completion, speciRcally something that has the 
potentiality for it, Le., can also be without it. TI1e question is thus whether 

c>p6v11mc; can be the teAI:t<oolc; or 'Ttx:VIJ· 6./J.Ct ~'"" -rtxv'l~ J.lt" fcmv aprnj , 
c>povfim:roc; O'oUK tcmv (b2lf.). " But in truth there is an 4ptnj for tfxvll, a 
possible '!tA£(1001<;; for ~"1101<; there is none." For ~p6VI]m<; there is no 
tti.a1001c;. How are we to understand that for ttxv11 an (xpEtlj is possible? 
ln the de Iibera tion of know·how there are 1•arious degrees of development. 
Tfx"Tl can presume things and concede things. Trial and error are proper to 

2.CLNir Elh. VI.2.11J9a2ff. 
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it Through tfxvl), one discovers whether something works or not. The more 
ttxv'l 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 Ml)~lV that 
corresponds to ttxvfl, and acquires more and more of that kind of uncover­
ing. KCl\ tv 11tv lt)(VJ16 fKWV 0Jtcxpt6:vwv exlptt<im:po<; (b22f.). The possibility 
of failure is an advantage belonging to ttXVI) itself. It is precisely on the basis 
of this possibility that tt)(Vl) is tEAElWt£pa.. This possibility of failure is 
constitutive for the development of ttXVI). But in the case of q,p6vl)<nC, on 
th!'contrary, whl're it is a matter of a deliberation whose theme is the proper 
Being of Oasein, every mistake is a persona I shortcoming. This s hortcoming 
with regard to oneself is not a higher possibility, not the ttM:!<OOl<; of 
9P6Vl)<J1<;, but precisely its corruption. Other than failure, the only possibility 
open to (lp6Vl)cn<; is to genuinely hit the mark. <l>p6Vl)cn<; is not oriented 
toward trial and error; in moral action l cannot experiment with myself. The 
deliberation of (lp6Vl)<n<; is ruled by the either-or. <l>p6Vl)<n<; is by its very 
sense moxexanlaj; it has a permanent orientation, it pursues the goal, and 
specifically the 1J006tl)<;. With 4Jp6Vl)cnc, unlike tE)(Vl), there is no more or 
less, no "this as well as lhal,"bufonly the seriousnessofthedefinitedecision, 
success or failure, either-or. Insofar as (lp6Vl)<n<; is aroxexon~,; . it is impossi­
ble fclr it to be more complete. Thus it has no ap£tli but is in itself apetl'l. 
In this way, the very mode of the carrying out of Ml)9EU£lv is different in 
the case of 9P6Vl)<n<; from the on<' of ttxvl), although both, in terms of tneir 
objects, are conCI'med with beings which can also be othenvise. Thereby we 
nave gained a delimitation. <J>p6vl)<n<; cannot bl' the apenj of tfxVI)-be­
cause of its very mode of carrying ou t W.l)9EU£tv, quill' apart from the fact 
that the obji'Ct of tfxV'l is a 1tO!l]t6v, whereas the ob~>ct of 4!p6vl]<n<; is a 
npex..-r6v. Thus it is clear that ¢p6Vl)cn<; is an apetl'l but is not a ttxVI): ofll.ov 
OUV on apt'"' ti<; tonv .:ex\ OU lfxVI) (b24f.). And bl'cause 4!p6Vl]<n<; is 
directed at once to the ap;(li and the ttl..o<; and preserves both, it is the 
jle)..tiotl) €.;1<; of the MflllcUnV that corresponds to those beings which can 
also be otherwise. 

How then doos ~p6vncn<; relatl' to tmcmi1111? The Myov exov is divided 
into two basic possibilities: the AO)'Iomc6v and the tlttGTflllOVIIi6v. Since 
<!lp6vl)cnc; is not the &pwj of ttxvl), the q uestion arises whether it can be 
the ap£tli for rnton11Jl), for the Ematl)IJOVIK6V. Now it does indeed appear 
that 'pOvncnc; is 01e apetl\ of emcmiiJ'l, admittedly of an early stage of 
tlttcmillll· Within knowledge there is in fact a mode of discl~-ure which, 
prec.iSI'i)' as in the case of 4!p6Vl)cn<;. relates to beings which can also be 
otheMise: ~CX. ~ tt yap ~ex Jtt:pl t 6 EvOq6)lEVOv c'iAAill<; fxEIV Kilt fl 
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Qjl6V1Jatc; (b27f.) . .<.\<li;a 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 Dascin has certain views and opinions about 
the things of everyday life which come to pass and therefore cfkmge. And 
one might think that in fact OQ!;a, which is not a genuine mode of 
aA1JiltVEtV, has its apeni in Qp6vljato;. Aristotle thus takes up the possibility 
that the ground of Qp6V1Jatc; is S6~a. He does not consider this just for the 
sake of completeness but, instead. beca usc such opinions have arisen. Ar· 
isloUe cuts this possibility short, however: \llla ~t']v ooo· fl;u; !JCtO. 1.6you 
116vov (b28). "But Op6v1jatc; is not a l!;u; of cU111l£6ttv, a el;u; which is 
autonomous in itself and is only for the sake of a disclosing"; on the 
contrary. it is a ~u; of CU..neturtv whid1 is rtpm."TliCI\. Because this pertains 
to its structure, from the very outset QP6VTjotc; cannot be considered the 
-rekteootc; of OQ!;a, which indeed aims only at the acquisition of views and 
opinions. Furthermore, it is to be noted that CtA1jllEiletv, as it exists in OQ!;a, 
in ~-t<illnatc;. and in tmoni11n. has a peculiar character of fallenness. What 
I experience, notice, or have learned . I can forget; in this possibility. 
cU119e1jetv is subject to i.l\()n (where the stem of the verb i.cxv96:vttv lies 
hidden)-what is disclosed can sink back into conrealmenL The ability to 
become forgotten is a specific possibility of that cU111lEUttv which has the 
character of lle<opeiv. For the l~to; IIE'T~ Myou is a ~~tc; of IUT]Il£Uetv into 
which Dasein places itself explicitly. In the case of <j)p6vT]mc; things are 
different. This is manifest in the fact thot I can experience. notice, and learn 
what has already been experienced, noted, and teamed, whereas ~p6VT]atc; 
is in each case new. Hence there is no i.I\6TJ in relation to 9P6VTJato;: OTJI.I£iov 
o' on AI\9T] rite; )ltV tOIIl\>tnc; fl;w.; fonv. Qpovt\OE<U<; o' OU>; lonv (b2Sff.). 
As regards Qp6VT]atc;. there is no possibility of falling into forgetting. Cer· 
tainly the explication which Aristotle gives here is very meager. But it is 
nevertheless clear from the context that we would not be going too far in 
our interpretation by saying that Aristotle has here come across the phe­
nomenon of conscience. ct>p6V1jotc; is nothing other than conscience set into 
motion, making an adion transparent. Conscience cannot be forgotten. But 
it is quite possible that what is disclosed by conscience can be distorted 
and allowed to be ineffective through l)OovJ\ and i.liltlj, through the pas­
sions. Conscience always announces itself. Hence because ~6v11cnc; does 
not possess the possibility of i.t\On. it is not a mode of CU..T]Ilcuetv which 
one could call theoretical knowledge. Therefore Qjl6V1Jat<; is out of the 
question as the 6p£ni of tman\IJTJ or of tt;cvrr. We will still look more 
closely a t the connection trrtan\)lTJ and ttxvn ha\'e to the two highest modes 
of cUT]Il£6r.tv, ~p6v1Jou; and oo~!a. 

What is most striking now is that Aristotle designates oo<j)la as the 
apenj of tt;(\'Tj (Nic. Etlr. VI, 7, 1141al2). The highest mode of 6X1J6e\>ew, 
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philosophical renection, which accordln~; to Aristotle is the highest mode 
of human existence, is at the same time the O.pe-rti of tEXV1J. Thls must 
seem all the more remarkable in ' ' iew of the fact that rexVl] has as its 
theme beings which can also be othenvise, whereas the theme of aoc>ia 
is in a preeminent sense what always is.> 

§9. Tlz~ annlysis of a~ia (Nic. Eth. VJ, 6-7). 

a) The dia-noetic relation of tmcmi~JlJ, ¢p6vnatc;, and a~ia 
to the 6.p;cai (Nic. Etll. VI, 6J. 

tn order to understand ao¢ia we must first remind ourselves of the persis· 
tent context of Aristotle's interpretation. He analyzes the various modes of 
Ml]&r.ti£1 v with regard to the cXj);(ai, Uteir d i.sclosure and their preservation. 
'Enla'tliiJlJ has its foundation in the 6.pxa!; it uses the 6.pxai as its axioms, 
the self-evident principles, from which it draws conclusions. 'Emcmi1111 
implicitly co-intends the apxl]' and tV.o;. as well as the eiOOc, and iiA.1], of 
beings. But £ma'tl]IJ1J does not make the apxai thematic; on the contrary, 
it only wants to pursue its deliberations following the guiding line of the 
doo;. As for W,(Vl], it antidpates only the Cti>X~. the doo;; it does not even 
co-intend the reA.oc;. But rt;(\'1] does not make the £100<; thematic; it merely 
takes its course following the guiding line of the cilia<;. which gives direction 
to its /.oyJCta9cxc In c>P6Vl]atc; the oil tvEK<X is given and, along with it, the 
cipxli as well, and also the tV.o<; the cinp<#a-for the apxti is the ttAoc; 
itself. But here too it is not a matter of a thematic consideration. i\px1j and 
rtl.o.; are not taken up as 6.pr,1j and tV.o.;. <llpovnmc; is not a speculation 
about the clp',(li and the ~tAoc; of acting as such; it is not an ethics and not 
a science, not a f~tc; !JttiX A6you !J6vov (Nic. EIIL VI, 5, 1140b28). According 
to its proper sense, it is what it can be when it is a \•iew of a concrete action 
and decision. And even aO<ilia. which ultimately aims at the final pcinciples 
of beings, is an 6.At)9£1i£w which does not have the 6.pxai as its exclusive 
and proper theme. Rather, its research into the apxl\ is such only insofar 
as it looks for the principles of those beings which s tand under the princi· 
pies. roil ycip a<>Qoli Jt£Pl £viC>\' t):tiV 6:n6&1~1V t\m[v (Nic. EUt. VI, 6, 
1141a2f.). Hence even ao9ia is not the OJ.q9e1)etv which makes the apxti 
thematic as cXPX~· ei lill oi<; M1]9tnio!Jtv Kai ~Jl]litnotl! Ota'lfe0001JE9Ct JttPI 
tci IJt') EVli£;(OJ.IEVCt I) K(l\ EVli£XOIJEVC< <illCl<; fxetv, EJII<:rt'lj~Jl] K<Xl c>i>OVl]Ol<; 

3. See lhe appendix. 
1. F..ditor'.s noc'".: in tNt sen!K': of the t'lpxl\ til; a""oc<r>; Cl. Arlstolle's so-<"Mled tht>ory of 

the four auses, inler alia Mrl. I. J. 9S3al4ff. 
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tonv 1>Gtl oo¢ia Kcrl voiX;. t06trov 5£ tcilv tptrov llflli€V tvli£xetat Elvcu ().tyro 
li€ tpla ¢p6Vf10tv bttO'tljJ,lllV <ro¢iav), 4in£tcu vo\w £!vat tcilv cip;crov (a3ff.). 
"lf therefore the ways in which we disclose beings truly and thereby do 
not distort them (i.e., deceive ourselves) are £matljJ,1T1, ~6vtl<11<; <1o¢ia, 
and vo\l.;. and lf the three first mentioned, QP6V'l<11<;. bnatljJ,lll, and <ro¢(Cl, 
do not properly make the ap;cai thematic, then all that remains is that vo\>; 
is that tH.naeoov which discloses the apxaf as apxa!." It is striking that 
tfxV'l is omitted here. Nevertheless, Aristotle is referring here to the modes 
of !Unet6£w in which we have certainty and are not subject to deception, 
whereas in ttxv11 mistakes will be made and the &J,!aptavetv is constitutive. 
Now what about vou.;? 

b) No\>; as liA'19tlietv of the tip;.:ai !Nic. Etl•. VI, 7). 
!<>9ia as vo'\); Kat bttO'tljJ,ll]. 

Aristotle does not say anything more prt'Cise about voil.; here. What can 
we Jearn about it? On the whole, Aristotle has transmitted to us very little 
about vo\);; it is the phenomenon which causes him the most difficulty. 
Perhaps Aristotle did elucidate it a.s far as was possible within the Greek 
interprelation of Being. We find a preliminary interpretation already in 
Nicomac/Jeau Ethics VI, 6. Here Aristotle reminds us U1at tmO'tljJ,ll]-just 
like ¢p6Vf1cn<; and <ro¢!a-is f1£t6: A.6you (1140b33). We will sec that the 
!Unewttv of vo\1.; is in fact civtu ),6you, insofar as Myoc; is understood 
as ICO.tci¢acnc; and OO!~atc;. No\>; as pure vo\>; possesses, if it is to be 
conceived fJEfU A6you, an altogether pt'Culiar A6yoc; which is neither 
Kat6.¢acnc; noraJt~c;. In anticipation, it must be said that vo\>; as such 
is not a possibility of the Being of man. Yet Insofar as intending and 
perceiving a re characteristic of human Dasein, vo\1.; c,m still be found in 
man. Aristotle calls this vo\);: 6 oca.AouJ,IEVoc; rfic; 'ifUXfi<; vo\1.;,1 the "so­
c:~lled" vo\lc;, which means a nongenuine vo\1.;. This vou.; in the human 
soul is not a votiv, a straightforward seeing, but a OtavO£iv, because the 
human soul Is detemlined by i.Oyo;. On the basis of /.6yoc;. tile assertion 
of something as something. votiv becomes otavoeiv. Other than vo\l<;, there 
is no mode of !Ul]et6ttv which in tlte proper sense is an cX;\.116£\ittv of the 
apxal. 

Because <roc!>(a takes into consideration that for whid1 the cipxal are 
cipxo.!. the conc.rete beings, and then at the same time relates them for the 
most part to the tipxo.t. Aristotle is able to characterize <1~ia as vo\l<; ocai 

2. 0. An. nl. -1, 4Z9a22/b\ (xpo. •u.l.o\ljJevo:; T~<; 'JNXii' voil<; (l.tyto ~vow<!> mavor:it!ll <O.I 
imol.apiJ(M:• ii '!"'X~). 
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E7tt<JnlJ..lll, as an cXA'J19€U£tV which, on the one hand, assumes in a certain 
sense the cXA'J19€u£tV of vou<; and, on the other hand, has the scientific 
character of E7tt<Jnlllll· mcr'tE Etll &.v il cro<j>{a vou<; Kat emcrn1Jlll (1141a19f.). 

c) The further outline of the investigation. <I>p6vncrt<; and 
cro<j)(a as the highest modes of cXA'J19€U£tV. The priority of 

cro<j>{a. The origin of this priority in the natural 
understanding of Greek Dasein. The phenomenology of 

Dasein as the method of the investigation. 0£rop{a: 
clarification of the term and history of the concept. 

From our preliminary survey of the modes of aA.n9£u£tV, we can, without 
preempting the actual interpretation of the highest modes of aA.'J19EU£tv, 
retain three points: 

1.) The comparative interpretation of the various modes of aA.'J19€U£tV 
makes it clear that aA.ll9£U£tv is in the end presented here with regard to 
the disclosure and preservation of the apxaL 

2.) This regard toward the apxai is then also decisive for the discussion 
of the two highest modes of aA.l19£UEtv, <j)p6v'J1crt<; and cro<j)(a. 

3.) Accordingly, we will gain a real understanding of the various modes 
of cXA'J19€UElV only if we lay out how it happens that precisely the question 
of the apxT1 furnishes the guiding line for establishing and distinguishing 
the various modes of aA.l19£u£tV. 

In chapters 6-13 of Book VI of the Nicornachean Ethics, the consideration 
plays out within a focus on the two basic phenomena of <j>p6v11crt<; and 
cro<j)(a. 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 <j>p6vncrt<; and cro<j)(a, 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 <j>p6vncrt<; and cro<j)(a under the guiding 
line of the Kantian distinction between practical and theoretical reason. 

To anticipate the result, Aristotle establishes: 
1.) that cro<j){a is the other highest possibility of 6.A.l19£U£tv, the second 

~EA. 'tt<J'tll £~t<;, beside <j)p6vncrt<;, and 
2.) that it has a priority over <j>p6v11crt<;, such that this cXA'J19€U£tV consti­

tutes a proper possibility, and the genuine possibility, of Dasein: the ~(o<; 
9£rop'J1'ttK6<;, the existence of scientific man. 
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This result is all the more astonishing if 1ve consider that the theme of 
GoQia is beings which always are, whereas ~p6VT\<11<; aims at and makes 
transparent precisely the tvllt;(61JEVOv &i.Aw.; qEIV, the Being of human 
Dasein. 

A searching investigation is required to see why GoQia is nevertheless 
the highest possibility of W-1'\~VEIV, and in particular: 

I.) !o¢ia is to be worked out in its own structure versus Qp6VT\<11<; and 
presented as the genuine mode of C<An9cliew, as the highest possibility of 
the Being of Dasein-whereby ~p6vnm<; will also appear more concretely. 

2.} Aristotle does not force this result dogmatically on the Daseln of the 
Greeks of that time. Aristotle is not seeking something unprecedented and 
novel; on the contrary, he understands croOia as the highest possibility of 
the Being of Dascin 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 GOQia in Dasein we wiU 
at the same time come to understand why the c'ipcni of tE;(VT\ is not 
Qp0V1'\<11<; but iS pn.'Cisely GOQia as the tlp£t1j of btt~IJT\, as a >:pti3£Gt«it11 
toll' tlnGt11fJO>V (d . Nic. Etlt. VI, 7, ll41a17), as the "most rigorous of all 
sciences." 

We wiU begin with the second point and will see that aoQ(a was the 
highest possibility of Greek Dasein and that Aristotle was the first to clarify 
it as such on the basis of the natural everyday Dasein of t11e Greeks. 

Concerning tl1e 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 explidtly. Here we can carry 
out only a brief methodological deliberation. Indeed. methodological spec· 
ulations make little sense if no specific issue backs tl1em up. We want to 
pursue our concrete interpretation first and postpone "questions of 
method." To be sure, the latter then bec:oml.' more than the phrase suggests; 
tl1at is, they themselves then become actual research into the matter at issue. 
Thus, methodologically, the interpretation docs not proce.!d to draw in 
previously unnoticed texts and passages from Aristotle-after all, he has 
been at our disposal for 2,000 yeats-but instead the preparation for the 
interpretation already contains a rich henneneutic. That is not to imply that 
tl1e 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 docs so merely to attnin and to underst~nd what is genuinely 
taking place in him. It is one tl1ing to approach a philosophical system from 
various disciplines, and it is something else to make the issues sharpt'r and 
the intentions more explidt and not to remain back behind them. 



Plato's Scplnst [62-6-l] 

UJ<>ia is carried out in pure knowledge. pure seeing. OEwpEiv-in the )3!oc, 
&wp11m:6<;. The word Oewpeiv was already known prior to Aristotle. But 
Aristotle himseli coined the term &wp11tt1(6<;. The word &wpeiv, Oewpia, 
comes from atrop6<;. which is composed of eta, ''look," "sight, • and 6pcilil, 
"to see." eta, "sight," which allows the look of something to be seen. is 
similar in meaning to Eioo;. 9£wp6<; then means the one who looks upon 
something as it shows itseli, who sees what is given to see. The atwp6c; is 
the one who goes to the festival the one who is present as n spectator at the 
great dramas and festivals-whence our word " theater.• The word Oewp(a 
expresses Nseeing" 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 immectiately prior to Plotinus, in the second and third 
centuries, OE:wp!a was so interpreted that one could say. in otro- resides the 
stem 9£iov, &6<;; &wpeiv thus means: to look upon the dlvine. This is a 
specific Creek l'lymology. given, for example, by Alexander Aphrodi.sius. 
We have here a re-interpretation, which has its ground in certain statements 
of Aristotle, though it does not touch the genuine meaning of thP word. The 
Latin translation of atropia is spt'OIIatio, which means pure onlooking; "spec­
ulative" thus means the sa.mc as " theoretical." The word Otwp(a then played 
a l.rge role in theology. where it was opposed to ill11yoplo: atoljl(a is that 
consideration which lays out the historiographical facts, just as they are, 
prior to all illl]yop!a; Oewpia becomes identical with lcnopla. Finally it 
becomes identical with biblical theol.ogy and with theology pure and simple. 
Later the translation of Ot:wpia as tlreologin speculntiua presents thP precise 
opposite of exegetical theology. That is one of those peculiar accidents which 
' 'ery often arise in the history of meanings. 

We will now attempt a concrPte understanding of oo¢!a. Aristotle has 
dealt searchingly with 004>(a in: 1.) Niammclrean £tlrics. Book VI, chapters 
6-13; 2.) Nicomachean £1/rics X, chapters 6-10 (in conjunction with 
ru&u~tovla); and 3.) MetnplrySiC$, Book I, chapters 1-2. We alrPady stressed 
that Aristotle did not invent the conception of oo¢1a as the ultimatE' possi­
bility of Oasein but only made it explicit out of thP natural understandlng 
of GrPPk Dasein itseli. We want first to travel this path with Aristotle and 
to see how a tendency to o04>(a and th.e preliminary stages of it are prepared 
in Greek Dasein itself. This consideration of the prPiiminary history of 
oo¢ia within natural Dasein is carried out in Aristotle's Mtlaplrysics I, 1-2.' 

3. See the app.ondi.x .. 



Chapter Two 

The Genesis of o~(a within Natural Greek Dasein (aio&llm~ 
tlutttp!a, ttxVT\. tlttcmllll]. oo¢ia) (Met. I, 1-2) 

§10. Introductory clraracleriwt io11 of lite investigation. Its guiding 
line: the self-erpression vf Dnsein itself. Its course: the ftt>e levels of 

ti&tvat. Its goal: oo¢1a ns IJciAtota <XA119£1i£tv. 

The first book of the Metnpltysics is supposed to be an early work. But it 
refers to the Ethics, 1 which has bt-en p roven to be late; that would contradict 
the supposition just mentioned. Of course, the reference to the Etldcs may 
also be a later insertion. I consider a chronology of the writings of A ristoUe 
impossible. We mer jaeger calls Metnpltysics I a grand "improvisation."2 At 
I, 3, 983a33 there is a reference to the Physics; here (Met. I, 3) the theory of 
the ai·tra is dearly elaborated;' therefore the "unsettling reference" (Met. 
I, 1, 981b25) to the 'H6tK& should be taken out. But this is in truth no 
reason; especially since at bottom nothing different is said there. lf we 
think of the confusion which still is pre>sent in Plato regarding the funda· 
mental concepts of ttxv11, tmot "IJlJ, OO<!>ia. and QP61'1JO'lc;, as well as 
regarding their relations, and compare this to the dearly superior presen­
tation by Aristotle in Melnphysics I, I, 2, then we may not speak of an 
"improvisation," even if it is called "grand." In Aristotle the fundamental 
concepts are a lready wholly clear a t the very oulo;et, assuming this first 
book of the Metnplrysirs actually is early. The first two chapters of Meta· 
physics I an! conceived wholly within the s.1me horizon as the one of Book 
VI of the Niromnclu•tm Etilics. Admittedly, clA1]9£Uttv is not as such explicit; 
this is shown at Metapltysics I, 1, 98Jb5ff., where, instead of <iJ.Tj9ruttv, 
Aristotle says /..{yyov £xttv, aitiac; yvoopi~tv, and finally in general "to 
know the tipxti." l:o<i>ict is hence to be determined as a mode of ).6yov 
fXttv. That concurs with the determination of Dasein itself, ie., of man as 
:Wyov exov. 

What is the first and most original phenomenon of natural Dascin that 
one rouJd call a preliminary s tage of o~ia? 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 

J.Mtt. l, t,981b2SI 
2. W. J~tt.Ari$tottitS:Grundlrguttg ti,~G<'scltidltt ~mu Entu'Jckltmg, BerHn, 1923. 2. Autl_ 

Berlin. 1955, p.t78. 
3. Mrl. I. 3. 9!13o2~1. 
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self-expressive, means when it uses terms Like oo<»ia and oo¢c;. Here 
Aristotle has two things in mind. On the one hand, everyday employment 
of these expressions must betray the understanding natur.tl Dasein has of 
them. Admittedly. they are not, for everyday Dasein, rigorous scientific 
concepts-since, in general, a first self-e><pression, 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 everyda)• speech, with the expressions in question Dasein moves 
in the indeterminateness of the "more or less"; one does not speak about 
OOQO<; but about IJcVMV and ~nov oo<»6<;; one cannot gi\•e definitions, but 
o ne knows this is oo¢<iltepov than that. Such a comparath•e mode of speech 
is characteristic of everyday language, and the question is only to grasp it 
and to hear out of it what the tJ<iAl<IT<X of this tJIVJ.ov is. Aristotle pursues 
this method in Melapltysics I, 1. In addition, Aristotle takes an orientation 
from what Dasein says directly and explicitly about the ooQ<)<;. He foUows 
this method in I, 2. 

Adstotle takes his first orientation from the comparative mode of speech 
characteristic of everyday language. There various levels of understanding 
manifest themselves; these occur in natural Dasein itself and are familiar. 
In the ~t!VJ.ov and ~nov there is a tendency toward the tJ<il.lOTIX, and ttx-"1 
is a I ready tJOAAOV oo<»><; than EIJ11£1pla. The t£~i0l01c; hence points in the 
direction of EmOtl\tJ'l and 6Ewp£iv. Aristotle demonstrates that his inter­
pretation of oo<»ta and llEwpe.h• 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 ) Kotval aTa&rio£1<; (Met. I, I, 981b14), the conunon orientation toward 
the world; 

2.) ttJltElpia (usually translated as "experience" /Erfohrung/), getting used 
to [Eillgeja!rrrmseirr] a particu lar operation; 

3.) W.(V'l, or the t~:XVttTJ<; or the ;(Elpot£xvnc;. the laborer, who works 
with his hands, following the guideline of the detennin.1te orientation of 
ttxv11; 

4.) the <'tp;cutK'tW\', 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 ellio<;-an activity which is stiU a nol'lmt;. since it aims 
at the fabrication of the house; 

5.) s imple llEwptiv, onlooking and exposing. where it is no longer a matter 
of XPii<nc;. 

ln each case these levels manifest a 11WJ..ov of oo¢v in relation to the 
previous one. ln enumerating the levels of understanding. l began "~th the 
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Daseln of man. Aristotle also proposes, prior to that, the life of animals, 
who already have "a little experience."' 

9£oopeiv is the way oo¢(a is carried o ut, a mode of Being of human 
Dasein, a mode which includes a so-called lltay~: lingering, leisure, 
idleness. !nay~ as idleness means not acting. not accomplishing any­
thing: no noiTJcnc; whatsoever. Insofar as 9trop£iv is detem1ined by Otaywylj, 
it is not rtO(TJcn<; but a mere onlooking. a lingering with the object. This 
characteristic of 9£ropeiv, and consequently of the mode of Being of o~(CX. 
expresses more acutely what Prato often said, e.g., in the Sophist at 254a8f: 
6 lit 'fl' <it1..6o<*l<;. TJi toii ovroc; 6£1 ota 1..0'(ICIIIWV ltp()(Jl(Eij.l£VO<; ili€c;x. The 
philosopher " lies with," is constantly occupied with, a looking upon beings, 
and specifically in such a way that in tl1is looking upon beings he speaks 
about them and pursues an understanding of them. Thus in Plato the sa me 
scientific attitude is alive which Aristotle later made explicit; it is just that 
in Plato it is not yet ontologic.1lly-theoretically founded. 

U ao~ia is to be delimited over and against $p6vTJcnc;, then the ytvtcnc; 
of the comportment of aooia must be elucidated. By means of this con­
sideration of the ytvecnc; of oo¢ia we will gain at the same time the 
horizon for understanding the fact that OO<i'ia is simultaneously the apef1i 
of both ttxvfl and tmatl\J.l'l· It must hence appear why tE;(Vfl, which 
genuinely aims a t a noiTJot<;. presents, on the basis of its most proper 
s tructure, an early s tage of a o¢(a. Aristotle remarks explicitly: ouetv &.U.o 
Oflllaivovrec; n)v aooiav ij 5tt cipen) ti;.:vTJc; tativ (Nic. Etl1. VI , 7, 
1141allf.). "GE>nulne undE>rstanding, OO<i'ia, is the consummation, apeni, 
t£1..£l(l)(JI<;, of the know·how employed to construct something." At the 
same time Aristotle says: &atE oij1..ov on f) cixpt~EaTcitfl ii:v Twv 
Em<Jtfii!WV rlllli aa<i!a (a16). "I:o¢ia is the most rigorous of the sciences." 
A-Kpt~tic; has the same form as ci-Afl91ic;, a-prh•atlvE> and ~<:punr6v: " un· 
concealed, • wht'rt'by Aristolle is referring to a character of knowledge as 
uncovering. Because oa<i'(a is the most rigorous science, i.l"., the one 
which uncovers beings most gl"nuinely, Aristotle can say: &i aca rov 
(J*V J.ll) J.IOVOV tC< Eli: tWV apxwv dlitvat, aUC< ocal ntp\ tac; CtPXCt<; 
cXATJ9EUEtV. OOOTE EiT[ (xy f) OO<i'ict VOUS Kat bttaf1iJ.lfl, d'xrnEp KEOaJ..l)v 
t;couaa bttottillll trov ttJ.ltiD'tcitrov (a17ff.). "The aoQOc; must not only 
know beings on the basis of the ap;.:ai, but he must also uncover them 
within the circuit of the ap;cal, so that OO<i'iCt is vou<; ocal trnanitJ'l and 
is, as it were, the pinnacle, the E1ttOniJ.lll of the tiJ.lt<OTata." Because ao<)ia 
is the most rigorous science, it pursues the ttl!t<inata, thl" most desirablt' 
objects of knowledge, namely what always is, ci£i, in such a way tha t it 

4. Md. l, I. 980b26£. 
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thereby uncovers the !Xp;.:al That is why it is the pinnacle, occupies the 
first place, and has the 116.A1<na Cl1..1'J9EUEtv. 

The task is now to underst<111d, on the basis of Dasein ilseU, the ytv£mc; 
of this highest possibility of human Dasein. As regards method, let us make 
the following remark.' hl'I9EUE:tv is a mode of Being of Dasein, and spe­
cifically insofar as Dasein comports itself to a being, to the world, o r to 
Itself. The being which in the Greek understanding is genuine Being is the 
world, the clt:i. Because an occupation with something is detean.ined in i!S 
Being by the "through which," the modes of Being of Dasein must be 
interpreted o n the basis of Dasein's comportment to the respective objects. 

§11. 11•e first three levels of EiOtvcn: aicrlh]mc;. 
E!111Etpia, t£x"'' (ME>L I, 1 ). 

a) Aio91'J<nc;. The priority of opav. ;t..~eolietv as a 
condition of learning. M""ll'l and Qp6VI'JO\c;. 

We know from our previous considerations that what is at issue in oo6(a 
is only an orientation of Dasein toward uncoveredncss and visibility. Be­
cause oo¢!a is dctennined as pure &Ewpt:iv, Aristotle proceeds in the first 
sentence of the Mttapl•ysics from this Dasein: n6.vw; <iv9p(J)1tOI tou Eilltvat 
optyovtcu (1\knct (Mt t. I, 1, 980alf.). "All human beings have an inherent 
striving to see." "Seeing," perception in the broadest sense, is part of Dasein; 
indeed still more: Dascin includes an 6p£l;tc;. a being out to see, a being out 
to get acquainted with things. Ol\!1£iOV o· it t!OV alo91\0£(J)V liy6.mjmc; {alJ.). 
"A sign of this is the predilection we have for looking. for sense perception." 
In connection with tllltvat, as that to which human Dasein aspires, Aristotle 
places a priority on one mode of aiolhlot<; abo,•e all others, namely seeing. 
We prefer seeing. opav, to all the other senses. The goveming point of view 
here is the possibility of experiencing something about the world through 
a particular sense, i.e., the extent to which the beings of the world are 
disclosed through that sense. ainov 6' on !lahlotClltOIEi yvoop(~£1\1 it!l'ic, 
amn tci>v aio91io£(J)V Kal JtollCx~ liTJ1..oi lita(lopac; (a26f.). di'J1..ouv 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 pro,~des the 
greatest possibility of differentiating the things in their manifold ness and 
orienting oneself within then1. This privileged position of 6pav is aU the 
more remarkable in view of Aristotle' s emphasis {b23) that cXKOtlELV is the 
highest aioOI'JOtc;. But that is not a contradiction. Hearing is basic to the 

S. Cf. the commtmts on melhod on p. C. 
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unaccompanied by any real insight into the effective connection ot the 
remedy with that which it is supposed to cure. \>\'hat is understood is only 
that there is some connection o r 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 reUeving the 
ailment. You see without further ado that this connection is a temporal one, 
and indeed at llrst a purely temporal one: as soon as . . . , then .... It is a 
matter here of a peculiar connection in the temporal Being of Dasein. 
Dasein's maki11g present, wh ich is expressed in the "now," appears here as 
lhe "as soon as:" us soon as ~ . . , then .... 

This connection can in the course of time develop into an experience. 
lti.i\Oo<; yap ;t.p6vounolti n)v EJ.IItelpia.v (Nit:. £1/r. Vl, 8, 1142a I Sf.). Then 
Dascin has at its disposal a determinate orientation. What is brought to the 
fore in Ej1Jt£tpia is simply this connection of the as soon as·lhen. I cannot 
here enter further into the structure of this connection. [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. [n 

a.!a9ncn<;. the nrst sell-orientation ol Dascin, the circumstances and things 
are accidental, in each case precisely as they offer themselves. Over and 
against the at'Cidental and arbitrary, trial and error, tjli!Etp(a already has a 
definite certainty. The "as soon as this, then that," the determinate cormec­
tion, is already made explicit as dete.rminate. Thus Ej.lltl'.tpia already has a 
J.llO. iln6i.l)'lfl<; present: qEI un6A.ll'lfiV (d. Mel. I, l, 981a7). Dascin is famiUar 
with the connection and has an opinion about iL But Dasein is still without 
insight into the connection .1s such; there is here no insight into the what, 
because Dasein is still wholly concerned with results. Thus we have here 
a quite primitive presenlification. Yet, even so, tjlutpia already has a 
priority over mere perception. Within the focus on mere results, t~pia. 
is indeed already a liUVCJ.Ill<;. a first oriented disposition toward something 
or other. For over and against the multiplicity of <rla9nat<;. Dascin has at 
its disposal in Ej.lnt:tpi.a. the unity of a dt'tcrminate and concrete connection. 
Thus £!ii!Etp(a. as 5\JV(J.j.ltr; is a determinate predelineation of comportment, 
and specifically lll accordance with the respective occurrence or lack of 
something or other. tn Ej.lltnp(a there is a certain readiness for such and 
such happenings and circumstances, as they rnn occ:UL This readiness is a 
being-oriented, which is certain but which still contains no insight. The 
"more," which comes into '"""' in t)Jn:el.p(a, is described by Aristotle as 
follows: oi yap fl'1t£tpot ll£pl b:acn:a Kpivoool\' 6p9(i),; tc't tpya, teo\ lit" ti>v 
il nG><; tll•tV..:itcu auvuiatv, Kal noia. noiotc; auv~iiet· toic; o' &tttlpmc; 
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(qa7t11'tOV ~o J..LT) &ux.la.v&CivetV Ei eu ft KaK&c; m:not11ta1 to fpyovt 
, 10, 11 1al ff.). "Th wh have got u ed to a c - tain pr · :Uli can 

decid 2tep't eKama, about th particulars, about e er tep, and ha , _ an 
understanding of h '"f the spya are to be carried out, which qualiti are 
connected ,.,;,th which, and which concrete conn . tions th re a . Th 
&napot, who indeed ha e a knowi -dge of thew r , m tb ti fi 
that to them it is not entirely hidden &utA.nveavetV: Jva: 96:vat '-0.-A.Tlatc;! ' 
wh ther th result ar ood or nol;12 They have a judgment ifll about 
the bare result. To the ~~1tEtpo<; even the elaoc; i no longer hidden. Althou h 
thi transparenc d lie in ej.Utetpia., the concrete connection - -uch -till 
does not c m into iew. From thl EJJltEtp{o:, 'tEXVTl can d elop. 

c) EXV'l· The modifications of the referenti.aJ connection .. 
Th.e extraction of the dooc;~ If-then. Because~therefore. tx; 11 

and Elln£tpia. Ka96A.ou and K«9~ eKO:OtOV. 

yiyvE'EicxL BE -rtxV'll o'tccv t nolAO>v 'tile; EJJ.tttp~ tvvOT)J.Ui'trov j..lta K«86A.ou 
yfvn"tat n:pt wv OJ.W(IDV \m6i..'J1'1'l<; (Met. I, 1 9 1a5ff.). "Texvfl . , ·· wh n 
there is ... on 'On6AT)\;Ift~1 a determinate opinion . vh b' t · th 
tcae6A.ou." In Ep,m!'Lp,i.a, c :rtainty exi t regarding th refl!rential c nn 
tion. If the tj.t.1ta.pta · o lldat d, then out of a r peat d 1 kin · at th 
matter in question a l),7t6A.rrwt<; fllta Ka96A.ou de elop . fu ugh th m .n 
ingle ca es t which Dasein comport itself in eptt:etp(n in the mod of 

th , i./as soon a this, then that, " and thr u h repetiti n , nsta:ntl m­
porting it elf to them ill th mod . ,f the "as soon a - thi , th n that/' " hat 
is one and. th same and qu ntly the ery "what'' are traded and 
unde11 tJ d tvvomoecn). Be ond the purely temp ral c nn - tion, th · 
''what' i di do d. The eiooc; a.cflopt~E't<Xl (d. alO), ..,the etoor; i e tract d/' 
and the mat ·r i 00\ r und rstood K(l't et&>c; EV, in . iew f e utward 
I that p r · nd c n tantly recurs. What wa · n in EJ.UtEtp(a in a 

holl pmvis'onal und ~Standing is ther by m difi d: the '1a 
th " becom th , "if such and such, then o nd ," th · ..,if-then.'' Thi 
neutral 'if~~' ha from the first a quite remarkable m anin . it d n l 
den tea me:r "a :n a " but already a certain ~b au ." l (and that 
mean , in a certain en , because) such and .. uch appear , th n I h to 
t e th - e or tho · , step . In this way, therEfme, a mo enuin under-
tanding modifi ·. the referential connection. And th under tandin be­

comes mor g nuine in ofa:r a the outward l ok f th matt r in · .u ti n 
i · extract-d . Th ·· understanding is then no longer founded in a pre-p.re-

. graphical mi take. 
occtn'B in the no taken b H. Jon , F. alk, and H. 
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sentification o f 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 o ther. Therefore we say that he 
who disposes of ttxvTJ is ooop6rt£po<;. more of a ooo>6<;, than someone who 
has recourse only to EJ.Utttpia: x:al o<>900Ttpo~ to'U<; tt)(vlt~ t<i>v Q1ndpwv 
i>ltol..aj.tJkivOj.IEV (a25L). The new phenomenon, which makes it possible to 
spe.1k of tt;(VI) as OO<li<Uttp(x over and against EJJ.m!tpia, lies on the path of 
seeing. not of the carrying out in practice. n1e latter remains untouched. ln 
fact, it can even as such tum out better in El'm!tpia than in tt;(VI): npOc, I'Ev 
ouv to ltpUttEI v E).Ut£1pia tt)(VI)" oootv OoKti Strojltpctv, rv.Aa..:ai l'aMoV 
tmwr,<6.\•0vt~ OpWI'tv to'U<; t~-tnelpo~ tlilv tivru tile; EjJ.ltttpi~ Mlyov 
£)(6vtmv (al2ff.). " It seen1S that with regard to carrying something out in 
practice, noU1ing distinguishes QtltEtpia.from tt;(vrt; indeed we even see that 
the ones who dispose of E)J.rt£tpia reach the goal better than those who, 
without EJJ.n:t~pla have only the A.6yo<;." i.e., have at their disposal, as un· 
cov~rcd, 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 hi:. 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 
6' 6n 1\ I'Ev ejJ.nElpia tlilv ..-a8' f.KCIOt6v t on yvlilmc; 1\ lie ttxvTJ tlilv Kae6i.ou, 

ai lie 1tpU~Et<; Kal Cit '(E\'io£1<; 1tCxOQl1tEpt tO ..:a(l' Eroot6V Et01V (a 15Ii.). "'fhe 
reason resides in this, that tt;(VI), by its \•ery sense, is concerned with the 
..:CL96A.ou," Ole outward look which recurs in aJI Ole single cases, whereas 
Ole meaning of lt~u; is, e.g., healing, i.e., making this particular determi· 
nate sick person healthy. Opiil;tc; is concerned with the Ka9' ~Kaatov. (Here 
we touch upon concepts, the ><aOOA.ou and the t<:CL9' EKaatov, which are very 
important for grasping the distinction between oo<>ia and i)p6VTJ01;. We will 
still have to consider these concepts more precLo;ely. Their meaning coincides 
with Ole Ct£( 6v and Ole tv&x6JJ.EVOV ill.m<; £)(£tv.) Thus the one who 
disposes of t~Ja;tpEa has for the most part, as far as results are concerned, a 
priority over someone who disposes only of Ole Myoc;. Indeed the latter 
person often fuils precisely in practice. And yet, in spite of Ulis shortcoming 
or failure, tE;(vlJ or the TE',(ViTIJ<; receives a priority: namely, as being 
ooop6rt£po,. The ooq>!a 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 JJ.aMov has to do 
with a "more" of msightful understanding. a " more" of autonomous, simply 
disclosive looking. Tt;(VI') has its ttAt!eootc; in £1/ievc::u. To that extent, t~wpia 
h.lS a drawback versus ttx"'l in that what its object is remains hidden to it: 
0,(' d&o<; is st!ll ouyKEi(UJJ.Evov.' On the other hand, in tt;(v'l Ole " what" of 

3. Cf PJrys. 1., 1, 184.Ul£ .. and Hc..>idegger's interpretation on p. 59(L 
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its object is given. TqVl] 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 il is elucidated and transparent. Yet the temporal d1arac· 
ters only step into the background, they do not disappear. And in the ~ 
cause-therefore, as disclosed in tt):Vl], the connection between ground and 
consequence is alreildy predelinealed. Thnt which in the referential connec­
tion is primarily ainov, due to something, moti\'e for something. becomes 
more and more the apx~ - The #whi' is then no longer th.lt which leads to 
results but simply thai which disdoses beings. The when~nnection in 
the structure of beings, and thus beings themselves, becom<' disclosed and 
understood more and more. In the tendency toward simple disclosive look· 
ing at beings with reg<<rd lo their Up;(" resides the oo¥m;pov. Hence in 
tt'.(Vl] ao¢£a is predeUneated. 

In our Interpretation the following relations are becoming visible. In 
t~m::tp(a 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 14tm::1pia is sustained, this connection gets modified into the 
"as soon as such and such, then nlrmys so and so." which for its part is 
modified, in repetition, into the if-then, the because-therefore. Thereby the 
whaH;onnection is extracted as such. That which is presentified in the 
presentification of the referential connection is given in each case in its e!Oo<; 
and specifically within the referential connection itself. For in tfxv'l 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 apx~- The apxJi 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 (ooo!a), in a disclosive retum to that which is already 
there, the apxJi. 

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 al 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 g lance, then 
there resides here a certain danger thai we might a ttribute 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 roke up Plato our reasons wW 
become clean•r. 

We now have to come to a closer understanding of both the Ei~ i.e., 
the .:Cl961..ou, and, concurrently. the counter-concept of the Ka9' t Kaot ov. 

§12. £~cUJ'SllS: Ka96Aou nud rw.e· tmOtOv. 17rr way of 
pltilosoplry (especially: Met II, 26; Top. VI, 4; Phys. /, 1 ).1 

The term Ka96J.ou is composed out of Katci nnd o/,.ov. The concept of 1)/,.ov 

will be our path to a closer e lucidation of the Being of the ~~:a96Aou. Aristotle 
provides an orientation toward the ol..ov in Metaphysics V. 26. There he 
understands the .:a86AO\l as a determinate mode of the ol..ov. 

a) The manifold meanings of oAov. Ka961..ou as OAoV 
i.£"(61l£.VOV IIWet. V, 26). 

The (1/,.ov is understood in many ways: 
1.) oAOV AtyEtat oil tt J.l11&tv am:c:m IJEPO<; t.l', wv ~tat OAoV '>IXlet 

(1023b26f.). N A OAOV is something in whkh nothing is absenl, in which no 
part, no relevant piece, is missing." Positively formulated, the o/,.ov is the 
full presence of the being in aU that pertains to its Being. Our expression 
"completeness" /Vollstifndigkdl/ renders it very well; the being is com-plete, 
i.e., i11 its "full" s tate I in Sl'inem vollen Stand/. It should be noted that Aristotle 
claims this same defil1ition of o/,.ov for the tO.nov as well. tfutov AtyEtat 
tv )!tv oil l'fl fanv fE,ro n ).ajleiv 1'110t tv 1J6p•ov (Met. V. 26, 1023b27f.). 
"The ttA£tov is in the first place that in which not even a single piece is 
mi.-sing." The (!).ov thus means first of all the fuU presence of the pieces 
that make up the finished state of a being. 

2.) (ol.ov AtyEtat) Kai to m:pt£xov ta ttpt£X6J.l<'vaffiott tv n dva• tK~:iva 
(Met. V, 26, 1023b27f.) The o/,.ov 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 ol.o,•; "whole" fda.< "Ganze" ] 
will not do. This second sense is determined in two ways. The o/,.ov is 
n£ptfxov (b28f.), comprehensive: 

L There is no n.'(l')rd o( this ('XCUr!iU$ (pp. 54-62) tn Headt.ogger·s manuscript. The editor 
olfon. il ba><'<l on the l«tu"' nol .. of H. Jonas. F. Schalk. ...d li. WciB. 
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a) il ye.p ~ lKacrtov tv, "either in the sense that everything to be com­
prehended is one" 

b) 1i &.; t.: t outrov to lv, "or in the sense that the one is composed out 
of what is comprehended." In tl1e latter instance, the b:acrto: first constitute 
the tv, whereas in the case of a), every single thing is for itself the oA.ov. 

An example of a) is the Ko:961.ou: to !lEV ye.p Ka96J.ou K(li to ol.h); 
4y6~ov ell<; 61..ov n 6v, oilt<o<; totl K(l96)-ou <iJ<; noM.a n£pttxov tcil 
K!lTIJYOP£io9at Ko:9' txciatou .:al £v aruxvta rivm &.; £.:aotov, olov 
civ9poonov, innov, 9r6v, llt6n c'tnavt a ~ciia (b29ff.) . The ~:a96}.ou is a 
n£p1£J(ov in such a way that every l.:aatov is itself this 6/,.ov. Thus, e.g., 
animate being is a oA.ov; man, horse, god are £Kaatcr. And animate being 
unifies these rxacrta in to a united whole in such a fashion that every single 
one of them is, as such, animate being. We have not yet seen, however, 
what makes possible this peculiar character that, of many single things, 
e.,ch of them, as a single one, is the whole. This is possible only t<jl 
KatTtyopcia9at Ka9' rKCtOtO\J ''by the fact that the o}.OV is predicated of 
each fKacrtov." This determination is already lndkated in the word 
Ka96A.ou itself, insofar as the Kat6. refers to ).i:yEtv as Kataqacnc;. The 
Ka96Aou belongs to Dasein insofar as Dasein is disdosh•e in the mode of 
At-yEw. The oca96A.ou is a oi.ov M."Y611evov, a 6i.ov, a wholeness, which shows 
itself only in Ai:yEtv. It is a o},ov characterized by the fact that its Being is 
determin ed by accessibi li ty in A6yo<;. How the Ka66AOU is a whole in 
relation to its unity ca n be seen only in li'O:tllYOpeioi!o:t. The K0:96Aou 
comprehends the singulars in such a way that every s ingular is •s such 
6A.ov; oivepwno<;. imta<;. 9£~ arc in each case for thE'mselves ~~>O.. The Being 
of this wholeness has its ground in Mytoeo:,. The li'0:961.ou is a 6/,ov 
m:ptt)(ov A£r61!£VOV. Among thE' various kinds of oAov, the 6/..ov as .:a96i.ou 
has a preeminent position insofar as Myrtv functions in it. 

The second type of thE' 6i.ov rn:pt£;.:ov is given, b), in whatever is denoted 
as auvtxfc;: to lit auvextc; Kal rrutpao(Jtvov, t'lto:v lv n t K nA.etovCllv t'l. 
tvumxpx6vtwv I!!V.tatO: 11£\' 6uv6.J.l£1, Ei liE 11Ti. tvrpY£[Q: (b32ff). A line, e.g., 
is a 6i.ov, and specifically in such a way that it consists t .: n>.£t6vwv, i.e., 
t .: = wwv. out of single points. Here not evE'ry singlE' point is the oA.ov, 
the line, but a U poin ts tog<'~"" first constitute the lv; only together do they 
make the line. For the most part, the (vumipxovta arE' only thE're ouv6.(J£L 
ln thE' perception of a line the s ing le points do not as a rule ~tand out 
explicitly; the pieces stand out only lhJv<i!'tt. But if not, then they are U1ere 
£V£p-yE(Q:. 

Prior to this meaning of o>.ov in thE' sense of auvcxtc; there is thE' primarily 
ontological meaning according to which the 61..ov is identical "~th the 
tO.£\Ov, completeness. The full appurtenance of the determinations which 
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constitu te a being. the completeness, is the ol..ov in a primarily ontological 
sense. Thus we have seen up to now the foUowing meanings of iii.ov: 1.) 
ol..ov as completeness. 2.) as the comprehensive: a) in the sense of the 
general, l(!X96Aou. b) in the sense of continuous connection, 0'\Jvt:xtc;. in 
which the parts which are the tvunap;covra exist either Suvcif.l£1 or Evt:pydt;r. 

There is still a third kind of ol..ov: 3.) the totality, nav. £n rou nooou 
t;covro.; lit apx>iv "al~ttoov ~eal fozarov, oowv !ltv 1101ei ~ &tmc; 01<X4>0p6:v, 
nitv Atytt at, oowv oc no1Ei, ol..ov (1024alff.). The ol..ov in the sense of the 
comprehensive and the continuous, insofar as it is considered as to its 
quantity, is: a) a nav, 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, etmc;. of the parts tha t make up the whole 
is arbitrary; no point as point has a priority over any other. b) Bu t there can 
also be a whole in which the etou; of the parts is not indifferent. oowv lit 
t'l etcnc; nou:i 010.~pciv, 6/..ov i.tytra1 (d. a2). That is then called 6).ov, 
whole. c) Or again, there can also be something which is at the same time 
JtcXV a11d 6).ov. Eon lit t O.UtCl OOWV ll !lEV +li<nc; 1'J at'ltJi )l£V£1 TJi f.l£t0.9£0£1, 
1i lit l!OP+il ou, olo\• ICIJP~ Ktd l)l<inov (aJff). "This is the case where the 
9li<nc; in a ).l£t49£m<;. in a change of the order of the parts, remains the 
same, but the )lop+ti. the outward look, the Gestalt, does not." This latter 
changes. A dress, e.g., is indeed a oi.ov, a whole. The IIO?$D of the dress 
can, nevertheless, through a f.l£tci9emc; of the parts- by being folded, 
draped, or worn d ifferently-change. Th roughout this l!etci9£cnc; it remains 
identica I with itself, the oli<nc; remains the same, the ol..ov is preserved; but 
the IIOP¢1\ changes: ol..ov aud nitv. d) The ultinMte detennination of the nitv 
is that determination of wholeness w hich is also cla imed for number . .:al 
O.pt9j.IO<; niiv j.IEV i.tyt~a1, ol..oc; o· Qpi9J.l~ ou Atyttat (d. a7f.). The 0.pl91!6c;. 
thai which is counted, the sum, is called Jtav, totality, bul not ol..ov, whole. 
e) And finally it is called Jt6:v~a. "all things collected," but not the whole. 
naO<XI o:i>tat al~tovO.&<;. " these collected units." navt<XIit Uyeto.t t¢' oic; 
to niiv <ilc; t¢' tvi, tnl tou~o1c; to n<ivt a <ilc; tnl lilnP'lllEVOI<;· n(tc; oi>to.; 6 
apt9J.16c;. naoo:1 ai>ta1 ai J.IOV6:&c; (a8ff.). "Whereas tO nitv. the totality, is 
used in order to signify the unit, so tn navtct., the collected, denotes the 
separate parts, this total number, these collected 'ones:" 

This consideration is in Aristotle of fundamental signillcance for the 
structure of beings and for the A6yoc; which uncovers beings in their 
structure. And it is also the basis for the dis tinction between the .:o.96)..ou 
and the Ko.9' £.:amov. This distinction resides in the mode of access to the 
beings and at the s.•me time in tht> degree of the uncoveredness (Ct).l\9£lo.) 
of the beings. 
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b) The m.ode of access as distingens between 1C'Ct6' ete(XG't V 

and KCXJ86A.ou. Aia9qcn~ and A.&yoc;. Upo~ it}J;fu; yvcopt~H01E-J>OV 
and Cml.&.; j'VOOptJ.Id>tq>OV. The way of philosophy 

(acco.rding to· Top. I, 4 and Met. VII, 3): from JCae' El'CCXO"'POV 
to KC:X9 'A.ou. 
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The Ka66:tou is a determinate o).. ; its distincth - f ature d riv ·· fr m th 
fact that it · Beln is d termined b a.c~essibility in 'A.6y . it i a .. A.o 
AETO!l£VOV. Th KCl96A<ru can ne er be unco ered b an (Xta&T}m , which 
i limited to mere vi mal app arance. In order to grasp th ~eae A.ou I ha. · e 
to speak, addre omething a · omething. In this di tinction betw n A,( yo; 
and a1a911<ru; we aLso find the distinction b tween the Ktt96Aot> and the 
Kae· bcncrtov. Thr Kct9' · ~eaatov is a being as it initiaJl present i elf, i. ., 
in uio9t]mc; .. Th ·r:x86ft.ou · . m ·thing which show· i -lf fir t and nl 
in llya . Th. di tinction ~ouch the fundamental qu tion , f th mann r 
and th l • . in which bein are ace - "ble in their prop .r Bein . Da in 
can be disd · e a rdln f two extreme po ibilitie . Th ar pre­
delineated b th • distin tion we just mentioned: ae y o:crt v and 
KCI96A.ou. It i triking t:h tin the p ion K0.0 "'KacrtOV th ·· Kctta ·~ 

th accu ati e, and in th ~ th ca . the enitive. \!Vi h th accusative, KO:'tci 

usuaUy signifi tfi tching b nd methin~ where 'K :116. with th gen­
iti e express th · explicit grasp of that b · ond which th comp rtm t 
_·tret:ches itself. Kcl'tci ' ith th genitiv occurs, e.. ., in th - p · ~ · n 
tol;tuetv Ka:tci nvo~ to shoot at m - ne with a bo , ie., h t d v n 
at meone from a tre . The oA.ov in th Kct96A.ou ish no ace rd' ' th­
genitive construction, charac riz d by the fact that it how i 
ins fat as U becomes an xplicit them ; whereas in aicr9Tlcn«; th KO:H 
h:acJ'toV ·how -• i f i · elf,. \1\rithout becomin an _ · plicit them . 

This di tin tiv Featufi of the Ka96A.o-u er u th Ka8' e (l(l't is also 
captured in th . d ~ . tinction between the rotA.ffi<; )'VCOpl,!lti'rrt OV and th ~ 1tJ)oc; 
l)J.tW; yv · p\~m ·- p v: 

1.) 7tpO 1\J.liic; 1VCDP1.J.LO>t:epov, i. · ., TJJllv yvropq.u:b"'tep v, :in relati n t u 
th , bein , re bett r kn wn and more familiar whi · atl di.sd . in 
our immediat c mp rtment And t:h a p ci I r the KCX9' • KO:.cr-tov, 

hich ~ o the · "· - in aicr9Tlcn;. Being in their prop Being, that 
which in bein - ·, aJwa. alread thelie and ut fwh"ch ·eV rythin further 
is d temtined-that i at first concealed to u . 

2.) a1tA~ ·yv,IDplJ.UUte.pov, imply, ithout relation I with . gard to 
bein on th.eir m.vn. what ism re known · that \\.Thich · impl there in 
bein · ~ in u h a ' a · that it giv all other detenninati their p no . 
And that · th a ').. ru, that whkh is ace ib]e primaril through Mro~ 

r von~ where th · . aB elCacrtov initially and f r th mo t part fall under 
alcr&rt<rtc;. 
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<inMi>c; ~ oiw 'Y''(I)j)t~Hlm:pov ro np6repov toil Ucrttpou, olov onwl) 
ypa~t~nic; xal ypa~tr.n'! tnuttoou xal tnltt£oov arepeou, ..:a9ciltep ocal flOV(ic; 
aptElflou· np6repov yap .:at ap;cl) navrb<; aptEI!lou. 6jloimc; lit .:at atOtXtiov 
O"UAAaj3flc;. ~jliV o' Clv6ttaAlV EViOrt O\>ll~a{V£t• jlciAtata yap ~0 at£p£0V 
UI!O Tl)v aiCJ9TjOlV n:ltttEl <tOU tntn:EOOU>, t il o' tniJtEOOV jlcilloV njc; 
YP<XIlll ii<;. ypa1111~ lit OTJII£iou ll<iMov. <lito jli.t/.Aov> oi noUoi yap rex 
rmai>ta npoyv(l)j)l~oucn v· rex )ltv yap n'ic; tUXOUOTJ<;. r ex li' a Kp1PoUc; Kai 
tt£Ptrtflc; Stavolac; Katajla6&iv tat~v (Top. Vl. 4. 14Jb5ff.). To us, l\11iv, in 
our immediate comportment, what is initially familiar is the artpe6v, or 
the CJ<i>jlCl, the physical body as a human body. It is only in a progressive 
return to the ap;clj that we disclose tnitt£oov, YP<XIlllli. <Jtt"ffllj, surface, line, 
poinl The point is then the ap;cl'j . Uke•\>ise in the case of the apt9j16;. a 
determinate number, it is only in a similar return that the jlOvac;, the unit, 
is disclosed as ap;clj. Thus, w hereas (tni..Wc;. simply. seen in terms of beings 
themselves, the <Jtl"ffllj or flOVQc; is the ap;clj, as related to us things are 
reversed. The naive person does not see poiniS and does not know that 
lines consist of points. Oi n:oUo(. 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 ~-pedal arrange­
ments of reflection in order to see things in their wholeness. 

According to this distinction, even the scope of a!.,e,mc; is dillerent from 
thatoD.&yoi;. With regard to W..Tj9t:li£tv, aia9rtmc; remains behind :\6yoc; and 
voile;. ta 6' t .:aarou; 'f"(ilptlla ..:al. np<llta 110MaKl<; TtPEila rotl yvc.ilpt!la, Kai 
fltKpilv ii otilitv i':t£1 tau 6vroc;. w..A' llflo>.:; £K t<i>v ~i..ro.:; 11£v )'V(OO't<i>v, atitf9 
lit yveoot<i>v. tQ oi._ro.:; yYCOOtQ yv<ilvat 1!£tpetltov, jletaj3a(vovra;. <i>ora:p 
£ipf1tm, oui toutrov atit<i>v (Mel. VTI, 3, 1029b8ff.). "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 Uttle or nothing of the being about it" It is 
certainly the case that in Cllo9Tjm:; the noAI.o! have seen the world, but what 
is given in a!.,e,mc; contains little or nothing of beings. This peruJiar mode 
of expression shows that for Aristotle a determinate sense of Being guides all 
his discussions about beings. At the same tim<.> it is clear that beings. even if 
given in the most immediate onlooking, are nevertheless still not W..lj9eux, 
beings as uncovered, and that it is precisely W..I\9Eta which is the concern of 
philosophy. That does not mean we are to specu late about the "truth"; the 
identification of Ov and W..f)6&la will be clear only if we gain clarity about 
W..lj6&ta. Furthecmore: "but nevertheless," although in eti.,e,mc; "something 
uncovered as straightforwardly familiar" is present, one must depart from it. 
For what is thus uncovered, although straightforward, is yet "familiar to 
som<.>one himself," i.e., it is the ground at hls disposal.' One must depart from 

:t cr. p. b8 
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what is thus uncovered, even if it is straightfon"ardly 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 11i\ 6v that which is at first familiar and which is straight­
forwardly unco\•ered, but instead one must take one's departure from it and, 
l'£raJ3aivrov, " running through it, through that which is straightfonvardly 
uncovered, see what is simply and properly known." Plato, on the otl1er hand, 
happened to gain a certain sense of Being-to be sure, not one as radical as 
that to be found later in Aristoth.•-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 uc­

complishment for a Greek, nearly beyond our power to imagine. 
One must fasten onto precisely the ocae· t ocaotov of aio9TJot<; and admit 

it as the first factual state of beings. Even Aristotle was s uccessful 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 w hich even endeavors to see the beings of the world 
detached from the Creek 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 occx9' EKClOtOV and passes through it 
(!Jemllaivrov), to the Kct96i.ou. The Kct9' t Kaatov is indeed the >tpoc; i\!100; 
yvwpti'Wttpov; it shows itself in aio9TJotc;. whereas the o:a961.ou first man­
ifests itself in 1.6'10<;. De An. B, 5: tciJV .:cxe· t Kaatov it ocat' tveprttctv 
aio9TJmc;.l) li' bno~11'1 tciw •a96i.ou (417b22f.). 

This characteriution o f the way would be without further difficulty­
apart from the difficulty the Kct96Aou itself raises not only for Plato but also 
for Aristotle-if the foregoing interpretation o f Aristotle, according to which 
the >tpOc; i\1'00; yvwpt1Jtim:pov is the KCl6' t~"':atov, 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. l, 1). From the .:cx96J..ou to 
the KetO' fKCXot ov. Resolution of the supposed contradiction 

between Topics VI, 4 and Plrysics l, 1. 

In the introduction to the Plrysics, Aristotle emphasizes that the way we 
must take leads from the 1<ae6AOIJ to the >.:Cl9' tKCXOtOV: 010 f K tWV Kct961.ou 
Ei<; t a Ka9' txaom &i npotfvat (Pilys. !, 1, 184a23f.). Thus here the way to 
proceed is precisely the reverse of the way characteriz<>d 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 



60 Plato's Sophist [80-87) 

eluddati<m of the Ka96i..ou and the Ka9' EKaatov. For these concepts are 
not material ones, i.e., ones that fit certain definlte beings and not others. 
Now the difficulty is enhanced still further by the fact that the reflections 
preceding the statement we jU$1 quoted arc in harmony with w hat we had 
been saying. ltf'iJUlG: lif. £K t<i>V Y"Wf>lll(l)tfj)(I)V fllliV ti 606<; Ka\ aa9£ottjxuv 
btl t <i aa'ilfattpa tii 9'00tt Kal Y"Wf>tllcl>ttpa (a 16f.). For us, according to 
o ur 9\i<nc;. our Dasein, the way is such that it is determined by afo9nm;: 
it proceeds EK t<ilv Y"Wf>lll<il'tfp(l)v fllliv, " from what is more familiar to us," 
btl t6. tii $Uaet yvwpti!Wttptt. " to what is, according to its own nature, more 
knowable." This formulation intensifies the opposition to the Topics: oli y<ip 
taUta illliv tt yv<i>pt~Hl K<Xl anluilc; (a IS). "For what l~ familiar to us is not 
the same as what is knowable in itself." After this reOection, a closer de­
scription of the npotfvo:t begins. fatt o· tilliv npwtov lii)J.o: Kal ao:4>ii ta 
auyKE;(Uilfva 11iVJ..ov (a21I.). ''For us what is liitA.ov is initially what is still 
rather mingled together; wha t is unseparated. To take the example in the 
Topics, a body primarily presents itself as something mingled together: 
surface, line, and point are given on ly as unscpamted out. We handle 
physical things, and in doing so we perceive first of all only the physical 
body as a whole. iia'ttpov ()' tK tmnrov y(vetat yvcl>ptjJa tit atot;ctia Kal ai 
Cxp;(Cti otatpo\lal ta\>ta (a22ff.). Out of this auyKE;(Ujlfvox; lil)i..ov, " the 
atot;ccia. the elements, become known later," i.e., the s urface, Bne, and 
point, "as well as the ap;ca{, the starting places," whence the physical body, 
according to the constib.ttion of its Being. comes into being: the point. \-\'hat 
is intermingled is separated out "by our taking it apart.' ' Such litatpEiv is 
the basic function of A6y~ in discourse, A6yo; takes things apart. The 
auyKEXUIJfvtt. the inter-mlngled, the inter·Oowing, is characterized by Ar­
istotle in the same first chapter of the Physics as aotop{atox; (184b2), "what 
is not yet delimited ." The (Lp;cai are s till hidden; only the whole is seen. 
Hence the auyKE".(Ujltva have to be taken apart in Myo;. and from being 
indistinct they thereby become delimited, such that the limit of the indl­
vid ual determinations is fixed and what is given first as auyKE].ujltvox; can 
be grasped in a OptOIJ~ (b12). Hence upon closer inspection it is manifest 
that with the auyt<t;cUI!fva the constitutive pieces of the being are meant 
from the outset, i.e., the ap;ca{, and they will be made prominent by the 
appropriate consideration. When Aristotle claims that a being is given 
auyKE".(Uilfvwc;. he means that it has a.lready been interrogated in view of 
an Cxp)(l\ . When we presentify a physical body in immediate perception. its 
6.pxai are not explicitly given; but they are indeed tlu!re, undisclosed, in 
ata9'lOt<;. This agrees w ith what we have seen in Metaphysics VU, 3:> beings, 
as far as they arc given in o;{a91J01<;. i.e., as immediately known to us, 

3. Ct. p 58 
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contain little o r nothing of these beings. For the being is stiU not yet there, 
since the npxar, though in a certain sense present, are intermingled. Their 
prESei\Ce is not uncovered and grasped as such. Accordingly, the ap;ca(-{)r 
what is identical to them, the Ka96).o~re 11\emselvesstill hidden in their 
structure. The ptp11 are not yet disclosed; they are not yet taken apart in 
ou:dptcn<;. Thus we can understand how Aristotle can write: To yap O).ov 
KaTa Tl)v aicr9Tlmv yvwptpc:i>ttpov (a24f.). "As regards p<!rception, 11\e 
whole is more familiar." I see at first the whole body; and this {)).ov contains 
in itself, as a possibility, 11\e ntpu:;c6ptva. 

In the sense of 11\e Ka06/.ou, the o/.ov has, as is now evident, a double 
meaning; it means: 

1.) the {))..ov At'y6JlEVOV in the sense just made expUdt 11\c 6/.ov which 
shows itself only in Atyttv in such a way that in being addressed everything 
comprehended, every l(a9' fKamov. itself shows itself as the whole; 
av9pw~<OC,. tmtoc,. and 6t6<; are in each case l;t!><x. 

2.) The l(a96>.ou means at the same time that every l;<f>ov as such pos­
sesses an inherent stnocture. The .:o.96).ou includes in itself-apart from the 
ind ividual cases which it comprcllend.s-<lete.nninate structural moments, 
which in o.io911m<; are not expressly given a t first The Ka06>.ou is initially 
present 0\l"(l(E'.(Ilplv(l)<;. 

Hence the assertion of Plry>ics I, I (184a23f.) does not at all contradkt 
what was said previously in the Topic::;. On 11\e contrary, it makes the latter 
still more explicit 11\e way proceeds from the una rticulated aca96>.ou to 11\e 
articulated K0.6' b:amov, such 11\ateve.ry single ptp<><;becomcs visible. And 
even the Ka9' b:amov now becomes visible for the firs t time in its func­
tional significance; 11\e Kae· facamov does not refer here to a dctennjnate 
realm of beings but to 11\e mode of Being: articulated versus not articulated. 
Thus the aco.9' &!<:amov means: 1.) 11\al which first stands out in o.io611mc;. 
2.) the moments which s tand out purely and simply. ones which reside in 
the Ka06>.ou itself. 

This is all consonant with 11\e tenor of 11\e treatment carried out in 
Aristotle's Physics. The latter is from 11\c very outset Ctp):tj-research; at issue 
is a grasping of the apxo.L For rmani~t'l is always bn~~l'l of the l(o.06>.ou; 
and Eltt~Jll'l proceeds from the unarticulated Ka96J..ou to the articulated 
iJ1 such a way 11\at its ~tfPI'I are brought into the Op<!n in the 6pto~t6<;. The 
methodological principle Aristotle formulated in P/rysics l, I expresses this 
precisely: toe truv aco.06>.ou ric; ta Ka6' i!Kama &i Jtpottvoo. In this principle, 
which seems to be wholly format Aristotle grasps at the same time the 
meaning of the movement of the history of the question of the Being of 
9\Knc;. i.e., 11\e history which preceded his own research and which he set 
forth in the first book of the Plrysic::;. Wh en the philosophers raised questions 
about the givcnness 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 unartkulated. This 
applies above all to the Eleatics, who saw immedjately nothlng but Being. 
Aristotle brings fonvard here a phrase of Pa rmenides: tv t<l mivta (PI!ys. 
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 apxal, i.e.. the structure of this tv, for him the Eleatic 
philosophers presented the tv in such a way that th.is basic structure was 
still OV'fl"EXUJ!EvCJX, and no t yet brought to the fore. Others who were not 
even that far advanced took a determinate being as the apxl\ and applied 
it to the whole: e.g., Thales wa ter a nd Anaximandcr air.• What immediately 
offered ils('lf to them they saw as permeating beings, and they posited it 
as ap;(li , Aristotle had th;s history of apxl\·research in mind when he 
formulated, at tlle beginning of the Plrysics, the proposition just mentioned: 
t .: tciJv tca96wu tic; tO. Kae· £.:aa-ra. 

tn this way, what Aristotle says can even be understood positively: tcai 
toirro tpyov tcrtiv, Gx:rntp tv taic; npcil;EOI t6 nouioat EK tciJv t KiiatQ> 
ayaeciJv t?l 6Aw<; ayaSc'l t "liOT(!l C..,a&a. OUtCJX, EK tci>v a1it(j> '(VOlp1JlOlt£1)<llv 
t<l TJi ~ooEI yv(i)ptj.!a a1it<jl yv<i>ptj.la (Met. VU, 3, 1029b5ff.). 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 !lAw<; &.ya96v, in such a way that in bringing about the 
OAw<; ciya96v at the same time the b:aotov ciya96v is carried out, likewise 
in the case of knowledge, one must proceed from what is inlmediately most 
familiar for a single individual and pass through this to the TJi o00£t or 
6Aw<; yvt:ilpti!OV, in order to go back in tum from that to the o.\Jt<'i> '(VWpiJlOV 
in such a way that the latter will become transparent from the former." 
Hence it is necessary to p ress on, from what is in a single case initially most 
familiar, to the apxl\ and to appropriate the <lpxTj in such a way that from 
this appropriation there takes place a genujne appropriation of the Ka9' 
EKa<nov and so that the transparency of the procedure itself is gained and 
the ~eae· ~KCJ.atov is understood on the basis of the i.tpxTj. 

From this we may finally understand what it means that the Ka96Aou is 
the proper theme of tEx\ITI and of Emonill'l· 

§13. Omlim1alion; t£XV11 and tmatl\illl (MeL I, 11. Tluo ltmdeucy 
n->idiug in tt'.(VIj ltru!ard au "autouomnus" t ntonillll· Tite furthrr 

dt!Vt!lopnumt of Entotl\1!11· 

In contrad istinction to the f~tnEtpoc,. the t£XVIT1j~ is the one who civtu tiic; 
4ut£tpiac; £-.(£1 tov Myov (d. Met. l. 1. 98Ja21), "who, without being used 

~. Cl Plrys. l, l. 181b171. 
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to any particular procedu re, knows the d~." He is the one who Ktt961.ou 
yvrup!~El (d. a2f.) the being in question, "knows the being in its generality," 
but who thereby tb tv TOUt19 Ktt9" EKttatov <iyvoti (cf. a22), "is unfamiliar 
with what in each case the being is for itself:' the being which in this 61-ov 
is a £v among others. For tfxvfl, thus, what is decisive is paying heed, 
watdling. Le., disclosure. Therefore AristoUe can say: <apttltKtovt<;;> tcic; 
cxin ttc; t fuv notOIJiitvCilv !ocxotv (98Jblf.), "The architeciS know the causes 
of what is to be built." The following is thus manifest at the same time: the 
aitia, or the Ktt96/.ou, are initially not the theme of a mere onlooking. The}' 
indeed stand out as dOoc;. but not in such ,, way as to be the 1/teme of a 
special investigation. The knowkodgc of the aitia is initia!Jy present only 
in connection with the fabricating iiSelf; i.e., the ai tia are present initially 
only as the because-therefore of such and such a procedure. The tl~ is at 
first present only in tt;cvl) iiSelf. But because in tfxvrt the rl~ is precisely 
already made prominent, therefore IJaMO\' EiliEvat (a31 f.), " to know more," 
is attributed to the ti:-,(Vi tnt, and they are held to be oo9<i>t£pot than the 
mere f!.tutpOt. The 11w.Aov is h!!nce attributed to them ten ta tb A6yov fxttv 
(b6), with regard to the development of a discourse about just what is the 
object of the conccmful dealing o r the fabricating. i.e., with regard to dis­
closure. Within the fabricating, the }..£yttv becomes more and more auton­
omous. and the natu rally most immediate Dasein interprets it as 
oo9<i>tepov. Furthermore, one who 'A6yov t',(CilV can make something tmder­
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. ln this way, he can 
provide information about beings in regard to their origin. ouvatat 
litli6CJ .. 1ltV (c£. b7f.). Therefore the naturally most immediate Dasein is of 
the opinion that n'lv tt;cvtJv ni<; £~Jmpittc; IJWOV bn<m\11'1V eh•at (d. 
b8f.). TfxVI), hence, because it possesses the A6yoc; and can provide infor­
mation abou t beings In regard to their origin, is taken to be JJW.Aov 
Em<m\fJ'lV than 4t~tttpia. In this way, within the •(tvtc:n<; of ooola. ttxVrt 
draws near to bn<m\llrt: it is even designated as bn<m\11'1-

Hence what is called t JTumill'l is: L) tfxVI); 2.) the highest science, oo¢ia, 
in its determination as voile; Ka i bnoni1-111 (Nic. Et/1. Vl, 7, 1141a19f.). 

Here the firs t sense, according to which f:m<m\1111 means the same as 
tt;cvtJ, is the everyday one. ln this everyday use, the concept of Elft<m\11'1 
occu pies a peculiar mid-position . Specifically, ttxv11 is designated as 
tln<m\IJ'l insofar as, in distinction to t iiiT£tpla. it already extracts the dooc;. 
But this does not yet properly determine what constitutes the distinguish­
ing character of Em<m\1'11-TtxVfl is tmc:rni!lrt. although it is properly a f~tc; 
ITOtrtn"'"l\ and therefore aims at nolfiOt<;. At the same time, however, it is a 
t.';tc; IJt"ta A6you aAfl9oiic; (Nic. Etb. VI, 4, 1140a10). In tt;(Vl), t m<m\1111 is 
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most properly harnessed to an intention to fabricate. But t EXV'l also contains 
a tendency to liberate itself from handling things and to become an auton­
omous €mOTlhtll. And insofar as this tendency resides in t EXV'l, immediate 
natural Dasein credits it with being oo$ci>tepov. 

On the other hand, t<i>v aio91loec.ov ou8Ej.lt(XV tlY01Jj.l£9a eivat oo$fav 
(Met. I, 1, 981bl0), immediate and natural Dasein does not at all attribute 
to aio911<JIS the character of OO$(a, K(XltOI KUptci>tatai y'Eioiv CXUtCXI t<i>V 
Ka9" eKaq_<a yvwoac; (b11), although alo9'lotc; is the mode of aA'19EUEtv 
in which the Ka9' €Kaotov, the particular case, is accessible as such. There­
fore, precisely in the field of rrpa~tc;, where the Ka9' €Kaotov is at issue, 
ai09'10tc; is a K\Jptov over vouc; and ope~tc;. lndeed, Aristotle later (Nic. Etlt. 
VI, 9, l142a23ff.) even identifies ai09'10tc; in a certain way with $p6Vllotc;. 
Nevertheless, aU.." ou Atyouot to 8ta tf rrepl ou8ev6c; (Met. l, 1, 981b11f.), 
the aio9Tjoetc; do not provide the "why" of anything given and shown in 
them. Therefore natural Dasein docs not attribute to the alo9Tjoetc; the 
character of oo$ia. 

On the other hand, as has been said, there is in n':xv11 itself a tendency 
to set itself free from handling things and to become an autonomous 
t mottill'l· That this tendency resides in Dasein itself is evident for Aristotle 
in the fact that a tEXVtt'lc;, he who, as we say, "dis-covers" something, is 
admired. tOV OrrOlCXVOUV eup6vta tEXV'lV napa tac; KOIV<lc; aio9Tjcmc; 
9aUj.lcl~E09at urro t<i>v av9pwrrc.ov llT'I j.l6VOV 8ta tO XPtlOij.lOV Eivaf Tl t<i>v 
EUp£9£vtc.ov au· <ix; OO$OV Kai 8ta$£povta t<i>v &Uc.ov (bl3ff.). "The 
t EXVit'lc;, 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 
beca use 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 oo$ci>tepoc;. His discovering goes beyond the immediate 
possibilities in the power of Dasein. Ln this way, the admiration dispensed 
by everyday Dasein demonstrates that in Dasein itself there lives a special 
appreciation of dis-covery. Dasein is itself directed toward discovering 
beings and toward that by itself, llT'I rrpoc; xpflmv (b19f.), "apart from all 
usefulness," as Aristotle emphasizes. Thereby we can understand this, too, 
that the less tqva~EI v and emo<till 11 are oriented rrpoc; tavayKaia and rrpoc; 
8tayc.oyfjv (b18), toward the urgencies of life or toward amusements, the 
more Dasein addresses those who cctrry them out cts oo$ci>tepot. 

The development of tmott11l 11 now continues. 1 As soon as the t txvat and 
tmotil!lat were found which are required rrpoc; ta avayKaia, for the ne­
cessities of life, and rrpoc; ri')v itSovfjv, for recreation and pleasure, Dasein 

1. C f. Ald. I, I, 98lb20ff. 
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could, unburdened by thcs.? necessities, dedicate itsclf wholly to contem­
plation. Therefore the first sciences, e.g .• mathematics, on gina ted in Egypt, 
because the priests had the time to do nothing but observe. II thus there is 
indeed in Dasein a tendency to disclosure, yet an autonomous disclosure 
for its own sake is genuinely possible only where Dascin is froe from 
concern over the avay><ain. In such CJXOAa~etv there occurs a leap from the 
tendency to fabricate; oxoM~ttv is n mntter of abstaining from all concern 
over the avayoroicx in order to linger in mere onlooking nnd disclosure. The 
more mere onlooking and disclosure come into their own, the more vi>.iblc 
becomes the why-the liu'l t( or the o.lt(cx-and ultimately mO«' and more 
clear becomes the "from out of whidll," t<'l Sui ti ltp61mv (Met. I, 3, 983a29) 
or m ~ <ipxfi~ alncx (d. a24}-the cl<p:v\. 

We now have in cxio911m<; and bnot1j~TJ two end-stations. without our 
having genuinely understood ool!>(a.. That possibWty which fona goes be­
yond the merely momentary discl06ed.ness of cxio91lm.;. making beings 
more explicitly accessible, is rctention: !lVI\11'1· Rctaining present, as a mode 
of access to beings, om.intains itself up to OoQ(et, in which the presentifying 
relates explicitly to the <ipxcxt 

§14. l:oqfa t'Met. /, ZJ. Tl1c four t:SsentJalmomerrts of 
OOII>(CX (rtavta, ;(CIAerullT<ltO. aKptJltotCXTO. Cltl'tli~ fvtK!!\1). 

Clurifying redw:twn of til<! first thre.! tSS<.'IItialmoments to 
tile f.laAtotcx .:cx961..ou. 

We must now o.sk what is ooolcx; i.e., who is the oO<I>O<; himself? Aristotle 
confronts this question in M<tap/rysics l, 2 The determination is not made 
dogmatically; instead, Aristotle returns again to natural and most immediate 
Oa.sein. ri o~ Milot ~ tfu; il~OAI\'1'£«; ~ f;(o~tv tttpl toil O'oQoii. t{r;(<h' EK 
rollrou ~vtp6v "'(tvot to )laMelY (982oi>6ff.). The rask is to tilke up and seltrt 
the opinions ll>!-1001\'Qlvia-already possess, i.e., U1e interpretations of the 
oo¢6<; in natural everyday Oascin, and to !llll.ke this preliminary conception 
of OOII>Ia more explicit and so make the interpretation found in natural Dasein 
more transparent. Aristotle enumerates four moments in which this interpre­
tation characterius Dasein's first undcrstmdktg of the~· 

1.) np<inov !i&v &lrlotcxmkxt ~avta t<'lv o~v rili; tvlltx:t:tcxt, !11'1 roe· 
b:exotov ~ovro ElttOnjj,t'lV cnit<ilv (982>8ff.}. 1be wise one is conspicuous 
in the first place as th~ one "who knows tt{rV'<a, everything altogether," 
who in a peculiar sense understands everything. "without. however, having 
a knowledge which looks upon the ~ecxe· £roamv. ev"ry single lhing sep­
arately." i.e., 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 no~worthy that 
navta in natural speech means the whole in the sense of the totality, the 
sum. The OW6<; understands til !Uivto. the totality, the sum. without. 
however, having acquired knowledge .-as· fJCaotov, from the particulats. 
He understands the sum without ha••ing run through every single unit. In 
this way, knowledge of the mivta, accompanied by a.n obvious lack of 
knowledge of the particulars, is enigmatic. 

2.) tov ta xaklta rv<i>Vcn ouv<i11£vov ~~:ai IIi\ p~o<a av6plillttjl"fl7"dxm:tv, 
toutov oo¢6v (a!Off.). The o~ is the one who is able to dJsclose that 
which is difficult to disclose, i.e., tha! which is not easily dJscloscd by m.lll 

in his immediate existence, by the ltOA.l.ol What the oo¢6<. can disclose is 
hence not only concealed but difficult to Wlconceal. and that because it does 
not readily reveal itself to the most immediate everyday Oascin, i.e., it does 
not reveal itself in the common easy way. 

3.) tov rocptJliou:pov t<al tov StSn<rKIXAm1>upov tcilv ainoov ooQoJ>ttpov 
civtn n>:pl !tltoav tmoniiJ.lJV (a12£f.J. In every "science" and t&):Vl], the 
aOQCX, is "more profound"; he goes more to the foundations of things. That 
is why he is better •hie to teach. to instntct; he can make things dear 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. 

•t) niJv [l!tcm)l!cilV lit n)v llUP)<; i!:VEI(EV lmi tOU Eilltvat ;((ij)lV aiP£TT)v 
owav )J(<)J.ov eiva1 ooq>(av ii ti)v twv anoJl<xtv6vnov tv£Kl;V (a14ff.). :!:~{a 

is a kind of bnoti\).1'1 accompUshedl simply for its own sake. That is, in 
ooq>fa the dJsclosure of what is disclosed L~ accomplished merely for its 
own sake and not with a view to w·hat could possibly result from it, i.e., 
its practical appUcability. to¢ia is the b<toti\).111 that is dcterminedl solely 
by the pure tendency toward seeing, and it is carried out simply 1oii eilitva. 
xaptv. in order to see and, in seeing, io know. As such. ooq>io guides, leads, 
and predelineates. 

Aristotle discusses it' detail th~ fo1.1r moments in which ~verydny Da­
sein expresses its opinions about the o~ and ooq>ia. We may say in 
anticipation that all four moments have in view a disdOS\lJ'e that concerns 
the fir>."! origins of beings purely as such. This means, convcn;ely, that the 
idea of oOQfa as concerned with the ahia as such and spedfically \\~th 'tU 
£; apJ:iic;. i.e., the <ipxal. makes explicit what Dasein strives for implicitly 
and without clarity. 

1.) To what extent does the oo¢6<; undcrslll.nd "everything"? t6 ).ltv 1t<ivta 
tltiotaoecu t<j) llciJ,,tato. fxovn ri')v tcne6:1.ou b:toti\J.I'l" OVO"(Kaiov 
un6:px£tv (a21f.). The oo¢6<; knows "everything" because he, more than 
any other, has at his disposal the disclosure of the "generaL" Because o<>qlfa 
is an tilitvat >.:a96>.ou, the oo¢6<; necessarily understands navtll. 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 10Ctv~a as a oi.ov in the sense of the Ka96i.ou; for nav1a he 
substitutes 6/.ov. So he does not mean that the a~ sees the whole as the 
sum of all the particulars; instead, the oo<i>Oc, understands what every 
particular. along with the others, is t~llimntely. So it is dear that the na~a, 
which the cro<i>O<; has at rus dispos.,l. is grounded in the 6J..ov as the .:aa61..ou. 
That is the genuine n<iv, the whole, which the ao¢6;; aims nl In such an 
understanding of "everything," what matters is U\e Ka96J..ou, which is a 
oi.ov A£y6~£Vov; Le., what matters is a preeminent 4y6~£Vov: A6yov f)(Etv. 
That is why Aristotle says: avayuat yap to Ota ti Elc, tOv A6yov f<J'.(IltOV 
(Met. I, 3, 983a28). In cr~ia what matlt.>rs is that the why. the atnov, be 
redured to the most ultimate A6yoc, to the most ultimate expression of 
beings in their Being. The disclosure of the ~~:a961..ou does not require one 
to run through each and evt.>ry particular as such in t.>xplidt knowledge, 
and the Ka961..ou is not simply the sum of the particulars. Its p..oculiar 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 a t the very outset the a~ 
leaps ahead to the genuine whole, whence he takes his orientation for the 
discussion of every concrete s ingular. Therefore he can genuinely partake 
in these discussions, d~1>ite having no speci.11ized knowledge. In this way 
Aristotle reduces the common talk about the nav1a brtoncxcr9cxt to the 61..ov 
as k'a961..ou. 

2.) The red uctlon of the navtcx to the .:aa6i-.ou immediately clarifies why 
the everyday Interpretation claims that the aoo6c, aims at what isxah£n6v, 
difficult, to know. xaA.en6ncx~a taiita yvwp!l;ctv toic, Ct.v9p<llltotC, ~a 
)!aAt<J1a Kcx961..ou· nopprotatm yap nilv cxla91\a£Lilv tontv (Mel. I , 2, 
982a24f.). What the oo66<; knows is difficult, "because it is the most general 
of all." And "that is the farthest removed. from what shows itsell to im· 
mediate \<ision," where everyday considerations dwell. Ala9rl01.c, is, for the 
n:oAI.o!, the most immediate dwelling place and mod<' of disclosure; 
aicr9Ttatc; presents no difficulties, everyone moves in it, and one person can 
procure for another this everyday orientation or can ru.sist him with it. The 
¢liatc; of man comprises a certain predilection for what is inlmediately given 
in ata9Tt01<;; this is the ay<im)01c; trov aia91\arolv (cf. Mrt. I, I, 980a21 ). And 
especially if the orientation toward the necessity of making things f.1lls 
away, if everyday Dasein is exempted from iliis orientation, if the onlooking 
becomes free, precisely then does Oasein lose itself all the more in the 
outward appearance of the world, but in such a way that Oasein remains 
always in aicr9rrmc,. 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 diffie1.tlty does not reside in the matters at issue but in Dasein 
itself, in a peculiar mode of Being ofDasein, 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. Eo¢fa. however. is concerned with 
advancing into wha t remains covered in immediate Dasein, into the 
J.UlAtcrta ~ea96A.oo, and this advancement occurs in opposition to immediate 
vision. l:oOia hence is concerned with a disclosure which proceeds as a 
counter-movement in relation to immediate Dasein. I:~ta is a counter-ten­
dency against immediate Dasein and Its tendency to remain caught up in 
immedia te appearances. As such, a~ia is difficult for Dasein. And that is 
the only reason the matters "~th which aOQta is concerned are "difficuJt" 
with respect to their ciATt9£ll£LV. For now, the foUowing must be noted: in 
relation to aia9Ttmc;. to be aoQwrepov. Lc., ae>Qia, is a 11c'xUov clotvat, a 
IJWOV tnatetV (cf. 98Ja241.). Io¢ia arises in a counter-movement against 
aia9r)mc;. Nevertheless, a~ia does not thereby exclude cda6rtatc; but 
merely takes it as a point of departure; crla9fl<n<; provides the ground, in 
such a way that the consideration no longer remains in its field. ' Aia9fl<n<; 
is a Ktipto\• {d. Met. 1.1. 981b11; Nic. Eth. VI, 2, 1139a18).' something which 
belongs to Dasein in general, b ut not something by which beings them­
selves can be seen as beings. 

3.) nKpt~crtatat 0£ tow EntcrtrtiJ.<i>v ai IJ-6/.tcrta t&v npcimov eimv (Met. 
I, 2, 982.12Sf.). II is distinctive of aoQ(a to be cXKptll£atcin, not because the 
aoooi display special acumen but because the theme of a~ia is what most 
of all touches the foundations of beings in their Being. The !Xtcpl~atatov 
is, most basica lly, the IJcXAtata tcilv np<imllv, "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. becau.w they are the 
fewest. A peculiar character o f the c)p;c:<:tt consists in this, that they are 
limited in nun1ber. And u1 their limited number they are transparent in 
their relations among themselves. In the firs t Book of the Physics, chapter 
2ff., Aristotle shows that there must be more than one c)p;c:lj but that the 
number of the ap;c:ai is determined by a limit, ntpac;. Therefore a op!~aOat 
must delimit how many there are, w hether two, or three, etc. Aristotle 
shows why there can be no more than three or four. And only because the 
c)p;c:ai are limited is a determination of beings in their Being possible and 
guaranteed, and the same applies to an addressing of beings as a 6pl~ta9at 
and a optaj.t6c;, and, consequently, to science as ultimately valid knowledge-

Aristo tle illustrates the rigor of science with the examples of IJ.!X&fiiJ.aTtiClj , 

1. Cf. p. 58. 
2. cr. p. v . 
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6.p19~11nlnj and YEWII£tP(<l (982a28). Those disciplines are more rigorous 
and more fundamental which proceed from fewer apxal, which hence posit 
fewer original determinations in the beings which are their theme. ai yap 
t; V.cxtt6VCilV aKpi.Jltatepal rcilv f !( npoalltcrero; i.£y01JMV, olov 
6.pi91Jf1nlnj Y£W11£tp(oo; (982a26f.). Arithmetic is in this " '"Y distinguished 
from geometry. Arithmetic has fewer ap;~:al than geometry. ln the case of 
geometry, a np6ae£mc;. somcthing additional, tak es place as regards the 
{lpxal. In order to understand this we need a brief general orientation 
regarding Aristotle's conception of mathematics. We will provide that in 
an excur.;us, which will serve at the same time as a preparation for our 
interpretation of Plato. 

§15. Exct1rs11s: General orieutatio11 rrgarding /Ire !'SSflrri of 
mathematics according to Aristotle. 

We want to proceed so as to present the basic issues: a) in 1Ja9111Janlnj in 
general and, b) in 6.pt91Jiltt ~>i and YEWIJErpla. 

a) Fundamental issues in malht'matics in genua! 
(P/rys. n , 2). Xmp(~tw as the ba.sic act of mathema tics. 
Critique of the XCilPIO)l6<; in Plato's theory of Ideas. 

The 11«91111«nKa1 bttcmiiJal have as their t11eme tO. t; ~1ptoew.;. that 
which shows itself by being witl1d rawn from something and specifically 
from what is immediately given. The 1Ja91111amta are extracted from the 
~n:a ovta, from what immediately shows itself.' Hence Aristotle says: o 
11«9'llltttt\CO<; XCilPI~o (cf. Phys. 0, 2, 193b3lff.). Xmpl~£1v, separating, is 
connected with x6l!>o.. place; p lace belongs to beings themseh•es. The 
1JU9111J«!IIC6<; takes something away from its own place. Citonov l5t .:a\ t O 
t6nov clj!a toic; <nepEoic; ~eat t oic; jlOEhl!lamcoic; no•>ioa1 (o 11tv y(xp t6ttoc; 
t<ilv ~<a9' ~t<aatov lo10c;, o1o XCilP•otO. t6nq>, t O. lit 1Ja9111Ja!IKa ou noil), ~<:al 
t O Eintiv IJEV 6 n noli fcrtat. T! lit tOtlv o t6noc;, ~" (Met. XIV, 5, 1092al7ff.). 
What is peculiar is that the mathema tical is not in a pl.,ce: OUt< tv t6rtql. 
Taken in terms of modem concepts, this has the ring of a paradox, especially 
since t6ttoc; is still translated as "space." But only a ocil~Ja 90011<6v has a 
t6ttoc;, a location, a p lace. This XCilPi~ElV, which we will encounter in Plato's 
theory of the XCilP•OJl6<; of the Ideas, where P~ indeed explicitly assigns 
to the Ideas a t 6noc;, namely the oupav6c;. this XCilPl~EIV is for Aristotle the 
way in which the mathematical itself becomes objective. 

LCI. Md. XI. 3, 1061o2al; O.CatfolU, I, 299•1Sif,Md. XJII, J;Mn XII,S, t073b61f 
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Aristotle analy~es these things in P/,ysics II, 2. The mathematical objects, 
e.g., <rtEpE6v and ypQjJIJt\. can to be sure also be considered as ~OOIK&; the 
natural man sees a surface as ntpa<;. as the limit of a body. Versus this, the 
mathematician considers the mathematical objects purely in themselves, 
c'll..A' ou;c 1i ~OOIKOU o<ilj!a~<><; !ttpw; fl<:aotov (193b32), i.e .. "not insofar as 
these (e.g .• a line or a surface) are the !ttpw;.limit (termination), of a natural 
body." Aristotle's negative delineatjon of the mathematica l here-namely, 
that it is 1101 the !ttpw; of a cjlll<nKiW otiljta-means noUlffig other than that 
the mathematical is not being considered as a "location." Insofar as the 
cj>OOIKcl 6vta are ~·wo\\IJEV<X. i.e., insofar as motility is a basic determmation 
of their Being. the mathematical can be considered initially as appertairung 
to beings that move. The mathematical as such is removed from things 
characterized by motjon. xropt<rttt yap -rfl vot\O£t •:•Vl\0£00<; ton (b34), the 
mathematical, e.g .• a point, is "extracted from beings insofar as they move,'' 
i.e., insofar as they change, tum around, increase and decrease. And spe­
cifically the mathematical is xropt<rttt TJi vmj0£1, "discerned," extracted 
simply "' a particular mode of consideration. KiVTIOI<; itself, howe,•er. is 
initially and for the most part ldv~ol<; Kattt t67tov, change of location. tile; 
Ktvt\crew,; l) KOIVI) IJaAt<J'ta K<Xl •'VptOOtQtTI KQ:tcl t67COV E<rtiV, ij\° KaAo\iJulv 
9Qpav (Pirys. IV, I , 208a3Jf.). The most general motion is local motion, which 
presents itsell in the revolution ol the heavens. The mathematician extracis 
something from the+oot>:ovo<iljtcx. but ouetv &ta¢tp£t (P/1ys. II, 3, 193b34f.), 
" this makes no difference"; this eKtracting changes nothing of the objective 
content of that which remains as the theme of th~ mathematician. It does 
not tum into something else; the "what" of the lttpw; is simply taken for 
itself. as it appears. II is simply taken as it presents itself in its content as 
limit. ouet yivttatljiW&oc; xropt~6vtoov (b35). " ln 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. lf the mathematician 
simply adheres to his special theme, he is never in danger that th.1t 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· 
ematidan through ;cropi~etv; on the contrary, he moves in a field in which 
something determinate may be disclosed. Thus with this ;coopt01J6<; every­
thing is in order. 

A<XV&<iVOUOI Iit tOUtO ICOlOUVtE<; Kat oi tOO; i0tro; '-tyovttc; (b35f(.}. Those 
who discuss the Ideas, and disclose them in )..()yo<;. proceed this way as 
well: zrop(~ovttc;. " they extract." It is just that they themselves M:lvO&vouot, 
"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. Aav&<ivOOOl. "they remain concealed while 
they do this," concealed precisely to themselves. (This is a characteristic 
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us.•ge of the term l.aveavtw. Conversely, there is then also .m cU~Il£ta 
pertaining to Dasein itself.) Tho~ who speak of the Ideas a re not themselves 
clear about which possibilities ;cmpt0'116<; harbors. Xmpto)16<; has a justifiable 
sense in mathemati.cs, b ut not where it is a matter of determining the ap)(CLI 
of beiugs. ra yap ¢uoH:a ;cmpi~ouow ~nov ovra xmptora r<i>v J1<l9'1J1CLn>c<i>v 
(I93b36f.). Such a one "posits the Qoo£t ovra (i.e., the apxai pertaining to 
these as such) for themselves, in a separate pl.lCe, but they are even less to 
be removed from their place." For the ¢oott 6vra are lCIVOii)ltvCL; in every 
category or physical beings there resides a determinate relation to motion. 
In his Ideas, as apxai. however, the man in question leaves out precisely 
the ICfVll<n<; which is the bask character of the Qliott 6vra, with the result 
that he makes of these apxat genuine beings, a mong which finally even 
ICfVll<n<; itself becomes one. Yet il is possible to determine the apxal of the 
moving ¢\ian 6vra in such a way that the ap)(ai are not taken as divorced 
from motion and, furthermore, such that >eiVl'IOI<; itself is not taken as an 
Idea and hence as ;(Olptot6v. In the t!tpxai the >ClVOV)ltvOV n lCIVOV)ltvOV 
must be co-perceived and hence must basicaUy be something else as weU, 
namely the t 6no<; itself whereby Being and presence are determined. 

Let this suifke as an initial orientation concerning the mathematician in 
opposition to the physicist and at the same time as an indication of the 

connection of U>e mathematical xmpi~etv 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 "abs tnction" from the ¢i>oet 1\v: OttYJ.Iti = oilo!a 

9tt6<;; J.lovli<; = oi>oia oi9noc;. 

Geometry has more apxai than does arithmetic. The objects of geometry 
are Aa)ljlavOJ.ltVC< t>e npooetotu>.; (cf. Past. All. I, 27, 87a35f.), "they are 
gained from what is determined additionally, through 9t<nc;." np6o6E<n<; 
does not simply mean "supplement." What Is the character of this 
np6o8Eotc; in geometry? 'Uym o' EK npoo9EO£(l)<;, olov J!OVQ,; ooola a!lt:to<;, 
ottYJ!t) liE oi>oia 8er6<;· tCLU'ITJV t >e npooe€CJtm<; (87a3Sff.). Aristotle dis­
tinguishes the basic elements of geometry from those of arithmetic. The 
basic element of arithmetic is J!Ovac;, the u nit; the basic clement of geometry 
is ottYJlli, the point. Mo,•(t.;, the unit- related to 116vov, " unique," 
"alone"-is what simply remains, J.1EV£tv, what is "a lone," " for itsel!." In 
the case of the point, a 9t<nc; is added. to liE Jll'IOOJlti Ciu:upEtov >eara to 
I!OOOV OTI"(J.ll) >eai J.l.OVci<;, 1'\ ~lEV <i!lt:to<; J!OVQ,; ~ li£ 6£t6<; otiYJ!ll (Mel. V. 
6, .1016b29f.). "What is in no way di,·isible according to quantity are the 
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point and the J.IOVQ~ the latter, however, is without 9tmc;. the point with 
etcH<;."' Then how are the two basic objects of mathematics to be distin· 
guished7 IJOVO<; OOO{U li9etoc;. <lnfl!i\ lif. ouoia 9ct6~· taUtTIV ElC 
npooetot~ (Post. Au. l, 27, 87a36). 

Both art! ouo(a, something that is for itself. The <ntYJ!li, however, over 
and against the J.IOVtic;. is marked by a np6o9tou;; in the <ln'flltl there resides 
a Ofm<; in a preeminent sense. What is the meaning of this atm.; which 
characteri~ the point in opposition to the ~Jove«;? A thorough elucidation 
of this nexus would have to take up the question of place and space. Here 
1 can only indicate what is necessary to make understandable the distinction 
of the cXKptl}t~ within the disciplines of mathematics. 

0tm; has the same character as tl;u;, Sta9£0tc;. ·E~u; = to find oneself in 
a definite situation, to have something in oneself, to retain, and in retaining 
to be directed toward sometning. 0tmc; = orientation. situation; it nas the 
character of being oriented towa rd something. fan lif. ~<«i t(i tOtalita tcilv 
np6<; Tt oiov f~tc;. otaOtmc;. . . . etotc; (Cnl. 7, 6b2f.). According to its categor­
ial determination, 9£m; is T6lv np6c; n , " it belongs to wha t is np6c; n." Every 
efotc; is a efmc; nv6c; (cf. b6). 

a ) T6noc; and etmc; (according to Phys. V, l -5). The absolute 
determinateness (<!lu<n:t) of t6noc;. the relative determinateness 
(npOc; i\J.ta<;) of 9tmc;. The essence of t6noc;: limit (ntpa;) and 

possibility (Stivaj.ltc;} of the proper Being of a being. 

We need to clarify briefly the distinction between Gtat; and t61t~. Aristotle 
emphasizes that the mathematical objects are ou>< ev t61Uf> (cf. Met. XN, 5, 
1092a19f.), "not anyplace."' The modem concept of space must not at aU 
be allowed to intrude here. Aristotle determines t6noc; a t tirst in an a ppar­
ently quite naive way. on J,ttv ouv fon n 6 t6noc;. OoKEi lii)A.ov e:ivat tK tijc; 
m'TtpctaO'tUOE~· OliOU yap ton vilv ii&Dp, €vtau9a. tl;el.96vtoc; cOOrttp €<; 
ayydou ltaAl\' Cdlp EJ(Ei fve<mv· OtE lit tOv atitov t6rtov toiltov aAAO n 
tcilv OOlpU'tOOV Ka'tE;(El, tOUto o1] t6lv tyylvoJ.I(.voov >:a\ ).leTCt~aAAOV'tOlV 
~pov navroov e:ivat Oo~'ti· t v <9 yap 6.1\p Eott vuv, ii&Dp ev tom<p np6n:pov 
1\v, <i>ott oljA.ov <i>.; 1\v 6 r611~ tt ..:ai ti ;.:li>pa ~pov tLI.l<llOiv, ei; i\v KOJ €<; 
nc; IJCTE~aACl\1 {Pitys. IV, 1, 208blff.). T6noc; must itself be something. If there 
formerly was water in a container •md if now there is air in it, then the 
t6rto<; is something other than that which fills it. The place was already, 1\v, 
i.e., before specificaUy water or air was in il The 1\v does not mean that the 
t6rtoc; would be something separated, separated from what is in it; the place 
is simply something other than the two things which have been exchanged 

2. Cf. 0.• An. J, 4, -1()9a6ff. 
:J. ct. p. 69. 
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in it. Aristotle proceeds at once to the characteristic determination f place! 
£ttt tl.V(t. ~uvap.tV (blOf. , "place h a c-ertain p er'' (translatin in th 
u ual" a ). uva~on<; · h re understood in a quite stricti ontol gica1 1 

&uvt:IJ.Ltc; impl1 that lh place pertains t the being i II, th plaa nsti-
tutes precisely the p ibility of the prop r presence o th bein in qu . -
tion. Thi p · ·"bility, like e ery po · "bilit , is prescribed in a determinat . 
direction: · ery bein ha it place. The &uva!lu; of th 't6noc; pertains t 
beings themsel e as . uch. cpepe't"CXl yap EKaCJ'tOV Eic;. ctU't.OU 't. n:.ov 1J.1) 
KlroAU6~fVOV, 'tO ,..tv avro to 0£ KCitro (bll£.). Fire, rip, uch, h · it pia 
d. en; earth, yfj, as uch ha its place K<i'firo (cf. bl9f.). The light po · in 
i Being a prescription t i place, ab ve; the heavy to it plac , b low. 
And that i not arbitrary but (luaet {bl ). These assertions of AristoUe' 
elf-evident, and e ma n t permit mathematical-phy ical de~ nninatio 

to intrud . Th hea g below, th light abm e. Fire has i determined 
locali n; i. ., th · t67toc; l fire p rtains to its ' ery Bein · • In th same wa , 
. hat · light b 1 n ab v ·; if it is not above, then, a · long as it is not 

impeded;; it wjlJ up. Each b ing po ess in its Being a pr iption 
to vard a determinate location or place. T11.e place is constitutive o the presence 
of tile bein . E ery bein i carried, q>tpE~Cll, to its place, ru;. t.ov aitrou t v, 
to~~ ii ro, -ro 0£ Kci'tro,' fu, ne abo e, the other below." This consid ra tion 
of t61tO<; · · carried out in Physics IV, chapters 1- 5. 

Aristot1 d ignat c:ivm and Keitco a lliPTJ or eioT} f place. 'tpo ha 
here a quite broad meaning: character, moment, determination. tautc.t B 
.Eat\ W1tOU ).l£pT) Ka\ Et8Tt, 'tO <ivro Kat KcXW Kcxl en louted tcOV £~ OtCXGtd<JEroV 
(Phy . IV, I 20 b12ff.). The outward look fa place is determined accordin 
to th · po ibiHti : ab · ve-belo · , front-back, ri ht-left. Th a th 
otarrt<iaet mt· which being can be di ·ected. Aristotle empha . ex­
p . ·ty: Eo'tl BE ta t010.U't(l ,:,. J.lO ov xpoc; TH.!~, to tlvO) teat tcatco Ko:t 

Od;tov Kal aptomp6v (b14f.), II these things, above and beJ w, ri ht and left, 
are n. t jut in relation to u ," .relative t the particular rient:ati n w 
happen t take up. tltJ.lV J.lCv y{xp OUK ad to aut6, "admittedl , for U5 th . 
ab and th · below ar · not ah. a the same," the d not p perly · t, 
o:Alfl. mm n)v e8mv, 01t~ av O'TP.Il :\ , yi erm (b15f.), "but instead 
th c nd a eem.;, to the way we happen to tand and turn at an 
time .. " Here e&n i introduced in opposition to t6no as uch. Henc the.re 
are d t rminatio of 't61t~ which in a certain sens are ab lute 1\T:ithin th 
'"'odd; alan ith th , h we er, there is a1 o the po ibili that much 
chang : what is above for one person rna b . bel w f an th r. Thi 
change i ne of atm~ i dependent on how we plac ur: -1 , on our 
particula"r -ta_nce. Therefore one and the same thin · of~ to the right and 
tJ thJ left at th 5alllJ time. Ev oe q} ~U(fet ot<bptc:nal XCOPt~ fKa.cr"rOV {bl f.). 
"On th , th hand, in nature itself (i.e., considering th]n · imply in their 
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Being) everyUting is for itself po:.itioned in its own place." ou yap o n 
tnr~tv tcm ro O:vro, <i<AJ..' 6nou ¢tpttal to n\lp Kal to Ko\,¢ov 6poiro<; &. Kat 
to Kcitoo 01ix o tl Ero;(EV, 6J.J: chou t<l txovta ~cipc><; ~<:a\ ra YI:TJPci (b I9ff.). 
"For 'above' is not something arbitrary, but is that toward which fire and 
what is light are carried; likewise 'below' is nothing arbitrary but thai 
toward which the h{'avy and earthy are carried." That is the way it is-and 
here is the comprehensive characterization-<i)c, ou tJi 9to&l oux9£povra 
p6vov OJJ,.(t 1ml tJi 0\1116.)1£1 (208b21f.), "because these places are not dif­
ferentiated merely through a 9tm<;-npo<; ~llii<; (b24~ut on the contrary 
tJi Oll\1~1£1." This ouva)!£1 means that the place is the possibility of U1e 
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 liuvd11£1. 

We now want to bring more clarity to our dL'ICUSSion of t6Jto<;. np<i>tov 
)ltV OUV OCi KClt(;(VOi)OCll Otl OU" CXV 1\~rtteito 0 tOitO<;, Ei 111) dVrtOI<; tl<; 1iv 
~ Kat& t6nov (Pirys. IV, 4, 211aUff.). It can occur to us that there is such o 
thing as place only because we encounter the aio6T]ta as moved, only 
b<.'Cause 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. au yap 
nav tv t6lt'!J, OJJ,.a to KIVrtt6v 00011a (Pirys. IV, 5, 212b28f.), only what is 
KIVIlt6v, moveable, is ln a place. Su't. yap toirro KClt tOV oopavbv llaAIC:Tt ' 
oi6)JE6a tv tOII'!J, OTI aei tv KL\IljOtl (Pints. IV, 4, 2lla13f.). "Therefore we 
believe that the heavens are most in a place, because they are constantly in 
motion." Nevertheless, further considel'ation will show that the heavens 
are not in a place. 6 &' oupav6; ou Jtou ol.o; ouS' £v -rtvl t6lt'!J t<n!v, Ei yc 
)LTJW a\ltov rttptexe• oGI)la (d. Plrys. IV, 5, 212b8ff.). Instead, the heavens 
are themselves the place for all beings which stand below them. 

Place is then designated more precisely: <iJ;LOU)JEV 01'! tOV t6nov eivoo 
np6ltOV )ltV rttptt;(OV t~-eivo OU t6nO<; t<n!, Kal fJ'lOEV tau ltpOy(.LCltO<; (P/tys. 
IV, 4, 210b34f.). ei toivuv IJI)OEv rrov tpt<i>v 6 rona; to-ri, )lljte t6 cilia; 111\tt 
it UATJ )ll\te ouiotrtllli tl ... , !Xvay"'l tov t6nov elvcu ... rc) m!pa<; to\i 
ncptt:',<ovtc><; oro)lato<; (212a2ff.). Place is the limit of the rttpttxov, 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, spedfically, that there is 
between these two limits no interspace, no S•liotrt)la. 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 absolute ly, that there are 
preeminent p laces as such: the absolute above, the heavens, and then the 
11toov, thc:> middle or the heavens, and an absolute below, the earth, which 
is immersed in water. Aristotle himself concedes: OOKti &. fJfra t1 eivw Kai 
xaM.nov AT]$9i)val 6 t6noc; Slli tE t6 napt)l<i>«LVEo6at ti)v UAI)V Kal ti)v 
110plj>ljv, KO.I 0\IX TO ev •iPEJ!OUvtl t tjl Jt£Pt£xovn y!veo8a1 tl)v fJEtdotacnv 
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tou QePO)ltvou (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,rl so 
that one is tempted to take the extension of the material or the limit of the 
form as the p lace. And, further, it is difficult to see place as such, because 
the )lEtaatacn~ of what is in motion comes to pass in each c<Jse in such a 
way that the place itself docs not thereby move. And what is in motion has 
a privilege with regard to perceptibility. 

In summary, a first understandll1gof the concept of place can be acquired 
if we keep in mind that place has a lllivalltc;: t~tl nvO. Wva)liV.' Place is 
the possibility of the correct appurtenance of a being. The correct appurte­
nane<.' 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 Oogical) possibility, as 
arbitrariness, such that it would be ll'ft freely to the body to be hl're or there, 
but instead the lhiva~ou~ is a possibility which is dcterrnina tely prescribed 
and which always harbors in itself a direction. This det<>rminatl'Oess of 
llliVC1J.II<; belongs to the t6noc; itself. 66va)ll<; is understood as an ontological 
oosk category. The possibi li ty 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 plilce is the ability a being has to be there. in 
such a way that, in being th<>re, it is properly present. 

13> The genesis or geometry and arithmetic from t6noc;. The ac· 
quisition of goometrical objects by l'Xtraction of the ntpata 
(t6noc;) of the c>!Xn:• ovta. The determination of their site 

(etcnc;). Analysis situs. Mov<ic;: ooofa li&€toc;. 

Geometrical objects can Sl'rVe to clarify the dis tinction between -r6noc; and 
etmc;. If we abstract from the peculiar mode of being of t6noc;. a mode 
which is determined c>ooet. 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 aloOf\ ta and becomes then the 9tt6v. the posited, is the moment 
of place, such that the l'Xtracted geometrical e lement is no longer in its 
place. Indeed the moments of p lace, which C<c>a!pemc; withdraws from the 
o6J!ta, extracts from it, are the nipa'tct of a physkal body; but insofar as 

4. cr. p. 73. 
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they are extracted from it they are understood mathematica lly and no 
longer as limits of the physical body. Instead, through the 9fm~ they 
acquiTC an autonomy over and against the physical body. The geometrical 
objects are indeed not in a place; nevertheless, I can determine in them an 
above and a below, a right and a lefl In a square, e.g., I can determine the 
sides; above, below, right, left. I still have here the possibility of a detem1i· 
nation of the Btlm~ 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 Btlmc;. Every geometrical 
point, every element, tine, and surface is fixed through a 9fmc;. Every 
geometrical object is an oixrla 9et6<;.• This 9fmc; does not have to be a 
determination, but it pertains to one. On the other hand, the unit, the I!Ovci<;, 
does not bear in itsell this orientation; it is oiX:rla6.9etoc;. In mathematics, 
the af01<; survives only in geometry, because geometry has a greater prox· 
im.ity to the aio&flt6v than does arithmetic. 

Thl' geometrical consists of a manifold of basic clements-point, tine, 
etc.-which are the rrtpma for the higher geometrical figures. But it is not 
the case that the higher figures are put togetlti'T out of such limits. AristoUe 
emphasizes that a line will never arise out of points (Phys. Vl, 1, 231a24ff.), 
a surface will never arise out of a Une, nor a body out of a s urlace. For 
between any two points there is again and again a ypajllllj, etc. This sets 
Aristotle in the sharpest opposition to P)ato. 1J1deed, the points are the 
&pxaf of the geometrical, yet not in such a way that the higher geometrical 
figures would be constructed out of their s ummation. One cannot proceed 
from the attYI!Ij to the a<ilj.ta. One cannot put a tine together out of points. 
For in each ca.se there is something lying in between, something that cannot 
itself be constituted out of the preceding elements. This betrays the fact that 
in the oixrla 9et6c; there is certainly posited a manifold of clements, 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 AristoUe, the I!OV<i<;, the unit, is itself not yet number; instead, the first 
number is lhc number two.• Since the J.lOVcic;, in distinction to the elements 
of geometry, does not bear a 9fm~ the mode of connection in each realm 
of objectivities is very different. The mode o f connection of an arithmetic.,) 
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 mnnHold. 
We will understand the distinction between at<Yil11 and I!Ovlic; only if we 

5.0.p. 711. 
6. 0 . Met. V, 6, l0lobl8, l016bl5, .md 1021al3; Phy!!.IV, 12, 220al7fl. 
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grasp in each of these the respective essence of the structure of that mode 
of manifoldness. 1>\lhat is the essence of the mode of manifoldness of points, 
lines, etc. 7 What il; the essence of the mode of manifoldness of number? 

y) n1c structure of the connection of the manifold in geome-
try and arithmetic; ouvextc; and t~flc;. 

Our consideration will set forth from the point. We have indicated that 
geometrical objects still have a certain kinship with what is in aia8nvco9at. 
Everything in aio0avEo9at possesses IIEYEflo.:;; everything perceivable has 
extension. Extension, as understood here, will come to be knov.'fl as con­
tinuousness. Since everything perceivable has extension, ll£y£9oc;, it is an 
OUK cXOt.aipttOV. tO crio9J1tov llixv ton ~~~ KCii OUK £onv alitaipnov 
aio9J1t6v (!R Si'tiSII vn, 449a10). This peculiar structure of the aio9rtt6v is 
preserved in the geometrical, b1sofar as the geometrical, too, is continuous, 
ouvtxt<;. The point presents on ly the ultimate and most extreme lintit of 
the continuous. For to~ JtcXvTJl <CtbtaipEtO\'> Km 9tmv £r.ov OttY!ll\ (Met. 
V, 6, 1016b25f.), "That wnich cannot be resolved further, in any regard, and 
specifically that which has a 9tmc;, an orientation as to site, is the point." 
Conversely; the ypa~11111 is 110va;(Ji Otatptt6v (d. b26f.), that which is re­
solvable as to one dimension; the surface, rnill£1iov, i5 litxfl litmpEt6v (d, 
b27), that " 'h ich is doubly resoh•able; and the body, OWIIIX, is lltXVTJl Kal 
tptx!i Otatptt6v (b27), that which is divisible trebly, i.e., in each dimension. 
The question is what Aristotle understands by thls 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 o>6oEI 1\vta: 
Plrysics, V, chapter 3. I will present, qu.ite succi.nctly, the definitions of the 
phenomena of co-presence in order that you may see how the OUVE;(tc; is 
constituted and how the mode of manifold ness within number is related 
to it . You will then also see to what extent the geometrical has a np6<19tmc;. 
Le., to what extent there is more co-posited in it than in number. 

eta) The phenomena of co-presence as regards o>liOEt 1\vta 
(Pirys. 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 
~UOEI OvtCl, the Qjlq, the "concurrent," which is not to be understood here 
in a temporal sense, but which rather concerns place. What il; concurrent 
is what is in 011e place. We must be on our guard not to take these determi­
nations as self-evident and primitive. The fundamental value of these ana.l-
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yses resides in the fact that Aristotle, in opposition to every sort of theoret­
ical construction, took as his point of departure what is immedlately visible. 
• A~a is then that which is in one place. 

2.) X())J)Ic,. "the separate," is that which is in another place. Here the 
detem1lnation of place must be held fast. 

3.) l.tJtTto6ot, " the touching," clJv UX a>epa Ct!IO. (226a23) "occurs in that 
whose ends, extremities, are (now the first moment recurs) in one place," 
w hose ends occupy the sa.me place. 

4.) )i£t~U, " the intermediate," iS that which £i<; 0 Jtt¢uK£ 1tp6tEpOV 
ll$tKVtia8cu tO )lt-taj}M.ov (226b23f.), " that at 1vhich a changing being. 
one whose change is in accord with its Being. first arrives, i.e., arrh•es at 
earlier." It is that which som~thing. in changing. passes through, that to 
which something changes prior to arriving at the tcrxarov 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 
I'Eta;u, 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.) t¢t~ftc,. "the successive.• Here the 11Eta;u is taken up again. The 
successive as such is connected with what it follows in this way, that there 
is nothing intennedlate between them which nilv tv rautcji ytvet (227al), 
"which is of the same o ntological Uneage;' i.e., the s.>me as the beings 
themselves which are in order one after another. "E~~c;. "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 else can very weU be between them. 

6.) e;t:6J,J£VOV, "the self-possessed," "the self-coherent." The £cJ>£~~c; here 
recurs. 'Ex6~evov, "the self-consistent," is an tel>£<;~<;. a "one after the other," 
but of such a kind that it is determined by the lbrttaEiaL tx6ptvov lito av 
~E~ftc; ov CtltTijtat (227a6) " What i.~ coherent is that whose successive parts 
are in touch with one another.• The £x6~ttvov is determined by such a 

7. ~Et~u lit ti<; 0 ~"" 1!j)OttpOV OoU<\'ti~ tO ~eta~v ~ ri~ 6 COX<ltOV Ill"~ 
<a tO. ~v 01JV<"~0>;1U"ajlc!}J.ov (2261>231(). "The lntetm<'<liAir is th.lt at which something in 
motio.1 by N.Hure c-.tn <lrrl\'e prior 10 3.rrl\'i.ng at its final Stlte. pro,ridcd the motion is natural 
and continuous." The word zpOttpO\' at 226b24 is contro\'ersial, OpOtq>Ov an be found in tJxo 
pilrallel passage ln M.rl XI. U)68b28, as well as in n1emistil in pJtyslca pomllillf;lli$, ln. ln the 
rodiet."O iuch as Simplid 1 m physicorunr liltri; ccmnrortJrllt 871, 20. the word ~v occur:&. 
Heidegger seems to hA\'e incotpol"olted both words. H. WL-i.G remarks ln a rootnote (as fonnu­
latod by lhr oditor~ "In the text oF Bekker (Ari;totelis <~p<rn tdidit Aauirmi• Rtgio Borussica (tJt 
rr<rMO,../. -~ Berlin 1831-1870) the word is npcinov. np6rrpov might vory wcll b<' a 
ronjecture. Yt<tlf <me a~ts lq)6>tov, thc:n b2.J Cil ti; a toxtnov }.I-tt~ beocomes Wlintel­
llg•ble. Tho ~ (' thon') must b<' relat()d to the \<ord a:p6rtpov ('eorlie.-1.11p0ttpov·~ ('earlier'­
than') ... 1\ $tmihlr annotation can be found in the transaipto(H.jot\M.. Thus; "'The jnh.iol'O'\CdJare 
is that at '"-'hich a changing being arrin>s prior to arriving .11 the s-btc it wiD ultimately change 
into.• The Lltin tr<msl•tion of the Bekker edition also mtds pfljj$·qWint. 
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succession, one in \1 hich th · ends are in the same placei i.e., the objects of 
the series abut one another, touch each other in their e tremiti . 

7.) m>vex,£<;, contimnmt, is a ery complicated form, since it presuppo 
the other deterrrtinations, although for a:ioGT]mc; it is what is primaril 
given "tO auvexa; ron OJr£() ExOJ.I.EVOV "tt (d. alO). The ouvex~ is an 
f.x.OJ.LEVOV, and specifically o~p. "~p is an expres ion which recurs in 
quite hmdam ntaJ ontological in estigations. The O"UV£X~ is a onep 
ExOJ.lf:Vov, '~it is already at the ery outset, quite certain! , an ex6J.L£VOV11

; 

hence there is here in each case nothing between. The au qec; is an 
E",tOJlEVOV e en more originally than the ~.(OJ.l.EVOV itself; the £x6~£VOV . 
onl the immediate aspect of an £xe<:reat. The cruvq£<; i till more originall 
an ex6~vov because it is this still more, i.e.,. it is still more with regard to 
the mode of its fxew: it is a ouvex6J1evov: M1m o Eivm cruvex~ 6-rav l'a.il<t:o 
rtVTlmt roi fv to elCClttpm.> ntpa<; oi~ amovrcn (all f.). The cruvextc; occur 
when the limit of the one that touches the other is one and the same limit. 
In the case of O"UV£XE<; not only do the limit of the one house strike the 
limits of the other, but this happens in uch a way that the limits of the one 
hou e are identical with tho e of the other: 'tClU'tO ~al €v. 

These are the determinations of co-presence. The auvexf<; is the tructure 
that makes up the principle of ~tyE9o<;, a tructure which characteriz 
e ery e tension. 

After the description of these determinations, Aristotle con · der their 
relations. The ~i\<; has a spe · a1 distinction: <JinvEpov Ot Ked on 1tp6Yto 
'to ~~~. tanv (al7f.). '1t is evident that the t$£;n~ i first regard 
constitution." tv npottpot~ 'ClP l6yq1 (a19f.). "In all sp ech it is alread 
co-intended and said,' i.e., express d in an unexpressed way. -ro ).tEV yap 
U1t't6J.LEVOV ~1lc; avciyKll Eivoo, 'tO 0 Eq>EQ;<; m'> mlv Wrt.Ecr9at {a18f.). Th 
CUt't6J.LEVOV, that whose ends touch in a determinate connection, and who 
end , in the mode of such touching, are side by side, is already in itself, as 
bearing such touching, a succes ion. Everything whose ends touch · 
tt~~. But not every E$E~Tic; has to be one in which the ends touch. 
Therefore the t·E~ftc; is first . 

On the basis of this consideration, Aristotle shows to \>\hat extent f.LOv<i~ 
and <J'tll!Jll cannot be the same. For the mode of their connection is different 

~~) The tructures of connection in the geometrical and the 
arithmetical O'Uvqf; and E<!lEStic:;. 

d eou otllJ.l1)Kcx.l J.lOV~ 0'6x oi6v t£ dvat !J..ovcioo Kat onyJ.u)v To a\rr6· 
taic; J,.ttv yap u7tapx£I 'to ~ebrttcreat, tal<; ot J-tOvacnv -ro ~£~<;, Kc:xt 'Cffi J.LCV 

. Thetranscrip H. WeiSa.ndB. J na addi.nbrackets: time,metaph. i . Heideggerhad 
indeed gj en in the lecture a brief reference. 
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tv5txna1 Eivai n ll£Tct;li (niioa yap ypall)!ll )!£tct;1) OTIYIIWV), tci>v o' olio.; 
avci"fKil• oooev yap )ittai;1) 00000<; .:ai IIOVal\o<; (cf. a27ff.). To points there 
pertains the O.nu:o9at, touching, and indeed the £x611EVOV in the preeminent 
sens<' of the ouvtxt.;. To the )iova&,. the units, there pertains, however, 
only the ~f,lj<;. The mode of connection of the geometrical, of points, is 
dtaractetized by the OUVEXE"- the series of numbers by the ll¢t#1S. where 
no touching is necessary. The structure of the connection is in the latter case 
more simple, as compared to the continuum. With points there can a I ways 
be something in between; between two points there is always an exrension 
which is more or less large. But that is not necessary in the case ol the 
£¢Ei;i]<;. Here, therefore, another connection obtains. For there is nothing 
between unity and twoncss. Hence it is clear that the being together of the 
basic elements in the geometrical has the character of the 6;rm;o9at or of 
the OUV&".(tc;; the being together of numbers has the character of the £~•1<;. 

of the one after another. Thus in considering geometrical figures we must 
add something which according tt:1 its structure c~posits more elements 
than £¢Ef,i\<; does. Such elements, which are constitutive for the ouvext, 
are jitye9ol;, rtp6<; n, etms, t6no;, Iilla, UROIIEYOV. The UROIIEYOV, " from 
the very outset to be permanently there," pertains to that which is deter· 
mined by etmc;.• Therefore the geometrical is not as original as the a rith· 
metical. 

Note here that for Aris totle the primary determination of number, insofar 
as it goes back to the )!ova.; as the <ip;cti, has a still more original connection 
with the constill.ttion 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 ov is a tv. With this, the apt9)i6<; in the largest sense (<ipt9)!6o; stands 
here for the £v} acquires for the structure of beings in general a more 
fundamental significa.nce as an ontological determination. At the same time 
it enters into a connection with U>yo;, insofar as beings in their ultimate 
determinations become accessible only in a preeminent Myos, in vollotS. 
whereas the geometrical structures are grasped in mere aloa.,mc;. Alo9Tlmo; 
is where geometrical considerations must stop, OTI\<retat, where they rest .. 
In arithmetic, on the other hand, i..Oyo;, voEiv, is operative, which refrains 
from every eta~<;, 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 learning to understand that the continuum is not resoh-able 
analytically bu t that one has to come to understand it as something pre­
given, prior to the question of an analytic penetration. The mathematician 
Hermann Wcyl has done work in this direction, and it has been fruitful 

9. Cl Cat., d\4pter6.S.l 27f. 
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above all for the fundamental problems of mathematical physics.•• He 
arrived at this understanding of the continuum in connection "~th the 
theory of relath~ty in contemporary physics, for which, in opposition to 
the astronomical geometry that resulted from the impetus Newton gave to 
modem physics, the notion of field is normative. Physical Being is deter­
mined by the field. This comse of development lets us hope that physicists 
might pemaps in time, with the help of philosophy, come to understand 
what Aristotle understood by motiOJt, 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 striv;ng for today, though l'rom the opposite 
direction. 

Aristotle displays, in his Cntesories, keen insight into the consequences 
of the conception of the continuum for the determination of number. 1lle 
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 rroa6v. 11 

yy) Consequences for the connecting of the manifold in 
geometry and arithmetic (Cal., 6). 

toii at noaoii tO )ltv £ott !iuoptajltvov, to oc ouvtxE<;· mi to !lEV tK 9tmv 
t;c6vnov npi><; cillTJI..a nov tv a.iltoi~ j.lopiwv auvtOTJ11<'t, to oc ouK £~ 
txovtwv 9tmv (4b20ff.). Quantity is different in the OUV£'~rc;. that which 
coheres in itself, and in the otwptcr)lt'vov, 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 auvext<; relate to each other 
insofar as they are 9£mv txovta; what is posited in this etmc; is nothing 
else than the continuum itself. This bask phenomenon is the ontological 
condition for the possibili ty of something Like extension, )IEY£9oc;: site and 
orientation are such that l'rom one point there can be a continuous progres­
sion to tJ,e others; only in Ulis way is motion understandable. ln the other 
way of possessing noa6v, the OtWpta)ltvov, the parts relate to one another 
such that they are ouK t~ t;c6vtwv atmv )I.Opiwv (b22); iiatt oc 6twpt<J)l£vov 
)lEV oiov apt9)1i><:, Ka.i A6yoc;, OUVt;(t<; /it '(pCqt)lq, EmQ<iV£10., Ocil)IO., lin at 

10. H. Weyl,Raum-Zrit-Aialtn"t.. Varloun~>t'11 UbtrW.lg1.'nttmt RtlaHullotstJwnl!. Berhn 1918; 
5., umgearb. Aun .• Set-hn, 1923 

ll. He:idegger's manuscript onlyrnntairt:> rPferences to the pa.ssag.s Wtthout any J"(!~Mtks on 
their mtetpretation. 11'lc editor of(ers the foUowing interpre1atiQn (up to page 8.1) on the basi!. 
of the tronscnptions of H. Jonas, F. Schiotlk, and H. WclB. 
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napa ta:f>ta ;cp6v<><; .:a\ t6n<><; (ibid . ff.). The Otroptallfvov includes, e .g ., 
<Xpt9ll~ and A6ya.;; the auvext<; includes, e.g., line, surface, body. and, 
furthermore, ;cp6v<><; and t6n<><;. Insofar as the litO>ptCJiltvov consists of parts 
which are ou atatV £;.:ovta, whereas the auve;ct<; consists of parts which 
are atmv f;covta, there is then also a d ifference 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 U1at belong to the 
series of numbers? trov 11tv yap toil apt9!10U 110piro ou!id~ tan .:otv~ op<><;. 
npo;; ov auv<intet tO: )l6pta alitoil· olov tO: !ttvt£ £i fan trov S£.:a 116ptov, 
np(l;; oOOtva.:owov opov auv<intEl ta ntvt£ Kal ta ntvt€, aua OlOlpt<nat 
(b25ff.). The parts of a number have no common opo<;. no common delim­
itation in the sense that through the op<><;. which is identical hero with the 
Ka86J..ou. eac11 of the parts would be determined proportionally. For exam­
ple, in the case of 10, the two 116pu:x, 5 and 5, have no .:otvO;; ope<;; each is 
for itself, Ot(l)ptCJlltvov, each is distinct. Likewise, 7 + 3 indeed make 10, but 
7 does not have a relation, in the sense of the Ka86).ouor the JCOtv6v (b28f.), 
to 10 or 3. There exists here a peculiar relation, such that the 116pta cannot 
be connected together, auv<int€CJ9cu. ouo' 6~ av £-.(otc; tn' apt911ou Aajlciv 
ICOlVOV lipov t iDV 110pirov, &JJ.' Ctti (itOlpt(Jt(Xt• lOOT£ 6 !lEV cXpt9!l(l;; tiDV 
otroptCJiltvrov tativ (b29ff.). There is therefore for the manifold of numbers 
no such JCotv6v at all, in relation to which every particular number would 
be something like an instance, and number itself would be the .-o.96Aou. 
There is no que..'tion here of generalization, to speak in modern terms. 
Number is not a genus for the particular numbers. This is admittedly only 
a negative result, bu t 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 A6yoc,; the same 
mode of connectedness resides there. cila<XUtw.:; lit o.:al 6 My<><; t<ilv 
l>lU>ptCJilEv(l)v tativ· (on 11£v yi:t.p 1!0CI6v tcntv 6 My<><; ~p6v· 

l<at<XiJEtpt:i tat yap aufJ,a~flllaKp~ Kalflpcr.(dt;t· AtyO> lit ClUtOv t OV llttci 
9Ulviic, A6yov y,yv6ll£''ov)· np(l;; o\JS£va yap KOtvov opov autou ta 116pta 
auv<inttt· oliyap tan KOtvO;; 6poc; npbc,ov ai auUaflai auv&ntollCJ\v, &JJ.' 
t.:<i<JtT[ 6t6lpt<JTO.t autl) om9' ailnjv (b32ff.). A6yoc; is taken here as a 11£tCt 
Elroviic, ytyv6jlEVO<;. as vocalization, which is articulated in single syUables 
as its cnot;ccia. Aristotle and Platb are fond of the example of A6yoc, for ilie 
question of that peculiar unity of a manifold which is not continuous but 
in which eacl1 part is autonomous instead. Thus A6yoc, in the sense of 
vocaliz.1tion is a noo6v, whose individual parts are absolutely delimited 
against one another. E<>ch syllable is autonomously opposed to the others. 
There is no syllable in general, which would represent what ali syllables 
have in common-however, this does not apply to a point, whlcl1 is indeed 
Like aU other points. 
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Thus a line has another mode of unity: it OE YPU!-11-lll ouveztc; tonv· ec:m 
yap A.af3eiv Kotvov opov np&; ov ta p6pta aun;c; cruvrat-ta, unyJ.lt1v· Ken 
Tft~ em<P<XVeiro; 'YP~!lTJV (Salff.). Th lin , a continuou , ha another mode 
of unity. That is, one can extract from the line, from the continuou , me­
thing ' ith regard to which each part of the line can be called a part in the 
same se e, namely the point. But it must be noted that the - tracted 
points do not together constirute the line. o point i distinct from any 
other. What is remarkable for the po ibility of this K:OtVO~ opoc; r id in 
the fad that the line is more than a muJtiplicity f points, that it, namely, 
has a 9smc;. On the other hand, in the ca e of the manifold of the serj · of 
numbe 1 there i no et~ SO that this series is determined only by the 
tAp~-'ijc;. ow, insofar as the co-positing of a 9Wt.c; is not 11 quired for th -
grasping of mer-e succession a the mode of connection of numbers, then, 
view d in terms of the grasping as such, in terms of voEtv, number is 
ontologically prior. That is, number characterizes a being which is still free 
from an orientation toward beings which ha e the character of the c ntin­
uum and ultimately are in each case a"n aioB1116v. Therefore number enters 
into an original connection, if one interrogates the structure of beings as 
the structure of something in general. And thi i the reason the radical 
ontological reflection of Plato begins with number. umb r i more origi­
nal; therefore e ery determination of beings carried out with number, in 
the broadest sense, as the guiding line is do er to the ultimate apxo:{ of ov. 

'!\Then Aristotle brings up the distinction bet' een geometry and arith­
metic in Metaphysics 1, chapter 2,12 his concern is impl to how that v. ithin 
the £xtO'ti}f.LOO. there are gradations of rigor. But he does not claim that 
arithmetic would be the most original science of beings in th 'r Being. On 
the contrary, Aristotle shows precisel that the genuine ap;o1 of number, 
the unit or onene , is no longer a number, and with that a still more original 
discipline is predelineated, a discipline which tudie the basic constitution 
of b in : crocpia. 

16 .. Continuation: Cioc>ia (Met. I, 2, part 1). The fourth essential 
mome11t of a.ocpio.: the aut0110my of its &! .. new tv (£cru'tftc; 

EVtKEV. ~" 1tp~ xpflcnv). 

The fourth and last moment of oocpia. is its autonom in itself. Aristotle 
demonstrates it in a twofold way: first, on the basis of what is thematic 'n 
croq,t.a.: second, on the basis of the comportment of Da in itself. 

12. 2a28. 



I'Lato's Soplrist (122-1231 

a) What is thematic in oOQ!a. The aya66v as ~and 

ultimate ou tvnca; as ainov and cipxli; as 
object of pure 9£wpe\v. 

to li' tilitvat ml to tn:!otaoiltn ailtciiv fvt~ta J.ldJ..toil' i>ncip;(tt tJi TOil 
j.l<iJ..tot' £m<rt11toii En:totJiJ.ln (982a30ff.). "Seeing and knowing for their own 
sake reside most of all in that tmo-niJ.l'l whose theme is the J.!<Utata 
tm<rt11 t6v." This J.lW.tato. En:tat11t6v, which most of all tums knowledge 
into something genuinely formative, is what is grasped when it is a matter 
of acqu iring the ultimate orientations in beings and when it is a matter of 
seeing why such and such should happen. This ultimate why, i.e., this 
ultimale "for the sake of which." ou fvEICct, is, as ttAo;. always an ayo.96v 
(Met. 1, 3, 983a3H.). The ayo.96v, however, is a matter of the CtpJ:tlCWtcitl] 
among the En:tOTiiiJClt and ttJ:vaa, insofar as the ap;(tlCrotcitl] is the one that 
yvropl~o'OOo. t!voc; lV£-dv tata npcurnov t KaOTOv (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, oo¢io.. insofar as it is the 
)J.dJ..tatO. tmotliiJ'l, and as such provides insight about the IJ<Utato. ayo.96v, 
the 6/.mc; to cipa01:ov tv tJi ¢WEI naon (d. 982b7), is the clp):ll('(l)tcitl] among 
aU En:aatiiJ.lat and ttxvm in general. Hence it is the one that is no longer 
guided but inslead is itself explidtly or inexpliciUy the guide. Thus it is 
autonomous. Eo¢1a asks about the &ptatov, the highest good, in relation 
to which every other tE;(Vl] and En:totli!-Ul must be oriented. To that extent 
ao¢!a is CtpJ:tlCrotcitT], guiding and autonomous. 

With this characterization of oo¢!a as aiming at an aya66v, Aristotle 
comes in questionable proximity to another relation to beings: np~ac;. For 
np~tc; is oriented precisely toward the for the sake of which. Thus if oo¢ia 
aims at the aya96v, then it seems that it is ultimately a npa~a.;, whereas 
the preceding has shown p recisely that it is free of XPiicnc; and is a pure 
~tiv. Thus the difficuity is that we have here a comportment of Dasein 
which, on the one hand, relates to something determined as ayo.96v, yet, 
on the other hand, it is not supposed to be np~ac; but llt:rupriv. 

The difficuity can be resolved by recalling what Aristotle emphasized: 
"'The Uytt96v, too, is one of the causes." .:al y?tp rayo.90v b- toov aitlwv 
tot(v (cf. 982bl0f.). Now the basic character of an ethtov consists in being 
the cipxl\. the ultimate, out of which something is understood: IJ<Utoto.li' 
t.m<rt11tc1 ta np!ino. >eai ta ttino. (982b2). Already EJ.ll!Eaplo. and rtx\11] asked 
about the aittov. But what is most important is not simply that for Aristotle 
the ayo.96v is an a! nov but that he succeeded in showing for the first time 
that the aya96v is nothing else than an ontological character of beings: it 
applies to those beings which are determined by a tV.oc;.. To the extent that 
a being reaches its t tAO<; and is complete, it is as it is meant to be, til. The 
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ciya96v has at first no relation to npci~t~ at a ll; 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. lnsofar as Aristotle understands the ciya96v as 'tti..oc;­
being finished-and counts the ttAO<; among the other causes. like UAT1, 
dOOc;, and cipxl't ICIVt0£10;.1 he achic,•es for the first time a fundamental 
ontological understanding of the 6:ya96v. II we take the ciya96v as value, 
then this is all nonsense. The proper meaning of the 6:yall6v is rather this: 

6:ya96v 

tti.O<; 

ntpa~ 

apx 1) toil ovto~. 

We must hold fast to this genuine sense of the ciya96v as long as our concern 
is to understand the expl'l'SSion 6:ya96v as a properly philosoplricnl term. 

We are thus led to the following circumstance, namely, that insofar as the 
ciya96v is not primarily related to npal;tc; but instead is understood as a 
basic constitution of beings in themselves, the possibility is predelineated 
lhat the ciya96v as cipxti is precisely the object of a 9Erop£iv, indeed that 
exactly with regard to a being as <l£i 6v, as everlasting being- in relation 
to which I can take no action-the correct comportment is 9£wpla. This 
possibility is predelineated by the interpretation of the 6:ya96v as Jttp~. 

How Aristotle interprets this we w;JJ see in the following session.' 
We have now 01erely gained the following possibility: a lthough the 

ciya96v is oriented toward rtpal;tc;. yet, on the basis of the fundamental 
ontological understanding of the 6:ya96v, a way is open to see that there is 
a comportment which, as theoretical, presents the correct relation to the 
ciya96v. Thus Aristotle can say that o~(a, within which he sees this 
9ewp£iv, is a quite peculiar 'PO"Tlatc;. a TotaUtTtQpOVTtat~ (982b24). It is not 
9P6"11<ll~ as we know it in relation to beings which can be otherwise, in 
relation to the objects of our action; it is a ~6"11~ which is indeed directed 
to an ciya96v, but an aya96v that is not rtpaK't6v. Aristotle's designation 
of o~((l as a tO\(lUTTt Qp6VIl<ll<; manifests at the same time an orientation 
against Platg, who did not attain a very discriminating understanding of 
these phenomena. When Aristotle speaks of oo<>!a as 9p6"11cnc;. he is indi-

I.Mtl 1,3,983o26fl. 
2. Thi.s Dnnounce ment OO:Uf'5 in the thirteenth session {NO\'etnber 2-1. 19'24). The "following 

SE'SSion .. is the (ourt.eenth (NcJ\'ember 25~ 1924). 11 CCII'Itains. OO'~te\'er. no COl'f'fSpondlng cxpli· 
CDtion. 
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eating thereby that he sees in oo¢ill (as P loilo did in ~p6vnou;) the highest 
mode of <Un9ruetv and in general man's highest comportment, the highest 
possibility of human existence. 

Thus far we know, on the basis of the lfvtmc; of o~ill, that it more and 
more renounces practical goals. But that ao¢11l is 111) npoc; xpi'\otv" is a 
determination which is given only negati\•ely and only concomitantly, with 
regard to something else. It docs not yet determine ooolll itself. But now 
it must be shown positively that o<>Qia 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 itseli. Thereby the autonomy of 
OOQ(Il first becomes ontologically understandable and the discussion of it 
in relation to cj>p6"1lmc; is planted in the proper soil. The task is to demon· 
strate the possibility that, first, ~p6vnmc; no longer has as its theme the ~olli 
as npaKt6v but that, second, as <UqEIEUEav it is precisely a mode of Being 

of the ~wlj . 

b) The origin of OOQill in Dasein i lself. 01luJUi~v and 
nnoptiv as origin of phjjosophy. The tendency in Dasein 

itself toward pure ll£wp£iv. 

The root of an autonomous sheer onlooking upon the world already lies in 
primitive and everyday Dasein. Aristotle shows that oo~(ll is unconcerned 
with noiqmc; and npaf,tc; not just by acddent and subsequently, but that it 
is so primordially and originally. on o' ou lt0t1Jn~1j. OijAOV IC(ll t.c nllv 
np<fltWV ¢tAoo~I)OaVtWV. !iui. yap tO 9au!Ja~E\V oi av9prolt0l Kilt VUV Kill 
to np<iltov ~p/;avto ¢tl.oo~v. ti', ap;cijc; 1-1tv ta np6;c&tpll tcilv cin6pwv 
9aU!JcXOCtVtr.c;, t!ttt ICiltQ )HI<pOV OUt!O npoi6Vt£<; KOO n&p\ tiDV !Jilt~6vrov 
litanop~oavta:c;, oiov Jt£pi t£ tli>v tijc; a£Aljvqc; nll91)1Jcitwv Kill tli>v Jt£pl tov 
ql.aov <Kai nepi cia1prov> Kai Jt£pi tiic; tou nav10c; Y£Vtm:wc; (Mel. I, 2, 
982b I Off.). The fact that oo~(o., from the very beginning, constitutes an 
autonomous mode of Being of Dasein, juxtaposed to noh")mc;. can be seen 
on the basis of two primary moments in which Dasein may be actualized: 
1.) 9aU!JcX~£1V and 2.) oumopEiv.• 

1 .) IOQ(<X arises from 9aU!JcX~ta91xt, which is attained very early in natural 
Dasein. eawa~a ei otitwc; f;(ca (cf. 983al3f.). "Wonder is about something 
encountered, whether it really is" as it shows itself. 9<XU!Jilotov yap eivat 
lioK£i ncimv, Ei tt tcj> £Aaxiot(Jl!J~ !JEtpEitlll (al6f.). "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 somethiog cannol be 

J . Mtl 1. 2, mb24f. ;,· ou&~iov XP<ICXV tttpnv. 
4 s.. .. the •pJ>Cf1dl•. 
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made intelligible by means of what is most known and at one's disposal. 
Metpciv, to take measure, to determine, is the mode in which Dasein makes 
something intelligible. Mftpov and apt9~t~ belong in the same realm as 
I.Oyo.;, namely the realm of MIJ9r:Onv.5 The ew~tcxat6v is that which is 
awry. " Here something is awry." The astonishing, the wondrous, is consti· 
tuted in relation to an OJtlooking insofar as the wlderstanding at one's 
disposal docs not suffice for this encountered state of affairs. The under· 
standing is shocked by what shows itsclf. Wondering originally begins 
simply with what is plain and obvious, tc'i np6;~:etpa (982b13), "what lies 
right at hand." Subsequently, the consideration gradually " ' idens, so that 
one is also wondering about greater things, which were at flrst taken as 
setr-evident: about the >t<i81J 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 beillgs 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 
OW>peiv; Daseln from the very outset possesses a tendency toward sheer 
onlooking and understanding. In this connection, Aristotle employs an 
expression familiar to the philosophy of h.is time: O:nopeiv. • Anopa<; means 
"without passage," one cannot get through. nopa<; originally referred to 
the passage through a stream at a shallow place. i\nopia is a consideration 
of the world that docs not get through; it docs not find a way. The im­
mediately familiar aincx, the available means of explication, do not suffice. 
The mnde of running through by explication is blocked. Things are d is­
torted, in their genuine outward look as well as in their imJnediate appear­
ance. Notice how O:nopia corresponds perfectly to the meaning of 
Mll9ruetv and to the conception of Dasein we are already acquainted with: 
the beings of the worJd are at first occluded and Daseil1 does not get 
through. In this sense of MIJ6t\l£w, •vhose first form of execution is A.6yo.;, 
there corresponds: 

CtnOpEiV 

/ 
cinopra 

""" 
CtltOpOU~.EVOV 

5. Cl. p 121. 
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This CU!Opeiv, if it is expressly carried out, indicates that one does not 
know the matter which he cannot get through. 6 o· Ct.nopmv oinat <Xyvodv 
(d . 982b17f.). "The one who does not get thmugh 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," tha t he still does not 
know il Yet insofar as one becomes transparent to oneself precisely in this 
conviction of being unable to get through, so that one continues the 
Sumopeiv and makes the attempt to get through, there then resides in such 
cmopeiv and lltanopeiv a desire to get through, a QeU)'EI\' n)v <Xy\'otav and 
a ouil•"tt v to tnl<ttao6a.t ota to eili£.vtu: W<!t' Eil!Ep eSt a ro ~tv n)v 
<X'yvotav t91Aoo6$11oav, cpavepov on ota r6 dli£vcu to tni<ttao9m tliiooKov 
Kal ou XPEOE6x; nv~ EvEl<£V (b19ff.). The one who continues the Ct.nopeiv 
and Stanopeiv and attempts to get through reveals in such endeavors that 
he is flying in the face of iiyvota, ignorance, covered ness. and is pursuing 
eniotao6a.t, knowledge, having beings present in their uncoveredness. 
Thus what the Greeks call W<opla characterizes the peculiar intermediate 
position of Dasein itself over and against the world. It characterizes a 
pecullar being undenvay of Dasein: in a certain sense knowing beings and 
yet not getting through. The <'rltopeiv in itself, however, does not ha,•e any 
sort of autonomous and positive meaning but only has the functional sense 
of the correct pwsuit of the knowledge of b<.ings themselves. Ata·nopeiv, 
the Interrogating that presses fonvard, means to find something no longer 
obvious (where the "obvious" is what is intelligible on the basis of some 
perfectly accidental understanding) and to endeavor to extract an under­
standiJlg from the matter itself instead. The positive steps in litanopriv are 
nothing else than the presentifying of the determinate matter at issue. The 
way and the direction of the <'rltopriv depart from the familiar surroundings 
and proceed toward the world and specifically in such a way that the 
(mopeiv does not concern what is encountered accidentally and happens 
to be striking but rather includes the sense that Dasein sets itself on the 
path where what is strikb1g is what was always already there. Where such 
<'rltopeiv occurs. there tnkes place this setting oneself on the way, this being 
underway toward. Thus the <'rltopdv, or the Stanopriv, becomes a phenom­
enon in the natural conside.ration of the world as well as in expUcitly 
scientific rese.uch, which shows to what extent Dasein in itself aims at an 
uncovering of beings simply for the sake of uncovering. Thereby we pro­
cure the ultimate determination of OO$ia and see at the same time that 
9£ropriv is a completely autonomous comportment of Dasein. not related 
to anything else whatsoever. 
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§17. Summary:' Th~ worles of a).ll!letletv a> 
mrodificoii1111S of self-<Jrirntiug Dnsdu. 

89 

We have gained an insight into Dasein insofar as in it various modes of 
cUnEll?.l'!etv initially ocrur in such a ''""}' that they are not delimited against 
one another and thus that the expressions rtx•'ll· btt<rnil'll• 9P6Vllcn.;.. and 
cr<>O(a ""'ambiguous. The development of this ambiguity is not arbitrary. 
And a real overcoming of thls amb•guity cannot occur simply by putting 
dogmatic definitions up agrunst 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 t.'m­
ployed with tltis ambigllity. 

Dascin discloses its immediate surrounding world: it oneuts •tsclf in its 
world without the individual modes of sclf-oncntation lx>corrung explicit. 
Insofar as this self-orientation is a laking cognizance and a deliberating 
conremed with producing, it is of the character of Ux''ll· Insofar as this 
know-how is nevertheless a knowing and ma.kcs its appearance explicitly 
as knowing. the same state can be conce~••ed as i.m<rnil'll· But it docs not 
yet have to be science at all. lnsofaras the self-orientation is concerned with 
a xpa.:t6v which is droit with fur one's own use. <rilt<iJ, for on<''s self, this 
self-orienting is olt¢vncrt; in the broadest sense, as it is proper to the ~<i><X­
Whethcr what is discovered ln such o rienting i.< the notnt6v of a np«l;t~ or 
not does not matter at all lnsofaras the self-orienting is concerned e~plicitly 
with the ainov and becotnes roaJ understanding for its own sake, these 
same modes of sclf-orienting-ft-l•·n, bttan'll'll· $l)OI1)<1t<;-<an also be 
c<mceived ns aOQiCL That is the basic way Dascin itself uses these expres­
sions. We must make this funddment<tlly dea.r ln order to see that the 
ytvEcrt; into explicit modes of existence is .1ccomplished precisely on the 
basis of Dasei.n itself. 

It has been shown that Dasem aims .tt croofa merely oui ro EiSEvw and 
not xp~creci>; nvo;tvn'Ev (b20f.). that &~iv is a completely autonomous 
comportment nf Dascin, not related to anythmg else. In thl• way aoof.a 
manifests a possibility of existence in which Dasein discloses itself as free. 
as completely dcltvcrcd over to its<:lf. clxnrep <ivllpo>n:6c; Oa~ev e).£00o:po; 6 
EC11lt0il fV£KCIKO.I ~~ w.Aou clw, outro l((l\ <Xiitll. ~6v., V.€1>6tpa oooa T<ill' 

l'mcrtllJUI\V· tl6VIl yap <rilni tauni.; fvEid-v tmw (b25ff.). And thus the 
question arises whether such a possibility of existence is at all '"ithin the 
reach of human 0.1scin, sin<:e, after all. the ~wlj of man is oo)j/,11 (b29). i.e., 
since the lik> of man. his Being in the world, is m a certain sense to be a 
slave of circumstances and of cvcrydar importunities. It seems therefore 
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that insofar as human Dasein is a slave, the possibility of an autonomous 
comportmmt in pure !ltiJJpia must remain denied it, that consequently 
a091a cannot be a possible 11."ti\<ru; (b29) for man. The question arises 
whether ao¢ia can be a l<"ril<n<; avep<imou. This question, which arises here 
concerning KTf\ot~ is the same as the one which a_rose in the Nicamachenn 
Etlrics concerning £~19 i.e., whether a~la is a possible el;u; of human 
Dasein. 

Only after the darification of this question will we be sufficiently pre­
pared to decide whether it is w6v11cn~. which as such has hunu~n Dasein 
for the goal of its uncovering, or ao¢ia that is the highest mode of uncov­
ering. We will have to examine on what basis Aristotle decided about the 
mode of Being of Qp6v'l<n<; in opposition to the mode of Being of a~la as 
possibilities of human Dascin. This det.-rmination will make understand­
able at the s.1me time the sense in which there can be a science such as 
ethics with "'8a.rd to human life, insofar as ethics deals with the ·t\Qo.:;. 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 
con<'erned with beings which always are. 



Otapter Three 

The Question of the Priority of opO\'IJOt<;, o r o~io. 
as the Highest Mode of ci.I.Ti9Clit;tv (Met. I, 2, part 2; 

Nil:. Eth. VI, 7-10, X, 6-7) 

§18. Th• Jivinity (if oo¢ia and lhr questimonblnzo-s of oo¢lo. as a 
possibr?ity of man (Mct. I, 2. port 2J. !o¢fa as Cl)I!Siant dwc/li11g 

willr lilt W:t Humn11 Dastin as "slaw" (OOUATI) of <ivay>to.io. am/ 
~ txovta. Tlr.l' pnority of oo¢ia with respdt to <l/.1'\0eliEtv. 

The question is whether oo¢io. can b.> a J<tiim<; and f~t<; of man. Aristotle 

first raises this question by quoting Greek poetry.' This citation says th.1t 
o~io. is a 9£iov. Aristotle shows this explicitly in the Nicomaclrean Ethics 
(X. 7. 1177b26ff.). Here, in the Mthlphysics, Book I, 2, only natural Dasein 
expresses itself, and what it says is that the 6£&; alone would have the 
possibility of >to.&' o.urbv emon\1111 (b31f.), i.e., of oo¢1a. It is reserved for 
the gods alone. What possibilities arc the gods othcrwi.<e supposed to have? 
But, further, the poets say that the gods are jealous wi th regard to man, that 
they begrudge man ooq>io.. But, Aristo~e says, let us not give too much 

weight to such claims of poets, I>Kause, as l'Ven a proverb has it, they 
mostly deceive.' The gods cannot be jealous a t all, and th.is is not because 
they are too good to be jealous, but because the mode of e"ish:'nce of the 
6£iov excludes aU n<i&TI, aU affects. On th.e other hand, there is no higher 
kind of knowledge than oocblo.. Aris·totle shows thjs by saying "''utiously 
that perhaps a god would most of a ll actually have ooq>lo. and therefore 

one could justly speak of o~ia as a 6£\ov; and a further reason would be 
that the object of oo<>io. is everlasting being,' 9£io\•. Aristotle init~'lly lets 

the question stand at this point. Note that Aristotle, in ascribing oo6(cL lo 
the 6£iov, is not asserting the proposition absolutely, and that for him ooolo. 
is not a Beiov factually but only potentially. He concludes the consideration 
by remarking that cXVCI'Y'<O.t<lttp<XI ~EV OUV miO<XI tO.\m)<;, U~E(Vo>V o· 
oi>Se~Jfo.(983al0f.), · rorDascin,aU modes of knowing, in the broadest sense, 
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are more necessary and more pressing than oo+ia. but none is better." With 
regard to Ml)llt1Jetv, the uncovering of beings, o o¢ia has the priority. 

Over and against this rather popular discussion of ao+ia and its relation 
to man, Aristotle himself has a much more origina I understanding of the 
entire question. It is precisely the treatment of these difficulties that leads 
him to show how oo¢(a is the highest possibility for man. ln order to clear 
the way for indicating this briefly, we must hold fast to the following. l:oop(a 
is, according to its idea: tOW £/; apX'ic; aitiwv btt<m\11'1 (d. Met. I, 3, 
983a24C.). As far as the question of the being of CU..tt9eUelv, i.e .• the mode 
of Being of Dasein, is concemed, U\is 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 oo+!a can be a 
>m;au; and !'~u; of man. For human Dasein is OOUAI\; it is delivered over 
to avayKaia, which are WJ..roc; E;(ovta; it is forced to dwell with such 
avayKaia and ~ t;(ovta. Man cannot constantly dwell among the 
ttlllOOtatcx; for man, this autonomous mode of Being. forever attencling to 
the n11uilttna. is un thinkable. 

This question receives its keenness when one considers that a<>9ia is a 
eeio''· Aristotle's characterization of oo¢ia as a 9eiov is purely ontological 
in intention; metaphysics is not theology. l:o¢ia is an ElttOnillTJ, one that is 
9ttot6:tr). And it is so In a twofold way: 1.) It is >m;enc; of a 9t6c;. and 2.) it 
makes thematic ta 9tia. This L• a very early anticipation of Aristotle's 
metaphysics. • Insofar as ao¢ia is 1.) >m;en.; of a 9e6c;. i.e., insofar as the 
comportment In it is divine, it is vo\ic;. voEiv, v611enc;; and insofar as 2.) 
a<>9in is toov 9tlwv, i.e., insofar as it has as its object the 9Eiov, it is votjotwc;. 
Hence 1.) as >m;en.; of a 9£6<;. oo+ia is v611enc;; and 2.) as making ~a 9tia 
thematic, o<>9la is vot\otwc;. We will not now look more closely into this. 

According to our Investigations thus far, the erlov in oo¢ia is presented 
in the following way: insofar as oo¢1(1 1.) has the erlov as its object, to that 
extent il has as its object the ati; and insofar as 2.) the 9Eiov is in it as a 
mode of comportment, it is a pure and simple onlooking. sheer 9Ewp£iv. 
The comportment of a<>9ia is in keeping with its object. It tarries constantly 
with what is everlasting. Its distinguishing mark L~ that, as 9Erop£iv, it 
constantly dweUs on that which always is. Hence the idea of this mode of 
existence resides in " constant actual presence to the ael Nevertheless, 
Aristotle emphasizes' that human existence cannot sustain this comport· 
ment throughout the wholt.> time of its life. The way of man's temporality 
makes it impossible for him to attend constantly to the Ct£.(. Man needs 

4.Mtt Xll,7. 
5 Nu: Clh. X, 7, Jl7?b26ff .• •n <onn<'Cbon withX.6. 1176bl31. 
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recreation and relaxation from 6£rop£iv. These nexuses in a cert.,in way 
underlie Aristotle's reOections in Metaphysics, I, 2, without his explicitly 
entering into them. But this much is clear, that, in its Being. the comport­
ment of Dasein to the (a:(, if it is to be in keeping with the Ca:i, must always 
be a 9£roptiv. That is in a certain sense possible, and in a certain sense 
impossible. 

But this does not dispose of t11e task of delimitating cr~I<X over and 
against q.p6vnmc;. For q.p6v1101<; in itself claims to be the highest mode of 
human knowledge. 

§19. <l>p6"Tl01<; as tire proper passibility of man, and 
tl~ rejection of ~6v11mc; as "croq.in" rNic. Eth. VI, 7, part ZJ. 

Tire gravity of <!>P6"Tlm<;. The ch:p6tatov aya90v av9pcim vov 
liS object of ~6V'lcrl<;. Tllr ciptcrtov tv tell K6cr~tq> as object of 
cro(>ia. Predelinealion of ontologiml superiority as r:rilerioTI of 

tlrr priority ctf cr~ia. 

<l>p6"Tlm<; in itself claims, as we said, to be the highest mode of human 
knowledge, namely insofar as o ne can say that it is the gravest of all 
knowledge, since it is concerned with human existence itself; it is the 
ono\l&ttot6:t11 (cf. 114l a21f.). l:oQI<t may indeed deal with the TIIJlCiHata 
(cf. b3), the highest beings; but these beings are not ones that concern man 
in his existence. What concerns man is Dasein itself, the aKp6tatOV exya90v 
av9p6lmvov, namely £1i&tt1JOVia. And for this, c)p6V'lcrl<; provides direction. 
<l>p6"Tlcrt<; is supposed to render Dasein transparent in the accomplishment 
of those actions which lead man to the eV ~iiv. Lf. accordingly, <!>P6"Tlcrl<; is 
the gtavest and most decisive knowledge, then that science which moves 
within the field of Qp6V'lcrl<; will be the highest. And insofar as no man is 
alone, insofar as people are together, nol..mJOj (Nic. Etlt. VI, 7, 114la21) is 
the highest science. Accordingly. no>..m~'ii tm<m11111 is genuine cro¢!a. and 
the no>..mK6<; is the true cjltA.6oo¢o<;; that is the conception of Pla!Q. 

Nevertheless, one can ask whether this determination of cpp6vnot<; in 
relation to o~((l is legitimate. Notice what Aristotle brings to the arena: 
the cly<t06v, as ayo.96v of human Dasein, as £1i&tlllOV(Ct, iS indeed an 
a Kp6tatov &ya96v; it is that in which human Dasein attains its completion. 
But it is still an av9pci>ntvov ayn96v, a determination of the Being of man, 
and as such is tttpov in opposition to the aya96v which, e.g ., is that of a 
fish. According to the Being of the respective being, the <Xyo.06v, too, as 
ttAoc,. is in each case differenl Furthermore, even the aya96v of individual 
human beings, in their possibility as Dasein, can in each case be different. 
Insofar as the aya96v can in each case be different, we have in this aya96v 
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an ontologic,ll determinotion of beings which cnn also be otherwise, not of 
ones that are &ei.. The Dasein of man is not something ordained to be ci£1, 
whereas the ;l.(;UI<6v or the e~ is y{) auto oi£1 (a24), "always identiGll." 
These are ontological determinations which always.,.., what they are; there­
fore they are"*"· an object of oo¢!a. If we say that a~(a is concerned 
with such beings, ones which are alitcji~tJ10V, then there would be many 
oo4>la~ one for ma"' one for animals. etc. The idcnti6cation of 9il6V110l<; 
and ooQia would be legitimate, provided man is ciptotov twv tv tW, K6o)t(j) 

(a2Jf.), i.e., provided he is, "of a ll the beings in the world, a being in th" 
most proper sense." 1lle question whether opp6vl)mc; itself is oooio. must in 
principle be oriented toward beings which are the concern of both 4>p6Vf1cHc; 
and OQ$lo; it must be oriented toward the c'u<p6tatav aya96v. ei o' Ott 
Jltl,ncn:Ov av8p<UJtoc; tCOV ciU(l)V ~<jlul\•, OU~V 1\to.<;lfptl (a33f.). "That man, 
compared to other living things, is the jlV. notov does not matter in the 
lensL" For there are still other. much more divine beings tv t(j> oc60)1Ql than 
human Dasein. "ai yap av(lp6mou lii.Aa 1t0Ail 9ct6ttpa n>tv QUolV (a341.). 

There are still etl6tepa fliv ~li<nv~li<nc; means here the same as olioia­
there arc beings other than human Dasein which are still more properly 
present, considered in terms of their mode of presence. 9fiov denotes here 
simply the higher mode of Being of n being. It has nothing to do with 
religion or God or Aristotle's religiosity. Al; an expli'SSion for the higher 
mode of Being. 9et6repov has a purdy and formally ontological sense. This 
becomes clear from what Aristotle offers as evidence for the "more divine" 
Being: ~p<inata ~ wv o J<6o1Joc; ouvtOtl)KEV (d. blf.), of all the things 
which make up the -world," that which is the most re..-ealed a.nd wholly 
uncovered; oupnv6c;.lil-toc;, otMiV11. etc. To prove that Aristotle considered 
the sun a god might very well be difficult. toe 8~ twv ripl']J1Evrov ofjl,ov 6n 
il o~lo. totiv r;a\ £ntcmjJ1 11 ~<ai volic; 'tWV TtJll(l)Tcit(l)v TJ'i ¢00£1 (b2f.). <l>li<nc; 
here means the same as oiloia. !()$(a concen>s the Ttjltcllto.ta ti\ <llooet, i.e., 
thai which, with regurd to its mode of being present, has the priority and 
hellee 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 a l">ays, 
what is constantly already there. The Creeks made this dear to themselves; 
tod11y it is simply believed. On the o ther hand, human Das..in, if it is an 
ciptorov, is still not an aptotov clJt~ i.e . 6\i<ret., but only an ciptatov np6c; 
l\Jiclc;. Human Dasein is not ci£1, always; the Being of man arises and passes 
away; it has its determinate time, its cxiwv. 

Now we can begin to see where lies the basis for the privilege of o~!a 
over <i>p6vl']mc;. !o¢io. 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 ' 'iew on the basis of what in themselves 
they always already are. 
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Aristotle concludes the p resentation o f oOQia. at 1141 b3ff .• with a revised 
enumeration of the quatities which characterize the autonomy of ooQia. and 
their independent genesis in Dasein. Nevertheless the two modes of 
CtAI)9Wetv, l)p6vl)ol~ a.nd oo4>1a. are distingu ished not only in terms of their 
objects but a.lso in the ir own proper s tructure. To see this, we need a closer 
examination of the structure of Qr>6VTIOI~ itself. 

§20. More mdic.DI amceptiou of Qr>6v'lm~' (Nic. Eth. VI, 8-9). 

a) 4>p6VI)OI~ as Kpa.ocm."1)l~u;' (Nic. Eth. VI, 8). 

In order to see to what extent Qp6vl)m<; and oOQia arc distinct in their 
structure, it is important to note that Qr>6VI)OI<; is an CIAI)9elielv, but one 
that is in itseli related to ap~u;. "In itself" means the npO.;t<; is not 50me­
thing which l.ies nex t to it, which romes afterward, like the ~pyov in the 
case of rtxvl), but instead each step of the CtAI)9t1l£LV of ~\1)0t<; is oriented 
toward the apa .. -r6v. Accordingly, the mode of carrying out CtAI)OeUctv in 
l)p6vl)m<; is different than the one in aoqla.. Aristotle has cx:plicated this 
connection in the last chapters of the sixth book of the Nicornnclu!a11 Ethics, 
bcginn.ing with chapter 8. 

In this chapter, Aristotle s hows thatqp6vnot~ is a xpoomrl) ~to;. For that 
which (lp6vi)Ot<; discloses is the npO'l<'tOV Q.r0l66v (114lbl2). Thereby, the 
specific !~u;-<haracter o f i)p6VI)OI<; is tl1c cU J\oll)>~:liEo0<U (blO). 0 0' clnAu)c; 
t~Mx; 6 roli nplotoll nv6p<ilnc~ -tcilv npa•-rlilV moxcromro; Ka.ta rOv 
Ml)'IO)l6V (bl2Jf.). "The one who s imply deliberates appropriately (whose 
deliberation and cin:umspcction into the lt).o<; pertain to the end and th .. 
finished product) is the one who unmvers the <iptotov av8pcbxcp, what is 
in itself best for man," and, specifically, the aptatOV tOw ttptt>.'TOOV, "what 
is best among the Jl05Sl.Dic npanci.." This is what bestows on mnn the 
Ell&u110v£a th•t is man's oil !vtoca.. Such disclosure of the <ipunov av9p<ilntp 
t6lv npa.Ktlllv is the power of the l'vWix; EliJ\ollMI<; beca use he is 
oroxocnK(>;. be<:ause he cnn "hit the mark," and specifically ;;a.rci tov 
AIY)'IOJI6V, " in deliberating on and discussing" human Dasein in the con­
crete possibilities of its Being. 000' EmlV ft 'p6VTJOI<; tWv Ktt66AOI> j.16VOV 
(b14J.). Such d isclosure of the cipto-tov, however, is not exclusively con­
cerned to bring out in an altog .. ther simple way, as it were, the outward 
look of the immedlate mode of human Dasein; as s uch. the task of l)p6VI)Ot<; 
would not only be w1acromplishcd but would be fundamentally mis un-

1. Title~ on 1-h .. -tdtogger. The manuscript sa}~ "'To tD~e~'fl~ ttsclfmote radicall)'." 
l.TI!lelnHddegger'smanu.cdpt. 
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derstood. Th~ o>.n&lietv of QpOVTJ<ru; a.s such 1\t:i !l'al t6: 1<ttll' Ell'nattt 
yvcupl~ttv (blS) "must also djscJose ~he concrete indh~dual possibilities of 
the Being of Dasein." npao<tt~'i\ yap, ti oc npol;t<;llllpi t6: ~<nll' b:aOtO. (bl6). 
That is, the ilisdosure of ~6vnmc; is 0!10~6'(11)<; opt~.' it is carried out 
with a constant regard toward the ~i tuation of the acting being. of the one 
who is deciding here and now. On this basis, the mearung of the (.tyall6v 
lor human Dascin and the mod<> of dealing with it in A.ty!!tv are determined 
not just incidenlally but according to their most proper sense: this (.tya96v 
is an aKp6ttttov. fllp6v'lmc; is not a ~t; 11£tci Myou 116vo'' (Nic. Eth. VI, 5, 
1140b28), it is not a mere discussing that proceeds for its own salu>, but 
instead, already in every word, in every saying it utters, it spc.1ks of the 
7q>OO<"'6v and for the sake of the npa~'Wv. li at ~p6V1]au; l!po.IC'tt 1<1\ · <i>ott 
1\t:i li~ fxt:w, i\ ta6tt)v 11illov (ibid., 8, 11~ lb21 f.). "Q>p6vnm<, must have 
both": 6An8tU\v and np&;t<;, "or, rnther, the latter s till more.• Q>p6V1]atc; 
dwells in npOJ;u; still more than in ~- What is decisive in 9P6V1]ot<, is 

npOJ;";. In 91>6V'lot;. the np&;tc; is (cpx" and ttl.oc;. In foresight toward a 
determinate action . .pp6vnmc; is carried out, and in the action itself it comes 
to its end. 

ein s· liv tt<; .. at tvtaUlla clp;(tU!I(tOVIl<l\ (b22f.). And also here within 
the Jtpaoml<l\ there may exist a certain order of connection, a leading and 

a guiding. fllJlOfar as the civOproltO<; is the ~lj)ov noA.tm'6v, Jt~l<; ill to be 
understood as a mode of being with .others; and insofar as this is the t fAO<;, 
QpOV1]ot<; is of the character ol the no/.m 1<1\.' 
Henc~ what is decisive for ~VI'IGl<; is npal;u;. This gives rise to an 

essential distinction between 9p(>V1]cn<; and tl!t<ml~!ll, one which concem• 
their genesis. Aristotle shows this in chapter 9. 

b) The mode of origin of <j>p6vnmc; and btt<mllt'l CNic. Eth. 
VI, 9). Q>p6V1]Gl<,: tl; ~nnpiw; (life experience). 

1\.t~tltematics: !it' ciq,cnpfurol<;. 

Q>p6V'1Gl<; require; ;(p61'0<,. Life experience is needed for the possibility of 
correct decisions but not for tl!tOn'\1111- Thus it can happen that young 
people are already able to dismver important things. Aristotle refers here 
to the mathematician. and Pascal would be an example for us. Mathematics 
is an autonomous <J):OAa/;ttv.> )'E(D)IE'tptKO\ 11tv vtot ~-:ct\ ~!U611!1ctt10<0\ 

y!vovtat Kai o~i tci totail"ra (1142aW.). Precisely in mathematics quite 
young people can already do resean:h autonomously and in this regard can 
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l><'<:ome oOQOL The reason is that for mathematics no yvaxn<; of the l'a9' 
fKaam is required, and that GJn only be gnined in ~lt£1p(rr,. in life experi­
ence. vi~ lit ~~lnElp~ o\»( tanv (a15). "Young people are not experienced 
in the factual conditions of human Dasein itself. H nA.tillo<; yllfl xp6vo\l ttotri 
n)v £jl.n:Etpiav (al5f.). "Only through much time (through the many nows 

of tlw 'as soon as-then') is life experience possible.'' Tlus is reserved for the 
maturity of old age. In this way, nAilllo<; )(p6vou, much time, is required 
for ~p6VT]oto;. Since It Is twv me· fKaota (a14). ¢p6v1]~ is in need of life 
experience. Therefore <1>1>6"'1~ is not properly an affair of young p<'<lple. 
Young people can. on the o ther hand, as has been said, be o'*'l tO. rourota, 
OOQOI with regand 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\ on tO. 11tv lit' 
~tptcreto.; tottv, nov 6' crl O.p;cal ~ t !J..nnpia<; (a !Sf.). "For mathemaHcs 
is a knowledge which comes to pass by abstracting from beings"; i.e., that 
which is abstracted from, looked away from, namely concrete t>Kistcnce, is 
n ot further considru-ed and determined. \o\'hat is attended to is only the tl 
of the nt~ "fPC&IIIJ.t\, imneoov, etc. Mathematics does not have to concern 
itself with concrete existence in order to corry out the ~peat.;. On the 
other hand, for oo¢(a it is n<'Cessary that the a~ or the t;>oottc6c;. insofar 
as he is one who genuinely understands, gain E1; EIJ.IIClpla~ that which he 
is trying to atta.in . ll would be a misu.ndcrstanding to translate t~ o\jlrretpla<; 
as " indudion," as if what is at issue here were a matter of U1e g"ncrnlization 
of single ca.••es. Instead, £; EIJ.m:tpia<; is opposed to ~;dpeotc;. And what is 
in this fashion opposed to O.Q<xlp£01<; is precisely U1e exposition of the 
ultimate ontological fotmdntions of the concrete beings themselves. TI>is 
requ"""S that one p resentify the beings themselves in order to see their 
outward look, their cilia<;. and to draw from them their llflxat But th.is calls 
for the knowledge and domination of the manifold of belngs, and this 
manifold can be appropriated only in the course of time. Acrordillgly, even 
with regard to the mode of its origin, ¢p6VT]Ot<; is different from tlnatt\IJ.'I· 

What we nave work<>d out up to now are merely preliminary distinctions. 
We will attain the essential distinctions only if we recaU the guiding line 
employed for differentiating the various modes ol tXAf'IO£\)etv. Aristotle 
oriented the consideration in two directions: 1.) what sort of belngs are 
disclosed, are they 6.£1 or tv00)(6)Jevov liMo>; f;cov, and 2.) to what extent 
can these beings be disclosed and preserved in their llfl;clj. 

In the meantime, what an llflxt\ as such is has become more transparent. 
The llflxll is that which already is, llhat from out of which ~cry being is 
properly what it Is. It Is telllng that, .as regards every being which can also 
be o then vise, the (lp;cti-the always :already-of .,6\/T]Ot<; is anticipated in 
a np<HXlpemc;. 
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The question is to what extent the vArious modes of lil.flee\le~V succeed in 
disclosing and preserving the being in its apx>j, Le., to what extent they 
succeed in grasping the being in its proper Being and at the same time, as 
~~succeed in holding fast to it. Aristotle discussed these matters first of aU 

in regard to tm<mill'l and ttxvfl. Ttxvfl anticipates in the Ei&l<; the 6:i>xl\. the 
ffJ.a<;. but i t does not succeed in grasping it in the fpyov. Even in t.mOTlilll'\. 
no genuine grasping of the ap~ takes p lace. What then is the case regarding 
the disclosure and preservation of the apr~ in QIX\Vl]<nc; and oO<I>w? 

§21. Exposition of the further tasks: tire rdntion of w6vflot<; 

and of O<>Qia to the apzat l:~ta: voi).; rollim<mil1'1· 
The task of llrt clarifimtion of the floui.£U£o{)at of tlr. 

mode of mrrying oul 4>p6V'10tc;. 

We have seen that o~(a is in a certain sense tltt<mill'l; it makes use of the 
D9xal. But it isalsovoii<;. It is voii<; teal tlttonill'l (1141a19f.).It is precisely 
voile; which, in the proper sense, aims a t the 6:pxai and discloses them. 
Now a~ia is not pure voEiv. The vOE:iv operative in CJOQia is carried out 
by man within speech; OO<I>(a is )Lt'ta Myou (Nic. £1/r. VI, 6, 1140b31ff.). At 
the 5all1e time, o~in is not sheer otai\tyroflat but is in a certain sense voeh•. 
The voeiv of voii<; i~lf, howe''"'• would be livL'Il Myou. 

How do these connections lie in ¢p6V1]ot<;? Can 9P6v'1ot<; disclose and 
preserve the ap)(l\ of the beings at which it aims? The analysis of the beings 
which are thematic in 9j>6v~m<; will be difficult because 9P6V!lot<; itself 
also belongs in a certain manner to those beings which are its theme. For 
the object of 9j>6vflm<; is ~f)W;•.;. the l;w~ 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 c<>uld appear. <l>p6v'lot<; is included in its own 

theme; it i~lf occurs among the beings it is supposed to disc.lose. This is 
how the difficulty of the analyses of the beings which are th~matk in 
l!>p6\'fl01<; is first given, and it is not easy to presentify correclly the phe­
nomenon of Qp6v~ot<; at one stroke. lt will be shown that qop6v~o•c;. too, is 
voile; and voeiv and is a genuine disclosure of the apx~. Since. however, 
U1e theme of Qj>6vflat<; is npli~tc;. beings which c.m be otherwise, and since, 
a<"Cordingly, even the apxal are ones that can be otherwise, the comport­
ment to these beings will have a romplctely different structure than the 
comportment to the ad in ooq!u. Insofar as both, ¢p6V1]ot<; and oO<I>[o, each 
in its own way, are voV<;, Aristotle recognizes each of them as a ~ti<l'tll 
~I<;. 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 @,1)9£1i£tv of ¢1>6vtl<nc; 
in such a way that we have come to understand that <i>P6Vll<nc; is a ~u; 
npaK~t'-"li· What it discloses is from the very outset intended with regard to 
its being relevant to action. The mode of carrying out the disclosivc appro­
priation of the rrpafl6v is !X>u).E:U£aeat, circumspective self-debate. This 
JlouA.Eiitoilc:n is l'tt<i Myou and therefore is a l.oy{l;toSot, a &scussing. 
Insofar ns !X>u~a!lcn is the way to carry out Qp6v1)at;, the stniCture of 
the IX>u•..euroem must make visible how Op()VT]ot<; gri!.sps the apxcxi of the 
beings which are then1dtic in it, the c:ip;cai of human ~wtj. Aristotle carries 
out the consider•tion by first asking what is correct !X>u~aem. How does 
£1i!X>u)..(a look? &i Ot Aat\eiv Ka\ >U:p\ Ell!X>u:l.lac; ~~ t<rtw (Nic. Eth. VI. 10, 
l142a32f.}. With the structure of the eu!X>u),ia. i.e., with this mode of carrying 
out ¢p6v1)m;, the character of Op6v11014 as aAI")II&U£tv first OO<:omes visible 
and this even, and precisely, with regard to the disclosing of the apxtj. The 
second basic question will be: How does ~6vnm; relate to vo~ itself, if it, 
like ao¢ia, discloses the cip-,<1\. i.e., has the character of vot)c;? From this point 
of departure we can understand \"OUc;. The understandmg of voil<; on the 
basis of a~fcx and <bp6vl")m<; is, in my view, the only way to gain a prelim· 
ina.ry insight into the difficult phenomenon of voil<;. 

§21. Eu!X>u).fa a> tl~t """"'' of rorrying out <W6Vllm<; 
INic. Eth. VI, 10). 

The mode of carrying out Qp6vnm<; is Jk>u).E:Ii£a9a~ which itself is a 
l..oy{l;to6at, a discussion. To that extent <i>P6VT"J<nc; is a ll;t<; IJI:tll ),&you. The 
disclosure of ol>p6Vl")cru; is carried out I'E"tc'L A6you, in speech, in the discus­
sion of something. It must be noted that A6yo<;, a.s it is in question here, is 
to be gcasped as the as.-.erting of something about something, as A.tyf.tv n 
Katli ttV<>;. lnsofur as something is a.sser~ of a being within an intention 
to disclose it in this asserting, a lltalp•m; already resides there. Insofar as 
I assert something about something, !he as..<erting has taken apa.rt the being 
spoken of. Everything that is a theme of Myoc; is, as such, a liunpn6v. On 
the other hand, a being, insofar ns It Is given onl)• Ka961.ou, a.s a whole, in 
the way we encounter it immediately, is ou"(K€",(1JIItvov, intermingled, 
"poured together."' To assert means to articulate what is spoken about. It 
is only on the ba.sis of such litCtlpeat <; that at)vll&m<; foUows, the alivll&m; 
which is proper to A6yoc;. A6yoc; is c:liniretic-synthetic. !f now, on the other 
hand, W6VT"Jm<; is supposed to be a ~£Arlat1] E<;u;. then it must gcasp the 
ap;c'l\ of the beings ;vhich are its theme. An apxl\. however, especially if it 

I.I'Ity.<. L 1. t84illlf. a . p. 60f. 
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is an ultimate, final O.p;cJi , is itself no longer something we can speak of as 
something. The appropriate speaking of an 6.pxl\ cannot be ca rried out by 
>.6yot;, insofar as the latter is a lita(ptmc;. An c'xp;tl\ can only be grasped for 
itself and not as something else. The 6.p;cl\ is an alitalpr:tov, something 
whose Being resists being taken apart. Accordingly, ¢p6Vf[m c; indudes the 
possibility of a sheer grasp of the ap;clj as such, i.e., a mode of disclosure 
transcending Myoc;. Insofar as ¢p6Vf[mc; is a ~EAT{O'tll fl;tc;. it must be more 
than mere )..6yoc;. TI1at corresponds precisely to the position in which we 
left a<><!lia. l:Q$(a is concerned with the 6.p;ccd as such; thus there is alive 
in it something like pure voEiv. For an 6.p;(l\, which is an ® taipttov, is not 
d lsdosed in Atyttv but in vo£iv.' The question arises whether, in analogy 
with the way a <><!lia is voile; oral Ematl\ll'l. so a lso ~6Vf[mc; might indude 
the possibility, beyond the Atyttv and A.oyi~ta9m and yet in connection 
with them, of uncovering the 6.p;c~ as suC'h and holding fast to it, i.e., 
whether there is in 6p6Vf[mc;, too, something like a pure votiv, a pure 
perceiving. 

a) The structure of the Jloui..Elita9at. 

a ) Structural analysis of action. The cons titutive moments of 
action. :APXI\ and t tAoc; of action. Eilnpo.l;(a and eullouA.ia . 

Our consideration will begin by p resentifying the beings disclosed in 
6p6vT]m<;. We cannot say: the beings thematic in ~p6vl]mc;, as long as to be 
thematic mea.ns to be the object of a theoretical consideration. <l>p6Vf[m c; 
has properly no theme, since it does not as such have in view the beings it 
discloses. The being disclosed by 6p6,'T\m<; is npn.:;tc;.ln this resides human 
Dasein. Fo r human Dasein is determined as llj)lllm!O\, or- to make the 
determination more complete-the ~w" of man is deteonined as ~w~ 
npa.-nKI) J.t£ta J..6you (d . Nic. Etll. I. 7, 1098a3f.). 

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 ~w~ 11paKnK1) moves in earn case within a definite 
surrounding world, this action is carried out under determined circum­
stances. These circumstanC'CS 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 (o), 
2.) that which must be taken up as ways and means and must already 

2. Cl Mrt IX, 10. 
3. N~<. Eth VI, 10, 1142b2311. 
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be 3\'ailable In order to act (ot' ou). Fo r example, in order to please another 
with a gift, the object in question must be available. 

3.) the objects in question must be US<.'<! in a determinate way (nciJ.;); the}' 
must in general stand within a determinate possibility of use, s uch that I 
can freely dispose of them in my o rientation toward what r intend in my 
action. 

4.) every action is carried out at a determinate time (Ott), 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 n ow, is d etermim'<i by its 

situation in the largest sense. This situation is in every case ruffcrent. The 
circumstances. the givens, the times, and the people vary. The meaning of 
the action itself, i.e., precisely w hat I want to do, varies as '"'eU. 

This entire context of acting Dasein, in its fuJI situation, is to be disclosed 
by ~Vll<n<;. It is precisely the achievement of ¢p6v11<n<; to disclose the 
respective Dasein as acting now in the fuiJ situation \\'ithin w hich it acts 
and in whid1 it is in ead1 case different. <t>p6vl]ot<;. however, is not at all 
like spectating the situation and the action; it is not an inventoriz.ltion in 
the sense of a disinterestro constatation, it is not a s111dy of the situation in 
which I find myself. Even the moment of interest does not captUN' the SCl\5<' 

of ¢p6\ll)ou;. But discussion does itself belong to the action in the full 5CI\SC. 
From the O.prlj on, from what I want to do, from my decision to act, all the 
way up to the completed action itself, 9p6V11otc; belongs intrinsicaUy to the 
•cling. ln every step of the action, $!>6Vl]at<; is co-<:onstitutive. That means 
therefore tha t ¢P6VI1<n<; must mnke the action transpare.nt from its !Xpxlj up 
to its tfM><;. For the action is a being that can in each case be otherwise; 
correspondingly, $POV11<ll<; is co-present, such that it co-constitutes th" 
!tpcil,t<; itself. 

The ap'l'\ of the action is the ou tveKa, the "for the sake of which"; this 
oil i'vt"n is a t the beginning of the action the rtpompct6v, that which I 
anticipate in my choic"- I am now supposed to make s uch and s uch happen 
for this or that person in s uch and such a way. In this ~tpon(protc; what is 
anticipated is nothing else than the action i tself. The !Xp;oi with which 
$!>6V11ot<; has to do is the actit'n itself. And the rtAO<; which is taken into 

consideration in ~VIlatc; is th" action itself. namely th" action r.arried out. 
We have here in c)p6V11<n<; a comportment analogous to that of rtxvTJ, 
insofar as the t£Xvi'tl]<; in a certain manner anticipates the ei~ of th" house. 
But in the cas" of t£xvn the t V-O<; is not the architect himself; the lt).o; is 
for the architect himself and as s uch no.pa. As architect, he precisely does 
not have the tV.a<;at his disposal. The tt).o; astpyov falls outside of t£x"11-
0n th" other hand, in cpp6Vl]<n<; the action itself is anticipated; and th" t !lM><; 
of the action is notl\i.ng else tl\an the action itself, to which ~p6v~<n<; belongs 
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as npoa[pa>u;. This entire connection from the c'.tpxli up to the ttAOt; is 
nothing cis<' than the full Being of the action itsclf. This full Being of the 
action is supposed to be uncovered through 0p6vt10l<;. 

If we now follow the structure of $1>6v11cn; from its first beginning_ this 
is the connection: the action, as that in favor of which l have resolved. is 
indeed anticipated; but in the anticipation, in the !'tpJ:11, the circumstances 
are characteristically not given, nor is that which belongs to the carrying 
out of the action. Rather, precisely out of the constant rega.rd toward that 
which 1 have resolved, the situation should be<:ome transparent. From the 
point of view of the npomp£-r6v, the concrete situation of the action is still 
a ~1\tOli!J<vov, it is covered over. ln Metapllysks vn. chapter 13, Aristotle 
calls the ~nroli)l£\•ov a ).avOcivov (J041a32}; that whid1 is sought is still 
hidden. Therefore the task is to uncm·er, on the basis of a regard toward 
the !'lpJ:1i 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 itsclf, is an affair of 
<i>p6V110l<;. 

But now lhe ttArn; of the action is lhe action itself, and specifically il is 
the Eunp~!a. 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 
corm:! way, so that it attains itli end in what it can be. Now insofar as 
~p6vt101<; belongs co-ronstitutively to npal;tc;. Cbp6v!J<n<;. too, mu>l haw, in 
being carried out, the character of the ei>. The how of the deliberation, 
Aoy(~ro9<:u, is determined by the character of the action itself. This 
Aoyi~eoOtu, the discussing and thorough deliberation, which is the path on 
which ¢P6vnou; d isclO$eS th~ sHuation of the action, is also called 
13ouA.EliEa9cn. This i3ouAEli£afkn is the way c!>P6vtlcnc; is carried out. Accord­
ingly, the 13ou46eo0o:t must have the character of the eu; if the ttArn; of 
the >tpal;c.c; is indeed to be the £Un~(o:, the i3ou~..t1l£allo:t must be charac­
terized by tupoul.!a.. As eui3ouA.!et, 9PDV!Jat<; is genuinely what it is. The 
question of the structure of ¢P6v!JOI<; is hence concentrated on the question 
of what e~u/..(et is, i.e., the correct deliberation on action, from its cXPX~ 
to its tV..o<;. its last reach. 

Pl Et\i3ot>A.!a as genuine ¢p6vnot;. The correctness (ope6-rl]c;) 
of the e\Ji3ou),(a.. The resolution ((louA~). The 13ou4Ueo0o:t as 

ouUoy!l;mllac The 6p90<; A6yo;. 

This i3ouAclroOo:l 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 yet present, something still to be uncovered. to yc'tp l3ouAri>roeru 
l;11n:iv tt totiv (Nic. £1/1. VI, 10, 11-12a31f.). The character of the l;!Jttiv must 
be kept in mind from the very outset The l;nttiv does not move as blind 
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trial and error but is a being underway which from the very outset has nn 
orientation: 1.) whence, i.e., from the 6.pxTi. and 2.) whither, i.e., toward U1<• 
ttMx;. These are merely two different determinations ol the one npii~t~ 
itself. ln the constant looking upon the Or.px~. the discussion and thorough 
delibcrnt.ion about the situntion n.ro a mo\rcment toward the tao;. The 
ttMx; is the action itself, the action as achieved, carried out. This implies 
that the i}ouAclroOat has a direction; it is in itself directed upon something. 
and specifically such that in a certain sense from the very begilming the 
orientation is constantly toward the anticipated, the action. Bou)aaS<:tt 
as such indudes the structura l moment of directedness. Insofar as the 
j.loul.fU.:aSnt is to be di«'Cted Eu (in the right way), the ciJ belongs to the 
carrying o ut of the JlouAniraSnt itself. TI1e being directed in the right 
way~is the correctness, 6p96Tflc;. of the acting. which in a certain sense 
maintains the direction which is predelineated by the ap;r.li and the tV..~ 
of the actin~r. Sf]A.ov 1m 6p96t'l~ t!~ i] t\ifk>ul..ia rorlv (1H2b8f.). The 
e laborated correctness of the concrete action is the 6p96t11C, l}ou>-•ic,.Jloul.li 
is the decision. lhe resolution. all' 1Jp96t!)C, rlc, rottv ti tlillou1.1a i}oul.f]~ 
(bJ6). 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 I am 
resolved, the action is present in its final possibility. The dii'Kted disclosure 
of the fuJJ situation terminates in genuine resoluteness toward something, 
venturing upon the action itseU. 

This JlouArur<JOa1, the thorough deliberation. is carried out as 1-oyl!;toOc.u 
in such a way that a ne xus of speaking is alive, a speaking-together, 
auUoyll;r.aeat, auUoyuJjl6<;, extrinsically called "conclusion.•• Every 
course of demonstration has a consequent, au;utipaol'a. The consequent 
of the JlouAt1ieo6m 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 ¢p6v~m:; the fpyov is also included and for its part belongs to the 
Being of th.- acting person. On the basis of this foundational structure we 
can now understand what has constantly been so difficult to interpr<.>t, 
namely the expression 6p~ )..Oyo<;.' This concept has generated a veril:dble 
history of nonsense. From wh..1l I have Sclid you will understand without 
furthe r ado what is a t issue here. A6y~ means discussion, not reason. 
'Op96c, is nothing else than 6p96Tfl~ ~ool.ijc,. the corrcctn~s w hich has its 
structure in the peCldiar character of the directedn<SS of q,p6v!)<Jl.<;. This 
directedness rests on the fact ~>at in the case of ~pal;tc, the A6y~ belongs 

" · Nic. Et!o. VI, 13. 11+1.13111.: ol 'f(Jp ouM<rr>OJlOl .,_. •r<t"'<bv apx~v txo,·tt; <law. bin&\ 
t(u6v& tO tl)..o,;;, KQ\ t~ iipiO'tQV. 

5. 1n~«alla.NK'. Elh. VI. I, UJ!Ib29. 
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tntrinsic.illy to the action; the AO"(Q~ is o~oJ..6yco.; ttl 6plgca.• The ~rpoaiptaa; 
is in itself 01CtVO~tU>1\; i.e., OlaVOICt is in Itself npO(llptn~-.j. t.UXVO~t\Kl) 
!rPQQ.iptaa<, and npo<llptnKI) ouxvou:x' designate the same phenomenon, 
namely action transparent to itself. 

I ha,•e charact~rized for you thus far only the general structure of 
EliflouA.iu as the way •pOVll<n<; is carried out. We must now pursue this 
structure mort? dosely as weU as the way Aristotle, purely ph~nommolog­
ically, works his way to it. Aristotl~ elaborates the structure of £1if3ouAia in 
such a manner that he makes i t visible in delimit•tion against other possible 
modes of disclosure. This is the method he usually favors. 

b) Deli mitation of tilf3oul.ia aga ins t other modes of 
6.l.I]9Eoov. Knowledge Ctma"'J11]), s \lreness of aim 

CetiatoxCal, presence of mind CQ:yxiv01a), opinion L!i61;a). 

What then is Elif3oul.la? First oi all, is it perhaps somettting like £manjJ11]? 
Does it have the character of knowledge? tlna"'~'l ~tv l\1) oli~ fanv (oil 
yap ~l] tOOOt m:p\ ci>v [aamv, I) o' Elif)ou)Ja f3ouAI\ n~, 6/it f3ouAtOOJ1EV~ 
~'ltri 1<a\ A.oyi~cn) (a3-Uf.). Eilf3ou'-1a cannot be an tmanjJ11], beca\lSC 
tltaatl\1'11 me.tns knowledge. In knowing, l h.we a determinate being. as 
already uncm•ered, presenlto me. In tmanjJ11] tlw ~flt£iv comes to an end. 
In knowledge, th""' is no seeking; instead, there is an already having found. 
Accotdingly, tlif3ouA{a c.1nnot be interpreted as tltaanjJ.l'l· 

Secondly, W<' might wonder whether £\iflouJ.ia is something like 
etiatoxla, 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 circ\lffiStance and the correct moment: the sureness of instinct. 
alla f! l'\V 000' M TO):ia. cXvf\l t£ yh+J J..6you 1<ai tCt;(li n I) EUatO;((U. 
f3ou),ciov,oo Ot ![Q).\)v xpovov, !Cal QUal ltpUttelV ).ltv lieiv tCt;(\) TU 
flouAEuetvta. l\<>ui..Eiit:o9o:a lit !lpalitco.; (b2£f.). Eilf3oul.lo: cannot be 
Eliatoxla. For elif3ouAla requites '-6-ta<;. actual disc\lSSion. In instinctual 
certitude, I simply act, without genuine dil'Cussion. Furthermore. in 
Eli<tto;t;la, the acting is characterized by the taxu; it happens in an instant. 
On the other hand, flou41ita6at needs no).(>v xp6vov. Versus precipitous 
•ction, correct deliberation takes time. Elif3ouAia is deliberating well and 
slow I)' and acting resolutely, but it Is not deliberating in such a way that 
everything is lelt to the future. Insofar as Elimoxla lacks the m<>ment of 
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MSyo<; and the n•oment of the nol.~ ;tp6vO<;, it cannot be considered 
ru1Jou1.ia. 

The thiJ'd phenomenon is Cr.y.((VO\CI. (b5), a voaiv which is C<n(. dose by 
something, and which we might translate as "presence of mind," the ability 
to survey a situ,,tion quickly. fcmv 0£ el)o--coxln n~ 1') Cr.nlvota (b6). 
i\nivOI<1 has a <:<>.rtain affinity with £0010Y.!CL, although Cr{x!vow expresses 
more the rnomentar)~ the capacity to survey a situation in an instant, 
whereas instinctual certitude consists more in proceeding with certainty by 
examining things step by step. i\nlvmo; is out of the question as an inter­
pret.ltion of e-Oj3oul.ia. 

The fourth phenomenon against which £ilj3out..ia is to be deHmHc>d is 
&;.;a. precis<>ly because &;.;n. being of an opinion, in fact has in its structure 
an 6pa6tll~- An opinion is directed to something. In the opinion I 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 investiga tion and examination. Insofar as &X;a has an 
6pa611]c;. one might think that Eillloul.la is a ~<i~EIV. This is impossible. 
however. oU/it M') 86f;nl') f'lij3ou/.(n OWqt[Cl. . . . 86!;'1~ o' 6p66tT)~ a/JiOtM 
(1H2b6ff.). "Eu!}oul.ln cMnot be a 06-;a., lx>cause the 6p66tT).:; o f &X;a is 
directed to Cr.M9r~a," whereas ruj3ou/..la is directed to lloul.J\, being re­

solvecL Eu[louA.fa is not directro towaro truth or falsity but primarily md 
exclusively toward being resol.-ed. Furthermore, &X;a is constituted in liuch 
a remarkable fashion that, although it does indeed have an 6pa611]c;. it is 
still not a ~111£iv. JCa\ '(Up •i ~a oil ~1\tllet<; (U,AQ. Q(tou; n<; 'lO'l. 6 at 
j3ouA£u<i).ltvO<;, i:tiv te cv t6.v tt KI.XK6.>; j3ou/..EU.,tal,i;'ltti tl Kal l.oy(~uat 
(b l3ff.). A<X;n is not a s<.>eking but ins tc.'d Is something one has. In having 
an opinion there resides a lready a certain ~c;: 1 am of the opinion t/mt 
such and such is the case. l ant not seeking. Finally, &X;a is indeed con­
cerned with what can also be otherwise, U>e ouyKE[f1Evov, and to that extent 
it is, like j3ouA£6t:o9at, a~'"· ,,n asserting of something about something, 
a otavooiv, a taking apart. Because it is such a separating My~ 06-;a can, 
it seems, be true or false. In fact. however, it is neither true oor false but is 
instead dirt'Cted to the Q/..~et~- Ukewise, j3ou/..£0Co6CI.t, too, can be one or 
the other: it ca.n be JCCI:K'OOo:; or eU; it cll.n fai l, &JJaptUvttv, or hit the mark. 
What is essential, however, is that j3ouA£6t:o9at is in general d ire:ted to 
somethlng, and precisely not to the 6./..l]!lt.<; but. as we said, to the j3ouf..l\, 
the being n!SOived. Nor is th.is 6p66tT)c; the one ol fl<t<rn\J.l'l- For EltlOtl\J.lrt 
has no 6p96trt<; at all, just as it also has no <iJ.tap-rlo;. It is rather a n already 
complete fE,tc;; it is not merely underway to something. 

Through this deHmitation, Aristotle makes visible the phenomenon of 
e-Oj3ou/..la. The four different possibilities against which it is deHmited have 
not been conceiv•>d apriori; on the contrary, they emerge, In considering 
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the phenomenon of !:UI)oui.fa, out of the affinity of the phenomena them­
selves. Yet, what, within !:Ufloul..ia, the 6p96t"q; itself is remains to be 
clarified. 

c) The 6p00nj~ of !:Ufloui.ia. Being persistently 
directed to the aya96v. 

~Jt£1 5' i} Op96'C1)~ 1th£OVU'".(<il<;, 5~AoV 6n OU Jtli.<JCl (bl7f.). There are different 
conception.• of the 6p96nJ<;; not every one of them, however. touches the 
6p96t11~ of £lil)ouAia. Thus the task arises of determin.ing in what precise 
sense the 6jl96n]~ of Eli~oul.fa i> 6p90~!J<;. Aiistollc characterizes it in its 
various moments by means of a delimitotion against the different concep­
tions. 6 y(lp aKpmil~ Kctl 6 9Qu~ OU npoti~Cll tU;(Eiv Eti tOU ).Oy<<JtJ.OU 
tt:~etCll, cOOTE 6p(l6).; {<Hal fl>;Jloui..eulltV~ KUKOY OC tJ.£'fa £iA'1<!>~ 
[bl8ff.). Someone who is driven b)' passions or who is in a bad mood can 
be resolved toward something KaK6v. Then the cip;n.i of the action, the goal 
anticipated in the npoaipem<;. is KaK6v, and thus the whole action is mis­
guided. Nevertheless, while aiming at this ICClK6v the discussion of the 
concrete situation may be a Eu i.oy{l;£o9m and correspond precisely to the 
KCl>.-6v posited in the resolution. Then the l)ou4:0Ca9a< is indeed 6p96J<;, it 
measures up completely to the 6p66t'1~ l)ou/..f]~. Nevertheless, the rtAa<;, 
the end of such a deliberation, namely, the action itself, is Ka>.-6v, and L• 
this although nothing can be objected against the ~Vfi<Jl~ itself as "'!,'llrds 
the mode in which it has formally been carried out. Yet the 6p96t11~ of 
!:UflouA.(a is supposed to go precisely toward constituting the ciyo:96v of an 
action. Thus the 6p96t!J~ of the l)ouh£U.:o9a< whose <tA~ is the KaK6v 
cannot be considered the 6p96t11~ of !:UI)ouA.Ia. 
Conv~rsely, it may be !.hut the <tA~ is a genuine ciya96v but that the 

deliberation is inappropriate, that the croAI.oy<OtJ.6<; is 'lJt001\~. one in which 
lam deceived. (xU' tanv Kai toutou '!ffi\J&iauUoy<<rtJ.<\1 tu;(Eiv, ~ulll tJ.~V 
&i ltOlf]OCll rux£iv, Ol' ou liE OU, (x)..ACI. ljlr.ulif] tOV .,.toov 6pov dv<n· Wot€ 
o1i0' CllYcfl nro eli~UA(a, Ka9' ~v ou &i tJ.tv tuY)(<iV£l, ou tJ.Evt01 ot ou f&t 
(b22ff.}. Thus it may be that the ou).Ao"(I<JII~ or the tJ.to~ lipoc, is 'lfEOO~<;, 
that 1t distorts the circumstances, the means, and the ways, that i t does not 
provide me with them as they should be in relation to the npoa1per6v. 
Accordingly, it is part of !:UI)ouA(a not only to posit the <tA~ as [rya96v 
but to be aya96v in each of its steps. ln every step the tll~ul.!a must be 
directed in s uch a way that it has the ciya96v in view and discusses all the 
circumstances and occasions 'vith regard to it. The 6p96ttJ<; of !:U~u'-fa 
can be considered only as (tycdlou uurol(lj. i} yap <OICl\lt!J 6p86TIJ~ ~u'-itc, 
Elil3ou1..la, ti (xya9ou 1EUKnl(lj (b21f.}. Even time as such, whether one 
deliberates long or briefly, is not a d istinguishing mark of the 6p96"0]~ of 
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cu~ouA.ia; what matters is simply that the time of the action be aya96v. 
Insofar as the 6p96'tll<; cu~ouA.ia<; is ayaeou 'tcUK'ttKll in each of its steps, 
it is 6p96'tll<; it Ka'ta 'tO ffi<j)£A.tflOV, Kat ou Oct Kat &<; Kat (h£ (b27f.). It is 
correctness with regard to what matters for the carrying out of the 
npoatpc'tOV ayae6v, which is more precisely determined as: 1.) ou O£i, 2.) 
&<;, and 3.) O't€, i.e., what it needs, how it is used, and when. All these 
moments must have the character of aya96v. E'tl E<J'ttV Kat anA&<; €U 
~€~ouA£ucr9at Kat npo<; 'tt 'tEAO<;. il flEV on anA.&<; it npo<; 'tO 'tEAO<; 'tO anA.&<; 
Ka'topeoucra, 'tt<; o£ it npo<; 'tt 'tEAO<; (b28f.). Eu~ouA.ia itself can be carried 
out either as a discussion which is related straightforwardly to the aya96v 
or as a discussion that is npo<; 'tt 'tEAO<;, i.e., related to a determinate 'tEAO<;, 
thus to a 'tEAO<; which again is np6<; 'tl, related to another one. 

Aristotle concludes by determining cU~ouA.ia in this way: ci oft 'tcOV 
<j)pOVtfl(l)V 'tO €U ~€~ouA£ucr9at, it €U~ouA.ia €tT} av 6p96'tll<; it KU'tCx 'tO 
crufl<j}Epov npo<; 'to 't£A.o<;, ou it <j}p6vT}crt~ aA.118ft<; un6AT}'Jft<; ecr'tiv (b31ff.). 
"Eu~ouA.ia is correctness in relation to what contributes to the end," i.e., 
contributes to the way of bringing an action to its end. The 'tEAO<; itself is 
for its part anticipated in <j)p6vT}crt<;. <l>p6vT}crt<; is un6AT}'Jft<; aA.T}9ft<; 'tOU 
'tEA.ou<;. (Yn6A.T}'Jft<; is related to unoA.afl~clV€tV, to anticipate, grasp in ad­
vance. (Yn6 is often used in fundamental concepts: e.g., unoKdflcVOV (trans­
lated in Latin as sub-stantia), unOflEVOV, unapxov. These are expressions 
wh ich indicate that something is a lready there at the outset: unoK£ifl£VOV, 
the substratum; unOflEVOV, that which always remains there; unapxov, that 
which is already there from the very outset in such a way that it dominates. 
(Ynapxctv applies to the Being of the apxn. <l>p6vT}crt<; is un6All'Jfl~ aA.118ft<; 
'tOU 'tEAOU<;, "that which from the very outset grasps the 'tEAO<;" in such a 
way that this 'tEAO<; is un6, in advance of everything, already there. And 
cu~ouA.ia, insofar as it is 6p96'tll<; it Ka'ta 'tO crufl<j}Epov npo<; 'tO 'tEAO<;, is 
nothing else than the concrete mode of carrying out <j)p6v11crt<;. 

<l>p6vT}crt<; itself, however, insofar as it is a constitutive moment of np&~t<;, 
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 £crxa'tov. The npaK't6v is ultimately an 
£crxa'tov. We have to understand more precisely what is meant by saying 
that <j)p6vT}crt<; must be familiar with the £crxa'ta. It will tum out that they 
are matters for vou<;. 
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§23. <l>p(}VI\01<; and voile;' /N1c. Eth. VI, 12!. 

a) oiic; in a o<>ia and in <i>pOVT)<JI<;. The double direction of 
voi>;. l:~lc.c vo\>1;-> np<llta; ¢p6v11m<;: voi>~ -> fuxata. T he 

practical syllogism. Prnctica.l voi~ as a!a&~mt;. 

t<rnv ~ t<ilv .:ae· l Kama ~ral t<iw tox<irwv cllt(<Vta t lt npaKta· Kal yap 
t0v Qp6VIJ.IOV 8ti YIVOOCJK£\\' ooitu (Nic. Eth. Vi, 12, 1143a32ff.). •Eoxatov 
literally means the outermost limit, and here more precisely it refers to the 
outermost llmit of A.o)'1"~ca9tu, hence that in which discussion comes to an 
end, where in a certain sense it s tands still. In llook VJ1 of his Metaplrysics, 
within a determination of 1!0Utm<; in the broad est sense, which includes 
rrpa~t<;, Aristotle offers a brief illustration of the toxatov, and we can carry 
it over wiUmut further ado to npi.t~tc;. He describes there a deliberation 
within tqv~, the Bun«iv of the iatp6<;. 'il"l'•rtoo oil t O ilyttc; vo~aavtoc; 
oiitwc;· t!U:toll tool Uy\tta, avcrt"1'1· Ei i>yttc; fmat, toOl i"'ap<;m, oiov 
01JaA6~tCI, Ei l)t TOlYtO, 9Ep1J~t(l· K(l\ OQT(l)<; Uti voEi, l'wc; UV Uycirn Ei<; 
tOUTO 0 ailtQ.; OUV<.ttUI EOXUtOV rrOt£1v. tl.ta "011 ~ (trr() tOiltou ldVTI<JI<; 
rroi11mc; ~ea4ital, it tx\ to ilytuiVEtv (Met. VII, 7, 1032b5ff.) . "Since such 
and such is the healthy state of a man or of <>n organ in question, then, 
in5ofar a.s the man or the organ is to become he.1lthy, this and that must 
be pre;c11t at the outset; and iJ this and that must be at hand, then so must 
these others. etc. And in this way the larp6<; keeps on deliberating until 
he leads the deliberation and himsctf to that which he himselJ can do as 
the ou termost. i.e., to the point at which he can intervene with a treat­
ment."' The t ox<nov 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 d.L...:ussion come to a standstill Then the fur­
ther procedure will only be noUjmc;, the treatment itself. The toxatov is 
the outermost llmit of the del.iberation and in that way 1s the presentifying 
of the state of affairs with which the action begins. 

We have seen tl1<tl Aristotle calls even the1tp«Kta toxata. How""' these 
fuxa:ta themselves grasped in the deliberation o f ~pOVTIOt<;? To what 
extent d oes the re reside in ¢p6v11mc;. as a l.oy(~ta&UL, a grasping of beings. 
one which, as a grasping. transcends A6yoc;? To what extent is there in 
9P6>1')cnc; vo\>1;. voEiv? Aristotle brings out this phenomenon by means o f 
a comparison with a<>O!a.. Kai 6 vo\>1; tiilv to;c<how tn' u~~6'rtpa· Kai yap 
rci>v np6lrwv <lprov "n\ r li>v t oxurwv vo~ tan Kat ou A6y~ (Nic. Etll. VI, 
12, ll43a35ff.). The straightforward discernment of the taxat(l is possible 

l . Titkr in Hci~(!('" manuscript. 
2. Heidegg'@1"'s p;u.tpltr.lsmg t~l.lbOn. 
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from two sides; voU<; can, in a double direction, grasp what is outermost. 
NoU<; is related to the ~tprotot opot, to the first demarcations, to the npxai 
pure and simple, to the ultimate c lemc.nts of thot \vhich always is, as well 
as to the outermost in the sense of the momentary individual this-there. 
Th~ latter is no longer a matter for discourse but instead is grasped simply 
in voriv. 

Aristotle then determines both these possibilities more precisely: t<a\ 6 
~· Kat/i till; CtltO!i£ii;El~ t ll\v Ctl<lV~t(l)V 6prov ..:a\ r<pll\trov, 6 1\' Ev tcxi~ 

npa..:ttKcxi~ tofl £<rx<itou Kal tvocxol!tvou Kal 'lli~ rnp~ npotacrEtJ><; 
(1143blff.). This is the first possibility: voEiv concerns the las t outcomes of 
00!6&tl;t<;. the theoretical demonstration of the <iKi"'lm. of beings which 
are not in motion. Here nothing else is mcaJlt than the <ipxai, which are 
objects of cr~la. The other possibility is the counter direction to this vOEh•. 
Tite text has been transmitted: EV tcxi~ npoKttKOi<;. with nnol\t(~emv un­
derstood . Victorius writes instead: t v toi.; JtPO•"tllWi<;. with Myou; under­
stood.' Within ~lese rrpmm..:ol Myot there is also a vo.:iv. And here tl1e 
voeiv is concented with the tcrxatOv. '"Ecrxatov is the counter-concept to 
what was called npGitOV in the c.~se of 00<61\Et.~u;. To the aKtvflt6v, the {t£1. 

corresponds the evocx6~evov. The strnightforward grasping in voeiv relates 
here to an ooxatov which at every moment is always diffei\'Jlt. 

And the grasping in vot:iv relates, as Aristotle says, "to the oUter prem· 
ise," l!ttpa np6tam.; (d. b3). "Premise," np61aot~ is here understood in a 
broad sense as that which is posited in advance, that which stands before 
the consequent. Such npotacrEt<; do not only ocrur in the anol\tl~Et~ of the 
tntani!IO:U. For exampl<", in public rhetoric the rrpo~aoeu; are the fvl\o;a, 
the opinions which have prestige. Keep in mind that in this context, dem­
onstration_ in the sense of the tmcr'lli!I<Xl, as well as ).oy(~ro9at., in the sense 
of drcumspcctive discussion, have the structure of cruUoytcr!16<;. Bou).ti>eo-
9at is placed structurally in a OUMoyt<11J6c;. <l>p6VllOl~ begins w ith a 
npoa!pemc;: for the sake of this, for the sake of an O:ya96v (whichever one 
it may be), such and such is to be done. That is the first premise. And now 
the circumstances a nd the situation of the action are such and such. That 
is the second premise. The consequent is: hence I will act in such and such 
a way. The first premise concerns the grasping of the ou tv.""· which is 
an t.viiE-t6!1£VOV. The second premise concerns the finding of the foxatov, 
the outermost point, at which the A.oyi~ro9m comes to a halt. Now Aristotle 
says: tomrov ouv t-xetv 1\ti alo9tlcrtv, ailt~ 5' toti ''oil<; (1143bS). "What is 
needed now is aio9~otc;, straightforward perception." In the dcliberotion 

3. Suseo\lhl, whose edinon He.tdq;gcr dfe!,. refers ln his. critical appar.HU! to the .. mditr! 
Vldon .. for the reading tv to'-; ttp(l:IC'tu:oi;. Victonu~ him.~lf, however. in i"u5 cditiQn ollss.l 
(Pdri Victom n>mmentnm m X hloros "'mtoldis I)( Moribus nd Nicrnfhtdumt Flortnt•at tx ojfu:in.1 
1Jll~4t'UIIt 1584 ), 00 in !he oWn tt!.'t tv tOO~ ~X:Um~'ttil; 
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over the situation In which I am to act, I finally touch upon U1e straight­
forward grasping of the determinate states of affairs on hand, Ule determi­
nate circumstances, and the determinate time. All deliberating ends in an 
aiG6'10l<; This straighlforward perceiving within <Pp<\\"'lm~ is vo~. Aris­
toUe explicates the character of this uia6'10l<; in the same book of the 
Nicomadzra11 £tlzics, chapter 9. 

b ) Practica l voUc, and ala&tl<Jt<; fNic. EHz. VI, 9, III, 5). 
Ai<J&tlm~ as the grasping of the W.(O.~rt. Comparison with 

.XvdJ.oooc; in geometry. M odes o f ala61l<Ju;. Geometrical an d 
practical cdo&tl<Jt<; 

6 11tv y{tp voile, T<ilv opwv, wv otlK fanv :0.6ya<; ti !it tou taxdtou, ou ouK 
oonv i:lttonjllJ1lXM' aio9'1ot<; ou)( ~ t<iiv io(rov, an· oiQ crla8av611E80.0tl 
tO tv tOi<; IIOJ)llll1.<t1 KOi<; f<JXCltO\• tplyrovov· anjOEtcrt y{tp KlXK£i (Nic. £/lz. 
V1, 9, ll42a2Sff.). In <i>P6Vllm<; the states of affairs are g rasped purely, as 
they show themselves. Such grasping is a matter of perception, al<J&tlm<;. 
This perception, however, does not relate to the specific objects of perceiv­
ing in the strictest sense, to the ilhtt of tti<J&tlm<; In Book 11, chapter 6. of 
the Dr Anizzw, Aristotle e>.plains what these lotCl ai<J&tltd ore: Uyro o· iotOV 

~~tv ll ~~ tvfi.xetm trtp(l aioB~OELilloedvE<lBat Kllllltpi ll ~~ tvlitxmn 
Cuttttll6f\voo (418allf.). The iottt aio61Jtd are the objects Ulat correspond 
resp~>ctively to seeing, hearing, smellmg, etc. The iowv of seeing is color, of 
hearing tone, etc. These Iota are <'a:i aArJ9ti for the corresponding 
a io6Jiottc;. Aristotle distinguishes these iota aioEhjtli from the KOtva 
ai<J&tltd. The latter nre •'Otvt'.< ztliaau; (a 19), objects of perception which a.re 
common to aU uio61iOEt<; as, .,.g., <T.(iiJ.la and 11irdlo.;, which can be per­
ceived by various alo6Jim:tc;. 

Concerning now ¢p6V'10t<; and Ule straightforward grasping of the 
EcJxatov, where npft~tc; inter\'enes, there i t i.ct a matter not of s uch an 
cdo91lcn<;, i.e., one which is t<iiv ioio>v, bu t of uiG6'1<>t<; in the broadest sense 
of the word, as it is commortly given in everyday exislence. In ala8'10l<; I 
see states of affairs as a whole, whole streets, houses, tree;, people, and 
precisely in such a way that th.is (<iG6r)cn<; at the same time has the character 
of a simple constatation. It is a matter of an nla91l<ttc; such as the one with 
whrn;c help we perceive On to tv tOi<; J.lO.O,IIClttKOl<; faxmov tp!yrovov 
(Nic. Etlz. VI, 9, 1142a28f.), an alo91JOt<; such as the one which, for example, 
plays a fundamental role in geometry, where it grasps the faxatov of 
geometry: tplyrovov. Jt must be noted here that in Grc('k geometry the 
triangle is the ultimate, most elementary plane figure, which emerges out 
of the polygon by means of a lluxypd<l>m•, " writing through." t.taypd4>Etv 
analyzes th<' polygons tmtil Uley are taken apArt in simple triangles, in such 
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a way that the triangles are the foxcno. where the otlllp€iv stops. In 
o.!o9!l<H<;, as it occurs in geometry, I see the tri.angle at one stroke as the 
most original element, which cannot i~«>lf be resolved again into more 
elementary figures. 

Just as in geometry nn <rloll<lvto9at pro1~des the to;tmov, so also in 
op6vt]at.;. It is essential thus that in this aio9!lat<; something shows itself 
straightforwardly, purely and simply. Aristotle emphasizes that with this 
sort of coming to an end of the consideration, the deliberation o~~crctttl 
(a29), "stands s till"; it goes no further. This aio9!lat<; is here in 41>p6Vll0l<;, 
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 votiv is a matter of a simple presentifying of 
something. so that it Spt'.IIks purely out of itself and no longer requires 
discourse or a demonstration on our part. Here it can still be said: ~VE'tlll, 

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 Ni<OIIIDci~Mil Etltics 
111, 5, 1112bllff.' There he returns to the content of geometry, to the 
SuiypaiL)J.CL Aristotle proceeds from deliberation: one does not deliberate 
about the ttAo.;. but instead the ttl-o<; is the object of a decision. The object 
of the deliberation is cr1J11¢tl>ov npOI; 1:0 W.o.;, that which is pertinent to 
the cori'I!Ct bringing to an end of wha t has been decided. [XJu:\w6)J.£9a o· 
ourrepi nov tE).Wv CiMIJ. rn:pi rcov np<);; ta ttA11. oilttyap latpt'l<; [XJui.EWm 
ri vyuioet, oGtt pTj-rwp El rt£[0£1, OU't£ lt01..mKi><; £i £0\'0II(Il\' ltOtt\otl, OUOE 
tlilv 1-otncil\1 ou&:ic, ntpl tov ttAou.; (bllff.). A doctor does not deliberate 
nbout whether he is going to heal; on the contrary, that belongs to the 
meaning of his Cl\i.srencc itself, because as a dOCior he has a lready resol1·ed 
in favor of Maling. just as little doe; the orator deliberate about whether 
he should convince; for that lies in the very sense o( his existence. aJ.J..a 
841£v01 tt~ n n&.; t<crl 01a tivrov ccrta1 m:onoixnv {blSf.). The tO.o<; is 
thus a ttAo<; tEeEv; the end is posited and held fast. In their deliberating 
the doctor or orator do not have this in view but instead the rr&.; KCII 01a 
tiVCllv, the how and the ways and means. And they look around, in each 
case within the concrete situation of their acting, until 00>; <iv lA6<>>otV br\ 
to npciltov a'i·nov, o tv tJi tuptott €axatov tcmv (blSff.), until their con­
sideration touches the first ainov whence they can intervene, that which, 
in the uncovering of the whole state of affairs, is the outermost of the 
delibera tion. o y~ [XJu).EOO)J.tVo<; l:om:v ~T]tEiv t<lli !lvaAwlv tov 
eipTJ)J.tvov tp6nov c!>om:p ouiypa)J.)J.a . .. , t<lli to faxatov tv tJi avai.Uof;t 
npliitov tlvru tv tJi '(£\'tott (b20ff.). The toxatov of the aval.tx:n<; is what 

4. Cf. i_n addition t l 13oa28. 
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is fir.<t for rroh]c:n;. i.e., where the lfOil]c:nc;. the genuine becoming. begins. 
This passage in the Nicomachean Ethics is thus of importance because Aris­
totle docs not speak there of ltOfl]<n<; but explidUy of ~<pa~t<; in the strict 
sense.' 

This aio91]ot<; at which the deliberation comes to a standstill is a pre-em­
inent one. It must be distinguished from the a{oill]<nc; in mathematics. m· 
<Ximt !!<iUov aio91]01<; Ji Qp6V'IOI.<;. h:EIVI]c; ~ cUho £1.~ (Nic. f.tlr. VI, 9, 
I J 42a29f.). The geometrical a1o91]c:nc;. in which I see the ultimate figural 
element, the triangle, is !lhllov ttio91]atc;. more of pure perception. more 
of pure grasping than the aloill]ot<; of ~p6VI]mc;. In geometry it is a sheer 
mntter of pure onlooking and constatating. The aio91]ot<; of q,p6vl]m<; has 
a different character. For Qp6VI]m<; is, in its very sense, still npann.-tj, even 
in aio91]otc;. The ttio91]m<; of Qp6vl]atc; is hence, as ~pOVI'\01<;. related to the 
Kpatmi. It is, specifically. an ultimate inspection of the states of affairs, but 
this insp<.'Ction is in ~pOVt]ot<; not a mere inspection but a circumspection. 
In other words, it is guided by the 6p06t1]<; and hence is directed to the 
ttAoc;. the Eilllp~fa. so that the objects grasped in it have the character of 
the <JUflo!>tpov. 

c) <l>p6VI]m<; and ooc>ia as opposite highest modes of 

t'.tAI'\OEoov (• vo\i<;). i\d and the moment. Prospect: vo~ and 
~ta}..tytaGaL Aristotle and Plato. 

<l>p6Vt]atc; has become visible in this fundamental structural moment, 
namely Utat in it there is accomplished something like a pure perceiving, 
one that no longer fulls within the domain of Myor;. lrt.'<ofar as this pure 
perceiving concerns the faxatov, it is alo9t]m;. Insofar as this aio91]ot<;. 
however, is not dedicated to the Uita but is nevertheless a simple perceh~ng, 
it is voiic;. Therefore AristoUe can say; avn~--ettat fl£v ol) tcjl v<j> (1142a25); 
c)lp6Vt]at<; obviously resides opposite to voiic;. prcn•ided voiic; is understood 
as the voiic; in ao¢\a, the one that aims at the apxai. 4>p6Vt]at<, is, structw· 
ally, identical with o~ia; it is an cXAI'\!leUetV livt:u i.6you. That is what 
~p6vnm; and o<J9ia have in common. But the pure grasping in the case of 
Q1>6v!]atc; lies on the opposite side. We have here two possibilities of voiic;; 
vot.; In the most extreme concretion and vot.; in the most extreme ~<a061u)u, 
in Lhc most general universality. Tile voiic; o f q,pOvt]m<; aims at the most 
extreme In the sense of the faxatov pure and simple. <l>pOVtJatc; is the 
inspection of the this here now, the inspection of the concrete momentari­
ness of the transient situation. As alo91]otc;. it is a look of an eye In the 
blink of an ~ye, a momcnmry look at what is momentarily concrete, which 

5. Va~usl.t'te'~nlg..n.JySHofaOO,m...; lnMt.l Vll,7, 1032bff. Cf. p. 108ff 
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as such can always be otherwise. On the other hand, the vodv in croq>ic.x is 
a looking upon that which is <lei, that which is always present in sameness. 
Time (the momentary and the eternal) here functions to discriminate be­
tween the voeiv in q>p6vncrtc; and the one in croq>ic.x. In this way it becomes 
clear that q>p6vncrtc;, as well as croq>ia, on the basis of the fact that they both 
harbor voEiv, are possibilities in which beings, according to the basic modes 
of their Being, are ultimately disclosed and become graspable e1t' UJ..l<!>OtEpc.x 
(Nic. Eth. VI, 12, 1143a3Sf.), "from both sides" up to their apxc.xt. On the 
basis of their being related to the apxc.xi, q>p6vT}crtc; and croq>ia are the highest 
possibilities of the disclosure of beings themselves. Insofar as they are 
modes of Dasein, they constitute its mode of Being: croq>ic.x is Dasein's 
positionality toward the beings of the world in the full sense. <l>p6vT}crtc; 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 croq>ia a priority over q>p6v11crtc;.6 

We have now clarified the phenomenon of aA.,erunv/ 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 
8tc.xA£yEcr9c.xt. We will grasp more precisely how this 8taA.£yEcr9c.xt, 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, 8tc.xA£yEcr9at, you can see 
that what is at issue is A.6yoc;. We will conclude our examination of 
aJ.:r\9EUElV by bringing the highest and ultimate stage of UAT}9EUEtV into 
connection with the question of the extent and accomplishment of A.6yoc; 
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. 71" d«ision on tlze ques~tiou of lh• priurity of Qp6VflO'l~ or 
009ia. iu favor of ooOifl (Nic. Eth. VI, 73). 

al The difficulty of the decision: merits and delidencies of 
~p6v11~ and oO(>Ia. The question of the relation to human 
Dasein. The autonomy and non-autonomy of the cUn9romv. 

We have reached the point of acknowledging Qp6VtJO'l<; as the mode of 
disclosure of a determindte being which has the character of being able to 
be othenvise, namely hwnan Dasein. ct>p6vflO'l<; has a double possibiuty for 
pure disclosure, i.e., for pure and simple perception: 1.) insofar as, in 
~p6VflO'l<;. the <'qa06v shows itself purely and simply, 9fl(VEtCll (1144a34), 
i.e., the <'qa06v in favor of which 1 decide in the npoaipemc;. and 2.) in 
op6Vl'\O'l<; the t o;cmov of the deliberation shows itself in an a.io9nmc;; in a 
momentary glance 1 survey the concrete situation of the action, out of which 
and in favor of which I resolve myself. 

Thus, taken as a whole and, above all, seen in connection with the 
~u4'0Co9a.t, <W(>vT]ot<; 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 importa.m:e for a man, thot truth is the highest which relates 
to Dasein itself, and therefore ~p6vfl<l'l<; is the highest and most decisive 
mode of disclosure. Yet Aristotle says that a~ia,. pure understanding. is, 
with regard to its aAtjOt\lttv (and insofar as cXAT]9tUttV chara<:terizes the 
Being ol man), the highest possible mode of human existence. Now if 
~p6vT]ot~ is concerned with the Being of man, yet is not the highest possi­
bilil)• of disclosure, then the dif6culty mn only reside in this, that <W(>v'lcn~ 
is not completely autonomous but instead remains related in its very struc­
ture to another mode of human comportment. In fact Aristotle shows ~1at 
the <'qa06\• manifests itself in ¢pov1J~ only to an existence which is in 
itself good, ayo.06v. tOlYtO o' ti ~11'1 t<!> aQallljl, ot) ~iVetO.t (Nfc. £11~ Vl, 13, 
1144a34). "The <'qo.66v does not show itself e-xcept to the <'qo.ll6c;." 
litrunptQt:t yap ti J.10;(91Jpiu Kal otaljlwoca9at nou:i ltEjli ~(«; npai<'TtKa~ 

af)Xac; (a3-lf.). Evil disposition or a generall)' bad constitution can bring it 
about that the Ct.ya.06v pl\.>scnts itself to Dascin as something it is nol c!xrtt 
6avtp6v 6n C.ouvo.tov Qp6vt~ov dvat ~~ 6vto. <'qo.06v (a36f.). Hence onJy 
someone who is already Ct.ynll6c; can be ¢p6vt~oc;. The possibility of the 
<V.T]0£1i£tv of .W6Vflmc; is bow1d up with the prO\•iso thai the one who 
carries it out is IUmself. in his llcing. alrendy <'qa66<;. Thus there appears, 
from this side as well, a pecuhar appurtenance of <W(>vnm~ to np(x~t<;. There 
pertAins to np<Xl;tc; not only, as we have seen in the point of departure of 
our reflection, a certain orientation and guidance; it is not enough for rcp1it(;u; 
to be guided by circumspection, the sight of .W6vnm.;. For it is clei~r that 
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this sight the anticipation of the aycdl6v, as the mode of carrying out the 
disclosure, is only possible in an «Xycx66~. <l>p6vT)crt~ is nothing if it is not 

carried out in !tp~t;, and ~~~ as such is determined by O:p£ni, by the 
~paKt6v as O:ya86v. Merely possessing U1e tO.O~ of an action, merely hav­
ing ~6vT)crt; at our disposal. docs not yet make us npo•'TtKci!ttpOI; we are 
not thereby led to act better morally if we me not aJre<~dy good. £lntp 1\ 11tv 
9p6vT)ai~ eonv ntpi ta 1\i>;ata >;ai .::oUJ. >;C£\ <iyaOc'i <ivOp6>1tC!l, t auta o· 
tanv a t of> O:yaBou tonv avllpO; npattt.tv, ouetv ~ npcum,.wttpot tcj> 
rilllvat rona ~, Eln£p f9:tc; ai O:pnai timv (1143b2W.). The mere 
seli-standing aATJ0£0Ctv of W6vT)m<; has no elfe<:t on action unless this 
Qp6VT)<1t~ is carried out by someone who is himself «iycxe6.:;. just as ou~v 
npCtKn>;(()n;pot tcj) fl£tv tl\v iatp"'ljv tollfv (d. b26ff.). just as little as we 
become more able to act and to intetvene just by mastering icrtptK'Ij, just 
by possessing the art ol healing purely thcoreticaUy, i.e., if we have not 
actually leamed how to use it by b<"Coming doctors owselves. The mere 
having of the orientation and guidance does not place us on the level of 

Being which genuinely corresponds to the meaning of aAT]Oe6£tv. Insofar 
as ~p6VT)Otc;, with regard to the possibili ty of its correct execution, depends 
on being carried out by an <iya06<;, it is not itself autonomous. Thereby the 
priority of 9p6v'lcnc; is shaken, although ~VT)<n<; does indeed relate to 

human Dasein. 
On the other hand, the question s till remains: how can oo¢la be the 

highest possibility, since it does not have to do with human Dasein? i] ~b> 
"((Xp oo<~!o. ou~ Oewpei. ~ mv furat e\JOO.l~wv avOpw1to<; (oi>Oe~u).c; yap 
tonv y;:vtm:CD<;) (b18ff.). !:o¢fa is indeed autonomous but what is thematic 
in it is the t'l£1, hence that which has no thing at aU to do with '(tvtmc;. 
whereas the Being of human Dasein intrinsicaJ.I.y involves ytvrm;, ~tpc'ii;u;, 
l((V11<nr,. The pure under.~tanding of the philosopher does not consider 
whence man could properly come into being. What philosophy considers, 
according to its ' 'cry meaning. settles nothing for human e~istence. 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.) ~6VT)Ot<; specifically concems hwnan Dasein; but because it is de­
pendent on the Being of man as aya86<;, it is no t autonomous. 

2.) On the other hand, oo¢!a is indeed autonomous, insofar as it is purely 
concerned with the ttpl(Uf; but because i t Is concerned precisely with the 
<Xri, it does not settle anything as regards human Dasein. 

At bottom the difficulty consists in this, that both, QpOVT)otc; and oe>Qi<X. 
are not fl;Etc;. 

This now requires a solution. Aristotle himself soh·es the difficulty at 

1141alff. 
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b) Criteria for the decision. The rank of the clAIJ9e6tw as 
su~h. The autonomy of the "a ccomplis hmentn llto\eiv); 

oo<;>ia as liy(£Ul of th e ljiU;(l\. Ontological priority according 
to the Greek «>n<ept of Being. 

To understand this important decision with regard to the priority of ""'(a 
over QpOvlJOt<;. we must keep in mind that Aristotle transfers the discussion 
of this entire question back to a purely ontological level. np<i>tov 11£\1 ouv 

Atyo~JeV Otl KU9' aUt<\<; clV<X'(Kaiov c.eipE'tCt~ aiJt~ £I vat, apE't~ y' 000~ 
tKattpav EKattpou TOO IIOP(Ou, .-a\ Eilll'i no\0\xn ll'llitv IIIJOCttpa a\Jt6JV 
(11-W•lff.). Aristotle is sa)>ing, 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 lol'\g as we 
interrogate the <ipEnj only in terms of what it provides and what it can be 
used for (nmEi), we h.-•e not yet arrived at the appropriate question. The 
appropriate question is whether the mode of Being of the respective 
aA1'\9Euov is higher or lower. Even if ~~~either of these two could accomplish 
anything, the question of the genuine character of their ap&tlj would still 
be necessary. For the (.cp&t1j is something like a T£Aeieoot<;; 11 is that which 
brings some being to itself in its most proper Being.' In this way, Aristotle 

places thl! whole discussion within a purely thoorotical consideration. 
hci'Ta Kai JrO\O\xn 11tv (1144a3f.). 1n that case, however, the same con­

sideration of beings in themsdvcs discovers that $1>6'"1m<; and o~ia in 
fact accomplish something_ liOIEiv, whereby liOl(iv means to bring out, 
detiver, bring into being. l'rcclst'ly !hi$ ltO\Eiv or ~pOVIJmc; and ~ia. seen 
more closely, provides the foundation for the delimitation and h.igher po­
sition of <>OQia m ·er Cl>pOVIJmc;. This liOU:iv will decide the ontological pri­
ority of ~(a.: For the principle is! ~ -yap nmoooa ~xa t:a\ £ll1t6:na Jt£pl 

ixuOTov (114.3b35). "That possibility of human Dast'in wh.ich in itseli no1EI, 
a ccomplishes something (which accomplishes something more properly 
tha.1 another one does), dominates an d guides all others.• Accordingly, if 
this principle is to be appl.ied here, we must be attentive to discover in 
oo+!a still, in spite of everything we have presented about it h.itherto, a 
noilJou;. Now, Aristotle says that the philosopher's pure considering in fact 
delivers something.. nou:t. '"'d specifically 1<jl exr.oGa\ ~Ca\ t<jl £11Epyeiv (d. 
1144a6), "by the very fact of having j t and carrying it out," hence not by 
results but simply by the fact that I live in this &eclpeiv. This uncm•cring as 

such accomplishes something. Aristotle proposes a comparison which can 
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be u.ndetStood only if the ground of this comparison is secured in advance. 
He compa.res philosophy's theoretical considerations with health: >:al 
I<OlOOOt j.ltv, OUX W., ft iatpud\ /it iry(£tav, all'~ 1\ irf{EI<t, OUtQ'<; 1\ <JOQfa 
eUOOlj!OV(av (a3ff.). Aristotle is here comparing aOQfa with iry{£t<.< and 
'pOVTJcn<; witl1 iatpmj. 

iryioa 

iatpunj 

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 he..1ls 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 ma.kc 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 he skilled in medkine 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 ll<'ing which keeps a man in the proper state of 
his bodily Being. Now the same appHes to ¢p6vT]m<; and aoo!a. <l>p6VTjcn~ 
leads and guides all human acting, but it is still dependent on something 
else, namely the action itself. But the !reo>pt:iv of aoola. on the contrary, does 
not, as is the case with iatptl<l1. have a further goal; instead, it is carried out 
purely as such by the man who lives in it. 0trop£iv is a mode of lleing in 
which man attains h.is highest mode of Being, his proper spiritual heal!h. 

There still remains a lacuna, however, in the understanding of the priority 
of a<J9la, a lthough we already underst,md that ao¢(a in a certain sense 
accomplishes something immediately, s imply by the fact that it is there, 
when•as Qp6VT]at~ accomplishes something with regard to something other 
than itself. This s truc;ture is c;lear. Nevertheless, we cannot yet understand 
to what extent ao~!a can be compared to human health, i.e .. to what extent 
ilic comportment which is nothing but the disclosure of the everlosting 
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 preci;;ely 
that to whid1 aoo~>la is related is everlasting, and b<.'Oluse ao¢!a is the purest 
way of comportment to, and of tarrying "~th, the everlasting, therefore 
aooia, as a genuine positionality toward this highest mode of lleing, is the 
highest possibility. The decision on the priority or aoo!a;,; therefore made 
ultimately on the basis of that to which it relates. 'Ema~t\~'1 is excluded 
here since it cannot disclose the <ipxal but in:;lead pre;upposes them. The 
constant tarrying with what is everlasting is the accomplishment of pure 
voeiv, which Aristotle also compares to aia9'1<Jt<;' ln this manner we gain 

3.0. p.IIOfl. 
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a prospect into the basic conception of human Dascin which served as a 
guideline for Aristotle: human Dascin 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, .15 long as possible, and most nearly always. in the pure pondering 
of wha t 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 cor\Sideration of o~ia by presentifylng the 
same phenomenon as seen from the opposite side. Though oo+la is the 
highest mode of OAIJOEiiEtv, it is, on the other hand, still a &l;t<; tii<; 'lf\IVi<;. 
i.e., a &l;t<; of the Being of IJidf\, and then the question arises as to what 
extent the possibility of human eu&u~tovia resides in oo~lo.. The task is 
therefore to conceive o~ia and its OAIJ9eii£tv as a mode of Being of human 
Dasein. Since for Aristotle oo<>ia is the highest possibility of human Dasein, 
he must also see m it eu&nf!ovlo.. 

§25. The Jlrioriiy of ~ia with regard to tu&nf!ovia 
INic. Eth. X, 6-7). 

o) The ideo of ei>&.ttiiOV(a INic. Ellt. X. 6). The ontological 
meaning of e>JiiatjlOVia as the fulfilled Being of the 1(1\J;tfl. 

Aristotle takes eu&u!Jovla u' a strictly antological sense, as tO-o.;. This 
ontological meaning of eUOaljtOvla must be kept in mind- ).otnov 11Ep\ 
tOOa.IIJOVia.; nllt<p St£A9dv. lllt£101, ttAo; a.Un' v ti6EIJEV t/Uv avepMtlvcov 
(1176a3](1.). •of those things that touch the Being ol man, we name that 
which constitutes its finished state eUOaljlOvla." It constitutes the proper 
Being of human Dascin. This Being amounts to nothing else than presenct', 
pure belng present to that which always is. Now eu&n11ovio. insofar as it 
constitutes the completeness of this Being. cannot be a mere &l;t<,. i.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 s leeps his 
whole life away, who lives the life of a plant Formulated differently, it 
cannot be an optional copacity which sometimes is awake and sometimes 
sleeps. On the contrary, e>J&xt1Jovlo. insofar as it concerns the Being of man 
ns 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. lt does not concern a mere possibility of Being but is this possi­
bility in its pr.,;ence, tvtp-y£10. IJOAAoV £ic; tv~UiV tiVO 91:ttOV ('1176bl). 
Accordingly, tUiialjlovio.. as man's proper Being. must be reduced to 



§25/JlJ-1741 

tvf.pYEt(L 'Evtpyeta means nothing else than presence, pure immediate 
presence at hand. tolV o' tvt:pyt:uilv cd lltV eiaw avayKaicu ~<:at Ot. htpa 
aip£tal ai lit me· avt<i4 (b2(.). "Of the tvf.pyetat. some are ot' ht:pa. 
because of something else, oriented toward something else. and others are 
1Ca8' airt<i4 alpctai, graspable for themselves. IC0<9' OI:Utti<; o' tlalv aipetOt\ 
<iQ' wv l.!l]Otv tln~~tt:itat ~o.pa n'(1• tvtpyetav (b6f.). "Grasp•ble for them­
selves are those modes of £\•tp·(Ela o f 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 £1l¢at~OV((X is the teAQt;. it cannot be an tvtpyeta whtd1 is ot' i!tl!pa, 
orientt'd toward something else, but can only be an tvtp"(Eta which is 
graspable ..:01:8' aimjv. In this way, eti&ttJ.lOVio. is complete in itself and is 
sell-sufficient, OI:Vt6j>ICl]<;. oll&:vo; yap tvOti'i; i) EVOatJ.lOv!a fiJJ.' atitapiC'l<; 
(b5f.). Hence that which constitutes eOOcttJ.lOviu is olio.: b•&tj<;, not in need 
of anything else. 

Now there arc in human Da.sein \·"i:lrious possibilities of i1Ct'ing which a.re 
relatt'd among themselves and which have a hieran:hy. EU&ttllOv(a, as 
;ti.~ pUll! a_nc;l simple, is in t)\~ p11~t ~''IS<' the autonomous presence at 
hand of the living being in the world. It is the pure presence of the Uving 
being with regard to its ultimately actualized posslbillty of Being. 'lfUX~c; 
tvtpYE1U n~ ~a1' aptn)v tUtiav (Noc. Etlt I. 13, 1102a5f.). TI1erei.n resides 
an elevation of lhe rfl.o;-cha.racter. KO<t' aptn'lv tV.t:iav means properly 
K(X!Ct tt:A£l(O(]lV t£1,£\av; for the expression aptn) already COntains the 
determination of the t£1.£[(001<;. Eti&ttjJOV[Ot is thus the presence of the 
finished s tate of the living being with regard to its highest possibility of 
Being. It is the tt:l..diOOl<; of the Being of the being as Being-in.' 

On the basis of this idea of t1lOatJ.lOV(Ot, Arislotle now (Nic. Et!o. X. 7) 

ddermine; the structure of £ti&u~ovia more concretely from seven points 
of view. 

b) The structural moments of eti&u~ov(a and 

their fulfillment through the 9w>pei1• of 
aO<j>ia (voli~ (Nit. Etl1. X, 11. 

That which brings Dasein into its own most proper Being must 
1.) be the Kpatlatl] fl;u; (d. IJ77al3), that mode of Being in which man 

m05t properly has nt his disposal that which he e-m be. This nighest deto.r· 
mination of Being is voill;. 

2.) This highest ontological detennination in us, l!v li~tiv, namely voil<;. 
the pure ability to perceive beings as such, is related to the '(V<OOt6. with 



1 .Plato' opJu f· [174- 7: ] 

t 

ev run v, ~cd <t 



§25 /175-177/ 121 

seeks the disclosure of the concealed, of the l.av8<h·ov. 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 
unconcealed ness. Therefore Aristotle can say of the ancients, insofar as they 
were genuine philosophers: ~~l.ooo¢1\oavtr.; ttEfll njc; tiA.nO£fa.; (Mel. I, 3, 
983b2f.), " they philosophized about truth." TI1is does not mean they phi­
losophized about the concept of truth or the like, but rather that they were 
friends of the truth, the)• had decided in favor of the pure disclosure of 
Being in its unconcealed ness. 

5.) The ftfth moment which is attributed to tli&t.JI'OV(a and which fulfills 
the 6£wpfa of o~(a is the <:tilttipl<Ela, that comportment of man which is 
dependent only on itself. II tE i..t'(OfLEVI] mitapKtla Mpi t~v 6£o>~I]TJ!C1)v 
JJUAIOT' &v £11'( (Nic. Et!o. X, 7, 1177a27f.) Aristotle emphasizes: t<i>V ~·tv 

ttpb; to ~iiv tivayKaio>v Kat o~ Kai o!Kata<; Kat ol A.o1nol litovtat (cf. 
a28f.}. The philosopher, exactly as is the case with e,·ery mail, requires the 
necessities of life. He cannot del'ilch h imself from them; he can exist only 
insofar as they are at h.is d isposal. 6 11tv ofK<:tta<; &itca J!.pb; oil.; 
Otl<atOl!paylioEl t<cd JJEtl' wv (a30f.). In addition, "the one who, as judge, 
wanl• to act justly needs otl1er pt.'<>plc, toward whom and with whom he 
can act justly." The same applies to one who wants to be prudent, o~o>V, 
or courngrous. avlipEioc,. Not only these, bul all possibilities of Being w-ith 
regard to the np&<;1<; of prephilosoph.ical man are dependent, in their very 
sense, on being with others. Therefor~ they cannot be man's proper pos­
s ibiUties of Being. and this is so a lthough they are in each case an <Xy<:tOOv 
Kae· ailto <:tipe<6v. But now our concern is precisely the proper Being and 
p .... sence of life. We are asking about the radically and ontologicaUy 
grasped most proper Being, which is itself the ontological basis for the 
factual concrete existence of man. TI1us whereas the possibilities of llcing 
with regard to npal;•<; are dependent on being with othem, the pure on­
looking upon what always is is free of this bond. 6 lit cro¢0<; Ked Ka8' 
((UtOV iJJv SuvaTC.U ll£rop£iv, Kal Oo<.p iiv ooo.lmpo<; n. fLWO\' (a32f.). The 
philosopher, who is concerned purely and exclusively with w1derstanding 
and disclosing beings. can be who he is only if and precisely if he is Ka8' 
ailtov <llv, alone with himself. And the more he is with himself and strives 
only to disclose, the less he is in need! of others. JltA nov&' too><; ovvtp'(Oil.; 
fxo>v, w: OfL(I)<; a.\itapKtOT<:ttO<; (aW.). Perhaps. to be sure, it is still better 
ii he has companions who strive along \.-.<ith him, ones who work "vith 
him and who persevere in this attitude with hinl. But even the.n he is what 
he is only U 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 person's disclosure of them. Pure seeing 
is a matter of the single individual,. although precisely he who sees for 
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himself, iJ he see; the same things as the others, is with th.- others, in the 
mode of <JU~411Aooooeiv, philosophizing together. 

6.) Thus the mode of Being of pure onlooking is the only one which can 
be loved for its 0\Yn sake. 06<;o.t t' av o.lln'l J,l6\lll lit' o.\mi v !Xya.Jt&a6<n· 
ot\Otv ycip .:m· all'tii<; y{vetru napa ~~ 9£wpriaut, mt6 lit t ow npaxm:mv il 
nM:iov il V.aTTov rocpntotOUJ,lE8a napa n'!v np~tv (blff.). For in this mode 
of Being of pure onlooking we do not produce anything else, ond we do 
not look about for dnything else, as we do in nplil;u;. where there is always 
something else •t stake . Hence this mode oJ Being is then characterized by 
the fact that it ~v TJi a;col.ii tanv (d. 1>4), " it is in leisure," i.e., in pure 
tarrying and in genuine presence-to. 

7.) This mode of human D.tSein is a genuine one only ilit Ao:l\oooa llriKo; 
!liou ttMtOv (b24}: lj teM:!a lit'\ COOalJIOVia aU.U, ft.v £11] iiv8jl(ilmu, 
Alll\oii<:>a llii~<o; fl!ou tEAE:tov (b24f.}. II is a genuine one only "if it has been 
taken up in a complete course of lifu," 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 m""'IY determine human existence occasionally but is con· 
tjnuously carried on as the proper one. For wh.:1t 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 re;ides the peculiar tendency of the accommodation of the 
temporality of human Oascin to the eternity of the world. TI>e abiding with 
what is eternal, Otwpeiv, is not supposed to be arbitrary and occasional but 
L• to be maintained uninterruptedly throughout the duration of life. Th<'rcin 
resides for man a certain possibility of O.Onvat!~etv (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 Dascin. 

Only &om this point of view, from the wholly determined and clear 
domination of the meaning of Being as eternal Being.. does the priority of 
0()9ia become understandable. Now it is clear wh)' the pure onloo.king 
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 G reeks the con~ideration of 
human existence was oriented purely toward the meaning of Being itself, 
i.e., toward the extent to which it is possible for human Oasein 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 modem ethics, i.e., into the alterna­
tives of an ethics of consequences or a n ethics of intentions. Dasein was 
simply seen there with regard to its possibility of Being as such, whereby 
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neither intention:. nor practicaJ cCJnsequences pia)• any role. Even the ex­
pression ti&o<; conesponds to this conception of the Being of man; n&o<; 
means comportment. the proper way of Being. U one keeps in mi.nd this 
point of view. this primarily ontological questioning. one can understand 
the pecuJiar fact that oOQia may be rontpan.'<l with ilyleta, health. This idea 
of the Being of man determines in .advance the mc.ming of eOO<lt~ovla, 
which Aristotle defines .lS 'V'>XIi<; Evep)'Eta Km' apeU\v ttWav. The \ji\)X~ 
is what is proper to a being which is alive. This being that lh•es is In 
Et>&ui!Ovla insofar as it is simply present at hand with regard to Hs highest 
possibility of Being. This highest possibility of Being of the living being 
called man is vo~ NOEtv, as [vi.JYYI!ta lll!wpctuoj, most satlsAes the 
tvtp)'Etn of this living being. its pure simple presence. To this extent, v0£i1• 
m ost properly satisfies Eliom~ovla. Therefore human life in its most proper 
Being consists in vou.;. Tills most proper Being is grasped in a mdieally 
ontological way so thai it is as such lhe ontological condition of the factual 
concrete existcntt of man. 

We must s till gain more clarity on the relation voi>; has to Myo<;. 

§26. E.tlelll atrd limit of1..6y~ 

a) A6yo.; and voi>.;. NOEiv .and Otavociv. The gtasping 
of the npcilta and £oxa<a by vOEiv. 

No~ is the highest determination of man, such that it must even be un­
derstood as divine; life in voi>; is a 6£iov (b30f.). Neve rtheless, human 
comportment moves for the most part, and especially a t fll'St, not in pure 
vociv but in otavOEiv. Because the Being of man is determined as ~cj>ov 
Mr10v fxol', because man speaks, and discourses about the thing~ he sees, 
pure pert-eiving is always a dL~ussing. Pure vot:iv is carried out as 9ty£iv.'~ 
The voeiv ai.rtled <lut "~thin a being that has A6yo.; is a ~tOtvociv. In this 
way th ereexistsa&oqopdbetween purevoi>;and voi>;mive.:to.; (cf. b28f.): 
the vo~ of m.1n is always rnrried out in the mode of speaking. The voi>; 
of man is not the proper one but is o "uA.oU!l£1'0<; voi>;.' It must be kept in 
mind that Myo.; Is intrinsic to the Being of man and that a t first and for 
the most part discernment is carried out in A6yo.;: discerning is vociv ~teta 
Myou. And so we find the jus tification of Aristotle's ch.tract.,rization of the 
mod., of .Un9£U£lv we have spoken of, namely em~~ fl. <txvn. <!>p6vnmc;. 

I. I<.Nd1Jl09l'ftiv ((Jr nydv. il.n obvk;1u:; rru:;prmt.-lrotrl$. 
2.A1t1. t'<.IO. 105lb24. 
J. o. An. m. 9, 4321!27. 
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and GO<)( a, as l!;tt; ~~tt<i 1..6you.' Thorough looking. otavO£iv, is a speaking. 
AtyEtv. Admittedly, this discernment, insofar as it is to grasp the ap~~. must 
leave k6yo<; behind. It has to be <ivEU Myou in order to have the possibility 
of grasping an <i&ullpetov. The charader of ).tyE!v is indeed to speak of 
something as something. But what is uUerly simple, tctAouv, is what can 
no longer be spoken of as somethins else. Ev<>rything ~arov and every­
thing >tp<i>tov can be grasped properly only if the v0£iv is not a otav0£iv 
but a pure onlooking. Here the disclosure in the mode of the carrying out 
of 1.6yo<; fails and l"(><:edes. 

That A6yo; can reo:!de here is a fact grounded in Mro; itself. For Myo; 
as Myo;. according to its very sense, is uot already ordered toward 
<lATJOrocl\l, toward the disclosure of beings. toward truth. Speaking as such 
does not primanly have the meaning of futo<)aivroOo.t, letting beings be 
SCI."n. On the contrary, only a quite :specific Myo.; is Myo; W<~vnK~ 
This fundament•] state of affairs mUlS1 be kept in mind in order to under­
stand the basic sense we have to ma.kc out of th" Gn.'Ck concept of truth. 

b) A6)-o; a.nd (t).~Or\a. 

a) l\6yo; OIJI'avnK<I<; (sprech) and Myo.; <iltO<i<XvnK6<; 
("judgment") (De /nt., chapter~; De 1\11. fL 8). 

Hence it is not intrinsic to 1.6yo; to be true, to uncover beings. UATJOrOOtv. 
Not every A6yo; is <ilto¢avn K6<;. But indeed every 1..6yo; is OIJI'avT! K<l<;. 
Aristotle treats this in De /ntrrpn·tmwne. chapter 4: t<m lit Myo; rura; 11tv 
OIJI'av'tlK6C,. ... <ilt~Vtl~~OEoU >rixc,.ill' tv<i>tllUA'lllt\>ttV i') '!1£\l&:oOo.l 
imOj>xEt (l6b33ff.). All speech is as speech O!J~vn~; O'li'C!!vnv means "to 
signify." Thus all speech means something. it is understandable. All speech 
has in itself a fPI'IJ\Il!(a, a comprehensibility, as Aristotle shows in the De 
A11in1a.5 But to mean something in this way and at the :same time to let the 

thing meant show itself in this meaning. <'»tOOo.lvecOm-lhat does not occur 
in all speech. On the contrary, speaking. which is in its very scnscOTJ~IXVTl~, 
becomes <ilt'*""""~ only if there is pr.,.,nt in it either a disclosing. 
UA119EUI:tv, or a dLqtorting. ~L For not only to disclose but also to 
distort is to lct be seen. evl'fl if disclosing is the proper letting be-n. Hence 
not all sprech contains either MI19Ei>ov or I{I£Ulieo6o:L Therefon. speech. in 
its very sense, is at first neither true nor false. oliJC tv 6:xam lit\ linap;(£\, o!ov 
.; £\1;(1'\ 1..6yo; l't\', (<)).'out' W..116i[c; ouu: vru&l\; [17aJf.). A request, e.g .• is 
neither true nor false. This muSI be understood in the Greek sense: a request, 
as a request, docs not at 6rst ha•·c the sense of letting be seen that which is 

~-Ni<. f./h. VI. 6, lt-l(lb3tll. a. p. ~ 
5. o. A•c o. s. 420b51f. a. p 121. 
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requested. Aristotle indicates that the manifold types of speaking which ore 
to be sure comprehensible, i.e., which communicate something and prm~de 
an orientation but yet do not let anything be seen, belong to rhetoric and 
poetry. pl]tOpt'-,i<; ydpfi not~n•ft<;oi~<~:toTEp<t ti Gl(t1{11c;, --0 OCOOroQCl\'TlK~ 
Tfi<; vilv OEulp!a; (a5ff.). The Myo<; c'.t.no«cvnroc;. on the other hand, is the 
object of the current investigation. 

Aristotle says, as we know, that 1.6yo;;, speech, is c'.t.n~vntc6<;. i.e., it lets 
something be seen, if n disclosure, c'r.A~9Eli£1", is present in it. Traditional 
logic, precisely in its appeal to this analysis, had allowed itseU 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 stud)' 
found investigations in which Aristotle speaks about truth and yet not 
about judgment, his concept of tmlh was said to be contradictory. 

On the basis of what we have clarified, we wnnt to gain a fundamental 

understanding of the relation between Myo; and <i}.ri9Eta. 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 U1r*\'T1K6<;. only if there 
occurs in it t'U.1]9Eli£tv, true disclosure. SfX"'ch is not the primary and unique 
bearer of the O.l..~et<;; it is something in which the c'.t.l..1]9t<; can occur but 
does not have to occur. t\6"'(0<; is not the place where M1]6t"1inv is at home, 

where it is autochthonous. 

Pl Rejection of A6yo; as the proper place of tntth. Nociv as 
o.;,,l9Eli£1v w ithout 1..6-yo.;. Th~ A6yo; c'.t.Jro~vm:&; as the 

place of 1!1£UOO~. The synthetic stn•cture of the 1.6'{<>; 
6.no¢avm•6<; as the condition of 'lf£i>lio;. 

A6yoc;, insofar as it possesses the structttre of cino600VE<t9nt, 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 
hO"t<X; .is a showing which lets that about which it speaks be seen as SOlll£1/ung, 
there remains the possibility tha t 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 \vhen aATj!lt:i>av is carried out in 
the mode of the "as something." only when the "as" is structurally pre.ent, 
can it occur that son1cthing is presented as that which it is not. In simple 
disclosing. in ai<RMmc; as in wriv, there is no longer a ).iyetv, an addressing 
of something as something. TI1erefore no deception is possible there either. 

Aristotle now d etcm1ines more precisely the stmcture by which M-1<>; 
is disclosive: if we remain with l<a.t6oam;-·"fhnt is so"-then in this 
emergen<:e of speech the whole is given without anything standing out in 
relief. Kttt~c;. insofar as it is a "Aky£.1v n rota nvoc;. implies that the 
"ae· oil I..Erttal n , that in relation to which something is said, is already 
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present at the very outset and nt the \'Cry ou tset is already objectified 
without anything standing out in relief. A6ya<;-...g., "The table is black~­
is ca.rried out in such a way that at the very outset I ha,•e in view the whol.e 
without anything standing out in relief. black table, a fv, 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 1\~ll be carried out in an asserting-as. And this assert­
ing-<IS is carried mil for its part in tlhc following way: I have in \'lew the 
whole table and I articulate what 1 thus see: table-black; the vol\!Jata, the 
perceived, namely table and black. are set in relief and the one attributed 
to the other: the table as black. This MJYO<; contains a <JUv!IE<ru; of Vol\!Jata, 
n certain C()opositing, a positing tob"t't:hcr of what is discerned. <JUv9roi.; n; 
iili'l \'O'l~tito>v <ixmtp fv ovto>v (De Au. Ill, 6, 43()a27f.). I posit the one 
together with the other, N,u; if they were one." I posit table together with 
black. so that they are seen as one. ll'or I already have this one in view at 
the very outset. But speaking about it first makes what is seen properly 
'oisible 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 tht>articulation which 
breaks it open it is understood and seen as one. The grasping, in the sense 
of the letting something be seen by me,ms of A6·10<;. thus has the structure 
of <JUvOr.at;. And onl)• where there is s uch a <JUvetau;, only whcro 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 reUef, i.e., a co-positing, 
of something. Fals ity, i.e., to assert something as what it is not, occurs only 
where there is a <JUvetcn.;. to yap ljl£\>&x; tv <JW!ltat1 acl· ~tt\ yap av tO 
h£uKov ~il h£ul<6v, ~o ~1'1 At:mci>v auvf9'1KEV (430blff.). ~Deception occurs 
only where there is a <JUv9Em;; for even if I speak of the white as not-white, 
the not-white is thcr~by co-posited," seen by me together with what is 
s poken of. One might think that it is a separating that resides in the fl"· 
But, on the contrary, the assertiJ>g of the h£u1C6v as !Jil i.rll1C6v entails 
precisely a <JUvtll:atc;. Even th<' presenting of something as what it is not 

includes structurally a <JUv, the ro-disceming of the one v6'11J.ct together 
with the other, as ev. 

These phenomenal states of affairs must be kept in mind in order to 
understand the nonsense rampant in the traditioMI treatment of A6yo;. 

y) Critique of the b'adit:ional theory of judgment. 
t6v0r.m; and 6uxipem; as basic sb'uctures of 

the A6ya<; Ct.no0avm:6<; in generaL 

It is commonly said that Aristotle divides judgments into the positive and 
the negative, into Kntci<t>ct<JI~ and ax*m;. Affirmation would be the 
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connecting of two representations, <YUveecrtc;; denial would be their sepa­
ration, bta.ipecrt~. 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 Ka.ta<j>a.crt~ and an6<j>a.crt~ have the character of 
cruveecrt~ and both have the character of bta.ipecrt~. I:uveecrt~ and btaipecrt~ 
are original structures, which, as founding, precede Katci<j>a.crt~ and 
an6<j>a.crt~. E'tt 1tCtV 'tO bta.VOT'l'tOV Kat VOT'l'tOV 1i btcivota. il K<X.tci<I>T'l<Jt v il 
U7tO<I>ll<JtV· ... (nav flEV robl. cruvefl <j>acra. il U7tO<j>acra, aA.lleeutt, O't<X.V bE 
robi, \j/Eubetat (Met. IV, 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 
VOU~-and precisely here it becomes clear that Katci<j>a.crt~ and (XJtO<j>a.crt~ 
are ordered into <YUveecrt~) 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 <YUveecrt~ connecting; denial is 
btaipecrt~, separating. The quotation above, however, says that both, 
Ka.tci<j>a.crt~ and an6<j>a.crt~ letting be seen in affirmation and in denial, are 
<YUveecrt~. And this applies not only when the Katci<j>a.crt~ and a7t6<j>a.crt~ 
are true but also when they are false. to yap \j/Eubo~ tv cruve£crtt aei. Ka.l 
yap dv to A.tuKov flll A.tuK6v, to flll A.tuKov cruvteTJKEv (De An. III, 6,30blff.). 
There is falsity only where there is a cruveecrt~. 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 
cr-uveecrt~. 

And, conversely, both, affirmation and denial, Katci<j>a.crt~ and cm6<j>a.crt~, 
letting be seen in affirmation and denial, are at the very outset buxipecrt~ 
as well. Aristotle says this with reference to \j/EUbo~ in the continuation of 
the passage cited from the De anima: evbEXEtat bE Kat btaipecrtv <j>avat ncivta 
(b3f.). Affirmation and denial are likewise to be interpreted as bta.ipecrt~, 
taking apart. Taking apart is indeed a mode of carrying out perception, a 
mode of carrying out voeiv, i.e., having the ov in view, having the whole 
in view; it is a preserving letting the whole be seen, a positing of a one with 
an other. 

I:uveecrt~ and bta.ipecrt~ constitute the full mode of carrying out voeiv, 
and voeiv itself, insofar as it is the voeiv of the A.6yov £xov, can be Katci<j>a.crt~ 
or a7t6<j>a.crt~. What is essential to both forms of carrying out voeiv, essential 
to their cruveecrt~ and bta.ipecrt~ is the primarily unitary having in sight of 
the \moKEiJ..LEVOV, that which is spoken about, that which is under discus­
sion. In the cruveecrt~ 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 litalpWl<; there resides the moment by 
which l-6y0<;. 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 volj~m:a are placed one next to the other, but<il<rnllp ~· ovtrov 
(Ot All. Ill, 6, 430a28), in s uch a way that they are seen as a unity. The whole 
theory of A6yoc; can be understood by keeping in mind the basic structure 
of the cur6¢<xvm<;. of the letting be se.m and of seeing. ln this fundamental 
atbtude, affirmation and denio) are carried out.• 

Aristotle investigates this structure of 01lv9tm<; and lita[p£01<;. and at the 
same time the phenomenon of the tUn Of<;. in a still much more fundamental 
context than in De Anima lll, chapte<S 6 and 7. I reler specifically to Meln­
physics Vl, chapter 4; !X, chapter 10; and XI, chapter 8, l065a If. 

o) Thl' 1'1},116~ as a character of Being as encountered 
(Met. Vl, 2 and 4). 

We have shown that being lnte, disclosure, is a mode of Being of hunmn 
life and refers first of all to the world.' Here a problem arises: what con­
nection is there between beings insofar as they are unco,·crcd 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 thcrelorc that Aristotle 
speaks of ov cix; Cti.n9£<;. of beings insofar as they are unconcealed, and 
correspondingly of J.lTi llv cilc, wci>lioc;. and he docs so specifically in connec· 
tion with a fundamental constatation of research into the distinction of the 
' 'arious regards in which Being can be spoken of. These are: 1.) the ov of 
the categ<>ries, 2.) the ov Katc'.t <ru!lfkJl;nt<~ 3.) the dv ouv6.~Et and tvEpYfi~, 
and 4.) the dv !ilc, a>.net<;.' Here the phenomenon of the CU.110t<; arises in 
connection with the question of the basic determinations of beings them­
selves. Neverthdess, Aristotle says that this iiv !ilc, aA'l~ does not properly 
belong within the theme of ontology, inasmuch as the character of the 
aAT\Elt<; does not provide something ai beings which wou.ld pertain to them 
a.s such but only insofar as they are I J'"'• i.e., insofar as they encounter an 
uncovering di.sccmment.9 1t is wrong, however, to maintain that this Ov Qx; 
OA'l~ would mean something Like truth in the sense of the validity of a 
judgment, simply because Aristotle excludes the 6v 6.; tUJ]iltt; from his 
ontological consideration. That is tl()t what Aristotle mearu;_ The iiv Ole; 
CU.J]ett; is not a mode of Being that L~ taken up as a consequenre of a mere 

6. See the ;:~pi"=nd.i):, 

70 pp. Ul•nd l6f 
8. Mn Vl. 2. 1026a-Uil 
9. Mt1 Vl, 4, Hl27b2.5f1. 
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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 c:atc>gories pertain to beings them..,.Jves as beings. whereas the 
<iAnet<; 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 va!idJty or invalidity of judgment. The iiv rix; GtAT]!lt<; is rather 
the same beings which also are the theme of ontology: the beings of the 
world. Closer iru;pection will disc.ovcr that Aristotle ultimately assigns even 
this character. this Being, to ontological ~arch10The iiv ci>; ciA net~ proves 
to be a character of Being insofar a s Being is encountered. Thereby we will 
acquire a.n insight into the dimension of the meaning of truth for Anstotle. 
l t will be shown that truth, unconcealedness, is not at home in A6yo;;. But 
if not in Myo~. the positive question arises: where then ? From this point 
we acquire again an orientation toward the central question or the Sophist, 
the question of the Being of ljlt\>00<;. whether there is such a thing as 111'1 
6v, whether non-being is. Our consideration of the problem of the aAlJ9t<; 
will be conducted only far enough for us to learn from Aristotle the general 
ori.entation of the Soplrist.11 

tO. M<t IX.IO. 
11. S.. the •ppmdix 





TRANSITION' 

Delineation of the Thematic Field, with CtAI]&ciEl\• as the 
Point of Departure 

§27. Wllatl111s bce11 accomplislrt'tf up to"""' muf the future task. 
Wlurt has bee11 accomplished: tire acquisilimr of /lui point of 

departure l= CtAI]IlcUEIV). Thr l6sk: tire dclinrotio11 of tire llwrw, 
with CtAJl&ciE!V i11 Plato I= Stn4'"(1:o9nt) "" tlu· poi11t of 

deportmr. First i11dication of fl1t theme: a Tt'VOiution ;, tire amcept 
of Ekmg; lht Bting of non-btings (= ljltli&K,i. 

Our considerations thus lar ha,•c had the sense of a preparation for under­
standing a scientific dialogue of Plato. 1 expressly emphasize "a ~cienHfic 
dialogue" in order to indicate ~t not all Platonic dialogues attain d1is 
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 Jatcr that 
we go back to the earlier ones. and that there is in prindple no arbitrariness 
within the field of philosophical reBection. Jn a histori"!,'Taphical retun1 to 
the basic sources of our spiritual e.xistence1 we must rather adhere to the 
iMer current of historical development. Choosing a philosophy or a phi­
losopher is never arbitrary. For the rest, it might be permitted to sdect 
spiritual hobbies. on the basis of the most diverse motivations, from the 
history of ideas, examples, and possible cxistcnccs-hencc to deal with 
history arbitrarily-yet this penniss.ion does not apply to philosophical 
researeh, if indeed this research is to uncover Dasein in its foundations and 
if this Dascin is history, i.e., if we ourselves are history. In this way the 
passage through an interpretation of Aristotle, whether explidt or not, is 
basically something obvious, especially if we consider that Aristotle's""'" 
research is nothing else than a more radical apprehension of the same 

I. Continuatlon of the lecture ~ a(tJ.•r ~· Ouistmas ~ of 192+-25. fiJ.>itkggt•r~:s 
manuscript conta.ins the titles: .. Rccapitulat.Kn. Introduction"' and 1'mnsition." 

From 11\b point on. the pn!Sent te-M is ba:sOO not only, H WM prntCPU.Sl.y the ~ on 
H<.>icfuggl!r's hand.\\'TiUI!ll man~pt and on :the krturo notes of H. Jonas, F. Sd\.tlk. and H . 

~~~~~~~~the~~=~~~~~~~:~~=~~~·~~=~ 
lzrd. and 41\notatro \\-ith margmoalUt whiCh \\till be p~llS! in IN text Sl."fhilr.ltely, markl.'d 
"AH"' (• Heidegg«'! .annotation of ttw MOSt!!' transcripl}. 
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problems with which Plato and earlier thinkers had grappled. An interpre­
tation of Plato cannot merely trot bypass Aristo~e. but every such interpre­
tation must legitimize itself in him. Following the principle of hermeneutics, 
we are proceeding from the dear back into the obscure, i.e., from the 
distinct, or the relati\•ely de1•eloped, back to the confused. "Confused" must 
not be taken here as a denjgraHoni it mea.ns 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 
am be all the possibilities of a system, in a maximum of superficiality. On 
the contrary, the fundamental question of Grrek philosophical rese.'U'Ch is 
the question of Being. the question or the meaning of Being, and character­
istically, the question of truth' 

(n one direction, we are sufficiently prepared, insofar as the foregolng 
consideration of nl.n9E\J£n.o2 has allowed tiS to appropriate the basic position 
v.·ithin 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 
mooe of research, but also, equally, the thematic field of this consideration. 
ln the diaJogue we will deal with first.3 this entails a remar~tblc double 
character. The Sophist questions what a sophist is, with the specific intention 
of determining what a philosopher is. The sophist is finst made visible in 
the multiplicity of his comportments. From this multiplicity and from its 
corrrspond.ing interpretation, that toward which the sophist comports him­
self becomes visible as weU. The mode of soph istical speaking about, and 
dealing 1\~th. uU things makes clear at once what is involved in sophistry. 

The comportment of the sophist is, in the broadest sense, tt;cv11. l indi­
cated earlier• that in Plato the expressions rtxvl), i!ln<m\~IJ, <l~(<'l, ,md 
<!>P6vl\~t<; still pa.rtially run together .. ' For Plato, tfxvn has the breadth of 
meaning the term still manifests in Book I of Aristotle's Metaphysics: know­
how in the broadest sense nnd in any comportment whatsoever. Here, as 
regatds sophistry, it is a matter of know-how in speaking about everything 
there is; that means knowing how to speak about IN!illgs. ln the course of 
the further characterization, the remarkable determination arises that this 
know-how iS a way or deception regarding that which is spoken of. The 

I See th.,.pp<ndi>.. 
Z. ;-\H: Arlst:otlr, Nr. Elh. z. in the pre."tedmg fit'$1 p<~rt t:~f the lcdures. 
J_ Al-l: 'The plan hcl:d been to i.ndude the Plnl.tbua 
4. Cf.p.~. 

5. A}i: 0 ThtNfttttS 207c: ':'f'X\"l'C6,:; a$ btlCJT'l\j.lf.r)~' YCJ'$U& me-n: 6oQ:lO'tn,~ 
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speech of U1e sophist presents its object as sometning which. basically, in a 
more proper consideration, it is not; i.e .. what he speaks about is not as he 
s hows 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 ag<J.in and again from various sides, has the sense of bringing 
near to us, quite tangibly. the concrete existence of the sophist wi1hln the 
life of the Greeks. But from that, from the ineluctable factual existence of 
the comportment of the sophist, which indeed wns a preeminent force 
within the spiritual world oftheGree.ks, from this unquestionably powerful 
Being of the comportment of the sophist, it becomes clear at the same time 
that wh.at he comports himself to, what he ,,s a sophist deals with, is 
involved in deception and trickery. But insofar as deception and trickery 
are things which basically arc 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 somethln.g like a sophist. demonsiTates (to be sure only for a consider­
arion standing on a hig her level) that non-beings-delusion, trickery-are. 

11\is insight, that non-beings are, signifies at the Silmc 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 
lhe sophist ultimall!ly rounts as a demonstration of the llcing of non·beings. 
This demonstration is noUUng else than a more radical conception of the 
meaning of Being itself and of the ch.aracter of the "not" enclosed therein. 
And that implies a moro original appropriation of the theme of philosophical 
research.. llus is not merely set up in the sense of a program but is actually 
canried out in the course of the dialogue by way of an actual concrete elabo­
ration of the question of Being. 11\is more r.>dical grasping and founding of 
research. into Being entails at the same lime a more fundamental inlerpr<'tation 
of this research itself, i.e., of philosophizing. Thus the path of a thematic 
consideration of the Being of non-beings leads back to a consideration of .1 

new, more proper, existence, that of the philosopher. It is telling that wh.at is 
dealt with thereby is not a detenminate type of man, a typology of the various 
sorts of men; instead. concrete research is carried o ut, 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 meanlng 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 nf Being and the transformation of the previous concept of 
Being, then we face the task of appropriating the position of the constder­
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 transform.,tion and devel­
opment of the concept of Being to be carried ou t 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; His a matter of the character of beings 
insofar as they arc beings. 

The beings treated in U1e d ialogue are the theme of a speaking. and 
specifically of a sp<>ak.ing, !itoU-(1lo9a~ which makes the beings become 
visible as uncovered. It is ~1erefore that PL1to always speaks of ov ciAnOw6v; 
these are beings as uncovered in themselves. We are sufficiently oriented 
concerning al.ne£1lttv, the mode of access to beings as uncovered.' Among 
the possible ways of ciAn8E1i£tv, we came to know an eminent one, one 
uniquely and only concerned with pure uncovering: tlrolptiv, and specific­
ally the tlrolpEiv of o~la, which has the sense of making beings visible in 
their cipxal, i.e ., from that which a being always a lready is in its Being. 1l1at 
is, it makes visible the ov M !J9tv6v or the cil.n&tc; of the ov. On the basis 
of this inner connection betwren Being nnd uncovered ness, the Greeks can 
also say in abbreviated form: philosophy is concerned with ciAl\Silla7 

i\M6Eul means, on the one hand, the pure and simple uncoveredness of 
something but means, at the same time, in analogy \vilh lhe meanings of 
A6yo;. the uncovered ilself, ilie \IDCOven>d being. The straightforward use 
of ciAl\O~ta expresses nothing else than beings in their Being, beings insofar 
as they are properly uncovered." 

Our treatment of cil.n9Eii£w has made clear the mode of access a nd the 
manner of considering nnd disclosing but not the correspondhlg thematic 
field: namely, the very research into Being, i.e., 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 llere, and would be even if we had at 
our disposal more than one sem~stl!l', to exhibit this theme I'Xhaustively, 
uiz., 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 isdetcmlinablc through the mode 
of access and the mode of dealing with it, we ,vilJ 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 ciA1]9EUelV, closer to us in relation to the 
chordctcristk way it occurs in Plato, i.e., in relation to OuxAtyooSat. 

6. AH:Thcfi.rsl pan olthi.slecturecoufS('isaninterpret.J.tionof Aristotk>'sNJcom.ldwrt Ethia 
z. 

7. M•'- L3. 963b3. 
8 S..thuP!"""'Ix, 
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§28. Fir.;l charocteriZillio11 a{ dial£ctic i11 Plato. 

a) 61w..t:yro6a1 as .U~9e\\£lv. Repetition and conlinuation of 
what has been estabUs hed about Myrx,; rejection of 1.6yrx, 
as the p.roper place of truth.' A6yrx, as the most immediate 

mode of MT)tleliew and as conceaUng pra ttle. The basic 
meaning of "dialectic"; breaking through the prattle, 

tendency toward seeing (vociv). 

135 

If we are justified in making an explication of M 1]6Eiielv our preparation 
for understanding the cUalogue, and i I this L' indeed a genuine preparation, 
then it must be able to elucidate the mode of consideration employed in 
the dialogue, namely OlaAEY£~ac What we have delenmined about 
M1]tleliEW must be able ro clarify the proper sense of OtnhtYE<l!lat. the 
specific comportment of inter-locmion that constitutes the dia-logue. And 
the elucidiltion of the meaning of OtCL).iytoilo.:t w ill, at the same time, ,,JJow 
us to understand why in gen<'ral the cUalogue considers that which it does 
consider precisely by taking the form of n dia logue, and why Plato philos­
ophizes in dialogues. The reason is not the trivial one that PJato wa.s a.n 
artist and wanted to present ewn sudl matters, whatever they might be 
called. in a beautiful way. The r®SOll is, r~ther. an inner need of pltiloso­
phil.ing itself. the radical acceptance on Plato's part of the impetus he 
received lrom Socrates; to pass from Mryrx, as prattle, £rom what is said idly 
and hastily about all things, through. genuine speaking. to a 1.ir(O<; which, 
as 1.Lrta<; Ctl.~!l1jc,. actua lly says somethin g about that of which it speaks. 
~1nhtytcr0at is a passing " through speech," departing from what is idly 
said, with the goal of arriving at a gemtine assertion, a Myrx,. about beings 
themselves. In Ulis sense. Stnhtytaem-as it is later called in Plato's Soph­
ist-is a Stetl!Op£1iE<Rlcu Sui t&v 1.6yrov (cl. 253b10), a running through what 
is said, precisely so as to show what could be discerned there n.'g<lrding 
Being. AccorcUngly.l>u~llyta9at. as is the case w ith 1.6y0<;. has the function 
of disclosing and specifically of disclosing in U>c mode of discussion. This 
"speaking-through" begins with what people 6rst say about ~'" matter, 
passes through this, a nd is di rocted to and finds its end in a spe<>king which 
genuinely expresses something about the theme, i.e., in a genuine assertion, 
genu ine Myrx,. 

If we say that Myo.;. here as ouxAtY£crem, is disdosive, •nd is taken in 
any case in this facticity, then that means that an <lA1]tl£li<w belongs to 
Myoc;. Upon doser inspection. we can see that 1..6'yoc; itself. simply as l..(rt<><;. 
does not constitute without further ildo a carryi11g out of aAf'I8£U£\.v and 

t cr. ii2h bJ p,, p. 125. 
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that consequently the uncovering within A.6yoc; is not indigenous to it as 
A.6yoc;. A6yoc; can take upon itself the actual performance of a disclosure, 
but it does not have to. Factually, however, it is precisely A.6yoc; which 
ordinarily permeates all modes of uncovering, such that all the forms of 
aA.118EUEtV we saw in Aristotle, with the exception of vouc;, are determined 
by the character of the J..lE'ta A.6you: they are carried out in discourse. 
Aristotle, however, does not consider more closely this bond between A.6yoc; 
and aA.118EUEtV. In fact, he gives no more than the indication that all modes 
of aA.n8EUEtV are first and for the most part J..lE'ta A.6you. A6yoc;, addressing 
something in speech, is our most immediate mode of carrying out 
aA.T}6EUEtV, whereas vouc;, pure perception, is as such not possible for man, 
the ~cpov A.6yov £xov. For us, voEtV is initially and for the most part otavoEtv, 
because our dealing with things is dominated by A.6yoc;.2 

A6yoc; can therefore take upon itself aA.T}8EUEtV, yet it does not do so on 
its own but from the vodv and Ota.voEtV in each case, i.e., from the respective 
aicrEh'\crtc;. According to its original sense and according to its original factic­
ity as well, A.6yoc; is not disclosive at all but, to speak in an extreme way, is 
precisely concealing. A6yoc; 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 Dasein3 and brings about a blindness with regard to what 
is disclosed and what might be disclosive. But if it is A.6yoc; in this facticity 
as prattle which first permeates Dasein, then the pressing ahead to beings 
as disclosed must precisely pass through this A.6yoc;. 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 . .1taAtyEcr8a.t therefore 
possesses immanently a tendency toward VOEtV, seeing. Yet insofar as the 
consideration remains in A.eyEtV and as otaAtyEcr8at 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 . 
.1taA€yEcr6a.t remains a matter of speeches; it does not arrive at pure VOEtV. 
It does not have at its disposal the proper means to attain its genuine end, 
i.e., to attain 6EropEtv. Although otaAtyccreat does not reach its goal and does 
not purely and simply disclose beings, as long as it still remains in MyEtV, 
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, otaAtyEcr6a.t 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 fundament•! sense of Platonic dialectic.' This dialectic possesses an 
intrinsic tendency toward seeing, disclosing. One will therefore not under· 

stand dialectic by distinguis hing 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 cmly 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 Umt Plato did not advance far roough so as ulti· 
mately to see beings themselves and in a certain sense to overcome dialectic 
is a deficiency induded in his own dialectical prt>Cedure, and it determines 
certain moments of his dialectic, q;., the much discussed lOOtVCJv!a ui>v 
yr.vfuv, the association, the keeping C•Ompany together, of the kinds. These 
d'laractcristics are not merits and are not determinations of a superior phil­
osophical method but aJv indications of a fundamental confusion and un· 

darity, which, as I have already said. is founded in the diHiculty of the 
matters themselves, the difficulty of such first foundational resea.rch. 

b) Critique of the tradition al conception of dialectic. 
Dialectic not a technique ollhinkiJ>g but a prelhnina.ry 

stage of vociv. Aristotle's position with regard to dialectic. 

The domination of Ul'!'O'; produces la·ler-as is the case still today-<~ reper­
cussion, specificalJy in the "theoreticaJ" il> general and in the "logical." The 
history of philosophy and di.,lcctirnlly-oricntcd phiJosoph.ical reflection took 
from this Platonic dialectic their ftrst ideal and saw in it a superior kind of 
philosophizing. ln connection with lhiis, a wonderful technique of philosoph­
ical thln.king has been devised. a lt'chniqueofthinkingembodyinga dialectical 
movement to and fro, a method which runs best when it is as unencumbered 
as possible with substantive knowledge and to which nothing elo;e pertains 
than an understanding that has become wild and lost in emptiness. What fOf' 
Plato was an inner need. namely to get at the matters at issue, h.ts 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 ov W.1]9tv6v, 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 rega.rds dialectic. It has become a commonpk,ce in tl1e history 
of philosophy that Aristotle no longer understood Plato's dialectic and down­
graded it to a mere technique of dcducthv thinking• 
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Of la te 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 iJ there lurks behind it a romantic regret. Aris­
totle did depriw dialectic of its dignity, but not because he did not under­
stand iL On the contrary, it was because he understood it more radically, 
because he saw Plato himself as being underway toward 9£copciv 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 limit> lion of Platonic dialectic enabled him at the s.1mc 
time to restore to it its relative right. Aristotle could do this, of course, only 
because he understood the function of A6~ and of lluxAty£o9at within 
scientific reflection and within human existence in general. Only on the 
basis of a positive understanding of the phenomenon of Atyetv within life 
(as can be found in his Ril•toric) did Aristotle acquire the foundation for 
interpreting AtytoOat in a wholly concrete way and thus for se<!ing 
&uxAtycoeat 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 Oeulpeiv. As such, dialectic is not some 
sort of crafty operation of thinking but is in its very sense always already 
a wanting to st<, insofar as A6~ has precisely the meaning of <bt*i· 
vca9at, 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 56?. 

Let us now presentiJy the more precise determination of llt<X).tyto6m, as 
it occurs in Aristotle and which we have acquired in ou.r interpretation of 
him, in order to test our i.nterpretatlon of ouxAtyea9at 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 pn.>paration for interpreting the Platonic dlologue. This 
consideration of dialectic in Aristotle wi.ll hence bring us f!naJJy to the 
dialogue itself, and S(l we must hokl fast to the designated sequence of 
steps in our consideration and specifically in order that we retai.n in view 
at the same time what is thematic in this otcxAtyeoOm' 

In the preceding exposition, in connection with our consideration of 
OA'1El£tietv, as well as of vodv in the strict sense, we encountered the 
expression /.6yo.; in its various meanings. lf we have good grounds for 
interplt'ting Myo~ as an aSS<'rtion about something and as a.n addressing 
of something as something. then this interpretation of 1.6-to.; and of its 

7. 5f.e ttw wppl~t to p. 137 
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fundamental meaning must also be th.e root out of which the other, derived. 
meanings of A.6yoc; become intelligible.•·•! will now expose these meanings 
by way of anticipation, since again and again w:ithin the Platonic dialogues 
they occur entir('Jy intemtingled and unclarified. 

c) The meanings of the •~pression "Myoc," in Plato. 

Plato s peaks of ).6yoc; in quite different senses, not arbitrarily, but with an 
indetermina teness whidl has a certajn foundation in the matters them­
selves. A6yoc, means: 

1.) A.tyttv, 
2.) A.q6J.ttVov, and specifically this meaning of A.q6J.LEVOV, "the said," has 

a double sense: it can mean what is spoken about, hence the content, but 
also 

3.) its being said, its being express<!d-so and so has said it- a mode of 
Being of 1.6yoc, which precisely predominates in everyday Dasein, such that, 
as Aristotle remarks, often simply being said suffices to evoke a manr;. a 
conviction, about what is said, without an cxplidt appropriation of the 
expressed content or the way of s:~ring it. 

These three different meanings di;;play the first variations of the term 
A.6yoc,. 1l1en 

4.) Myoc, means the same as d&>.;. This sense is connected to U1e fact 
tl1at Myoc, can mean AqOJlEVOv, "the said," and specifically-insofar as 
A.tyttv means ano¢aivea9cu, to let be ~-it <"lll1 mean tl1at about beings 
which speech lets be seen, i.e., beings in their outward look, as they show 
themselves in A6yo; as M*lVEo0ort. ll1erefore l.6yoc, can often be iden· 
tified with tilloc, i.e., Idea. As a further meaning we find 

5.) an identification of M·IO<, with vou~, voeiv. From what preceded, we 
know that Myoc; 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 
!hal speaks. Insofar as this speaking, however, is the mode of c~rryitti; Out 
seeing a11d perceiving, i.e., the mode of carrying out alo&llm~ as well as 
voeiv, J..6yo; as the basic character of the Being of man becomes at the same 
time representative for the other determination of the ~coli of man, voU;.l~ 
The cin:uitous path of this intermin~;ling of phenomena leads eventually 

S:. AH: 0 lt\eb«terprt"Sefflatioo ol U\Ccona.opt of4Tto-; •nS.S..31,~'Jol,inntng. Ed1tor'11notto; 
i.eo.1 CA u, 8d. 33,Artsttntks,A1ttttphy.-~9. 1-J.. Von lV~ mui WJrJ.:bchl·ttit der Kr.sft. freibu.rs~r 
VOfk-sl.lng SS 1931. Edited by H .. HUm, p- S. [English transla~ by WaltM Brilgill and f<.ter 
Wamck:Amlil<I<'•Mdop/¥~C<91-J,Onllr<f..•«<n<undllcl .. llt~ofForce,Bioomingtun:lndiana 

Univ-er'$ity PR!$5, 1995. p. 2.-Trano.J 
9. AH: CI. ~tfU$. Cundud~ s.."('ti..:m. 3 meanings of IJ."('tJV 
10. AH: ~-l'jlfio. 
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to the translation of Myo~ as "reason." But A.6yo; does not mean reason, 
and in itself it does not ha\'tHhe m&mingof vorivbut can only be the mode 
of carrying out pt'T«'ption itself. This usage requin?s a clarification of the 
uncxplicit stnte of affairs lying at its foundation. 

6.) A6yo; also means "relation." This meaning becomes intelligible on 
the basis of the fundamental sense of Atyrw. Atyuv means Atyrtv n 1<ttta 

~1\'09 to address something as something. i.e.., in regard to something. In 
Ak{Elv there resides a looking out on. a IO<>king from one to another; !h.,.,_ 
fore '-6yo, also sigrufies relation. From its sense as an addressing of som.­
thing as something. the term Myo; receives the derived me.>ning of relation. 
On this basis it is also intelligible that Myo; 

7.) means Ctv«Aoyov, "ana· logy," the analogous, the cor-responding. to 
correspond as a determinate mode of being related."·" 

I will lintit myself to this range of meaning of ;!.6ycx;. because these are 
the ones we encounter pn?dominantly, and specifically such that ofren 
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 
Myo<;. 

And now as a transition to the dialogue itself a short orientation con­
cem.ing liuxA&.-nl<lj. 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 (Mel. IV, 2); and 2.) in the theory of 
A6yo; in the 1/Jpics and in the treatise about false conclusions, which indeed 
properly belongs to the Topics and is to be considered the las t book of the 
Topics. Thus 1.) in connection with ooolo. and 2.) in connection •<fith the 
theory of Atyrw in the sense of theoretical discoun;e." A consideration of 
dialectic in connection with the ltjl6mj <1>1Aoo~la, the fundamental science, 
will at the same time provide us "~ith an opportunity to cast a concrete 
regard toward the 6eld of ontological research and to form a preliminary 
concept 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 U.pxaf of 1><-ings. A short exposition will provide us 
the outward look of such an <lpxt\. Likewise our consideration of the theory 
o f Atyrw will allow us to understand the concept of the "logical" in con­
nection wtth the phenomenon of /.Oyo.;. 

II. At-1. ~\·-tor..~ tog~ther ln gent"'"'l--to t~lare. 
12. See th<>IP!X'N!I •. 
13. ln hbkrtur~HcldcggerprL~ted d~tw:onlrm relation tol*oitt. IV. 2(d. p. 149). From 

tndti;:;;tttQnJ m lhe transaiptJ o( ~~ ltctl.Ul:'$ u wt>ll aJ from • (uw dlK..OS In Hddi.'~.-g~s own 
manuj(:ript. it i!widt.>nt tNtn prest'1\L\tlonof dJJI~tioC in relation tQt}w Tepi...~ "''as abo planned 
Sot thJ5 v.•.u not curied out. Sre the appendi.x, Supplenwn~ 23 and 26. 
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§29. Addend11m: TIJe innovation 111 P/Jlto's Sophist tuitil ...ganl to 
the gro11ud of the Gr<'t!ks' researcl• into Being.' 

a) The double guiding line of the research into 
Being in Plato's Sof>hist: concrete Dasein 

(the philosopher, the sophist); ).£y£1v. 

141 

If we consider the dialogue Sophist as a whole and proceed from its title, 
we find on closer Inspection a rcma rkable innovation compared to previous 
endeavors of Greek phil050phy. For now, a determinate mode of existence, 
namely that of the phil050pher, is offered as ground for • discussion of 
Being and beings. The dialogue has no other goal than to explicnte tllis 
ground, this concrete mode of Dasein, and thereby to create, as it were, the 
milieu witllin which beings can show themselves in their Being. I sny that 
this new foundation for research in to 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 vociv. These are indeed basically the same, insofar 
as the philosopher is the one who, in a preeminent sense, voci, pem>ives, 
considers, but yet with this difference, that for Parmenides this votiv re­
{llllins whoUy undetermined. He does not say whether it is the VO€iv of a 
determinate realm of Being or of beings in generol; he speaks of Being only 
in general and in an undetermined way, and likewise for vo£iv. The inno­
vation with respect to the research, not with respect to the result, n.-•sides 
in this, that the grow1d upon which rests the question of the meaning of 
Being now becomes concrete. The tas k o f the appropriation of the ground 
becomes more difficult but the result richer. This can be seen in the fact that 
C\•en 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 encounlen!d at 
all. It is simply a matter of adhering to the beings encounten.>d, in th<'ir 
most immediate and most original way of being encountered, and, within 
this, of questioning how the beings show themselves. This IS the one direc­
tion in whidt the question of the meaning of beings, the question of Being, 
is raised. 

t. We tun~ ~the translnon from the nirt(•h.•.:..onth $t'SS1on (Thursda)'. }tuuwy 8~ 1925) to 
tho rwmti«h (Friday,)""""'>' 9) It i .. n ~<'<I and~ ddlnll• version ollh• b<gonrung 
ol tt.> fotmor ....OO.t (p. 132) and te.ods dinrtly to tht d<tt<OUMti<'!t ol ~io.l<ctic In Arislotle. 
On .c:munc ollts own trabl af d:lou.ght. il could not be incorpor;llll"d lnto the c.v-Uer \"t."f'IROI\.. 

~ is heJ1! "'!'rodue<d O<pMOt<ly. 
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The other direction goes immediately together "~th the first for a more 
concrete research into Being. insofar as the encountered beings(= the world, 
in naive ontology) are present to everyd•y Dasein, which speaks about the 
world' in such a way that discoursin,g nnd addressing become at the same 
time a further guideline orienting the question of Being. That is, how do 
beings look insofar as they nre addressed and spoken of, lnsofar as they 
are /.£y6ju:vll? This question about Being, following the guideline of At)'Eiv, 
is at the same tim<' the proper origin 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 Soplrisl--as well as all 
the other dinlogues of Plato grouped around it-Is a remarkable turning 
point between the position of Parmenides and the one of Aristotle, which 
consummates all these projects of Greek ontology. This meaning of the 
Soplrisl shows Itself, to be sure, only if we grasp it originally enough as 
regards what it did not settle at all iiJlld what from that position could not 
be settled. Fundamental diJficulties remain which this position cannot .,. 
move and which are present for us' Hence not only the world as encoun­
tered, but also the world lnsofar as il is spoken of, are given in this double 
sense as the guiding lines of res<>arch Into Being. 

bl J\6yoc; as guiding line of A ristotle's 11!5earch into Being 
("onto-logy"). 

Hen«! i.Oyo.;. discourse about the world and beings, has the role of th" 
guiding line insofar as beings are present in the )..ey6)1£vov. Even where tbe 
research into Being. as is the case with Aristotle, goes beyond dialectic. 
beyond confinement to beings as add.re;sed, toward a pure grasping of the 
&pxn(, toward 9E£Opeiv-.?ven there it can be shown that A.6yoc; is still 
fundamental lor the fmal conception of Being, Even Aristotle, although be 
overc<>mes dialectic, s till remains oriented toward Mroc; in his entire ques­
tionil1g of Being. This state of affairs is !he origin of what we today call 
formal ontology and is tlken up inlo it. A1al.tyroet:n is a way of asking 
about bei~ with regard to their Being. a way in which Myoc; is and 
remains the guiding line. For Aristotle, however, Myoc; manifests itself in 
its peculiar relational slruchu": ~v is always a ).ty£\v n Kllta tiVo.;. 

Insofar as Uryo.; addresses something as oomething. it is in principle unfit 
to grasp th.1t which by its very sense cannot be addressed as something 
else but can only be grasped for itself. He.,.,, in this primary and predom­
inating structure. f.6yo.;. as it wer(", fails. There remains, if one passes 



§29/206-207/ 143 

beyond it, only a new idea of Myo~: the 1.6-to<; ~<a9' amo, as Aristotle has 
shown in chapter 4 of Book VU of the Melaplrysics. 

On the basis of this more precise insight into the structure of A6)'0<;, 
Aristotle suo::eeds in characrerizing the preliminary status of Platonic dia­
lectic. Aristotle acromplish<S this characterization in connection with the 
mode of research called "first philosophy," which considers beings in their 
Being. In connection with the exposition o f the idea of an original and first 
science of Being, Aristotle refers even to the dialecticians and sophists, 
insofar as he s.1ys that they too dai:m to be philosophers.• This claim to 
philosophy mea.ns that their knowledge and their interest in knowledge 
are directed to the whole, the owv, oo the futavta, all beings, nnd not to a 
determinate being. In this consideration, Aristotle takes the fact that then> 
are dialecticians nnd sophists, as inauthentic philosophers, to be proof that 
philosophy alms at the whole. It indeed aims at the whole, oA.ov, 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 a l beings insofar as they are and only 
insofar as they are. Thus It is not c011cerned, as we would say, with the 
ontical, with beings themselves in such a way that it becomes utterly en­
grossed in Utem. but instead it is concerned with beings in such a manner 
that it addresses the ov ns 6v-the ov A.ty6~£VOV {I 6v. Hence it addresses 
beings in such a way that they are simply addressed with regard to their 
Being and not according to any oth<"r respect. This idea ol "onto-logy." of 
AJ:yov, of the addressing of beings with regard to their Being, was exposed 
for the fll"St time with complete acumen b}• 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 lhe Mnaphysia;. 

"'- Mtt. rv. 2. 100lbt71!. 
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§30. Aristotlt om ploilosoploy, dillltclic, soplristry (Mel IV. J-2). 1 

a) The idea of first philosophy. f irst philosophy as the 
science of ov ti ov. DeJim.itation o f Arst philosophy versu s 

the special scie nces. Be ing as !pilOt~ n~. The an cien Is' 

research into the cnmxrio.. further structu.res of Bein g. First 
and second philosophy. 

The fourth Book of the Mttapllysics begins, apparently quite dogmatically, 
"~th the assertion: "Ecnw bnan1~1l nc; f( 9£ropei -ro ov ti liv Kal til TO~ 
ill!dpxovta Ka9· ailt6 (chapter I , 1003a2lf.). "There Is a science which 
specilically flt:olpti, considers, to tlv fl ov, beings as beings; i.e., 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 a.re. Kai 
t{l tolitQI imlipxovta Ka9. ailt6, and it considers "that which in these 
beings, nnmcly in beings with ~rd to their Being. iiJtlipX£1, is already 
there in advance" and which pertains to beings as to their Being. and indeed 
Ka9' ClUt6, " in themselves." There is hence a science which considers the 
characteiS of the Being of beings, 10 put it very succinctly. The traditional 
interpretation has found a difficulty here, since this proclamation of first 
phUotiOphy calls it tmo~llll. whereas in fact Vn~llfl, in contradistinction 
to a~la. is not an original science. For tma~wl is a theoretical knowledge 
th•! presupposes definite principles, axioms. and basic concepts. Strictly 
taken, th~n. the v~ry sense of tllttO'n\1111 excludes ll$ being able to grasp 
thematically something original in its very originality. Hence Ari.stotle 
should have Mid here: ian aoopia n;. We can see lmmedlately, however, 
that this is nonscns~. Aristotle means, precisely without concern for termi­
nology, thai over and against the concrete specific sdcnces1 there is, as we 
would say, one ''scienceu which considers, Oecopd. beings in their Being. 
Thus here elft~ll 11 has the quite brood sense of Bt:rupeiv. We should not 
press the explllSSion in the S<!llse of an epidl'ictk idea. It Is a matter here of 
a mode of knowledge whose character and type must precisely first be 
determined. The problem of aOQia corresponds to the ov ti ov. 

Now this science, which considers beings in their Being. aiitfl o' tarlv 
o\>6qJt(l. t<ilv tv )li.p£1 AttclJfV(DV ti •ailn1 (a22J.), "is not the same as the 
others." It does not coincide "~th any other, Le., it does not coincide with 
o\>6qJt(i r(Dv tv 111!p£1 i.Eyop.tvrov. The us ual translation assumes At:y611evov 
is related to tllttO'TflllcUV. But the context and the final section (1003b17) of 
the scrond chapter make it clear that f..E-t611eva means the matters them-
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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 themsclves, elaborating them in l.tyEtv. £,•cry 
s uch science has, as we say, its determined regio n. To the regions of these 
sciences there corresponds a definite alcrtltlm;. an original perception in 
which the fundamental character of the objects in the region is grasped, 
either el<plidtly or not. In geometry, th" objais are the relations of space 
or site, which are not at aU given with Being as such; the objects of (lOOt!<!\ 
are beings insofar as they are in motion. Tile physicist do..>s not fi.rst p«)\'C 
that the beings he makes thematic are in motion; they are seen that way in 
advance. £,•cry strain, every autonomous region of beings, has a defmitc 
aic:rtl~m<; which mediates the access to the primary character of its objects: 
space, motion, etc. That means that this ~{a ctio&l)m<; as regards what L• 
seen is tv J.lfP£1, "by way of cutting off a piece," compared to the ol.ov, " the 
whole.'' But the science that considers the Being of beings oi>OqHQc ~ lritr~. 
"does not coincide w ith any of those" that address beings by way of cutting 
off a piece. This becomes stiU clearer in the sentence that fuUows: ou&jlla 
yap trov QUrov tlttOKOJrei K<l66AO\l nep\ tOil ovtO<; n 6v, <iMh j.lfpo~ ainoi> 
n rotOtEJJ6jl£Val n:£pl tourou 6£wpoil<n TO cru11Jl€Pl1K~ (chapter I, 
1003;]23f.). "None of the othe r 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 w hich is proper to the beings 
as such whlch are cut off in this way." Thus, e.g., geometry considers the 
relations of s ite themselves. 

tit£\ OC t<il; Qpl(a<; KC<\ tW; cXKpOtcira; altiCX<; l;~tOU~£V, OTj),ov .0,. 9Ua£6><; 
ttVO<; ai>th:; <Xvay~~:niov dvoo Ka9' aimjv (a2bff.). "Since we are now seek­
ing tW; apx<i<;. the starting points, that out of which the Being of beings is 
what it is," and precisely tu<; QKp<rt<itCX<; altia<;. " the highest tli.t(o, the 
first ones, then i l is dear that these determinations, th~ iq)x«(, are deb!fmi­
nations .0,.¢~ nvo;. of somethlng which is present by means of it!'elf." 
This last eq>ression is teUing, and it elucidates the whole idea of this science 
of Bcing in Aristotle. He can indeed say no more than Plato alrendy said., 
namely th• t the Being of beings is itself a being; but the Being of beings i.9 
precisely something of a quite peculiar sort and cannot be characterized in 
tum by that which it itsdf categorially determines. I cannot grasp the Being 
of beings in tum as a being; I ..-an grasp it only by acqu iring immanent 
detenninations for Being itSf!lf out of itself. Aristotle therefore saves himself 
when he says: Being and the manifold o f the characters which pertain to 
Being ~eae· cxut6 nrc Ol<; ¢ooed>c; n vo<;. like someth ing <i>; QUat<; n<;. "som<>­
tlling already present by means of itself." He says ¢oou; in order to cmpha-
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size that these characters of the Being of beings do not pertain to beings 
merely insofar as they are add•essed, but are already there for 
cX1t"'i'<Xivro6at, for the showing in At-yew. <1>\xn; signifies precisely a being 
which has the t)p;cl\ of its Being in itself rather than, as is the case with 
l<Oh]ou; (here is the opposition) by means of human knowledge and pro­
duction. More pn.'Cisely, Aristotle applies this expression 4>\lmc; n<; to the 
ov, to the characters of Being. in order to ind.icate that they themselves are 
present as determinations by means of thrunselves. Furthermore, he points 
out at a2Sff., the ancients, when they inquired into the <rtOt;ttia, 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 gujded 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 brlng 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 fallli in a preeminent way within the tasks 
of the philosopher. >rep\ tourwv (chapter 2, 1004a32f.), i.e., about the deter­
minations o f bei.ngs. <O'l Tit; ooo(o<;. and above all about Qt\o(a, it is 
necessary A6yov fxetv, 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. t<ol fc:m toii <i>t1oc6cpou 1!€j)i navtwv ouvaa9at 9e0lp£iv 
(1004a34f.). • And it is the peculiar right and task of the philosopher 
ouvaa9ut. to bear, as the one who knows, the possibility of initiating an 
investigation 1!€j>l n6:vtwv, about ev·erything." But we realize Jrom what 
preceded, from our interpretation of the second chapter of Metap/Iysics I.' 
that ~t£pi navnov 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 e''ef)' being which is what it is is a fv. Unity-that every 
something is onl.'-likewise devolve; upon this science- That is to say, the 
~ is included in the thematic field of this original science of Being. ln 
addition, further questions belong to this field, such as Ei tv tvl avavtiov 
(1004b3), "whether there is something which as one is opposed to another 
one." 'Evnvrfov me<UlS "over and against," in a certain sen;;e lying in \~ew 
of the other. And further tl ton til tvetvt!ov (b3f.), what properly is this 

2.Cf. p.6Sff. 
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"against" of the "over and against," and nooax<ll; l.t"(etat, in how many 
ways Call one speak of what is over and against ("contrary" is no longer 
appropriate in lnis context). Now Aristotle did not simply set up a program 
for such a science but has himself initiated concrete investigations into the 
fv tvavtiov 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, i.e., of the other philosoprues, which consider definite regions 
o f beings "~th regard to the structun> o f their Being. These philosophies do 
not describe beings, e.g., tl1.e Qvcm lhera. but investigate precisely the struc­
ture o f their Being; the)' explicate. e.g., the idea of Kh'lm<;. Likewise, this 
is how they consider, e.g., the field of objects which are characterizt>d by 
the title of apt9jl6;. number. Aristotle makes a shatp distinction between 
number and the fv; the tv still belongs to ov, the ~vis not yet a number. 
Plato, on the other hand, intermingled these nexuses, which can be seen in 
the fact that the Ideas themselves are conceh ·ed as numbers. Likewise other 
regions, such as the atcpe6v, the solid, solidity (we would say "materiality") 
have?' their definite structures; f-urthermore so do the ttdVfltOv, the unmoved 
in its unmovcableness, the <Xjkxp~ the unheavy, which has no weight. and 
the heavy. All these beings ha\·e, with mgard to their Being, 16ta, peculiar 
cutcgorial detemlinations. And in this ":ay there is a science wruch consid· 
ers beings as beings. O\}t(J) .-al t<jl 6Vt1 TI dv t<l<t ttvci. iota (1004bl5f.), "and 
thus even for beings insofar as they are beings, there are nvu Iota, deter­
minate structures proper o nly to them.·· lCai taut· ron lttjli <iw rou 
Ot)..oa6$Qu t:nt<>tffio/Ct<l6Clt t' UA!J~ (b16f.), "and the truth (to translate 
roughly) of these characters of Being is what the prulosopher must ilwes­
tlgate"; i.e., put n>Ot<' s trictly, he m ust see these characters in their un­
cove~t.>dness. 

Versus iliis task of philosophy rutd of philosophizing, how does the 
procedure o f the dialecticians a nd the sophists appe.>r? 

b) Delimitation of dialertk and sophistry VeniUS first 
philosophy. The rommon object of dialectic, sophistry, and 
philosophy: the "whole." How diale<:tlc a.nd sophistry a<e 

distinct from philosophy: philosophy= yvU>pt<lTtKl\; 
diolectic = KEtpacm.-tj: sophistry = ~tvO~VTJ ao¢\tt (tu 

).tyEtv). 

0\ yfJ.p ouw:mx:oi !Cal <l00l01ai 10 llirco ~tv imoouovtal 0)(~~0. t4> 
¢V.OO~ (1004b17l), " the dialecticians and the sophists dress themselves 
(literally, immerse dtemselves) in lhe form of a philosopher." ~ yap 
<l~t<ltll<~ ""' "OJiEVlJ 116vov a~ia ~ati (bl Sf.), (iliis shows that Aristotle 
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knew very well that the science he is speaking of is a~(a) "sophistry 
<OOtvo~lvt) ~6vov, merely looks li!ke philosophy," Kal oi lluv.n:nroi 
llu:xl..tyovtat Jt£pl oouivtrov (bl9f.), "and the djaJectidans make cverythlng 
the theme of their cliscussions," i.e., 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 educnting claim 
to educate young people in such a w.ay that they will be able eu l..tyuv, "to 
debate and speak well about everyth;ng." It is peculiar to both the sophists 
and the rualecticians Kotvov lit nam to ov llanv (b20), "to have beings as 
a whole for their theme." 1ttpi ~ttvyap ro ainoytvo.;at~tat >i ao¢tattii.Ti 
JCai >i OUIAEtcttKt) tii 'i>>AOOO$(Q; (b22f.). "Sophistry and ill.alectics move 
within the same field of beings as philosophy does," according to their 
claim. All three, namely the dialectidan, the sophist, and the philosopher, 
claim to deal with the whole. 

Bul this is the distinction: WJ..a oux~pu rii~ ~ t(jl tponcv til<; lluvQjl~ 
{b23f.), "philosophy distinguishes itself from the one, namely from dialec­
tics, t<l> tp6Jt(!l til~ liuv<lju:cx;. by the type and the mode of competence." 
Thai is to say, there is a distinction regarding the extent to which each is 
adequate. Dialectics is not as adequlllte, It is not as adequate for its task as 
philosophy is. Dialectics is specifically, at b25, >tttpacm l<lj, or in terms of 
Aristotle's paraphrase of this e)(pression in the Jbpics, rt£ipav Aa.~iv.' " it 
makes a.n attempt at something." Dtalectics makes an a11empt-to do what? 
To exhibit beings in their Bcing. Dialectics is on its way to this goal, but it 
is not adequate. Dialectics is thus distinguish<>d from phi.losophy proper 
with regard to the extent of the adequacy or proficiency. Dialectics remains 
preordained and subordinated to philosophy. tii;Ot toii Jj(ou tfl npoc:uptou 
(b24). "from the other (i.e., from soph istry) philosophy distinguishes itself 
in the way of choosing in advance the mode of existence," to translate 
literaUy. That is, the ~(o<; of the philosopher is devoted purely to substance 
/Sachlicltiu!itl rather than semblance. The philosopher, as the representative 
of lttis radical research, has absolutely and purely decided in favor of 
substance over semblance. ln the sophist, too, there is a npoaipecnc;. but a 
different one. His concern is education, and his determinate mode of exis­
tence comes down to enabllng otheiS eiJ )#tv, "to debate wei~" about 
ev<'rything the philosopher deals w ith. What is completely disregarded is 
whether this ability to speak about things says anything substdntial about 
thent. In sophistry, as a study of its history also s hows, the only concern is 
to be able to speak in a splendid way about anything whatsoewr under 
discussion. Sophistry's ideal is a spiritual existence oriented solely toward 

3. S.,lltir.tiod Rtfu11Uft1'i6 f, 11, l 7tbJL tO q(ivo.l 1\ ~·m «,wW ,. txmv , .. ~\' 
ACI!lJI<i•'<>"""-
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the lorn\ of speech, which indeed meant much to the Greeks. Sophistry's 
ideal is the ability to speak and converse ruasonably 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 ex-istence, i.e .. ac:tu.ally, in favor of an unconcern with substantive 
content, whereas the philosopher has a npon!p£mo; in favor of the p!oo; of 
the pu.ro 8£wpeiv of the 6A111Jt<;. i.e., in favor oi uncoveredness in it:>elf. 
What thus lor dialectics Ues in the d!istance, in the direction of whlch the 
dialectician is mO\•ing. is something with regard to which the philosopher 
is not merely 7t£tpa.<mtC6<; butyv(J)j)t<TttJCO; (b26); the p hllosopher is alread y 
at home in it The philosopher has the possibility, thelitiv(Xjuc;, of exhlbiting 
the whole i.n its Being and in the structure of its Being. provided this 
&uv()ju~ is taken up seriously. Sophistry, on the other hand, is ~tvOI!tv~ 

(ibid.), it merely seems like that, but in fact it has basically another ideal, 
owcx o· mi (ibid.), it is not actually philosophy. So you see from this nexus. 
from the orientation dialectics and sophistry have toward the idea of phi­
losophy, that Aristotle d oes not simply negate dialectics but instead d lar­
acte.rizes it as Jtt.tpcxanJrC"f). Thus it _has a determina~ positive sense: in 
common with philosophy, the dialectician sJ'('.aks, as Aristolle says in the 
Tapia;, JCG<ta to npO:tJ.tcx, • ""~th regard to the matters themselves," whereas 
the sophlsts are not conoorned with Silying anything of substiUlce but are 
simply concerned with the eu, 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 chara<terize it at least formally. lllis first 
characterization must nov .. , be continued. 

§31. First clmriKifriu!liou of sophistry.• Omtimwtion. 

a) The idea of nat&<a in sophistry and in Aristotle. Eli 
AtY£1v. Concern with substantive content and unconcern 

with substa.ntive content. Predeli.neation or <lA'10e,jetv 
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 
or the meaning of the dialectical and of dialectics itself, proposes a threefold 

-1. Soplnsr.,. Rtfin.t•>nsl. 11. 171b6. 
5. s.. ""' •pp<n<lli. 
l. llde in ~dt"ggcr"~t manuscript. 
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articulation: philosophy, dialectics, sophistry. Aristotle distinguishes diaJec. 
tics and philosophy with regard to their reach, and he distinguish~ both 
over a nd 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 dialcctidan on the other. In opposition to the sophist, the 
dialectician ond 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 concen>ed with 
the speech itself, its appartnt reasonableness and its brilliance. 111erefore the 
idea guiding the sophist is ncuOCia. a certain education with regard to 
speaking about all things. This xroliti!l characterizes the form, in the sense 
of being able to speak wcll, ci., 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 l'orm: i.e., nmocia is not limited to a 
detcnninate re.llm of objects. Yet, with Aristotle, lt!lt&io means education 
with regard to the possibility of one's speech m~asuring up to the matter 
spoken about in each case, thus precisely the opposite of what the sophist 
means by rr!llOeiO. namely education ln the sense of an utter unconcern 
with substantive content, an unconcern that is, in fact, one of principle. For 
AristoUe, to be educated means thai the person's SPL>ech measures up to 
precisely the content, to what is spoken about in each case. Since there are 
contents in many regions, fttlt&fa cannot be characterized simply in terms 
of content. It concerns, rather, a detenninate 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 
W.n9elltlv, the disclosure of beings, w hich is what defines phllosophy itself. 

I will not pursue the historical conc!Hions and will not present a historical 
characterization of sophistry. For that, you should consult Diets, F"'gmmlt 
der VorsakrattT lL 1ne main genuine sown> is Plato hinlself. Therefore a 
discussion about the historical situatioo of sophistry, given the prejudices of 
Plato, presents certain difficulties. Our consideration will proceed in a dif­
tl>rent di.rection, not toward sophistry in its cultural significance but toward 
understancling, from the idea of sophistry itself, that with which the sophist 
as sophist is involved: sembL1nce, the false, the not, and negation. 

b) Critique of the traditional interpretation of sophistry. 

The interpretation of sophistr}~ as it developed historiographically, and in 
the u.su,\1 history of philosophy, took the sophists as exponents of definite 
philosophical positions as regards kn owledge and life, so that the sophists 
were considered skeptics, relati\<ists, and subjectivists, whatever these 



§Jl /118-219} 151 

terms might mean. This view is untenable, since the sophists had, from the 
very outset, no interest in saying anything substantive about scientific 
qllCStions. Therefore they Jacked U1c concmtc means to philosophiz~ 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, as if a theory of knowledge were to be found 
in that sophist. The traditional intcrpretotion of sophistry was occasioned 
by the fac.t that tJle positive content of scientific resca.rch in philosophy was 
understood precisely in opposition to oophistry. But this way of under­
standing places that against which E'loto, Aristotle, and Socrates worked 
their way forward on the same leveb as Plato and Aristotle themselves. It 
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 Creek pubuc life 
was determined by the educ.1tiona ll idea l of the sophists and not b)' a 
determinate philosophical movemenl. Only by passing Uuough Plato could 
one dlink of making the sophists exponents of definite philosophica l sys­
tems. And that is an tnverted image of the spiritual de\'elopment of the 
Creeks in general and, above all, of scientific philosophy itself. 

c) Sophistry and rhetoric. Pb to's position on rhetoric as 
distinct from Aristotle's. T heir common ju dgment on 

sophistry f<l>awo~tv•l o<>$(a). 

Since Plato identified sophistry with rhetoric (as even Aristotle stiU did in 
part), his battle against tl1e sophists was at once a condemnation of the 
orators. That is, Plato did not succeed in attaining a positive understanding 
of rhetoric. Aristotle W<lS the first to attain it, for he saw u .. ,t this kind ol 
speaking makes sen.w in e veryday life. insofar as everyday discussions and 
deliberations are not so much a matter of d1sclosmg the actual and strict 
truth but simply of fonning a ~a .. a rr(crn;, a conviction. The positive 
reflections Aristotle carried out in his RhetoTic broke open Plato's identifi­
cation of sophistrv and rhetoric. Plato's identification of them is clear from 
the d~'llogues named after Creek :sophists. The Gorgiru: taut6v t<ttlv 
OoQ<On)c; IC<X] ~1\twp, fi f:{'f(x, 'ft K<XlltUf)<lltA~<JIOV (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 ch<Jracteristic 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 1tU1lit:la in 
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the sense of the octv6Tr}~ of the EU ).f;y£tv, to enable one to speak well. The 
sophist who reached the highest spiritual level and who was esteemed 
accordingly even by Plato ond Aristotle was Protagorns of Abdera. His work 
did not in fact stop "~th rhetoric, but in connection with reflections on 
speech he contributed to the development of certain basic grammatical 
concepts. l.ikewise Prodikos of Keos engaged in the question of significative 
nexuses.l 

Aristotle's judgment on sophistry is basically the same as Plato's. The 
determination we encow11ered in A ristotle, namely that OOQtomn\ is 
¢!Aoo~io.+awo~Uh'1\, oooo. 3' o1i (cf. Met. N, 2, 1004b26), we find almost 
verbatim in Plato's Sophist: navta cipa ao¢ol toi; I'Oill]taic; 'i>(Ilvovto.t 
(233c8). " they seem to be and they pretend to be disciples in "''ery respect, 
ones who know and understand." Go¢oi opuivovtcn, hence 9tAoo~lo. 
Qmvo).ltvlJ, oUaa 3' o1i. Plato says oil~ 6Vt£<; Y£ (233c8), "in fact they are 
not" The sophists do not have W.l]llna, i.e .. their speaking does not disclose 
the things, but, instead, the sophists move in a ~acnun'l ltEpl n<iVWlv 
bttatl]l!l] (cf. 233c10), in a knowing which is only ~rum~, which only 
looks like knowing and which claims to extend to c\·erything. lt only looks 
that way, i t is on!)• presumed knowledge, because it moves only in detl!t­
minate opinions. ~aan~"l\ is to be taken in a double sense: on the one 
hand, il means the same as QlltvO!ltvlJ, •apparent!)'; and at the same time 
there resides in it the reason this bnatl]l!lJ is <?atvop.tvl]: because it does 
not provide .UTiOua but onl)• ~at, opinions on matters, not the matters 
at L"'-Sue themselves. 

d) i\A'l!J£\it:IV as g round of the question of J.!il ov (= ll'ti>lio9· 

Our reflection on aAT]fk:oov 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 a.s cXi.l](k:OOv has the sense 
of the uncovering of beings in their Being! then its opposite, ljl£6lit!o6<lt, 
distorting. deceiving. is the mode of comportment in which beings are 
covered over and distorted, the mode in which something shows itself-<>r 
"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 <iA'lllt; and 6v, and between 1111'\ilioc; and 
I'~ Ov. The task is to draw closer to lll£00tallat in order to gain the ground 
for presentifying I'~ 6v itself. 
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§32. Couti11untimr: The idea of first p/ri/0$0plry m Aristotle. 

a) Fln;t philosophy as ontology (ov n 6vl and as theology. 
ExpUcalion of this duality on the basis of the Greek 

understanding of Being (= presence). 

153 

FoUowing Aristotle, we have gained some clarity concerning the question 
of 6v, insofar as we can S<l)' it does not deal with a definite region of objects 
but with tCt r.livtct, with Ov nOV, with the OA0\0• The question concerns the 
determinations which constitute beings in their Being. This idea of first 
philosophy, as Aristotle calls it, ~,. original science of beings, is for him 
intersected by another fundamental science, which he d esignates as 
9eol.oyunj, so that we have: 

nprotl) dn1o.ooo¢w 
llroAo)'lKl\ 

the scie])CC U)at Con•iders (}v it OV. 

This latter came to be called "ontology." Aristotle himself docs not e\•er use 
the term. For the science which considers ov nov, Aristotle uses the '"Pres­
sion n:p<i>tTJ ~IAoooC!>i.n. Thus theology as well as ontology claim to be np<illll 
¢V.oo~ia. 

This duality can be pu.reued furtller, into the Middle Ag~ up to the 
ontology o/ the mode rn period. People ha,•e sought to mediate between 
ontology and theology in Aristotle, in order to gain a "well-rounded pic· 
lure" of Aristotle. This way is not fertile for an understanding of the 

matters at issue. Instead, the question should be rahed why Greek science 
travelled such a path that it },,nded, as it were, \vith these two basic 
sciences, ontology and theology. Theology has the task of clarifying beings 
as a whole, the ol.ov, the beings of the world, nature, the heavens, and 
everything unde r 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 ol.ov, as its theme, and ontology too has the whole as its theme and 
considers its <ipxaL Both, theology and ontology, take their depa.rture from 
bei"S5 ,IS whole, as o!..ov; and it is their concern to understand the 61-ov, 
the whole in its entirety, as being. Why did Creek science and philosophy 
arrive at these two basic sciences? (In Plato they are stU! wholly intermi.n· 
gled: he leaves them even more uncla rified than Aristotle does. But in fact 

L. lntl\ccommmts which foUow. Heidesgerta.keshi5«icntilfu.w'\ frumMrl.XII. 1, 1069a18fi. 
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he already moves in both these djmensions.) It can be made understand~ 
able only on the basis of the meaning of Being for the Gn.>eks.' 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 aJl their determinations, 
not tailored to a deftnite region, not only the unmoved mover and the 
heavens, but a.lso what is under the heavens, everything there is, mathe­
matical beings as well as phys ical. Thus the the mt> 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 
r~.11 difficulty o f understanding these matters and their proper producti\'e 
formation and appropriation does not reside in 8Eo1.o'{ll<l], whose ap­
proach is relatively dear 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 uruversally ro all beings insofar as they 
are, in relation to the individual concrete being? Later, in schnlaticism, this 
question was expressed as follows: do the universal detemtinations onto)· 
ogy provides conreming beings in tl\cir Being, i e .• concerning beings in 
gen~ral have the character of genuses? ls ontology in some sense the 
sdcnce or the highest genuses of everything !:hat is, or do these characters 
of Being have a different stnoctural relation to beings? 

A survey of the development of this enti.re question, thus of the basic 
questioning of ontology, from Aristotle and the Greeks up to the present, 
shows that we have in fact not advaonced 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 U:>gic mo,·es within a complete lack of understanding and misunder· 
standing of all these questions. H usscrl was the first, in connection with 
his idea o f logic, to rediscover, as it were, the question o f the meaning of 
the formal determinations of Being, though he did so, to be sure, only in a 
first-admittedly very important~o-inning. It is no ll('cident that this 
question emerged in connection with a clariftcation of the idea of logic, 
because-and here we arrive at a concluding characteristic of the funda­
mental science of the Greeks. np<i>TI) c)>t.\O<JOQia- this science is ultimately 
orientcxt toward Myoc;, or, more precisely. because its theme is bei.ngs 

2. s. ... the •pp.'IU!Jx. 
3 AH: 8cin,gs as A '"'ho~. Betngs a5 such. 
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insof.u as they are ov 4y6~EVO\', hence beings as addressed in speech, 
beings insofar as they are themes lor My<><;.'-' 

b) /16y<><; as guideline for the research into Being carried out 
by a~(a. Explication of the guiding function of Mr<><; on 

the basis of the G=k 1!1nderstiUlding of Being. 

As we have seen, Aristotle strives, precisely with his idea of a~(Ct, to go 
beyond A6y<><; ro a vociv that is free of ).i"(t'tv. But closer inspection shows 
that even his detennination of the ultimate ~X1\, the Ctlltetiperov, is ac­
quired only within an orientation toward ).oya;;. This is manifest in the fact 
that ot'Kria, the basic determination of 6v, has the chmactcr of \moKEl!!evov, 
of what is already there in adv.mce, of utter and primary presence. TI>at is 
the fonnal detennination of anything a t all. Now thls unoK£(!1fvOv, what 
is already there in advance, is specifically seen in light of )J:'/ttv: what, in 
speaking about something, in discussing some connection In beings, is there 
in advance, prior ro all speech and o n behalf of all speech. That is, what is 
spoken about is the iJnoK£i!1EVOv, <'N, oooln, in a fom1a I sense. The basic 
character of Being is dr•wn from the context of A6yo; ilo;elf. Therefore-i.e., 
because My<><; is the guiding line-,pmn] ov.ooo¢iet, with regard to tile 
question it raises (not with regard to thoory), still1d5 conooctlld aguin to 
"logic," as we say today, i.e., connected to l.t"t£alku, dialectic. This is the 
meaning of the cUch~ heard every so often that for Aristotle metaphysics 
is logical and logic is metaphysical. The meaning ts that even the 6:A1]9Elietv 
of ao~!et, uncovering in the purest sense, still n!mains in a certain fashion 
jlr1:Cx Myou, that, c<msequently, lor the explication of a given tllerne-even 
if only the sheer something in gencral.......,;pcedl or discourse is the guiding 
line. This irruption of My<><;. of tile logical in this rigorously Greek sense, 
in the questioning of 6v, is motivated by the fact tllatov, the Being ol beings 
itseli, is primarily interpreted as preoe.nce, and MyO<; is th<.' primary way 
in which one presentifies somethlng,. namel)• that which is under discus­
sion. Let this suffice as a quite geneTal prelitninary orientation regarding 
questions we will subject ro closer scrutiny in the context of l'lato's Sop/Jist.• 





MAIN PART 

Plato 's Research into Being 
Interpretation of the Sophist' 

Preliminary Remarks 

§33. 11~e mca11i11g of the premli"g prtporatimz: the ru:quisitum if 
the ground for an rmdmlandius if tlr£ i.<sues in a specific Grak 

diJzlogue. Thr iusrrjfn:ie>~cies of tlrr P"POrotiim. 

If, now, anned with the preceding orientation, we go on to consider what is 
thematic in the dialogue, it will be clt>ar at once that, although for many the 
preparation might already have been too lengthy and in\•olved, it is still not 
enough and that it has by no means attained the ideal of a preparation for 
an interpretation. A.n ideal preparation would actually enable us to appro­
priate the dialogue, presupposing a rigorous and conct>ntrated reading. at 
one stroke without entrammeUng the unders~ancUng; i.e., it would render 
c1·ery pertinent horizon within which the dialogue movl!li completely per­
spicuous and available. Our introduction has admittedly not yet equipped 
us with all this, and under the present drcumstances it never will. 

Nevt>rtheless, 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 te•ts 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 guarn.ntee that even the slightest thing has been understood. On the 
contrary, this claim to let the text speak for itself invol'"es the task not only 
of first pinning 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 
understa.ncU.ng. The claim of allowing the texts to speak for themselves thus 
entails the obUgation. as regards a.n undcrsta,ncU.ng of the matters at issue, 
to be fundamentally more ad\'anccd than the objt!<"t of the interpretation. 
Yet this claim, properly understood, is an occasion for modesty. For to be 
more advanced cannot mean (as I judge the situaHon) to be superior to Greek 
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scientific philosophy. It can only mean understanding that we have to enter 
into the s..>rvice of this resean:h in order to make a fust attempt. following 
its guidance, to heed its immanent tendencies, to grasp and reta.in them in 
a more original elaboration, ilnd in that way to fortify the ground upon 
which the discussion of the matters at issue must develop. 

As regardsMl\llcllx,Em<m\~~.etc., it is not cnouj$h 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 
o substantive interpretation, to leave everything in indeterminateness, to 
call on the ~nd, it5clf 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 to take passages from 
other dialogues dealing ";th the same theme and in this way a ttempt to 
understand Plato on the basis of Plato, AristoUc on the basis of Aristotle. 
All that is out of the question. What is dec:ish.., 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 e-xhibit and clarify th..1t which is under discussion by 
basing ourselves on the matters al issue themselves, a comprehension of 
the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, or of an)' philosophy at all, mil be 
unthinkable. 

To conceive of the task of interpretation in such a way lo to know forth­
with, eV<m without heing familiar with the hlstory of philosophy, that there 
exists a continuity of radical questioning and rt>SCarch, 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 aJJ that and 
cannot be the object of such a consideration. In this sense, the past comes 
alive onl)' if we w1derstand that""' ourselves are that past. in the sense of 
our spirituaJ existence, \Ve are the philosopher as well as, in gcneraJ, the 
sciru>tist we were, and we will be what we ll'Ceive at1d appropriatt> from 
what we were. and here the most important factor will be how we do so. 
On the biiSis of these simple temporal relations, the temporal relations of 
human-and particularly spi.ritual--<>.xistencc, we see the proper meaning 
of actual research to be a confrontation with history, a history which be­
comes existent (exislctllll'ird/ only when the research is historical, 1.e., when 
it understands that it is itself history. Only in this way docs the possibility 
of the historiographical arise.' An appeal to supertemporal or eternal values 
and the like is not needed to justify historical research. 

What I am saying is supposed to indicate that the interpretation, even 
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more than the preceding reflections, whose sense was to clarify what is 
peculiarly Greek, will require you to he prepared for an actual confrontation 
with the matters we arc about to toke up. 

§34. Rrotpitu/ation: First d!aracloizatian of sophistry. 
Delimitation of sophistry agninst dialectiC and J1hilosopl•y. 

Tlw appredation of u., EU Atyav; !IIICotiCem with sulr.;tantroe 
t'OHft!nt versus: co11cenz with substantive a.mtent. 

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 w'ith substantive content, an unconcern in a quite deter­
minate sense, not one that is haphazard, arbitrary~ or occasional, but on'! 
that is a rna ttcr 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 ,,t issue, as if they wanted to do nothing but deceive. We could 
determine their unconcern in a better way by calling it emptiness, a lnck of 
substantive content; i.e., this unconcern is grounded in something positive, 
in a detemlin.,le appreciation of the domination of speech and the spea!Ong 
person. The spoken word in its domination iJ1 sil1gle individuals ns 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 
s poken word always involves the obligation, as a mode of speaking, to 
speak about something, the interesl in speaking is by itself already an 
unconcern with substantive content, simply by the fact that it emphasizes 
the form alone, i.e., 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 hm1. But pn.'Cisely because it does not interest 
him, i.e., because he is not bound by the content of his speech, because for 
him the meaning of lh<• speaking n.-sides 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 ungenuineness and uprootedness of human existence. 
That is the proper meaning of sophistry's unconcern 1vith substantive con­
tent as a form of emptiness. Keep in mind that the Greeks see existence as 
existence in tl1e n6hc;. n,. 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 wordsJ genuine existence resides in the idea 
of scientific philosophy, as Socrates first brought it to life and as Plato and 
Aristotle then developed it roncretely. We must now octual.ly unde.rstand 
this simple molter of the opposition between unconcern with substantive 
content and genuine concern '"rith i it~ i.e., genuine research. We must un­
derstand it in such a way that every o ne of us understands for his part and 
in his own place what it means to be concerned with subst.lntive content. 
The difficulty of the dialogue lies n either 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 whole 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. 

§35. Structure a11d artiCJtlnt"imr of tlrt Sophist. 

a) General characterlution of the s tructure of the Sophist. 
The traditional division; introduction, shell, kernel. 

Acceptance and c.ritique. 

The dialogue which is our primary theme, the Soplrisl, is relatively trans­
parent in its structure and articulation. The lines marking the sections, in 
which the content is lor the most part divided, ore assigned by universal 
agreement, apart from a few minor de\riations. I will follow the articulation 
llonltz1 offers, which is also the one most a(('(>pted. No special valu~ 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, 
it is said, an enclosing shel.l and a kernel. 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 essenoe of the 
sophist, which is the immed.iate 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. &tatz.,. Pliltonrsdw Stutbtn. 3- Auflage, SerUn 1886, p. lSW'. 
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of the essence of the sophist, so that tbe ~'Iter question, like a shell, encloses 
the question of the Being of non-beings. 

Such a harmless division as that into "introduction," enclosing shell. and 
kemel already betrays the fact that it is confined to the extrinsic and the 
literary, to the materia I occurrences and themes of the dialogue, and is 
seeking an exemption from asking about U>e articulation of the matter at 
issue itself, i.e., from inquiring into 1viUlt the dialogue is dealing with. This 
extrinsic articulation ha..~ given rise to equally extrinsic problems. In con­
nection with the orientation expn!SSed in this image, the difficulty has arisen 
that the title only touches what would constitute the shell and precisely not 
the inner core. For P~1to's genuine aim, namely 111e question of the Being 
of non-bcings, is not expressed in the title; what the title presents would 
thus be a mere playful imitation of sophistry. This division into shell and 
kernel is a classic example of how the image of a separation of matter from 
form, without an orientation towand the genuine questions, can breed 
pseudo-problems, e.g., the problem of why the d.ialogue is called 111e Sophist, 
whereas lts main lhcme is the Being of nonabeings. 

From the very oul'!el, i.e., already in our consideration of the prelude to 
the dialogue, we want to free ourselves from this extrinsic dh•i.>ion. That 
means nothing else than that from the very outset we will take pains to 
expose the context in which the dialogue moves1 i.e., the concrete connec­
tion of the phenomena which are thematic in the whole dialogue and are 
not merely treated "~thin the inner ·core or as part of the shell. This con­
nection between what 111e image characterizes as kernel and what it char­
acterizes as sheU must be worked out in terms or the very matters at issue. 

The introduction of the dia.logue comprises, <><:cording to the old division 
into chapl"-rs, d1apters one and two, 216a- 219a. 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 certain sense 
encloses the kernel, is found, as it were, on both sides, initiaUy (chapters 
3-24) as ush~ng l.n the kernel. 

b) The articulation of the Soplrist (according to H. Bonitz).' 

Introduction: Chapters 1- 2, 216a-218b. 

l•l Search for the defmition of the sophist, Chapters 3-24. 

1.) An example of the method of definition. The definition of the 
QoruxAt[Un'\<;. Chapter.~ <1-7, 219a4-22lc4. 

2. S.. the """' on p. 160. 
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2.) The first six definitions of the sophist. Chapters 8-19, 221c5-
23lc9. 
3.) The preparation for the indigenous or genuine definition. Chap­
ters 20-24, 232b-236c. 
The indh•idual definitions of the sophist. Chapters 8-H. 

a) Preparatory definitions. Chapters 8-19. 
1st definition 221c-223b. 
2nd definition 223b-224d. 
3rrl and 4th definitions 22-ld, e. 
5th definition 224c-226iJ. 
6th definition 226a-23lc. 
Summary 231d-232.1J. 

b) Indigenous definition. Chapters 20-24. 
7th defmition 232b-236c. 
(0. Continuation at 264c.) 

The 7th definition of the sophist as <'tvnJ..o"f\"6<; provides the 
point of departure for the consideration of the fundamental 
problem: 

II The Being of non-beings. Chapters 2.5-47, 237b9-264b9. 

J .) Difficulties in the concept of non·beif1b>s. Chapters 23-29. 237b9-
242b5. 

2.) Di!ficulliesin the concept of beings. 01apters 30-36, 242b6--250e. 
3.) The positive resolution of the problem through the KOlVU>v(a 

-uiiv )'I:Vrov. Chapters 36-47, 250e--264c. 

lb. Conclusion of the deonltion of the sophist. Chapters 48-52, 264c-268c. 



I RODUCTIO 

The Prelude to the Dialogue1 

(Sophist 216a- 219a) 

36. First irrthnaticm of the theme and method of the dialogu . 
Introduction of the ~f oc,from Elea. The fundamental theses of 

Panuenides. E>eo<; lliyx:-ruc6c,? The divinity of philo phy. Theme 
of tire dialogue: the philo opher. Method: Ot(ll(ptvav 'tO ytva<;. The 

ground ofotaKp{vEtv: immediate elf- hcnuing ($WtOO}.La) and 
popular opinion: cptJ..6oocj>ot = 7tOA.t.nKO(-oocj>tc:rra(-J.t.avucoi. 

If we divide i content ery schen1atically, the prelude of the clial.ogue has 
th task of determining, first, the theme, namely what a philosopher is and, 
econd, the method. The dialogue begins with Theodorus, together with 

Theaetetus, bringing a stranger to Socrates. Theodoru had already been a 
participant in a dialogue, namely the one immediately prec cting, th Tfte­
aetetus. There (Thenetetus, 143b8) he wa called ycco~etpl'J~ Theodorus was 
Plato's teacher of mathematics. He comes from Cyrene in orth Africa. This 
Theodorus, along with Theaet tus, a yormger phil opher, approaches Soc­
rates K<l'ta 'ti)v xetc, OJ.lOAoyiav (216a1 ), "according to the appointment 
mad yesterday." Thereby reference i made t the dial gue Theneteh tS. 
Theodorus brings with him a ~ev<><;f a foreigner. The dialogue begins with 
Theodoru presentation of thi for ·gner to Socrates. W leam: 1.) 'tO ~tv 
yf.voc, ~· 'EA.tat; (a2f.), that this ~evoc, comes from Elea, 2.) ttcripov 0€ -r& 
a#J.-41\ napJ.Levt&rtv Kat Zt1vrova (a3f.), that he is a companion and ass date 
f the disciple. of Parmenides and Zeno, indicating his spiritual-scientific 

root , and 3.) J.laMx .0£ avBpa 4>tA6aoq>ov (a4), that he is a very philosophical 
.manf characterizing his very existence. 

Thus a philosopher from the chool of Parmenides i introduc d This 
indicates the entire spiritual atmosphere of the dialogue. For the genuine 
argumentation and the ub tanti e discussion move within the horizon f 
the mode of questioning establi hed by Eleatic philosophy, by Parmenid 
of Elea. Thereby at the very outset the ubstanti c ntent of the diaL gue 
is indicated in a provi i nal way, namely the question of whether ther are 
also non-beings. That · only the counter-question to the fundamental prop­
osition of the Eleatic school, the principle of Parmenides: being are. That 
is the positi e thesis, which now will be shaken in the course of this 

1. Titl in Heidegger' manuscript. 
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dialogue. For oui knowledge of Parmenides, we do not have to rely on 
doxographic material, since we even ha\ e actual fragment of his didactic 
poe:m, entitled HEpl cjruoEro<;, We no want to take this didactic poem 
merely as a provisional indication of the fundamental c"Onception of beings, 
from which the counter-position of the dialogue will be understandable. 

Already the title, IIEpl 4>Um:<:or:, points to the fact that beings, which are 
at issue there, ar,e taken in the sense of the whole of nature and the " orld 7 

To charncteri2e in a preliminary way the basic proposition of the Parmen­
idea:n school, we may quote a statement from Eragm.ent 6 cited according 
to the order o.f Hermann Diels): XPll 'tO AEyElV 'tE voeiv t tov Ej.LJleY«l· £0'tl 
yap dvcu, llTJBEv ~r o\nc fc:tttv· -c6. 0"' eyw +pa~£cr9(u &voo"(u. "It is necessary 
to as ert and to apprehend about beings as such that they are1

'; it is neces­
sary to ay that beings are. "Eon. yap Elvm, "for Being is/' And now, in 
simple opposition to this formally univeisal proposition about Being: !11\0E:V 
o'o\>K eonv. That is how the proposition has been handed down. But ac­
cording to a conjecture which first became known after Diel ' edition" we 
hould read, inst ad of f.1110EV, J..lll 8 Elv o.UJC "'But non-being is not. '' Positio: 

Being i ; negatio: on-being is not. We see here already that this proposition 
has been obtained under the strong impress of peaking and asserting. It 
says, expressing, as it were, an archaic truth..J beings are, non-beings are 
not. Without looking at the phenomena any furthe~ but merely on the basis 
f an obviously percei ed content, the proposition ays: 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 dialogu.e refers explicitly to the Eleatic school 
a.t 241aif. and at 258df. 

This presentation of the ~evoc; as a stranger from Elea, and as an adept 
of the school of Parmenides and Zeno, aB a ery 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 
tranger? We c:an 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 strang·er away toward a wholly different connection. 
A.p. ouv ou ~EVOV Cx.AA.a nvo. aeav U'fWV 'KUta 'tOV 0Jl1lpou 'Afyyov A.EJ..,.,eac; 
(cf. 216a5f. , perhaps it is a god · ou 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 i here in his way altogether struck, as it were, by this meeting, 

2. H: The tiUe came 1 ter! But then also (jloou;: what in i: If grow from itself; being in 
themse] v-es.. Cf. H eraditu : t\ Qtkm; KpU1tt"EaS<n $tA.£i (fragment 123). 

3. AH: primordial!· and immediately. 
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insofar as we must presuppose that Socrates= Plato and occordingly must 
assume in Socrates the same enormous respect Plato hirn..<oeU had for 
Pannenides, oince Plato (the dialogue Pamrmid"8 pl'l'<>.>ded the So1•hisl, if 
the chronology is correct)' had already properly understood and appropri­
ated Pa.rmenides' far-reaching discovery. SocratL'S hence is ir1 the situation 
of encountering something out of the ordin.uy and of being offered an 
unusual opportunity. His reaction is not to burst forth into a wild discussion 
but to meditnte quietly about what this occasion could bring to pass. In this 
connection, it must be taken into a«ount that Socrates/ Plato not only knew 
about the lofty meaning of the philosophy of l'armcnides but also knew 
that f'arm.enldes had founded a school and that, at the time of Socrates, 
preosely these Eleatic.<, tl1e philosophers of this school, were making a 
particularly great sensation. They exhibited a special arrogance and fell into 
a blind ruogating of aU other resean:h. Yet they d id so, as disciples very often 
do, without an awareness and approprration of what the teocher himself 
once had to go through and what he thereby confronted and discovered. 
Socrates was oware of the esteem due the founder of the school but was 
also acquainted with the ill beha.•ior of the disciples, w ho were causing a 
sensation to their own advantngc. Socrates thus first r<"furs poo;itivcly, since 
basically he is posili,•e, to this eminent possibility: oil ~vov a.l.U. n va El£ov 
c'iywv AO.-neac;. And he does not let it n>st with a men! refi!MlCe but darifies 
wl~1t is properly at sta.ke in this possibility, that here perhaps a god is 
coming in a concealed way. That is, by citing a passage from Homer's 
Od!JSSt'Y• XVII, 485--187, he p<~ints out that often o ther gods, though pre­
dominant!)' the El£0<; ~vt~ accompany men and tra,•el with them, auvo­
naSOv Yl'fV61!£VOV lipp£t<; tt Ka\ eUVOIJ.i~ tci>v avilp<ilrtWV Kct9optiv (b2f.), 
and "thereby look down on the trarugressiorc• and good deeds of men." 
and thus keep abreast of human affairs·. Socrates again uses the expression 
~<a6optiv, at 216c6, 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 critica t C)'e. And thus here, too, it could be that 
one of niiv Kp£tn6vwv (b4) is actually accompan)•ing the philosophical 
stranger. The Ktt9opav, the looking down, of the El£6<; would then be 
trro'l'6;ttv<X;. "watc.hing us"; the 8€6<; woltld carry on on inspection of us, 
perhaps with the specific outcome qa6AOU<; i];t~ ovta.; tv toi.:; A.Oyot<; 
(b4f.), "that we are deficient in our A6y01," i.e., that we do not genuinely 
know what we are talking about, that in our ),tytnv we fall short as regards 
the founded ness of our speech in the things thcmseh·cs. Thus perhaps this 

god is at the same time o.ty~wv (b5), the one who exposes us publidy. 

4. AH: "'contt..-ntpor•nL~,. II\ prodU(titm,. ntlt 1n publk-.ttion. 
5. ARIIU>;-
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make'S 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 Ute foreigner in a peculiar fashion, by. as 
it were, looking awdy from this new acquaintance and envisioning a higher 
possibility, one v.•hich could be given along ";th the appearance of the 
foreigner: oil stvov, clllci nva Ot6v. 

This reference to a higher possibility, as well as the more precise charac­
tenzation of this possibility-that Socrales and those with lum could be 
found wanting as I%'M<is their <fucussion of the matters they are about to 
take up-now ha,'e, hmvc,~er, the Socrntic sef'\S.e of forcing the stranger, or~ 
rather, the one who has introduced him, Theodorus. lo acknowledge this 
higher possibility held out to them. Thus Theodorus is compelled lo reveal 
how Utings stand with the stranger. He is compelled to present I he foreigner 
in the latter's true spirit. Hence the resp<>nse of Theodorus: O&x m'no;; 6 
1p6ro; toil .;tvou, &.I.A<l!l£1PUirocpo<; tow llqli t<l; Ept~ Em!OuOOK6nuv. 
Kaii'Ol 1\oJ<ti 6E~ !lEY &.vl)p ouOajtliJ<; clvat, 6Eio;; ~ljv· ltUvta; y&.p ty<ll 
toil; q,!Aoo6oouc; totoutouc; npoocxyop£i>ro (cf. b7ff.), "That is not the char­
acter of the foreigner; on the contrary; he is of a more moderate temper than 
th05C who direct all their ~'lldca,·ors toward di.<putation." This answer 
shows Theodorus understood the relference Socrates made by speaking of 

the 6EOc; Ehf:ynt"Oc; (bSf.). i.e., the reference to the disputatiousness of the 
Eleatics, the disciples of Parmcnides. In the face of the higher possibility of 
being a god. the ~E-ve; now r<"Vcals himself more precisely, i.e, now there 
begins the proper presentation of what he is, O\'er and against merely 
e>trinsic characteristics. Now it is to be decided whether he has actually 
received his allotrncnl from his school and wears, as we say, his school 
colors. i.e., wheth"r he has his work from his school and understands his 
work to be this work, finding his ljmits 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 s hown whether he is 
ultimately capable of patridde, 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 wtanglcr who derh·es 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 Throdorus is very cautioU5; he draws back, as it were: Kal 
~otlio!Cti &t:Oc; )lEv &.vl)p oil&t)llix; Eivm, Otic; llliV (b8f.), the stranger I am 
bringing here is not a god, though in truth he is divine. And then the general 
characterization: rravta<; yO:{> ty()) 'tOil; 9t:W06Qouc; tOlOtitouc; !!pO<l-
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ayopcuo> (b9f.), "1 am accusto med to apprehend and address all philoso­
phers J S divine." This predicate of "didnc," as applied to the philosophers, 
means that the object o f their questio:ning is wh.'t is hlghc:.--t =ong beings. 
Moreover, already here in Plato, where the notion of the 9£iov has a more 
obscure and much more comprehensive sense than in A ristotle, "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
ceivt' the "divine" 1n a worldJy sense, or-from the standpoint of Christi· 
anity- in a pagan sense, insofar as Otio;, "d_ivine1 " here simply means to 
relate, in one's knowled!,>e. 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 individui>.l man in U1c sense of a direct personal relationship. 
Thus Socrates forces Theodorus tn present his companion in his proper 
spiritual provenance and to dr.1w back to legitimate claims. 

Socrntes takes this answer literally, as it were, and thereby we are already 
given the theme of the dialogue. The last sentence of Theodorus' answer, 
ruivtw; yap tyro to\1<; <JnAoo6QQU<; totootou; >tpooa:yopcliw, becomes the 
point of departure for a reflection on Socrates' part, whose object L< to 
distinguish, oun:pfvnv (c3), these two realities, the philosopher and the 
divine, the god, and specifically to ~t.al(pl\'£1\1 wiili regard to the '(tvO<;. 

Socrates says: Alright, there is indeed a distinction, and the man you present 
to me might very wcll not be a god, lbut nevertheless it must be noted that 
both, the philosophN and the god, the divine, are equally d.ifficult to dis· 
entangle, equal difficult to understan d . We must notice that not just any 
arbitrary expression is used here (or .. understanding" or udosc dctermina· 
tion," but instead otaKpivrtv to '(tva.; (cf. cZf.), Kpivttv, to djstinguish, to 
set something off over and ogainst something e lse.>, and specifically to de­
limit the yt\•0<;. We must take the e:xpression ytvO<; here as originally as 
possible: it means the origin of the philosopher, or of the god, the origin in 
the sense of onto logical line.,ge. [n the setting off of one against the other, 
in this dilierentiation of one against the other, the yC\'0<; from which ~ach 
becomes what it is must therefOre be extracted. This is the proper ontolog­
ical meoning of '(tvO<;: that out of which somcdting becomes what it is, ilie 
s tem, ancestry, Hncag(', origination. Thus what is at stc1ke here is not an 
arbitral)' popular dclimil<ltion of lhc philosopher over and against the 
divine. Rather. the expression yf.vO<; already refers to this particular sort of 
questioning and differentiating. 

Not only that; Socrates also indicates the ground more p redsely, inSofar 
as he points out at the same time how the question of what the philosopher 
is and what his '/tvO<; is presupposes a first orientation in tenns of what 
we in an average and naive way, in everyday Hfe, know about the object 
we are now interrogating. Socr•tes characterizes the popular knowledge 
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about philosophers, and wnot philosophers all', by saying: J«ivu ltGtVtOtO\ 

(d. c4.f.), "with much variety, in many different ways," do they show them­
selves, Qc<Vt<il;e0'6al. <l>dvtGtOJ.ICI d<><.>S not here mean appearonce as mere 
phanta~y. over and against real perception, but instead has the original 
sense of 6aivm9oJ. self-snowing, immedi.1te apparition, in which the phi­
losopher mnnifests himself to the people, to persons of 0\•erage sophistica­
tion. If we ask the person of average cul ture what he thinks of philosophers, 
the first tlung he will express is some kind of a judgment, either one of 
denigration or of esteem. To some, phil050phers appear to be "of no value," 
toil )leOCv0c; tl)ltOt (c7f.), a supcrO.uous type of humanity; to others, how­
ever, they are "worthy of the highest veneration," &.&;tot 'fOil navt6; (c8). 
Hence we have here contrasting judgments which do not so much rest on 
an actual presentification of the matte r at issue, but on an immcdinte com· 
mon impression, on Ute predominating temper and opinion. And indeed 
the variety of the apparitions in wh.ich the philosopher figures results ota 
n'lv tlllv ciMtiiV ciyvotav (Nf.), "from the unfamiliarity of the others." Here 
ol 6./J..ot means the same as olno1J,oi, the multitude. 

In connection "~th this characterization of the immediate popular view 
of the p hilosopher, Socrates provides a t the same time a positive i:ndioation 
of the way the ono.; c;>t/.6a~ (d. dl), "the real philosopher," appears. 
·ovtW<; ,u.ooo~ stands in opposition to n).acrniJ<; (c6); nMnw means to 
feign, to fabricate, to concoct a figure. In another context, aAil96x; replaces 
llvto.;. The feigned philosopher is thus opposed to the true one. Socrates 
now determines the tnte philosophers as Ka9opmvw; iHp69cv, "looking 
down from •hove on the ~~~ of those who are beneath them." oi 11ti 
ltMx<>t6x; 6./J..' Ovtfll<; 'tA6aoc;>Ot, Ka9oprovm; uw69cv tOV trov KU'tO> p!ov 
(c5f.). The occupation of the philosopher is therefore 6p6.v, to look upon 
the PI<><;. Notice that the word here is not ~til~, life in the sense of the 
presence of human beings in the neKUs of animals and plants, of everything 
that crawls and flies, but lllrn;. life in. the sense of e.xistence, the leading of 
a life, which is characterized by a determinate tO,O<;. a t~A.o.; functioning 
for the ~~~ itself as an object of np<it~t~. The theme of philosophy is thus 
the ~io.; of man .md possibly the various kinds of flioL "l11cy look down 
from above." That implies that the philosopher himself, in order to be able 
to carry out such a possibility in ca:rnest, must have attained a mode of 
existence guaranteeing him the possib Uity of such a look and thereby mak­
ing accessible to him life and existence in general.• 

tf we ask more precisely what popular opinion, which is always aflec­
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: oulsuk the: arve. Oi "tit(l). In the rove. 
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as noAI m:oL for o thers as oo¢tata.(, and for still olhers as lt((v·uina<n 
J1<XVtl<ID<; (cf. 216c8-<12), as "utterly deranged." These three determinatio ns, 
politician, sophist, and madman, are not ,>ecidental; nor is the indetermi· 
nateness in which popular opinion about the philosopher moves an arbi· 
tra.ry o ne. On the contra.ry, we can sec 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 1t6At<;. For even the sophist, in his proper occu· 
pation, is a p"t(llp, an orator and teacher of rhetoric, a teacher of the speech 
that plays a substantial rol~ in the public life o f the n6Xtc;: in the cottrts, in 
the senate, and in festival'l It is a matte r thffi of people who are directed 
to the ltOAtn•-.i. And so dc>spite all the indeterminateness surrounding the 
essence of the philosopher, a certain range of his possible activity is indeed 
already given: o<>Otcmi<;, no:l.tm:6<;, and lttt\'lrutttal\' exow I'C<\'t!M;;. From 
this (217a3) and from what follows, prople have drawn the conclu>ion that 
Plato intended to write a trilogy. We posre;s along with the Scp/usla further 
dialogue under the title "noA.1t1K6<;, ~ and, as to content, in a certain sense 
they belong together. Plato le ft unfinished, it is said, the third dialogue, 
about the phi.losophcr. Now this is a picture of Pl.1to as a grad~ool 
teacher, o ne 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 conlrary, i1 is prodscly 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 
SocraticaUy. ln the last parts of the dialogue there occurs a passage (2253c8f.) 
where the protagonist says expbcitly that in fact now, even before their 
discussion has anived ot the proper scientific definition of the sophist, they 
suddenly might have found the philosopher. That is noteworthy, not onl)• 
as regards content, but purely rnethodo logicaUy, insofar ''" this makes it 
clear that Plato knew he could interpret the sophist as the antipode of the 
philosopher only if h" was already acquainted with the philosopher and 
knew how matters s tand with him. We shaU thus dismiss this trilogy and 
at1cmpt to derive from the Sophist the genuine answer to the question raised 
there: what is a philosopher? 
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§37. Mol'!! J•n•cision on the tllemt. £>plication of lilt llumroric object 
of a question 111 grnmll: 1/U' dislincliorr """""'n thr mnttn 111 i.<sut 
(ti), 1/U' dcternriunlion of lilt ma/Ur (')tv<><;J, arrd tht df':Sigi!Dtio" of 

lhc• 1111>tt.•r (ovo~al. /\6yo<:, as !Itt unitary field of tltr tltrerfo/d 
dJStinction. Task: appliallton of this di~ril•ction to 1/m!f! obfrrls: 

ao¢•<m\c;- rto).ln11'6<;- <n'-6Go+o<;. 

After Socrntcs provides Thcodorus, or the ~fve<;. 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 
sh.lrply fixing the question, insofar as what is to be sought is the yt.vo-; of 
the bcing at issu<>-he asks the ~'0; to give him information on this point: 
tou ~evtot ~evou il~iv ij~ av mwllavo(juJv, tl q,O.ov o:ilnj>, t( taOO' oi 
lU!pi tOv tnlt6r.ov ityou\'tO ~ai ci>v6f.i<X~Ov (216d2ff.). He wants an answer 
from him about two things= 1.) t1 ityoilvto, what the Elcatic school, and 
hence ultimately Parmenides himself, maintained about the philosopher, 
how they conceived the philosopher or the man of science, and 2.) t1 
<ilv6f.ia~ov, what they called him. Theodorus requ ires a more precise deter· 
mination of the question. At that point it becomes evident that Socrates is 
no t raising the question of the philosopher in isolation but is laying under 
it the whole ground; oo<tumir;. no1..mK~ QWio~ And he provides a 
more precise explication of what exactly is now to be onvestigated in the 
dialogue. Quite roughly, there is given- using the expression "subject mai· 
ter'' in a compk~ely formal sens<>-a s ubject matter to be interrogated: the 
philosopher. The question is how this subjecl' mat1er is to be taken. and 
further, how it is to be denominated The pregiven subject matter, the theme, 
is the "what," the tl And this is to be determined as such and such, the 
philosopher as this or that, determined from his origination, occording to 
his ontological provenance, thus out of his yt.vo.;. And the thematic object 
which in this way will be determined out of the ')tva.; is to obtain its 
appropriate designation, Its Ovo~ta. The Ovo11a Is hence not arbitrary but is 
given on the basis of the in•·estigati<>n into the subject mattl'r itself. This 
que>tion concerning what the subject matter is, and then concerning how 
it is to be taken and determined. and finally concerning the designation 
which nail9 it down, Is now to be pl!lrsued with regard to the three given 
objects: ooQt<m\c;. JtOA.tn~<i<;. ~V..6aoeb0<;. The question arises whether a ll 
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 
diff£rent oubject m~ttm as wcl~ whi:reby it becomes n~Xcs:;;uy to pursue 
a threefold genetic derivation of the Being of these three different matters 
and, accordingly, the three designations an? 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, 8taKptVEtV 'tO yevoc,. 

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 w hich 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 'ti, y£voc, and ovoJ..La-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 A.6yoc,. The way and the extent to which Plato, precisely in this dia­
logue, articulates his understanding of A.6yoc, are also decisive for an elu­
cidation of the structure of the 'ti, of the y£voc,, and of the OVOJ..l<X, 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 KOtvrovia 't&v yEv&v, 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 A.6yoc,, i.e., 
from a definite interpretation of the structural moments of A.6yoc,. For all 
speaking, as a speaking about something, has that which is spoken of, a 'ti, 
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 y£voc,. 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.6yoc, 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 certJin subject matters. A proof of this is the whole 
dialogue itsclf. At U1e end, one will say Plato knew all along that between 
the sophist and the philosopher there· is a distinction to be made, and others 
pet:h.1ps knew it as well-just as we know of many things: they are distinct. 
But lo clarify this d istinctness p roperly, on the basis of a presentification of 
the subje<:t matter, requin.'S a scientific investigation. This shows that such 
saentific investigations for the most part com<> up against phenomena that 
are entirely unclarificd and undetermined. And so, within the dialogue 
which in tends to delimit the subject matters in question quite clearly and 
exptidtly, we see that in connection with this task, which, within certain 
limits, does succeed, at the smne time subject matters of new content be­
come visible though they are not investigated. Yet this is sufficient for their 
philosophical significance. 

The ~tva, now has objections. He of course agree;< to relate what his 
school thinks about these matters and their distinctions: it is not difficult 
to say th.1t the three names apply to three things. ><a9' h :a<Trov 111'\v 
liwpioaallat aa¢61; T! rror' oonv, oil <Jilt><p<)v olilit pqotov fpyov (217b21.). 
"On the other hand, to clarify resp<'C'tively each of the three, to delimit the 
one against the other, and to say what each for itS part is- these are nOI 
slight matters and are not easy to bring about." In the meantime, however, 
Theodorus remarks to So<;rate:; that h,e him:;4!Jf, Thcodoru:;, on his way over, 
already discussed these questions w.i~1 U1e foreigner and made the obser· 
vation that the foreigner is very well informed about the subject matter, ocai 
oliK (4l\'tli!OV£iv (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 importlnt is present to him and 
at his disposal. 

§.38. More pra:isum 011 tl1e mflluxt. 

a) A6yo, as the method of the investigation. The type of 
I..Oyo.;; mixed fom1 between dialogue and monological 

tr~tise. Introduct ion of The.aetetus as roUocutor. Agree.me.n.t 
about the initial theme: the sophist. Ground rule of the 

method: ~/) ltpllnta a1ho oui Myo;v. The linking of 
substanHve thi nking 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 \vithdr•ws 
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, wheth~r he wants to deal "~th the question by way of a Myo~ 
11(XKp6~ (cf. c3ff.), a lengthy treatise, which he oo\t&; trri oamoiJ, in a 
cerbin sense will "speak to himself" monologically, or lit' tp•niioErov, "by 
way of question and answer." or, as it is called later, Kata OlllKpov frro<; 
xp~ fll~ (217d9), " in the fom1 of brief speeches and counterspeeches." 
The foreigner will deddc among these possibilities of method dependin g 
on the disposi6on or lhe one wilh whom he hilS to conduct the discussion. 
If thl! one with whom he will convcrs.c is aAult~ (d 1), not overly sensitive, 
i.e., if within Ute argumentation and discussion he is not influenced by his 
moods, and if he is eti~vlux; (d I), easy to guide.' i.e., if he is not obdurate, 
not dogmatic, if he does not enter Ute discussion convinced he is r ight in 
every case, whether il is true or not-thus if he gets such a parl11e r, who 
in perfect freedom L• open to what is going to be discussed, then indeed 
in that case he prefers the way of 1.6yo; l!p<}<; illov (cf. d2); if not, then 
he prefers to speak to himself alone and expos.c the subject ma tter to them 
in a long discourse. Socrates then proposes Theaetetus, who already in the 
preceding dialogue, which bct1 rs his name, was one of the discussants and 
w ho demonstrated his understanding of the subject matter. The ~o<; 
consents, but in such a way that he once again excuses hlmself; he empha­
sizes he will speak Kp~ fttpov (e2), to an other and with him, thus not 
monologically. but tha t by reason of the difficulty of the subject matter 
the d ialogue would l.ikel)• turn out in such a way that he tl<"tdvm'"ta 
cll!Oil~",;''£1" Mrov ourvov !Cat t)JaUt6v (elf.), " that he wi ll have to 
conduct the discussion ol co~tnccted subject matters by way of a My~ 
which is cruxv~ continuo us"-<rovq€<; lurks in the background-so that 
many subject ITiilt1crs and detenminations will be presented one after the 
other, as they are connected. ln this way, a peculiar mixed fo rm of the 
mode of treating the theme comes into being: indeed a d ia logue, a discus­
sion, which, however, in part already has the ch.oracter of a monologicaJ 
treatise; and the reason lor Ulis resides in the difficulty of the subject 
matter. PlnaUy the ~tv~ addresses himself to Theaetctus, with whom the 
d.iscussion is now to be carried out~ and they once more come to an 
agreement about what is properly in question. ap;(Oiltvql npli)tOV <lKO 10U 
oo+totou, ~'1toilvn Kill Q.t¢av!l;ovn. My(f> n no'f' lcm (cf. 21Sb6ff.). "We 
are to begin first with the sophist, and in discussion we arc 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 gro und. 
viw yap totiYO!IU IJOVOV EXOIIEV tcotvfi (cf. ell.). "At fi~t, in the question 
of whJt the sophL<tt is, we hove only the name in conunon"; t~ &\ lP'fOV, 
"what is at issue here" is rei;( <iv iaig. n<xp' rw iv cxu·roi~ f;r:o<lltV (c21f.), 

1. Al-l: not m:tipate. 
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"for each of us, perhaps s till conceived •nd intended differently." But now 
comes lhc rule under which they place themselves: &i 6t Qri 7<ttvt0c; nip1 
tO np(twa llUtO IJW..\ov 5UX ).6y(I)V ~ TOUVOIJa 116vov OUV!OilOAO'flia9m 
X"'Pi<; A6you (21&41.). " It is always important in each case to find the 
s ubject matter i tself and to agree upon il by way of discussion.'' i.e., by 
e.xhibiting, unCO\'ering, "rather than simply agn.'Cing on the word; the 
denomination. ;,:wpk, A6you, "witho1;1t a demonstration on the basis of the 
subject llU\Iter Itself." In this way, therefore, the method and the specific 
interest of the question of the dialogue are elucidated. Because of this 
peculiar linkage of investigative thin.king with methodological thinking in 
Plato, we can e'pect that, along with the determination of the essence of 
the sophist, or of the philosopher, we will also learn something important 
aboul the mode of treatment itself, i.e .. about ).6y()<;. 

We have seen that Socrab!S gives precision lo the question of the essence 
of the philosopher in two directions, first by asking the ~tvo;: tll)yolivto, 
what do your co-disciples and your teacher think about the person who is 
called a philosopher, and secondly by asking the ~vo;: t[ li>V6)Ja~ov, in 
what signilicative nexuses do they di'ICUSS and determine this subject mat­
ter7 This double or, rather, threefold question-about the subject matter 
(tl), its determination (ytvo.:;). and Its denomination (6VOI!a)-indkatcs at 
the S.1JJ1C time that the methodological background (which we could sum 
up as Myoc,) of this question is just 1\S important as the resolution of the 
subject matter, i.e., the resolution <>f the question ol the essence of the 
philosopher. 

b) El ud d otion of ).6yo; as a bas ic task of the Greeks. 
Domination of propos itional logic over Myo;. 

The elucidation of Aayo<; 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 (l!rtain s.;ru;e the)• got s tud< 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 u.ltimatel)• developed a doctrine of Myo<; in a 
theon.'l:ical direction, they took the primary phenomenon of A6yo.; to be the 
proposition, the tlu:or.:tiral assertion of something about something. Insofar 
as A6yo<; was primaril)• determined on this basis, the entire subsequent 
logic, as it developed In the philosophy of the Occident, became proposi­
tional logic. Later attempts to reform logic, whatever they might have 
worked out, havealwaysremained oriented topmpositional logic and mus t 
be conceived as modifications of it. What we commonly know as logic is 
merely one porticulnr, determinately worked out, logic, giv<>n 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 th~ basic questions connected to the phe­
nomenon of M·to~· As oriented in this way, i.e., as taking the theoretical 
proposition for its exemplary foundntion, propositional logic at the s.>me 
time guided all reflections directed at the explication of logiJ$ in the broader 
sense, as language, an<l 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 grammatical categories 
and even all of contemporary scientific grammar-linguistic research into 
the Indo-Germanic languages, etc.-are l>SSentiaUy deterrruned by this the­
metical logic, so much so that it seem_• 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 Creeks 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 de\•elopment, and of the usuaJ, so-<:,lUed systematic questions ordi­
narily found today in relation to logic, depends on a concrete in,•estigation 
into the ground of the question of My~ ;., Creek philosoph)' and hen<t! 
herein 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 
problem5 included therein, but also on the problem of 1.oyo~ ami on the 
roots of the idea of logic as worked out by the Creeks. 

§39. Tltt questum of pitilosoplty in tire P"""''' age. Increasing 
difficulty wot!t regard to Plato. T11e influena of CI!Yislianity mod tire 

Renaissance. Tire stifling of tl~e idM of sul1stantw.: ro!SCilrrlt. 
"Propllt'li£" and "sciclltific" pltilasop11!J (K. Jaspers). Tloe frn:dmn of 

sufu,-.,all!tivnress. 

The question of the philosopher, posed by the Sopltisl, is for us at the same 
time a positive indication of the only way such an apparently cultural 
question can b<.' solved and what sort of im•estigation it requires. We may 
not believe our present understanding of t·he 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 ofe>rtra-philosophical questions have made the question il'l<'lf, 
and a fortiori the answer, more difficult for us. What alone i.s telling is the 
fact that for the question of the essence of the philosopher and consequently 
of philosophy itself, the phenomenon of world-\~ew, •s it is called-how 
it is to be determined may remain in suspense--i.e .• the practical, plays the 
major role. Even those philosophers who attempt to develop a scxalled 
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scientific philosophy, detached purely lor itself, feel themselves ronstantly 
obUged in the end to emphasize the value for a world-view C\'en of such 
detached scientific philosophy.' This is connected with the fact that the 
scientifi< 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 sp<.>cifically 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
ordinoted to a quite definite world-view and its ~uirernents. With the 
broader understo.nding of spiritual life in the Renaissance, philosophy was 
understood as a particular element of culture, as fonniltive 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 cr""tion. 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 creatiOfll which, in an eminent sense, satisfies 
such needs "prophetic" philosophy. since it "fore;ces" intermittently, on 
beltalf of the average spiritual situation, and in certain epochs is guiding. 
IV!tat otherwise still remained of the sdentific 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. 
]aspers, in his Psyrlzologie der W<ltmrschammgen, dmw 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, 
in.<10far as philosophy was amalgamated with the need of deeJ"'fling 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 

I. Aft phUosophy in II$ ..Utionshop 10 sdcno. .. and wodd·voew, cf. W.S. 1928-29. 
2~ AH: 'The fol lowing 1S uuufftei~lt; roncept of science 1.) not suffiCiently t:luc.ldated 2.) 

ex.l&ger~k!d 3.) not ltl;.kOOWiedglod as $Ubordinah.>d to philosophy. The rou.nd cirde • '"sc:ienli.6c 
phllo.'lophy.· 
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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 moribw>d state of the passion 
for knowledge is the tendency to require of philosoph}• or even of science 
something like a refuge, to look in th.em for a refuge for spiritual exjStcnce. 
in other words to nbandon them shollld they fail. This tendency to look for 
a refuge is a fundamental misunder~tanding of philosophic.' I research. We 
must be able to abjure this cl.um to refuge "~th regard to science and a 
fortiori with regard to philosophical research. Conversely. the possibility of 
correct research and questioning. hence the possibility to e•ist scientificall}'• 
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 I 
denominate the freedom of substantiveness' Only where this freedom has 
developed is it at all existenhelly 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, 
insofar as the latter is a theory of history w),ich has not even ever bothered 
to ask what history is and what it means to be 1\istorical. Historicism is a 
characteristic modem theory which originated in such a way that its sub­
stantive subject matter itSelf, namel}' hiStory, nevt-r properly became a 
problem for it. TI1e f~om of substantiveness, I say, will first be able to 
mnkc it possible for us to be historical in the genuine sense, i.e., not to 
protect ourselves from history with a s ign of the cross, as if history were 
the de•~l. but to know that history, in general. is the residence of the 
possibilities of our eJ<istence. Only if we are historical will we understand 
history; and if we have understood it. we have lXI ip!'J overcome it. Therein 
is included the task of substantive JTesearch, over and against which free. 
floating so-called system .. , tic philosophy, "'ith occasional stimulations from 
histo.ryf counts as an easy occupation. 

Thus If \1\ ' C now orient ourselves ... wholly i.n correspondence with the 
dialogue, concerning people'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 tr.:l\~eicd, namely to come to 
philosoph)• 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 d person of science, d test as to " 'hat extent ec~ch of us dis poses of the 
fn.."'Cdom of substanth•eness, 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 c.uries-Le., a dia-

3- AH:Cf E.wnu fl/ trulh. 
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Iogue which, quite freely, without any systematic background and without 
any 'lSJ>iration, goes right to the substantive issues-<loes not need any 
cultural elevation of the significante of philosophy and the like. If you read 
the prelude to the dialogue at one stroke, you mus t sense the seriousness 
of this situation, which is still much higher ond more decisive than the 
prelude to a duel, where only life and death are at s take. 

§40. Transition to I~ substa11tiv<! issue: tl~e dunce of th~ exemplary 
object. 11re twofold crittriorc 1.) simplicity 2.) """'Off!! a11d rich11ess 
of lire ontological structures. n, QO'JtaAlEUtlj<; as "l:<'mplnry object. 

The prelude of the dialogue leads directly over to tile substantive issue. 
First of all, both interlocutors, the <;tvox; and Theaetetus, again confirm what 
alone matters to them: auVOftOI..oyEicr9cu (218c5), "to agree, to say the same 
as the other, to mean the same as the other," m:pl to npiinJa ruh6 (c4), 
"with regard to the s ubstantive issue itsdf." 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 oux Myrov, on the basis of ha1ing disclosed the 
matter at issue, having genuinely confronted it. That is what counts, not 

O~OAII~iaOt<t <!tfpl> wvvo~t< !l(ivov (d. c;!i), " agrt'Cillent merely with n.~ 
gard to the word," i.e., ;t(l)p\~ A6you (c5), " freely, without any exhibition of 
the matter at issue." In this way they renounce all empty verbal knowledge. 
We have already seen, from Socr•tes' way of questioning. that he asks about 
the '(Evo.:;. The task was to ytvo.:; otaxpivtw (d. 216c2f.) of the philosopher. 
There we translated ytv<><; not as "genus" but as "ancestry." The justification 
of this translation will become clear from the following proposition: TO lit 
Q\>A.ov ll vi>v bnvooili'EV ~tltEiv (218c5f.). <l>iJ).ov, " lineage," means the same 
as "(£\'<><; and mak<>S it quire clear th'lt '(tv<><; is not meant here in the sense 
formal logic later ga1•e it, namely "genus." What we ate to grasp is the 
Uneage of the sophist, i.e., that out of which he became what he is. We are 
to disclose in ).tyl:w 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 disdosing of the anoestry, 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 prov~.nance. 
TheE,tvox; emphas izes once more the dHficulty of the investigation, xaA.uOv 
Kal lioothjpeutov ~'fllOCtllfvOt~ elvaL to tau o001otou '(tv<><; (218d3f.), and 
suggests ~Iii' l'teollov ailToiJ "PDI'E>.etav (d4f.), a first rehearsal of the way 
they are to carry out the disc:losive research, i.e., the investigating. He says : 
6oa I)' QU tOl\1 1'£"/lihwll Oei 0UlltOVEi09at KaAiJ>.;. XEpt tci\\' tOlQt\t(I)V 
liEilo.-tru .W.Otv .-ai ntiAat TO 11p6t£pov tv CJJ.llKpoi<; Kal p~v aUttt &iv 



§,j{) /259-260] 179 

lle4'tav, Jtp\v tv ali-toi~ toi~ J.!£Yiotot~ (218c7-d2). "Everyone ha!> taught 
for ages; i.e., it is an old mle, an old unl\'ersal doctrine, that " if, as regards 
important matters, sometrung is to be Suxnov£io1lat, worked out, K~ 
in the most appropriate way, then tl1at way should first be rehearsed tv 
OJ.ltKpOi~. in the arnbil of what is ins,ign.ificnnt and easy, before one tries it 
on the more important objects themselves." This is what the !;tv~ riXom­
m(!flds, and Theaetetus acknowledges he does not know another way. Then 
the~~ asks him: Would it then be agreeable to you if we worked through 
an insignificant object and tried Jtapa&twa auto oto&o.t tou J.l£!~ov~ (d9), 
" to pose it as an C>Cample of the more important o11e?" Thcaetetus agrees. 

Thus lhe 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 investi­
gation that will be employed aitorwards in regard to the sophist. The ip·~ 
characterizes the qualities of the exemplary object of the method in a two­
fold way. It must: 

1.) £\lyvoxn ov ~~~· 1<<1\ OJ.It><p6v (218e2f.), be "well-known and insignifi­
cant." [n a ccrto.in sense both these qualities belong together. Some thing 
which is well known in everyday experience, which poses no enigmas, 
within this experience, regarding what it is, how it is used, and what 
meaning it hilS, and whose ontological possibilities, as well as thosr of its 
fuctual 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 sophis t, and the politiciiln, lhere inde<.-d 
e><istS <Xyvota (we heard this already in relation to the p hilosopher), no 
objective knowledge but inste ad an op inion based on feeling. In order to 
be able to rehearse the method effectively, an object must be pf't!S('J\t whose 
phenomenal content is accessible, w'ithln certain Limits, to e\leryone and 
whose immcd~>te sell-showing is urttnistlkablc. If s uch nn object is to be 
present, what is a t issue is obviously the task of taking up, as we ""Y• the 
phenomenal content of the object:, of the matter in question. "Phenomenal" 
here means nothing eise than what shows itself in a fint s traightforward 
look at the thing. Now this lirst straig htforward look may ""'Y well be 
confused. It does not y~t have to be o riginal at aJJ, a genuine grasp of the 
thing; o n the contrary, what is essential to the phenornroal content is simply 
that it is acquired out o f a natural, precisely ordinary s ituation of consid­
ering and seeing. What purely shows itself in this situation is what is lobe 
grasped first of aU. It may tum out that quite ungcnuinc conceptions are 
determining this 6rst aspect of the trung . Yet for the natural and immediate 
mode of approaching the thing and dealing with it, it is the ob"ious aspt.'ct. 
And the 6rst task is to ta.ke it up, to e;tablish it, in order to be nhlc to pose 



1&1 PI• to's Sophist [260-261] 

a well-founded ~ uestion to this thing. Thus it is not at aU 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 th~ foundation lor ~ meaning of world 
history; £i)'f'•o><!tov r<eti Ollll<p6v. 

2.) What is also ~uired is M\yov liE ~TJO&vb; t).dnova fxov trov 11£1~6voov 
(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, thc being must be spoken of with regard 
to its ytv~ its pron>nance. Thus what is ~uired is an object whose factual 
significance might perhaps border on the ridiculously trivial but which, as 
regards the structures of pro,•cnance that can be exhibited in it, does not at 
all rank behind the !!£(~ova, the more important things. That is, despite the 
great difference in the factual role of the Uting, it may be rich in the struc­
tures at issue. The ~o.; suggests as object satisfying both these require­
ments, and known to all, the angler, tihecXOltaAtEut1j9 he says (219alf.) that 
he hopes this indication of the way, lli9o~ and this M\yo.;, this investi­
gation, t>'ill not be without profit for the proper goal of th.-ir endeavors. 
And thus begins the consideration of the &.ana}..teunic; in the sense of a 
paradigmatic object (219a-22lc). 



SECTION ONE 

The Search for the A.6yoc; of the Factual Existence of the 
Sophist (Sophist 219a-237b) 

Chapter One 

An Example of the Method of Defining. The Definition of the 
acrm:xA.u:tni\c;.1 (219a-221c) 

§41. The scope of the exemplary object ( acrnaA.tEtrrnc;J 
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 (seep. 161f. The articulation of the Sophist). 
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ever observed that the scope ol the exemplary object and its treatment 
exceeds by far the determination I 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 sophisL And not only some structures, but 
the basic thrust, as well, are already sl<etched out for the idea ol the sophist. 
We must tl1erefore not fall prey to the opposite conception and believe the 
SoJ•I•isl is a p urely methodological dialogue, as is claimed especially by 
modem interpretations, as if Plato were merely interested here in demon­
strating a newly disrove"-'<1 method of liuliptOt>;, 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 
po>;ti\•ely and more originally. 

§42. Ttx"'l as tile basic detenuiualion <if tile QOI!CtAl£Ut1\<;: 

its IUJO clOT] (1tOlTJrtKJ1, 1m1n>n\). 

a) Tt,(Vll as the basic determination of the cirntai.t£tmls- The 
~1\nwa np<iltov (the phenomenon serving as point of 

departure) as "pre-possession." Ttxvtl: knowing-how to do 
something or other, Mv!XIItc; £ic;, Horiwn: life, Dascin. 

'V\'e no''' have to examine how the exemplary object looks, i.e., how the two, 
the l;tvo; and 1l1eaetetus. arrive at a determination of the angler. The first 
question they raise is this: ~ OljOO!UV (d. 219a51.), more precisely: ~ t[ 

01100IJEV, "as wlult shall we posit in advance" the given object we now have 
to dct1l \\1ith? Thai is. how are we to detennine it so that Lhis determination 
will be the basis of U1e entire further examination? l.n other words, they art' 
to determine the ~1\ tTUUl ?tpilltov (221c8), "that which is first to be sought 
and found" and which will lay the foundation for all further determinations 
and aU concrete elaborations of the phenomenon.' This ~1\nwa np<lrn>v is 
precisely what we ourselves have to grasp if we are going to interpret the 
dialogue, i.e., if we ace to ullrover what is unexpressed though already 
operative in it But in order not to proct'ed here by way of pure fabrication, 
we are obUged to see for ou,;eeves how thnt which is first sought and found 
unfolds itseU, how it lies at the foundation, and in what way it is the np<ilmv. 

Methodologically, we will inlerpr·et this l;l\nwn rtp<i'>tov, out of more 
original contexts, as a "prP-possession" I Vor-lmb<'}, as that which the inves­
tigation at tM 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 -~nwa •JXI>«w, cr. pp. 1941., 2021. 



§42 /251-265/ 183 

upon the object Hence, as what is possessed at the very outset and held 
fast, it enters into every fur ther 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 remains lelft 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 a phenomenological charac­
terization as the "pre-poss<.'SSion" of the phenomenon . 

From the very beginning of the question it is clear that both interlocutors 
agree abou t the general Held of p henomena in which the angler should be 
sought, namely "ttxv1J: i.e., is the angler a tc-,<vltTJ; or on c'iW,<vo<; (219a5)? 
From our introductory lectures, we know that TtxVTl denotes a mode of 
aA1J9eli€1V, of uncovering. and indeed one within a definite kind of dealing 
with things. Aristotle defines it as the t1;tc, of <iA'le.:.l£tv ~tta Myou lt0l1J n~, 
as know-how in regard to something- to dc-termir~e it for the moment quite 
formally. Thus is the angler one who has know-how in some regard. or is he 
an u~vo<;. "one who lacks something, namely know-how in some regard"? 
lf he does lack this, does he have Cii.J.'lv lit oliv01uv (219a5f.), i.e .. docs he 
hdve ''another 8\lva. • .uc;'' instead o( tills know-how? Thus we see already, on 
the basis of this quite concisely formulated question, !hal ftx\'TJ, ~vitTJ<;. 
and Ci~vo<; are more originally detem\ined in terms of o\ivOj.lt:;. Therefore 
1t):V1J i5 determined as lhiva~~ as an abiUty, a capacity, an aplitttdc for 
something. a Wvo.~t<; ci~ . . . (d . 219b8f.), as it is later called e>.plicitly. We 
can therefore represent the articulation of the consideration as follows: 

oliv0j.lt4 
tt-,(VT"( 

The question is hence whether the a.ogler is a tt:XVi"tTj<; or an litrX\"0<; with 
anotherolivOiltc;. The cirtxvo<; is designatedat221c9 as an iotd>tlJC,. someone 
who has not lean>ed anything and does not understand anything. The­
aetetus responds:"'''""' yt litexvov (219a7). "not in the least" can on~ say 
that the angler is an iotd>tTJ<; or an Ci-n:-,tvo<;. that he is without know-how. 
For that is ob,~ous to everyone; we all know in our natural understanding 
of life that the angler must have at his disposal a certnin know-how, a certnin 
ability to find his way about. It is something royvoxttov. This provides the 
answer to the question~ rl Enloo~ev?-as tt:".(VItTJ<;. His Being as an angler 
l< determined by ttXV1J· Accordingly, n\;t;v1J is the basic determination of 
the exemplary object, the angler, but "'e must note that ttxV1J is determined 
here in a wholly formal and generatl way without any further definition 
beyond immediate understanding. At the same time we see that Ttxv'l is 
determined here in such a way that it has the original character of liiiva~tc;. 

Evidently (though unexpressed, this becomes f<lelually transparent), ~ 
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cause whal is in question here is in .a determinate sense a being that lives, 
it os s uch has a definite possibility far something. a lhiva!Jt~ £14. ... We 
now have to examine more closely how, on the basis of this fund.ament:al 
determination, the disclosure, the 011:Wilv, of the 6mta).ttunj~ is carried 
out. For the consideration ends with Theaetetus saying: nnvtM<xm !lEV ouv 
toilt6 yr. iKavcil<; SelW.wtoo (221<:4). "Thus it (the exemplary object) has 
now been made quite sufficiently cle>ar and disclosed." 

b) The fi rst £1~ of tfxV11: notntnnj. 

n) Adducing the phenomeno. Expo>,iHon of the one identical 
basic phenomenon: ciy£tv Ei~ ooo!av. 

Th~ question is how this ttxvn itsetr may be determined more precjsely so 
thai the determination IS sulfici~.nt to allow us to sre the angler as such. 
The ~tv~ answers: WJ..a 11ilv '"'" 'f" texv&v JtCt06lv a;(EOOv don ooo 
(219a8), "but, in truth, of all modes of know-how," oxtoov tilin ouo, " there 
are" (and this is not asserted dogmatically, but oxE&Jv) "more or less, 
perhaps, two." It becomes quite cleru: that Plato is not at all concerned with 
an absolute division but that he leaves the division open; it d oes 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, nnmc ly lo work 
h is way lo the substantive issue itself. Know-how can thus appear out­
wardly in two ways. The question. is in what regard a ltzVTI is to be 
detennined in order to uncover its d~. About ltzvi'J itself nothing at all 
has been decide'<! yet. Ttxvi'J, however, as know-how. is in ilself know-how 
in some rtgllnf. Accordingly, that in regard to which one has know-how can 
perhaps provide the ground for the different clllSS<'S, as they = usually 
called, of know-how-i.e., the "in regard to which" of the know-how in 
relation to the particular act'ivity. About the connection between know-how 
in regard to a particular acti\'ity and this acti\'ity itself, nothing has yet been 
determined; the connection is simply announced by the " in regard to." 

What are the distinctiortS in the vanous classes of the " in regard to"? The 
<;tvo-; rnenHons, at 219a !Off., 'fWJP'f{O: !llv: in the ftrst place then y£ropyllx, 
"dw cultivation and care of the land, of the field"; and he expands this 
dctem1ination: >eai 6art mopl to Bv1j"'OV n&.v o&lla O.:pcrnda, and all care 
directed to what is mortal, i.e., to ev-erything that lives. Hmcc we have in 
the fiiSI place one class of that in regard to which one can have know-how: 
in regard to the culth·ation of the field and the care o f animals. Hence 
know-how in rega.rd to cultivating a.nd caring. 

Cultivating, 
Caring. 
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t6 'IE UU n"4)i tO m)vGttOV Kai 1tMxCTI6V, 0 0~ crt<tUoc; <iJVOJ.IUK<lll£V 
(219a 11 f.). Titis next detemunation is expressed very concisely. We might 
paraphrase it this way: know-how in regard to 3J1 activity, a concern, that 
extends to "whilt is composed, i.e., wl1at 0111 be composed, and to what can 
be formed." A summary characteri?.ation of this is o>:ciJo;, "implem<.'11t." 
Hence know-how in rega.rd to composing and forming, or, in summary, 
fabri.cating. 

Fabricating, 

and >-pecifically a fabricating of hous.ehold implements and tools; 1tAarrr6v 
refers above all to what is decorath•e. 

The final determination is •i tt J.llJ.l"lt"'1j (219bl), know-how in regard to 
imitati\•c formations, i.e., in regard to a producing which, in pnlducing, 
imitates sometlling. What is meant here is painting and the activity of the 
sculptorJ i.e._, the creahon of a ,..,rork of a_rt: 

imitating. 

With this, the ~fv~ has now circUlnscribed a certain domain of various 
possibilities of know-how. 

This multiplicity of pos.~ibilities of know-how in regard to something is 
to be fiXed, as had been agreed upon earlier, i!v\ 6v6j1at1 (d. b2), "with DIU' 

name," in such a way that the one nrune u1n 5 t i('Cfl6to:ta, "quite rightly," be 
applied to the manifold of k'Jlow-how in 1'\.'Silro to these modes of activity. 
1t is therefore not simply a question of an empty nominal designation but 
an ovov.o &0: X<Yyrov, a giving of nan1cs that is thoroughly steeped in a 
disclosure of the matters at issue. A name is to be given to this multiplicity; 
i.e., in the manifold of these possibilities in which ttxVTl can dewlop, 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? Tills identical phenomenon is to be glin1psed, and in con-e­
spondence to it, a name will be given to these types of know-how. Thus 
whalls decisive in name-t;iving i!1 not lh~.: name as such. the (;~ct that a name 
is available, but the identity of the matter in question. Tills appears clearly 
in several passages where the consid!eration stops at similar situations and 
the i.nrerlocutors are at a loss for the name: e.g., (x;lel.<iJJ.tev ~ou 6v6J.tat~· 
ap•'ri y6p ><al 'to\i-ro (220cl4), "let us not be overly concerned with the name; 
this name is already sufficient." The name has mea1ling and significance 
only as long as it has credentials; otherwise it is actually misleading. 

What then is the identical phenomenon in cultivating. ciUing.fabricating. 
and imitating? The ~o; again prov ides the unswer: (mep d:v ).1"' np6-ttp6v 
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nc; ov Uou:pov tic; ooolav Crrn (219b4f.), "conducting into being what at 
first is not there." This phenomenon is pecuuar to all th= various types 
of know-how, as the one identically the same moment that can be found 
in all of them: ii"fElV £ic; olioiav. Accordingly, this ttxv1J, as know-how, is 

related to an ciy£tv, "conducting. bringing," in lhl' broadest sense, an action 
we can also call npa;t;. 

Ill Outlook: lhl' meaning oi Being for the Creeks. Being 
(OUO'(a) = presence, to be avaJiable, to be pro-duced. • A-yEtv 

tic; ooo(etv = to pro-d liCC, ltOt£iV. Reading off the meaning of 
Being from the surrounding world. The natural ontology of 

Dasein. noi'l<n<; and olioia. 

We must attend to the expression cl-y£1\' Eic; ooo!av. Within certain limlls, 
ooo!a is already a. significant term for Plato. Esp<>Cially in Aristotle, olioiet 
means illtOKE{jl£vov and designates tJhe basic character of Being. Here, how­
ever, oooia has a much more natural and original sense. We can read off 
the meaning of o1ioiaimmediately 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 p lants, of fruits of 
the field, the Being of animals taken care of, and the Being of implements 
and works of art set up as decor:~ lions to oo contom\plated . Here, th<!relore, 
Being signifies, in a wholly determinate sense, the presence of definite 
things in the drcuit of everyday use and everyday sight. Olioia means 
availability for this use. Etc; 0\'>0'letv iiynv, to conduct into being. means 
therefore: to con-duce into availability for everyday life, in short: to pro­
duce. The ~tv~ expands on this: tOV !lEV clyovtet 7tOI£iV, to lit ay611EVOV 
rrotd<rlla! rroti ~tv (bSf.), we cal l the behavior of someone who brings or 
conducts something into being rrottiv; the ti:'(til!tvOv, that which is brought 
into OOing and which stru1ds there as produ<ed, is the 7tOLOU1!EVOV, 
1tOI£io6aL Being thus means to be produced. That corresponds to the orig­
inal sense of olioia. Olioia mean! possessions, wealth, household chattels, 
that which is at one's disposal in everyday cX.istence, that which stands in 
avaik1bWty. 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 usurrounding 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 llcing fron1 the 
world as surrounding world . It is a natura.! and naive interpretation, since 
this meaning of Being is taken a t onoe (precisely this cha.racterizes naivete) 
as the absolute meaning of Being, as Being pure and simple. This shows 
the Creeks 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 m~aning of ]l:(oing, such that oooia could precL<cly 
at the same time take on the further terminological significance of Being in 
general Furthermore this makes it ' ' isible that natural human Dasein, in­
sofar as it sees and uncovers, and discuSS<.>s \\"hat is uncovered, i.e., what 
is there, even if it docs not puJSue 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 a.re to hove any grasp 
at all of the problematic dclimitl!d under Ute title "ontology." The Greeks 
have a characteristic expression lor tl>e field of beings in question here, ones 
delimited by these sorts of nmrtailac they are xpcir!Janx, that with which 
one has to deal, that which is there lor xp<iE,tc;. Therefore the temtS <iv. dva.t, 
ooofa, and :rpa'f)lata are synonyms. 

The ~fvo,. again recapitulates: tci 6t ·rr. wvl>l) ll l>t~A6o!lev O.navtn e!xtv 
ei~ routo tl)v aimlw ouva11tv (219b8f.), "all the things we have tra\•ersed 
{these various classes, in regard to which then.1 is knohr-how) have in 
themselves a potentiality ri<;, f<1r something or other," Eic; toilto, namely 
for not£iv. In all of them, the identical phcnOml>nOn of a capacity for some­
thing or other is manifcs~ a capa<ity, namely, for bringing something into 
being which previoU5ly was nol there, i.e., a potentiality for nmeiv. The 
Grrek language expresses the potentiality for somethi.ng or other, theca­
pacity for something or other, by the ending -lxo,.; tqvt] ltOtl]tt>rl\. 
7r011]1UCi\\' toiwv autO: 01lYIC>:~(li<00U)lEVOt npooti1ttOftrV (219bllf.). To 
summarize (and that alway~ means to go to the heart of the matter, the 
crux), we can call these ph~>nomcna rf;(Vl'J 1tOt1Jtt>Oi. That is"'" way tqvt] 

looks: know-how in regard to the production of something. 
I am deliberately lingering over this passage and heeding it carefully, 

bemuse it betr.Jys a fundamental connection between the me.>ning of oilafa 
and that of noll]olc;. This connection is not accidental, 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 quesbon 
of the Bcing of non-beings will p lay ouL !ndet.'<l. Plato refcl".! e>-plidtly to 
this connection through a definite way of questioning, insof;u: as the phe­
nomenon of I!OtEiv is taken up again i:n a later passage: 233d9ff. TI1ere ltOl£iv 
is not only brought into connection with Being but also with dlitvcu, know­
ing, the disclosure of beings. Hence p recisely this first charnctccistic of the 
comportment to which tt;{vl] is relatcd-nO(l'Jm~-is of particular in\porl­
ancc for the further work of the dlaloS"•· insofar as nottiv, on the basis of 
its intrinsic relation to Being (being there on hand o r coming to be there on 
hand) is mtroduced ag<till I.Jter into the proper discussion of Being and 
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as npfr'tlta (or oWia): something there th~t one can do things with, some~ 
thing one can uw, something one can appropriate. Xpnl!ati~tw means "to 
pursue what is there, what is available," "to procure it," in the broadest 
sense "to busy oneseU with something.'' "to be out to acquire something" 
by taking pains. The final phenomen.1 are (xywvi~£tv, "to stmggle to get 
something;• "to obtain something by mean> of a struggle'," and 9npeoc1V, 
"to hunt something down." 1l1e text itself contains a clear indJCIItion of the 
basic structure, first of a ll negatively: 01)1!10\ij))'ei ot\litv tolitrov (cl. 219<:4), 
none of these phenomena h,wc the character of O'll!lO\ij)ytiV. Al\l!lOV means 
"publicly"; OJl~!IO\ij)Y£iv is "to produce something lL<;ed in everyday public 
life." The Ol]I!IO'llpy6<; ls the craftsman, he who produces the things of 
everyday use. Here Ol]l!\0\ij)'fl:h· has the broad sense of ROteiv. None of the 
phenomena now in question have the character of ltot£iv; that to which 
they relate, thcir object, does not have a structun> like that of the object of 
?tOiJlm~. Tileir object iS not one that np6ttpov 111\ 6v, previously was not 
and is brought into being only by someone's efforts. On the contrary, tCI.Iit 
ovta Kal reyov6ta (c4f.) the present case is a relation to beings a lready nt 
hand, no matter whether they have always already been there nr whether 
they only come into being through noh)Ot~. A constitutive moment of all 
appropriating. aU bringing somethJng dow to oneself, acquiriJ1g something, 
getting something by s truggle, and hunting something down is thijt the 
"something" be already there. The objects to which these comportments 
relate have an cntin-ly dlfferent ontological structun> than thcones to which 
ltO(I)Ol~ relates. And tlte one identical phenomenon in these comportments 
is not a noteiv, an li'ytw d~ oliolav, but a xopoU<rlklt, a "grasping some­
thing with the hand; bringing som<!thing close to oneself, appropriating 
it. And, spedfiet~lly. there arc various possibilities here: ro 11tv ;(Etpo\rcat 
A6you; >:alnpal;t:cn (c5), somt'lhi,ng can be appropriated in )..6~ or else in 
~tp~u;. Thus lt is a matter here of beings which can become objects of an 
appropriation, or rather ta lit tOi<; xapo\lllfvo•~ oil~ E!ntptlttt (c.Jf.), beings 
which resist being grasped and appropriated and which therefore must be 
appropriated b)• cunning or perhap~ by violence, struggle, or hunting. All 
these modes of dealing with beings are characterize'<! by ;,topoiiaOat, 
"'bringing somt.<thin& to oneself." And this appropriation is. as we sajd, 
determined negatively by the fact of olilitv Ol]~tO\ij))'ei. i.e .• these modes of 
comportment Ml' ing the character of appropriation "produce nothing." 
XtlpOU<rlkl~ "to take something in h.-.nd," "to bring something to oneself," 
underntood 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, i.e., taking possession of it, 
making it one's possession, in Greek l('tiiml<xt. Therefore the know-how 
related to this is called tfxvtl ~'TTl""" (cl. c7). 
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We see here to what degree the fli"SI ti&o<; of tt-~v., namely tfxVTI 
1t01Titllcr\ or no!nou;, in a certain way pro,·idcs the ground for the delimi­
tation of the second mode, insofar as the appropriation of something relates, 
according to its \'ery 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 c.m for its part be there precisely .in virtue of having 
once been fabricated, and so would be a11 ov which is in fact a JtOIOU~L£VOV. 

Thus one can say that appropriation is related to nof1101<;. insofar as de6nite 
objects, utc>nSils, and tools can be produced by one person and then appro­
priated by another. Taken strictly, however, the appropriation of something 
is not necessarily founded in JtO(l]O"I<; For there are many beings which, 
according to their sense, are not produced, bei11gs 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 
modes of learning. taking cognizance, or taking possession-of, e.g., a 
parcel of land. Structurally conceived and strictly understood, therefore, 
appropriation, XClj)0009<XI, is not founde-d in noi~ot~. 

!}) Outlook: the Greek understanding of A.6yO<;, 
1\oyrx, as appropriation of the truth of beings. 

Just as ~he first cl&x; of lf.xvlj, W~TI >t6tTif""' or J<O(Ij<tt;, provided us with 
an outlook on the Greek understanding of oOO!a and gave us an opportunity 
to set in relief the nahtral (uncontrived) meaning of Being for the Greeks, so 
the characterizntion of the second d&<; of ttxvTJ, i.e., ;(Cij)Oooetn, provides 
access to lhe Greek understanding of A.6YO<;. Beyond the determination of 
the new El&o<; of ~. it is also of essential significance that A.6yo.; receive 
here a quite fundamental interpretation. Ma&I]OI<;. to learn, and A.ty£tv, to 
discourse on something. are characteriud as xapoiioe<n, "bringing to one­
self"; this xetpolio6o.t is for its part characteri7.<'<1 as olilit'v orwtollpyei. The 
Gre£ks, and Plato above all, understood knowing. yv6Jpt01<;_, and ).ty£w as 
appropriation, as a mode of appropriating something already there on hand. 
More precisely, this taking (which claaracterizes knowledge and discourse 
here) is a disclosi,·e taking. ThL'll 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 someWng. is characterized by the fact that it docs not "do 
anyth.ing." as we say, with the object. lt 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, p laced into consciousness; 

2. AHo Lrlting·b<. 
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on the contrary, it remains, in accord w ith the very meaning of knowledge, 
precisely where it i& Knowledge is a P'-'CUliar taking to on....U of something 
already there on hand. ~-uch that the thing. in being taken up, remains 
precisely what and where it is. We can understand this only if we a~ clear 
about what of beings is proper!)• taken up in the ~ct of appropriating them. 
And that is nothing other than their bcing-thcre-in-themselves, their pres­
ence, and speciAcally their fuJI presence, as this offers i tself without distor­
tion. Wh.1t is appropriated in knowledge and speech is the truth of beings, 
their unconcealcdncss. Atyetv, speaking about something. is a mode of ap­
propriating beings with J\'l;ard to their o utward look.' This is the basic thrust 
of the Greek interpretation of Atrn'' and of knowledge; it was established 
among the Greeks qulte originally, i.e., phenomenally, without dependence 
on a theory or nn epistemology. II is a ll the mo~ astonishing in view of the 
fact that it was p~ed by Parmenides' tht-ory of Being. which a..'i.'lei1S 

baldly that perceiving. knowing. and Being are the saJlll.'. This proposotion 
obviously did not lor the Greeks smack of idealism, if indeed the Greeks 
understood knowledge and discours-e as taking beings and allowing them 
to give themselves. 

y) noil]m~ and omjm~ as modes of commerce with the 
world. The structures of the commerce of Dasein with the 

world as the hori7.cm for an interpretation. 

We have thus exhibited two basic modes of comportment, two possibilities 
of commerce with the world, related! to ttxv'l: production and appropria­
titm. Both these modes of commerce with th~ world are ones of everyday 
Dasein; they are comportments that originate in life. J...ater the substanli\•e 
questions of the dialogue wW 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 t<' 
lfx.vn .. know-how, as such. 1lw tenn "cmnmcrce,N i.e .• the comrnc~ of a 
living being. namely man. "~th his world, indicates such a basic state of 
affairs, identical to both appropriation and production. • From this character. 
ttxvl], for its par~ recei\•es an interpretation. Accordingly, even know-how 
in regard to something. insofar as it is a kind of knowledge, is a determinat~ 
appropriation, with the remarkable nesull that t£xvr1 nml]tt~'li. the produc­
tive commerce with beings, is gu.idcd an d directed by a prior 11PI"OPriatio11 
of what is there, i.e., of what is to be made into something. That wtticl1 
U ;(V1'( primordially appropriates and anticipates was subsequenU)' deter-

3. AH. T11king tu ~f [A.n-sJCh·rrdtlftmf. Per«"ptk.m {Wghr-ndtmml" to U,)(e the tt\lth 
/Wnhre-lllll"'m/ 
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mined by Aristotle as the EiOO;. as we explained with the example of the 
shoe.' The traditiona I interpretation oi Plato left these matters out of account 
because they were obviously too primitive and too self-e-•ident £or such a 
lofty science as contemporary philosophy, and because our epistemology 
is much more advanced and takes Plalo to be beating his brains over 
trivia Utie:s. The proper meaning of these connections, of course, can be seen 
only if the phenomena are appropriated positive!)' in advance, lc., only if 
the original phenomena, such as the act of procuring. the Being of the 
immediate world, etc., a!(' investigated on the basis of the matters them­
selves, for in this way alone do the horizons become avai~1ble 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 w>derstand ourselves in the foundations of our 
Dasein .. And if, for the sake of a more thorough interp"-'lation, we =amine 
these phenomena phenomenologic•lly, our intention is not to construct a 
system of phenomenology, or to inaugurate a new movement, but simply 
to make available the hori?..ons that will enable us to understand what Plato 
already knew in a much better way. 

For the further determination of ltxv1), the question now arises: which 
direction of its provenance mus t we pursue in order to gain an actual grasp 
of the pheoomenon which set the c;onsideration on its way? Do not let 
)'Ourselves 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 directi\•e 
is the view of the initial phenomenon, namely angling or catching fish. The 
s tep from Jt0(1J<n<; to ~mien; 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 !tOi~m<; 
but in the direction of ~..;me;. For catching fish is a mndeof commerre with 
things which has the character of appropriation. And so arises the task of 
grasping more precisely the lh)vQjlu; of appropriation for its own part. 

a) The d et•rmination o f J<ti\mc; in terms of its "how." 
The possible modes of appropriation. 

Seizing (;[ttpoixJ9<xt) .. Hunting (81JpWtlKl\ ). 

Plato makes a distinction, at 219dSff., into two forms: 

s.a p. :!Sff 
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Both of these, insofar as they posst.-ss the character of .-ni<n<;, have the 
peculiarity of relating to something already there on hand. They both deal, 
in the mode of appropriation. with something that already is. 

1.) Metetfl'-rrm:6v. I\1Etafl6Mro means "to change"; here it signifies "to 
exchange something for something else." and specifically tK6vnnv JtpO~ 
tiCOvtcu; !'Etll~ATltllc6v (219d4f.); i.e., this exchange is carried out "free­
handedly." That which someone possesses is appropriated by another in a 
!'Etll(ld)J..Etv; they allow the exchange to take place. 11 is a matter here of 
an appropriating in which someone does not properly seize and ta.ke 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 I .1ppropriatc, and I for my part give something in 
exchange for what I have thus appropriated. Plato calls this type of free­
handed exchange 6JJ.at<tuc6v (223c7); W..Aaoow means "altering ." The 
determinate modes of 11£tCij.!dUEtv arc the following: 1.) For a gift I have 
received, l exchange a gift in return. 2.) For some service, I 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. 

H.) X&tpwntc6v. This is the determh1ation: t O lit AOtJt6v, i\ teat' tpya ii 
Ktttci Myou.; )(Elpoli!J.l!VOV ~Jtr1V (219d6f.), "sheer seizing." The other 
docs not voluntarily let go of the lhh1g, and, above aU, I do not give 
something in return; it is nothing but taking. Versus .-ni<n<;, appropriating 
in general, the )(EtpcllttK6v is in the stricter sense a seizing, where I on my 
own snatch something. as it were. Ob,•iously this is where catching belongs, 
so that its further explication remains tied to this phenomenon. 

Tite articulatjon, in this sense of splitting into two, dichotomizing, has, 
besides other connections, above all the meaning of repulsion-to repel 
from the phenomenon in qu.cstion whatever i.s irrelevnnt and in that y.ray 
to arrive at the chamcteristic determinations which make it finally possible 
to determine catching fish as a mode of catching. 

The )(Elpcllttt<6v is apprehended more precisely as a bringing to onesclf 
in the mode of seizing, in exchange for which the one who seizes does not 
give anything. Furthermore, it is chancteristic of the )(Etpwmc6v that what 
is appropriated in the seizing does not willingly give itself. Therefore the 
;tetpo>ttK6v is subdivided into: 

1.) the (lyo)vt<mtc6v, Sl'iting In battle. This is determined by the fact that 
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it is <iv~v06v (219e1), "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 ecvaQ<xv06v ;(EtpoOOilat, there is 

2.) a Kpt>Qaiov, hidden, xnpoiXJOat, such that the one under attack does 
not notice anything: to slay under co•<er, to shoot down, ;unbush, 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 ha\'C the possibility of an open defense but instead is captured 
with one stroke. Jt has no chance to offer resistance, ov>: bmptut (219<;t;), 
as it was caUed. 

\\lith Uris last dctermin.1tion of ;(EtpoooOcn as 9'1pe\JI!w, we come quite 
close to the kind of appropriation in question, namely catching, catclling 
fish. The phenomenon of catching is indeed the ~finwa "¢nov, which, as 
the starting phenomenon, pm\•ides the first direction for the inquiry into 
the provenance of the 6.crnal..l£Ut1\<;. 

tt"J.\"1 

I..._________ 
lllll'lti',i Jmj<n~ 

( lm)-rtKfj) 

r-----._ 
~eta~Allnk""f\ J(ttpwn~ 

r-----._ 
CtyalVtO""fl~ 0!\p£\ltliCI\ 

(to gain by struggle) (to hunt down) 

This analysis of Jmjot<; brings the ronsideration to a provisional limit 

b) The determination of lm'\cn; in terms of its • what.• 
living: 11\ings. 

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 yet there): the "how" of the comportment 
to somcthing, the uhow• of the ha,·ing 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 dcterminal"e stock of beings. The relatedness to things i.s not accidental to 
this phenomenon of possessing and seizing but pertains to it intrinsically. 
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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 K'tiicrt<; 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 Ktilcrt<; 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.1 

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 om.'. 
Thus it is a matter of catching something that is alive. Accordingly, the bask 
distinction is the first one made within the many possible objects of hunting: 
the living and the non-living, EJ.nvuxov and U'IIUXOV (219e7). The ~evo<; says 
of the a\jluxov: xcxipetv tacrcxt (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, 
avroJ.luvov (220a2). On the other hand, it becomes necessary, in view of th<.' 
initial phenomenon, to determine more precisely hunting for EJ.l\jiUXCX, ~(i>cx. 
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 e1lpEU'ttK6V to the ~q>091lpt1C1l, the hunt for living things. 
This phenomenon is taken up again later, insofar as man too is a ~cpov and 
the sophist in a certain sense hunts man. The ~(i>cx, the many things aliVl' 
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. VVhen we look further into the development 
of the determination of ~w!\, we will see that Aristotle determines ~ror\ by 
ICWtiv Kettlt t6ltOV, local movement, and by Kpivetv.' Kp(vetv corresponds 
to "''hat we are now caUing ttx;vr1: to make prominent and to distinguish, 
to orient onCS<'If in the broadest and most primitive sense: perception, 
instinct The Ktvciv l<<na 't61tov, 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 ane~6v, o r 2.) that of a \'t\/OttK6v 
(cf. 220a6f.), the mo,·ement of a living being that "walks'' or of a Jiving 
being that "can swim." The class of land animals we call lt'tl]Vov 'uM>v 
(220bl), "poultry," can also swim, and so can certain birds, but they do not 
move by swimming alone. Only the things that live entirely in water, the 
tvllOpa (cf. b2}, move by swimming alone. Thus there results, as regards 
the continuous orientation toward catching fish: 

9!]pnml<f\ 

"" ~ql09ljptl<f\ '-. 

evllOpov' 

1'- ., 
(l)..tcunl<f\ 
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 appropriatt'd. The.reby the phenomenon is 
mad<.' concrete from both s ides, f.rom the "how" and the "what" of the 
appropriation. Only now are we given the basis for a more precise dete r­
mination of catching fish as a mode of hunting. The consideration now 
therefore turns back to the mode, to the "how" of the hunting. 

c) Further detennination of er,pwtucft in te:rms of its ... how." 
Summary: history of the provenance of the a<1lt0At£1ltl\c;. 

How then is the KpllQ<Xiov )(EtpO~t carried out, the clandestine bringing 
to one's hand in the case of catching fish? According to what are we to 

2- Do\n. Ul. 9, 432.>1511 
J . Cf 220.11t:twypofll1p"'1j. 
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distinguish &Au:unK1j? The two modes of catching are characterized by 
lpKO<,. nets, and rti.IJY1\, beating, striking, wounding: Ka.9' 6. to 11tv fp.-;:mv 
am6e£v !lOtEitat n'lv a~ prot, tO 0€ 1<Ml'fli (220bl2f.). Most texts have auni9t, 
as if catching with nets ..,.ere deten:nined by the " immediately," but the 
rc.1ding aUt6e£v is preferable. For it is a matter fv&><a Kwl.tl<n'ro; Elpm n 
!r.Epttxov (220c1f.), of not allowing what is to be appropriated to have any 
room, t{py2tv, enclosing it, X£pttxetv, encompassing it, hemming it in. What 
is charocteristic of this catching is the aut691!v, "by itself." Nets and traps 
bring about hunting by themselves, and specifically in s uch 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 
n1.11-m. in M~KTIK1\, whnt is hunted can be taken only by means of wound­
ing and maiming. 

This last moment, nnmcly the &Au:unl<l'l 1tA11"'"11· ushers in the final 
step in the determination of the 6.mtaAt£t>n'l;. The angler catches in the 
mode of nl.~omKJi, striking and WOWldmg, 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 6.va<m<io9at "O.too9t:v El; touvavtiov civw 
pajlliotc; ~<al Kal.o.jJou; (cf. 22la2f.), from below upward, a d rawittg up with 
rods o r canes. Furthennore it is chatracteristic of the 1tAl)yi\ of the angler 
that, unlike the harpooniot, he is not simply out to strike the hunted object 
and wound it in any which way. lnsread, he must S<1t' to it that it bites: !r.Epi 
n'lv n:(Hl).l)\• mi tll O't611a (22la1), the booty is to be grasped only in a 
quite detennmate place. On the basis of this determination, the whole 
explication is once more run through at 221 b, and in a certain sense the 
lmcage, the provenance, of the aOttOAl£\)t~; is made \'isible. The consid­
eration concludes: • And in this way we h.lve disclosed, in a thoroughly 
sufficient fashion, what we desired," iKav6~~; &~1\l.cotat (221c4), nnd pre­
cisely through Myo.;. 

§44. Gmeml ciUJmctm::ntion of Ilk" IIIJ!Ihlltf. Dichotomy and 
dininsis 115 modes of o~A.ow. TIJE echo of the PIRtonic did1otomy ;, 

the atOIJ.OY d&>.; of Aristotl•. Diclwtomy Olld dinircsis 115 Plato's 
way of treating beings and Bd11g. 

Our discussion of the example has g;iven us a preliminary insight Into the 
method for prcsentifying some matter at issue in its essential content. lf we 
were to determine this method according to its immediate aspect, whilt> 
retaining Plato's own terms, then we would havt> to call it "dichotomiZing." 
lt is a matter of a cutting, ft~Jvctv, a "dissecting." of something previously 
undissccted. The proper tetm for this ft~Jvuv is litatpeiv; Plato often also 
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uses oxfl;i:tv, "splitting." The use of these designations shows that Ploto 
a nd the Greeks also viewed this procedure in such a way that for them 
tt~vtw had a concrele sense. Yet •ve must not forget that this oullptiv is 
designated as Afy£tv and that A6y<><; for its part has the character of o~wuv, 
"revealing.'' so that tt~vew is not an arbitrary operation to be taken as 
identical with p hysical cutting and breaking. On the contrary, we have to 
recognize that this ~\'£1\' itself, and lltmptiv, have the function of showing. 
of !'e\•ealing. The being is dissected until its substantive contents. the £16~, 

are revealed. This methodological state of affairs, namely that ).tyl;tv is 
apprehended as tt~vcw, and specifically as ~vttv of the d&.;. results in 
an expression w hich later plays a certain role even in Aristotle: citOI!OV 
Ei&.;. that outward look (of some m.atter at issue) that can be dissected no 
further, i.e .. the substantive content a! which the Atym• rests, and in relation 
to wltich the ).tyl;tv cannot further exhibit anything substantive. Closer 
examination shows that the cito~ov doo.;. the substantive or on tological 
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 ttl!vttv, namely that something is determined 
with respect to something else, or, m ore precisely, that the determination 
of the "(tv<><; as such keeps going on. Aristotle' s use of the expression citopov 
dO<l.; recall> the Platonic way of weing and explicating, To be s~TI:, the 
expression lno~ov El&x; no longer made sense for Aristotle, in view of the 
methodological ground he later attained, and to that extent lil!V£tV and 
StatpEiV lost their methodological significance. The expression aro~v 
e[oo;; is a remnant in Aristotle of a methodological position he no longer 
shares. We first experience all this about the Ei&.;. and about the procedure 
that determines the £l0<><;, by going through the delimitation of the 
C<mtllAIEUnj~. We must not allow ou:rselves to be led astray by this kind of 
dichotomizing and see the systemati.7..ation of concepts as what is essential 
in it, On the contrary, the S•ll.oii\• remains w hat is essential, i.e., the showing 
and revealing of the matter at issue itself. 

On tltis basis we can measure the exten t to which the presentation of this 
example is important for the substanti,•c disclosure of the sopltist. The 
example is not at all an "overview of the factual relations prevailing in the 
world of concepts," as has been said. 1 It is neither formal logic nor "e.mpir­
ics." On the contrary, it is meant to disclose the horizon of the phenomena 
we have come to know under the title tt',(VT), in accord with its fundamenl>ll 
differentiation into ltO(T)CJI~ and Knjmc;. 

The method of tfllV£tv a nd OlCtlf)£iv has been carrie-d out here quite 
naively, i.e .. in relation to objects t>lken as occurring in the world, whereas 

I. Const;.\ntin Rith.>r, ~ Untrr,:.wdrungtn abtr Pltttlm. i\fUr.chen, 19'10, p. 3. 
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we will see later that this t4JvEtV and otc.<tpEiv are not only applied to bcings 
but are also carried over to Being and its structures. Consequent!); for Plato 
there is no distinction between the way oi dealing with beings versus the 
way of dealing "~th Being. This slate of affairs is important for an under­
standjng of the Being of the so-<:alled 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 ~ll'tT}J.la nponov. The meaning of the 

definitions: the securing of the immediate aspects (<)>av't6.crJ.ta'ta) of 
the sophist in the usual horizons. Actually not definitions but 

descriptions. Articulation of the definitions. 

The explication of 'tEXVll provides a concrete horizon for the determination 
of the sophist. The determination of the acr7taA.tcu'tll<; is relatively easy in 
comparison with that of the sophist, because there is no controversy re­
garding what the acr7taA.tcu'tll<; genuinely is, i.e., regarding the 'tEXVll of 
catching fish. This activity is unproblematic to anyone with an elementary 
understanding of Dasein in general. Therefore the preliminary determina­
tion of the yevo<; out of which the acr7taA.tEU'tll<; takes his origin can be 
acquired in relatively univocal terms. But matters are quite different as 
regards the thematic object, the sophist. As the ~evo<; says: ou yap n <)>auA.11c; 
J!E'tOXOV £cr'tt 'tEXVll<; 'tO vuv ~ll'tOUJ.l€VOV, aA.A.' €U J.t<iA.a 1tOtKiA.ll<; (223clf.). 
"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 yevoc; 
is to be put forth as the ~ll'tllJ.l<X 7tponov. What is lacking is a secure ground 
for the disclosure of the ontological provenance, the proper yevo<;, 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, -rexv11, 7tOillcrt<;, and Kti;crt<; 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 <)>av-r<icrJ.tata 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 napaoeryJ.La, 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 otaKptVEtV or 't£XV11 otaKpt'ttlCll, not 
previously given in the explication of 't£XV11 under the napaonyJ.La of the 
<XonaA.teu-nl<;. 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 ~evo<; 
himself presents a summary of the previous definitions: "We want to stop 
and, as it were, catch our breath and discuss once again, 6n6oa ilJ.LtV 6 
ooq>to'tf)<; neq>av'tat, 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 6n6cra q>aivE'tat, "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-23lc. 
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: hwrl" (221c--223b). 
Zl\TilllG !!pcittov: tt;cvTJ. 11w cornm011 cow·S<' of the history of tlre 

origi11ation of the sop/list artd of the aarrai..twtlj;: 
ttxVTJ-!Ctiiau;-xoP<Dttl<1i- Eh1Ptlm'(lj. Distinction with 

rr.sp<rt to II" "what" of tire er,peumo1: man. Fact11al COIIIJ!Orlmalt 
ns llr~ standard. A6yo<; as tire tool rf tl1e sophist. Rllrloric as 

l10riz<Jn. Apetlj, ~oltat&un'(lj. 

The consideration of the sophist begins with a recollection of the ~~Till'« 
np<ilrov. What was first sought and investigated was whether the 
<iallai.IElltl\<; is an !6tli>Tilc;. thqvo.:;. or whether he has a tfxVTJ. Thereby 
the first description of the sophist is drawn into the horizon worked out in 
the consideration of the example. In the discussion, Theactetus finally de­
cides that in fact a ttxVT1 must be attll'lbutcd to the sophist. That is dear to 
everyday understanding as well, insofar as we obviously recognize in the 
sophist, if presentilied concretely, someone who understands his own busi­
ness, whatever that may be. Before the mo"' precise determination begins, 
the interlocutors recall that they have pre,~ously overlooked the fact that 
both, the ()(l'J[(l)_t£Utl\<; and the sophisl. are 6vta auyy£Vii (22ld9), have the 
same -ytvo; in common, the same provenance. That means each of them is 
not only to be addressed quile generally and [onnaUy as rexviTil.;, but they 
go together for a quite determinate extent ajla ltopellroecn (d. 222a3), and 
specifically in their ontological pro,•enance, not only in their formal deter­
mination. !loth tum out to be, sho"' themselves to be, in a certain sense 

hunters: er,p£11t6. nv£ teatO.OO{veo9ov lij!Q<o 1101 (221d 13). This now also 
indicates which course in the history of their provenance the two have in 
common: from ftxvn to ~'tl)atc; and the xe~pomrov up to er,peumrov, 
acquisition in the sense of a hunting that seizes. The sophist has this entire 
ontological history in common with the cimtai..teu~c;. 

We saw in the prt>vious consideration that precisely at the place the 
explication of lhe modes of comporiroenl arrived at the phenomenon of 
hunting the investigation took a tu.m. 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 pre,•iously common provenance of the 
sophist and the angler. Hunting was determined earlier as the hunting of 
l~'ljiUXCX and of li:ljroxa, and the former divided into hunting of the ~ov 
-ytvo~ and hunting of the l;<jla vEUO'nt'<i (d. 220a8f.). Now the ~tvo; says: 
to & r¢~ov £i6.1m!U'V <iaxtotov, tilll6vu:c; <'In Jto'-vetot<; El'l (21e6f.), "we 
have left li(1X\Gt0\' the outward look of those possible objects of hunting 
we spoke of as beings that move on ieet." Specifically, they said this eiao<; 
itself has a manifold form, but its exhibition was not important then. This 
is the point of divergence of the paths of the aOl!CXAII!utl\c; and the sophist. 



§45 (292-293/ 203 

The expression the !;tv~ uses for the determination of this divergence is 
telling: £.1<~ptnro9aL Mf",(pt ~tv roivw <vtailea 6 ao¢tcmi~ ..-ni <6> 
<iarro.Au~un't<; 6:1!Ct uno 'fli<; l<tlltt>Cij<; ttxvnc; 7top£6£a6ov (222a2f.). "From 
the point of departure, ttxvn lm}tt1(1j, up to now, both went together." 
E1<tptltEaElov lit yr <ill() n't<; /;(!lOflnP•Kiic; (aS), "starting with I;C!X>Onpun\, 
they diverge" and specifica lly in separate directions. lt is significant that 
the oonversation 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 Eio11, but instead the investigation turns concretely to the 
factual comportment of the beings which correspond to the eili'l. Pinto 
thereby gives a very apt reference to the perceptual field in which we now 
find tne sophist, and ind~ accordmg to his factual beha,,ior. The angler 
turns in cmc direction, to the sea, to rivers and brooks; the other, the sophist. 
turns to the land, to other rivers, o!ov 1-tt~JGJVCt<; <i~vouc; (222a10), to 
" fields which begrudge nothing,· which b>ive generously o f themselves, 
which yield up richness and youth. And the sophist turns there " in order 
to seize and to get in hand," xctprua61Jtv~ t<iv toutotc; ~IJCttCt (d. a lOf.), 
" that which is nurtured and grows there." This XEtp<00611£V~ again indi­
cates and calls to memory 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 hun ted, that which lives on l.1nd, should 
be divided. The ~tvo~ refers to the distinction between tame and wild. Al1d 
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 ~v~ challenges The­
aetetus to decide one way or another. He decides: ~<(>ov i\11£pov <XvGp6>7tOt><; 
dvat (cf. 222clf.), " man is a tame living being." But he decides wiUtout 
actually deliberating on the matter. 'HyOUfUXl (cl), " I d.,.,m it" on the basis 
of the natural knowledge of man available to me. 'Hyeiai)('.tt is the common 
expression for such convictions. (This is furUler testimony that the explica· 
tion of the sophist is carried out on the basis of the intuitive field o f natural 
cognition.) What results is the possibility of i1!1£PofJrlptl<1j (cf. c3), 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 lh<!m that they '"" nt one's d ~p<»al, has two 
poSSJ'bilities. These were already predelineated in our earl<er considerations, 
if we recall that the ;<Etpoixlfut. where it occurred for the first time, divided 
into an appropriating KCn' fpya. and an appropriating KCttc'l. A.6you.; 
(219d6f.), i.e., an appropriation by way of actually laying one's hands on 
the object and an appropriation by '""Y of speaking and persuading. Here, 
at 222c3, we have, on the one side, i3im~ !lt\pa, hunting by force. To this 
belongs noA£11tKii ttxv11, everything related to war. For the Greeks, war is 
characterized bas ically 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 'A6yoc,, through a AiyEtv whose specific possibilities are: OtKetVtKll 
(cf. c9), speaking before the courts; oru.trnoptK1l (cf. c9), speaking in parlia­
ment; and npocro~t'ArrnK1l (cf. c9f.), speaking with one another in daily 
commerce, on everyday occasions and for everyday reasons. This appro­
priation of others through 'A6yoc, is characterized on the whole as 
7tt9avoupytK'll (cf. clO): i.e., nt9av6v and €pyov. "'Epyov means effectuate, 
carry out; 7tt9av6v means that which speaks in favor of some issue. 
Ot9avoupytK'll 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 ore's own side. It means to 
speak so as to procure a following, i.e., to make d isciples, and, further, to 
persuade i8t<;t (dS), "all the individuals," and J.ucr9apvrrttK6v (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 'A6yoc, 
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 'A6yoc, 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 XEtpoucr9at, 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 'A6yoc,, a persuad­
ing of people, a persuading that has the sense of 6~t'Ata<; 7tOtEicrea t (cf. 
223a4), "nurturing commerce/' npocro~t'AEiv (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 apE-ol. Here apE-nl is identical in meaning with 7tett0Eta, correct for­
mation as the possibility of bringing oneself into a proper existence within 
the n6'Atc,. The sophist does not want to give others something to take 
pleasure in; his tEXV11 is not i)ouvttKTl (cf. 223al), but instead he places the 
others under definite demands while he claims their interest for a positive 
task, UPEnl, 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-
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lamation and this pretension: So!;orrm&unodj; OoKEI, " it looks" as if he 
cou ld provide the correct ~tm&ia. 

It is importrult to kc>ep in mind that thJs description docs not evaluate 
wl~at the sophist has to say but concerns only hJs 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. Titus this fir.lt description of 
the tfx\"1 of the sophJst remains entirely restricted to the characters of 
Knicn<; and ;(£tpo00tloo. We can now ttnderstand better the pre1ious refer­
ence to the factual comportment of the sophist. This first description grasps 
the sophist in his factual comportme-nt to others, in the aspect he displays 
as he walks about on the street> trying to procure for himself a following 
and thereby pursuing h.is occupation. To be sure. this aspect is objectively 
founded, but the question is whether this determination provides a genuine 
undcrstandJng of what the soph.ist properly is. 

It is dear that the first descriptio" of the sophist is in this sense Hnked 
up with the example of the tt0l!al.t£om\<; and that his manners and habits 
are therefore immedjately understandable out of weiJ-known horizons of 
human commerce and existence. There are imm~>dia te aspects of this exis­
tence, like those of any other. The framing of the first description and the 
follo"ing one within U1e horizons obtained from the determlrMtion of the 
angle-r milkes it dear that the sophist will be described here quite rutively, 
the way people in general know him and talk about him. Yet this initial 
descriptlon is not without importance for the inception of the proper un­
dersttndlng. since it is precisely something factual, and must be comp,..,. 
hended, and is not a mere fant.Jstic idea of the sophist. This procedure 
already re~>-ults in a series of determinate structures, ones which are not 
somehow iUusory but which, on the contrary. expose a ftxed content in the 
behavior and exist~nce of the sophist. The more manifold precisely these 
aspects become, i.e .. the ones the sophist shows to anyone who has anything 
to do "ith him, the more puzzling and d if6cult becomes U1e task of grasp­
ing him WUlJJlbiguously. i.e., obtaining the detcrmlnation of hJm appropri­
ate for comprehending this manifo ld o f immediate aspects and for 
providing them with a first proper foundation. It is in these terms that we 
must understand the connt."Ction benvecn the indh;duaJ dcscriplions of lhe 
sophist and the horizons that pert.Jin to the ooJtOJ.t£U~<;. 
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§47 Th< sromd, third, mtd fourth <kfimtions of lltt• $0f11rist: 
mm:lrmrl (21311-214<-J. 

a) The se<ond definition. Relolil"r (223b-224d). link to the 
fi rst definition: ape1'l'J, na t&!!a. KtTitun\­

lii:Tafli.TJn~-.j~yopa<mll1). Tr•ding in Myot Kalf.la9t\1iata 
apt'fli~. A6y~ as the sophist's merchandise. 

The transitions betw~>en the individual descriptions of the sophist are re­

velatory of d1is connection. It seems the transitions art' carried out quite 
extrinsically, in the form of mere adjuncl<. At the end of the first definition, 
for example, the second is taken up by a simple ttl. •En a£ Kal tJi&: 6&j> 
IOO>Ilev (2l3c1 ): "Furthermore, we also want to examine how he appears in 
this regard." This is the passage which emphasizes expressly that the soph­
ist is llttoxo.; rt;~:vn~ IJ.ai..a llml<i'-llc;: oirya~ n ~)·'lt; llt"rox6v t<m tfr."lt;. 
6).)..' EU IJ.<i).a notl<i}.TJ; (d. 223clf.). But the Unk is not as cxtnnsic as the 
t~• might suggest and as seems to be the case according to the summary at 
224c. We will see that then> is a COJ!Uiection 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 
Plxlut the i'Opnist and at the same time allo•vs for the horizons in which he 
is located in immediate self-evidence. ml yap o\Jv tv tOic; ltp6oSev 
EipTJ~'Ot<; QUVt<lOf.IU lt<Xjlt;(Ctat ~!) tOUtO 0 vilv alftl> I')IJ.Eic; QaiJ.EV cill' 
ttepov eivai -n ytv~ (223c21f.). "For even in what we have discussed above, 
lt~fxttat Q<ivta<J)l(l, he-the sophist-gives and imparts an appearance, 
a self-showing." That is, even on thebas.isofwhat we have discussed above, 
something becomes ' ' islble about the sophist (to be understood in the sense 
of how he c.m be recognized and how he shows himself) namely " that the 
pro••enancc we h.lve just now attributed to him, w namely &ljpa, "does not 
fit him but that some <>ther provenance must be accorded hlm.w This shows 
that the taking up of the next description is grounded in a "'-gard back upon 
the previous appearance of the sophist. That is to say, insofar as he was 
characterized as G1')po:unjc; he was placed in the ytvoc; of "tl''~tll1); he was 
understood in this respe<t, namely that he brings something to himself, 
appropriates something, ~-peciflcally i:n the unilateral wny of hunting, which 
gi\·es 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 someU1ing in return. Indeed he draws at· 
tention to himself and he broadcasts his claims to teach <ipenj. At 223b5, 
his ttxvTJ is characterized as Sol;onat&unKtj, as conveying and awakening 
nat&!.a. Accordingly, in view of the s tate of affairs already brought out in 
the first definition.. we must s.1y that the -~oc; of unilateral seizing and 
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hunting is incommensurate with the facts and that the determination of 
X£tpoucr8at is in any case insufficient. The <l><iV'tCXO"f..lCX is rtotK(A.ov, 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 ytv11 made explicit in the example, as if the articulation is given sche­
matically with the acrrtaA.t£Unl<; and now it simply remains to examine 
which ytvo<; 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 K'tll'ttK'Il into f..l£'ta~All'ttKll and 
X£tpontK'Il. M£'ta~All'ttKJl, 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 f..l£'ta~All'ttKll was introduced: exchanging gifts, receiving a 
wage, selling. This last type of f..l£'tet~All'ttK'Il-called here (at 223c9) 
a A.A.aKnK'Tl-is now enlisted to determine more precisely the comportment 
of the sophist. The sophist is exposed as an ayopacr'ttK6<;, and his 'tEXVll is 
ayo pacrn Kll 'tEXVll. 

This 'tEXVll is itself now articulated with respect to whether the seller sells 
products he himself has made, 'tOW at'noupy&v (d2), or whether he sells 'tel 
aA.A.6'tpta £pya (d3) what others have produced, i.e., whether he turns over, 
f..l£'ta~<iA.A£'tat, foreign products, i.e., 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.1 (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 KCX'tcl rt6A.tv (223d5), such that the 
merchant remains in town, has a permanent residence there. We call such 
a one KU7tllAO<;, "shopkeeper." He has his established stand or stall and 
sells things there. Others, in contrast, do not trade Ka'ta rt6A.tv, but instead 
£~ &A.A.ll<; ci<; &A.A.11v rt6A.w 8taA.A.a'tOf..lEVrov (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 llergcstellt ["produced") for zugeeig11et ["appropriated"]-Trans. 
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posed, namely lijlenj, 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 
necessary for the tpt6£ollat of the body and what is such for the soul. 
Concerning the latter goods and wares, ayvooilju:v (e5), "we are unclear"; 
we do not properly know what they might include. Here again there arises 
the same distinction we encoun~rcd already in the characterization of 
6~tl.eiv, where it was claimed that the ..t;,:VT( of the sophist does not aim at 
pleasure but instead claims a certain seriousness since it concerns one's 
proper formation. The same point is made again hen' at 22-lallf.: the sophist 
does not tt•de in music, pictures, or other iUu;,ions; on the controry, what 
he imports and sells is O'ltOulifJ<; ;toiptv (a5), "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 n61...;. It has nothing to do with t\liovlj but 
instead concerns the higher possibiHties of the life of the soul and of the 
spirit, namely ~o:Ot\~ata (bl), cognitiions in the broadest sense. The sophist 
buys them in buJk, stocks them. and then retails them, going from town to 
town. Thus what he buys wholesale and then sells are things which aJe 
important fur the soul and for life, for the proper life of the soul The sop rust 
does not display these wares, and they are not things which can simply be 
displayed. On the rontrary, they relate to the npcil;t~ of the ones to whom 
he sells these :u>l\~o:ux. Hence the ol>jects the sophist trades in have a quite 
general relation to the ljfll;tlj, and they are further determined as !i0:9~~oo:a 
(224cl ), cognitions, and then. in the summary at 224c9£f .. they ""' still more 
precisely determined as "'-Pi !.&yo~ ~<o:i I'-(XOli)lo:ta. 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 
is he a tEJ(VO!toJI..tKov (c4); "he does no t sell cognitions belonging to ..t:tvcn." 
belonging to the \•arious practical p rofessions. Instead, he is a 
JlO:Oll~o:tonwAt1<6v (d. 224b9), "he sells the lici9t'i~O:. the knowledge," re­
lated to 6.penj and no:t&!ia. This determination concludes again in a sum­
mary: iOt 31) vuv cruvo:y&'yUJIIEV ttilt6 Atyovro; Ox; to tii<; Ktlltll<tl<;, 
)lCtcxi\A~'tl'-'liCV ayopaan .. ijc;, £itnopu<ijc;, '1/lll:E~!!Dpll<t'jc; 7!Epl Myou.; KO.l 
)lO:{hji!O:[()t lij>Et'fi<; n<DA~tl.-QV OCUtqxJV QV*Vfl O~t<l"CCI<Ij (224c9ff.). That 
is how Oo<JtOTtl<tj shows itself. 
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b) The third and fourth d efinitions. Shopkeeper (224d-e). 
The differentiation of the th ird definition (shopkeeper) 

according to the summary of the defin itions (225e). Trading 
in; 1.) fotcign or 2.) sel.f·produced A6yot. increasing 

concentration of the definitions of the sophis t on A6ya<,. 

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!tov Ot y" oi~ni ae (d4), is simply linked to 
the pn.>eeding &rottpov in the sense of a mere further enwneration. lltis 
has a certain justification, since the third and fou.rth definitions remain 
within the same ytva<,. The ~fva<, here merely provides a restriction on the 
preceding description, yet at the same time, insofar as thls restriction is 
taken up into th.e definition, he enriches our understanding of the ><lbstan· 
tive content of the sophist, to Ute extent that the sophist is looked upon as 
one who trades in lle<&ljlletta. The fuiJrd and fourfu determinations consider 
it of value to distinguish something a !ready mentioned earlier: whefuer the 
retailing merchant is a strictly local one and wheUter he has himself pro­
duced the things he sells. These two determinations, 1.) that he amo\l 
KCX9tlipulltva<, ev ~t6)~ (d4f.) and resells what he has p urchased in buJ.k. 
and 2.) thai he sclh things he has made himself, can no w be taken together 
as one or can be separated. We can thus conceive the sophist either as 
xciJrT)AO\;,. as a "shopkeeper," who remains in the same town.. or as someone 
who travels about. Furthermore, we can take him as a merchant who retails 
things others have made or as one who trades in fuings he himself has 
produced. The latter distinction makes it possible to increase the number 
of dcfin_iUons by one, depending on whether or not the two moments are 
taken together or distinguished. Here they are taken together: 
~a9'1J.liXT0110lAtK6v (224€3). On the other hand. in the enumeration at 231d 
a distinction is made: the second description portrays fue sophist as 
~J.l7tOp6<; ttc;. the third as a shopkeeper who retails locally things made by 
others, and the fourth as a merchant who scUs what he himscll has made. 
ln the recapitulation, both these moments are distinguished, ond accord­
ingly we find there one extra definition. On the other hand, the summary 
at 225e concludes with; tttaptov, as fourth. I have already said we will 
take up the enwncration according to the recapitulation at 231d. 

What is substanllvely important in this second description (and cons.,.. 
qucntly nlso in the third and fourth descripHons, which depend on the 
second) is the emergenC<' oi the iact that the sophist is not onlr engrossed 
in speaking in the sense of persuacting others but that he trades in Abyot, 
in things said, either what others ha' "' expounded ot what he has disco,·­
ered himself. Thus he has to do with MyOt; a.lso by way o( retailing A6yot, 
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things said, whether produced by others or created by himself. Hence for 
the sophist My~ is not only the way to win others but is also his stock in 
trade. And so it is already becoming clear h ow the whole comportment of 
the sophist is increasingly concentrated on My~ and how his whole exis­
tence is engrossed in ).£yEw. 

§48. The fifth definition of tile sophist. Dis1fUier C224e-226a). 
Orimtatio11 toward the horiums of the definition of tile 

C.onaA.trotlj<;: l<tTl'tlK1\---'XEtpu>nK1\-cl:ywvtCrnK1\. Bnttlt by 
means of MyoL J\6y~ as tilt basic plrmomenon of t!rr d.ifinitions 
of tire sophist; n><:rlpitrrlation. "-YT1Aoytl<~, tpum•"11· Tlrc bnbbltr 

(Tirroplrmslrrs, Characters, 3!. 

The fifth description a lso begins with an tn, here, to be swe, in another 
form. •En Otl crKOitOOfii'.V £i ·nvt toup& npocrtouctv apa. tO vtiv 
(.lttalitWK6(.l£VOV rf\·~ (ll4.c6f.). 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 ln the descrip­
tions and characterized by so many different tt;cvoo-"whether there also 
applies," npO<Jtontev, i.e., mu.~t be attributed to him, "this other lineage that 
we now have to pursu.e." Which one? The answer is a reference back to a 
kind of ;(£tpoticreat 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 0.011:aAU:t>tlj~. This is evident if we 
schematically present the articulation of the investigation and the course it 
has token: 

J.IE<all'-11nK1\ 
/ 2nd, 3rcl, 4th definitions 

l<TTltiKl\ . 
'\. aywvtcrtt 1<11 

'\. / 5th defmition 
;(£1pOlttK1\ 

""" 911pttmK1\ 
1st defmihon 

The first description of the sophist took up the determination of the 
911P£tmK6v. The second definition attached itself to a content introduced 
in the description of the &lip« of the sophis t, namely exchanging. and so 
this content ,.,,as forced to draw in IJ!E:l-a~ATJ-n~. Hence the only moment 
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in the pregiven horizon to remain untouched is aycovt<:rtt1Gl. The fifth 
definition now claims it. We then see clearly that the sophist is being 
described quite primitively, solely in terms of his behavior. 

"Ayrovtcr'ttKtl, appropria tion by means of battle, now allows further de­
terminations. For ayffiv properly means for the Greeks "contest," "compe­
tition." And so the original determination of this battling is CxjltAA.&creat, 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 CxjltA.A.&creat 
is llUX£cr9at, in Latin pugnare, confrontation not with the other but against 
him. This J..L<ixccreat again has two possibilities: battling against another 
crffiJ..L<X'tt npoc; crffiJ..La'ta (225a8), using violence, with arms and implements, 
thus ~i<;t, ~tacr'ttK6v (alO), or, on the other hand, battling, confronting, 
striving against the other, A.6yotc; npoc; A.6youc; (al2), i.e., by means of A.6yot. 
The latter confrontation is carried out in speech. And so you see how, in 
the fifth description as well, the basic phenomenon of A.£y£tV is decisive. In 
all these descriptions, the focus is on A.Eyetv in its various possibilities. The 
goal is not only to w in people through A.6yot, nor only to sell A.6ym, but 
the very way of winning over and selling is a Myctv. Moreover, what the 
sophist sells, A.6yot, ultimately become in turn a ouvaJ..Lt<; of A.Eyetv for the 
others, for those who are brought into this natocia. 

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," JltlKEcrt 
(22Sb5f.), and "public," OllJ..LOcrt<;t, i.e., whether it is a matter of confronta­
tions in long speeches and counter-speeches as happens " in court," 
OtK<XVtK6v (b6), or whether the confrontation the sophist pursues is of 
another character: tv ioiotc; (b8), " related to individuals." This latter mode 
does not play out in public life and is carried out KU't<XKEKEPil<X'ttcrjlEVOV 
£pro'ttlcr£crt npoc; anoKptcrEt<; (b8f.) (KEpjla'ttsEtV 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 
av'ttAEy£cr9at, avnA.oytK6v (blO). This avnA€yccr9at, this verbal confronta­
tion in the form of speech and counter-speech, can be carried out a'texvroc; 
(cl), 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 (22Sc) will not be dealt with further. 
In addition, there is the €V't£XVOV (c7), the confrontation carried out accord­
ing to certain rules and on the basis of a definite 'tEXVll. This is called 
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tptO'tii<OV (c;9), genuine <tisputation, which, as essentially theoretical, has a 
function in theoretical questions and cognitions. Within this class of dis­
course in question and answer, i.e., a.rgumenllltion, theoretica.l-scientific 
discussion in the broadest sense, the~ is a type Plato calls C<&oA.roxt~<6v (cf. 
d 10), mere peda.ntic babble. From tl'tat he distinguishes a kind of speech 
whose only possible name is o<>.;.ton 1<6v. It is thereby evident that the 
sophist's sort of avn).ty£o0at has indeed a serious character; his speeches 
are concerned with some matter or other. The aooAtoxllc; is the babbler, 
used in the special sense of one wh o babbles pedantically about trifles. 
Meant here are those who do not pass a minute of their nves without 
philosophizing about trifles or speaking about them, who cannot even 
rumb a mountain without pouring f·orth all their knowledge to their com­
panion, indeed "~th the intention of provoking the other to a nesponsc 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 CilJllact<.-s, a classic 
description of this type of perl<On. According to Theophrastus, babbt;ng is 
a matter of Myot J.l<XI<pol. whereas here for Plato it is a question of Myot 
J.llKj)O!. That is not a contradiction. Theophrastus dOl'S not mean by J.l<XKpOi 
eJCtended speaking in the sense of one discourse but rather constantly bring­
ing up new topics in order to draw lhe other into a dialog1te. This is 
Theophrastus' account in Charndm, 3: 

i\.OoA.Eaxla is a mode of d.rcu.mlocution in rd.mbling and rashly chosen words. 
and the ci&UOX'l~ is, e.g.~ .1 man who approoches someone he docs nol at 
all know (in a train or '"''herever) 4nd gives him a long speech i.n prai!oe of hi5 
own wife, or relates to him what hE!: dreamt that night.. or treats In detail wh.lt 
happened during the afternoon. A.fter that, if the other is still listening. he 
goes on to say th.tt people today are much worse than formedy. that the pri~ 
of whe-.at on the market has n.sen. that there are many foreigners in town, that 
~ince the Dionysian festivals the ~il Ms berome M\'lgab)e i\b'ilm (these a.re 
.1!1 otwaous things). that if Zeus would send more rain it '''Ould be better, that 
the harvest v.ill be such and such this year, and that in general ~feisdifficutL1 

§49. Tra11siiiOII to the furtltu task: orie1ttaliot1 with regard w 
Pinto's positio11 ott My~ by mea11s of a clarification of 

his pos1.ti0t1 em rht!toric. 

The consideration of the last definitions h"" demonstrated, above all, the 
significance of Myo.;, in ' ' arious regards. for the comportment of the soph­
ist. The sophist moves in MSyo<;: 
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1.) insofar as ).6yo; is the means he employs to procure his objects, 
namely other people, 

2.) insofar as correct speaking, tv ~..ty\:lv, rrcxt&ICX. is what he himself has 
to give, and 

3.) insofar as ~tv, in the form of tpt<m•"l\, disputatiousness, is what 
his l't<XtSda brings about in individuals. 

This predominance of the phenomenon of).~ may not be passed over, 
provided one sees it at all. The interpretation of the dialogue must take It 
into account. Our introduction has already pointed to the fundamenta l 
significance of M~ though indeed only in its quite general and basic 
determinations. Thus we indicated, above a.U, that the Greeks understood 
'-6yo; as the very phenomenon on which their interpretation of human 
existence was based. 

Furthermore, we pointed out that Myo; as idle talk. its natural mode. 
predominantly determines everyday Da>ein. Rhetoric and sophistry orient 
the Greek idea of education, rratlid<r, toward wyo;. Moreover, we saw in 
Aristotle's positive consideration that every single liAr)9elittv, every single 
disdosive comportment-<:>thcr thalli vo\).;-al.l the way up to theoretical 
research, is determined !JWX Myou, by the way it carries out Atyttv. And 
so we have anticipated the fundamental significance of Myo; for human 
Dasein. Now, however, we face the task of lU1derstand.ing the phenomenon 
of Myo~ in Plato's S~'Tlse, since this phenomenon it<eJr presses forward more 
intensely in the dialogue. That is, we have to ascertain Plato's 0"~' position 
on A6yo; and on the cluster of phenomena grouped around it Does Plato 
himself express this predominance of 1..6yo; 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 ~ instead, it can only be a matter of certain 
references, ones which make it clear that the question of l.6yoc; resides in 
the centro I questions of Plato'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 Myo;. We "~11 as.k: what is Plato's position 
on rhetoric? For rhetoric is the tt',(VT] 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 Myo;. 
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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: Nuv 1101 Soni.; 
01'!1.6JoC:u, W f opy\u, Cyy;;tata 'tf)v p!JtOptK~V ijvnvu tf XV!JV 1\"ffl £ivat, K(X\ 

d n tyro cruvi'll"· l.i:'(El<; llu ~Uet6oUo;. 0'1~ttoupy(); tonv .; P'1toptKfi, m \ it 
1tp<XYJ1Cttt(a aU'tlj<; ftJtaott Ktt\ Tt'> "£¢),Cli0V f:L; tOOtO n:J.£\>tg· 1) fx£1<; tl 

'Ai:(l'.tv em Mtov tljv pntopncl] V lhivuo0at 1) 1!£19(;) toi<; a~'OOOil<nv tv tii 
ljlllJ(fi lTOtciv; (~2e9ff.). "Now it seems to me, Gorgias, that you have revealed 
to me precisely wha t sort of !tzVIl you attnbute to rhetoric, and, if 1 have 
understood correctly, you are saying" 1t£19oil<; O!J!ItoupyO;tonvil p!JtOptiCli. 
" the main concern of the entire occup.,tion is to adlieve this end. Or are you 
saying that rhetoric might possibly be capable of something e lse than the 
inculcation of a de6nite opinion in the audience?" This is Plato's concep tion 
of rhetoric in the Corgi<~;, hence a negative one. That is, as the subse<1uent 
considerations make dear, such a -.txV!l-this is what Socrates dc:mon­
strates-<anno t be a ttMat all. For it does not have any content. It precisely 
refuses to deal substantively with th at regarding which it is supposed to 
teach others how to spca_k. It is a k.nO?.\'·how that is not orit?nted toward any 
substantive content but lnstcad aims at a pu.re.ly extrinsic, or, as we .S.."ly, 
" technical," p rocedure. This negative attitude of !'Jato toward rhetoric-that 
he does not even n.>rogni7.e in it a proper ttxv11-obviously has its motives 
in the e.xcesse5 committed by the oraton; of thllt time. What ~' remll.fkable, 
however, is that already in this dialogue Plato holds in his hand positive 
possibilities for a real u11derstanding. "~thout letting them lx'COme effecti\•e. 

In the Phaedrus, PL1to's attitude toward rhetoric is quite different. There it 
is positive, but not such that Plato recognized in rhetoric a proper !tzv!J, as 
Aristotle later did. Jt is the PhaedniS that can provide us with central infor· 
mation about the 1vhole question now occupying us. To be sure, this dialogu<> 
is precisely the most controversial both wilh regard to its proper content and 
its main intention, as weU as with regard to its chronological place. 

b) The controversial character of the Pltaednts. 
Schleiermacher's theses about the Plwednts and about Plato 

in general. The beginnings of historiographical-<ritical 
research into Plato. Oillhey and Schleiermacher~ 

Schleierrnacher places the dialogue at the beginning of Plato's literary ac­
tivity.' He sees !he soul of thL' work,' as he says, in the d ialectic. It is the 
idea of the dia lectic which Plato shows to the Greeks for the lm;t time in a 

4. F. Sch~. PlittoM Wukt. Ersten Thet.les cn.ter Ba:ncl. ~;wcltc ~"fte Auflagt:. 
llerlln. 1817. cr. p. 67. 

s. cr. ibid. p. 65. 
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positi\'e way. Schleiermachcr determines dialectic as " the art of free think· 
ing and of formative communication .. "' The thesis of Schleiermacher-that 
the Plwtdrus is the earliest work of Plato-<>pened up the question of the 
historical development of Plato's thinking. just as in general Schlcicr· 
macher's work on Plato (his translation is unsurpassed even today, and the 
same holds for his introduction to the dialogues) brought the PL1tonic 
research of modem times to the level o f historiogmphico-ph.ilologicru crit· 
icism. lNs occurred in initial collaboration with Friedrich Schlegel, who, 
however, because of his literary preoccupations, did not fmd it possible to 
accomplish real work but left it at pronundallons and programs. The clas­
sical philologist HeindorP was also a; collaborator of Schleiermacher's, and 
even today, a.~ far as the establishinent of the text is concerned, he is still 
important for research on PL1to. In 1896, Dilthey delivered a Lecture in the 
Berlin Academy about the work of Schlcicrmachcr on Plato, "Schleicr· 
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 Schleiermad>er, which augmented the first edition with posthu­
mous fragments! His appreciation of Schleiermacher's work on Plato is 
characteristic of Oil they. He emphasizes above all the historical significance 
of philological-historiographical criticism for the formation of the modem 
5<:ienlific «~ns<:iousness and refer~ 'back to the first predecessor of this 
critical consciousness, Semler, and his "Biblical critidsm.'~ Actual philolog· 
ical-historiographical research was introduced by Friedrich August Wolf in 
his Prolegorrwnn =u Homer of 1795."' Niebuhr's Romi<che Cesdtichk foUowed 
in 1811.11 In this context belongs Schleiermacher's translation of Plato, 1804-
28." Oil they points out that the aids c reated by these three great critics came 
together and were elaborated by Ferdinand Christian Baur. He applied this 
critical consciousnt.'Ss to research on Christianity and tried to offer a histo­
riographical-critical presentation of ancient Christianity.U 

6. Ibid .• p. 651. 
7. Lud wig l'riednch Hctndon (177-1-1816). W'hilologU.t T..cher at the di1S8i<al high school, 

thl!n prokssor.ln &rlin. 
8. W. Dilthey, Lttrm Sdrk~dJcrt_ 2. Aufl., v~rt um Stik1<e der for'bCtz:Ung .lu:! dem 

Nochl.\11 d., v.m,....,. Hg. '""H. Mulert. Berlin and Leipzig. 1922. Bd. t, pp. 645-663. 
9. johann Salonttl Semlc!t,e.g .. Abb4Jtdlung r»tlfrdn' Untnsuchu"g d01 Cj;inotr, 4 Tt..'ile. Halle, 

1771-1775. 
J. S. ScmJer, Vorbmih.mg :~tr th«llQStSC~' 1-kntll"JeNh'k. .Ul wtiltrt:r 6tfi'rdnv"8 diS Ffri/!4 

l)t~gdtt'twlnGmmgtlthrltll~ 1.-•t SNck. Halle, 1760-1769. 
10. fri\.-dnch AuguSI Wolf. Pro/tg(Wtn!lfA lid Homrnmt, swt tk o,wum Homt'rltorllm p~ l"t 

gnumu jm'Wiil. Nn!Squr' mutGriortthwi tt pro#;rQMi nUJOn.!! emrnd1nuli. Hall(', 1795. 
IL!Ia.rtholtGeorg N..b'IIIT(I77~1831). Rmr.lod"'c..tn-. 2 Bde.,ll<rlin. 1811-1812. 
l.l PIRtorti Wuh, libcrsd:lt von F. Schlriem'\IK':Mr, 2TciJc in5 Bindm Serlin. Jt\()4..-1810. 
l3. Fe:rdinand Chn~.,n &ur (1792- 1660}, L".g., Kr!IUcM Ullltnlldt./;tngm a!Yr dk hl~tC»Iisdrnl 

£umsrtitn. TUbi_ngt"ff, tt47. 
F C. llaur,ltlrrbudl df:l' cllm<lu11Dt Dog"'tng<s<lrkhU Stuttgart, 1846. 
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It is on this basis that we arc to understand and evaluate Schleiermacher's 
work on Plato, and II is on the same basis that we are to sec the orig in of 
his remarkable thesis of the chronological position of the P!raedru5. This 
determination is all the more remarkable in view of the fact that that 
dialogue presents an extraordinary !O?vel of questioning throughout its en­
tire extenL 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 Schlciennncher inter­
preted the past in terms of his own present is characteris tic of the construct 
in which he locates Platonic philosophy. Schleiermacher identified Plato's 
predecessor Socrates with the Enlightenment; he saw in Socrntes the genu­
ine enlightener, who battled against s.uperstition and popular opinion. He 
then saw in Plato the position of Ka<ll and Fichte, the rNum to ron.<cio us­
·ness, subjective idealism. In these terms., he interpreted the work of Schell­
ing and Hegel back into Aristotle's o wn research. This is an interesting 
construct which later became lashiornablc and today still thoroughly deter­
mines the usual cona?ption. Yet it is by no means defensible. In his presen­
tation of this interpretation, Dilthey is unsure, because he himself knew 
little about the Creeks (which is made clear in his Einlritu11g ill di• 
Gl!islestoismrsc!rajtfrr)" and becilusc 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 Schleier=cher' s work on 
Plato, though indeed important for the history of the de\·elopmenl of the 
human sciences and even unsurpassed as a translation. remains1 in terms 
of a philosophical appropriation of Plato, beneath the demands we have to 
make on a philosophical interpretation. Schleiermacher's as.sessment or the 
Plrnedn•s as early was subsequently taken up by no less a figure than 
Hermann Usener," who sough! to support it with external, philological 
criteria. He based hi.mseU on an ancient trndition: Alexandrian philosophy 
seemed to suggest the Pltaedrrt< had to be taken as Plato's earliest work. 
The question has not yet been sufficiently decided. The g~'lleml opinion 
inclines today rather in lhe direction of placing the Plrardnrs in the time of 
the Tlreactd us, the Soplrist, and the Stotemum. i.e., in the time of the properly 
sdcntific diaJogucs. There might be a certain jusllfic~tion in s..1ymg that the 

Plrnn1rrtS 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 Phattlnrs at the bt.-ginnlng but sees interspen;ed 
in it fragments from a later time. so-called ~visions. This conception is 

14. Wilhelm Di.ld-,e)'· &rdnrsmg md~tQtrst~sdwftnt, lL>1pt1g and lk'f'tin. 1883. 
t5 li<rmllnn Usenet lltUI-t'JOS) Cla"IG\I pnilotogisl Pr.,_,. in ll<m. C..U.""Id . .00 

llonn; fuundatiooAI ""'' In U.. . ,.,.. ol lh<• hlsin<)· ofGr<-cl: pl\llooopl\)• ond rcltgloo 
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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 7tapa8£t"(Jlata. 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 Myot; here in this broad sense is the fact that the Pltnedrus 
does not deal merely with the spoken ).6y~ but a lso wrth the written, the 
YP6i!ll<xta: not on!)' with what is said in the stricter sense, but aL<o 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 metaphysica 1 one. On the 
contrary, hls conccm is to expose the basic determination of the existenet! 
of man, precisely tht> concern of the second part of the dialogue, and hurnan 
Dascin is seen specifically in its basic comportment to beings pure and 
s imple. And the love Socrates speaks of, both the natural and th.c purified, 
is nothing e lse 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, IUI.tn(!ly human Dasein, or ,,round Socrates himself. to refer to a si.nglc 
individual. 

b) General characterization of the first part of the Plraedms. 
The preeminent significance of Myo; for the central theme 
of the Plraedn~s. Socrates' love for M\yo; (or for s peaJ<ingl as 

a passion for self-knowledge. 

The strength of the phenomenon of My~ in thts context of human eltistencc 
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, who is enraptured with the rhetoric of the 
time and always cnrries in his pocket the speech<!s of lysias. Just as l'hae­
drus is coming from Lysias' school, he encounters So<...,.,tes, who stops him 
and says, Wt~aa; lit t~o' voooilvn upl Myow ri1<otjv' (228b6f.). "You 
have met someone who is love-sick O\'er hearing speeches." Thereb)' it is 
already clear (and we will see it again in another passage) how much, i.e., 
how completely. Socrates was concerned with 1.6yo.; correct self-expres­
sion , insofar as he understood self-e.,pression to involve nothing other than 
self.<Jisdosure, 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 speak..• of his passion for self-knowledge. A telling passage, which S'.>ems 
to me to be characteristic of Socrates in general occurs a t 229e5ff., where 
Socrates admits: ou Oi>v(ljla( lUll l<<xta to 6£}..q>to:6v YP6i!lla yvwvat t11avt6v· 
"(EAoiov 01\ ~o· +tt!V£l<n tOUtO fn CL'(VOOUIIta til ciAMtplct <Jl(Oll£iV. o0£v 
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Iii) xcxlpt:tv Moa.; tai>ta, net96JJEV<><;:ilt~(jl "OII'~OJ.ltvq> nep\ alinlw, 0 vuvllfl 
EM:yov, <n.:oJtoo oil t avra ill' Ef.IC<\ltov, Eltt tt9T]ptov ov wnavro Twoovo; 
ltOA\ll!A.oK<ilttpOv ><a\ f.lillov tmti:&uf.lf.lfvov. cln: ilf.1£p<ilt£p6v T£ Kal 
c'mA.o!Xm:pov ~q,ov, EJda<; nv~ ICal a~\1 J.lO{p<X<; $00£1 J.lf:ft'~OV. "1 have 
not been able to achieve self-knowledge. in accord with the Delphic injunc­
tion; I have not )•et got so far. Therefore it seems to me to be ridiculous, as 
long as I am not yet advanced far enough there, hence am in ignorance 
about myself, to try to grasp what is alien to me and does not pertain to 
me. Therefore 1 leave that alone, and in all these things-nature and the 
like-1 adhere to what people generally believe. In these matten; I can 
indeed be satisfied with opinions; but as regards myself 1 want knowledge. 
I do not look into anything but myself, and in particular 1 investigate 
whether 1 am perhaps an animal like Typhon with a much confused form, 
and am just as monstrous or even more so, or whether I am tamer (recall 
the same question arose in the Sophist). a tamer and simpler animal, whose 
existence partakes somewhat of the divine. "3 l.n this connection he says 
'tAo)ltt91\<; yap df.1t (230d3), "I am possessed by the love of teaming," and 
this is to be understood in the sense already mentioned: the love of hearing 
what people say, l.oyrov liKOti (d. 228b6f.). Socrates is ob\-iously not refer­
ring here to the degenerate speaking <>f the orators but to genuine, substan­
tive spe<tking. t<illtv ovv XQlPia K<XI ta !itv6pa oil&'v ~· tetM\6t6U<n."L\tv, 
oi o' tv t$ <iotet ci\'ilplll1tot (230d41.). "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 
dftemoon Phaedrus and Socrates walk together outside the city and then 
recli.ne beside a brook. In this setting, Socrates brings up the fact that 
Phaedrus is carrying the transcription of the speech of L)•s.ias in his pocket 
and tha t at the beginning of the dialogue he enticed Socrates out of the city 
\\~th it. ali !!EvtOt Oo~'ti<; f.IOI tii<; tiJiJ<; £~60ou tO OGpfJ<X>:Ov TJWTJI<tvcn. 
<ii<rnep ·(lip ol -ra liCt v«i>vra 9ptl!l!<na 9aM.ov II nvo: Kap!Wv ltpOOEfovm; 
(iyollOl v, ali t11oi 1.6-you.; ovtro ltpOtd\•O>V tv lltllAiOl<; 't1jv re )\m!Cl)v ~(vn 
ll£ptei<,ew iiltacrav Kai onot <iv OlloOE lloli'-n (230d6ff.). " lt seems to me 
you have indeed found the proper means of enticing me out here. Just like 
ones who lead hungry animals by dangling befor<! them greens o r some 
other fruit, so you could, Myou.; o·\itro npon:fvrov, by enticing me with 
speeches, lead me around the whole of Attica or where,•er you want" This 
&presses quite clearly enough the strength of Socrates' genuine love for 
A6y<><; and how important it is for him to gain clarity about A.tyetv Itself. 
We cannot here go into the content of the spe<>Ches of Socrates. We will Umit 
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ourselves to some of the rna in points of the second part of the dial<'S'ue and 
try to see the~>by, wiU1 more pi'I.'Cision, Plato's altitude toward A.6yu.;. 

c) General characterization of the second part of the 
Plra•drus. Its articulation intu three m oments (Rhetoric and 
truth. Truth and dialectic. Rhetoric as 'IN"£tfYWyicd. Plato's 

positive evaluation of 1..6yoc;. Outlook: his skepticism with 
regard to A.6yoc, as "writing." 

We can articulate the second part inlo three moments: 
1.) Plato shows that even rhetoric, rhetorical technique, insofar as it aims 

ot Myoc; as nnOoi>.; OlJI.llOupy6:;. hence iflS()far as it deals with what is 
probable or with opinions, is actuaUy possible only if it has an insight into 
citMOtta itself, i.e., into truthful S!""'ch (273<1311.). TI1us Plato shows in the 
first place that the orators are altogether misinfom1ed about tl1e conditions 
of the possibility of their own Wf.Vf). That is, an orator must consider 
something much more fundamenta l than tc>chnique proper, something 
prior to tL'Chnical artifices and tricks, prior to composition, harmony etc., if 
ne is to be able to fulfill hls task, ~ven il he m~rely intends to speak in 
accord with popular opinion. For even ciK<I<;, citn<i"l, deception, is possible, 
and 'an be genuinely carried out, only if one~ the tmth.. This position 
nctuolly amounts to ill1 acknowledgment of something positive in rhetorical 
technique. Thus it justifies our s.1ying that Plato's attitude toward rhetonc 
has here become more positive. 

2.) This seeing of the truth is c..rrled 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 ~TitTJI'U !tp<iltov, and on th.ot 
basis, constantly oriented toward it, articulates its content. For Plato, then, 
what could make rhetoric genuine, iJ it were J tf;(VTl~ 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 rhl"'toric this foundation, i.e., understand I ton the basis 
of true speech, and only if the latter is not limited to sprechcs in murt or 
h1 parliament but instead relates to the speech of every moment, hence also 
to speech tv ililou; (26la9)-only them can we also attribute to PlltOptKl) 
'tt;(vf) a certain justification. Then we can say rhetoric is perhaps something 
like a ttxv'l 'I"JltfYoryla nc; ott\ MyulV (26ta7f.), "know-how in guiding the 
existence of others by means of speaking with them.• 

This threefold reflection with regard to Myo; shows quite clearly now 
th.at Plato's interest in Atyl!tv in fact is not oriented toward rhetoric and its 
possibility, but that for him i.t'{ttv-in the sense of Socrates' sclf·character· 
ization-conccrns huma.n existence itself. 
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This positive appreciation of the sense of Myo.; shall be our basis for 
w1derstanding PL1to's positive skepticism regarding i.byo.; as well. He ex­
presses this skepticism. precisely in this second part of the PlwedniS, 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 wewiU also employ concn:>teexamples 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. 11lat is a lithe more so precisely because there 
an even more acute skepticism with rega.rd to A6~ comes to lighL This 
skepticism is not a matter of feeblen.ess 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 l<!\•c l and orientation, precisely what Plato 
acquired in seeing the fundamental s ignificance of I.Oyoc; for existence. 

§52. Rt'Coilt't'lwn of tile sense of fh,• mterprl!tnhOil of lite Phaedrus 
ill amneclion Juith that of the Sophist. Gaining a fmrdame>tlnl 

grn5p of tht nren11ing of 1.6~ as tire field of scientifit p!tilosoplry 
for 1/rc G~. Tmnsition !Q tlrc intrrJin:IRticm of the 

serond port of the Phaedrus. 

let us first recall the t.15k. We want to ascertain the fact, and the sense, of 
the priority of My<><; in the question ing characteristic of scientific philos­
ophy. O ur previous consideration or the definitions of the sophist has led 
us to see that the phenomenon of '-6~ comes to the fore everywhere. A 
fundamenta I grasp of the meaning of Miy<><; 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 m ore than a general orientation, more 
than the observation that Myo:; play ed a special role, and more than an 
appeal to Aristotle. lnstead, insofar as what is at stake here is an interpre­
tation of Plato's Sopltist, we are obliged to examine the role played by the 
phenomenon of Myo:; in Pinto himself. Within the framewo rk of our 
lectures, we can most easily carry out this task by lintiting ourselves to 
the d ialogue which in a certain manner fonns the ~ntral point for all the 
questions raised in Plato's philosophy, not in the sense that all these 

4. The •toatowing ~ .. w:ts the Wrti~ held on Frid~y. Janu;uy 23.1')25. The cu.n"C'f''t 
orw w•:) lhc twenty·ninth.. hekl on Thursday, P•nuary 22. The comments on Pbto'J e.kcptidsm 
in rel.t.lion to A.6-ro.; occur on p. 23Sff. 

5 £,..r.u. Vll, 3U<. 
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questions are treated there equally. but bt>caUS<' it is the framework in 
which the basic ques1ions, as they were present in Plato, are coiled up. 
The peculiarity of the Phaedrus is that it docs not contain a genuine inver 
ligation, or even only U>e beginning of one, in any domain of the questions 
coiled up there. Hence our strong emphasis on the phenomenon of},.~ 
in Plato is not a matter of offering a new interpretation of his philosophy 
(olthough we could hardly ottempt anything else, gi'•en the usual boring 
concentration on the theory of Ideas). This point became clear to me from 
a question r was once asked: is it possible to defend the view that what is 
new is altogether without interest? What is a t issue here, rather, is to make 
you familiar with the field of investigation out of which the basic concepts 
of Greek philosophy grew and thus to enable you to go to the root of 
contemporary philosophy and from there to waluate 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 cunent situation of philosophy with that of the Prcsocratics at most. 
And even then1 the comparison would have a privative sense, insofar as 
we still have not rome into possession of the fundomental prerequisite of 
every philosophy, what I call the concrete rt-alization of rigor, i.e., the 
elaboration of the elementary conditions of evidence and of proof regard­
ing its propositions and concepts; conditions which arc necessary for o'llch 
a science. It is a matter of elaborating. not contriving or dreaming up. And 
to elaborate means to run throug h the basic directions within the sphere 
of the substantive research. Our entire interpretation of Plato is cnrried 
out precisely from such a pure!)• substantive interest, and so is our explicit 
orientation toward i..6yo.;. 

The Phal'tirus poses a series of difficulties for the interpretation as a whole, 
difficulties we will no t 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 I.Oyo<;, 
insofar as they asked about the condition o f the possibility of genuine 
self-expression about something to an other or " ' ith an other. The formula 
"condition of possibility" echoes Kant. Nevertheless this fmmula 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 rema.ins at first 
undetcrmi.ned. Through this formula, the Greek term At-rr•v 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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is true and corn'Ct in actuality, according to its Being." On the contrary, 
Q.iJ.a m ~nvt" av !tA~9£t. it suffice; for them to know "'the opinions of 
the many." With the result that ndOe:w, "'persuasion.·· is not carried out be 
~~ W.f19doo;. "in terms of beings. insofar as they are unconcealed." but tK 
tounuv (a.1), i.e .• on the basis of Ml;•a\'t' civ ltATjllf:l. The needs, demands. 
dispositions, inclinations, and cognitive horizons of the multitude'""' 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 discou~ not only In public SfX"Ch, 
in court and in parliament, but in fac:t says explicitly: every sclf-c><pression 
comes under this condition. if it is to be genuine: w.Aa. Knl tv iolou;, i] ailtil 
(26Ja9). "even in everyday conversation the same idea of ttxv'l Pf\TOptKlj 
is to be found," OlltKpmv t£ Kni ~) .. olV lltpt (a9), whether this speaking 
in e\'er)'day life is a matter of "som<"thing trivial or something important. • 
1<00 oi>litv Evtt~OttpOV tO"(& 6p00v I!Ejlt O!touOOia i\ ~~ 4Kri>J.n Yl'fVOI!£\"OV 
(b1f.): "taking direction. i.e., speech taking direction from the m,ltter at 
issue, has no prerogatiw in d.iscoui"S(' about serious and important things 
O\'er speech concerned with trivialities and things without interesLH Ac­
cording to Socrates, no fundamental distinction may be drawn between 
these types of discourse; on the contrary. all speech is subject In the idea of 
the op06Tf\<;. the taking direction from the matter at issue. ii ll~ oil tailf 
<i~t<oa;; (b2). Socrates n.>tums the ·qucsticm 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 th" ordinary 
opinion about the meaning of cliscourse. Yet the signific.,nce 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 tfxvn is al.so enabled 
by it to deceive in a perfect woy (261e). What Socrates here demands as a 
condition of the possibility of genuine self-expression is also a condition of 
the possibility of perfect deception and misrepre;entation. Hence tllis de­
mand s till 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, liS it we re, 
a scientific foundation. With this last, extreme interpretation of the •ignifi­
cance of the demand, Socrates/ Plato finally places the rhetoric of the tome 
back on its most proper foundations. 

~) The essence of the anntfl. General chamcteriwtion. Its 
s tructure: Ollmoilv. Its object the "essential" things. 

The question is: What must pfltopn."1j accompiL«h as t~"l. in order for it 
to make possible a C()nvincing deception?lt must be such ti no; ot~ t' form 
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JtQV 1!1~\'ti OIWIOVV ttilV owatcilv lC(ll oic; ouva:c6v, ><nl ciM.ou OliotoiiV'to<; 
Kal aJtOKP\Ilf<O~evouei41P<i>; a)'Etv (2.61e2ff.), on the basis of which a l"'rson 
is capable: 1.) nav navrl OI!Otoiiv, 2.) Elc; 9&<; ciyl:lv. The proP"' laying of 
the foundations of rhetoric thus accomplishes two things: !.) It transposes 
the spealcer into the possibility of Ojlotoiiv, and 2.) it gives him the possi­
bility tic;~ aym. 

1.) 'O.,otoliv means in the first place " to assimilate• something to som~ 
thing. The orntor is capable, if he has substantive knowledge about the 
things of which he S!"'"ks, to assimila.te anything to anything else admitting 
of such assimilation. His Myo; thereby has the possibility of ~otoiiv. 

'OiJoto\lv must be understood here a.s a mode of carrying out l.i:y£tv in the 
S('nseof OllAOi>v, revealing. 'OI!otoi>v thus means to Sl"'•k 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 Myoc;. 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. [( a defender does speak of the hero and heroism, we usuaUy 
say he is becoming "moralistic." That means, though expressed improperly, 
that he is laking 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 this idea and then exaggerate 
them as he wishes. IJ he does not h ave 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 put a certain face on the 
actual deed, so that the thing then shows itseiJ 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 de!"'"ds and 
remains d"!"'ndent on the face it wears. For the one who is l"'rpetrating 
the deception, however, this "what, H to which the face is oriented, must 
p<eeisely be revealed. Thus the one who knows the <Unfll!c; is at any time 
capable of this 6~otoUae<:tt, this assimilation, this putting of a certain face 
on things. 

2.) IJ, now, one's opponent has the same genuinely substantive knowl­
edge. then he is himself ropable of accomplishing the second point (which 
the o ther l"'rson could accomplish as weU), namely, eic;IP<i>; ay>:tv, "bringing 
to u.ght." That is, if someone is proceeding "~th the OIWtouv in this way, 
putting a face on things that does not correspond to the true s tate of affairs, 
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such an opponent can dct<et the d<eeption 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 cmCttlJ, the deception, 
in the conditions of its possibility. hn the case of the soplill;t, we "~II en­
counter these phenomenal structures in still more detail. What now is 
importllnt is only that you see the general horiron to which these phenom­
ena belong. 

TI1e cilt<ltl), the deception. the o~otoliv, will thus "be most successful" 
tv tolitq) ~WJ.o,, -ylyvttoo (cl. 26le6f.), where the matters spoken of are 
poorly distinguished, tv roi~ 61..iyov otu<!l(poum (d . e6-262al ). rota 
op.ucp6v ~£tcr.J}o.!vrov, ~iiiJ.ov Aljow; t\i-lkilv btt tb tvavnov 1i >:cr.ta ~tyu 
(a2f.). The deception is easier when speaking of matters with regard to 
which the intuitions and availabl<> concepts run into one another, for then 
~iii.l..ov 1.TjO£t~ U9Wv btl to tvavtiov, "you are th<>n more likely to remain 
in concealment iJ in the course of the sp<>ech you suddenly cross over to 
the opposite.• Therefore, where the states of affairs are distinguished only 
in very small part, sud1 that the transition is a ll£tcr.j3o.!vEtv •over something 
trivial." .:arciollt>:p6v, then it is much more possibletm rotvavriovtAflt:iv, 
"to switch to the opposite," much more Ukely than when the matters are 
far apart and their distinctions catch the eyes of everyone. Consequently, 
it is important n)v 6~0t6tl)ttt tillv O\•to>V rol avo~Ot.6't1Jttt <l!Cpt!Xix; 
l\uctftvoo (a6f.), "to see through," otct&'.vat, " in a rigorous way." tl!CptflW<;. 
" the peruUar subsmntive affinity, and divergence. of the matters at issue, 
the concepts, and the assertions." But it is possible to see the 6~tot.6't1J~ and 
th<> <Xvo~ot6t1J~ of the matters only if I possess the mnttcrs themselves on 
th<> basis of their .Utj!l€ta (cf. a9), nence only if the lit<lvota is elouia to 
al.:l)~ (d. 259e5). And so it has become dear that genuinely convincing 
deception depends precisely on an antecedent know ledge of the truth. 

Socrotes now asks where we are most deceived (263aff.): ob1•iously in 
regard to matters whose limits most run lnto one 311<lther, where ci.U.o<; 
ciAAn <!l(petat (a9f.), "everyone is carried in a different direction, • and where 
we c'.l!•••o!llltOiillEV (b3), "are in conJiict" with one another and also "~th 
ourselves. \VeG'!n be decei\rcd much easier, £i>cm:O.t'11t6ttpot (bJ), where we 

n:Aavcili!E9a (bS), "drift about," where our assertions and concepts have no 
stable foothold ln the matters themselves. We do not drift about ln regard 
to everyday things~ in saying, e.g., what iron or s il,,er (263a6) is. or., recalling 
the Scplli<l, what fishing is, or what a fish is as an obj«t of hunting. etc. 
We can sufficiently determine tlu.-se without further ado. Here we have 
fixed limits within the sphere of evidence required in e1•e.ryday life; here 
we are not readily deceived. But it is quite d.ifferent when it is a matter of 
the a(KCttOV or the <lya96v (cf. 263a9). In aJI thes<> issu<'S, people's opinions 
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dlvO!rge. Accordingly, wh<X'ver does not have the correct attitude with 
regard to these states of affairs, i.e., a ouivow llult is eiBuia t<'l W.f]9t<; (d. 
259e5), but is insteJd 6 'tl'\v O.).~Oetav 111'\ ElM>:; (262clf.), i.e., "one who has 
ne\'er 5e'el1 the matters at issue in their unconcealedness,H \'\rho rather pur~ 
$Ues mere opinions, hearsay, aild common beliefs, will not be able to de­
velop a gcnuiM t£xV11 of 1.6yoo but only ycl.o!a (d. cl), "a ridiculous one," 
one dlat is Cit£Xvo<; (d . c3), without o rientation. Thereby. from a negative 
side, in relation to deception and delusion, the necessity of substantive 
knowledge, i.e., a knowledge of the matters at issue themselves, and thus 
the necessity of research into truth have been demonstrab..'<l. 

But this stiU says nothing as to how the disclosure of the truth, the 
disclosure of beings in the proper sense, looks. That is the second thing 
Pl.!to will show in this latter part of the Phaedrus. What then does this 
cl&\vm 6.1.1j0t:tav proper!)• accomplish? Which are the ways we can prop­
erly appropriate beings? The answer is oo.a).t'fl'a6a~ dialectic. 

b) The seeing of the truth by me.-.ns of dialectic. General 
chotracterization of dialectic. The two component parts of 

dialectic: ouva"(<ll"((i and 1\oetiptcn.y rwcr~ as <ivci!!Vf]cn<;. 
Dialectic as a condition of the possibility of rhetoric. 

Plato deab with the modes of the proper appropriation of beings a t 265dff., 
.md he does so, specifically. as I ha'oe a lready stressed, not by carrying out 
a dialectical investigation but by describing dialectk in g~neral, in its mefh. 
odological character. We will see dia.lectic actually carried out in the Soplri:-t, 
with regard to a determinate phenomenon, one connect(>d precisely to the 
accomplishment of deception. Thus it has become dear negatively that 
there must be a way to see the truth of things first, just in order to be able 
to decci••e, quite apart from the positive possibility of being able to speak 
correctly at any timl'. Socrates skillfutiJy leads the conver'Siltinn to the ques­
tion of dialectic by recalling the discou= of Lysias which Phaedrus read 
to him earlier. They discuss this discourse. and Socrates brings l'hacd.rus 
to the inSight that it has been composed in quite a confused manner. i.e., 
Lysias places 01 the beginning what he actuolly wants to say at the end. 
Phaedrus concedes this, and, at 2&k2if., Socrates formulates his concession 
more dearly: "But I believe what you actually mean by this concession, is 
&iv ntivta A6rov 6xr~t~:p ~(j)ov 0\l\'l!atcivat, ali>!lti n fxovtet ailtov ainou, 
OOt£ !1"'11: nl<fQaM>v £lvao ~.1\U! WtOUV, {t).J.h. !ifOa t£ ~;(t:IV KCll t't~pa, 
~ptn:ovta ill"AOt>; ><al t<ll <'Jh<p 'fEYP<l!1!!f\•a, "every A6yo<; must 
auvE<ntivat, h old together in itself, Gio>ttp ~<j>ov, like a living thing. which 
ali>!lci u txovta, hru; a body, amov <rirtou, with its o wn coherence, so that 
this ~cj;ov is neither ci~ov, "~thout head, nor without feel, and also has 
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a middle and ends, tiKpa, and everything is rrptnovt a alll\i..ou;; aD the 
parts are articulated, l'£"1P"llfltva, in a suitable way, among U1emselves and 
also in the context of the whole." Here Socrates is comparing Myoc,. the 
completed discoun;e, whether written or spoken. to a ~4>0v and its organic 
structure. He does so first of a U with n>lercnce to the present theme of the 
dialogue, the actual composition of the discourse, of the Myo;. Socrates 
turns this rather extrinsic question of the structu re of the Myo~ with respect 
to its composition toward something quite different, namely toward the 
matters the A6yo; is supposed to address and toward the exposition of these 
matters. He says two conditions are necessary for )..6yo; to be able to 
accomplish its task of letting the matters .>t issue be seen: 

1.) the J..6yoc;, and thereby the orator, must be capable £i~ ~(av tE ilitav 
crovop6ma <iy£1 v nx rroiJ.ax!i &r<11!apfltva (265d3f.), of "tlldng tO: noiJ..axli 
ote<11!ap~tvo:, that which is in a manifold way dispersed, and leading it, 
orienting it, to one view, to one single thing seen.'' And lhe orator must 
perform this ch,Etv in the specific mode of awop<.'tallat, "such that he sees 
together" (note the emphasis on seeing, which is the proper grasping of a 
matter at issue) and indeed iva fKC<OtO\' 6pt~61!£''0<; (d4), "such that he 
delimits every one of the dispersed manifolds against the others," and 
thereby, in this tl)'£1V £[~ j.liO:V ilitav (d. ibid.), "reveals" oijAOV 7tOtti, ntpi 

oil dv fu:i otMcnretv ~:alAn, "that which he wants to teach, in his entire 
discourse or treatise, O:d, for the future and a lways." This first determination 
is therefore a constitutive moment of dialectic, but the statement is n ot 
immediately dear. Its interpretations have been as divergent as possible. As 
far as I 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 fom1al 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 0\lvoprovtcx &yew ti~ ~(av llitav the total 
phenomenal content of whatever is at issue i.~ taken up, specifically in such 
a way that it can be understood from one view. Thus lhe first accomplishment 
of this lltaMyto8c:u is the tlldng up of the totality of the state of affairs in 
an o·rientation toward n ~(o. iSla, such that in this connection the matter of 
fact in its concrete tomlity, that which is at issue, becomes visible. It is not a 
question of exposing one idea in isolation and then ordering the other Eio~ 
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 ftrst horizon 
of an orientation toward the phenomenon in its totality. Thus it is a matter 
of nothing else than what the Sopilist, e.g., accomplishes in its ftrst consid­
erations and preliminary descriptions, aD of which already have their quite 
definite capacity to be seen together ei<; j.t{C<v ilitav. The aim is not to produce 



230 Plato's Sophisl !332-333] 

n system but to mak~ clearly visible for Lhe first time Ulis i&la itself, in all 
its content, and to gain a foundation for Lhe expliGltion of UUs idea itself. 
The latter then becomes the second task of dialectic, liuxtt~tv£tv or oto:up£iv, 
w hich cannot be separated from the first. Thu> the initial component of 
rualcctic, awayorri (cf. 2661>4), has the task of first "bringing together in 
one 'riew,"' ei; ~{av iStav Qyetv, the entire realm of the state of affairs, as 
that realm was initially intimated. This <rov<X'fCllYli doos not accomp lish 
anything else than making what is spoken of 1.) oa~ "clear," and 2.) 

il~tol.oyolllt£Vov, "harmonious." til O'Cl¢t~ lttli to amo ailt4J OI!OAQYOV).t£VOV 
oux ta\it a roxcv ebreiv 6 M'/0<; (d. 26Sd6f.). The clarity and harmony of 
w hatever is said are accompUshments of the first structural moment of the 
dialectical process, <rovCC'fWYTi. At another place in the dialogue (cf. 27.le2f.), 
PL1to calls iliis moment J.l* i&l"' JttpWxj.t~a\lflv, "encompassin g in one 
view." That means the i&la pro\'ides for what is encompassed an illuminat· 
ing view. U l see the idea, if I see what IO\·e is, then, a nd only then, can l 
clearly d.istingu.ish its various phenomena and their stntcture:s. And, on the 
basis of iliis idea, I can proceed harmon.iously in the whole consideration. I 
will not spea.k in the fitsi part of my speech about someth.ing with whim 
the third part has nothing in common except fo r the name. This accompUsh­
ment is the work of a <rovayOl'(lj rurected toward someiliing primarily seen, 
sero in the sphere of objeds of a certain content. 

2.) The second component of dialectic is Sta[prou;. This is a matter of 
Ota-t4tvttv, "cutting through ," guided by a constant regard toward the idea, 
10 lttiAtv KaT' EiOT] MvaoOat otatEJ.IVEtv (265el ), what is seen together in 
one view, the rrp6nov ~ti11JJ.IO:. That " 'hich is initially an unruscrlminated 
manifold of objects in an imprecise knowledge of the mean.ing and the 
possibilities-of love, e.g.-is now lD be split apart on the basis of the J,titl 
ilita. Plato compares this otatF-~LVEiv wiili the proces.• of dissecting an 
animal in sum a way that the whole organis m remains preserved, and 
n othing. • no part, is broken or bmken off," J<tltayv\)vcn ~tp~ ).11]&11• 

(265e2), as is done, for instance, by a bad cook working on som e game or 
other. Thus it is a matter of OtaTt~V£1V1Ctlt' tip9pa (el ), cutting ilirough, 
i.e., exposing !he connections in the objec~ in such a way thai the joints 
become visible, namely the connections amon g the respective origins of the 
deterrn.inations of the things. so that in this d issection of the whole organ­
ism, cutting through ilie connections of its joints, ilie e ntire ontological 
lineage of the being becomes visible_ 

These are the two accomplishments required of iliose Plato calls 
OltlMI<Tt1COl roil<; Ou\'(.t).ltvO~ amil lipav .. . J<aMi> ••. OIW.£0<t1K06c, 
(266b8ff.~ SocrateshimseU now says: rolltrov l\1) f:rolyr. a\,~ tE tpaottjc;. trov 
l>1atpl0'1<o>v Ktti <ruvcrtort6Jv (cf. 266b3f.). "I am a friend of these two proce­
dures, namely litaipEm~ and ouvayoryrj ." And a person who can carry out 
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th - . n. . proced .f BtaAtyEa9at 1s ouvcxm') ric; £v 1eai E-m uo. 7t£l u~ e· 
op(Iv ( l b5f.) capable of seein a) th .. Olle in ·Ol<l"'fooyrl, h - h tak direction 
for the OUXtEJ.lVElV, and b) in the ou:x-tt~vnv, opfrv . _, 1t0Aha. What is at take 
.in both ca i primaril and sentially the ing of the matters at i ue. 

In the first part f th dialogue, at 249b, Plat had alread 'gun to . p ak 
allu 'v 1 of thi dialectical procedure, and there he touched up n a mo­
ment which darifi the first tep of dialectic, the O'UVCl)'OJYTl. 0£\ yap 
av9pr.on:ov OUVLEVO:l. Kat et c; ~[OJ.1EVOV, tx n:oA.Acilv iov cxia9f1crwv eic; " 
~ ytG!liD O"UVa.tpOU~£VO\ · toi>t _ 8 tcrtw tlvclJ,.L Vll<nc; tl<'Ei rov eX rrot lOC 
1\J.lci>V n VUXll cruJ!XOpru9EiO'a 6Etil lC(Xl um:ptooooa a vi>v tl ai ¢a~v. KUi 
CtvCUcU'VCXG(l Eis tO ov OV't<O<;. . .. np ~ s yap tKtivmc; ad tcrnv J.lvllJlTI nta 
01JVaJ,ltv, 1tp , olcrnep 9EOC) WV 9E10<; f<JtlV (24 b ff.). Th cn>vayroytt th 

in of the id ~, · an av<4tv11m<;, a re-seeing of somethln · already een 
one b · -~ re. It · h -nc n t a ncoctin r fabricatin f a d tennina 
ne in the matter at · ue, out f parate indi idual elem ; n th ­
contrary, the JILC£ i&a is as such already pres nt rn its sub tanti e content 
althou h it i n t immedjatel acce ible. It is accessible nl to one h · 
h · th p ibili f fur<XJ,lvnau; ·. -.,to on who po enuine IJ.Vll1J.l1 
and enuinei · reta· what h once alread ·aw. That m O'U «YOY'f11 1 

p ibl onl t one who ha fom1ed an original relati n to the matt at 
· -·u · . . knowled e, n matter h ~"r gr at, of the 1tOAJ xfl Bt.e01t..apJ,ttva 
(2 5d3f.), th disp ·· d multipliciti s and of a thousand other thin d 
n t r t in an understand:ln if th primar relati :n, the avUj..LvJl<n<;, ·­
not pre . . t Plato interpre this avaJ!VT]<rtc; as a m- in f what our . ul 
pr vi usl sa\ while tra eling with a god. If ne bbera - this interpreta­
ti n from e erything m thic-al and presentifi, · the g nuine meaning, then 
it can only ignify that the ba ic accomplishment of <ruvay(J}yr1 is n t at all 
b i us, not given immediately to man, but instead that it requires an 

o oming f d finite resi tances residin in the ery Being of man him-
elf,. precisely insofar as a man i a man. Later ,,, e will till more clo ely 

in what the b . ic resistance r ides and precisely what m~ the ouvayroYJi 
and h - e th Ola).fy£CJ9m factuall imp 'ble rn t of the time. 

ln <ruvayro-YJ1, th JJia lata i not omething fabricat d but · i If a 
findin , omething found, et n t m thing tracted from thing in th 
ense that it did not reside ther alread , a if it wer 'mply a product of 

individual d terminations, a ummation. On the contrary, the i"Bta · a} .. 

read r there. That i the rea n f r the remarkable d ._ignation for th Bein 
f th ideas: oo.poooia, presence. On th ba · f their pr nee f r correct 

Plato can of m.waycoyft, e.g. in the Pltilelm , with resp t t t 
am function of oto.AE-yro9at: OEiv ouv 1\Ji.Lf.tc; tomwv outm 

&uxu OO'tJ.T}~vruv U£.1 JJ.iav tMav nepl navtoc; eK6.o<tote 6£J.livo~ ~fJtt::iv 
(16cl .). In case to be treated in A.6y<><;, an idea, vie""'· \ hich 
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or Of beings in genernJ. Thereby it is dear that anyone who 01IOOOji ti;(VllV 
P1Jropt""v lit&!> (27la5). "who intends to elaborate an actual rhetoric," 
~plllwv . .. 'V"X"" ilitiv (a5f.), "must in the first place grasp the soul," i.e., 
the various possible types of Being of man (you see here a dear preparation 
for Aristotle's entire research) and specifically must look upon the soul with 
regard to ru>nopov £v ~c<l llltotov ntouJCEv ft m-ril. <>ffilla-r<><; ~oP<>i\v noi-.uetlill<; 
(a6£.), "whether there is only one possible mode of Being of psychic com· 
portment or as many .ts there are in the case of the body." toiJto yap oi>afJ£V 
~00\vrlvatlietiC\'livm (a71.): "we call such a demonstration ¢00\v lietwuvat, 
exhibiting nature-le., toking something which is and exhibiting that from 
which it has its Being." This. then. is ftrSt: to analyze the '!'UX"'· 

bl!uwpov lit Y£, OtQl t( notdv Ji nallEiv uno toil nfq>ut<tv (alOf.). Secondly, 
he must exhibit ot<p, that to whid1 the vux~ relates in its comportment, 
and rl, what it thereby accomplishes or what it itself undergoes &om an· 
other, how it itself can be touched- i.e., through speech. Hence he must 
know the various poss.ible modes of leading and guiding the comportment 
of the soul of others. 

In the third place, finally, he must examine <til.<;> aida; (27lb2), 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 -n:xv1~ 
/..&yoov must sec ola ooon i>¢' ol<tlV M-twv ot' ijv niT[av ~ livcirKll~ i) 11tv 
1!El0eto.t. ~ 8t nltl:tOEi (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 vuxo.ywyio. (27kl0), 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 1.6y<><; as self-exp"'-ossion, 
as speaking out, communication, making public, has its ground In 
6taAiyt;<J9ctL This A6yo.; 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 dja)ectic. H~cc if we \>Jant to understand the term .. dialectic" in the 
Platonic sense, we must accordingly keep it completely free of a ll the 
determinations heaped on it in the course of history even to this very day. 
61ai.tyt<Jeoo is the primary mode of the disclosure of beings themselves, 
such that thereby Atyetv maintains, in the broadest sense, its ground. 

d) Plato and Aristotle on rhetoric. 

We have prcsl'Tltificd the positive grounding of the p<lSSibility of a rhetoric 
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according to Plato. This grolUld lJes in the Platonic idea of dialectic. In the 
Plroo\ln.s, Plato does not retain the negative attitude toward rhetoric ex­
pressed in the Corgins. We must keep in mind tha t 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, 
:;ince dialectic occupies a different position within his concept of science 
than it will later for Aristo tle. Plato s-ees his dialectic as ~1e only flUldamen­
tal science, such that in his opinion all o ther tasks, even those of rhetoric, 
are discharged in it. The noason Plato does not take up the task of devel­
oping a rhetoric, as Aristotle will laler, lies in his exaggerdtion of dialectic 
or, more precisely, in this peculiarity. that although he in a certain sense 
understands the secondary significaMe of A6yo:;. yct he does not proceed 
to make A6yo.; itseU thematic in its secondary position and to penetrate 
positively into its proper structure. Neverthclc>ss, what Plato presents here 
in the latter part of the PlmedniS 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 t;'xvn. docs not mention the inlportant preparatory wo rk of Plato 
and refers to Plato only in the first part. and even then critically, with a 
caustic remark against the Gorgins, where Plato in fact still conceives ol 
rhcte>ric in a very primitive way. This pu~zle remains, and we have no 
pros~>ct 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 
Rltetoric gives the impression this is ·not a fully elaborated treatise b ut two 
preparatory works dearly folded into one another, and in such a context, 
ni.l.mcly private expositions and remarks, it would not at :ill be necessary 
to quote Plato. The fact remains that Aristo~e brought to realiz.1tion the 
idea of rhetoric, the idea Plato himsell positively elaborated with the help 
of his dialectic. Aristotle's success in penetrating through to the proper 
structure e>f AU-t~ makes it possible to institute a genuine investigation into 
1.6yo<; itself. It likewise makes it possLble for the 1.6-yo.; that is not theoretical, 
Le., for speech that is not ln sen~ce to oux>.fyroilm, to receive a certain 
justi!lcaUon within the context of everyday Dasein. The result is that the 
insight into the justification of everyday interlocution can pro,'ide the mo­
ti\•e to create a rhetoric. For this everyday speaking(hcre we have Aristotle's 
genuine discovery) does not aim at aAlj6Ela yet still has a certam justifica­
tion, since it pertains to tl1e sense of everyday Dasein to move within the 
circuit of appearances. On this basis, then, even the speaking that is not 
explicitly an W.~ll£ti£1 v ~ivcs 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 aU, in Plato' s predelin.,..tion of the idea of rhetoric 
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is that he does not stop at anchoring ll.tyew in i>piXv but goes on to mnintain 
that the 'lfUX•1 of the nuditor also belongs to the field of such dialectic, i.e., 
to rhetoric. 

In the second part of the 1'/UU!drus, Plato first shows rhetoric as a positive 
possibility, and th~n he procet.>ds to manifest his skepticism with regard to 
I.Oyo.;~nd specifically with "'lf.ml to ttas free-floating and as communicated . 

§54. I'Mo's skCJIIid:;m witlr regard to /..Oyo~' 

(Phaed.rus, S<'Ca11d part, l 741>-279c). 

a) The ontological possibility of free-floating /..Oyo.;. 

It has become cle.>r that Myo.; i> dependent on 6pav and therefore has a 
derived character. On the other hand, insofar as it is carried out iu isolation, 
insofar as it is a mere speakin g about things. i.e .. babbling. it is precise!)• 
what in the Being of man mak"" it possible for one's view of things to be 
distorted. Thus in itself, insof.u as it is free-floating, ).lryoc; has prcciscly the 
property of disseminnting 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 ~xpose> the positive ' onditions of rori'C\.1 self-com· 
municntion and sell-publicizing, he focuses •t the same time, with great 
acumen. on this other role of /..6~ in factual e-..istcnce, i.e., on that which 
J..tyrw, insofar ns it is left to its own devices, presents as an o ntologic.1l 
possibility of UJe itself. This is just what /..Oyo.; means in the tl!rnl ~<!)ov 

/..Oyov f;(ov (the determin.1tion of man) insofar as M~ com es to dominate. 
Therefore the insight into the foundatjonof correct speaking in otoAtytaOat 
at the s.une time offers Plato a horizon for understanding M~ in its 
opposite power, as it were, i.e .. LIS th.l t ~ibillty in Dasein which precisely 
keeps man far from the access to beings. 

b) The critique of writing. The legend of Theuth. Writing as 
de.bilit.>tion of I'Vl\P'l· At\9•1· l:oO(a<; 06~a. Writing as mere 

impe tus (im61J\'T\O"tc;). Thr s ile:nce and defenseless·ness oil he 
written A6yo.;. Genujne and wrilt"n l.6yo.;. The written 

:1.6yo.; as: e!Bw'-o''· 

Socrates, i.e., Plato, cl.orifies the ontological function of the free-Aonting 
1.6-yo.; in Dascin by means of a so-called ~Kolj (d. 27-kl), something he has 
he.ml, a legend. It tells of an Egyptian god, Theuth, who im·entcd, among 
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other things, number, board games, dice, geometry, astronomy, and even 
writing. '!his god Theuth came to see king Thamos, brought him aU these 
treasures, and urged him to share them with all the Egyptians. Thamos 
a.llowed Theuth to relate the advantages of each of his inventions and then 
he himself passed judgment on them. When Thcuth came to writing, the 
god said: Toirto lit, m JlaatAcil, ttl g.ui91l~a aoQc.lttpou.; Aiyult't!ou.; Kal 
fl\'~fiOVli<Oltlpou.; netpt.;i:t· fiVI\1'~~ U: yap Kal CJOQ!~ ~~~CtKOV ~i>pt911 
(d. 274e4ff.). "This knowledge, thls IIUiO~J.ta. namely writing. the ability to 
write do"'" and, in the broadest sense, communicate what is sa.id, will 
render the Egyptians aocpwttpou.;. wise~ br making it easier for them In 
retain." Hence he had discovered a means for I'Yt\1'~ - RecaU what we said 
earlier about I'Vt\IJ.!l: 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 Q<ip).ta.-ov has now been found for this 
I'Vl\1'~· Thamos, however, responded: ci~l..o<; 11tv ttl<£iV owatc><; tO. ttxV!l~. 

O:U.o; lit O<Pivat t(v' txn 110ipav BJ..QI}~; TE Kal <ilo)lf.~i~ tOi<; l'tUolXO 
XP~oOat (274c7fl.)_ " It is one thing to be capable t<i ti;tV!l~ u:Kt.iv, of 
inventing and developing for the first time what belongs to a determinate 
knowledge and a defutite know-how ; it is another thing. however, Kpivru, 
to judge how the invention contributes to the advantage or disad\•antage 
of the ones who are going to use it." And he said to the god: lil' &Uvouxv 
tolivavtiov £ilt£~ i\ olivatat (275.11), your praise asserts " the opposite of 
what the ypaj.lj.letta arc re.1lly capable of. • Now comt-s the decisive smte­
ment, which s tands in close connection to CJV\•aywytj, i.e., to the proper 
seeing of the things, one founded in genuine avlii'V!lCit~: tcroto 1ap ro>v 
l'a66VtlllV Al\6~v ~tv ev IJIU)(Cti.; ltetptE,& I'Vlil'!l~ lii'W<!lai ... (275a2f.) . This 
knowledge, this ~ci9~1'U. this making public in writing of what has been 
said, tv 'I"Y,(O.l~ napff,£t, "will create in people 1-ti91lv, forgetting," or, more 
properly, ~vMvw, a concealing. a co vering, "of themsel,•es, In relation to 
what they have learned," tc~v ~tetOOvtrov. Hence what the god is offering 
will cover over in people precisely that to which they relate in their com· 
portment Inward the world and themselves, because the knowledge of 
" ·riling enbils li!leA.et!lmc:t IJ.vt\)''1<;. "unconcern with retention," Le., with 
retai.ning the things themselves. Aoyo~ 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 s ubstantive content. And then comes 
the more precise reason: an:. ota lrta-nv ypa~ti<; ff,OlOev fut' ciU.otplrov 
tlinrov, oli" fvoo9€v ooiro~ i>¢' o\miw civetl'wvnmml'tvou.; (a3ff.). They 
will retain wh.1t they lcam OtO. mcnw yp~fio;. "by relying on what is 
written,• fi;Ol6EV. " from the outside," i.e., on the b.1sis of the written word, 
"by means of foreign signs," ones which have, in their o"'" character, 
nothing at a ll to do with the matter they refer to. The •vritten form of the 
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won:i "chair" d ~ n t have the lea t kinship with the thin · i _ U; it is 
m thin c mpl tel f reign to the thing itself. And this reliance n writ­

in, promot an unconcern with re ard to retaining: p ople will tain their 
kru wl dg , from th ou ide and will not remember from their own re-

urce , fr m th insid , i.e., from a po ibility th themsel · p , 
name! r 6pav. Th mat\<; ypcxqt~<;, reliance 011 what is said, in the broad st 

of what i talk d about publicl , considers itself absolved from ha in 
to 1 k int h t i talk d ab ut. o\hcovv j.lVfU.t11t; MAtX \m p.vJiGEOX; 

cipJ!CXi ov 111) ~ ( ): 'Pfhu Y' u have n t found a means to a proper 
.rep -tition and r - p ion of matters but only a means of being re.minded 

f them.'' Th refore J.1Vtlf.ll1 and \ut6f.l T)cn~ are e sentially differ nt: J!VllJ.lll 
i a g mg b 1 a .· p titi R and appropfL tion f the ffiattef: . themselv - ; 
'\J1t6J..LV11<R~ i am re reminder, one that adheres to the spoken word. cr ta<; 
8t 'tOi<; J.ta.9rtttti~ &s~av, outc W..l)9Euxv ltop(~tc; (a6f.). ''That· th - rea ·n 

u n t m ulcatin in 'OW' pupils 00 ioo; 6.A:f19aa, true and c rrect 
r earch, but onl &>;a, semblance." n:oA:miKom yap CJ<n y£ 6J.LEVOl. dveu 
flOOVl~ n:oA:uyvm~O\ ti. ~·vttt oo;oumv, ayviDJ.LOVE~ We; Elrt 'tO 1ti.."fi90~ ovt~ 
, l XaAEnOl O'UVEi m, 00~6crocjK)l yeyovom; ftvn O"OqKOV (a7-b2). c-

count of their adherence to the ypaqni, to what is for public c nsumption, 
to, what is bruit d about, to what · fa -ltionab1e, '' they hear much~ but 
with ut th prop trainin , and they fancy them elves to b familiar 
with many matt -rs, wh -reas .in fact the are quite un_fa_m.iliar with them; 
and it i difficuJt t b t · ether with uch p fSOns," auvtivcxl, becau the 
cann t peak about anythin . They hav become oo~6aocjxn <ivtt cro ~v, 

" ne who mere1 ] - k like tho \ ho a.re really striving for corre t kn \I l-
d -." And - - h - quite dearl the function of the yp<iJ.1JlCX1<X and 

y wfn1"' ithin th e · li - e of man, and ind ed predsel in lation t th 
p ibility f disci ing what is there to be uncovered. You ee the relation 

the free-floating ''A6y <;to the genuinely sub tanti e task of d.iale tic. 
Plat n "' · ppli a till more precise foundati n for thi p uliar fun -

t' n f A.6yo namet ·· that it leads to Cq.i£Ac-ttt<ri.a /.1 llf.L11 : 'A6y a mad 
public, o mmunicat d and written, ha n - thing in common with th 
cra - and th J3tPmov 275c6) the dear and th certain. ll that can b 
attnbutl . to· the public, c mmuni a ed, A6y <;., i.e., t the written on , i -
that it d n thing more than tOV eiooto. U1tOJ!VJiam n:Epi rov av n tel 
YE"fP<XJJ.J.tf a (275dH.), nothing more than iln:oJ.Lvf1acn, "aU 1: v · ioo>ra, 
the one h has alread een somethin , to enc unter it a ain, i. ., 

c unt r again th matter at issue in the yeypClfJJ.l va..11 \'Vhat · written, 
wh t · aid and mad public, can onl be an impetus and a b · ~ r oin 
back t1 th matt · thems lves. Consequent! , to take up and understand 
omethin. written or aid, an indh.ridual must ha e pre i usly air ad 

th l which · . p ken f. He must set out to the matt 
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What is said and written-this is essential-can by itself deliver nothing. 
Therefore Plato says: ~Etvov yc:ip nou -ro\rt' EXEt ypa<)>ll, Kal ro<; <XA-118&<; 
OJ.lOtOV ~roypa<pt<:l (cf. d4f.): "What is written is as uncanny as a painting." 
Kat yap 'ta €K:EtVll<; EK:yova ecr'tlll<€ j.lev W<; ~&v-ra (dSf.), what is presented 
in it looks as if it were alive, €av 8' civ£pn 'tt, G€J.lVW<; nc:ivu crty¢ (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~at<; J.lev &v 
&<; 'tt <j>povouv-ra<; au-rou<; MyEtV (d7f.); "do you really believe that what is 
written down could speak&<; n <j>povouv, 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"; 
EV 'tt CJllJ.l<XlV€t J.lOVOV -ra\rtov a£( (d9). This £v 'tt J.lOVOV 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: o-rav 8£ &na~ ypa<j>fl, 
KUA.tv8d-rat J.lev nav-raxou mi<; A.6yo<; OJ.lotro<; napa -rot<; €natoucrtv, ro<; 8' 
au-rro<; nap' Ol<; ouoev npOcnlK€t, Kat OUK €ntcr't<X't<Xl A£y£tV Ol<; Oct Y£ Kat 
J.lll (275d9-e3). "If a A.6yo<; 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 A.6yo<; 
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. 'tOU na'tpO<; act b€t't<Xt ~Oll9ou (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. UU'tO<; yap ou-r' cXJ.lUVacreat OU't€ ~Olleflcrat ouva-ro<; a\rtq> (eS): 
"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 A.6yo<; and genuine communication are obviously 
something else; only that A.6yo<; is genuine o<; J.l€'t' €ntcr'tllJ.lll<; ypc:i<j>£'tat €v 
'tfl -rou J.laveavov-ro<; 'VUXft (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 vod, 
"sees" for himself. This A.6yo<;, the one written in this way, is buv<xtO<; 



§54 1345-3~61 239 

cl!IUY<ll EmrrQJ (d . a6), "able to defend itself," and Eman\!ICllV l.tyEw tt t<crl 
my(xv ltp{)<; oii<; &i (a6f.), "it understands, i.e .. 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 'l't>Xti which does not in itself have the 
possibiUty of hea.ring it, i.e., is not prepared for it and does not possess 
genuine Jtat&ia. It is thus clear that thi~ writing IIE't' tntan\I'IJ<; presup­
poses that the lt'llXI\ upon which it is written has put aside prejudices and 
has liberated for i!Self the horizon to the malters U1emselves. Only then is 
the written A61o<; a living o ne. 

Phaedrus now draws the consequence. T<w t o\> £i061o<; M-(ov l.t'ttt<; 
l;&vta xal f ll'!NXOV, ou 01E'\'PCllllltvo<; rl&.l),ov dv nAt-tot to liu.:nlw.:; (aSI.). 
There is a double A6yoo;. the living. i.e., the one that takes its life from a 
relation to the matters themselves, from Su:Utyra6a~ and the wriltcn one, 
in the broadest sense the communicatc>d one. which is a mere el&olov of 
the other, th<> living A6-yo<;. Ei&.>Aov is usually translated as image, imita­
tion, or th .. like. Recall that Eilio<; means the outward look of something. 
Lc., that ontologicnl determination 1vhich presents something as wha t it os. 
E{&u/..ov. on tht! other hand, refers to mt!re ouhvard look; it is not nothing. 
but it is such that it merely appears to be so and so. The 1\'ritten A61o<; is 
in lnct a A6yoo;. but it merely looks like the lh'ing one. 

This position on the function of ).{)y<J<; recurs in Plato's "Seventh Letter." 

c) Plato's position on Myo.; 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. H.is indignation over 
this abuse leads him to a very harsh appraisal, almost purely negative, of 
the role of M·to<;. In this "Seventh l..cl'ler.'' he takes up the question of how 
it was possible for him to be so misunderstood, and he docs so by engaging 
in a lengthy treatise on knowledge. He d oes not o ffer any thing new but 
simply summarizes what detennined all his work: that all knowledge. if 
taken in its total structure, is constructed out of the phenomena of OVOIJO, 
A6yoo;. d&.>Aov, tntan\~Jn, and CrATJEl£<; (3-ll.o7ff.). But we may not concch•c 
of the connection t:~f these five moments as if it we-re a matt.cr of an episte-­
mological system; on the contrary. it is a matter of one a nd the saml! 
phenomenon of knowledge, one and the same disclosure of beings, arcord­
ing to the various directions of its structure. ·ovo!Ja: the word, the word 
sound. A6yo<;: what is said as s uch. ElliwAov: mere outward look, mere 
appearance, from which l depart in speaking about something. 'E~tt<ttft~J~ : 

the pressing on from the Ei&.>Aov to the matter itself. The most proper 
element is the CrAIJ!lt<;; it is that toward which ovOIICX. A<iyoo;. d&ol.ov, and 
tlttan\I'IJ at(> already oriented in theiT very sense. These have in themselves 
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a directedness toward the <iAT19~ 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 fo!IO\\~ng Statements: 010 oil Ita<; aV1'\p cntOOOaiO<; t<i>V 
ov-rwvcntO\JOOlwv ntpt noUou &:i 111'1 'Y¢'l'w; no'tttv <ivllp<ilnoc:;rl.:;~vov 
• .-nl anopiav KataJloki (344clff.). MCerlainly, 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: tvi of! t~< rolitwv 
&i Yl'f"<OOKtcv A6yljl, otav tlln ti<; rou c:ruyyp<il!!lata YEYpCL~~llfva dt< tv 
v6jlot<; vo11oettou Eitt tv all.ot<; na\v lht' ouv, <ix; ouJC ljv tOU'U!l tai>ta 
crnouOO.t6tata. dltEp ecn' autO<; ortou&xio:;, mtat lit 11ou tv x(/)pc;l tii 
KaAAi~ tciiv tomou (c3ff.). " In a word, this means that if somrone sees 
c:ruyypcijljiata 'fl.i'PCLIII'Eva nvO:;, som ething made public by a perwn, be 
it laws or o ther matters" (here these "other matters" are obviously philo­
sophical, !iclentific writings) "it can be taken for granted that what the 
petsOn in question made public was not for him ~1nything serious," £ln£p 
atitO<; crnou&xi~ "if indeed he himsciJ is a serious man." For, "on the 
C()ntrary, what most properly roncerns him, what is most proper to him, 
resides ;,, the most beautiful place, i.e ., in the soul itseU." £i lit ovtc~>; amc!l 
tam· tcrnouOO.Cl)Jtva £v ypawamv tt£911 (c8f.): "And if in I act a person 
exposes in writing what is for him tanoi!Oa~tvo, the most decisive," i.e., 
if he in fact makes it public, "£~ apa 1\tj tot tnma." Orolllfv ou, lll>otolli£ 
·~p~va; G>A£oav atito!" (dlf.), "then it was not the gods, but men, who 
have deprived him of his understanding." This is Plato's haughty denu.n· 
dation of aU 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 tile '1/UXI\ as presu.pposition for 
genuine Mye<; (Otni.tyoo9ac). 

To summariu, A.6y~ in its genuine function, is founded on dialectic. But, 
at the same time, we see that Af:(l'.l.v, if it is living speech-living in the 
sense that it lelli others sre-necessarily presupposes a readiness to see on 
tho part of the vuvl ()( those o thers. Yet, on the other hand, in fact most 
men do not possess this readiness, and lltaAtytailat. as Plato says e>.plicitly 
in the P/uwdrus, is a nptlyj.laUl(a (cf. 273e5), a real labor and not something 
befalling a person br chance. To that e.xtent, a special task and a special 
kind of speaking are necess.1ry 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 'VU:r.T\. the inner comport­
ment, the Being of the e"i.stence of man, Ues in the correct condition with 
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regard to the world nnd to itself, i.e., in the corre<.-t ""'JI'I':tphx, in an ade­
quacy to the things th~lvtos which are to be graspt.>d in their uncoven.>d­
ness. Socrates summarizes this once rnor~ a t the end of the Plr~dniS. now 
specifically not in a theoretical explication but in an invocation o f the gods. 
'0 ~0.£ n ov U: ro\ aAAOI 0001 Tjj/it ll£o(, Ooll1TE )101 KCI.Atj> ~vfa(Jet.l 
t av&oll£v· fC.<~Il£v lit ocra. txw, toi<; tvtb<; tlva.i 1101 ~O.ux. Jtl.o\imov lit 
vo~~!~OII'I mv o~v· til/it xpoooli tti. tjao.; E!n 1101 ooov ~~~n: Cfltpt:lv )11\ n: 
ayt;IV 01\VCI.ITO aAAO<; i\ 6 ~prov (279b8-<3). "0 dear Pan and all yc gods 
heren-socrates is outdoon; with Phaedrus, beyond the city-" grant it to 
me to become beautiful" (.:aM<; is no thing else than the opposite of 
a.icr.(j)6.;, uglines.•, and signifies ""'Jpetp!a. ' 'ersus t4lup!a., the proper ad­
equacy versus inad equacy) "grant it to me to become beau tiful, to come 
into the correct condition in relation to what is in myself. what comes from 
the inside, a nd grant that whatever r possess extrinsically may be a friend 
to what is inner, and gr.ont that I repute as rich the one who is wise, i.e., 
the one who is concerned with the disclosure of things, the disclosure of 
beings, and grant that to me the amo UJlt of gold. the quantity of treasure, 
I possess i:n this worldl will have for me as much \raluc, and that I will 
claim for it only as much value, as a man of understanding should claim." 
That is, he beseeches here specifically for th.is correct condition with regard 
to the things them5elves, and at the same time also for the correct bo~nds. 
Thus nothing in excess, for that could again tum into ignorance and bar· 
barism. This ICcW\v ytvloea1, this becom ing beau tiful from the inside, is 
nothing other than what Plato ftxes conceptual!)• in the Sophist while at· 
tempting the sixth definition. 

§55. Transit/en: Dlillectic m till! Phaedrus and in ilr< Sophist. 

a) Result and li mits of the cllaractcrization of djalectic in 
the Phaedn•s. Plato and Aristotle on dialectic and thetoric. 

The meaning of Plato's dialectic is the genuine root for our understanding 
of Greek logic and consequently for tl>e 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 cons:ideration of the Pilncdrus, is (1ctu i\UV a mere extrinsic 
charaderi7.ation of dialectic and n.>quires fun her 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 
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motives for the further development of Plato's dialectic reside. In order to 
understand this step, whkh Plato takes in the Soplrist and which then 
d~rmines the lawfulness of the stages of the further development of logic, 
we must constantly keep in mind the idea of dialectic ""P'sed up to n ow. 
In the SopiJi>t, Plato also calls ouxAtyt:oilm otootop£6£a9at ou'x 10W /..6ywv 
(d. 253bl0) or It t6Jv Mywv flleollo.; (d. 227a8), " the direction taken with 
the i.6y01." Above all we must exclude-this should be clear on the basis 
of the foregoing-every extrinsic techn.ical interpretatjon of dialectic. The 
essential element in it is the 6pixv . .!:uvayW"fli is a mode of seeing, i.e., sccing 
the fv; and even ota!ptat<, as an uncovering, is carried out on the basis of 
the constant looking upon the £v. The llta(pecn~ of the eio11 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 yfvoc, an outward look is constantly there, and specifically 
in such a wa)' that it remains present in every further setting off or in that 
which is set off against the other. And thus ).ty<tv in the sense of 
Suv.tytaOcn is a speaking about things which looks upon them. Where now 
nothing is capable an)' longer of being set off, where, on the basis of the 
thematic matter, there no longer exists the possibility of cas ting a regard 
from one pregiven d~ to another and thereby delimiting the pregiven 
again~t this o ther, thu.s where the ron tent of ll1l eioo~ compels us simply to 
dweU with it. there lita).tytaeat in the sense of 6ta!ptat~ returns to the 
original attitude of sheer seeing, opixv, as it is constantly carried out in 
relation to the £v. This "nothing but looking on" is the simple having of 
the cltOflOV £100<, specifically such that the entire connection of the 
StaA!c'yta6at, starting with the op<iv of the tv up to the s~'cing of the tllloc, 
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 ot(l).t)'E09a1, it is still not decided whether the theme of 
6t(l).t)'E09at is a being chosen entirely arbitrarily-... g., the angler, the soph­
ist-<>r Being. The ontological character of what is thematic in StaAtytaeat 
has not yet been discussed here. But it is exactly here that the determination 
of 6t!V.tyea9at becomes more precise. In other words, the transformation 
of the idea of dialectic. in the later sense of logic, is motivated b)' the 
transformation of the concept of Being and of the idea of ontological con­
stitution in general. 

I indicated in the las t session' that Aristotle brings this dialectic into a 
quite different scientific-theoretical position. Aristotle omphasizes that di­
alectic is the avti<npo¢o~1 of rhetoric, or vice versa; they are opposites. That 

1 n 1e thuty·second ~ .... on Tucsd.o~y, 1-muary 27, 19'-5. 11• 233{, 
2. RJ~rl,;vl< A. ch.<pt" 1, 13Sbl: "H ~~~~opt"'\ tcmv /t\'llotl><+>; ~~ &ai.<'"t1•1\-
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means they are both on the same footing. For Plato, on the contrary, we 
have seen that 8taAi"(ECJ8at and dialectic are in principle preordained to 
rhetoric, they are what first makes it possible, whereas for Aristotle rhetoric 
is av·ticrtpocpoc;, 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 napacpu£c; of dialectic.3 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 AO"(O<; in the largest sense. Hence 
here dialectic is limited to AO"(O<; 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 7tpcOt1l ct>tA.ocrocpia. 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 Katvrovia to>V "(EVO>V, toward which 
the discussion of the meaning of Being and non-being leads, be the sub­
stantive ground for a new determination of 8taAi"(Ecr8at? You can see 
already in the term KOtvrovia t&v "(EVWV that at issue here is the connection 
of the "(ev11, whereas up to now we have seen only one yevoc, and, oriented 
toward that one, a taking apart of the EtOll. This is an indication that now 
the whole dimension of questioning and determining in the sense of 
8taA.tyecr8at is set differently, that here it will no longer be a matter of 
concrete beings but of the yevrt 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: cru).lPcdvet n)v PlltOptKT)v otov rccxpcxcputc:; tl tile:; 
8u:xM:KttKilc:; dvcxt. 
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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. 11~e sLrth definition of llu· scpl!ist. Rrj11ter i2200-231c). 

a) The question of the classification of the sixth definition. 
The concrete strudure of the defi.nitions. The sixth 
definition as a union o! the fifth and the seventh 

definitions (av-r(l..oro<;). 

The sixth definition of the sophist always struck commentators as a con­
sideration lying outside the framework of the pre\~ous dcfmitions. Above 
all, they were at a loss to see how this definition could be brought into the 
framework of the dichotomies. lf 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 defmltion has already 
shown that in going back to the xnpoooea~ th is definition claims the L1St 
remaining stnactural 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 defmitions. Tin.s we said the inner 
concatenation of the individual definitions is grounded in Ule matter itself, 
i.e., in definite objective characters graspable in the sophist as he ultima tel)' 
shows himself. U we orient the definitions around tl1e earlier framework, 
then the sixth defmition will clearly and immediately conflict with that 
mode of consideration. To U1e extent that the sixth definWon cannot be 
inserted into that schema, it precisely p roves that the latter is not genuinely 
the issue. 

Versus the earlier definitions, the sixth nlre.:>dy has a more positive dc­
saipti\·e character, since it immediately prepares the way for t11e seventh, 
where the positive consideration begins. To understand the sixtl1 definition 
we need to be dear about the onset of this new description within the 
pre,·iously 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 phen<>mena of the sophist as already describt.>d and 
propels them in a direction that would make possible a genuine elaboration. 
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Spl'Cifically, what is taken up is the phenomenon of av-ttA.tyt:w, 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 
O:vnAty!:tv and makes it more acutely exp~cit, Mks precisely the fifth 
definition with the seventh, inasmuch as the seventh again makes the 
avrlAoyo~ thematic. 

Thus you need to note well that the great emphasis J place on the struc­
ture does not have anything to do with an intention to determine the ~ternry 
form of the dialogue, in order, thereby, to fix the chronological order of the 
dialogues. based on s tylistic criticism. Our aim ls simply to understand the 
substantive content, if indeed we have a right to presuppose that PL~to 
designed his logos in accord with the outward look of the malletS them­
selves, i.e .• that he, in ro~'j>Ondence with the multiform aspect of the 
sophist, begins with that and drives this multiformity on toward a tv, 
toward that which allows it to be seen together-in the mode of 
<JUvay(J)'f1\-and thereby to be properly determined. Thus it is also impossi­
ble to partition this dialogue, based on pre-determined philosophica 1 the­
ONms and disciplines, into inferior parts, written meNiy for the purpose 
of training, and the kernel for the more advnnced. 

AI the place of transition from the fifth to the sixth definition, the text 
makes supcrabundantly clear what is at issue. ·~ ouv «i>.; CU.11flli Atyeto.t 
to ltOUdAov dval TOUtO to 9np!ov t<al tO A.cy6!l£VOY au TJi i\ttl'9' Arprt6v 
(226a6f.). We are once more reminded that this 91\p(ov, na.mely the sophist, 
was corYeCtly addressed as notiC(.\ov, something "multiform and varie­
gated, • and therefoN as something which ou TJi tl.ttp\1< All1tt6v, cannot be 
grasped "with one hand" on the first attempt. a!l¢oiv XPr\ (aS): " Both hands 
are needed." KCII ~eatC. 6uva~tlv 'fE oihro !tOtllUOv, <Ot6v0t: n IJ£'Ta9to\"Trt<; 

ixv<><; a\rrou (bH.). "And in accord "~th possibility. the grasping and con-
01iving of the sophist must be carried out by foUowing the trace." Thls 
mention of a "trace" indicates precisely that the sophist himself, the sub­
s tantiv" content thus far, the object, himself provides us with something 
that makes it possible lor us to track him down. as we say, i.e .. to follow 
him and actually get him in sight. 



§56 1355-356/ 

b) Fonnal depiction of the way of the sixth de finHion. 
Diaicesis. To take apart (6w.ipeat<;)-to set in relief 

(Suil,ptat<;)-to extract-to rend er free, to purify (Kci9apau;J. 
Preview of the gen uine object of Kci9apat<;: ciyvoux. 

IW9o.pct<; as fAE"tXOS· 

'247 

Someone merely following the text extrinsically is in for a surprise from 
the question now post.>d by the l;fvos. i.e., ofter the jus t-mentioned meth­
odological requirement: tOO\' ol•"£nKwv 6vo)Jcmov Ka.\.o"iJ!lev tina ~rou; 
(226b2f.). vDoes our language ha•·e designations tci.>v oiK£m:ii.>v (ttXv<ov i~ 
left understood). for the modes of comportment. for the know-how, related 
to domestic sen•ants?" Tltis is indeed icnmed.iately very >triking. if ap­
proached din.'Clly 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 d uties around the house is not accidental, quite apart 
from the fact that there is a definite purpose behind the choice of the modes 
of beh.tvior attributed to them. The~<><; now lists a quite definite number 
of activities; they are not arbitrarily chosen but, on the contrary, arc already 
determined by his general aim (226b-l.ff.). He mentions &t~Otiv (1>4): "to 
strain, to pass through a filter"; Sw.nftv (b4): likewise "to strain"; i)pcitt<tv 
(b6) (a d1aracteristic expression for 110mething we will want to unden;tand 
later): "to shake back and forth and by this very shaking to cast something 
out," e.g., the chaff from the wheat, " to •vinnow"; and instead of O<aKplvttv 
another reading has lha""6t:av, which again means " to sift." And then the 
Hst continues with ~aivtLV (b8): " to comb"; Kat<i'"(tLV (b8): "to spin'"; and 
K£pKli;£tv (b8): " to weave." At 226cl f., Theaetetusquilejustifiably asks what 
the l;tvos is actuaUy trying to accomplish with these remarkable things 
which at first hav~ as little to do \\ith the angler as -.~th the sophist. The 
~tv<><; answers: Saaapemro ta l.qetvta C11i~navta (cf. c3); " these are aU 
activities whkh take apart/ 6tutprio8at, or, as it is characteri?...ed im­
mediately aflerwards, )Jt((V oooav t v cilfaaa -rex~v (c5f.), and this ttxv~ is 
&1axpan•,i (c8). 6ao.JCplvELv, " to set in relief," expresses it more precisely 
than does oampeimlo.t, for ou:u<plvtw mea.ns not only to take apart in 
general but to set ol1 Jgainst one another and to distinguish &om one 
another the things taken apart in the taking apart. Thus there is a phenom­
enal distiJ1ction between a simple taking apart of something given and 
leaving it at that and taking apart in the sense of setting in relief, i.e .. 
distinguishing some one thing against an other. 

This l;t<iK'ptatc; can 00\'\1 agaLn be carried out in such a way that it is a 
Oa<XJ<plvtlV roo' 6)JOlOV ~- O)JO{OI) (cf. d2f.), i.e., Slld1 that "things that are 
the same are set off ngninst enc.h other;' or, on the oth~r hand, •-uch that the 
&t<:u<plvew is an OOtO)(IIlpii;£tv, a "segregating" and s,x'Cifically ro )(dpov 
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aru'> !W-nov~ (d. dlf.), "of the wor.se from the better." Thus there is one 
taking apart, and there is another in the sense of setting in reUef, 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 dilferenl In that case, 
the setting off is a separating of the worse from the bN1t'r. This setting off 
is an extracting. namely of the worse from the better, such that th.1t from 
which the extraction takes place, lhe better, remains left over; it is a 
aJtoJjaUnv ~o xripov and a Katal.£t~~&tv to jltA.nov (d. d5ff.). Thus we see 
that the structure of Otatpeia9at is organized in an entirely determinate 
way. Purely tem1inologicall)\ we can mal<e 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 
worse from the bet1t'r, 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 
reUef is therefore Kaeap!16~ (dlO), "purification. • The distinction between 
purification and sifting indicates that the sense of the t<ata>.rilrelv (cf. d6), 
the "leaving behind," is different in. the two cases. Purification docs not 
simply have the sense of removing sornethlng from something else and 
leaving at rest in itself that from which the removal takes place. On the 
contrary, the 5en5e resides pr«iscly i.n the making free and the conS((juent 
bringing of the thing to its proper possibilities. Hence the sense is a dearing 
away of obstacles, a41Jtolii~o'"'<l. as the ~v~ later says (230c6), "that which 
lies in the way." so that what is purified can now come into its own. 

The estabUshment o f the structures of Ot.a!ptcn<; 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 6taipccn<; or Kdeapot~. 

Specifically, it is something that unifies in itself a jltA.~1ov and a xeipov, 
indeed in ~-uch a way that the one suppresses the other. This xripov, the 
proper object of the Kcillapou;. is nothing other than something which, 
insofar as it is, at the same time is not. And so this peculiar object entails 
a OU11Jt).ol<l'i of ov and ~it ov. The task was to see this <JilllMo"-"1\ as some­
thing original. This means, however, that the fundamental dogmas then 
dominating phllosophy had to be abandoned. For a <JilllltAol<l'i of 111) ov 
with ov 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 pt.'CUiiar object as we ·come to understand better the proper 
theme of t<a9apotc;. as carried out respectively by the sophlst or by the 
genuine philosopher. Therefore the sixth definition is a positror description 
of the sophist, positive in the sense t:h.1t it goes back to the foundations of 
his existence in general. 

Thus litaipE<n<; is 1.) a taking apart, and as liuit<ptcn<; this taking apart is 
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2.) a setting off and d istinguishing o f something from something else. In 
this context, I cannot yet pursue the fact that this taking apart in the second 
sense alread y entnils an entirely new structural moment, insofar as the 
setting in relief which distinguishes something versus something else pre­
supposes a determinate vieh• of that according to which the two are dis­
tinguished. That moment is not yet present in the mere taking apart. This 
setting in relief which distinguishes one against anoU1er can now be 3.) a 
distinguishing that extracts. such that U1e distinguishing is an extracting in 
the sense of sifting. This taking apart that sifts, in the sense of e>.'tracting, 
can be 4.) a sifting that sets free in such a way that what is liberated itself 
remains and is preserved, a l.alt61!£''0V. Hence such a si!ti.ng at the same 
time properly aims at what remains behind and grasps it. This &uxtp£~ 
has the charncter of Kci9npmc;. 

II we look toward what the object of s uch a Staiptmc, in the setL<e of 
Kci9<xpmc, can be, we see it is a matter of something having the character 
of a xcipov and a ~o!Anov, and specifically such that both of Ulese are 
initial.ly given together a.nd are unitarily determinative of a being. The more 
concrete grasp of Stalptot~ as performed ill the sophistic.1l teaching activity 
shows then that the proper object of the Kti9apot~ is tiyvota and that 
thereby, to characterize it in an anticipatory way, t.hc K<lecqxn; ultimately 
proves to be fJJ::'('J.OC,. •Et..erxo' means "to piUory, to expose publicly." It 
applies to something which, in ac<X'rd with its possibility, possesses a 
JltAttov but which is suppressed by a xcipov. T11e \Cci9npmc, as tA£r.(o<; 
exposes the Uling publicly, a.nd this making public is in itself an t$1.1\, a 
casting out o f the ;ceipov, and con...equently is a liberation of the f!V.nov. 
In a wholly fonnal and preliminary sense, this is the path taken by the 
description constituting the sixth definition of the sophis t. 

We intend to follow this path in detdil. 

c) Detailed depiction of the path of the sixth diaircsis. 

a ) The di!Icrentiation of the ~aMpo~t~ "~th respect to 
the sophist's objtXt (l(lu-,<1\). Kcienpot<; of the body a11d 

K<i9apotc; of the 'lflJl:l\. Remark on dialectic. Kci9npo~<; ns 
ttcf}oAl) nis "aKiac;. 

It was quite advisedly that the modes of OtaKPiV€\V were made visible in 
terms of activities related to ever)•day 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 texV11 is characterized as 
~orrat&uttK1\: his comportment thus includes a claim to n<nOCU&tv. 
More precisely formulated, his t t'.<Vll isiJa&ruJ.aton(I)At Kl\; his comportment 
is a " provision, a selling, of ~a6~1Ja1'<l," i.e., of 1..6yot. And his way of 
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dealing with those to whom he sells his treasures is avTIAoytl<l\, i.e., 
£pt<mK1\. All these modes of compo:rtment, in their very sense, are clearly 
directed toward other people, toward their possible modes of exist"""e, 
toward their 'fl\l;(l]. More precisely, insofar as it is a matter here of the 
forr:niltion of na10eia, a matter of the selling of ,..aen~una, a matter of 
6:v-tl/.ty£tv, this comportment aims at the 'fl\lX1\ to the extent that votiv, 
knowing in the largest sense, resides in it. Thus we must maintain 1.) that 
the determination ofl..6y~ permeates the entire comportment of the soph· 
ist, and 2.) that the object he hunts is the 'fi\JXl\ of another person. 

It is in these terms that we need to understand the tum now taken by 
the consideration of Olatp£ia8aL Fm this Stcuptia8at is meant to express 
nothing other than the anticipation of a phenomenon which will subse· 
quently be claimed for the beha\·ior of the sophist. Accordingly, insofar as 
the soul iS concerned, even this Otaipwt<;., i.e., the "a8apJ,t6<;, will be di­
rected toward the soul, toward the existena> of other people, and specifi­
call}' with regard to Ol6:v0la. Thus the differentiation now made with 
respect to the object of Ka8ap~t6<;. is not an extrinsic, scholastic one, but is 
alrcndy predclineated in the very idea of the sophist, Le., in the object of 
his comportment. Therefore the ~'U6<lp<ret.;. arc now again differentiated 
into ones n£Pl ti> a&~ta and ones Jttp\ n'!v 'flllxl\V (227c8f.). 1hls d iffel'ffiti· 
•ltion at the 5ame time serves to clarify in a preliminary way the sense of 
the .:n8apat<; related to the 'fl\l;cl\. It ;s not accidental here that the possible 
modes of the 1CU8Cljl<ru; related to <>&!tma function in a certain sense as 
examples for the modes of purification relative 10 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, ~<tM.;.. tl!io<;. 

TilUs there is first of all (as the most well known) a ..:a8apJ,t.b<; nepl 'tU 
a&!tata (d. 226e5). And a distinction must be made between, on the one 
hand, the o&J,ta t&v a'l"\;c(J)v (cf. 227a3), " the bod)' of wh.1t is '"ithout a 
soul," what does not live, the non·tiving, what is merely material, and, on 
the other hand, the OtUIJa tti\v tJ,tlfll);cwv (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 alo81101~ for ti¢1\ and 
i>puv, but to be given from the iru.ide, as we say, i.e., given as a body for 
the living being whose bod}' 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. Th.is is why we spe.1k of a bodily 
disposition. Only a body having the chan>cter of Oesh contains in its objec­
tive content this structure of one's l>cing disposed toward it in some way 
or another. A dtair and a stone, although they are bodies, ha\'e no bodily 
disposition. Therefore the possible ways of influencing a bod}' are different, 
depending on whether the body is flesh o r a mere physical thing. The latter 
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can be purified only in the sense of "washing" or "decoration," yva<j>eunK'll 
or KOO"J.LrrttK'll (227a3f.). But one can exercise an influence, in the sense of 
Ka8apJ.L6<;, on the flesh by YUJ.LYaanK'll and iatptK'll (226e8f.), "gymnastics" 
and "healing." Both these latter kinds of purification, iatptKll and 
YUJ.LYaanK'll, 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 il JlE9ooo<; troY A.6ymy (d. a7f.). He explicitly empha­
sizes what is at issue in this dialectical analysis of tEXY<Xt: 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 tou Kn1aaaeat . .. EY£Ka 
YOUY ... 7t£tpWJ.LEY11 (227a10f.): "Our aim here is simply to take possession 
of YOU<;, to discern, to see." This is an abbreviated way of speaking: YOU<; 
stands for YOO'\)J.L£YOY, as A.6yo<; does for A£y6J.L£YOY. 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: 
to auyy£YE<; Kal to Jlll auyyeYE<; Kata.YoeiY (blf.), "to get in sight what 
belongs in one yeYO<;, in one EY, 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 ttJlQ. npo<; touto £~ iaou n<:iaa<; 
(b2), "all these different tEXY<Xt are equal in value." The consideration is 
indifferent with regard to their factual significance, and therefore 
O"£JlYOt£pOY o£ n tOY Ota atpUtll'Ytri\<; fl <!>8£tptcrttri\<; OllAOUYta 
911p£unKflY ouo£y Y£VOJ.LtK£Y (b4f.), "it does not at all take it to be more 
worthy, more important, or more excellent to explain the structure of 
enp£U£tY 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 
ota.A£yea8at 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 ota.A.£yeaeat. The ~EYO<; 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 Kaeapat<; related to aroJlata and the one nepl n'\Y ou:iYotaY; 
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and it is pre<.is<'ly this latter Kri(lap<nc; which we had in a certain sense 
Mt.~ken in hand" at the very outo<>t. Errl>'lo:XElprprev ~ploa<rllat (227c4f.), 
" in order to delimit it." 

Thus now the analysis gets a foothold in the ota!p£0't<; n:tpl n'l'' l(lllXt\Y, 

and the question is to what extent we can speak of a KciOapO'to; rnopl n)v 
Ol<ivotav. Let us recall the structuro of Kci(lapO'tc;: 1.) £K~tv, " to cast 
out," and speciilcally in the sense of Kcrral.drti'IV, " leaving behind." namely 
of the ~nov; 2.) Otarcplvttv 6~otov <X¢' ~o!ou (cf. 226<11- 7). The immedi­
ate question is: is there in the soul something which renders possible such 
comportment to it, the casting out of a xtipov and the retaining of a ptA nov? 
Our everyday knowledge of factual Dasein. of life, s hows us that there is 
tv l(lll;(Tl 'JtOVfJp(a and ~'nj (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 KCL(lap1J6.; would then be nothing 
other ltmn tKjlo),l) JtO\If(ptCL<; or KCLKiao; cl~(p£0'U; (cf. d9f.). 

The more precise determination of ~<ci9up<no; has to take into account 
what this KaKia itseli is; it has to see to what extent there is a 1<cxKia in the 
soul. This is the place where the significance of the o<iljln as an example 
penetrates the conception of the ontological structul\' of the soul. In order 
to determine the Ka!da of the soul, we will go back to the KaKia in the 
OWIJ!l, in flesh. The guiding line for the more pr«ise determination of the 
object toward whlch the endeavors of the sophist are directed derives from 
the purification that relates to the flesh, o<l'l!l<>-

PI The detcmtination of the K<XK(a in the ljl\);('~, with 
the flesh as guiding line. 

a<X) The rcaK!a o f the flesh_ Sickness and ugliness. 
Sickness: ommc; (insurcection). Ugliness: ci~np[a, 

000£156; (deformity). Directcdness-toward as rondition 
of the possibility of the cljletp[a 

of a romporhncnt general structural analysis. 

The human body can manifest a ;(Eipov in two ways: in the ftrst place, as 
vooo.:;, "sickness.'' and secondly as aioxoc;. "ugliness" (d. 228.11), the op­
posite of rcaAmc;. The structures of these two forms of b.1dness are essentially 
dlffel\'nt. 

N6oo.:;, "sickness," is detemtined a s mciatc; (d. a4), "insu,rrection,'' and 
this otri<n~ is determined as Ota4M>pn t ou <i>liol'l cn>"fYEVO~ fK nvoc; 
olfl¢9opfu; (cf. a7f.). "a diremption of what is crurrevtc;. 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 v~ Is thus ot6<nc;, 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 <!>liatc; of the being. a~a, llxlOU~~Ia. 6Uit6i;. 
iJiiovi], 1.6-yo<;, A.li'"l (d. b2f.): nlJ these det~.rminations are constitutive of 
the Being of man. But lor someone who finds hi.mseU in an unfortunate 
s ituation with regard to his soul, these structural moments do not simply 
step opart but they oppose tl1cmselvcs against one another, such that an 
insurrection arises. This character of insurrection determines vooo.;. What 
is essential here is hence that a mode of comportment comes into conflict 
with another and against another. 

A!a-~o.;. on the oth10r hand, is to rfi~ <~J.Ietpi~ ... y{;v~ (d. a I Of.); it is 
a ytv~ of <.t;u:tpia, "inadequacy.• ThJs is not a matter of the relation of one 
comportment to another but is something residing purely and simply in 
the comportment itself.lt is nola matter of a relation, e.g., between ~~e wa)' 
I speak about something and my disposition: that l speak in thJs 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 
aia-~oc; is not a matter of the relation between Mroc; and A. lim) but on the 
contrary concerns merely on<' comportment, i.e., voriv by itself, to take the 
example set in relief here. Noriv has in itself ~~e d~aracter of aioxoc; insofar 
as it manifests an inadequacy residing in Its very Being. A lox~ is therefore 
a matter of the !l.].I£Tp(a, tm inadequacy, of a comportment not with regard 
to anofuer but with regard to itself. Where this ytvo; of cljlerpla occu.rs, 
there "avraxou 5vcmlit<; (d. a !Of.), " there beings do not at aU haw the 
ei~. the outward look," which properly fits them. lnstead, we find there 
de-Jontmtio, dis6guration; the tllio<; is not what it should be. Aloxoc; is 
dis tinct from v6oo; by virtue of the fuct 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 lor it to be able to displa)' something like crloxo<; and a;t~rpla. 
Not C\' ety comportment of the soul possesses the possibility of this 
llooEt~. We must ask, accordingly, what e!lio;. what ontological structure, 
of a mode of comportment renders possible such lioottlit<;, such deforma­
tion? The analysis makes this plain a t 228clff.: 00' <av> .. -..,'ljcrero<; 
j.l£tQa;(6V~ !Cal (IJCOK6V flVfl lll';tf'Vfl m:tp<iljltva TOUtOU W'fX<l.v£1\• ><o.0' 
tKWm)v 6p;t1')v napu<I>Opa ai.lroii yiyvi)Too >:ai c'r~rorunuvn, 116-n:pov alitlx 
i>JiOO].I£V mro c:rullJ!etpla<; rf;<; np(X; tlMT)Aa Ji 101\vavtiov mr6 <'<J.I£tpia<; 
alitlx newxew; We want to extract the individual moments packed In this 
very condensed anal)•sis. It is a matter of the ljiU;(lj, of a comportment of 
the soul, which: 

1.) is characterized as Kn'ljo£U>;J.I€tUOX6vta, therefore as something " that 
bears in itself •ivl)~." That means it is a psychic comportment having in 
itselJ the cha_racte:r of the "from-to,H a comportment which in its Being as 
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such is underway to something else. That is the sense of this KtVl\m:mc; 
ltetacrx,6v. 

2.) m<o~6v nva 8Ejlrva, in this being underwa)• to, it has posited that to 
which it is undenvay, as m<orr~. IKon~ is usually translated "aim." Pro­
vided the term is interpreted correctly, it does capture the meaning. The 
toward-which of a Kiv~ou; is that In which it comes, in accord with its own 
proper sense. to its end, its tV.o,;. 1:Korr6,; is such a tO.n,; which is "sighted.," 
oro..eiv, as tV.o<;. and hence is uncovered. In this movement, its own proper 
end is by itseU seen in advance. That is the genuine meaning of "aim." 

3.) 11£tpci>II£Va tOlitou rurxcivetv: this K(v~o·~ is not mere!)' u.nderway 
toward but possesses OPI111. "a striving to reach the goal," thus a positive 
tendency, an "urge," which is n new moment in opposition to a merely 
factual movement toward the goaL Where this is given, there can occur: 

4.) a napa¢opci, a "going awry." F"r only where there is a opopci. Le., a 
l({v~ot<;. in the sense of a striving to arrive a t a ~ which is mrox6<;. is 
there, proper!)• speaking. a going awry. Only in relation to a <I>Opci oriented 
by a definite striving can there be a >tcxpa¢opci. 

Alcrx,o.; in the sense of this de-formation is thus possible only in the case 
of a formation which has in itself a dlrection toward something but which 
can also fail, by being deflected from its OKOlt~. Such a comportment is a 
lilaQtpt1v not from anolh11r but from itscll, from the meaning of Being 
residing in this being itself. The being is in ilscll, in its factual formation, 
inadequate 10 that toward which il itself as such is underway. A tcrx,o,; as 
~ttp(a is thus an inadequacy which, out of the being itself, recoils back 
on itself. 

Now arises the substantive question: where is such a phenomenon gi,•en 
in the 'V"Xl1 and what is it? 

~~) The 6.~ttpia in the 'flUX~: UyvOta. Structural 
analysis of voeiv. The orientation (<'>Pill\) of voeiv 

toward the cUT) Oil<;- ·A yvota 
as ugliness in the 'fl\l;(i\. AA116£liuv as KaMv. 

The substantive question is hence: where and what in the 'VUXI\ is this 
phenomenon of K!v1]01<; which bears in itself a <'>PI111 and the J>OSSlbility or 
napa¢opa? This phenomenon in the '¥"XTl is vociv, or, more concretely, 
'i>PDV£iv, 'i>p0Y!l01<;. which in Plato is still undifferentiated from oOQia and 
tm<mi~~· The mosl general tennis vociv. The ttl.o,; of this 1({~~ as votiv 
is the 6.AT)9€.c,: that in which the seeing comes to an end, the pen:cived, i.e., 
beings presenl as they are uncovered in themselves. Therefore what con­
stitutes the inadequacy of this votiv itself with regard lo itself is 
napaQpO<ni~: bt' 6.Aij0euxv Opi'Cilllt~~ 'fiUXii~, 1tap<$)p0\l cnJVEOtCil<; 

'fl'fVO~tv'lc;. oOOtv (i).).o nl.ilv !tcxpaQpO<ni~ (228cl 0fl.). napa<r>pooliv1] is 
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a very difficult term to translate, and in particular the usual translation is 
not a ' ' ery happy one. The proper sense is "perception gone awry" or 
"mispert"eption," i.e., it is not blindness, not mere non...s:eeing., bul a much 
more radical deformation, precisely a "misperception," hence indt'<!d a 
perceptio~ a. K>eing. A n cxlr<!mc phenomenon of n:etptt~\f11 is infatu­
ation. The idea that the vooiv in the soul is a phenomenon which makes 
possible a nap~oaUVJl, that there is hence an «yvootv, and that this 
«yv0£iv is ll.se!J a deformation, quite apart from whatever sort of pr.lctical 
comportment results from this <iyvotiv-that idea is founded in a more 
original one, cxprcsst.'<l in the pn.'C~>ding statement i\Un l'flv vuxljv yr. 
'""""" ciroooav 1tciao:v ruiv <l-yvooooav (22&7f.). "We know that every soul 
(that means aU human knowing, for here it is o matter of voeiv) is In 
ignorance, «iKovoa, without a positive impetus in that direction arising 
from itself." There is in the soul no positive tlpflll toward this failing, this 
misperceiving. On the contra.ry, precisely even in misperception, the Opfll\ 
aims at the lUnate;. This expresses the claim and the opinion that "''en the 
voEiv which is factually an ciyvolll is oriented toward the nATl9t<;. Thus we 
see that in fact there resides in the soul such an ayvma,. that (this is Plato's 
main concern) this <l-yvota Karla auto tv ljltlXJi f'6vov ytyv6)!ev6v ta~w (d. 
22&1101.), this ciyvoul: "purely as s uch." auto f'6vov, insofar as it is present 
dl aiL already ronstitutes a defo rmation, and that therefore the 6oomot.; 
within this basic comportment determines the <ada. Positively expressed, 
this means that the proper and genuine votiv, i.e., IU1)9t:uetv, is the ~.:<tAb~<; 
and is hence that which is properly to remain in the soul and ~· to be set 
free. In this connection, we must keep in mind that ICoAiix;, or t O 1t<XA6v 
and aiaxa<;, are for the Greeks decisive predic,ltes for a thing and concern 
its proper ontological character. Our expression "beautiful" or the lil<e is 
much too pale and worn o ut to render the sense of KaA<i><;, in any significant 
fashion. What is essential is that vociv, this Oplll\ of soul toward the .Unet.;, 
be seen a.< what is most original in the constitution of man. 

We encounter here a wholly original structure, one visible to the Gr«>k 

philosophy of the time, a structure of Dascin, which to be sure would not 
be pursued in an expUdt anthropological reOet-tion. 

rt) Dircctedncss-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 

pn>supposition 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
acterized by the basic phenomenon of Being-in or, more fully expressed, 
Being-in-a-world. Being-in-a-world is a basic phenomeno.n and is not re­
solvable further; on the contrary. it ;s a primary and perhaps lht primary 
ontological fact of Da5ein itself. This Being-in is initially permeated by 
<iyvota, by a knowledge of the immediately given world which is at the 
same time a lack of knowledge. It is a certain infatuation with immed.i.1tdy 
given appearnnccs, 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 {cyvo£iv harbors a positive OpiJlj toward 
an UAIJ9e\Xtv which has the potential to break through the actual ignorance. 
I emphasizt.>d that the Greeks, in all their scientific questioning, did not 
primarily focus on a nthropological 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 Oasein, 
insofar as natural Da5ein takes the means even for its self-interpretation 
from the immediately experienced world. Greek rcsea.n:h merely follows 
lhL~ quite primitive and in it:;elf justifiable tendency towlll'd self-interpre­
tation on th.c 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 return to the phenomena of 6.).111l£Uttv, the unc:o\'cring and 
disclosure of the world . To be sure, this Is only one direction in which we 
find access to these s till wh.olly obscure contexts of the ontological struc­
tures of human existence, quite apart from the fact th.at we today still ha''" 
very little clarity concerning the concrete history of the development of 
anthropological questioning. Dilthey was one who dedicated his entire long 
life to gaining insight into this matter, and, as he himself conceded in his 
discow:se on the occasion of h.is seventieth birthday. he always remained 
underway.' We lade not only th£> factual concrete contexts of Greek anthro­
pology but also the connection betwem Greek and Christian anthropology 
and, e\'en more, the connection between Luther' s anthropology and the 
preceding ones. In '"""' of this state of research. we may not nurture the 
thought of being able to say anything definite about these phenomena, 
especially since U><• proper substantive preparation for an investigation into 
them Is still in its infancy. For one can see these structures only if the 
ontob.-.gy of Dasein itself is made the theme of .its own proper rese!IIdl. 

1. W. Dltthey, .. Ra-ft> :n~m 70 Geburtstag.'" In Vir gmlrgt Wt.'t: f.mlri:tNng 11t dJt Pkil~Jt 
dt$l.dltm. 1\0W..lm Ddthcy> Ge<ammo?lte S<:hn.tren_ lion<! V. Ers\e H~lrt.. L<ipzlg ond Sorlln, 
\92l, d. p 9. 
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It is in lhis conrext that the structu res now becoming visible through the 
elucidation of ayvota belong. To this <iy\•ota there corresponds, in terms of 
t«<:Oo:pou;, a definite mode of pu rification. What is that mode? 

'()The detennination of the Kll9apOu; Of cl'f\'OtU. 

aa) The Ka9apms of &.rvotu as ot&xoKuJ.uoj . 

If <r(Vota is an o:[ox~ a d efomtatlon, then its s tructure contains a ooo-, a 
X£ipov. So the question arises: is there a ttxv11 thnt can cast out this Sua­
and set free the llUnov, the w . .,eE\it:w, the vociv? Insofar as this would be 
a fiXVTI concerned with knowing and not· knowing, it \·vill ha\1C the general 
character of otOa(l)(etAtl<lj (d. 229a9), "instruction." ~tStruction brings about 
the disappearance of ignorance by communicating knowledge. The ques­
tion. however, is whether such 8t&:r.mcaAtlCli which commun.icates knowl· 
edge (and this is comparable to the sophiSt's seUing of '-6yot) is capable of 
removing the deformation in the soul. And in this way a question arises 
conccrrung the otOa(l)(etAt~'lj directed to &yvoux .. The deliberations aim at 

elaborating. versus the Stoo(l)(aAtl<lj immediately given, a quite peculiar 
one, one whose s ingle unique goal is the removal of this ayvou:L 

~Pl Further determination of ayvoux. • A'f'•Oul as <ijio:Oiet, as 

presumptive knowledge and in(,ttuation, as the actual KuKla 
in the 'VlJXt\. 

The E,tvo:; says of ayvota: i'-rvo!o;s yoilv ~t>ta ti ~o• OoK<il KCII xa4>tov 
aO<OPI.O)ltvov apav d~ nam tois &Allots ailtiic, tivti(tl'aO,..ov ~fpemv 
(229clff.). ~I believe I see an ignorance, namely the one jus t characterized, 
w hich is ~&yo.. great, a great and difficult field delimited in itself, an igno­
rance which is avtl(tl'ae~ov, which has the same weight as all other kinds 
of ignorance together," which includes all ignorance in the S<.>nse of mere 
unfamiliarity. The E,tvo:; now characterizes this ii'f''Ota more prt'Cisely: it is 
ro ~I) 1<Qt£tll6to. 11 So!C£iv e\litvat (c5). that state and constitution of man 
which consists in "not yet having seen something or other, ~~i ~<a-rnlXtta 

n, yetap pea.ring to oneself and in the eyes o f others as if one had knowledge 
of it." "Not yet having seen the thing." ~I) KQt£t!i6ta n (lhis KCm't signifies 
precisely a looking u pon something in the correct way) is not yet having 
seen the thing and yet appearing to oneself and to others (the word So.-eiv 
requires th is to be supplemented) as if one did lcnow iL At 230b, the same 
s tate of affairs is once more formulated, so briefly that we cannot express 
it that way in our language at all, and sp«ifically with regard to the 
phenomenon which will be discussed later, namely A6yo:;. Oi'1tlli ri>; n ntpt 
Atyctv AI:(())V 1''10Ev (b4f.): such a one •believes he is saying something about 
a thing. • letting it be seen, 6.lto¢aivro9at, "yet i.< not saying anything about 
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In order t rasp the genuine aim of the whole dialogue at the end, it is 
imp rtant to h -r that &yvotex is a Karia. That means that pure! in 
itselt a determinal! f rmation, or,. rather, de-formation, of the oul, it 
denigrates th Bein f man '~ ith regard to his ont logical p - sibiliti - . 
Therefore thi Ciyvota do . not require a relation to determinate bjects, 
on - it precisely d n t know. A definite realm of objects is not constitu-
t'W - of tr(VOta. It · tence as uch is alread sufficient to characterize 
it a ro:lda.. B rea n f th peculiar sort of Being of this l({'(KOV, a c rr -
sp ndin <rfXVll pro'\1 n essary, on -· which is to have the en f a 
aaapm;, a purification~ 

yy) Further determination of ot&laKaA.tKTi as Kci9ap<ns f 
<l-:[Vot;a. t a communication of knowledge but a liberati n 

toward OA119 '£\V: '1tCl10Cioc 6y ; a e entia] element f 
nat&:fa. I typ : vouOenrnldi (adm nition) and elenchtiJ . 

R jection of vou9£nlinJdl. 

Thi &.yvoto: i n. t ch that it can b eliminated through the infu i n · f 
definite bits of kn ' 1 ge. Th refore the OtOOcrKnAt.JOl cannot ha e th 
character of 8T)J.U UJYYttctl (cf. 229dlf.); i .. , it cannot be m thing that 
pr id or produce a definit.e ock f objecti e knowledge and that 
imp definite bjective cognitions. And the question arises c nceming 
a 'tf'XV11 whkh al ne would bring about the elimination of th Ciyvotoc In 
po itiv · terms, it would allow the MfiO u w itself to becom fri e. 
UxvTJ is heno a p.fpo; OtOaO"KaAllCf\s ernaA.Aatmv 'tOfrto (d. 229cllf.), "a 
mod £ &toomcClA.t"'dt hiCh remo e 'tOUt ," name! the Ciyvota or the 
a}lttBi.a. And this OtOaO'KaAllCll is precisely nm&fa {d. d2). Sp cificaU I it 
·_ a matter of a ot&lmccxl~ctlC'I) t.v tole; Myot<; (d. el), a ot&lmccV.ua1 carried 
-ut in th m de f peaking '" ith on another and t one another. You 
h = e gain how th phenomenon of ~ea6ap<nc; i incorporated into that 

hich ha · already been of constant interest in the determination f the 
hi t: A.6y01;. The K<i6apmc; is something carried out in ')J:yew and ·. 

related to A.6yot. 
· . · · th cca j n to distinguish tv o mod f otOO.mcaN.1C11: fir , the 

Ol)9 t'J1'tHOl ( f. 2 a3), hkh w rks with mere admoniti ns, m - reman~ 
tran . It i:s not a matter f imparting knowledge but h · merel the --

of bringing th · other to a definite ded ion and comportment. uch a 
ot00.<TK<lAtiC1)~ h w er, obvi usty cannot accomplish th d · ed purifica­
ti n f the oul wi fu regard to ciyvota. So PI t a : d~tt<li t1 ec; . . . 
ftyftoaoeat (2.30a5L), " me seem to be of th pinion," and ·pecificaU 
not n the b · of arbitrary whim but A.6yo eamoi~ oo~ (a ), a ter the 
ha · p tified th matter itself under discu ion. The eem to b of the 
opinion: 
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somcthtng we have a lread)' become familiar with. the auvopi'xv: they "see 
together" the very different things someone has said about one single 
matter. Ttetvn:~ (b7), when that happens, "they let be seen," tln&tJCVtlooow 
(b7), what? Al>t(l.c, autal<; .. . tvavtlru; (b7f.), that the opinions "as it were, 
slap each other in the face," that one opinion, which has always claimed 
to show the matter about whkh it speaks, covers over what the other 
opinion shows, and vice versa. They let be seen this peculiar tvavt!ov 
among the ~at and >-pecificnlly alit<i<; ai>tai<; aj!a . .. tvavtia<; (b7f.). 
The sense of this iij!a cannot be grasped here in a wholl)' univocal way. 
We are tempted to take it without further ado as a temporal determination: 
"at once"-insofnr as the ~at are understood as grasping one and the 
same matter in the very same sense of making present. That mea.ns the 
object of the opinions and the opinions themselves dwell in the character 
of the nov.-r: now the matter is so and so~ or now the one opinion says this 
and the other says the opposite. But "·e must indeed leave the meaning of 
the /Xj!O< open here, and the same applies in general to the entire •"Plication 
of what is really at issue, as I will show later. First of all it is a question of 
simply maki.ng visible the structures that are supposed to be uncovered in 
the 5u:p<JYtilv, li)I<X ra:pi row nth<ilv npl><; ra al>tu Kat&. railta tvavrla; 
(b7f.). • A )Ia.: the ~Cit speak "at the same time," "at once," against each 
other; nepl t<ilv al>t<ilv: as opinions "about thr same ma tters"; npt'l~ mat'na, 
considering the same matters "in relation to the same other ones"; xat<i. 
mur<i, taking this relation itself for its part "in the same regard." This is a 
very rich formulation of what t<Xil~6v properly means, in regard to which 
those who question thoroughly in this way see the ~at together and bring 
them together. AU these temlS, iij!a ra:p\ r<i>v alitrov npo; ta alita >.:etta 
tc:tilt<i, are meant t.o extract clearly the tv which must already be seen at 
the very outset and in relation to which the questions are oriented. What 
is essential to this OtEp<oti'xv is to lead the oi6)1£VO~ ).fy&tv n 1.i:yruv )IT]Ofv 
in such a way that he sees the inconsistency with himself, the inconsistertC)' 
within his own comportment. That means it has to be sho1vn to him that 
he pn-sents the matter at Issue sometimes in one way and then again in 
another way: i.e., he does not ha1•e any relation at all to the matters them· 
selves. Here it is aJways a question of the tvavTiov of ~oo. opin.ions. We 
must still take the term ~a in an indeterminate sense, although, if the 
usual chronology is correct, Plato had already given in the 71=t~lttS a more 
precise characterization of ~a. one which, to be sure, did not yet grasp 
the genuine phenomenor~ What we have here then is a playing off of the 
Mi;at against each other, in order to make the one who has them confused 
about himself. But this is in no sense a discover)' of the principle of con­
tradiction. That is out of the question. 

The principle of contradiction can be discovered only if the principle is 
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grasped as a principle. Plato never p resses on to that, as we will see in the 
second part of the S<Jpltist. It is thus fundamentally impossible to say that 
Plato has discovered the pri11dpl~ of contradiction. But he has certainly 
exposed very definite structural connections in the act of contradicting, 
which AristoUe undoubtedly elaborated in his discussion of contradiction 
in Melapllysics rv, chapter 3ff. We can at most say that in d certain sense the 
principle of contradiction is potentinlly there in Plato. I cannot now enter 
into the substantive questions connected to this principle of contradiction. 
I merely emphasize that the principle of con tractiction even still today. and 
actually throughout history. is a matter of controversy, "~th regard to its 
formulation as weU as with regard to its origin,1tion~ i.e., whether it is 
deducible from the principle of identity and is founded the rein, o r whether 
it is an independent principle. Likewise, its character as law and norm is 
controversial: Le., whether it is a rule for the formulation of p ropositions, 
a law of propositions, or whether it is a law of Being, expressing an onto­
logical state of affairs. People have e''en taken both these together. It is 
impossible to decide anything correctly here as long as the proposition 
itself, this d efinite mode of ).6yoc;, remains undarified. 

What is now i.mportanl to us is s imply the central point of this part of 
the dialogue: that such thorough questioning, and consequently the shak­
ing and ultimate casting out of the ungenuine oo;at, are possible only on 
the basis of a previous ouvuyav ci~ tv. This crna!J...a'fli (d. 230c2), this 
"clearing away" of &rn;at, is at the same time an El;EAI!iv (cf. ibid .), a 
removal of what s tands in the war of the ~aa~~a1a (cf. ibid.), the p roper 
positive learning. Once this EK~A1j, this K<i!l<xpmc;, succeeds, then the one 
who is purified is one who ~you~Ev<><; ~ oi&v d&vm ~6va, nl..tic.o llt 
1.1" (cf. d3), "is of the opinion he knows only and exclusively what he has 
seen." what he has appropriated insightfully, "but no more than that." 
Thi~ Kciaapcr~<; is called the ~{cr"tlj tmd lruj)HO'tcX"tTJ (d7), "the highest and 
properly decisive," precisely because it flrst opens up Dasein for a possible 
encountN with the world and with itself. On this basis, the ~·oc, could 
already say eariJer that this ot&xcrKW.noj or this KciOczpm.; is nvrtcmx&).IO<, 
in relation to thE' whole multiplicity of other possible modes of communi­
cating, of communicating knowledge. Thereby it is clear that Plato is not 
at aU speaking about the material content of knowledge; here it is a matter 
simply of the Being of Dasein itself: to what extent does it dwell in 
tiA110nietv or in cXyvOUl. This is in accord with &yvota itself, which is 
merely an ontological character, free from all material content, from the 
known as such. Consequently, even the foregoing consideration of the 
sophist has carried out its leaching completely formally. We have actually 
learned nothing at all about the content of the sophis ts' philosophies and 
doctrines, because at the very outset the orientatio n was to expose their 
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knowledge, i.e., their ignornncc, their a~a9ia, in its proper ontological 
structure, which naturally is formal in opposition to all roncret<>, material 
knowlcd.gc. 

And so now we ask: the ones "whoernploy tltis t£xv~," ;(pcilJ.IEVOt TClUtn 
t1i tfxvn (cf. 230e5), are the)' tlte sophists we are seeking? 

d) The result of the sixth d ia.Uesis: phjJosophy as 
"legitimate sophistry." The similarity between philosoplty 

and sophis try. The aporia in relation to the sophist. 

\>Ve. rnn say thnt what has nmv bt!<"n found npon£at'ld. yP.. tOLOfulp t:tvi 
(23Ja4), his in a certain sense similar to such a one," i.e., it comes close to 
the sophist. But at the same time the ~tvo.:; has misgivings: 1iei navtwv 
J.IOAIOTCllt£pi r(l,; OJ.IOt6t~ro.; <'<ri not£ia9at n'Jv 'i>UACl,'ljv (a7f.), "when it 
comes to similarities, we have to be on O'Jr guard." Recall what the PhaednlS 
said about the O)lotOiiV and ~Otofuem. ll1is sort of presentation and 
interpretation of dte St1iaa><aAtKl'l ttx~ naturally aims at bringing the 
sophist and the philosopher very d ose tc>gether. But initially this 
accomplishes nothing else than what the natural pubU.c conception already 
ho" at ib di.spoSllll: the .!Ophi.s~, the philosophers, l'lnd the 7tOAtn..,"''( a~ a.ll 

muddled togeU1er, the one is take11 for the other, ancl no one is capable of 
distingu.ishlng them. Now this appearance is made still more explicit a nd 
sharper, such that when the sophist and tlltc philosopher are brought so 
close to each other, whatever might be there to distinguish them will dis­
Unguish them in a JtmdammtaJ wa}t But in order to hold tltis oacl: and 
perhaps even in order to characterize philosophy intentionally in a non­
positive fashion as regards content, Plato calls what has been dtscovered 
oo¢t0Ttl<l\, though to be s ure a quite peculiar oo¢tonKtj-ytvet yewo:io: 
(23lb8), the "t"&itlmate" o ne, the one that comes forrh out of the genulne 
s tem of its proper Bcing. the one tltat octually is what tlte factu•l sophist 
simply pretends tcJ be. Versu.• this designation of 'iltAooO'I>iO: as c~tcr~tKI'l 
yt\'t;L yewo:!a. Aristotle calls OO'i>LO'TL'l<l\ ¢tVOI'£v11 I{LAOOOQICL 

So we now )lave apparently less clarity tlltan ever as regards tlte question 
o( what the sophist properly is. Wr:- a A! in n certain sense thrown bac:k to 

the beginning; it is just tltat no\\' our ignorance o r confusion has become 
explicit and, as it were, clarified. TI1erefore Theaetetus says: &.nop<il lit f:ywyr. 
Til>ll Boa to noUn lt£¢v9at, n ;r.p~ note c.i>c; AA~eii Atyovta ~o:cd 

0Lt<J;(Upt~611EVOV Eim;iv ov~n>s elvo:t t ov oo¢tcm\V (23lb9ff.). Otti tO r.o).).(t 
Jt£9dvtlat, "because so many things h ave now been shown" in relation to 
the sophist, " I can no longer find a w.ty out," <inop<i.J, I do not know, n 
OVt(!)(, eivClt, "whot then the sophist actually is" and how he is to be deter­
mined in reallty. 1 do not know what ! am supposed. to say, if I co; a).J19ft 
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'Atyro cf. cl), "if I am to speak in uch a wa that I p · · ent the matter at 
· ue," and specifically Bucrxupt~6JlEVOv (cl), # n firm ground." 

57. SummanJ of the preuiou six definition . Tire unitary basic 
tructure: the sophist as a 'tlAoytlrot; (231d-232e). 

Bef re th - n approach to a p itive d termination of the sophist, there 
l hav alread emphasiz - , ne more ummary of the previous 
: 6n6aa . . . 7ttcpavm1 (231dlf.), "e e thin which has hovm 

i elf up to now." It is telling that this summary i a mere recounting of 
\ hat w gained in. uccessive step ; it i not a ummary in the sense of a 
OUV<:rf,CO"f1i. It cannot be a ouvayOY'fll, in precisely what is till lacking · 
th "v with regard to which the cruvayroyi} would b · carried ut.. But, at 
the arne time, th ummary is also orien d p siti el , precisely · ith a 

iew tJ ·ward p!i paring for the task of mak:in th fv visible. Thus we ha e 
h re a ain th distinction between a mere gatherln g th of what \~ 
d:i p , t001tapf.LEvCl, and a proper au aywYl\. Th ou ayooyt) hould 
tak - th • as guideline, and this f: should b gam d from th matter at 
i UJ , ' h . e phenomena are here taken to ther. 

Th basic chara ter of the matter at i u , ~ r which king the 
tv, is ttxvn. nd this peculiar asp ct of tfxvll, the phist was indeed 

n fr m th very ou et. And now it has been hown that th sophist · 
an EmcmlJlffiV n noll.ffiv (232al). We have before us a 'ttXVll related to a 
manifold, related ' hat s p ed in th rarious definitions. }llfu; oe 
t£x:VTJ ov6~an 1tpOOayoprolltCll (a_2 . And for thi ttxVllt in these manifold 
aspects, w ha . one OVOJ.l<X-, one d ignation. With such a te of affair: , 
however, i.e., a phen menan h ¥ling itself in o manifold a way and yet 
alway being designated with the same nam , "som thin must n t be 
right," to cpdvtac:rj.la to'G-ro cbc;. oi>K £ere' iryttc;. (232a2f.). H . who finds 
him lf in uch a 'tuation, being given a phenomenon in a maJ:l.if. ld f 

p ct without an orientation toward the fv, with the result that he cann t 

attribub th . uniqu · of the name to a unitary matter in a founded 'a , 
such a on ou ou atm Ka:tt&!iv exeivo a:u'tftc; <E;(Yll<? (a4), ''cannot in that 
ca . properl that in th tEXVll" ric; o rr<ivta ta J.1C16liJ.laTn mi>'t f}Abtet 
(a4f.), <~to v hich all th apacities refer," this tv to~ ard \ hich th are 
oriented. Th b th path i predelineated for us to acquire th tv forth 
manifold a p . of ttxvn: not from 'tfxv11 i lf insofar as it · a multiform 
comportment to mething, but from that toward which it tnports itself. 
And th - q · tion must n b raised; in regard to what, properly 

aking, is this t£xvll a kn ' -ho in the genuine sens , notwithstanding 
its multiform capaciti ? H o we are eeking the object of thi know-how 



 



 



SECTION TWO 

Ontological Discussion 1 

The Being of Non-beings2 (Sophist 236e-264b) 

Introduction 

(236e-237a) 

§59. Exposition of the ontological problematic. 

a) Summary of the result of the seventh definition of the 
sophist. The contradictoriness of 'JIEUoftc:, A.6yoc:,. 

The consideration begins at 236e with a certain quite formal summary of 
the result obtained thus far. The factual existence of images-or the factual 
existence of the sophist-presents us with something we can characterize 
as follows: 'tO ... cpaivecrec.u 'tOi>'to Kat 'tO &>Kdv, eivat o£ f..lll (elf.), or, in 
relation to the sophist, who moves in Myetv: 'tO Myetv f..LEV a 't'ta, <XA.11eft o£ 
f..lll (e2). That is, we possess the state of affairs of cpaivecreat, "self-showing 
as something," or of OOK£iv, "appearing as something," eivat o£ f..lll , "with­
out actually being that something." Similarly, we have encountered the 
/..i:yetv f..LEV a't'ta, "addressing something," or, more precisely, letting some­
thing be seen by addressing it, <XA.11eft o£ f..lil, "yet not letting it be seen in 
its uncoveredness." "This whole state of affairs," 'tO cpaivecreat 'tO'U'to Kat 
-ro ooKEiv, dvat o£ J..Lil, Kat 'tO Myetv f..LEV Ci-r-ra, <XA.11eft o£ f..lll , says the ~tvoc:,, 
"is full of difficulties," miv-ra -rau-ra tan f..l£0''ta a7topiac:, (e2f.), not only 
now but ever, ad tv -rep 7tp6creev xp6vq> Kat vuv (e3), now and before. 61troc:, 
yap £t7t6V'ta XPll 'JIEUOft Myet v il oo~a~et v OV'tOOC:, £i vat, Kat 'tOU'tO 
cpeey~af..Levov tvavnoA.oyi~ f..LTt cruvtxecr9at, 1tav-ra1taatv xaA£1t6v (d. e3ff.). 
"And it is altogether difficult to see how someone who says there really is 
a 'JIEUOft Atyetv or 'JIEUOft &>~a~etv does not necessarily contradict himself," 
tvav-rtoA.oyi~ cruvtxecreat. That is, whoever contends there is a 'JIEUOitc:, 
A.6yoc:, is forced to speak against himself. For he is in effect saying that there 
is a A.6yoc:, a 011A.ouv, a revealing, and that this /..i:yetv is 'V£uoft, it distorts. 

1. Title in Heidegger's manuscript. 
2. Title based on Heidegger (seep. 161f., the articulation of the Sophist). 
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aim-which pertain to the very Sci:ng of the beings w1der consideration 
can for their part be considered either provisionally or properly. These basic 
structures themselves offer sWldry aspects. Thus il is de<>r that as long as 
the beings at issue here. ones dcsigna.teci. by the title ttxv11-as long as these 
being.< them . ..,lvPS (ancl th•t me•n< nothing <'IS<' than the Being of man}­
are not exposEd according to all thci:r basic structures, there will persist an 
incerbtude in lhe interpretation of these structures, which are always visible 
in some way or another. And thus it happened, as the nistory of pnilosophy 
shows, that some structures of Dasein were indeed always SC('Jl, but that 
one or th" oth~r structure always nad priority and the rest were interpreted 
on the basis oi the former. 1 

This deficiency, which naturally is present cveo in Plato. shows itself in 
the fuel tnat the qucstion of the lv, within the multiform moments taken 
up in the sophist, initi.o.Uy follows 11 quite determinAte direction. On what 
do a ll these structures center. the ones we have seen thus far in the sophist? 
That is the question Plato asks, and he determines this direction toward the 
tv, this possible unification (insofar as it must p®sely be a concrete one) 
from the concrete matter at issue itselL from the tqvl]. He determines It 
specifically in terms of that to which the commerce as commerce is related, 
in the sense of the end or aim of the commerce. To speak quite roughly, the 
unity derives from wnat the sophist is properly trying to accomplish, the 
aim of his comportment. That is the sense of the de; 6 of ftxVTl· lf a consid· 
crat1on of ttxVTJ takes thts d!rect1on, toward the atm. theo it faCES the task 
of pro,~sionaUy d1aracterizing its do~Nin, i.e., the objects encompassed by 
this aim. And this characterization of content leads necessaril)' to a deter· 
mination of the modt> of comportment related to the objects. Tilat is to say, 
the characterization of the tic; 6 (avnUY£a1lUt and <lvttAtyrtv) provides at 
the same time tht> possibility of detcrmming the Being of this U7£tv itself. 

The de; 6 encompasses, in terms of the objects in its domain, itS Plato's 
enumeration shows. everything that can at .ill be a possible object of dis­
cussion. ln his enumeration, Plato p~ from the most excellent beings 
to the most common, and he then determines the possibiUty of a consider· 
ation of these bemgs with regard to their Being. Then he turns to the beings 
connected to Dasein itself, and he fmaUy moves to the comportment which 
can mAke accessible all th..., beings and the Being of these beings, namely 
tExVTi· This sketch of the range of 6.vt\AtyEa1lctt shows that, in the case of 
the sophist, it encompasses everything. The domain of the avnU7£o1lcu of 
the sophist includes aU beings, in rcg;ud to their Being. and also includes 
the mode of know-how relative to them. 
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b) Concrete demonstration of the factuaJ Being of the 't£xvTI 
cr tonlCT] from the example of 'ttXVll J.llJ.lll'O.'K"fi. 

a) Th factual Being of the tEXVll cr tcrnKTi a bncr-ni~ll 

&>~rurnJ01 . 

Th qu ti n · : h " can uch a 'tf".lVll, th "ftxvll oo$tonKTi (v hlch · 
pr a non-being) made understandable. Can there b · · m thin 

2. . p. l-d2. 1 0-d 1: ttr: aAtl 
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like that at all? Can it be made intelligible by means of the natural self-in­
terpretation of ttl(Vfl? Fori( there is such a ftxv'l, then, within ils connection 
to other people, it must have a certain intelligibility, and all th• more so 
because its very sense relates it to others. And so once again expUcit refer­
ence is made to the fact that the sophists actually have a following. that 
they are paid for their clVtlAe'(E:LV, and that this shOWS they actually ltcXVTa 

O.pa aooo\ toi·; 1'«9TJtai.; Qa.ivovtat '(233c6). '1n the eyes of their disciples 
they do look like th.tt and are in fact accepted as ncivta ct*(, as possessing 
know-how in regard to everything." Oli< <'lvw; Yf. (c8), "although ihis is not 
so." Hence this tltLG"'I"l is Sol;aanKti (d , clO), "one which in itself has 
the possibility of posing as somethin.g it is not." 

Thus arises the task of inquiring into this peculiar phenomenon-some­
thing posing as what it is not-and of ~!tempting to track down once and 
for aU the place within this ttxV11 where the phenomenon of semblance and 
mere appearance resides. Plato does not clarify this cltaracter of semblance 
and mere ap~arance, Ool;ao-mrov, dl!rectly in terms of the ftxvD OOQlo-niC"Ij 
and the avn)i:yEtV. Instead, he says: Aft.lloo!t£v tOh'UV G~<>tep6v n 

napa&trllll ntpl. roiJrwv (233dJf.). "Let us therefore take an example" and 
by its means clarify where something like the Ool;aOtuc6v can reside within 
o1 ttx"Vll .1.nd ,,·h:.t that mciln:>. It is no accident that Pbto here r"U)Orts to a 
JtapO:OCl"fllCX, does not make the avnA.o'(IIC"Ij the din!Ct theme of th~ analysis, 
and hence shows the character of semblance in terms of this nopaOeLYJlO 
and not in A2)£tv itself. Indeed later, on the basis of an elucidated concept 
of non-being. he comes to speak onoe more of I.Oyoc; and of the phenomenon 
of 'I"'OOoc;, which here lies a t the foundation. But nowhe.re, even in other 
dialogues, does Plato successfully dooosc, within the structure of A6'f0~ 
itself, the peculiar constitution of 1jlciilioc; and its possibility in Aly£1\'. This 
derives from the fact that he did not yet see A6yoc; in its main structures, 
and consequently his con~epts o/ ¢avrooia and of 06l;a re.tnain uncertain . 
And yet we ha,•c here already a n!markable indication for the Interpretation 
of the Ttl(vD clcvnA.oyunj. Earli.,r, Aiyetv was indeed determined as 
xnpoila9ot, as an appropriation of beings in their cXAD9f..;. Jf we unders tand 
Af:rctv in this way, as appropriation, as taking possession of beings as 
uncO>•en.>d, and if " 'c clarify the claim residing in the cXV"tlAoyt~-.j. then the 
result is that the avtiAoytiC"Ij is impossible in its pretense to be able to possess 
all beings in their uncoveredness. 

j)) TEXV'll'llllltll<li as JtOU:iV OOK"tiV, TEXVfl GOQIO"ttl<li as 
l!OLOV OoK£t\' l.fyoo9oo. 

To what extent can the Ool;ao-nK6v and consequently this ontological im­
possibility of the ttxv11 avtW>yt~"lj be understood in themselves? Plato' s 
method here is peculiar. he shows that the existence o f this imposs1bility, 
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i.e., of the 'tEx.Vll oo tun1ctl, is p ible on the ba · of the exi ence of a till 
hi her im · ility. He t rs the consideration toward c ntext ' hich to 
us· · not entirely trange. Ei n. <j)a\11 J.lTl 'AtyEw J.lT\0 avnJ..i:y tv, OJJ..a rcotei 
Kcxt apav l.lt{i 'tfxvn cruvan:avto. tmcrraaeo:t ltpUyJ.la'ta (233d9f.): "If m ne 
w · re to a bri(ruroeat, he knm , not only how to disc and argue with 

th in gard to · thing there is, but that he e en kn w hm t make 
e thing in one 'tfxvf\," i. ., if he goes beyond what ' e ha e pTi · usly 

en an imp ·- ibility, namely Af:yf.tv, peaking about e erythin that 
already · · - , and then e en claim t be abl · to bring into · · tenc m~ 

thing · d -d ·v ing-that d n t et exist, what could 1.e • 
against him. t first, Theaetetu doe not und tand p what · 
meant h e; i.e., Plato wan · to make still more clear that in fa t uld 

. introducing the id a of a 1t0t11cnc; through which verythin :-L ., · 
thin · pre riou l enumerated a po sibly in the realm of clvnAtyav-" 
be produced, Ciynv Ei<; ucriav (cl. 219b4f.). Regarding chap iblli I i. I 

th ibility of bringin; everything what er into b in n t onl d' u .­
in \' hat alread , Theaetetus sa : that could n1 b jd in j · t, 
nmotcxv Ai)'Etc; nva (234a6). uch a comportment could onl b a j ; a fo 
makin and producin , it could onl look a if it actually made that to which 
it reJat . If it · p . · I nly as a j t , then this JtOte'iv · n t a enuin no1£t . 
But then what kind f n tttV i - it? Where shaD " e find the un uin 
of this oomv, a JOOtetv which · indeed conceded within certain limi ? Th1 
1t0l£t\ . not a dyav dt; &OO:iav but a 1tOleiv MV'tO. OOttiv, "a .maki:n 

erythin pp r such and · ch"; hence it is not a note\v in th- - . of 
producin but-in a certain · akin to that-a makin hich I . n . 

all here what we empha ized earlier: that th peculiar 
o:>t-{;w:lw:l•n the · teno of a ready-mad being, in th e 

m thin p . · mething i ible as such, and nm i m teiv Ookn 
in th f 1 ttin be seen. According to th Gre c nc pti ~ Jen on 
wh m t genuinely produces something I that methin be een; i.e., 
an et&>.; · th reb giv concreten . Even in genuin 1t tsiv, o.y tv El · 

o\)cr{cxv, th . "llates ben een bringing into presence and 1 ttin 
m ch a wa , in . uch a way1 to be ure.; that th thing · p t in 

i Jf. But in th ca f this nolciv, the xouiv d not xtend to the thin 
but t th &> . iv: it ap ars in uch a way. lA'hat is th produc - · n t th 
thing itself but its J.l{J.lfl!-L(X, its ''imitation." Yet this imitati n is no\! d · -
n . ith th w rd a · the existing thing: J.ll!l"'Jtata x:al · J.Ub J.1a 
wv OV'tCDV (234b6f.); the painted tree i add ed a a tree th same wa 
the real tre . is. And in far th: . consideration of th · orld " eU a . th . 
jud ment ab ut th w rld in natural speech. d\"'< ell in words, in peaking, 
there also th possibili of taking one's orientation from ' hat is said 
in a era e peakin . with the result that it cann t b . decid 
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without further ado from U1e 6vwa itself whether it is a matter of a ~~J.l~)la 
or an ov in the proper sense. This applies to those who explldtly intend 
nouiv ~dvta OOK£iv, to let be seen n6ppw9tv (b8), " from afar," what they 
show: thereby they do not allow us any possibility of investigating the thing 
itself. This sort of letting be seen from afar, n6ppw6£v, and not tyyiJ(lEv, as 
it is called later (d4), makes them capable Aav6tiV£lV (b9), of "remaining 
concealed" in what they a"' actually doing. ~uvat6<; fatal toil<; avOljtou.; 
tOJv VtiJlV Jta{l)c~v. Jt6pp<ne£v ta "(£Ypaj!jltva£mOOKVii<;, f.a.v6tiV£lV <i>c; Oturep 
liv llovl.~llii ~av, toiiro iKavdltu~ t~v tmott.l.t:iv fpyt_o (b8ff.). It is hence 
a matter here of someone who paints pictures and s hows them to inexperi­
enced young people from alar, such that they then believe that these arc the 
things themselves and that he is capable of actually making them. 

This procedure is that of a ttxv~ which lets something be seen from afar 
and allows someone to pose as actually capable of making things. And Plato 
now says there is such a ttx~. in the end, ru:pl toil<; Myou.; (c2), in the field 
of ).tyE!v. Thus even here there would be a Jtlivta ).tyE!v, one which would 
not be a genuine ).tyE!v but a >tOl£iv ltlivta OoK£iv, a speaking about things 
which "shows and lets be seen," ocur;vllvCll Ei&.M.a (c5f.), "things which only 
look" like the things spoken •bout, and indeed it would speak that way 
about everything. Hence it is not the cl~ and the OIXJia which are shown 
but the tl&Mov, not the thing ilslllf as it is in itself but merely as it looks in 
its immediate aspect. This nou:iv My£o9<Il is characterized pointedly at the 
end of 234c as I!Oltiv tt1.~91i ool<Eiv Aty£o9al (c6f.), "making it appear that· 
the truth was spoken." The peculw phenomenon in the ~q~ 1Jll11ltll<lj is 
the ~01£iv OoiCEiv and, in reference to Myoc;, the >tO!Eiv OoK£iv AtyEoeat. 

y) The claSsification of the sophistical Mytx; within rtolnm<;. 
Tf-,cv~ O~lOtt~'l\ as ti~l.oxoul<lj. The sophist as JHI'Tl'rli<;­
Tq•'Tl o~1onl<lj as rex~ II'!J~nl<lj. The one identical basic 

meaning of nm£iv, l'tf!Eio9a~ ).tyE!v: to let be seen. The sense 
of Being for the Greeks: pre;;('nce. 

This places us in a wholly new context: a completely different mode of 
execution iS serving to interpret the tf)(~ of the ttvtl/..oytK(x; as a lt)(v1] of 
Ai)'El.\1. Earlier, Atyt.tv in the proper sense was ,,cquisit:ion, Kifl<nLV 
X£4>0\ic9m; here, however, the •tx~ t'tvn).oyll<lj is a 1t01dv. Thus struc­
turally it is a.n entirely different comportment than !.i:yttv proper in the 
sense of acquisition, receiving the things in their self-prescntltion. But this 
n01£i••. although opposed to the ;(tlpo\icll<n of something already extant, 
is not an /iyt:lv el~ mlo!av;' instead, it is related to OoKEtV. That is to say, 

3. Sdpi•~l 219b4L d. p. 186fL 
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what are produced in the ttxvTJ of tile sophist are not the things th<!mselves 
but onl)• a determinate mode of presentation of the things.' The determinate 
mode of presentation is, however, a pr<..1:SCntation in mere appearance, in 
£i&.lJ.ov. Here, thus, 1.f.ytw is, as we said, not xetpoooeoa, not tmjcnc, but 
n:otriv# and as such it is a rrot£lv of mere appearances. 7toa£iv ·ra £i&tlAa. 
Therefore the tfxVTJ ooOtonKlj is ei&.l),ononKlj (cf. 2235b81.); and accord­
ingly the sophist is caUed J.llJ.ITJtl\~: J.IIJ.Ifltliv 9£Ttov aiJt6v n va (cf. 235a8), 
uhe is in a certain way an imjtntor of what is." 

In this roundabout fashion, Plato grasps the ci~ o. tha t to which this ttX''Tl 
is directed. more precisely: the Ei<; o are the ci&.!Aa. And the sophist's 
comportment to that with which he ultimately is occupied is a no1£iv and 
not what it properly s hould be, Insofar as it is a ).tyetv, namely a X<tpoooS<xt, 
a receiving o f the things themselves. Yet, in a certain sense, the sophist has 
at his disposal the modes in which the beings under discussion can be 
e.ncountered. The avn)..t'{Elv in the sense of the 1\uvatOc; ).ly£1\' neplltU\'ta 
is thus actually there in the mode of tt ;(VTJ J.IIJ.ITJTI.,\. But this means therefore 
that the rrmriv is no t a genuine one but is only in i<'5t And so the sophist's 
craft is possible only by aiming at people who 7t6ppw rrov npCX'(J.IIitWV ni<; 
aATJ9eia~ aQ£OtWta<; (23-lc41.), "who are very far removed from the un­
coveredness of things," who thus are not mpable of testing. on the basis of 
the thin~ lhct115&ln:s, what the sophist palms off on them in hi.~ $peeChes. 
The {,tvo.;. to be sure, points this out in the course of time and by means of 
the =61\J.Iara (cf. dS), "what they experience," even those who have been 
taught in the school of the sophists will be brought £yyil6£\' (d4), "closer," 
to the th.ings themselves. They will be forc..>d livapy~ t¢1rteo9o:t rliw Ovtwv 
(dSf.), " to grasp things clearly and unambiguously," so that a distinction wiU 
be ob' 'ious to them between tit ~O!J.e<Ta i:v t oi<; A6'/otc; (d. 23-le 1 ), "'"hat 
merely appears first of all in speaking about tile things," and ta fp-ya (cf. 
e2f.), that which is actually there in genuine dealings with the things, in 
genuine commerce wiUl them. But C\'en now, a lthouglt the o~•=tdt ttxvTJ 
in this way becomes intelligible as IJIJ.ITJttl<'ti, Plato is still not Siltisfied. The 
pecu.liar existence of semblance must be exposed still more sharply, in par­
tkuiM so that nol every a rbitrary non-being, i.e., non-genuine being. could 
become the th<>mollc foundation for the discussion he is pursuing. A further 
clarification of the pe:u.liar Being of non-beings and of the possibility o f the 
eJ<i.stence of this impossibility results from a more precise consideration of 
what the £i&ul..onm.-'1'i properly means, i.e., of what Ule ei&.ll.ov signifies 
in itsel!: whid> possibilities of mere appearing and of posing as something 
reside in the ci&ul.ov as elliwJ.ov. 

<.A! Hi6(,u. 
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The very difficult connection we hav~ pursued today' in a certain sense 
is the last preparation for the leap into th<> discussion of the Being of 
non-bcings. To master this connection is lO gain clarity about the basic 
intention already contained in the preceding definitions: to demonstrate 
the factual existence of something impossible, namely the Being of non-be­
ings. This impossible existence is for Plato always an impossibility. precisely 
insofar as the proposition still holds: beings are, non-beings are not. It is 
precisely this obviousness, predominant aU the way up to Plato, that makes 
necessary this compbcation and this endeavor to demonstrate, o nce and 
lor aU, the factua.l existence of this impossibility and to pursue it into the 
most inner structure of the "<Ex"'l of the sophis t. We wUI see that as soon 
as this goal is att.1ined the consideration will •pparently C<>mplctely lose its 
p revious ground, to return to it only later, at the end of the dialogue. Plato's 
first demonstration of the fuctual e.'<istence of the Being of non-beings has 
to be carried out in accord with the s tructure of the dialogue; i.e., he cannot 
yet make u,s., of the knowledge he will acquire l•ter on but instead has lO 
show the Being of non-beings while, in a certain sense, constantly keeping 
the proposition of Panncnidcs in the background, and this proposition 
prohtbits the ide• of the Being of non·beings as an absurdity. Here reside 
the peculiar difficulty as well as the peculiar chamcter of the path Plato has 
chosen: he does not show direct!\• in relation to Atyetv, which is his central 
interest, nor in relation to the "ttx"'l of the sophist himself, that there 
fuctual.ly is a no n-being. Instead, he attempts to place the "tfx"'l of the 
sophist within the hori7.on of another tfxvll. in which there is in fact 
something like non·being and w hich is closer to natural understanding: the 
horizon of ttx"'li''IITlnKlj. 

Now Plato is not proceeding arbitrarily by eluddating the o<>9t<1'ttld) 
W.(VTl out of the ho rizon of the ttX"'l J.LtiiiJflKlj. That is evident from the 
fact that the comportment of both these ttx;vat, on the one hand noteiv in 
the sense of l'tl!et<!6a~ and on the other hand i.tyttv, have something in 
common in a structural sense. Already earlier, in considering the pre-pos­
sessed horizon for the determination of the angler, Plato spoke of 1tOt1Jn Klj, 
and it was for him the opportunity to point o ut that the concept of oUoia 
is connected with not£iv and that xot£iv is nothing other than cryetv eic; 
ooo!av.' rlotdv means "to produce"; I'II'TJO't<;. lltll£io9cn, means " to pres­
ent"; and )..tyetv means "to reveal," OT]Aci>v. All three modes of comport· 
ment have the same basic relation to their object: they let be seen. Produdng 
in the sense of fabricating is a making avai.lable and thereby is a placing 
into availability, a placing into presence, and thus is a letting be seen. 

5.Scs..ooton36. \f~.ay. Fcb-nury2.19Z5. 

•· Cf. p. IS6ff. 
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Simila.rly, presenting in the sense of presenting in images, ~t>LEia6oo, is a 
letting be seen, and Atyttv has the same function as well. The basic sense 
of the acromplishment is importlnt h.ere. lt is the identity of this basic sense 
which suggestscluddating Ute modes of letting be seen that reside in Atrt"' 
from lltiJ.'l<n<; as letting be seen in the mode of presenting or from rrohlO"I<; 
as letting be seen in the mode of producing. In rro(f(O"t<; resides the 
rroto'l\v.£vov ~ oixriu ~ el&x;, what is seen, whM is there. Correspondingly, 
the 1\f(MlUIJ.tvOv, Ute ov b1 U1e sense of U1e aAf(W<;, rc'Sides in /..i\y£1v. ln 
IJ.IIlti0"6o.l, the llt)l.(lliju!vOv is the ri&.ll.ov. Correspondingly also m Uytlv, 
insofar as it is a kmd of llil!'lm<;. the ).£'{61ltvov will be a kind of tillrol..ov. 
l\A.f(etc;, d&x;, and tlllo>A.ov are, taken together, modes of uncoveredness 
a nd as such are related to seeing. Hence when Plato places the tqVf( 
ao~tanooj in the horizon of the ll'll'lttKli his choice of this horizon is not 
accidental but, quite to the contra.ry, is grounded in the matter itself, i.e., in 
the mode of the connection OOtWeeQ ltO\ElV and "/.k(£tv, or between ooo(u 
and !..Ey611tvov, insofar as, lor the Grreks, Being means precisely to be 
present, to be in the present. 

The consideration initially began with the sophist the establishing of the 
object of his avnAtyttv---<>Stablishing that it is ll(xvta-,;howed that this 
6:vnM-~IV iS in itself an impossibility. Neverthe less it is indisputable that 

it exist:;. Accordingly, that which cannot be but whlch ne••ertheless is can 
only be in virtue of a modification toward ungenuineness. This modifica­
tion is eKpressed by ilic term JtUtl>ui: it is properly a mere jest. This modi· 
fication toward ungenuineness is in fact present in every art, which is not 
to say that ort as such is ungenuine but thut ilic modification is in fuct there 
>nd has its justification. Yet predsely this factual existence of art demon· 
strates the Being of non-beings. The question is now: how, out of the horizon 
of lllllllttoo\, can the Being of non-be ings show itself more sharply? More 
precisely: w here actually a.re these non-beings in their Being? What is it 
about tl1e ll'll'lt>Kl') 1tzv11 that requires us to acknowledge the existence of 
non-beings? 

c) Sharpened demonstration of the factual Being of the 
"ltxv~ O"oQ>(!'ttK~ out of the horizon of ftxVIl ~·ll•ln~<o\. 

a) The two types of tt;(vl"(IJ.tll•lnooi: EiocaO'ttK.; and 
c)<XvtoomKoi. The two types of £illo>M>v: Eil<li>v and ¢<XvTua11a. 
Tite impossibility of clarifying Lhe phenomenon of knowledge 
through the phenomenon of the image. Husscrl' s e lucidation 

or the im~~e. 

The JtOif(Ol~ alive in Jllllf(tloo\ has the task of Jtou:iv ti/Jwl.a. which means 
nothing else than <ixEpyli~ta6o.t n)v toii ~•llt11J.CX'o<; yivtmv (d. 235el£.), 
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"to accomplish, to fabricate, the becoming, the coming into being, of the 
l!tl!lli.HX, the imitation." Put more sharply, it is ttoteiv ooKeiv, to bring into 
being, £iC, OUOtaV <'iyElV, that which only looks like something but properly 
is not. In order to make thoroughly clear this Being of non-beings in the 
case of f..Ltl!'lotC, Plato investigates this ttOteiv EiSroA.a of the eiSroA.orrouK1) 
more closely and distinguishes two EiSTJ: 1.) the EiKaO'ttKl) (d. d6), a deter­
minate type of making dSroA.a, where the doroA.ov has the character of ei Krov 
(cf. 236a8); and 2.) the <j>avtaottKl) (cf. c4), in which the dSroA.ov, in com­
parison to the eiKrov, has a modified character. As we will see, this latter 
doroA.ov is a <j><iv'taOI!a (b7). Thus a distinction resides within the 
EiSroA.ononKl) insofar as it produces EiK6va on the one hand and, on the 
other hand, <j>avt<iO!!U'ta. Both, however, are eiSroA.a. Therefore the distinc­
tion must apply to the very character of the eiSroA.ov. The task is to work 
out this distinction in the eioroA.ov in terms of the character of the "appear­
ance-as" or, more precisely, in terms of the relation of the appearance to 
genuine presentation. Thus the more precise explication of the sense of 
eioroA.ov and its various possibilities is a matter of the connection between 
what presents and what is presented, or between the image and the imaged. 
T do not say the "pictured," because picturing is only one determinate form 
of an imaging. 

The phenomenon of the image, whid1 plays a great role here, ushers in 
a very important context. Image-ness I Bildlic/Jkeil}, in the sense of something 
being an image of something else, has played an immense role in philoso­
phy (in part precisely in connection with Greek philosophy) with regard to 
the question of the elucidation of knowledge. For philosophers have said 
that in a certain way the objects outside of us, outside of consciousness, i.e., 
in other terms, "transcendent" objects, are pictured by immanent objects, 
or conversely, that we attain transcendent objects only through immanent 
objects. The structural connection of image-ness, of something being an 
image of something else, even when not explicitly recognized as such, is 
often made foundational for the interpretation of knowledge, though to be 
sure always w ithout any attempt to see more precisely what properly is 
involved in the phenomenon of image-ness, i.e., in being an image of 
something. To attempt it would mean seeing immediately that this context 
of images w ill never help elucidate knowledge. Husserl's Logical Investiga­
tions demonstrated this twenty-five yea rs ago in an absolutely convincing 
and irrefutable way, but today people act as if nothing had happened. 
According to the Fifth Investigation, chapter two, s upplement/ a primary 
distinction must be drawn in the phenomenon of the image ben...,een: 

7. The title of the supplement is "Toward a cri tique of the 'image-theory' and of the doctrine 
of the 'immanent' objects of acts." 
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1.) the image-object, which means the image itself, i.e., the object which, 
e.g., is hanging on the waU, or the sculpture standing on some pedestal or 
other, and 2.) the image-subject, that which is present<.'<!, as we s.1y, in the 
image 'itself. Husser! points out that the similarity of two things-even if it 
were so great that the content of these two things coincided-does not 
suffice to make the one the image of the other. On the contrary, essentially 
new structural moments are requined for something to be the •mage of 
something else. 

Now Plato is interested here in the Being of the 'lmage as such, but he is 
not interested in the phenomenon of image-ness as such; he does not even 
have the means of uncovering these structural connections. Within the 
structurnl connection of lm.>ge-ness he is concerned rather with showing 
that the •mage-object, as '"" say, hence that which presents, indeed exists 
but that, as this extant object, it is precisely not what it, as im<>ge, shows. 
Pla to is concerned "~th this d istinction; the fact that in the image and with 
the existing image, there is something there which itself is not that which 
it s hows; i.e., what it properly poses ns is no t itself. What interests Plato in 
the ima~ is the relation of the mode of Being of the image-object to what 
is presented as such. 

~) The reliilion between the ima$~ (eilxoi.ov) a nd the imaged 
(<iv) b1 £iKaon1<1\ and $<Xvtu<Jn1<1\. The determination of both 
types of d&>wv: eil<<ilv and ~t<X<Jila. The enhancement of 
non,being in ~ta:<Jtll<l\. The indisputability of the Being of 

non-beings. 

Now within the production of images, within ci&>A.oJtonl<l\. there is one 
type which !laAtctw. (235d7), "most of alV' is what it can be, namely the 
one which produces the llli'IJ!IO:, forms the image, in such a way that this 
image has the char•cter of <'atootll6vat n)v OAI)!hvl)v OlllllletP(O:V (cf. e6f.) 
or cin:£pyW;t<J6cu ra<; OOOCI<; Ollii'-'Etpit~<; (cf. 236a5f.). Thus such a llli'Ei<J6cu 
as it were extracts, Wtoll106vo:t, from what is to be presented its exact 
proportions and reproduces them in the presentation itself. This is the 
character of the (<nootll6vcu: to extra<'! from what is to be presented, and 
then reproduce in the presentation t&<; oG<Ja<; <nli'IU"'P(cx<;. the proportion!! 
prec.isely as they are in what is to be presented, in the model. r(u; toil 
n:a:paOdwat<>; tv !11\KI!l Kai nUttn Kai IJ6.6tt (d. 235d7f.), "according to 
length. breadth, and depth." And it reproduces not only these proportions 
but also whatever else is visible, e.g .. the colors, xp<ilj!am (335<>1), precisely 
as they are in the actual being. in the c'xi.1J0tv6v. What is produced ru1d is 
present in such reproduction is an daro).ov ha,·ing the character of EiKO<; 
ov (d. 236a8)- dK6<; means "same.~ This ti&l)..ov, in its proportions and 
color, is the same as the model; it looks exactly like it. It is a picture in the 
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quite strict sense of an exact copy, e .s .• a life-size, slavishly produced sculp­
ture. But although this rlOw/,ov is o:hc~ and therefore is an o:hc<llv, an image 
in the proper sense, yet as ehcoov, ie .• as &i&l).ov. it still possesses the 
character of m= appearance in the sense of not genuinely being what it 
presents. This is one possible type o·f presentation, one way of producing 
an ti&n!..ov. 

The second L< the q>avtautudj. What distinguishes it from the first-men­
tioned, the el!Cautwtj, is that what this production of images properly 
produces is no longer the same as the model, the way a picture is. The 
contents, and the proportions given in them, are other than those of the 
actual being. Theaetctus asks, concerning the characterization of the 
£i1Cacm.-fl (235d7£f.l: Ti 6'; ou nci\>re<; o\ ~tl'oli!Jt:Vol n tout' tmxmpoum 
Sp<iv; (e3f.). Do not all who take up the t£xv~ of J.tll'£lo6at proceed in this 
way; do they not all create eiOO>!..a i" the sense of citccilv, and thus dOES the 
clOO>!..ov not have to be Ei1C6<;? The ~·<><; (235e5ff.) says no; when it is a 
matter of creating a huge presentation, e.g., a frieze, or the presentation of 
a battle or of a parade in an entire fa.cade of a building, then the figures of 
the people and soldiers that will be placed up above must be bisger in 
order for them, since they are so far removed, to appear ClCactly as large as 
the onf.'S beneath-insofar as these figures are seen in natural vL<ion. If the 
ones up abol'e were also presented in life size, they would seem too sm~JI, 
and a mis-proportion would enter into the imdg<' as a whole. Such n pre­
sentation is hence oriented so that what is presented has a unitary effect. 
as Ollt parade, and so that the actual connections presented in the ilnag<' 
have the elfect of something integrated. The fact that some things we see 
are further from us than other things requires the sculpto r to enlarge what­
ever is more distant. If seen from a height, from a ladder, these figures are 
too big. Thus here it is not a matter o f shaping the ei&ll.ov in the sense of 
tiK6<;; instead, the production of the EioolAo\' is oriented toward the image 
as a whole, with the intention of merely making it appear as an integrated 
real thing. This mere appearance goes by the name of ~vtMf.l«. n 
.:a/.oU!ttv; Up' o1i!C, tm:(mp q>alvEtat ~tv, W lK£ &! ou, ¢vtQOJ.Ia; (236b6f.). 
This£i00>1.ov iS1Jtl5' Elo.:Oc,w ¢nmvtou:tvat (b6),not at all the same as what 
it claims to be like and to present; it is no longer a picture or exact copy. 
We have already seen that a p icture is not the actual thing itself, and the 
~\n<lUf.la is even less that which it presents. This is what the distinction 
between £ixaum,-.j and q>avtaun.-.j is meant to indicate. The mode of 
Being of the image in ~taon.-fl possesses still less of that which it is 
designed to pre;ent and render, not even its proportions in the sense of the 
same size, length, breadth, and depth. That is to say, the QavtaOIJa. in its 
existence as an im.~g~. is even more nol that which it poses as; in it, non­
being is aU the more genuine. And :now the ~eva;; makes the remarkable 
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observation that the 1Jt1J~n>O'i tt;cv~ proceeds 1tc4lnoi.u (ci. b9f.), "on the 
whole," almost always, in the sense of TtFll ¢<xvtaon!Oj. Almost all art is 
art not in the sense of tiJ<«<rn•1\ but in the sense of Q<xvteta-rl~1]. Now if, 
in this tEM ~taOTtKlj, something e•ists which is still more not what it 
presents and if it is actually the most widespread type of I''IJ~U!Oj, then 
the factual existence of non-beings can by no means be disputed any longer. 
Thus we have exposed in l'•ll~n!Oj a 1tOtOtill£VOV, something f•bricated, 
something produced, which is altogether 1101 what it poses to be. 

Plato thus emphasizes the distinction within the ti&.!M>nou!Oj il1 order 
to show how extensively a non-being is contained in the output of ttxV'l 
J.HIJllnK'fi ;md, analognu~ly~ in th~ production..-; of lhe sophi!'\L The ld'&uAov 

in the sense of the EiKWv is already not the same as what it pre~nts. The 
OO:vte<o110. however. is not only in ge.-o<'ral, simply as an image, not actually 
what it presents, but i t is also in its very content altogeU1er dissimilar to 
that which it presents yet is not. Thus the character of the Q<ivtaoiJa as an 
Image contains still more of 111\ 6v. In this context, Plato is concerned with 
demonstrating precisely the existence of non-beings, 111) ov. That is clear 
from the fact that the later discussion. where Plato again speaks of the 
d&.l/.ov and the ¢vto.011a, does not again take up the distinction b~tween 
ehcaan.K"Ji at\d cfxxvTCX.O"fUC'". And thn.t is because it JlUltters there only t.hnt 
Plato have a t his d ispwa.l in the &ioo1'-ov in gcner~l this phenomenon of~~~ 
1\v. This non -being corrQSponds to what the sophist himself produces in his 
own activity. But what he properly produces, and what there possesses the 
character of 11'1 ov, is not yet directly clear. This whole con.<ideration has 
not spoken of Atyt:tv; instead, the entire demonstration of the actual exis­
tence of non-beings in the Q<ivt<lo~a: has revolved around ~ltlll<~•"lj. 

Thereby, indeed, the factual existence of non-beings is laid before our 
eyes; but at U1e same time the E,tvo; says: eis O.nopov Ellioc; KatnntQI:uyt:v 
(cf. 236<12f.), "!he sophist has escaped us.- He has again stlppt.'d out of our 
hands into nn e!OO<;, an outward look, in which we do not at all know our 
way about, Hwhere we have no exit.N 

y) The complete aporia of gr.1spi11g the sophist. The soph ist's 
h.iding in the darkness of 11" 6v. The further task: the discov-

ery of the eiooc; of 11" Ov. 

The situation now is properly this: the actual existence of non-being has 
been established and the sophist is Uhereby, if we may speak this wa)~ U1e 
walking incarnation of ~'" 6v. But p nxisely h.ere complete perpleodty 1,1ces 
us, insofar as the principle indeed remains correct: beings are, non-beings 
a.re not. It is telling that Plato emphasizes several times in this ronteKI that 
the sophist has in a certain >ense diS<lppeared through a trap d oor. tl~ 
(i.nopov T67tov Kata<it8UO<£V (cf. 239c6f.): " He has dived do wn to a ploce 
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with no access and no exit." Ct1t00t0pamcrov ei<; TI]v 'tOU !J.ll OV'tO<; 
O'KO't£tV6'tll't<X (254a4f.): "He has escaped and hidden himself in the obscu­
rity of non-being." OUl 'tO O'KO'tEtVOV 'tOU 't01tOU Ka-ravoftcrat xaA£n6<; 
(254a5f.): "Because the place he has flown to, namely non-being, is dark, 
he himself is difficult to see." Corresponding to this crKo-rnv6v, Plato says 
at 260d: up to now we have had no dSo<; for the sophist, i.e., no vision. 
Thus "having no doo<;" of something corresponds to the O'KO'tetv6v, to 
hiding in darkness. Obviously the sophist can be drawn out of his hiding 
place, out of the darkness, only if the ElOO<; is found for what he is, namely 
for !J.ll ov, i.e., only if the meaning of Being is discussed anew. The io€a, 
the ev, toward which the whole consideration of the cro<j>tcr-rtKfl 'tEXVll aims, 
has not yet been discovered. On the contrary, "Ov-rox; EV 1t<XV'tcX1t<XO'l xaA£nn 
O'KE'J1Et (cf. 236d9f.): "We find ourselves now altogether left with a difficult 
consideration." The difficulty is only now beginning. It is not accidental 
that at the start of the new investigations, where we will search for the doo<; 
of !J.ll ov, where light is supposed to be brought into the darkness of the 
Being of non-beings, i.e., into the existence of the sophist, the ~evo<; reminds 
Theaetetus once more of the correct comportment required for such a con­
sideration. He asks Theaetetus: Ap' ouv auto ytyvrocrKrov O'U!J.<I>ll<;, i1 cre oiov 
pU!J.ll n<; uno -rou A.6you cruvetetcr!J.€vov cruvenecrn<icrato npo<; -ro -raxu 
O'U!J.<I>iicrat; (236d5ff.), whether in the previous course of the consideration 
he has said "yes" and "Amen" to the ~€vo<; merely out of habit, or whether 
he has always had the matter itself in view, and has presentified it to 
himself, before he voiced his agreement. He once more appeals to 
Theaetetus' conscience to see for himself whatever is under discussion. For 
now non-being is indeed under discussion, and the question is whether 
something like that can be seen at all. The question is: what is addressed 
in the OVOjl.<X "!J.ll ov"? 



SECTION TWO 

Ontological Discussion 1 

The Being of Non-beings2 (Sophist 236e-264b) 

Introduction 

(236e-237a) 

§59. Exposition of the ontological problematic. 

a) Summary of the result of the seventh definition of the 
sophist. The contradictoriness of 'JIEUoftc:, A.6yoc:,. 

The consideration begins at 236e with a certain quite formal summary of 
the result obtained thus far. The factual existence of images-or the factual 
existence of the sophist-presents us with something we can characterize 
as follows: 'tO ... cpaivecrec.u 'tOi>'to Kat 'tO &>Kdv, eivat o£ f..lll (elf.), or, in 
relation to the sophist, who moves in Myetv: 'tO Myetv f..LEV a 't'ta, <XA.11eft o£ 
f..lll (e2). That is, we possess the state of affairs of cpaivecreat, "self-showing 
as something," or of OOK£iv, "appearing as something," eivat o£ f..lll , "with­
out actually being that something." Similarly, we have encountered the 
/..i:yetv f..LEV a't'ta, "addressing something," or, more precisely, letting some­
thing be seen by addressing it, <XA.11eft o£ f..lil, "yet not letting it be seen in 
its uncoveredness." "This whole state of affairs," 'tO cpaivecreat 'tO'U'to Kat 
-ro ooKEiv, dvat o£ J..Lil, Kat 'tO Myetv f..LEV Ci-r-ra, <XA.11eft o£ f..lll , says the ~tvoc:,, 
"is full of difficulties," miv-ra -rau-ra tan f..l£0''ta a7topiac:, (e2f.), not only 
now but ever, ad tv -rep 7tp6creev xp6vq> Kat vuv (e3), now and before. 61troc:, 
yap £t7t6V'ta XPll 'JIEUOft Myet v il oo~a~et v OV'tOOC:, £i vat, Kat 'tOU'tO 
cpeey~af..Levov tvavnoA.oyi~ f..LTt cruvtxecr9at, 1tav-ra1taatv xaA£1t6v (d. e3ff.). 
"And it is altogether difficult to see how someone who says there really is 
a 'JIEUOft Atyetv or 'JIEUOft &>~a~etv does not necessarily contradict himself," 
tvav-rtoA.oyi~ cruvtxecreat. That is, whoever contends there is a 'JIEUOitc:, 
A.6yoc:, is forced to speak against himself. For he is in effect saying that there 
is a A.6yoc:, a 011A.ouv, a revealing, and that this /..i:yetv is 'V£uoft, it distorts. 

1. Title in Heidegger's manuscript. 
2. Title based on Heidegger (seep. 161f., the articulation of the Sophist). 
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Thus whoever s.1ys there Cl<ists o \jl£00~~ A6yo<; is saying there is a letting 
be seen that conceals-or an opening up th•t occludes. 

Plato now formulates ~f[ 6v in a double way (as just happened regarding 
~tl!nm.."J\ and as happened earlier regarding the sophist, i.e., in terms of 
the tXvrVZ(t<11lat m!pl n6.vta), name!}" 1.) as ¢aivoo11at Kai &nctiv, civcn 
lit ~1\. and 2.) as Atytw ~Ltv litta, UA 119ii lit j.LI\. This shows he is orienting 
the further consideration of ~ ~ 6v towatd the phenomena of Ml;a and 
Myo.;, Upon closer inspection, these two phenomena are not dS different 
as might appear at first. It is precisely the Intrinsic connection beh,•et>n Ml;Cl 
and i..6y<><; which justifies their alliance in this questioning. For, in Plato's 
eyes, Ml;a, or ~cil;etv, is a determinate type of My<><;. 

b ) EXcursus: ~a and My<><;.' ~a as a 
mode of 1..6'10<;. i.e., of otc1vOta. 

A~<i~Etv mea.ns " to be oft he opinion." What that denotes varies according 
to the specific level of philosophical wight Plato attains with regard to the 
genuine meaning of btt<rrri~ll· Where he is still essentially more uncertain 
than in our dialogue, e.g. in the 17:endrlus, ~<ii;Etv means indeed to have 
an opinion about something, but in the sense of having a com•ktion about 
it, knowing il is so, Conoequently, in the Tfrmet~tus Plato can char<Kterile 
genuine tlnoTJ\~'1. knowledge proper, and indeed at first negatively: i'>jtrot; 

lit roooiirov YE npoflePl\K!l)U.'V, tll<rn: l!ft l;qmiv alln'\v ev aio9tjtret to 
napt.i~o:v <XM' tv tra:fv!~ tQ> 6v6~an, on rror' f'~n ft 1jii)Xli. 6tav aiiTil roO' 
aiiTflv rrpuwan:tin<m m:pi ta 6vta.-'Ai.At1 ~ilv roilt6 YE >.:aAE:i t!lt, Ox; 
t(!W!lt. ~6.~£lV (d. 187a3ff.). ln sense perception, ev aio91\CIEl, OU, there 
is no genuine k:nowt..dge, but in &>;t.il;ttv there is. And he determines 
~<il;nv as a rrpawat£6£aflat nep\ ta 6vta, the soul's "having to do with 
beings,"' and specifically n'\~ \IIU;cfi~ a1Jtii~ 1Ca9' Cli>njv, insofar as the soul 
is purely posited on itself and putt>ly relates to itself. The aiJTil .:a9' ai>njv 
mo.>ans that this comportment of the soul towatd beings does not in•·olve 
aia61101~ on the contrary, the soul :is relating to beings purely oul of its 
own possibilities. At 189e of the Tl:eaett'hls, Plato then determines the mean­
ing of Ml;n positively. 'Er.t<rrril!'l is, as was said. in opposition to sense 
perception, aia6qm;.a conceiving of something. To take an example: genu­
ine knowledge is not the perception of a table-<>f this table here. as a 
determinate !llblc here and now-but is concci•'ing in the sense of perceiv­
ing that there is here something like tableness in generaJ. So knowledge in 
the proper sense is not related to the this-here-now but to the e;sence of 

J. Titlr in Heidrgget'!rto D14nuscrlp l. 
4 AHod . WS.3l -J2. 
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\ hat is her ~ table as such. I cannot - table as uch 1"ri th my eye ; I can 
only conceive it, Le., ee it in the sense of pu.re seein -with the · ut with 
vouc;. Thu the Thea tetus alr -ad rients genuin . kn \ led · t ward this, 
although Plato him· elf d not reach clarity about the proper character f 
this - · g and conc -iving. Yet h d determin - Ml;a Myo;. TO 0£ 
OHX oEiaSctt cip ~p f:.tw W>£ic;; - 6yov - aUti} np ~ <; m)l'flv it 'VUXTt 
ot~epxercu (Titeaeteht , l 9e4ff.). 6~a, i.e., in and nceivm , 
oux oeiaea~ is a A.6y J "a peaking, which the ul tra e, lf and 
" hich is direc d to itself," 5t~tpxea9rn (this is cons· ctent with the d crip­
ti n of dialectic a OUX1tOpeuEa9Cu oul. trov A6yrov5-n tice th . Sui!), an 
addressing, a eli c ing, a traversing ~pl rov a mco1t11 (e6f.), of that\ hich 
th ul itself has in i field f iew; the oul tak purely for i · elf, ' ith ut 

perception. Pta~ . characteriz this .A_&,to<; Eip'Jl~voc; ou pevtot xpOc; 
d.U.ov oust ¢mvft, fiAA.O. mm 1tpor; a.i>'tOV (cf. 190a5f.), peech II hich is not 
poken to m ne else" but, as was said abo e, xpo<; a\rn1v .. " to itself," 

i . . , not out l ud, uB£ ~vfi, but cnyfl1tpor; al>t6v, "silentJ t i lf." This 
d limitation clarifies at the me time the usual truc:ture f A.6yo;: J.i:tt tv 

npoc; iiUov and $(ovfi," peaking with and to an ther," "out loud.'' But in 
this e fu , A.6yoc; . ou J.lfV'tOt1tpo~ iiUov, &JJiJ. mm 1tpoc; aut6 I "not 
a p aking to another but ilently t oneself. ' That i , th' speaking is a 
matter of an appropriat-ion and not a matter of communication with an other. 
Everything in thi :Wyoc; · ;riented toward th appropriation of what is 

n in its WlCOncealedn , the appropriation of what i: in ight. Just as 
M~a · interpreted h re , . 'A6yo;, o th Sophi t exp l · characterize 
ouivow, i.e., thinking proper, genuine di ernment, SuUoy c;. 0\n~ouv 
8uivota f.ll.v al "A..y ; tau-r-6v· x,kf\v 6 11tv EvtO<; til. \jfl)xfl<; Jtp()c; atrrftv 
OlaAOyo; av£U QID li; yryv . JlEVOt; to\}'t' a'lho TJ!Ji txoov JHia&ll, 0 avoux.; 
( ophi t , 263e3ff.). ouivma:. ~ 'v autfJ,c; npo; taun;v 'VUX'IiS ouil.oy<>t; (264a9). 
The ouxvoEiv i a oulloyoc;, a dialogue. h re eve!Y" here 
o~fpxoo6at~ OUXAtyttV, and in the Philebus th ression is Ot~a~tv 
(3 ib13). Ev rythln is oriented toward the ot6.: taking apart in the sense of 
St.aiprot~. If the discernm t proper, otavoeiv, is characterized a 8uiA.oyo~ 

and specifically a peaking of the soul with and to itself, then this 
indican that Aiy.ew, a it. i determined in OtaAeKtt~, is actuall nothing 
eJ· than a votiv. Th the SuV..fyecrSm i a odv in an emphatic 
Plat touch upon th .me c nneclion in the Pbilebus a · well Seen in this 
p ective, namel ins far a ~a. is interpreted }.,6yoc;,. the peculiar 
parallels in the Sophist b h een mvEaeat, OOKEiv, and J.tyEt are no 1 nger 
wprisin . 

. · pl1i t 253b10: 6u.l Tmv Mym . p£U£oftm. 
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c) The ontological possibiHty of 'lfMil<; A.6yoc;: 
lbe Being ot non-beings. 

What corresponds to !'l!'TJn1Cl\ in the ftxvTJ of the sophist is the existence 
there of a h6ro<; which htyu !ltv 6.no, "sa)'S something," aATJ&~ lit!'~. but 
does not uncover the being as it is; this A6yu.; is lj/Mlic, it distorts. The 
question is how something like that can be. A ljlt:OOJl~ ).Oyoc, i.e., an opening 
up that occludes, is something actuad only if non·beings can be. There is a 
1ji£OOTJ<; I.Dyoc; only under the presupposition that non-beings can be. Wlth 
the interpretation of the sophist as fi.VnMytl\' Jttpl tt<Xvta, i.e., basicaJly, as 
1jlt00~ ).tytlv, we have dared =6AIITJ•n iltto&ta1lat to 111'\ ov rlvm (d. 
237a2ff.), " to posit in advance that non-beings are." Only under this pre­
supposition, to !ill ov tivat. is there something like a sophist at all. If this 
presupposition is incorrect, i.e., if we adhere to the principle of Paonenides, 
unshaken up to now, that non-beings are not, then there can be no sophist. 
But then there is also no distinction between scientific investigation and 
the activity of the sophists, namely idle talk. Then all speaking is, as speak­
ing, equally correct. Here we see for the first time the genuine meaning of 
all the previous, apparently merely scholastic, definitio""' they compel us 
to take up, in opposition to the dogmas of the tradition of a Parmen.ides, 
reseatdl into the matter5 themselves.' 

§60. J11t relatio11 of plulnsoplr.v to tlu! traditio11. 

a) Conclusive estoblislunenl of the meaning of the 
.... de finitions• of the sophist: compulsion toward resea_rch 

into the matters themselves. The repudiation of the 
dogmatic tradition a>armt!nides). 

Thus we now see for the first time the meaning of the apparently merely 
scholastk dcfmitions of the sophist. They Ioree Plato to choose either: 1.) 
further complicity with the well-established dogma of the school of 
Parmenides that non-beings are nol Accordingly, there is no ljleOOTJ<; A.Oroc, 
and the nv-nA.tyew ltf.pl ~civta is also impossible. It must be conceded then 
that there is no sophist, bt.'Cause there cannot be one. Complicity with the 
dogma o f the school of Parmen.ides would thus amount to Plato's acknowl­
edging the sophists as philosophers a nd renouncing himself. For there 
would then be no distin~;tion between wh;lt the sophists do and what he 

b. 5«> the appendix. 
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is attempting in opposition to them. Or, 2.) Plato can acknowledge tht• 
factual existence of the sophist and accordingly of f.lll ov, of the 'JIEUOO<;, 
and take the factual existence of deception, distortion, and misrepresenta­
tion as it is and so transform the theory of Being. Thus the alternatives are 
now given: either to allow the matters themselves their right and bind 
oneself on the basis of them to a ruthless opposition against all pre-estab­
lished theory, or to adhere to the tradition simply because it is venerable 
and thereby renounce oneself and give up research, which is always re­
search into the matters themselves. 

Plato decides in favor of the first possibility, or, more precisely, he has 
already decided in favor of it. For the entire consideration has indeed a 
positive, independent sense only if it is possible to make f.lll ov intelligible 
as a being. Precisely then does the consideration of the sophist have the 
positive meaning of first making visible the phenomena which the further 
investigation can latch on to. In terms of the image introduced earlier, i.e., 
the usual characterization of the content of the dialogue as a matter of a 
shell enclosing a kernet the shell being what we have dealt with up to now, 
and the kernel the ontological discussion, we can say that for us it is 
precisely the reverse: what we have been dealing with up to now is the 
kernel of the dialogue and what follows is nothing else than the liberation 
of this kernel in its structure. There is no shell here but only one continuous 
train of investigation. 

The alternatives facing Plato recur in every philosophical investigation 
which understands itself; yet, to be sure, nothing is gained by the mere 
formulation of the alternatives themselves. Even an understanding of them 
in their concrete demands and a decision comparable to Plato's are no 
guarantee that one's investigation will be able to set the first possibility in 
motion. For it is precisely Plato who shows, not only in this dialogue but 
in his entire work, how difficult it is, even with an interest directed purely 
at the matters themselves, to make any forward progress here, and how 
everything can remain in a preliminary state. This applies to Aristotle just 
as much as to Plato. The Romantic appreciation of Plato within the history 
of philosophy precisely does not see what is properly positive in him, i.e., 
what is not well-rounded, what is fragmentary, what remains underway. 
That is the genuinely positive element in all research. To be sure, this does 
not mean that every imperfection would as such already be positive, but 
only that it harbors the possibility of growth. 

The situation Plato now faces (and we could hardly represent better the 
tremendous significance of Parmenides in the thinking of Plato) is also one 
we face, admittedly with th is difference, that we are chained to the tradition 
in an entirely other measure, and even in an entirely other sense, than were 
Plato and Aristotle. 
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b) The relation of contemporary philosophy to the tradition. 
The "destruction" of the dogmatic tradition. The 

appropriation of the past research into the matters 
themselves. 

Even here, and even today still, and not for the last time, in phenomenology, 
there is a romanticism which believes that it can step directly into the open 
space, that one can, so to speak, make oneself free of history by a leap. 
Philosophical questioning- precisely the one intending to press on to the 
matters themselves-is not concerned with freeing us from the past but, on 
the contrary, with making the past free for us, free to liberate us from the 
tradition, and especially from the ungenuine tradition. For the latter has 
the peculiar characteristic that in giving, in tradere, in transmitting, it distorts 
the gifts themselves. Only if we do justice to our own past, in the sense of 
past research, will we be able to grow in it, i.e., only then will we be capable 
of raising our liberated research to its level of questioning. This kind of 
historical consideration lets us understand that what remains in history­
not in the sense of an eternal present but as a proper temporal historical­
ity-are not systems but the often difficult to recognize pieces of actual 
research and work, that which we will grasp as pieces of actually accom­
plished labor. Genuine communication with the past is to be gained only 
on this basis. And only if we have attained this communication does there 
exist a prospect to be historical. Ruthlessness toward the tradition is rever­
ence toward the past, and it is genuine only in an appropriation of the latter 
(the past) out of a destruction of the former (the tradition). On this basis, 
all actual historiographical work, something quite different from 
historiography in the usual sense, must dovetail with philosophy's research 
into the matters themselves. 



Chapter One 

Difficulties in th<' Concept <Jf Non-brings' (237a-242b) 

§61. Examinaticn of tlw principle of Pnrnrmidts. 
171< 11/IUNerability of 1'1\ OV. 

a) First exhibition of the difficulties of the Atyt1v of 
ll~ 6v. The fundamental contradiction between 

I'll ov and /.tyE1v as Atyov n. 

Plato doe; not simply overthrow the principle of Parmenides witll a vloletlt 
stroke but instead emphasize:;, after citing the principle, "we want to ex­
amine it, • !l€aa6J!!t0a (237b3), "we want to investigate the character o f thjs 
principle," namely the principle: 

0\i yap !'n nott tOUtO 1icqlft, tivm 11~ t6vra, fiiJ.iJ. <n) nioll Q¢' 6001) 
li•l;ncn<><;' dpyt v6flll<l (cf. 237a8f.) 

"You will ncvrr conquer this." in the ~~~of !.>eing ~~~~to rtlj\int>in i t; i.e., 
you will never be able to contend, "that non-beings are. Instead, keep away 
from it, keep >·our vociv, your reflection, your seeing. lar from tl1js path of 
investigation. • In other words, if yoUJ do direct your mind to that, you will 
never acquire a theme of real d;scemment, a theme of vo£iv. 

Against this prohibition, dpyc v6lilf'CI., the l;n·<><; says, in the form of a 
question: to>.~Wjl£V, "shall we dare'' ri> 1111~ ov nou ~0801; (d. 
237b7f.), "to somehow utter what is altogether non-being?" ote that it is 
a matter of ~etyyrotlo.t, "uttering,- U.)'CIV tn a quile delerminate sense. 
Thc.1etetus responds: n lix; yap oii; (237b9), wWhy not?" He does not hesitate 
to accept it as obvious; he sees no difficulty, i.e., he appeals quite sponta­
neously to ldle talk, which is what we have indeed been making th4-.- far. 
He finds no difficulty because he is not •t aU attempting to investig•te what 
the expression IJ1) 6v, understood by everyone, really means. He just says 
l'tl c'iv, without rigorously seeing wh at it properly means. He has already 
forgotten aga.in the admonition the ~tvoc, gave him at the outset oi this new 
examinationt namely to answ·cr only on the basis of ~ing. 

The ~tv<><; challenges him. 1t is not a matter of speaking ~pllloc, tv£Ka 

I'll !it >tlulilii.; (bJO), "in jest and for the sake o r an arbitrary discussion," but 

1. Tilk!boJ«donHefd<!;);<'<(,..,p. l61f, thurtfculiluonoilhe5cplusl) 
2. Aa..'Oilimg to 2.58d3. 
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is also clear that when we say 'tt, we carry it over to some being." I believe 
this is justified linguistically since the entire previous discussion, which 
employed the term £ni throughout, invariably construed it with the accu­
sative, although, purely grammatically, £ni may also take the dative. But 
this kind of formulation first provides the thought its genuine edge. f.!OVOV 
yap O.U'tO MyEtV, OOcr1tEp YUflVOV Kat U1tllP11fl(l)flEVOV ano 'tOOV OV't(l)V 
anav-rrov, a8uva-rov (d2ff.): "To say it, namely -ri, in its nakedness, as it 
were, isolated in a certain sense from every determination of Being, that is 
a8uva-rov." I cannot say -ri, "something," denuded of Being in general. 
Every something is as something, though the meaning of "is" and "Being" 
remains wholly indeterminate. But insofar as I speak at all about something, 
it is, with the result that "-cl" MyEtV is to co-say ov and also, as we will see, 
f.v. Every something is, and every something is one something. "Tt" MyEtV 
is therefore not at all possible without co-intending, in the very sense of 
the MyEtv, in the very saying of something at all, Being and one. Accord­
ingly, he who would utter flll ov, i.e., flll 'tt, "not-something," must neces­
sarily fl11D£v MyEtv (e2), be "saying nothing." Such a person, who utters llll 
ov, would, if he understood himself correctly, altogether keep silent. For 
every MyEtV is, in its very sense, a AiyEtv -ri, and every MyEtv -ri is a 
co-saying of ov and f.v. Thus in saying flit ov, insofar as Myro, "I say" at 
all, I already co-say ov and f.v. An entirely original structure of MyEtv is 
becoming visible here, a structure still completely detached from the sphere 
of the content to which MyEtv, addressing and discussing, could potentially 
relate. Insofar as MyEtV is MyEtV -ri, an "addressing of something," it thereby 
co-says, in what is addressed itself, definite characters of its Being and Being 
itself. This means, however, that MyEtv in itself, insofar as it is MyEtV -ci, 
harbors fundamental difficulties for uttering flit ov. 

This difficulty must now be thought through to its end; i.e., we must ask 
what the difficulty residing in A.£yEtV itself means for 8taMyEcr9at as MyEtv 
of flll ov. If we dare to utter flllOV, then it is evident we are ipso facto speaking 
about something and are co-saying, in the very sense of any saying, along 
with the "something," ov and f.v. It therefore, we are to be able at all to 
make flll ov understandable as a potential object of A.£yEtv, the question 
arises as to how this Myetv itself must be constituted in order to make 
possible a llll ov MyEtv, i.e., a llll ov 8o~asEtv. Formulated differently, what 
we are seeking is the 6peoA.oyia -rou llll ov-coc; (cf. 239b4), " the correct way 
to address non-beings." This form of posing the question already implies 
that the first difficulty resides less in the llll ov than in AEyEtV itself, and 
that every addressing of non-beings as. being harbors, structurally, a 
O'Ufl1tAOKll (cf. 240cl), an entwining of non-being and Being. Thus non-be­
ings are, in some sense or other, if this entwining rightfully exists. If, how­
ever, non-beings are supposed to be, whatever that may mean, then 
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in Greek philosophy essentially to Greek mathematics, and Stenzel specif­
ically tries to do this in his study "Number and figure in Plato and Aris­
totle."3 This investigation has a certain significance, since it goes back at 
any rate to the sources of Greek mathematics. But it suffers by fundamen­
tally misperceiving these sources. Number means something quite different 
than what mathematics could contribute to its understanding. 

Therefore, insofar as the -ri as AeyOJ..lcVOV necessarily co-signifies ov and 
f.v, J..lrt n Af:y£tv, "not saying something/' means the same as J..l110EV Af:y£tv 
(elf.), "saying nothing." And this of course comes down to not speaking at 
all (eS). It appears as if the consideration has now arrived at the most 
extreme difficulty, as if there were no way out with regard to the clarification 
of the A.6yoc; of J..lll ov, since we have been led to see that one cannot at all 
even speak about J..lll ov. But the ~evoc; submits to Theaetetus a still greater 
difficulty and indeed n J..lcYtO"'t'll K<Xt 1tPW't11 (238a2), "the highest and first," 
on the basis of which everything we have seen thus far regarding the 
difficulties in J..lll ov is really to be grasped. It is this, by way of anticipation: 
if we cannot speak about Jlll ov, insofar as every Aiy£tV is a Aiy£tv ti, then 
we cannot at all speak against the sophist, because we can not speak about 
him at all, if indeed the sophist represents the factual existence of J..lll ov 
itself. That means the sophist has completely barricaded himself behind his 
redoubt and is completely inaccessible to otaAiyccreat as Aiynv. This diffi­
culty, which in a certain sense reverts back onto the one who intends to 
refute the sophist, is now to be analyzed more precisely. Naturally, the aim 
is not simply to debate but to expose new structures in this J..lll ov and in 
the Aiynv of Jlll ov, structures which are only emphasized provisionally 
here but which later, in the last section of the dialogue, will receive their 
justification. 

The ~evoc; points out that in the A£y£tv of Jlll ov obviously this takes place: 
Tcp f..LEV ovn 1tOU npocryevot't' &v tl 'tcOV OV't(l)V E'tcpov (238a5), "in speaking, 
a £-rcpov -rrov ov-rrov may be npocryiyvccreat, added on, appended, to a 
being." Here, for the first time in such a context, there emerges the concept 
of £-rcpov, "other." This concept of €-r£pov is the one on which Plato will 
base his revision of the concept of the f..LTl of ov, i.e., negation. Such a 
npocryev£crtc;, adding on, co-saying, of one being with an other, obviously 
presents no difficulty; if I address the -ri as ov and at the same time as f.v, 
that is altogether intelligible. But what about this case: MTj OV'tl o€ 'tl 'tcOV 
OV't(l)V apa 1tO't£ npocryiyvccreat <l>rtO"OJ..lcV OUV<X'tOV dvat; (a? f.): "Will we say 
it is possible to attribute ov to J.!Tt ov," i.e., to co-say ov along with J.!Tt ov? 
(Keep in mind the expression npocryfyvccreai 'tt 'tcOV OV't(l)V J..lll ovn.) How 

3. J. Stenzel, Zahlund Gestalt bei Plato und Aristoteles, Berlin/Leipzig, 1924. 
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could that happen, Thcaetetus asks. The <;tvo.; refers him to a phenomenon 
they have already discussed, number. 'Apt~<'l\• ol') tilv aUIIlt<X\'tll t<iw OVtOlV 
tlllejU'V (alO). "Everythlog in numbers we indeed count among beings.n U 

anything is a being. it is number. Mii toiwv 11no' tmtttP<il!I£V apt611ou lint£ 
Jt/..ij9o<; IllitE tv Jt~ tO 111\ 6v xpoo¢tpetv (b2f.). Accordingly, if every 
number is an ov, then "we will never try xpO<; t o 111\ ov 7tpoo<l>tP£lv, to carry 
over to 111\ ov. anytlting pertaining to number, neither 7t/..fi9o.;, many, man­
ifoldness, nor tv, one." It will obv1ously not be possible >tpoo<btpetv a 
number, as ov, to 1111 6v. On the otncr hand, however, n eil<; oiw <iv fi Sul 
tou ot6!laro.; $9ty~mm av n<; ii Km Tfi ouxvo!c;t: to rwpaJtav /..cijX>t tn111\ 
ovta ii to I'll 6v ~ropi<; apt9j.!Oil; (b6H.), how is it supposed to be possible 
to speak of a 1111 llv or Tfi &avo{Q: Aafleiv, to grasp it in discernment, ~ropl~ 
cXpt61JoU, without intending i t as tme J.ltl t'lv or as mnny 111'1 6vta? The 
intending of a 11tl ov or of ).11') 6vm thus necessarily co-intends an apt~. 
We have established, however, that an 6:pt6)!6<; is an 6v. Accordingly, seen 
also from this perspective, ).It) 6v cannot be grasped ;tOlpl~ 6:pt9JlOU, i.e., 
;tropi; ovto~ Yet we know: 0\ltll lihrcu6v Y1l oiite 6p96v llv tm;tttptiv ).II) 
ovn 7tpo<I<Xp116ttetv (cf. cSf.), "we have no right, nor docs it make sense, to 
attempt ov 111'1 6vn rrpooap116netv, to bring beings into harmony with 
non-beings." (J'ay attention here to the various expressions for the peculiar 

0\l)lJI}.olOj of ov and 111'1 ov: llp~prtv at 238b3. npoonetvm at cl, 
7tpOOaplt6TtetV at c6.) And SO we will have to say: til ~11) ilv at\to .:a.9' nm6, 
non-beings, seen purely in themselves, WtiV UOUXV6rtt6V t£ KCll apprttOV 
Ka.l <iQ6£yKtov ><<Xi liAoyov (c9f.), are altogether clOICXV6l]tov, " indiscern­
ible," they cannot at a ll be conceived or intended as something. They are 
Cr.ppnrov, "unsayablc," Cr.oplleyKTov, " u nutterable," and a ltogether (this sums 
it up) <i1.oyov: they are not possible objects of any f..tY1!tv; there is no Mlyo.; 
about 111'1 llv. And this implies IC<XI <Ov tl..tyxovtn Ei~ lutop{av IC<X9(atTJ<n 
to ).II) ov oihro.; (d5): even someone (like Pannenides) who formulates this 
negation, Le., who says non-beings a:re not, incws the same dilliculty. If he 
says non~'ings are not, he is s peak"ing against himself. Mo<COver, to ag­
grav,1le matters, 6./..oyov ~rtv rivm (e6), lilt' have said non·being is ID.oyov, 
and at\r6 (239a9), it is &)..oyov. Basically, we cannot even say that, if the 
principle of Parmenides is valid. in this way the ~tvo.; carries the difficulty 
to an extreme, and does so simply with the intention of showing once again 
that Atl1llv is Atyetv "ti. Speakin g about ~1') llv deprives the speaker of the 
possibility of his own undertaking. insofar as speaking-about is always 
s peaking about something. and insofar as speaking is in general the primary 
mode of uncovering and gaining access to what is, 111'1 6v is always clooed 
off from Mlyo.;. 

This sharp emphasis on f..tY1ltv as AEY1!tv ti is nothing else than the 
disclosure and clear appropriation of a basic structure in AtYillv as well as 
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in vooiv and in lio.;a~£tv: speaking is speaking about something. That is by 
no means trivoal lt is precisely Plato's .-ertions that show what it cost to 
see this basic fact of t.ty€1\' as ).i"(itV rl and then not to leave it at this 
constatation but to proceed to a modification of AtyEtv and ov. This basic 
structure of l1y£l.v and vo£iv, and, more broadly taken, of every human 
comportment and in general of the comportment of every living thing,' has 
the S£nse of directedness tow and something. Phenomenology, appropriat­
ing the scholastic term intmtio, calls this basic s tructure "intentionality." 
This word is perhaps inappropriate to the matter, since it harbors a whole 
series of difficulties. Even today it still suggests that thi~ phenomenon of 
int·pntionality invnlv~ a o;;pPrial attihuiE'. a ('lPOJliar nhwrving.. attPnciing 
to, or aiming at something. But all thai is what is not meant. On the contrary, 
intentionality Is a structure pertaining to the living being with regard to its 
very Bemg! This structure obtains e\"en when, in a mere passive having of 
something present to me, l, in a certain se11-<e, do not at a ll carry out an 
explicit act of attention, an intending properly spoken. Precisely because 
inlentio, both linguistically as well .>s hi.torically, has a close connection 
with "attention," it is easily misunderstood, especially when it is applied 
to so-called lived experiences and acts of conscioUlmess and is then seE"n 
e.xdush-dy from thAt :.tandpoint. 

For us it is import<mt to see ho1v lhi-5 basi~tructure of M'(ttv a.< /.tyl;tl' 
t{ sustains the whole discussion. As long as we actunll)' adhere to this 
s tructure, we c•nnot touch the sophist with any argument. and indeed not 
onl)' because no arguments om be proifcn.>d >gains! him but because it is 
not e\•en possible to begin to sp<'ak about him. What was said earlier about 
the sophist is justified and makes sense only if it is possible to speak about 
non-beings, i.e., about the sophist himself. Hence the demonstration of the 
phenomena of 111) ov as regards the sophist, i.e., the various d efir'jtions, as 
a pre--possesst.ng of the ground or the o nrologtcal reseorch, rccelvesprcctsely 
on the basis of this research its first justification. Thus it becomes clear that 
an intrinsic substantive connection permeates the entire discussion, the 
entire dialogue. 

4 ln the ,\1tJSl_"f tran...;;rnpt, Hcideggcr pl3a'.S rn brad..~ th(' words •;md in h~l of thE-
1.'\ltnport:meru of L-..'cry bvi.ng thifls,." 

S.ln the Moser traru;c:rip,. Hetdesgcr pJac..--s 1 qti<:StiM mArk in t~ rMrg1n Mtd.e thb 
~Wl\('(1 Ln .addition,. h..t plllct~ the word .. living b:'lflg'" in quot1tkm marks.. 
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§62. Difficulties in the concept of doroA.ov. 

a) The essential determination of the etoroA.ov. The shaking 
of the rigid sense of Being in Parmenides by means of the 

phenomena of the ti&oA.ov and \j/EiJooc;: the <JUJl7tAOKll of JlTt 
ov and ov in the sense of the dvai nroc;. Outlook: the 

KOtvrovia t&v yev&v as the possibility of this <JUJl7tAOKll. 

Thus the sophist has up to now remained completely protected against 
every assault. On the other hand, he himself has the possibility of mounting 
an assault, insofar as he is indeed the factually existing JlTJ ov which speaks. 
We say of him that his 'tEXVll is 'tEXVll <j>avtacrnK"Tl (cf. 239c9f.), he is 
d&oA.onot6c; (cf. d3). 'AvttAaJl~av6J.!Evoc; (dlf.), "he himself in a certain 
sense now takes us at our word": we are now supposed to give him an 
account of that which, according to our own consideration, cannot properly 
be spoken at all. If we call him eioroA.onot6c;, he will ask what we mean by 
ti&oA.ov. And so the consideration comes back to the explication of the 
d&oA.ov; but it no longer stands on the same level as it did earlier. It is no 
longer a matter of merely demonstrating the factual existence of the 
ei&oA.ov, i.e., of non-being. Now the task is to understand the eioroA.ov itself 
as such, i.e., to prepare an understanding of it. And indeed this is to be 
accomplished not in connection with a 'tEXVll JltJlll'tlKTl, drawing or paint­
ing, but specifically in regard to the notetv of the ei&oA.ov within the actual 
'tEXVll of the sophist. Hence the discussion of what the eioroA.ov is must now 
be conducted not in terms of the napaoetyJla but in relation to the sophist 
himself, whose 'tEXVll is A.Eyetv. That is, we must now make intelligible the 
meaning of eioroA.a A.Eyetv or \jiEUofi A.Eyetv. Thus we have here no simple 
repetition of what came before, but instead the consideration now stands 
on an entirely different level. 

This becomes clear from the fact that a methodological reflection is again 
inserted at 239dff., corresponding to the one at 227a. The ~evoc; lets The­
aetetus be tripped up, as it were. He asks him: what would you answer if 
the sophist raises the question: ti note to napanav doroA.ov; (239d3f.), 
"What then, in general, is an eioroA.ov?" Theaetetus says: It is quite clear, I 
would say an eioroA.ov is 'ta EV 'tOte; uoacrt or 'tel EV 'tOte; Kat61ttpotc; doroA.a, 
en Kat ta yeypaJlJlEVa Kat "CU 't£'tU7tOOJlEVa Kat "CUAAa ocra 7tOU "COtaut' £cre' 
£tepa (cf. d6ff.), "it is, e.g., reflections in the water, images in a mirror, what 
is drawn or painted, what is chiseled, what is printed, and other things like 
that." Theaetetus answers in this sense ,I that he refers to concretely existing 

1. AH: the "educated" one. 



§62 (42i-428/ 295 

tl&ui.a. Th~ ~tv<><; responds: Cj>(lvtpi>; Ei aOQtcm)v oux t<upcmi><; (cf. el); 
"No"· you reveal yourself as one who obviously never saw a sophist." He 
means to say thot Thcae!C'tus doc'S not at .ill understand what a sophist is 
really abouL If you answer him in such a way, the sophist !\6C,e1 001 I'OOV 
il ltavtci>tacnv oi>K EXEIV <'>lll'atu (e3), "will present himself as someone 
whose eyes are dosed, or indeed as someone who has no eyes at all." He 
will laugh at you, if you spea.k to him as someone who sees with eyes and 
if you refer him to such factually eilitent images. You mistake his question 
completely if you answer by offering him various sorts of images. npo. 
cnwto\ijl£\•<><; (e7), he \Vill pose as someone who i<n<>W> nothing at all about 
such things; he will say to you: I know nothing about mirror images, 
drawings. and lhe like. instead, he will ask tO EK trov 1..6ywv 116vov (d. 
240.11£.), ~exclusively about that which becomes visible through AtY'fOL" 
What does this mean: th,tt which becomes visible through the 1..6-yot them­
selves and hence is seen e\•en if one closes his eyes? What is visible in l.tyEtv 
is the A£r611Evov, that which something is addressed as. This is wh.1t is 
properly sought, what is properly at issue in speaking of images here. But 
this is not one particular th.ing or another; it is not what 1 see with sensible 
eyes. On the contrary, it is precisely that which provides to whatever is seen 
with those eyes its intelligibility, i.e., its utterability, so that I can address o 
mirror image ot an image in water as an Elliwt.ov. What is properly sought 
is hence not what Theaetetus is offering but to lluiruiv~<ov toutwv (240a4), 
" that which in a certain sense permeates all those particulars," i.e., what is 
already present as Being in all these things. Or, as it is expressed at 253d5-6: 
11iav llltav lltix rto).}..(l)v n<h'TJllllatE"rai!Evllv, what is sought is "one aspect, 
which resides, is present, everywhere throughout the many." And the !;tv<><; 
indicates clearly that Theaetetus has basically, without knowing it, some­
thing Jj lc.e that already in sight, iJI;!coou; M ltpOOEirtEh' 6v6J.tan 
~(;cll'tvo; d00>1..ov btl nnotv <i>:; ev ov (240a4H.), "if you indeed believe 
you can rtpo<JEtltEiv, address, all theseEi&oMx tvl6v611an, with one name." 
96t'Y;;cii'Ev<><; tillru1..ov, "when you •ttribute Eillrul.ov tnlnnmv, to all these, 
you utter this word £100>/.ov <i>:; ev ov, as if they were one." 'Thu• in his way 
of addressing, one which is quite natural and ob\'ious, in his spontaneous 
u...coe of words, he h..:LS already, in 01 certain sense, meant a fv. And this is 
what the sophist means when he asks about the tillru:!.ov. The question is 
hence about a self-sammess, about the self-same £100>/.ov versus the arbi­
trary succession of eillrut..x in various concrete forms. In this way the !;tva; 
first el.-·ates Theaetetus to the genuinely correct methodological level. tfhus 
it has become dear that the discussion of the Ei&ol.ov is not a matter of 
seeing with the sensible C)'CS but "~th the eyes of vo~. Perhaps-! do not 
know whether it is an artifice-this characterization of the sophist is at the 
same time meant ironically: e.g., when the(;Evo<; says the sophist "~Ilia ugh 
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at Theaetetus if he takes him 00., ~A.tlrovn, as one who sees. For Plato is 
convinced thnt the sophist, with regard to genuine '""'ing in Myoc;, is the 
truJv blind one. 

After the question of the t( of the Ei&.>J.ov has been clarified, Theaetetus 
attempts to give an answer. eiOO>'-ov av $0-i~cv eivat tO rrpO<; tcU~9tvov 
~OtW~ttvovttcpov totoiYrov (d. 240a8f.). Note well that this formulation 
of the detenninotion of the r!&!JJ.ov is marked by the occurrence in it of the 
expression ttepov, which later will go to form the actual solution to the 
basic difficulty in the question of >he Being of non-beings. Theaetetus' 
formulation of the determination of the et&ol.ov is difficult to render in 
translation. J will take the statement apart. The Ei&!JJ.ov, image, is to ttEpov 
totmirov, " that which is another such thing." other, namely, than what is 
pi£Sented, yet thereby Ct4>witOtWI'tvov 11p0~ tai.Tj9tv6v, "like the actual 
b<.'ing." W<e it in the sense of Col>·, a'IO: as if it were, so to speak. "dra,vn 
from" it. This determination is not immediately intelligible, as is shown by 
the question the ~tv~ raises: "Etepov 1\t At-tn<; tOtoiltov aA1J9tv6v, ~ bri 
tivt til tot.Oirtov dn&;; (240a9f.). To what does this ttcpov totoirtov, this 
"another such thing. • refer? To an OA1]9tv6v, i.e., to another such actual 
being, or, if not, then to what? Theaetetus answers: OU&xjiOO<; .V.~9tv6v 'II!, 
au· toncilc; ~v (b2), "By no means to an IU1]9tv6v," yet it is not that this 
f:tepov tOlOUtov would altogether be unre.1l; on the rontmry, in its very 
structure it is tonc<X;. "it looks like the true thing." it Is slmllar to the 
aA1J9tv6v. But the ~tv~ does not let "P· i\pa tb aAT19tvov ovto:>:; ilv )k(WV; 

(b3): aA119tV6v cert.>inly means, does it no~ 6vtw.:; 6v, being in the only way 
something can b<.', genuine Being? lf, therefore, the ti&.>Aov, Lc., the tour<~<;. 
is oUOO,.ID:; aJ.~8tv6v, then it is111'1 0.'-~9tv6v (bS); thnt, however, is indeed 
tvavtfov (ibid.), against, the opposite of, the cXA119tv6v. The opposite of true 
being. of the ilvto:>:; ov, however, is obviously 111'1 6v. 0\ill' ovto:>:; <OUIO OV 
apa ),tyt1~ tO tot>.'6<;, E!ltEp crut6 'II! J.ll'l aA~Otvov tpti<; (240b7f.). "You thus 
address the totK6~ the image, as utter non·b<.'ing. if indeed you name it 
the J.ll'l nA!]Ihv6v." The (,tva<; hence wants to elicit from Theactetus the 
concession that the eill<oJ.ov, if indeed it is a fn:pov to the iUlj9lv6v, is the 
tvavtlov of the OcA~Ihv6v and hence is o\111' llv. Here lies the sophistry, 
n<~mely in that the !;tv~ simply interprets the ftepov of the aAlJ9tv6v, or 
of ov, in the sense of an tvavtlov to the 6v, as 111'1 6v. 

Theaetetus, however, defends himself against this attempt to interpret 
the Being of the ei&!JJ.ov as non-being; he empha>; zes: 'AU' ron ·rt 111\v 
no:>:; (b9), "yet in some way it is indeed there!"'The image in the water does 
e~ist! Theaetetu:; d~ not have a po:.itive concept of the Being of the image, 
but he sees that the image is, specifically Ito'><;. "in some way," in some sense. 
fl'hus he will not allow arguments to lead him away from what he sees. 
0\iKouv cU~900<; (bJO), the <;tv~ again objects: it is certajnly not the pre-
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sented being itself. Theaetctus, taking his orientation from what he sees, 
specifies: OU yap oiJ,, " to be sure. it is not"; ~:>.~v y' thccllv ovtm<; (bll), "I 
am only saying that as an inmge it is real." It really is-as an image. The 
image is something, precisely as an image. And the image mus t bt• some­
thing. just ln order lor it to show itself and pose as that which it is not. 
Therefore, in fact, ln some way or other it is: futt m.J<;. This elva! nroc;. 
howe,•er, as the further consideration will show. shakes the pre,•ious tradi­
tional sense of 6v, the rigid sense of Parmenides. The first result of the fact 
that the image fcrtt nm<; is that we must grasp the il'Tk1ge conceptually in 
this way: it is non-being and yet it is. OUIC ov cipa6vtm.;tcrrlv 6v·n~(bl2),' 

properly n on-being, it is properly a being. This 1..6-to<;ofthe Ei~e6:Jv, however, 
implies, it seems. a <fllfJnkoKlj of fJI\ 6v with ov. KwlluvEm:t totcr6tJ1v nvli 
lttlt)49ut 0'\lfJltAoiCI\' tO fJI\ ov t<j) ovn (ell.). Here we have the pi'Of"'r 
phenomenon toward which the consideration now is headed: the 0'\lfJ· 
7tJ..o10j. If the image has a Being. we will maintain that non-beings can enter 
into a 0'\lfJtV.oKlj with beings. This is something quite dilierent from the 
mere contention that non-beings are. 

This OUf.lnJ..oKlj becomes the guiding line lor the further course of the 
consideration and at the same time is the phenomenon which will 6nd its 
solution in the arotvc>via. tcOv yrvWv. The KOlVOOv\a tci'lv yr.villv demonstrates 
the possibility of the (JUIJ.nkOKlj and. consequently. the po55ibility that there 
is something which is and yet is not' In order to see the real questioning 
clearly, we must not tnk~ our orientation from the naked question of the 
Being of non-beings but from the 0'\lfJnkoKlj. Therefore I have also called 
a ttention to the fact that the expressions npoo~Q£tv, !tpOGapfJ6tt£w, and 
npoocryop£1letv indicate that ).tyav has a determinate s tructure:' np~ 
something to something, or, as we can say more precisely, to address some­
thing as something. l:Uf.lnkoKlj is the expression for this peculiar character 
of Myo.; as addressing: something as something. Is it at all possible that 
something can be addressed as something it itself is not? The question of 
the poSSibility of such a Myo; and of MyO<; in general, the question o f the 
possibility of address ing something as something. is grounded in the qu<'S· 
tion of whether, in general, with regard to beings, there is something which 
can be other than what it itself is. Only if there is such a being, whkh can 
be something it is not. can there be a A6yo; able to disclose this being. Thus 
the 0'\lfJitJ..oKlj at the same time orients us toward Myoc,. • phenomenon 
we already brought to the forefront in our discussions of the sophist. 

2.. ~ J'('ading occurS in 1-feldegg:er's Ql.cln\lMTipl Burnet'~ rcadin~: OUK av 6po <OUo 
6vt0; toriv 6vto,.;. 

J. AH~ ~ pro"en; non-bclngs; rlfr. 
4. a. p. 2911. 
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'A\! are forced, says the i;Ev<><;. 6!iol.oy£iv tb 11~ 6v tlvn! nco.; (d. 2-IOcS), 
"to concede that non-beings are in some sense or other."' But if they are 
possible, then it may also be possible for something like an ei&ul,.ov, a 
~to exist. In that case, however; theremayalsopossiblybesomethlng 
like an cXxntav (240dl), a decei,'ing, a working with El&ul.n, i.e., with an 
<'lv which is 11~ ov. Then there can aho be a lji£Wfl<; ~a (cf. d6). At first, 
this possibility is quite problematic (240d-e). The discussion is still on such 
a level that the <;£vex; can ask: '1/eOOl'!<; ~n indeed means to have an 
opinion, to be of an opinion, about something which is in itself deceptive, 
a t a >;n:OOJ'i oo~6.1;etv; and this ra 1!1£11>0ii ~<il;ttv is indeed the same as ~a 
Ev!lVthnoic; 0001 001;6./;Etv (cf. d6f.), such that the '1/eOOTI<; ~a is the same 
as ra ~~~ c:lvrn ~6./:;Etv (d9), is it not? 

The theme of ~n. as \lf£001'1<; &J<;n, is, accordingly, the nothing. But 
Theaetetus resists this conclusion: Eivai nu.; ra !iTt 6vtn oci 'f£, Eintp 
'1/tOOEtCli xott tic; n x:ni Kara !lpa;ru (e3f.). Mit Ov, which, as llfeiiOO<;. is 
the theme of a lji£OOflc; ~a, is not the nothing. but is J.ll'! ov which in some 
sense is. A6yo<; as >;n:tX)l)c; A6yo.;. o r 66!;n as '1/tW~<; ~a. involves the 
saying. or the addressing. of a non-being as a being. or of a being as not 
being. 1.610<; \jiE\lO~<; VOJJt091\0et<.u W 't£ <'lvtn AeyOY\' JJI) d\•Cll K!ll til 111'1 
6vtn Etvnt (cf. 240e10f.). For this is the character of what we call a false 
~ssertion: to proffer a bcing as nol being or a non-being as being. Notice 
that l'latgisstill using the expression A6ycx; in a quite preliminMy way and 
in an undifferentiated sense, such that ).6-y<><; here simply means to address 
something as son1ething. We had better leave out completely the tenn 
" judgment," which e\'('n in logic is ambiguous enough. Toward the end of 
the dialogue, Plato offers a determination of Mycx; which comes close to 
Aristotlc's.• l h.wc o1lready cmphasiz.ed that the OUjlrtAOKl\ is the phenom· 
enon on which the ontological consideration, in the strict sense, focuses, 
that the problem of the <JilllltAOKl\ is solved by the KOt\'rovia. and that only 
on the basis of the KOWtOv(a is it possible for a My<><; to be a \lf£001)c; A6ycx;. 
In a certain sense. Plato grasps this state of affairs of \lf£001'1~ Mycx; from 
the outside, n.>mely in such a way that he sees therein a OUjlltAOKl\ of Mycx; 
with llf£000<;, whllre the \jiEUOO; is a ~i\ 6v and the Mycx; an ov. Th~e 

sees in the 1(1£\l<'lti; A6YO<; a 0\)JlJ!J.o!<li of '!lti>OO<; as Iii\ <'lv with 1.6ycx; as 
6v.'Therefore it is too early for an interpretation that wouJd already attempt 
to eluddate the phenomenon of imposture or deception phenomenally. We 
will see later that Plato does not a t aU enter into the dimension of a so-called 
intrinsic philosophical consideration of Mycx; and of 'I'Ei>OO; but proceeds 
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in such a way that he resolves the possibiUty of the Being of o >.6-(o; IJI(tl<Sij.; 
by meons of a formal--ontological consideration, as is shown toward the 
end of the dialogue. On the other Iumd, in order to show the differenct! in 
kind between this and the contemporary way of questioning, we will now 
submit the phenomenon of deception to a closer investigation.• 

b) Determination of the p.roper task : the revision of 
the principle of Pannenides. The ntodification of 

the mean ing of Being. 

His counter-<juestion has placed the sophist in a safe position. For the~o.; 
and Theaetetus cannot take hold of him in their discussions so long as they 
have not surnmw1t:ed the barrier which they constantly come up against, 
namely the principle of Parmenides, which is designated at 241c as ioxupl)<; 
A6-yo; (cf. c9), a principle that is strong, i.e., difficult to get the better of. 
Before taking up the proper solution of the ontological problem, the l;tvo.; 
makes three requests of Theaetetus: 

1.) He asks him to be satisfied if they sua-eed only "to a very small 
extent,• mtO. ~paxti (241c8), in freeing themsel\'es from this forceful prin­
ciple of Pannenides. He requests TI1eaetetus thus not to expect too much. 

2.) l\ still more u.rgenl rcque:~t is not to believe thot his atta'k on the 
principle of Parmenides will make him a rtatpa1.o(a.; (cf. 24ld3), a parri­
cide. for the ~t\•o.; is indeed from Elea and so is direc:ting his attack a!,'lllnst 
his own spiritual father. He emphasi>.es: we must <tvayx-o:iov ~11iv ... 
Pui~ro9m (d5f.), penetrate wiih knowledge: t6 u: J.l~ ov ~fun ICatti tt 
ICal -ro ov cru ntiAtv ~ oi11< fa-n rtn (241d6f.). It is significant that this 
formulation does not simply say to J.l~ ov ~ [<m but t6 J.l~ 6v ~ ant 
ICCtt<i t~ in a certain respect non-beings are, and not s imply: to 6'' ~ mliC 
ton, but ~ OUIC fmo rtn, beings are ltJl, in a certain respect, not. m1u.; we 
do not have here a radical opposing of non-being and Being or a ""'!!lf.ol(lj 
of both, as was the case up to now, but instead: to ov cil<; otloc £em rtn, i.e., 
6v Is not. yet not in th<' sense of the J.l~ ov, but differently; and J.lft 6v is, yet 
not in the sense of ov, bu t differently,~ EOTt ocata n. This implies, however, 
a modification of the meaning of Being in general. That is the genuine 
theme. The question of lift 6v is ultimate!~· reduced to the question of Behtg. 
and that is why the tradition has a certain justification in giving the dialogue 
the subtitle: "TlEpl toil ovm;," • About Being." The ~tva.; repeats: as long 
as we have not overcome this principle we are not capable }.i"'(E'I\1 ntpl 
Mywv ljltulili>v i\ ~ll<;. tite eili6l1.rov tltt throvrov thE 11'111Jilciwv eiu: 
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~vtaa1uitrov ®tciiv, ~ ~.:ai lttJ)i texvO>v toJV ooa• ltEpi talita Ei<n (d. 
241c2ff.). The ~tva<; says we must press on: t6 111'! ov Ox; lrrn ~.:ata tl. Only 
if we succeed can we assert something about ~a, Le., about the Oo;amu."l) 
ttxvTJ, about cl8rul.ov or Ei&.ll.onon~-,;j. about Ei 1<ciJV, )Ji)JTJ)l<X, <!>avtaa)Jcx. All 
th~c phenomena wiU remain obscure as long as the principle of 
Parmenides remains unshaken. Only if we are actually able to deal with 
06~a. cl&.J).ov, and riK<i>v in a way that acrords with the matters themselves 
will we be able to discuss the Ttxv~ rein ted to th~m. i.e .. to genuinely grasp 
the sophist. 

3.) He asks Theaetetus not to think he is deranged, )lava·~ (2-1.2all), if 
he now sets out to solve this diflicult question, -.•hereas previously (239bl -
3) he had said he always considered himself inadequate to take up this 
principle of Parmenides. 



Chapter Two 

Difficulties in the Concept of Beings. 1 The Discussion of the 
Ancient and Contemporary Doctrines of ov2 (242b-250e) 

Introduction 

§63. The point of departure for the solution of the task: the 
discussion of the ancient and contemporary doctrines of ov. 

a) General characterization of Plato's and Aristotle's 
confrontation with the "ancients." Aristotle's solidification 

of the concept of apx'll· The elaboration of the "milieu" 
(A.6yoc;) as the center of the development of Greek ontology. 

The question now is how the discussion of the principle of Parmenides is 
supposed to mount its attack. We have seen in the formulation at 241d that 
non-beings, in a certain sense, are and that beings, in a certain sense, are 
not. Thus the proper theme is Being. It is therefore that the substantive 
discussion begins with an account of what has previously been thought 
and said about this question, and indeed 'tCt OOKOUV'tU vuv tvapy<i><; exetv 
E1ttcrK€'Jfacreat 1tp&tov (242b10f.), "what we want to examine first is pre­
cisely what seems to be wholly transparent." It is precisely the obvious, the 
seemingly transparent, which is to be the theme. The ~€voc; recalls that 
Parmenides, as well as everyone else who set out to deal with beings, did 
so without great claims to rigor, euK6A.roc; (242c4). What was it these ancients 
were seeking methodologically in their treatment of beings? owpicracreat 
<'ta ovta> 1t6cra te K<Xt1toi<i Ecr'ttv (cf. cSf.); they sought "to delimit beings: 
how many beings are there and how are they constituted?" That was the 
question of the ancients: what is the number of beings and what is their 
constitution? The question is formulated here in a very careful way. It 
genuinely touches the question of the ancients and so is superior to the 
formulation of Aristotle, who indeed carries out a similar consideration in 
the first Book of the Physics as well as in other writings.3 But Aristotle posits 

1. Title in Heidegger's manuscript (seep. 161f., the articulation of the Sophist). 
2. Title based on Heidegger (seep. 304). 
3. See p. 302. 
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the central question of the anciento to be the question of the tipxl\--Cipxl\ 
as conceptually formulated in terms of his own posltlon-whlch, however, 
docs not so faithfully render the mode of questioning of the ancient 
¢u<:no'-6yol. Aristotle's investigation of the questioning of the ancients is 
thus sharper and more \~olent, insofar as the ancients did not possess 
Aristotle's precise concept of C<pxl\ but instead used t.pxti ontically, in the 
sense of mere beginning, and not ontologically. The ancients tried to clarify 
and to make intelligible beings, i.e., ~root.; in a broad sense-what is already 
there-by deducing them from particular beings. Parmeoides, to be sure, 
already made a first advance: he considers beings as such, i.e., he sets apart 
the whole of beings in an ontic sense and says that "they are." There is as 
yet no guiding line lor the question of Being. Still, even in the naive en­
deavors of the ancients there is alreadr a tendency toward definite onto­
logical structwes. In his rendering of the ancients' question of 6v, Plato 
docs not employ the term tlpXli . The word has no terminological signifi­
cance for him. Plato's mode of questioning is much more appropriate to 
the undeveloped questioning of the ancients. 

Plato thus prepares his discussion of 6v by confmnting the previous age. 
Such confrontations can be fmmd in Aristotle in manifold forms: Physics, 
Book I;Metaph!f.'ics, Book 1; De gmeralimre et comrptio11t, Book l . These three 
confr011mtions with history n.re all different, according to the respective 
thematic question. In the J>hysics, this is the intention to show d\"l<n<; as 
determinative of the ¢6oEt6vm. They a re the ground on which the question 
of the Clpxai is posed. They are the phen<>mena from which the apxaf are 
to be read off. The question of the 1\tpxni of the ¢oort 6vm thereby rules 
this discussion of the ancients. Moreo,•er, Aristotle already takes the concept 
of ~lien; in a completely determinate sense, one elaborated by him himself, 
whereas, for the ancients, ttOm.; has a broader meaning. namely the one 
which gets conceptually fixed later, precisely by Aristotle, in the term oli<rln. 
For the ancients, ¢lien<; is that which is always already there.' Even Aristotle, 
in the Metaphysics, still at times uses <l>oot<; in the sense of oootu, e.g .. in 
Mi•taphysics, r, chapter I. Alongside it, tl1ere can also be found in Aristotle 
the speci6c concept of ¢oot<; as cXf'l(il( ~tvtioa.o<;. elaborated in the second 
Book of the Physics. In the Melnplrysics, Aristotle is not asking about the 
¢oo£t 6vm but about the ov n ov. He is asking about the CtPX<Lf in genera~ 
with the intention of acquiring the s tructure of c3v itsel.f, which is not only 
900£t 6v. Therefore, in the Metnphysics, the discussion of the ancients aims 
at the fundamental question of how many ciJ>xai or uitiat in general can 
be exp<>~ in the coi!ISC of resc~r:ch. Aristotle distinguishes four kinds of 

4. AH.: a. SS 19.30, WS J')29-30, E.inl(')timg llba &.msfmgr. 



§63 /438-439] 303 

causes; tJue<. d them are supposed to have been discovered by the ancients, 
nnd the fourth, t.hc proper one, is then established by him. Finallv, in De 
gm~mtiont t1 corruption.-, Aristotle inquires into the atot;t:eia. which are 
themselves quite particular ap;cai within the quat t iivta. And that is the 
reason Gtp;(", at nov, and atotxciov are occasionally identical in meaning 
for Aristotle, but only in a formal S<'IlSC: taken strictly; they are tailored for 
particular realms of Being. This confrontation with the ancients is, in all 
three ways Aristotle carries it out, different from the Platonic one, since 
Aristotle already had a univocal, even if not radically concl!ived, basis for 
the ontological mode of questioning, acquired not without the preliminary 
work nJ Plittn himSE-lf. 

The development of Greek ontology docs not proceed to a collection of 
ontological rco;ults in the sense of a heaping up o f newfound categoric'S. On 
the contrary, its proper work is concentrated upon the elaborntion of the 
milieu in which ontological research can move in general. Here is the proper 
center of Greek research. Only if we learn to understand this, •viii there 
exist the prospect of making our past. productive again. Parmenides begins 
the elaboration of the milieu from wltich the question of th~ Being of bl!ings 
can be raisecl.lltis peculiar foundational research was not, for the Creeks, 
explicit as such, but in f:.ct their , .. ·ork tnO\'cd just as much in the field of 

Mro<; llS in tmJ of ilv. SpccjfiC11Jiy, t.~y~ i:;, fw Greek ontological rc;earch, 
the way of acre;s to the Being of beings. This does not mean. however, that 
Greek ontology is dependent on " logic·;• we would first have to ask what 
logic was for the GT'C"ks, and we may not impute to them thr modem 
concept o f logic. Plato's critique of the previous age has the intention of 
carrying out the ontological over and against the ontic, the categoriaJ e;<­
plication of Being over and against an on tic description of beings, i.e., of 
making this ontological research visilble for the first time in its basic parts. 
Por It was Indeed an unheard of diswvery to see llelng O\'er and agntnst 
beings, though. to be s ure, Parmenides. who himself was not dear about 
it, took the first step in this direction with the seemingly trivial principle: 
beings are. This principle places him fundamentally beyond beings in the 
sense of a description.• 

The historical consideration Plato pr~1>.CS to his proper dialectical dis­
cussion is meant to confront not only all the previous philosophies but the 
one of his contemporaries as well. The consideration thereby acquires a 
clea.r articulation .. 

5 r\H.: &ul ""log.c• prl.*dscly from anto-k>gy, Uw '"lugy" more ongiMl tl\an logtc. 
6. AH. of bein3' through bcing>. 
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b) The articulation of the discussion of the ancient and 
contemporary doctrines of ov. 

The discussion of the ancient and contemporary doctrines of ov extend~ 
from 242c to 250e. 

1.) The discussion begins, at 242c- 243d, with a general characterizatior 
of the first ontological attempts. 

2.) There follows at 243d-244b a proper critical consideration of thost 
ocrot n/..eiov evo<; Atyoum to n<xv dvat (244b2f.), who address beings a: 
something manifold rather than one, who therefore say beings are manifold 

3.) The passage at 244b-245c discusses those oi £v Atyovt£<; (cf. b6), wh< 
say beings are only one, i.e., the Eleatics. 

4.) The passage at 246a-250e deals with the contemporary doctrines o 
Being; Plato speaks of a ytyavtO)l<XXt<X 7t€pt til<; oucria<; (cf. 246a4f.), a battle 
of the giants over Being. There are two factions. First, those who say oucric 
= crro)la or y£v£crt<;, Being is body, becoming (246e-248a). The other factim 
(Euclid and the Megarians) says: oucria = £io11 (248a-250e). This is a positim 
to which Plato was once close but which he now no longer holds. That i: 
already manifest, entirely apart from what follows substantively, by the 
peculiar characterization at 246c, where Plato says: between these two, the 
ones who say oucria = cr&J,J.a and those who say oucria = eioo<;, tv J,J.Ecrq> & 
7t£pt tauta anf..eto<; CtJl<!>Oteprov )l<iXll tt<; (246c2f.), "between them, in thei 
midst, there rages an endless battle." This J,J.Ecrov between them is a batt}. 
place, but it is also the place of a d ecision. For the solution of the questim 
resides for Plato precisely in resolving the unilaterality of each position an' 
acquiring a perspective for a concept of Being on the basis of which bot) 
positions may become intelligible. 



I. The Discussion of the Ancient Doctrines o f 6v (242c-245c) 

§64. Geneml dU!racteriznho11 of the first ontolt>gicnl 
attmrpls1 (242c-143c). Sketch of tlzt these> about 6v. Mu&ov 

llrrrtt:ioSut Predrlinenltor. of Plato's procedul'i: 
deootion into the ontological dimeusion. 

The historical consideration begins with a general characterization of the 
ancients. This characterization bears ,, Sl>mewhat superior and iron.ic tone. 
which, however, should not seduce us into taking it as a mere game. We 
will see later that only this basis-insofar as we acquire the correct way of 
questioning for the interpretation-mm.kes intelligible the entire path Greek 
ontological research had to traverse in order to arrive at the foundation 
Aristotle himrelf firmly established. M006v tii'O: EKO:OtO~ 9o:iV&t00 1101 
llnrtEioSul (242c8): "It seems that each of these ancients is telling liS a story 
abou t beings," and indeed no:tolv ID; ooow (c8f.), "as if we were childiell." 
This says that the ancients, insofar as the)• dealt with Being, told stories 
~bout britt~, $.-,_id \'-'hat h..,_ppcns to beings. Hence the o1ncicnts did not at 
all arrive at a ;x>"ition from which tlley could determine somethlng about 
the Being of beings. If, e.g., they said 'tpia ta ovto:, then they were selecting 
definite beings, ones which had an emphatic sense for them, and they 
explained beings out of beings. This is the sense of their "telling stones"; 
i.e., they moved naively in the dimension of beings and did not a1 all enter 
into the dimension of the Being of beings. 

J.) 6 J.!EV, the one, says: tp(O< ra O\'tO: (242c9), beings are three. The 
historiographical attribution of these various conceptions to individual 
schools and movt"menb h; nut wholly undJlirnuu:,,. at l~ahl wht>re dt~-finit~ 
names are not mentioned. And so it is uncertain \·vho thi.c; 0 v.tv is .. the one 
who :.ays beings are three. Zeller cc>njt:etures it is Pherecydes, "ho, to be 
sure, proposed a characteristic threefold as the pmper beings, namely Zeus 
or the heaven, Chronos or time, and Chthon, the earth. I cannot get involved 
here in a dctmled characterization; the soun:cs arc meager as wcll. [n his 
Psyclzt.' Rhode has dealt profusely with the very early speculative contexts. 
The three of this threefold, which exist in themselves, are not determined 

I. Title b.lsed oo Hcidegser (s..>e p. 304) 
2.. Ed~rd Zefkor, D~ PIIIIMopin~.dn Crkr.hnr. Er-;.u:or T(.;], Erstt.> l liilfte, 7 . Aufl., Lnpug. 1923. 

pp. 102-105. 
l. ~in Rohdl!1 Psycht S«Jrnkult unJ Un.1tt!rbJdkrll-sglaulv dn Gntdrnr. &st.? 11.illl~t, Frft. 

bu~ i. &sg .• 189Cl Zweitt H3lfb:. Fre.burgi. Bl"$8- 189.:1.Jn partk"Ular~ in !.he~ edt bon of 
ltl'/8 . .!«00<1 hAli.Roh<lc ~rc•t, th.:OrphiaN tpp. l~l36) an<! philooophy (pp. t37-192) 
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narrowly but.are conceived in the sense of human comp~rtments. 'Jll~t is 
precisely what makes this a myth~ They wage war among themselves, at 
times they battle, and at times they even love each other; and there is also 
y<il.l.O<;, 'tOKO<;, 'tpo<Pil (cf. dlf.), marriage, birth, and child-rearing. 

2.) £·n:po<; dnwv (d3), "another says," beings are not three but two, uypov 
KO.t ~np6v, "the wet and the dry" or 6Ep!JOV Kat wuxp6v (d3), "the warm 
and the cold." Y<?.~ see here again that what is addressed as Being in the 
proper sense is something that shows itself in a naive consideration, in 
purely sensible perception, i.e., definite qualities of beings the!lls~l~es. 

3.) The Eleatics, Xenophanes and his disciples, say: ev ov 'tU n<iv~~ (cf. 
dSf.), "everything that is is one." 

4.) The Muses of Ionia and Sicily, i.e., Heraclitus of Ephesus and 
Empedocles of Agrigentum, say: 'tO ov noA.A.a 'tE KUt EV £crnv (elf.), "beings 
are many as well as one." They hence put together what the earlier philos­
ophers said: many and one. The Ionic muses are more severe, insofar as 
they maintain 8to.Q>Ep61JEvov act. crull<PEPE'tUt (cf. e2f.), the whole is con­
stantly in conflict and in a movement of transition from the EV to the noA.A.a 
and vice versa; in Heraclitus, 'tO mxv is constantly in flames. The others, the 
Sicilian muses, are gentler, insofar as they allow a periodic rest and say: 
'tO't€ 1J€V ev dvo.t -ro n&.v KO.t Q>iA.ov (d. eS), sometimes the whole dwells in 
friendship, under the power of Aphrodite, the power of love, but -ro-r€ 8€ 
not..A.a Kat 7tOAE!ltOV (243al), soon again 'tO n&.v is noA.A.<i, dissolved into 
many and at war, 8tu VEtKO<; (al). 

The ~evo<; claims it is difficult to decide whether or not these ancients 
have in fact hit the mark or not. But one thing is certain, they dealt with 
their theme in such a way that in a certain sense they spoke beyond our 
grasp, ou8€v yap cppov-ricraV'tE<; Eh' E1tUKOAOU60U1.1EV UU'tOl<; A.Eyoucrtv EhE 
a1tOAEt7tO!lE6u (a7f.): "They were not at all concerned whether what they 
said would be intelligible for us, whether we could follow it or would have 
to remain behind." Upon closer inspection, this means that the ancients did 
not take into account-the necessity":of a(discussionho be demonstrable, that 
oi 1tOAAOtllllEt<; (cf. a6), we or others, have to understand them, that there­
fore such speaking about beings must be placed in ch~_<;k. That is, it must 
be possible to speak with others about the matter, such that everyone sees 
the things themselves as they are and does not simply have to look for the 
things in isolation, in arbitrary wild speculation. Hence what they have 
overlooked is logos, the criterion of an objective and substantive demon­
strability and communicability in their treatment of things. They were just 
"telling stories," without a proper logos. The ~evo<; co~ced~~ t~at earlier, as 
~ young man, he himself had believed he would understand these ancient 
doctrines; now, however, he has come into great difficulty and no longer 
believes he can understand them_. With this remark at 243b, the ~EVO<; is 
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referring to the thought expressed at 234d, that many in the school of the / 
sophists at first be~ieve they understand and know everything, but that ! : 

when they come near the things and actually try to grasp them, their ! 
complete ignorance is exposed., These discussions of the ancients about :~ 

Being are hence altogether problematic, so that we find ourselves in the 
same difficulty as much in relation to ov as in relation to !lll ov. Therefore 
we are led 7tEpt 8£ 'tOU j..lE)'t<J'tOU 't£ KC1t CtPXll')'OU 7tpclYCOU vuv <JK£7t'tEOV 
(243dl), " to begin a consideration of what is the greatest and what is 
properly first," i.e., of ov, and to ask -r( ilyouv-rat to ov, "what do they 
maintain about beings," oi AE')'OV't£<; bY}AOUV au-r6 (cf. d4f.), i.e., those "who 
say they can reveal and exhibit them." 

Here the genuine _critical consideration begins. It reverts back to the 
positions characterized only very roughly in the preceding account but does 
so now in such a way as to take these positions seriously for the firs t time. 
Initially, th~. con~id~ration deals with that school which professes ov is 
manifold. In the course of the critical consideration, Plato shows that those 
who say beings are manifold, ta ov-ra 1tA.Eova €v6<; (d. 245b8f.), use, without 
knowing it, in their speaking of a manifold of beings, a €.v, a determinate 
sense of Being, which they do not themselves investigate at all. The 8uo 
Myovt£<; are thus led back to a €.v. In connection with this, Plato discusses 
the €.v of the Eleatics and shows that this ev is again insufficient to determine 
ov; it requires a 1tAElOV. This, however, is not a simple return to the first 
position. On the contrary, the first on_es--whq_ spoke about beings spoke 
about them ontically:, there are manif()ld __ b_~ings,\1ersus this, the Eleatics say 
there is one Being . . B_l!!. P~~to says no, there must be a manifold Being. Qyer 
and against the manifold beings it is now a question of a manifoldness in 
B~!!:l_g ~tsel{. A_I.:ld this indicates that th~ position of Parmenides was no 
l~nger by any means a naive and onticalbne but rather was the very first 
decisive inception of ontology, . ~yen if the entire body of this ontology ., 
~esides in the principle:. beings are. 'Yet this principle, in its philosophical 
attitude, is essentially superior to all the positions which claim that beings 
consist of many beings or of one being, for these positions do not at all 
succeed in raising the question of Being. In this way, the passage through 
the Eleatic position at the same time provides the possibility of bringing 
the question into the properly ontological domain and of discussing, on 
this basis, the ')'t')'C1V'tOj..lUXlU 1t£pt nl<; OUO"tC1<;. 
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§65. "n1e diSCussion of th~ ti1esis of t/r~ multiplicity cf 6v 
IU.3d-44b!. Unco,..nng of clvw as wifinishl'.t tn..<k. Critique of 

to.tJJy"s "ontological" attempts: tltt forgetting of ll~t que<tion of llu> 
meaning of Bl!ing. Toward the daboration of this question on tlr£ 

ground of n lttrmeneulic of Da~n. 

l'lato carries out his critique of the earlier age under the guiding line olthe 
/J:o{Etv til ov~a. That is why he asks at 243d: t o <iv ti~ro9' 1)-yoiivrot, "what 
thO!Il do they nldintain beings are," oi Atyovm; cxut il li!l:Wiiv (dJf.). " those 
who say they can reveal them?" The ~EVO<; and Theaetetus agree that they 
should proceed by interrogating the ancients as if they were themselves 
present cWp1! ••. lloo ... ra ><6\'t' eivcxl cjlate (d81.): "You say everyfuing 
would have Its Being from two things.'' from the warm and the cold, or the 
like; to put it in a better way, beings in the proper sense, you say, are two . 
Thus you say lilt~ .:oi Mttpov Elvlll (elf.), "both and each ol the two are, 
clvCll "; f.tyovm;- notice the ).tyf:tv-"you address both, as well as the one 
a.nd the oth er respectively, as being.~ And now the question: rl !!()U: 6.pa 
tom· or ci!J~iv 9Eltrtta91: (d9l.), "what is and what do you mean by this 
that you attribute to both of these here?" n to tivcxt taoto i)J[aAaflo>ll£V \lplilv; 
(e2): ''Wnat should we actually underst.Jnd by this tivcxt of yoursr 

The ~01; suggests three p055iblc positions: 
1.) Either the dvo.c, of which you speak in relation to O.~<I>W. is a "third," 

~pirov (e2). beside both the proper 6vta. Is it in accord with ~our meaning 
if we then say, no t as you say, ro n<iv olio. but t o n:<iv tplcx (d. e3)? 

2.) Or, on the other hand, toiv y£ Swi v KcxAouvm; 9chrpov ov (e4f.), you 
call one of the two, the Ol:p~6v or the 11fUXp6v, the genuine being. But then: 
ou . .. ci!J~tEpcx O!toio><; Eivo.t At·tEte (c4f.). Whkhe\oer of the two you 
identify with Ov, you always arriw at a one, ~. not n Soo (e6). 

3.) You want to address both, ra <'41~, as ov (eB). But e"en then. there 
will reside in y<lur ).t-y£1\' a ev ~11£VOV, namely 6v itself (244alf.). 
Noli~ this threefold possibility the ~o<; poses to the ancients: the qu~ 

lion is a lways what tS said in )..f:yov Mo tci ovtcx, hence what is said in 
l.Oyo.;. Either this comes down to a three or a one. In every case, we are 
forced to co-posit 6v, insofar as, in each case, the At-(El\' of liv co-posits the 
r lvo.t. What is dl'Cisive is the critique on the basis of Aiyuv. Plato' s aim is 
not at all, as commentators c~'>im.. to create a Hmonism" by emphasizing 
the ev. The tv is of no consequence to him. What does matter to him is the 
demonstration that 6v resides in l.t")'ElV implidUy yet constitutively. Plato 
th~ does not want to argue his opponents to dea th, but ht wants to open 
their l')'es and s how U>em that in M.y£tv, in ali speaking about bcini;li. 
something else is co-said. And this "something else" is no less than Being 
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itself. In other words, Blllto shows therebv that the answer ouo Elvat tft 
navta does not at all touch the question .of Being. I said the traditional 
interpretaHon, of Zeller, Bonit'L.' etc., misses the actual matter at issu.,. It is 
not at all necessary to analy>.e the rest of the subst~ntive question here. For 
the proper theme of this investigation is made abundantly de•r at 2-14•. 
'Ennoi'l ~o!vuv JiJ.t£ic; i)nop~"Uil£1', U!1£i<; aim'.t i111iv fll$avf~tn: imv<i>c;, tf 
JtOtt 1\alli..Eoet mw aivttv 6n6tav ov oetrrTloet (a4.ff.). "Because we do not 
know any way out as regards what you are saying here, you yourself must 
clarify for us what you properly mean when you utter this word iiv.H 17mt 
is tht gt'nuinely '""'tral coucm• of I Iris pas.'<~ge and of t/ze u!/Jole <linlcgue, 

Today we witrw-s:s ::ton ~t~t>nsible reoh1m to metaphyc;:i~ a nd ontology Rut 
the question Plato raises here nnd poses by means of the whole dialogue 
has, in all has~, been forgotten. This forgetting of the main question is easy 
for us today. For we C(IJl appe.1l, either explicitly or silently, to two things: 

1.) The concept of Being is obvious; e,·eryone uses it constnntly and 
understands what he means by it. 

2.) The concept of l!eing is the highest; therefore it cannot at all be defined. 
As to the fiJSI, we must remark that •p<lrt from the question of whctl1er 

the supposed universal obviousness of the meaning of Being may or may 
not be identified with the d~rity of n philo.10phkal concept, in any CA:K: it 

is precisely this obviousne3S, and n othing e~, that is the theme of the 
fundamental .Ocnce. 

As to the se::ond, we must remark trut it has not bt.'<!n decid«i whether 
the conceptual elaboration of the lundamentll concepts may be posed 
under the rules that determine a definition, which itself presents only one 
fol11\ of determination, the one originaong in a certain propositon..1l and 
assertorial "logic." The "logic" of the determination of beings may not be 
invoked as the criterion for the explialtion of Being. Therefore the usual 
talk about the indefinability of Being means nothing. It merely manifests 
the common misunderstanding of what is at issue. 

With regard to the primary tdSk of an~ possible ontology, it must be said 
positively that it resides precisely in the pn!ptlrnlion, in the preparation of a 
ground to ask about the meaning of ll<ing in general. The question of the 
meaning of Being- wh.1t Being means in general, in the se>nse of the propo­
s ition from Plain cited above-is not somehow the final question of ontology, 
and this question cannot be answered by a summation of ontological results. 
On the contraxy, the question of the meaning of l!eing stands at the beginning. 
because it must provide guidance as to the possible meaning in any concrete 

!.Eduard Zcll«. Dit P!u1~ Jn Gntdttn. Zw""-' Tcll, Er.lte Abtellung. 5. Aull., lktpzlg. 
1922.pp. 648-<>-19. 

Hlmno"" Boni ... Plntomodlt 5ttulln!, 3. A uti., llettu\, t881>, pp. 161-164. 
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question about the particular ontological structure of various beings. On the 
other hand, it is not sufficient to raise the question of Being formally, i.e., to 
intend to answer it just as formally. Instead, the task is to understand that 
this questioning, of the meaning of Being~ itself requires an elaboration, an 
elaboration of the ground upon which the interrogation of beings as to their 
Being is at all possible. We need to uncover and elaborate the milieu in which 
ontological research can and has to move in general. Without the disclosure 
and rigorous elaboration of this milieu, ontology remains no better than the 
epistemological theory of the Neokantianism of the past. To raise the question 
of the meaning of Being does not mean anything else than to elaborate the 
questioning involved in philosophy in general. 

We can now clarify this questioning only briefly and in formal traits, to 
the extent that it is necessary for an understanding of what will follow. All 
questioning {Fragen] is an interrogating [Befragen] of something in some 
respect. In ontology, beings are the interrogated. The questioning of beings 
is directed toward their Being. Being is hence that which is asked about 
{das Erfragte]. And what is asked for {das Gefragte] in ontological research 
are the ontological characters of this Being itself. The questioning itself is 
hence~ in its very sense, already a determinate discovering and disclosing. 
Every question already has a particular disclosive character. There is no 
blind question, with the exception of the one that it is blindly expressed, 
bruited about, and repeated, and hence is no longer understood. The ques­
tioning is nothing other than the expressed and communicated question in 
which what is asked about, what is interrogated, and what is asked for are 
implicitly co-expressed, in such a way that they do not thereby become 
visible directly and without further ado. (A question can be understood 
roughly as a problem, without the necessity of having to appropriate its 
meaning.) This is hence what is involved in a question about the Being of 
beings. That implies it is decisive for such questioning that the beings to 
be interrogated are available. Thus it is a matter of gaining the correct 
original mode of access to the appropriate domain of Being and establish­
ing, within this mode of access, the guiding respect, according to which the 
question of the Being of beings is to be posed. Thiis guiding respect is, for 
the Greeks, for Plato and Aristotle, A.6yo.c;. And thtl!s Plato's entire criticism 
of the traditional and contemporary doctrines of Being, as well as his 
positive discussion of Being, move in thils AtyEtV. Therefore ontology for 
Plato is 8taA.€yEa6at and dialectic-which has nothing to do with the hocus 
pocus of contradictions in today's sense, or with dialectic in Hegel. So much, 
then, for a characterization of the question: what then do you mean when 
you say "Being"? (244a5f.).2 

2. See the appendix. 
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The !;tva<; emphasize. once more at 2~b: this question we are posing to 
the ancients, the question of the meaning of ~king, in whlch \.\1(! simply 
dem.,nd instruction from them as to wh.l! they meant, is obviously justified 
(b3f.). Possibly we will "'<<eive a response the soonest from th~ whose 
answer is m05t concentrated, nan1ely those who say: EV tivett 10 r.&.v (d . 
244b6). Thus the discussion turns to the thesis of Parmenides. The formu­
lation of the thesis of Parmenides varies; C\•en Aristotle (Pily> .. A. chapters 
2 and 3) does not express it consistC11tly. The discussion of l'armenides is 
articulated into two parts: 

1.) Discussion of ov as tv (244b9-2~d13). 
2.) nt ...... uc;_Qion nf Ov ~,o;. Ol.nv~ w h irh io;;: hPrP 'till irif'ntiral h~ith l(b.\• 

(244dl.J-245e5). 

§66. Tlu• discussion of tlu• tll~is of til,· unity of ov 124.Jb-14S.). 

a) The discussion of ov as tv. The discrepancy between the 
meaning of the thesis and its linguis tic expTession~ 

l'r.68Eatc; and "hypothes is. • 

We can formulate the prin,iple of Parmcnide:; briefly Uti; way: tv ov to 
r.&.v (o/.ov). rrhus if we !I.Sk the Elcal'ics w hat they really mean. what thclr 
opinlon is about beings. they wtlJ answer: i:v (h' r() nOv. But then, we will 
object, do they not also use the expression 6v for "something," ov ~aM:ift 
n; (bl2), namely for precisely the OltEP tv (d), which they always mean by 
fv? What they mean at the very outset and constantly by tv is what they 
express a-t the same time as 6v. br\ tlP aUup npoaxJ}(i)JlEVO\ Suoiv Ov6J.Laatv 
(elf.): "So you then usc two expressions w ith rega.rd to the same thing. E:ltl 
tljl alltlj). • They address one and the same thlng in the (1\'0jJC< tv and In the 
oVOjJ<l ov. The !;tva<; concede!< t<P mun)v n')v im69eow iJJto9qttVQI ~~pOe; 

tO vuv tpwn)~ r>at rtpOc; cUAo &lonoiw oil ttttvnov p{t.crtov <'uto~ivaolkn 
(C'Iff.). " He who begins this war- namely by saying: £v 116\'0V eh·at-<locs 
not easily find an answer to the question now raised and also to something 
else." He who professes this thesis of l'armenides L• constantly in perplexity 
as n!gards his <lnSwer. for whatever miSht be said or questioned in relation 
to the fv (which alone is) is something and, as such, is something other 
than the fv. And yet the thesis is e.,. civuL The !;tv<>; thus rcrognizcs the 
fundamental difficulty residing in this i>n:69l:cnc;, rv OV to rtciv, for every 
discussion. 

We may not translate or understand this i:mort9eo6at i>n:68Eotv in the 
sense of "rnal<lng a hypothesis." A hypothesis, in our mod~= sense, is the 
assumption of a state of affairs so dS to ask: if we assume the facts of the 
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matter to be such and such, does this or that then become intelligible? The 
hypothetical remains, according to its very sense, precisely in suspense; it 
acquires its possible rest and genuine persistence only from the measure of 
its appropriateness to the explanation of given facts. A hypothesis persists 
only by the grace of what it explains and to the extent it does explain it; 
the failure of this explanatory function collapses the hypothesis. The Greek 
un6eccrtc;, e.g. in Plato's sense, has the opposite meaning. That which is 
posited in the un6eccrt<; is not posited by the grace of something else. The 
un6eccrt<; does not persist depending on this other it is supposed to explain 
but, instead, on the basis of itself as that w hich from the very outset persists 
in itself. It is that which exclusively decides the possible Being or non-being 
of everything else. An example is Parmenides' didactic poem itself, i.e., the 
principle: beings are. This un6eccrt<; is not ruled by the "if ... then"; on the 
contrary, the un6 is to be taken in the sense of unoKEtjlEvov and U7t<ipxov: 
that which is already there in itself at the very outset, what the ancients 
called <!>ucrt<;. I emphasize this distinction between un6eccrt<; and hypothesis 
precisely because recently attempts have been made to interpret Brentano 
and, in the usual connection with Brentano, phenomenology as philoso­
phies of the as-if, as fictionalisms, as though Brentano had converted to 
Vaihinger. 1 Thus Kraus, e.g., says in the wretched new edition of the Psy­
chologie vom empirischen Stnndpunkt, that Brentano and phenomenology are 
nothing else than fictionalism.2 The philosophy of the as-if, to the extent 
there is anything to it at all, lives only on the confusion of the meaning of 
ontical hypothesis and ontological un6etcrt<;. If phenomenological research 
has any relation to Plato at all, then that relation certainly resides in what 
we have exposed here as the sense of the Greek un6eccrt<;. We may not 
transform phenomenology into epistemology and interpret it as concerned 
with the conditions of possible experience, although this interpretation is 
essentially closer to the matter itself than the one just mentioned. 

If the Eleatics say ev ov 'tO n&.v, they are using for one and the same thing 
the OVOJ.la £vas well as the OVOJ.la ov. Thereupon, however, the ~£vo<; says, 
8uo OVOJ.lO.'tO. OjlOAOyEiv dvat !lllOEV e£j1EVOV nA.ftv EV (244c8f.), those who 
say: ev ov, everything that is is one, are thereby actually maintaining there 
are two names, namely £v and ov, for one thing. Furthermore, they face a 
still greater difficulty, insofar as we consider in general the fact that they 
speak about beings or Being. And we do not at all need to go back to A6yo<;, 
which indeed, as Plato later analyzes, is a crUJ.l1tAOKTl of OVOJ.l<X and pflJ.la.~ 

1. Hans Vaihinger, Die Pltilosopllie des AI s-Ob, Berlin, 1911. 
2. Oskar Kraus, Eiltlcitullg Zll F. Brc11tmw: PsycltoJogie vom empirischt'll Standp11nkt, Hamburg, 

1924, pp. liv- lv. 
3. 261d-262e, especially 262c. 
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Already in the oVOIICl itself, which is but one component of A.6yo;. the 
trouble with this position is visible. The ovoj.tu. precisely as OVOIJ.U. as 
expression, is supposed to be an expression of something; the 6v01J.a signi­
fies something, and indeed something the c'lvoj.ta itself is not, a £ttpov. 
Tt9dc; u: tOUVOj.I<X tou ~tpaJ)!at~ ttEpov SUo i..t'{£1 (244d.3f.); henre already 
in the OVOIJ.<X of something. in a signification that means something. they 
are saying two ovta. If they wanted to identify the OVO)l<X and the 
OllAOtJ)lEVOV, the expression and what is me.,nt in it made visible in it, then 
indeed the expression would be an expression of nothing. Or else, if the 
6VOIJ.C1 is still s upposed to be an 6voj.lo. nv6<;. an expression of something. 
yet without thereby referring to something other than itself, then tc'lllvOIJ.C< 
6v61J.atoc; OVOIJ.O.Il6vov, &Uou liE ot'>&vi>; ov (244d8f.), "this OvOIJ.a could 
only be an 6v611atoc; OVOI'<l but not the ovo11a of something else." Thus 
the difficulty of this position is already clear in a fundamental component 
o f M)yoc; itself. We need to notice that l'lato is here conceiving the 6voj.1Cl 
in the sense of Its meaning something. To be sure, he does not reflect fmther 
on the specific structure of the connection of the word with what it means. 
He is satisfied with t~ simple formal-ontological fact that to the word as 
word belongs that which is meant. He understands this fact purely ontically 
here: something is together "~th something. In an expression as su~h. there 
is thtr; already a 01J~l!Ao~>1\. 

You need to see clea.rlv that this consideration cannot be taken as mere 
sophistical shndow-boxi~g. On the contrary, it is a matter of taking the 
thesis tv 6v ~o mv seriously. Plato is concerned to show that in this 
ult69e.otc; there resides a moment which reaches beyond its own proper 
sense. To understand Plato's explication here and particularly in the fol­
lowing case, we must recognize that he has not yet e.lahornted a.n actually 
precise concept of Being versus beings, but that the whole consideration 
runs 'its course in an ind.ifference between the on tical and the ontological. 
And this applies not only here but ultimately to the ~'nd o f the dialogue, 
so that this unclarity, present in Plato himself, constitutes the proper diffi­
culty in undersbmding the dialogue. The explications, at first view, give 
the imp.ression of being simple imitations of sophistical arguments. Seen 
on top of the laborious definitions in the first part, they ocvlSioo(.'Ci th~ 
view, popular until very recently, that this dialogue, together with some 
others, was apocryphal. But if we are clear ahout the intention residing in 
the idea of dialectic-as this became visible in connection with the Phw­
drus-namely the intention to go by way of oway<ol1 toward the ~v. so 
that on the basis of the fv the further characteristics of beings become 
inteUigible, then we will not find ourselves in the difficulty of undersmnd­
ing these ary;uments as purely ontical in the sophistical sense. 

The resuJt, i.e., the conclusion of the consideration of the f:v as a deter~ 
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mination of ov, is propounded at 244<111-12. The statement is a summary, 
in a certain sense, of the result of the entire preceding discussion. This 
passage is <ldmittedly CO<rupt, obviously since it was difficult to understand 
from the very beginning. There is a whole literature concerning this pas­
sagr. We can limit oUJSelves essentially to two ve<sions, both of which--and 
in general all the others as well~ome down to the same meM\ing. The 
fi:r:st version drrivcs from Sch!eiennacher, and Heindorf took it over.' The 
second version stems from a conjecture by Apelt, and Burnet assumed it 
into !tis English edition. 

l.) Ked tO tv yr, tvO<; tv 6v ~6vov, t<etl toilto toilov61JCttO~ o.utO i:v ov. 
2) Ktd tO tv yr. tv<X; ovo~u ov Ka;\ tOil OVOIJO'.tO<; O'.U til EV llv. 
Where a passage is corrupt, and hence it is not certain what Plato himself 

wrote. we have frer choice. To understand this passage, rc>eallthat the point 
of departure was the principle £v 6v to ~av and th.1t tv and 6v, as olio 
6v61JO'.t<l. are to be one and the same. The difficulty thus consists in this, 
that the utterance of the prindplr already impli11S more beings than the 
principle itself, in [\s very meaning. ddmits, even if we take the something 
that is meant in the 6vo~u as itself an 6vo~o. so t!'at the tv would then 
only be an ilvo~nov61JClt0,. The sense of ilvO~Ja. however, is mutilated by 
taking wh.1t is meal\t in the ovoi'U as itself an 6vQ~Jo.. We could translate 
the two versions as follll'-''&: 

I.) HAnd so the one is exdusive!r the one of the one, and this again is 
itself the one of the name, of the expression.• 

2.) " And the one, as expression of the one, is then also again the one of 
the expression." 

In both cases, the meaning i;. clear. The iln66t<n~: £v liv to nav, is a Myo.; 
about Ov, and it means that this Ov is fv. Th.is UJtOarotc;, by its very sense, 
requires us to take 11 seriously as a etm~ or as a Myo.;. Now a Myo.; is 
alwavs a Ai:yt.lv Ti. That is. this ti, which is meant in the Myo,. is as such 
a tl ~6~rvov, • somethlng which is 4'(6~Evov, said. This structure of 
~6yo.; hence pro1·ides, specifically with regard to the !!lea tic llEcn~: I.) a ti, 
which is the 4'(6~ov, the said, the meant, namely: liv. 2) this ov is 
l.e'/61i£VOV, addressed, as fv, and 3.) C'>v is uttered as A£y6~rvov in the ovo~a. 
The whole of this meant and uttered content of the llEcn<;: tv-Ov-OvO)la, 
these three basic parts. therefore m1JSt, following the sense of the BEen<; 
itself, be one ilnd the sam~. And only this one is, the thesis says. In other 
1vords, the proper sense of the etou;conflicts with the phenomel\al content 
of what it itself is and means. 



§66 /455-456/ 

b) The discussion of OV 05 ol.ov. The d ifference between the 
£v as o>..ov and the £v Ct1-11&<il<;. Cons eq uences for 6v as 6>..ov; 

its untena6ility. 

315 

Th(' interlocutors now take up the same thesis of Parmenjdes. fv Ov t6 ni:tv~ 
from a different point of view. They do not simply consider that ov is 
addressed as tv, but instead they take up the principle as a whole: ~v ov 
TO niiv. What this thesis deals with, properly speaking. is 6v. And this 
"what,H precisely Ov~ is conceived in ltS~ov.''1 :as n:O.v; Ov, which is what 
is spoken about, is unde<Slood from the wry outset as~~~ niiv. And of this 
"what," ov, in this "how," niiv, it is said: £v. Thus th<' fv is that which it is 
addressed as. 

The question now is how ov can bt" understood as n&v. That is, since the 
expression 6A.ov now appHes to nilv, the question is: in what sense is Ov in 
the thesis 6A.ovl ·ev is indeed supposed to be i!v ;t6vov! Hence it is now 
no longer a matter of ev and ov as 6v61JaTa but a matter of elucidating the 
tv, the one, unity, oneness, since indeed the o>..ov is a mode of the tv. T! 15€; 
To o>..ov ttepov Toil <ivTO<; tv~ ii Tamllv toi>TQl; (d. 244d14f.). " Is the 6),ov. 
in which 5v is meant~v which lor itS part is addressed as fv......is lhisiiwv, 
as a character of Ov. something other than the Ov fv or the same?"' Answer: 
"How cou.ld they not say it is the s.we; they tcrtainly say so in the lhesis!" 
(el). But what sort of concept of o>..ov is being used here? In this regard, 
reference is now made to a fragment of the didactic poem of Parmertidcs 
himself: 

navT00ev E\IICUKMJ\1 OQC<(p!]<; EVW.('(I(IOV 6y~'ql, 

11£0060tv iaonaAt<; n:li\•Tn· TO y{q> o\iu: n 11ti!;ov 
ouu: n ~at6tq><>v nrA.tvoo xpr6v tan tTi ii "11 (244e3ff.). 

From this It is clear that 6v is understood in the sense of a aeaipa, a s phere, 
and indeed a well-rounded one, comparable thus to a well-rounded sphere, 
a whole (o"(l<C!) here me,ms the same 05 ol-1!)), which 11£aa6etv, " from the 
middle out," n:aVTJ1, "going in aU diJOCtions," is equally strong; "it is inda'CI 
not possible for it to bt" in any sense greater or stronger here or there." 
t0lOilt6v '1£ OV (e6), "something like that," is the meaning Of OAoV in 
Parmertides. As a TOto6tov o>..ov i t has a ;ttaov and Ea):~a (e6). From the 
middle out, in all directions, up to the o uter limits of the sphere, 6v is 
uniform. Now insofar as the 61-ov has a middle and extremities, il is some­
thing that has ptp~ ((•7), "parts." Thus it is a matter of an entire.ly particular 
wholeness, a whole which has parts, and this wholeness can be understood 
as u.nity in a special sense, 'AUii. ~ilv t6 ye IJqJ.Ept<!IJtvov n:<i9o~ ~tv tau 
tv.X, ~tw Eltl TOi<; ~tpecn r.iiatv otilitv <ino.:o>1.tit:t, Kal raurn 61'1 Jtiiv tt ov 
"ai iiM>v tv rlvm (245alff.). The 6~ov is thus aiJEI'£PlO~tvov, or, as Aristotle 
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will say later, a &tatpet6v,' "something that can be taken apart." Wh.,t is 
vaguely seen in this notion of the oA.ov as ~~pta~tvov Aristot.le later 
understood rigor()usly in the concept of Oll\>&Xf46 Such a OA.ov, a Oi.ov in 
the sense of the ~pt~ov, can therefol'<' have ~<iSo<; rou i:v6<;. i.e., it 
can have the determinate ness of the one; in such a 0).ov as llfJ.l£Pt~tvov 
the fv is in some sense presenL But this fv is qwte pa.rti.cular; it is a fv that 
is understood tm toic; J.lEPEm rr<imv. on the basis of parts, with l'<'gOrd to 
parts: fv as OU"&Xtc;. Therefore, the OAoV as OAoV is indf!OO a b<, but this 
oA.ov, which as o!.ov is a parti.cular tv, a one (we do not have terms for 
these distincti.ons, i.e., for the sense of the unity of a whole composed of 
parts)-this oA.ov or one is certainly not to tv aut6 (245a5f.), " the one in 
itself." For (though not said here, this ts what is meant) unity in the sense 
of wholeness is as such a lways still something else, namely oneness. It is 
referl'<'d to a more original one. PriC>r to it there is a sense of fv by which 
it is itseU determined as unity. lhis. i.v, which is prior to the fv 6'MJv, is 
a~Ept<; rtavt£),6J<; (cf. n8), "altogether without parts"; it is the UATJEki>; tv 
(ibid.), what is ultimately disclosed of its class. Thus ii we foUow up the 
sense of £v, we ultimately find t his tv ~Epllt;, or, in Aristotle, the 
aotaipetov. Hence the l;tvo.; can say that this tv, the £v as tOtO~tOv-hence 

not the f.v (x),'l&lix; but the tv as auv£Xtc;-tK ltOUGlv ~tpQ>v ov (bl), "is of 
m«ny parts," .md exists only on the basis of them a.nd for them. llut, as 
such, oil Oll!!~V~OEt ttjl 1..6y<p (blf.), " this fv does not col.ndde with the 
genuin~ sense of fv-if I address id properly." And in this way a fin1t 
distinction arises within the concept of t v: 1.) the En UA1196J<; and 2.) the fv 
as naOo<; tm to1~ J,ltpEm: the one as unity of pans. 

Now the interlocutors again ask: in what sense is the OV nciv or ol.ov? 
Either it is oM>v in the sense of n6:9o; toii tvi\<; qov (cf. b4), or else it is ).II\ 
IIA.ov. Assuming that ov is a tv in the sense of a derived b<, as wholeness, 
tv 1t0><; (d. bS), then the fv is a n6:9o; toii ovroc;. But if so, then ov or oA.ov 
is not the same as the tv in the proper sense (b8). Accordingly, the oA.ov is 
a f.ttpov over and against Ov, insofar as lh~ latter is understood in the sense 
ol the Ev as £v <'xA.llllU>:;. But if the oAo\1 is something other than 6v, the result 
is ltAtova m Jt6:vm fv6c; (cf. bSf.), there is something more than this tv, the 
tv posited in the etm<;. if the at ate; itself says: fv ov OA.ov. But if, accordingly, 
6v itself"--by having the lt6:9o.; toii tv6c;-is not itself the oA.ov (ell.), and 
the OA.ov is therefore other than ov, t!hen this lil.ov is something ov as ilv is 
noL Consequently, there is something which ov is not, which fnUs outside 
of ov, but which nevertheless is. Therefore liv is t vlid.c; tamoil (cf. c2f.), it 
is in itself needful in rt>lation to itsel(; something is lacking to it_ something 

5. Mtt. V, chap!<~ 13, l02tl.t7ff. 
o.lbid., chap~<>' 2o, Ja>..3b.mr. 
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is still outsid" of it, something which for it5 part it is not. It is lht.'<l Eu\l"COU 
otrp611£VOV (c5), it i t5elf, 6v, thus undergoes deprivation from itsell, namely 
by being distin<t from the &ov, whll.- the ol.ov is something, Le., by stand­
ing opposed, as ov £v in the proper sense, to the 6)..ov as llv tl, as bt'ing in 
some way or <>the<. This entire cons\derntion b.-comes (at least relatively) 
transparent, if we are dear at the very outset about the two me.mings of 
lv: £v in the d2rived selSe, the ~· oi.ov. and tv in the proper sense, the i'.v 
~~O<i><;, as this is ascribt'd to ov as i"' essential predicate. But if ov is 
cm:p611£Vov bnrmi>, then the result is that ou" ov fatat to 6v (c6), ov itself 
is not ov, Le., not nll bt'ings; it is not the oi-ov. 
Th~ ronsid0"ntion mkes n furtMr ~tep The- hec.;t' way to undPr«;tnd ~his 

final argument is to grasp it from b.-h ind. The {)),ov has now been posited 
as something that does not belong to iw as i'iv; it is indeed 1t(x0o<;, it is a 
f.trpov. t<'i oi-ovtv toi~ oixn ~1'1 -rt!lev<o.(d5f.). But if theol.ov is not posited 
under that which is, then neither oOO'io. nor '(tv£m.; can bt' posited as being, 
then neither ytv£m~ nor oUoto. arl?. For 10 yev6~£vov Oil ytyovev OAO\' (d4), 
"everything that b.-comes, and has become, has rome to be a whole." Here 
"whole," o>.ov, means the same as "finished," a finished thing there, a 
complete thing there as one. H"'e the concept of £v as one coincides with 
Ult: CQJll...--ept of f;v as whole., unity. Tf, accordingly, the QA,.o,. s:tand~ ou~ide 

of Being, is a fupov over and again:;t 61•, and if therefore even ytvt<n<; and 
oOO'ia cannot be, then ov cannot be either. And in this way the 11~ dvat of 
l!v (245dl) arises, and furthermore there is no becoming: oirt£ oWiav out£ 
·ttv£mv <iJ.; oooo.v &i ~poocryoptlit:t\' (d.U.). In connection with this discus­
sion, the ~v~ refers again to the o>.ov in the sense of 1too6v (d9), the 
quantity of beings, and says that inftnitely man}' difficulties will now 
emerge. 

c) Fundamenlal undarities. 

I have already emphasized ttmt if these things are read unpreparedly and 
without the correct ontological basis they Me completely confusing. In 
anticipation I want to note briefly that there are three essential unclarities 
in this whole considernt:ion-undrui.ties understood not in a. critical sense, 
as rnislllkes Plato made, but in the sense of difficulties residing in the maHer 
itself and in the traditional way of conceiving these things: 

1.) The unclarity in the roncept of the "not": if liv is distinguiffied from 
Ol.ov. then to 5a)' that the OA.ov is not ov is at the same time to say that ov 
is 1101 something; there is something which is not included in tlv. This is 
po$Sible only on the basis of an essenli•l unclarity in the "not." 

2.) The unclarity with regard to the distinction behvcen 6v as Being and 
ov as beings. This difficulty is exacerbated in the course of the substantive 
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or only on thi ba · , only if the utterance a chi differentiated, can 
we under: tand th ,, hoi argum ntation which · carri uta ards 
the OVOIJ-a and which brin s the Eleatic to concede that th · o JUl · a fv, 
in th · n e of their th i , a E,v which can no longer mean an thin , unles 
th t which i meant in th . OVOJ!O. i its·elf taken a · an OVOJ.W.. Thi kind of 
argumentation male en only if the a OJ.la a o OJ.l<l, 9 rfl1, a 
" und," a som thing p . ken, i itself concei ed an ov. nd that is in 

ct th . And in this\' a 46ycx; too i c nceiv d an ov. Only if A.6yoc; 
i c ncei d in uch a vay, only under th' asp t, d th whol wa f 
dealing with ;t6yo~ in the last parts of th dial gue become intelligible. 
Thu e need t; distinguish: th thematic bject, the con t f th princi­
pl , th character of the a ability. and th mom '\ts spedfic to th utter­
ance as · ch. Th e four tructural momen in the "01t66 cn4 all pnvide, 
insofar th are something, opp rtuniti to alt mate, b · ub titutr f r 

each oth · · reciprocall , within the use of ov. Throu_ h thj ·· intercr in f 
variou ovta, hich are given purely m th \m:69Em<;, th argumentati n 
in regard to th £v O\ · first p ible. And it · n t nl p sibl , but £ r 
Plato it i · e en n ry, in ord r to how that in the"~ ov, if it i mere) 
under t d tl; there .. alread · gi en a whole seri . f phen mena, a 
multiplici of ntological charact 

The z;tvo; ummarize : Tou; Jl! to(vuv otaKptfk>A.oyou~evouc; o t ; 't£ 

rctpt Kat Jlll, ruiv-tac; 11tv m). otM.11lu9aJlEV (245e6f.). "We have not thor­
ough! discus all tho , ' wh m he names 6taKptfJoA.oyoUJlE ot, "who 
d al with being in such a wa that they d termin them precise! /' This 
expr ion ha . enerated a great deal of c ntro ers . Th difficul -ui 
from. the fact that here suddenl Parmenid and his predec rs are 
characterized a ones who determine ·v p:redsel , \! herea it wa .'d 
earlier that they are actuall only telling fairy ta1 . We cannot bru1 th 
two characteristi · togeth . , or may we grasp this expr i n B\ · 1CptJk>­

~ ... oyoUJ,lEVOl in a broader ense. Bonitz7 h correctly een that the term refer 
to number; the are pr cis ins far as they po it a definite number f • V'f.O., 

whereas the oth · - maintain the futetpov. This "strictly and pteeisely" hen 
does not refer to the meth dological treatment but to the fact that th y 
determine the genuine ovta according to number. Th who d termin 
'~prec· ' are t in oppo iti o to the ~ Atyovttc; (d. 245 ), tho 
\ ho deal \-vith beings in a diHerent wa . These th . are n ·w g ing t b 
c{)l1Sjd red. Bonitz p c ds to a till more detailed articulation f th 
dialogue, which I do n t think n ry. The beginning of the onto I · gical 
discussion indicated that those who deal with being consjder them in twro 

7. H. Borutz, Platorrische Sludien, 3. Au£1.,. Berlin, l , p.l .2f. 
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respects: 1t6oa n: ><al Jtoia eanv (242c6), with regard to Jt6oa, "how many," 
and with regard to JtOia, "how they 01re constituted." Bonitz wants to take 
these two respects as signifying the articulation of the dialogue. He says 
the first group of thinkers (the ones we have discussed up to now) deals 
with nooa, quantity, and the second group with noia, "quality." This dis­
tinction is not necessary as fnr as the matter is concerned. for, in the critical 
discussion we have followed, what is al issue is not so much a question of 
maintaining th.- fv as Ev over and against a plurality or, conversely, main­
taining a plurality over and against a tv; whal is essential is that Plato 
considers the tv a determination of ov in the sense of the dialectieal 
(JIJvayur(l], such that, as this one, it is constantly co-present in each of the 
JtoA)a Hence the issue is notwhetherov is only one o r is more than one-as 
if the number of the principles were uniquely or primarily decisive-but 
in:;tead it is a matter of liv or the tv being co-present in the JtOU6: in the 
sense Of KOIVOlV{Q. 



D. The Discussion of the Contemporary Ooctrint?>of ov. The 

yryav•o~to.xla ~ nj~ oooi~l'(246a-2SOe). 

§67. Gmrrol clraracterizlllion of tire Colllnl!)10rory d<>ct rin<lS of liv 
(246a-25lk). First the;is: ooola = o6>fla. S.wud thesis: olioia = 
ci&><;. The proper laSe of tire ytyavto~ta)(ta ntpl nic; olio\~ the 
disclosure of II"' beings rormpcudiug to the guiding seuse of Eking. 

&iug = pn>..<e11ce. How tl~e beings art t llaJIII!ft>red: 1 .) ~a: 
<XIolh)<n<;. 2.1 d&><;.- voriv. 1..6yo<;. 

Before Plato critieaUy ex.unines more precise!)' the two other positio ns, he 
gives a pre--~ew of the opponents in the '(ly<Xvto~taxhx ltrpl ni<; olio(~ 
(246aff.). 1\.•o factions are in opposition. 0\ ~ Ei~ yiiv El; 01)pavoil "'tl toil 
aopatou x<ivto. f),"oucn, taic; ;cepoiv atqv6x, !ttt~ l<ai &pile; 
1t£PI~~vovtt<;. tow yap 1otomwv t~t6~tEVot lt<iv;wv liuoxupit;ovtal 
toi>to elvm Ji6vov o ltapt)(tl 7!poo1Jo1dt'' "ai ElmOrjv nva. tamov otiljl.a 
Kal olioiav 6p1~61'rvo~ 11iw 0€ ciUwv e! rl.; <tt> 0tjoe1 11-~ o<il~t-a t)(ov eivat, 
ICat!lq)poVOUVl£<; tb llapMaV Kal OU0tv tetAovtE.; tillo rucOUeiV (246a7ff.). 
"The OIWS ~ oVpl;twi> "Ill roil aopa;ou lt<ivta U Koum, dmg down Ets 

rflv, to earth, everything from heaven and everything that cannot be seen 
with sensible eyes, and clumsily grasp with their hands for rocks and oaks." 
They say: roi>to tiva1 Ji6vov o l!apt',(£1 ltJXl<'!3ol.t)v Kill tlla91\V, "oni)' that 
is wh.ich offers i~li, and can be encountered. in such a way that it pennits 
being pressed upon, xpoollo1..1\, being assaulted like a citadel or barricade, 
or being touched, rna~." Only what can be encountered in this way, can 
be grasped, and can, as it were, be assaulted and touched, genuinely is. We 
could s.1y quit~ briefly that for this position what is is what announces itself 
through resistance. Therefore, according to the guiding line of this concept 
of oliola and lklng, o <i>lia Ka\ olioi<XV tetmbv 6pl~6~t-tvot: "They delimit 
body, material thing1 and genuine Being, presence, oUa-(a, as the same." 
0\iola. presence, a.nnounces itself, and cr_rtifies i tself, for them primarily 
and solely through bodUy resistance. Anything that cannot be encountered 
by way of this resL~tance is not. That is how we are to understand this 
position. If we call these people matcria.!Jsts that could mean they are like 
Vogt.' Moleschott.' and Buchner.' That, however, has nothing to do with it. 

1.11U.l>las<d on Hotdcgg<r (""' p. ~). 
2. Korl Vogt (1817-1895), Uld"&"'""" ur.d l""""sclwft· G•ell.n, 1M3, 
3. JU<>i> Moleochotl (1822-1893), D<r Km.Jouf rksl..rl>-n>, MA>nx. 1852. 
-t. t.udwitJ llllchnet (182<-1899), Kn:ft ur.d Stoff. Fr•nklurt. 185$. 
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The essential is thdt ooo(o., presence, is primarily and uniquely represented 
by thls particular realm of beings. If lherefo re someone says:~~~ a<ilf.la ~ov 
dvat, "something which is bodiless, which has no body, may be. 
tco.ra9P<Jvouvt£<;, " they would despise" him and " wiJJ hear of nothing else." 
'H !ietvoU<; EiPIJKa<; &v&pa~ (2-l6b-l): "You are speaking here of dreadful 
people." 

Totyapow o i np&, aut oU<; all~•aj\11toilvt~ IJaAn t-uM:tlkO<; &vwOEv ~ 
aopthO\l noetv ~UVOVt<XI, VOlltcl U'ft(l l((l\ a o<ilj!Clt(l dOl) Ptal;611tV0l ~v 
<'t/,'10tvl\v otlolav eivoo· tO. lit' tlffifVQlv aciljla ta KO.I ~v A£rollt"'1V ilJt' 
amciw tUJjOetav Kat& OIJll<pU Su:d~paliovt£~ tv t oi<; Myotc; ytvootv avt' 
ooolac; t)tpo~tv~v nvllt rtpoaayop£00\lOlV (246b6ff.). The opponents on the 
othe.r side are "'those who are in conflict with them and who draw their 
defense from above." ''From above" means here precisely not by an appc.1l 
to what is below, namel1• to what is on earth, as constituting beings, but 
instead they attempt to interpret the meaning of Being cUfferently, i.e., n ot 
from what is visible. from what can be seen with the eyes, but from what 
is in•·isiblc. They posit as existing. in the sense of unconcealed Being. the 
Eili11. the El&x;. the "outward look" of beings, as that can be seen in voeiv. 
Therefore what genuinely is is 1•iewed in insightful discussion {im 
hinsclrmkn IJe.']lrt!drrn} (insofar as voile; and Myoc; ate identified here). II, 
e.g., I ~ay "table," I arniilly mei111 tlmt whi.:;h is them most properly, some­
thing pre;enl without having the character of resistance, something unas­
sail.-!ble. as il were, by sense perception. And the ones who interpret the 
Being of beings from above, from the im•isible, have at the same time a 
position enabling the m to understand their opponents. They have the 
means o f making inteUigible the ir o pponents' ontological interpretation, 
n11mdy insofar as their M101, their d iscussions, are capable o f 6ux8pa\>Etv. 
''breaking asunde r." the )~(01'~"'1 ttl." !lEta , the " truth their opponents say," 
i.e., what they address a.• uncoveted l!>cings. This breaking asunder s ignifies 
thnt they arc capable of resolvin g it in a certain sense into what has being 
in lh.is ov, in the omp11. Their possibolity of understand ing their opponents 
already implies that the position of lhe ones who say oilola = eioo; is an 
essentially higher one scientifically. That means it is no longer a purely 
on tical on<'-the same applies basically even to the first mentioned thesis--­
but a lready an explicitly onto logical position. And if they attempt to un­
derstand the ontological interpretation of their opponents on the basis of 
the meaning they thc"""'lves gh.., to Being, they will say that what the 
others maintain as Bein g is nothing else than ytvtot<;. "becoming/ a '(E1•ro«; 
"'pOjlt.vTJ, a be<:oming !lv.t possesses the chllrocter of~ of change of 
place, in the broadest sense of movement. Bodily Being is present, is there, 
in resistance, i.e., at the same time, in movement. 'Ev IJEOQ>lit 1repl tamu 
cinf.ttoc; apQOtEPW" !!Ct;(Jl (246c2): "Between these two a battle is raging." 
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and, to keep up the image, we must think of Plato himself, in this discussion, 
as standing in the middle and undermining both sides from the middle. 

What genuinely is at issue in this yryav'tOJHXXia 1tEpt til<; ouoia<;? The 
issue is the disclosure of beings, the ones that genuinely satisfy the meaning 
of Being, and consequently the issue is the demonstration of the meaning 
of ouoia itself. The way to demonstrate the meaning of ouoia is to produce 
the beings which satisfy the meaning of Being. This latter task is not inde­
pendent but is entirely included in the first. The question of the meaning 
of ouoia itself is not alive for the Greeks as an ontological theme; instead 
they always ask only: which beings genuinely satisfy the meaning of Being 
and which ontological characters result thereby? The meaning of Being 
itself remains unquestioned. This does not imply, however, that the Greeks 
had no concept of Being. For without one the question of what satisfies the 
meaning of Being would be groundless and without direction. It is precisely 
the fact that the Greeks did not ask about the meaning of Being which 
testifies that this meaning of Being was obvious to them. It was something 
obvious and not further interrogated. This meaning of Being does not 
naturally lie in the light of the day but instead can be understood explicitly 
only by means of a subsequent interpretation. The meaning of Being im­
plicitly guiding this ontology is Being =presence. The Greeks did not get 
this meaning of Being from just anywhere, they did not just invent it, but 
rather it is the one borne by life itself, by factual Dasein, insofar as all human 
Dasein is interpretative, interprets itself as well as everything that is a being 
in whatever sense. In this interpretation there is operative an implicit sense 
of Being. And indeed the Greeks drew their implicit sense of Being out of 
the natural immediate interpretation of Being by factual Dasein, where 
Being means to be there already at the very outset as possession, household, 
property [Anwesen]-put more sharply: as presence [Anwesenheit]. We will 
make use of this meaning of Being (which we ourselves first make visible, 
although of course we cannot discuss it further in this context), namely 
Being= presence, because it includes the whole problem of time and con­
sequently the problem of the ontology of Dasein. We will simply make use 
of this meaning of Being if we can demonstrate, by the success of an actual 
interpretation of Plato's ensuing discussions, that this sense of Being in fact 
guided the ontological questioning of the Greeks-otherwise there is no 
way to demonstrate the function of this meaning of Being in Greek philos­
ophy. And this will happen all the more easily to the extent that the follow­
ing parts of the dialogue are precisely and thoroughly controversial, for 
that means people have not clearly inquired into what is at issue there. 

The battle is first of all over what primarily and genuinely satisfies the 
meaning of Being, i.e., presence. That includes a battle over which mode 
of access to the genuine beings is the original one. For the two opponents, 
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this is either crlo9T)cn<;. cioplj, touching, feeling, sense perception, or else 
VOLiv, i.e., A6yo.;. This question of the mode of access to what most properly 
possesses Being is not one the Greeks themscl"es raise as such. But. dt fado, 
they do raise it, insofar as they ask \\•hat else still belongs to the Being of 
beings, whether, Le., vcri>c; would also belong to beings. This rem.1rkable 
question, which arises later.' means nothing else than this: if beings are that 
which always is, still the meaning of Being as presence can haYe legitimacy 
only lf th~ is something in attendance on them. ·me meaning of Being is 
thus dependent on the possibiUty tha~ beings can be encountered by a being 
which possesses something like the present in general. This does not at all 
mean, however, that beings as beings would in some sense be dependent 
on Dasein or on consciousness or the Uke. This is enough for an initial 
orienl3tion. Later we will deal with the question in a more precise way.• 

vVe will require both opponents to answer the question: imtpi]c; tl8€vtat 
'fiic; oooia<; (246<:6), "what do they respectively posit as Being?" The ones 
who interpret oUaia as Eilioc; are l\1>£1l10ttpot (c9), "tamer, more manage­
able," i.e.~ more reasonable. since they are not wedded to an extreme posi· 
tion,asarethcotheJS, with whom it is almost impossible to deal. It is hardly 
possible to have any dealings with the ones who say ooola ~ 0001'0. because 
they deny the existence of e1•erything not sensible and visible, and because 
for them there is basical.ly no ~which indeed lies in princ.iple beyond 
mere npooflo/.1\ and"+~ · Thus it is actually impossible to speak with them 
at all. This is the thought implicitly lying at the foundation here. In order 
therefore to be able to deal with tlnem at aH. to take them seriously as 
opponents, Plato approaches them as if they were more reasonable and 
knew the matters at issue better than they actually do. He acquires thereby 
the advantage of now having, in a certain sense, a more serious opponent 
That m~ns a real oppont•nt- the stronger his position, the better-in a 
scientific discussion can help one to get hold of the mattet and attain truth. 
For we arc not concerned with the opponent hJmself, elMO. tMllllt<; 
~l)tOilju:\• (246d8f.), but are concerned only with the matter at issue; that is 
aU we seek. And so we assume the i\tyovft4: oUaia ~ OiOI!Cl have become 
better than they really are and, in a certain sense, fit to be dealt "~th. We 
now want to ask them and have them teU us how they actually interpret 
the meaning of Being. The l;evoc; chaUenges Theaetetus to inform him what 
is said about each: to ).qetv nap' aut&v cXopePI'liVEue (e3). '£PIJ11V£1iEtv 
means to inform in the sense of making intelligible, making possible an 

s. 248df. 
6. AH: Ct. Vom WND~ do G"'"'lts; note. Editor's al'\J\Otolbon: t..e., "Vom W~ dt:t GrwtliU:c'" 

(58],.-59, In II'<),........W.. GA Bd. 9 (pp. U3-t75), p. 162. [English tran5lotion by Terrenco 
!Vblld. 'Tittbknuof~"· E\'.tru.ton: Northwestern University Prt"B.1969,p.97.-Tr.lm..) 
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appropriation. tEP!ll1V£(a is informing by expressing oneself, coming to an 
understanding with someone, communicating; and Aristotle, in the De 
Anima, Book II, chapter 8, 420bl9, exposes this as an essential structure of 
the human soul. 

§68. The discussion of the thesis oucr(a = crroj..ta (246e-248a). 

a) Exhibition of the two kinds of beings: 6pa-rov and 
a6pa-rov. Eivat as O'Ujl<j>t>£~ yeyov6c,. 

The critical consideration Plato carries out in regard to each opponent in 
the gigantomachia 1tEpt 'tOU OV'tOC, aims first of all at those who claim: oucr(a 
= crroj..ta, Being is properly represented by the presence of bodies. It is 
remarkable what Plato puts into discussion in relation to beings in order 
to get the criticism underway. He offers these opponents an ov having the 
character of the 8VT}'tOV l;{9ov (eS), a being which lives and which, as living, 
can die. It is obvious that this refers to man, although it is not said so 
explicitly, because it will become a matter of showing that next to the crroj..ta 
in a l;{9ov as crrolla Ell'JIUXOV there is present something like a 'JIUXll. Several 
times, at important passages, Plato again has recourse to this ov we our­
selves are, though he does not bring to life an explicit questioning directed 
at the Being of man. It is only the factual state of the matters dealt with 
which requires this being to be made co-thematic. The AEYOV'tEC,: oucr(a = 
O'OO!la-what will they then say of a 8vT}'tOV l;{9ov? If something like that is 
presented to them, a "living being that can die," will they then say Eiva{ n 
(eS), something like that is? Droc, o' ou (e6), why not! Will they not, like us, 
address that which is now at issue, namely the 8VT}'tOV l;{9ov, as a crroj..ta 
£j..t'JfUXOV (e7)? Lffijla EJl'JIUXOV means "a corporeal being in which there is 
also a soul present." Will they then posit the soul, which is indeed also 
present in a l;{9ov, as something like a being? Certainly. But what then? 
What will they say about the fact that the soul, the psychic, which is 
co-present in the O'OO!la, can be "just, unjust, prudent, foolish" (247a2f.)? 
What about this? Is there then that which we are attributing to the soul: 
OtKatOO'UVT}, aoucia, <J>p6VT}O'tC,? Here the ~EVOC, raises quite a penetrating 
question and employs an essential expression: napoucria, presence. 'AA.A.' 
ou OtKatOO'UVT}C, E~Et Kat napoucr(~ 'tOlUU'tT}V au-rrov EKUO''tT}V y(yvecr8at, 
Kat 'tcOV £vav-r(rov 'tflv £vav-r(av; (247a5f.). If they say that the soul is co­
present in a living being, and that the soul is just, unjust, etc., then this 
certainly means that the soul is what it is, namely -rotau'tT}, E~El Kat 
napoucri~, "by co-possessing and by the presence" of justice, prudence, etc. 
Only by the presence of prudence and on its basis is the soul prudent. But 
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what then will they say? Nothing else than: to owcn6v t(!lruxpu'(lyv£a 6CXL 
Kal ci1royiyvta6at (d. a8f.). They then will say-and we m ust consider this 
senten<'<' very carefully-what is determined by the "can," to owat6v, in 
the sense of napa:yiyv£a6at Kai ci1royi·(Veaea~ in the sense of "being able 
In ~mP J"'l"~r-.t <'lOti to hecO.ID(t abwnt,'" nvi (T<p), in relation to ~ething 

else, is in ..-very case something or other." It is something or other through 
the possibility of its presence in relation to something else that is. Being 
thus means here: to be capable of presence with something. What is deter­
mined by the ability to co-exist with something. i.e., what has this ability, 
is. ln anticipation, let us point out here that this concept of Being already 
includes: 1.) pn.'SenCC, 01\ma, 2.) the "co-," Cnll!ltA0~"1j, KOlV(I)V{a, and 3.) 
ability, Mva~tt<;. 

11 therefore OtlCCXtOOUVT\, ¢p6vncnc;. and the like, and thereby also the 
ljll>;(Tj in which they an. present-if all these ha\'e Being, how will they then 
:!pea.k about them ? Are these beings 6pcx"t6v Kcxl ci1rt6v Tl (cf. 247b3)? "Can 
they be seen with the eyes and be touched?" Are they accessible to sense 
perception? Or is all this invi!.ible bu t yet present? What then is the case 

concerning the presence of the soul and of the other things? l:x£00v oOOtv 
tOUTWV '(E 6pcxt6v {hi;). "Surely none are visible with the sen:.ible eyes," 
Theaetetus says. \"'ii! they then want to say ~toi>v ocilj!a n ioxew (cl. b6), 
that lhese things have a body, because they indeed are? Thcaetetus illlSWers 
that they w HI not answer a II the parts of Utis question occna rain a 
ci1rot<p!vovta-! (b7), "in the s.1me way." They will fight shy of to w>..~tav 
(d), " the risk," of either taking all these, the soul, ~VlJUtc;. and the like, 
as non-beings or maintaining that each is oii>~tCX- But if they hesitate to 
explain all this as non -being on the basis of their theory, hesitate to say, for 
example, that if something is, a body must necessarily be co-present with 
it, then they intimate in doing so that they are prudent in regard to these 
givens; lhey will not risk a decision. This re>'lraint a lready makes them 
better. For that is the proper comporllnent to the m,ltters, the proper respect 
for them. namely not to intn1de upon them precipitously "~th fixed theorles 
but to keep silent if one cannot '"'Y anything about them. ln this silence the 
matter is in every case acknowledged as it is given. The)' will then be 
prudent, but at the same time lhey will not be able to determine anything 
about the other mode of givcnness. What remains open here-which we 
must take up-is the Being of wQVT\cnc; and the li.ke. ln a certain sense they 
concede ljiUX'\; it is. But they cannot say anything about the lleing of 
w6vncn.;. That is important, because the discussion of the opposite faction 
wUI Inter themati:w this phenomenon again.' This ma.kes it clear that the 

1. Soplusl. 24!!off. Cl. p. 33011. 
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whole discussion of these two opponents has an unequivocal backg round 
m the matters themselves. The better ones, therefore, restrain themselves 
when askt.>d about th~ Being of 9POV1101<;. &t KGttOaOVll, etc. Wlth regard to 
the Being of these givens, ~p6vnmc;, OtKatomiVll, and the like, they hesitate 
to say anything at all. They are um,-illing to explain them as non-beings, 
nor do they want to appca.l to their theory of Being and in a certa.in sense 
force all this to be ultimate!)' a Oci>)let. On the other hand, the a\it6x9ovE<; 
(247c5), the original holders of this posibon, Le., the ones who are genuinely 
infatuated, wiU not abandon their theory. They will continue to maintain 
that anything they cannot grasp with their hands is not. At the same t1me, 
thP \o\.t:ty Pla.to deals wHh th,c.seo ).k-yov-tt~ ot'IO'ia: O"<i>pa makes it dMr that 

in the field of such fundamental considerations even the greatest display 
of scientificity, in the sense of proofs. and arguments, fails. The only work 
to be performed here is that of o~"ning the eyes of one's opponent or giving 
hinl eyes to see in the first place. The better ones are thus not distinguishro 
from the infatuated by having better theories but only by keeping n.livc a 
tendency towand objectivity. 

Insofar as they possess this tendency, 1!aAtv <ivtpwtiil)l£v (cf. 247c9), we 
\viU continue to put o ur questions to them. For if they maintain this objec-­
tivity, it i.:!- po5Sible that they will itn.J~ litldlly :,.~""hal actuaUy resh..l~ 

in that about which they speak. ri yap n mi O)lt~~:p6v tOV.Owt t6'lv 6V1o>v 
OlJ'YXo>pEiv <ioW,..ocrov, ~~apKI!i (247c9f.). "If they concede that there is som.,. 
thing or other, even if a trifle, which we ec1n characterize as cXodl..-crrov, then 
that is already enough." If they maintain this seriously and see it, then they 
must say: to y«p btl n: tolho~ <lila Kal tn' EtC£{ VOl~ ooa Eztl o<ii!lo Ollll¢00; 
Y£YOV~ £1<; o ~Abtovn:<; <ljt¢6ttpa e.lvat ).t-yoOOl (247d2£.). l will unravel 
this statement in such a way that you will understand the meaning im­
mediate!)~ to OUII~\l~ yt:yov~ that which for both is already ~at the same 
time," li~ttt, "co-presenr-for "both'": Le., lor the 6pa~6v as well as for the 
<i6pocrov-is that d<; o ~J.hro,'ttc;, "upon which they look" and on the basis 
of which <i)l~ottpa clvat ).tyoOOl, "they address both as existing." Thus 
we find here once again the same sort of consideration based on ).6yo;;: the 
l>pnt6v and &.6patov which are said in Atyt:tv a.re addressed ,15 something 
whlch i.s, rlvcn. This Elvcrl is charactcri7..ed as O'UJ.1¢ulc; YEYOV6;. <J)0014 is 
that which is already present at the very outset. 1:\lll- means for both 
together, for the visible and the invisible. rqov6<; (perfect tense) means it 
is already there, before them. This '(>:yov6; is relamd to ytvo;;: that out of 
which lliey have their ontological provenance. And the ou~to>u..<c. is that 
which for both at the same time, for the one and the other, is alreody there, 
and it already indudes the vt~u;, i.e., the Kotvwvlo trov yt:1'lilv. II is 
precisely here that we must sec the whole structural connection of what 
Plato will later expose. l stress this explicitly, because it is customary to 
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ati power. rr He sa th Ide ar being defined here as "c:reati e p wers," 
auvtlj.t£tc;.2 The difficulty people ha e found in the proffering of this qujte 
n \J definition derhr, from their conceiving ou aJ.L~ massi el from 
the very outset, aim t in the sense of th who say o6aia = a~a. . bo e 
all, it derive from th fact that people ha e not inv · ti ted how predsel 
thi d tennination of ov as ouva.IJ.tc; bears th · entire ensuin meditation and 
indeed hm . it wa already prepared earlier in the d. on o , 
1tp c:ryt-yvroea.t~3 Being thus means, put briefl , pos ibility, whereb this -
p~ . i n ouvcq.uc; is . till to b cone . ived in a wholly n utral . u cquc; 
.is related here eic; tO JtOtElV and de; to na9£iv. Thi could mean, if taken 
roughly: po . ers which effect mething or which ha e properti , on the 
basis of th . · ontic constitution, by which th can suffer omethin . This · 
f course the literal meaning. But, a regard 1taedv, w · m.u t remember it 

was not accidental that Plato said earlier that the oA.ov can be a mi9or; of 
o~-\1 hich has nothing to do with the fact that the ol..ov in a certain sens 
falls lik a boulder on Being r v·c versa. It only m ans that O\ can be 
affected by the o.Aov; it can, as ov, be determined in i Being by th ()}..ov. 
Tiaaxav m · ans here simply: to b determined by an · ther. We alread know 
1tOtEiV; it means tr{ElV Ei<; oumav, to bring methin into being. to help 

mething into being, to genuinely arran for the Bein of a bein .5 What 
is capable f something like that, what ha uch a 8\>vcq.~ t~ properl ·-. 'AU' 
atet7ttp auto{ lt o\nc qooow EV ••(9 7to.p6vn 'OOWO\) ~'tl.OV 'Af:yttV, stxov'tttl 
t:o'Oto (247e5f.), Beca th peopleob i u ly donoU rthem m tha 
an~ thin b tter at their disp · at with which to ans\1 er the qu tion f hat 
oumcx is" they will p . ibl ace pt thi d termination. But perhap , a 
the;tvo;, what· gi en here in relation to Beingv.rill show itself afterward , 
to u ' ell a to them, differentl , fu:pov av l)avtin (248al). Plat disco -
ers thi fitepo precisely in the ophist, in a certain sen e for the first tim , 
as a particular kind of non-being and precisely as th kind that d n t 
e pr · a total difference from th other, or from the one in relation to which 
it is th other, but instead exp the fact that every being, · far as it 

If and omething oth r. The w~£pov expre what m thing, 
itself, · · additionall . Hence when Plato say the determinati n of ov a 
OUVO:J.W; vorUllater b . re eaJed a e'tepov, this cann· t mean that it :is to 
abandoned but only that it hould be grasped more riginally, in order 
acquire a more perfect determination. This becom quite clear from th 
pa at 250a f., wh re Plato, after the criticism of the n p i tions, or 

2. H. Bonitl. Plaloni 1t tudien, 3. Au!L, Berlin 1 , p. 203: '1h·in - powers! ' 
3. Cf. pp. - 11. and - 9'. f . 
4.. According to lh of Sopl1ist 245aff. Cf. p. 315f. 
. SophisJ 219b4f. a . p. 1 ff. 
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of the last position, p~s to the decisive steps in the determination of 
ov, and does so specilkaUy by returning to what he discussed earlier, all 
the way to the point at which he carried out the critiq ue of the ancients. 
He says: we will not simply repeat what we discussed there, but instead 
we want to deal with it in such a way Iva ~a n Kai 7tpo!Wjtev (250a5f.), 
" that we thereby take a step forward at the same time." This is nothing else 
than the ilottpov fttpov. Unless we see that clearly, the whole dialogue 
will be a great confusion. 

Now the critique passes over to t he opposite side. Pay attention once 
more to the results of the critique of the first faction: there is given not only 
the OpaT6\• but a lso the <l6patov and, prior to both of them, the OUI!<!Iutc; 
yeyovQ.;. and that is inte rpreted as li>lva~tc;. 

§69. 11ze discflssiun of tllf thesis: oooia = eloo, (248o-249b). 

a) The interpretation of the phenom.,non of knowledge 
through the concept of the J<OIV(Ovin. 

a) Knowledge as KOII'tov(a o f the 1(/V,(~ with oi>oia (tlllo;). 

The opposite side S<lys: <>Vaia • cl811. Whnl is is whnt shows itself in ).tyetv 
and voriv, in pure discoursive insight /im reinm h.!sp,.chendtlr Him;dren}: 
namely. the outward look of beings which comes to presence in p ure per­
ceiving. ''Pure" means here "non-sensible." Those who now say not that 
oi>oia a olilfla or ytveou;. but that oixria ~ £i.li11. say this in such a way that 
the)' at the same time posit ooota "separately," xwpk,. and independently 
from ytvrot<;. rtvtotv, n'lv lit oi>oiav xcopf~ nou ottMIItvot l.ty£tE (248a7). 
This implies that what i.s characterized as ytvtmc; must be a J.ITJ ov; for the 
tiS~ .• exdusively. are oi>oin. The way the criticism of trus position begins 
i.s again telling. l =phasized with regard to the critique of the first position 
thai it occurs in a rrtum to the ~q>Ov ~J.l'!"';(OV, and the Being of ~p6v~ot<; 
remained problematic.' Now the criticism takes place in a return to the 
same phenomenological state of affairs of '!"'Xl\ and explicitly in relation 
to 411p6vnmc;. i.e .. ·fl'l"cilma:tv: t'JJ.ti'u; '(EVEoEt ot· ai<rllljat~ Kotvcov£iv, StO. 
AO'fiOJ.IOU lit npl>; t{Jv oi>oiav (d. 248aJOf.). This constatation is initially 
quite unexpected; but we must keep in mind the result of the ea rlier d is­
cussion. Here the expression ~-otv(Ovciv appears for the fttst time. Kotv(Ov£iv 
means "to share in something" /<'hoos mit-lrnbenl. "We, lil!(t;. as knowers, 
shar~ in "(2\'«fl<;, becoming. by way of a!Oiil\ct.<;; we, 1\l!Ci.;. sha.te in ooo!a 

i. CI. p.327. 
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b l' a f AoytaJ.l(}<;, AtyEtv." This Kmvo.weiv, thi # haring/' is pecificall 
th indi ati n of an objecti - phenomenal datum, but it rna initially be 
under t· d, quite uperficiall ~ onl , in the ph n menological ense of ha ~ 

in p nt Th meaning turns over imm diately, ho e er, t a wholl 
nai eJ ntical ne: 1 e muse! · , through aia9rlm~ keep compan v ith 
that \Nhich i cau ht up in -c ming; through Aoyt<J}16<;, we k -p mpan , 
in our Being. with th - th~ uoia. Kotvrovstv thu means to b relat d 
tmvard an other, to keep company with i~ and, in relation to ouma, to k p 
company ' 'th the one. And indeed what tfvemc; d - ignat is char cter· 
ized a &IJ.otE <illmc; (aUf.), it i "in each ca different''; wh e o\m(a 
is haract rized _ ad mm ta6t0. ooamoo; fX£l d. a12): genuin bein · 
keep th - co tantl in a detemtinab lf..sameness. 

o Platr ta,~Q - up th exp ion Kotvro eiv; it is the prop r enter f 
the co _ ideration. 

J3) The explication of the concept of Kmvwvia by mean of 
th concept of th SuvaJ,.n.c; 'tOU 1tOl£tV Ked 'tOU naax,etv. 

Bein = ouvmJ.tt<; K:Olvwvfoo;, Recapitulation f 
the pre ious form.u1ati n . 

The exp i n I!Cm.vro eiv · , a we said, the proper center f th c nsider­
ation; th wa of speaking, th rather sol nm tone, already indicat - it: To 
0£ ot)lCOt cnvew, cb mivtrov &punot, 1i to\>9 UJ.l~ tx' a~iv A.tY£tv ~f..LE ; 
(2 b2f.). " hat then is to b aid in regard to th mod of 1Catvwv£iv?" 

hat · - t co tiv in i ·elf? I it not preciseJ that which we ha . e _(ready 
said, namely m th determinati n of ouma a ouvaJ.n.~? In fact th .. ~tvo-c; 
n " gi each of the two mode.s of Kotvrov iv, as Kotvffivia. the arne 
d finition h had previou 1 offered for o\xrlo.: Oli.8T}J.la fj 1tOl11J.Hl ElC 
ouvapt:ffi<; nvo; W!:o tci>v rrpoc; &AA:rtA.a cruvt6v'toov yryv6JJ£ ov (bSf. , "a 
being aff t d, m&nlla, or an affecting, 1tOlflJ.U:X, that ha Yl'Y\ OJJEVOV fK 

ou a~ nv~ arisen · nth basis of a rtain 'can,' a certain p · ibility, 
and ut of things that pa r mto one an ther." Thus again e ha e the 
being with n anoth r, the b in related n an ther, and th · ~ · 'ty 
for that. Thl · p "bility i · nothing else than the meanin 
K01vrov iv .i imply an ther ersiJ n f th xpoc; 0JJ.T}Aa, " t affect n 
another,'' in uch a way that Being now means, if we insert Kotvwv(a: 
OUvcrJ.nc; owwv[ac;., th p ibill of bein with . n another. 

\ at nm ' ill the el&il <jr£A.ot,. " the fri nds .f the Ideas,'' ab ut this 
interpretation of KowrovEiv. Plato, ie.,. th ~tvoc;. takes it upon himself to 
ans~ er, b · cau ·,ash a , h Ka'taK:O'll£l oux <J'\lVTl9£IO.V (d, b7f.), uunder­
stands th ir p ition b -- tter, · n account of hi familiarity with them." These 
Ei&i'>v iA.ot are the Megarian , folio"' ers f Euclid of Megara, h school 
PJ!ato att ded when h wa y ung. What p in n will the tak up 
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garding this definition? Ou cruyxropoucrtv ilJ.LiV (cl), " they will not agree" 
with our determination of oucr(a = ouvaJ.Lt<;. And the ~evoc; repeats this 
definition once again-the fourth formulation, which is actually no reason 
to interpret this definition as an artifice: i1 'tOU 7tU<JXElV il op&.v OUV<XJ.ll<; (cf. 
248c5). Consequently, we now have the following formulations: 

1.) ouva't6v 'tq> napayiyvecreat Kal O.noyiyvecreat (247a8). 
2.) KEK'tllJlEVov ouvaJ.LtV et't' Eic; 'to noteiv eh' eic; 'to naeeiv (cf. 247d8f.). 
3.) ouvaJ.Lt<; E~ ~<; naertJ.La Tl1t0t11Jla ytyYOJ.l.EVOV (cf. 248b5f.). 
4.) i1 'tOU 1t<iaxnv ft opav OUVaJ.lt<; (cf. 24&5). 
Why will the ei&i>v <j>(A.ot not agree with this interpretation of Being? 

They will say in opposition the following: on yev£aet J.Lev JlE'tEcrn 'tOU 
7tU<JXElV Kat 1t0t£iv OUVUJ.l.Effi<;, 7tp0<; 8£ oucr(av 'tOU't(t)V OUOE'tEpou 'tl)v 
OUVaJltV apJ.l.O't'tElV (248c7ff.). 'Tevecrtc; indeed involves, Jl.E'tE<J'tl, OUVaJ.Lt<;'/; 
where there is motion and change there can perhaps be something like 
potentiality, such that we can ultimately interpret in this way the Being we 
ourselves address as J.lll ov. "But there is no apJ.l.O't'tEtv npoc; oucriav, be­
tween ouaia and OUV<XJ.ll<;." Thus again we have 7tpocr-apJ.16't't£lV-just as 
earlier we had npocryiyvecrHat 'tcp ov'tt e'tepov 'tOOV ov'trov, something comes 
to be attached to something else-and the other corresponding expres­
sions.2 To be related to each other, to be with each other-this is the one 
phenomenal state of affairs constantly dealt with here. Being means nothing 
else than to be able to be with each other, or formulated differently, in 
relation to Being as ouvaJ.lt<;, to be capable of presence with something. 

But the ei&i>v <j>(A.ot resist this interpretation of Being. For this interpre­
tation ultimately includes-as will be shown-the co-presence of move­
ment in oucr{a. 

b) The co-presence of movement in ouo(a. 

a) Being-known as the 1t<i6oc; of oucr(a. 

If the dooov <j>(A.ot resist the interpretation of Being as ouvaJ.lt<; Kotvrov(ac;, 
and hence do not agree with it, then the question arises: OUKoiJv Myouo( 
n ; (clO), "do they have good grounds for doing so?" To this extent, says 
the ~evoc;, that we must ask them for more precise information concerning 
£i 7tpOaOJ.l.OAOyoiJcrt 'tfJv J.L£V \j/UXllV ytyv6:JOK£lV, 'tfJv 0' oucr(avytyv6:JcrKEcr6at 
(248dlf.). Here there occurs again the state we left open earlier: <j>p6v11crtc;.3 

"Do they agree that the soul can be familiar, or is familiar, with something, 
and that what it is familiar w ith in knowledge is ouaia?" Will they concur 
with this? Yes. But what about this ytyvroaKEtv? How must it be conceived? 

2. Cf. p. 291ff. 
3. Cf. p. 327. 
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T( lit; tO yt'(VOOoi<EtV ~to ytyvWaK£o9cd IPCX<E nohwa i\ na9<>; f\ ap~-repov; 
ii ro !lh• ~tciOiwa. to lit &clno4J0v; i\ ~avtanamv olilittrpov oli&ttpou 
tOUtlil\' J.U!'CaM~jl<iVFIV; (d4Jf.). "Will they S<l)' that ')'t"f\'<iloi<EtV, knowing, 
or 'fl'f\'tOOKto8at, be.ns known.1 is noilwa or n6.9o<;. or that the nne is 
JtO(fl~a and the other naao~?" Or w ill Utcy deny that these ontological 

determ.inatioru, nottiv and mioxetv, apply to this 6v, ytyvi00>.""£1V, 
Ql>6vt10l<;? Obviously they will deny H. They will deny. in short, thatyv<i><n; 
~tt~llfuott ouv~E<JX;. And they must do so if they want to adhere to 
their position and do not want to speak against themselves. II they con­
croed that this l<Otv<ovla of Y'Y''WoKEl" can be interpreted as ol'iv«IH<;. they 
would hE' saying thE' nppnsitP n( what thf?y maintainPd pn:•\.rim.u:ly Why? 
They indeed Sdy: o\\ma )(<Opl<; yevto~ what genuinely is has nothing to 
do with 010vement, is fra- of all change. II, however. ns they indeed con­
ceded abo\•e, ljltJJ(i\ "'f\Y''WoK"£1, oix:Jio 'f\'(VtOOKEtOO, o\)o(a is therefore 
wknown," YIY''(l)(ll(Ojltv~ (d . e2), as object, then that implies oti<r(a is de­
termined as1tti9T]~a; it is in some way affected by knowledge itself. Insofar 

as oUoia is known a nd thereby affected, it itself contains the moment of 
~£tajXIA~, riv~m~. But according to their own position. that is not possible. 
Something IJke that ca.nnot be m:pi to 'iPt~oi>v (e4f.), " in the field of what 
is s-t r~t."' This J\pc1JOUv ret"ecs to what w.1.s indicated ltt th.;: end of 248a; to 

remain constantly in a determinate self~menes:;,' tn.>e of all change. To 
concede that oliola is known and knowable implies it is rodeterm.in<.-d by 
1t6.9rntaand cnnsequenUy by ouva~t.;. Since, for them, dvt10t<; has no place 
In ooo(a, they must reject this positiQn. Yet that is not tmable rnther; th;s 
has now been demonstrated in principle. 

~) Tho nopouma of ~V'lat<;. voii<;. ~"'~· and Kivt10t~ in 
the navul.roc; 6\•. 

The ~tvo; becomes excited: By Zeus, we can scarcely believe ~ OA'lafu<; 
ICi\'IJ<llV Kcrl ~OlfiV K(li 'lfU)(I\V Kal ~GVTJ<llV t<j> naVl£Affi<; 0Vtl )11\ nopt:iV<ll, 

~Tl~ !;iJv aliti\ ~lllit ~povriv, tillO< ot~n<lv Kal <lytov, voi>v otiK f)(ov, 
hxivtltOv £atc)(;civat; (d. 248e6ff.). The passage is the center and is decisi\•e 
for understanding the whole ontological discussion. We can scarcely believe 
""that in what is JtO.vt~ in what complt.Hcly, genuinely is~ in beings in 
the most proper sense, there would not also be present movement, life, soul 
knowledge." Note well that it is a matter of the naptivro of som~ the 
co-exi1rtr!nce o f o;nmPihing.. namely of <l1~1'j. lV\lX1t in \\·hat genuinel)' is. \.V~ 
can therefore scarcely believe that life and knowledge do not p<>rtain to 
beings in the most proper sense; we can scarcely believe that beings stand 
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acuteness, the Being of the <JOO!-HXtU, and indeed it does so not in a vague 
sense but such that those who say ouo(a = OOOJ.lU become in a certain way 
able to be dealt with. Plato hence concedes that even this may be the basis 
for a higher position. This is in fact the proper impetus of Aristotle's re­
search, which he again and again repeats up to his latest works: that in the 
question of ouo(a one has to start with the uio811t<i, i.e., the <JOOJJ.Utu, and 
that the Being of beings must first be discussed in relation to them. This 
determination, that one must begin with the uio811t<i, does not mean the 
interpretation of Being would be exhausted therein. Plato is obviously 
taking this determination into account, with the result that the OOOJl<X't<X in 
fact do provide a basis for a discussion of Being, but only in such a way 
that the research presses on from them to a further realm of Being. This 
hence is one moment which argues in favor of the conviction that the young 
Aristotle is in the background: the positive incorporation of the <JWJJ.Uta 
into the ontological discussion. 

The second moment, which points to Aristotle even more strongly, is the 
incorporation of the concept of ouvaJJ.t<; into the discussion of ouo(a and 
ov. It could admittedly also be-although I personally do not believe it­
that Plato by himself drew in this phenomenon of OUV<XJJ.t<; for an interpre­
tation of Being and that Aristotle derived his ontology from it. This 
possibility entails a great difficulty, however, namely this, that Aristotle 
does not develop his concept of OUVUJ.lt<; the way Plato does but instead 
develops OUVUJ.lt<; from the very outset as an ontological category in con­
nection with £v£pyctu. He does so because he sees the phenomenon of 
movement positively, which Plato never does. Thus Aristotle's treatment 
of ouvuJJ.t<; presupposes a much more radical ontological meditation than 
does the Platonic concept of OUVUJJ.t<;, so that it seems to me improbable 
Aristotle would have come, on the basis of the concept of OUVUJ.lt<; as it 
occurs in the Sophist, to his own basic ontological doctrine. Therefore it is 
more plausible that the beginnings of Aristotle's investigations, which in­
deed developed under the eyes of Plato, and in which these categories were 
already alive-that it was these Aristotelian rudiments which provided 
Plato the impetus to draw the notion of ouv<XJJ.t<; into the ontological dis­
cussion in his own way and within his own position. Only in this sense 
can I make intelligible the interrelation of the two philosophers, and only 
in this way can the creative independence of each be saved. Siebeck has 
attempted to substantiate, as it were, their interrelation doxographically, by 
collecting all the passages in which Aristotle speaks about OUVUJ.lt<; and the 
uio811t6v, but this procedure can decide nothing at all. Such doxographic 
theses can contribute nothing to the substantive question standing behind 
the detached propositions. Because there is a fundamental difference in 
their ontological orientations, it is not probable that the ontological concept 
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of ~UVCXI!t<; originated with Plato, but the reverse: Plato attempts to take it 
into account With this aim, one could even, as is often done, appeal to the 
fact that In the ontological dialogue Parmmilks, an Aristotle appealS as one 
of the collocutors. But, as we srud, these are only surmises ond do not settle 
anything substantively. [ only bring them up here to clarify the basic dif­
ferenn> In the application of the ontological concept of ~6va~t<;. 

~) Plato's own ~lution. Presence as the basic meaning of 
Being in the two preceding positions. Plato's concept of 

Be111g: napol)oia ~"vli¥-tm; 1<ot vrov!a;. 

We know that Plato presupposes two positions for his own ontological 
solution: the one says that what is is what manifests its permanence by 
means of resistmce; the other says what is is what shows Itself in ht)'ew, 
i.e., in vo£\\' as pure perceiving. The first concept of Being, Being as resis­
tance, gives rise to the substantive question of whether this me41.ning of 
Being c,m be understood demched from the moment of being-present, i.e., 
whether then> is a resistance which is, according to its very sense, non-pres­
ent, or whether every sense of resistance includes the moment of being­
present. The second concept of Being, what exists is what is present In pure 
perceiving, engenders the corollary question of whether this Being in the 
sense of presence can be understood wi!houllhe moment of resistance, i.e., 
whether there is an irresistant presence. These are the two substantive 
questions rcsulting from the two positions on the interpretation of Being. 
Being itself, then, will mean for Plato, if he is to make both these positions 
intelligible. auva~tt<;, as the possibility of co-presence with something, in 
shorto6va~u; >:O\vrovla..;, or in a fuller determination, ~apouma auva~tewc; 
"mvrov(w;, factual occurrence of the posoibiUty of being with one another. 
In all these formulations, we say Being is btiug-present, but !hat may not 
be turned into an objection, in thesen:sc that we might be accused of making 
usc of the meaning of Being we are trying to clarify in the first ptare, with 
the result U>at we ate presupposing that meaning. For "being" in the ex­
pression "being-present" has merely an entirely formal sense. This assertion 
about Being, in the sense of something formal that applies to everything 
uttered and said as such, does not signify anything as regards substnntive 
rontent, in the sense of the structure of Being itself. This concept of ouva11u; 
l<Otvrov(a..;, as the possibility of being with one another, ls the focus of 
Plato's entire ensuing discussion. 



Ill. The Discussion of the Summa.ry of the Theses about 6v (249b-251a). 

§70. Tile Hlllllllary of lltr theses abo111 ov with regard to 1/w 
pllll!OIIttnolt of lmowlt!iigt. 711£ Being of "'"'l<JLC, atuJ <Jtciotc, as 

amditimr uf lire• Bei11g of lmowlt!iige. 

It is important to note how l' lato proce«is from the two previously men­
tioned positions and which phenomenon he draws upon to make the two 
positions unitarily thematic. This phenomenon is ytyviDm<etv, knowledge, 
as a quite particular KOtvwvia. KOlYmveiv in the sense of')'lyv<OOt<e:tv is itself 
an 6v, a something. This KOtVWVEiv includes, in the first pl.>ee, a connection, 
a companionship, of the '!fll;(lj, of vo(>.;, with the £i6l], i.e., a cor!J'fflion of 
yt\IE<JLC, with the ci£\ 6v. U there is a ytyv<ixmO<v, if it itself is an 6v, then 
there exists a .:owmvia between ytV£<JLC, and ci£1 6v, between riVI]<JLC, and 
atciotc,. We have here thus a grouping of phenomena that corresponds quite 
well to the case of 0j1£Woc,: there it was a matter of a m>l!rU..O.:l\ between 
Being and non-being. here it is a matter of a Kotvmvia between lcivl]m<;and 
otriot.;. The question is hence whether l;mlj, wuxlj, and Qp6vl]mc, belong 
to <'iv and whether, <;orl"\'lipondingly, th~ \1\'lermipation of lleing !I' \1St tl1lle 
into account these beings, voix;. ~wn, etc. But when Plato says ~ffil\ and 
~ belong to 6v, he is not claiming-let us repeat-that the Ideas them­
selves think and live. Plato now indirectly shows the nec<>ssity of the Being 
of this KOlV(I)V(CI: l:wjlaivn s· ow QKlVljt(I)V n: OVtO>V vouv fll]&vl ltEpi 
l!l]&vbc; clvo:t ~t'l&x,loi> (d. 249b5f.). Assuming everything was unmoved, 
assuming no movcm<!nt existed, then voi); and f;wlj, and thus every vociv, 
would be impossible. Yet this is what follows if one says: ooo(Q. = tiSlJ, and 
the e!S11 are determined as resting in themselves, and ytvtOt<; is accordingly 
excluded from Being. lf everything is at rest then vol>; cannot be; there is 
then also no voeiv, no knowledge of oOOla, of the tiS!]. 

Kal """ tav o:v 9£1>61!Eva 1<ai ~wotlj.l£vo: Havt' £ivo:r atrawpro).l£v, .:ai 
tomq> ttj) A~'f'!l talitov toiito tK tci>V ovtwv t~oopljoQI!EV (249b8ff.). "On 
the other hand, the proposition that everything is in motion also excludes 
from being tamov toi><o, namely voi~." To claim t>Verything is in motion 
is also to deprive vo~ and /;ffil\ of the possibility of being. This ~mpljool!£\1 
makes it dear that it is not at all a matter here of the eU\1] themselves 
possessing l;ffiti but is simply a matter of counting vol>; and t;ffilj among 
beings. For if we say everything is in motion, then there does not exist that 
which was established at 248a12 as a possible object of voeiv: cto> am Katci 
tatitci <i>o'o:umx; f;(nv, (that which) maintains itself constantly in a deter-
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minate self-sameness. If everything is in motion, this self-sameness does 
not exist, i.e., the disclosability of beings in a pure voeiv is impossible. 

Accordingly, there must be an M ov in order for voix; to be what it is 
s upposed to be, and there must likewise be a l<iVTlOl<; in order for voix; to 
be what it is: a living disclosure, the carrying out oflhe unro\•ering of beings 
themselves. We must therefore strive with all our means against the one 
who io-~upi~Tltnt ·~ttpi nva<; onnauv (249c7f.), the one who wants to press 
ahead to something, to assert something. show something. exhibit some­
thing. about beings wh.ile voi'JV 6.4>avi~mv (c7), allowing voix; (6.AT10ell£tv) 
and l;ml\ to disappear, i.e., considering them non-beings. For whoever says 
anyth ing at all about an existing thing is thereby already asserting: it Is 
movement and it is ael ov. In this way the pheno menon of ytyv<ixncetv, 
w1der the title of a determinate KOIVCilveiv, becomes the centrdl phenome­
non, in relation to which both these interpretations of Being themselves 
become visib le and inteltigible in their necessity. On the other hand, eacl1 
interpret.1tion, ooo[a = OWII<l, ytvE<n<;. and oooia = cilll\, 6.Kh'Tlt<l, is, by 
itself, insufficient. Neither one, taken as an absolute theory, can make in­
tclligible the Being of voi'>:;. of yvmou;, of 'YI'fVOlotttv. If there is indeed to 
be something like QIAoo<>Qia, avliyK1J ... Ol>V<Xf.IQ<in:pa }.tyetv {249cl tff.), 
we are compelled to count "both together," the moved and the W1moved, 
a3 beings, to ad~ both of them as cKisting. 

Thus the exemplary phenomenon of KOlvmvia, which allows the 
KOLVWv(a to be introduced into the discussion at all, is ytyv<O<n.·t.tv. 
rtyvcixn.nv is determined in its Being according to its two aspects: 1.) as 
accomplishing, disclosing: l<ivl)m<;; and 2.) with regard to what is known, 
something that, in the sense of the Greek conception of knowledge, must 
always be: ot6.mc;. This yt'(VOlol<Etv thus provides Plato with the two con­
cepts of lctvi)Ot~ and otlim<;. both of which are related to a unitary phe­
nomenon, yvcixn<;. as one and the same ov. By setting in relief d V1Jmc; and 
O"taot<;. Plato acquires the two basic concepts alive in the positions of the 
preceding ontologies, the OTCim~ of Parmenides and the l<ivi)Ol<; o f 
Hcmc.litus, and hedoessospecificaUy in such a way that he canatthe same 
time unite these positions in the phenomenon of yt'(VcOOKttv.' 
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<lAI..ljA.Olc; (d. 250a8f.), "most opposed to one another."" And yet you say": 
a11~Pa aimx Ked lxuttpov OI!Oic&; dvat (cf. 250allf.), "both in them­
selves and each for itself would be in the same way." Therefore both, and 
each for itself, are in the same way. This again makes it clear that Plato doe; 
not mean that those beings which possess o t ucnc; in an eminent sense-seen 
from the standpoint of the opponents, the ei&,-would themselves be 
dctennined by dvl)<n<; in the sense of life and voile;, i.e., that the Ideas 
themselves would be alive and knowing, b ut that dv11cnc; and at<icnc; each, 
EK<iu-.pov, are. Apa 1<1Vtio8!XI l.f.yaw <ll!.;6t tpa Kill EKclttpOV, otav dvat 
<roytOlpJi<;; (b2f.). But if now both are, then are not both in motion? Or, 
totciva.l aim). <li!Q(>ttpa Eivm (cf. bSf.), if both are, "are then not both at 
rest?" These conclusions drawn in regard to ICIVl)mc; rutd atcimc; can be 
made clear by means of something Wee a syllogism. 

dVl)Ol<; OV 
mncnc. ov 

Therefore ociv11mc; atcimc; 
Motion is. at rest. 

Or, conversely, atcrmc; is, Kivncnc; is, and therefore atacnc; is in motion. 
What is characteristic of this kind of argumentation is that it always looks 

at ~il'flm; and ot~ in su'h a way that llv fwwtions in a certa.in sem;e 
only as an auxiliary concept and Is not at all dealt with thematically. 

Therefore the question ari.~es: Tphov <ipa. n 11apa tai:rca t6 ov tv ti\ lfiJXi\ 
tt9dc; (b7), or "do you then posit in the end something like a third thing, 
next to t<ivncnc; and mlicnc;, namely 6v?" This nOde; tv tJi 'lfll;tii is only a 
paraphrase for Atyttv, in the sense I have already referred to: the soul's 
conv~>rsation "~th itself about something.' Thus the l;b•<><; is asking: in the 
end, when you say !dvncru; is and cnamc; is, axe you addressing this "is" 
as a third, and specifically We; i>lt' tl<rivolJ njv n: atcrotv Kai tflv !dvncnv 
""PIEXOI!tvl)v (b8), " in such a way that thereby K(v1101<; and otciOI<; are 
addressed as encompassed in it." ouUa~v Kal ant&llv a\>ni>v 11p6c; 'tl)v 
til<; o1i<rlac; K"OIVO>V[Cl\1, oi:rcroc; Eivat Rj)OO£tllac; &1196t£Pa; (b9f.). In this Hnal 
clause, Plato provides a short, yet fundamental, analysis of the tpitov 
Atyttv; i.e., he offers here for the fust time the precise basic structun> of 
CF\Wtt'fll'Yii and consequently of otClA.tyEcrtl<xl. Because Plato's theme is now 
specifically ontological, he can determine more precisely the structure of 
what earlier, in the Plmedn1s, he could only characterize with a general 
orientation. 

t Cl. p. 21!3. 
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knowledge of the essence. Phenomenology today still faces the basic task 
of clarifying the methodological moment of eidetic knowledge, which has 
nothing w hatsoever to do with the eidetic "type" in psycholog)'· This eidetic 
knowledge is connected to the general problem of Being.. to the question 
of how something in general can be prior to something else and what this 
peculiar order of priority means. The Greeks had no cx:casion to reflect on 
all this, because they let the whole context of beings and Being play out, 
from the ,·ery outset, in the present. And hence it was no t difficult for Plato 
to extract, in seeing. from the pregiven. from J<fvtlOt<; and cnO.m:;. a third 
thing. and to posit it a$ 6v for itseU. 

To be sure, it is not thnt Pl...tn was \t.nauum? of th(l' ciiffin•lti.,.., h Pn>, but 
instead he asked: how c<m something be which is neither at rest nor in 
motion, and yet neverthdess is? This. question is, for Plato and the Greeks, 
a very weighty one, if we realize that beings-as before-are necessarily 
either moved or at rest. And no'" there JS s upposed to be something which 
resides beyond both and yet is, and indeed not only is but constitutes Being 
in the proper sens<'. This questioning. as it occurs here in the Sophist, later 
became forth~ Neoplatonists a locus cla..<sicus. They derived from it the idea 
of the brtl<EtV<:I. of what resides beyond all concrete beings: thr id"" of the 
1{, of U·1~: tv, of Ov. The Neopl,1tonic conuncntari~. ilbove a.ll the one on 

the Pannmrdr~, take their orienrntion precisely from !his pn5Sage in the 
Sophist. 

c) The heightening of the difficu.lty of the elucidation of 0\' 
through the positing of ov as tpitov. The s imilarity of the 
difficulty in relation to ov and in relation to 1111 O\', On the 

question of the inte-rpretottion of the transition. 

The first result IS this: the orientation toward )..Oyo.; makes Ov vislble as a 
third thing beside IC(v~atc; and atucn~. And (Jl)Uajltiv and ciml'riv are to 
be ta.kcn positively as the mode of execution in which, from what is pre­
given, here from two pregivens, IC(v·rwu; and <1tdcnc;. a £v, namely 6v, as 
encompassing both, is extracted in an extractive seeing. KtvBWEOO)lEV cOc; 
cl1..'19<il<; tpi'tO'' arto~.cxvtc'\lea6a( tt ..:() ov, 6tav l<lV11CllV l<o;l o-tclow dvm 
At)'ulll£V (250clf.). "In this way we have come into the situation;' Theaetetus 
says. "of announcing Being as something like a third thing." 
"A1tOJ.lflVte6toOcu means to announce something as existing, to let som~ 
thing be known. The C,tvoc; replies; accordingly, it is not as simple as you 
believed before (2~9d8), namely that we would already be at t.he end of our 
difficulties simply by co.,.,ro.ing that the cidv~·rov and the KeKtV~I'£\'OV 
both are. But pn.oc:isely therein resides the drfficultv, b..>caus..• tlw Being of 
both or these proves to be • thi.rd. thing and7c«irdingly is obviously • 
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£-rcp6v n -rou-row (d. 250c4), "something other than them." If this is the 
case, however, i.e., if ov is for itself something and is so in being other, over 
and against KtVll<Jt<; and cr-racrt<;, then 10 ov ou-r£ EO"'tllKEV OU't£ KtV£i-rcn 
(c6f.), then "Being is neither at rest nor in motion," i.e., rest and motion are 
not possible "predicates" of Being, not possible determinations of ov. The 
concepts of rest and motion, therefore, do not make Being intelligible but 
only heighten the essential difficulty involved in asking about the meaning 
of Being. For now the question arises: noi 811 XPTt 'tf\v 8tavmav £-rt -rp€nEtv 
(c9), 11Whither should the discernful apprehension now tum," if it £vapy€<; 
'tt 7tEpl au-rou nap' £au-rep ~£~atrocracr9at (clO), "if it wants to appropriate 
something transparent-i.e., something fully and genuinely seen-about 
ov unshakably and as a secure possession?" What moves and what is at 
rest may be presentified, but whither should the gaze proceed, if it is a 
matter of a sheer apprehension of ov beyond both? The ~€voc; replies; Oijlat 
J..lEV ouOajlOO"£ E'tt p~owv (c12), "no direction is easier than any other," i.e., 
it is everywhere equally difficult. If something is not in motion then it is 
indeed at rest, and if something is not at rest then it is in motion-how can 
there be a 'tpt'tOV, a third thing, EK'tO<; 'tOU't(t)V ajl<j>O't€pwv (d2), standing 
"beyond" change and unchange? The problematic ov has now obviously 
revealed itself vuv avan€<j>av-rat (d. d2f.), as such a thing. This -rpi-rov brings 
us to a 7tcXV'tWV aouva'tW't<X'tOV (cf. d4), to the "most impossible of all," to 
something entirely counter to what we can understand and clarify. 

At this place, 160£ J..lVJlcr9flvat OiKatav (d. d5), we must recall something 
we have already dealt with: the question of what we could mean by !lTt ov 
had given us the same difficulty, and we did not know a way out. At that 
time, at 237c, the question of !lll ov was formulated in quite the same way 
as the current question of ov: noi XPTJ -rouvoJ..l' £m<j>€p£tv 'tOU'tO, 'tO J..lit ov 
(elf.), "whither should we properly convey the expression 'non-being'?" 
What is the original content which non-being is supposed to make present 
to us, which will allow us to exhibit the meaning of this word, and which 
will give it its proper sense? There we read, corresponding to nav-rwv 
aouva'tW'ta'tOV (d. 250d4), 7t<XV'tcX7ta<JtV Cinopov (237c6), "altogether without 
a way out." Thus the difficulty regarding ov is obviously not less than the 
one relative to !lll ov, indeed in the end it is still greater (250e1ff.). And yet 
vuv £A.nl<; i1811 (e7), there exists "now the prospect," since both, ov and !lTt 
ov, £~ tcrou (e6), are "equally" difficult, that if we succeed in bringing one 
of them to show itself in a more clear and precise way, then by that very 
token the other will also "become visible," ava<j>aiv111at (e8). This is an 
anticipatory indication that the following discussion of Being will genuinely 
apprehend J..LTt ov first. Kat £av au J..l.llO€n:pov iociv OUVWJ..lcea (251al), "and 
even if we should bring into view neither of them," hence assuming we 
are not successful (Plato is not particularly convinced of the definitiveness 
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of the discussion he is about to launch here in the Sopl1i$l, which i> an 
import.1nt warning for anyone who would want to expound a system of 
Platonic philosophy!), and even if we shall not succeed in getting either of 
the two into •'iew, ~ov A6yov EUp£lltmC<fa otcoo611£6a (d. a1f.), "we never· 
theless want to attempt ouoo611£6a (from otAJOEiaeat) "to carry out, pur­
sue," tov A6yov, the investigation, in the most appropriate way. The word 
ol!00611£6a is controversial. Stallbaum has suggested OtUG<006f!EIJo.l (from 
otaacili;Ea1lat) " to redeem thoroughly." But this cannot be reconciled with 
the word elipmta-ta~a. The Renaissance translation of the passage runs: 
Sermonem igitur quontwn possimHtS decerrtissime circa utnmcJUt parit~ ;w­
sequamur' But this Renaissance translahOn is unclear. It is excusable to try 
to impose on this pilSSilge a univocal sense. Ttmt would not be without 
interest, for the passage forms the transition to a new discussion. A possi­
bil.ity I tmve pondered founders on the linguistic makeup of the passage. 
But I might say that Myo.; is to be understood here (25la2) in an explicit 
sense, not in the neutral sense of a treatise, but as a discussion of a mat1er1 

so that what is meant here is this: Even il we do not get 6v and f!ti ov into 
view as such, we shall still try to submit our speaking about them, our 
mode of talking about them, to a concrete im•estigation. Interpreting and 
translating the passage this way would give us a sub>'tantive transition to 
what follows; otherwise then: iii none. We could alw then uru:lcrsmnd how 
in wh.1t follows the npoaayopeoov (d. 251a6) becomes thematic, for it is 
itself a more precise expression for )~w. Yet, as I said, this is only a.n 
expedient; I myseU resist imposing this positive meaning onto the passage. 
I propOS<' it merely as a possibility. 

The abrupt transition indicates the questioning is now passing over to 
something for which we a.rc not prepared. at least not on the basis of what 
immediately preceded, where the issue was l<fv'lOt<; and a-td<ll<;. But ev­
erything which preceded concerning the definition of the sophist has in­
deed prepared us for iL For there it was always shown forcehtlly that Myo.; 
is the phenomenon in which the sophist, and thereby also ~I) ov, exist, such 
that we surmised the whole dialogue would finally focus on this phenom­
enon of Myo.;. And that is here the case. Admittedly, the transition IS 

somewhat abrupt. assuming the passage in question cannot be interpreted 
as I suggesred. 

2. Pliltotd$~ omnia RtanJuu tt.:'mmnmwms mstrttXll C. 5t.ulThoum, voL m. S«t. ltCoth.:~. 
1
~·&.;.:,~ diu111i P'Litcmis optnt. tnd11r11.1N M. f iam t'7ftt'ndahoot rl ild Grata.'\lm rodJam rollifl'timl! 

5. Gry.wi, in <f/klnD F,...,"""· &mln<, 154<>, p. 189. 1"1¥< will thert-lono P"""" th< •'K""""'t. 
in li'M, ll"K\'it appropriate WOII) \Vt.' Glf\, :tboot both o/ t~l\ equ.oilly.'"- Tr.ilni.J 



Chapter Three 

The Positive Resolution of the Problem by Means of 
the KOlii!OV((l tUlV "(EIIOOV1 

(2Sii>-204c) 

§72. Tlrt qi~<"Siitm of tl.e <111ity of III< ma11y (KOtv<ov!a) ill Myo.; 
115Ja-25l<:J. 

The ~tva; now broaches a question derived from an orientation toward 
contemporary tendencies and school rontro\•ersies, i.e., from the position 
of the M<-garians and Anttsthenes and their doctrine of Myo.;. He asks Ka9' 
6vnva tp6xov nolloic; 6v61i<XOt tavtiiv tofuo e><acrrott npoo<l"(OpE1lo1JEV 
(d. 2Sia5f.), how is it possible that we can always addreso. T<riltiiv tofrto, 
one and the same thing, by many 6Y61!<Xta? For every OVOIJil means some 
one thing. The-refore, if many names, many expressions, a.r" utter~?<!, then 
we are addressing many things. Acccrdingly. it is not understandable how 
many names can mean one single thing. What is for us today readily 
obvious presented at that time a difficulty; it is the entire ~uestion of the 
distinction between meaning and reference with respect to one .md the 
So:"lme object ln this rtpOO·a:yope:Ue:w, which no"'' becomes the theme, Lc., 
in the guiding line of this whole question. in the noJJ..X 6v61HJ.t<X £:\· taurov, 
whnt is pointed up is the xpoo-yt"(\'OOflcn, the Oll!llti.OKJ], the >:owrovia, the 
"connection with" and "'connection to.'" The consideration thus rcm:tins 

with the same basic theme, the theme of the Kotvrov(a. but n(ll in relation 
to 6v and 1111 ov; instead, the issue is now the JCOtvrov(a within Myo.; itself. 
What is in question is the npoo-).ty!:tv as well as a definite form of this 
npoo-i.t"(EW, namely lita-A.Eyw6cn; for even in dialectic a Myo.; is given 
which by i~lf also r<.'quires the possibility of a KOtV<ov(a lor the sa"ke of 
A.ty£tv. To begin, the interlocutors take up an example, one obv;ously much 
discussed at thai t ime. Aty01!£V (.(vOpOlROV liljxou noll' Utt<l 

tnovo).Ui~ovru;. tci a: ;cp</>IJ.ata oo<l>tpovttc; <XUt<jl >:en tci OX~Iiata >:en 
ll£"tt9rl t<ai ~<<X~<ia<; >:ai cipE'!Q.; (251a8ff} "We address a man, n6U' 
tnovo)Hl~ovu:;. in such a way that we call him many things, btt<!Jtpovm;, 
and attribute to him determinations such as color, s hape, height. wicked­
ness, virtue." What about all these determinations and a thousand others 
we attnl>ute to a being? oli f16vov <ho9pronov amOv dva( 'l'<>l!tv (25Ja!Of.), 

in addressing him we do not merel)" SO)' that the one addressed, the man, 
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is, &./.../...&.. K<Xt &:yaeov Kat £:tEpa a7tetpa, but that he, this one EV, is at the 
same time something else and countless other things. The same holds for 
the other beings we speak about. The peculiar state of affairs in /...£y£tv is: 
€v EKao-rov \mo9EJlEVOt (b2f.), in every /...6yo~, from the very outset, we 
address something, and posit it, as one, which is then pregiven, uno-
8EJlEVOt, for all further discussion; mi/...tv au-ro no/.../...&. Kalno/.../...ot~ 6v6JJ.a<Jt 
AEYOJlEV (b4f.), and at the same time "we call this one many things and name 
it in many significations," no/.../...ot~ 6v6Jla<n. In this way, the difficulty of 
the Kotvwviais expressed here in the formula: €v EKa<J'tOV uno8EJlEVOt mi/...tv 
au-ro not.../...&. Kat no/.../...ot~ 6v6JJ.<X<Jt AEYOJlEV. It must be noted that /...6yo~ 

here, above all within the discussion of the schools under attack, has not 
yet attained the clarification it will receive in Plato or, more fully, in Aris­
totle. AEyEtv refers here to an addressing characterized preponderantly as 
calling by name. This calling does not merely mean giving a thing a name 
but also means bringing the thing to knowledge, OllAOUV. The ~EVO~ says: 
"08Ev y£ oiJJ.at -rot~ 't£ vtot~ Kal -rrov y£p6v-rrov -rot~ O\j/tJlaetot 8oiv11v 
napE<JKEUUK<XJlEV (bSf.), "I believe we have hereby (with this question of 
how a £v n<if...tv au-ro no/.../...&. /...cy6J..LEVOV can be) provided young people, 
and old people who have come late to knowledge, a feast, veritable fod­
der"-insofar as this question was at that time wildly disputed in all direc­
tions, without anyone ever asking what this /...6yo~ genuinely says. The "old 
man who has come late to knowledge" is Antisthenes, who, remarkably, 
always receives from both Plato and Aristotle such derisive epithets. For 
O\j/tJla81l~ should not mean it is a reproach to still learn in one's old age; it 
is a reproach only if one attempts to do so with insufficient spiritual pos­
sibilities and yet puts on airs. These O\jltJla8Et<;-Antisthenes and his fol­
lowers-fancy they have discovered the most profound of whatever things 
there are to be discovered, when they maintain that we can, in one /...6yo~, 

only say what is addressed itself, i.e., we can, in speaking about av8pwno~, 

e.g., only say, aveprono~ av8pron6~ E<J'ttV, but not aveprono~ aya86~. 
Aristotle is the prime source, and Plato a derivative source, of our knowl­

edge of the doctrine of the Antisthenians. Their doctrine is of particular 
significance for the development of Greek logic, because it indirectly gave 
an impetus to a more radical reflection on /...6yo~. Here I can only charac­
terize the doctrine briefly, insofar as it is important for an understanding 
of the end of the dialogue, i.e., for an understanding of /...6yo~ \j/EUOll~· 



Plato's Sop/•i>l [502-5031 

§i3. ETflU$115: TIJt .. logic .. of tlr Megarinns nnd A,Jtistllenes1 

(.rccordmg to Aristotle). 

a) Antis thenes' interpretation of A6yoc,. A6yoc, as s imple 
OCun<;; the deni.al of nvti~.oyoc,. 

Aristotl~ speaks of Antisthenes in the TIJI>ic>;. A, chapter I I, lQ.Ib 19ff., in the 
passage whert' he elucidates the term 9rotc,. "thesis." 900u; lit tcmv 
\Jn6Ail'!fl<; napa~o<; twv yvwp{J.l.Ol\' nv~ '""" <11Wmo<11!av, oiov 6n oti1< 
l<mv <X-.·n>.£yov, 1<a66JU:p f''l 'Av·na9tv.,.;, 1i 6n navta KWt:itat >ea9' 
'Hpci.K').£ttov, ij on tv tO 6v, 1<a66JU:p Mt>..taa~ <il'latv (104bl9ff.). "A thesis 
is a \m6'-11'1'•<;. an opinion," and specifically a vlt6'-11'1't<; napci~oc, trov 
yvwp!~wv nv~. "one whose cont31t resides o utside o f w hat IS known." 
outside of ordinary knowledge, Kent\ •tJ.ooo<!l!av, and whose content con­
cerns fundamental cognitions rather than some accidentally omitted idea. 
The content of the thesis must relate to 411•'-oa~(a. Aristotle cites examples: 
0\JK tcmv civtt}.tyt:tv, " It is not possible. in speaking about something. to 
say something contradictmg tt''-the thests of Antisthenes; or" Everything 
is in motion" - the thesis o£ Heraclitus. Thus Aristotle quotes Antisthenes 
as saying 0\JK tanv llvtt}.tyctv. That mcariS, put positively, that o U we can 
:;ay of IK!melhing is itseU. i.e., a thing i:; only i~f and nothing else. This 
implies it is no t possible to spe~k of something "as" something opposed to 
what it is. Orienting ourselves more precisely !rom Aristotle, we can say 
that every nvnUy.:tv is llvtioacn.;; but an nvtlokt.cn<; is possible only in the 
form of KtttciQa<n; o r i.rtt6Qaat.;. affirmation or denial, i.e .• in the form of 
the "as." Yet Antisthenes maintains: there is no KOttci()l<l<n~ at all and no 
an~am.;; on the contrary. 1 can say of something only itself, Le., there is 
only mere oaau;. Therefore s ince Antisthenes says (without dear conscious­
ness) that there is only ¢ en.;. he must necessa.rily say that there is also no 
avri<~~acn.;, no QvnAtyt:tv, which would be founded on the I<O'tUQ<lO'I~ and 
clltOQa.cno;. In other words, there is. contradktion, civn At'{t:tv, only in a 
genuinely explicit speaking that is always an addres!<ing of something as 
something. In mere Qdcn<, there is no contradiction and accordingly; taken 
s trictly. no folschood either. 
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b) 6yo 'J'EUOft<; in Aristotle. 6 roc; \lf£-U~<; as "deception/' 
''distortion.~~ The distinction between two forms of A.Oyoc; in 
Ari totle: A6)'oc; ax; de; and A.6yoc; ·~ noJ..loi. The synthetic 

structure of .A.6yoc; as a condition of the po sibility of A' yo 
EUOT;c;. Antisthenes' denial of ) 6 r euoflc;. 

349 

A furth r p a e from Aristotle, where he again cit Antisthen , nam 1 
Metaphysi · , Book V, chapter 29, 1024b26-34, can help darify this claim that 
there i . .no falsity in mer $am . This chapter 2 deals with \jfEuooc;. M roc; 
ot '1'£-Uoi\c; . twv ~li 0 '{(1) I n \jfEOOtlc; (b26f.): a A.oy an ad . . in that 
discl , a AEyEW in th proper nse, is "false," as e say for the mo t 
part, r, to put it a better wa , it -~ deceit es,'' n \jfEUOft I lito the tent that/ 
preci l a deceptive, it I t mething b een as pre t wv ,.n) ovtmv, 

hich is not p nt" Thi is the e act meaning of the hort enten - just 
quoted (b26f.). Thu it doe not mean that a fal e A.nyoc; concern that which 
is not at U, but rather it le m thing not p t b een a pr ent. oto 
na A.6y ; \j/1 ol)c; £-rtpou i1 . u e<rrtv nATJBftc; (b27f.): "Th iJ:'i e 'ety 
dec pti a dr ing of m thing-and ace rdingly al o every dec ptive 
-elf-expr - ion about something-i related to methln other than that 
' hich i made isible in the enuine di closure.'' oiov 6 'tOil rirl.ou 'VE'J&ftc; 
tptyoovou (b2 }, thu , e.g., to addr a triangle as a circl , and to · mmu-
nicate b mean of this addr ignifies precise I not t ha th! circle 
present thematically, a that hlch i to be exhibited and about which I am 
actuall · ldng. This d not m an there is no circ1 , as if th cird ' 
a Jlil ov pt111 and imple,. but ratb r: it is not th r ·; that ab · ut which I speak 
is not p enl In my speech I shov , in a certain , in front f ' hat · 
there m thin · lse. and 1 pas off v hat. is th r as · omething it i not, i.e., 
a . omethin that is not p nt his mak · it clear that \lfEU&l)<; · in fact 
to be tran Jated here as "decepti e. " 6yo ljiEUOtl~ · a dec ptiv ad 
ing, a d ptive utt ranee. That which is uttef d in this way, th · c ntent f 
uch a decepti e ad ing and uttering, the 'Aty JlEV , can then b d -

ignated a "~fal · prop ition," alth ugh the exp 
does not capture " hat th G mean. It would b better to call h an 
uttered, dec · ptive proposition a fraud. A6yoc;, ven as A£y6f.1. vov, i ·, in the 
Greek , al a oriented toward being communicated, expre d for 

that th · other can participate in the ing. In far as 
the other~ in the c of a decepti e '}, 6 roc;, cann t partidpate in th . ~·ina 
such a A.6y, ; · n t impl 11fal " but fraudulent. Th term "falsity'' there­
fore tak th dge off th · ph -nomenon thematic for Aristotl in 'V£'\lOTt<; 
A.&yo;. H · ce it is an error to claim, as Scheler d in his "Ana I · of th 
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believed ~lletv At-tR09at 1tAl) tQ> oi. Elcp }.JyyO), "nothing can be ad 
except in the A6 YO<; proper to it," i .. , in the /.6yoc; just et forth as 6pl<Jl.LO<;, 
£ E.<!>• 'v6c; (b33), the one self-same thing p ited in relation to itself: 
iiv9pauroc;-dveprotto.; othing el e can b said at all-that is the doctrine 
of Antisthenes and th circl f hi f 11 v ers. The consequ ce h dre 
wa : J.n) £\vat ~v (b34), "it · imp . ible to utter a contradiction," 
indeed more generally: ~110£ weu&cr9m (b34), "th re is no decepti n what-
oever"· e ery A.6ycx;, as A.Qyo , is tru .lbis p ition is perlectl cons· tent. 

That · , if on sa /, 6yo · pure <!Himc; of a £v £41 £v6r;, if thus every 
p "bility of a Atyetv Ka'ta nv6~ every "addr in of m thing as m 
thing/' is - eluded, then the ery po ibility of dec ption is undermined. 

Thu you see that "AA-y <;, which is now becoming thematic in PJato' 
Sophist, includ in · If the phenomenon £ ~u) o , of 'lfEuor)c; A.6yo~ and 
henc indud the que tion of how in ~{Etv i elf uch a cruJ.Url..oldi of ov 
and ~l) ov could be po ible. At the ame time there lurks in the background 
the till further qu tion of how A.6yoc; as A.6yoc; can tand in a p · sible 
KOl vrovia \~th the ov it is upp d to xhlbit. 

c) Prospect: the synthetic structure of 1..6"{0<; in Plato. 
The double <roJ..UtAoJCTi. 

In the interpretation of I..Oy <; in Plato' Saplzist, two questions, therefore, 
are at· u : 

1. ] what extent is a cn>J,.L1tAoJdl of ov and Jlll ov p ible in the structure 
of A.6yo<; uch? 

2.) To what ·tent · a <ro~A.oK'Tl or Kmvoovia p ible between A.6yoc; 
and the ov it addresses. 

Th e two questi n were separated onl r later, b Aristotle; for Plat the 
are still tightl bound together. Put difJerently, and explicat d further, Plat 
considers A.6yo<; in two resp cts: 

1.) insofar a there reside , in "A6yor; itself, a m>f..l1tAoldl: in add - ing 
omething, something is addressed as mething. Although Plat did not 

t ha e an plidt consci usn f the tructure of thi addr ing, h is 
till a\' are fa c mp 'tion, a <ruJ.urA.oKJ1, f A.6yo<; ut of ovoJ.La and piiJla. 

This distinction · the origin of an articulation found in the later logic and 
abo e all in grammar: n un and erb. 

2.) A6-yoc; is consider with respect to the fact that a su~ with th · 
structure resident in it, it still h a relation to th o , the in , ab ut hich 
it peaks. This· a second "'"Otvrovia. ote that Plato does not conceiv th 
relation between the saying and what is said in a phenomenological sense­
with regard to the moment f gra ping and unco ering-but purel onti­
cnlly. His position is that peaking of som thing h that all peaJcing 
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possesses in its Being in general a KOtvowia toward some 6v, it relates to 
something else. And Plato does not make a distinction within the KOtvwv[a 
between the <Otvrovia of /..6-yo~ toward 6v versus a "0lV(l)v!n of, e.g., 
Ki"'l<n<; toward the detcm1ination of f.v or 6v. In this way It becomes clear 
that he classifies My~ as an 6v among many others in the universal re.1lm 
of what is in general, and that the relation of spell king about something is 
by no means a privileged relation but instead ranks in the same order as 
the OUIJltAoJ<ij residing >vi thin A~ itsclJ and as the relation in gener,u of 
one thing to another. If we do not have this clear, the entire foUowing 
explication of My~ will be incomprehensible. 

This consideration of My~ marks an essential advance beyond the txa· 
ditional one (traditional for Pla to), insofar as Antisthenes and the 
Megarians. in their doctrine of Myo<;. still had no explicit consciousness of 
the structure of the addnessu1g of something as something but instead 
understood AE(t:tv in the sense of OVOJ.lll\EIV, calling by name. In this calling 
by name, which has the character of a "single-rayed intention; as phenom­
enology would say, it is always that which is called as such, and only it, 
that can be intended. Therefore every My~ is related to a tv, such that 
only this fv flself ca.n be said about i tself. Because Antisthenes did not see 
a richer s tructure in Mya<;. in the sense of J<ataMrttv and <iltoA.tyl:tv, for 
him im UYTIAt)'ttY, ucontradiction, • .is StruClurally impossible. This is pre­
cisely what is expressed in the pro~ition handed down from Antisthenes: 
OUK f<rttv avnAtyrtv (Top. ~ chapter Jl, 10.Jb20f.), " there is no rountcr-lo· 
cution," no contra-diction, no ljiEiJl\oo;. no deception (Met., Book V, chapter 
29, 1024b26-34). 

dJ The positive meaning of Antisthenes' doctrine of A6~ 
for Aristo tle. Aris totle's discovery of the A~ Ka9' <:rilt6. 

The discovery of the ·(tvo.; and its presupposition. 

A final passage we shall cite from Aristotle' s Melaplrysics, Booll VIJL chapter 
3, 10431>2+-28, refers to the difficulty of the doctrine of M~ in Antisthenes. 
Aristotle points out that the difficulty the Megarians, i.e., Antisthenes and 
his followers, found in 1..6~-that there is no avnltyrtv but onlv a mere 
calling by name-yet contains something significant. <OOtt 1'\ OO!opin. f\v ol 
'A\>taoetvnot Kat oi otitcoc; OO!ni&wrotl\n6pouv, f;to twa KCltp6v (b24if.): 
what the followers of AntistherteS and others like them w ith no idea about 
science dealt with qet, has, nvii Kmp6v. This is at first \~ew a remarkable 
usc of Katp6<;! The expression means nothing else than what we today 
would call "d<'Cisive," something dedsive, somt•thing significant. Namely: 
on OtiK E<Ttl TO Ti tonv 6pioo:o9Cll {tov yap opov Myov dvcn IJClKp6v), 
(r),).a noiov 11t v Tl eottv tvotxctat St~at, <lxm£p ~yupov, Tl )lEv tottv, 
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ou, 6n o' oiov Kttnlt£1>0<; (d. b25fL), " that it is not possible to delimit, 
6p(aaaeu~ what something is, the essence of a thing," i.e., to determine it 
in a l.tyEtv, ru>d specifically not because the 1\pcx;, would be a 1..61~ 1J<Xt<p6<;, 
a '1ong Myo<;/ i.e., a /..6ycx; composed of several words and therefore in a 
certain sense a My~ that claims to c><press scvernl things abouto.ne matter. 
This delimitation is stiU impossible, according to the thesis of Anlisthenians. 
They say: one cannot determine a t( tatt in 1..6109 at most one can deter­
mine a rroiov. For example, it is not possible to determine silver in iL< 
essence, in i:s "what," by means of }.6109 one can only say: it looks like 
tin. It is rcn,.rk.1ble that Aristot.le emphasizes here that the thesis of Antis­
them,., our [<mv ilV'<IAP'f"IV, although it intPrpr<'ts My~ simply as CllUing 
by name, still contains something decisive. Aristotle means Antislhenes is 
proceeding consistently when he denies that there can be a definition. A 
op~ is precisely supposed to elucidate a thing according to its substantive 
content; i.e., it is supposed to offer something substantively rcle•-ant, some­
thing new, about the thing in que>iion. On the other hand, this 1.6ycx; as 
llpoc;, as defmition. must be such that it does not express something arbi­
trary about the being, e.g .• how it is related to other beings. but in.<tead 
must express determinations residing in the being i~lf. Aristotle was the 
first to see tl\i.s problem o( the addressing of something os itself, beyond 

the mere p01iting of it~ identity with itself, ~nd he set It forth in hii MeiP­
physics, Book Z. 4. Here he makes the fundamental discovery that there is 
a ).£yew as ltyttv tt ~<ae· ailt6, "an addressing of something for what it 
itself is,~ and specifLCaUy sud1 that U115 add.ressing is not simply an empty 
tautology, as is the calling by name of Antisthenes, but sud1 thai this ).£yew 
n l<'tt6' ai1t6 at the same time discloses the thing addressed for what it is. 
This discovery of the genuine Myo;, the o riginal Mycx;. was possible only 
because Aristotle had prepared his doctrine of My~ through a correspond­
Ing doctrine of beings and their possible detcrmlnabUity. For what tftis 
Mro<;, which addresses something as that which it is, eJCpOSES about the 
bcing is its ontological provenance, :namely th.1t which already resides in 
it, what it it5elf in a certain sense is, although this is indeed prior toil i~lf. 

This theory of Mya<;, which verific. in a positive sense precisely what 
Antisthenes maintained onl)' in a rough way, thus presupposes the disctw­
ery of the ytv~. And this discovery was itself made possible on!)• by the 
fact that a Plato preceded Aristotle. 'It is precisely this connection that we 
wiU explore in the foUowing lectur""- The important point-the rea.son I 
referred to these passages about Antisthenes-is to see how tile theory of 
My<><; cannot be separated from the question of B<>ing. 

Plato hirmelf cites Antisthenes C\'en more often, but I will not now 
elaborate these passages, since they do not add anything particularly sub­
stantial. The citations occur in the Cmtylus. 4.29aff.; the £uthydt!mlls. 283e. 
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254bff., he carries out a dialectical investigation, specifically with regard to 
the basic concepts of Being and )k,Etv. Wlw he chooses precisely thes<> 
concepts will become inte!Ugible on the basis of the antecedent character­
ization of dio!L>ctic, which we are about to learn. 

lf, in what follows, Plato discusses the various possibilities of KOIVCllV(a, 
he does so because the elaboration of tne KOlV<OV(a witlli11 brings is for him 
the foundation upon which be builds his idea of dialectic. We can designate 
this as the "pre-possession" that guides the following investigations.' To 
understand the d~~lectic, we must realire that the KOIV(I)V(tt is the presup­
position of its possibility and that therefore it is not dialectic which fiTS! 
dPmOn'lfr.tiP5; t_hp JC'(\1Vfr\Virr.. ll,Pn-. io;; di~IPf"tir in 8 f'TlPTal nnly if lhP poAAi· 
bility of the KOLvol\'tiv exists in ib own right. Therefore, as will be shown. 
the concept of the 66Vtt1Jt~bttKotvwvittc;(cf. 252d2f.) is fundamentaL Before 
carrying out a determinate dialectical CQnsideration, Plato attempts to clar­
ify the idea of dialectic on the basis of this KOtvmv!aand does so from quite 
different sides and from ever new startil1g points. Because it is this KOtv<Ov!a 
that sustains the dialectic itself, Plato must exhaustively discuss the possi· 
bilities involv«l in that idea. 

There are three possible ways to interrogate the Kotvrovia. 
1.) w~ could mAirthlin 1-l'l&\'\ ~'1~ PTt&,..tl<xv SUva~.uv E:xetv "OlV(l)~ 

ti~ 1111l)tv (251118), "that no being hn~ the possil>ilily of keeping ~:ompany 
with another being." Pay close attention to the expression !hiVCljll<; in this 
formulation. 

2.) navta £~ -rai>tov crov(lyl:tv (d. 251dS), it is possible " to reduce every­
thing to the same," SUCh that all things whatsoever OUVtttci EmKOlV(I)VEiV 
alltjA.ou; (d9), "stand in the possibility of being with one another.· There­
fore: either no being at all n~th another (the 6.rst possibility), or "all things 
with one another," noivra alltjA.Ol~ (252d2), (the second possibility). 

3.) tCliJtv, milt ~1\ {2.5Jd9), In patt a KOlvrov!o, In pan not. 
These are the three possibilities of KOtvwv!a now to be discussed. 

bl The canying out of the discussion. 

a) First thesis: the exclusion of E'very -.cowwvia whatsoever. 
The unte nability of this position. The self-refutation of tlle 

Antisthenlans. 

The first thesis is: ~n&vl ~nlitv ~n&~iav Oiivapw fxnv KotvOJviru; cl~ 
~tl)lilv (25Je8). Note how strikingly this intensifies the earlier expressions 
for J<Otv<OV(a: rrpo<neOtvCllVEiv (cf. 252a2i.) and tlttKOtvroVEiv (25ld9). If this 
thesis held, that no being, no "something," cou.ld ever keep company with 
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another, 2 if, in general, every crUJ..L7tAOKll were excluded, then 7t<XV'tCX. 
av<Xcr-rcx.-rcx. y£yovev (252a5f.), everything would be in turmoil. Every onto­
logy would collapse. For even those who say miv-ra. KtVOUJ..lf.VCX. or £v to ov 
all co-say, in their MyetV, Being; 1t<iv-rec; ou-rot t6 ye dvcx.t 7tpocr<:i7ttoucrtv (d. 
252a8f.), they attach ov to everything they speak about. Even the theory of 
Being which reverts back to the crtotxeia (b3), the elements-whether these 
are conceived as limitless, &7tetpcx. (b2), or as having limits 1t£pcx.c; exovta. 
(b3)-even this ontological theory would be impossible, if it did not pre­
suppose the possibility of a OUJ..LJ.Lf.t~tc; (b6). And, finally, precisely those 
who, like Antisthenes, say that a being can be addressed exclusively and 
only as itself, free from every other being-precisely they become 
Katcx.yeA.acrt6-rcx.-ra (252b8), " the most laughable." They do not admit "that 
something can be grasped beyond itself as something else," J..lllOEV £&v-rec; 
. .. ea-repov 7tpocrcx.yopeuetv (b9f.), which is possible only on the basis of a 
Kotvrovicx. 7tcx.91lJ..Lcx.toc; £-r£pou (d. b9f.), "through a togetherness that derives 
from being affected by something else," through the possibility of a relation 
to the other. And why do these men, who do not admit such a KOtvrovia., 
make themselves precisely the most laughable? Because in their A.6yot they 
always already speak about "dvcx.t," "Being," "xropic;," "separate from," 
"t&v aA.A.rov," "the others," "Kcx.9' cx.ut6," "in itself" (c2ff.). In their thesis 
about A.6yoc; they express already a whole series of determinate ontological 
structures; their thesis already contains implicitly a whole theory of Being. 
They are in a certain sense aKpa.teic; (c4), they cannot avoid employing 
quite fundamental determinations of the Being of beings. These people do 
not at all need an opponent, who would refute them from the outside, for 
£xov-rec; otKo9ev -rov 7tOAeJ..ltOV (d. c6f.), "they have the enemy in their own 
house," the £~eA£y~rov (cf. c6), "the one who exposes them to ridicule." 
They need only speak to make evident that all speaking, all addressing of 
something, co-intends determined structures in the very sayability. The 
result is that A.6yoc; as such, by its very structure, already co-says determi­
nate moments of beings, determinate formal-ontological configurations. 
The constitution of sayability as such is already many-layered. Thus this 
thesis is not tenable, if there is to be any discourse at all. 

~)Second thesis: unrestricted KOtvrovia. Its untenability. 
Kiv11crt<; and cr-r<Xcrtc; as £vcx.vtt<lncx.-rcx.. 

The second thesis is 7t<iV't(X. aAAllAOtc; OUVCX.J..LtV EXf.lV E7ttKOtV(l)Vtcx.c; (cf. 
252d2f.), "every being can be together with every other," it is possible for 
beings to combine without exception, unconditionally and unrestrictedly. 
Theaetetus is confident he can demonstrate the impossibility of this thesis 

2. AH: no OUVO.f..ll<; of the rtp6<;, ertl. 
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himself, even though throughout the whole dialogue he has not particularly 
accomplish<>d very much. He says that this thesis would allow us even to 
lake motion together with rest and rest together with motion; and that is 
certainly quite impossible, lor motion is indeed, in relation to rest, the 
.Wct\"tl.drtttro'' (cf. 250a7), the furth~t oppost?d. Here the distinction is clear 
between the essentially still ontical treatment of motion and rest in Plato 
versus the ontological treatment in Aristotle. Although Plato later says 
(256b6ff.) that there is a certain l(OlVO>Vi<X between l((v~ou;and ot6.mc;-i.e., 
insofar as they are different, determined by the hepov-hc does not yet see 
the genuine connection, the pecuHar substantive K'Otvmvfa between motion 
and rest. In order to understand tha t Kmvwv(cr.. we may not take motion, 
as Plato does, purely ontically. Only if we nsk about the Being of being-in­
motion and about the Being of being-at-rest will we be able to understand 
it. If we say tll<1t what is at rest is not what is in monon, th~n we can in fact 
say that what is in motion is excluded from what is at rest, and that, in a 
pure sense, what is at rest is not what is in motion. On the other hand, in 
the Being of rest, i.e., in the ontological meaning of rest, being-in-motion is 
precisely co-posited, insofar as only something that has the possibi lity of 
motion can be at rest. lllal is lo say, rest is, as Aristotle discovered, not an 
tvavtiov in relation to motion, something opposed to motion .. but, on the 
contrary, precisely requires motion. Rest is nothing else than a determinate 
limit case of motion, an eminent possibility of wha t is in motion with regard 
to it~ possible Being. But th is analysis of motion can be carried out only if 
the Being of motion is seen and explicated, something for which Plato had 
neither the means nor the potential. 

y) Third thesis: conditioned ~<owcovia. Its recognition as the 
only tenable thesis. The preservation of knowledge. 

Thus, in view of the impassibility of the first and second theses, only the third 
remains: tO: !ltv f-.(tiV &uvcquv t<OtvwvU:t;. t<'.t oc ~tti (d. 251d9), or, as will be 
said later: t<'.t l'tv tetA£tv, t<'.t oc l'tl Ol!)l)lriyvuo8cn (252e2), "that the one 
tEIEA.Et, is prepared for a Kotvwvla, the other L' not." Tllerefore the rotvwvia 
within beings is in general a conditioned one and is conditioned by the present 
ontological and substantive constitution of the beings tha.t are to be combi.nt:'d. 
This JCOtvoovla is conditioned /"br-diugt"l in a q ttil< peculiar sense: it is 
grounded in the things I Dingml, in the matters themselves, and is pre­
delineated by them. Only this last possibility of KOtV<•lViet can be sustained, 
whereas both the others subvert the possibility of knowledge. 
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§75. Furlha clarifiattion of tht conditiontd ~otvwvla of beings 
(253a-253/J). 

al lUustration of the condHioned KOI\'Wvla by means of 
letter.o. The special position of the vowels as an illustration 
of the special position of the fundamental determinations of 

beings: Orollil<; lita n<ivtwv. 

This peculiM fact of o conditioned Kotvwvla is now first illustrated by 
means o f YP'iltllllttt (253al ), "letters," and ¢e6rfOt (d. b16), "sounds." 
<fXtOOV olov tel YP<illllttttt X£7<0v96t' &:v El11 (252e9f.); this relation of a 
conditloncd ~owwvla among i\vta is almost exactly the same as the one 
within ypcS:jlllttta. Plato often refers to letters o r sounds to illust:Tatc ontic­
ontological relations: Tlienelell;s, 202elf.; Statesman, 277eff.; Rq111bliJ:, Ill, 
402b; Phi/dms, J8bff. It is significant that letters are employed for the sake 
of iilust:Tation in these late dialogues at the properly scientific level. It is of 
course no accident that precisely YP<il!llttta are introduced, it is no mere 
whim on Plato's part, but is grounded in the fact that C\'ery A6yo;, every 
).£•ttw, is a determinate manifold of sound "Structures. in every A6yoc,. how­
ever, in every Atyetv, there is a AeyQ~tevov, something said. In Myoc,. what 
is •ldciresscd is preserved; lhe being disclosed in it is, so to spca.k, in\'CStcd. 
In this way, what is S.'lid and, in a further sense, the sow1ds are, as it were, 
the reprcsentativi!S of the beings themselves. 

This manifold of sounds in the linguistic utterance is characterized by 
the fact that there is among them a special class: the vowels (253a4). Plato 
says <•f them that they Sta¢t:p6vtw.; t&v OJ.J.wv (a4), they are distinct in 
tenns of their behavior in relation to the others, olov liEO)Iil<; Sta ruivtoov 
K£XWpTJIC<V (a4f.). "as a bond they penetrate everywhere"; they are every· 
where, in every concrete sound-structure, in every word, always already 
there, Kl:".(Wpi1!(£V (perfect tense!). ctVEU 1Wil<; ttUt6iv cXW\ItttOV clpll6-ft£1V 
mi uiw aUwv tttpov hl'p<fl (a5f.): "Without them it is completely impossi­
ble for the other sounds, the consonants, to keep company with each other. • 
They are the "bond," 0.0)16>,. throughout all the others. They function, to 
borrow an image from physics, like the nucleus in crystallization; around 
them a word, as a unitary sound-st:Tucture, precipitates. These Qu>vljevta, 
the 1•owels, which are the bond in all words, are supposed to suggest that 
there may possibly also be wilh regard to 61'tttsomething which otancivwv 
1<£XWpl1 KEY, is always already present in all beings. These are nothing else 
than the original determinations of Being: ov, f.v, mlit6v, trrpov. This 
analogy had them in mind all along. Jt implies there are among Ol'tll. and 
in everything subject to a possible KOWWVitt, privileged determin.1tions 
which can be found everywhere. 
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some of these many birds are Kat' ayt}.nc, xropl<; t 6JV 6.llmv (cf. d7), "gath­
ered together in Bocks, apart from the others, separated"; others a~rdin are 
Only Kat' 61.!ya<; (dJf.), IOgE'thet "with feW OtherS in Small groups"; Evfa<; 
lit ).l6Va<; (d8), "some, however, are a lone," lila lta<JWV OJtll liv W;(UXJI 
=o~eva<; (ibid.), "they Oy, each for itself, among aU the others, wherever 
these h.lppE"n to be." Thus some of t hem can be encountered everywhere, 
they have no deftnite dwelling placte, but arc ouin:aml>V, "present every­
wherE'." What is intended here as regards tlttcrnl~'l. as regards what is 
known, what is appropriated (whereby again the cui 1tU<JWV is set in relief, 
corresponding to the cu1 mivtrov in the So,drist), is the same connection; 
among the knowablcs, i.e., among beings, there are those which ha.•c the 
f:undamentnl privilege of universal presence. The Sophist iUusltates pre­
cisely these relations by means of yp6ji).lata. What is essential to this 
analogy in the Sophist is that, as in the case of the manifold of •tp6jl).lata, 
so also, among beings, there are certain ovra whidt. as civtcr., are pre-emi­
nent in their Being. If llei.ng is interpreted as presence, then that means that 
there are determinations whkh arc always aJready, in ad\lance, present in 
all beings. Thus these offer a p~ent presence. In the Thea.tetus, this 
remark.lble taC't of a privileged rank of certain beings, and of certain onto­
logical structures, is illustrated from another side: at issue there are not 
ilvtn as such but rather ovm inllOfar as they arc known, for; presumably, 
this fact of a privileged rank of certain beings must also be relevant for the 
knowledge which discloses beings. The a.nalogy shows this h1 that there 
are, among the mulHplicity of birds d welling in the dovecote of the soul, 
ones which can be found e\•erywhere. I cannot here enter into a closer 
explication of ljltllOT)~ ~a in connection with this lnu>ge. But that is not 
necessary, because the interpretation. of~ as Plato presents it in the 
Sopllist, is far more advanced than the one in the TheJU:tetus. Co~uently, 

the elucidation of ).lt'\ ov and l.6yo<; 'l'£uOlj:; in the So,drist settles the ques­
tions raised in the Tl1£11cletus. 

c) The l<OtVOJv!a of letters andl sounds as "object'' of • tfxvll· 
Reference to a correspond ing tt;(vll regarding the 

conditioned KOwrovta of beings. 

just as now wlth regard to yp~).l<Xtn there is a lEXV'l (Soplust, 253a8ff.), a 
know-how in relation to the possible combinations of letters, so there is 
aJ.so a tt;(v'l in rel.ltion to the combination of cp96yy0l, of tones, with re..-pect 
to their height and depth. The n:lations and totality-structures of the man­
ifolds of tones are not arbitrary. The one who has know-how .-~th regard 
to them. with regard to their possible combinat;ons, is ~ooot~<6:; (b3). 
whereas the other, who~~ <li>Vt£ic;, is cl).lOOOD<; (ibid.). In this way, presum-
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ably, also in relation to the manifold of beings, of which we cil)lol.oyr\KOfJ£" 
(b9), "have conceded" U1at in part they have a Kotvoovfa, and in part not, 
a ttxv~ must e.xist which has the task, and which preserves the possibility, 
of bringing to light the Kotvrov£a and connections among individual beings. 

§76. The ida> of dialectic 1253b--254b). 

a) First characterization of dialectic. Dialectic as 
1!0p£1iroeo:t 5Ul tOOV 1.6"f(OV. rtvo; and tllioc,. The disclosure 

o£ the h istory of the provenance o f »concrete» beings as 
the task of d ialectic. The fin p rincipal moments of 

dialectic. l:uvayooyr\ and 5ta(pl:cnc;. Dialedic as uniquely 
free science, i.e., as philosophy. 

The idea of th.is t£xVTJ, the one that elucidates the Kotvrov!o.of 1\vm, receives 
its first determination at 253b8-c3. The characteriz.,tion is ushered in b)• an 
expression we have already met, at the beginning of the dialogue, and we 
called attention to It a t that time:' tO. ·rt"'l (b8), that from which beings 
originate in their llemg. It is significant that this explication of the t£xvl) 
related to the Kilt v(!)v(a of llv>a begins with the term til ytVT]. 

For the most part, especially in the earlier diologues, Plato exclusively 
uses the expression dol]. Now, howe\•er, this term '(tv!] appears, and it 
occurs in Plato only m the late dialogues: in the passages just mentioned, 
as well as in the Parmenide:; (13:)1>). the Plrile!ms (12e), and also in the l..nws 
and the Tinra£us. The use of ·fb·o.; strengthens the conjecture that Aristotle 
is in the backgTound he...........,. Campbell' also surmises-since within 
P lato's tl?rtninology the word does not othenvise have an emphatic func· 
lion. "Whoeve.T assumes the ta.sk," tOY lfi}J.Qvta opO<i).; OCl~lV (cf. bl0f.), 
"of shov.'ing.. in a«ord with the matters themselvesz" noia ttiw ytvffiv n:oiot.Cj 
au~V£i (d. b 11 ), "which stems harmonize," .;o.l ~oux UAI..l]Aa. oil 5£xetat 
(bllf.), "and which do not" -notice in this lit'.(ta6cu again the idea of the 
~hivCXJ.w:; KOwo>v{ru;!-and, furthermore* who~ver wants to show £i 
cruv£xovt' ana liui nfi\'<Col\' (cf. cl), "whether them are stems which hold 
together, and are present throughout, e'•erything." Oxrt£ <nJ)l)lt!yvoo6at 
0\lvt<tCI. r!vo.t (c2), such that they ouvar6.-again ouvcliU<;!­
GlJII~('(Vll<l6at. "stand ";thin the possibility of an all-pervasive and unre­
stricted combination," thus whether there is one thing nec<•:ssarily 
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ably, also in relation to the manifold of beings, of which we cil)lol.oyr\KOfJ£" 
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au~V£i (d. b 11 ), "which stems harmonize," .;o.l ~oux UAI..l]Aa. oil 5£xetat 
(bllf.), "and which do not" -notice in this lit'.(ta6cu again the idea of the 
~hivCXJ.w:; KOwo>v{ru;!-and, furthermore* who~ver wants to show £i 
cruv£xovt' ana liui nfi\'<Col\' (cf. cl), "whether them are stems which hold 
together, and are present throughout, e'•erything." Oxrt£ <nJ)l)lt!yvoo6at 
0\lvt<tCI. r!vo.t (c2), such that they ouvar6.-again ouvcliU<;!­
GlJII~('(Vll<l6at. "stand ";thin the possibility of an all-pervasive and unre­
stricted combination," thus whether there is one thing nec<•:ssarily 
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co-present in every possible something. os 6v in general. l<Cli ~.Utv tv tc.ti<; 
liu:upta«nv (c2f.), "ond, conversely, whoever wanls to show in relation to 
the setting off" of one thing against another, El llt' ol.wv fn;pa Til~ 
ooatptowl<; aina (c3), wh~thcr or not certain things set off ot' ol.wv, extend 
" throughout everything." and are present as such, in which all other dis­
tinctions are grow1ded-whoever w ants to make this three-fold demonstra­
tion will find it "necessary." avayl«Xiov,J!Et' tm<mill'l~ nvO<;Iitci ro>V1.6yuw 
Jtop<'\Ko9cn (d. b9f.). " to run through the A6y01 with a certain know-how," 
namely in order to extract, on the basis of this rnt<Tn\1111 in addressing 
beings, the >..oyot, i.e., to extract the addrcssedn~ (Angesprodu:nl~eit.rn/ 
of what is addressed. In this tmon\1-'11. therefore, 1.6~ becomes thematic; 
the Mym must be run through in terms of how what is oddr:essed is present 
m them as addressed. Hence it is not a matter of simply addressing beings 
in the naiW'a.l and immediare way of talking about them, but instead the 
A.6y01 themseh·es become thematic, and specifically withJn an intention of 
s howing, &:i~v. the constitution of what is encountered in them. Jn other 
words, d.ialcctic has the task of making visible the Being of beings. For such 
a task. Theaetetus now says, obviously what is needed is a 1txv11, or 
tmon\1111. J.l"'fi<l'tlJ (cf. c.if.), " the hig.hest science." 

Concerning thJs elucidation of dialectic (or of what it deals with), we 
must kC('p in mind that Plato doe:; here employ the expn:ssion "(tvo;;, 
though not in explicit distinction to dOD<;. On the contrary, l'lato uses ')'tvo<, 
and dOD<; promiscuously; i.e .• he does not yet possess a real understanding 
of the structure of the concept of theyfvo;;. a structure that can be elucidated 
only on the basis of a more original insight into the meaning of Being. rtvo~ 
means stem, descent, lineage, that from which something originates; i.e .. it 
refers to a being in its Being, thus that whJch a being, as this being. always 
alreadv was. 1ne horizon of this interpretation is, of course. Ari.o;totelian, 
whereas the specifically Platonic tenn for beings in their Being is dOD<;. 
Eioo;. in its structural sense. is not orienred toward the provenance of 
beings, toward the strucrure lying in them themselves, but Instead concerns 
the way the Being of beings trulY be gr"';ped. 1lle doo~ is relath•e to pure 
pcrceh•ing. votiv; it is what is sighted in pure perceiving. Thus the terms 
ytv~ and dooc;. in their conceptual sense. are oriented toward entirely 
dillerent contexts. rtv~ is a structural concept pertaining to Being itself; 
dOD<; is a concept referring to the gi.,enness of the Being of beings.' rtv~ 
a] read)' clarifies the founding ontological connections: that which is already 
there, the anterior, the apriori. It presupposes a sharpened ontological in­
s ight. Ell\os. on the other hi\.nd, emphasizes a being's <~u.tonomo11s percep-
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tual content and, precisely as such, is nota suffident basis for gaining clarity 
concerning the Being of the Ideas themselves. Eil)o.;, as a conrept pertaining 
to the givenness of beings, basically says nothing about the Being of these 
beings, be)'Ond expressing the one directive that beings are to be grasped 
primaril)• in their outward look, i.e., in their presence, and specifically in 
their presenre to a straightforward looking upon them.' Since it is predsely 
this concept of d&>.; that guides Plato's ontological questioning, at the 
beginning and actually throughout its entire course, he does not rise above 
certain difficulties in ontological research. 

From the passage quoted, which renders the task of dialectic in a very 
compressed way, we can now extract various moments of dialectic: 

1.) What is fundament.'! is that 6vta-beings-are grasped as A.rr6!teva, 
i.e., a.s encountered in ).6yoc;.5 

2.) If we take ·ttvrJ and dol] together as the determinations of beings 
following from the way beings are thematic in dialectic, then we have to 
say that dialectic gr.1sps 6vta-beings-in terms of what was always al· 
ready there in them, and this shows itself only in pure perceiving. In a 
certain sense, this is tied to the first detennination, insofar as vo~. voeiv, 
and ).6~ Aty£tv. are often identified; even Aristotle still posits £100., : 
).6yoc;. 

3.) These beings, encounterro in My~ and now to be grasped in their 
ytvl], are interrogated regarding their ouva1Jt<; KOtVO>Viet<;. regarding the ir 
O£xtc9at ffilll~VI!iv, i.e .. as ouvo.ra ""ll~iyvumkxL 

4.) Within this KO!VQ)V(O., there an! SOme, aHa, a few, wh ich are present 
OU'.t !tciVTOlV, everywhere, "pervading everything"; they are distinguished 
by universal presence. 

5.) The mode of disclosing the .-owwvla ol beings includes reducing the 
multiplicity ol beings to one, auvci'fttv, and also includes. •t the same time, 
the opposite movement, taking them apart, otalptatc,. t\talpem<; in a certain 
sense runs through the h istory of the provenance of a being forward, up to 
its arrh•al at the presence ol the concrete being. o ut of what is already there, 
i.e., out of the ytvo.;. Even the grasping of the fuU concretion of a being, as 
Aristotle later made explicitly thematic, is a matter of a mode of encoun· 
tering beings which i• rt!lativc to Myo<;. The abiding question is therefore: 
how is something present as ).ty61Jtvov? Insofar as it is always a matter of 
an encounter in Myetv, C\'en as regards the concretion of the factually 
e><isting thing here and now, the concrete presence is always an ti&x;; and 
predsely this, in the full his tory of its provenance, makes intelligible the 
presenre of the " this here," which is all that counts. That, however, is 

4 Mlln "'""'wn.Ywith them, broadly u~ 
5 s.."" "f'pcndi>. 
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Aristotle's later ~xplicit questioning. Plato deliberately places liux!ptolc; 
third in the enumeration of the various tasks of the dialectician, because 
otafptotc; is grounded in auvayCll"ff''. Hence it is not what Is pdmary in 
dialectic. Accordingly, ,, fundamental mistake p lagues even the investiga­
tions of Stenzel,' in that he believes dialectic can be made intelligible on 
the basis of 5ta.(pem~ That, however, is an C).1:rinsic acce...~, since Otalpeau; 
is founded on the owo:ywYli in 0\l).J.ajlf.iv and runlieiv. 

1his is the idea of dialectk. II admittedly leaves much to be desired with 
n:-ganl to a real elucidation of both the structure of knowledge and the 
structure of what is known. This defidency is betrnyed precisely by the fact 
that, in what follows, Plato again and again attempts to understand dialectic 
more adequately. But we will see that, for us today at any rate, the deter­
minations that follow are still more obscure than this first one. 

npllc; ~•Oc; tAQ9oslev de; t i'\v ui>v tlA.o:uetpwv t!lltto6vttc; rnuroifl'l" 
(253c7f.): "By Zeus, we have in the end, hidden to ourselves, come across 
the science of free men," and we have ~!JtO\l\'tt<; tOv oo¢uJtilv ltj)6ttpov 
ci:vr;up!J!CfcVIll t ov QtA6o<*Jv (c8f.), Nin seeking the sophis t, found the phi­
losopher first." 1his bno-nifl'l, therefore, the one characterized as dialectic, 
is here designa ted as tm~fl'l tiiiv il-ru61\pwv, "the science of free men," 
i.e., of those who, in their actions and commitments, are not in need of what 
the masses require in ~ their undertil.kings, namely a.n immediate, visible 
goal. SmaU ~.nd narrow-minded people are not capable of sustaining a labor 
in which they do not at the very oul<oet know where it will carry them. But 
that is the pre-condition of the £nee man who would venture upon this 
science. This pecu.l.ia.r ooncept of fteedom, as used here in connection with 
the highest philosophical science, can be found take n up again b)' Aristotle 
in the pasS<'Iges we discussed in our introduction. In the Mdnplrysics, Book 
l, chapter 2. Aristotle ,,lso c.haracteri7..es o~ia, the first science, in those 
terms: O~hO\' OilV 6J.; Ol. Oi>&!l{<XV CtUtTJV ~~tO\ifl£v ;(pdav f:ttpav, ill' 
<i>ontp liv6p<lmo~. ~~~~v. tMUilepo<; 6 ainou MICa J<Cll J.li'\ tiUou wv, oiitw 
.:o.i aUn'lv ru.; !l6vr;v oi>oav t.A.tvOtpav t<ilV tntO'tflfl(i>v· fl6vr; yap aiinJ 
a\rni<; £v&Ktv eonv (982b24ff.), it is unique among the modes of knowledge 
that are free in a 1\'al sense; all other knowledge is oriented toward an el<; 
6, whert>as this mode of knowledge is there simply "for the sake of itself" 
•nd accordingly posits the knower purely upon himself. 

6. J. Stenzel. Sludwn :11r (nrwu:.klrmg drr p.fll.tDftdthtJJ DJalcttil wn S..'l/r.nfto :il Ari:Yotrld., 
Srcs~u. 19!7. 
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b) The second and third characterizations of dialectic. 
.,Eu:pov and tairt6 as guiding concepts of dial.ectic. 

The obscurity of the third characterization. 

ow there fall ws, at 25 dl-3, a renewed characterization of dial cti . Th · 
~tvo~ indicat that it is important Knta yfvll 8tmpttcr9cu (dl), " t divide 
according to tern , " and thereb ~liT.£ TCJ:UTO\ · doot; E-tspov ftY1lott(J9 t illlTt 
E'tEpov ov tau"t6v (dlf.), "n ith r to take the same~ ran ther n r th th r 
for the am-/' hen divid being according to stems and ther b keep 
the regard pen f r what is me and what is other, i.e., f r sam and 
othem . Plato empha izes precis ly th e moments w ithin the ta f the 
dialectician, b - a , in \ hat follm , that becomes th di c e:ry enablin . 
him in . eneral to prog11 ·- within cliaJe tic. He actuall. under tand "m -
n - samene and othem as otherness, and on the b i - of i · ht 
into th - tau,t6v and th ftEpov he · abl - to gra p the one pt f ~fl ov. 
Accordm ly, h plicitl empha izes that the dialectician mu t attend to 
the sam and th m fan giv being. 

Th n t d tenninati n f dialectic f llow: at 253d5--e2. It · again · 
plicitl formul -ted and compr· f ur ta ks. I confess that 1 don t u~ 

inely und r tand an thin f thi pa age and that the individual 
propositions ha\e in no way becom dear to me, even after Ion -, d . I 
can thus gi · e you only an approximate tran lation. Other p - pl I th 
opinion, to be surer that it · all ry clear, but I cannot con inc m lf 
that and do not want t w te tim n their surmise . Th pa 
<OuU~lrnKOt;> tofrto 5uvat0<; opdv (dS): 

1.) J.lia:v iOEa Sta xoh.Mi>v .. . ~tcncreavtta:t (d5£f.), th dia1 - tician '' 
one idea through ut man ,n one determinaten - " of b ing in i pr; - enc 
in man , of ' hich tv' c; tKcio-rou KEtJ.LEvOU xrop(c; (d6), ''each 1i . - there 
detach d fr 01 th ther , ' ·uch that this idea, ll hich i een thr u 1! ut 
all th- th , mivtil ot tE'ttXJ.LfvllV (d6 , is end and rcL from all 
id . 

2.) Th nd k: alxoi.Au.; mpac; UU.i\A.£0 (d7), th dial tician 
man idea , which are different from one another in u tanti¥ con­

tent- this · partiall understandable-but then Pl t dds: \mO J.n&.-<;, 
~m9Ev m:ptE"lO~tvac; (d7f.), uthey are enc mpa ed b one idea from th 

u id ." 
.) Ked fllBV cxu ot' OAroV xoA.A.Wv tv Evl O"UVTlJ.lJliVllV (d f.), th diale tician 

"that th Otl idea · again gathered together inb o11e throughout man -
" hoi ." 

4.) Kat 11:-0AAOO; x.ropl_ 1tcXvTU OtroptGJ!EVa.; d9), the dialectician uthat 
man idea are compt tely detached from one another. u 

Of c t:. , it m re or l clear that at i ue h r: a th am qu tion 
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' e ha alread come to know in the prec -ding detenninatio f dial cti . 
But th form.ulations are related amon themsel - in such a wa: that it· 
difficult ~ work ou t real structural d" -tinction . Th tTaditional interpreta­
tion ha b eased b the introduction f a distinction betw ytv~ and 
etoo~ n and species. Th" i an unjustifiabl p - edure, · --c Plato d 
pre · 1 not make that clistinction. And o in fact it remain completef 
ob ure what i meant b this J.itctV Ot" OAroV 7t0hAIDV EV EVt 0\JVllJ.lJ.LEvllV, 
and furtherm r b· the Un:o !.lt&c; f~ro9ev 1tEpt xeoe '~ and ab e all b th 
K.Etj.lfvou xmpic; ' ithln the unity of one idea. I all comp1 ly lea e this 
passa out of c -ifl ·deration here. 

c) 6yo~ a mode of access to beings. Distinctions in 
the meaning of ").by ~·" ConClusion of the -third 

characterization of dialectic. 

From what ha - resuhed thu far concerning dial tic, the ~ I1 ving is clear: 
~t6yoc; ~ the mode of access to bein ~ and i..frt· c; uniquel delimits th 
p ibiliti within which something can b - rim _ ab ut being and 
th it Bein -, It i th refore imp dant, ifl und , that' e clarify 
the co p t of "Alrt V ithin Plato' - founda.ti nal t , th · ono pt · f 
cour e d pluriv call , and we must clarify it r that e can at least 

- th distinctions in meaninaf which for Plat ah a · interp . etrate~ and 
which, corr onclin ly, also occur in th n pt ov.' 

1.) 0,· c; meaJ Aty~tv, t ad -mething in · · eech. 
2.) 6yo; means AzyOJ.IEVov, ' hat is addre ed, i.e., c hat is aid, the 

content fa A.fyElV. 

3.) t th - tim.e, A.&yor; means what is addre din th ense f the 
bein ·- whkh are addres · d - i e., in a certain en . ·\'hat a thing that i 
addr1- d itself -ay -f itself, h · w it, so to speak, ans ur int rrogati n 
of it. 

4. A&yoc; means the ' a of saying, the prop ition, -to .A.tyeoeat . 
. ) 6yo<; me ad dne s, i.e., the structure of what · add ed 

ins far as it ~· add d: TO £v AOYQl A.Ey6J.I.EVOV. 

Th five different meanin of A.6yoc; m t be pt in mind, and n 
or th other must b · employed to understand any given -, de:p nding 
on the cont 

Furth m re, in th - d -t rmination of AEyEl a - an addr 
thin methirl must n te that ' hat a bein · 
ll'te'an: 

. AH; (in th m in of th Uo · comments): 1. a refer nee to a later p ~ ge (p. 403 
bel01 •), 2. the 5qAOUv, cf. Jat, ~\-'£06m.- aAQEieOCl . 
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1.) it is addressed as n being, i.e., wilh rega rd to a concrete ontological 
determination (add ressing as the uncovering of a determinate objective 
content of a being). 

2.) In the addressing of something as someltting, the "as something" can 
refer to a character of Being and not of beings. 

The expression Atyr.tv is thus used for ontical as well as ontologie.>! 
discourse. That the latter one is in fact in view is shown by the formulation: 
llu~ltopeU..o!lm llrc'L t6>v I.Oytov (cf. 253bl0). to run through the A.6y01, 
whereby wh•t is thematic is what is said in the " how'' of its sayability. 

Thus we can brieAy determine dialectic in the Platonic sense, as it pre­
sents il5clf on this higher le,•cl of Plato's meditation-ilccording to the 
conclusion (253cl-2) of the chMacterization given above-as lt\e demon­
stration of the possibilities of co-presence in beings, insof.u as beings are 
encountered in A.6yo.;. 

dl Dialectic as a matter for the philosopher. T he dweUing 
ploce of the philosopher a.nd that of the sophist the clarity 
of Being and the obscurity of non-being. The precedence 

accorded the thematic clarific.ation of the sophist 

This dialectical science is possible only to one who is capable Kallap<ix; tE 
r<ai Olr<a!ro.; (eS), of philosophizing "purely and appropriately; henc-e only 
to one who can dweU in voeiv, thus to one who sees the 6.6pata, who sees 
precisely what sensible eyes cannot see. Only someone who has at his 
disposal pure seeing can carry out dialectic. tv tOIOUti\J nv\ t6n:q>9W\oooov 
<ivEup~OO(.l£V (d. 253e8f.); only in this place, Le., where 011e looks upon 
beings in their Being by means of vo£iv, "can the philosopher be found." 
Yet e\•en here: i&iv )ltv r.aJ.rn6v (e9), "he is difficult enough to sec." The 
"difficulty," xaJ.rn6Tils (254a2), in seeing the p hilosopher and the difficulty 
in seeing the sophist are quite different, however. The sophist flees £1<; n)v 
tOil 111) OV10<; cncotttv6TI1ta (254a4f.), " into the darkness of non-beings," 
and he p lies there his dark trade. ouk TO <rKO'tE\VOV tail t61tOU " atavof)oar 
xaJ.rn~ (a5f.): "He is difficult to see on account of the obscurity of his 
dwelling: place." The philosopher, on the contrary, ttl toU Ov-tO<; Ct.Ei 
1tpOOt.'t:iJUVO<; oux Ao'f\Oilcilv lli£Q (cl. aSf.), is wholly given over to beings 
insofar as they are purely s ighted. It is difficult to see him 01c'L to Aalln:pov 
n)s x"'Pw; (d. a9), "because of the brightness of the pillce" in which he has 
to dwell. For this brightness blinds, in such a way that in it no d istinctions 
are visible to the unexerci5ed and unworthy eye. The eyes of the multitude, 
Plato says, are incapable 1tPOS to 6eiov ~~:apttpeiv ~p<ilvta (cf. bl ), "of 
sus taining for long a r"!,ratd cast upon the d ivine.• Conceming the philos­
opher, taxa em<m!ljf61J£6u aaQtatepov, <iv Etl flou>.o~ivou:; lt~iv r't (b3f.), 



368 Plato's Sophist [531-532] 

"we could indeed deal with him more closely if we wished." That means 
a further consideration of the philosopher is left to our option; it is not 
required by the matters at issue themselves. But nEpl 'tOU cro<j>tcnou 8iiA.ov 
roc; Ot>l( avE'tEOV nplv &v hcavroc; CXU'tOV 9EacrcO!J.E9a (cf. b4f.), "in the case of 
the sophist, we may not desist until we have got him in our sight in a 
wholly sufficient way."8 Here it is clear that the investigation of the place 
in which the sophist dwells, and what he himself is, has precedence over 
the investigation into the philosopher. For-this is the unexpressed 
thought-the philosopher clarifies himself from himself and does so 
uniquely in philosophical work itself. The sophist, on the contrary, must 
from the very outset be made thematic, because, as long as he is not 
understood, he condemns all philosophical research to impossibility. As the 
incarnation of non-being, he must be disposed of first, so that the 
philosopher's gaze upon the Being of beings and their manifoldness can 
become free. Thus we may not infer from this passage that Plato had 
planned another dialogue, as a sequel to the Sophist, namely one about the 
philosopher. This is so little true that it is rather quite the reverse; i.e., the 
corresponding thematic explication of the philosopher clearly has less ur­
gency than that of the sophist. This entirely accords with Plato's Socratic 
attitude, which provides the positive only in actually carrying it out and 
not by making it the direct theme of reflection. Hence it is important to 
keep in mind that in the midst of the discussion of dialectic- and there is 
about to come a renewed characterization-Plato again refers to the sophist 
and his clarification, so that it becomes clear enough that the definitions of 
the sophist are not at all an empty game but have the positive sense of 
demonstrating the factuality of !lll ov as the obstruction blocking the path 
of every philosophical investigation. 

Before proceeding to the proper dialectical investigation, let us consider 
once more the result of the previous characterization of dialectic. 

e) The result of the previous characterization of dialectic. 
The essential moments and basic presupposition of dialectic. 

For Plato, the task of mastering dialectic requires one !J.E't' tntcrn1!J.ll<; nvoc; 
otex 't&v A.6yrov nopeuEcr9at (cf. 253b9f.), "to run through the A.6yot-as 
A.6yot-with a certain know-how." The knowledge presupposed, in the 
sense of a natoda, i.e., a methodological disposition, concerns, first, an 
orientation toward the fact that this research is a matter of presentifying 
the A.ey6!J.EVOV ov, as it is present in A.6yoc;, and, secondly, an orientation 

8. AH: to see through. 
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toward the fact that it is thereby a matter of interrogating trus l..t'y6~tvov 
ov as A'),-..uds the lhiva~te; KOLV<ilvioo;. and SfX'CiiicaUy in such a way that 
the connections of the ontological structures, as they arise in this orienta­
tion, are not simply juxtaposed arbitrarily. On the contrary, the task is 
always to reduce them to one, ti.; Ev ouvoiyt:lV, such that from this one the 
entire ontological history of a being can be pursued up to its concretion. 
These are the essential moments of the basic methodological srructure of 
dialectic in Plato's sense. 

The basic presupposition for thls dialectiC'II task and lor its mastery is 
what Plato pre,~ously analyzed in the methodological d iscussions of the 
ontologies: that Being means nothing else than Mvo.11te;. Mvelllte; of 
t.:O\VCIJVciv; i.e., Being pertains to the possibility of being·togethcr ldos 
Mliglich-sei11 als Zusamml'!>-sein).' This ontological concept of the OUVCliJL<; 
KOIVCIJV(~ is the genuine un69£<nc;_ that which is already posited in advance 
and which must be understood if one wants to take even the smaUest step 
within dialectic. This ontological concept is not something provisional but, 
on the contrary, is precisely for Plato the basic presupposition for the ac­
tivity of dialectic. When Plato puts forth this notion of liliveliJte; as an 
interpretation of the genuine meaning of Being, he obviously has a dear 
consciousness of the presuppositional character of this ontological concept. 
That becomes clear in the d iall'ctiEal investigation itself. To be sure, Plato 
does no t further renect on what is genuinely presupposed in the OUVCliJI<; 

KOtv<~vloo;. An interrogation of it did not lie within the horizon of his 
ontology or of Greek ontology in general. What Plato exposed with the 
OUVCliJL<; xowoovhxc; as unl\eEou; is, in o certain sense, lhe last matter a t 
which Greek ontology can arrive while maintaining the ground of its re­
search. That does not mean thiS 06VO.~I<; KOIVCilvi~ would not itself aUow 
and require a further clarification o f its sense-'• 

§77. Tile f11miammtal rot~<ilkr•tiotl of dwlectic' !254b-257al. 
17te dinlectir <if the llf'(tOtet ytVTJ. 

a) Introductory remarks. The ground, theme, and 
intention of the ensuing d ialectical analysis . 

Above all, we must keep in mind, in the erts(ling dialectical analysis, that, 
along with the substantive results o f the individual steps, the ontological 

9. Editor's note~ 11Us (Offl'l,ubbon OCl"U.t'i only in Moser's tmnscripL 
10. ~ n .... C!. <iS'l. ytVf) abav• 354 {• p. 362). 
I 1ltlo O.><d on ~lcid"SJI"T (..., p. 386) 
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concept of the lhiva11t<; Kotvrov!ac; is manifest everywhere as the ground of 
the discussion. That is why Plato once agdin briefly emphasizes, prior to 
the investigation proper, the meaning of this tiJt66£<nc; and of aU that it 
includes. In the idea of the 56vaJH<; Kotvroviac; there resides: 

l.) ta ~~ t<i'lV "(£Vrov >.:otvrov£iv t6tl.i:tv <XAI.ljl.ou; (cf. 254b7f.), 
2.) ta lit ~1\ (b8) 
3.) to ~· tl<' 6:llyov (bS) 
4.) to 5' tni no).M (b9). The third and fourth determinations underline 

a more or less far-reaching substantive kinship of the ontological structures. 
5.) tCt lit 0\Ct rtQv'UOV OWCV KU>AOO V tOi<; XO:<n ttKOtVOOVllKEVat (cf. b9f.). 

There are ontological s tructures present "throughout everything," and 
"nothing prevents them from being already there (note again the perfect 
tense) common to everything." They are pre-eminently present and in the 
present, such that nothing else would exist II these structures were not 
alread)• co-present ota navtrov. 

For the consideration at hand, Plato says, it is important that we 
<cn<Olt£iV> lifl nep\ navtiJlV tlilV £100)V, •do not undertake to investigate all 
possible ei5fl," iva 11ti t apami>ve9a (c2f.), " lest we becQme confused" by 
the multiplidty of these structures. Instead, npocMvcvot t ci>V v£Yiatrov 
),f;yovtw>v citra (c3f.), "we will extract some of the ones addressed in the 
highest degree," i.e., 50me of the ones th<lt a.rc ~)ways addressed in every 
}.tyEtv. Thus it is • matter of a certain selection, ~nd indeed not an arbitrary 
one, but an extraction out of what is proper to every being as a being. 
Accordingly, what this discussion will expose, within the limits of the 
e!ll>-uing dialectica l consideration, must obviously have the character of the 
OUl Xnvt(l)V. The Structures and results that are to be exposed Will have 
universal-ontological significance. These extracted Jlfytam "ttvll will be 
interrogated in two respects: 1.) noia f Kam<i tanv (c4), how each in itseJJ 
looks as ).q6~vov, and 2.) nlilc; fxn Bwoi!!EIJl<; Kotvrov£a; tlUlj;l.«l\' (cf. c5), 
"how it stands "~th regn.rd to the posstbility of being together with others." 
It is hence a matter of considering the ontological characters in view of: 1.) 
ltOia. how they look in themselves according to their proper categorial 
content, and 2.) which categorial function is possible for them within the 
KO\VOlV!a of beings. 

Plato emphasizes expliciUy that th.is investigation does not aim at every 
possible transparency that a dialectical consideration could attain, but in­
stead we desire only as much clarity as will make intelligible OW' genuine 
thematic interest. ci>; tlmtv <ktroc; 111'1 llv (dl), " that in fact non-beings are." 
In this war Plqto now rctu_rns, from the geneml ontological discus.~ion a.nd 
from the critique of the preceding ontologies, bac:k to the question posed 
by the sophist. At the same time we can now see clearly the methodological 
horizon w·ithin wh.ic:h this quest.ion is to be raised: it must be resolved 
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within a dialectical discussion of what is said most properly and primor­
dially in every addressing of things as such. Accordingly, the resolution of 
the question of the Being of non-beings must also be understood in a 
<'Orn!SpOndlng un.iversal sense. 

Plato now begins the proper dialedical investigation (254d-lff.). In order 
to understand this consideration, we must realize that it may indeed be 
easily inteUigible in a rough verbal sense and that it is not difficult to 
succeed in explaining the interconnection of the individual s teps and argu­
ments. But this does not at all guarantee that the proper phenomenal 
content of what is here at stake has been demonstrated. If you yourselves 
try to follow this discussion by carrying it out yourselvcs-whkh of course 
you must do if you are to w1derstand it- you will realize that you do not 
alw,,ys and without further ado see the conncctior« with the same trans-­
parency. What is needed here is always a very keen disposition of the eyes, 
which we do not, as we might wish, constantly have at our disposal. Hence 
I explicitly bring to your attention the difficulty of this discussion, so that 
you will not delude yourself "~th a certain merely verbal understanding. 

b) The five ~tr•ota -yt\•l]: ~<1Vl]m~-otam~-
6v-ul\\t6v--€upov. Exposition of their autonomy. 

a) The pregivcnness of 1dVT]m.;-otam~-Ov. 
Their relationship. 

The consideration begins by enumerating the ~tyuna of the -yt\'l] at stake 
here: ro ov aut6, Being itself, m&OI<;. and UVI\<Ju;. These thn."e basic con­
cepts, ov, K(Vl]Ot<;. and otncrto; are pregi\·en. They are the stems around 
which the preceding critical discussion of the ontologies was concentrated. 
With them is pregiven the total horizon at issue in this dialogue, insofar as 
1dvJ101~ and crt&OI<; determine ytyvll><:n<£tv, i.e., the W.l\llt~ and ljlriJOO<;. 
and, in unity with them, the possible object o( ytyv<ilcr•etv, Od ov. At the 
s.1me time, they form those tiUcs of the question of Being which preoccupy 
ancient Greek ontological research, such that the ancient d.iscussions are 
superseded in this new diafecMal consideration. 

The !;tvoc; initially emphasizes that the relation between ma~ and 
!dvrt~ is one of exclusion. Ka\ ~f\v tw "fE 600 Q<J~tv a\ltoiv o~tinm "PO<; 
CW.liMi> (d7f.). He s.1ys, just as he said earlier (250a8(.), that rlVT]m~ and 
crt&Oic; ane tvavncbtata, the furthest opposed to one another.' K!Vl]m; and 
crt&m.; represent a total mutual exclusion, here fommlated by calling them 
6.1'€h·""· "unmixa.ble." K{Vl]<Jt~ and crtaoH; arc thus excluded from one 

2. Cf. p. 3561. 
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anotht?I: On the other hand, however, to lie yr ov ~E\l<TOV Cqi~iv (dlO), 
"Being is mixed in with both of them," Le., Being is present in both. For both 
indeed are in some way or other. And an earlier analysis clarified the Being 
of each of them by means of the phenomenon of '(I)'VOOKt:lV, which, insofar 
as it is, includes l<i"'lOl~ and <mime;.> Thus three ytvf) are pregiven for the 
dlalt>ttlcal discussion, and specifically in a detenninate nexus: l<i"'lll; and 
at6:mc; in mutual exclusion, both, howe,·er, in association with ov. 

~) Ta\Jt6v and tn:pov as themes of the further investigation. 
Determination of the J,lsk and a nticipation of the result. 

At the end of 254<:1, the <;tvo; raises the proper question and thereby 
broaclles a new phenomenal connection within these ontological structures: 
01i1<o\iv a\Jtd>v f>:aatov toiv 11tv oooh• fn:pov ronv, a\Jto li' tam4> ta\Jt6v 
(dl<lf.): "Eacll of them, EKaatov toiv ~tv oooiv, l<i"'lmc; and at6.m;. is 
indeed, however, on the one ha.nd, tu:pov, an other, nnd, at the same time, 
auto li' taut<j> tam6v, itself; ea<:h is for itself, something self-same." Ti ~tot' 
ail viiv oUu.>.; &ipJ\1<CXjJ.£V t6 t£ tamov Kal96.ttpov; (e2f.): "But w hat have 
we now in this way sa;d when we utter 'same' and 'other'?" This question 
makes it dear how the xop£\>roilcn lila t<ilv 1..6(1i1V wUJ now actuaUy be 
carried out: there wi.U be a questioning back to what was said in the 

preceding senienc.,._u,al earn of thE> two is fu:pov and mlit6v. This is the 
first genuinely <tialectarol.step. And now what is actually said in this l.tyr1v 
mpov, a\Jto ~·t(lVtlj> raut6v is to be made explicit, or, put differently, what 
was formulated in the preparation of the analysis only as ooo Cqi£(1<tlll 
{"both arc unmixed in "'lation to one another") is to be said more precisely 
and brought into view. Therefore, ,...-hen we say that ~iVf)O"I<; and atlim<; 
are different. we co-say in both, ldVIJCll<; and ot6.m<;. with te),>ard to their 
opposition, sometlung previously hidden to us, namely -.aur6v and 
96.upov. The ~tvoc; then questions whether what is now said on the basis 
of this more precise consideration of the 4'y6~£Vov in A<i'yo<;, whether both 
o( these, ta\Jt6v and OOu:pov, are themselves Soo rt"'l (c3), "two proper 
new s tems," and, furthermore, whether th<>y td>v Jllv t pui>v &Alln (e3), "are 
each thems<'lves something other in relation to the first three pregiven 
ytvn," ru1d also whether they ffilll~£1 yvvJllvm t~<elvotc; t~· avciyl<f)c; W:l (d. 
e4), "are conslllntly aa1d necessarily present together with those," whether 
they are therefore )'t:Vl] whicJl deserve IO be characterized 3S OU't 1t6:VtliiV, 
or, speaking in an .imagc1 wheth~r they have the dlaractcr of vowels. This 
questioning is simply the concretization of what was formulated pre­

vious! y: eacb of the following rb•li is to be interrogated noia-here, 

J . Cl. p. 331£ 
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whether both are proper yevn-and nffi<; EX£t 8uvaf1£w<; Kotvwvia<;-how 
they stand in relation to the possibility of being together-whether these 
new revn, in case they indeed are such, are universally present in every 
being, in every possible something, or not. Thus what we have here ex­
posed, in view of the M:y6J.LEVOV, in view of the things we have just now 
said, is to be confronted, at the same time, with the dialectical criterion, i.e., 
it is to be interrogated as to its 8uvaJ.tt<; Kotvwvia<;. Should these three 
questions-are they proper yevn, are they different from the other three, 
and are they universal-need to be answered in the affirmative, the result 
would be nevtE (e4), "five" such yevn, instead of three. And indeed, as we 
now see, this would happen without anything substantively new, any new 
substantive objects, supervening; on the contrary, purely out of A.6yo<; itself 
something previously hidden is now uncovered. We do not in any sense 
deduce it but only uncover and take notice of what is still, and was already, 
there.4 I stress explicitly the wholly non-deductive character of this dialec­
tical consideration. i1 ... A.aveavoJ.LEV liJ.ta<; auto\><; (eSff.), "or are we in 
the end hidden to ourselves" when npoO'ayopEUOVtE<;, we address, taut6v 
and eatEpov, the same and the other, basically <i><; EKElVWV 'tl (255alf.), "as 
something of them"? That means: are we in the end blind as regards these 
two phenomena, 'tUU'tOV and 9atEpOV, and do not see that they present 
something other in relation to the three? The earlier critique of the ancient 
ontologies carried on its arguments with the help of this blindness, i.e., by 
overlooking taut6v and the EtEpov. That must now cease. We must now 
uncover this A.aveavEtV. We must see quite clearly that we have before us 
new ontological characters, ones which do not coincide with the other three. 
It is therefore a matter of explicitly making visible the autonomy of taut6v 
and 9atEpOV, on the one hand, and, at the same time, their universal 
presence in every possible "something." 

Understanding the definitive proper analysis of the EtEpov is a matter of 
seeing that Plato is concerned with securing these five in advance, with 
demonstrating a determinate limited Kotvwvia in relation to these five yev11. 
He needs to exhibit the autonomous character of taut6v and the EtEpov 
because that is important for the further elucidation of the EtEpov and J.lll 
ov. He must show that taut6v, as well as the EtEpov, are different from the 
three pregiven ones and that accordingly each is to be grasped for itself as 
something; i.e., they must be counted in the Greek sense, so that the apt9J.LO<; 
1tEvtE must be held fast. 

I want to anticipate the result of the consideration, in order to provide 
you with a certain orientation to guide your understanding. 'AA.A.' ou tt J.lllV 

4. AH: self-asserting, being in power: Mvaj . .tt<;. 
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KlVll<Jl<; y£ Kat <J't<i<Jt<; ou9' EtEpov OU't£ taut6v E<J'tl (255a4f.). KtVll<Jl<; does 
certainly not mean Et£pov, and neither does it mean taut6v, just as little 
as <Jt<i<Jt<; means EtEpov and taut6v. The substantive content of each of 
these four y£v11 is different from that of the others. "Ott7t£p &.v KOtvfl 
7tpOO"Et1t<.O~£V KtVll<JlV Kat <Jt<i<JtV, 'tOU'tO OUOE'tEpOV autOtV OlOV t£ £ivat 
(255a7f.). "What we address as co-present, KOtvfl, in both, in KtVll<Jt<; and 
at<i<Jt<;, cannot be one of the two themselves as such." What can be attrib­
uted to both in the same way, to KiVll<Jt<; and to crt<icrt<;, is something that 
cannot be identified with KtVll<H<; as such, and just as little can it be iden­
tified with crt<i<Jt<;, insofar as the U7t68£<Jt<; of their difference from one 
another remains standing. This impossibility is already clear regarding both 
phenomena, KtVll<Jt<; and crt<icrtc;, themselves. If one of them, e.g., KtVll<Jt<;, 
were the other, it would, so to speak, uforce," avayK<i<JEt (a12), the other 
to turn into the opposite of its own <!n)atc;. Thus if KtVll<Jt<; were a £-r£pov­
understood here as the other-then crt<i<Jt<; would have to become KtVll<Jt<; 
and vice versa, &t£ Jletaoxov tou tvav-riou (255b1), since indeed, insofar 
as KiVll<Jt<; is the other, this other would indeed "participate in its opposite." 
It would then come down to this: KtVllOl<; O"nl<JE'tat K<X.t O'tU<Jt<; au 
KtVl191la£tat (cf. a10). The question is thus whether KtVllOt<; can in general 
be determined as £t£pov, yet without becoming <n<iot<;. If that is to be 
possible, then (this is the implicit thought guiding the consideration) the 
concept of exclusion, of non-being, must undergo a more precise determi­
nation, and a distinction must subsist between these two characterizations: 
that something is itself the other and that it is otherwise, an other in relation 
to others. The formulation at the end of 255a is so difficult to make intelli­
gible because the investigation is still purposely proceeding on the ground 
of unclarified concepts of £t£pov and taut6v. And it can proceed that way 
because this sort of formulation-that KiVllOt<; is £t£pov-corresponds pre­
cisely to Plato's earlier position, according to which something is addressed 
in its essence, and this addressing is interpreted to mean that in it the 
essence is present. For example, if I say this chair here is wood, that means, 
in terms of Plato's earlier position and also in a certain sense still in accord 
with the current new position: in this something, woodness is present. 
Analogously, to say that KtVll<Jt<; is Et£pov means nothing else than that 
Kivll<Jt<;, movement, is otherness, and crt<i<Jt<; is sameness. It must therefore 
be made intelligible that sameness can be attributed to both without their 
being the same, and that difference can be attributed to both without each 
being the other. Here is the proper crux of the problem. It is a matter of 
uncovering this unclarity in Aiy£tV and elucidating, correlatively, the sense 
in which taut6v and EtEpov are to be attributed to KtVll<Jt<; as well as to 
crt<icrt<; and also to ov. 
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y) The autonomy of tmh6v and tt&pov over and 
against KIVI10l~ and c:miat<;. 

It is indisputable, and must be held fast as the phenomenal point of dcpar· 
ture, that 11ettxerov 111'iv cil!$<0 tai.roiJ 1Ctll9<t.ttpou (255b3). "Both obviously 
partake in ralit6v and O<i'ttpov, the same and the other." 111'1 rolvuv Aty"'11£v 
ldVIla!v y' elva• ralitov i\ M'ttpov 11110' at> at<latv (b5f.). But we do not 
\<\'ant to say that motion, as one and the same, as something self-same, 
would be sameness, or tha t rest, as different-from, as different from motion, 
would be differentness. Thus sameness and differentness am neither 
ldVIlm<; nor m<lc:n<;. a nd yet we say: ldv!lm<; is ta1it6v and rnpov. Thereby 
we gain this much. that ta1it6v and ftq>o1• are initially, ov<'r and against 
lC{VIlat<; and at<lat<;. X"'Pi<;. something other. 

But the question has not yet been carried through to its end. insofar as 
there now occurs the possibUity that tn\h6v and ftepov are perhaps iden­
tical with a third, 6v. 

o) The autonomy of tllut6v and Ctq>ov over .md against llv. 
Tnlit6v and ov. 'E'ttpov and ov. The disparity behveen ov 

and lttpov. The ltp6<; n as founding character of the fttpov. 
Results a.nd 1\lrtlier tttsk. 

The question is thus whether talit6v and ftepov M' identical with ov. 'AJJ..' 
apa to 01' occai to tautov w.; iv n OlUVO'lttOV TJiliV (255b8f.): "Perhaps in 
the end Being and sameness (1rc to be understood Ox; fv n, as one.~· This 
possibility, however, is easy to undermine. For if we identify sameness wit:h 
Being and, on the basis of this assumption, say what we have said at the 
beginning. that KiVIl<>t<; and cn<l<>t<; ""' that Being is in them, then we 
would hove to say, assuming the identity of Being and sameness: KiVIlm<; 
and arum<; ore talit6v. But that is impossible. Th<'refore even Si\meness, 
tllUt6v, is different from ov. Talit6v is therefore just as different from 
KIVIlc:n<; as it is from at<lat<; and also from ov. Accordingly, it is a tftuptov 
(c5), a "fourth," a fourth on tological determination, which possesses its own 
ontological character and cannot be dissolved in the pregtven thn.'e. 

T! lit; to Mttpov apa TJJlil' )..eJ<ttov 11£1lntov; (c8): "Are we perhaps, then, 
to take the fupov as a fifth?" ii toilto >:al to tiv W-; liti' rota 6v6j.tata t+' 
tvl ytvet OlflVO£ia0at lici; (c8ff.); or should we say in the end that djfferent­
ness falls, with Ov, into one yfvo;? Note that Plato is not simply deriving 
this in the sense of a result, a formal conclusion: U1at the tam6v is other 
over and against the three pregiven and that accordingly the fupov is 
autonomous and a fifth. On the contrary, it is again demonstrated in single 
s t.eps . Plato disploys a special energy in the delimitation of the ~ttpov over 
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and against the four others, in such a way that he does not merely carry 
out this dellmitation once but pursues it a second time on a higher level. 
What is essential in the whole consid~ration is precisely this demonstration 
of the difference b.>tween the fupov and the now pregiven four. For through 
the demonstration of the difference between hepov and ov, K(Vflcn~, 
otam;. and ralit6v, the concept of the ttepov "~U b.>come transparent. 
This trnnsparency provides a new concept of "against," of "agalnstnes.~," 
and thereby lays the foundation for a new concept of negation. Tht> whole 
analysis is oriented toward the btpov and its possible, or not possible, 
KOIVWV(<X with the others. 

\-\'hat then is the relation between the fupov and the three or, including 
tailt6v, the four? Is it ml~tnov '-':Kttov (cf. 255c8), to b.> addressed as a 6fth? 
Or is it in one ytvo.; tog•>ther with ov? For an Wlderstanding of what follows, 
and also of the proper delimitation of the tt£pov over and against the 
tvavtiov, we must realize that bepo" is still ambiguous for Plato here and 
that it evm retains a <X'rtain ambiguity throughout the whole dialogue. In 
the forst place, b£pov means an othc<. S..>condly, it means to fupov, being­
other-than; hence it is the ontological determination of nn other as other, as 
b.>ing precisely in the mode of bcing-other. And thirdly, it means (t£p<itf1~ 
otherness. Because it is a matter here for Plato of a ytvo.; which is as it were 
quite empty, a high~t ·(tv~ which pertllins, as will btxome clCilr later, to 
every possible something. the distinction is b lurred from the very outset; 
i.e., he docs not at aU succeed in distingu.ishing the fupov as "an other" 
from the tt£pov as "being-other" or a:s "otherness.• This ontologiml consid­
eration iS specifically Platonic in the intertwining of these three meanings. 

Pinto introduces the consideration of the b£pov in its delimitation over 
and against the four-which also means in its Kmvwvia wlth the four- with 
a general observation he .. ~u later, in a certain sense, retract nilv ovtruv ta 
!ltV a\mi Kafl' ailta, TU IX 1tp0; aU.o. ad ~l (c12f.)-note here the 
word l~oflat!-the l.tyttv of O\•Ta is such "that we always speak of ta j.Ltv, 
certain b.>ings, oca9' ailta, from themsdves, ta IX, others, however, 1tpO~ 
UUo., in relation to something else." [nsofar as this proposition concerns the 
0£(, it is a uni\•crsal and applies universally to every bcing, A6yot;. therefore, 
is taken here quite generally. either as a simple addressing of something in 
itself or as an addressing of sometlli!\g in view of something else, determin­
ing something pregiven in relation to something else. This mea.ns that l.tyttv, 
addressing beings, tal<en quite generally. discloses beings in two directions: 
first, as they themselves are in simple presence, and secondl)• in the mode 
of the np~ n, in terms of a relation-to. Correlative to AcT(~ beings can 
therefore b.> characterized in their possible presence either as simply there 
in themselves or as rq>&; n , in-relation-to. In Myr.tv a double presence of 
beings becomes graspable: "in themselves" and "in relation to-" 
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On the basis o f this general ob..;ervation, Plato says: To ~ y' ih"EPD'' ere\ 
"P~ etEpov (255dl ), every htpov is in itself 7tpO.. Hence there resides In 
the structuro of th~ ih"Epov itself a still more original character, one which 
Plato does not here establish ftrmly, the ttp6t; n. ln every case, the other is 
possible only as other-than. ln thi< other there resides precisely the 1tp6c;, 
the "relation to."' 

It is remarkable, and is precisely one of the clear witnesses to the inner 
limitation of Greek ontology, that here in the analysis of the h£pov Plato 
encounters the phenomenon of the 1tp6c;, the ph enomenon of the relation-to, 
but is not capable, preciscly in view of his own dialectic and his d ialectical 
task. of maJdng visible this ltpl); n as a universal structure, insofar as this 
" ro. n is also an <lpriori structural moment of the Ka9' oono. Even same­
ness, the "in-itself," includes the moment of the 7tp0. n; it is just that here 
the relation-to points back to itself. This therefore documents a state of 
affairs often observed in such investigc1tion s, that in a certain sense a phe­
nomenon is already "~thin reach and is to a certain degree explicit, but th.ot 
the researcher is nevertheless incapable of ex-plicitly raising the phenome­
non itself to the concept11al level and assigning it i ts categorial function. 
For, Plato here, and in the later dialogues as well, does not a llow the 7tp0. 
n to attain the fundamental a nd univer$<11 significance which should prop­
erly and substantively pertain to it in relation to uxi>t6v and f-ttpov. In the 
Phih:bt<S, e.g., it is clear that Plato is indeed aware of the np6~ n but does 
not genuinely sec it in its cotegorial function and in its prinlary position 
prior to the ftq>ov. He says there: Tailtu yup 01iK eiva•nPO. 11 Ka.\.4. aU' 
<id ~:aUt KaB' aim1 (cl. Philebus, 5Jc6f.), " these beings are not beautiful 
relationaUy," i.e., beautiful in ,;cw of something else, "but are always 
beautifuL ln themselves." Here, in the Sophist, Plato claims the 1tp6.; n only 
lor the tupov itself, as a conceptual determimtion of it, and does not set 
the "PO. n off against the fttpov as an original apriori, prior to the fttpov 
itself. 

On the basis of this distinction between beings in themselves and beings 
in the character o f the np0. Tl, Plato now attempts to delimit the rnpov 
over and against ov. If the hEpov is nect.'SSarily ot her-than, i.e., if the 
structure of the h£pov ncct.--ssariJy includes the 1tp<l<; n, then there resides 
between av and &<ittpov a lita¢opu. For, d1ttp &!ltEpoV u~¢oiv ~tWX£ roiv 
Ei OoiV <il<rl~Ep tO 6v, ~V av !!Ott tl l<Cli tciiv fttp<av tttpov OV Jtp<)<; ettpoV 

(255d4ff.). [[ U>ero were othemess, in the sense of the nro. n, in the field 
of 6v, just as in the field of the ttepov, then then> would be othemesses 
which are not wh at they arc, namely h£pov npO.. Th>t is to SO)', if htpov 
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and 6v had the same field, and if th~re are ovta, nevertheless, as we have 
heard, .:a!l' aina, then there would be othernesses which are not other in 
the character of the other-thru~ Now, however, the ~tvo~ says, it is for us 
pcrfecliy clear that what is characterized as other is necessarily what it is 
in relation to an othe< otut£p av fttpov Ji, au~llt~lll<EV tE;' av6:y.:11<; £ttpou 
toirl:o 61U!p eatlv tivru (d61.). Whatever is as f.ttpov is so as l:n:pov Jtp6<;. 
Thus ov and tn:pov do not coin cide, insofar as there are 6vta which do not 
have the character of the "P~ t L l11ere is otherness only in a limited field: 
where the l:n:pov don:Unates. ll1e noncoincidence of ov and t'ttpov, &ing 
and otherness, means Oeing is different from otherness. That in tum means 
the htpov is itself, as otherness, something other than ov and is, accord­
ingly, a fifth, next to taU!6v, dvllatc;. cnliatc;. and ov. The idea here is that 
in every t'ttpov there is indeed an 6v. but there is not in every OVa mpov. 

And so a distinction must be made between the 91i<nc; of a ')'E\'0<; (that 
which it itself already is according to its proper categorial content &mg. 
o therness, samcness}--between this qli<rtc; and the )'tvoc; insofar as it is 
IJE1'acJX6~£VOV dll.ou, insofar as an o ther is co-present with iL At the same 
time, it must be noted for what follows that the distinction now brought 
out between Being and o therness-a distinction concerning the categorial 
content of both these yt\'1)-<loes not e xclude the possibility that precisely 
enry being, as something, is ~n other. This is the rtmlilikable unclarity we 
still find here in Plato: he indeed operates with this distinction but does 
not genuinely expose it. Here, at this point, Plato speaks of a noncoincidence 
of the categorial content of 6v and £ttpov; later, however. he tries to show 
precisely that every ov is tn:pov. The noncoincidence of the categorial 
content does not cont<adict the coincidence of the realm of categorial pres­
ence, of that which is determined by these categories. Hence there is o 
distinction between the noncoincidence of the categorial content o.nd the 
coincidence of the realm of the presence of the categories which are under 
discussion here and which as such are OHX ncivuov, present throughout 
everything. In every 6v. there is thus also the rnpov. 

In this way, Plato exposes five ~ll as autonomous. nf!J.Jttov ol) n)v 
Oo:ttpotJ+Ii<rlv 41.-tto'' tv toic;ei&mv oooav (255<191.). He designates them 
here as tilill. This dearly shows that Plato makes no distinction between 
)'tvoc; and dboc;. Thus <'Ven in regard to the earlier passage wc-<>r at least 
I-<lismi5sed as inexplicable: the interpretation may not enlist the later 
distinction between genus and species. 

These five are now tv oic; npoatpoi>!'t!la (255el), that " in which" we will 
move to ca.ay out the ensuing investigation. People have attempted to 

6, 2SJd5-c2. Ct. p.l6Sf. 
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thus we want to set in relief, in this dialectical sense. what is sajd 11in relation 
to these five, and specifically in such a way that we perceive each of the 
five singly for themselves." After having established the five in theil: dif­
ferentness, the goal of the ensuing ronsideration is to demonstrate the 
pervasive presence of the tttpov in them. 

aa) Point of departtJre: taking up again the relation 
bctween t<h•I10t<,-c:rt6:ato;~v--tai>~6v. 

A t first l'lato takes up something said earlier: nponov ~v t<iv11otv, IDe; fan 
Jtavranam.v rnpov arci<rew<; (255ellf.). Kiv1101~ was initially distinguished 
over a.nd against ora<n<;; we said: if they are tvavn<ilr~a, then dv11m<, is 
11ot arciau;, it is naV16.Jtaow ttepo1•. J'urthermone, we already daimed: •ron 
lit '(1!. otb. ro )1£1txttv rou 6vt~ (256.11), IC\"1101<; is. Thus, in the first place, 
ar6.m<; is not present in IC\"11otc;, but on the contrary 6v is. We said further: 
A tie<<; dVIl<nc; f.upov Ta\iro\1 (cf. a3}, t<1v11<nc; is also distinct from ra\IT6v. 
This is all nothing new; it is jtLSt that what had already been said is taken 
together for the following considcratiion. Note well that what is set in relief 
ns rega.rds t<lvt)O"L~ over and agains-t aramc; is being-<lifferent, over and 
against ov co-existen«>, and over and against ram6v again being-<lifferent 

The more precise explicatiCJn begins at 256a7, and specifically in the 

following order. Plato treall; 1.) tailt6v, 2.) otom.;, 3.) the ltEPQV, and 4.) 
6v, and does so specifically with the intention of showing that the ftepov 
is present in them as wcll as is tcx(,t6v. Plato thereby adds an essential 
supplement to what was previously acquired regarding otciou;, 6v, TC<m6v. 
He demonstrates: 1.) over and agairLSt the complete difference of IC\v~m<; 
in relation to aramc;, that a certain ronh6v of IC\VTJO'I<; and ar6.m<; is indeed 
possible, 2.) o'•er and against the co-existence of ov, that t<IV1101<; is a j.n; 
6v, and 3.) over and against the difference in regard to ta\l~6v, that to.i>t6v 
is also co-present in t<IV1101<;. In the tilth and sixth Enneads, l'lotinus later 
took up this pa..<sage about the five yEvt] md set it into a genera.! metaphys­
ical system with the aid of Aristotelian categories. 

P~J First stage: t<IVT\<nc; illld ta\it6v.' 

The firs t question concerns th(• connection between Ki"'lat<; and tam6v. 
'AI-J..b. 111'lv ®Til y' ~v to.orov oW. ro I'Cttxetv aiJ ~t!Xvt' amoti (a7). It was 
established above that o.il<11, t<lv11otc;. is tai>T6v, "self-same with itself," oux 
tO )1eltxttv mivt' auro\1, "because everything mdeed participates in 
~rov,N because ratir6'' is Sul ~o.vu:ov. Now, however, it must be stressed, 

versus the samenes.~ of t<lv11cn<; and 't~Xlh6v, that they are diffl'rent in terms 
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of their categorial cont>mt. Tl'Jv ldv'l<nv Sl'J t<Xi>16v t clvat KO:l ~~~ tcnltov 
o~oA<rtn'ttov 1CO:l ou 6oox~:po:vrtov (a !Of.). "We must therefore likewise say 
and not be troublt>d about it," i.e., we must simply accept it as the way the 
m.1tter stands: ldV'lOlV t<riltov t' tivo:t Ko:l ~I) mi>t6v. To be s ure, in speaking 
thus: alin)v mmov 1Co:l ~I) t<Xi>t6v, oiJx 6~oiooc; eipljKO:!tl'.v (cf. all/.), "we 
are not Spei!king about ldV'lmc; in the same respect." Hence there is, as was 
already indicated, regarding the way som~th.ingmay be addressed in ).tyEtv, 
the possibility of differing respects: something prcgiven as present can be 
addressed in speech as this or that, i.e., it can be taken in different respects. 
In the background again here is the oih·o:~t<; KOtvOlv\a<;: the differences in 
respect, and in general something like a respt.>ct at all, are based on the 
OU~to; IOOl\'ffiViac;, on the possibttity that the OUV~~ IOOIVOlvjac; CC>-COO­
StilutCS the Being of something and its presence in ),tynv. au· 6n6to:v ~tv 
t<XUW\', 6ux n)v !J.~tv to:utou npc)c; tnun)v OUtCil AE-t~£V (a12ff.); if we 
say ri"'lffi<; to:i>t6v, weare speaking about the ~tet~to; mum ~tpOc;Eo:un)''• 
"its participation, with reyard to it~lj. in sameness." insofar as it is KIV'lotc; 
with this categorial content, as •dV'lOl<;. it is determined as the same. But if 
we say 111'1 tctlit6v (b2), "motion is not Silmencss," we say this 1\ux n)v 
KOtVC11YiO:V ccU 6o:Ttpou (b2), "in view Of itS !(0tVOl\I(O: with the kepov"; we 
say it ltpOc; rnpov, "in Vie\\0 of othem~ ... B)• the prt>sencc of otherness, i.e., 
lit' ijv anoxropt~OIItVTJ nxiltoii ytyoVf:ll oil~e tmvo l'uX rnpov (b2f.). by the 
presence of the rnpov in l<ivl]m<;, in a certain sense ~ivt)mc; is 
CutO;(Olpt~O~Ev'l, "removed," from sameness, so that it is then ou" tK"Eivo, 
not the same, not to:ut6v, but ttEpOv. And thus we can also quite justifiably 
address l<iV'lOt<; as ou tat\t6v. Here in tam6v there appears again the 
peculiar dual meaning: "sameness" and "the same." Klvf\mc; is indeed the 
same and hence talit6v, but, according to its categorial content, it is not 
sameness itself and therefore is rnpov, different, from mm6v. and thus is 
oil mm6v. Hence this one ytvoc; is, with regard to to:i>16v, both to:i>16v and, 
equally, not to:i>t6v. KIV'lm<; is tcxUt6v and ou taut6\'. 

The same consideration, as has just been c<trried out with regard to the 
.relation between Klvf\mc; and to:Ut6v, is now repeated with regard to 
ICiV'lOI<; and Otam<;. 

rtl Second stage: l<(V'lm<; and otO.otc;' 

Up to now we have been speaking of riv'lm<; and ot6:mc; as tvo:vtt<ilto:tO. 
two 1\>Uon<; which s tand opposed to one illlother in their substanti\·c con­
tent. which exclude one another. This. way of speaking is justified, provided 
we limit ourselves to the AO'flX. Anliolhenes established as the only possible 
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one: it is possible to speak of something only as regards its own se!J-;;amc­
ness. Then ,;!v11G1~ is precisely ,;~,·note;, and otciou; cmicru;. But now the 
question nrise>: OliKOUV >t<l\> Ei 1rJ1 ~EU:AOttfkxvt:v trutil KiVI101<; ataoro><;, 
OVOEV m• ci-ronov ~v atacn~ov crutt'lv npoottyopEUEIV (b6f.). " Is it then so 
wholly inappropriate to address au~v. namely •iv11m<; as rest, as 
otciat).IOV, as standing still, in the sense of ).l£tai.a.~~VEtv otcio£m;, thus 
in the sense of the concept of Being we are now laying at the foundation: 
OOVCXIll~ r.:otvroviru;? Then perhaps ;qj, in some way, at<iot<; is indeed co­
present with dvnot<;.. And this ~£tt:X6).1evov, this nttpoooio,. this co-pres­
ence of atciou; in dvno•<; would justify saying that Kivnmc; and ataot<;""' 
not sheer tvttvtia but are in a certain sense mut6v. Indeed, says Plato, we 
have prev iously' already factually established til; E<ttt .:atci <}~Xnv tttlitn 
(256c2f.), "thot the Being of i<l\'1101<; is of itself like th.1t," i.e., in it at<lm<; 
is co-present. There it was shown that the ontological possibility of the 
concrete phenomenon of ')'lyv6>o~<nv includes iiS being movement, and, as 
"(lyvOOX£lV too llvto<; it is at the same time movement toward the things 
to be known. The 1tfUX1'i or the l;Ollj is •ivnmc; and, as dvnou;, in a certain 
sense 1CIVI101<; eic; ciel The soul is the being in which we can see that in fact 
otaot~ is co-present with movement. The soul is movement in the sense of 
opE~lc;. and, as Plato shows in the Symposium. the soul does not merely have 
desire 115 one among many other lived experiences, but instead the soul is 
desire and nothing el..,. The soul is the ~eto41i, the between, which is 
directed to the cit>(. i.e .. to ot<lcnc,. tn tlhe soul, as desire, the ad is co-present. 
Accordingly, .-lvnm~ is related to cmimc; just as it is related to 1'!1l'>t6v. It 
is not utterly distinct from at6.m<; but is itself "in a certain sense," tqi (b6). 
otciou;. '1n n certain sensc"-the sense o f this "certain sense" is clarified 
by the t.:OIV(J)V(a. Ontologically co-present with what is moved, namely the 
\jll)J:Ij, is the tl£(. This remarkable and yet objectively grounded demonstra­
tion of the Kowow(tt of dvnm<; and mcimc, mu:;t not be confused with the 
Aristotelian analysis, which says that rest is itseiJ motion, as the limit case 
of motion. For Plato is not at all concerned with making motion as sucl1 
thematic. On the contrary, he is speaking of what Is in motion o r, more 
basically, of the relation between what is in motion and what is unmoved. 
This mm•ed being in its relation to the unmoved is here sim ply grasped 
dialectically-0detically in the sense of e!S11. Thus Plato is not here investi­
gating lrivllOt<; as Kivnm; but KiVIl~ as a yt ... o:;. as an llv among others, 
whereas Aristotle elucidates the thesis that rest is motion from the meaning 
of motion itself. Plato does not at all inquire into this meaning here. Thus 

9. 22Sc: and 1-18>-24><. ct p. l.'m. 
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We have from the very outset thematically delimited the Kotvwvla through­
out the five. The five, Klvqau;, ta\rt6v, o~acn~ fttpOv, and ov, are the basis 
of the dialectical consideration, which aims at the rnpov and whose goal 
is the d•bbrdti()n of its s tructure. Th~ fh"' were exhibited In advance as 
lC£XOlPlO}J.tva, i.e., as autonomous dOll. and, as these five, they were 
&atp£tcX. taken apart from one another and held fast as such. This basis 
alone makes possible the explication which aims at delimiting ldvlJ<n<; not 
only in opposition to talit6v. in opposition to otci~ and in opposition to 
the fttpov, but even in opposition to 6v. 

We must clarify the relation of KIVIJ<n<; to 6v. 'Aiiero<; &pet ... 
Ot<li'J)X61'£Vot Atrw11rv (dSf.), "we must hence struggle through without 
fear or hesitation" to the proposition: n)v KIVIJotv fu:pov clvat tOU llvto; 
(dS), "that motion is also different from Being." And here Plato follows the 
same train of thought: motion is; we already saw that K(Vfl<n<; 11e-rextt in 
6v insofar as it is at all." In this respect, it is ta6t6v with 6v. The question 
is now whether it can also be fttp()v ~ou llvt<><;. In the case of KIVIJ<n~ Plato 
already demonstrated the presence of the fttpOv in relation to the three 
earlier ·t£Vfl. Therefore insofar os motion in itself already has the tttpov 
present in it, and insofar as ov is for its part co-present as a fifth, thereby 
K(Vflcn<; is also fupov toll ovto;. We must say here that motion, or, more 
pred\;cly, mov.mumt, is diffcmnt from Being, or, more cxat~ly, from Being­
ness. Accotdingly, riv~o•c; is OVTO><; oinc llv •-al llv (cf. d8f.), " it is, ln its 
mode of Being. not <'h•, and it is llv." 

Thereby we have shown: ro llTt iiv rni n: nvljorO><; rlvat Kal Kara mivta 
ta Yt'vfl (dllf.), that in the case of .:lvflotc;. ro !Jt'i ov £iva1, that in aU 
directions-in relation to the four otl1ers-KIVfl01<; is not the others, i.e., it 
has in relation to all the others the character of the fttp()v, insofar as the 
ttepov is Sta tttlvt(J)V. Hence on the basis of the universal presence of the 
mpov, KIVIJO!<; is at the same time a ~u')ov. But th.lt means !Jt'i OV is present 
in riv1101<; with regard to the KOl\'<OYia of KiVIJot; with all the others. This 
demonstrates, within in the circuit of the five, the oOOia 11t'i 6vro;, the 
presence of non-being. in the Being of d''T\Ot<;. Notice that this is not a 
matter of a conclusion from the three to the fourth but instead is a demon­
s tration within the fh·e themselves, with a thematic orientation toward 
dVfiO~ in which the presence of the rnpov was already made clear. Insofar 
as the ~a:pov is already present in Klv~OI~ but also insofar as the KOtvwv(a 
of the five already exists, KIVIJO!<; i~ as such different from ov. Thus this 
consideration has not demonstrated something about Kivqmc; but instead 

1J. 256<11 cr p.380. 
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has dialectically s hown U1e pervasive presence of the £n:pov in the KiVTjm<; 
toward all other don. 

Insofar as this consideration is a formal·universal one, insofil r as the 
ttEpov enjoys this pervasive presence, this result is valid v1ithout further 
ado KenO. ltavta. 

~)The universal presence of the £~ov in all 6vtcx in general. 
The universal pn.>sence of non·bei_ng. 

Kata Jt6:vtcx y&p iJ ecxttpou ~00.<; frepov c'mtpycx~OIItvn toil ovto<; £Ka<nov 
ouK ov >tol£i (d12f.), the pervasive presence of the Et£pov in all things 
constitutes their being different from 6v; i.e., the presence of the f~ov 
constitutes the non-being of every being: i'>::ttCitOv Oi>K ov ltOtei. " it makes 
everything into a non-being." Recall the expression JtOttiv, which we have 
encountered earlier. ltOttiv = Uy£\V £i<, Otlcrl<XV." The presence of the E~OV 
thus in a certain sense brings the 11ft c5v into being. into presence. ou~Lnavta 
rota tautll OUK ovt<X 6p6ci)(; t\poilll£v, .:ex\ ltttAIV, On 11£tfx£t toil 6vto;. 
tivcx( T£ Kai 6vtcx (d. e2f.). Everything. therefore-insofar as we have carried 
out the demonslnltion on something that is Stu !tCtvtfi>v-is oi>K ovm Kai 
rrai.1v 6vta; all beings are and, as beings, at t he same time are not. Hence 
there remains in the background what later will be shown expl.iciUy, that 

here non-being means tttpov. This l:n:pov not only provides the demon­
s tration of the con s titution of non-beings but at the same time also reveals 
the ground for understanding this proper "non." whose previous conceal­
ment was made possible in general by the thesis of Parmenides. Hence 
insofar as the ftcpov has an all-pervasive presence, it turns every being into 
a non-being. 

And indeed now the mode of Being of the other is different. Every Eloo;. 
Plato says, is many, nol.li (e5), i.e., every concrete being. taken in its essence, 
s till conta.ins a manifold of other objective detenninations, which are there 
potentially and can be brought out. Every concrete being has a manifold 
of essential conten ts whlch the dialectical considc r.Hion can demonstrate 
in the l.tyl:1v of this ov as they a,re co-present in pure vOEiv; and precisely 
this co-presence determ.ines the 6v in its essence. This is at the same time 
the basis for what AristoUe later e" hibited as the 6poc;. the i.6-fo<; Ked 
tl;oxi\v. Hence every clOO<; is many .and is a t the same tim e Wttlpov (e6), 
"limitless," in what it is not. Kai to 5v cxli<6 (257al), "and the being itself" 
is what it is in such a wav that it ooantp ton tf.t &I.Aa., K<Xth tooaiita oi>K 
£crnv (a4f.); "insofar as it is the oU1ers., to that extent it precisely i.< nol." That 
means being other is the non.-being of 6v, or.. conversely, non-being is eival 

t• Cl Sop/wl ?191>41. s.. p. 186ff. 



386 l'll1ro's Sophist [557-558) 

~n liUo., "being the others." Th.is state of affairs within beings must simply 
be assumt>d, Em:bt£p E;(£1 Kowwv!av illtji.ot~ ~ to>V "(f:'l<»v ·~ (a8f.), 
since every proper content, every )'fvO<;. as a ~00!<;. has a KOlvwv!o. with 
the others. Here it is quite clear that tl1c Being of non-beings can be darifit>d 
only on the basis of the I<Olvwvio.. 

And so we have gone through the fundamental dialectical consideration 
in the Sopllist, which is usually taken as the proper kernel of t.he dialogue, 
whereas the treatment of the sophist himself is regarded as the so-called 
shell. In this fundamental consideration, which an.llp.es the dialectical 
relations of ov, moim.;. KiVtlO•<;. to.\n6v, and'"' ov, or tt.pov, it is Ki"'lm~ 
that guides the consideration. I want to emphasize explicitly once more, 
howeH<r. that dv11~ is not the primary and proper theme. What is prop­
erly supposed to be shown is that the £upov, being-<>ther, is there in each 
of the possible Eil\11. that it can be present with them, i.e., that it has a 
I<OIVo>vfa with them all I emphasize that it is not in principle necessary for 
this dialectical consideration to be carried out upon KlV'lOt.;. l:~oim<;. or ov, 
or to.uwv, could just as well serve to guide the proper consideration. We 
will later see why nevertheless it is precisely KiV'lOI~ that is thematic and 
why the possible presence of the h£pov is demonstrated precisely in rela­
tion to tdVIlOt<;. 

jus t as the pl'llSCnt diale<;tiatl consideration aims at the l;wpov in order 
to delimit it over and against the tva:vnov, so the new phenomenon of the 
htpov makes visible the dialectical field of the tttpov; in other words, it 
ronceptuall)' elucidates the structure of the mpo'' itself. The concept of llil 
ov then becomes determinable. 

§78. Tlr< conctplnal rlucidotioll of tire ;tnu:lnrt! of tlz• tttpov. 
The determination of tire COJU>pf of llil ov (257b-259d). 

a) The ttp~ tt as the fundamental structure of 
the !t£pov. The chancier of the "not" as 

disclosing the matters themselves. 

a.) The distinction between two modes of "not": evo.vtiov and 
htpov (empty "opposite" and substantive other). 

'Ort6tm· tllllil ov }Jytu1J2V, <ix; toure'V, out< avo.vtiov tt Atrolltv toV Ovt~ 
au· £ttpov 116vov (257b3f.). "When we speak of 111'1 ov we a re not talking 
about something like an t\•O.vtiov, that which, in Us opposition to belngs, 
is simply excluded, but rather tttpov 1J6vov; we mean by 111'1 Ov only 
sometl1ing other." This "only," htpov 116vov, means that 6v remains pre­
served. Putting it sharply, the Being of the "not" (the "non-"), the 111\. is 
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nothing else than the ouv~u; of the rtp6<; n, the presence of the ~ing-in­
relation·to. This is only a more preca..."C formuJation given to our interpre-­
tation of the idea of KOtvwvin. The Being of the "not," the ~nj in the sense 
of the rnpov, is the ouvnllu; of the npo; n . Plato docs not exhibit this as 
slJch, but it is implidt in the idea of xotvwv(a. 

Olov OULV £lltWIJEV n ~~ 11tyn, t6tc: IJ{tAA61r t i crot QO.tV0~£9a tO CI)Jll<pov 
fj tb !aov l>'l)..miv tlji pJ\IJo.n; (b6f.). Ml) !'l1athus means not simply "small" 
in the sense of the min.imum of 11trn. but instead it can mean "not bigger." 
"same." And so i t is clear again that Pla to did indeed not attain perfect 
c~1rity rcgand.ing the relations of opposition which play a role here. For hlm 
it is simply imporbmt that thP 1-vpov i..;;; an Ov, t.hat lhf'rPfnrP coomPlhing ~11 
remains preserved in being, and that the lttpov does not cntall an utter 

exclusion. Accordingly. OO<*at; mn y not be interpreted as if denial meant 
the "opposite," in the sense of .,_,elusion. but instead denial only menns 

that the prefoxo!d oVK', or IJT\, twv {l).).(uv t\ 11 ~1•\\et, shows somcthmg of the 
others, in relation to which the t.tl\ is s.aid. Otll< O:p', tvo.vtlov 6tnv iut6Qo.otc; 

Atyt,tm ~J.lafvttV, OU'(,(C!lf)'l('J011E9o. 'tOOOVtOI' se JlOVoV, On tWV w.Ao>V t\ 
~'1VIi£t tb 11~ .:a! t c'> ou nponetJ.l(VCX y<i)v £m6vtolV oVOJ.l<itwv, )J<iM.ov lie 
tOlV xpa·f)l<itlllV !tEp\ att' Q:v Kt~~QI tel l\m~~'Y'f6!i£Va UatepoV ttl~ 

<in~ <~>'6)JntO. (b9ff.) . This cha.rncteri= <in6+<x<n~ explicitly .u rl 

!lllYUel, a5 "5howing something," illld indeed t<ilv ~tpa"I)HXlWI', "oi the mat· 
tcrs themselves."' The ~t'1VIl£tv of 6.Jt~aat; is m;pi ttl ltjlti:yp.at.a; Le .• the 
~T\ has the character of ~11A.oliv, it reveols, it lets something be !eefl. This 
denial is presentifying, it brings something into view: namely the otherness 
of the ltjlawata, which as such are en(Ountcred in a pregiven horiwn of 
substantive ncxuses. 11ws the 1\vavnov, as the empty "opposite," Is differ­
ent than the substantive "other." 

p) The •not'" in Myo.;. Negation ,a., letting be seen. The po$i-

tive understanding of negation in phenomenology. 

1ne distinction between the tva\•dov, the empty "opposite," and the 
rnpov, the s ubstantive other, already predetincatcs a more pn;as. grasp of 
1..610<;. Over and against a blind addressing of something in merely tden· 
tifying it by name, there is a disdosive seeing of it in its co-presence with 
others. And in opposition to the mere bl.ind exclusion that corresponds to 
this identification by name, there is, if our interpretation of 00<6¢nm<; is 
correct, a denial which d.iscloses. which lets something be seen precisely in 
the mutters denied. Hence Plato understands the "not" and negation as 
disclosive. The denying in )£{£tv, the saying "no," is a letting be seen and 

t. Editor" !II not~ TIU$ intcrpretattOn occurs both in]o!etdeggcr's ma.nuscripl .t~nd in the various 
IT.Im<:rlpts. 
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is not, as in the case of the mere exclusion corresponding to the pure calling 
by name, a letting disappear, a bringing of what is said to nothing. 

If these connections are pursued further, it becomes clear that negation, 
understood in this way, as possessing a disclosive character, can have, 
within the concrete uncovering of beings, a purifying function, so that 
negation itself acquires a productive character. To understand this properly, 
in all its consequences, and above all in its significance for the structure of 
the concept, and for conceptuality in general, we must free ourselves from 
the traditional theory of knowledge and of judgment, from the traditional 
version of knowledge, judgment, the concept, and the like. Above all, the 
positive understanding of negation is important for the research that moves 
primarily and exclusively by exhibiting the matters at issue. Phenomeno­
logical research itself accords negation an eminent position: negation as 
something carried out after a prior acquisition and disclosure of some 
substantive content. This is what is peculiarly systematic in phenomenol­
ogy, that, provided it is practiced authentically, phenomenology always 
involves an antecedent seeing of the matters themselves. What is systematic 
is not some sort of contrived nexus of concepts, taking its orientation from 
some construct or system. On the contrary, the systematic is grounded in 
the previous disclosure of the matters themselves,2 on the basis of which 
negation then attains the positive accomplishment of making possible the 
conceptuality of what is seen. 

Furthermore, it is only on the basis of this productive negation, which 
Plato has at least surmised here, even if he has not pursued it in its proper 
substantive consequences, that we can clarify a difficult problem of logic, 
a problem residing in the copula of the proposition or judgment: namely, 
the meaning of the "is" or the "is not" in the propositions "A is B," "A is 
not B." The meaning of this "not," in the context of judgments about beings, 
has long caused difficulties for logic, and it has not been properly clarified 
even now. In the last part of our lectures, about A.6yo<;, following this 
discussion of the etepov, we will have the opportunity to pursue it more 
closely. Hegelian logic, obviously in conjunction with Aristotle, gives the 
concept of negativity a positive significance, but only insofar as negativity 
is a transitional stage, because the total orientation of this dialectic is di­
rected toward essentially other structures than is the simply disclosive 
dialectic of the Greeks. 

The consideration of the five ytvll aimed at the exposition of the etepov 
and thereby at the possibility of making intelligible J..Lil ov as ov. What now 
follows grasps this structure of the etepov itself still more precisely, in the 

2. AH: Sketch. 
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sense that it exhibits the etepov as avtieE<Jl~. The clarification of avtieecn~ 
makes the ouoia of JlTt ov quite clear for the first time. The clarification of 
the etepov as avtieecn~ and of JlTt ov as ouoia brings the stricter dialectical 
consideration of JlTt ov to a conclusion. What is then carried out concerning 
A.6yo~ indeed introduces something substantively new about A.6yo~ but not 
about dialectic. It is simply an application of the consideration carried out 
here with regard to KtVll<Jl~ and the etepov. We must keep in mind the 
connection of the preceding consideration with the ensuing one, which is 
to offer a more precise grasp of the £-repov, in order to understand the 
somewhat forced transition at 257c. 

b) More precise grasp of the structure of the Etepov: the 
clarification of the Etepov as av'tleE<Jt~. Mft ov as ouoia.3 

a) The concretion of the idea of the EtEpov as np6~ "Ct. 
Counter-part (J.1.6pwv) and opposite (av'tle£<Jt~).4 

The consideration begins suddenly with the assertion: (H ea't£pou JlOt <j>u<Jt~ 
<j>aivetat K<Xt<XK£K£PJl<Xticreat Kae<Xnep tmcrn1Jl11 (257c7f.); we see that the 
<j>um~ of the Et£pov KataKEKEPJ.l<X.tioeat. Kato.KEPJ.l<X.'ttsetv means "to par­
tition" and is mostly used in the sense of exchanging a larger denomination 
of money for smaller ones. This image can most readily clarify the meaning 
of the expression as used here and also in the following passage (258e 1) as 
well as in the Parmenides (144b4f.). Kat<X.KEpJl<X'tisetv means to exchange a 
larger denomination of money for smaller ones, such that the smaller de­
nominations themselves are still money. It is a changing, a particularization, 
of such a kind that the JlEPll themselves are of the same character as the 
whole greater piece. The K<Xt<XKEKEpJ.l<X.tl<JJ.lEV<X are nothing else than what 
the Phaedrus calls the OtE<J7t<X.pJ.lEV<X (265d4): not just any particulars, which 
intermingle confusedly, but instead the smaller coins of a larger one, of the 
ytvo~. This exchange of the larger into the smaller is now to be clarified in 
regard to the Etepov. 

With this aim in view, Plato refers to E7tt<J'tllJ.111: Kae<Xnep E7tt<JnlJ.l11 
(Sophist, 257c8). Even the idea of E7tt<JtllJ.lll can be exchanged in this way 
into smaller coins, as we saw earlier in the first part of the dialogue: 
noA.A.al. tEXV<X.t dolv (d. dl), "there are many 'tEXV<Xt," in all of which the 
character of 'tEXVll is present as such. OuKouv K<X.t 'ta 'tft~ ea'tepou <j>uoew~ 
J.16pta Jlta~ OU<Jll~ 't<X.Utov ntnovee "COU"CO (d4f.). Obviously the JlOpto., the 
parts, of the <j>u<Jt~ of otherness will find themselves in the same situation 
as the E7tt<J'tf1Jl<Xt in their relation to E7tt<JnlJl11 or as the t EXV<Xt in their 

3. Title based on Heidegger's manuscript. 
4. Title based on Heidegger's manuscript. 
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relation to ttxVll- Here Plato uses the expression ")16pm."; the 9U<n<; of 
the fTEPOv thus has )16pto:. The question is: olt)1 61'1 1-tyCilj.ltV (d6), "how 
are we now to understand" that the ~nxn<; of the ltepov can be exchanged 
into single parts? T1tis particularization of the c)oot<; &attpou must be 
grasped more precisely in the sellS(! of a concretion of the initially empty 
idea of otherness. For Plato, this uparticu.Jarization11 is not a matter of 
making tangible as specific individuals, here and now, but instead is a 
matter of a simple concretion of the empty general rnpov. As regards 
this concretion, the question now a rises as to how the )16pto:, the parts, 
the small coins, a.re constituted. •Eon t6) KaA4\ n &attpou )16ptov 
avntt0~)1EVOV; (d7): "Is there for the KetA6V )16pl6V tl a part which is 
counter-posed?" Th.is question makes it clear that Plato is using the ex­
pression 1'6Pl0\' here in a two-fold sense: in the first place, in the sense 
of a small coin, i.e., the concrete particularization of something formal, 
and, secondly, in the sense of an other over and against the one within 
otherness. This double meaning of ~6p1ov is not possible with the image 
of ttxv11, Le., in comparison with ~Vll· Therefore the comparison \vith 
t£xvll misses the mark as regards what is decisive. T£xvll in itself does 
not possess the specific character of the l'ttpov, Le., of the 11p(>; n , as that 
is under discussion here. By the fact that otherness is in itself characte r­
ized by the relation to 50mcthing other, every concretion of otherness is 
as such and at the same time a specification of a determinate other. Along 
with the concretion, there is posited at the same time a concrete other of 
a determinate o therness, so thati!6PlOV here means something two-fold: 
firs t, pure and simple concretion versus the ytv~ "otherness," and sec· 
ondly, and especially, the concrete "other" versus the particula.rized 
"one.H 

Now it is to be shown that, just a.s the etEj)OV is present C\'erywhere, so 
aJso there is posited along "~th the Being of the one the llcing of the other. 
The ••'Pression av•I9Em~ emerges here in place of h£POV. et<n<; is to be 
understood as positing, not in the sense of establishing or producing, but 
in the sense that something already there is posited 115 there, thus in the 
sense of "letting it present itself as there." This is the sense of erou; in the 
term (tvt(8£(Jl~. The question is whether the dt:Vtttt8ti'£VOV for the "etAOV 
is an, something, an 6v, or whether ·it is avuiVUIJOV, "nameless"-whkh is 
here equivalent to possessing no substantive content of its own and which 
therefore also ExEl no Elt(I)V\JI'\O:V. Tom' ouv avci!VUJ.IOV epo\>)1EV 'ii nv'£xov 
bttovu).llav; - "Exov (d9f.). "Does it have a possible name," ie., does it 
provide of itself, on the basis of its own substantive content, a direction for 
a univocal naming of it.setn "Indeed." o yap J.lil t<:o:Al>v oliK &Mou nvQ<; 
rnp6v tc:mv fl ni~ toil l<uAOU 900to><; (cf. d !Of.). For the lift 1<o:A6v, the 
avnnlltjievov to the "ai.ov, is nothing else than the hepov liAAOU nvQ<;, it 
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is opposed to an other.' That which is posited in the avtHlem.;, in the #not," 
is not understood in the empty field of an arbitrary nothingness but rather 
is the ftepov W..ounv6;, the "not" of an other. The saying "no," the denial, 
in the civn6rot~ is hena> a bound one. What are "'c consequences? 

~) Tite structure of J.ll) ov as avn9rot<; The substantive 
content of 111'1 ov. Its full dignity of Being (oixria). Ml) llv 

as autonomous EiOoc; within the five 11tr>ota ·(tvfl. 

We have seen that the sa)-ing "no" in the avn9£ou; is not arbitrary but is 
bound. The question arises: what are the consequences? • AJJ,.o n tcilv llvtrov 
nvcX,Ev<X; -,tvou;; cl¢opto9tv oca\ np&; n t&v llvtrov au ru)).tv avnttetv ol'rtro 

O\Jilil€Pfi"£V dvoo to 11!) 1<al.6v; (e2fi.). The consequences are that the 111) 
oca1..6v is: 1.) aiJ.o n ; it is itself by itself "something other," "delimited on the 
basis of a determinate substantive stem, ·(tvr:x:J of beings"; the civ·nnetiJEVOv, 
as something other, has a determinate substantive provenance, which is 
present in it 2.) lt is set apart, precise) y as this delimited one, au JtaAl\' ~ 

tt tWv llvtrov civnt£9tv, "again back" on that from which it stems. It is not 
only determined in terms of its provenance, but as such. as origin.1ting from 
this "(tvo<;, i t is posited in th<' character of the "over and against," of the "again 
back to that from which it originates." On the basis of its provenana> and its 
relerence back to its history, it makes visible, in a certain sense, i_ts own 
s ubsla.ntlve content.• Accordingly, the~~~ I<CIA6v is avt!9£ot<;, and specifically 
avn9£ot<; llvto.; 61\ npcX, liv, avtiOtm.<; "of something present, factually ex­
isting, O\•er and against something factually existing." Here we must under­
s tand avn9£m.;, just like Myo.;, in a two-fold sense; here it means 
civtt n!Jt~Jevov, just as 1.6-toc; very often means A£-r611EVOV. But if in this way 
the 11i\ K<JA6v stems from the w t!Ooolc; out of a ytvo.; (the KaAilv), the.n is 
not in the end the KoA6v, from which it stems, vaJJ.ov t&v ovtrov, more of 
Being, and is not the 111'1 KoMI\• ~ttov (d. e9f.)? OtiOb• (ell). "By no moons"; 
on the contrary, both are OIJO(ox; ('258., 1); they have the same bask mode of 
presence. Ko.i t&Uo. 8i\ tatl't)l ~011£" (a7), an d thus we can also understand 
dialectically all other beinS" in which the fu:pov is present, all other 116pta 
9aftpou, in such a way that the avnnatvtvov is an llv and specifically OI!Ofwc;, 
lll<e that against which It is posited. TIUs makes it dear that, just as in the 
sense of otherness as such, the other is present over and against the one 
through the "f'6<; n, so likewise also in every exchange of otherness into small 
othem esses, i.e., in the substantive concretions, the l'flliv Is an liv. Accord­

ingly, Tj nic; 9attpou !J.opfou ~Um:mc; ocal ni; tOil livta<; ltpcX, ciM.fl:\a 

5. Thu• ln the tr<lAA:npts ol S. ~lu!or ond II. W..S. 
6. Sco """'''"""ii•· 
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CtVt\KElll£\'CJ\1 Ovtl9£01<; OUOEV ~TtOV, ei lleyt<; Ein£iv, <lUtOU toil ovn>; OOOUx 
totiv (al1f.). Th~ concrete other in otherness is no less present than th.1t 
against which it is posited: oOO<a. 

l'l.lto emphasizes once more thai the avtlflto~.; 0\)!C tvavriov (JIUJal· 
vollO'a (cf. b3), does not mean the empty and pure "not," t'U.i..Ct rooo6rov 
116vov, ttcpov t~CEivou (b3), but ''simply so much" of the "not" that therein 
it comes to appear precisely as "the other" of each single one. AiiAov <In 
tO llil ov, i) liui tOv OO(Itcm'\V ti;!ltOi>I.LEV, a6t6 Eotl toi>to (b6f.). In this way 
it has become clear that non-beings, which we were led to seek on the basis 
of the undeniable factual existence of the sophist, are predsel)\ and nothing 
else than, what we h,we now exposed with the avti9ro«;, namely the 
cXvntllltiJEVOV Or hEpOv in Atyetv as necessary ~.£'{61JEVOV. 

l11ereby Plato has made the fttpov itself conceptually transparent. He 
did so by shO\,~ng that otherness as such, insofar as it is present in a specific 

concrete being, implies that in every case the concrete other of otherness, 
and thus the concretion, the IJOptOv r:rtpou, is itself an 6v, a being, and that 
consequently the opposite o f 6v, lll'l 6v itself, is to be addressed as an 6v, 
and specifi<ally as an Ov which, as lhe other over and against the one, is 
not at all qnov 6v, less in regard to Being, but is 611oiro<; 6v. In the field of 
this newly discovered rnpov, in opposition to t11e empty tvcxvnov, both, 

the one and the other, therefore have the full dignity of presence, of Being. 
This is a peculiar mode of demonstration; actually it is not a demonstration 
but an exhibition of the meaning of the concretion of otherness. Otherness 
in1plies, insofar as it encompasses the one and the other in the ntode of 
difference, that both are. Thus Plato acquires 111'1 ov as Ov. 

The considerations in the dialogue thereby reach their preliminary goal. 
Ml) 6v is civtifltou;; civnfltm~ is the structure of the trepov; and the rnpo'' 
is lltl.< xavrwv, it is pervasively present in everything: f .:o.otov ou,; ov 1t0U!i 

(256ell.). Acrordingly, j.n) Ov is oUiiEv&; t&v IDJ..!~v oOO<ac; tiliut61JEvov 
(258b8f.), "with regard to oOO<o.. presence, it occupies no less a position 
than the others." tvdpl9l'ov t6>v noiJ..ci>v 6vtCD\' rllio<; ~v (c3), it is itself 
something properly "visible" among beings, it can be co-seen in all beings 
as such, and, as this autonomous dOO;, it is tvcip19J.iov, ucounted" among 
the manifo ld of erliiJ, and it occurs in the rowmvla of beings. This 
evapl01'0V, "counted," relates explicitly tO the "6ve" anticipated in the 
un60t:m~ above. Here number represents nothing else than the complete­
ness and thorough.ne..> of relations witllin a determinate, thematically pos­
ited I<OlVWV(O.. namely the ICOlVWviot Of OV, dVIJOl<;, ottiOl(;, and t<lUt6V, 
und.cr which the rn.pov arose as elOo;; tv. 

Thus we have l'<lKportpO><;, " to a considerable extent," transcended the 
axopp!lm<; (cf. c6f.), the "prohibition ," of Parmenides (to keep away from 
the path of investigation into IJl) ov}; we have in a certain sense denied it 
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our trust. We have lranscendcd the prohibition not only by daring in general 
to investigate 111\ ov, which Parmcnides indeed prohibits, but Ei<; <l> Jtp6ailt:v 
ln ~11<1\0<lV"tE<; (me&\~(ljlev o:nJtq) (c9f.), "we have gone further and have 
demonstrated something substantively new about it": we ruwe made !II\ 
ov itself visible os an ciOO<;. 

y) Plato's substantive advance over Parmenides' doctrine of 
1Jl'l ov. ·Avti9ccn<; and tvavricoot.;. 

Plato now has an explicit <Onsciousness of ~\is fl('I.V, ftmdamental discovery 
of 111'1 6v. He clearly formulates what this discovery concerns when he says: 
ali 116vov •a 111\ 6vro ox; ~onv ant:oc(~(ljlev (dSf.), we have shown not only 
that 111'1 6v is, but scrond.ly, and above all, ro tllio<; 6 nryx.Xve>. ov toillll'l 
OV"To<; clou:¢11V<i1J£9a (d6f.), "we have o.U.ibited to d&x;, the outward look. 
of~ IJil 6v itself." We have shown how J.tl'l liv itself looks. This exhibition 
encompasses two things; tl'lv Sartpou c)lxnv emoli£i~avtt<; otioav tt Kal 
Kata:Ktoa:pj.tanOIJtvTlV em mivta ta civta rrJ>(>i; liU'IAa (d. d7f.). We have 
pursued what is properly visible in it itself and 1.) have exhibited tl'lv 
9attpou ~vas oooa, by making intelligible its structure as avri8E<n<;: 111\ 
ov is something o.Qoptoetv (257e2), udelimited," first aga.inst an other, but 
as thus delimited it is at the s<une time n6.i.tv, "back again," ~ n (e3), 

"wnne<:ted to the other," in rElation to which 11 is delimited, and belongs 
with it to the same ytvo;, to the same stem. 2.) We have thereby shown a t 
the same time the possibility of the exchange of otherness throughout all 
beings: every concrete other is what it is in its descent out of a particular 
ytvo;, such that it is opposed as the other to the one. Thus 111'1 ov is 
K<ltaKtoa:pJ.tanoj.ttvov tnt navta (d. 258cl), "partitioned to all," in the sense 
of changing DlOnC)•; the large denomination of othcmcss as such has bccl1 
broken down into I he possible concretions of other beings. Now no one can 
say any longt'r that In speaking about 111) ov, in maintaining the ov, the rivoo, 
of J.til liv, we are intending the nothing and are trying to prcl\'e the Being of 
the nothing. On the rontr.lry, we have found for 111\ civ a determinate new 
concept, a structure, the itvtf0e<l1<;, which is d ifferent from tvavtiwcru;. 

At 259a-b, Plato again tE'peats the result by summarizing it and placing 
it w·ithin the task of dialectic. For only now, on the basis of this disclosure 
of 11il liv, wiU clialectic be vL•ible in ils possibility as fundamental research. 
Thus does Plato first bring it to the conceptual level 

c) Ml) civ qua htpov as ground of the possibility of dialectic. 
Fourth ' hancteriz.llion of dialectic. 

Mt') 6v as h£pov, as well as the possibility of the e•change of the trepov 
itself into concrete beings, first make possible d ialcctical saence. This sci-
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ence is not an idJe game but something xal.rnOv lijla Kttl KC!Mv (259c-IJ.), 
"difficult yet at the same time beautiful" It i~ difficult because dialectic is 
not tht> work of empty and blind conceptual hair-splitting. On the contrary, 
the genuine sense of ou:U.tytall<n is c'm0¢<tivt:o9at, to let be seen what is 
properly visible, the El811, of beings themselves. And this science is beautiful 
because dialectic as &etlpt:cn<, as taking apart beings in regard to what is 
most properly visible in them, exposes the limits of beings in their Being 
and thus first exhibits beings in their presence. Accordingly, the fundamen· 
tal task and basic n>quirement of the 8uxA£KnK6; is tai<; A£-yo)lf:vot.; oi6v 
,. civat .:a9' EKetotov Mtrxovta btetKot..ou6eiv (cSf.), "to be capable," 
bta.:ot..ou9civ, of "pursuing," toi<; )EfO!llvotc;, "what is said," and sp<'Cif· 
ically what is said in its sayability, i.e ., pursuing what is co-said, in every 
I~£VOV, about 6vta, i.e., the Eill"', and Mtrxnv, "exposing publicly," 
exhibiting. letting be seen, the rio11 not in some arbitrary connection but 
b:tivn Ked >:at' tK£ivo (d 1), in the pre;ent aspect in which they are spoken 
and in relation to that toward which the aspect leads. Only thus is this 
OICXAH'tlrll EmOn\111) an tf..£no<; aA'16tv6<; (d. dSf.). The genuine determi· 
nate idea of dialectic, as it arises here, would hence first be possible through 
the idea of the en:pov and through the determination of the rnpov ... 
6:vti6£otc; over and against the tvavti(OOlc;. 

d) E•cu rsus: the " theory" of the "not" in Plato •nd 
Aris totle.' The unot" in Parme.nides, Antis thenes, and 

Plato (R~public, Symposium, Sophist ). The overcoming of 
Antisthe.nes' ta utological logic. Dialed ical log ic. 

Aristotle's theory of opposition . Toward the further 
articulation o f the Soplrirt. 

Plato had already, long before the Sapltist, perhaps from the very beginning 
of ltis genuine philosophizing. seen the distinction between tivavtl(OOI<;,. 
empty negdtion, and avtl!lrou;, the disclosive "not." But he actually mas­
tered this distinction much later; i.e., be actually saw the concept of the 
rnpov very late. This distinction shows itself above all in the absurdities 
imp~dt in the claim that tvavtlu>cn<; is the one and only negation and that 
identi.ncation is the one and only Kettatpacn<, as Antisthenes held. The 
distinction is precisely meant to resolve thes<> absurdities. Thus Plato says, 
e.g. in Book V of the fUtmblic: 1'1 QUat<; ~axpffiv ml K011111ciw tvavt(a (d. 
45-lc2f.), "the QUat<; of the bald and l:he hairy is differenL" On the basis of 
the thesis of Antisthenian logic. namely that My<><; can only c><press iden· 
lilies, we could certainly draw the conclusion: bt&tllav Ojlol.oy<ii11ev 

7 nuem Hcldeggffs manuscnpt ""l'htory"" oi oppos11\>s in Plato llnd Aristotle. 
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EVO.VdO:V clvru, EttV ~CUCpO] axutOTQiiWmV, 111') WV KOpJim.;, CW o' QU 
Kopijtat,J.til toil<; tttpou.;, (c31f.). " II tile bald possess the t~;(\'~ of shoemak­
ing." U s hocmak.ing befits them, then "those who ha\"C full he.1ds of hair" 
cannot becom• shoemakers. Plato characterizes this procedure a s follows: 
Kat' crinb to (>Vopa litli>Kl'tv roiJ );.q9tvto.; tijv tvo:vtirooiV, fptot, oil 
ouxAtnq> npQ,; WJ.ljl,ou.; xpci)v.£vot (aiff.), it is saying the contrary, i.e., 
saying " not." while adhering simply to utterances as such, to the extrinsic 
identity and uniqueness of the words, by reason of a concern with dispu­
t.1tiOn alone and not with a d~..:ussion of some matter at issue. Thus Plato 
is here relating the litaA£.-nJCO<;. or lita.Aty~oecu, to the discussion of some 
mattPr at i.,.suf'~ and th~ tlvnA.nytK'ft.;. i.P., l:hP Frnnn.K&; and Fpl.Vw, tn mf"rP 

word-play. But one cannot object to llhe thesis above, so long as one h.-ts not 
made Myo.; tmnsparcnt as something other than a Atyt:tv of talit6v. This 
appan>ntly entirely formal logicaJ task has a bearing that first makes pos­

sible dialectical science in gener•!. Here lor the first time the problem of 
negatjon is posed and pursued in its fiiSt steps. 

Pllmomenologically, th;s can be clari6ed very briefly. Every "not;• in every 

sa)~ng of " not," whether explicitly expressro or implicit, has, as • speaking 
about something. the character of exhibition. Even the empty "no t, • the mere 
e:~dusion of ~mething over ilnd agnWt ~rncthlng OJ.rbitrary, sho~v~, bul it 
simply shows 111<11 on which the negatiQn is founded, thu:; what, in :;aying 
" not," is delimited against the nothing. This empty negation places discern­
ment, l..tyeav and VOEiv, prior lo the nothing; it lets the nothing L-e SCt..."'fl as 
founded by the negated. That is the meaning of n "!,r.ttion in Prumenides. nus 
negation, placed prior to the nothing and purely exclusionary, has thus been 
uncovered for the first time in the history of the development of our fogk, m 
our grasp ofMyo.;. That should not seduce us into Ulin.kmg that this negation, 
empty exclusion, is the most immediate one and the primary one carried out 
In }.l:yf.tv. On ~~e contrary, the orlgtnal negation Is precisely the one Plato 
exposes as c'tvrlllt<n<; and Aristotle then. in a remarkable reversal of terms, 
calls tvCtVTiOlOl<;. The empty negation.. as it dominated the understanding of 
i.L:yuv up to Plato, did not spring from ~ primordial s tudy of A6y~ but from 
the ground of a particular and over-hasty (this is not meant as a n.'Pro.,ch) 
theory of Being. namely the Parmct\ idean theory o f Being. The un_ive:rsal 
character of present.'<', of dvm, which Pa.rmenides was the first to &>e, became 
for him the substantive realm of beings in general. He thus identified the 
ontologicaJ meaning of Being with the·ontical totaJjty of beings. To th.1t extent, 
lor every 5a)~ng " no," there remained left over only the nothing. since indeed 
it is nothing ei;c than Ute tv as ov." lnis make, it dear that the d arification 
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of A6yoc; and logic leads back to the respective level of clarity concerning the 
meaning of Being. We may suppose that Plato acquired, on the basis of the 
new insight into the ov of J.!ll ov, a new basis for the interpretation of A.Oyoc; 
and that therefore Plato's advance in the determination and clarification of 
beings corresponds to a new possibility of a radical conception of A.6yoc;, as 
in fact occurred for the first time in the Sophist. 

Thus Plato saw the E'tEpov very early-that is to be emphasized-but did 
not grasp it conceptually. For example, in the Symposium Diotima says: Mfl 
'toivuv avayKa~E 0 Jlll KUAOV EO"'tlV a.icrxpov dvat, JlT)OE 0 Jlll aya86v, 
KUKOV. OU't(l) 8£ Kat 'tOY "Epw-ra E7tEt8fl au-roc; OJlOAOyEi<; Jlll dvat ayaeov 
JlllOE KaA.6v, JlllOEv n JlaA.A.ov oiou 8Eiv au-rov a.icrxpov Ka.i KaKov Eivat, 
aA.A.a 'tl JlE't<X~U 'tOU'tOtV (cf. 202blff.). Only later did Plato uncover the 
E'tEpov as a category and bring it into a concept, and even then he did so 
still on the basis of the essentially Parmenidean ontology which also held 
for Aristotle. Aristotle pressed ahead further in the disclosure of negation. 
He grasped more sharply the theory of opposition whose first steps were 
developed by Plato. I cannot present it here in its entirety but can only give 
you the bare essentials. 

Aristotle includes under the formal term av'ttKEtJlEVOV all the various 
modes of opposition, the "against," the "not" in the widest sense. He 
distinguishes four modes of UV'ttKElJlEVa.: 1.) av-riq>acrt<;, contradiction, 
which he was the first to discover, although it was indeed latent already in 
Plato, for contra-diction can be seen only on the basis of insight into q>acrtc; 
itself; 2.) the opposition between E~t<; and O"'tEpT)crt<;; 3.) the £vav-ria.; 4.) -ra 
7tp6c; 'tt. 

Examples: 1.) of av-ri<t>a<n<;: A isB-A is not B; 2.) of E~t<; a~d cr-rEpT)crtc;: 
the moved-the unmoved; 3.) of £vav-ria.: beautiful-ugly; 4 :) of np6c; 'tt: 
double-half, before-after. Aristotle has then grasped the £va.v-riov, thus 
the Platonic E'tEpov, more sharply. Versus Plato, he has seen more clearly 
that a self-sameness is constitutive for the £va.v-riov and that it is with 
respect to this sameness that a 8ta.q>opa can first be given. He thus asks 
about the self-same aspect, with regard to which something can be said to 
be an other over and against the one. Insofar as this self-same aspect can 
be represented first through the y£voc; and secondly through the d8oc;, there 
arises here a distinction within the £va.v-dov itself. This context of the more 
precise grasp of the £va.v-riov, and, in general, of opposition, was what 
modified the purely ontological concepts ofy£voc;, stem (lineage), and Ei8oc;, 
what is properly visible, into actual formal-logical categories, which then 
later play a role as genus and species. The entire question of the transfor­
mation of the ontological concepts into formal-logical ones is com1ected 
with the purely ontological doctrine of Jlll ov. r£voc; and d8oc; in Plato must 
never be translated as "genus" and "species." Aristotle deals with the 
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doctrine of opposiHon in Book X of the Metnphysics, chapters 3 and 5, 
summariz.ing Book V, chapter 10."·'" 

Plato's characterization of dialectic on the basis of the newly discovered 
ftqx>v is linked at 2S9e to the interpretation of >.6yo;. Specifically, Plato 
Sho'-""S at 259e--26lc why 16-yo.:; muJ;.t be clarified explicitly in connection 
with the theme of the Sophi$t. The analysis of 1.6')'0<; occurs at 261c-263d, 
and thP ana]ysis of ~a a.nd QaV'!aCJio ~t 263<1- 26-ld. Notice ~t the latter 
is subsequent to the analysis of ).(ryo,; and is built upon iL What follows, 
from 264d to the end of the dialogue, is a clarification of the earlier inter­
pretation of soph istical tf.X:''ll as tfx:"'l clV'!\AOl\>.'1\, now on the basis of the 
new meaning of 111'\ 6v, ).6yo;, a\\d ~a.. Precisely this transition, from the 
newly acquired idea of dialectic and of fundan>ental dialectical resP',.rch to 
the anolysis of Myoc;. is important for an understanding of the dialogue as 
a whole. The constant theme of the dialogue is the darilicarion of the 
existence of t.he sophist in its possibility. I emphasize ~t precisely in this 
transition we can and must reflect fundnmentllly on what the basic dialec­
tical consideration has ~ined, how the analysis of Myo,; stands in ~rd 
to it, and how all this belongs to the theme of the dialogue itself. The basic 
dialectical consideration will thereby prove to be no s terile conceptual 
hair-splitting. nor a mere augmcr>tation of the doctrinal content of the 
formal scholastic discipline called "logic,'' but tlle darification of the basic 
structures which manifest themselves in regard to what is actually at issue 
here, namely human existence--that of the sophist and, indirectly, that of 
the philosopher. 

§79. 1hmsifioll from thr fundntt~ntal dJa/rxtica/ amsidemlion to 
ti~R analysis of Myo~ C259e-26Jc). The q11estian of t/U! mmning of 

tl~e fundamental dinl«licnl consideration. 

a) Exhibition of the necessity of the analys .is of l-6')'0<;. The 
problematic character of the 0 \ljUt AoiCl\ of ov and 111'1 ov with 

res pect to Myo,;. 

The Pxistence of the sophist is a comportment within Al)o£tv or OO!;n~ElV. 
Thus we can characterize the ttx:v11 of the sophist as £iliro).o!!ou1Cl\, and his 
My~ as Myo,; 'l'e>lOtk Plato presents a full portr.>yal of M')'O<; ~~c; at 

9 Ali; Md lv tbid , chaplt'f 6. 
I U. 5eo \h< •ppondt><. 
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240d: 'l!l'OOfl<; ~a famt ~avm't{a toi~ ooot ~cil;oooa (cf. 240d61.). The 
theme of the sophist's ).tyEtv is thu:s the tvavt{a.. There is concretely, in 
sophistical comportment, an ontological unification of ).tyEtv with '!fei!OO<;, 
i.e., with 111'1 ov. Thus to maintain that the sophist is, that there factually ate 
sophists, is to ,uimit a npoaup~6tt£W wil ovto.;. namely of ).tyEIY. nt>O<; 
111'1 ov.' As I emphasized earlier, the sophist is the factual existence of ~1) 
6v itself. The sophist, however, will dispute this--on the basis of the prin· 
ciple of Parmenides, namely that 11T'I 6v does not exist. The sophist says 
there is no ~l't ov and therefore no possible conjunction of ~1'1 ov with ).tyEIY; 
i.e., there is no 'f'EUOt)~ ).f>yo<;. Thus the sophist claims he cannot at all be 
what we accuse him of being. On the other hand, the fundamental dialec­
tical consideration has demonstr,tted the <rujl.ltl..oldj of 6v with ~11'1 ov. We 
ha~e made visible the WvU~tt~ 1<01\"WVfa<; of ov with 1n1 6v, i.e., with the 
t-repov. That means we have actually disclosed the possibility of the exis­
tence of the sophisl Thereby the bulwark behind which the sophist defends 
himsclf has <lpparently collapsod. 

Yet Plato had already indjcatcd that the sophi!.1S are a 5ooO"pemov ytv<><; 
(d. 261a5f.), a stem difficult to hunt down.' Th.1t is, this hunt requires proper 
know-how as regards that which is hunted. In fact, the sophist has still not 
let himself be captured. He w ill say: Ane, let it be granted, there are non­
beings. But at the same time he wiU remind us that we ourselve5 have 
indeed stressed that we cannot admit n<ivta aU"Aou; Mva~tv fxetv 
tnt!Cotvoovia~ (d. 2S2d2f.). We ou rselves have repudiated t he possibility of 
everything being able to be together with everything else without exc<>p­
tion. The sophist wllJ therefore say: q>a(l] (260d6). tll>v ei&'ilv, a few "of the 
things most properly visibl<>" /Sidltbarkriteu} in beings will ~£'ftxe1V to6 ~1) 
ovt<><;. tao· oli (d7). With manybeingsJ.I1)6v will be present, can be present, 
but with many not. And }.(>yo; and 1i6~a belong to the latter (d. d8). We 
have not shown, the sophist will say, that Myo<;. as an ov, can possibly 
have a t<Otvwvia with ~1'\ 6v and that there can therefore be something UJ<e 
a Myoc, 'lll'OOli<; or a ttxv11 in the sense of Q<Xvtao·nldj (d. d9). As long as 
that has not been shown, the possibility of the existence of the sophist has 
not actually been provro. Thus we have to undertake anew our assault on 
the sophist. 

In fact, if we look more closely, we will see that the fundamental dialec­
tical consideration has moved not in the field of Myoc, but within the five 
completely universal E!S11: ov, l<iVIlat<;. otacnc;. tallt6v, and ttepov. But 
now, because the theme of the djaJogue is the sophist in regard to his 
existence, we have to exhibit the possible conjunction of 1..6yo; "~th ~1) 6v, 
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and onl ·· a ).kyc.tv · human . · tenc po ible. Therefofle what 
mu t b £ ught I r and w ted a a , b fore an thin e1 , i ti:rv trepov 
£ttpcp ~El"yv00'9o:t (260a2f.), th p · ility, uthe admissi n, that th on can 
mi with th.e other'' or, put different! • the pr · ence of the ftep m o . 
Onl thus can we at all e the pos fuili of X6yo; a an ov, quite apart 
from what it itself is. <A6you> au:pl'J9EVtt:~ -ro J.LE llEYlatOv, ~Jn:Aoao iru; 
{tv <YOCp119 tJ.lE:V a6f.); if\! e were depri ed of Atyn , the hi h t constitu nt 

f our Bein , then e would b berea of philo oph . Here the indirect 
p "ti\1e a ect of the in ti ation mto the _ phist com . t light an . It 
· therefo~ uperflu u and a mistak to expect that Plato would h e 
written anoth r dialogue about the philosopher; on the contrary, he would 
ha e offed at that. For the fundamental qu tion of Being and non-be:in 
cent quall# in the qu ·on of the p emin nt bein , th philo pro , 

well as in th qu - tion f the ne ativum, the sophist. Th onstitu , in 
th G -,the qu ti n of the cpov 1tOA:tnK6v, th Being of man in 
the 1t6lt . If ther is no philosoph i i.e., no AJ:,{Erv in th enuine 
there is also no human · tence. The anthropolo 'cal qu tion i th 
ont logical, and vice ersa, and both qu ti center in th '1ogical" pure 
and impl , pro ided '1 gi al" is und · t d that hich properl 

ms 'AlY'f ;, th not und -rs d in the of formal gic but in th 
Greek -. The priori .f A6yo~ both m the dialogue a a hole and 
in the exhibition of the ph nomenal tructure f the phi t hould thereb 
be cl ar. For nl on that b . · j can w proped understand th · fundam.ental 
dialectical c n ·deration. It · n · ther omething · ul ted, lik a m 
within a ell, n r · it formal. For it i quite triking that ithin th fi 
YEvf11 around which the dial ti.cal considerati n tra ~ m em.ent and 

. tare called" omething/' "samen s," "othem ." KtvT)cru; and O"tacn~ 
h W er, are b iousl , er and against OV, -tcclt6V, and tq)OV, ub ctan­
tiv Ei&, but l1J t arbitrar on- ·" hich cam to Plato acddentall . On th 
contrary, Kivnm and crramc;-as' e recall-ha e been read off phenom­
enall from yry\(ixncEw, r; " hich amoun to the same, from votiv and, 
which again i - identical, & m Ai:y£tv.6 Thus if KiVllatc; and o--r.am.c; belon 
to th fundamental consideration, then My~ i elf is already thematic in 
the dialectical analysis. 

Furthenn il' , e explicitl empha ized that the fi ·e el-011 ' ithin th · di­
al tical c rurid an n are t · t all on th · am le el, non has a priori 
over another, but that the consideration is carried out under th guidelin 
of ivT}m.~. What i the ignifkance of th fact that ldVl'J<ru; guid th · 
eli l tical anal i . 1t m · ans n thing else than that the dial tical co . · · d-

. 0 . p. 3J.7ff . 

. Cf. p . 
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eration properly focuses on the 'Vuxn, and specifically on the 'tfUXll in its 
basic comportment of Atyetv, and, further, on this Myetv of the 'tfUXll qua 
ldvrt<nc;, i.e., precisely with regard to how the E'tcpov can be together with 
it. For the fundamental dialectical consideration indeed ends precisely with 
the demonstration that in Kivnc:nc; there is also J.l.Tt ov, the E'tcpov. The 
fundamental dialectical consideration, which apparently has to do with 
something quite remote from the rest of the dialogue, thus actually deals 
with nothing else than the same single theme: the existence of the sophist 
himself. The fundamental dialectical consideration is nothing else than the 
predelineation of the napoucria of llll ov in A.6yoc;. The result of this inves­
tigation signifies that the E'tcpov can KOtvwv£iv with KtVllcrtc;, i.e., with the 
'VUXll, with A.6yoc;. Kivllcrtc; is nothing arbitrary here but is the apriori title 
for 'VUXll and A.6yoc;, specifically in the sense, even if unclarified; of the 
jlt't~U. Thus if KtVllcrtc; is the theme of the dialectical consideration, that 
means the theme is nothing else than human Dasein, life itself, insofar as 
it expresses itself and addresses the world in which it is. Presumably cr'tcicrtc;, 
too, is not an arbitrary concept, the mere formal counter-concept to Kivllcrtc;, 
but reveals itself upon closer inspection to be the apriori determinateness 
of beings themselves, and specifically the determinateness which makes 
possible their disclosability in Atyetv, i.e., which makes knowledge possible. 
For cr'tcicrt<; signifies nothing else than acl ov, what perpetually is, the 
permanent, so that we will no longer translate cr'tcicrtc; as "rest," since we 
are actually interpreting, but as "permanence" [Stiindigkeit].8 Thus you see 
that in this concept of permanence, of the perpetual, factually, although 
implicitly, yet in accord with the matter itself, for Plato the phenomenon of 
time emerges, as the phenomenon which determines beings in their Being: 
the present; napoucria (which is often shortened simply to "oucria."). And 
Atyctv, the disclosure of beings in speech, is nothing else than the making 
present of what is most properly visible in beings themselves and thereby 
the making present of beings in their essence; as presentifying disclosure, 
Aey£tv appropriates the present. Thus A.&yoc; (and thereby man, the sophist, 
the philosopher, the highest possibility of existence) is the theme of this 
apparently scattered conceptual hair-splitting. 

The phenomenon of A.6yoc; is thus the kernel. To demonstrate the possible 
conjunction of A.6yoc; with llll ov is to show that 'tf£U8oc; is an ov. "Ov-roc; 
8£ yc 'tfcU8ouc; €crnv an<i'tll (260c6), "but if deception, 'tfcu8oc;, exists; then 
there is also falsity, an<i'tll." Thus my translation precisely reverses the usual 
terms: for 'tf£U8oc; I say "deception," and for anci'trt"falsity." The reason is 
that cbt<i'tll does not here refer to a person's deceptive comportment but to 

8. AH: 1.) To have a standing[Stand], to stand in itself. 2.) to endure in this standing, to remain. 
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a possibility pertaining to beings themselves, namely that they can be false, 
just as we speak of false appearances. 'An<i'tTl is thus a determination of 
beings themselves. The possibility of '1'£UOO<; necessarily allows a1t<iTI1. But 
if cX1tU'tTl<; OUcrTl<; (c8), then £ioroA.rov 't£ Kat £iK6vrov noll Kat cj>av-racriac; 
1t<iv-ra av<iyKll Jlccr'ta dva.t (c8f.), then everything is necessarily full of 
£t8ro/...a, £iK6V£<;, cj>av-racriat. Eioro/...a are proper visibles which merely seem 
to be, but are not, what they present themselves as. EiK6V£<; are images, 
presentations of something which they themselves are not. <l>av-racriat, in 
Plato's sense, means the same as q>aiv£'tat: that which shows itself as, merely 
appears as, something. Thus the proof of the ontological possibility of the 
conjunction of /...6yoc; and E't£pov, i.e., A.6yoc; 'l'£uo1lc;, guides the possibility 
of unders tanding the peculiar phenomena of £toro/...ov, £iKrov, and 
cj>av'tacria. It is mysterious that something should be what it at the same 
time is not. Plato has now come to understand this and has thereby at the 
same time taken a step in the ontological understanding of the aicr6rl't6v 
itself. We must get unused to applying to Plato's philosophy the scholastic 
horizon, as if for Plato in one box were sensibility, and in another the 
supersensible. Plato saw the world exactly as elementally as we do, but 
much more originally. 

§80. The analysis of A.6yoc; (261c- 263d). 

a) Exposition of the problem. Articulation of the analysis of 
A.6yoc; into three stages. 

A6yoc; now becomes thematic on the background of the fundamental dia­
lectical investigation. This investigation allows Plato to grasp conceptually, 
for the first time, the basic structural elements of /...6yoc;, namely OVOJla and 
PiiJla. Plato had already employed these terms in earlier dialogues, e.g. in 
the Cratylus, but there he still had no genuine understanding of OVOJla and 
pflJla1 and certainly not of their crUJl7tAOK:ll . Thus the question is: how can 
/...6yoc; enter into a possible Kotvrovia with llll ov? This question can be 
decided only by exposing A.6yoc; itself in its essence, hence by carrying out 
an analysis of A.6yoc; or 86~a (which for Plato are identical), specifically 
guided by this concern, namely 7tO't£pov au'tffiv an't£'tat 'tO llll ov (261c7), 
"whether llll ov can be joined to them." I referred earlier to the various 
expressions for Kotvrovia: npocr<in1t£tv, npocrA£y£tv.2 We have to show not 
only that in general Jll'l ov can be joined to A.6yoc; but that the phenomenal 

1. AH: as titles for the word-form and meaning-accomplishments. 
2. Cf. pp. 292 and 297. 
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thematically. Plato indeed saw the phenomenon of the Al:y<ljlevov as 
).£'{(11.1£vov but did not grasp it conceptually. All the more must our inter­
pretation. precisely here, secure the phenomenon in order to understand 
the third stage and therewith the goal of the whole consideration within 
the fundamental dialectical analysis. 

bJ Fint stage: the e:<hibition of the onon~atic and delotic 
basic structure of Atyi:tv.• 

a ) The point of departure: ov6j.lata as the most immediate 
mode of encountering l.tyo v. The phenomenal content of 

Atyi:tv in Plato: 6v6J.Lata-ypaJ.LJ.LUtn~li'l-£ili'l as 
bnat1)t6. The connection between ov6J.Laro and elli'l by 
means of OllAoliv. The recowse to Being-in-the-world as 

the task of a "phenomenological" interpretation of 
Plato's analysis of ).Oyo.;. 

The theme of the first stage of Plato's analysis of Myo<; is thus the e:<hibition 
of discourse as self~xpression (the onomatk, OVOJ.la) and as disclosure (the 
delotic, liTJAOliv). The e:<hlbition of these two structural moments, which 
phenomenally are one and the same, sets forth from the onomatic. The 
Atyttv in every dlscoun;e is present first of ol.l in its being ulten.-.d, in its 
being spoken out loud, in its phonetic character. This sound presents itself. 
and is encountered by us, among the beings there in the world. The word 
is spoken, it is outside, on the streets, just as a wagon creaks on the pave­
ment. Creaking and speaking thus present themselves openly; they are 
conspicuous. But even this first mode of encountering Atyew in the sense 
of speaking out loud is not to be understood as implying that what is 
immediately apprehended phenomenally is some li\•ing being that pro­
duces noises with its mouth. On the contrary, already, in its very fust aspect, 
At-tE•v is understood as utterance and is genuinely and primarily under­
s tood as a speaking with others abou.t somdllirrg.' The phonetic ch.1racter is 
not apprehended as noise-that is a purely theoretical construct-but pri· 
n1arily as a speaking with others about something. Without explicitly .,._ 
tablishing this phenomenal ground of the primary givenness of speaking 
as a "speaking with others about something.~ Plato ne\'ertheless sets out 
from this mundane immediate mode of encount..ring discoun;e as speaking. 

What then shows itself in this phenomenal state of affairs, that discourse 
is fust encountered as speaking? Wha!t is encountered in the saying of words 

~. Tille bo>ed on He.d"l!Sor (-tho art>cula li<ln of lh< anaJy.., of l.ll'to<;. p. 403). 
5. AH; """"pr<eisoly. " 'hal i> appreh<'nd<d """is Jhe "abaut which." 
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are fin;t of all words: many words, a sequence of words. Thus a.long with 
speaking there ls given something that can be understood as a manifold of 
formations, a structural manifold , Kcx0001£p l!£pl t<i>V Ei&iiv ~at ni>v 
ypa~J-)l!Xtrov fUyo)ltV (261d1f.), "as we have already exhibited with regard 
to d~TJ and ypfi)lJ.lCXt!l." And just as there we exposed a manifold of forma­
tions, lf.Eill tci>V 6vo)lchrov nW..tv <i>aatitt,;.; E1ttattljiWtJ£9a (d2f.), "so now 
we want to direct our S""-"• in the same way, to the structural manifold of 
locutions, words.'-r The structural manifold of dOTJ, thus the manifold of 
what is properly visible in beings, was characterized as a KO!VolVIO, and 
specifically as one in which there are £i611 oui navtrov, proper visibles 
distinguished by their all-pervasive ' ' is ibility; they are thoroughly p~nt, 
in every possible something. At that time I supplemented the analysis with 
a reference to the comparison, in the Tl~~!!!el•l11s.' of the soul with a dovecote, 
where the same phenomenon was sllown, not with regard to liv or tl&>.;, 
but "~th regard to tmotlj)ll): there are ccrtain doves wh ich are everywhere. 
The second structural manifold-{)r the third, iJ we count the example of 
the do\•es-is that of letters, ypa!i!W'tCX, or sounds. Nor is this ma.nifo ld 
arbitrary; also there we find something pre-eminent, the ~vljevt(L the 
vowels . They have the character of O.:o~<i<; and fir.;t make a conjunction of 
letters genuinely possible. 

It is no ~cddent thai in U1e present context Plato refers to ttlls double 
structural manifold, of cil)q and of ypcXJ.l!ICX1!l. There resides between these 
two manifolds and that of 6v6j.lcxm not only a formal corre;pondence, in 
the sense that there is to be exhibited alw in the case of 6v6)l.cxrcx a possible 
ccnjunction as well as pre-eminent connecting links, but, in addition, be­
tween th<'Se structural manifolds (tiol\, 6v611Cttcx, YPCtili',CXtCX, and e\'Cn the 
£ru.a'tl'lt6v, if we count that in) th!!re exists a substantive# intrinsic connec­
tion.• In the 6V6)latcx, in the Myot, £1611 are visible through the K'Otvrov[a 
of 'fl'fVIDalttlv, of llq1..o\iv; and what is visible is the voqt6v, the ElttOtlJn\V. 
The 6v6jJata themselve., in which the tioo~ is v;sible, are for their part a 
rn.mifold of YPIXJ.l!'<lt!l.10 The structural manifolds are therefore not juxta­
posed, isolated realms but instead stand in an intrinsic substantive 
x:otvrov(cx: the matters at issue, what is properly visible in them, word, 
word-sound-beings, world, disclosu~ of beings, discourse, man.ifcstnl'ion. 
This is nothing else than the unh·ersal context of phenomena within which 
man, the ~<j10v Myov txov, e\'er exists. This context is ultimately grounded 
lo Being-in, in the ant:c<edcnt uncovc.:r~dnt."SS of the world. 

6. Att VCQbl<o? 
7. AH: Vocabl\!5! 
6. Cl. p.31l9f. 
9.AII.ofintentionath...~~uti..:lexls~ 

10. AH; the na.~ve onto1ogiallt'\"'Clling. wtuch bl-ame for t-ltgd a COfl.lldous t.bl! 



Ulust -

11. d. p. 21 If., 
12.. Cf. p. 23 • 

t if r - are to understand Plato' :· anal , . 

iaU r p. 235ff. 



§8() IS8i -5881 

Pl The KOtvrov(a of the 6v6jlo:ra in My<><;. 

au) A!lAOUV as criterion of the "OIV6>Via of 0\'6)lata in A6yo;. 
R<jection of the interpretation of 6v6fJ<Xta as signs. The 
es. .... cc of 6v6).lcrta (in the geneml sen5<1) as a~~= 

The question now concerns the manifold of 6v611ara: To noiov oilv al) n<pi 
tcl>v 6vo)lcim>v unarooottov; (261d.,11). "'What is the outward look of that 
which we properly have to perceive in the field of linguistic expression? .. 
What actually is it that we must hearken to? It is striking-purely termi· 
nologically-that Plato here uses the expression ilnaKooov, whereas he 
otherwise, as is usual among the Greeks, employs the term 0:x"tEo9cu, or 
6pnv, for the direct grasp of things. But here it is a matter of a particular 
phenomenon, speaking, which is primarily perceivable only in hearing . 
• A!!tto9at, opav, and CKOOCIV have the character of aioEhl<n<;, of perceiv­
ing, but not of grasping by way of 1-oyil;£o0at. The latter is a mallet of the 
proper hearkening to the manifold of spoken words, in order thereby to 
see what is at stake in this manifold with n>Spect to its KOtvmvia. 
'YnaKoUI'Iv" precisely does not mean simply to ht>ar sounds but instead 
properly signifies genuine perception, understanding what is said. It is a 
matter of hearkening to this, ehe navra ID~Antc; awap116tta eiu 11111itv, 
Eltt ta 11tv taV.a, taft 11" (d5f.). That is again the S<Jme question which 
emerged in the case of the two previous manifolds, the question of the three 
general possibilities of conjunction within a domain of maniloldness. Here, 
too, as in both previous cases, the third possibility will be maintnined. The 
task is therefore to hearken to such structural manifolds, such sequences of 
words, that can be co-present with one another and those that cannot More 
precisely, w~ are to hearken to what genuinely constitutes the being "~th 
one another in the sequence of words and distinguishes the genuine from 
the ungenuine being with one another. For the ungenuine, immediately 
given, being with one another of won:ls is ui t"'~i\; or r<l t~i\<; A.ey6Jl£V<X 
(d. d8), the speaking of words one after another. But not every speaking of 
words one aftu the other is itself a genuine s.1ying of words with one 
another. 

What phenomenon then constitutes the being with one another? What 
phenomenal state of affairs in the speaking of words one after the other is 
the criterion for the pres<!nceof a genuine KOIVUlVia within the manifoldness 
of words? TO t016vocAt)'eu; Ia~ 61l ta ~ t~ii<; l.lryUJleva tcalli'l)..O\Ivtoi 
n auvap).l6n£1, t<l ~ til auve-~£i<;t J.l'llitv <r'lJ.la(vovra uvapJ!O<Ttrl (dSif.). 
There is present a !COtVO)V(Q.among 0~611ata. (words, taken in the broadest 

13. AH. \Rto-: In what !it!~7 
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sense) if the t~r;.; i.£-f(l).l£V(l are litJAtiJ!u:nn, if the speaking. as a determi­
nate sequence of words, reveals something, lf tlw sequence of words in 
itself, just as it is, lets something be seen, shows something: Oll)UxivEtv, 
OllJ.lEiOv, the Aristotelian 01WO:Vtt1<6:;. l:tj)leiov must not be translated here 
in an arbitrary and empty sense as "sign." Instead, Oll)ldov has already 
been interpreted here in thls Platonic context as 8tJ).oiJv, with which it is 
interchangeable terminologically. Thus it has the sense of revealing, letting 
be see.n, or in Aristotle: 6.l<QOn{veotlac" Consequently, it is, stric~y speak­
ing. not in accord with the matter itself to connect in dn)' way the act of 
meaning or revealing something with the phenomenon of the sign. Even 
Husser!, who was the first in the contemporary age to take up again the 
phenomena o f meaning. still placed, following john Stuart Mill, thls Idea 
ol tl>e sign at the foundation of his analysis ol meaning and its relation to 
the word-sound. The criterion for the existence of words in the unity of a 
d iscourse is their disdosive character. Words have a genuine'' li6v<Xjlu; 
lCOtv(l)v{o.c; as OtJAiilllcrta. as "revealing." i.e., revealing beings, as litjMiljla.tn 
n:q>l n'lv oUcrlav !e5), "as showing s-on>ething in the field of presence," in 
the field of wh.1t may possibly be exhibited as then?, th<• field ol what is 
present at hand, and spcdfically tfl 'i>O>"li (e5), in passing "through the 
phonetic character. • This is no t to be interpreted as il tile showing took 
place through the .pwYI\ i~lf, as if the sound wen: a sign of the thing. but 
ins tead the ~vl\ is only a structura I moment, which in the spoken com· 
munlcation, as a self-expression to another about something, is indeed 
invested but does not as such have tl>e function of OtJAouv. The manifold 
of 6\·6Jiatn is thus determined on the basis of O!J~.Oilv, and thereby on the 
basis of the O!JAOUJ.lEVOV, on the bosi.s of the beings to be exhibited. 

This direction, toward what can be exhibited pure and simple, now also 
pro,·ides the characterization of 6v6)latn. For Pmto now acquires, on the 
bnsis of this orientation, a possible differentiation within 6v6)lata. Already 
earlier, in the CratyltLS and in the T1tJ!IJttetl<s, Plato had seen the 6v6f.1n•n 
a nd the Pl\IIO:t a without actually a nd properly distinguishing lllem as 
categories. Now it is a matter or finding in the Reid of 6v61Ja.t<J. the corre­
sponding phenomena, which are, so to speak, oux navt(l)V, in every possible 
'Uyew, which belong in general to every possible discourse as discourse. 
The task is to find the liEo116:;. the structural moments, which cannot be 
missing if there is at all to be a Kowcov!a as exhibiting something. 

J.t. Ali.: Not )'tt :oe (ilf. ,\rbtocle 6CtUall)' dis tingubhei CJ1'U1UVTI~ J~ ~·(.nus 
~·t'IK6.:;. Plat~ !.ttl:!f'VeJ"'ius ttw foru:tn-as in~l s!gnif}ing~ng. 

15. Al l a..,e,, ontologicalt~· uniqut. .. , lJ,eg~ c.toJtOltial-.hmncneu.bCill. 
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~~)The basic distinction within OVOJlCXta in general between 
OVOJlO. (in the stricter sense) and pflJla. The OT)A01)Jl€VOV as 
the point of departure for the acquisition of this distinction. 

"OVOJlO. = &1lA.WJlO. of the np&.yJla; pflJla = onA.wJla of np&.~tc;. 

Plato's determination of OVOJlO. and pflJla as preparation for 
Aristotle's determination of them. "Noun." "Verb." 

409 

E<J'tl yap liJltV 1tOU 'tWV 'tll <~><ovn 1t€pl 'tllV oucriav OllAWJl<i'twv Ol't'tOV yevoc;. 
To JlEV 6v6Jla'ta, 10 &£ PllJlO.'ta KA119Ev (cf. e4ff.). The OllAWJlO.'ta are "of 
two stems": OVOJla and pflJla. This distinction gives OVOJla a stricter sense 
versus its broader use up to now. Previously, OVOJlO. meant any word of 
the language, but now its sense is restricted to particular 6v6Jlata, ones 
distinguished from other pre-eminent words, i.e., from PllJlO.'ta. But even 
after this distinction, Plato still sometimes uses OVOJlO. in the broader sense, 
e.g. at 262d6. The proper designations in this field are so difficult for the 
Greeks because they actually have no word for "language," which is quite 
a remarkable fact. They have only A.6yoc;, "speech," and &uiA.oyoc;, "con­
versation," on the one hand, as well as q>wvn, "locution," on the other 
hand. That is significant and indicates that the Greek consideration of 
language, the Greek understanding of speaking, did not descend as far as 
does the consideration of language in the modem and contemporary ages, 
where the place of departure is the qxovn and where language is essentially 
seen from that point of view. It indicates that the Greeks understood 
language, from the very outset, as discourse and discussed "language" 
with reference to it. 

The question is how 6v6Jlata and pnJlata can be distinguished from one 
another. What aspect will provide a criterion for the differentiation? We 
already intimated that Plato acquires this distinction from the A.cy6Jl€VOV 
as OllAOUJl€VOV. "OvoJla and pflJla are the primary modes in which beings 
as such are sayable. To JlEV £nl 'tate; npci~Ecrtv ov onA.wJla pflJlci nou AEYOJl€V. 
To &e y' £n' a1notc; tote; £K€ivac; npcittoucrt ~Jl€tov til<; cpwvfl<; £mt£9ev 
ovoJla (cf. 262a3ff.). The ovoJla is the onA.wJla of the npayJla; the pflJla is 
the &T\A.WJlO. of np&.~t<;. The OVOJla uncovers and shows that which16 is dealt 
with, and the PiiJla discloses the dealing-with. We must leave these terms 
in this indeterminate sense. As Plato intends them here, they are very 
difficult to translate. At all events, we may not translate them as "noun" 
and "verb," because the distinction between noun and verb is precisely not 
to be found in Plato, although he is aware of itP The concept of noun first 

16. In the Moser transcript, Heidegger writes over this: concerning which. AH: that with 
which one has "to do" in all doings, whether practical or theoretical. ovo~a: the "concerning 
which." pf\~a: the dealing-with, the "concern" of the "concerning which." 

17. AH: the distinction which the terms mean fundamentally. 
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arose out of Aristotle's V7tOK€tJ..l€VOV; i.e., the grammatical category of noun 
goes back to the ontological category of the U7tOK€tJ..l€VOV.111 Aristotle was 
the first to discover the U7tOK€tJ..l€Vov-in connection with his uncovering 
of Kivnat~, i.e., on the basis of the new foundation he gave to the question 
of Being, a foundation in Kivnatc:,. It is a matter here of a genuine grasp on 
Aristotle's part of something Plato already glimpsed: tha t there is some­
thing like a U7tOK€tJ..l€VOV in Kivflatc:,, in the KtVOUJ..l€VOv.lt was Aristotle who 
uncovered the "categories" here as well. Aristotle was thus the first to see 
in regard to the KtVOUJ..l€VOV that there is something in movement that 
remains, that has a't<iatc:,, that is already there from the very outset. np&yJ..L<X 
in Plato's sense also inclines in this direction, in the direction of that w hich 
is already there at the very outset and always remains, the permanent. But 
Plato did not extensively elucidate this sense, because he did not yet see 
the characteristic distinction for establishing it, as did Aristotle, who then 
determined the OVOJ..la as Civcu xp6vou, and the pf\J..La as npoa<JllJ..Laivov 
xp6vov.19 The OVOJ..la shows something without explicitly presentifying the 
mode of its presence. The pftJ..La, however, which by itself signifies nothing, 
and always discloses only Ka't<i/ 0 has the peculiarity of establishing with 
respect to its temporality that which it shows as a being, and that means 
for the Greeks: with respect to its p resence or non-presence. Therefore, in 
German, the term "tense-word" [Zeitwort] is much more appropria te than 
the synonym "verb" [Verbum]. Only on the basis of these phenomena can 
we see the proper categorial s tructure of ovoJ..La and pftJ..La. Plato's discussion 
itself tends in this direction. It would be going much too far-at any rate 
there is no motive in the text-to identify np&yJ..La, hence that which the 
OVOJ..la exhibits, with a't<iat~, and np&~tc:,, hence that which the PiiJ..La ex­
hibits, with Kivnat~. 

yy) The <JUJ..L7tAOKi) of OVOJ..la and pf}J..La as an essential 
condition of the KOtvrovia of 6v6J..La'ta in A.6yoc:,. 611A.ouv as 
the primary phenomenon w ithin the structure of language 
and as the constitutive determination of Dasein: Being-in. 

A6yoc:, <JJ..LtKp6'ta'tOC:, (the "proposition"). Naming and saying. 
Summary of the firs t stage. 

Thus only that sequence of words one after the other in which a pftJ..La is 
present together with an OVOJ..La, which therefore exhibits a aUJ..l7tAOKll of 
npayJ..La and np&~t~, is a A.£ynv. A mere sequence of P'llJ..La'ta one after the 

18. AH: Phenomenologically considered, Plato's distinctions are actually more radical. The 
naive primitiveness does not see the state of affairs as such but instead approaches it from 
"feelings" -i.e., remains close to it. 

19. De l11terpretntio11e, chapter 2, 16a19ff., and chapter 3, 16b6. 
20. Supplement by Heidegger: i.e., (a1t6?). 
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other. "jktl)!~•: "Tp~t~," ".:aaru&~v" . .. M yov oulitv ... a!l!'py6.~era.• 
(262b5ff.), results in no MyO<;, because thls sequence does not makt> viqible 
the unity of a present being. just as Ht~e as does: otav Ak{lltttl "l.fuiV" 
"U~" " lm<oc," . .. ~~:a.ra talinw Sti tti v auvtxeuxv oli&U; lUll 0\lvWtlJ 
A6yoc, (b9ff.). Here, too. with regard to this cruvtxe•Ct. no A6yo<; actually 
occurs. oUiit:IJ,iav out£ oiitroc; o\h' t~<fvroc; 11p<i{,tv oliO' Crn:pa.E,!av oUO£ 
oOOiav 6vtoc, oUO£ ~ti ov1oc, O'li.Oi t<'t Q<JlV'19tVTCt. xplv civ nc; toic; 6v611a.cn 
ta Plilla.W t<£PUCJ!l (d . c2ff). The essential is that, in a Myo:;, ta Q<JlV'18fvm. 
the utterance, the locution, Ol]Aoi, " reveals" (and this formulation is im· 
porl'ant for what will come later) OUal(IV ovtoc, ~;ai llti OVtO<;. "the presence 
of beings or of non-beings."" b T(AOtl\' therefore is a matter of prescntifyi.ng 
beings o r non-beings. Such a 01'(J..ouv, such a djsc]osive prl'Sentificat.ion , 
does not occur, however, until npiv civ tu; toic; 6v6pa.cn 1& p(]IJ<I1CL KtpUCJ!l, 
"6v61Jataand PTil!a.tO mix together." Only then is there a Ml"(O<;. no t before. 
This state of affairs, the necessity of a <n>!JnJ..oKlj of 6vOIJO a11d pi(I!Q, must 
not be understood as if Myoc, resulted in some sense from a summation of 
6vo11a and PTiiJa. On the contrary, the OIJ).oiiv itself, the revealing. is the 
primal)' phenomenon, prior to both of these. That is why they are 
01'(i.ti>IJOTO. And only insofar as they •re such, is the KOtvwv(a passible. 

The order of the description, in wh;ch Plato begins with an isolated OVOIJCt 
and pfi~a, is not identical with the structure of the phenomena in itself. It 
is not tne case that words first flutter about in is<llation and then are ta.ken 
together, whence the 01'(Aoiiv arises. On the contrary. the o1'(l.oi.v is primary. 
It is the fundamenta I phe11omenon. And only with reference to it does there 
exist the possibility, as a deficient mode. of isolated, memly recited words. 
The Ol]J..oiiv, which harbors the possibility of discou rse, is a constitutive 
determination of Dasein itself, a determination I am wont to designate as 
Being-in-the-world or Bcing·in. Plato says nothing about this, but we mus t 
avoid misunderstanding it as a matter of a conjunction of represcnmtions. 
That idea of an extrinsic shoving together sHU dominates the entire tradi­
tional cntegorial material of the grammar of the indo-Germanic languages. 
This material is not reducible to logic and is not anchored in it but in Gn>ek 
ontology. If we wanted to see the original and phenomenal connection 
beh\.•ee:n lht! phenomenon of language .1.nd the Being of m~ \.~te wouJd 
have to get rid, at the very outset, of the proposition as the point of depar­
ture for our orientation toward language. This dev~lopment, as it has come 
to be today, was perhaps not the intention of the Greeks, but it has for them 
a justifiable sense, si11ce ).<)yoc; and speech were for them given initially in 
this charncte:r.22 

21. AH: Pr~. Thclkt•tgof tivut,ofthe .. ropu.b"l 
:U. AH. Why? 
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Such a Mre<;, which consists of llvOf!IX and Piifl<X, is the ~6yo; Jtprot6c; tl! 
t<Cd O"fli1Cp6tato; (cJ. 262c6f.), " the first, most original, and the sm.1llest." 
That means there can be no Myo~ composed o f fewer elemellls than these; 
ilvo~ta and l>iifla a~ constitutive for ~tv. Af"(('t v is thereby distinguished 
essentially from 6vo~t<ll;etv!l6vov (d. d5), from mere naming, from the me~ 
reciting of words, where no thing is made visible. 'OvO!L<ll;i:w as such is not 
disdosive of things;" it is only )..6-yio; that n m;pa.(m (d. d~). "finishes 
something off." Only in Myo; does something come forth within speaking 
in the sense of discoUJliE': something shows itself, the dOc; of some being 
becomes present. And only to lt!J:yj.la toii'to (d6), "this intertwining" of 
6VOflCI and pljf!CI, e¢9ey~ull£61X :\.6'(0V (d6), "do we call Myo;." 

The first stage of the consideration of A6y~ sets out, as we have seen, 
from discourse as spoken expression. As so pregiven, discourse shows itself 
initially .ts a manifold of words. The consideration, however. from the ''ery 
outset does not simply attempt to make understandable this manifold of 
words in itself, isolated, so to speak, as a manifold of sounds," but instead 
the ~gard is directed from the very fiTSt toward the basic structure of ).tyetv 
in the sense of ~'1)..oiiv. From this phenomenon of 0'1AOiiv, the 6v6j.to.ra are 
th., grasped as 0!1A.6l!iam. and, on that basis, the simultaneous orientation 
toward the possible themes of disclosure reveals a fundamental distinction 
within 6v61Ulta. Thus the critmion for the Being of words in the unity of 
discourse is their disdosive character. And the objective criterion for dis­
tinguishing thl'Se 01]A.6ljlatiX is the unity of the possible object of the dis­
closure: !tpCtriJa-llpc)(,u;. I emphasized that these terms are to be taken here 
in the widest sense. We hllve no corresponding e!Cpressions, either to cap­
ture the positive ru;pect of this disco.,ery or to express that what is uncov­
ered here is not already fixed appropriately by Aristotle's later attempt to 
do so in relation to the criterion of time. A1]Wi>v itself is now, within My<><;. 
insofar as Mro; is a awltAo><Tj of 01):U0fla•a. not the result of their com­
position, but, on the contrary, the li'OlVCllvia of 6vo)1a and Piii'IX is possible 
at aU only bec.1u.sc l.t"(E•v in itsclf is a 0'1Aoilv. On this basis, what granunar 
calls the categorial proposition can be designated the 1tp<ilto<; and 
O"flll<p6to.to; Myo<;. Thereby Plato acquires, versus the Cmtylus and Tllt!­
netetus, the possibility of delimiting l.t"(EIV positively over and against the 
6vo~toi!;ew 116vov (d. d3). Naming, the addrossing of beings by way of 
naming, makes visible nothing of the beings themselves. Calling by name 
can never determine what is named in its substantive content. Naming thus 
does not have the character of disclos-ure. Instead, if anything at all is visible 
in roaming, it is simp!)' the way the na_med obj<'ct !s, a_s it were, SU!I\_moned: 

23. AH. oot i."\"t"''l 01\fJ((Vtt...,Sv.llS i.n Arbt.otle? 
2:.1. AH: Not~ maniJofd of vocabk.~. but a .....-.ord~otality. 
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its appellation. That is indeed a disclosure of something not kno\\'11 p rior 
to the calling by name, but the disclosure of the appellation, the name, is 
no t an uncovering o f the substantive content of the thing itself." Naming 
is thus indeed a disclosure. in the bro.1dcst sense o f the term, but not o 
substantive disclosure in the stricter o;ensc of a relation to Lhe named thing 
itself." Plato uses OVO!i<X~eiV in this d ouble sense of naming, w hich he 
delimits against My~ and it is only the latter that properly brings some­
thing to an end and that can properly be a 3~),otiv. 

This first stage of the analysis of AOYO<; provides at the same time an 
insight into a particular Kotvrovlt~. namely the KOl vrovia that occurs as 
J<Atwa of oVOJla and pi\Jla. This l<Otvrov(a is '~cwed in terms of 6v6Jlat a, 
but at the same time it am10unces the delotic. Titc further analysis of ).6yO<; 
shows th.1t the full phenome non of :A.6yo~ still includes three other struc­
tures of rotvwvla. all of whidl Plato grasps uniformly and without distinc­
tion as ol\vlltot<; and does not explic it!)' establish as such, though they are 
there latently. That is. the proper structure of A6YO<; remains for him essen­
tially unclarified. Our interpretation must e>.plicitly set in relief Uwsc fur· 
ther structures of KOtvmv!c.t. 

c) Second stage: the elaboration of the structure of the 
Aer61!EVOV qua Ae(61!EVOV (" qua OllAoUllEVOVl," 

a) The basic-determination of I.OyO<;: Myo.; = ).6yO<; nv~. Its 
rediscovery in Husserl: "intentionality.'' 

The second stage in the analysis of MyO<; has the tnsk of exposing the 
s tructure of the A£-r6Jl£Vov as such. i.e., the genuine constitution of the 
possibl.- unroveredness of something addressed, how it looks outwardly, 
what in genernl is said in a Atyl:tv as something s.1id. For this analysis of 
the A£-r6Jl£VOV in its s tructure, Plato draws upon a fundarnenta.l determi­
nation: A6YO<; is 1.6yo;; nv~ (d. e5). every addressing is an addressing of 
sometlri11g. A6yov O.vay1<aiov, owvnp Ji, ttv6<; tivat A6yov, l'1l lit nv6<;. 11it 
lit nv6<; Ctaiivatov (e5f.). Whenever A6yo; exists, it is Myo~ nv6<;; 11it lit 
ttv6<; Ctalivatov, there is no A6y<><; tha t would not be A6y0<; nv~.lt pertains 
to the very Being of Myo; to be "o:f something. • Hew Plato eKpre5So!S a 
fundamental insight into Myo;. even if he does not make full use of it 

25 ... \JI:ThbPlterpretarionor6\'0ll-CilP''based eoomuchontherompleied ~ 'Ovof,tfitnv 
!!not )'e4 tMt!Otherv.·~ ifint~ted in tl'fm5of theoriginoflanguasc. Then OvopCt!: ~1\t.«l. 

16. AM: WNt is the lt\C!.U\ing ol namin$ a:s an lnt<'rptet.ation and a ~king p~t7 To 
rt."Uin?--4 firSt cognition? Pos.sib~Jity of the id~ lifruchtre of the proposition. That is such and 
such-ii:Srta~n~P. \Vhatlslntlmded-.stnl!'f'elyfir$tl,ie., mo~t~.•sme:relyinlmdNl. 

How do both these end.&-6.nt naming and ultimah: idle r:~lk-meet? 
l7.Titk>b.uc!donH~(~t~3rtk~tionoi~Jin.dysi:sofA6yo.;.p 403). 
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phenomenologically. Nevertheless, the phenomenon is important enough 
for Plato, and through him it became decisive for the entire further history 
of logic. 

If a Plato does not blush to proclaim this triviality, that A.6yo~ is A.6yo~ 
ttv6~, then it must be a matter of consequence. It is only apparently self­
evident.28 The history of philosophy, above all that of modern and contem­
porary logic, shows that this insight, this triviality, has been forgotten long 
ago or is no longer used. We can express the nexuses as follows: there are 
word-sounds which enter into the psyche; to these are joined, by way of 
association, so-called general representations; and all these together play 
out in consciousness. Then the question arises as to how these associations 
within consciousness can have objective validity for the things outside. That 
is almost exactly the current position still, even among our best. For in­
stance, even Cassirer has basically not transcended this position. Thus no 
one any longer makes use of the insight: A.6yo~ is A.6yo~ nv6~. Husser! was 
the first to discover it again with his concept of intentionality. It is not at 
all so self-evident and not at all so simple a matter to see this phenomenon 
of intentionality and thus to see that only on its basis will the structures of 
A.6yo~ again be intelligible. 

It is thus not true that A.6yo~ as speaking occurs initially in isolation and 
that an object then incidentally emerges, with which it can enter into alli­
ance as the case may be, but not necessarily. On the contrary, all discourse, 
according to its most proper sense, is a disclosure of something. This es­
tablishes a new Kotvrovia, the Ketvrovfa of every A.6yo~ with ov. This 
Kotvrovia is included in the very sense of A.6yo~ itself. We will quite soon 
see the full bearing of this constatation that A.6yo~ is A.6yo~ ttv6~. 

~)The moments of the articulation of the ti as the nv6~ of 
Aiynv: 1.) "about which" (7tepl ou), 2.) "as-which" (otou), 3.) 
"of which." The structure of the ti as A.ey6jlevov: something 
as something. Distinction between three modes of Kotvrovia 

in A.6yo~. 

Let us first ask about the ti of this ttV6~. Our inquiring into it does not 
amount to asking about a concrete being, a particular accidental object 
which just happens to be spoken about. We are not even interrogating this 
or that particular domain of Being, out of which a definite being comes to 
be addressed. On the contrary, the question of the ti of this ttv6~ is the 
question of the A.ey6J.!EVOV. For the ttv6~ is a nv6~ of A.6yo~. The structure 
of carrying out the OllAOUV, the exhibiting, was characterized as determined 

28. AH: That is, we must never take what is at issue here as trivial but always as problematic. 
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by the n),ty]Ja of the Olll.ti>!Jata, of the OVOjla with the pfjj!CL llte consti­
tution of the ~~ as o~AOl)j!EVOV, as lct6!!£Vov, is thus npayj!a in the modt of 
npfd',u;. Therefore the possible l£t6,tf\•ov, according to its very sense, is 
pregiven precisely as something to be dealt with. That properly means 
npa~u;-npityJ.la. The dealing with something is thus what is pregiven in 
every A6ycx; according to its most proper sense. Plato designates this by 
means of the term J!t!>l oil (263a4). There belongs to e,·ery Mycx; the upl 
oil. The task is to understand this upl oil as a structural moment of the 
l.£-y6)l£Vov and not to misunderstand it, led as tr•y by the tradition. A6ycx;, 
as addressing something, possesses, as pregiven from the very first, the 
unarticulated unitary being. There belongs to A6ycx;, as a determinate mo­
ment, the creaking wagon on the s~t, for example. I do not he.u noises 
in an isolated way, as if I were a subject in .m institute of experimental 
psychology, but I hear the wagon on the street. The E,fvcx; sees Theaetetus 
s itting before him. Theaetetus, as a unitary pregiven whole, is the upi oo. 
We can call this the "about which" of the speaking. In t.hc cin.-uit of what 
is thus pregiven, AEY£tv now sets something in relief. What is set in relief 
is the litou (a4). In it, therefore, in the p regiven and still unarticulated being, 
"U:-{Elv "~II set something in relief, speci6cally so as to make the being 
unders tood as something and thereby determine it. llHJS the "about whidt," 
the whole of what is pregiven, e.g. the creaking wagon, is then gmsped in 
term.• of the creaking itself: the wagon passing by on the street is now 
experienced and detem>incd as creaking. llle nepl oii therefore harbors a 
double structure: 

1.) It means the "about which," as a whole, of the discourse in general, 
the whole, present, still wuuticulated given being. 

2.) insofar as the setting in relief is carried out upon this !!Epl oii, insofar 
as creaking is altributcd to it ns a special dctcm,ination, the articulation of 
the wagon itself proves to be what is spoken about. The upi ou then means, 
more particularly, the specific "of which" of the discourse. 

We therefore distinguish: 1.) the "a .bout which" of the dL<;COurse, i.e., the 
unarticulated whole, and 2.) the "of which," i.e., what is thematically artic­
ulated and set in reUef: what gramma.r calls the "subject" of the proposition. 

1l'1Us, clearly, the proper phenomenal carrying o ut of a setting in relief, 
by 51!AOliv or At-yEt v, does not occur in such a way that two representations 
are linked with one another, but, instead, out of the presence of an un­
articulated "about which," i.e., a detenminate unarticulatl!d state of affairs,,. 
it happens, precisely through the set ting in relief of the "as-which," of the 
creak ing or the s itting, that at the same time the "of which," the wagon or 
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Theacretus, is first made prominenL The way runs precisely not from the 
subject, over the copula, to the predicate but, instead, from the pregiven 
whole to the setting in relief of what we aheJWards call the predicate, and 
thereby for the fust time to a genuine making prominent of the subject. 

The analysis of the ttvO;. of the n, in the phenomenon of Myo<; nv6c; 
therefore shows this phenomenal s!l'ucture in addressability as such: 
"something as something." in which a simply pregiven being is properly 
brought into presence. This "as," the •s~aracter, is the properly logical 
category." " logical" not in the traditional sense, but in the sense of that 
which is given in Myo.; as constitutive, insofar as M)'Oc; is an addressing 
of something: that which constitutes in the ).ey6)ltv0V the stmcture of the 
).ey611£Vov as such. 

This primary structural form of th<! "something as something" results in 
a new ICOtvmvfa within the whole of My<><; itself. W<> had: 1.) the rotvmv!a 
b<>tween OVO)!Cl and jH'l)la within the possibility of expression, 2.) the 
.:owm,ofa b<>twecn Myo.; and Ov: M)'O; nvO;. and now we have: 3.) within 
the ti, the KQtvwv{a as structural form of the "something as something." 
This last, therefore, which is determined through the character of the "as." 
we call the specifically logictll Kotv<»vla in Myo<;. The second one, on the 
basis of which Miyo<; is, according to its essence, Myo<; nv().;. we call, 
foUowing phenommological tenninology, the mtentionnl KOtvmvia." And 
the first, the one between ovo~r.< and pf))l<X, which pertains to the 6VO!W in 
the v.~dcst sense, we ca.IJ the <monratic Kotvmvlcx. 

On this basis, it fust becomes possible to make quite dear the third stage 
of the analysis of Miyo;. which now ha.s the task of determining Atyetv itself 
with regard to the possibilities residing in it, namely Myo<; as not6c; 
(263all ff.). 

d l Third s tage: the analysis of )..(\yo; with respect to 
oljw\w.n 

a) The basic determination of A6yo<; qun Myoc; nv6c; as the 
fundamental condition of deceptive Myo.;. The not6v (cUll~ 

or ~ as a necessary character of Myo.;. 

The third stage has, as we said, the task of determining A6yo<; as >tot6c;. 
Here it is important that every Atyetv is a :l.tyew tL There is no modification 
of Myo<; which does not mod.ify it as At"tEtv ti; i.e., every modification of 
/.ty£1v is a modi.Rcntion of it in its character as revealing. Through such 

30 AJ I Not metcly re~tt:d or ratric'trd htt'l! 10 the thl'Orrtic.t.l pmpo!Jtion. 
31. AH. the deiOOc. 
32. Tltkb.b<d on Hcldtgg« tsco the•rtic\Jiatioo ol the ..,.t~s oiM!yo.;, p. -103). 
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modification, the S~l.ouv does not somehow come to nothing. the Atyttv 
to a Atyttv ~118tv (which it cannot be, by its very sense). to a total lack of 
disclosure, but because the Atyttv n, as a constitutive structure, is neces­
sarily preserved in every modification of/,~, Myo.; can be modified into 
a non-disclosure only in the sense of concealing. distorting, obstructing. not 
letting be seen. Every M~ thus even the one modified in this way, is and 
presents itself as a AtyEtv Tl Every self-expression, and every speaking 
about something, is taken quite naturaUy and primordially as a o~A.ouv. 
Thus we have, assuming that the Olll.ouv can undergo a modification, the 
following structures: 1.) A AtyEtv presents itself, and is there, as a disclosure 
of something. 2.) This Atyetv, however, can in itself be distorting; it can pass 
sontething off as other than it is. lnsofnr as it presents itself, and always 
presents itself, as Atyetv ~(,but factuaUy, in a particular case, does not impart 
the being. this !.i:yr;tV is a deception. Deception is thus po<Sible, and under· 
standable in general, only in terms of AtY£tv as AtyttV ti. Because it is Myo.; 
nv6c;. ~in itself can be false. just as we speak of "false money," which 
looks like genuine money but is not, so the ).f:yuv that distorts something 
presents itself as what it is not: the /.i:"(£tv distorts itself, it is in itself "false.• 
Every l.oyo.; is therefore, as M~ a Aty.:tv ~ But it need not show that 
about which It speaks; it can a lso distort it, in such a way. of course, that 
this "false" judgment prelends to be true. Deception, ~ is thus 
founded, according to its very possibility, in the intentional constitution of 
Atyttv. It is Myetv as Atyttv ti that rnn be a distortion. 

Thus it is clear that every I.OyO<;. om the basis of this constitution, always 
and necessarily occurs in a certain " mode." It discloses iu such ami such a 
tony: it is either rusclosive or distortive; i.e., every i.6yo.; is not6<;. notOv lit 
yE rtVa<P<XfU:V avayKaiOV fi<CtOtOV £iVCtl ~liJV A6yrov (263all f.). "We say that 
every M~ is necessarily no tO;;. in one mode or another," precisely because 
it is Atyew tt Likewise, not6v ttva a"litOv Eivcu &i (262e8), "it is necessary 
that ~always be not&;." In every Atyetv, therefore, just insofar as it is, 
a decision has always already been made regarding its Ol]l.ouv. 6t0tivatov 
i.6yov 6~a ~!]&vii<; elvoo Myov (d. 263c10f.): " It is impossible that a Myo~ 
could at all be what it is if it were Myo.; of nothing.• The possible ways 
for i.6~ to be not&; are none other th.m i.6yo.; 6tJ.nllt.; and ).~ '1/EOOt\.;. 

Pl Plato' s dialecticalinterp"'tation of ljlt:i>&><; and a/,110~ The 
I<OlV(l)Via of 6v (qua }.ey6j!evov) with T<lUt6V a.nd fttpov as 

ground of the possibility of I.Oyo.; <iA118tc; or Myo<; ljlt:Ublj~. 

The fourth KOtvrovia in Myo.:;. 

The decisiv e question is now for us: how does Plato interpret ~ or 
<il.l]ot~? The answer in brief is: purely dialectically, which me.ms: by way 
of exhibiting a JOOtvwv!a, and specificaUy one such as we already know, but 
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now this Kotvwv(a, which we are acquainted with from the fundamental 
consideration, includes A.6yoc; itself, as an ov. It was shown earlier that every 
ov or 'tt stands in a KOtvwv(a with 'tUU'tOV and E'tcpov. Every "something," 
in the widest sense, is itself, and, as this "itself," it is the one and not the 
other. Now this ov, this 't(, upon which the fundamental dialectical consid­
eration was carried out, is grasped in a Kotvwvia with A.6yoc;; i.e., ov is now 
grasped as OllAOU~cvov through A.6yoc; as A.cy6~cvov. In this new KOtvwv(a, 
ov remains ov, i.e., the possibility of its Kotvwvia with -rau't6v and E'tcpov 
is not taken away, since these were indeed positively shown to be ota 
1t<iv-rwv, through everything, and thus also through the something that is 
the A.cy6~cvov. This is the place where the sophist's objection is pressed 
hard by saying: it has not been settled whether ~ft ov can also enter into a 
Kotvwvia with A.6yoc;.33 This objection collapses under the weight of the 
exhibition of A.6yoc; as A.6yoc; 'ttv6c;. 

The Ac"(O~€VOV is a 'tl, an OV; as such, it stands in a OUVU~tc; KOtVWVtac; 
with -rau-r6v and E'tcpov. If -rau-r6v is present in an ov, that means the ov is 
in itself, it is what it is. And that means, relative to 011A.ouv, relative to the 
ov as OllAOU~cvov, that the ov is disclosed just as it is in itself. If a being is 
disclosed just as it is in itself, then the disclosure is an aA.l19£u£tv, an 
undistorted imparting of the being in itself; the A.6yoc; is aA.1191lc;. 'AA.119€Uctv 
is thus a AEyctv nv6c; in which the 'ti is distinguished through the presence 
of 'tau-r6v-provided it makes visible a being in its self-sameness. But the 
E'tcpov too-as was shown dialectically-can stand in a possible Kotvwvia 
with ov. Then, first of all, the ov is other than itself. If the ov is now grasped 
as a A.cy6~cvov 't(, that means it is E'tcpov A.cy6~cvov, it is exhibited as other 
than itself. This exhibiting of something as other than it is is nothing else 
than concealing, distorting, distortive making visible. Such a Atyctv, there­
fore, in which the A.cy6~£vov as ov is distinguished by the presence of the 
E'tcpov, is A.6yoc; 'tf£Uo1lc;. 

A6yoc; aA.1181lc; and A.6yoc; 'tf£UOT1c; are thus grasped as follows: Aey£t 6 
A.6yoc; aA.llfh1c; 'ta OV'tU roc; ecrnv (cf. 263b4f.) (the we; £crnv is simply a 
paraphrase of -rau-r6v), it exhibits beings as 'tUU'ta; the presence of 'tau-r6v 
is constitutive. '0 oe of) 'tf£UOT)c; E'tcpa 'tWV OV't(I)V (b7), it exhibits them as 
E'tcpa; the presence of the E'tcpov is constitutive, and the A.cy6~£va are 
determined by the presence of the E't£pov. 

Earlier we demonstrated, quite generally, the possibility of the 1tapoucria 
of the E'tcpov and 'tau-r6v in ov alone. Now, however, it has become clear 
that the same connection also applies to ov as A.cy6~£vov. Thus a new 
Kotvwvia appears in A.6yoc; as A.6yoc; 'ttv6c;, i.e., in the A£"fOfl£VOV as ov: the 

33. Sophist 206a5-261c5. Cf. p. 398f. 
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KOtvrovia with 't<Xt>'t6v or with the £t£pov. This KOtvrovia determines the 
possibility of A.6yoc; as 1t0t6<;, i.e., the mode of its disclosure as true or false. 
We are calling this Kotvrovia the delotic one, the Kotvrovia pertaining to 
011/...ouv. Note (here our interpretation goes beyond what is strictly speaking 
given and touches what is latent ontologically) that this ov A.ty6~£vov was 
already characterized in the second stage as 7ttpt ou and otou: it was 
exposed as constituted by the "something as something." Thus ov, which 
is the possible "something" of a 'My£tv, already possesses in itself a 
Kotvrovia, namely the "something as something." And now there occurs 
the possibility of the new Kotvrovia, of the presence of taut6v and the 
E't£pov in this ov. That is, the pregiven ov in the character of the "something 
as something" can for its part be disclosed as self-same or as other than it 
is. Thus we see a doubling of the character of the "as" in A.6yoc;. Thereby 
the fundamental function of this peculiar category of the "as" in Myttv first 
becomes clear. In the phenomenon of the "something as something," the 
"as" means: 1.) something in the substantive determinateness of something, 
and 2.) something thus pregiven in its determinateness as itself or as an 
other. 

y) Summary of the result of the analysis of A.6yoc;. A6yo<; as 
ouv9£<:n<;. The fourfold lCOtvrovia in A.6yoc;. 

Plato summarizes the result of his analysis of A.6yo<; at 263dlff.: fl£pt 81) 
oou A.ty6~va ~EV'tOt 9<it£pa roc; 'ta <XU'ta Kat ~it OV't<X roc; OV'ta, 1t<XV'tU1t<XOtV 
£otKtv i1 tot<XU'tll o'\Jv9£ot<; EK 't£ Pll~<itrov ytyvoj.l£Vll Kat 6vo~6:trov ovtro<; 
t£ Kat a/...118&<; yiyv£o9at A.6yo<; \j/£UOllS· This summary clarifies A.6yo<; as 
ouv9£ot<; and specifically as totau'tll o'\Jv9£ot<;. This 'tOtUU'tll pertains to 
the possible Kotvrovia of the A.ty6~tvov with taut6v or with the E't£pov. 
Plato takes into account here only the possibility of a Kotvrovia with the 
Et£pov, because what is at stake is primarily the proof of the possibility of 
A.6yo<; \j/tu8T1c;. At the same time, the ouv9£ot<; is characterized as ytyvo~€v11 
EK 't£ Pll~<itrov Kat OVOJl<itrov; i.e., reference is made simultaneously to the 
KOtvrovia we have designated as the onomatic. Thus there resides in the 
whole of the phenomenon of A.6yo<; a fourfold Kowrovia: 

1.) the onomatic: between OVOJla and pftJla as 7t'My~a. 
2.) the intentional: every A.6yo<; is A.6yo<; nv6c;; A.6yo<; as ov is in a Kotvrovia 

with ov as its object. 
3.) the logical: every 'tt of My£tV is addressed in the character of the 

"something as something." 
4.) the delotic, the one that pertains to 011/...ouv: in every 011/...ouv, in every 

Mynv ti, the A.ty6~£vov is either "identified," as we say, with itself, or an 
other than itself is placed before it and the A.6yo<; thereby becomes deceptive 
and, in itself, false. 
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aio9t)Otc;. ri . tl ·, well known, objected thl ' latoni ·. definUi .. · 
avt~c(a t a harp and trenchant critique in ·th De Anima, Bo . k lli, 

chapter 3, 42 a25-b .~ In · ofar a · <Pav<tacrl.~ accordin to Pl · to, · 06~:a 

ba d on aio9r}cnc;, it a1 o p , as &S~a, the chara ~ - ·, of A6yo · i. ., 
it · d t.emUn · thr ugh th. ph · nomenon of th u · kin _ m · thin for 
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APPR~DIX 

Supple ments 

From Heideggo>r's Manuscript 
(Remarks, Additions, Annotations to the Lectures) 

I. Supplements to the Introductory Part 

Possibillty o f Dasein- deterrnined thereby in its Being. Ways-a highest 
one-<J~(a. <I>IAoo~ia-to decide in favor of this tmt/1! 
Pinto-himself-to go along the way for a distance. 
As tfialogue--liuV.tyta9al-thC mode of research and mode o f access to the 
matters at issue. 

2. ( to p. 40) 

Strikillg: the /ligheslunderstonding-togcthcr with W,(VIl and this again with 

em<mj"ll· 
Not surprising if Ttxv11 is hc.ld to be an W.rt9EUEtv,- as such. a mode of 
comportment in which the posSibility of bei11g Cllrried out can tl!ilhdrnw. 

3. (top. 44) 

With regard to Plato's Sophist, which exposes what a philosopher is (a~(a), 

an explidt preliminary consideration of a~la as W.118eoov becomes nee· 
essary. 
The philosopher: tJi tOU ovt~ Ol;l5tdr. AO"'f\CJ}UOV 1tpoCJKEi!l£VO<; iocc;t. (Soph· 
ist, 254a8f.). "He lies with, is occupied with. a looking upon beings, in such 
a way indeed that he carries o ut a speaking about them." 
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It is held that affinning is ollv9eol;. t:onnection; denial is ou:dpecn;. sepa· 
ration. 
But, instead, the passage above mal<es it clear: disclosure by way of affir­
mation d.lld disclosure by way of denial are both ollv9Ecn<;. 
Or: tvl)txeta\ liE K(Xl ota(ptO'IV ~6.vat ltlXvTO: (De An. r, 6, 4,30b3f.). H Affir­
maHon and denial are likewise to be interpreted as a taking apart.w Taking 
apart ls indeed the mode of carrying. out peruption, vOEiv, i.e., of keeping 
the fv. the whole, in view. And taking apart is a preserving mode of letting 
the whole be seen, Le., positing the o:ne with the other. 
I:uv&cn<; and otaipecn<; constitute the full mode of the carrying out of vOEiv; 
and this latter itself, insofar as the vo~iv is that of the Myov qov, can be a 
Ka~ci9Q.cn<; and OOt6+acn<;. 
a .: Mrl. E, -L 1027b2ff. 
~b ('4la li -ro xoopl<; voeiv-a mode of pert'eiving, encountering. • Alia and 
XOOPI<;- jU) -tb e~fi<; (b24} "not discretely one after the other"-the Stand· 
ing next to each other of the voljjia'ta. But instead: fv u "f\yvrotlat (b25) is 
the decisive feature of this voeiv. 
ii11a voeiv-'to ovyK£ijieVov I XCJ>Pi<; voeiv-rillhnP111JEvOv. K£XCJ>Ptal1fvov: 
i:v vO£i v. ev voti v: as ollvOecn<; and as ouxlptat<; too. For even ii11a voei v 
c.m be understood as otalpeot<;. COIISiitutitJe/y, in terms of intentional de­
tem\ination~ 

alnov (bJ-1) this mode of Being of beings- to be unconrealed or to be 
distorted in Myo<;-is 'ffj; otavoiw; -n Jtci~ (b34f.), "a being affected of 
the discerning." Insofar as the discernment encounters something, what is 
encountered is Itself disclosed. <XA116tc; and ~<;: miK t;oo cS.,M>oow 
otionv 'ftvllQticnv tOU OV'to<; (102Sa2). They do not provide a deterrninaHon 
of the Being of beings which pertains to them as beings in themselves but 
only insofar as they are encountered. 
tb aA119£<; ov-Jtci9o<; tv til cStavo(Q: (d . Met. K, 8, 1065a21ff.). "The un· 
conaaledness of beings is something that affects the discemmg disclosure." 
Disclos."'i presence. 
'Ev otavo(~ does not mean: a process of thought-factual occurrence, but 
rather: to be discerned- to be encountered. For: disclosivc having-there. 
Being-as discwsed presence-world of a living thing. 

7. (to supplement 6) 

toil ovto<; amo&-n ov- tfu; 6.p;cfu; <lKtJtttov (cf. Ml'l. E, 4, 1028a3f.). 
6.A111lf<;-q~£\J00;, disclosed-distorted: ouK tv TOi<; np<i'yjlo:otv. <UJ.' tv 
otavol~ (d. M~t. E, 4, 1027b26ff.). No detmnnraticm of content-like aya90v-, 
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lion-to--should be in relation to real beings. Being-in-relation-to as between 
two different beings. W/lid• Beiug? 

What . . . • 5enSI! does the Ov cix; aA119t.<; have, and wha t does it mean? 

It "is truew-<>nly a how~ut a preeminent one. 

11. (to supplementS) 

Why true (W.'19t9 =actual being? 

Because Being = presence, not validity and the like, to be uncovered = 
gl'lmine presence. 
Or because ~truth" is UIICOWredntsS of beings, al.nat.; belongs to ov-"dia­
lectics," #logic" in ontology. 
Tilt true is. Not idealistically and not realis tically but Greekly. Being and 
truth. 'lhlth and genuineness. 
And therefore 1<\lj>t<lltatov. "lhlth"-for perception- is an affair of bdngs 
(!}-although tv otavol.;t! 

12. (to supplement 8) 

Why aA'1~ cix; a/.119£.;. as a character of Being? 

Prescnce-uncoveredness- the proprr present-oriented toward voiJ<;. ~= 
=-; 1td:vta.l 11 'Jfll1.~.' in its highest possibiuty. 

13. (to supplement 8) 

Sophist 240£!. I ibid. b3 • 6vtro.; 6v. Here clearly: aA1]9tv6<;-•ontological." 
tlAI16£Uetv with Clvtro<; 6v, lfltOOo<; with~~~ ov. Transparent only if clear: 1.) 
6v, 2.) aAI16£1i&tv, 3.) Myoc;, i.e., existence, Dasein, lji\IX~· 

Why •true" as a prl'C!m.incnt character of beings? 

6. !Detl;iblo 
7. a. 1:1r An ou , 4311>21 
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14. (to supplement 8) 

Cf. Cralylus 421b3f.: <Urt..et'!a. a djvine roaming around. IL\avao&a~ hence 
precisely humorously transformed into the opposite. In opposition to hav­
ing there as uncovered. 

15. (second su pplement to p. 129) 

r~ia-first of all as ..ntcn.; and fl;t<;, accordffig to Niromochean Ethics K, 
10. Not like latpt!Clj but uy!Eta, as Being.• 
cUrt~tlttv-trullr: ~!£Tel l.&you (l>uivoUI}-avtu A6you. 
A. 1.6-(o<;. 

!.) in genera l not simply 6;no¢avnK6c;. 
2.) as 0.1to¢avnK6c; O'liv9totc;. Corresponding: cUrt9t\ietv already as 

something derived, passing through the possibility of being false. 
"As.~ De An. f, 6. 

3.) A6yoc;-A£-(6f.L£vov-the said: a) as content, b) the being s.'l.id, the 
repeated, having been said by "them.~ Proposition--a55ertion-con­
nection of representations. (Subject-as net of lhutking. Agreement!) 

cUrtEltc;-uncO\•ering. To discuss wlrat is tmcouercd ill discoul'6e, in the "ns." 
"1\s-structureH-that of).tymv-encountering in this what is uncovered 
in suclr n way. 

B. cU.rt9€tlttv-truth-as 9trtiv.• Originally-truth. 
On the contrary Jaeger. 
ov roc; OA1)9tc,. >.--upuilTtx-tOV. cr. Mel., Jaeger.'" 
oVtCil Kai up 0\'Tt n ov E<rtt nva <EJnOK\itpao&at> U)ux, Kai taiit' Eoti 
-upt cilv tOU Qtl.ooti<>ou EmOKE'I'aOOat t<Urt9tc;. Met. r, 2, 100-lh1Sf. 

<U•,~w-unroncealedness. 

Transition; a.} Ullcollc.eaie!d•re;s of somdlring ( in the mode of VOEiv, 
6uxvoov) b.) the •mconcmkd itself-what is most properly mzccmcenled: 
that which most of aU is already there. 0. Met. a. 211 

C. l.Oyo<;-to press ahead in uncovering-dialogue. 

To bi I me purely and properly, i.e., to un<:over, and the discursiv!!--lrue-dis­
cussing in the tendency toward the proper. What is first carried out: as 
At-ynv. But in this there already resides in general the Being of the Ol-yriv. 

8. Nit. Elh. VI. t3, ll-l-4o4J. 
q_ t.U!. LX. 10, 10Sib2~. 

10. Seep. 427, note I. 
II. Md. lL I. 993b261f. 
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This is not a special c.ase, b ut con,•ersely- that one improper mode (cf. 
voiJ<;~u:tvotiv), yet in fact the closest of those. AicrOrtcru;. To speak-1-"lsi· 
cally11ever. 

1.) Aristotle does not only not dl'grade dialectics; 
2.) he cannot at aU degrade it, because it must necessarily remain below, 
3.) he first sees this, in the proper sense, in opposition to Plato. 

16. (to supplement IS) 

1.) tU!jtlna pure and simple 
2.) ov 0>.; cXAI\~ 

1.} relates to beings in the unconcea!ledness of their Being-of the <Xpxa(. 
Thus: W.f19(.c,- K"Upt6m;.tov ov~cUI\9£<; in an emphatic sense. 

2.) ov rile; IXA.TJ9£<;-0v q1111 A.ty6!tEVOV~tnvoo1JiltvOv. As encountered and 
spoken of as such. The tru~-as it is initially and for the most part and 
is passed on. 

17. (to supplement 15) 

formally universal: 6v <i>:; M l\9tc;. 
From cXAI\9eUeiV IIOI.'mntically to ov cUq9tv6v. TI1e highest cXAI\9elktv: croQia. 
The most proper 6v. K"Uptci>tatov-why IXATJ~? Because Being: "There"­
presence. Bring IUJdistorled-thc encountered-character, noematically, not 
17SychiCtll Being. Not a realm next to others, but beings in the "how" of their 
Being. Chomcters itf Bring diffrrmt in tlrtir very cltOrocteriwtion. 

18. (third supplement to p. 129) 

llAI\9eli£tv-in principle voeiv-<iiaOrtcru;. 1-.ttt<l 1..6yot>-A.6"tQc;-rlwto­
rici-A6yoc;~ui. 

IXAI19£;~v <i>:;. a:At\9€\a-Ov nOV I )..£'{6)l£\IOV. 

/.Oro<; -as the immediate form of a.1.qtl£U£tv- above all: to conceal, to hold 
oneself properly in ignorance. As mode of carrying out and mode o f un· 
covering. offimdamrntnl significanc<'! The "logicaJN: that which L• accessible 
in speech and in spoken discourse, constituting the Being of what 1s acces­
sible in this way and present as such . 
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ota}.tyt:a9ac interpretation-hermeneutical. Justification in Aristotle ac­
cording to two directions. Example: l'il 6v (• ljlllUOoc;} as 6v-unprece­
dented-new- i.e., spuming the usual prattle. 
Da..<toi11 11ml Being. 

19. (to supplement 18) 

[f ov-<tA1\9Eta, then discussioll of OV in passing through the discussion of 
'fi£V00<;, iu CTJse !Ji\ 6v is discrtsscd. 
Why Wol\9£1i£w relet~~~nl for the probltm11tic of Bei11g? 
1.) as ground in general-phenomenologically. 
2.) for the Greeks, a character of beings themselves---<iA'l~· 
Why pos!'ible? <'U.~9£ux-the beings. Jaeger? Psychologism! 

20. (to supplcment18) 

I'll 6v-<OC, ~ non-beings-that which something is not. That which 
as such is distorted- which, however, it should oot be, because the aAT\~ 

should be; the ayo66v of KCtt~at:;.. What is, what it is not supposed to 
be. 
ov 01<; aAT\~ beings-which uncovers or is uncovered. "To be true." 
Beings-in the sense of the unconcealed- proper presence. 
Non-beings-in the sense of the concealed- not present for themselves­
uot bei11g. 
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U. supplements to the Transition 

2l. (top. 1:12) 

The unfolding of the problematic of Being-hermeneutically-the concrete 
cxistenticU "whereby" of the encountering of beings-plretwrrw•oh>gy of tire 
encountu and of discourse 0$ the ground of the "ontology• of beings. The Soph· 
is/ -even if only a first pressing ahead~f. Parmenides: votiv-dvat- yet 
remarkable if we grasp it originally enough in what w·as not and could not 
at all be settled. 

22. (top. 134) 

.U1i9tw and the proper character of l3cing and as Bcing of lx•ings. ouma­
tv-u~ro~eel)levov. 

Tite uncovering of beings is something proper if it discloses them in their 
constitution as aPX11·ttAoc; (proper presence). 
apm-tt).,o<;-as chamctcrs of Being-the meaning of Jtipac;: whence and 
whereby beings in what they are-as bt>btgs-are finished. No "as some­
thing.• TI!ereforc the character of intended-ness .md of WlCovered-ness: 
aota{petov-{t<J1iv~ov--<'x~t}.,W.;. 

23. (to p. 137) 

To discuss thoroughly, to lead on more and more to the mattf:(S themselves, 
out of immediate everyday i.tytw, to the tcrxatov, in order to see. Jttp~! 

Dialectics can only make an attempt, tty, test. It can never come to a 
resolution, because lt does not, according to the possibilities of its execution, 
QJ'l'ivc there. That is a\•ailable only to pu.re 9rropriv as such. 
But it does have the directedness, itt already e:.'Prcsses itself on wh.1t is 
actually the theme of o<J41((l. UlrOKEt)lEVOV. 

Tradil:iun :.ay• that Ario'1otl~ degraded dialt!Ctic into a technique. That ll\'Cl'­
looks: 
1.) t£xvf1 means know-how. Olivajn<;. Cf: Rhetoric potentiality as Bcirtg. Its 

explicit establishment presupposes precisely the understonding of the 
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carrying out of oaa/..tyl:cr9aL Possibility-to understand- more radi­
caUy: as uncovering. For: reality: to reprod uce. 1Possibility:)1 What some­
thing can properly be, what it already is prior to every actualization. 

2.) he has not thereby degraded dialectic but has discovered an original 
proper domain of the everyday possibility of speaking with one an­
other: the pretheoretical discourse about something, which, as a deter­
minate way of thorough discussion. presses ahead to 8£copeiv-­
yvrop!!;ftv, yvropt<m"-rj-and claims to be an explicit mode of pressing 
ahead and o f genuine questioning. 

Aristotle was the first to be able to unden;tand d ialectic positively and to 
appropriate it. Superseding it in a properly disclosive original ontology. Cf. 
MJ,t. r, 2. 
Plato saw clearly neither the one (oo¢!a) nor the other (otaAty£cr9at}. His 
result corresponds. On the other hand, his was the unclarity of genins, and 
lt stirred up things.' "Genius"- because this unclarity bears genuine roots 
of disclosure. Not a fantastic unclarity blind to the things. 

The Sophi:;t: Ota).tyl:o(l(n-a mode of Dasein-and precisely a pretended 
hJghest one-which is: a being-with, cognizing and kno,..~ng beings. 
To uncover a "Being-in" in the dialogue and thereby the entire phenomenal 
nexus residing therein: beings-Being- I Being-toward I the Being of the 
existing (sophist) itself. 
Hence: in the transition: Dasrin-W..n9£ilEtv-Being-in. Phenomenological 
basis. Intentionality rightly understood. 
1.} Hermeneutical meaning of the dialogue, 
2.} what becomes thematic in it, 
3.) how. 
Jnterh\~ing of the three questions unclearly and yet wholly a matter of 
principle. 
To verify this conception of the dialogue by means of Aristotle's directions 
o f de\•elopment Mrlilpltysics rand Topics (Rhetoric} 
Not to look for intuition and thinking .. Thinking is dialectic precisely only 
insofar as it is intuitive-this is not something. 

J. Edioo~ssupplcmenc 
2.. Rel......,re by ~le!dqsget tQ 1Uppk'tllenl29 (oupplllrn.ml top. 152). 
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caJiy: "class," provenance of the essence. Olltologically: np~; 11iav <)pxJi'~ 
¢1Jolc;-<~uma, not Kmli 
Not formal, not genus (this latter explidlly ~jt-cterf), but instead: purely and 
simply "ontologicnl." "Forma lly.'" however, with an emphasis on mio(a: 
ltp6ttpov , ouoia, in the temporality of the pure presence of beings. 6v­
what is spoken of-1lnoKel11£vOv-not pasiled . But instead: what is already 
there In the discerning disclosure of Atvl;tv. Here the irruption of Myoc; into 
ontology. Cf. Met. Z, ~-

5v-as uncovered- in a broader sense: that which is spoken of. 
a) To what extent the "already a t the outset" in the A£-r61'Evov in the 

broader sense. ouo(a-sheer prese-nce-that which is there at the very 
outset-in immediate everyday concerns. This, however, is Myoc;! 

b) Of what sort is the '1ogical"? • that which is already encountered in 
what is spoken of as such, co-constituting presence. 

concerning a): For th e Creeks voix;- :\.Oyo.;; in speaking about- th e 
world- something-beings-there-initially and for the most part. 
This "initiaJJy and for the most part" is and remains in principle 11eta 
:1.6-you! )..6-yoc;: tltebasic mode of Beiug-in as comi ng to pres.mce. That which 
primarily is encountered as alt:eady there: imoKEi11evov. Speaktng re­
mains the p rimary mode of access and mode of appropriation of 
beings. The basic mode of disclosivc Bci•1g•\vith-of lifc-w·ith beings. 
Even the &VEil A6-yo1>-is something- is still seen in terms o f AO-to<;: 
but uot will! the • as. H 

KCl8' a>i16. But: by and in 1.6-yoc;- dS a mode of aA119£UElV-<If the 
U1t0n.ii'£VOV 

( . . . ) 
Concerning b): The HJogical"' is as such onto-logical! Precisely not: thinking 

and tc'Chnique of thinking. But instead: that which is accessible in 
speaking (uncovering) and discourse. The Being of the beings encoun­
tered and spoken o f in this way, what thus possibly comes to presence, 
a ]ready constituting its presence. 

32. (to p. 155) 

The indicated origin of the Creek concept o f Being makes clear at the same 
time, however, that the Beiug of bd ngs is iult rprded (ou lilt basis of) lime. 
Why? Because ev~ry ontology, :ts an interpretation, is itself n mode of 
Bcing·in. Insofar as the world is to be determined in its Being. these beings 
must be I'Xperiructd, nnd the interpreting must address these beings \Vith 
regard to their Being. Experience•bility and addressability of the world 
include in themselves: letting the intt'rpreting Dasein along "~th the world 
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itself, in which Dascin always already is, be encountered purely from them­
selves. The letting be encountered is l:>ased, in its possibilities, on the Being 
of Dasein. But the Being of Dasein is ~emporality. And the pure letting the 
world be encountered is a making present. As S11d r, it is only temporally 
that it can express itself in the appropriate speaking about the world: the 
Being of the world is presence. The dominance of this notion of Being makes 
it dear why Aristotle interprets time itself on the basis of the present, the 
• now." What is present is genuine Being, and the Being no longer of the 
past, as well as Being not yet, can be determined on the basis of it ... " 

But if Dasein iL«'If must be interpreted ontologically in its Being, i.e., 
even in its determinate non-genuine temporality of presentifying lgegar­
witrtigcn/"' presence, then temporality in its genuineness must be explicated. 
But that implies: the beings which em~c in the ontological interpretation 
of the Being of the world cannot determine the hermeneutic situation of 
the ontological research which is supposed to interpret the Being of Dasein 
itself. Rather, it is pnlciscly on the basis of this that the mode of Being and 
the origin of the former is positively darified ontologically, i.e., is given in 
the character of Being as conceived in terms of presence.-The immediate 
meaning of Being. 

33. (to supplement 32) 

Ctmap/ of Being-Concept of kmrwfedgr nnd idea 

Being-what is always present on its own. Thcrelorc •;s~ propaly the 
" what"-"cssence"-and it the genuine object of proper knowledge. 
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Ul. Supplements to the Main Part 

34. (to IP· 191) 

Care (historicality-temporaHty-discoveredness) 

Tfxv'l seen in terms of two basic comportments, both ones of immediate 
everyday Dasein: production-appropriation (tendency toward Being). In 
both, the basic phenomenon of f urnislting mrestif with something-as COI!cem 
over somethillg-in the sense of making provisiotJS. Temporality ... This con­
cem-5upplying oneself something in a broad sense- determinable as com· 
merce with the immediately encountered world. The commerce-with 
founded on an already·being-in·it For this Being-in~1S concern-know· 
how. 

nxv11-as cUI\!leVelV ~eta Myou- ito;elf has the character of appropria­
tion. In all Oper"dtions-production, and in possession, a pre-eminent ap­
propriation-of the world as ori<'llle.1-in its " there" . .. concern as making 
present .. 
NB: These phenomenological nexuses never seen-taken .for primitive and 
naive distinctions-no match for modem systematics. To be seen onl)' when 
these phenomena are in advance already uncovered originally and their 
phenomenal nexus is understood as a primary one (Dasein--existence). 
Systematic work-not in order to constmct a system and tlke history to 
task from there, but in order to let the phenomena become visible for this 
pressing ahead toward the ontological roots o f our Dasein itself. 

35. (to p. 195) 

The phenomenological interpretation purposely too broad-versus the 
naive-ontic understanding-about thee cX01CcxAt£Unic;. 
This appurtenance not f1tst arisen by way of a shoving tog~>ther o f p,.... 
viously isolated contcnl~. It is an origina l one. The only fltiD directive at 
first To see the phenomenon as a whole. If it (the appurtenance) is supposed 
to beorigirull, then it must be made visible out of a new uuitary fundamental 
content-out of the mode of Being of the phenomenal content itself ( Beiug· 
in/, e.g. under the b'Uideline of ti'X.V'l as such. ti;•<;-Ouvo.l'•<;-'!f\1~)1-
cUI\Oeta-discoveredness-the - thcre"-the possibility of every individudl 
"Oa" -sein-for the proper Being. Cf. above: concern--care. 
Necessity of a fundamentally investigative, methodic appropriation of this 
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DecepHon- Beillg-itt-1.) as what-prepossession, 2) as something- to ad­
dress, 3.) basic phenomenon of the uas." "Pre"-possession: To have from 
somewhere, not simply tlu>Tf! " As" -in the Bri11g..Jn. Care-intcrpretation­
knmvmtess-pre-tense. Being-in-as 111hich Being? 

40. {to supplement 38) 

Deception-error 

Deception-upon giving-to address. Error? upon a formal conclusion? But 
if error on the aA'19tOCw- giving of the things-;(£tpo006at? l.e., 1ji£VIio;­
also in i.Oyo.;. The latter Qudgment) still entirely delotic. 

41. (first supplement to p. 310) 

To pose the question of the meaning of Being signifies nothing else than to 
elaborate the questioning of philosophy. 
The phenomenological sense of the "questioning into the Being of beings"­
what that means and what tasks it includes: hrrmrneutic of Du..<ei11. 
Questioning: 
lntl'rrogati11g somtthi11g ill somt regard. The interrogated (beings}, the asked 
about (Being). the asked for {the ontological characters of beings). 
a) primary attitud~Being-in of the question•: questioning is discovering 

disclosure. 
'What is the mode of access to be.lngs in ontological questioning? Plato 
and Aristotle: ).6-(1)<;-and indeed with a certain explicitness, but only 
this far, that Myo<; remains lite only one. But that does not mean: mtlology 
is detmrtilled by logic-or else one must s.1y what "logic" signifies here. 
Not. A6yo.;-oriented toward logic and thereby still pladng at the foun­
dation a modem ontological con cept, but instead: I.Oro<; oriented to­
ward votiv-UA.q9e\iew-011Sein. 

On the lectures: If from the beginning, in the preparation as weU as 
in the interpretation of the definition of the sophb't, we were constantly 
referred to 1..6-yoc;. lt shmald nave been dear from the oul'l(!t along what 
paths ontology plays out. Only to experience at the end how Plato takes 
~6-yo<; it5elf "~thin the ontological problematic_ 

b) The posing of tire question is the expressed, communicated question, in 
which the interrogated, the asked about, and the asked for are ce>-ad­
dressed implidtly, without the primary attitude of genuine questioning 



Supplrmtnl3 '"tilL Main Part 

being simply given thereby. Content of the questioning; the aslzd for in 
lht' bruader :'l'll~bout which, in what respect, how far the question 
relates. 

Thus far on the characterization of the question: what do you mean when 
you say "Being." 

42. (second supplement top. 310) 

Intention to clarity• in Greek ontology 

Guideline: making present-as t~>/rnl. To address. To address hiiWl to let it be 
encountered in ilse.lf-QA.ov-, or to make of it itself a being. Whence o th· 
erwise the explicate? How the "then~" in Atyetv-vociv?-As conclusion of 
Being and Time. Thus systematic and historiographical acquisition. 
•Development of the situation of possible interpretation grows with clarity 
about Atyew. To address beings as beings. No longer as beings but "Being.~ 
What Being means. No answer. But ontological characters w~C~~Vertd. Un­
separated: formal and material ontology. 

43. (third supplement top. 310)' 

Snidnes.< of 6v 

L Tlte qutsliotr of tJr~ saidn<'SS a.rd sayabili!y of 111'1 ov is that of 1/U' <nuuxlvew 
ofov (244a5f.). tO OV oulitv£\ntop<i'm:povebtciv tOU 111'1 ov~(d. 246a1). 
Snidtress: genuine disclosure of the meaning! 

Gr:eek ontology. ba.sic.aUy: 
Orientation of olllok>gy toward " logic." Is that surprising? But A6"10'; for 
the Greeks the mo.u of acces!'-the immediate. 
Greek ontology- not only world-<Jbjtetivity--and what is encoun­
tered, the immediate, but al<o the how of reaching the immediate. -and 
both in indijfmna! 
A making present-in immediate avai/JJbi/ity. A neutral making pres<?nl. 
Confirmation: i..Oyo<;-that i.n which everyday seeing and saying 
emerge-plact' of S<Jjo•mt of Bring-ill. 
In th<> di.-n•ssion of 6v, 1.6-yo; as mode nf •cci!S'> i• now so ioolatt>d that, 
with no regard to theUJilat, that which is as ked for is s imply thcsaidness 

1. Cf. alsop. 142f. as wcllas supplements 25 4J\d 3l. 
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46. (top. 363) 

Urnits of Grtd: pntology: In My<><; and its predominance. Compensated: 
insofar a.s futo4KJiveollaL Not "/ogre." 

47. (to p. 377) 

ln addl:eSSing beings, they are disdosed in two directions: 1.) in their 
"Uu.'Tc•" - present-as themS<'It•'S. 2.) os np6; n -in rtlntiou to. Selfsam~d 
the "respi'Ciit'l!ly. · In themselves-and the relnticm-to. 
In ~tv a double trmf.mcy toward dL<e/(J$!11>': L) s imple having-there of some­
thing, 2.) to take up in some res-pect. In Atyttv this double poSSibility of 
encountering beings. 
Something possibly present (i.e., possible presence)-' according to the o rig· 
inal nexus of l.t)'l:IV: 1.) making present of the now here, 2.) making present 
out of and in the having of an anticipation-in corrStquence of it-wlrnrct­
somethlng possibly present is addressed. The foctlll11 anliciporio11 in the 
present Being-out-for-from it-the lmmedinlt•. 

48. (to p. 391) 

The opposition makes visible the genuine objectivity of the negated. The 
negation in the 111\ of the £-repov is not only one bound in the objective 
provenance b ut at tile same tim~ 011r Urnt is obji!Ctively a/ribiti11g: it exhibits 
something detenninate. 

-19. (first supplement top. 397) 

concerning 3.): with regard to Pl.lto. 
tvo.vnov and tvo.vn6tTic; at times eYen in Aristotle stiU an over-reaching 
formal treatment. Cntrgorks. chapter 6, a IS: tohcClO'I Ot JCal -ri\v till.n:>v 
tvo.vrlwv 6mo).l6V futo toUt(I)V em~p&l \'· tO. yap IW:lotov aUijAc.>v 
6t£0'tTIJC6to. (distance) wv tv tcp o.utcjl '(tva tvo.vno. 6m~ov-ro.L Thus 
paradigmatically: tvcrvnov JCo.tO. tOv t61tov. This according to the l'l•ysu::s, 
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lion of something in sudt a way. Thereby, however. ,)Jt6A'1'1/t<; distinct from 
V6'10't<;. (.p<xv-raaia)": Ot(lV jlouMilpt6<x (bJS), it remains with us. ooi;d£;Etv 
o' olio: (b20Ho be of iln opinion about som~thing.. to take something for 
sornething-oiHc ~· 1)11iv (b20}, it is, by its very sense, the uncovering or 
distorting of beings. (Distinctions.: 8tt~ll'1~a-tp6v'1cn<; nnd: 
1\vav~{a}. In ~6.~Etv-to be at beings themselves, in ~ex, belief, to take 
ns bein g. t<:ata .p<xvma!txv (b2.1) on the contrnry indeed something there, 
but beings factually canceled in their bodil)' "there." I let something show 
itself to me in sudl a way. Not makiJtg pn?.Senl-having there-, but only 
presentificntion of some/Iring. Not 6v-rw.; 6v, but Oxmql Ev YP~ii (b24)-it 
only appears that way. e~· 'li11lv (b18)-not letting beings be encountered 
from themselves, but instead the ~there" with me. 

Is ~avtaala the ouva11•<; (El;t<;) of Kp(VEtv? (428a3f.) 
aiae,m;;-w..,e£u£tv-beings present, un6.pxovro;; (a7); likewise 
litavOEiv--CtA.,awav-beings present, therein urrol-all~6:v£tv-formal 

structure. Even •av-raaia has this-but thereby pn.'Cisely not QJ,'19Eiltw . 
.p<x!V£tat lit tt (428a7l--¢vtaalla n 1)11iv "(iyvttcn (alf.)-t<:al lltiooow 
op~ata (al6l-11110etEPOU imapxovto<; tW\' a!aO,nJ>V (a7f.)-ala9!10I<; 
always there-we aJw,tys adhere in some "'''Y to it-i.e., surrounding world 
there. Not so c)avtaaia. tii i'vEp~iQ: not ~a aliT6 (a9)-with regatd to the 
mode o f constantly and properly finished Dasein not the same. 

~\''taala '1/Euli~c; (a18)-not cl£i !U!l9EUOooa (a \7), it is also what it is as 
weulltk On the contrary, there is no voU<; '1/tUlil\c;, tnt<millll 'lf£Uliflc; (al7f.). 
But indeed ~a---<Ul\91)<; Kat '1/EUOiijc; (a19). ln ~a nhm<; (a20}-taking 
as--to take as being-<ts making present! I .p<xvtaala. however, not, and there­
fore also not li6;a 11E'r' aia9tio:n:u><; (a25). Neither one of these, nor out of 
them. outt t v n t OVTO)V, olltt EK tOUt(I)V I) 9(XvtC<ala (42Sb9). The latter not: 
~a always on aialhlt 6v-oUK W.oll nv<><; (a27]. <l>aivtaaat would then 
be ~~etv O!tEpaia9<iv£tC<l (428bl )-to have an opinion about something 
which precisely does show itself of itself. 

~vtaaia-t<:iV'lOt<; (4281>11)-shift frQm perception, modfficolicm of thel!m>­
ing-tl!em of sometlting_ 611o\a tii aia9f\aet (cf. b14)-is just like aialhlcnc;­
hnviug-tltnt of the same content, but not qua unOi>xov. A{a6'1cnc; m the fuU 
sense o:an also be v eootjc; (b17). And so the shift out of that-to-<mly 
presentification likewise. •n(v-. ~-. Q<ilc, (429a3)-the light, by wh.idt one 
sees-it is sometlting there. Also 'J..6yov txovta derh·ed from it, because voU<; 
obscures (429a7]. 
"Shift"- neutralization of the proper presenlifying. 
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53. (to supplement 52) 

&ll;a a11d ~ClV'taoia 
DP 1111ima r. 3 

In ~a co-present the about which, so that in it something spe,lks for it. 
~~etv-.1n ag.reeing with it- to be iu favor of. to be of an opinion about 
someth~. The about which in some way pregiven-in !~self there-on .cal 
1\ aio&rtcnc; (428a28). 



From the Notes of Simon MOS<!r 

1. (top. 299) 

Transition to the class of the 26th session [_ebrua% tO. 1~25)1 

In the introductory considerations I constantly emphasized the essential 
importance of the fact that Plato tics the discussion of Bcing to the factual 
existence of the sophist. The sophist has bren exposed as the actuaJJy extant 
111'1 c'iv. That implies: \jffitilio<; exists a!ong wi th the sophist; which implies 
that beings combine with non-beings, a avj~JtAo..-1\~o that the question of 
how the sophist can be is centered on the question of how a O'lljlr.J..otdj of 
beings and non-beings is possible and how a <rui.UtAo•~ is possible at aU. 
The exhibition of the 1<0tvrovia TOOV Y£:\'OOV provides the answer. II Being can 
miX with non -Being, then it is possible that I..Oyor:, as an c'iv can combine 
with W£Uiio<; as J.lfl c'iv. If this combining is possible, then there is a !..Oro.; 
'lfe001\<;. then deception, altCtUJ, is possible. And if there is deception, the 
existence of the sophist is possible in U.no.tl\nJ<fl tfxvl). And if there is this 
possibility, it gu<1.rantees the possibility of the genuine positive M>yn<;. i.e., 
the possibility of philosophy as dialectic. Thus, in the d ialogue as a whole, 
the question of the possibility of both the sophist and philosophy revolves 
around the question of Being. The (J'I)J.lnA.otdi is the proper question, on 
which the consideration now centers under the title of the question of ov. 
The latter is taken up directly and explicitly at 25Ja5, a decisive passage i11 
which Plato considers the npooayopf'\l£tv in Myo<;.. This transition from ilv 
to A6yo.; as a determinate c'iv !~ads Pla to into a confrontation with the 
ancients . . . 

l Thi! -11'"' is J'!"""'ll<-d hero soparatcly boca.,.. II$ ""mm.ltY CNI:O(I\'>' would disturb 
the rontinuity of the lectures. 



Edi tor's Epilogue 

This text reconstructs Martin Heidegger's lecture course a t the University of 
Marburg during the winter semester 1924-25. It was anno•mced as a four· 
hour-per-week rourse under the title "Soplri$1." The lectures began on Mon· 
day, November 3, 1924, and were at first held four times weekly (Monday, 
Tuesday. Thursday, Friday} in one-hour sessions, regularly until Friday, No­
vember 28, totaling sixteen sessions. Then in December the first six sessions 
were cnnccled.. and in that month the COU!S<l met only two times, on Thun>· 
day, the 11th, and Friday, the 12th, before the Christmas break. which at that 
time began on December 15. Heidegger's manuscript contains the remark: 
""Thursday, Occernber 11, six sessions canceled, to be made up during the 
semester." According to a notice in the Knut-Studim, the cancellntions were 
occasioned by a lecture trip.' After the Christmas break. the lecture course 
re.-umed on Thursday, january 8, 1925. and continued regularly live times 
per week (Wednesday was added) in one-hour sessions until February 27, 
with the exception of the week of February 1, in which there was no c1.1ss 
on Friday and thus only fl'!ur sessions. The course therefore included thirty· 
six sessions after the Christmas holidays and, in aU, 6fty-four sessions. 

After some preliminary considerations, Heid~gger devoted the meetings 
prior to Christmas to an interpretation of Aristotle. This first part, which 
Heidegger called "Introduction,"" deals, above aU, with the Nicomoclremr 
Elhtcs, Book VI and Book X, chapters 6-7, as well as with the Metaplrysics, 
Book I, chapters 1- 2. To these. Heidegger related other parts of the Aristo­
telian corpus: in particular, passages from the Metaphysics, the ToJ>ics, the 
Physics, De lntrrpretntiont. and the Cotegories. Only in the sessions after the 
Christmas break, i .. e., in the second part, the actual main part. did Heidegger 
tum, after a "transition." to the in terpretation of Plato. Specifically, he did 
not, as originally planned, interpret " two later dialogues."' namely, the 
Sophist and Plrr71'1ms, but instead only the Soplrist (as well as the PlroedniS, 
in an excurs.!W, and he also brought in other pat1S o( Plato's \\'Things, 
especially from the 71rearteh.; and the HSeventh Letter. w 

In preparing this volume I had available the following manuscripts: 

l.Acrording to tlw ~~in dW K.<ni·Studltn, Bd. 29, 19'N , p. 626. Hcld<PggOJ' 
prf'Sel"t\~ a l«tur~~tou$1)· worktd out in the-wlnter'St'tne51et 19"...3-2-')on .. 'Exbtrmceand 
i ruth .J~~ (b\tff'prebtKar~..,r Boo* VI o.ftht: Nkon~" Elhio) .. ln si.x d tluon the 
~~.:·~~·A:::;"" 1. Elborff'ld. O.C:.2;Cologne,O.C:.3, Oil!;ocldorf, 0«. 5; E•sen. Doe. 

2. s.., p. 1)1, not•l . 
3. Stc the tioft n( the lect:un>S. p. 7 ,and~ l there. as. wclJ as p. 132, note 2, whkh i$ a margina} 

""""""Hoid<~., made 
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6.) II pages (pp. 90-100 of the photocopy) with two further sheets labeled 
x.i and x.ii (pp. 90 and 92 of the photocopy) as well as mostly unlabeled 
sheets, addenda, and many annotations with notes: a} on the truth 
(cUI\8€u:x) of Myo; in Aristotle (according to De llztaprelationr, chapter 4; 
De Anima 0, chapter 8; and Metaphyszcs VJ, chapters 2 and 4). which were 
expounded in the lecture course, prior to the "transition," in connection 
with Nia:mzaclzemr f.tlrics ~ chapter 7,10 but which al.so coincide with pas­
sages from the "transition," and b) on the question of the place of truth 
(ciAI\8€10.) according to Mrlaplrysics VJ, chapter 4, a11d Mrtaphyslcs IX, chap· 
ter 10, as well as on a critique of the theses of Werner jaeger, which was 
not canied o ut in the lectures." 

The st.'Cand file o f the manuscript consio-ts of 170 pages, organized as 
follows: 

1.) 25 pages. with sheets loosely numbered So 1-So 16, as well as addenda 
and annotations, for the mO!>i part labeled, with notes on the Plato part, up 
to the fifth defmilion of the sophist, inclusive;12 

2.) 14 pages (pp. 26-29 of the photocopy) along with sheets loosely 
numbered a-1], and partially labeled addenda and annotations containing 
notes on the PlrnedntS c_~cursus;u 

3.) 94 pages (pp. 42- 135 of the photocopy) along with sheets loosely 
numbered So 16-So 69 and partially labeled addenda with notes on the 
interpretation of the Sophist, up to the end of the lectures;" 

4.) 35 pages (pp. 136-170 of the photocopy) along with a fe"' disparate 
sheets labeled "So,H containing notes on the interpretation of the Soplrist, 
as well as an abundance of unlabeled addenda and annotations with notes 
especially on the Plato part but also on the Aristotle part and on the question 
of the lectures as a whole. 

II. A typewritten transcription of Hartmut Tie~en's deciphering of 
Heidcgger's handwritten manuscript. 

ru. The follo" 'ing notes taken down by students " ' ho attended the lec­
tures: 

l.) a typewritten transcript of the notes token by Helene WciB, which 
trace the entire lecture course. This transcript was produced by Tie~en and 
amounts to 497 pages. 
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2.) a typewritten transcript ( 4l7 pages) of the stenographic notes of Simon 
Moser. These begin only after the Christmas holidays and thus render the 
lecture; from the • transition" on, i.e., the Plato part. Heidegger himself 
revised this transcript; he employed it as a wo rking basis. supplied it ,_.;th 
marginal remarks, and au thorized it. 

3.) the notes of Hans jonas (6 notebooks), whlch trace the entire course 
and o n only one occasion, the twenty-eighth session (January 21, 1925), 
display a handwriting that is not his own. and, finally, the notes of Fritz 
Schalk (5 notebooks), which, with the exception of the beginning of the 
ninth session (November 17, 1924), likewise cover the entire course. These 
two sets of notes progressively come to match one another until they finally 
correspond word for word. 

Following Heideggcr's directives for the publication of his lecture 
courses, it was my task as editor to prepare, from the philosopher's hand· 
written manuscript and from the various transcripts. an integrated, contin­
uous text. To that end, 1 compared, word for word, Heidegger 's 
handwritten manuscript with the typed transcript of Tietjen's deciphering 
of it, and I corrected the passages that were deciphered inaccurately. In a 
few cases of tho my problems with the reading. I had to consult the original 
manuscript. Furthermore. I compared Heidegger's manuscript with the 
students' notes. Thereby it appeared that Heidegger lor the most part 
followed his manuscript while delivering the lectures, merely expanding 
the formulation, and enlarging, often rather broadly, upon the ideas already 
sketched out. Occasionally, however, he went entirely beyond hls notes and 
added '"hole passages obviously ex tempure. Such pass.1ges, for whlch there 
are records only in the students' notes, are: 

I.} the excursus on ~~:o.e6A.ou and ICa9'tKaO"tov as well as on the way of 
philosophy in Aristotle, according to Mrtaplrysics V, 26; Topics V. 4; and 
Plty~ics I, 1. IS 

2.) the interpretation of Aris totle's basic distinc tion ,_,;thin xoo6v 
(auv£Xtc; and ou:opta11tvov}, according to the Categories, chapter 6.'• 

3.) the interpretation of the priority of a~ia over ~p6vl]ot~ according 
to Nironradtl!llll EtJrics VI, 1.3, 1144al~Y 

4.) the interpretation of xp<ilTT] ~ti.oo0<1>ia in Aristotle, according to Mm· 
pltys•cs IV, 1 and 2, in the Mtransition.~" 

In preparing the text of the lectures I took my guidance, following 

15. §l:Z...C. pp. 5-H.Z •• printoo IIIlo\..,. 
16. §151>, T. Yr. pp.81-&as pnntl.'d above. 
17. §24b, pp. ti&-ILS.s printoo abovo. 
18. §30.1, pp. 144-147 as pnnred abo,·•· 
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Heidegger's directive, especially from the idea of integrating Heidegger's 
own manuscript and the various transcripts in such a way that-as is said 
in the epilogue to the publication (which Heidcggcr saw to and approved) 
of his Marburg lecture course, "The Basic Problems of Phenomenology"­
*no thought, whether already written down or conceived while detivering 
the lectures, would be lost. nt9 Since for the first part of the lectures the 
authorized transcript o f Moser's stenQb>TapiUc notes did not apply, Heideg­
ger's own manuscript was basically the standard in preparing this part of 
the text. Yet the manuscript and the available transcriptions were incorpo­
rated in such a way that, in the case oi conceptual unclarities in the former, 
the priority was accorded to the latter, provided they agreed among them­
selves and offered a clearer formulation. The notes o f Weill, due to their 
relative completeness as regards the text of the lectures and in terms of the 
Greek citations, were an indispensable aid, and, on the o ther hand, the 
concise, unerring formulations of the notes o f jonas and Schalk offered 
welcome assistance in the case of conceptual difficulty. Since for the second 
part of the cowse an authorized transcript of Moser's s tenographic notes 
existed, it became the standard, yet in such a 1vay that all the other textual 
sources {Heideggcr's manuscript and the other transcripts) were still con­
sidered. and. in the case of conceptual unclarity, Heidegger's manuscript 
always received the priority. pro1~ded it was superior to the formulations 
in the transcripts. I deciphered and pr£'SCI1ted in footnotes Heidegger's 
marginalia (wiUch ob,~ously stemmed from various stages on his path of 
thinking} in the typewritten version o f Moser's notes. As for the passages 
mentioned ,,bove, the ones Heidegger delivered extemporaneously, I pre­
pared them in accord with Hcidcgger's directive-to the extent that this 
was possible-by careful])' examining and comparing the s tudentS' notes. 
The dass transitions, which for the most part Heidegger delivered extem­
poraneously at the beginning of each session, though he occasionally had 
prepared a few key words, were, in accord with the d irectives, worked into 
the continuous text of the lectures. The interjections peculiar to oral delivery 
were, again in a~cord with the directives, srricken, all the while preserving. 
however, the style of a lecture. 

H~ldegger's lectures, both in IUs writing and in his oral delivery, present, 
in large measure, a mixtur(' of Greek citation and German commentary. 
Heidegger quoted the Greek text of Plato according to the first Oxford 

19. Marrin Heid<'ggeT, Oit Grundprob!eme dn Phil..,.,...,.-.,..,. Mmlur),'<!' Vorlt<uns 
Sfmt• ...,.,mtster19V C.S.nttausg-~ Bet 24, edlt•d by F.-W. von HA!mni~M. Frankfurt a..M .• 
1975, P- 472. [English !Tanslabon by Alben Hoktadter. 1M 8nsic /'rvbl""" of ""'-nmcl"iiY, 
Bloo~ltln: lnd:iano University Press, 1982. p-332.-Trnn."-1 
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Edition of Plato's Works, edited by L Burnet"' and the Greek text of Aristotle 
according to the edition published by Teubner in LeipZig "' ith various 
l'ditors." The text I have presented illcrt' l.ikewise d tes Plato according to 
Burnet and Aristotle according to Heidegger's just-named copy. When 
Heidegger freely varied the Greek original for philosophical or pedagogical 
reasons, I retained his way of quoting and prefaced the corresponding 
reference with a " Q .H Rather long ellipses within the original Greek text 
were marked with suspemion points ( ... ). On account of the difference 
in the drrurnstances of the students' :notes for the two pam of the course, 
I took over the Greek dtations in the first part, where Heidegge.r 's oral 
quotations cannot be reconstructed, either from Heidegger's manuscript or, 
most often, from the notes taken by Weill, in which the Greek texts were 
interpolated, obviously later, in most}y complete sentences. For the second 
part, l retained Heidegger's oral quotations, as fixed in the transcript of 
Moser's notes, in order to preserve the lecture style. For the first part, it 
was not clear which dtations Heidegger had translated in his oral deUvery, 
and so I included either the translation occasionally found in Hcideggcr's 
manuscript or, in the case of difficult Greek passages, when there was 
neither a translation nor an interpretative paraphrase in the manuscript or 
the transcripts, my own translation, employing Heideggerian terms, as long 
as it did not CU.'harb the Oow of the text. In the second part, such translations 
could be dispensed with, since almost aU of Heidegger's translations, para­
phrases. and paraphrasing interpretations are present in Moser's s teno­
graphic notes and could be taken from them. For Heidegger's translations 
the boundary betwt'('n Uteral translation and paraphrasing commentary is 
o ften fluid. l pu t in quotation marks only literal translations as well as 
paraphrases that were nearly translations. 

The literary style of the text I am presenting must unavoidably vary 
betwel'll the first part and the second, since it was onl)• Moser's steno­
graphic notes of the latter which pennittcd an approximate reproduction 
of the idiosyncratic formulations of Heidegger's oral delivery. 

I supplied the continuous text of the lectures, for which no table of 

20~ Pf&~f<)ll}j Optm Rt.'COgnovl.t brevique adootatione critica instruxit roanncs Bumet. O>:on.H. 
e typosr.lph..'O Clarondonillno, 1899fl. 

21. 11nstoldis M<t•pi:yoi<o. RecogllOVil W. Cltri$t.llpsiaelnO<'dlbUi 6. c . Teul>ll..-i, 1586. 
tlrl$tu«lrs ~- R«ensult Carolus PraniL lipsiae in ..rubu• B. G. Toubneri, 1879. 
llris<cttli• Ethi. .. N~WUI<hta. RecogllO'it Frandsrus Susemihl. Upsl.>e m .._'<iibus 8. G. 

Teubnm,~ 1882. 
Arrstc«li5 De Armn12 Ubrll11. Rec.»~tnovit Guilclmus Bk!hl. Edido altero cu.r.wit Otto A pelt. In 

acdlbus B. G. Teublleri Lipsiae, t911. 
Arkti>«I•>Ars RI»!IDn<ll. ltcrumi!dldit Adolphus Roenl<'t Editioste<\.'Otypo. Ups!oem.edib\3 

B. G. T<.'Ubn<rl, 1914. 
ArdiNde: T~pi4ll rum librode soplustiCil tltixt'tis. E ~I";C('J:b: lo.mnisStncht" edidit Maxtmibanus 

II' allies. Upsiao in aedibus B G. T eubneri, !92). 
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at a critical contTontation with jaeger 's theses. I did not find it possible to 
formulate out these annotations and incorporate them into the main text. 
I relegated them to the appendix as supplements to the end of the first 
part."The same applies to a series of annotations on the "transition," whkh 
to a certain extent intersect with those on the end o f the first part. In the 
"transition," which Hcidegger also labels "W.E." (= "Recapitulation, lntro· 
ductionn),,. he takes up ag.1in the interrupted course of thought,,.. but in 
such a way that he incorporates it into a presentation of the overall per­
spective guiding the previous Aristotle part and its relation to the P!dto 
part. In doing so, Heidegger obviously modified and abridged in oral 
delivery the course of thought he had planned for the trdllsition. He left 
out the passage on aAT19t.;."' Here, too, the manuscript contains annotations 
giving the key words on the relation of Alryo~-ilJ..tj9£Ul-6V, and again it 
was not possible for me to fill them out and place them into the main text. 
I assigned them to the appendix as supplements."' Duril1g the winter se· 
mestcr 1925-26, in his lecture course at Marburg entitled " Logic the Ques­
tion of Truth," Heidegger took up again and expressly thematized this 
problematic which he only drafted sketchilr within his lectures on the 
Sopltisr.,. 

In preparing the text of the Plato part of the course, I did not face these 
difficulties, thanks to the continuity of Heidegger's annotations and thanks 
to the authorized transcript of Moser's stenographic notes. Here, too--this 
time basing myself pdmarily on the authorized transcript- ! int~grated the 
manuscript and students' notes so that "no thought was losl" 1 placed in 
tne appendix, as supplements, merely those mmotations wnich contained 
auxiliary commentaries or which were difficult to incorporate and would 
have dis turbed the flow of the lectures. Here belong also a series of .umo­
tations on the hcm1cneutic of Dasein, which forms the ho rizon for 
Hcideggcr's interpreta tion of Aristotle and Plato in the Sophist rourse.n To 
be sure, this hermeneutic does not found the interpretation in a dogmatic 
way but is won precisely through a confrontation with the central problems 
posed in the Greek texts, i.e., in productive mutual relation. 

The all-et>Compassing basic theme of this course on the Soplri>t is the 
relation of truth (W..l]Eiwx) and Being (6v). Th.cse lectures testify, as do the 

25. Appmdi.,,s"pplemmts&-20. 
26. ~~ p. 13L not"' 1. 
1:,. f:rom~,p. Jj,SU_ 
211. :;.,.. tho sketdl of tlw articulo lion of lh< "transition" in tho•f'1"'1'1lx, supplcnH!nt 27. 
29. Appondix. supp~nll\25, 27, 2S, 31 (end). 
30. Loglk. Di< Fmgt rwch dtr 1\'Dhrlltit. Marl>urgt!t Vorlcsung Wint.,...,.,,.ter 1~26. 

Ces&mtau,;gabe Sd. 21, edited by WalleT Biemel. Frankfurt a..'-1., 1976. Espccl.'llly pp. 162-17~. 

31. Appondix. espedally SUPf'l<ments 10 tho " transition," n<lS. 23 ;u,d 25. 
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part, which I had already prepared. and they proved a valuabl.e help for 
my work on the Plato part. 

My handwritten ve.sion of the text of the lecture course was typed by 
the assista11ts dip/6mes working under me in the philosophy department of 
the University of Lausanne, namely Alexandre Schild, Mireille Rosselet­
Capt, and Andre Jeanmonod. With them, in a common reading, my hand­
'"riting was cross-checked against thcir tra:nscrlplion . Mrs. Rosselet-Capt, 
lie. es /ettres in Greek. undertook especiaUy the verification of the Greek' 
citations. Vivien Oeuvray, assistnut diplome in the philosophy department, 
supplied the Greek texts with accents, since the computer printer could not 
correctly reproduce them. Guido Albertelli, at that lime working under me 
as an assistant dip/6ml, prepared the printed manuscript and completed the 
bibliographical data . Finally, Dr. 1ictjcn and Mark Michalski (Ph.D. candi­
date, University of Freiburg) reviewed the printed manuscript with great 
care, verified the C reek citations in Heidegger's copy of the texts, and added 
the final bibliographical detn.ils in accord with the editions available in 
Freiburg. They aU deserve my sincere thanks fo r their efforts on the printed 
manuscript. l thank Dr. Christoph Frhr. von Wolzogen (Offenbach) for the 
confirmation o f the solution of a questionable abbreviation, and for sup­
plementary bibliographical details, regarding the Nln memoriam Paul 
Natorp." 

My special thanks are due to Dr. 1ie~en for the typewritten transcript of 
the notes of Helene Weill as well as for deciphering Heidegger's handwrit­
ten original manuscript, and. further, to Prof. Friedrich-Wilhelm von 
Herrm.1nn for his frienrlly counsel, and, lastly, to Or. Hennnnn Heidegger 
for his patience over my long-protracted editing of the •Sophist." 

lngeborg SchiiBier 
Lausanne, Switzerland, August 1990 




