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Trandator's Forenord

Thisbook isatranslation d alecture course Martin Heidegger offered
in the summer semester 1926 at the University d Marburg. The Ger-
man original appeared posthumously in 1993 (with asecond editionin
2004) as volume 22 d Heidegger's collected works (Gesamtausgabe).

The date d the course placesit at atime when Heidegger was com-
pleting the last d the published divisions d his magnum opus, Being
and Time. Hiswork on that book affected both the content and form o
these lectures. The content d the course, besidesilluminating the an-
cient thinkers, aso sheds light on many d the central concepts d
Being and Time and shows how these have roots in the basic concepts
d ancient philosophy itself. On the other hand, the close connection
to Being and Time had a del eterious effect on theform o thelectures as
we have them. What we possess are precisely lecture notes, the notes
Heidegger wrote for himself and referred toin hisoral delivery. He did
not, beforehand or afterward, elaborate them into full sentences. The
pressing need to complete Being and Time precluded it. Thus the main
part d the present text isin style aimost always sketchy and at times
even cryptic.

To eke out these inchoate notes, the editor d the volume has ap-
pended excerptsfrom student transcriptionsd thelecturesasactually
delivered by Heidegger. The editor did not weave this material from
the students into the main text, because the transcriptions were not
officially approved by Heidegger. Thus the transcriptions must be ap-
proached with caution, but that they stem from Heidegger is beyond
doubt: as he himself once remarked regarding some passages d dis-
puted authenticity i n Aristotle, "No student could writelikethat." The
appended texts provide the required elaboration d the lecture notes,
and if | may offer a word 0 advice to the reader, it is to take up the
various transcriptions and supplements exactly at the place they at-
tach to the main text (asindicated in footnotes), rather than all at
once at the end. Otherwise, the noteswill seem like an overture with-
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Xiv

out the opera, an announcement d motifs without development, and
the transcriptionslike an opera without the overture.

The present translation is a complete English version d the German
d the Gesamtausgabe edition. I n fact, it is more. The work is heavily
laden with Greek (and some Latin) terms and quotations, and very
many d these are left untranslated. | have provided, and inserted into
the text, within brackets, an English translation d all this untranslated
Greek (and Latin) material. For recurring Greek terms, | have trans-
lated them in the text only the first time they appear but have compiled
aglossary of them, to befound at the end d the volume. | attempted to
provideatranslation d the Greek which would be consistent with Hei-
degger's interpretation d the ancient authors. In a few instances, |
found, in other volumes d the Gesamtausgabe, Heidegger's own transla-
tions d Greek passages he also cites here. | n the other cases, | tried to
take inspiration from Heldegger'sinimitable way d translating but did
not stray very far from the conventional renderings.

Square brackets have been used throughout the book for my inser-
tionsinto thetext, and the few footnotes | introduced are bracketed and
marked "Trans." Braces ({}) are reserved for the editor's interpolations.
As a convenience to anyone wishing to correlate passagesin this trans-
lation with the original, the running heads indicate the Gesamtausgabe
pagination.

Richard Rojcewicz
Point Park University

Basic Concepts d Ancient Philosophy



PRELIMINARY REMARKS

§1. Ontheaim and character of the course.'

The first task is to become clear about the aim and character d the
course.

Aim: a penetrating understanding d the basic scientific concepts,
oneswhich not only have determined—decisively determined—all sub-
sequent philosophy but which have also made possible Western science
asawhole and today still provide that scienceitsfoundations.

Character: introductory. That is, we will proceed step by step toward
what is meant in the conceptsand toward the way they are formed and
grounded. It will thereby become evident what these lectures are deal-
ingwith, their object, aswell ashow they interrogate and investigate the
objects, the mode d dealing with them. Included will be an increasing
clarification d the non-philosophical positive sciences. Introductory:
but not a popularization designed to promote so-called general culture.
Since philosophy doesplay thisrolein the popular consciousness, how-
ever, and since philosophy is even being officially degraded to such a
function, we need to clarify how things do stand with philosophy.

92. Preliminary determination of the concept of philosophy
over and against the current views.

Point d departure: popular view d philosophy and d itsrolein higher
education.

1. Philosophy deals with "universal questions,” onesthat can touch
and interest every person.

1. Title on the manuscript: " Sketches for the course on the basic concepts o
ancient philosophy. Summer semester 1926."
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2. What philosophy inquiresinto can also be encountered in every
science, indeed even outside the sciences.

3. Philosophy is something in which everyone is engaged, either
constantly or occasionaly, out d different motives, in diverse circum-
stances, and with various degrees d urgency.

Philosophy is something universal, not a special science. Therefore
philosophy must also be universally accessible, universally understand-
able. Philosophy requires no specialized method but only the univer-
sally distributed thinking d sound common sense; every fully awake
head must understand it, everyone has something to say about it.

If aclassical philologist attends alecture on the theory d functions
and understands nothing, he finds that to bein order. If achemist lis-
tensto atalk about Hindu philology and understands nothing, he finds
that to bein order. If they both, along with their colleaguesfrom what-
ever disciplines, hear alecture in philosophy and do not understand it,
then that isfound not to bein order, since philosophy isindeed some-
thing universal and must be accessibleto everyoneinthe universe. That
which, in some way or other, touches everyone must also be under-
stood by everyone. Thisisnot only the opinion d the studentsin higher
education but is also, in large part, that d their teachers. A college
coursein philosophy isan opportunity for everyone's intellectual suste-
nance, for therenewal and expansion d culture, perhapseven for edifi-
cation or the imparting of world-views. It is considered a great value
that philosophical instruction istailored to the needs d the students.

These universally held positions on philosophy are truly appalling.
The most radical science and, accordingly, the most difficult one has
been debased to a matter d so-called general culture. The presenta-
tions of philosophy aswell as its problematics are supposed to be tai-
lored to the needs predominant at any time. We will not now inquire
into the grounds of this state d affairs nor into the means that have
allowed it to develop and to spread today more widely than ever. Over
and against the popular conception, we want, instead, to take a posi-
tive approach and gain at least a preliminary understanding d the

possibleidea d philosophy and to see clearly the positive necessities d
its study, necessities predelineated i n that idea.

If the just-characterized popular conception d philosophy is a per-
version and a corruption, then it might be concluded that philosophy is
agpecial science, like any other, and is restricted to only afew persons.
Most are excluded, because what is required by the content d their in-
dividual science makesit practically impossible for them to take up in
addition the exertionsinvolved in the study d this particular specialty.

Such an argument, however, is merely the obverse d the popular
conception and shares with it the same basic unclarity regarding the
essence and task d philosophy.

§2 [3-4]
3

1. Philosophy indeed deals with something universal but isnot uni-
versally accessible without further ado.

2. Philosophy isthe science d the most proper domain d all and yet
isnot a specialty.

Regarding 1: It remains to be determined i n what sense philosophy
is universal and how something can be an object such that it isin a
genuine sense universal.

Regarding 2: Thekind d questioning and proving involved in phil-
osophical research likewise remains to be clarified. Philosophy is not
a specialty but, rather, deals with that whose very articulation first
makes possible something like specialties, i.e., subject-matters delim-
ited one against the other.

Philosophy isresearch that lies at the foundation o all the sciences
and thatis"aive" inal d them, however this statement may come to
be determined more precisely. But we can already ask: if philosophy
liesat the basisd the sciences, then can it be less scientific or must it
satisfy, in an even higher and more radical sense, theidea d science?
Obvioudy, the latter.

Butif philosophy isthe most original science, sciencein the utterly proper
sense, then the study o it must come completely from free choice. This
latter cannot in the least be determined through points d view such
asthat of occupation or trainingin aspecialty. To choose and take up
the study d philosophy means to choose between full scientific exis-
tence and manual, blind preparation for an occupation. To choose the
study of philosophy, to penetrate into its problematics, does not mean
to take up one additional specialty forthe sake of completeness and to
be well-rounded. Nor does it mean to register for a so-called compre-
hensive course. On the contrary, it means to decidein favor of transpar-
ency in one's own scientific acting, forbearing, a»d existing at the university,
versus blind preparation for exams and non-deliberate nibbling onin-
tellectual tidbits. To spend one's student daysin this latter way does
not at all differ from serving an apprenticeshipasahandyman's hel per;
at most it differs by way o itsgreater capriciousness, which is custom-
arily called academic freedom. But freedom is not the "indifference d
caprice"; on the contrary, it is letting advance the authentic possibilitiesof
human Da-sein, thus here it is letting genuine scientific questioning ad-
vance, not being content with accidental knowledge.

One has aready become unfree, a slaveto prejudice and indolence,
if one makes the excuse: philosophy istoo difficult and too much. It
might seem that this excuse expresses modesty and prudence, but at
bottom it signifies flight from the exertions d genuine scientific study.
For philosophy is not something "more,” a mere "addition" to some-
thing else, but is exactly what the specialized sciences are, only more
radically and i n a more penetrating understanding. "Too difficult": no
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science, as long as it remains moved by actual questioning, is easy.
What alone is easy is mere erudition without understanding.

Freedom is letting advance the questioning that takes place in sci-
entific research. And that requires a proper openness and an under-
standing d science in general and d what is at issue in science. The
foregoing consideration is not meant to frighten away, nor to entice,
but to open the possibility d free reflection.

§3. Preliminary determination of the object of philosophy
over and against the positive sciences:
philosophy as critical science.

Therefore a preliminary orientation regarding the essence and task o
philosophy. These can be determined in several ways. Inthe courseit-
df we will choose oneway: we will trace philosophy's original break-
through, itsfirst, decisive formation. Preliminarily, however, we will
take another path, the nearest one: what lies closest is the sphere d
the non-philosophical sciences. It is versus them that we now wish to
determine philosophy.

Striking: the other sciences, mathematics, physics, history, philology,
linguistics, do not begin by asking what is mathematics, physics, philol-
ogy; instead, they just set about their work, they plunge into their sub-
ject matter. Or, if not, then they merely make some brief, general, prefa
tory remarks. That is no accident; on the contrary, an essentid
characteristic d the sciences is here manifesting itself. If asked what
mathematics is, what philology is, the mathematician or philologist an-
swers by bringing forth his science, by posing and working through
definite mathematical or philological problems. That isthe best, and the
only, way.

And yet, the question remainsin a certain sense unanswered. If the
mathematician wished to say what mathematics is, not by presenting
mathematical problems and proofs, but by talking about mathematics,
its objects and method, then he could no longer employ mathematical
proofs and concepts, just as little as the physicist could employ experi-
ments to show and prove the essence d physics. Likewise, with the
philological method one cannot show what philology is. When scien-
tists try to answer such questions, they are beginning to philosophize.
Thereisno mathematical concept & mathematics, because mathematics
as such is not something mathematical. Thereisno philological concept
d philology, because philology as such is not something philological.

Whence stems this remarkable state d affairs? I n the very essence
d all these sciences, in the fact that they are podtive sciences, versus
philosophy, which we call the critical science.

§4 [6-7]
5

Positive: ponere—"posit," "lay"; positurn—what has been "laid down,"
what already lies there. Positivesciences are those for which what they
deal with, what can become their object and their theme, aready lies
there. Numbers are already there, spatial relations exist, nature is at
hand, language is present, and sois literature. All thisis podturn,it lies
there. It is a being; everything uncovered in scienceis a being. Positive
sciencesare sciencesd beings.

But is that not a determination pertaining essentially to every sci-
ence, thus also to philosophy as critical science? Or is not that which
philosophy makesitstheme pre-giventoit?Isitsobject—and that which
isto become an object—first thought up, first posited, or even invented,
in mere thought? Then again, are not the positive sciences also critical
ones? Are they somehow uncritical, unmethodical? Does not critique
pertain to every scientific method? Thusif philosophy, too, hasatheme
and is not capriciousinvention, isitindeed also a positive science? And
conversely, is every non-philosophical positive science, as science, not
uncritical but in fact critical science? What then happensto the distinc-
tion between positive and critical science?

If the distinction is justified, then "critical" must mean something
other than "methodologically cautious and free from prejudice.” And
if philosophy, too, actually encountersits theme and does not invent
it, then it must be possiblefor something to be made a theme that does
not lie there, i.e., is not a being.

§4. The™critical” function of philosophy: to separate and
differentiate beingsfrom Being.

Critical: kgivetv—“to separate,” "to differentiate,” in differentiating
something from something to make visible both what has been differ-
entiated and what differentiates it. To differentiate: triangle from
square, mammal from bird, epic from drama, noun from verb, one
being from another— every science is constantly differentiating such
things and thereby determining what has been differentiated.
Accordingly, if philosophy is critical science, such that it is preemi-
nently "critical" in character, then there takes place in philosophy a
differentiating in a preeminent sense. But what can be differentiated
from beings other than beings? What can we still say o beings? They
are, and only beingsare. They are; they have Being. From beingsandin
beings what can be differentiated is Being. This differentiation does not
concern beings and beings, but beings and Being. "Being"—under that
term nothing can be represented. Indeed beings, but Being? I n fact,
the common understanding and common experience understand and
seek only beings. To see and to grasp Being in beings, to differentiate
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Being from beings, is the task d the differentiating science, philoso-
phy. Itsthemeis Being and never beings.

Positive sciences: sciences d beings. That which liesthere for natu-
ral experience and knowledge. Critical science: science d Being. That
which does not lie there for natural experience but, instead, is kidden,
never lies there, and yet is indeed always already understood, even
prior to every experience d beings: asit were, the most positive and yet
at the same time the least {positive}.> Bang "is' not. Philosophy is criti-
cal science, not critical philosophy understood as theory d knowl-
edge, critique d thelimits d knowledge.

To come so far that you can represent something under the term
"Being," can grasp the differentiation at issue, and can actually carry
it out—that isthe beginning d scientific philosophy. Tointroduce you
into this beginning, to lead and guide you in beginning—that is the
task d this course.

Critical science carries out this differentiation and thereby gains asits
theme not beings but, instead, the Being d beings. The concept d posi-
tive science can how be made more precise. The non-philosophical sci-
ences deal with beings, with what liesthere, i.e., with what isfirst expe-
rienced and known. And beings can be investigated without explicitly
asking about their Being. All methods and concepts are tailored to suit
the grasping and determining d beings. This{i.e., Being}®is, onthe other
hand, at first unknown, closed, inaccessible. To discloseit, i.e., to distin-
guish Being from beings, particular waysd research arerequired.

Positive sciences make assertions about beings exclusively, never
about Being. That is why mathematics cannot be determined mathe-
matically, nor philology philologically. The mathematician treats
numbers, or spatial relations, not number as such, i.e., the Being d
numbers, not space as such, the Being d space, what and how space
is. The philologist deals with literature, with written works, not with
literaturein general, what and how it isand can be.

Philosophy is critical, the Beng o beings, but it does not criticize;
i.e., it does not at all criticize the results d the positive sciences. What
philosophy "criticizes" in a higher sense, i.e., critically determines, is
the Being d beings, which is what the positive sciences presuppose.
The term "positive" thereby hasits sense made more sharp: "positive”

means absorbed i n pre-given beings and not asking about their Being.
Nevertheless, insofar asthey deal with beings, the positive sciences al -
ways co-understand Being, although not explicitly. Conversely, Being
isalwaysthe Being d some being.

Being is not given in experience and yet is co-understood. Every-

2. Editor's interpol ation.
3. Editor's interpol ation.

§4 [9-10]
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one understands when we say: the weather "is' dreary, the trees "are"
in bloom. We understand "is' and "are" and yet find ourselvesin a
predicament if we have to say what "is" and "are" mean, what "Being"
signifies. An understanding d Being, although no concept.

That is why positive and critical science are necessarily separate.
Every critical investigation doeslook to beings, but in a different sense
than do the positive sciences; it does not make beings its theme. All
positivesciences co-understand Beingin beings, but i n adifferent sense
than does the critical science. They do not make Being thematic, the
concept d Being and thestructures d Being are not made problems; on
the contrary, the theme is the investigation d beings, such as those d
nature or history.

We can now clarify how it isthat philosophy deals with something
“universal.”* Being is universal with regard to all beings; every being is,
every being, as a being, has Being. And this universality d Being with
regard to every being isa preeminent one, for within theream d be-
ings themselves there also occurs universality. A law d mechanicsis
universal over and against particular driving forces and impacts, alaw
of any kind of motion is universal over and against particular physico-
chemical laws. A particular Greek epic versus other Greek epics, Greek
epic, German epic, epic i n general. Genitivus subjectivus, genitivus objecti-
vus, in German, in Latin, the genitive in general. Democratic constitu-
tion, aristocratic constitution, constitution in general. Aboveall d these
thereis still abeing, although one d varying degrees d generality. But
what isinvolved for there tobe at all somethinglike motion, law, nature,
what pertains to poetry in general, what constitutes the Being d lan-
guage in general —these are questions about the "universalities" that
precedeall general beingsand that still determinetheir Being. Thefall
abody, fallingitself, motion in nature; naturein general, what pertains
to it, the capacity to be something like that, what constitutes its Being.
This latter lies at the foundation d every determinate, factual process
and is co-intended in every general law d nature. Historical event, his-

torical happening; history in general, what belongsto its Being.

Being d nature,
Being 0 history,
Being o numbers.

various modes of Being

Beingin general liesbeyond. Thislying beyond d Being and d the de-
terminations d the Being d beings, over and above beings as such, is
transcendere—"tosurpass," transcendence. Not as supersensible, meta-
physical in a bad sense, whereby what is meant is still a being.

The science of this Being, transcendens, contains propositions about

4. Cf. above, §2, p. 2f.
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Being, ones which assert not truths about beings, but truths about
Being, about that which istranscendent, transcendens. This truth (veri-
tas) is transcendental. Philosophical truth is veritas transcendentalis,
transcendental not in the Kantian sense, although Kant isindeed ori-
ented toward this concept, even if he distortsis.

Beingisclosed off, "under thisterm nothing can be represented,"” it
isat first and for the most part inaccessible. Seeking and uncovering
{Being}’—that iswhat the critical science is devoted to.

Plato: avT] 1) ovoia i Adyov didopev ol elvat kat EQWTWVTES KAl
amokQuopevol* —“We make thematic beings themselves, whose Being
we display and make manifest in our questions and answers." Tf) ToL
VTS del Aoylop@v mookeipevos idéa’—Task d the philosopher:
"He is constantly devoted to casting his gaze on beings,” i.e., on their
Being, "in the mode d conceptual interpretation.” Aristotle: "Eotv
eruotun g 1 Bewgel T Ov 1§ oV Kal T ToVTe DTIAQXOVTA kol
avUtd.8 ["There isa science which specifically considers beings as beings
and that which in these beingsis already there in advance and indeed

in themselves.”®]

It (thecritical science}' isnot positive, because its object is not pre-
given to it but, instead, must first be uncovered. Uncovering, disclos-
ing, determining, and questioning about Being is codia ["wisdom"].
oodoc ["the wise one"] —the one who has the taste and instinct for
what remains hidden to the common understanding. The goddg
knows at the same time that this entails special tasks and troublesome
research. He does not simply and securely possess but, instead, seeks,
and must constantly seek, that to which heis devoted, that which he
“loves”—PLAev. godia, the disclosure d the Being o beings, is
drAocodia ["philosophy”], the seeking and questioning for this dis-
closure, and, as such, placesitsef under the most radical critique.

§5. Aim and method o the course.

To make visible the differentiation, the beginning d philosophy, (dif-
ferentiation regarding concept formation, questioning and investigat-

5. Editor's interpol ation.

6. Phaedo 78D1{., in Platonis opera, ed. J. Burnet, Oxford, 1899, vol. 1.

7. Sophist, 254 A8f.

8. Aristotelis Metaphysica, recogn. W. Christ. Leipzig, 1886 (henceforth, Christ),
1, 1003a21f.

9. [Thisis how Heidegger translates the passagein Platon: Sopkistes, Gesamtaus-
gabe (henceforth, GA) 19, Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1992, p. 208. He provides a
lessliteral translation later in the present course; see below, p. 215. —Trans.]

10. Editor's interpolation.
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ing; not for the sake d extensity in knowledge d topics and materials
but, instead, forintensity i n conceptualization; securegrasp o the dif-
ferentiation; nothing left to caprice and accident) specifically in this
way, namely by participating in and, asit were, repeating the first de-
cisive beginning d scientific philosophy. We will retread the path d
the uncovering o Being out d beings; such uncovering is the most
radical and most difficult task facing human knowledge. It is a task
that has never yet been brought to its pure state and today is more
misunderstood than perhaps ever before. In this light, we can mea-
sure the very meager forward steps taken by scientific philosophy
since the beginning.

A running start was accomplished by the Greeks; since then only a
rerunning that haslong since covered over and deformed the original
intentions. To become able to understand this philosophy concretely,
how Being was investigated, how conceptualized, i.e., which concepts
d Being and o its determinations were gained.

Modern erudition, the knowledge d everything and the discussing
of everything, has lost its edge long ago and is now incapable d radi-
caly differentiatingbetween what we do understand, in the genuine
sense, and what we do not understand within the original domains o
scientific questioning. This erudition has become much too clever and
jaded, i.e., philosophically unproductive, and so can no longer appre-
ciate the verve that animated the discoveries d Plato and Aristotle.

Method of thisintroduction: weight will be placed on acquiring sub-

stantive understanding. No intention d filling the class sessions with
anecdotes about thelives and fatesof the ancient thinkers or rambling
on about Greek culture. There will be no mere enumeration d thetitles
d the writings d the ancient authors, no synopsis d contents which
contributes nothing to the understanding d the problems. All that can
be had cheaply in compendia available by the dozen. It might beimpor-
tant for a full historiographical comprehension d Greek civilization.
But our concern is philosophical understanding; not historiography
but, instead, philosophy. To be sure, that does not mean to interpret
unhistoriographically. Historiographical comprehension is itsalf possi-
ble only if substantive understanding has already been gained. One can
describe ever so thoroughly therelations d the philosophersand o the
philosophical schoolsto the then-contemporaneous poetry, art, politics,
and social conditions, these can be analyzed minutely, and yet that will
never lead to an understanding d philosophy itself, its intention, its
philosophical content, the sphere o its problematics, the level o its
methodological accomplishment. Furthermore, such understanding is
not amatter d becoming informed about opinions, tenets, views. What
is necessary isthat we co-philosophize, and the attempt to do so will it-
«f claimthe entire time d our sessonsand all d our force.



Basic Concepts o Ancient Philosophy [13-14]
10

The exoteric works (7} —easily available today in various forms. We
will later name the most important resources."

Our concern will be fourfold:

1. Thewholed the problematics d ancient philosophy isto be brought
to light: some few central problemswhich are still unresolved.

2. The main lines of development are to be worked out; not the mere
succession d philosophers and schools, but the way the problems have
arisen out d one another: what direction did the questions take, with
what conceptual meanswere they answered. Bogging down d linesd
questioning, motives d stagnation, causes d foundering.

3. To form a more penetrating understanding with regard to deter-
minate, concrete, basic concepts: Being-truth, principle-cause, possibil-
ity-necessity, relation, unity, multiplicity, nature, life, Ithowledge,
expression-proof.'

4. On the basis d this consideration, to cast a glance at contempo-
rary problematics and to characterize the way ancient philosophy
played out in the Middle Ages and i n modern times. Necessary to pose
the questions more radically than did the Greeks. Can do so only if we
have already understood Greek philosophy entirely onits own and do
not interpret modern problems back intoit. To be sure, in order to un-
derstand it that way it must first be understood at all, the horizons o
its problemsworked out, itsintentionsfollowed to the end; otherwise,
philosophical discourse says nothing.

Onthewhole, the principal aim: 1. Substantive understanding, not
anecdotes. 2. Contact with the primary sources, not with the second-
ary literature and others' opinions.

Let these suffice as the most needed preliminary remarks. Some-
thing d the sort was required by the confusion over the essence and
tasks d philosophy but would have been completely superfluousif the
state d research in scientific philosophy were more or lessin order.
Accordingly, these remarks have merely a propaedeutic goal here.
Now the substantive issues alone are to speak.

11. Cf. below, §6, pp. 11-13.

12. Morchen transcription: "All this hasitsinner coherence, thebasisd which
we need to grasp." (Supplementing the main text, from which Heidegger lec-
tured, are student notes taken by H. Morchen and W. Brocker. Transcriptions o
those notes are presented in the appendix and will be referred to according to this
example: See Morchen transcription, no. 1, p. 168.)
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§6. Themost important resourcesfor texts. Sourcesregarding
the historical transmission. General presentations
and the most important study aids.

a) The most important resources for texts.

F. W. A. Mullach, Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum. Coll. rec. vert.
Vols 1-3. Paris, 1860f1f.

Historia Philosophiae Graecae et Romanae. Locos coll., disposuerunt et
notis auxerunt H. Ritter et L. Preller. Gotha, 1838; many
editions.

H. Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. Greek and German, 3 vols.,
4th ed. Berlin, 1922. (6thed., ed. W. Kranz. Berlin, 1951.}

W. Nestle, Die Vorsokratiker. Selections and German trans. Jena, 1908.

Die Ethika des Demokritos. Texte und Untersuchungen. P. Natorp. Marburg,
1893.

Socrates: material found i n the monograph by H. Maier, Sokrates. Sein
Werk und seine geschichtliche Stellung. Tiibingen, 1913.

Plato: latest complete works, ed. J. Burnet, Platonis opera. Scriptorum
Classicorum Bibliotheca Oxoniensis. Vols. 1-5. Oxford, 18991f.; Pla-
tonsWerke. Trans. F. Schleiermacher. 6 vols,, in 3 Parts. 3rd ed. Ber-
lin, 1855-1862.

Aristotle: at present thereisno reliable collected works; i n preparation
at Teubner (Leipzig);English ed. d the Metaphysics: AgtototéAovg
A peta T puotkd. Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A rev. text with intro.
and comm. by W. D. Ross. 2 vols. Oxford, 1924; AptototéAovg
TeQL yevéoews Kal pOooac. Aristotle on Coming-to-be and Passing-
away: A rev. text with intro. and comm. by H. H. Joachim. Oxford,
1922; from Academia Regia Borussica, Aristotelis opera, 5 vals,,
(vols. 1-2, ed. |. Bekker), Berlin, 1831ff.

Stoicorum veterum fragmenta. Ed. H. von Arnim. 4 vols. Leipzig, 190311,

Epicurea. Ed. H. Usener. Leipzig, 1887.

Philo: Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. Ed. L. Cohn and P.
Wendland. 6 vols. Berlin, 1896f1.

Plotinus: Plotini Enneades. Ed. H. F. Miiller. 4 vols. Berlin, 1878ff.; Plo-
tini Enneades. Ed. R. Volkmann. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1883-1884; a new
French edition has not yet been completed.”

b) The handing down d philosophy among the Greek thinkers
themselves. (Sourcesregarding the historical transmission.)
Doxographi Graeci. Coll. rec. prolegomenis indicibusqueinstr. H. Diels.

Berlin, 1879.

13. Presumably Heidegger is referring to: Plotin, Ennéades, 6 vols., ed. E.
Bréhier. Paris, 1924.
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Diogenis Laertii de vitis philosophorumlibri X. Cum indice rerum. 2 vols.
Leipzig, 1884. Biographies. (Sexti Empirici opera. Rec. H.
Mutschmann. Vol. 1, Leipzig, 1912; val. 2, Leipzig, 1914; val. 3, ed.
J. Mau, Leipzig, 1954.)

Commentaries by the Neoplatonicson Aristotle and Plato: Commentaria
in Aristotelem Graeca. Ed. consilio et auctoritate academiae litterarum
regiae Borussicae. 23 vals., 3 supplementary vols. Inter alia: Simpli-
ciuson Aristotle's Physics: Simplicii in Aristotelis Physicorum libros com-
mentaria, ed. H. Didls. Berlin. Vol. 9, 1882; vol. 10, 1895.

c) General presentations.
E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrergeschichtlichen Entwicklung.

3 partsin 6 halves.'* Leipzig. Newest edition begins 1892 (5thed.).

(6thed., 19191f.}

F. Uberweg, Grundrif der Geschichte der Philosophie des Altertums. 11th
rev. ed. Most complete book d bibliographical references. Not in
the reading room.

W. Dilthey, Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften. Versuch einer Grundle-
gung fur das Studiumder Geselischaft und der Geschichte. Leipzig, 1883.
I n W. Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften. Leipzig, 19141f. Appearsasval.
1, 1922.

W. Windelband, Geschichte der abendlandischen Philosophie inr Altertum.
4th ed., ed. A. Goedeckemeyer. Munich, 1923 (inl. von Miiller:
Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft. Bd. 5, Abt. 1, t. 1).

H. von Arnim, "Die europaische Philosophie des Altertums." I n: Allge-
meine Geschichte der Philosophie: Die Kultur der Gegenwart. Ed. P. Hin-
neberg. Teil 1, Abt. 5. Berlin and Leipzig, 1909, pp. 115-287.

K. Joel, Geschichte der antiken Philosophie. Vol. 1 (Grundriff der philoso-
phischen Wissenschaften). Tiibingen, 1921.

R. Honigswald, Die Philosophie des Altertums: Problemgeschichtliche und
systematische Untersuchungen. 2nd ed. Leipzig and Berlin, 1924,

d) Encyclopedia articles.

Paulys Real-Enzyklopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft. New ed.,
with the collaboration & numerous specialists. Ed. G. Wissowa.
Stuttgart, 1894ff. Beginning with the 13th half-volume, ed. G.
Wissowa and W. Kroll. Stuttgart, 1910ff. In the reading room.
Valuablearticles (P. Natorp'®).

Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie. I n affiliation with H. Digls, W. Dil-
they, B. Erdmann, and E. Z€ller. Ed. L. Stein. Berlin, 1888ff.

14. Inthe ms.: "3 vols.in 6 parts.”
15. Cf. the article "Antisthenes," vol. 1, 2, columns 2538-2545.
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€) General studies in the history d ancient thinking.

J. Burckhardt, Griechische Kulturgeschichte. Ed. J. Oeri. 4 vols. Berlin
and Stuttgart, 1898ff.

E. Meyer, Geschichte des Alterthums. 5 vols. Stuttgart, 18841f.

E. Rohde, Psyche: Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube der Griechen. Frei-
burg, 1894.

F. Ball, Sternglaube und Sterndeutung. Die Geschichte und das Wesen der
Astrologie. Ed. C. Bezold. Leipzig and Berlin, 1918.

H. Dids, Antike Technik: Sieben Vortrdge. 2nd ed. Leipzig and Berlin,
1920.

J. L. Heiberg, “Exakte Wissenschaften und Medizin." In: A. Gercke
and E. Norden, eds., Finleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft, vol. 2,
no. 5. Leipzig and Berlin, 1922, pp. 317-357.

For the individual philosophers, main texts and biographies will be

included in the context d the respective consideration.



PART ONE
GENERAL INTRODUCTION
TO ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY



Working out of the central concepts

and questionsd ancient philosophy,
with thefirst book of Aristotle's

Metaphyscsas guideline

§7. Epochsaf ancient philosophy.

There is agreement regarding the main lines. But does not touch any-
thing essential; presented merely for the sake d orientation.

We distinguish four epochs, and specifically according to the direc-
tion and the kind d questioning.

1. The question of the Being of the world, nature (Mil esian philoso-
phy d nature, up to the time d the sophists, thus 600-450. Outlying
territories, colonies in AsiaMinor and in Italy/Sicily).

2. The question of the Being d human Dasein and the more radical
appropriation of the question o the Being d theworld. Fundamental
elaboration o the problems d scientific philosophy. Socrates-Plato-
Aristotle, 450 to nearly 300. Athensisthe center o Greek science and
culture generally.

1 and 2: the norm {?} d purely productive science is worked out
and fixed. All important horizons d the problematic arelaid down. In
the two subsequent epochs, there is a decline, weakening, and defor-
mation d scientific philosophy through world-views and religion. Oc-
cultism, surrogates.

3. The practical/world-view philosophy d Hellenism. Stoics, Epicu-
reans, Skeptics. I n the philosophical schools a certain scientific lifeis
preserved.

4. The religious speculation o Neoplatonism. Simultaneously, are-
appropriation d the scientific epoch. Commentaries without the force
to radicalize the problematic. Intrusion d speculation deriving from
Christian theology.



Basic Concepts o Ancient Philosophy [22-23]
18

Ancient philosophy endsin ap 529. Through an edict o Justinian,
the Academy in Athensis closed, its property confiscated. Study o
Greek philosophy is forbidden.

The common divisions into periods diverge with regard to details.
Sometimes four or three or even only two epochs are posited. Charac-
teristically, Hegel acceptsthree epochs, so asto enforce his dialectical
scheme. 1 and 2 are taken together asi):formation and development
d the totality d the sciences. ii) (3):disintegration into oppositions
and trends: Stoics (dogmatic)— Skeptics. iii) (4):re-appropriation d
the oppositions in the absolute d religion. Zeller,' who comes out d
the Hegelian school, has concretely carried out thisschemein a histo-
riographical study, free from the violence, but also less penetrating.

§8. Methodological middle way: Aristotle as guide.
Structure d thefirst book o the Metaphysics.
Aristotle's Metaphysics: editions and commentaries.

Scientific apex d ancient philosophy: Aristotle. He did not solve all
problems, but he advanced to thelimits which Greek philosophy could
reach, given its general approach and its problematics. He unified in a
positive way the fundamental motifsd the previous philosophy; after
him, adecline.?

Met. A 3-6. Presentation d the earlier philosophers.

Met. A 7: Critical summary.

Met. A 8-9: Aporias: philosophers d nature, Pythagoreans, theory
of Ideas.

Met. A10: Doubled 7, unifies A 3-6 and leadsover to B andtothe
emphasison the &podowc [things said "obscurely"].” Cf.
Jaeger.!

Commentaries:
Alexander d Aphrodisias, c. ap 200, In Aristotelis Metaphysica commen-

taria, ed. M. Hayduck. Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Vol. 1,
Berlin, 1891.

1. E. Zdler, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung. 3
partsin 6 halves. 6th ed., ed. W. Nestlein collaboration with F. Lortzing. Leipzig,
1919ft. (Henceforth, Zeller.) See part 1: General introduction: Presocratic philoso-
phy. First half-volume, pp. 210-227, esp. 225-227.

2. The page which should now follow is missing i n the manuscript; its contents
are given inthe Morchen transcription, nos. 1 and 2. See esp. no. 1, p. 168.

3. Met. A 10, 993al3f.

4. See Morchen transcription, no. 2, p. 168f.
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Thomas Aquinas, In Xl /ibros Metaphysi corum (Aristotelis commentarium).
Opera omnia. Parma, 18521ff. Vol. 20, pp. 245-654.5

F. Suarez, Disputationes metaphysicae. Opera omnia. Paris, 1856ff. Val. 25.
Ed. C. Berton.®

H. Bonitz, Aristotelis Metaphysica. Recogn. et enarr. H. Bonitz. 2 vols.
(vol. 2: Commentarius).Bonn, 1848-1849.7

A. Schwegler, Die Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Greek and German. Text,
trans., and comm., with clarificatory discussions, by A. Schwegler.
4 vols. Tibingen, 1847-1848.8

W. D. Ross, ‘AptototéAoug tax peta tax huotka. Aristotle’'s Metaphysics.
Rev. text with intro. and comm. by W. D. Ross. Vals. 1-2. Oxford,
19242

Translations:

A. Lasson, Aristoteles, Metaphysik. German trans. A. Lasson. Jena,
1907.

E. Rolfes, Aristoteles Metaphysik. Trans. with anintro. and clarificatory
notes by E. Rolfes. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1904; 2nd ed., Leipzig,
1920-1921.1°

H. Bonitz, Aristoteles, Metaphysik. Trans. H. Bonitz, from hisliterary re-
mains ed. E. Wellmann. Berlin, 1890.!!

§9. Variousmodes o disclosing and understanding
(Met. A, chap. 1).

Herethe basictraits d ageneral theory d science; oriented toward the
idea o the fundamental science. All essential expressions for know-
ing, apprehending, understanding are now terminologically stamped,
specifically over and against what had been the case earlier; i.e., these
expressions now differentiate the matters at issue themselves.!?

5. Morchen transcription: "very valuable."
6. Morchen transcription: "important, because here ancient ontology passed
over from the Middle Ages to modernity."

7. Morchen transcription: "without particular philosophical pretensions,
vauable."

8. Mdrchen transcription: "strongly under Hegel’s influence.”
9. Morchen transcription: "merely a paraphrase, but the only generally acces-
sble commentary.”
10. Morchen transcription: "adheres strictly to the text, essentially determined
by the medieval conception d Aristotle.”
11. Morchen transcription: "best translation, edited from his literary remains
by one d his students."
12. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1691,
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Concept d codia: reept Tvag oxas kat adtiag érmotiun' ["knowl-
edge regarding principles and causes']. codla: émiotnun pure and
simple; érmotatng: the one who stands [steht] before and over some
matter, who can stand at the head d it [vorsteht], who understands [ver-
steht] it.

Path d the investigation: apprehending and knowing are comport-
ments d humans, possessons d humans. Humans are beings among
others. Lifeless—living. Living beings have determinate comportments;
animals—humans. Thetask isthen tointerrogate thelatter with regard to
their comportments having somethingto do with knowing, understand-
ing, apprehending, perceiving. Manifold d possibilities and d modes o
disclosing in a certain gradation: codwrtegoc ["wiser"] (cf. 982al3f.),
uaAAov coddc™ ["mored awiseman'], évdocov [“esteemed"]).

aAnOevewv:"” "to take out d concealment,” "make unconcealed,”
"discover" what was covered over. Living beings: human Dasein is
that peculiar being which discloses other beings and itself, not simply
as a supplementary faculty but, rather, pvoet ["by nature"]. By virtue
of its very Being, the world and itselfare already disclosed toit, though inde-
terminately, confusedly, uncertainly. World: what is closest, Being in
the proper sense.

aAnOevewv: "to disclose,” apprehend, understand: truth; knowledge
as appropriated cognition: certainty. Modes d disclosing and under-
standing, pre-theoretically.

Gradation,'® development d the circumspection required for free
motion:

aloOnoig

HvIn

guTelola

Téxvn

ETUOTUN

oodia (HeoVNOLS)

adoBnoig (cf. 980a22):7 "sense perception,” dia—Kowd—kaTi
ovpPePnKog ["proper-common-incidental"], because what is present
isin every case enclosed in relations {?}.

pvniun (980a29),'* "retention,” "memory," knowledge d what is
not present or, rather, is again present; to have already apprehended.

13. Met. A 1, 982a2. Reading in Christ: meol tvag aitiag kal agxas.
14. Met. A 1, 982al5f.: uyaAAov ... codiav.

15. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 170.

16. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 170f.

17. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 170f.

18. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 170f.
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Freer orientation, circumspection, to take in at a glance. More teach-
able, richer possibilities d taking in, not merely (perceptual)staring
at, not simply bound to one and the same present {possibility}.’* A
certain understanding.

dooviuog ["the insightful one™] (cf. 980b21)*
uadntikoc [“the learned one”] (cf.980b21)
Pavraoiar—uvriun ["images-memory"] (cf. 980b26)

téxvn-Aoylouog (cf. 980b28),%' "knowing one's way about’-"de-
liberation." {Ttéxvn:}** "understanding,” title for a science: medicine;
not "art," not dealing with the practical, but, instead, dealing with the
theoretical, érotriun (981a3).

éurtelpia (980b28) —amelptar (981a5), "experience,” not in the the-
oretical sense, distinguished from thinking, but the difference be-
tween being inexperienced and being experienced, practiced.

¢umerplor and téxvn (cf.981a4), "being experienced in . ..,” “know-
ing on€'s way about with understanding.” éumewpia has évvorjuara (cf.
981a6), taken cognizance of, deliberated, thought over in "many consid-
erations.” I n each case: if this-then that, as often as this-so often that.

éumetpia Exet OAN PV (cf. 981a7),2* "dso already hasitsanticipa-
tion." Being experienced in what is to be done in each case, ka6’
éxaotov (981a9). From many experiences arisesa single anticipation.
kaBoAov (981a6), "in general," "on the whole," not in each case if-
then, but, rather, because-therefore. The individual cases change: al-
waysif this-then that, Spolov ["something alike"] (cf.981a7). Some-
thing always remains the same, recurs, maintains itself throughout;
therefore a persistent connection remains. téxvn isnot "in every case
if-then,"” "as often as," i.e., finding the right thing to do from case to
case, but is knowing in advance, everywhere such experiences have
"one and the same outer look," kat &ldog &v (981al10), and specifi-
cally because. "If-then": here the "then" is ambiguous: (1)if-then; (2)
because-therefore: delineation d the eidog, understanding the why.
Being experienced, having cognizance: in every caseif this-thenthat.
éxer vOAYy ["has anticipation”] (cf. 981a7): knows in advance
what? The connection d theif this-then that. Whence arises the possi-
bility o giving direction. A healer. A machinist who looks after a ma-
chine. Connection d the sequence d processes. Because thisis such
and such, because the physiological state is such and such, therefore

19. Editor's interpol ation.
20. See Mérchen transcription, no. 3, p. 170f.
21. See Midrchen transcription, no. 3, p. 171.
22. Editor's interpolation.
23. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 171.
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this chemical intervention is possible and necessary. Not simply from
case to case, but as an instance d something universal, an instance d
afactual connection that holds without exception. The connection d
the because-therefore is disclosed in this way: that which maintains
itself in every case is explicitly seen, is seen out of the "empirically"
given and is held fast. Thereby arises an understanding that, in a
higher sense, isindependent d the momentarily given. To this under-
standing, the being unveilsitself more and more, just asit always and
properlyis. Thisis not simply understanding as the potential to under-
stand, but is actually conceiving. He has a concept.** He can at any time
exhibit the being as what it is and why it is such and such. To éti-10
oot (981a29), "whereby°-"wherefore.” Cognition, taking cogni-
zance, knowing.

00dpTeQos (cf. 981a251.):* kata 1O eldévar paAiov ["by seeing
more"] (981a27), katax To hoyov éxewv ["by possessing the logos']
(981b6). £xerv Adyov, petor Adyov ["with logos']:"showing" o what
something isin itself. téxvn is therefore paAAov émotrun ["more o
knowledge"] (cf. 981b8&f). dvaoOaL ddaoketr (981b7), it is "able to
teach," to show why thisis so and that is otherwise, and indeed for al
possible cases. aioOnois ["sense perception”], even though it grasps
what is nearest and what isfactual, just asitisat any time, is still not
codla: for ov Aéyovot To dux ti ["it does not tell uswhy"] (981bl11f.).

§10. More precise characterization of codia
(Met. A, chap. 2).

Chap. 1: Idea d oodia in general predelineated.

Chap. 2: How codin itself appears more precisely.

a) Everyday preconception d it;

b) interpretation d what isnamed in it;

c) itsgoal isnot practical;

d) possibility d appropriating it, living init: the most proper, most di-
vine science; in it humans are most above and beyond themselves,
highest possibility d their Being;

e) transformation d one's Being by possessing it.

Regarding a): Everyday preconception d codpio®®

Everyday view d understanding and science:
1. mavta ["dl things'] (982a8),

24. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1711
25. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1711.
26. See Mérchen transcription, no. 4, p. 172; cf. GA 19, p. 94ff.
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2. xaAema ["difficult things'] (982a10),

3. dxoiBeotartn ["most rigorous’] (cf.982al3 and 25) — DO KAALKT)
uaAwota ["'most instructive"] (cf.982a13 and 281f.),

4. éavtng évexev ["for the sake d itself"] (982al5),

5. apxikwrtatn ["supreme”] (cf.982al6f. and b4).

Regarding b): Interpretation d what is named
in the everyday conception

In all the moments, it is the same thing that is meant. What satisfies
the idea d codia, as meant in the enumerated characteristics, is the
sciencethat deals with the first principles and causes.

This interpretation d the average view d that science and d its
proper sense is at once its concrete {?} determination, produced
through a positive demonstration d its central motif.

Regarding c): Without practical purpose

oV momuikt), {. . .} &k TV MEwtwv GprAocodnodrwv ["not making
anything practical, . ..from the first ones who philosophized"]
(982b10t1.); TO Baxvudlerv (982b11f.) —"to wonder" about something,
i.e., not simply accept it as evident. Not to accept—the ground thereof
isaclaim to higher understanding, the will to go beyond mere recog-
nition, not to be content with what iscommonly taken as self-evident.
Ta dtoma—"what is not in its place," what cannot be accommodated
inone's greatest efforts at understanding, even if that which givesitits
peculiarity may be clear to average knowledge. It lendsitself to open-
ended questioning. He alone wonders who: 1. does not yet under-
stand, but 2. desires to understand. He seeks to escape from &yvowx
["ignorance'] (cf.982b20) and thereby demonstrates that he desires
vodV ["apprehension”]. Whence arises duamogetv ["to be at an im-
passe"] (cf. 982b15). Common sense believes it understands every-
thing, becauseit isunaware d any higher possibilitiesd questioning.
The one who wonders and questions further does not makeit through,
finds "no way out,” amopia (cf. 982b17). Therefore he must seek pos-
sibilities, work out the question, master the problem.

The scientific problem is not an arbitrary question, one randomly
spit?” out, but is a deliberately posed question, the predelineation and
discussion d possible ways, means, and factual motifs, i.e., motifs of-
fered by theinterrogated object itsdf for itsown determination. The most
multifariousknowledge d everything possibleis not yet science. What is
essentia (theproblem) isa capacity to guestiors, drawn from,and developed in
conformity with, the matter at issue itsalf: Hence codia povn is éAevBépa

27. Heidegger uses a word (spatzen) in the Swabian dialect that has this
meaning.
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(982b27), “codia aloneis free" avtr) éxvtrg évexev [existing "for its
own sake"] (982b271.). It iscarried out in free openness to the matter at
issue. Conformity to the matter at issueisitssole criterion.

Such comportment, i.e., such freedom as unbiased openness to the
issues as they show themselves, is, however, something denied to hu-
mans. "That is why one might be d the opinion, and indeed justifi-
ably," that codia ovk avBowmivn {. . ) ktNols (982b281.), that codia
is"not a possible human possession” but isinstead a mode d Being, a
position toward the world, that humans cannot claim for themselves.
For moAAaxT) yao 1 pvoig dovAn tawv dvOpwnwy éotiv (982b29),
"in many ways is the nature d man enslaved.” Slave to prejudices,
dlaveto prevailing opinion, slaveto one's own dispositions, urges, and
pretensions. Aristotle cites the poet Simonides,”® who says it is not
seemly for man to grasp after that to which the gods alone are privi-
leged. Accordingly, if the poets are correct and the gods are jealous d
presumptuous men, then it must be admitted that men who here ven-
ture too far are courting ruin. Neither are the poets correct, however,
nor are the gods jealous.*

Regarding d): The most proper and most divine science

Once and for all: codia is the highest instance d understanding and
isscience in the proper sense. It isthe most divine science. A science
isdivine insofar as: 1. it is such that God possesses it most properly,
and 2. it relatesto something divine. Both d these hold for the science
d thefirst principlesand causes: 1. God isfor all thingssomethinglike
their origin and cause; 2. this science is an absolute and free mode o
consideration and thus befits God most d all, who is himself the pure
and eternal gazing upon beings and is the "gazing upon this very gaz-
ing," vonoig vorjoews (Met. 1074b34). codia is OeoAoyucr] ["theol-
ogy"] (cf.Met. 1026al19).

The highest science iswithout practical purpose. All the others are
therefore, as regards practical life, more urgent and more necessary.
But noneisd ahigher rank with respect to the meaning and the pos-
sibility o understanding.

Regarding e): Transformation d one's
Being by possessing codia

The possession d such knowledge ushers in the state diametrically
opposed to un- and pre-scientific comportment. What the common

28. Simonides, 'Emivikot. | n Poetae Lyrici Graeci, rec. Th. Bergk. 4th ed. Val. 3:
Poetae Melici. Leipzig, 1882. Frag. 5, v. 10, p. 388: 0edg &v pdvog o0t €x0L YEQa,
avdoa 6 ovxk . .. ["God alone would have this privilege, not man"].

29. See Morchen transcription, no. 5, p. 1721.
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understanding wonders at has now become transparent; what the
common understanding does not find wonderful becomes for the re-
searcher a problem in the proper sense.

§11. Onthe concept of doxn)
and o aitov in Aristotle.

a) On the character d Aristotle's presentation d the previous
philosophies: orientation with respect to the guideline,
namely Aristotle's theory d the causes. Taking a position
on the reproach of proceeding unhistorically.

The object and theme d the most proper science are thefirst principles
and causes, their mAnBog ["number"] and eidog ["outward look"]
(983b19).>° Which are these causes? If this is the most rigorous sci-
ence, then their number isrestricted, even narrowly restricted: four.>!
Why this many and why these particular ones? Nowhere is a strict
proof given; perhaps the methodological possibilities for such a proof
are not even available. Nevertheless, Aristotle saw clearly that some-
thing remains open here. He attempts an indirect proof by showing
that these four, and no others, were disclosed one after the other. He
hopesthat thisinsight will give usa higher miotig, trust, i n the neces-
sity and the character o these causes.

Inquiry concerning those mpotegov {. . .} PprAocodprioavtag mept
¢ aAnOetdg (983blff.) —misleading to say, "those who were first to
philosophize on the truth,” rather: "those who philosophized on be
ingsthemsalvesas beings” Gpuoig ["nature”], mept pvoews ["on nature”]
(983a34f.) —that is, what in anything always already lies at the foun-
dation, what from out o itself isaways already present.

The consideration in the subsequent chapters [of the Megphysics is
guided® by theworking out d thefour causes, i.e., by the elaboration o
one determinate problem. The charge has therefore been made: Aristo-
tleis proceeding unhistorically. Yesand no. Yes inasmuch as he applies
his own concepts. Culmination: what had previously been unclear, un-
determinedinitsconceptual limits, isnow separated out and differenti-
ated. The oneswho come afterward do not necessarily understand their
predecessorsbetter. They might not understand them at all; but if they
do understand them, then i n fact better. Better: to pursue to theend the
very intentions expressed by the predecessors. | n this way, Aristotle is

30. On apxr) and aitia: Met. Al and 2; Aristotelis Physica. Rec. C. Prantl. Leipzig,
1879, B 1, 192b8if., and B 3, 194b16; Posterior analytics, B 11, 94a20ff.

31. See Mérchen transcription, no. 6, p. 173.

32. See Morchen transcription, no. 7, p. 173.
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indeed unhistorical. He does not ssimply report the opinions d his pre-
decessorsletter for letter and at the samelevel d understanding but, in-
stead, tries to comprehend those opinions. This procedure, considered
carefully, ought not be called unhistorical; on the contrary, itishistorica
in the genuine sense. It would be at variance with the research that is
most properly attributable to our predecessorsand to the ancients if we
were to let that research ossify in the state we received it instead o
graspingit moreradicaly out d new possibilities.

The unhistoricality of Aristotle's procedure also shows itsdlf in the
fact thatin hisinterpretation d the earlier philosophers he workswith
aconcept quite unltnown to them: that d &oxr). Eventheword israre
among them and then simply means "beginning."”

I n the subsequent chapters, Aristotle does not carry out afull inter-
pretatio, but only an overview, a first understanding d the problem.
We will begin with a general orientation regarding the concepts d
apx1 and aitov ["cause"].

b) Determination d the concept d &ox1)in
Met. A, chap. 1.”

Word—sound, matter named, meaning, concept. A being is under-
stood, the understanding finds its words, the meaning is explicitly
stamped, the concept is formed. Concept formation according to the
way the understood being is determined: A6yog ["discourse, meaning,
definition"]. Catalogue d concepts: Tteol T00 MOAAaXwS ["of things
said in many ways'], the title Aristotle often uses for it.** Basic con-
cepts, and principal concepts, d his philosophical problematic.

The basic concepts, i n accord with their highlevel d generality, are
polysemic.*

opwvupov — aequivocum, "homonymous,” ovoya yovov Kooy,
{...) Aoyog {. . .} étegog ["only the name in common; the logosis dif-
ferent"] (Cat.1, lal-2).

33. See Morchen transcription, no. 8, p. 173f.

34. He also uses the title mepl tov mooaxws: see W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entste-
hungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Berlin, 1912 (henceforth, Jaeger, Stu-
dien), p. 1181. Jaeger cites the following passages: Met. E 4, 1028a4ff.; Z 1,
1028al0f.; ® 1, 1046a4f.; ©® 8, 1049b4; 11, 1052al51.; 14, 1055b6f.; 16, 1056b34f.;
cf. also Diogenis Laertii de vitis philosophorum libri X. Cum indice rerum. Leipzig,
1884, V, 23: I1eoi TV MooaX@s AeYoUEVwY.

35. Cf. M. S. Boethius, InCategorias Aristotelis libri IV. I n Boethius, Opera omnia.
Tomus posterior. Patrologia Latina. Acc. J.-P. Migne. Vol. 64. Paris, 1891, pp. 159-
294; P. Abelard, Glossae super Praedicamenta Aristotelis. Die Glossen zu den Kategorien.
Ed. B. Geyer. | n Beitrige zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters. Texts and in-
vestigations. Ed. C. Baeumker. Vol. 21, pt. 2. Miinster, 1921, pp. 111-305, esp.
117-118.
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OUVOVUHOV—univocum, "univocal," évopa iowév {. ..) Adyog{. . )
6 avtég ["the namein common and the same logos'] (Cat.1, 1a7).

TIAQWVVHOV — denominativum, "derivedin meaning,” ooaamno tivog
dladégovTa TH TTOoEL TNV KAt ToOVoUa eoonyopiav éxet ["de-
riving its name by changing the inflection d arelated word"] (Cat. 1,
lal2f.), yoauupatikog &m0 yoauuatikng ["'grammarian’ from the
word 'grammar'] (cf.Ca. 1, lal4).

The ambiguity in the basic concepts, what it signifiesand why it is
necessary, is not given its own theoretical consideration. Aristotle
merely exhibits it factically, though indeed not in an arbitrary enu-
meration, but by proceeding from the closest, everyday meaning and
ascending to the principal meanings, while also fixing the respectsin
which those meanings are articul ated.

aoxn—here Aristotle givesthe term a much broader and more di-
verse meaning, on abackground which was clarified in Me. A.

1. The beginning, that with which something takes its departure,
the beginning o away, d afootpath (1012b34-1013al).

2. The correct first step, the starting point for |earning something,
which does not lie in what is highest (the principles) but in what is
closest. Examples (1013al-4).

3. That with which the emergence d something starts, the "foun-
dation” for abuilding, thelteel for aship, the groundwork, évumtaoyxov
["constituent principle’] (cf.1013a4), specifically such that this "be-
ginning” remainsin the thing, isan integral part d it (1013a4-7).

4. That from which the motion emanates, something which is not
itself what isin motion or becomes, which remains outside and does
not co-constitute the being itself, un évuntdoxov [*not aconstituent”]
(cf. 1013a7), but which does cause the motion: the impetus. Father
and mother for a child, strife for a battle (1013a7-10).

5. That which, by its own decisions and plans, brings something
else into motion, thus by leading, guiding, directing, dominating.
Such are kings and tyrants, also sciences higher in rank than others,
moArtiky) ["politics’], aoxitextovikr] ["architecture”] (1013a10-14).

6. That from which something is primarily known. I n a proof, the
axioms, the principles (1013a14ff.). That which is common:*¢ thefirst,
the whence, in a particular sense the earlier than, To mowtov eivat
60ev ["to be the first whence"] (1013a18), in the various orders d
Being and d becoming, emerging, coming to be known. Formal con-

cept d &ox1): the first "whence" . .., the last "back whither." That
structure: formal sense d orienting, directing, starting, determin-
ing.”” Cf. Met. A 17, 1022a12: o) is Téoag T, "limit."

36. See Morchen transcription, no. 9, p. 174.
37. See Supplement no. 1, p. 159.
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§12. The question of the causesin the previous philosophy.

a) Theworking out d the &oxn-character d 0An in the previous
philosophy.

Thereindeed a questioning o the agxat ["principles'], but the prob-
lem is not explicitly formulated as such; left implicit. meot Ppvoews
(983a34£.): beings in themselves, whence and how they are, beingsin
their Being. el dpvoewe,*® mepl Ppvoews lotopia ["research into na-
ture”].** ol apxaiot puotoAoyol ["the ancient investigators into na-
ture"] (cf.986b14). Adyos-Pvoig, exhibition o beingsin themselves;
not a consideration d the possibility and necessity d a knowledge d
nature, but a consideration d nature itself. Not simply the reason and
cause d the world. Mythical genealogies and cosmologies.*” The
theogony d Hesiod, the cosmogony in Pherecydes d Syros: telling
stories about beings; succession.

pvoi: pvev—"to engender," dpvecOat—"to grow." 1. the ever en-
during,*' 2. the becoming.**> Both.**> The essential: what d itsaf isal-
ways already present without human or divine involvement. The first-
named meaning comes closest to the philosophical-ontological
signification.

Cause:* what isalready, first and foremost; what alwaysis. 1. sought
ingeneral; 2. what istaken for such. ¥dwo ["water"] —Thales; dmeipov
["the indeterminate"] — Anaximander; ano ["air"]— Anaximenes.
Here cause comesinto question in the sense d what is, and remains,
always already; but without a concept d cause, without being able to
decide what would satisfy this sought cause, and without understand-
ing whether thereby the question d the Being d beings has already
been answered or indeed haseven merely been posed. wg Trg Totavtng
dvoews aiel colwpévng dpvoic owletat, "abeing which, from out o
itself, is always already there saves itsdf ever," (983b121i.), the con-
stancy d what is always already present. The gaze d those who were
seeking was aimed at that (though without genuinely seeing it), in-

38. See Morchen transcription, no. 10, p. 174f.

39. Cf. Plato, Phaedo, 96a.

40. Cf. E. Cassirer, Philosophie dersymbolischen Formen, vols. 1-3. Berlin, 1923ff.
Vol. 1: Die Sprache, p. 13; vol. 2: Das mythische Denken, p. 57.

41.). Burnet, EarlyGreek Philosophy, 34 ed. London, 1920 (henceforth, Burnet),
p. 10: "everlasting”; p. 206 and n. 4, p. 205: "which does not pass away"; p. 228.
[These quotes from Burnet arein English in Heidegger's text. — Trans.]

42.X. Joel, Geschichte der antiken Philosophie. Vdl. 1 (Grundrif der philosophischen
Wissenschaften). Tiibingen, 1921, p. 256. Also Joel, Der Ursprung der Naturphiloso-
phie aus dem Geiste der Mystik. Basel, 1903 (henceforth, Joel, Ursprung), p. 44.

43. A. Lasson, Uber den Zufall. Berlin, 1918, pp. 52, 58ff.

44. See Morchen transcription, no. 10, p. 174{.
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tended it, was on its way toward it, but was not in a position to grasp
it. On the contrary, a being was made the x| d Being. To be sure,
at first merely a being, but already precisely asa being, in thelight o
anidead Being, even if thisideawasunclear.

What the gaze first strikes, regarding what is constantly present, is
that of which something consists. &oxr}— év UAng eider (983b71.), the "from
which" in the form, the outward look, d what is material. OAn ["mat-
ter"]: Urokeipevov ["substrate"] (983bl6). Udwe — Thales (983b20f.);+
anp—Anaximenes (984a5); mog ["fire"l—Heraclitus (984a7f.); yn
["earth”] and other factors—Empedocles (984a8f.). Anaxagoras—
amegla v doxwv ["infinity o principles'] (cf. 984al13), T
Opolouent), oVYKOLOIG-OLdKoLoLg, dapévery, didwx ["things d like
parts, conjunction-digjunction, persisting, eternal”] (cf.984al4if.).
{Stagesof development:}*¢

1. Everything consists of one factor, which always already is. Mois
ture, breath, fire are mere variations. Merely changing aspects d
the same thing.

2. Everything consists of several factors. Here already a coming to-
gether, combination and separation, connection. Here order and
transformation.

3. Everything out d infinitely many factors. Since the causes always
are and are everlasting, they are inexhaustible. Constant change
and transformation, but indeed no coming to be or passing away.
On the contrary, everything remains. Here the source, that which
animates; thus change and the incalculable multiplicity are clari-
fied. vokeyévn GAN: uoévn aitia ["matter as substrate: the only
cause'] (cf.984a17).

b) The question d causein the sense d the whence d motion. The
cause asimpetus. The notion o the immobility o all beings.

What has come into prominence thus far? That which always is,
vrokefuevov, and change, appearing and disappearing; transforma-
tion, motion; the thing itself. That iswhat is given and encountered in
causal investigation.

How doesit happen that the Umtokeipevov changes; to what is that
indebted? To hold onto the GAn isindeed necessary, but not sufficient.
EVAov—xAivry ["wood—bed"] (cf. 984a24), érepdv TL. .. aitov
["some other cause"] (984a25), thus v étépav aoxnv Cnretv ["to
seek another cause’] (984a26), namely, the impetus.

Those who, at the very beginning, followed this path o causal re-

45. See Morchen transcription, no. 10, p. 174f.
46. Editor's interpolation.
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search were satisfied with the one cause. It seemed to them they had
thereby achieved understanding. I n fact, however, the understanding
itself had not yet developed all its possibilities. Science is not the mere
acquisition d cognitions, the piling-up d material; on the contrary,
new possibilities d questioning constitute the proper development o
science itself.

Others who limited their questioning to the év-Umokeipevov
["one-substrate"] (984a28ff.) were, so to speak, conquered by this
idea, overwhelmed by it. They then excluded not only coming to be
and passing away but also any sort of becoming and change. If what is
iswhat always s, then that whose determination lies in change can-
not be, for what is changing is not yet and is no longer. 6An ¢voig
axivnrov ["the whole d nature immoveable"] (cf.984a31)—theen-
tirety d what is, precisely because it is, exists without motion.

Parmenides alone, d these latter, also saw a second cause, though
not on the basis d his central doctrine, but only inasmuch as he {as-
sumed}*” two causes.

Those who postulated many causesfare better i n Aristotle's exposi-
tion. Fire is what moves, gives an impetus, propels; the other factors
are the propelled.

c) The cause d motion in the sense d ordering and ruling.

Following, petd (984b8), the procedure d these thinkers, and again
under the constraint d truth, the second-named cause was a so brought
into question. For it too was insufficient in relation to the actual
Yevvioar v T@v dviwv Guowy ["coming to be d the nature o
things"] (984b9). It could not provide an understanding d the whence
d beings, that beings are just as they are. avayxaldpevor VT avtng
)6 dAnOeiag (cf. 984b91.), "constrained by the truth," i.e., by beings
lying there uncovered before the eyes. What one then seesare not only
what is present-at-hand,**change, transformation, impetus, but also
beings that have changed in such and such a way, beings that are
changing themselvesin aparticular way. To €0 éxetv (cf. 984b111.), "in
the correct way"; more generally, in a determinate way, not arbitrarily,
or chaotically. To kaAdwg ytyveoOar (cf. 984bl11f.),"beautifully,” in an
ordered way. Theworldisaxoopog ["order"], ata&ic ["arrangement”].
These determinations d beings themselves are not clarified by the two
previously uncovered causes. But the questioning must take into ac-
count what shows itsdf in that way. Fire, or something similar, is not
the cause d such determinations, oUte ["not so"] (984b12); that is not
possible, nor did any d those thinkers believe it was.

47. Editor's interpolation.
48. See Morchen transcription, no. 11, p. 175f.
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Instituting the appropriate way, directing, overseeing, instructing,
prescribing. Order, ordering, disposing, guiding. Reflection, sense, for def-
inite reasons [Griinde], under the guiding line d a rule, "reason”
[»Vernunft«*]. 1. vouv {.. .} évetvai (984b15)—"there is reason [Ver-
nunft] inthis," 2. voov (. . .} afttov Tov kO6opov ["itisthe cause d the
order"] (984bl15f.). The cause d order isthe cause d beingsin general
and iswhat, as effective cause, givestheimpetus. Ye the specific char-
acter d causality remained hidden to those thinkers.

Not only kéopog, Tl (984b34) but aso ata&ia ["disorder"],
aloxodv ["ugliness'] (985al), and these indeed mtAeiw (985al), "pre-
dominantly,” "mainly." veikoc-PptAia, "hate and love."

Characterization d the way they worked with these causes: uncer-
tainly, arbitrarily, haltingly (985all1ff.). &pvdodg pévtol kal ovdEV
oapws (985al13)—"obscurely and without conceptual determinate-
ness," no proper practice d the scientific method d investigation. Ba
sically they did not go beyond two causes: UAn ["matter”] and aoxn
kivnoewgs ["impetus d the motion"] (cf.985al11ft.), and that was re-
flected in their most advanced scientificinterpretations d beings.

d) pn) ov and diadpogai as causes d VAN.
Leucippus, Democritus:*® otoxela ["elements']: To mAToec—kevov
["the plenum—the void"] (985b5). TO ATQeg, oteQedv: TO oV ["the
plenum, the solid: beings'] (985bét.), To kevdvy, pavov To: pr Ov
["the void, the porous: nonbeings’] (985b7f.). Nonbeings [ur) ov] are,
just as much as beings.

The differences in the substrates are the causes d the other things
that show themselves, diadooai ["differences']: aitiaw (cf. 985b13),
oxnua—ta&ic—0Oéog (cf. 985b144.), "configuration™" —"order"—"posi-
tion." uoudc—dabryri—tporuj (cf. 985b151.), "uniform motion, sym-
metry, proportion”— "touch®— “turning”: directionsd possible changes.

Higher generality sought, even if the gaze is restricted to material
Being, to mutual separation in space. M aterialists?

kivnows ["motion"] itself isnot a problem, although constant use is
made d this phenomenon. GAn—480ev 1) kivnow ["matter—the
whence d motion"] (985a13).

Thus Aristotle does not merely pursue the question d what in each
case was postulated content-wise as a cause but also asks about the ex-
tent d theunderstanding d the causal character assuch, about thegrasp
ineach case d the possibleand necessary causal function d the cause.

49. ["Reason" can translate both der Grund (asin the principle d sufficient
reason) and dieVernunft (thefaculty d the soul). Whenever it translates the | atter,
the German word will beindicated. —Trans.]

50. See Morchen transcription, no. 12, p. 176.
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e) The coming to light d the cause asthe To tiin the number
theory d the Pythagoreans.

Difficulty: téAog, o0 éveka ["the end, thefor the sake d which]. Not
at all yet theto i ["thethis"].>' But thelatter already i n Greek science
with Parmenides, the Pythagoreans (aQtOpoc ["number"]), and Plato
(1déax ["Idea"]).

ol kaAovpevolr TTuBayopewol ["the so-called Pythagoreans']
(985b23) had given themselves over to the mathematical sciences, had
pursued them especially. Having become at home in them, they saw
in mathematical principles at the same time the principlesand causes of
beings as a whole.

The Greeks and mathematics: no sources documenting the time
and mode of the transmission from the Egyptians or Phoenicians
through papyri. Yet the Greeks ramified {?) commercial relations, as
well as their colonies, throughout the Mediterranean area, and their
voyagesfor purposes d trade, culture, and research all testify clearly
enough that an exchange had taken place. paOnua (cf.985b24), "that
which can be taught,” what can be demonstrated, sciencein general.
Not accidental: Thales, the first scientific philosopher is aso, accord-
ing to tradition, the first Greek mathematician. Practical as well as
theoretical problem: terrestrial navigation, determination d the posi-
tion d aship, calculation d its distance from land by means d precise
angular measurements.

Specia cultivation d mathematics by the so-called Pythagoreans.
The principles d mathematics are in the first place &oOpol ["num-
bers'] (985b26). In them the Pythagoreans believed could be seen
opodpaTa OAAR Tolg 0DOL KAL YryVOUEVOLS (985b271.), "many
likenesses to things that are and are coming to be." In number they
found, e.g., the propertiesand relations d harmonies. Thus Oté AaBov
(986a2), “thev assumed.”” The likeness is easier to grasp if it is ob-
served by being presented in the numbers themselves. Moreover, a
number itself and its presentation are not sharply separated.

o1+2 14243 S5 1+243+4

Oykol ["magnitudes'], the series d natural numbers, form d thelet-
ter A. Numbers articulate and determine figures, space.
So the Pythagoreans tallied up everything in numbers and harmo-

51. See Morchen transcription, no. 13, p. 176.
52. Namely, "that the elements d numbers were the elements d all things.”
See Morchen transcription, no. 14, p. 176f.
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nies that accords with the states d the heavens and with the universe
ingeneral. If some lacuna opened up, they did not shrink from artifi-
cial assumptions. For example: 1] dexag téAetov (cf.986a8), "ten," the
"complete,” "perfect” number. It contains the essence and Being d
number in general. Thereforeten is also the number d the orbiting
heavenly bodies. Y& only nine are evident in experience, and so dwax
ToUTO dekdTnV TV dvtixBova mowovow ["they make the counter-
earth thetenth"] (986al1f.).

Aristotle's goal i n considering the doctrines and opinions d the Py-
thagorean+sto lay out which aoxai they postulated kai mag eic tag
elonuévag éumintovow aitiag (986al5), "and how those relate to
thefour kindsd causes already named." Which d thelatter are char-
acteristic d numbers? Have the Pythagoreans said anything precise
about that, or did they perhaps not makeit clear?

The ototxeia ["elements’] d number are the dotiov ["even"] and
the meorrtdv ["odd"], the former memepaopévov ["finite"], the latter
arterpov ["infinite"] (986a18f.). év ["one"] consists of both (986a191.);
it is just as much the former as the latter. Number arises éx toD évidg
["out d the one"] (986a201.). The entire edifice d the world consists
in numbers. This shows, according to Aristotle, that the Pythagoreans
conceived numbers as causes, specifically inthe sensed that d which
the world is made up, cwg BAn ["in the sense d matter”"] (cf.986a17).

Other members d this school name ten principles, which they co-
ordinate and place in seriesin various ways (cf.986a22f.). Alcmeon o
Croton, a younger contemporary d Pythagoras (cf.986a27 and 291.):
évavtiotnreg ["opposites’] (cf. 986a32), but ddwopiotws ["ran-
domly"] (986a34). That isto say, the dpxai are opposites without its
being shown in determinate concepts how those principles and oppo-
siteslead back to thefamiliar four causes. Yet it isclear that éx tovTwv
Y&Q wg EVUMAQXOVTIWV ouvveotdval {...) TV ovoiav ["these, as
constituent principles, compose what is present"] (986b71.). This the-
ory d opposites, however, isquite different from the doctrined devel-
opment {?} proposed by Empedocles (cf. 986b13f1.). dov avt@v
mooeTéBeonv: TO memeQaapévov, artepov ["specific to this school:
the limited and the unlimited"] (cf. 987al51.) were not themselves
taken as beings beside other beings, nor as modifications d beings; on
the contrary, the limited and the unlimited as such, and also unity,
weretaken asthe Being o beings, asovoia. Therefore, number: ovaia.
This implies, however: mepi ToU Tl éottv fjelavo {...) Aéyew kal
00(CeoBar ["they attempted to discuss 'and define the 'what™]
(987a201.), they no longer questioned concerning the matter which
thingsare made up of, nor concerning theimpetus d motion, but, in-
stead, they were concerned with what beings themselves are as beings,

with the meaning d the Being d beingsand d their being what they
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are and as such. Except that Aiav & anAdg éunayparevdnoav
(987a211.), "their treatment d this question was, to be sure, still quite
primitive." Only érumoAaiws ["superficialy"] (987a22, cf. 986b22f.)
did they carry out the conceptual determinations. Example.>

Explicitly mentioned: Parmenides. Also aprinciple, consistent with
Pythagorean theory, but he understoodit i n a different sense: 10 koo
rov Adyov év ["that which is one according to logos'] (cf.986b19).

This consideration brings us to the problem-horizon opened by Plato
in hisappropriation d the essential impulses d his predecessors.

f) Plato'sway d treating the problem d the causes
(Met. A, chap. 6): the ldeas asthe Being o
beings, inthe sense d the "what."

Plato's way d treating the basic problem (Met. A 6) isto determine the
cause d thefactual states, to determine beingsin their principles. Fol-
lowing the Pythagoreans in many respects, but also some 6o [“idio-
syncracies'] (987a31). In moAA& ["many things'] (987a30), Plato is
determined by the Pythagoreans. At ayoung age, familiar with Craty-
lus and the doctrines d Heraclitus: mavto Oet, "everythingisflowing."
Firm tenet: the changing thing givenin sense experienceis not a pos-
sible object & knowledge, not an aetov ["eternal being"]. What | know
d such a being ceases at once to correspond with it; | no sooner utter
the statement that it is such and such than my words have already be-
come false.
Knowledge is d the cel ["eternal"] and the kowov ["common']:
learned from Socrates, who was the first to direct the mind to the
kaBoAov ["universal”] and to strive for the 6Qlopog (cf. 987b3), the
"delimitation” d the "what," the definition. meol puév T RO
(987b1), "in the realm d the acting, conduct, and behavior" d hu-
mans. Plato is therefore basically d the opinion: the object & knowl-
edge is étegov, ov 1OV atcOntwv ["other, not one o the sensibles’]
(cf.987b5). 1ix TolaLTA TV OVvTwV 1d€as ["these other beings are the
Ideas’] (987b7f.).%* ra aloBmtdt MAVIA T TAVTA—KATA TADTHL
AéyeoOar tavta (cf. 987b8t.), "what is seen at any time, the sensible
thing beside them [i.e., beside the Ideas], is addressed as what it is ac-
cording to them [the Ideas]”; &vBowTog ["human being"]. Thethings
seen do not exist in the mode d an idéa (their Beingisother) and yet
their "what" is determined by (isaccording to) the idéa. t&x mOAAX
TV oVVWVOMWV (987b91.), "the many things that have the same
name" and the same Adyoc, for example what are called humans and
are determined by this"what," are that which they are kotax uéBe&rv

53. See Morchentranscription, no. 15, p. 177.
54. See Morchentranscription, no. 16, p. 1771.
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(987b9), "by way of participation.” Pythagoreans: piunotig (cf.987b11),
"imitation," opoiwoic ["assimilation"]. Plato merely changed the des-
ignation. What ué0e&ic ["participation”] and uiunotg signify has not
been clarified, not even today! The general thrust isinsufficient!

elon—aioBnta> ["ideas—sensibles'], upeta&d ra pabnuatxd
["'mathematical things are in-between"]: &idw ["eternal”], axtvnta
["unmoving"], but at the same time moAA& ["'many”] (cf. 987b14it.),
whereas eldog a0 €v ékaotov poévov ["the edositself in each case
issingle"] (987b18).

eldn: altia {. . .) Toig &AAoi ["idess: causesd all else"'] (987b18f.):

OTolXElX TV EdOV— oo eia Taviwy ["elements d the ideas— ele-
ments of everything"] (cf. 987b19f.). ovaia: év ["what is present:
one"] (cf.987b21). DAN: MoAAA: TO péya—ukedy [ matter: many: the
great-small"] (cf. 987b20). Through uéfefic o these in the éy,
aodpoi ["numbers'] exist (cf. 987b211.). Like the Pythagoreans: &v
ovoia ["the one is Being"] (cf.987b22), not other beings among be-
ings; &pOpoi are constitutive o beings (cf. 987b24t.). (diov ["individ-
ual"] (987b27): (1) the dmewpov isitself articulated, doubled: péya~
HKQOV (cf. 987b26); (2) doOpol are mapdé ["beside"], not adte T
npdyuata ["the things themselves'] (987b271.).

The &v (ovoia) and the aoiOpot, why are they mapd and in general
why 1] v eidwv eloarywyr) ["the bringing in o the Ideas”]?—&ux
TV €V T0ig AdYOoLS (. . .} okéry (987b311.), "on the basis d a seeing
within the A6yot,” because d looking at what, fundamentally, is al-
waysalready meant in speaking about some thing; for example, brav-
ery in the case of brave persons, science in the case of learned ones.
This gaze directed at what is meant a priori is diaxAéyecOou ["dialec-
tics'] (cf.987b32). Cf. Sophist, Philebus.

Why isthe 0An doubled? Because from it numbers arise easily, with
exception made for the primary numbers.

* * *

Parmenides is not touched on in the present context, because thisdis-
cussion antedates Plato's turn to him. Specifically, it isonly in Plato's
later period that Parmenides comes to have special significance for
him.

The fact that there breaks through in Parmenides that which came
to light in later thinkers, namely in Plato and Aristotle, was seen by
Aristotle himself, who stressed and clarified it in his characterization
d Parmenides. He also noted a difference-with all other preplatonic
philosophers and with Parmenides' own studentsand successors. M.
A 5, 986b10-987a2. TeQL TOL TTAVTOS WG {. . .} HLAG oLoNG Pvoewg

55. See Morchentranscription, no. 16, p. 177f.
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["about all things as beings d one and the same nature"] (986bl1),
but they also differ among themselves. The axivntov ["nonmoving"]
(986b17) does not belong in the current discussion. That concerns an-
other problematic.’® £ouce To0 kata 1OV Adyov évog anteoBal ["he
(Parmenides) seemsto have adhered to that which isone according to
logos'] (986b19).

Critique d Plato (Met. A, chap. 9): ol d¢ tag Wéac aitlac tBéuevol
["those who put forth the Ideas as causes'] (990a34{.). Cannot go into
the details & Met. A 8 and 9, since a presupposition for that isa more
concrete knowledge d Plato’s philosophy, which is precisely what we
want to acquire.

56. See Phys. A 3.

2

The questiond cause and
d foundation asa
philosophical question

§13. Theunclarified connection between the question of cause
and the question of Being: posing questions.

Basic problem: the question d the four causes d beings:

1. which are the causes;

2. what in beings themsel ves satisfies these causes in each case;
3. to determine beings themselvesin all fundamental respects;
4. to determine the Being d beingsin generdl;

5.in how many varied ways are beings spoken of.>”

oV To AnAwg Aeyoupevov®® ["Being as said simply”]:>

1 ov twv katnyopwwv ["the Being of the categories'];

2. ov kata ovuPePnkoc ["Being as accidentally supervenient”] (cf.
1026a34);

3. OV wg aAnBéc ["Being as truth"] (cf. 1026a341.);

4. ov duvapet kat évegyeia ["Being inthesense o the potential and
the actual"] (cf. 1026blf.).

These four basic meanings d Being were no more determined by Ar-
istotlein their inner connection and their mode d origination out o
theidea d Beingitself than were the four causes. I n no case do these
four meanings d Being somehow correspond to the four causes, just
asin general it must be said that there isfundamentally nothing here

57. Cf. Met. A 9, 992b18ff., to which special significance is attached.
58. See Morchen transcription, no. 17, p. 178.
59. Met. E 2, 1026a33.
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likeasysteminthe sense d aunitary construction. Theidead system
only since the advent d idealism, and behind it a definite notion o
how things arelaid out in advance. With Aristotle, just aswith Plato,
on the other hand, everything is open, under way, inchoate, still full
d difficulties; nowhere the polish and settled character d a system.
With respect to what has been discussed so far, the basic problem is
this: why thesefour causes?*® Why —from which being have the causes
been wrested? How has that being been grasped in its Being? What is
the connection between the Being d a cause and the Being d afoun-
dation in general? Why do we ask about foundations, reasons? What
isthe origin and necessity d the "why"? Why do sciences particularly
make reasons and causes their theme?

§14. The problem of foundation in modern philosophy.

Modern philosophy:¢' Leibniz: Principiumrationis sufficientis["principle
d sufficient reason”]. No state d affairs and no event can have mean-
ing without a sufficient reason for it, even if that reason is mostly hid-
dentous.

Leibniz: principle d sufficient reason:*? no. 31 "our rational cogni-
tions rest on two great principles: first, on that d contradiction, in
virtue d which we designate as false everything that contains a con-
tradiction, and as true everything that contradicts or® is opposed to
thefalse" (Theodicy®* 544; 5169).6°

No. 32: "Secondly, on that d sufficient reason, in virtue d which
we assume that no fact can be true and existent, no utterance correct,
without there being a sufficient reason why it is so and not otherwise,
even if the reasons might in most cases be unknown to us' (544;
§169).¢¢

Wolff: Nihil est dneratione(. . .], cur potiussit, quam non sit.*” " Nothing
iswithout a reason why it is and not rather is not.”

60. See Morchen transcription, no. 18, p. 178f.

61. See Morchen transcription, no. 19, p. 1791.

62. Cf. Monadologie (1714), in: Die philosophischen Schriften von G. W. Leibniz, 7
vols, ed. C. J. Gerhardt (Berlin, 1875-1890). (Henceforth, Gerhardt.) Vol. 6, p.
6071f.; Hauptschriften zur Grundlegung der Philosophie, trans. A. Buchenau, ed. E.
Cassirer (Leipzig, 1904-1906). (Henceforth, Cassirer.) Vol. 2, p. 435{f.

63."Or" not in Cassirer.

64. "Theodicy" added by Heidegger.

65. Gerhardt, p. 612; Cassirer, p. 443.

66. Gerhardt, loc. cit.; Cassirer, loc. cit.

67. Ch. Wolff, Philosophia prima sive ontologia, 2d ed. Frankfurt and Leipzig,
1736. (Henceforth, Wolff.) §70, p. 47.
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principiumrationis sufficientis fiendi ["principle d the sufficient rea-
son of becoming"],¢®

principiumrationis sufficientis cognoscendi ["of being known"] (cf. §876,
P. 649),

principiumrationis sufficientisessendi ["of being"] (cf.5874, p. 648),

principiumrationis sufficientisagendi ["of acting”] (cf.5721, p. 542).

To mo@tov {. . } 60ev 1) éoTv & yiyvetaw 1) Yryvawoketou [“the first
whence of being or becoming or being known"] (Met.A 1,
1013a18f.).

Recapitulation

The previous sessions sketched the problematic that confronted the
ancient philosopher: the disclosure d the Being d beings.

In Aristotle, the guidelines d the consideration: the four causes.
We looked back on the main lines d pre-Aristotelian philosophy. At
the end, we looked forward: the problem d foundations or reasons.
Principled sufficient reason, principiumrationis sufficientis. Nikil e 9ne
rationesufficiente, CUr potius Sit, quam non sit.** "Nothing is without a suf-
ficient reason why it israther than isnot." Self-evident principle d all
research. How to understand it? Whence its necessity? Does the prin-
ciple arise out of the very Being of that about which it speaks; i.e.,
from theidea of Being and nonbeing? To answer, we must understand
Being itself.

Let us leave Aristotle's problematics in the background and listen
now only to the questions raised, and answers posed, by the ancient
thinkers themselves.

68. Cf. Wolff, §874, p. 648.
69. Cf. note 67 above.



PART TWO
THE MOST IMPORTANT GREEK THINKERS.
THEIR QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS



SECTION ONE
Philosophy up to Plato

Experience d beings,' understanding d Being in them. Concept d
Being and thereby a conceptual -philosophical understanding d beings.

From beings to Being. Understanding, concepts; concept—AOyos.
Truth. Addressing something as something, as what it is, which is not
somebeing init but isitsBeing, that which every being, asabeing, al-
ways "is." A6yog is not aloOnois. codia, copov d Heraclitus.

1. See Morchen transcription, no. 20, p. 180f.

Milesian philosophy d nature

§15. Thales.?

Thefirst philosopher and the "first mathematician,” asreported by Pro-
clus in hiscommentary on bk. 1 d Euclid's Elements.> Thalesissupposed
to have known certain geometrical theories, according to Eudemos, the
first historian d astronomy and mathematics, and also according to
Theophrastus (school d Aristotle), thefirst historian d philosophy.* On
the construction {?} d triangles.’ Thales used geometrical procedures to
measure the distance d ships from land. The basicsd surveying were
known. Which is not to say that Thales himself must already have been
explicitly cognizant d the theoretical presuppositions d such measur-
ings. Knowledge d the rulesd measuring does not require insight into
the theoretical conditions d their possibility and necessity.

Aristotle, who obviously owes his historical information to the
golden age d Plato's Academy, isthe only source. (Theophrastus, Sim-
plicius, and the doxographers all depend on him.)

1. Theearth floats on water.*
2. Water isthe (material)cause d all beings.”

2. Cf. Burnet, p. 40ff.

3. Procli Diadochi in primum Euclidis elementorum librum comrnentarii. Ex recogn.
G. Friedlein. Leipzig, 1873 (henceforth, Procli in primum Euclidis), prol. 2, B, 38.

4. Cf. Burnet, p. 45, n. 4; Eudemi Rhodii Peripatetici fragmenta. Coll. L. Spengel.
Berlin, 1864, frag. 94, p. 140; Theophrasti Eresii opera omnia graeca rec. lat. interpr.
F. Wimmer. Paris, 1866, frag. 40, pp. 423-424,

5. Cf. Procli in primum Euclidis, prop. 5, theor. 2, B, 143; prop. 15, theor. 8, B,
171, prop. 26, theor. 17, B, 212.

6. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 3, 983b211.; Decaelo B 13, 294a28ff.

7. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 3, 983b21.
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3. "All beingsare full & demons.”® "The magnet isalive, for it hasthe
power to move iron.”” Hylozoism: VAn—-{uxn ["matter-soul"], not
matter to which isadded spirit and life, but both still unseparated!*

Regarding 2: What is the world made up of? Water; from water and
back into it. Water perdures. Its various states d aggregation: ice, lig-
uid, vapor —understood meteorologically. The seed d all living things
is moist: moisture is the principle d life. The constant, constancy, the
never-changing.

§16. Anaximander.

Born circa 611. Theophrastus is the main source.

How' can what isoriginal, lying at the foundation d all beings, it-
f be one d those beings?

1. Neither something determinate, a "this"; indeterminate in that
respect, 2. it itself is not part d a conflict, not an opposite, 3. nor isit
limited; instead, it isinexhaustible. ¢pvoic.

Theindeterminate,'* whose essenceisthusindeterminateness, can-
not be determined more precisely than through the character d inde-
terminateness. Groundsfor theintroduction d the amelgov: t¢ o0twg
av povov ur) vroAeiney yéveowv kai GO0y, el dmelgov ein 60ev
adoapeital To yryvouevov ["Coming to be and passing away never
end, because that from which things come to be isinterminable"] .">

Oppositions: warm-cold, dry-moist, warm in summer—cold in
winter. Injustice-impartiality; something prior to both.

Surrounding our world: kK6opoU Kotk MooV TEQIOTACLY (TTEOTW),
omiow, dvw, katw, dekia, aolotepd) ["worlds in all dimensions (in
front, behind, above, beow, right, left)”],** innumerable "worlds," si-
multaneous. The unlimited which is outside this world "encompasses’
al worlds. The worlds are “gods.”** The philosophers deviate from the
usual way d speaking: agod is not an object d adoration or thelike but
is, instead, a being in the most proper sense. Aristophanes in the

8. Cf. Aristotelisde anima ibri I11. Recogn. G. Biehl. Ed. altera curavit O. Apelt.
Leipzig, 1911, A 5, 411a8.
9. Cf. Deanima A 2, 405a20f.
10. See Morchen transcription, no. 21, p. 181.
11. See Morchen transcription, no. 22, p. 181.
12. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. I’ 5, 204b221f.
13. Phys. T' 4, 203b18ff.
14. Phys. T 4, 203b26.
15. Phys. T’ 5, 205b321f.
16. Phys. I" 4, 203b13.
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NedéAar [Clouds]:the philosophers are aBeot ["atheists']." Theory o
the origin d the heavenly bodies, the earth, the moon, and the
animals.

{Regarding the amtepov:}'® Not a sensible, determinate being, but
something nonsensible, indeterminate; yet still a being.

Something unlimited, bodily in a spatial {?} sense. The exertion
needed to grasp Beingitsaf isexpressed i ntheinfinity d abeing which
is prior to all.

Aristotle always pays specia attention to this thinker and often
brings up his name. Hetriesto find in Anaximander aprecursor d the
idead theindeterminate mowtrn VAN ["prime matter"]: dAAx kai €€
dvtog ylyvetar mavta, duvaper pévtolr Gvtog, €k pr) Ovtog O¢
évepyeta ["al things come to be out something, something that is po-
tentialy and not actually"] ."?

§17. Anaximenes.?°

Circa 586-526. Theophrastus composed a monograph on him.

utov pév xai avtog v vrokepévnv pvow ["aso for him the
substrate d natureisone"].?! Each d his precursorsis correct. Thales:
adeterminate matter; Anaximander: aninfinitematter. { Fromboth:}??
the one determinate, yet infinite, material is always present and de-
cides the essence of any modification. Condensation-rarefaction, not
smply separation. All differences are now transformations d one ho-
mogenous matter, quantitative modes d it: ano, mvebpa—“air,”
"breath," wind, vapor, fog.> The primal matter has the same relation
to the world as the breath (soul) has to human life. Idea d animation,
organism, not mythical.

He had a much stronger influence than did Anaximander on the
subsequent thinkers, especially on the Pythagoreans and Anaxagoras.
The "philosophy d Anaximenes' came to designate the entire Mile-
sian philosophy d nature.

17. Cf. Aristophanis Comoediae. Rec. F. W. Hall, W. M. Geldart. Vol. 1, 2d ed.,
Oxford, 1906-1907, (henceforth, Aristophanis Comoediae),vv. 367,423, 1241, 1477,
15009.

18. Editor's interpolation.

19. Met. A 2, 1069b191.

20. For texts see H. Di€dls, Die Fragmente der Varsokratiker, Greek and German
(henceforth, Diels 1).4th ed. Berlin, 1922, vol. 1, chap. 3; 6th ed., ed. W. Kranz,
vol. 1, chap. 13.

21. Dids 1, 4th ed., chap. 3, A. Life 5; 6th ed., 13 A 5.

22. Editor's interpolation.

23. Cf. Diels1, 4thed., 3B 2; 6thed., 13B 2.
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§18. The problem of Being. The question of the
relation between Being and becoming and the
guestion of opposition in general. Transition
to Heraclitus and Parmenides.

Disclosured the Being d beings as a problem. Previously, a being, it-
sdf distinguished through the ¢vots-character: 0An—Aamneipov—
aotOuoc. Implicitly an understanding d Being, but no concept. Ever
and again a foray, striving after Being, but always thrown back and
grasping it only asabeing. If the Being d a being is not outside it but,
instead, belongsto the being itself, then does Being not again become
a being? Thereby, however, Being indeed becomes explicit and offers
itself as a problem, an ever more pressing one.

Being: what is always present and does not first become and then
pass away. On the other hand, in what is present there is also becom-
ing and motion, £€owg ["love"]. How to understand becoming itself? If
itisamode d Being, then what about Being? Thefirst thrust into the
domain d Being already introduces a new problematic (that d Being
and becoming), which it was necessary to work out once in an ex-
treme fashion before a new solution could be thought. Notin aleap to
anew cause for explanatory purposes, but to assure oneself in amuch
more penetrating way d how beings as a whole show themselves and
d what in them is problematic according to their basic constitution.

The opposition between the permanent and the changing is not the
only one; on the contrary, there are "opposites’ within occurrences
themselves. Already the fact that opposition is standing out philo-
sophically as such, and indeed not subordinate to something else, but
fundamentally, signifiesa new level. At first, there is only an aware-
ness** d "now this, then that," a difference. The opposed is other and
yet the same; the most extreme integration into awhole. 1. Opposites
seen, 2. fundamentally grasped {?} as such in the natural, everyday
experience d Dasein: day and night, death-life, waking and sleep,
sickness-health, summer-winter. Not arbitrary, as for example stone
and triangle, sun and tree. Opposition isnot mere difference; it iscoun-
ter-striving within a unity. It is not the mere succession d changing
things; instead, oppositionality constitutes the very Being d the being.
The consideration thereby lies at a higher level.

Everything in the world is opposition:

1. the opposites exclude one another; the one is not the other; in what
is opposite is nonbeing, and thus the opposite is not at all. Only the
being itsdlf is Being. Parmenides.

24. See Morchen transcription, no. 23, p. 182.

§18 [56]
47

2. they condition one another; the one is also the other; the counter-
striving things harmonize, and thus opposition is the essence d aii
things. Only oppositionality is the true world. Heraclitus.
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Heraclitus

Heraclitus ¢ okotewvog ["the obscure”],” born between 544 and
540.

§19. Theprinciple of Heraclitean thought.

According to the testimony d Diogenes Laertius, Socrates already
said: "You have to be a good swimmer to make headway here.”

Philosophy d nature: Stoa. Philo. Church fathers: Justin, Hyppoli-
tus.?” Gnostic interpretation.®

Usual view: 1. very close attachment to the Milesian philosophy d
nature (cf. Aristotle: Udwo, arg, m0E*), 2. prior to Parmenides. [But
according to] Reinhardt: 1. not a philosopher d nature,*® 2. after Par-
menides, since he explicitly responds to the problem d opposition.*!
Thus he does not stand in the line d transmission d the doctrines d
the Milesian philosophy d nature but, instead, in the line o
Parmenides.*?

25. See Morchen transcription, no. 24, p. 182.

26. Cf. Diogenes Laertius, Leben und Meinungen beriihmter Philosophen. Trans.
and comm. O. Apelt. Leipzig, 1921, bk. 2, 22, and bk. 9, 11-12.

27. Cf. Hippolytus, Werke. VVol. 3. Refutatio omnium haeresium. Ed. P. Wendland.
Leipzig, 1916, bk. 9, chaps. 9-10, pp. 241-245; Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata.
Ibid., vol. 2. BKks. 1-6, ed. O. Stahlin. Leipzig, 1906, bks. 2-6, pp. 117-435.

28. This partially till in Windelband's (?} history d philosophy: W. Windel-
band, Geschichte der abendldndischen Philosophiei m Altertum. 4th ed., ed. A. Goedecke-
meyer. Miinchen, 1923.

20. Met. A 3, 984a71.

30. K. Reinhardt, Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie. Bonn,
1916, pp. 201-202.

31. Ibid., pp. 200-201.

32. lbid., p. 202.
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To resolve an ontological problem, that d opposition, by means o
physics. The theory d opposition is not a side issue but is the genuine
problem. Not a question in cosmogony: to lead over, by mechanical
processes, from the original state to the current configuration o the
world.

Change occurs by force d law, d tavtdv ["the same”].>* Heracli-
tus's principle is not fire but, rather, é&v 10 godpdv, Adyoc ["one thing
is wise, logos']. Fire is only a form d appearance d cosmic reason
[Weltvernunft]. moo—mdvta Qei[“fire—all things are flowing"]; in-
stead, {?): {?}** ischange and permanence. This Unity in what is oppossd
isOedg ["God"].* Not tdvta O€t; no single fragment says: everything
is mere transition and change, nowhere duration and perseverance.
On the contrary, perseverance in change, tavtov ["sameness'] in
uetarnintery ["alteration”], pétoov ["measure’] in petafdAAewy
["change"]. Everything in the world is tavtdv; the warm cold, the
cold warm.

§20. The main themes o Heraclitean thought.

Opposition and unity, €v To godpdv ["one thing is wise"] (frag. 32),
naAtvtoomog agpovin, "counter-striving concord" (frag. 51). Fire as
symbol. Reason [Vernunft]: Adyog. Soul: Ppuxn.

Text: 126 fragments.> | n what follows, a selection d the ones phil-
osophically important for our problematic.

a) The question d oppositionality and unity.

The principle?® isthe One, the All-wise, 8gdg. Frags. 108, 67, 78, 102.
Frag. 56: what is not to be seen or grasped as a being, as something
present-at-hand, but can be apprehended only in the understanding
and is different from all beings. Everything is opposition and tension;
therefore oppositionality is not to be avoided in order to fasten onto
one d the members. Instead, the entire oppositionality itself. Frags. 60,
61, 62. Frag. 126: everything becomes its opposite. Frag. 111.

Everything is harmony, tavtév (and measure, limit). Frags. 88, 54,
51. Frag. 103: xUkAog [“circle"]. Frag. 8.

Fireassymbol: frag. 90. Everlasting perdurancein change: frag. 30.

33. Cf. frag. 88.

34. The passage could not be deciphered.

35. Cf. the explication in §20a.

36. See Morchen transcription, no. 25, p. 1821f.
37.1n Dids 1, 4th ed., 12 B; 6th ed., 22 B.

38. See Morchen transcription, no. 25, p. 183f.
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Sextus Empiricus: ovoia kgévov cwuatikt) ["the bodily presence of
time"] .>° The true essenceistimeitself. Hegel: abstract intuition d the
process; the intuited becoming. Harmoniously out d what is abso-
lutely opposed.

b) Adyoc*® asprinciple d beings.

&v méovra ["all things one'']: frags. 50, 41.
Frag. 1: hoyoq:

1. Speech, word: a) the disclosed, Aeyouevov ["the uttered"], what is
in the proper sense, what is understandable, the meaning. The
manifested being itself as manifest; binding on everyone as this
vay thing that has become understandable. b) the disclosing, Aéyew.
Not yet mere foundation, but that itsef which makes something
like afoundation accesshle

2. Reason [Vernunft],

3. Foundation: vmokeipevov.

4. What is addressed as something, in relation to, relatedness, propor-
tion. Euclid.

Frag. 2, frag. 114: Adyog is common, withdrawn from the arbitrary,
from random opinion. Frag. 29.

c) Disclosure and determination d the soul.*!

Ppoxn: frags. 115, 116, 45. Understanding, insight. What alone makes
beings accessible in their Being. The soul augments itself, uncovers
from itself, and pursues what is still covered up, unfolding out d itself
therichnessd meaning.

d) Assessment d Heraclitus's philosophy and
transition to Parmenides.

All thisamounts to anew position: the Being d beings, and sense, law,
"rule." Penetration into Being: the common, that which lies beyond
every being, but which at the same timeisin Adyoc. Understanding.
Parmenides: Aristotle: adOvatov {...} tavtov vmoAapPavewv
elvat kal pn) eivai ["impossible to accept the same thing as being and
not being"].*? {Heraclitus:}** The oppositional is, conflict; the dialecti-
cal itsef in the Hegelian sense. The movement d constant opposition

39. Cf. Adversus mathematicos 10, 217/1. I n Opera. Ed. H. Mutschmann, vol. 2.
Leipzig, 1914 (henceforth, Adversus mathematicos), p. 348.

40. See Moxchen transcription, no. 26, p. 184.

41. See Morchen transcription, no. 27, p. 184f.

42. Met. T 3, 1005b23§.

43. Editor's interpolation.

§20 [60-61]
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and sublation is the principle. Therefore Hegel already places Heracli-
tus &fter Parmenides and seesin him a higher level d development.**
Being and nonbeing are abstractions. Becoming is the first "truth,”
the true essence, time itself.*

The higher level d the analysis d beingsisaccompanied by amore
original grasp of Adyog and spirit, understanding. With Parmenides,
who advances conceptual work, specifically in connection with a new
solution of the problem, it is the same; indeed not A6yoc—vxrj, but
that at which all cognition and conceptualization as such aim. Truth
itsalf stepsinto theambit d reflection, specifically in the strictest con-
nection with the problem o Being. From this point on, the position
remains unchanged until we arrive at the thesis: Beingisonly in con-
sciousness and is unthinkabl e otherwise.

Back {to Heraclitus}:*¢ the problem d opposition is his accomplish-
ment. I n opposition thereis negativity, nonbeing, and thus opposition
itself isnot a being. Heraclitus has taken nonbeing itself ontically and
has understood this ontic determination as an ontological one.

44. Cf. G. W. F. Hegel, Vorlesungen uber die Geschichte der Philosophie. Ed. K. L.
Michelet. Vol. 1, G. W. F. Hegel’s Werke (henceforth,Hegel WW) . Val. 13. Berlin,
1833, pp. 327-328.

45. 1bid., pp. 334, 338-339.

46. Editor's interpolation.
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HE
Parmenides and the Eleatics

Reinhardt's investigations*” unsettled the earlier approach to the inter-
pretation, not only with respect to the relation d Parmenides (of Elea,
born 540)to Heraclitus,but  sowithrespecttothepositiond Parmenides
within Eleatic philosophy itself: X enophaneswastaken to be the teacher,
Parmenides the student who supposedly de-theologized the former's
theological speculations.”® One forgets that scientific and philosophical
questioning never arisesfromwithout {?}, asif it were producedby simply
continuing something else, but instead requires an independent ques
tioning. And in this domain belief and superstition come to an end—in
theBeingd autonomous questioning and d conceptsin general {?}.

§21. The problem o the relation between the two parts
o Parmenides' didactic poem.

Parmenides: his didactic poem mept pvoews ["On nature"].*> Prob-
lem: Being. Only unity, the non-oppositional, is. And Being is grasp-
able in voewv ["apprehension, understanding"]; the way d under-
standing, the only true thing, truth.

But the didactic poem also has a second part:*° on the world d be-
coming, ¢votg, that which is not, the mere object d d6&a ["opin-
ion"]. How can Parmenidestreat d thisand evenwant to clarify it and
thus provide its "truth"? The connection d the two parts is a much-
discussed problemin the history d philosophy.

47. Cf. above, §19, n. 5.

48. Joel, Ursprung, p. 83.

49. In Dids 1, 4th. ed., 18B; 6th ed., 28B. Also printed separately: H. Didls,
Parmenides, Lehrgedicht. Greek and German. Berlin, 1897. (Henceforth, Diels,
Lehrgedicht.)

50. Cf. frag. 8, vv. 501f.; frag. 1, vv. 28ff.
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Zeller,”! Wilamowitz:** in the second part Parmenides is not offer-
ing fully valid truth but the most probable hypothesisthat would make
becoming understandable. Thisinterpretation, however, comes out d
the horizon d nineteenth-century natural science and overlooks the
fact that it is precisely Parmenides who emphasizes that, with respect
to truth, there are no degrees, no partaking in the one side aswell as
the other. On the contrary, truth, just like Being and nonbeing, is ab-
solute. Either-or: truth or mere semblance.

Diels,”* Burnet:** Parmenides is not offering here hisown opinion and
clarification but is only reporting the opinions d others, the Pythagore-
ans. Against this, it has rightfully been objected that Parmenides would
have to understand these opinions precisely as opinions, i.e., for him, as
nonbeing. How could he possibly report on futile human delusions, es-
pecially in the very context d a doctrinal presentation d truth!

Joel:** the second part only a disputational exercise, mere eristics. For
what purpose? An opportunity for a discussion that merely teaches
how to gain one's point and refute others. But are we supposed to be-
lieve that a thinker d Parmenides' rank would stoop to this activity
and would lend his support to such goings-on?

Reinhardt drove these conceptions fromthe field, convincingly prov-
ing them to beimpossible. At the same time, he made a positive contri-
bution by indicating a new possibility, though he did not touch the heart
d the genuine problematic. Accordingto him, the second partisan es-
sential component d Parmenides theory d Itnowledge. "Theory d
knowledge" in Greek philosophy—beware! Problem d truth in the
strictest connection to the problem d Being. Tothe Baeing d truthbelongs
essentially the untruth. Proof that error has its foundation, in whatever
way it has entered the world. For Parmenides, the most proper possibil-
ity d truth presupposes untruth. Not change and becoming, but doxa it-
sdlf as beongingto truth.>¢ More precisionin the actual interpretation.

Truth-Being: the most intimate connection. Being and knowledge,
Being and consciousness. év-Adyos-idéa—eidog-Adyog ['Being-
discourse-Idea-outward look-discourse"] . Throughand in the onetruth,
the one Being; and only in Being, truth.

The goddess d truth shows and leads the way to the disclosure o

51. Zéeller, part 1: Allgemeine Einleitung. Vorsokratische Philosophie. First half-
volume, pp. 725-726.

52. U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, "Lesefriichte." I n Hermes: Zeitschrijt fur Clas-
sische Philologie. Ed. G. Kaibel and C. Robert. 34, 1899, p. 2031f.

53. Didls, Lehrgedicht, p. 63, 101.

54. Burnet, pp. 184ff.

55. K. Joel, Geschichte der antiken Philosophie. Vol. 1. (Grundrif der philosophischen
Wissenschaften.) Tiibingen, 1921, pp. 435-436.

56. Cf. Plato, Theatetus. 183Ef.
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Being as such. She keeps him far from the other way. But he must still
understand that other way at the same time. Thusit isclear: the cause
d error is not overcome through refutation and proof d impossible
consequences, but only if error is understood inits origin.

Two ways:*” explicit and constant emphasis on the 6d6¢—1£0000g
["way-method"] .

The way of semblance: semblance is what merely appears outwardly
to be such and such but is not so. Semblance istherival d that which
shows itdf What d itsedf compels on this path is always already the
moAvTelpov €0og (cf. frag. 7, v. 3),the "habit o those with much ex-
perience,” the usual, that which is commonly known and said about
things. dkouT|-YA@ooo—OUU& ["hearsay-tongue-eye'] (cf.frag. 7, v.
41.), immediate appearance. We are always already on this necessary
way. Insofar as Dasein is, it isalso aready in the untruth. Thisway is
not something that simply lies off the beaten track, to which one oc-
casionally strays; on the contrary, Dasein isaready on thisway, inso-
far asDasein is under way at all.

kotverv Adywt (cf. frag. 7, v. 5), "to distinguish and decide in and
from reflection” on the two possibilities. Then all that will remainisto
resolutely follow one d the ways. Free openness to the things and not
mere chatter. Science is not arbitrary, taken up on a whim, but is a
choiceon thebasisd reflection; that only i n conceptualization, A6yog.*®

§22. Interpretation of Parmenides' didactic poem.

a) Thefirst part d the didactic poem: the way d truth.

Which is the attitude corresponding to the way d truth, what is the
proper mode d research, and what shows itself there? Aevooe {...)
vowt (frag. 2 {4}, v. 1), "see with reason [Vernunft],"ask, how beings
arein themselves, and do not adhere to what is said about them!

Suwe dmedvta Aebooe magedvta Befaiws, "as to what is never-
theless absent, seeit with a sure gaze as present i n its presence, for this
gaze will not sever beings from their context" (cf.ibid., v. 1-2).”®
Such a gaze does not see any isolated being, which, asthis, isnot that,
but seesonly the one Being itself. This gaze does not veil redlity. It sees
what every beingis, it has Being present to it, whether the being is ab-
sent and removed or not.

57. Dids 1, 4th ed., 18B1, vv. 28ff.; 6th ed., 28BI; cf. frags. 4, 6 and 7. The nu-
meration d the 6th ed. will henceforth be placed in braces (()) when it diverges
from that d the 4th ed. used by Heidegger.

58. Cf. thefirst lecture; see above, p. 3.

59. See Morchen transcription, no. 28, p. 185.
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ov is &uvov (frag. 3 {5}, v. 1), beings are "syncretic" [»zusammensei-
end«], €xeoBou ["holding together"] (frag. 2 {4}, v. 2), cuvexéc [“self-co-
hesive'] (frag. 8, v. 6).Every being, as a being, is the One, the Whole,
Being. Unity and wholenessd Being; "oppositionlessness.” Presence d a
being, even if it may be absent. Accessblein voeiv (frag. 2 {4}, v. 1.
véwt), in"perception,” in reflection onthebeing and onitssense, i.e., on
Being. Itisnot a matter o apeculiar faculty, an occult science, an insight
occasioned by some special technique, nor isit mystagogy or theosophy;
on the contrary, itistheway d the closest-lying conceptual work.

The two ways are now to be determined more precisely. The first:
voug, conceptual determination; the One, the Whole, Being. What
beings are in themselves, undistorted; truth, Being. The other: d4&a,
"semblance," idle talk; the multifarious in what is otherwise, the
equivoca {?}, opposition, nonbeing. Semblance distorts, since the
many individual s are not the One.

Correlation d truth, reflection, and Being; they belong together,
they are the same. Only in reflection does Being offer itself, and it is
only what is grasped d it in reflection. Identity of thinking and Being!
Idealism. Beings are not that which clarifies.

Beingsare. Beingis.
Nonbeingsare not. Nonbeing is not.

Nonbeings are, nonbeing is: as possibility and modality d Being. Ex-
plicit affirmation: it cannot be proved that nonbeingsare (frag. 7, v. 1).
Plato's problem: whether nonbeings might not indeed be.¢°

There remain only the beings d the first way; taking that path, the
resultis: beingsare (frag.8).0On that path occur many onuata (frag. 8,
v. 2),"signs," i n which Bang becomes visible, showsitsdf In carrying on
to the end the pure, unfalsified reflection, one that is not diverted asa
method into reports and stories about beings but, instead, asks about
Being itsdlf, then thislatter showsitsdf in thefollowing characters:

ayévnrov (frag.8, v. 3)—"unborn"; it did not ever first come to be,
at no earlier timewasit not.

avawAeOgov (ibid.) —“undying”; it will never pass away, at no later
time will it not be.

oVAov (v.4in 4th ed.s") —"a whole"; it is not patched together
from parts, ones that could be added or subtracted.

60. Plato, Sophist, 241D.

61. Instead d oUAov and the next character, povvoyevég, W. Krang, the editor
d the 6th ed., followsthe reading o Plutarch and Proclus and substitutes: ot
Yo ovAopeAéc [*for it iswhole].



Basic Concepts d Ancient Philosophy [67-68]
56

HOUVOYEVEG (v.41in 4th ed.**) —"unique"; there are no more d
the same, for whatever else could be or is, is
uniquely Being.

ATOEHES (v.4)—"unshakable"; Being cannot be taken away.
Being is nothing further than, and nothing other
than, thefact that it is.

atéAeotov (ibid.)}—"without end"; not athing that somewhere
or in some way comesto an end or to limits. Being
has nothing against which it could be delimited as
abeing.

oUdE moT MV (v.5)—"never wasit"; init thereisno past, nothing
that once was present earlier.

o0d¢é mot éotar  (v.5: oub' éotan) —"never will it be"; in it there is
no future, nothing that will only later be present.

¢rmet vov oty (ibid.)—"becauseit is the now itsdlf"; only the now,

opov constant presence itself.
AV (ibid.) —“altogether”; through and through only
now.
év (v.6)—asthis, it is pure now and nothing else. One,
never other, no difference, no opposite.
ouvexES (ibid.)—"self-cohesive”; in every now as now, init-
of asitsalf.

Veass 5 and 6 d frag. 8 provide the most pointed interpretation o
Being. It istelling that thisinterpretation iscarried out with the help d
time and itscharacters, indeed to the effect that the nowaloneis, along with
whatever isin the now. The now, however, is always constant i n every
now. Being is constant presence. The now isthe samein every now. Being
is, inwhat it is, constantly without opposition or difference.

This connection, namely that in the determination d Being there is
also a determination d time, has never been heeded previoudly, or has
only been noted superficially. Differencesd Being with respect to time:
temporal Being: the real; non-temporal Being: the ideal; super-temporal
Being: the metaphysical. Why and whence this connection, with what
justification? How does time come to serve as criterion to differentiate
thevariousmodesd Being?We seealready afirst attempt by philosophy
togain aconceptd Being by referring to time, though without explicitly
naming and analyzing time itself. Something compelled by the factual
connection between Being and time, obscurefor the Greeksand still ob-
scure today. I n our interpretation we must emphasizethe orientation to-
ward the phenomenon d time and make clear that only in this perspec-
tive do the peculiar predicatesapplied to Being become understandable.

62. See previous note.
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Itisneither to be expressed nor maintai ned: Being ever once was not.
To say that Beingis not is precisely to say: Being is. What could it have
been that impelled Being to comeforth out & nonbeing? Being either is
or is not. yéveoig anéoPeotau (frag. 8, v. 21)—"al becoming (change)
and difference have been obliterated.” drvotog 6AeBpog (ibid.)—"pass-
ing away has disappeared.” Change and differenceare not.

Unity and self-sameness areexplicitly effected anew. oubi diaipetdv
(v.22)—"not to be split asunder." The now isawaysthe now. If we, so
to speak, divided the now and set off small moments in a now, they
would always only be nows, always the now itself: seconds, thou-
sandths d a second, millionths d a second are, when they are, the
now. The now is constantly i n every now. The non-now is not now and
never is now; on the contrary, what isis aways only the now.

érel mav {. . .} opoiov (v.22)—"for in the whole thoroughly homo-
geneous’; it does not become other, d another genus than the now.

Not paAAov (v. 23)—not "more" now, and not xewpodtegov (V.
24)—not "less' now. The now has no degrees, is never more weakly or
more strongly the now, but is aways only uniformly the now.

nav & EunmAedv éomv €dvtog (ibid.) —Being "is entirely full o
Being." The now consists d nothing other than the now.

Pov yap éove meAéler (v. 25)—"one being abuts another," "comes
close," ismost close. One now abuts another, without abreak. Euveyéc
(ibid.)—everything isin the now and isitsdf the now.

axtvnrov (v. 26)—"without motion”; it is always the now, the con-
stant which stays. Kant, who understands time as the order d succes
sion, the way all his predecessorsdid, also claims: time stays.> Timeis
only inthe now. The now is constant, it stays; time stays. "Without be-
ginning or end, because coming to be and passing away are precluded
fromit" (v.27f.). anwoe &¢ niotig dAnOng (v.28)— "theadherence to
what shows itsdlf uncovered in itself, as a being," which sees only the
NOW. TAVTOV T €V TaUTL Te pévoy kB’ €auto te kettan (V. 29)—"the
same, remainingin its self-sameness, lies there constantly present in it-
df." The now isin every now constantly itself.

To determine Being more precisely and to take up anew the above-
mentioned thesis: identity of Being and thinking. " The perceptual-reflective
apprehension d beingsisthe same as that on account d which the ap-
prehended iswhat it is' (v.34).What is apprehended is beings; to them
apprehension as an apprehension d . . . is hecessarily related. "You will
not find an apprehending without the beings" which it apprehends and
"in which it is expressed" (v. 351.), which it manifests. What is appre-
hended, what issought, iswhat isexpressed about beings. The apprehend-

63. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, B 224-225.
64. See Morchen transcription, no. 28a, p. 185f.
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ingof. .. isessntially reated to beings. It existsonly through and with them.
It itsdf isprecisaly what beings are: Being. Being and apprehending: ap-
prehending is apprehension d beings, isitsdf Being! Intentionality.
"Likeawell-rounded sphere" (v.43), determined initsdf and thus
without end, "equally expansive from the middlein all directions” (v.
44). Uniform, now and only now, constant. opatox ["sphere] (cf.v.
43):revolution d the sun, d the heavens. xoovog ["time"]!

b) The second part d the didactic poem: the way d semblance.®

The second part: "theory d Itnowledge." Text: frag. 19: katx ddEav
(v.1), it only appears outwardly as a being, for now itisand already it
isnolonger. And it is, so to speak, captured in the names, which re-
main, whereas the thing named passes away. Thus people's words are
empty sounds, empty husks, that provide nothing d redlity. So there
isno relying on things said.

Soldy Being itdf is. All d6&a adheres to the changeable and the
changing, namely what is not now, not yet, or not anymore.

The power d reflection on Being, unprecedented certainty in lin-
guistic formulation.

Parmenides: unity, uniqueness, wholeness, and immutability d
Being. Pogtively on the basisd the phenomenon d time.

Zeno: if one accepts the opposite, viz., plurality and becoming, then
arise contradictionand absurdity. Negativdly on the basisd consequences.

§23. Zeno of Elea.

Born 489. eopnkn d¢ kat xaplevia ideiv—“tall and o pleasing
appearance.”*

a) Zeno's attempt to provide arguments contradicting the
possibility d plurality and motion.
Itisin dialogue with Socrates that Zeno clarifiesthe aim d his trea-
tise:¢” "In truth my writing meansto lend support to Parmenides' the-
ds by arguing against those who undertake to ridicule it and who
claim to show that, if Being is one, many laughable things follow, in-
cluding évavtia atg (128d2), things that 'contradict the thesisitself.'
My writing is directed against these people and givesthem back an even
stronger dose d their own medicine by seeking to demonstrate that
their OUdOeo1c, approach, basic thesis, ei moAA& éotwv ["if there are

65. See Morchen transcription, no. 29, p. 186.
66. Plato, Parmenides, 127B4{.
67. Cf. Parmenides, 128C6-D.
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many things'] (128d5f.), leads to even greater absurdities 1] 1) To0 &v
etva (128d6) —‘than does the thesis d the unity and uniqueness d
Being,' aslong as one investigatesthe matter with sufficient rigor.”

El ToAA& €otv, what then? He pursues the consequences d this
vn6Oeoic, onthe basisd Parmenides' conception d Being. vrto0eoic:
setting forth a contention as a problem to resolve. If T ocvppaivovia
["the consequences'] are impossible, then the Ut60¢01c is destroyed.
Zeno does not provide a new positive clarification d the philosophy o
Being but only argumentation to overpower the denial d Parmenides
thesis.

Zeno's proofs regarding unity and multiplicity were preserved by
Simplicius.*® Those regarding motion: Aristotle, Pivdcs Z 9.¢

Combating a science d multiplicity and motion. Dialectical subver-
siond theidead multiplicities asintegrated out d unities. Againstthe
Pythagoreans: the principle d beings is number, the presupposition
and determination d appovia ["harmony"]; number is discrete mul-
tiplicity. {Zeno}:” inconsistency d thisideaitself. (Against the unity
d oppositionality, Heraclitus!) The whole is put together out d parts,
their result. How are these, as parts, supposed to confer on the whole.
asawhole, a quality, wholeness, they themselves do not possess?

1. The problem d spatial magnitudes.
2. Theidea d quantitative relationsin general.
3. The problem d motion.

Regarding 1:"' a) The elements d spatial magnitudes are non-spa-
tial. How is space supposed to arise through an agglomeration d non-
spatial elements? b) The elementsthemselvesare spatial, in aplacein
space. Everything that is, isin space. But then space, too, isin space,
and so on in infinitum.”

Regarding 2: Putting together Pythagorean elements yields either
a) no determinate magnitude at all, or b) an infinite one. Regarding
a):out d sheer ciphers no magnitude can come to be. Regarding b): if
out of magnitudes, 6yxot, then between any two there are aways
further magnitudes, in infinitum.”> Nothing determinable: nothing. In-
determinate: nothing.

Regarding 3: Moation: a) broken down into elements which do not

68. Diels 1, 4th ed., 19B2 and 3 {29B2 and 3). ,

69. 239b91f. in Dids 1, 4th ed., 19A25-28 {29A25-28)}.
70. Editor's interpolation.

71. See Morchen transcription, no. 30, p. 186f.

72. Dids 1, 4th ed., 19A24 {29A24}.

73. Cf. Diels 1, 4th ed., 1981 {29B1}.
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move; b) broken down into elements in which the petaBoAn
["change"] is preserved.

Regarding 3a: Motion: totality d positionsin space. |sthat motion
or not rather its opposite? A juxtaposition d locations results in rest!
I n every now a here; in every now, inthe whole d time, atotality o
hereswill never yield motion.

Regarding 3b: Motion put together out d very small motions.
Smallest transition from one motion to another; but within these
transitions themselves are aways more transitions. The closest near-
ness still infinitely distant. Prior to every place that needs to be tra-
versed there alwayslies another one. The moving body does not at all
advance. Therefore slower and faster cannot be distinguished. The
fastest can never catch up to the slowest.

b) Four examplesrefuting the possibility & motion.

1. otadwov: "You can never reach the end d a racecourse” (ouu
evdéxetal {. . .} To otadlov dieAbetv™).

2. 'AxiAAevg: Achilles will never catch up to the tortoise.”

3. 1) oiotog degopévn Eotnkev: "The flying arrow is stationary”
(Phys.239b30).

4. xoovog (cf.Phys 240al).”

Regarding 1: "You can never reach the end d a racecourse.” You can
never traverse an infinite number d pointsin afinite time. You must
traverse half d agiven distance before you can traversethe whole. That
goeson adinfinitum, sinceaninfinite number d pointsareinany given
distance; and you cannot, in afinite time, touch an infinite number o
points, one after theother. a) agiven distance (racecourse):breaksdown
into an infinite number d points; b) to traverse an infinite number d
nows (eachof which can aso beinfinitely divided!). No moving object,
however fast it moves, can traverse any distance at all. Neither the spa-
tial interval nor the temporal span, neither space nor time, but the con
tinuum as such, cvvexéc. As the continuum, it is the indeterminable
nothing; how canit be determined, illustrated, finitely?

Regarding 2: Achilles will never catch up to the tortoise. He must
first reach the place from which the tortoise has set out. During this
time the tortoise will have advanced over afurther portion d the way.
Achilles must now cross this portion, but the tortoise will again be
further off. Heisalways coming closer to the tortoise but never reaches

74. Aristotle, Topica cum libro de sophisticis elenchis. E schedis J. Strache ed. M.
Wallies. Leipzig, 1923, © 8, 160b&f.

75. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. Z 9, 239b14ff.

76. Cf. Burnet, p. 291, n. 3; pp. 319-320.
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it. Some distance always remains. No matter how slow the tortoise
moves, it always traverses an infinite distance, and so Achilles can
never catch up, for even a small and ever-diminishing distance re-
mainsinfinite and cannot be crossed in afinite time.

Regarding 3: Theflying arrow is stationary (stopped).For if athing
isstationary as soon asit occupies a place equal to itself, and if what is
in flight does always occupy, at every moment, a place equal to itself,
then it cannot move. Every moment, every now, is a here. The whole
d time, the sum d the nows d motion, isasum d heres. No "from
here to there,” since thisagain isan infinite sum d heres.

The arrow never "is" at a point d its trgjectory. Being = presence,
for "now" here, "now" there; since flight—trajectory. Being = pres-
ence, standing, standing over (object),standing against (resistance).

Regarding 4:”7 "Half d a time can be equal to the whole.””s Let
there be three series, A, B, and C, d dykol. Let B and C move with
equal speed in opposite directions. The moment all three series line
up, B has passed twice asmany pointsd C asd A. Therefore

tc here = t,.Butt. = ty = t;\

tc = 1,
Starting position: End postion:
(Stationary).... A o A
(Moving)....) B ....B
(Moving) (...C ....C

A given distance in an infinite number d points; cf. the example d
the racecourse. An infinite number d points can be illustrated by
means of various finite numbers, although here indeed it is presented
by an oval.

X
Between all the points d two line segments d different lengthsthere
existsa univocal and reciprocal correlation.

77. See Morchen transcription, no. 31, p. 187f.
78. Literally translated: "be equal to its double."
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I n spatial distance,”” in motion, in"time." The same phenomenon
not from space qua space, motion qua motion, time quatime, but from
thefact that all these phenomenainclude a continuum, an actual infin-
ity of "points,” units. If this continuum is grasped as multiplicity, ag-
glomeration, then nonsensicalities follow. Thereforeit must be grasped
as an original unity and wholenesswhichisprior to thisinfinite, endless
divisibility. Unity, wholeness, adwxigetov ["indivisible'], ovvexés,
continuum, Being itself.

B. Bolzano, Paradoxien des Unendlichen. Ed. from the author's literary
remains by F. Pi-ihonsky. Leipzig, 1851.

G. Cantor, Grundlagen einer allgemeinerr Mannichfaltigkeitslehre. Ein math-
ematisch-philosophischer Versuch in der Lehre desUnendlichen. Leipzig,
1883.

H. Weyl, Das Kontinuum. Kritische Untersuchungen ziber die Grundlagen
der Analysis. Leipzig, 1918.

B. Russell, A. N. Whitehead, Principia mathematica, vols. 1-3. Cam-
bridge, 1910-1913.

c) Evaluation d Zeno's philosophy.

The difficulty does not liein time, nor in space, but in the continuum.
Continuum: Being. But this latter isidentified with time. Yet Being is
prior to space, time, magnitude, and so cannot be interpreted through
time."Intime": here "time" itself asa being, ovoia: Aristotle. Whenwe
say that Beingis connected to time, we areintending "time" i n an origi-
nal sense, from which the time d the common understanding is derived,
originated, without thisorigination ever being clear.

While Zeno's arguments are indeed negative in form, yet upon
closer inspection they do bring Being itself into sharper relief. The
continuum is a phenomenon that lies equally at the foundation o
magnitude, space, and common time.

§24. Melissus o Samos.?°

Aboveall, frag. 7:8' Being isan utterly homogenous mass, without any
distinction between the dense and the rare, the full and the empty;
nothing "next to" it or "outside" it, "no limits."

Frag. 8% returnsto, and sharpens, the propostioregarding alotnoig
and d6Ea, namely that these do not at all allow one to penetrate into

79. See Morchen transcription, no. 31, p. 188.
80. See Morchen transcription, no. 32, p. 188f.
81. Diels 1, 4th ed., 20B7 {30B7)}.

82. Diels 1, 4th ed., 20B8 {30B8}.
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the Being of beings. Nevertheless, with this extreme consequence Me-
lissus touches on the intention of the basic possibilities, and d the
conditions, that must be satisfied by a science d these multiplicities.

Problem of Being: critical science is ontological, positive science is
ontic. To penetrate through to Being, yet all the while clinging to be-
ings. Simultaneously theimpossibility o ascienced this(viz., Being}#:
and yet advancementsin researching it.

83. Editor's interpolation.
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The later philosophy d nature:
Ernpedocles, Anaxagoras, and atomism

§25. Being and the multiplicity of changing beings
i nthe later philosophy o nature.

Science™" of beings, taking them in the sense d the multiple and the
changing—impossibleas £v: unity and unigueness, wholeness,immuta-
bility Unity and wholenessare to be maintained, aswell asthe ontol ogi-
cal intention d characterizing Being, and yet there still isfound away to
investigatebeings. Theidead Beingispreserved. The questioniswhether
beings themselves can be grasped in a structurally more rich way, so
that, as grasped i n thisway, they might satisfy, in their ontological con-
cept, the Eleatic idead Being. Thisidea d Beingisthe guideline. vosty,
Aoyog, isthe koitnplov ["criterion™] for what isand what is not. But at
the same time there isthe intention d oc)Cetv o pavopeva, "saving
the phenomena,” i.e., restoring its proper rights to that which showsit-
f initsdf and indeed asit showsitself. To this correspondsamore pre-
cise understanding d experience, d sense perception, namely an under-
standing that the senses, and indeed every sense, have their rights.*
Onthe other hand, Anaxagoras emphasizes the fundamental limits
d the senses and the priority d vouc and Aoyog. un' &davOTnTog
avTWV oV duvartol eopev kpively TaAn0ec™ —“On account d their
weakness, they do not allow us to grasp beings themselves in their
differentiations.”

84. See Morchen transcription, no. 33, p. 1891.
85. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B4, v. 9ff. {31B3, v. 91f}.
86. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B21 {Didls, vol. 2 (henceforth, Diels 2),59B21}.
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Leucippus.®” For Parmenides, opposition and unity are mutually
exclusive. For Heraclitus,®® they are united. For both, however, no
concrete science of beings. Parmenides does not have any beingsin
the strict concept of Being, whereas Heraclitus has nothing but beings
inthestrict concept d Being. Striking: previously the description con-
cerned either only Being or only beings. The earlier philosophy o na-
ture indeed asked about origins, but not at the level & an ontological
problematic. In characterizing Aristotle's survey, we referred to the
principle of sufficient reason, the basic principle o research, why some-
thing isand not rather is not.”* We were already referringimplicitly to
Leucippus: oUdév Xonua Mty vivetar, dAA& mavta €k Adyov Te
Kol UTT o’(vécy}cqg%_"Nothing arises by chance; on the contrary, ev-
erything comes from definite foundations and by force d necessty:
aitioAoyia [“aetiology”],* regard toward the nexus d foundation:
foundation and the founded; only within this nexus can we grasp be-
ingsintheir Being. awvouevov [ phenomenon]: what showsitself is
a being; as such it is founded with respect to its Being. Not the pure
opposited Being, sheer semblance, but abeinginitsBeing. Not Being
in itself, in detached tranquility, but the Being of beings. In the sense,
however, of the Greek idea  Being: constancy, constant presence, now
understood as the constant foundation of change.

a) Thisfoundation is not identified with Being; instead, it provides
something constant to underlie change, “elementum,” otoixeia >

b) Changeitself not as coming to be and passing away; now instead,
with respect to the elements, as a constant mixing and separating.
Conservation of the whole in a multiplicity d possible transforma-
tions. Cf. Empedocles, frag. 8,2 Anaxagoras, frag. 17.94

Being pertai ns most properly to the elements. But even becomingis
understood as a mixing and separating d those elements, as their
blending and segregation. Thereby the elements are original and con-
stant; blending and separating are mere possibilities.

OlwpaTa,” "roots," oméguata,’ “seeds,” otowyeiov [“element”].
Foundation and element are formal; the concretions are sundry. In

87. Didls 2, 4th ed., 54A7 {67A7)}: Aristotle, De generatione et corruptione A 8,
324b251f.; cf. Phys., Met. A; see Morchen transcription, no. 33, p. 190f.

88. See above, p. 46f.

89. See above, §13 and §14, p. 371f.

90. Diels 2, 4th ed., 54B2 {67B2}.

91. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B: Democritus, frag. 118 {68B118}.

92. Plato, Theatetus, 201 Eff.

93. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B8 {31B8}.

94. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B17 {59B17}.

95. Empedocles, Diels 1, 21B6 {31Bé}.

96. Anaxagoras, Diels 1, 46B4; (2,59B4).
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both ideas nothing is pre-delineated. Empedocles:. fire, water, earth.
Air.’” Anaxagoras: every being passes over into the other. "Everything
comesfrom everything.””® Qudities, not materials, infinitely many and
of infinitely many kinds. Every individual thing isin truth only ade
terminate congdlation of the whole, d the totality d present, possible
qualities. It isto these present constellationsthat names accrue.
niavoTieopio,” "totality d all seeds.”
Democritus: oxotin ["obscure'], "inauthentic" knowledge; yvnoin
["lawfully begotten"], "authentic' knowledge.'*
Atoms: oxnua, taéls, Béoic ["shape, arrangement, position].'”!
Element, foundation, relation. Empedocles: love-hate,'*” Edpaigog'”
—KkOOU0G.'"
Anaxagoras: vo0g.'%°
Atomism: Urokeipevov. Ordered whole d possible positions, the
void.’*® This order d positions is aso a being; it is the void, wherein
this or that can move. Orokeipevov and kevov, "substrate” and "di-
mension” are necessary componentsd change and motion. Even the
kevov has vmdotaols ["foundation] and ¢uvolc. Democritus: pr
paAAov 1o blv 1) To undév eivan ["thereisno more existencein some-
thing than in nothing”]'”” (deig, dév / ovdeis, tic ["something, one
thing | nothing, anything"]).
Here, sequent to Parmenides idead Being, everything that belongs
to a possible nature is placed in Being; thus arises something like a
schema d nature in general. It is not that Parmenides sees only the
individual thing and Democritus the system; on the contrary, Par-
menides also grasps the whole, but only in the pure, undifferentiated
samenessd presence. Demaocritus, on the other hand, articulates even
the constitutive momentsd motion.
What makesthe presentation difficult isthefact that these philoso-
phers occupy an intermediary position between Parmenides doctrine
of Being and the speculation about beingsin the older philosophy d

97. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B17 {31B17}.
98. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B6 {2, 59B6}.
99. Cf. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46A45 (2, 59A45): Aristotle, Phys. T 4, 203a21f.
100. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B11 {68B11}.
101. Cf. Dids 2, 4th ed., 54A6 (Leucippus) {67A6}: Aristotle, Met. A 4,
985b13{f.
102. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B17 {31B17} and 4th ed., 21B26 {31B26}.
103. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B27 and 28 {31B27 and 28).
104. Cf. frag. 26, v. 5; see above, n. 102.
105. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B12 (2, 59B12}.
106. See Morchen transcription, no. 33, p. 190f.
107. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B156 {68B156}. [For Heidegger's translation o frag. 156,
see the Morchen transcription, no. 33, ad finem. —Trans.]
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nature, as well as the fact that it is easy to say either too much or too
little about every concept here: danger d assimilating these concepts
tothosed modern natural scienceor d crudely identifying them with
those d Thalesand the like. People used to seek to characterize what
is peculiar here by asking how that which beings themselves exhibit
astheir ontological structure does neverthelessnot reach the ontol ogi-
cd determinateness attaching to, for example, the év & Parmenides.

§26. The problem of knowledgeinthe
later philosophy of nature.

Adyoc'* isthe court d appeal for determining genuine apprehension,
but aioOnoig hasitsown rights. Thefunction d Aéyog and votg was
seen, but their mode d Being was not conceptualized: here lies rather
abadc difficulty i n systematizing. Knowledge would be possible only
through an assamilation d the same by the same (Cf. Parmenides: the
being as known and the Being d knowing are the same.'*°) Counter-
action. Empedocles: we know only that which we ourselves are alike
physically.l’® Democritus: eidwAa [“images”]"!'—¢mguo i ["float-
ing"]."" Frags. 7, 8, 9, 10.1* Repercussion d the moded Being d the
knowable being on the Being o knowledge: knowledge isitsdf only
matter, fireatoms, d the highest mobility. Knowledgeitsaf is merely
aprocessin the factual universe, d the same mode d Being asit.
Thus here a regression. But, i n another respect, afurther penetra-

tioninto thestructure d beings, evenif, at the sametime, amistaking
of the Being of this penetration. Whence we see that the functional
achievement of vodg and Adyoc is grasped, but their Being is not con-
ogptudized. This discrepancy continues into the future, where the
mode of Being d knowledgeand d all comportments comes more di-
rectly into view. Descartes, Kant, Hegel.

108. See Morchen transcription, no. 34, p. 191f. *

109. Diels 1, 4th ed., 18B5 {28B3}.

110. Cf. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B109; cf. 21B106 {31B109; cf. 31B106}.
111. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B10a {68B10a}.

112. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B7 {68B7).

113. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B7-10 {68B7-10}.



Sophistry and Socrates

§27. General characterization of sophistry.

1. Question of the Being of the world, nature. 2. Question of the Being

of human Dasein.'*

Sophistry marks th
that the division into periods means, as regards co
emphasis is placed respectively on the world or on Dasein, for even in
the case of the former there is already voug, AGYoc, knowledge, aPpre-
hension, spirit, soul. Truth. Wherever philosophical ref|€ction exists,
there is manifestly always a questioning of world and Dasein, Dasein
and world. The more radical the one. the more clear the whole.

In sophistry, reflection moves from a consideration of the world to
an interpretation of Dasein, specifically of Dasein’s possibilities of
knowledge and comportment, morally and politically. Truth and fal-

justice and injustice: decisions about them a matter of SUbjective
on. Indeed this interpretation is still carried out using the
means offered by the previous philosophy of nature, as formulated in
Heraclitus, for example, or in the Eleatics. We already saw the con-
stant repercussion of the idea d Being on the conception of knowl-
itself. Sophistry is not in a PoS tive sense scientifically productive.
ke the Being of Dasein an explicit theme of investi-
predecessors but brings into view a new
possible thematic field for cultural consciousness. Distinction: pre-sci-
entific interest in cognition and culture and scientific thematization.
Sophistic science belongs to period 1; in view of the emphasis on Das-
ein, sophistry belongs to 2; in factit is neither. transition.

Main exponents d the older sophistry:'"”

e transitionfrom 1 to 2. A backward glance shows
ntent, only that an

sity,
convicti

edge
It does not yet ma
gative work. It draws on its

114. Cf. the division into periodsin 57, p. 17f.
115. Full materials on the older sophistry in Diels 2, 4th ed., 73bff. {791f.}.
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Protagoras d Abdera
G9rgias of Leontini (Sicily)
Hippias o Elis
Prodicusd Ceos
Anonymus Iamblichi i iti
_ extract d hisw i ]
theA Neoplatonic Iamblichl(ls) NG fn the Protrepicus of
F:ggloif}syloi (ALqAIéEag) ["Double arguments (Discourses)”]
_ > later circle of sophists: i TAAY
i oceiness phists: Antiphon (*AAr@eiar [“truth,
Wh(z)ocblg’[nsi [";()phis’[”] —"the one with expert knowledge,” “the one
understan S," Cf. OO(I)éC ["Wi%ma ” 8 . ’ ;
e . . - | man 1, codla [“wisdom”].116
ave cI)lr(;: a dGSIgnatlor_l foraphilosophical trend or school, but al]so nA:
P (J) o 1ve connotation. Only circa 450 was the meanir,lg restricte?i
powon ccount of a new theoretical determination of the concept bu£
e pOhgx%erts a_lcqulred special importancein science and in r:act‘
onl, ° Cadaffal rs.'l_'he rise of democracy after the Persian W;is n;t
& n¥m 15)1(133367 aftf(; i';r;eb l|1 rt1d|[vl[cri]ual New possibilities of participating in
at the same time aso requi i
« ' _ quired a h
W;ree t;e;tglrehgducatlon._ And that required teachers. Theselgt}flzil?élrd
ner pract} (C);)l 1;:;11 t"fgely |mdp:;\1r_ted nc;ﬁ only theoretical cognitions bui
. , , and historical knowled ,
e aceical, b . _ ge, and, above all, the
public effectiveness:speech. Th i :
o ded : SS: - Thereby the im
o er:tet(:lr.ltcl. 1111 the public assembly, in debates, but als}(,) in couftori??tcle)
technli)qule lc(iif Zgggessesumt. cl Oj\dﬁcgnneded tO rhetoric was erist’ics ch
; / ion. And both require 4
pochn ] 2 _ a mastery of A
e (;Xw(??il" dialectic. Here the sophists accomplished pYOSitiVCOtZ;)lSS,
and positive VV()I‘](-, not only for the spread of culture but also for
iy se in ger}eral v|tqlity, for new questions, for critique "
i~ aricteflstl.c of their philosophical instruction: imﬁarted for
me p},ﬂle; erc}elts it V\}/as otherwise free of charge. From the point of ViUI?Va(Y)i
sophers, the sophists appeared asmercen )
ther : 'y peddlers of -
; }ifl O(;I;;haisc aslelf-fr{(tolhng tempters of youth, trappers, ﬁshermenpﬁlalf(?’s
critique thrust the positive i :
L2 merit of the sophist 3
an; ((g);ortrllr;(riél"sfllgy ag)_pear only as corruptors of youth, of It)rue ié?tuﬁc
. Sophistry: arbitrarily, on false : i '
i troe o SO Y, grounds, refuting some-
] g it totter, or proving what is fal ing i
Meditation on life and gui I oracies, s Dausible
tion or guidance not through oracles, mor i
221;1 tll\lle (ilISpOSItlon of_ the moment but, instead, througil tho;;}’zgffz? srlf;lm’
and. m:konge{ 1o believe and imitate, but to form opinions for onesZ;
llcomtame S}I: s own way. Against vopog, “convention,” and for gtoig
rhet(;r’ o ng- Enl!ghtenment, education, moudeverv. Elogue .
1c. lopics: the various points d view, tomol, from wﬁich a?n i;CC»
/ ue

116. Cf. above, 59, p. 20.
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can be conceived and grasped. Didectics: to view something from vari-
ous sides, not to absolutize one side. “Ypeis d¢ ["You, on the other
hand*] ... Theonewho liessayswhat is not; but what isnot cannot be
said; thereforeno one can lie."*” The teaching activity was soon carried
out in this form: to hoodwink through clever talk and artifices and to
pam df on the hearers definite opinionsand purposes.

§28. Protagoras.

Homomenaura ["man-the-measure’] principle: TAVIWV xonuAaTwv
péTEOV AvOQWTOV glvatt, TV pEv dviwv we 07T, TV dE ) GvTwy,
we ovk éov ["Thehumanbeingisthe measured all things: d beings,
asthey are, and d nonbeings, asthey are not"].!'® &vOewmOs ["human
being"] understood as the individual, not humanity versus animals.
Substantial rationality, self-consciousreason [Vermunft] in humans. Cf.
Plato, Theatetus ol pév ékaota ¢uol Gpatvetat TOLXUTA pey éotv o,
olot d¢ got, ToladTa Ht ad gol* AvOEWTOG dE o te Koy ["eachthing is
tomejust asit appearsto meandisto you just asit appearsto you: both
you and | being humans'].*** A wind makes one person cold, another
not. Therefore we cannot say thewind initsdf is cold or not cold. Qog
1L ["tosomeone'], what showsitsdf ineach caseto any individual isthe
truth, the being itsalf; and everything showsitsdf differently to differ-
ent individuals. Heraclitus: since everything, including the individual
Dasein, isconstantly changing, bothinitsef andinitsrelationto others.
Noat only are the objects d knowledge constantly changing, but so is
knowledgeitsalf. The mode d Being d knowledgeis the same as the
Being d the beings to be known.'*® Frag. 7: "The lines given in sense
perception are not d the samekind asthosethe geometer hasfor an ob-
ject; in this way nothing can be experienced as straight or curved. The
circle does not touch the tangent at only one point.”**!
The aloBnows-doctrine of Protagorasis taken up positively in Pla-
to's Theatetus.**
Dialectic,'** rhetoric.
Linguidtic critique (0pBoémewa).** Classification d the genera d
names and propositions: dteIAé te 1OV AGYOV TOWTOS €1G TETTAQM

117. Plato, Euthydemus, 283C8ff.

118. Diels2, 4th ed., 74B1 {80B1}: Plato, Theatetus, 152A2-4.
119. Plato, Theatetus, 152A6-8.

120. See Morchen transcription, no. 35, p. 192.

121. Diels 2, 4th ed., 74B7 {80B7}: Aristotle, Met. B 2, 997b35ff.
122. Plato, Theatetus, 152Aff.

123. Cf. Aristotle, Met. T 4, 1007b221.

124. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 74A26 {80A26}): Plato, Phaedrus, 267C6.
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["intofour"]: evxwAnv (petition),éowtnow ["question”], dmdgiowy
["answer"], évtoArpv (command).According to others, thereare seven
forms.!?> Ilpotaydpag T& Yévr TV dvoudtwv dujoet, &QQeva Kal
BnAea kai okevn ["Protagorasdivides nounsinto the classesd mas-
culine, feminine, and neuter"] 12
 Bluadation: megt pev Bewv 00K ¢xc eidéyar, o000’ (g elotv 00O’ g
ovk elotv 000’ Omoiol Tiveg déav: MOAAX YaQ Tt kwAvovta eidévar
T &idnAGTnS Kad Boaxbs wv 0 Blog Tov dvBpwrov. [ haveno knowl]
edge d the gods, neither that they are, nor that they are not, nor what
sort d ddos they have: for there are many impediments to knowing
them, such astheir obscurity and the shortnessd human life.”]12

§29. Gorgias.

ITeoi To0 un) 6vrog 1 Iept pvoewg [ONn nonbeing, or, On nature"] 128
Opinionsdivergeregarding the content and aim d thistext. Some be-
lieve that presented here is merely an example d the most overdone
dialecticsand sophistry; others find positive and seriousdeliberations,
to be sure not without a strong influence from the art d formal argu-
mentation. Aristotle wrote ITpog T ITogyiov ["Against the views d

Gorgias”],'2? and we can assume Aristotlewould not do battle against
amere babbler.

The content d the text in three theses:'*° 1. Thereis nothing. 2. But
if thereweresomething, it would be unknowable. 3. If there were some-
thing and it wereltnowable, then the knowledged this being would be
incommunicableand could not be expressed or interpreted.

The Being of beings, the knowability d Being, and the communica
bility d what isknown are denied.

125. Diogenis Laertii de vitis 1X, 53 and 54, in Diels 2, 4th ed., 74A1, p. 220
{80A1, p. 254}.

126. Aristotle, Ars rhetorica. Ed. A. Roemer. Leipzig, 1914, T' 5 1407b6ff. in
Dids 2, 4th ed., 74A27 {80A27}.

127. Diels 2, 4th ed., 74B4 {80B4}. [For Heidegger's translation o frag. 4, see
the Morchen transcription, no. 35. —Trans.]

128. See Diels 2, 4th ed., 76B3 {82B3}: from Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathe-
maticos 7, 651f.; see Morchen transcription, no. 36, p. 192f.

129. Opera. Ex recogn. |. Bekkeri. Ed. Academia RegiaBorussica. Berlin, 1831,
val. 2, 979a12-980b21; B. W. A. Mullach, Aristorelis de Melisso, Xenophane et Gorgia
disputationes cum Eleaticorum philosophorum fragmentis. Berlin, 1845, pp. 62-79;
"Aristotelisqui fertur de Melisso X enophane Gorgialibellus.” Ed. H. Didls. In: Ab-
handlungen der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin ausden Jakren 1899
und 1900. Berlin, 1900, Philosophisch-historische Classe, Abh. 1, pp. 1-40.

130. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathematicos 7, 66.
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Regarding 1: Being. ei yao ot (T1)—“if Is.”*' There is nothing. a)
What is not is not. b) Beings are not either: aa) eternal, or bb) pro-
duced by becoming, or cc) both at once. ¢) Beings must either be one
or many; but they can be neither. d) Likewise, both the one and the
many cannot be at the same time.

Regarding 2: What isthought d would have to be; nonbeings could
not be thought of.

Regarding 3: Every sign is different from what is signified. Words
are something other than colors. The ear does not hear colors. How is
the same intended thing supposed to bein two different "subjects"?

§30. Further exponents of sophistry.

a) Hippias d Elis.

Famous for his mathematical, astronomical, and geometrical knowl-
edge. He was well versed mepl te YOAHUATWV duVAHEWS Kl
OLAAAPOV Kal QLOKWY Kol apuoviwV ["inletters, syllables, rhythms,
and harmonies"].*? Transmission o Greek culture. | n hisbasic moral-
political notions he was not as extreme as one might expect from the
dialectical and theoretical declarationsd the other sophists.

b) Prodicusd Ceos.'”?

Distinction between words d closely allied meaning; problem d sig-
nification; expression.”** Socrates several times called himself, even if
not with full seriousness, a student d Prodicus.

He handed down characteristic theses d the enlightened position
d sophistry:

What people find usful they worship as divine: sun, moon, rivers,
fountains, bread, wine, water, fire."*® Rudiments d this can befoundin
the critiqgue Empedocles and Democritus make against popular religion.

Fear d death is unfounded. For death is something that concerns
neither the living nor the dead; not the first, because they are still
alive; not the second, because they are nolonger alive. Aslong asthe
living being is alive, death is not present; when that being is not aive,
death cannot possibly be present toit.

131. G. W. F. Hegel, Vorlesungen ijber die Geschichte der Philosophie. Ed. K. L. Mi-
chelet, vol 2; Hegel WW, vol. 14. Berlin, 1833, p. 371f.

132. Plato, Hippias major, 285D1f.

133. Cf. Plato, Protagoras, 315D1{f.

134. Cf. Plato, Euthydemus, 277 E3if.

135. Diels 2, 4th ed., 77B5 {84B5} from: Cicero, Denafuradeorum 1, 118; Sextus
Empiricus, Adversus mathematicos 9, 18.
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C) Anonymus Iamblichi.!3
Outworn, would-be enlightened wisdom without philosophical sig-
nificance; merely characterizes the process by which the propositions
d the sophists were increasingly popularized.

d) Aooot Adyor."”
Theses, counter-theses: tattév—ov tavtov [the same—not thesame'];
regarding the aya©6v ["good"] and the kaxov ["bad"]: sicknessis bad
for the one who is sick, good for the doctor. Relativity d the
consideration.
Teachability  virtue: the counter-arguments do not stand.

It is clear: the sphere d questions Socrates posed in his own way
was already known.

§31. Socrates.

a) Biography and sources.
Born circa 470. Son of the sculptor Sophroniscus and the midwife
Phainarete. Aristophanes’ NedpéAau [Clouds] in 427; Socrates a per-
sonality well known in the city. Three military campaigns; poor; re-
fused to hold any public office.

Indicted by Anytus, Meletus, and Lycon in 399. {Charges:}!*® cor-
rupting the youth. Disbelief in the gods d the city. Bdief in new dae-
mons. I n court, he refused to make any concessions. Then he would
not flee from prison, though his friends had prepared an escape. In
their presence he drank the cup d hemlock, after convincing them o
the necessity o hisaction.

Thereis no clear and unanimous view d Socrates, even today. The
reason is the variety of sources: 1. Xenophon's Memorabilia,'* Apology,
Symposium.'*° 2. Plato's dialogues.’' 3. Some indications in Aristotle.
4. Aristophanes' Clouds.'+>

136. Dids 2, 4th ed., 82 (89).

137. Didls 2, 4th ed., 83 (90).

138. Editor's interpolation.

139. In: Xenophontisopera omnia. Recogn. E. C. Marchant, vol. 2, Oxford, 19001f.
140. Ibid.

141. In: Platonis opera. Recogn. |. Burnet. Oxford, 1899ff.

142. NedpéAau. |n: Aristophanis Comoediae.
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K. Joel" on Aristotle's view, E. Dithring'** on Xenophon's, J. Bur-
net'®® on Plato's, H. Maier* a mediator.

b) The significance d Socrates for the understanding
d Daseinin general.

Distinction'"” between what we actually understand and what we do
not understand. Ignorance versus omniscience and versus the hasti-
ness d common sense. Appropriation d genuine knowledge versus su-
perficial chatter. Questioning what is most evident and closest versus
arcane sagacity. Without a preconceived thesis regarding knowledge it-
self: what it is, what isits scope. Concept.

Intention to justify knowledge as such, positive. Even here an orien-
tation toward what is closest, the activity d handcraft, monolc—Téxvi—
eldog, €gyov petx Aoyou [“making-know-how-essence, product ac-
companied by logos']. Production had been the guideline for the
interpretation d the world. Now it becomes the point d departure for
the knowledge residing in it. Something in its ground, why and how it
issuch and such, onthebasisd whatit s, the tt. What something, prior
toall actuality, already wasinits potentiality isits essence. The ti (&idog)
iswhat is primarily disclosed; from it all other beings and all comport-
ment toward them receivetheir sureness and transparency.

All action, so as not to be blind, requirestransparency. Regard toward,
and sight for, the “for the sake of which." Thereby possibilitiesare under-
stood, the respective potentiality-for-Being, the suitability, "virtue," aget).
Self-knowledge in the current situation, taking into account the cir-
cumstances. The potentiality-for-Being and the understanding exist
only asthisknowledge. Virtue is knowledge, &oetr] is poovnotic.

¢) The significance d Socrates for scientific-
philosophical research.'*®

Socrates: always, fundamentally and essentially, attempting to achieve
thisknowledge, awakening d an understanding d it, implanting anin-
stinct for it. No new contents or domains, no new trend i n philosophy.
He left everything initsplace, and yet he shook all things right to their

143. K. Joel, Der echte und der Xenophontische Sokrates. 3 vols. Berlin, 1893-1901,
vol. 1, pp. 203-312.

144. E. Diihring, Kritische Geschichte der Philosophie vor ihren Anfingen biszur Ge-
genwart, 3rd ed., Leipzig, 1878, pp. 81-82.

145. J. Burnet, Greek Philosophy. Pt. 1: Thales to Plato. London, 1920, pp. 128,
149-150; J. Burnet, Platonism. Berkeley, 1928, pp. 18-19.

146. H. Maier, Sokrates. Sein Werk und seinegeschichtliche Stellung. Tiibingen, 1913,
pt. 1: "Die Quellen," pp. 4-156.

147. See Mérchen transcription, no. 37, p. 193f.

148. See Morchen transcription, no. 38, p. 194{.

§31 [92-93]
75

foundations: a new possibility and thereby a radical summonsto knowl-
edge and to the grounding o knowledge. Fact: no scientific results and
yet arevolution d science, such that Plato and Aristotle became possible
on account d him. Thesignificance d methodological determination was
here demonstrated once and for all in the history d knowledge and re-
search. Method isnot technique; onthe contrary, it meanstolook tothe
ground d things and thereby grasp the possibility d apprehending and
determining them.

Socrates' method, according to Aristotle:'* 1. émaktucog Adyog ["logos
that leads on"] (cf. 1078b28), émaywyr), "to lead over," in Aéyew to
what something is addressed as, a primordial coming to visibility d the
i, 2. 6pleoBat kaBdAov (1078b28f.), to "circumscribe” what has been
set forth and to determineits current constitution and structure.

Maieutics: emptiness to be exposed for what it is and others to be
helped to deliver the possibility o understanding teeming in them.
Maieutics is the antithesis d the imparting o cognitions.

Indeed there had already been proofs, grounding, reflection on cog-
nitive comportment, but now the concept as such is explicitly made
prominent and understood precisely as concept. Adyov dddvat, to in-
vestigate and pose the ground expressly as ground. To grasp the essence
is not to run about and gather properties found haphazardly; on the
contrary, it isfo grasp thea priori. What maintainsitself throughout vari-
ation and modification. Apprehension itself; the "general,” kaBoAov,
the universal —itself a being, or not? Only a signification? What does
that mean? Adyog: concept, signification, meaning. Being and meaning.

Socrates was not a moralist who disdained the philosophy d na-
ture. On the contrary, his concern was the understanding of Dasein's
knowledge and action in general. He was no more concerned with deter-
minate domains d the knowledge d nature than he was with ethical
principles d delimited content or even with aspecial value system and
its particular hierarchy d values. Socrates thought much too radically
for such contingent matters to hold him fast: theoretician, practitio-
ner, dialectician, moralist, prophet, philosopher, religious personality.
Socrates comesinto focusthrough thework of Plato and Aristotle, and
through a comparison of their philosophical problematic versus the
previous philosophy, much more clearly thanif wetried to build upan
image d him on his own.

149. Met. M 4, 1078b271f.



SECTION TWO
Plato’s Philosophy

Biography, secondary literature,
and general characterization o
Plato’s questioning

§32. Biography, sources, and secondary literature.

Biography in bare dates: 427, bornin Athens. Son d Ariston and Perik-
tione. Composed playsin his youth. Activein politics. Philosophy {was
first taught tohim by}* Cratylus, the Heraclitean. Circa406, met Socrates.
Minor dialogues. 399, death d Socrates. To 388, varioustravels: Megara
(Socratics),Egypt, Italy, Sicily. Mathematics and medicine. 387, found-
ing d the Academy. 366-365, 361, two further travels to Syracuse, in
order toimplement his political ideas. 347, death.

Writings: the Apology, thirty-four dialogues, aseriesd letters, some
poems.

Questions surrounding him: genuineness d the dialogues, estab-
lishment o their time d composition, their chronology; problem as
regards content: Plato's philosophical development.

Transmission:
1. Numerous papyri, d great antiquity, show only that thetext, asgiven
in the newest manuscripts, reaches back very far in time. Here already
substantial corruptions.

2. Medieval manuscripts.

3. Indirect transmission: cited in the scholiasts, in commentaries.

Editions:
Henricus Stephanus, Platonis Opera quae extant omnia, eéx nova Joannis
Serrani interpretatione, perpetuisejusdemnotisillustrata. Geneva,

1 Editor's interpolation.
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1578. Page numbers d this edition used in citations: e.g., Phaedrus
275D.

New complete editions:

Platonis Dialogi graece et latine. Ex rec. |. Bekkeri. 8 vols. in 3 parts. Ber-
lin, 1816-1818, with commentary and scholia (commentary 2
vols. Berlin, 1823).

Platonis dialogos sdectos. Rec. et comm. in usum scholarum instr. G.
Stallbaum. Starting with vol. 4, pt. 2: Platonis opera omnia. 10 vols.
Gotha and Erfurt, 1827-1860.

Platonis dialogi secundum Thrasylli tetralogias dispositi. Ex recogn. C. F.
Hermanni. 6 vols. Leipzig, 1869ff.; new ed. by M. Wohlrab.
Leipzig, 1877-1887.

Burnet, |., Platonis opera. 5 vols. Oxford, 1899-1906. Best critical
edition.

Croiset, M., et al. Platon, Oeuvres completes. Texte Ctabli. Collection des
universités de France. 13 vols. Paris, 19201f.

Letters:
Die Briefe Platons. Ed. E. Howald. Zurich, 1923.

Translations:

PlatonsWerke. Trans. F. Schleiermacher. 6 vols. in 3 parts. 3rd ed. Ber-
lin, 1855-1862.

Platons Werke in Einzelausgaben. Trans. and notes O. Apelt. Leipzig,
19111f.

Secondary literature:

Hermann, K. F., Geschichte und System der Platonischen Philosophie. Pt. 1:
"Die historisch-kritische Grundlegung enthaltend.” Heidelberg,
1839.

Windelband, W., Platon. 6th ed. Stuttgart, 1920. (FrommansKlassiker
der Philosophie.)

Raeder, H., Platons philosophische Entwicklung. Leipzig, 1905.

Ritter, C., Platon. Sein Leben, seine Schriften, seine Lehre. 2 vols. Munich,
1910 (vol. 1), 1923 (vol. 2).

Natorp, P., Platos Ideenlehre. Eine Einfiithrung in den ldealismus. Leipzig,
1903, 2nd ed., 1921.

von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, U., Platon, 2 vols., vol 1: Leben und
Werke; vol 2: Beilagen und Textkritik Berlin, 1919, 2nd ed. Berlin,

1920.
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533. General characterization of Plato's questioning.

The theory d Ideas.? That characterizes Plato’s philosophy. From the
termitself, it would appear that something completely novel isemerg-
ing here. But that is mere appearance. What is new is that the old in-
tention d the previous philosophy istaken up moreradically. Socrates:
asking for the essence, concept. ti éotrv; Thisor that being, "What is
it?" Plato: what is a being at all? Asking for the essence d beings as
beings, asking for Being!

etdog, "outward look," what something in itsdf shows itsdlf as.
What do beings as beings show themselves as? Investigation into the
Ideas: asking for the Being d beings. That isthe substantive content o
the problem d the Ideas. Not the theory d Ideas for itself as a special
philosophical opinion, in order then to join it to the previous phil oso-
phy, but the old question taken up on the more transparent basis pro-
vided by Socrates' questioning. Only from thispoint d view, from the
substantive content d the "theory d Ideas," the Being d beings, can
it be understood how and why there arose what is usually considered
the problem d the Ideas.

Motifs: the working out d the question d the Being d beings is
universal and, equally, occurs at the level of principle: the totality d be-
ingsin their Being; and it isspecificallyin thisrespect that they are to
be known. The result is that such a task is determined: 1. from the
mode of the experience of beings in general, 2. from the directions o
the theoretical knowledge d beings, and 3. from the ruling and avail-
able understanding d Being in general.?

Why eidoc, "outward look," Gestalt?*

1. On the basis d apprehension; people who are "al eyes." Primacy
d showing.

2. Gestdlt: that which holds all together, not asum o the conglom-
erated parts, but rather the very law d the conjoining. Earlier than.

3. What every individual Gestalt configures. Impressing d order.
Ruling, and specifically its principle, measure. The constant. péfe&ig
["participation”]. E.g., health.

4. Thus, however, the universe o beings. Sky, globe, orbit d the
stars. All beings have in this way an original impress. Universality,
determinateness.

5. Thisiswhat remains unchanged. The knowabk. Mathematical science
holdsfor nature and yet has not been obtained from it or in it assuch.

2. See Morchen transcription, no. 39, p. 195.
3. Seethe recapitulation below, p. 80.
4. See Morchen transcription, no. 39, p. 195f.
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6. Itsdf something, a ToT0G—UTEQOLEAVIOS ["a place beyond the
heavens'],” something transcendent.Being d beings.

Ideas: xwolouog ["separation”], 6vtws ov [“the being that most
is']. The Being d beingsisitsaf a being, and indeed the most proper
being. Thus beingsin general are derived; relation between both.

Platonism:® questioning, theory, and world-view, oriented toward
this basic opposition, which it holdsfast to or seeksto reconcile.

Becoming, change — (Being) Constancy
Theindividual The universal

The accidental Law

Nature Spirit

The temporal The eternal

Sense perception
The conditioned

L ogical-conceptual cognition
The unconditioned

Two-world theory, pé0eig, petald ["between"].

Recapitulation

Idea: interpretation d beings with respect to their Being. The theory
d Ideas is ontology, eidos. eidetics, "eidetic reduction,”” phenomenol -
ogy. The expression "eidetics' taken over from psychology, has there
nothing to do with the problematic d philosophy.

Motivesfor eliciting the €idon ["ldeas"'], according to the meaning in
each case: Gestalt, law, ordered whole, norm, what is constant.
XwoLopog, pédeELs. Platonism.

5. Cf. Phaedrus, 247C3.

6. See Morchen transcription, no. 39, p. 196.

7. Cf. E. Husserl, Ideen zu einer reinen Phanomenologie und phanomenologischen
Philosophie. Jakrbuch fur Philosophieund phanomenologischeForschung, vol. 1, Halle/
Saale, 1913, p. 4.

2

M ore concrete determination o the
problem d Being in Plato's philosophy

After this general characterization o Plato's questioning, we want to
grasp it more determinately. Three issues:

1. Ground and domain d the problem d Being.
2. Center of the problem of the Ideas.
3. Thebasicproblem d ontology.

§34. Ground and domain of the problem of Being.'

a) The apprehension d beings and the understanding d
Being in the Republic.
The question d Being includes: 1. experience d beings, 2. consider-
ation d Being.
Regarding 1: to experience beings: which beings? The entire realm
d beings?

¢uotun —  Mathematics, medicine:  Nature

noinowg  — World d work asawhole
meaLg - Action, history

TOALG —  Theconcrete and the state

Everywhere in beings are "Ideas"; i.e., insofar as we experience beings
asbeings at al, and are not blindly delivered over to them, thereisal-

8. See Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 196f.
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ready an understanding d Being. No accident that the Republic con-
tains reflectionssuch asthose on the classificationd beingsand d the
possible modes d the apprehension d beings.’

moAAX kKaAd ["many beautiful things'], nohhh éxaota ["many
individuals']. avto kaAov, "the beautiful itsdf as such”; kat Wéav
piav ["according to one Idea']; o éotv—“what it is" ékaotov—“the
present individual,” the This.

voetoBai
Apprehended, graspedin the
understanding

ooaoBat
Seen with the eyes

axon ["hearing"], alcOnowg
in general
atoOnra ["perceived things']
aloOnoig - aloOnTa
tottov ["third thing"]
in &g ["sight"] (507E11L.)

KataAdumer aAnOeld te Kal To oV
[“shining on truth and Being"]

(508D5)

dac ["light"] (507E4) what illuminates both disclosedness
and Being

Ao ["thesun"] (cf.508A7) what illumines through the under-
sanding d Beang

SPc-nAoedéotatov ["most
sharing in the dosd the
sun"] (508B3)

aitiog Oewg ["cause d
vision"] (cf.508B9)

o0 ayaBob ékyovov
["offspring d the good”]
(508B12f.)

AVAAOYOV EQUTQ
["analogousto itself"]

N oL dyaBov idéa ["the ldea d the
good"] (cf.508E2f.)

aAnOeaxv mapéxet [*furnishing
truth"] (509A7)

(508B13)aAn0ewx, éruotrjun (cf.
508E3t.), dyaBoeldn ["of the same
ddosasthe good"] (509A3)

doaTdv ["visible'] (509D4)"°  vonTov ["intelligible'] (509D4)

"Cuttings": topn) (cf.510B2), tufjuata (509D7)

1. eixoveg (509E1) —“images,” vontov {. ..} €ldog (511A3)
in which beings present
themselves. oxiog ["shadows'],
davraopata (510A1) —"simulacra,”
reflectionsin water, on the surfaces
d dense, smooth, shiny bodies.

9. Republic, bk. 6, 507Bff.; see Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 197f.
10. See Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 198t.
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2.4 o010 Zowkev (510A5),
thisthing itself,

& e Tepi Nuag Loa ["the
animals round about us']
(510A5),

¢dutevtov ["plants'] (510A6),

okevaotov ohov (510A6),
"equipment.”

HLHT]@éVTO( (cf.510B4), the eldog éQC()HEVOV ["visbleados']

"imitated,” now itsdf (cf.510D5)
eikdveg, itsdf an "image."
Tértaa {. . .) madnuata v
0 Yuxn ["four dispositions
inthesoul"] (51 D7)"
ALog ayaBov
doéa vonoig

1 eikaoio (cf.511E2)
("visual appearance”)

1. davowx (cf.511D8)

vmoBéoeot xonobat, ok ért ApXTV
ioboa ["employing hypotheses, not
proceeding up to the beginning"]
(cf.511A3-5), as elkdOL XQWUEVT
["employingimages'] (cf. 511A6),
which for their part were already
imaged.

2. miotg ["trust"]
(cf.511E1)

2. vonoig (cf.511D8), Adyog
(511B4), ovk aoxag {. . .)
vnobéoic (511B5), "not the begin-
ning asfoundation,” but merely as
point d departure. dvundOetov
["non-hypothetical"] (cf.511B6),

U Oc doxn ["the beginning o
B0 (e bodimning

Neaw articulation d the kinds d apprehension, on the basisd a new
classification d beings. Apprehension d beings in order to disclose
them in their Being. Various modes d disclosability, disclosedness,
truth. But not smply various forms d truth; instead, a hierarchy d
those forms. Different truths, the difference according to the respec-
tive mode d Being d the disclosing comportment, d Dasein itself.
Apprehension through aioBnotg requires light; thus in general illu-

11. See Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 198f.
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mination. According to the possible lighting, the kind and source d
the light, there are various possibilities d access to the beings them-
selves. Differencein the source d light according to the mode d Being
d Dasein: difference in the understanding d Being.

It is not unusual for Plato to present figuratively a basic problem he
does understand but has not completely mastered.

b) The cave allegory: levelsand relativity d truth."

Cave:* imaged our Beingin the spatial surrounding world. Thelight
in the cave. Outside the cave: the sun and the beings it shines on and
whose growth it conditions and promotes, Being in the proper sense:
image d the world d the Ideas, the sun represents the highest Idea.
What in the alegory represents the highest, the world d Ideas, isin
actuality, outsided theallegory, our spatial surrounding world, which
is symbolized in the allegory by the cave. The spatial surrounding
world, illuminated by the sun, hasadouble function: 1. assymbol: the
highest; 2. asthe actual world: the lower.

As abeing, that whichin each caseimmediately showsitself. It is
assumed as a being and accepted as a being, d0&a, déxeoOal (without
proof).Insofar as Dasein is, it has a £€doa (cf. 517B2), a"seat" and a
place and thereby has surroundings. A surrounding world, even if ac-
cessible only to a small degree, is already disclosed with Dasein. A
light, anillumination is required for anything at all to be seen, even if
only the shadowsin the half-darkness d the cave. I n other words, for
a being to be experienced there must already be an illumination d
Being. An understanding d Being. Thelight must shine, althoughiit is
not necessary that the light itsdf already be seen or even be grasped
conscioudy at all. Those in chains know nothing about the light and
can never know about it. The light is there, Dasein livesin an under-
standing d Being, without knowing about it."

Thefirst level d truth:

a) Pre-givenness d aworld in general; seat.

b) Understanding d Being, inexplicit. Being is neither seen nor
conceived.

c) A determinate mode d letting be encountered (eixaoia ["image']).

d) daAéyeoOal, "to speak all the way through,” to speak about that,
about beings.

12. Republic, bk. 7, 514 Aff.; see Morchen transcription, no. 41, p. 1991.
13. In the manuscript, thisinserted page bears the title, "Cave alegory."
14. See Morchen transcription, no. 41, p. 200.

15. See supplement no. 2, p. 159.
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e) Dasein, to which thisworld is pre-given, to which the world itself
is unveiled.

In unity with that, Dasein is also disclosed to itself. According to the
levels of disclosedness, Dasein seesitself only in terms d what it en-
counters, only in terms d the world. Thosein chains see themselves
only as shadows.

How then is the transition to a higher level d truth carried out?
(Whereinresideswhat is essential to the differencesin truth?) It isnot
carried out by gaining more d the old cognitions, by having a richer
manifold of uncovered beings, since the mode d Being d Dasein al-
lows only shadows to be seen.

The chained-up Dasein must be released, so that it can see in the
light itself,i.e., know about thelight itself. But that means: the under-
standing of Being must become explicit and be transformed. As long
asthat does not happen, i.e., aslong asthe released ones cannot seein
the light itself, they also cannot see the very beings that are directly
illuminated. On the contrary, in conformity with the understanding
d Being (shadowy, without light) still ruling at the earlier level, they
will take any being they now encounter, any thing itself—since it is
not shadowy —as a nonbeing. What isfirst needed is an acclimation to
the light; i.e., the formation d the new level d truth primarily re-
quiresafamiliarization with the new understanding d Being. On that
basis, the things themselves can then be distinguished from their
shadows and semblances. Only from the higher understanding o
Being do the things that had been exclusively taken as beings now be-

come comprehensiblein their Being. That isto say, in order to survey
and understand all beings and their respective waysto be, what is re-

quired isthe highest understanding d Being, the knowledge d what
Being properly means.

The transition to a higher level is always as follows: not by an ex-
tension of cognitions in the already given domain d experience but,
instead, primarily by being drawn moreand moreto thelight. That is,
the development of the understanding d Being opens the gaze for be-
ings and for their various ways to be. At issue is not a mereinflux o
new cognitions, but an overturning of the entire current basic position
of Dasein itsalf with respect to what it takes at any level as a genuine
being. Thus truth is grounded in the respective mode d Being d Da
sein—whether Dasein isimprisoned in the cave or not, whether Being
is determined according to the immediately given beings or according
toauniversal concept d Being, one that is not restricted to a determi-
nate domain.®

16. See supplement no. 3, p. 159.
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Understanding d Being: ability to seethelight, the one that illumi-
nates beings as beings. No accident that Plato speaks figuratively, for
theunderstanding d Beingistobe clarified precisely with andthrough
the problem d the Ideas. We know the inexplicit and non-conceptual
meaning d Being for the Greeks: everlagting persistence.

There are shadows only as long as things are carried past the fire
which is burning behind those who are in chains. The shadows are
utterly fleeting, without persistence, whereas the things—even if not
being carried past the light—remain; and, as remaining, they become
apprehensible, provided | seethelight itself, i.e., provided | take them,
on the basis d this direct illumination, as no longer in the realm d
shadows.

Thethingsinthelight have adifferent persistence (constancy)than
do the shadows, and yet they are changeable: their Gestalt may be de-
formed and the same Gestalt may be multiplied in various modes. The
more penetrating understanding d Being, the sight & what is un-
changeable, the understanding d a0to To totywvov ["the triangle it-
self"], revealsthem, the thingsthemselves, as"images." Itistherise d
mathematical-geometrical cognition that wins something constant in
the genuine sense and thus first makes visible the inconstancy d the
thingsthat are constant i n relation to their shadows. But these mathe-
matical cognitions for their part still have need d images, sensuous

representations. They are not yet pure Being itself; the latter is first
given with the déou as such, with the highest idéa: 1) ayabov idéa
["the Idead the good"]."”

This highest Ideais determined asfollows:

1. év 1@ yvwoty tedevtata (end and completion) kai poyis
opacBau ["but scarcely to be seen”],'*

navtwv a1t 000wV te Kat kaAwv adtia (517¢2),

3. &V TE {10} 600T¢ PWG KAL TOV TOUTOL KVQLOV tekovoa (517¢3),
4. &v TE vont@ avTn kvela Anfelav kal vOUV maQaoXOUEVT)
(517¢3t.),

1) To0 mavtog &exr| (cf. 511b7),

6. &t emékeva g ovotag (509b9).

N

o

Regarding 1) "In the field d the understandable, that which lies at
the end,” that which the understanding finally comes up against,
whereby the understanding receivesits completion, termination, con-
clusion. For the Greeks, Ttépag, "limit," determinateness.

17. Cf. Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Logik im Ausgang von Leibniz. Marburger
Vorlesung Sommersemester 1928. GA 26. Frankfurt, 1978, p. 237.
18. Republic, bk. 7, 517B8{.
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Regarding 2) "Cause of everything correct and beautiful,” basic de-
termination of all order—t&&ic, put together, coexisting—its
principle.

Regarding 3) Theldea d the good: it itself "begets both the light in
the domain d what isvisible as well asthe lord d that domain" (the
sun). Here the good is the effective power and source d all light. Even
what islooked upon in sunlight and isvisibleto the eyes, even such a
being is, as a being, graspable in its Being only through an under-
standing d Being.

Regarding 4) "In the field d what is understandable, it itself holds
sway," determines everything, makes possibleand "bestows truth, dis-
closedness, and understanding.”

Regarding 5) "The ground and origin d al,” d both beings and
Being.

Regarding 6) It "yet lies beyond beings and Being." The question d
Being transcendsitsalf.

The understanding d Being'® residesoriginally inthe seeing d this
Idea. Here is the fundamental truth itself, which makes possible all
truths. (Later taken again in a purely ontic sense: Middle Ages, abso-
lute spirit.)

Being is over and beyond all beings. Later Plato saw the distinction
in a gtill sharper way, even if he did not follow it up.?® But here the
question has this orientation: beings are not interrogated so asto dis-
cover in what they consist, how they originated, but instead to dis
dosewhat "Being" signifies, what we mean in general by speaking d
"Being." And that is obscure. The question d Being transcends itself.
The ontological problem turns around! Metontological; OeoAoykry; beings
as awhole. The idéa ayaBouv: that which is utterly preferable to ev-
erything, the most preeminent. Being in general and the preferable.

Something still beyond beings, belonging to the transcendenced Being,
essentially determining the Idea d Being! The mogt original possibility!
Originally making possble everything.

§35. Indication of the center of the prmem of the Ideas.*!

onoic-Adyog;  1déa—eldn-ayaOdv. Understanding of Being-yuyxn-
avapvnolg ["recollection"]. maoa pév avOowmov Yuxn Puoet
teBéatan T Ovta? —"Every human soul has, by nature, already seen

19. See Morchen transcription, no. 42, p. 200f.
20. Sophist, 242Cff.

21. See Morchen transcription, no. 43, p. 201.
22. Phaedrus, 249E4f.
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beings." The soul constitutes human Dasein: Dasein is already, in ad-
vance, such that it understands Being. Platonically: the most proper
being isrevealed to it: the dya®o6v.

Regarding avapvnoig: voug-Adyog, émotriun.

Theatetus:** several issues simultaneously: 1. the ldea d science. In
the background: the knowablein general. 2. Concrete presentation d
the dialogical development d a problem. 3. Takes up an earlier posi-
tion d Plato's and introduces the later one: the formation d the basic
problem and d its methodology. Dialectics.

Regarding the Yruxn: understanding d Beingin the Being d Dasein.
Acting, doing, works. Being. Consciousness and Being; ego; subject;
Dasein.

§36. Regarding the basic problem of ontology and
regarding dialectics.

Ideas:** the One, the constant, versus the many and the changeable. But
now there are many ldeas. ti— ékaotov ["this one—each"]. Difference,
otherness, change, reversal, motion. Unity itsalf issomething other than
multiplicity; unity isother than otherness. The unity and connection d
the ldeas themselves, cupmAokn tav ed@v. Only hereisthe domain d
Adyog, d theoriginal diaAéyecBaur. Tolead into thisdomain and to lead
throughit to Beingitself and itsstructures. moooxowpevog {. . .} eldeowy
altoig ¥ avt@V elg avtd, kal teAevta elg €dn [“employing Ideas
themselves, goingfrom Ideasto ldeas, and endingin |deas'].*

Sophist, Parmenides, Philebus, Statesman; the Theatetusis preparatory.

Concept d dialectic: science d Being and d the connection d the
structuresd Being. cvvBeoic—olaieots ["conjunction—disjunction™] .

Today
Phenomenol ogy

Dialectic (Hegel)
\
apprehended unilaterally |i nthem [?] properly misunderstood
AGYOG
VOUG
23. See below, chap. 3, p. 901f.

24. See Morchen transcription, no. 44, p. 202.

25. Republic, 511C1f. [For Heidegger's paraphrasing translation, see the Mor-
chen transcription, no. 44. —Trans.]
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Logic — Ontology

!

|
Dialecticall  Theology hasnothing to dowith this, at most
negatively related.?

26. The remainder  the diagram on this page d the manuscript is largely
illegible.
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Interpretation o the dialogue,
Theatetus"" the connection between
the question d theldead science

and the question o Being

Content-summary and outline (142 Aff.).?®

Dialogue between Eucleides and Terpsion as prelude to the dialogue
proper, chap. 1, up to 143C. Diadlogue d Socrates with Theodorus and
Theatetus. Introduction, chaps. 2-7, up to 151D. Fixing the theme: Tt
gomwv eruotrurn; ["what isknowledge?”] (cf.146C3), whether émiotrun
is codia, whether "knowledge is understanding,” what knowledge it-
of is.

First definition: 1) aloOnoic émotun ["knowledge is perception],
chaps. 8-30 (151D-1878B).

1. Clarification d the definitionthrough the theses d Protagorasand
Heraclitus, chaps. 8-15, upto 161B.

2. Refutation d the objections against the thesis & Protagoras, and
further clarification d its meaning, chaps. 16-21 (161B-169D).

3. Restriction d the validity d Protagoras's thesisto momentary per-
ception, chaps. 22-26 (169D-179D).

4. Fundamental and conclusive refutation d Protagoras's doctrine of
knowledge by testing its Heraclitean presuppositions, chaps. 27-29,
up to 184A.

5. Refutation of thethesis d Theatetus: aicOnois = ¢ruotun, chaps.
29-39 (184A-187B).

Second definition: 1] &aANO”G d6Ea érmoTr)un ["ltnowledgeistrue opin-
ion"], chaps. 31-38 (187B-201D).

27. See Morchen transcription, no. 45, p. 202.
28. Cf. H. Bonitz, Platonische Studien, 3d ed., Berlin, 1886, p. 47{f.
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1. Todo&alewy Pevon ["false opinion”], chaps. 31-37. (clarificationd
the essence)

a) Distinction between two possibilities: knowledge and
non-knowledge.

b) Distinction between momentary perception and memory.

c¢) Distinction between the idle possession d knowledge and
genuine employment o it.

2. Testing o second definition, chap. 38.

Third definition: 11 86&a aAnOrg peta Adyov ["true opinion along
with logos'], chaps. 39-43 (201E-210B).

1. Generd characterization d the thesis. Interpretation and
denomination.
2. Clarification d the phenomenon d Adyocg.

Result—negative!

§37. Prologue and introduction. Fixing the theme:
what isknowledge?

a) Prelude: dialogue between Eucleides
and Terpsion (142A-143C).

In Megara, Eucleides, arriving from the harbor, and Terpsion meet. Eu-
cleidesmentionsthat he came across Theatetus, and other wounded sol-
diers, who were being carried from Corinth to Athens. The discussion
then turnsto Theatetus. Eucleidesrecallswhat Socrates said about him.
Socrates once had a conversation with Theatetus and related it to Eu-
cleides. This dialogue was written down by Eucleides, frequently con-
sulting Socrates himself, and he now wants to have it read to Terpsion.
He wroteit asa direct conversation, just the way the dialogueitself took
place. Participantsin the earlier dialogue, now to beread, were: Socrates,
B=6dwpog 6 yewpétong [ Theodorus the geometer”] (cf. 143B8) from
Cyrenein North Africa,whoisafriend d Socrates and d Protagoras, and
Theatetus. For all practical purposes, only Socrates and Theatetus speak.
Theatetusal so appears in the Sophist; Theodorusin the Statesman.®

29. See Morchen transcription, no. 46, p. 2021.



Basic Concepts o Ancient Philosophy [111—112]
92

b) Introduction to the dialogue proper (143D-151D).

143D8-EL: Socrates addresses Theodorus, "Not afew seek your acquain-
tance, and rightly so." Socrates islooking for young people who offer a
promise d exceptional accomplishments. Theodorus names Theatetus,
who, while being described to Socrates, comes out d the gymnasium
with friends. He hasa snub nose and protruding eyes, just like Socrates,
who wants to make his acquaintance and, by looking at Theatetus, see
what he himself lookslilte. Theodorus calls Theatetus over to Socrates.
145B6f.: "It is time for you to present yourself and for me to examine
you appropriately.” 145C7: "Tell me, doyoulearnfrom. . .?” Yet pukoov
hi Tt amopw (145D6), "there is onelittle thing in which | cannot make
my way." Learning is gaining more understanding with regard to that
which onelearns. Simply to gain various cognitions, nothing controver-
sial about that. On the other hand, misgivings regarding Itnowledge,
understanding, itself, itstruth: which comportment disclosesbeings as
beings, which comportment leadsto Being?

Theatetus begins to catch on to the method, and he himself brings
up an example from the theory d numbers, but he still does not ven-
ture an answer to Socrates question. Theatetus admits to having
heard much d Socrates way d questioning and the investigation d
the €idoc v ["one eidos'] (cf. 148D6), though he himself has not mas-
tered it. Nor has he been satisfied by the answers he has received from
others. 148E-151D: Socrates encourages him and taltes the occasion
to offer athorough presentation d his method. It would not be amiss
to say that if Plato here once again portrays Socrates at length, he does
it so asto convey his own method by contrast.

{Recapitulation:}*°

Attempt at definition, abandoned. Correction by Socrates. New ap-

proach through geometry. Theatetus's {?} altered ways. Concession d

non-knowledge. Socrates on pregnancy, labor pangs, and maieutics.
Acceptance d the theme and the question.”

§38. General discussion of thesignificance of the
guestioning i nthe Theatetusin the context
of the Platonic problem of Being.

Before we attempt, by way d thematic discussions d the Theatetus, to
characterize the central and fundamental problem d Plato's philoso-

30. Editor's interpol ation.
31 Seethefollowing §.
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phy, namely the \uxn and dialectic, we need to recall once again the
main pointsd the problem.

The Theatetustreats d aioOnoig, 06Ea, Adyog, érotrjun: modes o
apprehension, modes d knowledge in the ontic sense, "statements”
about known beings; thus it does not treat d Being and d beings as
such. Viewed superficially, it seemsindeed that this "epistemological”
dialogue falls outside the theme we have made central to the entire
lecture course and also to our presentation d Plato's philosophy: the
question d the Being d beings itself and not the question d the ap-
prehension d Being and beings. But it must be noted: aicOnoig is re-
lated to becoming, and d6Ea precisely to the Being which can also not
be, thus to nonbeings. Thefact that aioBnoiwg and d6£a become prob-
lems signifies that Plato is placing himself on a path that will allow
him to take up in a positive way the problem d becoming, change,
and nonbeing.>> With thelevel o the problematic attained at that time,
it was much too difficult to gain direct access to nonbeings (becom-
ing), provided it isin principle possible to do so at all. For the "not,"
negation, is always { dependent on}** the mode o apprehension. Per-
hapsthereisno question d Being without a consideration d the mode
d accessto beings, and in the end the explicit question d Itnowledge
may be nothing other than a sharpened formulation d the problem
directed at the determination d Being. Knowledge isknowledge d be-
ings disclosured beings, the possessing and preserving d beings as dis-
closed. “Knowledge of" is a sharpened relation to bengs according to
the conviction d the Greeks, it is here that beings are accessibleat all.
Sophist: pry OV ["nonbeing”] .

Hidden behind the problem o aioOnoig and 06&a isthe problem o
un) ov and kivnoig ["motion”]. But that signifies something further:
previously, Plato was essentially oriented toward the practical world o
action and handcraft. Now coming into view are the beings d the
worldin the sense d nature. No accident that Theodorus and Theate-
tus, mathematicians, astronomers, masters o harmony, participatein
this dialogue.

No epistemology in the Theatetus. It aims instead: 1. at nonbeing
and becoming, whereby knowledge is co-discussed at the same time,
2. at a fundamental discussion d the problematic d Being, and 3.
thereby at a transformation d this problematic itself.

aioOnoig, d6&a, Adyog: Problem. Memory: Republic: 06&a—vonote.
New approach to the entire problematic concerns the problem d the
Ideasand of Being. Theldea of the good: that on the basisd which any-
thing becomes understandable, that toward which the various com-

32. See Morchen transcription, no. 47, p. 203.
33. Editor's interpolation.
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portments are striving, that for the sake d which something is, that to
which something is appropriate and destined. With the Theatetus, the
problem d Being begins, in a certain sense, to detach itself from the
Idea d the good. Stenzel** has, with justification, taken that fact as a
criterion for the detachment o Pato's philosophy from Socrates and
from a specifically ethical orientation. Two periods: the Republic marks
the termination d the first (cf. earlier®). New one begins with the
Theatetus.

The detachment d the problem d Being from the Idea d the good
isafact. Yetin regard to it there remains a double problem: 1. why in
general was it possible to understand Being in terms d the &yafdv,
and 2. why, even later, in Aristotle and beyond, isthe dya©6v under-
stood as a basic determination d Being, omne ens est bonum ["every
being is good"]. Accordingly, we will have to ask:

1. Isthe orientation d the problem d the Ideas toward the Idea d
the good merely a chance episode, or are there substantial motivesre-
siding in the content d the question d Being that have led to the
ayadov?

2. Can this question itself be answered from the point d view d
Plato's later period? | n other words, does not that which wasintended
with the Idea d the dya©dv also liein the development o the genu-
ine dialectic and i n the conception d Yuxr, asthese are foundin the
later period? And so does not the function d the ayaOo6v return in
the end?

Summary: How does the proposal d the Idea d the good go to-
gether with the task o dialectic? To what extent istherewon, in both,
anew way d posing the question d Being? What isthesignificance d
Plato's philosophical work in terms d the basic problem d scientific
philosophy, the question d Being in general? What isto belearned, in
both a positive and negative sense, from this? I n what follows we will
try to answer these questions.*®

34. J. Stenzel, Studien zur Entwicklung der platonischen Dialektik von Sokrates zu
Aristoteles: Arete und Diairesis. Mit einem Anhang: Literarische Form und philosophischer
Gehalt des platonischen Dialoges. Bredau, 1917, pp. 38-39.

35. Cf. §34b, p. 87.

36. See supplement no. 4, p. 160.

First definition: 1) aioOnoig
¢rmotnun (chaps. 8-30)

539. Knowledge is perception: clarification of thisthesis
through the propositions of Protagorasand Heraclitus (chaps.
8-15, 151D-161B).

From what has just been said we should not expect this passage to
contain an epistemological discussion, much less a psychological one.
It treats, instead, d Being®*” and becoming and, since Being = con-
slancy, d constancy and becoming, wherein Being properly resides.
The earlier opposition found in Parmenides and Heraclitus, but now
raisedto anew level, although not mastered. Yet central problems, the
positive and actual questioning. Plato previously attributed motion,
change, kivnotg to pry ov. Now a peculiar emphasis on xivnoig itself.

Knowledge comports itself to beings in the mode d perception.
datvetar (151E2), "something shows itself"; what shows itsdf is a
being. Apprehension d abeing: to let it show itself inthe mode d per-
ception. But the same thing shows itself differently to different indi-
viduas. AloOnois doa ToL dvtog ael ["perception always perceives
some being"] (152C5), an essential constatation. The very meaning o
perception includes the opinion d apprehending a being initself; this
holds even for illusory perception and hallucination.

Clarification, fundamentals of the thesis: a double consideration:
perception—the perceived, mode d Being d Dasein. Perception—the
perceived: understood as a process occurring between present-at-hand
things (the schema d the natural scientific explanation) and under-
stood as a phenomenological state d affairs. Thislatter has the primacy.

The One (sameness) i n itself, with respect to itself, is not. The de-
terminations, "something” and "dof such quality,” cannot be attributed

37. See Morchen transcription, no. 48, p. 204f.
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to anything, for things are always only becoming (152D, cf. 157B).
Against Parmenides. That which "is' moves. Then if knowledge is—
i.e., if according to the thesis, there is "perception’—then it too must
exist onthe basisd motion and as motion. The principle still remains:
nothing can in itself be one kivnols has the priority; To pev eivau
dokoDV {. ..} kivnois maéxel (153A61.), "motion presents the very
look d the Being d beings'; immobility, on the other hand, presents
that d nonbeing. What lives and moves "is" kivnoic as eivat is
dyaBév. fjAog ["the sun"], meoipood ["going round"] (cf. 153D1f.),
is now, precisely as moved and moving, the foundation d beings.

I nthisontological context:if xowua hevuov (153d9), "awhitecolor,"

issomething perceived—accordingto the thesis, abeing— ) givat avto

éteQov T EEW TOV 0V OUpATWY und €V Tolg ppaoL HNOE Ty’ avtd)

xwoav antotdéng ["isnot another thing itself outsideyour eyes, nor in-

side the eyes, and is not to be assigned any actual place'] (153D9%if.),

then it would indeed already bein some way and would not merely be-

come. But it does become, and specificaly: perception—ngooﬁd}\)\ov

["striking"], TOOPAAAGUEVOV ["what isstruck"], TteooTjkovoa hogd

["the appropriate motion"], peta&l yeyovos ["arising in-between"],

éxdotw (drov ["peculiar to each perceiver"] (cf.153E7-154A2). No cer-

tainty that itisthesamefor others, and indeed it iseven different for the
same perceiver at different times. If the poopaAAopevov itsdlf, which
we encounter, were warm or white, then it would not show itsdlf differ-

ently to others, avto ye pundev petaBaAlov ["aslong asit itsdf did not
change'] (154B3). If it (hevuov ["white']) were in itsdf that which
measures and touches, then it would not become different when some-
thing else smply pooeAOOV (cf. 154B5), "approached" it, without it-
sf undergoing anything thereby. Accordingly, there must be drangefor
perception to be possible, i.e., for the perceived to be a beng, i.e., for
something to be able to show itsalf to everyone (154B). Thusperception
is reduced to the problem d xivnotc.

Theatetus does not comprehend this new step taken with regard to
the presuppositions d aloOnoic. Socrates explainswithamapdderypa
["example']: dotodyadol ["dice"] (cf.154C1if.). Let there be 6 dice.
If you juxtapose 4 others, then 6 is greater, 1% times greater. If you
juxtapose 12 others, then 6 is smaller, Y2 times smaller. 6 is both
greater and smaller: 1% and ;. Can something become greater with-
out increasing? Can something be other than it iswithout changing?
No! But with regard to thefirst question: can something show itself as
other without havingincreased? Yes for each perceiver the same thing
is different, other.>® How can these two results be reconciled? Which
principles must be maintained, and what liesin the relations among

38. See supplement no. 5, p. 160.
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the dice? 1. Never can something become greater or smaller, neither
in extension or number, aslong asit remains the same with itself. 2.
That to which something is neither added nor taken away has neither
increased nor decreased but, instead, remains the same. 3. If some-
thing was not earlier, and later is, that cannot happen without it be-
coming and having become. But if we consider the dice example, then
the oppositeseems to be the case. 1. 6 remains the same with itself! 2.
Nothingisadded to it, and yet it is not awaysthe same. 3. First it was
greater, then smaller.

Another mapdderyua. "Now | am still bigger than you, but when
you have grown | will be smaller. | will belater what | was not earlier,
without having become." Theatetus: "I cannot stop wondering about
these things; looking at them | become giddy." paAa yog GptAooddpou
(155C8it.), that is "the proper attitude d the philosopher,” to wonder.
To investigate what lies at the basis d those theses, to uncover v
aAnBewarv drokerouupévny ["the hidden truth"] (155D10).

Relationality*® and relativity as ontdogical problems. Relatedness o
something to something, relation between. Problem d relationin gen-
erd. Relationand Being, Being and otherness, not being such and such.

Plato looks still more closely into the problem. The principles. To
test what these paopata év nuiv ["appearances in us'] (155A2) are
al about. I become smaller by the fact that you have grown. 1 change,
although | remain the same, by the fact that you have changed. | am
later what | was not earlier, without having become so. "To become
through comparison, "to become™ through change, "to be" in relation

to. To maintain {?} the intentional view, through real change.

Otherness, other than, than what, in view d what. To take up a
point d view with reference to something that remains the same.
Large-smdl, more-less: essentially reative Nothingin itself "is'; every-
thing becomes. A beingisonly theact d becoming ({?}*°) d the percep-
tual process But the man whoisall sensesis precisely a nonbeng.

The principle d Protagoras: o nav kivnoig 1v kai dAAo maga
ToUTo OVdév ["everything is motion and there is nothing besides’]
(156A5). buo &idn kvjoewg ["two kinds d motion] (cf. 156A5L.):
molely, "acting,” and mdaoyewv (156A7), "undergoing.” Perceiving and
the perceived, from their interplay a perception arises. Perception, mo-
tion, kivnowg, eivar.! And indeed neither d these two is for itself;
rather, each is what it is in relation to the other (157A). But that is
exactly what the just-cited principle states: "nothing is one in itself"
(152D3). Thereis no bang at all, only becoming. This designation, which

39. See Miérchen transcription, no. 49, p. 205.
40. lllegible.
41. See supplement no. 5, p. 160.
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we have employed up to now only through custom and ignorance, isto
be doneaway with. Nor can we say "something," "this," or "that." o0dév
6vopa OtL av ot (157B41.), "no name which congeals something,”
which signifies something standing still. We find only that which be-
comes, passes away, changes. Everything moves; motion is Being.

In order to hold to the main lines d the argumentation and allow
the positive content d Plato’s discussions to come forth, we will pass
over the intermediate considerations and pick up the thread at 180C.

§40. Fundamental and conclusiverefutation of
Protagoras's doctrine of Itnowledge by testing
its Heraclitean presuppositions
(chaps. 27-29, 180C-184A).

Plato says here: "The problem has come down from the ancients’
(180C71.). Thelater ones have so popularized the thesis that every cob-
bler can understand it. "But | had almost forgotten” the counter-thesis
that "all things are one and immobile and that there isno place for mo-
tion" (180D7ff.). "Without noticingit, in the course d our dialogue we
have" apdotégwv eig To péoov memtwrotes ["fallen between the two
factions'] (180E6). "We must resist and come to a decision about both
parties’: ot Qéovtec (cf. 181A4), "the flowing ones," and ot {..)
otaowwtal (181A6f.), the "immobilizers." Two things are evident: 1.
péoov ["'middle"] (180E6), Plato consciously placeshimself in the mid-
dle, on neither side, without, however, denying either side. 2. Againthe
fundamental problemisthat d Being. Perceptionasdetermined through
motetv ["making"], maoxew ["undergoing”]. Motion is a phenomenon
on that basis. Thusaradical understanding d both sides.

Firgt the flowing ones, and {inthe Theatetus}*> only them. (Theother
sideistaken up in the Sophig,in the context d the same problematic.)ol
oéovtes: doxn {. . .} oxépews ["for the flowing ones: the beginning d
the examination"] (181C1). 1. ¢opd ["locomotion”] (cf. 181D6), 2.
&AAolwols ["becoming other"] (cf.181D5). Do all beings movein both
waysor only according to one way? Obvioudy the flowing ones must sy
"in both respects,"for if something moved only inoned theways, ¢pood,
then we would €till have immaobility. For example, something white,
which changesits place, would remain the same, unchanged. If, asthe
thesis says, accordingto both ways, then the white must also change.

White, however, is something perceived, and as such arisesin and
through aninterplay d acting and undergoing. That which undergoes
becomes perceptive, but not a perception (182A). That which acts be-

42. Editor's interpolation
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comesamowdv ['of adefinite sort"], but not a quality (182A). But if ev-
erything only becomesand is not, can we et all speak d athing's deter-
minate color? del Aéyovrog Umelégyxetan e Oy Oéov (182D7), "as
something that is flowing, it ever withdraws from showing itsdf in
naming and assertion." But if nothing perseveres, then we can also not
say that somethingis seen. Ye perceptionisindeed supposed to beknowl-
edge! The disclosure d the foundation d perception, xivnow, leadsto
the conclusion that there is nothing stable to be grasped at al, that we
cannot say "such and such" or "not such and such" (183A5f.). We must,
asit were, invent anew language to be able to addressand expresswhat
is ceaselessly changing. The most appropriate expression: &meiov
["unlimited"] (Kant).*

The ontological problematic and the imposshility d perception as
knowledge.It isnot only the perceived object that is dissolved, but equally
the perceptual process. The phenomenon d perceptionand knowledgeis
utterly reduced to motion; i.e., to inconstancy. This result is merely the
ontological consequence d the fact that the perceived is different for
every perceiver. It is obvious, however, that in this critique the genuine
phenomenon ofperception (intentionality)islost. Perception is discussedin
the sameway asthe perceived being (athing in motion). Theintentional
structured perceptionisleveled down to a present-at-hand interplay be-
tween perceived things, the effect d acollision. If the discussion stopped
here, then Plato, with this "explanation” d aiocOnoic, would not have
done judtice to the phenomenon, the understanding d which was called
for by Socrates. Adyoc indeed isdirected to ati. Thisphenomenal stated
affarsis not to be suppressed, but clarified. In other words, the demon-
stration that perceptionis knowledge, or, on the other hand, that it can-
not be knowledge, must takeits bearingsfrom what perceptionitsdf is.

§41. Refutation of Theatetus's thesis:
aioOnoig = érmotnun (chaps. 29-39, 184A-187B).

Therefore only at 184B do we have aturn to a positive analysisd per-
ception; aioBnowg tvog [ perception d something”], indication d that
towhichit isdirected, and how. Through this consideration, aicOnotg in
general isplacedin the context d cognitivecomportment and not taken
upinisolation. Previously:individual casesd knowledge, {considered}**
& beings themselves. Now we find a tracing back to that which lies at
thefoundation d all knowledgein accord with its most proper sense, to
that which can be made visiblefrom knowledgeitsalf.

43. See Morchen transcription, no. 50, p. 205.
44, Editor's interpol ation.
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Plato now seeksto show, on the basisd the structure d perception,
that it cannot be knowledge. For perception does not grasp Being. But
Being must be grasped if beings are to be disclosable, i.c., for disclos-
edness, truth, to be possible. Where Being is not understood and truth
isnot possible, there can be no knowledge. Knowledge is precisely the
apprehension d beings as they are. This proof that perception cannot
be knowledge, based on the intentional constitution d perception, is
totally different from the earlier one, which was an ontologica con-
sideration that referred to the perceptual processand saw in it a con-
stant flowing, inconstancy. (Yeteven this earlier proof is not without
aim {?}: emphasis on the movedness d the aioOntd.)

Perception; with what? Eyes, ears? No; on the contrary, by meansd
them, with their help, through them. They function in perception, they
cooperatein it, but they are not what perceives (184B). Thereby, how-
ever, that which had earlier beenthe basisd the discussionis demoted.
Brought to the foreground now are not the eyes, but that which uses
them asvisua organs, that whichfirst organizestheminto organs. It is not
because we have eyesthat we see; on the contrary, it is because we see,
that we have eyes. Thisisexpressedin the distinction between @ ["with
which] and & 06 ["through which"] (184C6). That with which we see
isthat which sees. That through which, the eyes, are not what sees. The
essential in perception does not reside in the organs. They themselves
are organized as organs, and placed into function, by the perceiver,in
whom they have unity. No merely juxtaposed perceptions. mavta
tavta guvtelvel (184D31.), "al these are directed together" to One.
They are all perceptions d this perceiver, who is prior to the organs.*
The organs as such are not decisive, and so neither isthe interplay be-
tween them and the things that exercise effects on them. Such pro-
cesses do not now enter thedomain d the consideration.

TLVL M@V DTV @) avte duk ["something one and the same,
within ourselves, through"] (184D7f.). 1. We ourselves are percep-
tion; it iswhat belongs to our most proper self, which 2. as such re-
mains the same, constant, not inconstant. "l," as the same, now hear
and see, 3. through something.

Nexus: two things must be noted:

1. The organsthrough which (areperceived}*® the warm, the hard,
the light, the sweet, are w00 cwpatog ["of the body"] (184E5).

2. What is perceived through onefaculty, e.g., color, isnot perceived
through the others.

The sounding clock is seen and heard. Seeing, hearing, touching;
direction: beings. These moments are not differentiable as juxtaposed

45. See Morchen transcription, no. 51, p. 205ff.
46. Editor's interpolation.
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but as emerging out d the unity of the intended being. How isthat? If | in-
tend and determine something about two different perceptions, it is
not through the one faculty perceiving what is perceived by the other.
Nat only do | not perceive what is perceived by the other, | also, and
above al, do not perceive both together; "both,"” "together" (185A4).
Then what do | mean in saying | perceive mowtov pév ["in the first
place’] (185A8) that they both are (185A9)? In the first place, before
all ese, | understand them already as beings (cf.185C5). Eachis,inre-
lation to each, other; on the other hand, each is self-same.

The positive conclusion: avadoyiopara ["analogizings']
(186C2f.) —Adyog (cf. 185E5) —katnyopeiv ["categorizing"]. Catego-
ries, discovery of the categorial versus the sensual. Already cited:
Kant: sensibility-understanding. But beware d introducing here a
critical interpretation d knowledge.*” Prior to that, the substantive
content d the problem: sensuous and categorial intuition.® The board
is black. Assertion: black board, "which" is; black (adjectival) prop-
erty. A being understood as a being in its Being.

In connection with aioOnowg and on the basis d the question d
Being.

47.1. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vemunft, A51/B 75; see Morchen transcription, no.

51, p. 205ff.

48. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen, 11 Theil: V1. Untersuchung: Elemente einer

phinomenologischen Aufklarung der Erkenntnis, Halle/Saale, 1901.



I
Second definition:
gruoTAPN AANOTS dOEA
(chaps. 31-38, 187B-201D)

§42. Proof of thethesisthat knowledge istrue d0&x by way of
proving the impossibility of do&atetv pevdn).

a) The path through the proof o theimpossibility d do&alewv
Pevd) as evidence for theintrinsic reference d this questioning
tothe problem d Being.

Truth only from the understanding d Being; the understanding of
Being only from the soul itself, {which}*’ discloses it. The negative
proposition, perception is not knowledge, states in a positive sense
what necessarily belongs to knowledge: the disclosing d Being, un-
derstanding d Being, the soul itself, understanding, interpretation,
Adyog; Being, beings, the perceived. Clarification d Being! That is,
further, thesoul isd itself; it is not something that merely comesto be
given but, on the contrary, isan apriori d Dasein!

Being d the soul; comportment arising from the soul: to be d the
opinion, assume as, hold i n favor of, mean that such and such. Stated
positively, knowledge, proceeding from the soul itself, very generally
dotalew.” Earlier, d0&x was the opposite d vonotc: un 6v—ov. Now
seen more positively: in it something that makes knowledge possible.
dGEa is something over and above aicOnoic. Thus oriented to 6v.

d6Ex, view, opinion. To knowledge belongs truth. Hence knowl-
edge merely true d6Ex? Istrue d6Ea knowledge? What is d6Ea itself?
What isdo&alewv? These questions are part d thetheme, but they are

49. Editor's interpolation.
50. See Mérchen transcription, no. 52, p. 2071.; see also supplement no. 6, -

160.
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investigated factically, in regard to a peculiar phenomenon, Pevdr)g
06&ax ["false opinion”]. Not accidental:

1. At that time in history: ovk €0t dvtiAéyery, contradiction does
not exist; there is nothing false, oUk &0t Pevdn Aéyew.”

2. Sophist: bevdnc Adyog is explicitly the theme and indeed within
adelineation d ur) ov, i.e., dv.”? Plato notes expressly that it wouldin
fact be necessary to investigate &AnOng dd&a first o all, but here both
are equivalent methodologically, since ur) ov as well as ov, Pevdog,
and &AnBewx formally become problems.

We see: aioOnowg—problem d Being; aso knowledge as evdr)g
d6&a {iscentered on the}** problem d Being; and specificaly ur ov
["nonbeing"], étegov ["otherness"], évavriov [ opposition”]; kivioig—
to be other, to change. A6yog—do&alerv; Ov—ur) ov; étegov, dAAo
["different"];cuvdrttery [ conjoin"] —ovvOeoic [ combination™]. Dove-
tailing d utterly positive phenomena. In contrast, Natorp: "For the
rest, this whole second part contains {. . .) only an overweening cri-
tiqgue d others' opinions, whose contradictions, crude vicious circles,
and question-beggings it playfully unfolds and thereby exposes the
grotesgue folly of their basic point d view in its primal dogmatism.”54
The motive for thisinterpretationisclear: critical (inthesense d epis-
temological critique) versus dogmatic conception d knowledge.
Knowledge is the positing and determining d objects in thinking
(Marburg School's view d Kant) versus a mere picturing d them.*

The critical analysis d d6Ea versus do&a Pevdng:*

1. 187B-189B: dofalerv Pevdéc ["false opinion”] and dofalerv
ovLdév ["opinion d nothing"].

a) 188A-D: eidévar ["seeing"],
b) 188D-189B: elvau ["Being"].

Thereis no such phenomenon at all.

2. d6Ea Pevdrig as dAAodoia ["mistaken opinion"], étepodofetv
["opinion about something other"]: 189B-190C.

3. 00k and ovvaig aloOnoewg mEog diavowav ["conjunction o
perception and thought"] (cf.195D1t.), 190C-200D

51. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 29, 1024b34.

52. Sophist, 260C2ft,

53. Editor's interpolation.

54. Platos Ideenlehre, 2d ed. Leipzig, 1921 (henceforth, Natorp), p. 119; see also
Morchen transcription, no. 52, p. 207.

55. Cf. Natorp, p. 112.

56. See Morchen transcription, no. 52, p. 207f.
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b) The carrying out d the proof d the impossibility o
do&alerv Pevdn (187B-189B).

Regarding 1: Twokinds d d6&a: aAnOng, Pevdnic. Doesit hold for all
thingsand for each, then, that we either know or do not know it? Ob-
viously! That isa complete classification! Coming to know and forget-
ting, the petald ["the in-between"], we will for now leave aside
(188A1ff., cf. 191C). What our opinions are directed at is then some-
thing we either know or do not know. To know something and not
know it, or not to know something and at the same timeto know it, is
advvatov ["impossible’] (188A10f.). Plato must have already pos-
sessed the result d the Sophist! False opinion: to be directed to some-
thing that is given, something that one therefore does Itnow.

a) What one has an opinion about and knows, but not taken as what
one knows; instead, as some other thing that one also knows. Know-
ing both, one does not know both. Impossible.

b) Or, what the opinion is about is something one does not know,
and withregardtoit the opinion islikewise directed to something one
does not know. Impossible.

Therefore one does not take what one knows for what one does not
know, and vice versa.*” To do so would be wonderful (188C)! Actually,
this dBoc ["affect"] does reside in Pevdnc d6&a (cf. 191B/C). From
this standpoint, hence, false opinion is impossible. Either | know the
thing, and then my opinion istrue; or | do not know it, and then | can-
not at al be directed toward it. To be directed to a nonbeing is nothing!
Either | know that which | have an opinion about or not. But my opin-
ion isindeed about something: ur} v—ovk Gv-00dEV ["nonbeing-not a
being-nothing"]. Knowing and not knowing are not the issue; on the
contrary, at issue are Bang and nonbeing. Can anyone have an opinion
about nonbeings? ‘Otav ["Yes whenever"] ... (188D10ff.), if onein-
deed believes something, but this something is not true. To be directed
to something, but not as something true, is nothing. Ye does it not
sometimes happen that one sees something, but seesnothing?*® If itisa
thing, thenit isa matter d some being—or not?

57. See supplement no. 7, p. 160.
58. See Morchen transcription, no. 53, p. 208.
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§43. Parenthetical discussion of the as-structure
and otherness.

a) The as-structure d hoyoq. The mutual exclusivity d Being

and nonbeing in the Greek theory d hoyoq.
do&aletv— (Aéyewv) Pevdnv doEav: Aéyev T ur) dvta ["false opin-
ion: saying things that are not"].>* hoyoq: to interpret something by
showing it as something. To draw out d beings something pre-given
as such and such, asthat which | determine it to be, but also to appre-
hend it on the basis d what is known and familiar. To understand
some X as Socrates, as something it is not. Something, the pre-given,
the encountered, as something, the determinant: different origin, the
as-structure itself.

On the other hand, Antisthenes:%° there is only the B/, only same-
nessand constancy. hoyoq, Aéyewv tavtdv ["to say the same'], AisA,
A isin no way B. Something other and not the same: therefore
nothing.

Pevdog: to distort, to show: 1. intentionality, 2. the as-structure.
Nat something as itself but, instead, to name two: one and the other,
not only the one for the other. Seen more closdly, the "as’ is present
eveninidentification.

b) Therelativity d the pnj in the sense
d othernessin the Sophist.

érepov €tegov ["the other is other"]: 1. One thing is the other one,®
identical with the different one; 2. one thing is otherwise.

Something can show itself: 1. in itself, as itself;%* 2. mpdg 1 ["re-
lated to something"], étepov is mEodg T (cf. 255C13), not sameness.
Other than, something with reppect to something. auddteoa
(255B12f.).

Everything ov bth To petéxewv g déag g Oatépov ["partici-
pates in the Idea d the other"] (255E5t.). &€tegov ["other"] is not
évavtiov ["opposite’], but being-other (258B2f.), and is 0 on the
basis d the xowvwvia ["commonality”] (cf. 256B).¢ The un kaAdv
["not beautiful"], originating from the kaAév ["beautiful"], co-posits
the kaAdv (257D101.). The "not" belongs to the Being d beings,

59. Cf. Sophist, 260C3; see Miirchen transcription, no. 54, p. 208f.

60. Cf. F. W. A. Mullach, Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum. Coll. rec. vert.
Vals. 1-3. Paris, 1860ff. (Henceforth, Mullach, Fragmenta.) VOl. 2, Antisthenes, frag.
47, pp. 282-283.

61. See Miirchen transcription, no. 55, p. 209.

62. Sophist, 255C12f.

63. See supplement no. 8, p. 1601.
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Kowwvia. Versus évavtiwots ["opposition"] is avtiOeois ["contrast"]
(257E6). The u1) ["not"] is dVvvauig ["possibility”] d the mog T, d
the being-toward; it belongsto Being. étepov isnot exclusion, complete
difference; on the contrary, something is retained init. The puj is not
excluded from beings but, instead, Ti pnvvet (257B10) —"shows some-
thing," namely, that what it (theother) is, is not nonbeing. (The prj}**
does not make disappear, does not bring us before nothingness, but
instead, lets something be seen.

AisB: identical with, the same, Beingis present with A. A is not B:
not identical, different, excluding.

Every being that is, insofar asit is, differsfrom all the others. Every
being isa one and, asa one, is still different. Being-other belongs to Being,
i.e., not to be such and such. Structure d nonbeing. Then what does
Being mean? Possible togetherness: togetherness— co-presencing.
Whence this “co-"? Because "one thing" can be articulated only in
something d adifferent kind, but, at the same time, only as access.In
this something d a different kind, the other is precisely there as “co-.”

§44. aAAodoéia asthe ground of possibility of
dofalerv Pevdn (189B-190C).

Regarding 2: dAAodo&ia ["mistaken opinion”].*

Opinion about . . . always about a being, but in this case about one
instead d the other, in place d the other. To mistake beings, to be
confused about that toward which the gazeis directed. But alwaysin-
tending only one thing; the other remains outside. Single-rayed inten-
tion. But the"in the place of" belongs essentially to the intended itself,
on the basisd the "as."

Mis-taking: | take something ugly for something beautiful and vice
versa. étegov avti étépov ["one thing in place d another"] (cf.
189C21.). Something which | know | take for something else which |
also know. But | cannot be mistaken about something | know. | al-
waysintend thisbeing just asit is; in other words, even in such a case
my opinionistrue.

Theatetus taken as Socrates: not one instead d the other, asif we
simply intended the wrong person; instead, necessarily both, but we
name them falsely. Thus the one for the other; not "either-or," but "as
well as," and indeed in a determinate structural form. Not only one
instead d the other, but this one for the other, the one as the other:

64. Editor's interpolation.
65. Cf. Theatetus, 189B12, see above, p. 103; see Miirchentranscription, no. 56,
p. 209f.
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thus to interpret and understand, and always already to experience
and apprehend, something as something. Experienceis not limited to
sensation, not only in also grasping beings and the determinations d
Being, but also in always apprehending a being as such and such. It is
pre-given (known) and intended as such and such, which it is not. But
I know this, precisely not in making a false assertion but in my opin-
ion that it is so.

Herethe"other thanitis' isinterpreted as"oneinstead d the other."
éregov {. ..) wg €tepov (189D7), "the one for an other." "Instead of ,"
but not "as."

dlavoeilv ["thought"] for do&alerv. The comportment d didvowx
(cf. 189D8, El) in: the one for the other (189D7), both or only one
(189E2). What is dtarvoeioBan (189E2, middle voice)? Adyog Puxng
(cf.189E6), earlier considered the first comportment o the soul, still
undetermined, exhibited only in general, that which is beyond and
transcends; but | do grasp Being, the categories. do&alev-Aéyery
(190A4), on the other hand, the conflict Adyoc—-d6Ex. do&a is Adyog
elonuévog (cf. 190A5), something "spoken," i.e., the carrying out d a
demonstration, the possession of what is asserted, d what is under
discussion. In Adyog is eivat, demonstration, assertion; thus étegov
étepov elvau ["saying one thing is another"] (190A9).

But isthat actually the case; can we say the one isthe other? Being:
do they both have the same Being? Thus a person cannot say both, the
one and the other, because Adyog is Aéyewrv 10 avto ["saying the
same"]. Theory prior to the phenomena, although already an approach
to them.

doEa Pevdrig is also not étegodoéetv ["opinion about something
other"]; that isimpossible. Impossible for the opinion not to be about
both things; one is insufficient (190D4ff.). d6&a Pevdr)g is not
aAAoyolio (cf. 190E). Positively: Adyog, "showing," although not
known in its structure.

§45. 06&a and the conjunction of perception and thought
(dtavora) (190C-200D).

Before the discussion progresses, once again the genuine phenome-
non®® d false opinion breaks through, specifically in an example: it
may happen that | know Socrates and yet at timestake someone (who
is not Socrates) approaching me out d the distance for Socrates:
@nOnv etvar Lowipdtn 6v olda [“suppose to be Socrates, whom |
know"] (191B4f.). Here the phenomenon is explicitly described, the

66. See supplement no. 9, p. 161.
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phenomenon d mis-seeing. | falsely take someone for another. At issue
is basically the interpretation d this phenomenon.

The adequate interpretation, however, is hindered by the precon-
ceived theory. How is the mis-seeing interpreted: the mis-seeing implies
the knowledge d Socrates, impliesthat | know him. | mis-see, take for
Socrates, and | identify that which | know (Socrates)with that whichl
do not know, X. Thusthe mis-seeing impliesthat: alopev émoiet uag
eidotag pny eidévar (191B71.), "what we know turns our knowing into
non-knowing." The known becomesthe unknown. That isimpossible.

1.1 do not identify the known with the unknown; on the contrary,
the known (Socrates)isthat aswhich | interpret what is given.

2. The X whom | encounter is not what is unknown, but what is
given; and in the sense d the mis-seeing it is precisely what is known.
My opinion isthat | see Socrates in this X.

The Greek interpretation falls outside d the phenomenon and char-
acterizes it through its objective results. 1n other words, it seesin the
phenomenon the objective state d affairs, that X is not Socrates and
that | do not recognize X as X (asthe one he actualy is).

The phenomenon implies precisely that | have the opinion: itis Socrates.
Contained in the phenomenon is the circumstance that it is factually
not Socrates. The mis-seeing is a matter d my apprehending some-
thing, not as that which it is not, but as that which | presume it to be.
Something unknown does precisely not enter in. Atissueisnot simply
identification, but something as something; not something unknown
as Itnown, but the perceived as presumed to be such and such.

Something in relation to something, something as something. But
in the present context, that is understood only in this sense: not that |
hold a known something to be something I do not know, neither a
matter d perception nor representation; but, instead, the perceived taken
asthe represented. Different modes d possessing a being. | know some-
thing perceived, | know something represented, knowing in Adyog.
Knowledge is not at all univocal; a being and its Being are different. To
attribute, to the given, something that is not given (perceived) but is,
as such, known: astranger as Socrates. Or, to take someone (Socrates)
whom | do not know as such, but perceive as approaching me, for The-
odorus. Now nolonger the "in the place of," not amatter d identifica
tion, but instead a matter d "taking for," and both given differently.

On the basisd the dogmatic thesis d Adyog-Aéyewv tavTto and on
the basisd the unclarity in the mode in which what is pre-given is
given and what is determining is presumed to be, this interpretation
d the evdrc d0&a isrejected as well.
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Regarding 3: The third {interpretation}¢” now tries to gain clarity,
precisely in this direction.

The example d mis-seeing shows: | know something or other.
Socrates isknown to me, even if | am not looking at him. The knowl-
edged himisretained in me (cf.192D).

1.Itispossibleat timesto perceive, and at times not to perceive, that
which one knows. Knowledge d something, something learned,
without having seen for oneself.

2. What one does not know can probably never be experienced, and
often never is, or is experienced only to be forgotten right away. Hav-
ing seen, one no longer knows how it looks.*®

Examples:

1. I know both Theodorus and Theatetus, but | do not perceive ei-
ther d them. Then I will not take the one for the other.

2.1 know the one but not at al the other, and | do not perceive either
d them. Alsoin thiscase, | will not takethe onel know for theonel do
not know. What is determining is completely unknown to me.

3.1 know neither, and | perceive neither. Then it will afortiori beim-
possiblefor me to take the one | do not know for another | also do not
know. Nothing is pre-given, and nothing that determinesis known.

It follows that the Pevdr) doldlerv consists only in this: "I know
both of you," éxwv {. . } & onueia (193B10f.), "I haveimpressions o
you," "signs," "I have an inkling d you." "I see both distantly,” )
ikavag (193C2), "not sufficiently." | see and want to "recognize" what
isthere. | try Tn) oikeiax det (193C3), "to attribute to the one who is
currently seen, in accord with his outward look," the "signs" that per-
tain to him. Thereby | mistake what is determinant, the "signs" that
pertain to what is currently seen, and | take Theodorusfor Theatetus,
and vice versa. tw onueiw pr) katk TV avtod aiocOnow Ekdtegov
éxewv (194A11.), "the signsare not attributed to the perceived object to
which they currently correspond,” their attribution does not corre-
spond, i.e., the signs do not actually pertain to the perceived object to
which they are attributed.

For this mistaken attribution to be possible, however, something
must be perceived, and, on the other hand, something must be [thown.
Wherethereisneither knowledge, familiarity, nor perception, thereis
also no mis-seeing and (fal se) mixed-up opinion (194B). The essential
(cf. 195C7): not a simple identification d the known with the un-
known, but at once something perceived, given, and known in itself,

67. Editor's interpol ation.
68. See Morchen transcription, no. 57, p. 210f.
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as well as something only represented, known only in an inkling, and
indeed their cUvvaic ["conjunction”] (cf.195D1).¢

Then where perceptions are not involved, where they play no part,
there could not be mis-seeing: e.g., in calculation, in counting sums.
Indeed we do in fact make mistakes in counting. But there it cannot
be amatter d afalserelation between what isretained i n thought and
something perceived. Thus this interpretation is not tenable. Thereby
what is scandal ous about our procedure comesto light: we are seeking
to clarify Itnowledge and false knowledge, without knowing what
Itnowledge itsdf is (196D10).

§46. Testing the second definition (201A-D).

Prom the second to the third definition. True opinion = knowledge.”
But one can have true opinion without knowledge. The grounds for
this assertion can clarify what is meant by knowledge. Jurors judgeon
the basis d a true opinion they have formed regarding the case
(201Bf.). But they did not see the criminal act itself, they were not
present. So they have no knowledge. Which implies for this concept:
they have not made accessibleto themselves, in their own experience,
the being about which they are rendering a decision. If correct opin-
ion and knowledge were identical, then a competent juror never hasa
correct opinion without having knowledge at the same time. Thus
they are different, and ltnowledge is to be distinguished from true
opinion—in virtue d what? What is the distinguishing moment?

69. See supplement no. 10, p. 161.
70. See Morchen transcription, no. 58, p. 211.

Third definition d é¢motrun:
aAnone d6&a peta hoyou
(chaps. 39-43, 201E-210B)

§47. General characterization of the thesis: knowledgeistrue
d0&a peta Adyov. Interpretation and denomination.

peta hoyou ["with logos”],”* that isto say, in such a manner that the
showing d the beings themselves is present for the soul itself, or in
such a manner that the soul itsdf makes manifest beingsin their dis-
closedness, thus beings as actually being, as being such and such, be-
ings as. That is the substantive meaning, which, admittedly, is not
prominent, since Plato does not succeed i n grasping Adyog itself uni-
vocdly. Ye a definition in the Meno.”? It has already been indicated
that Plato submits his own definition to critique. ButAdyog indeed has
another meaning: simple grasp of the what, Socratic hoyog. Now,
however, taken positively!

The discussion d evdnc d6Ea shows: in the background stands
the problem of the £étepov, somethingin placed the other, something
as something else, ur) ov, and specifically in relation to hoyog. Antis-
thenes: identification, tautology d the subject with itself;” in general,
no human being, because no psychism {?}. hoyog is characterized

71. Cf. Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea. Recogn. F. Susemihl. Leipzig, 1882, bk. 6,
1140b20: ££1c oL dANOevew et Aoyou ["capacity o disclosing the truth accom-
panied with logos'].

72. 97B{f.

73. Mullach, Fragmenta, Antisthenes, frag. 47, vol. 2, pp. 282-83; Aristotle,
Met. A 29, 1024b32{f.: undev a&iwov Adyeobou mANY o oikelw Adyw &v ¢y gvéc
["he (Antisthenes) was wrong to think that only its own name can be said d a
thing, one for each"].
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more exactly inthe course d thisdiscussion, although notin its struc-
ture but, instead, as the basic comportment d the soul itself.

Now Adyog openly and explicitly becomes the theme, as a charac-
teristic moment o &AnOnc d6ka. And Adyoc—if our basic under-
standing d the dialogue is correct—is ontologica, oriented again to-
ward the general probI em o Being, i.e., toward the question o M1 OV,
the éregov, the mpdc T1 assuch.

The discussion begins with a characterization d the mowta {. . .}
otowela ["the first elements'] (201E1), the constituents d all beings
(201D81f.). That seems to be an extraneous consideration, even less
connected to the theme than Vevdng do6&a, but only aslong as we fail
to redlize that all these discussions are approaches to the problem o
Being. doxat, otoxeta.”™ Why these? | n a certain sense, it has been
established that Adyog concerns, i n each case, atwofold: something as
something. But now beings consist in elements; the latter constitute
Being. Thus if there is something to be known, then, above all, it is
these. Yet: a0T0 yaQ k@’ adto ékaotov dvopdoal povov (201E21.),
"something like that can only be addressed initself," only be named;”
n@onemeiv ot ovdév dAAo duvatov ["impossible to addressit as any-
thing else"] (201E3f.), avté—"itsdf in itsdlf,” éxetvo ["that one"],
¢xaotov [* each"] povov ["single"], TovTo [“this'] (cf. 202A31),
nothing other can be added, it cannot be addressed as "this," or "that,"
or even as a being or a nonbeing. TeQurEEéxovTa ["terms that run
around loose"] (202A5) éviag {...) dax maowv O6mMn &v TUXWOL
netopévag,’ "arbltrarl Iy flying among all," they stop everywhere, but
in no particular place, in no actual determinate being.

advvatov {. . .} twv mpwtwv EnOnvatr Adyw ["impossible for the
elements to be expressed in logos] (202A8t.), for dvopdtwy yao
OULUTTAOKTV eivat AGyou ouoiav ["the Being d logosconsists precisely

inthe combination d names"] (202B4t.). That whichis" put together,"
ovyxkeipevov (cf.202B3ff.), out d the ototxelov isso through combi-
nation, and A6yog emerges out d the corresponding combination d
their appurtenant names.” otoiela are then &Aoya, &yvwota,

aloOntd povov ["without logos unknowable, merely perceived”] (cf.

202B6). Not interpretable, not comprehensible as something; they
must purely and simply be accepted. But cuAAaPal ["syllables'] can
be understood and expressed (203A, cf. 204A); consequently, a con-
cept, not mere syllables! In this way, therefore, the Jux1 can

aAnOevewy, yryvaokery d¢ oU ["disclosethe truth, but not know"] (cf.

74. Cf. above, pt. 1 {inthe manuscript: "earlier introduction"}, §12¢, p. 41.
75. See Morchen transcription, no. 59, p. 211.

76. Cf. 197D8: dovecote.

77. Cf. Aristotle, Met. Z 4.
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202C1£.), "have disclosed" the beingsjust asthey are, and yet not have
understanding and "knowledge" o them, not know them as such!
Conviction about Being and about the matters at issue, but no knowl-
edge which could be demonstrated on the basis d the things
themselves.

But Socrates is not satisfied with this interpretation d knowledge
(202D8ff.): "The elements should be unltnowable,” not, on the con-
trary, that which has the character & combination (what can be com-
bined, ovvaiig, ovvBeoic). To test this thesis, we will return to the
phenomena which were brought forward to serve as a maxpdoderypa:
the elements and the combinations in writing—"letters" and "sylla-
bles' (202E6).

Question: are letters dvev Adyov (&Aoyov) ["without logos'],
whereas syllables {Adyov)™ éxovow ["possess logos'] (cf. 203A3)? It
appears to be so. Question: what is 2€)? o and a. What about C? It
cannot be explained i n the same way, since it is not a combination d
this and that. "Something as something" i n the background! The syl-
lable itsdlf is T dudotepa otorxeia ["the two elements'] (203C41.),
o several d them, or uiav T déav yeyovuiav ovvteBéviwv
avt@v (203C5t.), "one visible thing arising out d the combination o
both." Theatetus believes the syllableisatotality in the sensed asum.
Cannot whoever knowsthesyllable—andit isknowable—also {know}”’
both elements, the L. and the (3? But these are supposed to be un-
knowable, and yet whoever knows the cuAAaBai knows them aswell.
Onthe other hand, a syllable can be known only by way d knowledge
d the letters. Therefore the thesis (element dAoyov, combination
A6yov €xov) is untenable.

Perhaps it is wrong, however, to take a syllable as a sum. Perhaps
the totality has a different character, év 1L yeyovog €idog ["one edos
emerging from them"] (203E3f.), €tegov d¢ t@v otorxeiwv ["other
than the letter-elements"] (203E41.). If that {iscorrect},®® then there
areno parts here, for puéon are partsonly d sums. Or isthere a differ-
ent kind d totality (204E8f.), one that is autonomous, has its own
proper content, is different from all its parts, and is something other
than a part? Indeed. Thus wholeness is different than a sum? Yes.*!
But isnot 6 atotality, an all? 6 isin fact nothing other than this sum!
Number is a sum d parts. To 0hov {...) otk éotwv €x peowv ["the

wholeisnot made up d parts'] (204E8). Totum ["whol€"] —moments;
compostum [ compound"] —pieces; formal totality — parts. Therefore if

78. Editor's interpolation.
79. Editor's interpol ation.
80. Editor's interpolation.
81. See Mérchen transcription, no. 60, p. 2111.
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a syllable is pia {. ..} éa ["one visble thing"] (205D5), 6Aov ["a
whol€e"] (205D8), then it is as unknowable as a letter. Conversdy,
however, if the syllableisknowable, then so istheletter. Andin fact it
is s0: in elementary school, we learn precisely by starting with the
elements.??

§48. Clarification of the phenomenon of A6yocg.

a) Attempt at determining the phenomenon d Advyog.

A6yog: "concept,” "assertion” (cf.206C4):*’

1. Expressing, making an assertion, uttering: dwavoiag év dpwvn
womeg edwAov ["liketheimage d thought in sound"] (208C5).

2. Showing d the ti ¢otwv, "the whole through the mediation d the
element": 6th gtoixetwv To 6Aov ["the whole through the elements"]
(207C31.), dx otokeiov Gdog €mi To GAov ['a way to the whole
through the element"] (208C6). Thus here correct opinion with enu-
meration, and yet no knowledge.

3. To be capable d onueiov eineiv ["to name a sign"] (208C7L.),
whereby that which is to be shown distinguishesitsaf from all else.
The specific difference, not human being in general, but also not proper-
ties which {. . .}* go together {?}, but, rather, on the bass d them
(208D7ff.). About this| must have a true opinion; to which then the
distinguishing indication is added? Ye if thisis aready knowledge,
why should it still be connected with the distinguishing indication?
Do not aAn01c d6&a and Adyog coincide?

b) Summary: the question d knowledge and the function d
Adyog in the problem d Being.

Summarizing: in the Theatetus, the problem d Being, u] ov, under the
named émotnun, i.e., Adyoc.

First definition:* knowledge is not without Aoyoq, for, otherwise,
there would be no disclosure d beings at all, no understanding of
Being.

Second definition: knowledge in relation to }evdng do&a is étegov
gteQov. AGYoc is not tautological; otherness. aAAodoia: something
in the place of . cvvonpic: Connection d something with something.
A6yog isthe basic activity of the soul; therein cvvaabic.

Third definition: knowledge is petax Aoyov. AGyos, oLUTTAOKT),

82. See supplement no. 11, p. 161.

83. See Morchen transcription, no. 61, p. 212.
84. Passageillegible.

85. See Morchen transcription, no. 62, p. 212f.
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ototyeiov. There is aways already the 6Aov and on its bass the
particular.

Adyog: "showing," and therein aABewx. Adyoc-ovaia:ss logic-
Being. Ontology-concepts.

I. Yuxn: 1. understanding of Being in general, Dasein. 2. Adyog:
interpretation. eidn—-kowvwvia.

I1. But under what presuppositionis there duaA¢yecOoy, showing d
the avtd, tovto, and something like the 6th taogv ["through all.]?
Only if thereis ovpumtAokr). And how does the latter come about? Only
in atotality. korvwvia isto beincludedin the definition d Beingitself.

Summary: shown in the Sophist:

ktvnowg ["motion"] — otdoc ["rest"]
ov ["Being"]: tavto ["the p " ‘
— érepay ("theother'] (cf.

same”] 256%07xff.() I (.- 254Daff,
kivnowg with otdaoig 6v (254D5)
Yuxn—aov: understanding d Being (cf. 248A11, 250B7)
Kowwvia—dvvapg magovoiag, "possibility d co-presence,” GyaB6v

[Ilgoodll]-

86. See Morchen transcription, no. 62, p. 213.
87. Cf. Sophist, 255E11ff.; see Morchen transcription, no. 62, p. 213; see aso

GA 19, p. 536ff.
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Central concepts d Plato's philosophy
I n the context of the understanding of
Being and the question d Being

§49. Theldead the ayaBov.

a) Being and the "for the sake d which" d understanding.

ovoia and &yaB6v. How do we proceed from the principlesand basic
determinations d beings, from the Ideas as structuresd Being, to the
Idead the ayadov,* fromthelogical to theethical, from Being to the
"ought"? ovoia and ayoOov.

Being, i.e., the Being d beings [das Seiende-Sein], is that which is
understood purely and simply for the sake of itself and is the only thing
that can be understood in such away. For the sake of itself: the end d all
understanding. If | say "for the sake d itself,” that is still an assertion
about it: end, mépac, ayaBov. In a naively ontic sense: something
higher than Being itself, which, moreover, still is Beingitself. Consid-
ered more closaly, however, not an assertion about Being, but one that
turnsaway from Being and is precisely not directed to Being itself but,.
instead, approaches it obliquely, in relation to how it is understood,
what it is for the understanding and not asit isin itself. Even "Being"
as principle is a derivative characterization.

At issue hereisthe Being d Dasein, the soul itself. At issue is Being,
the “for the sake d which" d this being, that which it has"to be." The
being to whose Being an understanding d Being pertains. Understand-

ing d Being: the potentiality-for-being wherein Beingis at issue. I n the
Greek sense: that which isat issue, the for the sake of which, itself asa being,

88. See Morchen transcription, no. 63, p. 213.
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the good. BeingistéAog, "end,"” the ayaOdv. Itisamatter d the ayabov,
because Beingis understood as a being, an existing property, the good.
More is said about the soul than the good, according to its sense, can
bear. To restrict the ontological assertion toits proper limits.

To know, to see, is an action, being out for.

arya@dv, mépag, any seeing is already, and above al, related to the
light The understanding d Being is brought to completion in seeing.
Beingthroughthe idéa, "something seen”; Being through the ayafov,
the "for the sake of which," the "end." Theldea d the goodisBeingin
the proper sense and isa being in the proper sense.

b) Being and value.®’
Being means, in thefirst place, presence. Beyond that, it is the "for the
sakeof which," thetoward which, ayaBdv, wdpéAeia, "Utility." Beingit-
f isseparated and, as OV, equated with ovaia.®® Contributionality [Bei-
traglichkeit] is not itself understood ontologically but, instead, is coordi-
nated to Being, because Being itself is restricted to pure constancy, bare
thingly presence. Yet the thing "till" has, beyond this, a toward-which, a
value, so called on the basisd aninsufficient grasp d Being.
And in the moral realm? A fortiori in that realm. That is the issuel

Existence! Potentiality-for-being!

§50. Summarizing retrospective.

a) Critical evaluation d Plato's treatment d the
problem d Being.
What is ontologically decisivein Plato's work: idéa and Adyog (Yuxn));
dOvayg Kowwviag v yevaov ["possibility of a communion d the
genera'].” Not ué0e&ic between the aio6nta and the idrn, but among
the latter themselves.

Kowvwvia t@v eldav, determinations of Being:** 1. the formal deter-
minations and the concrete ones not distinguished; 2. not said how
these determinations of Being relate to the Idea o Being itself, Being
the highest yévog; 3. not said whether in general one can make do
with aneutral concept d Being.

Being is distinguished from beings. Proper way o apprehension:
Adyog, and this possibility belongs to Dasein, an understanding o
Being. Being in AOYOy. Adyog: aAnfeia. Adyog: katryogeiv, Kotr)-

89. See Morchen transcription, no. 64, p. 213f,
90. Cf. Theatetus, 186C, VErsus 186A.

91. Cf. above, p. 115, n. 87.

92. See Morchen transcription, no. 65, p. 214.
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yoopia. Adyog: avv, "with," "together." Central problem—basic prob-
lem: Adyoc—uxn—xkivnoig.

Being: presence; on that basis, the more precise structure d Being:
togetherness, co-presence, one-other, unity-otherness-multiplicity-
sameness. Being and relation.

The structure d Adyog remains open, though it is predelineated:
Being itself and its delimitation with regard to disclosedness; Being
and possibility, dvvayig; Being and motion, kivnoic. Ye even what is
acquired is not at all a system, finished and transparent, but is always
under way, approached: obscurity. And precisely here resides what is
genuinely productive, what points beyond and leads further on, ex-
actly because we have here no system but, instead, actual work in dis-
closing the phenomena. That iswhy this work has never gone out o date.
Not because it contains somefinished, so-called eternal truth, but be-
cause it asks actual questions, which, as problems, do not lead mortal
lives. To pose a genuine problem is decisive and demands actual investi-
gative work. On the other hand, there is the sophistical solving d
semblant problems. { Thiswork will not be out d date}®* aslong asitis
not unsuccessful in finding responses that grasp the radical intention
and awaken a new one.

Thus no conclusion, but only renewed impul ses.

b) Retrospective on pre-Aristotelian philosophy,
for the sake d atransition to Aristotle.

Before considering the highest level d pure scientific research, alook
back.

Thales and Plato's Sop/ist.®* Understanding o Being. Concept d
Being and possibilities d conceptual interpretation. {Thales}:** explicit
question d beings with respect to their Being; but grasped there on
the basisd beings and as a being.

Parmenides: Being, but all beings are, so to speak, denied.

Plato: the Being d beings, Adyog, dvvapic kovwviag, co-presence.
Being is not something simple and becomes accessible primarily in
logos.

Adyog: The "logic" d beings, i.e., founded through logos; that is the
primary guiding line. No ontology manifest. Adyog: whence the cate-
gories, etc.”® The Aristotelian problems.®”

93. Editor's interpolation.

94. See Morchen transcription, no. 66, p. 214.
95. Editor's interpolation.

96. Cf. above, last paragraph beginning on p. 117.
97. See supplement no. 12, p. 161.

SECTION THREE
Aristotle’s Philosophy
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On the problem dof the development
and o the adequate reception of
Aristotle's philosophy

§51. Biography and philosophical development
o Aristotle.

a) Biographical data.

Born 38413in Stagira (Thrace).From his eighteenth year, 36716 {inthe
Academy].! Entered around thetime d the composition d the Theatetus.
Plato's student for twenty years, { upto}? 34817. Upon Plato's death, Aris-
totleand Xenocrateswent to stay withHermias in Mysia. For threeyears
Aristotle was the leader d the circle d Plato's students there. 343-336:
at the Macedonian royal court as preceptor to the thirteen-year-old Al-
exander, the future "Great." 336: after Alexander assumed the throne,
Aristotle returned to Athens. At the Lyceum (precinct sacred to Apollo
Lyceus), led the school d the Peripatetics for twelve years. TeQimatog,
"promenade," along which the members d the school carried on their
scientific discussions. With Alexander's death in 323, anti-M acedonian
feeling brolcefreein Athens. Aristotle accused d impiety. Fled to Chal-
cis, died therein 322 at the age d sixty-three.

b) On the question d the development o Aristotle's philosophy.

Aristotle's philosophical development: the problem hasbeen neglected
for along time, and not without reason, since the groundsfor a deter-

1. Editor's interpolation.
2. Editor's interpol ation.
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mination are unstable. Chronology and character d the writings;
studied i n the nineteenth century. Character: published writings ver-
suslecture notes. Only avery small part d the Corpus Aristotelicum was
published by Aristotle. "You are not working in order to write books,
but in order to make headway in the matters at issue." Today it isjust
the opposite. Typical isthe remark d afamoustheologian d the nine-
teenth century; in hisletters he says he must now think o atopicfor
hisnext book. A book must be written; that comesfirst. Then one tries
to find something to write about.

The developmental problem was taken up by Werner Jaeger.> The
essential work isby H. Bonitz.* The schema d the development can be
drawn out as follows: Platonic period: beginning; middle period: to
Asos [in Mysia) and back, critique d Plato; mature period: Lyceum.®
This schema and the questions it provoked have indeed advanced the
problem, regardiess d whether or not Jaeger's view istenable.

Thereis a basic difficulty, one Jaeger himself does not see because
d the narrowness d his philosophical interpretation: the writingson
logic, on physics, and bk. I' of the psychology are supposed to stem
from the early period, but there the decisive problems are not merely
posed in a tentative way but, instead, are already solved.® As long as
this difficulty is not disposed of, or even faced, the reconstruction o
Aristotle's development remains without a genuine foundation. The
only way is that d an actual philosophical interpretation o Aristotle's
investigations. But | am convinced that even that will not lead to a so-
lution; the only possible standpoint which is scientific and objective is
to acknowledge the insolubility.

Writings: Organon, Rhetoric, Poetics, Physics, On the heavens, Coming to be
and passing away, On the soul, Metaphysics, Nicomachean Ethics, Politics.”

Aristotle issaid to be the master builder;® coherent edifice, doctrinal
system. Thomas. Purefiction! Everything is open; basic problems.

3. W. Jaeger, Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner Entwicklung. Berlin,
1923 (henceforth, Jaeger, Aristoteles). Preliminary sketchin a more narrow frame-
work in his Studien; see above, p. 26, n. 34.

4. H. Bonitz, Aristotelische Studien. Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-histori-
schen Classe der Iconiglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1862-1867. Re-
printed, five partsin one volume: Hildesheim, 1969.

5. Jaeger, Aristoteles, see table d contents and pp. 91f., 105ff., 3311f.

6. 1bid., pp. 371f., 53ff., 45, 311, 355, 395.

7. Aristotelis opera. Ex recogn. |. Bekkeri, vols. 1-5. Academia Regia Borussica
Berlin, 183111,

8. Morchen transcription: "Dogma: Aristotle, versus Plato, is to be character-
ized as a master builder. Confusing him with Thomas Aquinas. | n Aristotle, even
lessd adoctrinal edifice thanin Plato.”
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§52. Onthereception of Aristotle's philosophy.’

Despite an Aristotelian tradition dominant since thetime d Schleier-
macher, the last decade has seen the slow emergence d a more fitting
appreciation d Aristotle. Hegel, in his early, Frankfurt years, prior to
his first projection d a system, was lastingly influenced by Aristotle.
Schleiermacher, Hegel, Trendelenburg, Bonitz, Torstrik, Brentano:
systematic, phenomenology.

Neo-lcantianism not only {interpreted}'° Kant one-sidedly (asan
epistemologist), but the same one-sidedness deformed the conception
d Greek philosophy in general and led to a misinterpretation d Aris
totle. The distinction idealism-realism was transferred back to the
Greeks. Aristotle would then represent naive, unscientific realism
and, inasmuch as it was preceded by Plato, a decline. This conception
was dominant and—in alessstrict form—still is so today. I n addition:
the Middle Ages considered Aristotle "the philosopher,” and that was
all the more reason to see i n him something obscure and superannu-
ated. But neither the Middle Ages nor Neo-Icantianism should divert
the correct interpretation d Aristotle.

I nour preliminary remarks:™ philosophical research, itsgenesisout d
understanding in general. Proper task: understanding, showing d Being
and d itsgrounds and constitution; critical versus positiveknowledge.

We will now, in the concrete, follow the process d penetrating into
Being, i.e., the exposition d the difference. Certainty o accessto, and
elaboration of, Being itself. Thereby a predelineation d science in the
proper sense. Theidead this science and its problematics: what isto be
questioned, how and on what path o disclosure, how taken up, which
central problems posed, which way leads to a solution? The formation
d philosophy as research: apex d ancient philosophy.

Outline:

1. Philosophical researchin general. Problem d Being. Met. I 1 and
2,E, B2

2. Thefundamental directionstaken by the questioning within the
problematic d Being, four { suchdirections}*® and dvvapug ["potenti-
ality"], évéoyewa [“actuality”]."* {. . .}

3. The point d departure for the ontological problematic. Motion.

9. See Morchen transcription, no. 67, p. 214f.
10. Editor's interpol ation.
11. Manuscript: "Introduction”; see above, 54 and §5, p. 5ff.
12. See below, chap. 2, p. 124{f.
13. Editor's interpolation.
14. See below, chap. 3, p. 1301f.
15. Textillegible.
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Physics. Phys. A and I' 1-3.'¢ Taken positively: dovauig, évégyela:
thereby xivnoig possible{. . .}.7

4. Ontology of life. De anima B and I.'* Thereby a possible
foundation.

5. Ontology d Dasein, Ethics,'® Eth. Nic.?°

6. Philosophical research and concept formation. Aéyog, demon-
stration and proof. Deinterp., Anal. post. B.

We will discuss only the main lines here, laying out the problems,
no doctrinal edifice; but even the main lineswill be presented only in
their most characteristic traits. Looking toward the positive elabora-
tion in thelecture course to be offered in the winter semester.!

16. See below, chap. 4, p. 142ff.
17. Text illegible.
18. See below, chap. 5, p. 153ff.

19. Cf. E. Arleth, Die metaphysischen Grundlagen der aristotelischen Ethik. Prague,
1903.

20. See below, chap. 5, §67, p. 1571.
21. Cf. Geschichte der Philosophie von Thomas v. Aquin bis Kanr. Marburger Vor-
lesung Wintersemester 1926-27. GA 23.
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The ontological problem and the idea o
philosophical research

§53. Theinvestigation into beings as beings, i.e.,
into Being, asthe thematic domain of the
fundamental sciencefor Aristotle.

There is predelineated in the essence d ontological questioning in
general, and also, accordingly, in its historical development, a double
concept,"" i.e., a remarkable state d fluctuation. To understand and
genuinely grasp beings as beings: on the one hand, the particular being
that most appropriately satisfies the idea & Being. Which does not
mean this idea becomes explicit. On the other hand, the Being d be-
ings in general, attempt to determine Being. Y& without the ground
and question d the most original problematic.

The double concept d the fundamental science:

1. science d Being;

2. science d the highest and most proper being.

What properly is. 1. the things that actually are; 2. what properly
constitutes beings: Being.

Interpretation d Met.I" and E (K and Physics).

Met. T 1:>* g ¢puoic g ["(Being) inits own nature”] (cf. 1003a27)
and the related vrtapxovta ["determinations'] (1003a22). Ontic ex-
planation d beings—ontological interpretation d Being. "If now even
the questions posed by the ancients, who were investigating the ele-
ments, implicitly aimed at these basic determinations d Being as such,

22. See Mérchen transcription, no. 68, p. 215f.
23.1003a21-32.

Basic Concepts of Ancient Philosophy [149-151]
125

then the elements must not be, contrary to the opinion d these an-
cient thinkers, confinable to a determinate region d Being, but must
be related to beings just insofar as they are beings* (1003a28ff.). This
theme d research, d what is to be apprehended, is made up o "the
first causes d beings as beings" (1003a31), the first Causes of Being, that
from which Being as such isto be determined. Here lies the catch, the dou-
ble concept d ascience d Being as both ontic explanation and ontological
interpretation. Causesd beings: the themeisthe Beingd beings. Causes
d Being: beings are the cause d Being. The problem can be discussed
inapositive way only if we have a sufficient grasp of both concepts d
the first science. We will begin with the first science as science o
Being oriented toward ontological interpretation.

Being is the theme. This science obviously has more to say than
smply: BeingisBeing. Ye the object isalways Being. Just as geometry
aways deals with space, physics with material nature, and biology
with organic nature, so the first science ever treats d beings as such and
ingeneral, of beingsjust insofar asthey are, d Being. kat d1) kai 10 TaAat
Te Kad VOV kai alet Ctovpevov kal aiel Amogovevoy, Tl To oV [“"what
isalways sought, and alwaysleads to an impasse, already long ago and
still now: what is Being'].2*

Theidea d thisscienceisdetermined moreprecisely inT 2: theidea
d the science d Being (1003a33-1004a9).

1. The unity d the object and d the thematic approach (I" 2,
1003a33-b19).

2. To the object there corresponds an originally genuine kind o
givenness, and indeed a direct one, aioOnoig (1003b19-22).

3. The mode o self-pre-givenness (phenomenol ogy, ontology).

4. ov and év: co-originality (1003b22-1004a2).

5. Science o Being and sciences d concretely different regions o
Being (1004a2-9).

Regarding 1: First o all, the unity o the thematic horizon: fov,"as
being," with respect to Being, toward which everything is oriented.
Being is the most universal.?” Plato: xowvwvia v yevav.? Are the
vévn that to which the problematic of this science is ultimately re-
duced? The question is taken up in Met. B 3.2” Met. B develops a series
d problems, all & which serve to determine the object d this science.
Therewe have what isdecisiveforthe matter at issue and what ismost
important for understanding the new Aristotelian problematic over
and against Plato.

24.Met. Z 1, 1028b2f1.

25. See supplement no. 13, p. 161f., and Morchen transcription, no. 69, p. 216.
26. Cf. Sophist, 254B71.

27.998bl4ff.
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§54. Theimpossibility d determining
Being through genera.

The “origins,”*® the basicdeterminationsd Being, aswell asBeingitself,
the agxai t@v dvtwv, cannot be genera. The proof is carried out indi-
rectly, from the impossibility d the opposite vrto0eows. First d al, an
example to clarify the concepts d genus, difference, species. Teaching
example: homo animal rationale [*man is the rational animal"]. Genus:
animal (includesthe rational and the non-rational). Difference; rationale,
divides the genus and determines it as something, as something that it
itself, according toitsidea, isnot yet: living being asrational. And sothe
difference constitutes the species: homo (<> beast) resides neither in ani-
mal nor in ratio, for God also possessesthe latter. Rationale does not be-
long to animalitas, if homo and beast are not both rationale.

On the hypothesis that Being is a genus, then the species and dif-
ferences, which differentiate Being i n general into some definite mode
d Being, should not be determined on the basis d Being, for differ-
ences introduce something that does not already liein the genus. But
if the difference, insofar as it differentiates, is supposed to be some-
thing at all, i.e., insofar asit is supposed to function as a difference, it
must be. Assuming Being is a genus, then the difference and the spe-
cieswould necessarily possessthe determinationsd the genusitself.

We face here an either-or: either Being is a genus, but then it isa
genus that by essence can have no differencesand no species, for these
would be utterly deprived d a connection to Being. Or there are dif-
ferences and species, but then Being is necessarily not a genus. Now,
since differences and species actually are, valet consequentia: ov is not a
vévos. Being has no species and no differences. Then how isit articu-
lated? How understand the unity d the general and the multiplicity o
the "kinds" and modes d Being, the species and modalities? How are
we to account here for the €idoc and the diadooa ["difference"]? As

predicates, or asthe being itself & which such a predication is made?

§55. The unity d analogy (of the mQo¢ év) assense d the
unity d multiple beingsin ovoix.

Aristotle now provides the positive answer to the question d whether
the aoxai have the character d yévn, whether the aox1 d ov (i.e.,
ovoia) = avévog.

Met. T' 2: "Beings are called beings in several senses' (1003a33).

Therefore Being is understood in several senses as well. But the mani-

28. Related to Met. B 3, 998b14-28; see Morchen transcription, no. 70, p. 216f.
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foldnessof the meaning d Beingisnot an utterly disparate one. It isnot
smply a matter of one and the same word used with completely differ-
ent meanings, such as the cock [Hahn] d the chicken coop and d the
water spigot: the same word, but the meaning is atogether different.
Thus the expression "Being" is not equivocal, ovy ouwvipws ["not
merely homonymous"] (1003a34), aequivoce, but neither is it—since
MoAAax@wG—oLVwVLHWS ["synonymous'], univoce, having the same
meaning in every context.

What then are, positively, the meaning d Being and the mode d
signification d this term? The meaning is not disparate, unrelated to
some one thing; on the contrary, mpog £v kai piav tva pvow ["re-
lated to one and the same specific nature"] (1003a33f.). Aristotle
clothes his answer in two examples: To Uyiewvdv, the expression
"healthy" hasits meaning oog VUytetav; somethingiscalled "healthy"
insofar asit hasarelationto health. Thisrelation can be d various kinds,
while yet always remaining arelation to health:

UyLevov @ GuAdrtewy (1003a35), "healthy” inasmuch asit "main-
tains and preserves' health; e.g., walkingis healthy.

vyLetvov T motety (1003a35f.), "healthy" inasmuch as it “pro-
duces' health. An organ is healthy.

VYLEWVOV T omuelov eivan TG UyLeiag (1003a36), "healthy” inas-
much asit "isasign d health," a healthy complexion.

UyLletvov To {. . .} dertikov avtig (1003a36tf.), "healthy” inasmuch
asitissomething that is determined at all by health and ilIness. Only
what can be ill can be healthy; not a stone, no more than a triangle.
But indeed timber, an animal, aliving being.

Taking a walk is healthy in a different sense d being healthy than
a heart is healthy. "The heart is healthy" has a different sense than
"healthy cheeks." Not because the latter differ from the heart as parts;
here "are" does not mean that the cheeks themselves are not diseased
but, rather, means "are a sign of." A comparable example to "healthy"
is"medical" in relation to the practice d medicine. "Medical" isa per-

formance, a comportment, something (such as an instrument) that
pertains to this practice (cf.1003bl-3).

Likewise, "is," wherever it is used, has significancein relation
to"Being," pia aoxr-mpog tavtnv [*one principle-towardthesame']
(cf.1003b5f1.), "in relation to Being” (1003b9), in each case proceed-
ing from Being and returning back to it.? Beings are in different
senses, and the difference results fromthe relation, different in each
case, of the being to that which most properly.is said to be.

o pev {. ..} dva Aéyetan (1003be) [for beings are spoken of as”:]?

29. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 2171.
30. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 2171f.
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1. &tovoian (1003b6),> in themselves "things present-at-hand."

2. 6u maOn ovoiag (1003b7),*” "states d what is present-at-hand.”

3. 611 0d0s lg ovoiav (1003b7), "away toward being present-at-
hand."

4. u pBooad, oreprioelc (1003b71.), "disappearances,” "deprivations.”

Ot mowdtnTeg (1003b8), "qualities.”

6. OtLanodpaoes (1003b9), "negations.”

o

mEog piav Aeyouévwv Gpvow ["said in relation to one nature"]
(1003b14). Cf. Met. K 3: to0 dvtog 1] ov ["of beings asbeings”],” eivai
['Being"],** maBog ["affect"],® €& ["comportment™],* diBeoig
["disposition”] > kivnoic ["motion™] >

Thisrelationship meog év ["to one"] isamode d the ka®’ év ["on
one"],* theunity of andogy, €€ o0 Tt dAAa joTNTAL, ke OU O Aéyovtal
(1003b17), something "on which the other modes d Being are depen-
dent and through which those other modes are said to be" If this
something is ovoia ["presence-at-hand"], then on it depend the
agxal. In each caseisit amatter d adeterminate ovota ["something
present-at-hand"], or & ouoiain general?

Regarding 2 and 3: to have constantly in view a more precise type
d the primary access.** Mode d pre-givenness, pre-having. Hereis a
new science d Being as such. Explained in Met. K 3:*' new concept d
philosophy: ontology, thematic research into Being itself. Actualy
demonstrated, not just tentatively touched on. Delimitation over and
against mathematics and physics:** mathematics abstracts and grasps
simply: adaioeoic,” "taking away" something from something; this
in various respects and yet one discipline.

ov 1) ov ["beings as beings'], Being itself already indicated. Being
occursin amultiplicity & modes Unity: toog €v, analogy. The anal og-
ical meaning d Being = question d Being in general. The problem d
thisanalogy isthe central problem for penetrating into Being in gen-

31. See supplements no. 14 and no. 15, p. 162.
32. See supplement no. 16, p. 162.

33. 1061a8.

34. 1061al0.

35. 1061a9; Met. A 21, 1022b151f.

36. 1061a9; Met. A 20, 1022b4ff.

37.1061a9; Met. A 19, 1022b1ff.

38. 1061a9; cf. Phys. I' 1, 200b12ff.

39.T 2, 1003b15.

40. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 218.
41.1061a28-bl7.

42. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 218f.
43. Cf. Met. K 3, 1061a29.
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eral. Whereis the seat d this analogy? Whence derive the possibility
d arelation d beings to beings and the possibility o variousrelations
d that kind? Adyog-Gv, something as something, together, one with
the other, Adyog is the guideline, i.e., Ov Aeyouevov, the possible
mode d Being d what can be asserted.

Katnyopelv, Katnyopia. Being: itsinterpretation and the fixing d
its modes. Category, Adyoc—“assertion,” analogy. OV 1) OV: how it shows
itsdlf in logosand is encountered in the mode d the “as something.”

ov d the categories. the first group within the first*® sense d
noAAaxawcg ["in many ways'].

44. See supplement no. 17, p. 162.
45, On thetwo differentmeanings d moAAaywg in Aristotle, see Morchen tran-

scription, no. 71, p. 219; cf. also M. Heidegger, Vom Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit.
Freiburger Vorlesung Sommersemester 1930. GA 31. Frankfurt, 1982, p. 77.
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%hefundamental questioning
d the problematic d Being

§56. The essence of the" categories."

Terminologically, the expression katnyogia* implies a relation to

Adyog as "showing." Essentialy, however, the categories signify modes d
Being. How does it happen that modes d Being are designated with a
term related to assertion? That should not make uswonder, for the ques-
tion d Being is oriented toward hoyoq, "showing.” More precisely:
Adbyog istheshowing d beings; i n hoyoq, beingsare accessibleand thereby
also Being. Admittedly, thereby we clarify only the genesisd therelation
with respect to the charactersd Being. And yet it isnot only terminol og-
icaly, but also fundamentally, that ontology is oriented toward Adyoc.
KAt TAVTWY YaQ TO OV katnyoeitay®’ "Being is asserted d all
things." If abeing is encountered, then Being, inter alia, isintended and
understood. Being is the most general category. But that does not mean
beings and Being are something subjectively thought; on the contrary,
Aéyewv signifies: to "show" beingsin themselves. Categories are modes of
beings with respect to their Being, not forms d subjectivethought, which,
moreover, they are not for Kant either. But alimit doesindeed arisein
another respect: there are beings and Being only insofar as they are ac-
cessiblein assertion. Furthermore, in accord with the immediate mean-
ing: only what is present-at-hand, things. Plotinus: the vonyté are over and
against the aioB1td, but, even within the aioOntd, again only the pres
ent-at-hand things, neutral presence-at-hand: table, tree, mountain, sky.

46. See Mérchen transcription, no. 72, p. 2191.
47. Met. K 2, 1060b4f.
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How does this{ orientation toward /ogos)* appear, and how are the
categories apprehensiblein it? The categoriesgive:

L toov{.. .} xata ta oxfpata twv kKatryoolwv [ Being accord-
ing to the configurations d the categories”].* The categories are
oxnuata, "Gestalten," in which the modes d Being show themselves.
How are they connected to Adyog?

2. T kara undepiay ovurtAoknv Aeydueva ["things said insofar
asthey arein no way combined"] .>°

3. kB avtd O¢ eivan Aéyetan 6oameQ onuaiver o oxNpaTa TS
KT Yoolas 00axwe Yoo Aéyetatl, TOOALTAXWS TO eival onuatvel
["Being in itself is said in as many ways as are signified by the Ge-
stalten d the categories: in as many ways as it is said, that is how
many ways Being is signified"] .>!

4. To & Uragyev T0de T@de Kotk T AANBevEcORL TODE Kot TOLdE
TooaLTAXWS ANTTTéoV OoaXWS ai katryopiaw dujonvtaw ["The attri-
bution d thisto that and the disclosing d thistruth about that are to be
taken in as many ways as there are different categories”].5> Cf. Met. A
30: vapyewv kat &ANOég eimetv ["isan attribute and issaid truly"] >

5. T mEOg TV ovoiav Aeydueva ["things said as related to pres-
ence'].”* Umorkeipevov—ovpPeprrdta ["substrate—things that su-
pervenetoit"]: bmokelpevov {. . ) éudaivetal v ékGotn Katryopix
["the substrate showing itsdlf in each category"].”

6. dupéoelg ["divisions'], mrwoeig ["inflections’] > mowta ["first
things'], xowa ["things in common"], yévn ["genera’].”” Porphyry
reports that the ancient commentaries named the book d the catego-
ries ITepl Téov Yevav 100 6vtog ["On the genera d beings'].>® Stoics:
term for the categories: t& yevucdrtata ["the highest genera'] >

Regarding?2: that which, accordingtoits content, admitsd "no compo-

48. Editor's interpol ation; see Morchen transcription, no. 72, p. 220ff.

49. Met. ® 10, 1051a34f.

50. Cf. Cat. 4, 1b25; see supplement no. 18, p. 162f.

51. Met. A 7, 1017a22ff.

52. Analytica priora A 37, 49a6ff.

53. Cf. 1025a14{.

54. Cf. Met. I" 2, 1003b9.

55. Cf. Met. Z 1, 1028a261f.

56. Met. N 2, 1089a26.

57. Cf. Phys. T' 1, 201a10; De anima 402a23. Cf. F. Brentano, Von der mannigfa-
chen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles. Freiburg, 1862, pp. 100-101.

58. Porphyrii Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categorias commentarium. Ed. A. Busse. Com-
mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, vol. 4, pt. 1. Berlin, 1887, p. 56, 11. 18-19.

59. Cf. Soicorurn veterumfragmenta. Ed. H. von Arnim. Leipzig, 1903ff., vol. 2:
Chrysippus, pt. 2, §2, 329 and 334, p. 117; vol. 3: DiogenesBahylonius, pt. 1, Lo-
gica, 25, p. 214.
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sition,” €v oLdeX KatapdoeL ["not in any affirmation’],*® but which,
for its part, makes possible intertwining in general, lets something be
grasped as something; that which, inter alia, | have in view in assertion,
that whichis understood in a particular way. The stoneis hard (quality).
The tree is along the path (place). The resistance is too great (rmoodv
["quantity"]). The contentsin view i n an assertion about beingsstemming
from an understanding d Being. Contents not reducibleto one another.

Regarding 3: beings in themselves with respect to their possible
modes d Being. There are as many d these modes as there are modes
d Aéyewv, modes d the"showing" d something as something. The cat-
egories are therefore grounded in, and signify nothing other than, the
determinations of Being that are grasped in the "as something." The superve-
nience d something, or, more precisely, the co-presence-at-hand d
something with something, the possible mode d the co-being d some-
thing with something, and d each thing with that which, in the re-
spective case, is called its vokeipevov ["substrate"]. T 6 ov 10 pev
TOde 21, TO d¢ ooV, TO dE ToLOV TL onuaivel ["'Being' signifies either
the'this,’ the quantity, or the quality"] .

Regarding 5: pog v ovowav Aeyopevea, "with respect to presence-
at-hand, i.e., something present-at-hand in itself." ovoia ot ["pri-
mary presence''], full presence d the "this here." The modes of the co-pres-
ence-at-hand of beings with ovoia are expressed in the categories. I n every
category, and according to the sense d that category, ovoix also shows
itself. If it was said earlier,? no "asthat," no ovumAokr), that does not
mean the structure now grasped counts as an objection. What has a
quality is something, what is related is something, related to place, to a
time. Modesd co-presence-at-hand: somethingisthisthinginitsef and
asthisthingisqualified i n such away, related to such and such, etc.

Regarding 6: The categories are therefore, dwxipéoels, that which
can be selected out in this original "separating" o an ovoia into de-
terminations d Being. {rrtcboels:}® inflections, modes d co-presence-
at-hand; {rowta:}** the first, original, ontological characters d be-
ings; {kowd:}* what is common; {yévn:}* genera. Refers to the
categories as modes, ways d being-with {. . .}*” prior to {?) some gen-
eral quality, the general for the respective determinate, concrete prop-
erty, species in general for the various determinate species.

60. Cat. 4, 2 and 5f.; see supplement no. 18, p. 162.

61. Met. Z 4, 1030b11f.; katnyopelv: categories: 10 (cf. Topics A 9, 103b21-23).
62. See above, num. par. 2, p. 131.

63. Editor's interpol ation.

64. Editor's interpolation.

65. Editor's interpolation.

66. Editor's interpolation.

67. Passageillegible.

Basic Conceptsd Ancient Philosophy [159-160]
133

Summary: categories:

1. Modes d co-presence-at-hand with something present-at-hand in
itself.

2. Therein the mode d Being d the possible being-with is
determined.¢®

3. Thismode d Being isin each case, inter alia, already understood
in every concrete showing d a being as this or that. The "something
as something” articulates Being-with; i.e., the mode d Being ex-
pressed in the category is the possible content d a regard. This regard
is constitutive d the possibility o assertion. As red, as there with re-
gard to mowov ["quality”], mov ["place’].s

4. The content d the regard is thus the guideline for the under-
standing d the Being d what isattributed to the being, what standsin
the predicate d the sentence, and indeed kowdv. The categories are
therefore the mostgeneral predicates.

§57. Analogy (mog €v) as the ontological
meaning o the unity of the manifold
modes of Being (categories).

What is decisive isthe ontological meaning: modes of co-presence-at-hand,
a) different among themselves, irreducible to one another, b) not
under a highest genus, but also not a confused manifold; on the con-
trary, they are categories through the relatedness to ouoia, which is
1. essential to all d them, 2. different in every case.

Being as presence-at-hand in general is polysemic: 1. present-at-hand
initself, 2. co-present-at-hand, together with, in the various modes.”®

ovoia TIOLOV TOCOV

| oV
T0dE T
thisfir this tree thisquantity thisplace
justas(...}.”

68. See Morchen transcription, no. 73, p. 222,
69. See supplement no. 19, p. 163.
70. See Morchen transcription, no. 74, p. 222.

71. Passageillegible.
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analogia attributionis ["analogy d attribution"]; analogia proportionis
["analogy d proportionality"].”

Analogia attributionis.”” nomen commune ["anamein common"]. ratio
{. . .} eadem secundum terminum ["the reason is the same according to
one term"], it isalways co-intended,” e.g., health or that which most
properly is healthy; primum analogatum ["the primary term, which
bears the analogy"], i.e., the being in the most proper sense, ouoia;
Being in general, i.e., the being in the most proper sense.

The"co-intended,” that which is “co-” in generdl, initspossibilities:
precisely expressed in the "categories," cuupepnkoc. The “co-” varies
the "assuch and such.” Only the “co-" and purely onthebasisd pres-
ence, or the "such and such" (in general) with?—qualitas, quantitas.
Are these both then to be analyzed temporally, or can they be clarified
astemporal only in a determinate ontological respect? Beings are es-
sentially related to the being that isin the most proper sense.

diversa™ secundum habitudines ["diverse according to their comport-
ments (tothe primary term)"], identitastermini habitudinum ["identity
d theterm d the comportments"], diverstashabitudinum["diversity d
the comportments'], i.e., modalization d Being. But a fundamental
difficulty: hereisan ontological meaning, or the basic meaningin gen-
eral, the meaning d Bang in general. | n the examples, ontic meanings, a
being (health),qualitas. But now quality assuchisamode, itsdlf assuch
isTeog év. Quality itself isan expression d a habitudo [ comportment,
mode"] d Being. On the other hand, in the example it is a terminus,
and indeed as a determinate quality, a "species." Habitudo is insuffi-
cient here: can also be kata ["against"]; in avaAoyta ["analogy"],
however, what countsisthe medc Tt ["relation to a one"].

Therdatatotheterminus,thus the categories, are the analogata ["the
analogized things"]. The primumanalogatumis ovowax and at the same
time the nomen analogum ["analogous name"]: elvat ["Being"]. etvau
and ovoia, Being in general and the most proper being, identical? Or
else how do they go together? The One here in the proper sense and
in theimproper sense.

A further formulation d the concept d analogy: between vonrta
and aicOnta. Not the same ovoia for both.” dei pévrtor To TAVTA

72. Morchen transcription: "The structure d the universality d Being is the
structure d analogy." See supplements no. 20, p. 163, and no. 21, p. 163{.

73. Cf. Th. Vio de Cajetan, De nominum analogia. Ed. M. de Maria. Rome, 1907.
More precise bibliographical references and extensive (French)commentary inB.
Pinchard, Me'taphysique et Se'mantique suivi de Thomas de Vio-Cajetan, L'analogie des
noms. Paris, 1987 (henceforth, Cajetan), chap. 1, 3, p. 114.

74. Cajetan, chap. 2, 8, p. 115.

75. See Morchen transcription, no. 74, p. 222.

76. Plotinus, Enn. 6, 1.11.
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avadoyix kai ouwvouia Aaupavewy ["yetit is necessary to take the
same thing both analogously and homonymously"].””

Dessig ensrealissmum["God is the most real being"],”® summum ens
["supreme being”],7® ensinjinitum ["infinite being"] over and against
ens jinitum creatum ["finite, created being"].®° Indeed Being, but not
univoce ovoio: the most proper being, in the sense d infinite, which
creates what isfinite. The created is also substance, but finita, and, on-
tologically, d it once again an analogy holds.

The modes d Being, their multiplicity and the type o their unity
and appurtenance. The first and original: moAAaxd@s. The second: the
simple meaning d Being, to this meaning the Being d the categories
isrelated. | n what way?

Regarding the second: To ov To anAdc Aeyduevov ["'Being as said
simply”],%' Being pure and simple, not thisor that Being, not the Being
d adefinite being, not Being and this being, but sheer Being. The basic
directions o questioning within the problematic d Being are first
clarified on the basisd their connection with the Being d the catego-
ries, and thereby the concrete idea d the science d Beng in general is
determined. Then the question arises: how does the second concept o
the science d Being, theology, relate to that?

From what has been said: presence-at-hand—a preeminent cate-
gory. ovoia: it expresses the original Being, and in relation to it there
is co-presence-at-hand, modes. Presence-at-hand— co-presence-at-
hand. “Co-"—Adyoc—presence. To besure, nine categories arefounded
inthefirst but, by essence, are given along withit. Being d the catego-
ries:®? present-at-hand in itself, co-present-at-hand; ka® avtd ["in it-
self"], aways, constantly, there d itself and in accord with its essence.
What is to be present-at-hand as something produced. Being: presernce,®
and indeed d a multiplicity. Copresenced something with something;
i.e., in presence itself areference fromone to another. The totality o
the peculiarities, meaningfulness, world (inter alia, especially in the
phenomenon d ovoia in general, magovoia ["co-presence']);i.e., a
being is cvyxkeipevov ["something combined"]. Categories are condi-
tions d possibility, basic modes d possible co-presence-at-hand.

Categories applicable to every being that is to be. Supervenience

77. Plotinus, Enn. 6, 3.1,11 6-7.

78. Cf. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A576/B 604.

79. Cf. Anselm o Canterbury, Monologion 16; Descartes, Meditationes de prima phi-
losophia. Oeuvres, ed. Adam and Tannery (henceforth, Meditationes), 7 vols., Paris,
1904, vol. 4, 4; vol. 5, 11.

80. Meditationes 3, 22-24.

81. Met. E 2, 1026a33. See supplement no. 22, p. 164.

82. See supplements no. 23, p. 164f., and no. 24, p. 165.

83. See Morchen transcription, no. 75, p. 222f.
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[Hinzugeratenheit] is an ontological character that is not necessary to the
most proper being and that also does not constitute the Being d the
most proper being. The same holds for uncoveredness.

§58. Being in the sense of supervenience (Gupupepnroc)

Textual passages:

Kato oLPPEPNKOS eivon ["Being as supervenience']: Met. E 2-3, K
8,54 A 30. (g aAnBeéc ov ["Being astruth"]: Met. E 4, K 8,* ® 10; De
interpretatione; De anima T’ 6.5° Both {kat& cupufePnioc eivat and wg
aAnoec ov}¥ are Aowmov yévog ["in some other genus”]** versus
duvaus, évégyela, and katryooia.

OV katx ouuPePnroc’’ —“supervenience,” "what comes to some-
thing by theway." kot cuuPepnrog eivat,” what comesto something
in addition, occasionally, accidentally, not as téAog ["proper end"]. Not
nothing, but not Being in the proper sense either; very important for
understanding the concept d Beingin Aristotle and in Greek philoso-
phy in general. From what is not Being in the proper sense, from what
isapprehended that way, it becomesclear how Beingin the proper sense
is understood. émiotapal signifies "understanding” in the broadest
sense, to be involved with something in a understanding way, to deal
with beingsin an oriented way: e.g., house building. Thisorientation is
related to something, to the thing one wants to produce, so that it will
be ready-to-hand as a house in accord with what belongsto it asawork
d craftsmanship. But what supervenesto this house, such aswhat init
pleases or displeasesitsinhabitants, or thefatesand dispositionsd those
who useit, isa matter d indifference.”

1. On beings that are such and such by accident, oubeyia{. . .} meoi
avTo Bewola ["they cannot be grasped in the theoretical attitude”],”

2. dvopd TL YOMOV 1O oUpPePNKOS [“supervenience is merely a
name"] (1026b131.),

3. &yyUc L tov pr) ovtog ["closeto nonbeing”] (1026b21),

4. (a)Tic 1) Pvoig avtov ["what isthe nature d the supervenient"],

(b) kai dux v’ altiav éotiv, and "on what grounds," how founded

84.1064bl15-1065a2].

85. 1065a21-26.

86. 430a26ff.

87. Editor's interpolation.

88. Met. E 4, 1028al.

89. See Mérchen transcription, no. 76, p. 223.

90. Met. K 8, 1064b15f.

91. Cf. 1064b19ff.; see Morchen transcription, no. 77, p. 223.
92. Met. E 2, 1026b3f.
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(1026b251.)? Regarding (b):1. &€ avdykng (ur) évdexduevov AAAwG)
["by necessity (cannotbeotherwise)"];aiet ["aways'] (cf.1026b281f.).
2. émi T0 moAY ["for the most part"] (1026b30). Thisis the doxr) for
ovpPePnros (1026b31). Regarding (a):1. What is neither aiei, nor
most of the time, but only occasionaly (1026b32). 2. Such superve-
nience, occurring by chance and occasionally, is possibleonly if there
is always already something present-at-hand in a constant or nearly
constant way.

5. Examples.”?

6. For this ov, there is no téxvn (¢motnun), dVvapc wELoévN
[no "definite know-how (science) or capacity”] (1027a6f.). It is not a
oiketov TéAog ["an end in the proper sense”];*+ it cannot be graspedin
its possible determinateness and constancy. To what supervenes, there
corresponds no definite understanding, no delimited comportment to
which in each case the determinate being at issue would offer itsdf to
be encountered in the appropriate manner. On the contrary, the es-
senced the ovuBePnrdg isprecisely to rise up mad, "by" something,
i.e., in very case by theway and arbitrarily (1027a16f.).

7. oy grasped more precisely: the aei ["everlasting”] as UAn ["mat-
ter"] (1027a13): determinability in general, open to arbitrariness.

559. Being in the sense of uncoveredness:
oV wg aAnBéc (Met. E 4,K 8, @ 10).

a) Conjunction and disjunction as ground o
uncoveredness and coveredness.

Beingastruth:*® AisB. Aisinfact; Aisin actuality, not merely presumed
to be. Concept d truth in general, judgmental truth, conformity.

Met. E 4: thetext d this chapter is uneven. Noticed very early. Jaeger
hasfound in thisan occasion to excise various parts. Lines 1027b25-27
seem to be later interpolations, since there a concept d truth is dis
cussed that could not have been foreseen at the start.

Uncoveredness—dissembling (falsity, not to be such as, to be other
than).Herethe only questions are: what sort & modification d Beingin
general isthis? And how isit connected to the Being d the categories?

Uncoverednessand coverednessstand together, grounded i n conjunc-
tion and disjunction. Aéyog, something assomething; apart and together
within the unitary steadfastness d the pre-given being. Uncovering,

93. See Morchen transcription, no. 77, p. 2231.
94. Met. K 8, 1064b23.
95. See supplement no. 25, p. 165; see Morchen transcription, no. 78, p, 224.

96. Jacger, Studien, pp. 23-28, esp. 27; Jaeger, Aristoteles, p. 217.
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showing, letting be seen, means: (disclosingi n itself) showing in the mode
of attributionwith respect to what is present-at-hand together, or showing
inthe mode d denial with respect to what is not gathered together. Todis
semble and cover over is the corresponding opposite: showing in the
mode d attribution with respect to what is not gathered together, {or}*’
showing in the mode d denial with respect to what is present-at-hand
together. "The board is black": attribution d "black" to "board" and
thereby showing what is present-at-hand together. "The window is not
closed: denying closednessto the window and thereby showing that the
two are not gathered together. The window isin fact not closed, but it is
said, “The window is closed": here attribution d closednessto the win-
dow inview d what isnot actually gathered together, and thereby cov-
ering over thebeingasit is, givingit out to be somethingit isnot. Saying
d the black board, "It is not black™: denying blackness to the board in
view d something actually present-at-hand together. Or, something as
something ("isblack™) whichit is not: not "not black," but "black."

Uncovering—covering over:*® an attribution and speaking about
something as something. That gives expression to the intending of some:
thing as something: &pa kad {. . ) xwols:* "at the same time," "in unity,"
the being itsdf that is to be shown; or "separated,” "apart,” disjoined.
But this wote pnto épeng (1027b24), "not as one after the other,” not
at first the wholeinits unity and then separated, but, rather, GAA” €v T
vyiyveoOal (1027b25) "such that a unity comesto be," i.e., the wholeiit-
«df in and through the separation, and precisely throughout the sepa-
ration as a unitary whole and as the being itsdf in the "how" d its
Being. ®AAog Adyog ["another logos']:Met. Z 12; Deanima I' 6ff.

To intend, to run through perceptually, not ssmply to look at, but to
penetrateit through and through with thelook, duxvoeicOat. Conjunc-
tion and disunction are carried out in duavoix. Something as some-
thing, a structure that is "not in the things' themselves, ook &v toig
mpaypaot (1027b301.), but a structure d the understanding and disdos
ing, d uncoverednessand coveredness, constituted through and i n the com-
portment to the uncovered thing itself. Uncoverednessdoes not pertain
to beingsin themselves; they can be without uncoveredness and cov-
eredness. These latter are only insofar asthere is diavola.

Uncoveredness is not only impossible without the Being d that
which shows, but also without the Being d the beings to be shown.

étegov OV TV kveiwe ["other than Being in the most proper
sense'] (1027b31), thereis "another" Being in uncoveredness, other
than the "proper Being" d the categories.

97. Editor's interpolation.
98. See Morchen transcription, no. 79, p. 224f.
99. Met. E 4, 1027b24.
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b) Grounds for excluding both Being as supervenience and
Being as uncoveredness from the fundamental
consideration d Being.

Both!* modes d Being, Ov kata ovpBefniog and ov wg aAndég, are
adetéov ["to be dismissed"] (1027b33f.). ovpBenPnicds is adoiotov
(1027b34), "undetermined,” unstable, nothing that can be possessed
and shown as always there, aAn0éc is dlavoiag T m&Bog (1028al), a
"state” d the soul. duddtepa {...) ovk éEw dnAobow ododv Tva
pvowv 1o Gvtog (1028alff.), "both modes d Being do not reveal a
type d Being that would stand on its own outside d Being in the
proper sense." Both modes d Being are not unfounded. é£cw: "outside”
d every essential relation to Being in the proper sense. ¢£w does not
mean outside d consciousness. That does hold in a certain way for
Being as truth, although even this is not related to "consciousness.”
But é€w isdifferent {?) for the two types d Being, and cupBepnicoc is

unquestionably a dependent being.

To éEw ov ["Being onitsown, outside”]'! isunfounded Being,
not grounded essentially on another; xwolotov ["separate”] (1065a24)
iswhat is autonomous and constant, autonomous constancy.

¢) Themode d the founding d Being qua supervenience and o
Being qua uncoverednessin the Being d the categories.

How are both modesfounded in ov twv katnyopwwv ["the Beingd the
categories'] ?Thislatter iskvpiwg ov ["Beingin the most proper, ruling
sense”];12then howisov g aAn0ég supposed to be kvowtartov [*most
proper, most lordly”]?'03
ovppePnroc—ain0ég (how are these founded?) and katnyopic.
The categories are the possible modes d possible co-present-at-hand
beings. Supervenienceisakind d Beinggrounded on the Being d the
categories or, more precisely, on the idea of Being that liesat the foun-
dation d the articulation {?} d the categories: what isin itsdf present-
at-hand and co-present-at-hand. Supervenient positing is formally a
mode d co-presence-at-hand, specifically such that it characterizes
beings which do not necessarily and constantly belong among beings
in the proper sense and fall to the level d nonbeings. Ontological
ovpPePnrog: thismode d Being does not fully correspond to the idea
d Beinginthe proper sense (perpetual constancy). Ontic cupPBepnkds,
in its ontological meaning, never corresponds; it isnot abeing in the

100. See Morchen transcription, no. 80, p. 225f.

101. Met. K 8, 1065a24.

102. Cf. Met. E 4, 1027b31.

103. Cf. Met. ® 10, 1051b1: xvowdtata OV ["Being in the highest sense"]; see
Morchen transcription, no. 81, p. 2251,
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proper sense. Because it isfounded and, furthermore, isnot abeingin
proper sense, { supervenienceis}'®* not included in the basic thematic
d the science d Being. Such abeingisnot the possible object o a dia-
noia, and thus, for the Greeks, even its Being deserves no further dis-
cussion. Nevertheless, its consideration, carried out in dianoia, does
belong to a comprehensive theory d Beingin general.

oV ¢ aANn0£c!” —katnyopla, AGyoc-“to uncover,” dLVOEIV—-VOELV.
Even thisis not xa®’ avtod, Being in itself, but only something en-
countered and uncovered. Yet even this mode d Being is not merely
founded on what isin itself, but as such {?} it is understandable only
out d Adyog, though in a different respect. At the same time this
mode o Being, versus what is kata gupuBepnrog, is not nothing; on
the contrary, just the reverse: it bringsto completion Being initself. It
characterizes beings in their presence in the proper sense. { Beings
are}'® present not only in general but are uncovered as such and ac-
cessiblein their presence, placed in the utter {?} present.

§60. Being as potentiality and actuality:
oV duvapet—évegyeia (Met. O).107

Kivnoic—petaPoAr). Retrospectivein Aristotle, Phys. A; d0vapus from
dUvaoBat ["to be powerful"]. dovapis (duvatdv [able, strong”]).

1. X1 KvNoews 1) petaBoAng 1) v étépw 1) 1) étegov.'*® Potenti-
ality is the "point d departured a motion, a change, in another as the
moved or inasmuch as thislatter is other." Handcraft is the potential-
ity, the ability, d a craftsman effected in another as the work (the
shoe) or inasmuch as it is other. Healing, a doctor; the moved is the
one whoisill. The doctor can heal himself, but then heisthe object d
his practice not qua doctor, but qua onewhoiisill.

2. duvatov (dvvaeg)'” mdoyxew (cf. 1019a211.), "the potentiality
to undergo something" from another, or inasmuch asit is other.

3. duvapis for something; not simply to act i n some way or other, but
KaAQG {. . .} 1) kot mooaipeowv ["well and asanticipated”] (1019a26f.).
To be able [kdnnen] in an emphatic sense, to be an adept [Konner]. "He
can run," said d asprinter. "He can play" = he playswell.

104. Editor's interpol ation.

105. See Morchen transcription, no. 81, p. 226.

106. Editor's interpolation.

107. Cf. Met. A 12: dOvapis (1019al51f.); Phys. I' 1-3, E; see Brocker transcrip-
tion, no. 1, p. 232f.

108. Met. A 12, 1019a15f.

109. I n the manuscript, duvatdv is crossed out, and dUvapic iswritten over it.
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4. é€eic kO &g dmadn) (1019a26t.), "the ability to be insensitive"
to change and deterioration. Power to resist, viability. A thing issome-
timesdestroyed not insofar asit hasan ability, but insofar asit lacksit,
i.e., on account d the absence d something.

Corresponding to dUvapug, the duvatdv, "capable of" (1019a33);
likewise, advvapia (1019b1Sf.), "inability"; advvartov (1019b18), "not
capable of." The term "impossible," on the other hand, is employed
with a meaning unrelated to dUvapis and advvauia. adUvatov pév
06 To évavtiov &£ avaykng dAnOéc (1019b23t.), "impossible: that
whose opposite is necessarily true." kata petadogav dé 1) &v i)
vewuetola Aéyetar dOvauig ["it isonly by metaphor that in mathe-
matics we speak o powers'] (1019b33f.). The preceding meanings,
however, tavtoa Aéyetan o TV mowTny ["are all said with refer-
ence to the primary sense"] (1019b351.), analogy, kvgtog 8gog [“the
ruling sense"] (1020a4).

From this ontic'*® concept d dvUvaytg, there must be distinguished:
duvauet (dVvapug), not an extant ability, but a character d Being, and
indeed first visible in the moving thing, just as dUvapg (inthe ontic

sense) is related to petafon.

110. See Brocker transcription, no. 1, p. 232f.; Morchen transcription:
“évteAéxewa is used identically with évégyeia.”
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e
The problem d motion and the
ontological meaning d that problem.
Origin, sense, and function d
dUuvapis and évegyela

{Outlined thischapter:)""

A. Analysis d motion (§61).
B. The ontological meaning d this analysis.

1. The new characters d Being, d0vapus, évégyelx (562).
2. Theinterpretation d beings asawhole (563).

i. Ontically, motion is recognized as afact;
ii. but motion assuch is a problem;
iii. if solved, then motion thereby becomes a universal character of
Being.
iv. Fundamental determination of Being and radical interpretation
d ovoia become possible.

¢dvoig, world."? kivnois is not merely one state among others, but
isan essential determination. Therefore motion asa mode of Being is funda-
mental. World, beings pure and simple, wherein each and every being
is. Motion is ontologically central, even as something ontic. On the
basis d motion: the ontological analysis is not a mere expansion and
supplementation d what has preceded; on the contrary, it isafunda-
mental and more radical apprehension d these beings, the pvoeL dvia

111. Editor's interpol ation.
112. See Brocker transcription, no. 2, p. 233.
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["beings d nature"], and, as such, is a pan-dynamics {?} d Being in
general. From motion and its ontological characters, all beings, even
theunmoved (cf.d0vapel, éveQyela), inter alia: "temporality,” xoovog,
kivnoig, évteAéxewa ["completeness']. Hegel: transition, becoming.

§61. Theanalysisdf motion.'*?

Motion, Phys. A 1-3: kivovpeva pooet dvta [ natural, moving beings'].
Changing from-to, "one after the other,” phenomenon o succession:
édelng;'™ ovvexéc (200b18), "continuous succession.” dmeigov (cf.
200b19), "unlimited,” no boundaries or interruptions in the transition,
elg amelpov datpetéy ovvexée ["what is divisiblewithout limit is con-
tinuous'] (200b20). toTog ["place’]; kevov ["void']; xodvog ["time"]
(cf.200b21).

kivnoigisnot tapa ta medryparta ["besidethethings'] (200b32f.),
is not a yévog; on the contrary, in each case only as a determination of
Being, characteristic d a being which is such and such, and indeed it
appliesto ouoia, but thiskatg moody, owdy, tomov ["with respect to
quantity, quality, place"] (cf.200b34). kowvov (. . .) o0dEV {. . .) AaPeiv
["something common to them cannot be found"] (200b344{.).

fxaotov yévog ["each genus'] isto be differentiated into duvduet,
évegyel'” (cf.201a10). Doubled: popdpri—otéonog ["form—depriva-
tion"] in the "this here" (cf.201a4f.).

Definition d ktvnoig (201a10f1.).

Analysis @ motion: ready-to-hand [zuhanden], present-at-hand
[vorhanden] ;worked by hand [unterhanden]:inthe case d production,
what is produced in the production is apprehended i n being worked by
hand.

The motion imparted to the wood isits being worked by hand, {itisthe
motion}''* d preparedness as such. Not the wood as present-at-hand,
but the wood in its potentiality-for-Being. As this "preparedness for,"
the wood is present in its preparedness. This mode d Being, movedness,
holdsfor everything moving or at rest, for the pvoet dvra. At the same
time, a higher presence residestherein, insistence on that which it can be
and is. The self-moving: that which does not, so to speak, simply allow
its presence to remain fixed in itself, like something present-at-hand at
rest, but, on the contrary, isinsistent, explicitly thrustsitsaf forward in
its presence, forms this insistent presence d motion. I n the phenome-

113. See Brocker transcription, no. 3, p. 23311,
114. Phys. T 1, 200b16.

115. Prantl's reading: évteAeyxeia for évepyeia.
116. Editor's interpolation.
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non d transition, there resides this fluctuation d higher presence and
absence within something present-at-hand.

Kkivnotc is dteAns ["incomplete”] (cf.201a6). Itisindeed readiness-
to-hand, but the one d mere preparedness. The readiness-to-hand o
what has been finished: Zgyov ["the product”]. Thus what is finished
has no more motion. Readiness-to-hand and yet motion, but no in-
completion. Ontic concept d an &véQyeix versus ontic concept d a
kivnowc. Presence d what is not yet finished as such. The latter:
évéoyela tod duvapet {. . .} 1) toovTov ["the actuality o the potential
as such"] (201al0t.); the former: évéoyewax pure and simple. évéQyeta
teAela ["complete actuality”]. Presence and yet already finished, what
is by essence {?) already complete, finished, and yet in the process o
being carried out. To bring itself into the present.

The"for the sake d which" inwhat ismovingisitself nothing other
than movedness.Is the readiness-to-hand d movedness as movedness
here the {?) purest {?} Being? Being: having been produced; Being: pro-
ducing; Being: pure making as such.

§62. The ontological meaning of the analysis of kivnoig.
The ontological sense of dUvapls and évépyela.

This"potential," the ready-to-hand, can be present i n amore insistent
sense in immediate use.

ovoia: that whichisautonomously and constantly present-at-hand.
Now according to two basic possibilities: d0vaypig, évégyeix, “act-ual-
ity" [»Wirk-lich-keit«].""7 Both are &véAoya ["analogs'].

Thisisthe articulation: dUvapic-£véQyeix onthe basisd the struc-
ture d beings as things produced, composed. Consideration d what
constitutes presence, namely, form; this latter as évépyeix. DAn and
dvvauis.

duvaper-évegyeia. 1. What does this determination mean as a
character o Being? 2. How doesit go together with the other determi-
nations, above all with ovoia?

Regarding 1:

a) Potentiality, ability, in an ontic sense, duvaTov.' '
b) Ontological sense d potentiality as a character d Being: duvapet
Gan1?

117. See supplement no. 26, p. 165f.; see Brocker transcription, no. 4, p. 235f.
118. Met. A 12.
119. Met. © 6.
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a)Founded, later as évégyewa;
B) évéoyewa itself, fundamental presence, reference, "world.”

Mation is a determination d the Being d beings, & moving beings.
What does motion mean ontologically? Readiness-to-hand of what is pre-
pared in its preparedness. dteAéc—évreAéxela ["incomplete-complete"].

Ontologically and fundamentally dvvauer dv—évepyeia ov: pre-
paredness-readiness-to-hand. At the same time, levels & Being.
Maotion-activity.

Levelsd Being: évépyeia and ovoia. This {végyewn}'?° as radical
interpretation d ovoia. dVvauig, évégyeia are at the same time basic
possibilities d ovoia. Present-at-hand-ready-to-hand.

duvaper ov-évegyeia ov, potentiality and actuality. Misunder-
stood as mere possibility, pure possibility; i.e., understood negatively:
nothing stands in the way for the thing to be. On the contrary: this
"potentiality” as a mode o presence, suitability, preparedness for, avail-
ability for, but inview of a "toward-which,” a'not yet,- otéonoig [“depri-
vation”],"?! but not nothing, not nonbeing; instead, presence-at-hand.
Actuality, presence-at-hand, as being-in-act. Actuality is a mode o
Being, with whose help motion can be grasped ontologically. Con-
versely, there {belong}'? to this mode Cwny ["life"], act, working,
doing, as ontological characters.

The"potential" is not un-actual in the sense d something not at all
present-at-hand, but is un-actual as not now being actualized. The actu-
ality of what is at rest isto be understood on the basisd motion. The
other way makes everything unclear.

Potentiality understood negatively: non-contradiction, potentiality-
for-Beingin general. Understood positively: definite ability to be something,
suitability assuch. Potentiality: suitability, but suitability-for, readiness,
preparedness; it lacks only the carrying out o the transformation;
fullyprepared. When something present-at-handin such away isready-
to-hand with respect to this mode d Being, then it isin motion.

Preparedness { tobecome}'?* a table. When it, as this prepared thing,
is ready-to-hand as present inits preparedness, then it isin motion. The
preparedness of what is present-at-hand: this present-at-hand thing present

with respect to its preparedness, as prepared. When doesiit, in and of izself,
become ready-to-hand in its preparedness? When and how does it show
itself in itself in its preparedness? Not when | simply observe it. For then all
| can say isthat it issomething which can becomeatable. The prepared-
nessismanifest in itself when the wood is being worked on and aslong

120. Editor's interpolation.

121. Cf. Phys. T 2, 201b34.

122. Editor's interpol ation.

123. Crossed out in the manuscript.
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asit isinhand, i.e., during the whole time in which it is being worked
up into something. Aslong asit isworked on, this becoming, changing, is
then the presence of the present-at-hand in its preparedness and with respect
to its preparedness. xivnows. To be taken up and worked on, i.e., the
Being d the being, that which is disclosed through being manipulated, the
act d being taken in hand, readiness-to-hand.

Readiness-to-hand d preparedness assuch; temporality d prepared-
ness; temporality d readiness-to-hand; temporality d the ready-to-
hand as preparedness as such. Modality d preparedness for the readi-
ness-to-hand as something that isin hand {?}.

Readiness-to-hand, preparedness. both are modes d presence, the
particulars. Even what is prepared is present, ready-to-hand, but not
necessarily in its preparedness. Wood is lying about. When is some-
thing, from itself, ready-to-hand in its preparedness? When it is in
hand, i.e., in the motion of handwork.'>*

duvapuc-évreAexewn.* " Preparedness'-"avail ability"; "readiness-to-
hand."

N ovoia, eidog, évégyeln,'* readiness-to-hand. When taken in
such away, then it isunderstood in its Being, without reference to some-
thing other, purely on the basis of itself; and only évégyeiwa, the téAog not
still outstanding:'*” voog—Cwr). Ancient {?} and proper (?} idea d pres
ence. Life has a téAog, an évteAéxela. Life asthe most proper presence-
at-hand: presence out of itself and constantly complete, and yet not at rest, not
simply lying there immobile. Movedness and presence, évteAéxela.
olov L) Tig ["akind o life”],'** in "life": akind d Being d a higher
mode. But, as presence, maintaining itself constant, autonomous and
constant in full, finished presence.

évreAéxela:

1. not only present in general,

2. not only moveable, ateAng ["incomplete'], adorotov ["indefinite"],
3. but out d itself, according to its essence, only in act. évéQyela
teAeta ["complete actuality”], finished and yet not stopping initsinsis-
tent presence; on the contrary, Being resides precisely therein; méoag
["limit"] and yet no stopping. | have seen,'** and | seeinthe same way
now. | have been happy and am now happy in precisely the same way.
| havelived and live that way now.

124. See supplement no. 27, p. 166.

125. Cf. Phys. T’ 1, 201al0f.

126. Met. © 8, 1050b2.

127. See Brocker transcription, no. 4, p. 2361.
128. Pkys. ® 1, 250b14.

129. See Broclter transcription, no. 4, p. 2361.
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§63. Interpretation of beingsasawhole (B 2).

1. Movedness: essential determination d the pvoet dvia.
2."Motion" must be constant, eternal'*® (theideaor themoving thing?).

{Outline:}**!
Thesis: by necessity there is always motion.

1. Onthebasisd the very idead motion.
2. Onthebasisd time:

} Connection

a) Timeiseternal invirtue d the essence d time, namely, the
now.

b) Time within motion requires: if time aways is, then afortiori
so is motion.

3. If motion alwaysis, then there is always something moved.

4. That which is aways moved: how must it be in itself, and what
must beits kind & motion?

5. What is necessarily co-posited in this kivnoig kUkAw ["circular
motion"]? What is co-present-at-hand with it? Thisis the mowrtov
xwvovv ["first mover"], but not dxivnrov ["unmoved"], in itself
thereis still atéAoc.

6. mewTov KivoLv axitvrrov ["first, unmoved mover"].

7. How isthisfirst mover itself the most proper being? How isit con-
nected to theidea d Being?

a) Proofsfor the eternity d motion.
{Regarding 1: On the basis d the very idea d motion:}'* eivau {. . .}
kivnow médvteg paotv ot mept Ppvoewg T Aéyovteg ["dl who have
held forth on nature say that there ismotion™] 13> Motion alwaysis, there
isaways something moved, for coming-to-be and passing-away are possi-
ble only if kivnoig is. duvaper OV is a Umapxewv ["presupposition”].
avaykadov &oa ATIAQXEY T TIRAYHarta T duvapeva kKiveloOaw Ko’
éxdotnv kivnow ["each kind d motion necessarily presupposes the
things with the potential for such motion"] (251a10f.). There is also
kivnotg evenif al thereisissomething at rest, 1} yap oépunoig otéonoig
e kivnoewg ["forrestismerely the deprivationd motion] (251a26f.).
Thus the very essence d motion implies that motion always aready was

130. See Brocker transcription, no. 5, p. 237.

131. Editor's interpolation.

132. Editor's interpolation.

133. Phys. © 1, 250b15{f.; see Brocker transcription, no. 6, p. 237f.
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and must dways be, for duvdyiet dv issomething at rest, which has come
to rest out & motion.

(Regarding 2: On the basis d time, b):}'** Motion: petafoAr) €k
Twvog (duvapel) eig T ["change from something (in potentiality) to
something"]."** Prior to the motion, something unmoved. To TEOTe-
oov kal VoTteQov Mg €0Tat XQOVoL pr] OVTog; 1) XQOVoGS ur) ovomg
kwnoewg; ["Could there be the before and the after if there were no
time? Could there betimeif there were no motion?”]>—“There isno
‘earlier' or 'later' without time, and no time without motion." But
timeis eternal, and so motion is eternal aswell.

{Regarding 2: On the basis d time, a):}"*” Is time eternal? The es-
senced time: the now. The now isthe now that just was and the now
that is not yet. &pxr) Tov éoopévou, TeAevtr) Tod tapeAbOVTOS [“the
beginning d the future, the end d the past"] (cf. 251b21f.). ovdev
v €0t Aapetv év e xoovw ["for there is nothing else to be found
in time (except the now)"] (251b24).1%#

b) Attempt at an ontological clarification d eternal motion: the
divine, unmoved, first mover as pure évégyeia.

Regarding 4: kai €0t Tt alel KvOUEVOV KivNO ATawotoy, altn &
N KOKAGQ" kail TovTo 0V Adyw povov AAA” €oyw dnAov ["There is
something eternally moving with amotion that never ceases, and that
is motion in a circle: which is evident not only in logos but also in
fact”]."* 1) kOkAw TVvL popa [“the primary, circular motion"] (cf.
1072b9) is that d the mowtoc ovEavog [“first heaven"] (1072a23).
Kkivnotg opaAng,*® "uniform motion," constant. This encompassesall
other motions, that d the planets and other erratic things. 60ev 1)
ax1) s Kivoews ["whence the beginning @ motion™].'*' Thus the
circular motion d thefirst heavenisthefirst cause d all motion.
Regarding 5: But eternal, genuine motion is thereby still not onto-
logically clarified in an exhaustive way. For kivnois is ateAng.
padiCewv eig téAog ["proceeding toward the end"]. Every xwvntov
{...} elg TO avtov &idog {...) PpépeoOar ["everything that moves is
carried toward its own eidos'].*** Also for local motion and for bodies

134. Editor's interpol ation.

135. Cf. Phys. E 1, 225al; see Brocker transcription, no. 6, p. 238f.

136. Phys. © 1, 251b10ff.

137. Editor's interpol ation.

138. See supplement no. 28, p. 166.

139. Met. A 7, 1072a21{.; see supplement no. 29, p. 166f.; see Brocker transcrip-
tion, no. 7, p. 239.

140. Phys. E 4, 228b17.

141. Met. A, 984a27.

142. De caglo A 3, 310a33ff.
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moved in that way, there is oikelog tomtog ["its own proper place"]
(rog ["fire"] isalways dvw ["up"]), mdvta Yoo maveTal KIVOUpEVA,
Gty EAO) eig TOV olkelov torov [“for all things ceaseto move when-
ever they come to their proper place”].'** The point d departure d
motion is otépnoig: that toward which the motion is proceeding has
not yet been reached. As the motion itself progresses, the otéonoig
disappears. dmaoar Yo €€ avtuceluévewv elg avtikeipeva elo ai
Kkwioelg kal petapodai ["for all motions and changes are from an
opposite to an opposite"] .14 oV maoca $popd &v évavtiowg ["not every
locomotion has an opposite”],' and yet maong kivijoews T€A0G:40
every kivnoig has a téAog. Eternal motion must indeed have an
oikelov Tomov and a téAog and yet may never stop.

Regarding 6: But what by essence moves in a circle has awaysthe
same place. It returns back to the place from which it started, and so
constantly; every place onits path is both starting point and end. To0 d¢
KUkA@ owpatog 6 avtog tonog 80ev oato Kai eig OV teAevta
["with abody movingin acircle, the same placeisboth that from which
it begins and at which it ends”]."*” The uniformity d circular motion,
which is constant but neither approaches nor distances itself from its
téAog, requires, according to its own essence, até Aog to which it main-
tains a uniform relation'*® and which therefore is itself uniform, un-
changing, and aet ["eternal"]: mowtov kwvovv dxivntov ["the first,
unmoved mover”].** Oel d&¢ OUdE TO KIVOUUEVOV TIQOG EKEIVO EKELV
uetaBoAny, iva opoia 1) 1) kivnoig ["itis necessary that what is moved
does not at al changein relation to the mover, in order for the motion
to be uniform"]." In this moctov ["first (mover)"],every possibility,
every "not yet," must be excluded. det doa eivan doxTv Totav Ty fig 1
ovoia évépyela ["it is necessary that there be such a principle, whose
very Being is actuality”].'”! No ateArg, no kivnoig, but, instead, pure
évégyela, pure energy, i.e., pure autonomous, constant presance based on
nothing but itselfTo the Beingand essenced this being, there belongs act
as such. No téAog or £€oyov outside d itself."> kivel d¢ g E0wpevVOV
["it moves in the manner d something loved"] (1072b3), cwg dgektdv
["inthe manner d something desired"] (cf.1072a26).

143. Decadlo A 9, 279blf.

144. Phys. © 7, 261a32f.

145. Cf. Decaelo A 3, 270a18{1.

146. Cf. Met. B 4, 999b10f.

147. Decaelo A 9, 279b2f.

148. See Brocker transcription, no. 7, p. 239f.
149. Phys. © 6, 258b12.

150. Phys. 810, 267b5f.

151. Met. A 6, 1071b19f1.

152. See supplement no. 30, p. 167.
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Regarding 7: vonoic vorjoews ["knowing knowing"] (1074b34),">
"absolute spirit,” "knowing that knowsitself." Not meant as spirit-per-
son, but only inthe context d an ontological clarification of eternal motion
itself, and here vonoig, Cwr), has no further relevant meaning. What
isproper to thismtowrov is: 1. no relation to the world, 2. nor to human
beings. 3. Above all, what has no place hereisthe concept d creation,
governing, providence, or the like. 4. In addition, vonoic vonjoeasg is
not self-intuition in the sense d the contemplation d the archetypes
d things, according to which all things are created, i.e., the Platonic-
Plotinian-Augustinian notion d contemplation.

Oclov ["the divine”]** and Oedtatov ["the most divine'] have
nothing to do with religiosity; on the contrary, it simply means
Tipwtatov ov ["the most eminent being"] (cf. 1064b5), Being in the
proper sense, a neutral, ontological concept. BeoAoyia ["theology”] (cf.
1064b3) is the science d that which is most properly a being; mowntn
dLAocodia ["first philosophy"] (E 1, 1026a24) isthe scienced Being.

Recapitulation

nowtov kwovv ["first mover"] is itsdf not kivnoig ["motion], not
ateAns ["incomplete"]. Thus pure évépyewx. Moreover, its comport-
ment issuch that it hasits téAog initself, in what it already is, not in
an égyov. Lwr—voetv. No external égyov or téAog; also has no math-
ematical object, but only itself: vonoic voroews.

Oelov as ontic foundation d all motion, but not ever {?} as primal
ground d al Beingin the sensed an apxn and certainly not a creator;
{instead},”” the ultimate téAoc d the eternal motion d Being. Itisa
matter d making ontologically and ontically comprehensiblethat whichis
in motion, but not by tracing back its origin to some genesis, creator, or
explanation; on the contrary, aei, what is most properlyin motion.

§64. The connection of dUvapis and évépyeLa to ovoLn;
the problem of the double concept of ontology
asfundamental science.'*¢

dvvapuc-évégyela, "preparedness for" and "actuality": two basicmodes
d Being, i.e., d presence-at-hand, d ovcia with the four ontological
determinations that comprisearadical grasp d ovoia. The most proper

153. See Brocker transcription, no. 7, p. 240f.

154. Met. A 8, 1074Db3.

155. Editor’s interpolation.

156. See Brocker transcription, no. 8, p. 241; see Morchen transcription, no.
82, p. 227.

Basic Concepts d Ancient Philosophy [180-181]
151

character d ovoia is évteAéxeia, Which is "prior," mpdtegov,'” than
every other mode d Being; i.e., there must be something present-at-
hand in thefirst place, i n order for modificationsto be possible.

Insofar as dvvapug and évépyela determine ovoia as such, which
isthe primary category and to which the othersare related analogously,
then dvvaug and evépyela also extend, as modifications, to all the
remaining categories. | n this way, everything isled back to ovoia as
the basic phenomenon, specifically such that évégyeia is the highest
kind of presence-at-hand.

The being that genuinely is in this highest sense d Being is the
TEWTOV KvoLV dkivrtov, the ov Oetdtatov ["most divine being"] 1ss
The science d this most proper being, d the being that is everything
abeing can be, is Beohoyia. The scienced beings, d what they areas
beings, the scienced Being, is ot PprAocodia.'* kabBdAov mtacdv
ko ["universally common to all"] (1026a27), [thisscienceisabout]
that which determinesevery being as abeing, and at the same time [it
is] about Being. This fundamental science deals with that which prop-
erly is, with that which is the most proper being, with the highest
being and with Being, with what properly belongsto a being.

Problem: 1. fundamental ontology: one particular being is by neces-
sity exemplary and thus becomesthe theme, though with a view to un-
derstanding Beingin the sense d aconceptd Being. 2. Being d the cat-
egories ov ["abeing"], £év ["one"], ayaBov ["good"], étegov ["other],
évavtiov ["opposite'], urj ov [*nonbeing"]. Formal ontology.

The double concept d the fundamental scienceis not a confusion or a
conjunctiond two different gpproachesthat have nothing to do with each
other; on the contrary, it aways proceeds from a necessity lying in the
content d the problem. Aristotle did not master this problem, nor did he
evenformulateit as such, which iswhy it later fll into completeoblivion.

1. Motion as movedness. Ontological meaning d motion.

2. Thischaracter d Being, which imposes itsdf on the moved and
on its mode d Being, is grasped universally. dvvaper is, taken posi-
tively, a mode d presence; dvvapig kal évépyeiwa {?} are modes d
presence; évépyeia isamode d presence. évteAéyeia: motion and yet
not only that, but also what is contained init.

3. évépyewa is TedTEQOV, ' ontically-ontologically. Guideline. High-
est presence, autonomous, constant. In and of itsdlf: i. present (move-
able); ii. constant; iii. but not in motion.

4. What properly is évegyeia ov with respect tothewhole d Being?

157. Met. © 8, 1050b3f.

158. Cf. Met. /A 9, 1074b26.

159. Met. E 1, 1026a22, cf. above, p. 150.
160. See above, n. 157
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ovpavog ["the heavens']. How is motion in general possible? The
ontological —isititself ontic? And so back to évéoyetax? Thisalso taken
ontically?

Wheat is here the purely ontological problematic was, to be sure, not
fully mastered. It would appear later in completely different contexts,
whereby this ontology was taken up into that & God and man. Deci-
sively i n the philosophical anthropology d the modern age.

Ontology o lifeand of Dasein

We are attempting to characterize how, on the basis o a radically ap-
prehended ontological problematic, two preeminent regions o beings
are determined i n their ontological structure. From the presentation
d the origin d two fundamental determinations d Being, namely,
duvapig and évépvyela, it already became clear that Cwrj thereby re-
celves an exemplary significance. Indeed, this is precisely the first-
ever phenomenological grasp d life, and it led to the interpretation o
motion and made possible the radicalization d ontology. How does
this ontology now react back on the explication d the structure d a
living being in general? Here again it must be emphasized that many
things have become common to us today which Aristotle had to wrest
from the phenomena over and against extant dogmatic theories about
them and also i n the face d an insufficient conceptual framework.

§65. The treatise I1egi Yuxng as prTmary sourcefor
accessing Aristotle's ontology of life.

Aristotle laid out the first fundamental traits of an ontology o lifein
histreatise ITegi Puxnc ["On the soul"]. Itis completely misleading to
see therein a psychology or to use such atitlefor it.

a) The Aristotelian treatise De anima: outline.'*!

Three books:

Bk. A: exhibition d the problem d an ontologically categorial de-
termination d life. Critical retrospective on the opinions o the earlier
philosophers.

161. See Mirchen transcription, no. 83, p. 2271.
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Bk. B: Positive conceptual determination d the soul and exhibition
d thelevelsd life; in particular, perception.
Chap. 1: General laying d the foundation.
Chaps. 5-6: alcOnois.
Chaps. 7-11: aicOnoeic.
Chap. 12: collegit: aigBrjoeis, the possible forms d aicbnols in
general.

Bk. I': chaps. 1 and 2 belong to bk. B; description and theory d
voety, fundamental perspective.

Chaps. 1-2: on aiocOnotc.

Chap. 3: pavtaota ["imagination™].

Chaps. 4-8: voig ["understanding"], dudvoia ["thought"].

Chaps. 9-13: voug, 0pe&ic ["desire"], and the life d lower creatures.

Uneven in working out the themes. Most unitary, clear, and con-
creteisbk. B, least isbk. I, even though it isinthe latter that the most
important problems are articulated in a positive way.

Parva naturalia: megt aioOrjoews kat alotnT@v [*On perception
and thingsperceived"] (436al-499b3), meol pviuUNG KAl AVAUVITEWS
["On memory and recal"] (449b3-453bll), mept Umvov kol
gyonyopoews ["On sleep and waking"] (453b11-458a32), mtepl Cwg
kat Bavdtov ["On life and death"] (467b10-470b5). mepl (wwv
Kw1joews ["On the motion d animals'] (698al-704b3),'* meol Cwv
niogetag ["On the ambulation d animals'] (704a4-714b23).

b) The character d Aristotl€'s treatise, On the soul.

{buxn} éotL yag olov doxn twv Cowv,'*® "the soul is something like
theground d Being d aliving being." Not an isolated power; not reduc-
ibleto the principlesd material, lifeless nature; not the sum or the re-
sult of bodily processes, but also not separablefor itself. Yet it isprecisely
Avristotlewho set in motion thetheory d the soul as asubstance, which
was often opposed later, until it was treated exhaustively in Kant’s first
Critique, in the section on the paralogismsd pure reason.'** But what if
al d that rested on afundamental misunderstanding d the sense and
intention of the Aristotelian theory d thesoul? Thereitissolittle amat-
ter d the soul asasubstance, in thesense d physical breath, housed for
itself somewhere in the body and at death vanishing into the heavens,
that it was precisaly Aristotlewhofirst placed the problem d the soul on
its genuine ground. To d¢ {fjv toig (ot To eival éotv [“with regard to
living things, their lifeisprecisaly their Being"].'”” the soul isnot athing

162. Jaeger, Studien, pp. 153-154.

163. Deanima A 1, 402aé6f.

164. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A 341-405/B 399-432,
165. Deanima B 4, 415b13.
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(thepsychical) beside the bodily (thephysical); on the contrary, itisthe
very way d Beingd a determinate corporeal being, one which, on the
bassd thisBeing, differentiatesitself, assomethingliving, from what is
lifeless. Thelifelessstands on thisside d the oppositionbetweenlifeand
death. Death is not lifeless; on the contrary, it iswhat is deprived d life
and soisadetermination d aliving being, just asrestisadetermination
d motion. The positive outcome d Aristotle's analyses shows that his
theory d theyuxr) isaiming at an ontology of life.

§66. Analysis of Cwn.

Articulation:

1 apuxov—éubuyov ["unsouled—ensouled"]'e (Zv ["life"],
elvat ["Being"], general philosophical characters).

2. (v (Yuxn): xotverv—rkevety ["distinguishing—moving? (ori-
ented comportment in aworld).

3. possibilities d xoiverv and kiveiv: aioOnoc—émbouia ["per-
ception—appetite’] (413b23f.). vouc—opelig ["understanding—de-
sire"] (433al3), (mpoaigeoig ["anticipation”]: cf. 406b25). xo6vog
["time"] (cf. 433b7) —opektov ["the desired"] (433bl11) —KvnTicov
["setting in motion™"] (cf.433al3).

4.pvxn isthe Beingd aliving being: comportment toward; assign-
ment to; in the mode d disclosure. Not something co-present-at-hand,
juxtaposed; instead, belongsto lifeitsdf as that from which, against
which, and in which lifeislived. voig is ta avta ["al things'] (cf.
431b21).

5. évreAéxeta. Yuxn): i. ovola (412a21); ii. évreAéxeia {?) (412a21);
iii. évteAéyeia 1 mowtn ["first actuality"] (412a27); iv. évreAéxeia
owuaTog Guatkov opyavikov ["actuality d a natural body with or-
gans'] (cf.412a27ff.).

Regarding 1:'7 bk. B, chap. 2: duxov—&ujxov: dwdioOad {. . )
w0 Cfv [(what has soul) "differentiates itself by manifesting life"]
(413a21t.). Everything isliving, we say, in which is found: perception
d something, self-motion, self-maintenance, nutrition, growth, and
decline. Therefore also puoueva (413a25), plants, asliving: they mani-
fest growth, aging, and decay; they move in opposite directions at the
same time. (Physical bodies at the same time {?} in each casein only
one direction.) Plants move not only upward and downward, but also
navtooe, "in al directions’ (413a29). A plant is Ogerttucov (413b5), it
"takesin nourishment," growsand decays, al while remainingfixedin

166. Cf. Deanima B 2, 413a211f.
167. See Morchen transcription, no. 84, p. 228.
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one place. The animal, on the contrary, is distinguished through
aioOnoig; even if something does not move, does not change its place,
but does perceive, then it isan animal. aicOnoc is primarily the sense
d touch, grasping. Where there is perception d something, self-orien-
tation in a world, there is AUnn te kai 1dovr) [*pain and pleasure”]
(413b23), feeling onesdlf attuned in such and such a way, feeling well
andill, and thus also being on the lookout for: dpe&ic (cf.413b23).

Regarding 2:'°® basc determinationsd what is alive: xgivetv, kivelv.
Something is alive that can exhibit these, that is determined by this
potentiality-for-Being as such. aicOntikév (417a6); sleep (cf. 417all).
kivnoic as movedness d life.

Kotvew: aloBnoig-vouc-Adyos; adAoyov ["without logos'] —A6yov
éxov ["possessing logos'] (cf.432a30f.). aloOnois isin-between, nei-
ther one nor the other (cf.432a30f.). aicOnowc:'*® sinceit disclosesthe
world, though indeed not in speech and assertion, not i n showing and
making the disclosure intelligible. Fundamental concept d sensibil-
ity: letting a world be giverr and encountered by disdosingit.

Asto method: how are these possibilities to be grasped? aloOnTikdv
(425a17) —moTeQov (. ..} aioOavecOar [“first d all, perceiving"]
(415al18) — &t MEOTEQX Tt AvTikelpeva [“even prior to that, the re-
spective objects'] (415a20), "reduction.”

Bk. B, chap. 6: aicOnotc: 1) idia ["its proper objects’] (cf.418al10),
2) kown ["objectsin common"] (cf.418al0), 3) kot cLUPePncos
["*accidental objects'] (418a9).

o ["sight”] (B 7, 418a26); axon ["hearing”] (cf. B 8, 419b4);
ooun), "smell," (cf.B 9, 421a7); yeboug, "taste," (B 10, 422a29); adn
["touch"] (cf.B 11, 422b17).

Regarding 3:'7° phenomenal givenness d life (bk. I, chaps. 9-10).
Kkivnotg is mopevTikt) kivnoig (cf. 432bl4), "to move oneself toward,”
"to betake oneself to," have dealings with. évexa tivog ["for the sake
d something"] (cf.432b15), peta pavraoiag 1) opéEewc ["along with
imagination or desire"] (432bl6), 0geyouevov 1) Gpevyov ["grasping
for or fleeing"] (432b17), dudkovtog 1) pevyovtog ["pursuing or flee-
ing"] (cf.432b28f.); question d kLvovv, aoxn.

Kwnuka are audw ["both"] (433al3): vouc”' (dpavtaoio) xal
0pefic (cf.433a91.) ["producing motion are both: understanding (imag-
ination) and desire"]; dpefic kai didvola pakTikt) ["desireand practi-
cal thought"] (433al8). 0QekTOV Yoo Kivel ["for, what is desired moves

168. See the articulation on p. 155 above.

169. See Mérchen transcription, no. 84, p. 228f.

170. See the articulation on p. 155 above; see Morchen transcription, no. 84,
p. 229.

171. See the articulation on p. 155 above; see Morchen transcription, no. 84,
p. 229.
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us'] (433al8t.), 6pelig pre-gives this épextdv, whichis not accessible as
such. dux tovTo 1) davora kwvel ["through that (the desired), thought
produces motion"] (433a19). The ogektdV is doxn) g davoiag [“the
desired isthe beginning d thought"] (cf.433al91.). To 0QeKTIKOV iSTO
kwvouv ["the desired isthe mover”], and indeed &v (. . .} 1L ["some one
thing"] (433a21), kowov {. . .) &ldog ["one common edos'] (433a22) —
npoaigeois ["anticipation] (cf. 406b25); not on the contrary voug
{...) Bewonmkde [“theoretical understanding”] (432b26f.).

00¢E1S {. . .) évavtiaw dAAAauc ["desires may be opposed to one
another"] (433b5); mAelw t& kKwoLvta [“many things move us']
(433b13).

Regarding 5:72 évteAéyeia: wg éruotiun, (...} @wg TO Oewpelv
["actuality: as (latent) knowledge or as (active) disclosive looking"]

(422al0f.). Waking: Oewoetv ["disclosing”], sleeping: éxerv Kol
éveQyely, émoTrun Teotéoa ["possessing knowledge but not actual-
izingit; theformer isprior to thelatter"] (cf.412a25f.).

ovoial ["thingsthat are present"] arefirst d all ccopata ["bodies’]
(412a11{.); theselatter areliving and lifeless. £xet Cwrv ["havinglife']
(412a13): yéveowg ["coming to be by birth"] and kivnowg &t avtov
["self-moving"] (cf. 412al4) = owpa Puowcdv ["natural body"]
(412al15): apx1) and téAoc in oneself, to bein and of oneself, to grow,
to preserve oneself and, in and d oneself, to perish; ovoia, Being for
adeterminate ocwpa (412aléf.), i.e., duvaper Cwny Exovtog ["poten-
tidly having life"] (412a201.), preparedness in oneself to be such and
such on one's own basis. The soul is the presenced this potentiaity-for-
Bang in its Being. "Earlier" means: that which makes possible, orga-
nizes this potentiality-for-Being.

L. 1 Yuxn) €otv EvieAéyea 1) TOWTN OOUATOS GLOTKOD DUVAHEL
Comv éxovtog ["the soul isthefirst actuality of anatural body poten-
tidly havinglife'] (412a27t.). Actuality, autonomy d anindependent,
bodily being which is determined by its preparedness for life.

2. évreAéxela 1) mEWTN OWHATOG GLOKOL 0QYavikoL [“the first
actuality d a natural body with organs'] (412bsf.), actuality, auton-
omy: mode d Being that {determines}'”> something present-at-hand.

§67. Ontology of Dasein.

Essence d life."”* Life and Dasein, hoyov éxov:'”* to disdose the world
and oneself explicitly as these beings and as such and such, to make

172. See the articulation on p. 155 above.

173. Editor's interpol ation.

174. See Morchen transcription, no. 85, p. 2291.
175. Cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 7, 1098a3f.
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them accessible, understand them from various perspectives, compre-
hend them, ground them. Disclosure d the ground.

AOYOC—VOUC—OQgLLC”NQOO(LQ&O— LS ["logos-understanding-desire-an-
ticipation”];'7¢ é€elg Tov dANBevEWV: TOMOIG-TIEAELS ["capa(:ltleﬁfor
disclosing the truth: making-doing”] (cf.1140a2); moaxtikt) tg, (wi)
TIQOIKTIKT] T1G ToL Adyov éxovTog [*something practical, the practical
life d that which possesses logos'] (cf. 1098a3f.); the téAoc is not
miopd ["beside, outside"]. dwov égyov ["initself isthe product”], ac-
tionistheBeing d the being itself. The TéAoc residesin the very Being
d Dasein. ka® avto téAeov ["in itsdlf is the end"] (cf. 1097a33)—
teAedtatov ["the highest end"] (1097a30); aUtookes, "salf-suffi-
cient" (1097b8). YLXTG éVEQYELX T KaT AQeTNV TeAelav ["acertain
activity d the soul in accord with complete excellence'] (1102a5i.),
with respect to the possibility d Being that is highest according to its
ontological meaning: genuine Being lies therein. Being is everlasting
constancy. Oswoetv ["contemplation®] is without xonots ["use"], no
goyov ["product”] (cf. 1178b3f.); its object is cet ov ["eternal
Bei ng"] 177

176. See above, p. 15511,
177. See Mérchen transcription, no. 86, p. 2301.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TEXTS

1. Cause. (Supplement to p. 27.)
Beings, all beings. Beings: overwhelming and, at first, "world," naturein the
broadest sense, ¢pvois.

Beings are. On what does it depend that beings are rather than are not? Whence
these beings at all, the things, the states d affairs? Whence arises the cause o
these states of affairs [die Ur-sache dieser Sachen)? Whence the cause, out o
what, consistingin what? Beingsout d beings, how did they comeinto being,
how were beings made, how was Being produced? What makes a being a
being: 1. Which being brings beings forth? 2. What pertains to Being in gen-
eral? 3. Which being, and how understood, is ontologically exemplary?

Whence, out & what, on what ground, which cause, why thus and not
otherwise, why at al, and by what means? Formally and in general aoxai-—
aftiov: to what are beings obliged?

Cause: 1. the causal agency itself, 2. the mode d causality and the sense o
causation in general.

Question d the why.

2. (Crossed out, supplement to p. 84.)
In order for Daseinto encounter beings, what is necessary is: a) pre-givenness o
theworldin general; b) an understanding d Being, truth, even if not explicit;
c) adeterminate mode d encountering in each case, and d) a dixAéyecOal, a
"speaking all the way through,” (e.g., to take in the eikacia, the immediate
"appearance”). A level of truth is thereby characterized: truth in the sense d
the uncoveredness d encountered beings. Shadowson the wall.

3. (Supplement to p. 85.)
Plato: "illumination”
"ldea'—"sight"
Seeing
Brightness (light)
Iumination
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4. (Supplementto p. 94.)

Questions:

Being and motion Time

Being and &yaBov Care

Being and truth Disclosedness, discourse, dialectic
(soul)

Being and relation

5. (Supplementto p. 96f.)

2. kivnog-etval, kivrolg-ayabov.

Relation and relativity: 6 is greater than 4: 1%. 6 islessthan 12: %. 6 is
greater and smaller at the same time, % = 1%. Can something be other than
itis, without changing? To be other while remaining constant and self-same.
What does "to be" mean here? "To be" and "to become"; self-sameness and
otherness (change).

6. (Supplementto p. 102.)

Theatetus: what is Itnowledge? At the foundation liesthe question d Being. I11
knowledge: the disclosing d the one who grasps beings, understanding d
Being. Perception does not give anything like that. Knowledge isnot perception.
Knowledge is opinion, to be d a certain view, to have a conviction.

7. Different version d a passagein §42b. (Crossed out,
supplement to p. 104.)

d6Ea. We do say that one doEdlerv isevdry, the other dofalerv is aAnOn, wg
dvoeLovtws éxdviwy [“true, asholding in thisway by nature”],' just asif that
pertained to our own Being. Opposed isthe sophistical thesis: ovx éotwv {. . .}
PevdeoBar ["thereis no false speaking”] (194A91.) Either we know or do not
know (asafact; leaving asidel earning and forgetting) w#at an opinion isabout,
what it relates to: one who has an opinion hasit about something he knows or
doesnot know. Onewhoisd afalse opinion about something: a) hasthe opin-
ion about something he knows. He does not take thisfor this, but for something
else, whereby heltnowsthat thisisnot this but is something el se which he does
not know, thus continually knowing both and yet not knowing both, orb) has
the opinion about something he does not Itnow, takes it for something else he
does not know, such that someone who knows neither Socrates nor Theatetus
can mistake Socrates for Theatetus or Theatetus for Socrates.

In general: with regard to what one Itnows, oneis not d the opinion that
one does not Itnow it. With regard to what one does not know, oneis not of
the opinion that one Itnowsiit.

8. (Supplementto p. 105.)

To clarify Adyog on the basis d the xowwvia, un dv d the dd&a:
davraoia.’

1. Plato, Theatetus, 187E6f.
2. Cf. Sophist, 260C91f.
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Wevdric {...} d6ka éott Tavavtia tolg oval do&alovon [“false opinion
amounts to maintaining the opposite d that which is”].* ur] OV: a) nothing,
b) étegov.

9. First version of apassagein §45. (Supplementto p. 107.)

3. Before taking the discussion further, he runs through the genuine phe-
nomena once again. Reference to the phenomenon o illusion: Socrates is
known to me, someone else meets me on the street, and | take him for
Socrates, 10NV eival Zwkodatn ["suppose him to be Socrates'] (191B4f.).
Theinterpreted iswhat we Itnow. It isbecause d Socrates that we do not know.
We take what we know for what we do not know, i.e., Socrates for the un-
known, who becomes, through the mistake, the known. That isimpossible.
Thesis counter to the phenomena.

10. Pevdn) doEalewv. (Supplement to p. 110.)
Question: to take something for something which it is not, which is other
than it; something for something and, specifically, for something it is not.

1. Pevdi] doEalewv = ur) OV doEalewv = 00dey dofalery.

a) év 1aic aioBrjoeoty [(not)"in the perceptions'] (195C8).
b)*

2. evdn dofalerv = E&regodolely, &v taic dlavoioug [(not) "in the
thoughts"] (195D1).

3. Pevdi] dolalew, cf. 1. What we know cannot make us not know, can-
not make us be mistaken. But this phenomenon is a fact: | Ithow Socrates,
and in virtue of this knowledge | take someone in the distance for Socrates.
Hence precisely this knowledge about, this familiarity, is the condition d pos-
sibility d dissimulation: taking something encountered assomething (Socrates)
it is not. év ) ovvapel alobfioews TEOg didvorav ["in the conjoining o
perceptions to thought"] (195D1t.).

11. (Supplement to p. 114.)
If the syllable itself is pia idéax ["one Ided'], €idog,’and is not composed
parts, then it isas unknowable asaletter. But if the syllableis knowable, then
S are letters; and i n fact learning does proceed from the elements, theletters.
The same for other elements and composites.

12. Brief recapitulation. (Supplement to p. 118.)

Ontological problem in the Sophist: basic distinction: formal-concrete deter-
minations d Being, but not arbitrary ones, soul —constancy. Thales—Plato.
The Aristotelian problems.

13. (Supplement to p. 125.)

Met. ' 2, 1003a33-1004a9: OV 1) OV, "[beings] with respect to their Being."
How isthis"in respect to" possible, toward what isit directed? What isBeing?

3. Sophist, 240Dé6t.
4. Left blank in the manuscript.
5. Cf.Theatetus, 205D44.; idéax interpolated by the editor.
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Being is the general; geometry: space; physics: material nature; biology: or-
ganic nature.

14. 6v—ovoia. (Supplement to p. 128.)
Ov,° “beings,” and elva, “Being”; ens (esse) [“a Um.wsm. (Being)”]. ovoia: Being
in the proper sense, presence-at-hand, and the being in the proper sense, Hrmm
which is present-at-hand. A singular thing present-at-hand; mcvmgcnsa&ar
“whatness.”” The ti, “whatness,” belongs to presence-at-hand; the founding
does not proceed in the opposite direction. Indeed {?} vw‘mmmbnm-m?rmba (to be
grasped formally and methodologically in the “essence”).

15. ovolx. (Supplement to p. 128.)

1. Being as presence-at-hand;

2. that which is present-at-hand; o \

3. that which is most properly present-at-hand (aet, akivntov, XwQLOTOV
[“eternal, immobile, separate”]). This precisely in zm Enmmbnm-m?.rm:a.
Theology is also ontology; the intention is toward Being, but S.&mﬂ. is em-
phasized is Being with respect to the particular most proper being, instead
of a universal clarification of Being in general. Never both together, prob-

lem of fundamental ontology.

16. (Supplement to p. 128.)

Squinting is a mode of crookedness, but one in which the eye is necessarily co-in-
tended. Relation to crookedness, purely as such. Thus ontology treats of mm:ﬁ as
such and not Being insofar as it is the Being of a determinate being qua determinate.

17. (Supplement to p. 129.)
Idea of the science of Being: unity of the topic; where and how is Being acces-
sible in general. . \ o \
The remaining points; fourfold division: xivnoig, Yuxn, 1Boc-Adyog
[“motion, soul, comportment-/ogos”], AOYOG—KQXTIYOQIX.
Categories: “forms of thought,” crammed down onto the n.cam:m a frame-
work by which order is imposed. Most general concepts? Universality?

18. (Supplement to p. 1311.)

Kot yYoQeLv is used by Plato in the sense of “assertion” m.bm.:oﬂ in Hrw HonwW-
cal sense it has for Aristotle. Aristotle also uses the word in its pre-philosophi-
cal {meaning},® but then not as a terminus W%E.m:m. . . . o
KT TIAVTIWV YAQ TO OV KATIYOQELTAL Twm_:m is ?\ma_nmﬁm% of al
things”].” Categories are T KT UNOEULAY CUUTIAOKTV >S\OIm<Qo H\,%MH is
asserted purely and simply in itself, “with reference to no ovpmtAoxn,” what,

6. Cf. Met. A 7.

7. Cf. Met. A 8, 1017b21{.

8. Editor’s interpolation.

9. Met. K 2, 1060b4{.
10. Cf. Cat. 4, 1b25. ®
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according to its content, allows no ovumAokt). Not as something else. &v
oLdELQ KaTtaddoey, " but, precisely, for that reason, said “within every com-
position.” Not to be translated “what is said outside of the composition”; on
the contrary, “what is within them all”\

19. (Supplement to p. 133.)

Categories are not “what-concepts” [»reale Begriffe«]; on the contrary, a grid
on which all concepts that determine the “what” are plotted!™ It is not the
things themselves in their actual constitution that are inscribed therein, nor
is it already fixed and determined generic concepts (Yévn!), but, instead, the
condition of possibility of genera at all. Are quality and quantity issues? No; in-
stead, the structures of something at issue in general!

Meaning of the most general predicates? Katnyoglat 1oL dvtog, the cate-
gories are not primarily related to assertions and the elements of assertions,
but to 6v.” Of course; but how? Ov—Aeyopevov—dnAovuevov [“Being—
what is said—what is manifested”]. Modes of Being in general: t0 & ov 10
HEV TOdE TL, TO B¢ TOUHY, T B¢ oLV TL onuatver For beings are uncovered
in Adyoc. As such, they are the foundation for possible aspects, which are the
guidelines for the concrete understanding of the possible “as what.” Beings
are accessible in AGyoc. That is why the characters of Being are xatnyopiat.
Thereby a particular conception of the problem of Being in general is showing
its colors, something we will not understand if we use categories.

20. Analogy: proportionality. (Supplement to p. 134.)

Proportional to one relation is another. Sight: body—understanding: soul.
From the proportional relations and on the basis of a proportionality between
the related terms, sight-understanding, and specifically two terms as x, y with
reference to two known things and their relation.

In relation = proportional to another. To be proportional = to be such as,
and to become intelligible on the basis of the “as.” To be named, not directly,
with respect to the “what,” but with respect to the “such as.”

21. (Supplement to p. 134.)

L. analogia proportionis. As subjects {?}, so also quality, the individual thing in
relation to this qualification; sameness of the “relations,” i.e., in all categories
as categories the essence with respect to the “fact.” But in each case the relata
are concretely different. The reality formally the same: Yévn in this respect,
but not their unity.

11. Cat. 4, 2a5f.

12. Ch. A. Brandis, Handbuch der Geschichte der Griechisch-Romischen Philosophie.
Aristoteles und seine akademischen Zeitgenossen. Zweiten Theils zweiter Abtheilung
erste Halfte. Berlin, 1853, p. 394ff. '

13. Ibid., p. 376: “The fact that his point of departure is the question of the
most general determinations of concepts is shown by the expression he chose,
which designates, in its most general meaning, each and every determination of
Being as well as of thinking, and not mere predicates.”

14. Met. Z 4, 1030b1 11.
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2. analogia attributionis. The analogata are the categories. They correspond
among themselves with respect to their relation to the same term. Thisbelongs
to them by essence, formal mode d the possible"aswhat," ontologically!

a) Wherein lies the difference? How does Aéyew itself come to be modal-
ized? To what extent and why not genus and dtadopd ["difference]?

b) How isthere "unity"?

¢) Basic phenomenon: &) something as something, or ) something qua
ovaia, or Y) neither d these. To be together, cOvBeoig, kowwvia: isthisar-
ticulated through Adyog, since the vévn were related to the unity o Adyog
(Aeybuevov)? Gv—Adyoc.

22. (Supplementto p. 135.)

To OV ANAQS: amA@s ov ["'Being pure and simple'],'* xwolotdv ["separate’].
anAag Ov kata iAeiovg Aéyetar ["Being pure and simple is spoken o in
many ways']. To 0v To anAwg Aeydpevov ["Being as said simply”1,"” four-
fold. ©0 mowdy, {...} TO moodv {. .} oub dvia &< anAwg elmelv TavTo
["quality, quantity are not spoken o as beings pure and simple"'] .** Not so
with regard to ovoiat. TO MEWTWGS OV Kai ou Tl ov AAA” ov MAQS 1) ovola v
ein [['Beingin the primary sense, Being pure and simple and not in relation
to something else, is presence”] .”

23. Categories (Aristotle) 1. (Supplement to p. 135.)

What are categories? No definition. Formal characters d beings. {. . .}** De-
terminations d Being, vévn, "stems," to which the concrete characters d
Being are reducible; and indeed beings are here taken as primarily experi-
enced in hoyoq. What isthe connection o these categories, the yévr, among
themselves? That is different from the question: to what extent can they be
characterized as unitary? I n virtue d the analogia proportionis.

The connection d the yévn on the basisd theidea d Beingitself; thislat-
ter isnot agenus. Then how isthere a possiblearticulation d the connection
d the relata among themselves, or with respect to one and the same thing?In
their essence as katnyoolat there is predelineated the "as what," founded es-
sentially in the "something."

The vévr themselves are not in agenus and the yévr-character is not the
one and essential moment d the categorial structure.” (Thisissomething the
categories have in common with every "concept" grasped in the Greek man-
ner!) Theyévr are modes of tie meaning-function of the Being d beings, asthese
beings are accessible in hoyoq. What gives these modes their yévn-character
isonly the grasping d them as something.

15. Cf. Met. E 1, 1025b91.

16. Met. K 8, 1064bl5.

17. Met. E 2, 1026a33.

18. Met. A 1, 1069a21f.

19.Met. Z 1, 1028a30f.

20. Passgeillegible.

21. Cf. Anal. post. B 13, 96b21-25.
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Categories="ontological kinds,” kindsd Being! And Being? The modal-
ization d presence! Principle d modalization onthebasisd theidead Being
itself. Temporality. Cf. Kant: schematism!* How are thekindsto be acquired?
Being—dvvaug magovoiag. Presence d many things (plurality?), formal
multiplicity, accessiblein the "something as something." Categories are the
(highest) concepts d the modes d Being, and as such they are yévn. Modes
d the togetherness d multiplicities as beings, presences.

24. Categories (Aristotle) 2. (Supplementto p. 135.)

Modesd togetherness, temporal determination and variation o the"with," d
the ontological correlate of the "as" All the cuufepnrota have awith-char-
acter, which is distributed into those modes. This character is not itself a
"genus," however; on the contrary, it modalizesitself directly—in each case as
a"with." Modes o togetherness in what is properly present. Togetherness is
foundedon primordial presence. Thislatter is not juxtaposed; instead, it modal-
izesitself. Temporal possibility d this modalization!

25. (Supplementto p. 137.)

Understanding as disclosing the world, "the particulars," something as some-
thing. World: possibility d encountering innerworldly beings in their (for-
mal) multiplicity. Origin d the question: i éotwv; ["What isit?']. Itspossible
exposition, existentially-ontologically, leads to the manifold modesd the"as
what." 6oaxwg yop Aéyetar ["for (Being)issaid in as many ways”],?* mani-
foldnessof the "aswhat" in the "what," or aso inthe "as" per se? Something
"as," or is this anticipation indeed {?} more original and isit, above all, a de-
terminate development aimed at grasping the essence— pure presentification
d the origin; and does thislatter have, as does "genus," an ontological sense?

AisB, AasB. IstheBeing d A and that d B understood on the basis o
the "is'—more precisely, on the basis o the present assertion—or here does
this"is" raise up the intended Being? Adyog in rigorously articul ated beings.
And how does hoyoq articulate beingsin their Being?

Beings—Being. Assertion as the primary mode d access to beings, in the
specific Greek sense. The categories are the possible characters d Being, the
possible, guiding aspects d interpretation. Categories: to be d such a quality,
to be so many, to be in relation. The categories are not properties d beings,
but possibilities of Being.

26. (Supplementto p. 144.)

ovota: 1. autonomous constancy, presence-at-hand; 2. such a particular
being itself, the respective “this.”

duvaue—éveQyeia, "preparedness'-"actuality” (currentlyin hand). Tree:
something present-at-hand in a wide sense. As this, it is prepared to become
wood, beams, boards. Wood: prepared to become.a table. Table: game table,

22.H. Maier, Die Syllogistik des Aristoteles. Tiibingen, 1. Teil, 1896, 2. Teil, 1900,
2. Teil, 2. Halfte: Die Entstehung der aristotelischen Logik, pp. 303-304.

23. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A 137tf./B 176ff.

24. Met. A7, 1017a23f.; cf.Anal. post. A 22, 83b11-31.
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dining table, work table. In its actuality (readiness-to-hand),the prepared-
ness has been consummated, and, at the same time, thisactuality hasitsown
preparedness to become something else.

Actuality o Being: Being d the potentiality-for-Being, motion, presence
d the preparedness. Mot things that are actually present-at-hand are at rest.
Thus kivnois allows thingsto be grasped ontologically. Actuality: presence d
what is prepared as prepared, kivnolc ateAng, but in such away that it isful-
filled in its preparedness, or in the "toward-which" d its preparedness, and
precisely without stopping.

evreAéxela: presence d the potentiality-for-Being in its potentiality, such
that it isprecisely itself in thisBeing, not to be at itsend, to stop, but precisely
to bein the proper sense.

27. (Supplementto p. 146.)

Potentiality,” suitability for, peculiarity, preparedness; what comes later. To be
in hand, to be worked on. Readiness-to-hand: constancy d circumstances;
utter readiness-to-hand. Motion and activity. Motion.

Connection with the categories: founded modes. Explication o the basic
modes d ovoia itself: duvauel dv, évegyela dv, Being in the proper sense,
thus aso analogously.

Truth—vobg—vonolis vorjoews.

28. (Supplement to p. 148.)

A tentative determination o Aristotle's analysis d time: the now, vov, isa
"limit," 6gilel’ —mégag (cf. 220a21). The now is a "point," otryun (cf.
220a10). The now isthe absolute"this," t6de TL (cf. 219b30). To be sure, Aris-

totle does not make these identifications, but he does see here determinate
nexuses d founding.

29. (Crossed out, supplement to p. 148.)

7 Y0 év kol tadToy, kai ) kabBoAov T drtagxel, Tad T mavTa yvewilopey
["for we know all things inasmuch as there is something one and the same
which underlies things universally"] .?® Unity, constancy, asthe Being d what
is changeable, the aigBnt. Condition d the possibility d its knowability.

What is moved. Motion, thisis &ei, sinceintime. Time"is' eternal. There-
fore that which foundsit qua kwrjoews oo ["the numbered & motion™],
hence kwvovpevov ["the moved"], isovpavoe ["the heavens']. kat éotTLalel
KIVOOHEVOV KIVNOWV AMowotov, adtn & 1) KOKAW' Kol ToUTo o Adyw udvov
GAX Eoyw dijAoV {. . |} ToWTOS 0LEavAs ["Thereis something eternally mov-
ing withamotion that never ceases, and that ismotionin acircle: whichis evi-
dent not only inlogosbut alsoinfact . . . the first heaven"].”

The ontological interpretation d circular motion leads to the first mover.

25. Met. A 12.

26. Met. A 9, 1074b34.

27. Cf. Phys. A 12, 219a22.
28. Met. B 4, 999a281.

29. Met. A 7, 1072a21.

Supplementary Texts
167

Autonomous constancy: autonomy from, constancy for, always already
finished. The finishedness refers to Being itself; insofar as completeness is
present, the thing iswhat it is. No téAog outside d itself.

30. Motion. (Supplement to p. 149.)

Basic phenomenon d the Being d physis. Rest is only a limit-case & motion.
Thuswhat is moved amountsto achangein Being. Motion as such is ontologi-
cal, amode d Being. O what kind? évégyeia. But indeed areAris. TéAog and
riégag are likewise basic concepts d Being. téAoc: initself initsown Being:
unity is not determined through something else, but is present as steppiry
forth utterly from itself.

kivnois in the proper sense, eternal motion d Being; the téAoc is then
necessarily an eternally unmoved mover. This mover is &et OV and always com-
plete, pure évégyeia, Cowrj and indeed VORIV, vénoig vorjoewg:® even the lat-
ter is meant only asan exemplar d the ontological idea d évépyeix inthe pur-
est sense, not God as spirit, father, person. Has no knowledge o the world and
no ideas that would be archetypes d created things.

30. Cf. Met. A 7, 1072b25ff. and 1074b34.



EXCERPTSFROM THE MORCHEN TRANSCRIPTION
1. (Relatesto p. 18.)

The scientifically most ideal way for an introduction to ancient philosophy
would be to begin by introducing Aristotle and then working backwards and
forwards. On a practical level, that way isimpossible for us. Middle way: fol-
low the indications given to us by Aristotle.

Aristotle understood the Greeks better than did the pedants d the nine-
teenth century, who held that Aristotle did not understand Plato.

First book d hisMetaphysics (Met.A):introduction to his philosophy. Articu-
lated into ten chapters. Chaps. 1-2: origin d thetheoretical attitude and genesis
d scienceassuch; determinationd the object d scientificquestioning, namely,
the whenceand the why, the &ox1] and the aiiticx. Chaps. 3-10: development d
the problematic d scientific philosophy up to his time. He shows how, in the
course d the development d philosophy, there arose various possibilities d
asking about the agxr| and the aiticx. Theory d the four causes.

2. (Relatesto p. 18.)

Interpretation d the first book o Aristotle's Metaphysics (Met. A). Aristotle
will be cited according to the edition d the Berlin Academy d sciences (Aca
demia Regia Borussica),* in five vols. Vols. 1 and 2, paginated as one vol.,
contain the Greek works; vol. 3: Latin tranglations; 4: scholia; 5: index by
Bonitz and fragments.

The Metaphysics is a collection d individual treatises. It is wrong to con-
strain Aristotle's Metaphysics to a unitary problematic.®* The title Metaphysics,
peta th puokd: those treatises which, in the order o the writings, come
after the ones dealing with the things d nature; it is an editorial-technical
title (Andronicusd Rhodes, ca. 70 Bc}. Those who were collecting the writ-
ings saw that here were a number d works whose theme was different from
those d the texts on physics and the like. The editors saw that at issue here
was Being, not beings. The word "metaphysics' did not at first refer to any
specific content; it received such a meaning only later: collection d writings
which, according to their factual theme, deal with what liesbehind beings, or
beyond beings. I n contrast, the writings on nature deal with "what is accessi-
ble to humans,” TEOTEQOV TEOS THAS, versus what is mEOTEQOV T PpUOEL
(cf. Aristotle, Anal. post. A 2, 71b34), "what resides in every being," i.e., its
Being. The concept d the content d metaphysics acquired a double sense in
the Middle Agesand in the modern period, down to our own times. Accord-
ing to Aristotle, the science d Being is tpctn drAocodia. But he also recog-
nizes afirst science which he calls érmiotijun BeoAoywkr): it deals with a spe-
cific being, the ground d the world: voug, "spirit," God. Thus metaphysics
deals with Being and also with one specific being. The science d theology is
therefore not* to be excluded from the science d Being. In this way, meta-
physics possesses, even today, a double meaning: within scientific philoso-

31. See above, p. 11: Aristotle.

32. H. Bonitz, Aristotelis Metaphysica. Vol. 2: Commentarius. Berlin, 1849; W.
Jaeger, see above p. 121, n. 3.

33. [Reeding ist nicht auszuschliefen for id auszuschiiefen ("isto beexcluded).—Trans]
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phy, metaphysics is taken to be (in part) ontology, science d Being, whereas
the common understanding is that "metaphysics’ is something occult, which
reverts back to the meaning as "theology." The fact that both meanings exist
together in Aristotle isgrounded in the problematic d ancient philosophy in
general. Aristotle did not fail here; on the contrary, he had to take philosophy
to this limit.

3. (Relatestop. 191f.)

Met. A 1, 980a21ff.: determination o apprehension, knowledge, understand-
ing, experience, and similar concepts. Aristotle was the first to accomplish
this. codia, émotnun, Gpodvnoig, téxvn are concepts that are still unclari-
fied in Plato. They are all encompassed by the term "understanding” —notin
the specifically theoretical sense, but in a practical sense: e.g., "everyone un-
derstands his own business," "knows" his own trade; "to understand" [verste-
hen] is literally éntotacBai, "to have mastery [vorstehen] over something."
Only gradually did these expressions acquire a specifically theoretical cast.

Aristotle interprets the processd understanding. He shows how, out d the

nature d humans, the various possibilitiesd understanding arise in genetic
connection. That requires a glance at the being whose mode d Beingis deter-
mined by understanding or knowledge. Thisbeing which, insofar asitis, eoipso
understands, we call life or, in a narrower sense, human Dasein. Understand-
ing belongs to the mode d Beingd human Dasein, and in acertain way it also
belongs to the mode d Being d animals. To say that something is understood
means that it is manifest i n its being such and such; it is no longer concealed. In
understanding, there residessomething like truth, aAiBeia: that whichisun-
concealed, not covered over, but, on the contrary, uncovered. Insofar as under-
standing belongs to a being, insofar asit isalive at all, that being is disclosive;
with its Being, as one characterized by understanding, other beingsare uncov-
ered in their Being. Everything that is alive, to the extent that it exists, hasa
world, which does not hold for what is not alive. Every living being is oriented
to something, pursuesit, avoidsit, etc. To be sure, that may happen indetermi-
nately. Thus we can comprehend protozoa and other forms d life only indi-
rectly, in analogy with ourselves. By the very fact that aliving being discloses
aworld, the Beingd thisbeingisalso disclosedtoit. It knowsabout itself, even
if only inthe dullest way and in the broadest sense. Along with the disclosure
d theworld, it isdisclosed toitself. Indeed this already goes essentially beyond
Aristotle, but it is necessary for understanding him.

Levels: 1. aioBnotg, 2. uviun, 3. éumepia, 4. téxvn, 5. éruotrun, 6.
codia: highest level d knowledge.

Aristotle's course d thought: characteristic d it is the first sentence: "To
the essence d humans there belongs the urge to insightful understanding"
(980a21). eidévar (mostly translated as "know™") = insightful understanding,
seeing for onesalf into what something is. The evidence for this claim isthe
predilection humans have for perception, an urge to see and to hear
(aioBnowg). This predilection is caled "curiosity” [Neugier,"craving for the
new"]. Not the narrow psychological concept of perception; it refers, rather,
to the experiencing in general d whatever thereis. Thiscraving [Gier] isaive
in humans, even if it has no practical purpose; it is acraving to seejust for the
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sskeofseeing. For the most part, curiosity satisfiesitself in seeing, "throughthe
eyes' (908a231.). Seeing is the sense in which the Greeks primarily lived,;
Oppa e Yuxns ["eyed thesoul"] (cf. Plato, Republicbk. 7, 533D2): the un-
derstanding that belongs to everything alive. Seeing hasthe priority over all
other modes o orientation, inthat it "most o all makes usfamiliar with what
is happening around us and manifests many differences’ (cf.980a26f.). In
seeing, we experience at once motion, number, the form d things. Vision
makes accessible to us a multiplicity o determinations d beings. What Aris-
totle does not yet mention is that seeing is a distance sense, in contrast to
touch; and so is hearing. Seeing and hearing have awider sphere d objects.
"Things that live (t& {@a) are such that when they receive their Being
they already have aiobnots, they already perceive" (980a271.). If there is
something dive, there is also already aloOnoic. Through this alobnoig,
"memory," “retention,” uvrun, arisesin many living beings. Difference be-
tween aioOnowg and pviun: what is characteristic d aicOnois is that the
beings which are disclosed are there in the present along with the respective
living thing. If the living thing were determined by aicbnois alone, then its
world would extend only asfar asit sees, feels, etc., at any given moment. The
living thing would be restricted to the sphere d what isimmediately present-
at-hand. By possessing pvijun, however, the living thing becomes in a cer-
tain sense free, no longer bound to the beings currently given in perception.
In this way, the living being dominates wider portions d the world, which
become and remain available to it. Thereby synopsis and comparison are pos-
sible. Its being-in-the-world no longer requires ever new perceptions; on the
contrary, when it findsitself in the same position within the world-nexus, it
already knows how matters are arranged. The living beings that have pvrjun
are poovipwtega, "more prudent”; they do not livesimply in theinstant but,
instead, in a whole which they dominate. As dooviuwrega, they are also
padntikdTega (pAbnois: "learning”; nadnua: "what can be learned"),
they are "more teachable," more accessible. They thereby increase the store o
what they understand and know. There are living beings that do have
¢doovnoic over and above aioOnoig, yet they are not teachable: namely, ones
that do not hear, beesfor example. Only living things endowed with hearing
can learn, for something can be imparted to them which they themselves
have not perceived and grasped. Hearing is a distance sense and makes possi-
ble a peculiar sort & communication. "The most proper mode d aloOnoicis
hearing”—a completely un-Greek assertion, which shows that Aristotle has a
deeper understanding d the connection between discourse and hearing.
Inthe sphere d animality there also belongfor Aristotle, without any reser-
vations, human beings. They are distinctivein that they possess, beyond teach-
ability and prudence, the possibility d téxvn and Aoylopds. téxvn is not the
same as"art," inasmuch as art aludes to the practical. téxvr) is not "manipula
tion"; onthe contrary, it is"knowledge," "know-how that directs a manual op-
eration." téxvn istherefore the proper expression for medicine, i.e., atheoreti-
cal science, not an acting and doing. This kind d knowledge is denied
non-human formsd life. Along with téxvn, Aoywoude isalso named. Humans
speak, possessAdyog, can bring what is experienced to thelevel d the concept.
AoyiCeoBaui: "to speak all the way through," within oneself about something,

Excerptsfrom the Morchen Transcription
171

"make it transparent,” "clarify" it. Because humans possess these two higher
possibilities, they can take what is available through pvrjun and developit toa
higher level: éurnetpia, "experience.” Thisterm must not be understood in the
modern sense as an epistemological concept (experience [Erfahrung] versus
thought); instead, the opposite d éumerpia is unproficiency [Unerfahrenheit];
éurteipia = "proficiency in something." How does experience arise out d the
capacity to retain? Experience arises out o amultiplicity d memories, through
seeing again and again; thereby a determinate connection is produced in the
understanding. | n mere perception, 1see only an individual thing. Experience
relates to a connection: when so and so appears, then my behavior must be
such and such.

Connection d pvrjum with éumewgia. I n uvrjun, amultiplicity d perceived
thingsisavailable. If now the act d retaining is repeated and if, in retention,
a determinate connection among beings becomes known, then proficiency
arises. That consists in lthow-how within certain limits. It means to know
that if so and so, then such and such follows: if-then: that is the structure o
what we call experience. The experienced ones have vrtoAnig, "knowledge
in advance" about a determinate connection with which they have to do. If
certain symptoms appear, then such and such means are to be applied. Yet
the one with experience is held fast within the sphere d theif-then. téxvn
can develop out of éumegia. If éumerpia does not entirely giveitself over to
acting on the current case but at the same time looks for that which showsit-
df from case to case, then there arises the possibility d seeing that, in every
case, such and such istaking place, that ultimately the being isstandingin an
intrinsic connection and not in a mere succession, and that this connection
hasthe character of a because-therefore. For example, this physiological condi-
tion requires that chemical intervention. In order for such seeing to arise,
what isrequired isan understanding d the causal connection. The gaze must
penetrate through to that which is present in every case. Then the under-
standing is not a mere noticing [Kenntnis], but an apprehension [Erkennen].
The one who understands knows not only the "that" but also the “why.” He
does not merely notice the sequence of events, but he comprehends [begreift]
the being just as it shows itself, he has a Adyog, a "concept” [»Begriff«].
Thereby, Téxvn is aready genuine understanding, and it comes close to sci-
entific knowledge. The eidoc is disclosed, the substantive connection is seen.

For the goalsd practical intervention, éumewia isindeed more sure than
isTtéxvn. There can be agood diagnostician who neverthelessis poor at help-
ing the sick. That is because ¢éumeipla is aways directed to the current indi-
vidual case, whereas scientific comprehension isdirected at the universal that
shows itself in every case. With regard to the practical goal, ¢umepia is a
higher level. With regard to genuine understanding, however, téxvn is the
higher level: the one who possesses téxvr) is a paAAov codpodg ["wiser per-
son"]. Themeaningd ¢rmotrjun and codia isthe disclosure d Being. Within
the domain o practical activity, the supervisors have more understanding
than the manual laborers. The supervisor sees the why and is able to direct
the individual workers. He is equipped with more genuine understanding
andisabletoinstruct others. Instruction consistsinindicating the grounding
connections. Thus an intention toward the universal lies in genuine under-
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standing. Accordingly, Adyog hasa priority over aicOnolg, since perceptions
never giveinformation concerning why something is the way it showsitself.
Pure gazing at beings themselves, apart from practical interest, isthe distinc-
tivemark d the sciences. So-called codia, "genuine understanding,” aimsat
thefirst causes and origins d thingsand d beingsin general.

4. (Relatesto p. 221f.)

C what sort are these causes, the ones that become thematic in such re-
search? That isthe question o Met. A 2 (982a4ff.). Aristotle does not deduce
theidea d science from an invented concept; on the contrary, he attends to
what natural Dasein already means by it. Aristotle seeks to raise to a concept
that whichis already familiar to pre-theoretical consciousness. Thusin chap.
2 aswell, Aristotle seeksillumination from the natural understanding d Da-
sein. dmoAappavouev ["we suppose”] that the one with genuine under-
standing mavta éniotatair—i.e., the scientific person counts, for those who
are excluded from this possibility, as someone who "knows everything."

navta miotatal (cf.982a8): 1. determination d codla. 2. duvapevog
yvavat ta xaAertd (cf.982al10): capacity to see even what is difficult to see.
3. vodia isaxgipeatdrr), the most rigorous knowledge, and at the sametime
itisbest ableto teach, paAiota dwdaokaAwn (cf.982al3). 4. éavtiig évexev
(982al5), itispursued for itsown sake, solely for the sake d research into be-
ings just as they are and why they are as they are. 5. &oxucwtdtn (cf.
982aléf.): the knowledge that rules over all other knowledge.

Aristotle now attemptsto interpret these five momentsin their philosophi-
cal meaning. 1. Not all-knowing in the sense everyday consciousness would
givethisterm; onthe contrary, the copdg knowseverything because he knows
the most general, that which pertains to every being. Therefore he precisely
doesnot need to know each and every individual thing. 2. For the same reason,
he also understands what is most difficult: the universal is that which is most
removed from the common understanding. 3. This science d the universal is
conseguently the most rigorousscience, because the determinations that belong
to beings as a whole become ever fewer in number as the distance from mere
appearances increases. Therethe whole becomes more surveyable, and the con-
ceptual interpretation more clear. Geometry is more rigorousthan arithmetic,*
because the latter has a more extensive content. Everything and anything can
be counted, but not everything isin space. A geometrical assertion istherefore
already restricted to adeterminate realm d beings. 4. What understanding aims
at doesnot allow, accordingtoitsvery content, any other relation toitself except
pure contemplation. Thusthis content requires that understanding be pursued
smply for the sake d understanding. 5. Thissciencerules all the other ones.

5. (Relatesto p. 24.)

There is nothing d jealously or affectivity in the essence o the gods. Asis
jealousy, so also love and every affect are excluded from the divine essence,
which is pure contemplation. On the other hand, affectivity is by essence di-

34. [Reading Die Geometrie ist strenger alsdie Arithmetik, instead o the reversein
thetext. —Trans]
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rected toward something which is not yet possessed. But then the essence o
the gods would be incomplete. (People later appealed to this passage as evi-
dencefor the conception of the divine as purelove; which is something Aris-
totle will hardly say.) The/gods are not jealous. Therefore, humans should in-
deed strive for genuine understanding.

6. (Relatesto p. 25.)

Met. A 3, 983a26ff.: 1. ovaia = To i 1jv elvat: the "Being in beings, what the
being always already was. What always already was, prior to every individual
being, isthe idéa or ovoia, the essential ground d beings, the causa formalis.
Forma = eldog; £idog here = idéa = ovotfa. 2. BAn, the"material ." The produc-
tion d atable not only requirestheidea d the table but also requires the ma-
terial, an "out d which," the causa materialis. 3. &8sv 1] &oxn) TG KIVioEwS,
the"start o the motion." To produce atableit isnecessary that someone takes
theinitiative and actually brings it forth; an impetus must come from some-
where: causa efficiens. 4. téAog = o0 éveka: producing a table also requiresa
view toward something, toward a table for a specific use: a predelineation o
how thetableis supposed tolook concretely. When the té Aog isreached, then
thebeingisactual asabeing, causa finalis (finis= téAog).

7. (Relatesto p. 25.)

In hisinterpretation d the ancient philosophers, Aristotle uses the concept o
a&gyxn) as a guideline, although they themselves did not yet have such a con-
cept. Isthat unhistorical? It isin a certain sense, but in another sense it is a
genuinely historical procedure: provided history means to appropriate the
past. The successors understand the predecessors better than they themselves
did. Itisnot amatter d correcting their errors but, instead, o thinking their
intentions through to the end. Only in this way is history alive, but unless
history istaken in thisliving sense Aristotle wasin fact "unhistorical."

8. (Relatesto p. 26f.)

Met. A. Thisbook intrudes like a foreign body at this point d the Metaphysics.
Every one d its chapters deals with abasic concept and does so according to
a specific method; the book is a"catalog d concepts." Aristotle refersto this
book under the title, megi t@v moAAaxdg, " Concerning those concepts that
have a manifold meaning," and specifically it is a matter d basic concepts.
Every word has a meaning, through which it is related to some matter at
issue. But the meaning can expand, so that the word relates to several mat-
ters. The concept is a determination d the meaning o aword that has arisen
from, and been stamped by, scientific research itself. Aristotle recognizes
nexuses in beingswhich are basic determinations o beingsand d Being. The
term Adyog also means "concept.” Aristotle's On the categories (Cat. 1, lal-15):
threekindsd meaning: 1. vopa as opcvopov, aequivocum, isdetermined in
such a way that one word means different things. E.g., {@ov is, on the one
hand, a being, a"living being," an actually occurring thing. But the vocable
Coov, the written word, has nothing to do with the being it signifies. 2.
ouvdvopov, univocum (notto be confused with the grammatical concept o
"synonym"), the same word and the same meaning: e.g., the same word
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C@ov used both for a wild animal and for a human being. 3. mapwvuuoy,
derived from another word, such as yoappatikog from yoappatikt], desig-
nates a derived meaning. Aristotle exhibits the differences in the meaning d
the basic concepts alone, and he does so methodologically, not arbitrarily: he
ascends from the common to the philosophical meaning d the words.

Thetheme d thefirst chapter d book A isthe different meanings d aoxn.
This concept itself was not yet employed in the earlier philosophy d nature.
O course, the agyr} was already investigated there, but not explicitly.

9. (Relatesto . 27.)

That does not mean these principles are known at first. On the contrary, they
are far from the common understanding. mavta yaop té aitia apxot (Met. A
1, 1013al7), all causes have the formal structure d a principle. Cause refers
back to apxr]. Common meaning d &Qxrj: 0 MEWTOV eiva 60ev 1) EoTv )
yiyvetain yryvawoketal tw (cf. 1013a18f.), what isfirst regarding the Being,
the coming to be, or the coming to be known d something. For the retrospec-
tive consideration, these principles are the ultimate, and to them all Being,
coming to be, and knowledge are led back. Met, A 17, in parentheses: the
aox is mépag w (1022al12), alimit, alimit-concept. In Met. A 2, Aristotle
treats d the aitio themselves and enumerates the four causes we discussed
above (corresponds almost word for word with Phys B 3, 194bl6ff.).

10. (Relatesto p. 28ff.)

The theme d the earlier philosophy was ¢voic. Tlegl pvoewe is the most
common title. Cf. Plato, Phaedo 96A8: iotogia ("findings") mepl pvoewcs. Ar-
istotle sometimes calls his predecessors duaoAdyol (cf. 986b14}, those phi-
losophers who attempt to expound the Adyoc d ¢voig, who determine pvoig
in a conceptual discussion. That is different from the even earlier consider-
ation d theworld in the theogonies and cosmogonies. There the coming to be
d the world was narrated in a story: the lineage d the stages the cosmos has
traversed. The physiologues, on the contrary, asked about the Being d beings,
although they did not understand themselves as doing so.

¢$vois: the beings that produce themselves from themselves and are con-
stantly present-at-hand, out d themselves, prior to all human or divine in-
volvement. Idea d beings that are always already present-at-hand in them-
selves. Way d disclosure in the philosophy d nature versus the mythological
explanation d theworld: seeing beings that are purely and simply present-at-
handin themselves. dbvotc: the ever-constant versusthe becoming. Yet ol
iseven conceived as the latter, although neither conception touches the heart
d the matter. The emphasis lies on the "being always already on its own
basis." Thisconcept d Being isthen accepted in the philosophical tradition as
self-evident. Aristotle also names the research d the older philosophers
drAocodnoavteg mepl thig dAnOeiog (983b21.). That does not refer to mak-
ing truth itself the theme in the sense d working out alogic or a theory d
knowledge; on the contrary, it refersto truthinthe Greek sense d the uncon-
cealedness, the uncoveredness, d beings themselves. Research into truth
moves within the sphere d beings, with a view to uncovering their Being.

Aristotle begins his historical survey by indicating that, among the four
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named causes and perspectives for considering beings, it was UAn that first
cameinto view i n philosophy. The ancient philosophers carried out their inves-
tigations by taking the material cause as their guideline. They asked for that
"from which beings are, and they understood the "from which," the dox, as
&v UAng &idet (983b71.). They asked: in what do beings consist? They believed
that by answering this question they would disclose what beingsare.

Which cause had to come into view at the beginning d philosophy? The
"cause" isthe being that lies at the foundation o all beings. A certain under-
standing d Being and d beings must thereby already guide the inquiry.
Which being has a character that allows it to function as a cause? Inasmuch
as, for the ancient thinkers, what counted as Being in the proper sense was
that being which dwaysis, the questionturned to what, i n change and succes-
sion, constantly remains: that must be what satisfiestheidea d cause. I n this
mode d questioning, the concept d cause, the concept d Being, is still ob-
scure. Theinvestigative regard aims at a being which is to be encountered in
al beings. In what does that being consist? The whole d the world was un-
derstood as something produced out d something. I n a produced thing, that
which maintains itself throughout as constantly present-at-hand is, in a
statue, for example, the bronze.

Thales: Gdwp, "moisture,” is that being which is constant, always already
present-at-hand, andlying at thefoundation of everything that isand changes.
Thefirst cause is the DAn), the "material.” Anaximenes: arjp, "breath.” Hera-
clitus: oo, "fire." Empedocles: vy, earth; although he grasps all the previ-
ously mentioned four elements together. Anaximander: his questioning is
further advanced. If beings are conceived to be in constant change, but such
that something unchanging lies at their foundation, then this that is un-
changing must beinfinite—in order for the change to beinfinite. The &rewpia
isthe basicprinciplethat liesat the foundation o all beings. I nthissense, the
Ouotopept), the "elements whose parts are alike," are limitless; ovUyKoLolg
and owakptois. These theories seem very primitive. But what isdecisiveisthe
principle that isinvestigated and the progress o the research. In order to find
correctly the genuine cause d beings, the basic determinations o beings
themselves must be disclosed and grasped i n advance.

11. (Relatesto p. 29f.)

Thereisindeed apresent-at-hand material, acause, whichisinvolvedin change.
But a second factor comesto light: in the whole d the universe a To €0 &xerv
showsiitself, for change is not arbitrary, becoming has an order, the world isa
KOOpOoG. A koopog is determined by ta&is. Thisgood arrangement manifests,
intheeventsand Being d the world, determinatedirectionsd processesaswell
as ordered connections. The directionality requires a determination, the or-
dered connections require a guiding hand. Both are possible only through de-
liberation, reflection. Accordingly, there must be reflection lying at thefounda-
tion, i.e., sense, reason [Vernunft], votc. The factual occurrence d the 0 and
the kaAwg constrains us to acknowledge sense i n beings. The person who went
beyond the first two causes and disclosed the presence d sense appears like a
sane man among the mad (cf.984b171.). For hetook the factsd the 0 and the
KaAwg, just asthey offerthemselves, and did not assignjust any arbitrary cause.
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It was Anaxagoras who discovered this voug. Thereby afurther cause was cer-

tainly brought to light, but the ancient thinkers up to Aristotle did not grasp the
causal character d thiscause. They indeed saw beyond the first two causes, but
they missed the causal character d reason [Vernunft] and sense by conceiving o

VOUG asan impetus; thus the causesrel apsed back into two. Anaxagoras himsel f

did not manage to clarify the world with his principle but, instead, let voug
function arbitrarily, like a deus ex machina. Now, inasmuch as the consider-

ation bearing on the first cause had already yielded four elements, so the causa
efficiens also became manifold. Since the world is not only xaAwg, but also
aloxov, since dta&ia is right beside téic and is even predominant, then a
cause had to be sought for that aswell. ¢piAia and veiog were the causesthat
were supposed to explain the attraction and repulsion d the elementsand their
mixing. Y& these causes remained obscure and conceptually indeterminate.
Basically, thefirst two causeswere still not surpassed.

12. (Relatesto p. 31.)

L eucippusand Democritus: their causes had a higher generality. The "plenum”
and the "void" are causes, To TAfpec and 10 kevdy, density and rareness, 8v
and ur) ov:thuseven nonbeing is! They themselvestill did not understand this
thesis; Plato was the first to do so. They still grasped the universein terms o
UAn. They said: the world is composad out d these two factors. Democritus dis-
playedthe highest scientificinterpretation d theworldin hisconceptual proofs.
The world-manifold changesin three directions: guoudeg, dadryr), and toor]
(cf. 985b15t%.), "(ordered) relation,” "contact," "turning." Thereby three basic
categoriesi n which the plenum and the void are apprehended: oxnua, *config-
uration," according to which thethings are distributed in their relations; t&&ic,
“order,” the way they are in contact with one another; 6¢o1g, "position,”" the
way they turn to one another (985blé6f.). Aristotle designates these as “differ-
ences," duxdpogat (cf.985b13). Such an explanation d the worldisoriented to-
ward spatial separation, which iswhy Democritus has mostly been interpreted
as a materialist. But that misses his positive significance, which liesnot in his
view d matter asakin to the earlier elements, but in his predelineation d the
basicconceptsd the scienced naturein Plato and inthe moderns.

Aristotle says these thinkers themselves did not deal with motion. They
dealt only with what remains constant and with what causes motion. Aristo-
tle was the first to make motion itself a problem.

13. (Relatesto p. 32.)

The fourth cause has not appeared up to this point: the ti, the "essential
ground.” It isthe most difficult to see. Y& Parmenides already had it in view,
and then the so-called Pythagoreans and Plato. The question d the essential
ground is not about the "out d which" or theimpetus or the end, but is about
what determines beings themselves as beings, determines them just as they
are. Itisthe question d Being.

14. (Relatesto p. 32.)

Principles d mathematics are here posited as principles d beings themselves
as well. These thinkers believed they saw, in the universe, that numbers
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themselves contain many similaritieswith thingswhich are and become. Nu-
merical relations reside in harmonies. The whole world consists i n numbers.
Numerical relations and the presentation  numbers were more narrow than
they are for us. Numbers were presented through dyxot:

B W=

The sequence d natural numbers, 1, 2, 3, etc., isalways presented asatriangle.
Peculiar connection between the number 10 and the number 4.4 isthe sacred
number; 1+ 2+ 3+ 4 =10. The Greeksdid not think purely arithmetically, but
aways in the mode of spatial presentation and configuration. By way d this
spatial configuration, the spatial itself is grasped as humber. Number becomes
Adyog, "concept”; number makes beings conceivableand determinable.

15. (Relatesto p. 34.)

For example, they said the double is a principle d the world. Insofar as the
double showsitsalf firstd all inthe number 2, they identified the double with
twoness; but 4 and 6, for instance, can also be grasped as doubles. Thus these
thinkers were unpracticed i n disengaging the concept as such.

16. (Relatestop. 34f.)

That which, i napreeminent seeing, isseen by extraction out o the respective
individual casesisthe ldea The dé«x is 1. mapa, "beside” what is sensuously
perceived, 2. Aéyetou katd, the things d sense "are spoken o with respect
to" theldea. The bravery d abrave personisd adifferent mode d Being than
bravery in general. But what bravery isis something by which the brave per-
son himself is determined.

rtadl ) S
uebelig, "participation”
KATA&

Through participation in the Ideas, the sensory thing is determined in its
being such and such. The multiple sensory things not only have the same
name, but also are the same. This sameness d the essence expresses itsdf in
the Idea. The Pythagoreans used the term piunotg, "imitation," instead o
uéBe&ic. But Plato and the Pythagoreans never said what imitation and par-
ticipation mean; they left it to othersto investigate the connection. The ques-
tion is gtill not resolved today. Every Platonism till distinguishes today be-
tween theideal and thereal, and yet the connection between the two remains
unclarified. The fact that this connection is unresolved must make philoso-
phy wonder. Was not the entire approach perhaps too hasty?

The outline o the Platonic theory d Being and beingsis still not complete
thereby. Between aioOnta and idéa, Platoinserts the peta&o (987b16), num-
ber, the mathematical. Numbers have a peculiar relation to the things between
which they stand. They are, like theldesas, didwx, "eternal " and axiviyta, "out-
side d all motion." With the aicOnta they have multiplicity in common,
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whereas every |deaisawaysong; the highest determination d the Ideasisthe év.
Plotinus made the Idead the év the point d departure for a new problematic.

The Pythagoreans characterized the sensuous as the dmelgov, the "inde-
terminate," which receives its determinateness, its Being, through number.
Plato seesin the sensuous the dyad d the great and small; péya-pukoov (cf.
987b20), the "Great-Small." Numbers are determined by the participation d
the Great and Small in the ldead unity. Plato concurs with the Pythagoreans
that the O is not a sensuous being among others and, furthermore, that
numbers must be drawn into the explanation d beings.

Plato’s oxéyig &v toig Adyois (cf. 987b311.) is his "investigation into the
utterances" about beings. He looksinto that which is genuinely meant in any
utterance, e.g., one about a brave man. Aristotle identifies this procedure
with dtaAexTikry, "dialectics.”

Plato teaches two causes: 1. Ideas, or numbers, 2. the péya-Luxov, thein-
determinate, which has the character & ¥An, out & which beings are con-
structed. (Ideas= essential ground.) Plato also distributes good and evil to
these two causes. The é€v is good; UAn is evil.

17. (Relatesto p. 37.)

Aristotle sees (Met.A 9, 992b181f.) afundamental lack in Plato inasmuch asit
isimpossible to investigate the causes d beings appropriately without having
first taken up the problem o what isto be understood by Being. The discovery
that Being is spoken d in a manifold way is attributable to Aristotle. It is de-
cisivefor his determination d philosophy itself. Aristotle recognizesfour dif-
ferent meanings d Being. He enumeratesthem in Met. E 2, 1026a33f.:

1. 6v 1@V katnyoowwv, the "Being o the categories”;

2. ov kot oupuBePnkde, the Being which refersto that being whichinthe
essential determination d abeing can supervene andin each case hasalready
supervened,;

3. 0V ¢ aAnBéc, "Beingin the sense d truth”;

4. &v duvapel kal évepyeiq, "Being in the sense d possibility and
actuality.”

18. (Relatesto p. 38.)

Why are precisely these four causes posited as fundamental ones? Which
being played here, in a certain sense, an exemplary role? What does the basis
d causes and reasons consist in? Why is there a why, a reason? Every indi-
vidual science presupposesthat it isfounded and claims that afoundation is
posited. The Greeks did not raise these questions.

Only ldess, the general beyond everything that changes, can be grasped
scientifically, for they are the only possible objects d fixed and constant
knowledge.

Plato leaves the connection between Ideas and beings obscure. 1é0e&ig,
too, is something, and, as such, must be characterized as a being, as a mode
d Being. Hereliesabasicdifficulty d Platonism. Thisquestion d the connec-
tion between the individual thing and the essence is aso aburning issue in
today's phenomenol ogy.

Parmenidesis concerned with determining the whole world. He apprehends
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the év asapure category. Thereby he advancesa step in thedomain o the cate-
gorial itsdlf (Aristotle, Phys. A 3, 186a4ff.). The One d Parmenidesis (essen-
tially over and against the One d Thalesand thelike) unity pure and simple.
The question of the four causes contains manifold difficulties. 1. to be dem-
onstrated: whether and why these four causesare the only ones. 2. to be dem-
onstrated: which region d Being corresponds, as original, to the respectivein-
dividual cause, in which region d Being each cause is at home, and how far
each can be transferred over to another region. | n that way, spaceisthe UAn o
geometrical objects. 3. Systematic investigation d the universal domain d be-
ings themselves. 4. Question d Beingin general; question d what in general
Being signifiesfor each being. 5. Questiond how Beingisto be conceivedwith
regard to the various ontological realms. But there is a question that is even
more amatter of principle, the question d the meaning d foundation itself. On
what does it depend that there is something like a foundation? This question
seemstoinvolveaviciouscircle. Interms d formal argumentation, that is cor-
rect. But the question is whether proof is to be understood as deduction, or
whether at issue hereisamode d proof in the sense d the showing d some-
thing which issimply given, but which isindeed hidden to usin its givenness.

19. (Relatesto p. 38.)

The problem d foundation is known in modern philosophy under the title of
the principle d sufficient reason (Leibniz, Monadologie®). Up to Leibniz, the
problem d foundation remained unclarified; foundation and cause were not
distinguished. It was thus among the Greeksand in scholasticism.**Descartes,
influenced by thelatter, said quite scholastically: Nulla resexistit de qua non possit
quaeri guaenam Sit causa cur existat ["Nothing existsd which it cannot be asked:
what is the cause why it exists?”].>” No being escapesthis question. Even God
himself, whose Being is understood as ens realissimum ["most real being”],® is
subject to the question d the causa. O course, this ensrealissimum isdependent
on no other being, for that isthe meaning d substance. But infinity itself isthe
cause, the foundation d our knowledge that God needs no cause in order to
exist. Theidead aninfinitebeing essentially excludescausation by an other. In
the concept d the most perfect being, the concept d Being is necessarily co-
thought. Otherwise, the infinite would lack something, so that it would not be
infinite. Problem of the causa su: [ cause of itself"] in speculative theology.
Leibniz, Monadologie (1714):0ur rational knowledge restson two principles:
1. onthat d contradiction, in virtue d which we designate everything asfalse
that is contradictory, 2. on that d sufficient reason: no fact is true and existent,
no utterance correct, without there being a sufficient reason why it is so and not
otherwise, even if these reasons might in most casesbe unknown to us.* Wolff

35. See above, p. 38, n. 62.

36. For the scholastic posing d the question, cf.F. Suarez, Disputationes seta-
physicae (seeabove, p. 19), disp. 12, secs. 1-3.

37. Descartes (seeabove, p. 135, n. 79), Secundae responsiones. Axiomatasive Corn-
munes »otiones 1, p. 164.

38. See above, p. 135, n. 78.

39. See above, p. 38, axioms 3L and 32.
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articulated this principle more sharply: Principium dicitur id, quod in se continet
causam alterius ["what is called a principle is that which containsin itsaf the
cause d something else"].*° Three principles: 1. principium fiend: ["principle d
becoming"], 2. principiumessendi ["principled being"] (cf.Wolff, 5874, p. 648),
3. principiumcognoscendi ["principled being known"] (§876, p. 649).1) ratio ac-
tualitatis alterius ["reason for another's actuality"] (cf.5874, p. 648), actualitas =
évépyewn, "actuality.” 2) ratio possibilitatisalterius ["reason for another's possibil-
ity"] (cf.5874, p. 648), recurrence d the concept d d0vaypig, "possibility.”

Aristotle determined the concept o doxr) according to the same division
d principles. Kant formulates the principle d sufficient reason quite differ-
ently. In Leibniz, an ontological principle: the ground that something is; for
Kant the principle relates not to beings, but to the motivesfor believingin a
truth: foundation = ground for accepting something as true; that which justi-
fiestaking apre-given truth astrue; principled certitude.” Every true propo-
sition requires a ground, on the basis d which the truth is affirmed as a
truth.* Furthermore, the principle d consequentiality, in a formal-logical
sense: "If the sufficient reason is true, then so is its consequence also true
{...], if the consequence isfalse, then so is the sufficient reason also false.”
A ratione ad rationatum; a negatione rationati ad negationem rationis valet conse-
quentia ["the reasoned follows from reason; the negation d reason follows
from the negation d the reasoned"] .*

In Hegel, the problem is d crucial importance, because heidentifies cause
and foundation once again.

20. (Relatestop. 42.)

Brief, introductory, systematic orientation: beings are given first o all. They
are seen beforeBeing is understood or conceived. A naive consideration never
goes beyond the domain o beings. Nevertheless, insofar as beings are experi-
enced asbeings, an understanding d Beingispresent. The task o philosophy
is to make transparent this dim understanding d Being and raise it to the
level d the concept.

First step: from beings to Being and its concept. Understanding (knowl-
edge) itself isco-present to the gaze d philosophical reflection. Only with the
increasing disclosure d hoyoq does the possibility d grasping the Adyog
(concept) of Being also increase. A0yog: every assertion isan “addressing” o
something as something. Philosophical assertion: to address beings with re-

40. WdIff (seeabove, p. 38, n. 67), 5866, p. 645: instead d "causam," Wdlff has
"rationem [reason].”

41. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A820ff./B 848ff.

42. Kant, "Eine neue Beleuchtung der ersten Prinzipien der metaphysischen
Erkenntnis." In Kleinere Schriften zur Logik und Metaphysik. 2nd ed., Erste Abt.: Die
Schriften von 1755-65. Leipzig, 1905; Zweiter Abschn.: Uber das Prinzip des bestim-
menden, gewdhnlich zureichend genannten Grundes, p. 12ff.

43. Handschriftlicher Nachlaf, vol. 3: Logik. Kant's gessamelte Schriften. Ed. Konigl.
PreuR. Akad. d. Wiss. 3rd. Abt., val. 16. Berlin and Leipzig, 1924, §364, p. 718.

44, 1bid., no. 3218, p. 717.
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gard to their Being. With the question d Adyog, there is posed the question
d what every being alwaysisasabeing, i.e., the question d Being.
This decisive step is accomplished in the philosophy d Parmenides.

21. (Relatesto p. 44.)

Regarding 1: the Greeks conceived d the earth as a disk. Ye Anaximander
discovered that the disk also has a heaven beneath it and so isheld in suspen-
sion. Regarding 2: the basic thesisis. water = moisture as a whole. Question-
able whether thisisto be understood physiologically or, instead, meteorol ogi-
caly. Either one observes the various states d aggregation and gives a
meteorological explanation; or physiologically: all seeds are aive, and mois-
ture isthe principle d life. Thislatter seems to agree with the third thesis.
Evenif water istaken to beall that is, one must not conclude that such aview
is materialism, since matter and spirit have not yet been separated: hylozo-
ism. This designation is misunderstood if the two principles in the unity are
thought o as already separate i n themselves.

In positing his principle, Thales is asking about something constant over
and against change; question d constancy and stability in general. For that
question, the distinction between the constant and the changing must be
fixed theoretically in advance.

22. (Relatesto p. 44.)

Anaximander (bornca. 611 ec) isthe genuinely philosophical thinker among
the Milesian philosophers d nature. He posits the dmteipov as the aoxr). He
reaches that conclusion by following thistrain d thought: beings are moving
in constant change and opposition, there must be at the foundation a being
which makes this change possible, which in a certain sense isinexhaustible,
and which guarantees ever new oppositions in spatial and temporal exten-
sion; but then it must precede all oppositions and cannot be a determinate
being such aswater (cf.Thales).1. Thisagx] hasto be something that hasno
determination in the sense d a member d an opposition; it must be indeter-
minate. 2. It has to be beyond all opposition and be inexhaustible. Aristotle,
Phys. ' 4, 203b18ff.: ground for positing the &rmerpov: "Only if all becoming
arises out d something indeterminate and infinite can it be guaranteed that
coming to be and passing away will not themselves pass away."
Anaximander conceivesthe whole d the world in such a way that around
the known world there are, at the same time, innumerable other worldsin all
directions. The dmreipov embraces these countless worlds. Anaximander also
callsthese worlds O¢goi, but that has no religious meaning: Beofi are not objects
d adoration; the Bebc is simply the highest and most proper being. Naive cos
mology. But the fact that Anaximander, in the drtelpov, seeksto penetrate be-
yond every determinate being shows his philosophical instinct. Precisely the
fact that he makes the &oxr] indeterminate demonstrates his philosophical un-
derstanding. Aristotle has especially high respect for Anaximander; as, e.g., in
Met. A 2. Aristotle seesin theidea d the dmeigov, the indeterminate, theidea
d potentiality as well. What can actually beis only what has such potential.
Anaximander himself, however, proceeds without the concept d potentiality.
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23. (Relatesto p. 46.)

The Milesian philosophy was also aware d oppositions but did not thematize
oppositionality assuch and make it a problem. An opposition isnot asimpledif-
ference; it is avery determinate one: the opposing members have a relation to
each other, an antagonism. Day and night, cold and heat are not arbitrary dif-
ferencessuch asstone and triangle, sun and tree. The discovery d oppositional-
ity signifiesthe apprehension d anew kind d difference and thusalso a deeper
penetration into the structure d Beingitself. All the oppositionsthat comeinto
consideration are oriented toward human Dasein. Everything in the world is
opposition. That is more than saying everything in the world changes and dif-
ferentiates itself.

1. Parmenides emphasizesthe negativity i n oppositionality. Every opposed
being possesses no Being. What has Being is only the One, which is prior to
all oppositions.

2. Heraclitus emphasizes the connection in oppositionality. The Oneis in-
deed not the other, but it is also the other. The antagonistic is precisely that
which is. Oppositionality is the true world and constitutes the Being d beings.

24. (Relatesto p. 48.)

Heraclitus. The tradition placesHeraclitus i n close connection with the Mile-
sians, so that Parmenides would have known him. Reinhardt has advanced
the thesis that Parmenides is not polemicizing against Heraclitus, but vice
versa.® Reinhardt's arguments, in terms d content, have much to recom-
mend them, even if they are not conclusive philologically. Nevertheless, we
will begin with Heraclitus, for the sake d an easier understanding.

Heraclitus is by reputation 6 okotewde, “the obscure." The Stoics trans-
formed his philosophy into a philosophy d nature. Influence on Philo and gnos-
ticism. The fragments d Heraclitus came to light at the time o the Church Fa
thersandthereforewereinterpretedinmanifoldways. Aristotle's characterization
d Heraclituswas aready erroneous when he wrote that in contrast to Thales
(water) and Anaximenes (air),Heraclitus posited fire. For Heraclitus's philoso-
phy is not a philosophy d natureinthe sensed the Milesians, i.e., not a cosmo-
logical theory, asif he wanted to explain the present configuration d the world
on the basisd fire. Fire has a symbolic meaning for him. rtavta ¢et: that is
only one side for Heraclitus; it does not mean everything is merely transition
and change. On the contrary, it signifiespersistence within change, piétoov in
petafaAAsv. What he intends is precisely sameness within change. The basic
principle is not fire, but Advyog, "world-reason" [»Weltvernunft«]. For the first
time, Adyog becomesthe principle d philosophy, even if ambiguously.

25. (Relatesto p. 491.)

1. Question d oppositionality and unity;
2. Adyog as principle d beings;
3. disclosure and determination d the soul, the spiritual .

45. See above, p. 48, n. 3L
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ITepi pVoewc: it is uncertain whether this title comes from Heraclitus him-
self. Only fragments have survived.

Frag. 108: "Of all the discourses | have heard, hone have recognized that
thereis (asingle) reason [Vernunft] beyond all things." The previousinterpre-
tation d the world adhered to beings. But Being lies beyond every being and
isnolonger abeing. First thrust toward the idea o transcendence: Being lies
beyond all beings. Frag. 67: "God is day and night, winter and summer, war
and peace, plenty and famine; God changesas doesfire . ..” God isthe unity
d all these oppositions, but, precisely as such, he transforms himself. Insofar
asthis One is, it isits opposites. Heraclitus introduces an analogy, since the
conceptual interpretation is insufficient. Every time a different incense is
thrown into the fire, the fragrance changes, and the fire is never the same.
Frag. 78: the world-reason [Wetvernunft], as divine, is delimited against
human reason [Vernunft]. "The human mode d Being (0og) lacks insight,
whereas the divine mode possessesit.” A human indeed has A¢yog but does
not see the oppositions as awhole and in their unity. Humans cannot under-
stand the whole as such. Frag. 102: "With God, everything is beautiful, good,
and just; humans, however, take one thing as just and another as unjust."”
Human reflection is one-sided. Frag. 56: a principle is not a being among oth-
ers. "Humans allow themselves to be fooled in their knowledge d visible
things, just as did the wise Homer. . .” Unity has a non-sensory character; a
principle is not to be found anywhere within experienceable beings.

How does Heraclitus now characterize oppositionality itself? The entire op-
positionality d the world is taken as the ground d the questioning. Frag. 61:
"Seawater isthe purest and the foulest, vital for fish and mortal for humans."
Always other, depending on the use, and yet the same. Frag. 62 demonstrates
theidentical point; not amere picture d the changesin the appearancesd the
world but, instead, presupposes a reflection on oppositionality itself. Frag. 126:
everything becomesits opposite. Frag. 111: "lliness makes health pleasant . . .”
Opposites are not cut df from each other; on the contrary, each opposed mem-
ber has an intrinsic connection to the other. If oppositionality constitutes
Being, then the opposed beings must obviously be in harmony: frag. 88. Frag.
54: "Invisible harmony is higher than visible harmony." Appearances are not
what makes it possibleto see beingsand to understand Being. Frag. 51: humans
"do not understand how the One holdsitself together by way d counter-striv-
ing." Here again an image: "Counter-striving unity asin the case d a bow or
lyre." A bow isabow preciselyin that its ends strive against each other and are
held together by the string. Frag. 103: The ends d an opposition run into each
other, asin acircle: Euvov yap apxn xal mégag ["for the beginning and the
end arein common"]. Frag. 90: "A mutual conversion takes place between the
al and fire, as well as between fire and the all, just as gold converts to com-
moditiesand commoditiesto gold." Frag. 30: "No god or mortal hascreated this
state d the world; it dwayswas, is, and alwayswill be eternally living fire, in
measure flaming up and in measure dying out." The pétgov, "measure,” rule,
is what is essential, not the transformation. This rule is the lawfulness d the

worlditself: namely, reason [Vernunft].

46. H. Dids, see above, p. 49, n. 37; 126 genuine fragments, without context
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Fireisthe symbol o eternal change. Thetrue essence d beingsis pastness,
presentness, and future. Sextus Empiricus. according to Heraclitus, the es-
sence of time would be something bodily, namely, fire.¥ Constant change,
what is self-opposed and yet one, is nothing other than time itself. Insofar as
timeisnow, it isconstantly not yet and no longer.

26. (Relatesto p. SO.)

How is all this connected to the hoyoq? Frag. 50: "You have not heeded me,
but the Advyog, if you say understanding is manifest in the recognition that
the Oneisall things." What isessential isthat the Adyog itself says: év mdvra.
The One, constancy, is at the same time everything, the oppositions. Insight
amounts to ruling everything through everything (frag. 41).

hoyoq means, in the first place, "discourse,” "word," the basicfunction d
which is dnAouvv, "divulging." Discourse makes manifest. Adyog: 1.
Agyopevov, "what is divulged in theword," the beingsthemselves; 2. Aévyew,
the"divulging" itself. Heraclitus employs the concept Adyos i n adouble sense
and does not separate the two meanings. 3. vTokelpevov: Adyog divulges
that which makes beings beings, their concept, their ground, that which
founds them (Kant): hoyoq = ratio as "foundation.” Ratio, but also reason
[Vernunft]: 4. voug, ratio as"reason" [»Vernunfi«]. 5. Especialy in trigonome-
try: Adyog addresses a being as being such and such. Aoyoq divulges a being
with respect toitsrelation to another being: hoyoq = "relation," "proportion,”
"ratio,” e.g., the relations among the sidesd atriangle. In Aristotle, 1 and 2
are refined further: 0plopdg, "concept,” "definition.”

Only where there is Aoyoq is there unconceadedness, aArOeix. Where
Abyog is wanting, AavOaver ["concealing"]. Frag. 2: Heraclitus's essential
characterization d hoyoq:"Itisaduty tofollowthe common hoyoq. Neverthe-
less, although Adyog is common to everyone, most peoplelive asif they had a
hoyoq all their own." Adyoc is what divulges, shows beings as they are in
themselves. What is manifest i n hoyoq is obliging, binding, on everyone. Frag.
114: “If one wishes to speak d beings with vodg, then one must arm onesdf
with hoyoq as a city armsitsalf with law, and all human laws take their nour-
ishment from actuality." Absolute objectivity d pure Adyog itself, over and
against human pointsd view. Frag. 29: "To be sure, most stand there like cattle."
Heraclitusisthefirst philosopher known to have withdrawn from publiclife.

27. (Relatesto p. 50.)

Frag. 115: "The soul itself possesses Aoyod and indeed as something that is
self-increasing.” Frag. 116: "It is given to al humansto know themselves and
to haveinsight." Referenced knowledge back to the knower himself. Herefor
thefirst time the soul itself comesinto the domain o philosophical investiga-
tion. To be sure: "You can never measure the limits d the soul...” (frag.
451.—Being is understood as transcendent with regard to beings. Adyog
claims to be absolutely binding over every isolated opinion.

Hegel places special stress on Heraclitus. Hegel does not posit a particular
being asa principle but, instead, the dialectical itself, unity in opposition, the

47. Adversus mathematicos; See above, p. 50, n. 39.
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movement d oppositionsand their surmounting. Hegel already placed Hera-
clitus after Parmenides and seesin Heraclitus thefirst genuinely philosophical
speculations: the necessary advance d Heraclitusliesin his progressing from
Being asthe first immediate thought to becoming as the second.*

28. (Relatesto p. 54.)

Beingisgrasped even if not all beings are there before the gaze. ThisBeingit-
sdf, whichisheld fast in reason [Vernunft], cannot be torn apart. For Beingis
something common to all beings and lies beyond the differences o beings.
Every being, insofar asit is determined by Being, is a whole. The unity and
wholeness of beings transcend all oppositions. Beings and Being are here at
issue in expressions such as absence and presence: that is the way d the
Greek conception d Being. Determination d beings with respect to time:
only what is present, the present itself, is i n a unique sense. Unity, wholeness,
and presence are the three determinations (of Being) for Parmenides.

28a. (Relatesto p. 57.)

Parmenides did not grasp the phenomenon o time purely as such; on the
contrary, for him it was a being. Thus time had already been long ago identi-
fied with that by which it is measured, the sky, the sun. Plato: time is the
heavenly sphere. Thereby we can perhaps understand why Parmenides says:
"Being isa well-rounded sphere" (frag.8, v. 43).

Parmenides does not emphasize or understand time per se as foundational .
His sharpest determination d Being with the help d temporal characters: that it
never wasand never will be but, on the contrary, isconstantly now. The samere-
sult is then expressed from its negative side: Being is unbreakable, without de-
gree, unmoved. On thisbass, Parmenides can formul ate more pointedly hisear-
lier statement, that Beingand the thought d Being arethe same (frag.8, v. 34{1.):
"The apprehension and that on account d which the apprehended existsare the
same; for you will never encounter an apprehension without the beingin which
the apprehending and thinking are expressed." Every apprehension isan appre-
hension d beings. Therefore apprehension itsdf is a mode d Being. Because
Beingis one and unique, apprehension and Being are identical. Phenomenology
first recognized the phenomenon that every apprehension is an "apprehension
d .. .” Primordial structure d lifeand Dasein. Apprehensionisnot the only being
that, according to its structure, is essentially related to another being; the same
appliesto willing, wanting, questioning, etc. Essential relatednessd all comport-
ments d life and Dasein to beings. In this regard Plato again acquires, over and
against sophistry, a sharper concept & Aoyoq when he says: hoyoq is Aoyoq
Tvég, "speaking about . . .” Parmenides: apprehension isitsef amode d Being.

Comparisonwith awell-rounded sphere whichisequally expansivefrom the
middleinall directions. Itisno accident that the sphereisintroduced asasymbol
d Being. Timeisin view in the analysisd Being, and the naive understanding
d timeis oriented toward the course d the sun and toward the celestial sphere.

48. See above, p. 51, n. 44.
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29. (Relatesto p. 58.)

How isthat connected to the second part  Parmenides' poem (whichiseven
more fragmentary)?Por philosophical understanding, only frag. 19 isimpor-
tant: d6&a versus aAnBewa. "Therefore, according to appearances, this
arose. ..” The world o appearances changes, grows and passes away, and
humans seek to bring fixity to this change by giving names to its individual
stages. But the names say nothing, for what they aim at is already not any
more and will not be any more. Accordingly, there is no relying on words.
One must turn back to the things themselves that are to be grasped, and the
only thing graspable isthat which persists, Being.

Such power d reflection on Being and such certainty in linguistic formu-
lation were never attained previously. The result established: Being is unity,
uniqueness, wholeness, fixedness, unchanging presence. All these determi-
nations have a positive meaning.

(Addendum on Parmenides: the Being o apprehension is interpreted in
terms d the apprehended being, and it isso in the entire subsequent philoso-
phy. Repercussion d the ontological character d the world onto the ontologi-
cal character d life, spirit, etc.)

The subsequent theory d Being consists only in a negative exhibition
consequences. Thus Zeno d Elea: he tried to show the opponents d Par-
menides that if the opposite d Parmenides theses were valid, the result
would be contradictions and absurdity.

30. (Relatesto p. 59.)

Regarding 1 (Diels, 19 A 24):* with respect to spatial magnitudes, two as-
sumptions are possible: a) the elements d what is spatial are non-spatial . But
then how could something like space and spatial formations arise out d an
agglomeration d what is non-spatial? It followsthat the assumption is false.
b) The elements o aspatial formation are spatial themselves; in Greek terms:
every oned themisalready at aplacein space. Everything that isisin space,
and space itself, if it exists, must also be in space. This consequence, too, is
impossible: infinite series d spaces, contained one inside the other, and, at
the same time, unknowable, inasmuch as knowledge, in the Greek view, al-
waysinvolvesadelimitation. Both assumptions lead to absurdity. Thus beings
as a whole, spatial things, cannot be determined by multiplicity; therefore
Being is one, undifferentiated, whole.

Regarding 2 (Di€ls, 19 B 1):*° the same with respect to magnitude-relations
in general. The consequence is either no magnitude at all or infinite magni-
tude. No number arises out & mere nullities. But if number consistsin units,
magnitudes, points, then between any two points thereisalwaysanother point,
and 0 on to infinity. Therefore number isinfinitely divisibleand so scientifi-
cally undeterminable. And what is not determinable in knowledge is not.

Regarding 3: with respect to motion, two assumptionsare possible. It can
break down either into immobile elements, ultimate points at rest, or into
elements that already in themselves possess motion and change. In the for-

49. See above, p. 59, n. 72.
50. See above, p. 59, n. 73.
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mer case, it cannot be seen how something like motion could arise out d an
agglomeration d rest, o positions. To every now there corresponds a here,
where the moving thing is situated. The combination d heres will never
yield motion. I n the latter case, the extension traversed in any motion from
Ato B isstill an extension and contains aninfinity d extensionsthat would
have to be traversed before any place could be reached. The moving body
can, asamatter d principle, never make any progress, and there is no ques-
tion o slow and fast, and so the slowest can never be overtaken by the
fastest.

31. (Relatesto p. 611.)

4. xo6vog, "time": the half d atime can be equal to the whole. Let there be
three series o points:

.2)
(e
When the configuration of the motion appearsin thisway:

oo

a.

C.

then the time for cin relation to b is the same as a, since in order for these
three series d points to align, b must traverse the whole d ¢, though at the
same time it traverses only half o a.

That is the problem o the continuum. Parmenides characterizes Being in its
unity as ovvexéc, such that in it no spatial or temporal points can be distin-
guished. Among all the pointsd two line segments o different length, there
exists a univocal coordination.
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With regard to the continuum d both line segments, theinfinite delimitation
makesno difference. Or again, onthe periphery d acirclethere areinfinitely
many points having no curvature. How can a circle arise out d them? How
can the partitioned become a whole? Thus the continuum, the whole, can
never be put together out d parts.

The arguments seem at first to relate to various phenomena: racecourse,
space in general, time. But the crux isthat which liesat the foundation o all
these, namely, the continuum. The problem does not reside in time (at least
according to this conception d time), but in the continuum. Thusit becomes
necessary to conceive the continuum as something primordially original; it
receivesthe characters Parmenides attributed to Being. The problem recursin
the nineteenth century (B.Bolzano; G. Cantor; B. Russell; H. Weyl).*

The phenomenon d the continuum is prior to the mathematical domain.
The continuum precedes every possiblefinite calculation. Being differentiates
itself fundamentally from beings. If the continuum lies beyond every finite
and infinite determination, then Being is transcendent in relation to beings.
All determinations d Being, if they are genuine, are transcendental.

Still adifficulty: itisinrelation to timethat Parmenides grasps the charac-
ters d Being. But it has just been shown that time in itself, like space, traces
back to the continuum. Thus, how can oneinterpret Beingin relation to time,
if time refers back to the continuum? Ye time is always understood here in
the sense d the vulgar (and, for the Greeks, also theoretical) understanding
d time; Aristotle understands it i n the same sense. When we say Parmenides
achieves hisgrasp d the characters o Beingin relation to time, we are refer-
ring to amore original understanding d time, not as a succession d nows.

Inall thesearguments, the difficulty residesnot in time astime or in space
as space, but in the character d the continuum. Thus the gaze was freed for
the phenomenon d continuity; Zeno thereby led beyond Parmenides.

32. (Relatesto p. 62.)

Melissus d Samos. He also stands within the same problematic. He diverges
from Parmenides inasmuch ashe attemptsto fill out the concept o Being by ap-
pealing to concrete natural science. A good number d fragments were handed
down in Simplicius’s Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (ed. H. Diels).* Especially
important are frags. 7 and 8: the concept d Being (i.e., the concept d unity) is
brought into relation with characters d beings such asdense and rare, full and
empty. Nolimit can beimposed on Being; therefore Being not asasphere delim-
ited in itself, but as an infinitely homogeneous mass without lacuna. Frag. 7:
"Thevoidisnothing." Beingcannot move; thereisno placeto whichit can with-
draw. If it withdrew, it would have to do so into the void. But thereis no such
thingasthevoid. ThusBeing has no possibilityd motion. A thing must befull if
itisnot empty. But if itisfull, it doesnot move. Thereby arelation is established
with the then-contemporaneous philosophy d nature, which has nothing more
to dowith Milesian philosophy. Ontologically, something positiveisindeed dis-
closed here, while failing, however, in regard to the disclosured beings.

51. See above, p. 62.
52. See above, §6b, p. 12.

Excerpts from the Morchen Transcription
189

The orientation d the ancients, and in general also that d the moderns,
toward Being in the sense d constancy should undergo revision.

Prag. 8: Multiplicity isillusory and deceptive; if it existed, change would
be impossible. "If there were many things, i.e., if multiplicity and change
were attributable to Being, then the multiple and changeable would have to
bein the manner d the One." If change and motion were grasped scientifi-
caly, then they would have to be grasped asthe One. It is thusin Descartes:
all aspects are reduced to a single denominator. All properties d athing are
merely accidental determinations and are reducible to quantitative modifica
tions d beings. Extensio is the property that determines Being.* If all beings
arereducible tomodificationsd quantitative extension, then beingsare never
graspable in their Being, unless unity (andnot merely in the formal sense) is
maintained. The problem isthen how the variouslevelsare connected among
themselves. That isstill unresolved today.

33. (Relatesto p. 64ff.)

First approach toward an apprehension d Being, and yet at the sametimeare-
lapseto beings. Thelater philosophy d nature (Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Leu-
cippus, Democritus) adherestothethesisd Parmenidesand yet attemptsto de-
termine beingsin such away that they might be objectsof scientificlcnowledge.
The question iswhether beings, as givenin sense experience, do not indeed ex-
hibit structures that are connected to Being. The proper mode d grasping the
world is not aioBnows but, instead, Adyos. Thus Parmenides’ thesis is main-
tained; at the same time an intention to oqCetv T parvopeva (Plato). Their
rights are to be restored to the supposed nonbeings. At the same time, a meth-
odological reflection on the understanding that makes the phenomena accessi-
ble. Empedocles: sharper gaze into the peculiarity d perception. Frag. 4: "The
individual senses have their own particular rights. . . . Consider every individ-
ual thing carefully with each sense.. . .” Every aic6nog hasitsproper evidence,
and claimsto knowledge are to be judged according to the evidence.

Anideal o knowledge ought not to be set up apriori. With every mode o
knowledge there should also be delimited those beings made available i n that
mode. Anaxagoras, frag. 21: "On account d the weakness d the senses, we
are unable with their help to grasp beings themselves, beingsin their uncon-
cealedness." Aristotle, Degeneratione et corruptione, introductory part: consid-
eration d the earlier philosophy with respect to the uncovering o the ele-
ments (A 8, 324b251t.).

Heraclitus posits oppositionality asthat which properly is; Parmenides de-
niesit. Neither achieves a scientific grasp d beings. Question: is there a way
to grasp the change and succession d beings scientifically and yet in accord
with the questioning o Parmenides?

Now a more precise understanding d the principle d sufficient reason.
Leucippus, frag. 2: "Nothing arises by chance; on the contrary, everything
comes from definite foundations and by force o necessity." A way to grasp
beings, i.e., to ask whether change and succession can be "founded" in Being,

53. Cf. Descartes, Principia Philosophiae. TomeVI11. Paris 1905, 11, 1 and 4.
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whether something constant isto be substituted for succession. aitioAoyia:*
itisin Adyog that the aittiov will be apprehended. Democritus said he would
be prepared to renounce the throne d Persiafor some aitioAoyia. Founda-
tion d beingsin Being.

The immediately given beings must be grasped in a more penetrating way
than they were previously. They are not to be dismissed as sheer semblance
but, instead, grasped in their structure itself. More precise determination d
change as such. Change and succession are not identified with Being (norare
they distinguished from it merely in aformal way), but something is to be
placed at their foundation: otoweia, "elements’ (first o all, Plato, Theatetus
201E1). Change is not some free-floating thing next to Being; on the con-
trary, it hasits own determination as something constant in the sense d con-
tinual blending and separating. Nothing arises or passes away. Otherwise,
utter nullity would always be threatening. Empedocles, frag. 8: “I want to
announce something else to you. There is no arising for any thing and no
passing away to mortal death, there is only blending; passing away is simply
aterm used by the common understanding." Arising is called pvois. Change
is not understood as growth in the sense d a cosmogony; on the contrary, all
things always are, but they constantly exchange their possibilities. Anaxago-
ras, frag. 17: "Incorrect way d speaking by the Greeks with regard to coming
to be and passing away. Everything blends and separates out d already pres
ent-at-hand beings." Changeis not opposed to Being; instead, change existson
the basisd what is present-at-hand. Aristotle: "Motion isimpossible if there
is no vmokeipevov” (cf. PhysicsA 7, 190a34ft.). Blending and separating are
moments that show the ultimate structure within the whole o Being, such
that té&ic, oxfqua, and Béow alone determine Being in its structure. These
elements are the basic determinations which make it possible for beings to
mai ntai n themsel ves as constant.

Ye, remarkably, the idea d the vmoxelpevov is not discussed in relation
to these phenomena themselves. Why the question does not arise is con-
nected to the unclarity d the concept & motion. Motion is merely blending
and separating and is reduced to the &ei ov. Empedocles excludes the concept
d $vowinthesense d growth. Nevertheless, standing for otouxetor we find
in him the designation owopata (frag. 6), "roots,” and in Anaxagoras
onéopata (frag. 4), "seeds." The orientation toward the principle d suffi-
cient reason leads back almost to the level d pre-Parmenidean philosophy:
elements—water, earth, fire, air.

Anaxagoras. "Everything comes from everything" (cf.frag. 6). The con-
ventional view d histheory (that the world is structured out d ultimate ele-
mentswhich consistin like parts, likethe atoms d Demaocritus or thefour el-
ements) is false. These elements "of like parts' are qualities, not matter

(smallestthings), qualities that modify themselves (cf.Descartes®).Every in-
dividual thing is merely a determinate constellation d the whole, a stage o
the continual blending relation, mavomegpia: the conjunctionand intermin-
gling d the elements. A thing isalways atotality d present-at-hand and pos-

54. See above, p. 65, n. 91.
55. See above, p. 189, n. 53.
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sible qualities. The names are not arbitrary; on the contrary, they are related,
in their meaning, to the being itself, inasmuch as the latter is nothing but a
form d change based on what is constant. Cosmogony (Empedocles, frag.
26%): four stages d the world: 1. odpaipog, homogeneous equalization o all
oppositions, 2. k6opog, everything bound by law, but still blended together,
3) veixog, "strife,” 4) return to the odaigog. We are now in stage 2.

Democritus and Leucippus. The totality d motion itself isinterrogated re-
garding its presuppositions. One presupposition is an ordered whole, within
which motionis possible. Also the kevdy, the "void," afree space, into which
the physical thing can withdraw at any time. But then the void itself must
exist. That isa positive determination, dimensions d space. The kevdv hasits
own ¢pvows. Frag. 156: "Beingsdo not exist i n a higher degree than do nonbe-
ings." Plato’s thesis: even nonbeing, the void, is. Democritus does not yet ask
how that could be possible. He attemptsto discover positive ontological condi-
tions for nonbeings, just as Kant seeks the conditions d nature in general.”
Questiond what must bein order for nature to exist. Parmenides hasin view
the whole d Being, but for him that means undifferentiated Being in its
sameness. Democritus seeks an intrinsic structural articulation, and he
thereby finds the constitutive elements d motion.

34. (Relatesto p. 67.)

Also for him {Democritus}, Adyog, vovg, the "concept,” has priority over
aioBnows. But that is not without all justification. Something can be known
only through something similar to it. Knowledgeis merely the assimilation o
like to like. Already Parmenides: the Being that is known and the Being o
knowledge are the same. Beingin the sense d the Being of nature hasrepercus-
sion on the ontological structure o knowledge. Empedocles, frag. 109: "We
know only that which we are physically like." The apprehending subject must
already belike what is apprehended (frag.106). Democritus developsthisthe-
ory d knowledge into a doctrine d eidwAa: images which come loose from
things and wander over into the soul. Democritus cannot represent knowledge
otherwisethanasatransfer d atoms, érugvopin (frags.7, 8, 9, 10).Frag. 7: "We
have actual knowledge d nothing, but the influxinto each oneishisopinion."
Frag. 8: "All we have in the soul are imagesloosed off from things." Repercus-
sion of the conception of the beingsto be known onto the Being d knowledge.
Despite this purely naturalistic interpretation d knowledge, the peculiar func-
tional accomplishment d Adyog is maintained. Yet that accomplishment is not
grasped initsBeing.

This discrepancy continues in Plato and Aristotle, even where they are
ableto grasp the soul and spirit more accurately. The mode d Being o life or
d the soul does not come to be delimited against the mode d Being d nature
or d theworld. The samefor Descartes. Evenin Kant, the concept d the sub-
ject, d consciousness in general, remains ontologically indeterminate. Like-
wisefor Hegel: he also grasps the spirit as substance, to be sureinavery broad
sense. That is connected to the domination o Greek ontology.

56. See above, p. 66, n. 102.
57. Kritik def reinen Vernunft, B 165.
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35. (Relatesto p. 70.)

Thetheory d the Beingd the worldin general iscarried over to humans, who
are constantly changing. The content d perception has no connection withthe
content d thought (Protagoras, frag. 7°%): "Even perceivedlines are not the ones
the geometer, in the theoretical attitude, speaks of and intends." The perceived
lineisbasically a surface; the geometer means something else. Likewise, there
isin reality no absolute straight line and no geometrically exact circle. Eventhe
fact that a tangent touches a circle at one point cannot be established in sense
perception. What istrue and existent isonly what is considered from the stand-
point d adeterminate mode o experience. No one mode s privileged.

Reflection on the laws d linguistic expression and meaning. Protagoras
divides propositions into four (sometimes seven) forms: evxwAr], "plea,”
¢oTnate, "question,” &rdKQLOLC, “answer,” €vtoAr}, "command.” Plato and
Aristotle investigated the various propositional formsand the structure d as-
sertions (Adyog in the strict sense). Protagoras also seems to have been the
first to distinguish the genders (masculine, feminine, neuter). Frag. 4: posi-
tion regarding the gods and religion: "l have no knowledge d the gods, nei-
ther that they are, nor that they are not, nor how they are constituted; for
there are many hindrances making the knowledge d the gods impossible,
such astheir imperceptibility aswell asthe shortness d life." Cf. Socrates and
his being condemned to death.

36. (Relatesto p. 71.)

Gorgias. ITeot tod wi) dvtoc 1y Tept poews, title o the work heis supposed
to have written. Opinion d some: examples d an overdone dialectics; opin-
ion d others: serious philosophical deliberations. The latter is no doubt cor-
rect. Aristotle wrote against him,* which showsthat Gorgiaswas not a mere
babbler. Sextus Empiricus (Adversusmathematicos)® transmitted the proposi-
tions d Gorgias. Three theses: 1. There is nothing, ovdév éotwv. 2. If there
were something, it would not be knowable. 3. And if there were something,
something knowable, it could not be communicated to another person; it
would be, avepprjvevtov, "not interpretable.” 1. Denial d Being, 2. denial d
knowability, 3. denial & communicability.

Regarding 1: argument on the basis d consequences (cf. Zeno and Melis-
sus). "If is" el yao €ot (not: if something is), then "either beings, or nonbe-
ings, or beings as well as nonbeings." But neither beings, nor nonbeings, nor
the one as well as the other. a) Nonbeings are not: To pév ur ov otk ot If
nonbeings are, they are and they are not at the same time. Insofar asthey are
thought as nonbeings, they are not. But insofar as they are nonbeings, they are
once again. It is quite absurd that something is and at the same time is not.
Therefore nonbeings are not. Another proof: if nonbeings are, then beings are
not, for they are opposed to each other. Therefore neither beings are not, nor
nonbeings are. b) Beings are not: if beings are, they must be either eternal, or
having to cometo be, or both. If they are eternal, they have no beginning. But

58. See above, p. 70, n. 121.
59. See above, p. 71, n. 126.
60. See above, p. 71, n. 130.

Excerpts from the Morchen Transcription
193

then they are unlimited. And if they are unlimited, they are nowhere. For if
they are somewhere, then thereisaplacewhere they are, and so beingsare en-
compassed by something other, something which they are not. For what en-
compassesis greater than what is encompassed. This impossible consequence
shows that beingsare not eternal. It could be shown similarly that beings have
not come to be and that they cannot be both eternal and having come to be.

Regarding 2: if beings are knowable, then everything that is known would
have to be. Thought is a'so known. Everything thought d would have to be.
But that is not the case. If beings are knowable, then nonbeings would have
to be unknowabl e and unthinkable. Thus the second thesis is also proven on
the basisd its consequences.

Regarding 3: if something is communicated, it must be communicated in
A6yoc. Thelatter isdifferent from the Orokeipevov; e.g., | cannot communi-
cate colors in speech, because they cannot be heard. But Aoyog must be
heard. Furthermore, how are different subjects supposed to mean the same
thing? That which is grasped is multiple and diverse. The many changing
subjects do not grasp the unity d an object.

The dialectic, which stands behind these theses, made a great impression
on Hegel, and he saw in Gorgias an especially deep thinker.5

Foundation d logic begun. Gorgias explicitly takes up the problem o
Being. Questiond therelation d Adyog to the thing meant init. Beginnings
d Plato's theory of Ideas. Adyog, in the sense d averbal whole, is something
present-at-hand, but it does have a relation to what is meant, although the
meaning as such still remains hidden and one apprehends the word only as a
verbal formation and linguistic expression. This superficial way d question-
ing was, in acertain respect, overcome by Plato and Aristotle.

37. (Relatesto p. 74.)

Socrates was as critical as the sophists. Ya he did not distinguish between the
value and content d individual propositions but, instead, between what can, or
even primarily must, be understood and what is not understood. He empha-
sized ignorance versus omniscience, methodological prudence versusthe rash-
nessd common understanding. He asked what knowledge in general means.
Critical and positive reflection on ignorance and on genuine knowledge. Con-
sideration d what is immediate and self-evident, and precisely in this way
he emphasized its questionableness. He considered knowledge without any
preconceived theory, without restricting theory to the ontological doctrine d
Parmenidesor d Heraclitus. He examined knowledgein itsaf and sought what
isintendedin the striving after knowledge and what belongsto the foundation
d genuine knowledge.

Previousto him, a consideration o the origin d the world asd something
produced. Socrates reflection, too, is based on the notion d production. But
he does not ask about the produced work and its gntological possibilities; on
the contrary, he inquires into the productive activity, e.g., that d a shoe-
maker. toinotig, Téxvn. Question: what must the craftsman primarily under-
stand? The individual steps o the productive activity are preceded by an

61 Seeabove, p. 72, n. 131.
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understanding d that which the craftsman properly wantsto produce. Con-
stant Socratic question, Ti éoTwv; Later, the question d the €idog, the "out-
ward look," d what isat issue. This Tt isthe ground for what will actually be
produced. Prior to every actuality d a produced thing isits possibility. The
possibility comes first. For every actuality, its possibility is its essence, its .
The possibilitiesd beings determine the sphere d what can be attained. Pri-
marily, itisthe "what" that must be known and understood. Production, asa
comportment, receivesits transparency from the knowledge d the essence.

I'n his reflection on human activity, Socrates has moral action in view. All
action isgenuine action only if it isnot blind, if the gazeisaliveto that for the
sake d which theactioniscarried out. The ability to act is&pett (poorly ren-
dered as "virtue") and has a very wide meaning: "suitability," e.g., that d a
knife for cutting. Usefulness for something. Thus there also belong to human
Dasein various suitabilities, which are to be developed. Reflection on the pos-
sibilitiesd human Dasein. apetryisprimarily determined through reflection
on the possibility d the human mode o Being. "Reflection”: ¢poovnoic. "Vir-
tue" is knowledge, apetr] is podvnoic. Virtue not understood as a property
d humans, which would arise through a subsequent reflection. aoet is
agetn only insofar asit actualizesitself in podvnoic.

38. (Relatesto p. 74.)

Socrates does not want to impart determinate knowledge, nor to establish
moral principles (systemd morals). Hisreflection does not bear on determi-
nate contents but, instead, is concerned only with bringing individuals to face
the task of understanding themselves. The instinct for this new kind d
knowledge is planted by Socrates. Shaking o the current science through the
radical call foranew knowledge; preparation d a new science d the ground-
ing d science and knowledge. Genuine methodological reflection has foun-
dational significance for the progress d science. The genuine movement o
scienceliesin the disclosure d new possibilitiesd questioning, d method, in
the sense of inquiry into the ground o the pre-given matters at issue and d
the necessary way to apprehend and determine them.

Aristotle: "Twothings must rightfully beattributed to Socrates: 1. émaKTiKog
hoyoq [logos that leads on'], 2. 6piCecOar To kaBdAoL ['circumscribing the
universal']. Both d these concern the principles o sciencein general" (cf.Met.
M 4, 1078b2711.). Regarding 1: "leading over" to something; often translated as
"induction," which iserroneous, since it means just the opposite: leading over
to the i, the essence, and that is precisely not an inductive, empirical gathering
d extant properties, but a primordial apprehension d the "what" itself. Not
aioBnog, but hoyod. Grasping d that which precisely precedes all induction.
All inductive gathering d natural objects presupposesthe idea d nature. That
wasfirst demonstrated by Socrates, though without insight into the conditions
d possibility d such a priori knowledge. Socrates himself is always carrying
out this grasp d the essencefactually, when, in dialogue, heleadsindividuals
away from accidental properties and shows them that they already intend the
essence, without knowing it, even asthey submit mere accidental propertiesin
answer to his questions. Regarding 2: the task is to circumscribe this essence.
Analysis of the constitutive elements d the essence. 1. Essence, 2. concept.
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Both are always already co-intended in every empirical assertion, which al-
ready —unawares—includes an understanding d the essence. The method can
only go so far as to free, deliver, this essence that is already lying there in the
individual person. That is why Socrates characterizes his trade as the art d
midwifery (uatevtkr}). The empirical consideration is only an occasion for
seeing the essence. Thereby the basicrequirement d scienceis captured: Aoyov
d1d6vau (Plato).hoyoq hereas"ground,” that which isprimarily "addressed” in
abeing.

"Socrates turned from the philosophy o nature to ethics": this character-
ization is narrow-minded. Knowledge in general is what Socrates wants to
tear away from contingency, by exposing that which every grounded science
necessarily presupposes.

Socrates is not to be characterized as a theoretician, or a moralist, or a
prophet, or indeed a religious personality. He cannot be pigeonholed. What
countsisnot areconstruction d the so-called historical personality d Socrates,
but an understanding d the influence he had on Plato and Aristotle.

39. (Relatesto p. 791.)

Plato's philosophy isusually characterized by the theory d Ideas, and that isnot
accidental. Aristotle already spoke d the Platonic school as "those who teach
theldeasand treat d them" (Met.A 8, 990a34f.). The theory d Ideas seemsto
present something completely new, and yet it isonly an expression for the same
problem: the question d Being itself. The idéa is what answers the Socratic
question, i ¢otwv; This question is posed not in regard to abeing but in regard
totheuniversality d beingsingeneral. What beingsareisaccessiblein theldea.
eidog, déa, root Fid, "to see”; the eldoc iswhat isseen, what showsitsdlf in see-
ing. The question is: how do beings as beingslook? How do beings show them-
selves, if | consider them not with respect to a determinate property, but only as
beings? The question d Beingisfundamentally posed by taking up the Socratic
question: ti ¢otv; Methodological character d Socrates' investigation. Theway
isthereby given to characterize Plato's research: we do not intend to seein the
"theory d Ideas" something new but, instead, to expose, on the basis d what
has preceded, Plato's more radical position.

The ground d beings, Being, should not be subjected to mystical specula
tion, but to scientificdemonstration. A question that isso universal presupposes
acorresponding, experiential orientation with respect to beingsasawhole: an
orientation with respect to the totality d beingsand the entirety d the current
directionsand methods d the scientific knowledge d beingsthemselves.

At bottom there lies an understanding d what is meant by Being. If Being
is characterized as €idog, then the question d Being is oriented toward see-
ing, grasping, knowing; seeing in the broad sense d intuition, insight. eidog
signifies not only outward ook, but also Gestalt. The Gestalt is not the juxta-
position d the partsd the whole, but isthe law of thefitting together, and d
the mutual fitness, d the parts. The Gestalt is hot a sum and a result; on the
contrary, itisthelaw and the antecedent, with respect to which anindividual
"thishere" isconfigured. The Gestaltis principle, standard, rule, norm. Hence
there are manifold determinations in the concept d Idea. For every individ-
ual configuration, the Idea is always already there; it is the antecedent and



Appendices
196

the constant. Itiswhat remains and is unchangeabl e and thus, for the Greeks,
knowable in the strict and only proper sense. Only what always is can be
known. Thisbasic constitution d order manifestsitself everywherein experi-
ence: the heavens, the earth, etc., and also in medicine, where health is that
toward which medical investigationsare oriented. Health is not a contingent
state; it isthe ldea. I n the same way, geometry deals with relations among be-
ings, though it is not directed to experience. The laws d geometry are valid
for spatial things but have not been acquired from them

The Idea is the dvtws &v, the “genuine being," that which is all that a
being can be. The Being d beings themselves is here necessarily taken as a
being, necessarily on the basisd the way d questioning. But Being is not |o-
cated here or there under the heavens; instead, it is at some "hyperheavenly
place," vtegovEdviog tomog (cf. Phaedrus, 247C3). It does not belong in the
region d beings accessible in experience. It is transcendent. Being is distinct
fromall beings. On thebasisd thiskpivetv, Being pertainsto thetask o criti-
cal science, philosophy.

Beingisdistinct from beings. The Ideaisitself abeing, but o avery differ-
ent mode d Being. The Idea is something like the meaning d Being. Sinceit
isdistinct from all beings, there exists between the Ideaand beings a" separa
tion," xwolopoc. Between them there exists an utter difference d place. To
be sure, in such a way that all beings as beings do "participate” in the ldea,
petéxet: puébefic. Between the separated things,  which the one partici-
pates in the other, there exists precisely the "between,” the petav.

So-called Platonism as a philosophy and as a world-view is characterized
according to this outline: the totality d beingsis partitioned into two worlds,
which are then always designated by oppositions: change-constancy, indi-
vidual-universal, accidental-lawful, temporal-eternal, graspable in sense
perception—graspable in conceptual knowledge. In these oppositions, the
world, the whole d beings, is partitioned such that two worlds result, o
which the second is alwaysthe genuinely positive one, on the basisd which
the other is at all and is knowable.

40. (Relatestop. 811f.)

1. Ground and domain o the problem d Being.

The question concerns the Being d beings. Beings must be given in experi-
ence. What does this pre-givenness look like? The questioning already in-
cludes an understanding o Being. For, everything I question | already know
in advance, even if only in adim way. Thus two things: pre-givenness d be-
ingsand pre-understanding d Being. What domain o beings does Plato have
in view when he asks about Being?

First o all, the things d nature, living beings, but also the things we pro-
duce, utensils, etc. With these beings, there isalso given at the same time na-
ture, not only asin prescientific experience, but already as understood scien-
tifically in a certain sense; that refers, in Plato’s time, especially to medicine,
which has organic naturefor its object. Besides knowledge o nature, there is
mathematical (geometrical and arithmetical) knowledge: spatial and numeri-
cal relations. Beings also include human persons, taken as acting theoreti-
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cally and practically, but also as acting in the realms d politics and morals.
Thistotality o beings, acting persons, nature, isgiven concretely inthe moAig,
where the individual human exists together with others. That is the domain
d beings which stands under Plato’s gaze. These beings must be determinable
in their Being and as Being. Something can be experienced as a being only if
the meaning d its Being is understood in some way. Humans, who comport
themselves to these beings and to themselves, are not blindly delivered over
to things, asif humans were simply other occurring things; on the contrary,
to humans, beings are given as beings: humans understand Being. Only on
that account can there awaken in humans the question d what Being is, ac-
cording to its concept. Plato, in the TToArteilax, presents an outline d the total-
ity o beings and d the modes (correspondingto the various realms) d ap-
prehending beings.

Republic 6, 507Bif.:% Plato begins this consideration by indicating that there
isamultiplicity d beautiful things, amultiplicity d good things, andin general
amultiplicity o whatever, moAAa éxaota. At the same time, there isthe avto
kaAov and the avtod dyaBdv, the "beautiful assuch,” the "good as such." Mul-
tiplicity is posited with respect to one Idea, kat’ déav piov. The Ideaprovides
the 0 éotwy, that whichin every casetheindividual member o the multiplicity
"is" & pgv 6pacBat, “"the individuals are seen,” but T 8¢ voeioBou, "the
other is apprehended in voug,” is understood. For the apprehension d multi-
plicity, Plato deliberately uses the mode o seeing, but he also refers to axorj
and the other aioBrjoeig, the other modes d sense perception. The multiple
things are perceptiblethrough aicOnoic, whereas 6 éomwv isgrasped i n vonog.
aioOnoig and vonoig: this distinction isencountered in all subsequent philos-
ophy.® aioBnowg in the sense d seeing has a preeminence over al other modes
of experience (primacy of seeing).Even what is not accessiblein aioBnoig, but
only in vénotg, countsin a certain way as something seen: intuition as the
mode of the apprehension d Beingand d the principle d all beings.

What distinguishes dyig? The fact that things are visibleonly if there ex-
ists something like light. This light, which makes possible the visibility o
what can be perceived by the senses, is the "sun," 0 1jAwoc. It is the aitiog
Oewe, the "cause d seeing." Therefore dic is NAoedéc ["of the same eidos
as the sun"], it has the mode d Being o the sun, and the eye is “sunlike”
(Goethe).Only on that account are colors, for example, visible. The seeing
and grasping of the Being d beings also requires a light, and this light,
whereby Being as such isilluminated, is the &yaOdv, the ldea d the "good.”
Tolight in the case d aioBnotg, there correspondsin the case d vénous the
highest Idea, the a&ya8dv. Thus there is a connection between the apprehen-
sion d the Ideas and the apprehension d sensuous beings. Beings must beil-
luminated through &An0eia and ov. Only insofar as there is an understand-
ingd Being, arebeings accessiblein their Being. Thisunderstanding d Being,
according to Plato, is possible only because there is the Idea d the good.
Therefore, just as aioBnoiwc must necessarily be sunlike, so vénowg must be

62. See above, p. 811f.
63. Cf. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Einleitung, A2/B 2.
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related to the good, dryaBoewdég ["of thesameeidos asthegood"]. ThisayaOdv
is émtékelva g ovoiag; it resides, so to speak, "beyond Being."

The question is how to understand, in accord with this schema, the articula-
tion d beingsthemselvesand the articulation d Beingitself. The multiplicity o
beings can be grasped asthe épatév. Inasmuch as Beingis accessiblei n vénoig,
it is the vontév. Within each d these two regions Plato makes a division. This
division produces an articulation within the 6patév and within the vontév.
The mode d apprehension proper to each sideis articulated i n correspondence.

Within the 6gatdv: 1. eixdveg, 2. @ toUto €owkev, that which these images
"resemble,”" that d which they areillustrations. 1. Shadows cast by things. In a
man's shadow, | seehim, but not hi m himself, only imagesd him, pavtaopata
(root patvew, dpag), and specifically év toig dao, reflectionsin “water," and
also the reflections on the surface  smooth and shiny bodies. 2. Beingsthem-
selves, which can reflect themselves and cast their shadow. Regarding 1: the
images possess the lowest degree d Being. They do not provide the 6patév in
itself. Regarding 2: here belong the Lo, Pputevta ("plants™),and the entire
domain d things produced with tools, namely: furniture, utensils. Thesethings
are pupnOévra, "imitated,” in shadows and reflections.

Within the vontov: the previous beings, which were imitated, can now be-
comean "image," eikav, for the Being residing i n them. Plato refersto geome-
try: there the objectsare thefiguresd triangle, circle, angle, etc. | n ageometri-
cal consideration, we do not mean the circledrawn on paper but the circleas
such. The drawn circleis now an eikwv for the circlein itself. To the sensibly
seen figures there correspond the figures apprehended in diavoeioBat: €ldog
opaTov—£idog vontdv. The geometrical objectsare graspable because the math-
ematician proceeds from basic concepts he himself postulates. He no longer
considerswhat liesin these postulates. If the postulates were for their part to
become the theme o the consideration, then the question would be about the
avundBetov ["the non-postulated"], and one would arrive at the point o de-
partureand the ground for everything: the &idrn, the "Ideas” in the strict sense.
Mathematics is eicoot xowuévn, it "still usesimages,” and is therefore not in
touch with the beings considered by the philosopher in Adyog.

Four kinds d apprehension: the 6patov is the object d d6&a ("opinion”
[»Meinung«] isavery inadequate translation, for the notion o seeing must be
included). Images become accessible in eixacia, image-apprehension. Sense
perception itsdf is called miotig, "trust." Amid the multiplicity o individual
things, any one d them isaccepted in good faith, but without complete certi-
tude regarding its Being, for it can indeed change in the next moment.
vontov, grasped through vénotg, "understanding,” and, to be specific, 1. in-
ferentially: dudvowa. 2. On the other hand, that which shows itself as the
Being d beingsisnot grasped inferentially but, instead, immediately: vénoig
in the strict sense, Adyoc. Mathematical thought employs postulates and
therefore does not attain the ground d Being: didvowa. In contrast, philo-
sophical vénoig uses no postulates and goes back to the avvméOetov, to the
ground d all postulates, and does not use images, either. Just as d6&ax re-
ceivesits light from the sun, so does vénois (inthe broad sense) from the
ayabov.

I n thisway, beings are uncovered in their being such and such andin their
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Being. Four kindsd apprehending, and at the same time four forms d truth,
in unitary gradation, inlevelsd truth. According to the respective source d
the light and the apprehended being, and aso according to the kind d
grounding and the certitude, there are levels d truth. Plato did not clearly
expound these |levels. He availed himself d a uvOog ["mythical story"].

pobog
1jALog ayaOov
Fololatot vonolig
elkaola dLavora
THoTIS vOnoig-Adyog

41. (Relatesto p. 84.)

Cave allegory at the beginning d bk. 6 d the IToAwteiax (514Aff.). From the
very outset, it isto be understoodin referenceto the mode d Beingd humans
themselves: we find ourselves under heaven in something like a cave. Hu-
mansare dwelling in asubterranean cave-like abode; along path leads up to-
ward the light. The cave dwellers have been chained there since childhood,
are unableto turn their heads, and their backs are to the entrance d the cave.
Far behind them is alight, and between them and the light is a path, along
which a partition has been built, the way conjurors enclose a space for their
shows. All sortsd carvings, oxevaota (cf.515C2), are carried along this par-
tition, and they cast shadows on the wall seen by the peoplein chains. These
people are like us. "Do you now believe that the ones in chains have ever
seen, d themselves and d other things, anything except shadows on the
wall?" (515A5ff.). One thus enchained cannot even see the things carried
along the partition, only their shadows. If the prisoners could dtaxAéyeoBou
with one another, then they would take the shadows on the wall for beings
themselves, since they have known nothing else since birth. If there werein
the cave an echo d the voicesd those who are carrying the things along the
partition, then this echo would be referred to the shadows on the wall. Now,
if the shackles were removed from a prisoner and his lack o understanding
cured, i.e., if he were allowed to turn around, then everything would bring
him pain, and, on account d the glare d thelight, he would be unable to see
the things whose shadows he had previously been looking at. He would take
these things themselvesfor nullities. If someone said to him that he was now
closer to the things themselves, he would be totally at aloss. He would main-
tain that the shadowswere morereal. If he wasforced to look at thelight, he
would turn away to that which hewasableto see and would take the shadows
to be clearer and more graspable. A fortiori, he would experience pain if he
were dragged out into the sunlight. It would take him along time to get accli-
matedtoit. It would be easiest for him to see at night: thelight d the starsand
moon. Eventually he would come to see the things themselves and to distin-
guish the shadows from genuine beings, and finally he would see the sun it-
«f asthat which determines the course d the seasons. And what if the man
were suddenly brought back to his old place in the cave? The othersin the
cave would laugh at him. The ascent out d the cave would be to them the
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most ruinous thing there could be, for it spoilsthe eyesight. Thosein the cave
would even endeavor to put to death anyone who was again supposed to be
led out.

To the cave and its prisoners, there corresponds the place d sense percep-
tion, where we find ourselves every day. To the light in the cave, there corre-
sponds the sun; and to the ascent out d the cave, what correspondsisthe way
d the soul eig tov vontov tomov ["toward theintelligible place"] (517B4{.),
where that which is specifically understandabl e can be sighted. Thelast thing
visibleisthe Idea d the good, péyic 6paoBar (517C1), "scarcely to be seen.”
It revealsitsalf asthe cause d the sun and d all other beings. The eyes can be
blinded i n two ways. by moving from the light into darkness and from dark-
nessinto the light. In both cases, the possibility o seeing is disturbed. The
soul requires a conversion, represented allegorically by the removing d the
shackles. The soul then freely sees beings in their Being: what is clearest in
beings, namely, Being. Being is not accessiblein dd&a; seeing is corrupt.

Phaedo 99Dif.: the Being d beings is not to be sought év £gyolg, "in pro-
duced things," but isto be apprehended é¢v Adyots, "in conceptual interpreta-
tions." Beingsare to be made thematic as they show themselvesin Adyog, in
"assertion" about them. A is B. Adyoc is not to be understood as "concept,"
but as full "assertion." Socrates already does not ever think d Adyog as mere
concept. Beings as they reveal themselves in the understanding, not asin
aioOnoic.

The caveisanimage d our Being, namely inasmuch aswe movein a spa-
tial surrounding world.

Question: how to understand the connection among the various levels o
truth? That which immediately showsitsaf iswhat is accepted as abeing. Da-
sein is alwaysin a cave, surrounded by beings. A light necessarily belongsto
this cave. Dasein can indeed see something, even if only very confusedly and
evenif only shadows. The experiencing d beingsrequiresan understanding o
Being. Ye the peoplein chains see nothing d thelight and know nothing d it.
They live in an understanding d Being, without knowing that they do so,
without seeing Beingitself. Thefirst level d truth, d disclosedness, requires: a)
the pre-givenness d the world as a whole, b) an understanding d Being in
general, c) adeterminate mode d experiencing beings, here the apprehending
d the shadows in motion, d) and a dtxAéyecOoau, a"speaking” about beings,
about the beings encountered. e) Furthermore, Dasein itself, to which this
world is pre-given, must already be disclosed and revealed to itself: those in
chains see themselves and the others—as shadows. With Dasein, not only isthe
surrounding world given, but Daseinis also uncovered to itself.

42. (Relatestop. 87.)

The &yaO6v isthe principle d all beings and o all truth about beings. Later,
this was altered. The Idea d the good was again understood as a being. I n-
deed, there are leaningsin that direction in Plato. The same happened to the
concept d God in Augustine and in the Middle Ages, and to Hegel's concept
d absolute spirit.** Being refers beyond itself to the ayaO6v. However the

64. Enzyklopadie der philosophischen Wissenschaften, §553£f.
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connection d the dya®6v with Being itself is to be understood, and no mat-
ter how obscure it is, nevertheless Plato's questioning does intend to go be-
yond beings and attain Being.

Only in hislater period (Sophist, Parmenides, Philebus) did Plato himself un-
derstand thisand recognizeits difference from all previous philosophy, which
awaysinquired solely into beings. No matter what kinds d beings there may
be, the prior question concerns the meaning d Being in general. That isthe
problem posed in the Sophist (242Cff.): retrospective on the preceding philos-
ophy, very similar to Aristotle's retrospective. Clear distinction between his
own and the earlier questioning: "It appears that each d the earlier philoso-
phers told us a story (ubtBov) about beings' (242C8). Plato, on the contrary,
will provide the hoyog. The ancients told a story about the origin d beings
and said that beings are threefold, that there is love and hate among them,
etc. "Whether they were speaking the truth or not is difficult to decide; but it
would be very easy to raise objections against them" (243A2ff.). "Each d
them told a story about beings without regard to whether we could under-
stand it" (243A6f.). Plato recounts that in his youth he believed that he un-
derstood the words d the ancientsand that he knew what Being means. Now
all this has become questionable to him: what beings are and what nonbeing
signifies. "What do you mean when you say: 'to be'?" (244 A5f.).

43. (Relatesto p. 87.)

2. The center of the problem of the Ideas.

Being® becomesaccessiblethrough vonotg, andits highest determination isthe
&yaB6v. Relation between vénoig-Adyog and idéa-ayabdv. The understand-
ingisinitsaf aready related to Being. The question is: how and where doesthis
relation exist? The place d thisrelation, according to Plato, isthe soul. The soul
isthe basicdetermination d Dasein. Thereresidesin the soul, in accord withits
very structure, an essential relation to Being. Theessential definition d the soul
includes the soul's comportment to Being. Phaedrus 249E4f.: "Every human
soul has by nature already seen beings." Human Dasein is such that it already
understands Being. If Being is ultimately determined through the aya8dv,
then this means: Dasein has an immanent relation to the good. dvdapvnoig:
"recollection” d the already seen and understood beings: an understanding d
Being precedes every concrete experience d beings. That is the formulation d
thelater doctrine d the apriori character  Beingand d the essence, over and
against beings. How thenisthe soul to be determined, such that it can comport
itself to Being? 1 n a certain sense, Plato posesthis question naively, and he an-
swersin the Phaedrus by presenting a myth. It isthe same as the later question
d consciousnessinitsrelation to Being, d thel to the not-1. I n all these ques-
tions, there resides an immanent relation d Being and Dasein, Being and life.
That is to be considered together with the basic problem d Platonic ontology,
namely, the problem d the dialectic.%

65. [Readingdas Sein for das Seiende ("beings'). —Trans|]
66. See next excerpt, no. 44.
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44. (Relatesto p. 88.)

3. Basic problem of Platonic ontology: the dialectic.

The essence is always one, over and against the multiplicity o its possiblein-
stantiations. But there are many ldeas. Every Idea, however, isoneand distin-
guishesitself from the othersin virtue d étepdtng, "otherness.” éteoTg is
in a certain sense "alteration." Prom one Idea to the other there is change,
petaPoAr], "motion," kivnots. Unity itself issomething other than otherness.
Onthebasisd differenceitself, the Ideas are connected to one another. Ques-
tion: how is the multiplicity d the ldeas possible, since multiplicity is pre-
cisely a characteristic d that mode d Being which is distinct from the mode
d Being d theldeas? The questionishow the ldeas could be, and are, in their
multiplicity and their interweaving. At the same time: how are the ldeas
graspable at al? In conversation, Socrates attempted to lead other people to
the i through dtaAéyeoBat, through the "sense d dialogue." What Socrates
here practiced is grasped by Plato as a fundamental method: dtaAéyecOat
becomes methodological dialectics, the working out d the Ideas and their
connections. ThisAdyog, too, hasthebasicstructured émaywyn. Theinves-
tigation, once it penetrates into the realm d the Ideas, remains therein. "The
philosopher uses Ideasaloneintraversing therealm d the Ideas." By exhibit-
ing the ldeasin Adyog, the philosopher runsthrough their connections. Only
by traversing the Ideas does he attain their inner nexus; "by remaining with
them he finally comes to grasp their commonality,” kowwvia (cf. Republic,
511C11.). Thereby, for the first time, its own proper domain is predelineated
to philosophy. That has been especially forgotten today. It is believed that
Ideas, kinds, etc., can be seen by acquiring them through the procedures o
natural science. But the requisite method here is completely different from
the natural scientific one. Plato deals with this problem most comprehen-
sively inthelater dialogue, the Sophist, and most profoundly inthe Parmenides.
In the Philebus, the problem is related to the &yaOd6v. The Statesman takes up
amiddle position.

Plato's "dialectic" must be kept distinct from all modern, confused ver-
sions. Being itsalf isto be exhibited. The basic determination d Aéyewvisto be
preserved in dialectic. Already for Plato, Adyog and logic are nothing other
than ontology. The coupling d logic and ontology returnsin Hegel’s Logic, but
inavery different form.

45. (Relatesto p. 90.)

Clarification d these two great problem-areas in the Theatetus. This dialogue
isaimed at amore precise grasp d the problem d thedialectic. At first glance,
the theme seems to be a special question, that o knowledge. But it is not a
matter of epistemology; on the contrary, the question d the Idea d science
here standsin the closest connection to the question d Being itself.

46. (Relatestop. 91.)

Theatetus appears again in the Sophist. That is not accidental: connection o
geometrical knowledge with the vonoig o the Ideas.
Socrates begins (143D8ff.) by paying Theodorus a compliment: Many
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young people seek your company. Socrates himself is seeking young people
who excel i n scientific work. Then Theatetus comes out from the gymnasium.
Socrates is eager to meet him and explains why he wants to engage Theatetus
indialogue: the young manisvery gifted but, like Socrates, is not handsome.
Socrates wants to see in him what he himself 1ooks like.

Socrates asks Theatetus what heis occupying himself with and what he is
learning from Theodorus. Mathematics, astronomy, harmony. (I nthe Theate-
tus, Plato himself is implicitly criticizing his earlier method d penetrating
through to the Ideas and to the aya0dv.) Socrates replies that he too isfairly
knowledgeable in these subjects; yet he has a difficulty, one which does not
concern the content d the disciplines hamed but, instead, concerns learning
itself. Islearning not gaining more understanding with regard to that which
islearned? Thusis it not codia, "understanding,” that makes those who are
knowledgeable what they are? ériotrjun = codia? Does not the knowledge
d something imply an ultimate understanding d it? Connection o knowl-
edge and understanding? Question d knowledge itself. Knowledge in the
broadest sense: not only theory, but also to have a knack for something, e.g.,
for some handcraft.

Theodorus refers Socrates and his question to Theatetus. Theodorus him-
«f cannot get accustomed to the new method (and that is significant). So
Theatetus responds, and his first account d what knowledge isis an enumer-
ation o various kinds d knowledge: geometry, shoemaking, and all téxvad.
Socrates: you were asked for one, and you give back many. Socrates is asking
for the év (146D3). The idéxx isalways one, over and against the multiplicity o
concrete types and forms and ways. Socrates was not asking about the things
to which knowledge can be related but, instead, about knowledge itself, what
it is. Clay: that with which the potter has to do, that with which the brick-
maker hasto do, etc. Thisisaridiculousexplanation d clay, for it presupposes
that the other person already knows and understands what clay is. The ques-
tion d knowledge must be posed without reference to the respective object
and content d any knowledge. That is the kind d dwaAéyecOar Plato for-
merly used, following Socrates example. Theatetus is unsure in the method
and attempts to withdraw from the discussion. Socrates stops him by indicat-
ing that he himself isjust as unsure and would like to arrive at the truth dia-
lectically. This maieutic method, as presented here, will be abandoned by
Plato precisely in the present dialogue and in the ones following.

47. (Relatesto p. 93.)

Theknowledge and apprehension o beingsare not made thematicfor their own
sakes but, instead, with a view to clarifying that which at any time can be
grasped in aicOnowg and d6&a. The clarification d becoming and d nonbeing
must also clarify Beingitself. For, knowledge, perception, and opinion are not
thingsfor themselves, things that simply occur; on the contrary, knowledgeis
knowledge of; perception is perception of; having an opinion in having an opin-
ion about. Insofar as knowledge is thematized, beings are co-thematized. The
consideration bears on the known beings themselves. The phenomenon o
knowledge includes an essential relation to beings. That whichisknown by me
isinitself uncovered to me; the being is disclosed to me.
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48. (Relatesto p. 95.)

Already from the beginning, Plato speaks not d knowledge, but d Being, be-
coming, nonbeing. Theatetus now attempts a definition d knowledge: "It
seems to me that one who knows something comports himself, to what he
knows, in the mode d perception” (151elf.). Knowledge = perception. Refer-
ral o this statement back to Protagoras: homo mensura (152A11f.). What isis
what showsitself. What shows itself is a being. To grasp beingsis to let them
show themselvesin the mode d perception. But the fact isthat a thing shows
itself one way to one perceiver, another way to another. One person findsthe
wind cold, another not; one finds it very cold, another sightly cold. What
then is the wind itself? The question d ¢atvecBaur is coupled to the question
d the self-samenessd beings. Can something be the same and yet show itself
differently to different perceivers? What isthe genuine Being d the being: its
self-sameness or itsotherness, its becoming? Question d the relation between
Being and becoming: whether Beingin the sense d constancy iswhat consti-
tutes Being, or whether change and becoming are to be called that which
genuinely is. In contrast to the earlier dialogues, Plato here tries to demon-
strate, at least hypothetically, that at bottom the thingsthat are becoming are
beingsin the proper sense, and the things at rest, on the other hand, properly
are not. I n question is not aioOnoic but, instead, beings in the sense d the
changeable. Since becoming is the transition between Being and nonbeing,
there resides herein the question o the pr) ov: to what extent are nonbeings
fundamentally beings? The question ("What is knowledge?"') should not be
interpreted away. But that question rests on the question d Being.

First thesis: knowledge is aioOnotc. Perception is perception of: Thisstruc-
ture istoday called the intentional structure d comportment. Comportment
is structurally directed to something. It is not the case that first d all there
would be a soul present, which, by means d perception, would then direct it-
«df to something; on the contrary, perception as such is perception of Two
basic philosophical approaches: comportment could be considered 1. accord-
ing toitsintentional structure, or 2. inan objectivistic, naturalistic sense, i.e.,
as a process, in a psychic subject, which unfolds in parallel with something
physical outside. The latter is the approach characteristic d psychology and
naturalistic philosophy. I n Plato, 1 and 2 tend to coalesce.

1. aioOnoig, always directed to beings: intentional character d percep-
tion. By itsvery meaning, every perception includes an understanding d the
perceived asa perceived being, evenif the perceptionisanillusion. It pertains
to the meaning d perception to intend— even if erroneously—the perceived
asan actual being. Perception is always related to something present.

2.Yd Plato'sway d expounding the fundaments d perception hasadifferent
orientation: he attempts to prove that perception arises only inasmuch as the
psychicissomehow affected by the physical. Natural scientificexplanationd the
causes d perception. Plato: the perceived cannot itsdf bein the eyes, but it also
cannot simply be something prerent-at-hand outside the eyes. For if the per-
ceiveditself were lying fixed somewhere, then it would not be different for each
perceiver; 0 it must necessarily arise through an encounter between the per-
ceiver and the being. 152D2ff.; thereis not a One, a beingin itself, nor can you
address anything as such and such and as having these or those qualities, be-
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causeit never remains as something but, instead, alwaysarises only at the mo-
ment d perception. Protagoras's propositionis based on this general thesis: noth-
ing remains, everythingisin motion. if what | encounter i n perception were, in
itself, whitethen it would have to be so for every other perceiver.l n order for the
established factsto hold good, there must be change and the perceived as such
must be determined by change. The perceived is reduced to kivnotg.

Example d the dotoayaAol (cf. 154C111.).

49. (Relatesto p. 97.)

I n these theses, there liesthe problem o relation, and indeed as still unartic-
ulated: being-other in the sense o difference and becoming-other in the
sense d an event. The meaning d Being perhapsincludes relationin general,
athesisunprecedented at this stage d Plato's philosophy and first conceptual -
ized in the Sophist and only within certain limits. Beings are always relative
to the perceiver in the way they show themselves. The perceived itself can
arise only through motion. Two moments are thereby necessary: acting and
undergoing. Only from the connection of what acts and what undergoes can
something ever arise. Neither d these two momentsis for itself; on the con-
trary, acting is what it is only in connection with an undergoing, and vice
versa. This thesis signifies: nothing is one and self-same in itself; that which
isis determined through motion, both active as well as passive. Therefore we
must do away with the expressions"is' and "Being." They derive merely from
habit and lack d understanding. Our language must not include any expres-
sion that means something constantly present-at-hand. Everything is mov-
ing, and motion alone characterizes Being.

180Cff.: here the positive content d the discussions comes forth. 157D-
180C isa confrontation d Plato with the contemporaneous philosophy. Plato
shows that its attempts to refute Protagoras are insufficient and will remain
so unless the phenomenon d motion is apprehended.

50. (Relatesto p. 99.)

General character d the perceived: the indeterminate. It will become determi-
nateonly if it isdetermined in Adyog. Kant: the manifold d appearancesisin-
determinate over and against the determinateness provided by the judgment o
the understanding."* Exhibition d the connection between Being and Adyog
and d therelation d duxAéyeoBau to the self-showing o Beingitself.

51. (Relatesto p. 100f.)

The essenced perception residesin the perceiver, and so the latter must be de-
termined first d all. Otherwise something frightful would result: there would
be a multiplicity d perceptions juxtaposed to one another like individual men
inawooden horse. Instead, all the perceptions strive together toward one Idea
(idéax herein abroad sense) which seesthrough the organs. The perceiver can-
not be determined as the sum d the perceptual-organs. What we perceive be-
longsto us ourselves. We ourselvesare the perceiver, and this perceiver is some-
thing self-same and remains constant throughout the changesin the perceived.
From this something that is self-same, the organs first receive their meaning.

67. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A20/B 34.
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Theearlier discussion posited an interplay between the eyesand the things out-
side. That consideration is now abandoned. | n the phenomenal content d per-
ceiving, nothing d that isgiven; in perceiving, | know nothing d thevibrations
d the aether. 1. The organs through which we perceive belong to our body. 2.
What | perceive through one faculty | cannot perceive through another (cf.
184E8({.). How doesit happen that | discern something about the seen and the
heard together? How do | seethe chiming clock asunitary? How can both determi-
nations beintegrated? Thewhole objectiswhat isprimarily given to me, and out
d it | can then extract the individual moments. But that still does not explain
how | can discern something about both, how | can say: something heard and
seen. | do not perceivethe "and.” It isalready given that the heard thingisand
theseenthingis: both are. If they aretwo things, | can say: eachisotherinrela
tion to the other. Likewise, each isthe samein relation to itself. Both are two,
and each is one. 185B7: dwx tivog; Through what do | apprehend that? With
none d the senses, and yet all thisis already grasped with natural perception:
sameness, difference, etc. Something is salty—I establish that through the
tongue. But the fact that something isand is different: through what do | estab-
lish such athing? Obvioudy not with afaculty comparable to the sense organs;
onthe contrary, the soul itself seemsto have these determinationsin view, and
indeed without an organ.

By way d ananalysisd what isalready givenin perception, wearriveat the
problem d the connection d Being with the soul. The soul sees Beingin ad-
vance and understands determinations such as equality, numerical relations,
etc. Being is a determination that in the highest degree accompanies every-
thing given in perception. It is the soul itself, according to its very meaning,
that tends toward Being and thus also toward all other determinations, even
onessuch as"ugly," "beautiful," "good," "bad." The d&yaO6v isnow one charac-
ter among others, and its disclosure is something in which the soul as such
participates. The soul can bring about a correspondence, within the perceived,
among the past, present, and future. | cannot hear something past, but | can
understand, for example, what is expected as something futural, etc. Eventhe
determinations d time accompany those qualities. The comportment by which
the soul graspssimilar thingsisavaAoyileoOat: Adyog graspsthe similar. The
Puxr considers these determinations and compares them, sees them in rela-
tion to one another, distinguishes one from the other, etc. kpiverv: the soul
"differentiates.” It can make stand out from beings the moments proper to
Being. Plato names these characters in perceived Being dvaAoylopora
(186C21.), and these are things that pertain to every (human) perception. To
besure, thisisonly theinitial stage. At 186C, the decisive question: isit possible
for someone who has no apprehension d Being whatsoever to attaintothedis-
closured beings? It isimpossible. Anyone who in principle cannot attain truth
cannot attain knowledge. Perception as such isincapable d apprehending be-
ings, i.e., Being. If perception cannot apprehend Being, then it cannot disclose
anything similar: aicOnoig isnot éruotiun. Admittedly, that is only anegative
result, but it is positivein relation to Plato's earlier dialogues, since now the dif-
ference becomes clear and does so within beings themselves.

The perceived contains more than mere sensation; it also includes deter-
minations such as otherness, which we do not sense and yet do perceive.
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Perception can betrueonly if there ismoreto it than mere sensation. Only
where truth is attainable can knowledge be acquired. Perception cannot be
knowledge: negative result. But the positive problem: how is there a connec-
tion between sensation and the apprehension d beings in the unity o afull
perception? Thereisan understanding d Being only wherethe soul itself sees
and, as we will learn, speaks, where Adyog is aso at work. Natorp: Plato is
thereby closeto Kant: ordering d sensation by the understanding, theory d
categories.®® Plato would have been the first to uncover the categorial deter-
minations o beings.® It is correct that the ontological determinations d be-
ings refer back to Adyog, but thisis not an interpretation o knowledge in
Kant's sense.

Distinction between sensuous and categorial intuition (Husserl, Logische
Untersuchungen,” pt. 2, Sixth Investigation; to be sure, not without intending
to forge a connection with Kant). "The board is black": this assertion is not
completely fulfilled in the object; | cannot sense "the" and "is" in the black
board. They are meanings which cannot be sensuously exhibited; they are
non-sensuous, categorial. |1 have already attributed to what is given, to the
black, a determinate meaning, that of property. Straightforward perception
involves sensuous as well as categorial (apprehensiond something asathing
and in its Being) intuition. Plato takes up these phenomena in the Theatetus,
without mastering them. Discovery d the categorial versus the sensuous.

52. (Relatesto p. 103.)

The grasp d ontological determinationsis characterized as do&alewv, "having
aview or being d the opinion™ about something, taking something for some-
thing. That is an abandonment d the earlier position, where Plato placed
d6&a in sharp opposition to vonoig: dd&a as connected to nonbeing. Here:
something positive must reside in d0&x itself. What isd6&a itself? If it issup-
posed to be knowledge, then it must be d6&a aAnB1ic, for truth is essential to
knowledge.

Yet Plato does not proceed to question d6Ea dANO1ig but, instead, falseddEa.
That is no accident: 1. it is historically conditioned; Antisthenes: oUx oty
avtAéyewv ["there is no contradiction”], "it is impossible to say something
false": ouk oty Pevdn Aéyew.” It is with thisin mind that Plato thematizes
falseopinion. 2. Substantive motive: in general, thefalse counts asanonbeing,
and the true as a being. False opinion in related to a nonbeing. Problem: how
can there be arelation to a nonbeing? The latter must then, in some sense, be!
Question d the Being of nonbeing, question d Beingitself. The second part o
the Theatetus, too, is centered ultimately on the question d Being. Plato must
have already at that time possessed the solution given in the Sophist.

Positiveconsequences d thefirst part o the dialogue. That isto be empha-
sized against Natorp, who characterized it all asan accessory, mere critique o
the contradictions held by others. A definite epistemol ogical approach guides

68. See above, p. 103, n. 54, and pp. 1351, 233.
69. Natorp, p. 76.

70. See above, p. 101, n. 48.

71. See above, p. 103, n. 51.
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Natorp'sinterpretation of the Theatetus: Plato exhibitshoyoq next to aicOnoig;
critical concept d knowledge over and against the dogmatic concept; the lat-
ter would be represented in d6&a; the object, and beings, are posited by
thought; and thus the two parts: 1. critical concept d knowledge, 2. refuta-
tion d the dogmatic concept.” But it is exactly the reverse: it is precisely the
second part that moves toward the positive. 56&a as dogmatic representation
is Natorp'sinterpretation, from taking Plato's examples too literally.

1) 187B-189B: doEdlewv Pevdn is impossible. Plato first o all confronts
his opponents. 2) But 189B-190E: false opinion means that one's opinion is
directed to something else, confusion with something else: étegodo&etv. Phe-
nomenon d otherness. Otherness means not to be like that one. Included
therein is a moment d negation: again the problem d nonbeing. 3) 190E-
200: d6Ea as ovvaic atoBnoews kal dlovoiag, "conjunction d the per-
ceived with what is meant."

53. (Relatesto p. 104.)

Can a person see something and yet see hothing? A person indeed sees some-
thing, if he seesaone, for unity isd course something. Thus whoever has an
opinion about something does necessarily have an opinion about aone, hence
about a being. Whoever has an opinion about a nonbeing has an opinion
about nothing; and if his opinion isabout nothing, then he does not have an
opinion, for having an opinionisaways having an opinion about. False opin-
ion does not exist. Thisis playing with the phenomenon o intentionality. For
the Greeks, it was excluded a priori that opinion could befalse. 0 course, this
consequence is brought out only for the sake of a sharper fixing d the prob-
lem: whether in this way the phenomenon d d6&a istouched at all? Aslong
as these are the alternatives, it is not touched.

54. (Relatesto p. 105.)

It must be shown that in do£alewv there is hoyod, which apprehends some-
thing as something. Adyog is conceived as a determinate kind o speaking
about beings; as having these or those qualities. Thisconception d Adyoc was
obscure up to then. Antisthenes: we can never assert more than that some-
thing isself-same: the horse is the horse; not: the horse isblack.”

d6Ea = Abyog. This definition is something new within Plato's thinking;
it is established in the Sophist. In Greek philosophy, Aristotle was the first to
acquire a more precise concept d hoyoq in the sense d "assertion." Phenom-
enologically, assertion is the showing d something as something. For such a
hoyoq to be possible, a first "something" must be pre-given. This pre-given
something is specified in the assertion as this particular something, the de-
terminant something. The structure d Adyog is characterized by the "as."
This phenomenon d the "as" needs to be disclosed. Plato still does not see it.
Even Aristotle does not grasp it conceptually. Question: in an assertion, how
can two things (thepre-given something and the determinant something) be
related to aone? That isa difficulty for the Greeks, because d a purely theo-

72. See above, p. 103, n. 54.
73. See above, p. 105, n. 60.
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retically (not phenomenologically) acquired preconception d hoyoq (Antis-
thenes, influenced by Parmenides):if "is' isto havea meaning, then| can say
only: the board isthe board; not: the board is black. Antisthenes conceivesd
Adyog as identification, and specifically of something pregiven with itself.”
That iswhy the Theatetusis constantly discussing the étegov, the “other,” and
its determination.

Now as to false d6Ea: an assertion is false if something pre-given is ad-
dressed as something it is not, e.g., the board isred. Something is addressed
asanonbeing. If the Greek theory d Adyog is maintained, thenit would have
to be possibleto identify a being with some nonbeing. But that isnot possible,
and so there is no false opinion. Assertion is identification. Thisthesisis al-
ways already at the foundation. A mistaken seeing, a mis-seeing: something
pre-given isaddressed as somethingitisnot. If I say someone approaching me
is so-and-so, then that means: something | encounter is addressed as some-
thing known to me. Thereby the assertion can indeed be false. The Greek
thesisfails. Nevertheless, Plato's result is not purely negative; there isthein-
sight that assertion is not simply a matter o identification but, instead, that
two things are asserted i n relation to each other.

55. (Relatesto p. 105.)

Otherness: the one is other than the other. The fact that the other is not the
one does not make it nothing, as had always been said. Otherness must not be
posited as nothing, but as an actual other, as something. évavtiwoic: contra-
dictory opposition; avtiBeotg: this opposition does not posit nothing against
something but, instead, some one thing against another. The étepdtrg is de-
termined as avtiBeoic; versus the sophists, who used the word évavtiwotic.
In Aristotle, the terminologyis reversed.

These phenomena have still not been clarified today. We have no right to
disdain Plato.

56. (Relatesto p. 106.)

False opinion serves as the guideline for the discussion d the second thesis,
éruotnun = do0&a dANO1c. Itisshown first d all that false opinion isimpossi-
ble. Then adiscussion d this phenomenon as aAAodoéia, "mis-directed opin-
ion" = étegodoletv. The discussion begins at 189C. The question is whether
falseopinion amountsto our positing onethingfor another, étegov avti étégov
(cf.189C21.), "something for something else." Plato doesnot say "as’ but, rather,
"for." To posit onein place of the other isimpossible, because that would be to
identify things that utterly exclude each other. Question: what comportment is
it by which ingeneral 1address or determinesomething pre-given? That which,
in perception, ismore than aiocOno1g isrelated to the soul and is now to be de-
termined more precisely. This dlavoeioOau is nothing other than Adyog. "This
'speaking all the way through' iswhat the soul carries on with itself regarding
what it sees’ (cf.189E4tt.). This speaking is, more precisely, adiscourse d the
soul with itself, taking placein silence. The soul makes beings, asthey are, ex-
plicitin their determinations. Discoursed thesoul withitsaf regardingwhat it

74. See above, p. 105, n. 60.



Appendices
210

sees. d6Ea = “fully carried out discourse” Adyoc eipnuévog (cf. 190A5).
Socrates: if d6&a is such aspeaking all the way through, then | say that étepov
étegov eivat: "Theoneisthe other" (190A8). But can | say that? The ox isthe
horse? Impossible! Butinfact | do not say anything like that. Therefore érepov
&tepov eivat isimpossible. It isimpossibleto say in Adyog two things as differ-
ent. On the other hand, if 1 say only one, | can never address it as something
else, never utter anything mistaken. étegodoéetv isimpossible. An attempt to
determineAdyog more precisely. Now the positivephenomenon breaksthrough
in Plato, though he doesnot put it into effect.

57. (Relatesto p. 109.)

Thedistinctionisnow expounded further, at 192 A. Distinction between what
is perceived and what is merely represented. I n mis-seeing, Socrates in a cer-
tain sense hoversbefore my mind. | know many things, though I am not now
beholding them in the flesh, and perhaps have never seen them in the flesh.
How isit possibleto know something without presently perceiving it? Reten-
tion, memory. I n our soul, thereisawax tablet— Democritusalready usesthis
image—with impressions that are retained longer or more briefly, according
to the quality d the wax. | can see something, and | can aso, on account o
the wax, know something | am not presently seeing. X is brought together
with Socrates, who has already been impressed on the tablet. Socrates relates
the following possibilities (192D{ff.): 1) | can know you both, Theodorus and
Theatetus, but do not perceive you; both are only preserved on the wax tablet
d my soul. Inthat case, it will not happen that | take the onefor the other. 2)
I know the one, but the other not at all. And | do not perceive either d you.
Alsoin this case, | will not take the one | know for the one | do not know. 3)
1 know neither d you, and | perceive neither one. Here, again, no mistaking
ispossible. 4) I know both, you both hover before my mind. If | now see you
both unclearly in the distance, | will endeavor to discern who you both are.
Thisdesire to know, to prove, iscarried out in thisway: | try to attribute to X
and Y the corresponding image in my soul. If 1attributeto X the correspond-
ing image, then | recognize him. But | can also mistake the two images, so
that I mis-see both X and Y. But both must be given to me, for such amis-see-
ing to be possible, and at the same time the "image," onpciov, o each must
be given, if only so asto mistake the two images. False opinion therefore does
not merely float in the air; on the contrary, it is possible only on the basis o
aioBnoig and davowa. For amis-seeing to be possible, there must exist per-
ception and memory.

But this definition also fails, for we can be mistaken even in realms where
perception isout d the question: e.g., the realm d numbers.

Antisthenes: Adyog is tautology. Plato: &AAodofia in opposition to
tavtov. ovvads alobnoews kai davoiog ["Conjunction o perceptions
and thought"]. To be sure, the phenomenon d the "as" still remains obscure
for Plato and Aristotle. I n Plato, itisat first the dvti, the"inthe placeof": thus
I indeed have two things, but not both at once; instead, | exchange onefor the
other. Onthe other hand, however, i n genuine A6yog, both are given unitar-
ily and at the same time.
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58. (Relatesto p. 110.)

The definition d knowledge as true opinion cannot be maintained. True and
correct opinion, e.g., in courts d law, is correct conviction about the state o
affairs, although the judge was not present at the deed; still, there is correct
judgment. Ye this correct conviction cannot be called knowledge. | must
have the possibility d testing and establishing what | know by turning at
every moment to the things themselves. What is the difference between cor-
rect opinion and knowledge?

59. (Relatesto p. 112.)

Naming is not knowledge in the genuine sense. It isimpossible in Aéyog to
determine any one d the elements. For the essence d Adyog is the composi-
tion d one thing with another. For such Aéyog to be possible, the being must
also be composite, o that out d it a component can be drawn out. But the
otolxela are un-composed; they are ultimate parts, and are therefore un-
knowabl e, scarcely perceivable, and are accessible, in abroad sense, only to a
simple onlooking. The elements d writing are the letters. What is combined,
agvAAafety, out d them are "syllables," cuAAapat (203A3). At issue are for-
mal structures: elements and combinations.

It isindeed possible to have an opinion about beings, even elements, just as
they are, but not to know them. For what is knowableis only what isa compos-
ite and on that account can betaken apart (cf. Sophist).Only onthe basisd this
new version d the concept d Beingisit understandable how Plato can say that
something is self-same, one. Determinations such as "this," "that," “it itself,”
and "one" are characters that belong to every being, meottoéxovta ["things
running around loose"] (202A5): they are formal determinations d Being.
Analogy between the soul and a dovecote: the doves that have no fixed place
and can determineevery singlething are mepiteéxovta. Result: what isknow-
able in Adyog is only what is determinable in a combination, such that it is
graspable with respect to something else.

60. (Relatesto p. 113))

The parts & a whole have a very different relation to the totality than do the
parts d a sum. Need to distinguish between a sum and a whole, though they
both havetheformal character d atotality. A totality consistsin, orisrelated to,
parts. Kinds d totalities: a) sum, compositum. Partshereare pieces, adding pieces
together = a sum. b) Whole, torum. The parts that correspond to a whole have
the character & moments. Plato showsthat a whole, versus asum, hasits own
Gestalt, itsown €idoc. ThisGestalt cannot be attained by startingwith theparts
but, instead, already precedesthem (203E). Distinction between "sum," mtav,
and ohov, "whole." Indeed Plato's terminology is still uncertain. The word-
wholeisin itself a one and cannot be resolvedinto elements without being de-
stroyed. Consequence: then the unitariness d the idog is also inaccessibleand
can be apprehended only through aiobnoic. Yet Platoattemptsto show that the
£ldog can be removed from itsisol ation. The question iswhether the ontol ogical
determinations d beings are perceivable only for themselves or whether they
can be delimited in A6yog. Problem d the dialectic as the purely ontological
problem d apprehending the ontological connectionsd theldeasamong them-
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selves. By upholding the thesis that the elements are unknowable, Plato comes
to rectify the thesis. In learning, we proceed from the elements; so they arein
fact accessible. Thus the elements are knowable. The whole aso has a unitary
character. Plato's discussion stops at these two propositions.

61. (Relatesto p. 114.)

At 206D, Adyog is determined as "assertion,” in the sense d something ex-
pressed. What the soul thinks for itself, in silently speaking to itself, can be
made visible for others by means d ¢wvr|, an "utterance," "expression,” d
the words. Plato also calls such Aoyoq, in the sense d an expressed proposi-
tion, an "image," eidwAov.

Second determination  Aoyoq at 206E: the Aéywv ["speaker"] speaks
when he answers the question, "What is that?" Reappropriation d the So-
cratic determination. Nevertheless, Aoyoq has a relation to a étegov. This
Aoyoq, the one that shows what something is, hasthe character d traversing
theindividual determinations d beings and aiming at the whole.

Third definition at 208C: Aoyoq is the assertion in which what is distinc-
tive about a being is exposed in such a way that this being is utterly distin-
guished from all other beings.

Here Socrates abandonsthe discussion d the question d what knowledge
is. The question remains open. Ye the result is not negative. The problem o
dialectic has been prepared.

62. (Relatesto p. 114f.)

The first definition shows that an apprehension o beings is impossible with-
out Aoyoq. Aoyoq itself isthen discussed. | n the treatment o the second defi-
nition, Aoyoq is characterized as auv, &AAo, étegov. Third definition: the
ovv is a composite. Beings themselves have the structure d cuAAaPai. On-
tological structure and the structure d language: a strict correlation (forthe
Greeks) between beings and expressed discourse. The structure d beings is
reflected in discourse about them.

First appearance of the phenomenon d the specific difference. Cf. Aristo-
tle: eidomoldg dradooa ["the eidos-making difference”] (TopicsZ 6, 143b71.):
the difference that makes the genus a species, differentia specifica, the differ-
ence that alone constitutes the species as such.

Plato's procedure can make clear only the distinction between what is
known and what is not known. Socrates: art d the midwife. The conclusion d
the dialogue indicates very well that the discussion ought to be taken up
again as soon as possible and shows that Plato is already i n possession o the
resolution worked out in the Sophigt.

What is thereby acquired regarding the two main questions? The soul has
a primordial relation to Being. The basic comportment d the soul is Aoyoq.
Adyoc—3v. Thisrelationship belongs to the soul itself. A being is as such re-
lated to an other. OV is at the same time &tegov. Question: how isit possible
for Aoyoq to be related to 0v, and how can OV (grasped as &v ever since Par-
menides),as the One, be essentially the other? Being is the one self-enclosed
whole. Parmenides' constructive concept o oV must be modified according to
the phenomena. How is Being to be grasped such that Aoyod, which is itself

Excerpts from the Morchen Transcription
213

an ov, stands related to another ov? And how isit possiblethat the structure
d Being includesarelatednessto what isother? Only if Being is apprehended
differently, is diaAéyeoOat possible: the exposition d the general characters
d Being itself. Already in the Theatetus, Plato names "sameness," "thisness,"
"otherness," etc., as characters d every being. The result, versus Plato's posi-
tionin the Republic, isthat Beinginitself ismultiple. ov itself isdetermined as
same, other, this, that, individual. There is a multiplicity d Ideas. How can
we conceive d the basic determinationsin their connectedness?

Plato's Sophigt: the modification d the concept d Being resides in Plato's
claim that Being is dvvapis kowwviag Twv yevoy, ie., that there is the
"possibility d a connection among the highest determinations" belonging to
Beingin general.

Amongtheoriginal determinations d Being, there exists such axowwvia,
"clamping together." Plato demonstratesthat with respect to five basic deter-
minations. Pertaining to Being itself are "sameness," tavtdv, "otherness,"
étegov, "motion,” kivnotg (andin addition €owe, Yuxn, Aoyoq),and "rest,"
otaoic.” Everything self-sameis, asthe same, Being and isalso, as the same,
other. Possibility d co-presence with one another: magovoia. Co-present in
Being are already sameness, otherness, motion, and otéaois. (Beingitself is
oned thefivedeterminations!) That makesit possiblefor Aoyoq to be related
to a étepov, pr) 6v. Therefore Aoyoq is not tautological, and dialecticis onto-
logically possible. To be sure, difficulties remain.

63. (Relatesto p. 116.)

Let us mention only one question. I n the Republic, the connection o all the
Ideas culminates in the highest Idea d the dyaBd6v. The latter has disap-
peared from Plato's dialectical project. Question: how can the aya8d6v play a
fundamental rolein the clarification d Being? Thisalso appliesto Plato'slate
dialogue, the Timaeus, and to Aristotle. Possibility o asolution: knowledge is
akivnow o the soul, an action. Every action isrelated to something which is
to be made actual. Beings are that for the sake d which | place mysdlf on the
path d knowledge. Being is characterized asthat for the sake d which | have
knowledge: relatedness d Being to an end for the sake d which it exists. This
end is naively grasped as a being and as the &ya0dv. Insofar as knowledge is
conceived as an action, Being must be characterized as &yaBdv. This"for the
sake d which" is apprehended as something higher in relation to Being. But
that isno longer a character d Being as such; instead, it is relative to knowl-
edge. The ayaBdv is not a purely ontological determination.

64. (Relatestop. 117.)

Relation between Being and value. Valuesas such are fictive. To bring in val-
ues isto misunderstand the Greek way d questioning. The "validity" d val-
uesisamodern invention (Lotze™). The concept d value must be reduced to
ov. If the analysis purely and simply thematized the ov, then the step to an
&ya06v would be avoided. To address Being as &ya8dv isto misunderstand

75. See above, p. 115.
76.Cf. H. Lotze, Logk. Leipzig, 1843, p. 7.
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Being. It is no accident that later in Plato the problem d the ayaBdv, in its
original function, disappears. Ye Plato did not adhere to the purely ontol ogi-
cal problematic but, instead, tied it again to the Being d nature and then ex-
plained the Being d beingsin terms o a creation (by a demiourgos).

Relapsefrom the height o the Sophigt. Aristotle tries to sustain the height
d the ontological problem.

65. (Relatesto p. 117.)

To speak d Plato’s philosophy as a system is out d the question. But that is
not a drawback. Everything is open, under way, approach, obscure; which is
precisely what makes it productive, leading further on. No system; instead,
actual work on the matters at issue. That is why such a philosophy is ageless.
The meaning d scientific research is not to disseminate finished truth, but to
pose genuine problems.

That is also the character d Aristotle's philosophy, which is traditionally
taken to be even more d adoctrinal edifice. Aristotle attemptsto appropriate
positively the impulses driving Plato's philosophy. Three basic questions:

1. The problem d the distinction between the formal and the concrete de-
terminations d Being. Every being is self-same and other. But it is question-
able whether every being ismoving, or israther at rest. Beingsin the mathe-
matical sense are not determined through xivnoiwg, but also not through
OTAOLG.

2. Still unresolved is the question d the connection d the dialectica
schema itself with Being. Being remains the guiding idea, to which the other
categorial determinations o Being are related.

3. Isit possibleto work out the problem o Being in such away that Being
is apprehended as having one sense, or isthe concept d Being polysemic?

66. (Relatesto p. 118.)

Opposition Thales-Plato: Being conceived as a being versus the attaining o
the difference and even d Aoyoq as the mode o grasping Being. In opposi-
tion to Parmenides, Plato sees the étepov. Being is the "possibility o mutual
belonging together,” dUvaic kowvwviag (Sophist).

KkaTnyoQelv: "to assert” in an emphatic sense. The category is preeminent
Aoyoq. Aoyog as*assertion” isat the sametime determined by truth. dovapuc,
"potentiality": what does potentiality signify in relation to Being? avv ["to-
gether with"]. I nthisway, various aspectsd Aoyog are expounded, onesthat
lead to Aristotle's ontological problematic.

67. (Relatesto p. 122.)

The young Hegel was already very occupied with Aristotle and found there
his own philosophical impetus. Schleiermacher stimulated the editing d Ar-
istotle's works. Trendelenburg and Bonitz: historiographical research into
Aristotle. Brentano: beginning d the systematic elaboration o Aristotelian
philosophy. On the other hand, Neo-Kantianism was a hindrance. There
Kant was seen essentially as an epistemologist, and the discussion centered
on the relation between idealism and realism. Aristotle was then character-
ized as arealigt, i.e., astaking up a backward and naive standpoint. I n fact,
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however, there is neither idealism nor realism i n ancient philosophy. Abso-
lute authority d Aristotle in the Middle Ages: philosophus dicit ["the philoso-
pher says']. The Middle Ages now seem a time d darkness. Aristotle was
viewed as an apothecary. Here in Marburg was the main opposition against
Aristotle, and yet important works also originated here. Then came more
openness to Aristotle and the recognition that he has a closer connection to
Plato than to Thomas Aquinas or to therealism d the nineteenth century.

68. (Relatesto p. 124.)

1. Thequegtion d Being. Met. T. Ontological questioning arrives at a double con-
cept d ontology and so must pass through a stage d oscillation. To under-
stand beings as beings, to achieve agenuine grasp d beings, can mean, onthe
one hand, to expose that particular being which most adequately satisfiesthe
idea d Being. Question d that which most properly is, the original being,
from which all the others are derived. For this, the idea d Being does not
need to be made explicit. On the other hand, the question d the Being d be-
ingsin general, inquiry not only into the one most proper being, but alsointo
the derived beings—with respect to their Being. Even thislatter questioning
does not need to survey the entire horizon. Aristotle does not manage to sur-
mount this double concept. Philosophy is for him: 1) mowtn PprAocodia
["first philosophy"], 2) science o the most proper being, d the divine being,
with which all other beings have a certain connection: theology.

Met. T 1: here the genuine concept d philosophy as scienced Beingisto be
exposed. "Thereisascience, ascienceis possible, which considersbeings as be-
ings, just inasmuch as they are, with respect to their Being" (1003a21). This
science thematizes Being "and those determinations that pertain to Being as
such" (1003a21f.). Theidead the scienced Beingis hereformally fixed once
and for al. Delimited against the other sciences: it coincideswith none d them.
The other sciencesthematize beings; they cut out aregion d beingsto consider.
Nor does this scienceinvestigate the sum totd d beings, al beings. None d the
other sciencestake into view what is to be said about Being in general, as a
whole. All other sciences cut out a region from the universal realm d beings
and investigate what belongsto this ontological region, what is co-given with
it. Geometry treatsd adeterminate being, space. But now the question isabout
Being. Insofar asthe question is scientific, it is about the principlesthat consti-
tute Being as Being. Whatever is expounded about Being must necessarily be
brought into relation with something that i n a certain sense is ¢pvoic. Being, its
principles, and its characters are also still something else. Predicament: Being
isnot nothing but isalso not abeing; it is"something like that which persistsin
itself." pvoc isnot "nature” but, instead, in aformal senseis"that which exists
onthebasisd itself," persistsinitself. Thisscienced Being, whose domain can
nowhere be lodged within the realm o beings, does nevertheless not treat o
nothing. The ontic explanation d beings on the basisd a preeminent being is
distinct from an ontological interpretation d beirigs as beings.

"If even the questions posed by the ancients, who were investigating the ele-
ments, implicitly aimed at the basic determinations d beings as such, then
these elements must be thought as determinations d beingsin general and not
merely as pertaining to aregion d beings' (1003a28ff.). Task d the scienced
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Being: to grasp the first causes d beings, the latter taken precisely as beings,
TG MEWTAS aitiag Tob dvtog (cf. 1003a31). Thisscienceis the science d the
first causes. These causes, however, are principles and are themselves powers,
etc., and thus they themselves are. Thisscience deals with ultimate principles,
not those d beings, but the onesd Being. That formulationisfull d contradic-
tion, inasmuch asthe causes are alwaystaken as beings. Thus Beingis reduced
to abeing; it happens already in Aristotle, and especially i n scholasticism.

69. (Relatesto p. 125.)

Regarding 1: in what sense can Being in general be the object d a science?
Central question d ontology. A step beyond Plato; total revolution d the idea
d ontology. Seemingly, a dogmatic answer, yet thisis only aresponse to the
problematic & Met. B: what is (and can be) the object d the fundamental sci-
ence? Can the highest genera d beings constitute the principles d Being?In
other words, is Plato's approach to ontology tenable, if it is cut to the measure
d theinterpretation d Being itsaf (995bl6ff. and b28if.)? Plato: basic deter-
minations, yévn, from which all other beings originate. Example d the dove-
cote. The yévrn are dux mao@v (Theatetus, 197D8), determinant d every
being. They are connected among themselves; they stand in kowvwvia. Aris-
totle's critical question: can the yévn also represent the principles d Being?
Put more pointedly: does Being have the character d a genus at all? Can
Being, sameness, unity be characterized as genera?

70. (Relatesto p. 126.)

In Met. B 3, 998b14-28, this question is posed: "If the genera, Yévr, most
all have the character o basic determinations, then which d the generafunc-
tion as principles: the highest ones or thelowest (thefinal ones, that have no
further genera under them)?If the most general (most widespread) determi-
nations possess more d the character d basic determinations, then the most
universal d the genera are obviously the basic determinations. For these are
asserted in regard to each and every thing. Thus there will be as many basic
determinations d beings as there are first genera. Therefore ov, '‘Being' as
well as 'unity' will be such basic determinations. They constitute the basic
structure d Being, ovoia.” These basic determinations are aways already
co-intended, even if they are not made explicit.

"Butit isimpossible that either Being or unity constitute agenusd beings'
(998b22). Thisis Aristotle's negative formulation: Being can never have the
character d a genus. Negative proof: "The differences d every genus must
necessarily be and in each case must be one (difference).But it is impossible
for the speciesd a genusto be attributed to the appurtenant differences, and,
moreover, there is no genus without its species. Therefore, if Being or unity
had the character d agenus, then no difference could be or could at all be one;
but if, asin fact is the case, Being and unity are not genera, then they could
not be basic determinations either, presupposing that every principle hasthe
character d agenus" (998b23ff.).

What needsto be provedisthe claim that the basic determinations d beings
as beings, and Beingitself, cannot be genera. Beingis not a genus. The proof is
worked out indirectly on the basisd the impossibility o the OmtdBeoic; if its
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consequences are impossible, then the thesis is untenable aswell. Homo gnimal
rationale: teaching example, to clarify the proof. Animal possesses, in its meth-
odological significance, the character d a genus. It is the general determina-
tion, "living being," which is here further determined by "rationale," a new
character that isnot already containedin "animal." That further determination,
which effectively differentiates the genus "animal," is"ratio." Ratio isthe differ-
ence; itintroducesadivisionintothegenus. It producesaspecies;itis eidomoldg.
| pertain to the species “homo.” Ratio isnotincluded intheidead thegenus, ani-
mal. Furthermore, the species, "homo," cannot be asserted o "ratio"; ratiois pos-
shle not only as a human mode d Being, but it also pertains to the Being o
God. The difference is not included in the genus. Now, to apply this example,
oV (Being)is substituted for "animal." If Being were a genus, then the differ-
ences, which differentiate the genus into definite species, should not have the
determination by which we say "they are" The difference as such cannot al-
ready possess the character d Being. If so, then there are no differences and
thusalso no species. If Beingissupposed to be agenus, then the differencesand
the speciesnecessarily have the determinations that already resideinthe genus
itself. That contradicts the very meaning d species. So there are two possibili-
ties: 1. either Beingis a genus, one to which no species correspond, for in that
case species cannot be. But agenus that excludesthe very possibility d species
is not a genus. 2. Or differences and speciesindeed are, but then the result is
that Being cannot be understood as a genus. Now, there are in fact differences
and species. Therefore OV is not a yévog. This proof, however, is merely nega-
tive. The universality o the basic determination d all beings has become ques-
tionable. That is Aristotle's advance beyond Plato. In what sense is Being? In
what sense are the categoriesd Being principlesd beings? What constitutes the
principle-ness o these principles? The answer to this question and the supple-
ment to the negative solution are presented in thefirst paragraph o Met. I' 2.

71. (Relatesto p. 1271.)

All these meanings are related to health, but not in the same way. Likewise,
the various meanings d Being are modifications d the relation to one basic
meaning. This&v constitutes the unity o the manifold meaningsd Being. In
al the meanings d "healthy," "health" itself is co-intended in some way or
other. "Analogical meaning," kat’ dvaAoyiav. This év is also called a pia
aoxr) (cf.1003b6), a "single, primary principle,” on the basis d which the
various existing objects are grasped as existing. The problem o the relation o
the meanings d Being among themselves only how comes to the fore.

Aristotle uses the expression toAAaxwg in reference to the word "Being"”
in three ways: 1. multiplicity d Being (cf.Met. E 2, 1026a33ff.): four basic
meanings, and according to them Being is articulated as: a) the Ov d the cat-
egories, b) the oV xata ovuBePnrog, €) OV we aAnBéc, and d) OV duvapet
Kot évepyeia. OV kata ovpPepnrog (b)is roughly translated: "Being in the
sense d co-givenness.” Thisisone kind d moAAaxawg, onekind d the "multi-
plicity" d Being.

2. Met. Z 1, 1028a101f.: TO OV Aéyeton moAAax@g: @) 1l oy, b) motdy, €)
noodv, d) medg Tt. Thissecond multiplicity isamultiplicity within the mean-
ing la. The Ov d the categories breaks down into a new moAAax@s.
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In Met. I, Aristotle intends neither 1 nor 2 but, instead, both pressed to-
gether. This doubling d the moAAaxas has been overlooked previously, in
particular by Jaeger. The problem to be exposed is how these two kinds d
ToAAaxQG are connected to each other. In the moAAaxaws o the categories,
the other three are included.

Example d health: just asthe various meanings d "healthy" are related to
the bodily state d health, so the meanings o Being are related to a basic
meaning. We say d a being that it is: 1. 6t ovoial,” because "it is in itself
something present-at-hand," 2. because it isa nBr) ovoiag, a"state d some-
thing present-at-hand," 3. 666¢ €ig ovoiavy, the "way toward the presence-at-
hand" o something, 4. pOop, the "disappearance” out d presence-at-hand,
5. owéng, because itisa "quality," 6. artdpaoic, nonbeing. The meanings 1
through 6 all have arelation to ouaia. All these meanings d Being are moog
&v. That one basic meaning is ovoia. 1. ovoial, plural d "present-at-hand."
ouoiain the singular means "presence-at-hand in genera"; in the plural:
"present-at-hand things," ones that are in the mode d presence-at-hand. 2.
ouaia, "some one thing present-at-hand." 3. ti, the "what," the essence. If
now all the basic significations are related back to a év, then that means back
to ovoia in the sense d presence-at-hand. Met. I' 2, 1003b17: “that on which
the other meanings d Being depend, the basic meaning through which all
other meanings d Being are asserted.” |1 do not understand "healthy" if | do
not relatethe expression to "health" inthe sense d the health d the body. Y&
this basic meaning is not a genus. The kind d modalization proper to pres
ence-at-hand, the basic meaning d Being, isdifferent than that d genus and
speciesand isfixedin the term "analogical meaning." Aristotle did not clarify
its precise structure, one which is still obscure today.

Now, insofar as we expose the relation to the basic meaning, we thereby
acquire the unitary sphere d the thematic object d this science, namely,
Being itself. All ontological structures refer back necessarily to the basic
meaning, which is accessible though an aioOnos. Just asin geometry all in-
dividual objects and nexuses presuppose space and refer back to space, so
here with regard to Being. Space is already understood in a basic apprehen-
sion. So also Being isaccessiblein a primordial aiocBno, which isnot asense
perception but, instead, a pure direct apprehension d the object itself. Aris-
totle showed only that thisis required asa matter d principle.

Inasmuch as the fundamental science has Beingin general asits object, the
structure d ontology can aso be clarified by delimiting it against the ontology
d beingsin the sense d nature, i.e., against mathematics and ¢uowr) ["phys-
ics']. How does the universality d the domain d the object d ontology relate
to the universality & mathematics and physics? The problem is formulated
more pointedly in Met. K 4ff. It isamatter d the same problem treated in Met.
B and E. Met. K used to be considered spurious. Jaeger™ showed that it must be
attributed to Aristotle, at least chaps. 1-8; but chaps. 8-12 are genuine as well.

The question d Being must be posed independently d any question con-
cerning determinate beings. For this reason there comes at first (Met. K 3,

77. For the citations, see above, p. 128.
78. Jaeger, Studien, pp. 63-88; and Aristoteles, p. 21711
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1061a26ff.) an orientation with respect to two sciencesthat have determinate
beingsas their objects: mathematicsand physics. Just as mathematicians carry
out their investigations within asphere d things they have acquired by adopt-
ing a determinate perspective, 0 it is the same with regard to Being as such.
adaipeoig = "abstraction." Mathematiciansindeed consider what is sensuous,
but they abstract from everything, so that what remains left over is merely the
"how much," the pure extension in its amount and its continuity. They then
consider this extension according to one, two, or three dimensions, but only
with respect to quantity and continuity —in no other respect. Meaning d the
abstraction: positivefreeing up d pure spacein its extension and continuity. It
is only within this secure region d pure space that mathematicians receive
their various problems. A unitary regionisgiven, that d geometry. I n thisway,
the elaboration d pure space as such is carried out: whatever belongsto pure
spaceas such. Physics, on the other hand, the scienced naturein motion, con-
siders all objective nexuses with respect to motion. Physics indeed considers
beings, but not with respect to their Being assuch. To consider them in that re-
spect is to pursue philosophy.

In Met. K 3, 1061b7, Aristotle arrives at his positive determination d phi-
losophy, and it stands opposed to Plato. Dial ecticsand sophistry are concerned
only with things that are co-given precisely in beings, properties that are en-
countered by chance. They do not treat d beings with respect to their Being;
only philosophy does. Thereby Aristotle, and his ontology, are delimited
against Plato. Plato’s diaAéyeoBal lacks a unitary perspective on Being as
such. Plato also includes in his dialectical schema xivnoig and otaois. For
Aristotle, kivnoic and otaoig do not pertain to pure Being. Aristotle has
thereby fixed for all timetheidead apure science d Being. Thisdelimitation
occurs at Met. I' 2, 1004b17. Dialecticsand sophistry are, so to speak, dressed
in the same garments as philosophy, but they fundamentally are not philoso-
phy. Sophistry merely appears to be so. On the other hand, the dialecticians
indeed take their task seriously and positively, they treat d the xowév, but
they lack an orientation toward theidea d Being. Both movein the same do-
main as philosophy. Didecticsis distinguished through its kind d possibili-
ties: it hasonly limited possibilities, it can only seek. Philosophy, on the con-
trary, allows an understanding to arise. The sophists are distinguished
through their peculiar decision with regard to scientific research: they are
not serious, they merely want to win people over.

Thus philosophy treats of Being as Being. Thisorientation is carried out in
AGYO0g, in assertion, in the way beings are spoken o as beings and as such and
such.

72. (Relatesto p. 1301.)

Itisin Aristotle that Adyoc first comes genuinely alive. Adyog = "assertion.”
In Aristotle, to "assert” (= katryopeiv) receives its meaning in relation to
katyopla. How doesit happen at all that i n philosophy katnyopiat are the
theme d the investigations? Adyog = "expressing” d something as some-
thing. Aristotle had a sharper vision d this structure. Aéyewv © katé Tvog,
with respect to an other; the same katd asin the word katnyoptia. We today
reverse the construction:
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Aéyewv T Katé, TIVOG
assertionof  something as something
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How can something like categories be acquired at all onthebasisd Adyog?
What are categories? What was the guiding principle for Aristotle's acquisi-
tion o the categories? That question is still controversial today. Kant and
Hegel maintain that Aristotle simply snatched the categories out d theair.

Which categories does Aristotle recognize? Difficult to say with certainty,
since different passageslist different ones: ten, eight, three (On the categories
first work inthe Organon, Ca. 4, 1b261.”°). F the thingsthat, from no possible
point d view, can be determined through combination, each one means ei-
ther: 1) ovoia, 2) roodv, 3) mowdv, 4) nede T, 5) o, 6) moté, 7) keloBat,
8) &xew, 9) motety, 10) maoxew. Regarding 1: "presence-at-hand." Regarding
7:"how one bears oneself." | can attribute presence-at-hand pure and simple
only to a thing. moodv: categorial determination for two cubits long, three
cubits long, etc. pdg TL: for half, double, greater. mov: in the marketplace.
&xew: shod, armed. taoxewv: to be cut, to be burned. Thelast nine categories
all have the basic determination d relatednessto the first.

The concept d category isindeterminate. | n appropriating Kant, the catego-
ries were understood asforms o thinking which give order to the content d
thought; as forms d thinking, the categories are subjective; question d their
objective bearing. For Kant himself, the categoriesoriginally have nothing to
do with forms d thinkingin this sense. According to their own meaning, the
categoriessignify modes d Being. It isremarkablethat their name was chosen
from the word for assertion, Adyoc. The Greek question d Beingis carried out
in the question d Adyog: the determinations o Being are characterized on the
basisd Adyog. Orientation d the question d Being toward Aoyog. Showing d
beings themselves: then that has nothing to do with subjectiveforms d think-
ing but, instead, with determinations d beings as beings in themselves. The
categoriesare not subjective, although the sphere d the categories has a pecu-
liar limit, inasmuch as the only beingsthey include are the ones we designate
as present-at-hand: the aicOnta. Hence Plotinus's reproach that Aristotle did
not question the vontd. To be sure, Plotinus himself did not advance very far.
With regard to all things, what isalwaysasserted i n advanceistheir Being (Met.
K 2, 1060b4). Beingisthe most universal predicate whatsoever. How isthe con-
nection among the categoriesto be determined, and how are they acquired?

Synopsis d Aristotle's conception o the categories:

1. Me. ® 10, 1051a34f.: The categories present To ov {...} Kat& T
oxNHaTa TV Kot yoolwv. tode dv signifies: the"this here," or "quality," or
"quantity" (cf.Met. Z 4, 1030b11). The katnyogiat are determinations d be-
ings, as the beings are shown in assertion. The categories are also properties
d propositions, not primarily, but only because they are determinations o
beings themselves.

79. See dso p. 132, n. 61.
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2. Cf. Cat. 4, 1b25: The categories are such that, according to their content,
they allow "no combination.” I n their meaning, they are utterly simple and
irreducible, but they do indeed have an essential relation to something other.
They are determinations d which it cannot be said what they are beyond
this. They are that on whose basisan assertion can be carried out. "The stone
is hard": I must already have an understanding d quality. "The tree is along
the path": that requires an understanding d place, perhaps not an explicitly
conscious understanding at the moment. "The stone is too big": quantity. |
would be blind to all these determinations d Being, if they were not under-
stood in advance.

3. Md. A 7, 1017a22ff.: "Being in itsdlf is spoken d and understood in as
many ways as there are categorial forms." There are as many possibilities o
assertion asthere are meaningsd Being. Hereit isevident that the multiplic-
ity d the categories correspondsto amultiplicity d possibleassertions. Adyog
must be understood here as Aéyetv T katé twvog (“assertion d something as
something"). The various possible basic modes d the "as such and such" re-
sult in the possible categories.

4. Ana. prioraA 37, 49a6ff.: "The attribution d something (namely, this) to
something else (the co-presence-at-hand d something with something else)
and the disclosure d this one thing in relation to another (the'this-here' as
something) is to be taken as manifoldly as there are manifold categoriesto be
distinguished." Here it is evident how beings, which are exhibited in Adyog,
are apprehended i n their structure: the co-presence-at-hand d stone and hard-
ness is the presupposition for the exhibition d the stone with respect to this
oned itsqualities. The ontic moment o the category is here apparent.

5. Met.T' 2, 1003b9: The categories are what can be said mgog T1v ovoiay,
"with reference to," thefirst category, namely, "that which is present-at-hand
initself." All categories are, by their very sense, related to ovoia: quality is
aways quality & something, etc. | n every category, there residesarelation to
something present-at-hand, which isthen determined i n a particul ar respect.
vmokeipevov (ovata) éudaivetal: “in every category, what liesat the foun-
dation comesto appearance” (cf.Met. Z 1, 1028a26ff.). Each d the nine cate-
gories (other than ovoia) contains relations to ovoia itself. On that is
grounded the unity o the categories.

6. Aristotle's characteristic names for the categories: dixpéoelg, mtwoel,
TOWTA, KOWK, YévT). dlaupéoeis: most fundamental "differentiations” within
beings as regards their Being. The term refers not so much to the mode d dif-
ferentiating but, instead, to that which is differentiated. mttcoeig (cf.Met. N 2,
1089a26): "bendings," "inflections," modifications, diversificationsd the gen-
eral idead Being. t& mo@ta: the determinations already lying at the founda
tion d every being, ones every being must have if it isto be at all. kowa: the
"most universal" determinations. Theidead "quality" iswhat is most univer-
sal for all individual qualities. yévn has the same meaning: the "stem" out d
which every particularization originates (cf. Deanima A 1, 402a23). Thislatter
is unclear, since Being does not have the character d a genus; thus not to be
pressed too hard; stem but not genusin thelogica sense.
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73. (Relatesto p. 133.)

2) Inthesetypes d co-presence-at-hand, there is expressed the mode d Being
d what is gathered together, the one with the other (fundamental discovery
d Plato versus Parmenides. The one is not the one, but is the one and the
other.) Aristotle apprehends this more sharply: every ontological character
includes a co-being with an other.

74. (Relatesto p. 133f.)

All categories, by their very essence, are mpog év. They do not first obtain this
relation through their employment; on the contrary, they possessit already in
themselves. ovoia iswhat is primary and holds sway in all the categories; cf.
the meanings d "healthy." This analogy, the correspondence d every cate-
gory to Being, was understood in the Middle Ages as andogia attributionis, as
the analogy o the univocal assignment d the categories to the first one, sub-
stantia. The Scholastics then exhibited a second anal ogy: analogiaproportionis,
"analogy of proportionality.” Yet the essential one is the anaogiaattributionis.

All theindividual categories have a proportional relation to their concreti-
zation. The mode has a relation to the respective being that exists in this
mode: anaogia proportionis.

Thus there is, in the case d the anaogiaattributionis, an identitas termini.
The terminus is always the same. In addition, there is a diversitas habitudinis.
Scholasticism recognized still another analogy: the analogical relation be-
tween the ensinjinitum (increatum)and the ensfinitum (creatum). God is infi-
nitely different from what is created. What common meaning d Being is
foundational in these two cases. "God is" and "the chair is'? Thereisno high-
estgenusd beings which could encompass both. Instead, both kinds d Being
stand in arelation d analogy, one which is ultimately reducible to the analo-
giaattributionis, since God is apprehended asthe ensinjinitum, the highest con-
cretization d the concept d ouoia.

Plotinus, Enneads 6, 1.11.: limit d Aristotle's philosophy: he does not con-
sider the vontév, which is determined by Being just as much as is the
aloBntév. They are tavtdv simply through avaAoyia.

If Godissubstance in the proper sense, then are other beings only qualities
or quantities? Descartes. res cogitans—res extensa ["thinking thing— extended
thing"].

The problem d Being in Aristotle's philosophy is oriented toward the
Being d the categories.

75. (Relatesto p. 135.)

The meaning d Being, as understood by the Greeks: Being in the sense d
presence [Anwesenheit], the present [Gegenwart]. | nasmuch as beings are not
single, but multiple, presence means togetherness and, in this togetherness,
being with one another, unitarily in the present. Every being includes a pos-
sible relation to an other, with which it is there. Being is aways a lying-to-
gether, ocvyxkelpevov. Structure d Adyog as ovvOeois. Referred back to the
structure d beings themselves. The categories are possible forms (kinds) o
the co-presence d something with something. O course, abeing can also be
co-present-at-hand with something that does not constantly and necessarily
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belongtoit: e.g., atreethat is offering shade to some particular man. Thetree
is still the same without the man.

76. (Relatesto p. 136.)

Another being can supervene upon the being which isin itself: oV kata
ovuPePnroc, "Being with respect to what supervenes, with respect to super-
venience." Supervenience isa possibility that belongsto every being but does
not constitute Being—it cannot be determined, or even traced out, in ad-
vance. The beings which are in themselves can, in Adyog, in émotrun, be
known, disclosed, apprehended, spoken of. Ye they till are, without my
knowing them. Being includes the possibility d disclosedness. To be true, to
be uncovered, isapossibility d what is present-at-hand.

77. (Relatesto p. 136.)

The fates d those who live in the house do not pertain to oikodopukr)
éruotr)un [“the science of house building”]. The mathematician is not inter-
ested in the accidental differences between right triangles and other triangles
but, instead, in triangularity assuch. Met. E 2, 1026b13{f.: accidental circum-
stances are merely a name. Aristotle says Plato was correct to emphasize that
the sophists busy themselves with ur) ov. For they busy themselves with acci-
dental fates. 1026b21: supervenience appearsto stand very close to nonbeing.
Y¢ it is not nothing; on the contrary, it is a definable mode d Being. That is
why its essence isto be discerned along with the ground on which something
like that mode d Being is possible. The essence d supervenience needs to be
determined. The being which isin itself is present ¢£ avdyxng (1026b28),
"necessarily," and aiei (1026b30), “constantly." *Necessity" here means: can-
not be otherwise. There are beings which are constantly, always, and neces-
sarily what they are. I n addition, there are beings which indeed are not abso-
lutely always what they are, but are so for the most part (asa rule). The
change d day and night happensasa rule. But we cannot say it occursin the
same way that 2 X 2= 4. Over and against these two modes, there is the way
d Being d the occasional, d what happens out d nowhere, without any pos-
sibility d determining its whence, its whither, or its duration. The ground d
supervenience is nothing other than what is constant. Otherwise, there
would be no accidentality. Constancy isthe ontological possibility o acciden-
tality. Otherwise, the accidental would have no whither. 1026b30f.: con-
stancy isthe ground for the possibility d something accidental, and the acci-
dental transpires in the sphere d what is constant or is as a rule. Only as
standing out from that background, does something accidental show itself.
The mode d Being d supervenience isfor the Greeksfar different than Being
in the proper sense.

Met. E 2: this mode d Being katd ovufepniog is close to nonbeing, be-
cause it lacks the essential characters d the dei and the necessary. Neverthe-
less, there can be the accidental, but only inasmuch as there is the constant.
Hence this mode d Being is by essence (i.e., not accidentally) non-autono-
mous and derived from Being in the sense d the constant.

If, during the dog days, a cold storm blowsin, that isaccidental and improb-
able, neither expected nor the rule. Likewise, it isarbitrary and not necessary if
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aman isblond. He could just as well have dark hair. But a man cannot fail to
be a {oov, a"living being.” That is always and necessarily there, wherever a
man is. To cure the sick issomething accidental for an architect. But i nitsalf it
istheaim d a doctor. Likewise, a cook can, by means d food, cure someone;
yet thatisnot the essential function d acook. The supervenient cannot become
the domain d a particular pursuit, handcraft, or activity, for these go by rule.
There can be no systematized understanding, no téxvn, d that which merely
supervenes. Becausethe supervenient is not a possible object d determination
and calculation, it also falls outside d Oewdia, scientific "consideration."
Thereforethe mode d Beingd the accidental must be excluded from thetheme
d the science d Being, which investigatesBeing i n the proper sense. Beingin
thesense d supervenienceis derivative.

78. (Relatesto p. 137.)

The same holds, in a certain sense, for the third mode d Being: Being wg¢
aAndéc (Met.E 4).To be sure, the proof proceeds very differently. The concept
d Being as truth needs to be determined more precisely. Met. E 4 istextually
uneven, both asregards content and diction. Jaeger has read into thisa double
concept of truth, aswell asa development d the concept d truth, on Aristotl€'s
part.¥ ov g dAnBéc and un Ov g Yevdéc: "Beingin the sense d uncovered-
ness' and "nonbeing in the sense d coveredness." Question: in what and in
which way do uncoveredness and coveredness have their Being?

Met. E 4, 1027b191f.: uncoveredness and coveredness depend on cvvOeotg
and &wxipeots, "conjunction” and "digunction.” Both belong to the unitary
structure d Adyog, d "assertion," which may be characterized as either true or
false. How do ovvBeotic and diaipeoic make possiblethe structure d truth and
falsity? Uncoverednessinvolves katadaols, the "attribution” d something to
something else, and specifically émi 1 ovykewéve (1027b21), "with respect
to what is present-at-hand together." The showing in the mode d attribution
with respect to what is present-at-hand together, or the showingin the mode of
denial with respect to what is not together, what lies apart. Coveredness is
characterized by the corresponding opposites: it is "showing in the mode d at-
tribution" with respect to what is not actually together, or "showing in the
mode d denial" with respect to what is actually present-at-hand together.
katddaots and dnodpaois = positiveand negative judgment.

79. (Relatesto p. 138.)

In order for uncovering and covering to be carried out as assertions, the struc-
ture d conjunction and disjunction must bein assertion itself, whereby it can
be true or fase. | must take apart, diaigeoig, run through and take apart,
dravoeloOat, what is straightforwardly pre-given, so as to separate what is
present-at-hand, "board,” and how it is qualified, "black." Question: how is
such a unitary assertion possible, one by which | take apart the determina-
tions ("board" and "black") and indeed withinactvOeois andfor acvvOeoic?
How isit possible that the determinations can be at once &ua and xwoic? A
unitary act d assertion, in which something is at once disjoined and con-

80. See above, p. 137, n. 96.
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joined, and specifically at the same time! This problem is treated more pre-
cisely and DeanimaT 6ff. and Met. Z 12.

We are now asking for the ground d uncovering and covering. They are
ways d carrying out dtavoeicBat, waysd carrying out Adyog, and are pos-
sible only insofar as dtavowx, "understanding,” is assertion. Uncoveredness
and coveredness do not pertain to Being as such; instead, they arise only if
there is assertion. Truth and falsity are grounded in the fact that 1. beings
exist as possible objects d assertion and 2. duidvowux exists. Truth and falsity
are ¢v davoiq and not &v toig medyuaot, in beings, "in the things" them-
selves. Insofar as the categories constitute the ontological structure d the
nedypata, truth and falsity are differentmodesd Beingin relation to Being
inthe proper sense. Met. E 4, 1027b31.

80. (Relatestop. 139.)

These two modes of Being, the accidental and the true, are dependent. Thus
both refer back to an original Being and do not themselves belong to the sci-
ence d Being and d its ultimate, fundamental grounds. Met. E 4, 1027b33:
supervenience and uncoveredness are to be excluded from the fundamental
consideration o Being. The reason, with respect to the accidental, is the
aoplotov (1027b34); it is "undeterminable,” inconstant, nothing | can be
certain d at every moment. With respect to the true: it isastate o thinking,
d judging, d determining, not acharacter d Beingitself asit isin itself.

Both d these ontological modes affect the remaining stem d Being. They
congtitute that which, d the four modes d Being, does not pertain to the
fundamental consideration. In Met. K 8, 1065a24, this é£w seemsto be used
in adifferent sense: "outside" d the understanding, thus identified with the
noayuata, which are in themselves. That is erroneous, even disregarding
thefact that the Greeks did not have a concept df consciousnessin this sense.
These two ontological modes do not manifest a Being or the nature (onethat
would reside outside of Beingin the proper sense) d aBeing. é£w meansthat
the accidental and the true are not modes d Being outside d Being in the
proper sense. ¢£w means unfounded. The true as well as the accidental are
founded, essentially grounded in genuine Being. That iswhy ££winMet. K is
placed together with xwolotdv (1065a24). General character o Beingin the
proper sense: autonomous constancy. The accidental lacks the character o
constancy, thetrue the character @ autonomy.

81. (Relatesto p. 1391.)

The task isto expose the &oxai, the "ultimate grounds," d autonomous con-
stancy, which isfoundedin the basic category, ovcia. Thismode d Beingis
called 6v xvpiwg, "genuine, pre-eminent Being," and for Aristotleit does not
include the Being of thetrue or d theaccidental. Yet at Met. © 10, it is aAnBég
'ov that is characterized as the xvpudtartov, the "most genuine” Being (cf.
1051b1), which seemsto run counter to what has just been said. I n fact, that
is not a contradiction, but it can be understood only on the basisd an original
interpretation o the Greek concept d Being.

How istheidea d the cvuPepnicos connected to the Being o the catego-
ries? The categoriesare subject to a basicarticul ation: they are related to ovoia
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by way d analogy. The categoriesare the possible modes d the co-presence-at-
hand d beings; specifically,what isthought d hereisabeingthat isinthe gen-
uine sense, that is therefore constant and follows a rule. Supervenience is
merely adeterminate mode d co-presence-at-hand, and, asaccidental, itisnot
genuine Being. An extremeform d co-presence-at-hand.

The term katd oupuBePnicos isused in two ways: 1. asabove, it isamode d
Being; 2. Aristotle also calls the categories, as categories, the ovuPepnrota.
Arethe categoriesthen accidental conceptions d substance? No; that would be
counter-sensical. Rather, it is to be understood in a completely formal sense:
the categories are possible forms d being-together in general. A distinction
must be made between ovpPePnrdg inthesense d the accidental and thisfor-
mal meaning d it. Theidea d Or kot ovpPepnrds is conceived on the back-
ground d being-together. Just asthe Being d the categoriesis conceived under
the guidance d Adyog (something pregiven exhibited with respect to the co-
givennessd something elseinit),so alsoisthe second kind d Being (Ov kata
ovppepnioc) oriented toward Adyoc. Greek ontology, especially in Aristotle,
is approached and carried out with A6yog asthe guideline.

Truth is attributed to Adyoc. Truth isa determination d an assertion and
is possible only on the basisd diavola, i.e., on the basisd Adyog. Adyog is
now considered not with respect to the possible modes d beings shown init
but, instead, with respect to the kinds d showing, namely the true and the
false. Met. ©® 10: truth is attributed not only to duavowa, but also to voeiv as
such, to the pure and simple "apprehension” o something which has as its
opposite not falsity, but &yvowa, "ignorance." All direct, straightforward ap-
prehension d something, e.g., the apprehension d the categories, does not
grasp a composite but, instead, something which is graspable only in itself.
Here no ovUvOeois isinvolved. Thus it cannot also be apprehended as some-
thing it isnot. It can only be encountered straight on. That is the most origi-
nal kind d apprehension: disclosurein pure and simple beholding. Met. Z 4:
the Adyog which addresses something in itself and not as something else, the
Adyog which purely and simply shows the thing. Inasmuch as Being is pres-
ence, straightforward uncovering d a being signifies something like an en-
hancement d the being with respect to its Being and its presence. It is now
present in a genuine sense; previously it was there only in an improper way.
Now, as something present-at-hand, it isbrought into the immediate presence
d the onewho is apprehending it. When it is grasped, the being is present in
a higher sense than it was when ungrasped and hidden. Its uncovering con-
fers on it a higher mode o presence. Therefore, 6v ch-aAnOéc is a higher
mode d ouoia. Accordingly, Aristotleisright to attribute to truth the highest
mode d Being: truth isgenuine Being. Somethingiswhen it isuncovered. v
wg aAnBég as kvputatov ov (cf. Met. © 10, 1051b1). But, i n the ontological
sense, truth is gtill not the most original mode d Being, for it presupposes
ouoia. Double connection d &v g dAnOéc with ouoia. magovoia, "the
present,” "presence."

82. (Relatesto p. 150.)

dUvapig and évégyewx are two basicmodesd presence-at-hand, d ouoia. Thus
they refer back to genuine Being, the Being d the categories. évépyela is the
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highest mode d Being. évépyeta is prior to d0vaypig, "actuality” before "possi-
bility": to be understood onthe basisd thefact that Being means presence. Pos-
sibility = preparednessfor, which reguires that évégyeix or évteAéxeia exist.
dVvvauic and évégyela aso have meanings that function by analogy.

The task isto grasp together the four basic meanings d Being. The center
d the science of Being liesin the Being d the categories. Yet Aristotle says that
thefirst scienceistheology; it deals with the highest being itself. How are these
to be reconciled? Is the science d Being not supposed to be indifferent to
every particular domain d objects? Jaeger: Aristotle was here not equal to
the problem o Being.® That is a superficial interpretation. On the contrary,
the two concepts d ontology (scienceof Being-theology) necessarily belong
together. Scienced beings as beings: that necessarily includesthe question o
the particular being in which genuine Being is most purely demonstrated. I n
such abeing alone can one acquire theidead Being. Thusadiscipline is nec-
essary that studies the being which is conceived as abeing i n the most proper
sense. Whether thisbeingisthe first mover or the first heaven is a secondary
question. Such an orientation to the most proper being is not a special sci-
ence; on the contrary, it is an ontologically oriented science. It is the science
d that which Being genuinely meansand also the science d that being which
genuinely is; science d Being and d the highest being. Met. E 1, 1026a291t.:
"If thereisabeing that is utterly unmoved but alwaysisin the sense d pure
évégyela, then thisbeing is prior and the science d itisthefirst." Hencethis
science is also an investigation into beings as beings.

Aristotle adds a third moment that had never been taken up previously:
every OV isone, dyaOov, étepov, un ov, etc. "Unity," "otherness," "opposite,"
"nonbeing,” ayaBdv: these are determinations that pertain to every being just
as a being. They are "formal" determinations o Being, the object d "formal
ontology." Therefore: 1. ontology d the most genuine being, 2. ontology d the
categories, 3. formal ontology. How these are connected Aristotle did not say.

83. (Relatesto p. 153.)
De anima:

Bk. 1:  exposition, critical retrospective on the previous philosophy.
Bk. 2: positive determination d the concept d the soul:
Chaps. 1-4: general ground-laying;
Chaps. 5-6: aioOnotg, perception;
Chaps. 7-11: forms d perception;
Chap. 12: more precise determination d the structure d aiotnotg.
Bk. 3:
Chaps. 1 and 2 properly belong to bk. 2.
Chap. 3: analysisd ¢pavtaocia, imaginatio.
Chaps. 4-6: voug, understanding, dtavoua.
Chaps. 9-13: concluding analyses d the constitution o life, basic re-
lation between thought and conation; approach to an analysis d the
lower levelsd life.

81. Jaeger, Aristoteles, pp. 223-27, 379.
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Supplementary treatises:* parva naturalia, small works on biology: Ileoi
aioBrjoewv kai aloBntév; Onmemory and recollection; On sleep and waking; On
life and death; in addition: On the self-motion of living beings: ITepi Cawv
kiwvjoews; genuinely Aristotelian, as Jaeger has shown.®

84. (Relatesto p. 155f.)

De anima B 2, 413a21ff: &pvxov versus éuuxov, "unsouled” versus “en-
souled": the latter is distinguished by the presence d To (ijv. Lifeisthe very
mode d Being d that which isliving. {ijv isa basic ontological concept. The
soul is also to be understood in this sense. We say something isliving where
we find that: it movesin a oriented way, i.e., inaway oriented by perception;
it movesitself and can stop itself; it was young and ages; it takes in nourish-
ment and grows; etc. A physical body movesin only one direction. Plants, in
contrast, extend themselves, through growth, in all directions simultane-
ously. The basic determination of such a living thing is the capacity o
Boemtcov (413b5): "it can feed" and thereby isin communication with the
beings around it. To thisis added aioOntkdv (417a6), the possibility o ori-
enting oneself, even if only astouching and grasping out for something. What
is alive, and also stands i n a determinate communication with something, is
such that it hasaworld, as we would say today. Many living beings are tied to
acertain place, others can move about. And their motionisdifferent than the
change o place to which lifeless things are subject: ktvnoig mogevtikt| (cf.
432bl4), to move oneself toward something which matters to lifein one way
or another; an oriented motion in the respective surrounding world.

Bound up with the phenomenon o kuwelv is the phenomenon o koiverv,
"distinguishing" in the sense d a formal orientation in general. kotvewv:
aioBnows and voug. kively and kpivewv constitutelife.

DeanimaT 9ff.: every motion is maotion évexa tvos: the motion, asa cona-
tion, proceeds toward the 0gektoV (433al18), the "desired."” Question: how is
this opexTov, the "desirable," made accessible, and what are the basic modes d
conation? Gpevyerv and diuwkewv (cf. 432b281.), on the one hand, to "make for"
something, to pursue an object, and on the other hand, to "avoid" it. With the
living being, what is, formally speaking, the mover itself, the aoxr) xiviioews?
Aristotle shows that the point d departure for the motion is not the pure and
simple observation d a desirable object. This object is not grasped through
aloBnois but, instead, through dpeéic: the "conation” has the function  dis-
closing. Only onthebasisof the dgeitdv isthere deliberation, kivew, dukvoux.
It is not the case that the living being first observes things disinterestedly,
merely looksabout in aneutral attitude, and then movestoward something; on
the contrary, 6pe&ic is fundamental. The aoxr) is the unity d xoiverv and
kwvelv; that isthe principle d motion for living beings. aloOnoic for animals,
vovg for humans. TheaicOnows d animalsis not atheoretical capacity; on the
contrary, it existsinacontext d pursuit and flight.

De anima B 6: the general structure d aiocOnois is threefold (418a91f.): 1.
aloBnois dia, 2. aiodnoig kowr), 3. aioOnois kata cvpPePncos. Regarding

82. See above, p. 154.
83. Seeabove, p. 154, n. 162.
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1: the"perception” that relatesto itsown proper object. Every senseistrueinits
"own" field. Every perception isdisclosivewithin itsown field. Other phenom-
ena are not determined through these sense-qualities, e.g., change d place,
which is perceptible through severa senses. Regarding 2: phenomena that are
"common" to determinate perceptions, kowda. Regarding 3: Furthermore, we
alwayssee some determinate moveablething, not mere qualities such as colors.
| seefirst that thisischalk and only then that it iswhite and has such and such
aform, etc. The co-givenness d accidental properties is not for the Greeks d
essential significance. Chalk can be white, but so can paper and other things.

Humans are distinguished from animals by their possession d voig (cf.
433a91ft.) or, more precisely, Adyog. Adyog belongs necessarily to the defini-
tion d the {ov, human being: Lwov Adyov éxov, "aliving thing which can
speak," which can anodaivecOar ["let be seen"]. The world is not then
Itnown only in the horizon d pursuit and flight; instead, beingsintheir being
such and such are spoken of, determined, understood, conceptualized, and
thereby grounded in their "what" and their "why." Humans have the possibil-
ity d understanding the 6gexT6Vv as the basis d their action and the motive
d their decisions (cf.433a17ff.). Such abeingiscalled human Dasein. kptverv
is determined through Advyog, i.e., voug. The unity d wwveiv and xpively,
apdw (433al3), is determined through mooaipeois (cf. 406b25), the possi-
bility d "anticipating” something asthe basisd action and decision. Thereby
humans face the possibility o an opposition between émbvuia (cf. 433b6),
sheer "appetite," impulsive life, which is blind, and understanding, action
grounded in reasons. De anima I' 10: this opposition between impulse and
genuinely chosen, rational action isapossibility open only to those living be-
ings which can understand time. Insofar asaliving being is delivered over to
impulse, itisrelated merely to what isimmediately there and stimulating, To
{...} 1OV ["the pleasurable"] (433b9). Impulse strives unreservedly toward
that, toward what is present and available. But humans, because they possess
an aiobnoic xoovov ["sense d time"], can presentify To péAAov ["the fu-
ture"] (433b71.) asthe possibleand asthat for the sake d which they act. This
capacity d a double comportment—toward the future and toward the pres-
ent—allows conflict to arise. Aristotle does not clarify the extent to which
timemakes something like that possible. It isdifficult to grasp fundamentally
the connection between time and Adyoc; likewise, it isdifficult to determine
whether animals have the capacity to perceive time.

85. (Relatestop. 157.)

Herewe havethefirst general laying d afoundation for adescription d human

Dasein. Question: what isthe specifically human mode d Being?xotvewv isnot

limited to aloOnoic but isalso found i n votis. Thereby arise various possibilities
for disclosing beings (Nic. Eth. 6), five such possibilities: 1) téxvn (chap.4), 2)

éruotiun (chap.6), 3) poovnois (chap. 5),4) codia (chap. 7),5) voig (chap.

8).Fvemodesd aAnOevewv, d kpivery, d orienting oneself, incorporatedinto
the corresponding comportments d the movement d life: 1) téxvn-noinoig,

2) ¢rnotun; toit no further movement corresponds, since émiotrun istheory

and simply beholds. 3) podvnoig, moaéis, 4) codia, 5) vois: thislatter isnot

attained by humans; it determines thefirst mover.
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The modes d «ivewv are doubled: moinotg, "manipulating,” and A&,
"acting" (Nic. Eth. 6, 4, 1140a2) in the genuine sense: something done for
reasons, which is distinguished from producing by the fact that the éoyov
does not lie outside the doing, like the nest d a bird, but residesin the doing
itself. The goal d acting isthe action itself, i.e., the acting being as such. Defi-
nition d a human being: avOowrog isthe {@ov to which belongs modaéis,
and also Adyos. These three determinations conjoined: {wr) mMEAKTLKT TOD
Adyov éxovrog (cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 7, 1098a3f.) is the essence d human beings.
Humans are those living beings that, according to their mode d Being, are
able to act. The same conception appears again in Kant (Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft; Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten): humans are the ones that can
speak, i.e., act for reasons.

The Greeks determination d the highest mode d action depends on their
conception d Being and d the possibilities d Being. Such alife is not mere
Cawny, but Plog, "existence." Inthe course d history the meaning d this con-
cept changed completely; Bloc became that which humans havein common
with other living things. Various possibilities d Piog (piot). Which is the
highest ftog, the highest possibility o existence, the mode d Beingin which
a person satisfies to the highest degree the proper human potentiality for
Being, in which a person genuinely is? All practical comportment is directed
to something outside the person, something determined as this or that tem-
porally circumscribed thing. All action is carried out within the xawpdg, the
"practical moment." Such an existence is a specifically human possibility:
Biog moArtikdg (cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 5, 1095b18), "lifein community." Orientation
toward something temporally determinate and historically pregiven, thusto-
ward amode d Being that in the Greek sense, is not genuine Being. The merit
d action isto adapt itself to change.

In contrast, however, the highest mode d Being must be directed toward
the el ov, which is not a possible object & manipulation; on the contrary, it
can only be contemplated and investigated: Ocwoetv, "pure research” into
Being as such, which aims at no practical consequences and is merely for the
sake d exposing beings as they are (cf. Nic. Eth. 10, 8, 1178b3f.). The re-
searcher is the one who comes closest to Being and to beings, to voug itself.
In Oecwopetv (cf. 1178b28), a person attains the greatest possible closeness to
the highest mode d Being meted out to humans. To be sure, this comport-
ment is possible for humans only occasionally; they fall back again. But that
was not something Aristotle merely taught; he also lived it. At that time, phi-
losophy did not need to be brought closeto life.

86. (Relatesto p. 158.)

Decline d Greek philosophy; this high level d research could not be upheld.
In the modern period, Kant became a Greek o the first rank, if only for a
short time.

So it happened that the basic question d Being was gradually loosened
from its primitive stages. Pirst understanding d the question d Beingin Par-
menides and Heraclitus, methodological inquiry in Socrates and Plato; com-
prehensive elaboration in Aristotle.

Greek ontology is an ontology d the world. Being is interpreted as pres-
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ence and constancy. Being is conceptualized on the basis o the present, na-
ively on the basisd the phenomenon d time, in which, however, the present
is only one mode. Question: how is it that the present has this privilege? Do
not the past and future have the same rights? Must Being not be apprehended
on the basisd the whole d temporality? Fundamental problem taken upin
the questiond Being. We will understand the Greeks only when we have ap-
propriated this question; i.e., when we have confronted the Greeks by vigor-
ously countering their questioning with our own.



Appendices
232

BROCKER TRANSCRIPTION

1. (Relatesto p. 141.)

We broach now the most difficult phenomenon within Greek—and especially
Aristotelian—ontology: the Qv duvdpel kai évepyeia. Aristotle wasthefirst to
disclose these characters d Being, and he thereby achieved afundamental ad-
vance beyond Platonic ontology. To be sure, Aristotle did not clarify these con-
ceptssofully that the problemsconnected to them are now transparent i n every
respect.

We will attempt to grasp the main determinations d these concepts and,
at the same time, their genesis. Aristotle treats d dUvauig and évépyeta in
Met. ®, d dvvapis especially in Met. A 12. These two categories doubtlessly
developed in the analysis d the phenomenon d motion. Aristotle analyzes
motion itself in Phys. T’ 1-3, E, Z, and also somewhat in ©.

Let usfirst gain our orientation from the pre-ontological concept d dvvaug,
from d0vapug as an ontic concept. There dvayug signifiesa being and not a
mode and structure d Being, anditislaid openin Met. A 12, 1019a15ff.:

1. First meaning d dUVaLS: it is the AOXT) KIVIOEWS ) HETABOATIG 1] £V
Etéow 1 ) étegov. "Potentiality is the point d departure d a motion or a
change in another as the moved, the changed, or insofar as the moved is an
other." Such dUvaps is, e.g., a craft one is capable of. This capability is the
possible principle d a determinate motion, and specifically this dvvapg is
carried out in an other, namely in that which arises through the motion or,
expressed more prudently, insofar as thisis an other. For it can happen that
whoever disposes d such a capability appliesit to himself: The doctor can treat
himself medically, but only insofar as he takes himself as someoneiill.

2. Correlatively, d0vauis is a potentiality to undergo something, to be in-
fluenced by something other, by something insofar asit is other. Thisis the
correlative reversal d thefirst, and Aristotle establishes it as a basic concept.

3. Potentiality in an emphatic sense. For instance, if wesay d arunner that
he can run, we mean he runs well. Potentiality in the emphatic sense d |ead-
ing something correctly to its end or carrying it through with resolution;
thus, not just any arbitrary acting and moving, but a preeminent one, having
the character d the kaAov.

4. Counter-concept to 2: the €£1g according to which somethingisinsensi-
tivetoinfluence. Capacity inthe sensed power to resist something. All perish-
ing and destruction occur because the thing did not have this potential, be-
cause a certain capacity, or power, d resistance was missing. This that is
lacking in destruction, but that is there in self-conservation in vitality, is
dvvapic in the sense d resistance.

You seein all these four notions that the ontic concept d potentiality is ori-
ented toward the phenomenon d motion (acting, doing in the widest sense) or
toward its correlate: toward that which isaffected by the activity, what resistsit
or not.

In asimilar way, Aristotle now determines the derived conceptsd dUvapic:
duvardv, "to be capabled something," completely analogous to the first four
concepts; likewise, advvartov, "not to be capable,” or in other terms, dvvayug
and advvapia. Here Aristotle mentions a concept d impossibility which we

Brocker Transcription
233

also use: something isimpossible whose oppositeis necessarily true: 2 x 2isnot
4. Thuspotentiality hererelatedto truth; more precisely, potentiality here means
non-contradiction. This concept d potentia then plays a major role in modern
philosophy. The principle d non-contradiction becomes an ontological princi-
ple. All the conceptswe have enumerated were spoken o in relation to the first
determination: i.e., in relation to potentiality in the sense d the point d depar-
tured achangein that which is other. Therefore even these concepts, with re-
spect to their meaning-structure, have the character d anal ogical meanings.

The question now arises: what is the transition from this ontic concept o
dVvaug in the sense d "ability” to the ontological concept d duvapet Gv, or
itscorrelate, évepyeix OV?The use d the concept df dvvapig in the ontologi-
cal sense developsout d the analysisd motion. Let us now pursue that analy-
gis, obviously we can do so here only in broad strokes.

2. (Relatestop. 142.)

How in general does Aristotle manage to grasp dvvapig and évégyela onto-
logically? How do potentiality and actuality fall under the basic determina-
tionsd Being, under which they then have remained i n the subsequent ontol-
ogy up to today? The task is to see whence these basic concepts have been
drawn and how they then expand so that they enable the basic category,
ovoia, to be determined. If they do this, then it is proved that they must be
reintegrated into the Being d the categories.

The ground for acquiring them is the phenomenon d motion. Therefore
we must first consider that phenomenon and bring it into a fundamentally
ontological horizon. Hence the question now is: how are dtvaug and

évégyeiwa connected to the phenomenon d motion? Motion in a broad sense
was aways already a problem for the Greeks, inasmuch as the pre-Platonic

philosophers already saw that motion isa basic determination d theworld. It
was seen that the things d the world cometo be and pass away. And coming
to be and passing away are possible only if there is motion. Thisfirst way o
posing the question d motion has an ontic character and neglects to investi-
gatewhat motioninitself is. Aristotlewasthefirst to pose explicitly thislatter
question, and he answersit in his Physics.

3. (Relatesto p. 143.)

Physics. T 1-3: Aristotle begins by presenting an outline d the basic structures
involved in the phenomenon of motion. Motion, in the Greek sense, refers to
any change from something to something. Thusfor athing to move, taking the
simplest phenomenon d locomotion, means that a point changesits place. At
every moment it passesfrom one place, asit were, to the next. Spatial motionis
therefore change d place, passage from one place to the next. Thus the phe-
nomenon d motion—if wetake our orientation from "locomotion,” ¢popd—im-
mediately includes the moment of succession, édpe&ng (Phys.I 1, 200b16), “suc-
cession," the "one after the other," the constant passage through places one
after the other.

Along with that, motion possesses another character: cuvexéc (200b18),
"continuous," without leaps, continuous transition. The phenomenon d the
ovvexés, the continuum (inthe Greek sense d "holding together," such that
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there are no gapsin between) contains, according to Aristotle, the more origi-
nal phenomenon o the ametgov (cf.200b19), the "unlimited": i.e., not infinite
inevery direction, but unlimited inthe sensethat thereisnolimit between the
individual places. A continuum is pre-given, and | can mark it out de facto by
two points; but, between these, there are awaysmore points. That is, | never
arrive at an ultimate simple which cannot be divided further. I n other words,
the course d a point (and space in general) is by essence a continuum, not
something composite but, instead, something primordially simple.

Moreover, toTtog is among the further determinations d motion. For
something to move, it must bein a"place." Also, it must have room, which re-
fersto the kevov, the "void," spacein the sense d the "space between." And
there must be "time," xoo6voc (cf.200b21). Motionis carried out in time.

Inthisoutline d the most general structure d motion, you see already the
basic concepts that were later appropriated by modern physicsand were fixed
for the first time by Galileo's determination o motion and d the moving
body in general. Asayoung man, Galileo made athorough study d Aristotle,
something which is only today coming to be appreciated. It is beyond ques-
tion that the impulse driving Galileo’s formulation o the basic physical con-
cepts derives from Aristotle's Physics.

We now want to see the extent to which Aristotle succeeded in grasping
the phenomenon o motion and how his definition isessentially aphilosophi-
cal-ontological one, versus the definition d motion in modern physics. There
motion ismerely given adefinition and is not grasped i n its essence.

PhysicsT" 1-3. Aristotle characterizes the following phenomena as essential
determinationsd the domaininwhich motion is possible: cuvexéc, dmelpov,
TOTO0G, KeEVOV, Xo0vos. How is motion itself now to be determined, such that
the character d motion can be connected to Being in general? It must be
stressed that Aristotle demonstrates xivnoig is not something maoa T
npdypata, "beside the things,” existing for itself as a being. Thisisto be un-
derstood i n the positive sense that the determinations d beings asbeings can,
for their part, undergo modification through motion, sothat there are only as
many kinds d motion as there are basic possibilitieswithin beings that allow
motion at all. Onthe basisd thisjoining d the modesd Being with the char-
acters d motion, Aristotle comes to say: there is motion only with respect to
ovoia, mowév, hooov, and térog. With respect to ovowa, there is motion
from nonbeing to Being: coming to be. Theinverse: passing way. With respect
to mowdv: increase and decrease. With respect to nooov: alteration, becoming
other. And finally there is motion with respect to place: locomotion, spatial
motion. Thus the kinds d motion are oriented toward the basic categories.
Motionitself istherefore fundamentally understood asa modificationd these
ontological determinations themselves.

But how must motion now be apprehended on its own part? To anticipate
the definition: 7] toD duvapel 6vtog évteAéxelr, 1) ToOLVTOV, Kivnoic oty
(201al10f.). That means, to translate at first very traditionally: "Motion is the
actuality o the potential aspotential." Let us clarify this statement by referring
tothe states d affairs on which Aristotle baseshis definition. Example: a deter-
minate comportment, the production d atable. Wood, d a determinate kind
and size, ispre-given. It contains this potential, namely, that out o it atable can
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be produced. Production therefore necessarily requires something pre-given,
duvauet ov, something, namely, the wood, whichisinitself prepared to become
atable. The wood is at hand for the handcraftsman, it liesthere before him. If
the wood is taken up by being worked on, if it comes under the hand o the
handcraftsman, then it isin motion, i.e., the table comesto be, becomes. What
doesthis becoming mean? Becoming, coming to be, meanshere that thiswood
isnow present preciselyin its preparedness to become atable, and with respect
to such preparedness. It isno longer simply lying around asapieced wood but,
instead, is now there asthis determinate thing prepared to be atable. The pre-
paredness now becomes, i n the production, real, actual . This preeminent pres-
ence d the preparedness o the wood to become a table is what Aristotle calls
motion, i.e., the change from mere wood to table.

As long as this preparedness is there, the motion is occurring. When the
wood is finished with its preparedness, then the table is; it has become, it isa
finished égvyov, and the motion is no more. Up to the moment the wood is a
finished €oyov, thewood is, so to speak, under way to the table. In this manner,
thewood, with respect to its preparedness, can be grasped as under way toward
that which is supposed to result from the producing. This being-under-way o
the duvapet ov, the wood, to the €gyov, the table, characterizes the motion as
ateAng (cf.201a6). What is moving is necessarily under way to something, to
that which it will cometo "at the end." Thewood is being worked on aslong as
the tableis not finished. When the table isfinished, then the motion stops; the
table has come to be.

Motion necessarily includes this indeterminateness, the unfinishedness,
the not-having-come-to-the-end. Thischaracter d being under way to some-
thingisessential for motion. But when the table isfinished, the end has been
reached. The moment the tableisfinished, some new present-at-hand thing is
there, one that is now at rest. The motion, onthebasisd which andin which
the table has become, stops and is no more. The motion is thus the preemi-
nent presence d a determinate piece d wood with respect to its potentiality
to become atable. Aristotle explicitly stresses, in Phys. T 2, 201b24ff., that this
phenomenon d motion, namely that it is ddototov ["indefinite"], is difficult
to see. For there isatendency to focus only on the two end stations, to allot
the main accent to the ends. But the essential task is to see the "between the
two," to determine ontologically the transition from the oneto the other. This
transition, in the case d the wood, is nothing other than the presence o its
potentiality to be a table, precisely as potentiality.

4. (Relatesto p. 1441f.)

The question now arises: how do these two characters Aristotle usesto define
motion, duvapet and évepyela v, acquire a fundamental ontological func-
tion? We see aready from the analysis d motion that the translation d
dUvapug as "potentiality” is erroneous, for the, potential is also something
that isnot yet, but can be, something to whose actuality nothing isin the way,
though it is not yet actual. On the other hand, in the definition d motion,
duvaypet is not understood i nthe sense d something purely and simply possi-
ble, something possible only in the formal sense, asit were, but, instead, isa
character & something already present-at-hand. The wood is actual. That is
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why dvOvapug is better translated as " preparednessfor” something. Prepared-
ness for something belongs to all the things we use. Every utensil, tool, and
material has a preparedness for something. Preparedness is a character per-
taining to something present-at-hand. It characterizes this something with
respect to the fact that it has not yet been taken up explicitly into use. When
itisused, itispreeminently present, it achieves a preeminent presence. Previ-
oudly, it wasmerely available to me. I n use, however, it comes closer to mein
acertain way. I n coming to be used, it becomes especially actual.

Thus"actudity" would be avery apt translation o évépyeia, except for the
fact that the philosophical tradition comesto employ it for something else. The
distinction between actuality and preparedness consistsin this: in both casesit
isamatter d something present-at-hand, but while the wood isindeed some-
thing therein both cases, it is so with adifferent explicitness. Thisdifferenceis
thusto be understood asadifferencein theinsistence d the object. Thedvvapug
d wood meansthat it can be, as matter, insistent with respect to its prepared-
ness, and it is actually insistent when it enters into the processd production.
Both concepts, that d duvdpetov aswell asthat d évepyeia ov, are modifica
tions d what is present with respect to its presence.

These concepts are now transferred from what is produced to what is self-
moving. And here again we see exactly the same distinction. A thing at rest—
and thisis something essential, which Aristotle was thefirst to see clearly—is
not cut off from every character & motion. Rest is merely alimit case d mo-
tion. What can be at rest is only what has the potentiality to be in motion.
That iswhy rest is alimit case d motion. If something is self-moving, then
that means phenomenally: it o itself ismore properly insistent on what it can
bethan whenitisat rest. Thus self-motion isa higher mode d insistence, i.e.,
a higher mode d the presence d something present-at-hand. And this self-
insistence d abeing, from itself, as self-moving, is something Aristotle finds
especially marked in living beings.

The basic ontological determination d Cwtj isthat it isself-insistent o it-
self, not accidentally, but necessarily. That is because motion itself belongsto
its essence or, i n other words, because the téAog (the"goal," that whereby the
motion comesto itsend) resides, in the case d aliving beings, i n themselves.
In the cased manipulation, production, etc., the téAog residesoutside, asthe
finished work; and the same can be said about that which has been manipu-
lated. A table nolonger has anything to do with the manipulation. When the
table isfinished, it issomething present-at-hand initself, just asthe carpenter
continues to exist for himself after producing the table. Quiteto the contrary,
however, the self-moving d living beings means that their téAog isin them-
selves, such that this téAog is not an égyov which arises out of, and then re-
sides next to, the motion but, instead, isa mode d the motion itself.

What is decisive for understanding the concept & motion is to grasp that
duvdpet ov and évepyeia ov represent two different modes d the presence o
what is present-at-hand. Motion has always played afundamental rolein the
question d ¢voig, i.e., inthe question d beings.

Brocker Transcription
2537

5. (Relatesto p. 147.)

The question now is: what does Aristotle gain, with thisanswer to the ques-
tion d the essence d motion, for the clarification o beings as awhole, i.e.,
the beings we call "nature"? Motion is eternal, and that is fundamental to
Aristotle's position. There never was not motion. The question ishow Aristotle
proves this claim. He showsthat motion iseternal and that it is a preeminent
character d all beings 1. from the idea d motion itself and 2. from the phe-
nomenon d time. On the basisd this proof, Aristotle arrives at the ultimate
determinations o beings in general. He argues: if motion is eternal, then
there must necessarily be something constantly moved. For there is motion
only if thereisamoved being. Hence the question: how must motion be con-
stituted such that it can be eternal, and how must the moved be constituted,
such that it can move itself eternally? This question is the ontological ques
tion d the condition o possibility d eternal motion as such. This purely on-
tological intention d clarifying the eternity d motion leads Aristotle to afirst
unmoved mover, TEToV KIvoUv &kivntov (Phys. © 6, 258b12). Now, insofar
as motion presents a higher kind d presence, and insofar as motion deter-
mines the Being d the world and, as this determination, is eternal, we then
have to see in motion and in movedness the highest kind of Being, out d which
alone can rest then become understandable.

Inasmuch asthe mover, as the eternal mover,3 isthe most genuine being,
the i Tatov dv, Aristotle also determines it as the Oetdtatov (cf. Met. A
9, 1074b26), the "most divine" Being. This ontologica meaning d the
Oeotatov, however, has nothing at all to do with God or religiosity. Asa cor-
relate, we can already see that, although Aristotle designates the science o
this highest being "theology," it has nothing to do with any sort o interpreta-
tion or clarification o the religious relation d mankind to God. Therefore
what is most important to see is the completely unmistaltable and univocal
orientation d the problem d motion and of the divineto this purely theoreti-
cal problem o Being. Thismeaning d the Aristotelian concept d motion and
its ultimate interpretation were later transformed in Scholasticism and were
incorporated into the Christian conception d the relation d God to all other
beings. Thisscholastic transformation led, in turn, to aretrospectiveinterpre-
tation o Aristotle in a Christian sense, which is completely wrong.

6. (Relatesto p. 147f.)

The task istherefore to prove that motion is eternal. Coming to be and passing
away appear constantly. For them to be possible, motion must be. Every motion,
however, presupposes at the same time a being, duvdpel ov, which, as some-
thing present-at-hand, changes into something which is constituted in this
higher presence d the potential as potential. Hence, for motion to be possible,
there must always already be something present-at-hand which possessesthe
preparednessfor it. But this present-at-hand, resting thing must be questioned
astothemotionfromwhichititsaf originated and asto how it cameto the stage
d something present-at-hand at rest. Every motion is petafoAn {. . .) €k tvog

84. Brocker’s transcript is obvioudy mistaken here in saying: "the moved as
the eternally moved."
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gig Tt (Phys. E 1, 225al) "change from something to something." The from-
which must already be, andit, inturn, owesitsBeing purely and simply to some
other motion. Thusmotion alwaysalready presupposes motion.

Aristotle bases the more precise proof on the phenomenon o time. 111
changing, a thing becomes something it had not been earlier. Change there-
foreinvolvesthe earlier and the later. But can the earlier and the later be pos-
sible, unless there istime? The earlier and the later are only inasmuch astime
is. And how can there be timeif there is no motion? Thus we are led to expli-
cate, very concisely, Aristotle's concept d time.

We found: 1. motion requiresthe earlier and the later. 2. The earlier and
the later imply time. 3. Time includes motion; time isfounded in motion.

Time is the apOuog kivoews (219b2), the "numbered d motion" as
such. We heard that motion consists in the explicit presence d something
prepared with respect to its preparedness. When | determine— in other words,
count—a moved being with respect to the presence o its preparedness (loco-
motion: an object's traversing a determinate expanse), then | say: the object
hasthe potentiality to be at this place. At first such and such apoint isat rest.
If the point then movesover an expanse, i.e., if this preparedness d the point
to be at different placesbecomes actual, present, if | can seeit inits prepared-
ness to occupy various positions, then | see it present here, present here, here,
here, now there, now there, etc. Thereby | count, | count the motion. That
which | count in the case d locomotion, in the case d the presence d the
preparedness d the point, are the nows. The nows constitute time, and there-
foretimeis "the numbered d motion."

From thisit is clear that for Aristotle the basic phenomenon d timeisthe
vov ["'now"] (218a6). Consequently, there is time only where there is mo-
tion. Time is thus founded in motion. If it can be shown that time is eternal,
then afortiori that whereby time is possible, namely, motion, must be eternal.
If the proof d the eternity o time succeeds, then it isalso proved thereby that
motion is eternal.

To what extent istime eternal ? The basic phenomenon o timeis the now.
The now has atwofold character: the beginning d that which is just about to
be andtheend d that which just was. The now isat once X1 écopévou and
teAevtr) maxeAOOvTog (cf. 251b211.). Every now is by essence the aoxr o
the coming one. Even a now thought d as infinitely distant, the most ex-
treme end point | can imagine, is by essence the dox1} d afuture now, and so
onintotheinfinite. | cannot make out any now that does not lead to afuture
one, that does not bear initself afuture one. That iswhy timeiseternal inthe
direction of thefuture. Likewise, the same proof ispossiblein the direction d
the past, mutatis mutandis. The seriesd nows going back to the pastis just as
indeterminate in itsinfinity. The most extreme now d the past is always the
now d an earlier one.

Thusfrom the essenced timeit isclear that time is eternal. Therefore mo-
tioniseternal aswell. But if motion iseternal, this self-moving being must also
be eternal by necessity. Eternal signifiesfor Aristotle: uniformly self-enclosed.
What is eternally self-moving can, as such, have nothing outside d itsalf which
it would not beinitself. Theideal d such a motion, which, at every stage, can
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be both beginning and end, iscircular motion. Every point d the circleisinit-
«f beginningand end, i.e., beginning and end o the same uniform motion.

Thisis therefore the explication d motion,  what is self-moving, purely
onthe basisd the phenomenon itself.

7. (Relatestop. 1491.)

So the question arises: is there such a motion? In fact, there is: the course d
the mpdtog ovpavég (Met. A 7, 1072a23), d the "first heaven," thus the
coursed the most outer sphere, in which areincorporated the other spheres,
the ones that bear the fixed stars and the planets. Thisfirst heaven isthat ac-
cording to which all other motions are ruled and measured. Ye that does not
complete the analysis & motion in its eternity. For, according to Aristotle,
what is moved, what is self-moving, also has a téAog, and "end." We know,
however, that an eternal motion, which, as circular motion, is self-enclosed,
can have no end, can have nothing, to which it draws closer and closer i n any
way. For, in such drawing closer it would no longer be épaAns (Phys.E 4,
228bl16), "uniform"; on the contrary, asit draws closer to its téAocg it would
aways be different at every stage, since it would have a different relation to
the téAog. It would be proceeding toward its end and would stop when it
reached itstéAog. Onthe other hand, if amotion isto beeternal, it must have
atéAog from which its distance is eternally and constantly uniform.

Aristotle cals this téAog, from which the uniform motion is always uni-
formly distant, thefirst move, which for its part is not moved. Asthe téAog d
what is self-moving, it must be d a higher mode d Being than what is seli-
moving. Is there such abeing? Indeed there is! The particular being which, in"
its motion, is not directed to a goal but, instead, is completein itself, at every
moment o its Being, and in which there is no dteArc, this being is pure en-
ergy, pure évépyewx, pure presence, which purely initself is unchangeable and
eternal. Aristotle again seeks a concretion for thisbeing d utter presence, and
hefindsitin pure Oewoetv ["contemplation”] (cf.Me. A 7, 1072b24).

When | have seen something, | say: | am now seeing it. With the having-
seen, the act d seeing does not stop but, on the contrary, genuinely is only
then. The other kinds d motion, viz., hearing, walking, etc., stop when they
reach their TéAoc; they are completely over, once they reach their goal. voeiv,
on the contrary, is by essence alwaysin activity, and as activity it is perfectin
itself; furthermore, insofar as it is perfect, it genuinely is. The mog genuine
being must have the mode of Being d voug, must be vénaois. Insofar as vénoig is
directed to something, that toward which it isdirected can here only beitself,
and that is why the highest being is vénows vorjoews (Met. A 7, 1074b34),
pure knowing d itself. In this formula, vonoig vorjoews, Aristotle is not
thinking d spirit, d person, d the personhood d God, or thelike, but issim-
ply attempting to find and determine a being which satisfiesthe highest sense
d Being; Aristotle does not mean the spirit's thinking d itself, in the sense o
something personal. This becomes clear in the fact that Aristotle establishes
no connection between this highest being and the world, and it can also be
seenin thefact that Aristotleisvery far from saying anything about how the
world would be created by this highest being. Aristotle, and the Greeksin
general, know nothing o theidea d creation or conservation. The relation
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between this highest being and the world is left indeterminate. The world
does not need to be created, because, for Aristotle, it is eternal, without be-
ginning and without end.

Accordingly, this whole connection between what is properly moved and
the original mover is a purely ontological one and is not oriented toward a
personal God or a creator God. Aristotle is simply attempting, though to be
sure in a radically philosophical way, to make ontologically understandable
only what liesin the phenomenon d motion itself. In doing so, he remains
steadfastly consistent. He finally speaks only, as it were, in images, when he
says: Thisfirst mover moves wg épwpevov (1072b3), "like something which
isloved" and, as such, attracts. Aristotle does not say how it attracts. This at-
traction, however, is not to be understood in the sense d Plato's concept o
£owc; on the contrary, the circular motion is self-enclosed and keeps a uni-
form distance from the first mover.

This explication cannot be represented more precisely, but that is not es-
sential. On the contrary, the decisive question is how the problem d Being is
necessarily impelled toward a mostgenuine being: can there at all be an ontol-
ogy constructed purely, asit were, without an orientation toward a preemi-
nent being, whether that isthought d asthe first mover, the first heaven, or
something else?

Aristotle's approach contains a fundamental problem, one that has been
coveredwith debrisby the traditional reinterpretation d these thingsin theol-
ogy and in Christian anthropology. The same misunderstanding occurs in
Hegel, whofamously placed at theend d hisEnzyklopadiewhat Aristotle saidin
his Metaphysics about the vonois vorjoews. Hegel is thereby expressing his
opinion that what Aristotle calls the vénoig vorjoews is the same as what he
himself designatesin hisconcept d spirit, which he also connectsto the Trinity
d God.

Eternal motion, according to itsvery sense, must be circular motion (dem-
onstrated in Phys. ©). The basicidea d this motion does not derive from fac-
tual observations; i.e., itisnot on the basisd empirically observed motionsin
the world that we conclude there must be a mover, ahigher being, which sets
all motion going. On the contrary, motion itself initsown structure requires
motion in the sense d circular motion, which Aristotle also sees as factually
given in the motion d thefirst heaven.

Thus Aristotle can conceive d the possibility d the téAog d motion only
by placing the unmoved mover, in a certain sense, utterly outside d every
connection with motion. Aristotle does not provide a more precise ontol ogi-
cal elucidation d the connection between thistéAog and motion; he only of-
fersimages to the effect that the té Aog, the eternal mover, movesin the man-
ner d something desired. The desired attracts as such and holds in motion,
WG Opextov (cf. Met. A 7, 1072a26), as something all beings strive for. This
highest being, which represents the idea d the Being & movedness in the
genuine sense, thisfirst mover, is, in its connection with eternal motion, out-
sided every relation to the world and to mankind. Therefore on purely onto-
logical grounds the idea d creation is excluded, and so is every sort d guid-
ance or providence in the sense d a divine principle ruling the world. The
vonolg vorjoews is a basic character o this first mover and must not be
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grasped in the sense d the concept d spirit in the subsequent philosophy.
That philosophy did indeed interpret Platonic notions into this Aristotelian
concept. An example is Augustine: the absolute spirit, in self-contemplation,
generates the modelsd the things, and, in accord with these models, the ab-
solute spirit then, as God the creator, created the actual things.* Cf all this,
Aristotle says nothing.

8. (Relatesto p. 150.)

On that basis, we are now prepared to specify the connection d this fourth
determination o Beingwiththe Being d the categories. We saw that duvépiet
dv and €vegyeia ov are two basic modes d Being (even pure potentiality is
understood as a mode d presence-at-hand). Thus they are basic modes o
presence-at-hand and thereby two basic modes o ovoia. Accordingly,
dvvapug and évépyela, as modificationsd ouoia, refer back to the genuine
Being d the categories. The categories themselves are anchored in ovoia on
account d their analogous relation to it. évégyeia represents the highest on-
tological mode that can fall to ouoia. Therefore Aristotle says at Met. @ 8,
1050Db3f.: évégyewa is prior to dUvapig, prior to potentiality in the sense d
purely neutral lying-there-about. Prior to all that is presence in general. Only
by understanding that the implicit sense d the Greek concept d Being is
presence, can this apparently paradoxical thesisbe clarified, namely, that ac-
tuality is prior to potentiality.

85. Cf. Augustine, Decivitate Dei 11, 10; Confessiones 1, 6, 9; Dediversis quaestioni-
bus46, 2; Tractatusin Johannis Evangelium 1, 17.



Editor's Afterword

Martin Heldegger offered the lecture course, "The basic concepts o
ancient philosophy," at the University & Marburg. The course met for
four hours each week in the summer semester 1926.

Themain text is based exclusively on the Marbach photocopy d Hei-
degger's original handwritten manuscript. The original includes eighty-
two numbered pagesin folio format, some unnumbered pagesin the
same format, a numbered page in smaller format, and numerous in-
serted slips. The numbered pages bear the numerals 1-77. P. 10 is miss-
ing. P. 49 isin asmaller format. Seven manuscript pagesin folioformat
are numbered 12a, 19a, 19b, 50a, 59a, Regarding p. 66, Regarding 70b.
Three sheets d the same format bear small numerals. Amid the pages
infolioformat, atotal d sixty-fivedipsd varioussizesare inserted here
and there. Fived thedipsindicate their proper placein the manuscript:
Regarding 59a, Regarding 61a, 61b, 62a, Regarding p. 76.

The handwritten pagesin folio format are in small German script;
the pages are in landscape orientation. As arule, the main text ison
the left half, interpolations on the right. Sometimes—specifically in
the case d diagrams d keywords and graphically ordered notes—the
main text covers the whole page. Heidegger wrote on both sides d
thirteen d thedlips. I nnine d these cases, one side contains texts that
could not be attached to the content o this course. Heidegger was evi-
dently re-using these dips, for the sake d saving paper, to write down
thoughts related to this course; thus the sides that could not be incor-
porated are mere "versos." Seven d these versos contain excerptsfrom
adraft d Seinund Zeit, whose first division Heidegger had already fin-
ished and sent to the printer at the time d the composition d these
lectures. One d the dips with writing on a single side contains a text
that still could not be inserted i n these lectures. It is obviously a vari-
ant d a passage from the treatise, Vom Wesen des Grundes (6th ed.,
Frankfurt, 1973; in Wegmarken GA 9, Frankfurt, 1976). The four ver-
sos connected to the lectures have been placed in the supplements, al-
though Heidegger crossed out three d them.
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Thetitle d thelecturesin the manuscript is" Sketches for the course
on the basic concepts d ancient philosophy" (seeabove, p. 1). A close
study d the manuscript confirms the use o the word "sketches." In
many parts, the text is not formulated in complete sentences but, in-
stead, variesfrom alaconic style characterized by missing verbsto mere
lists d key words serving as a basisfor oral delivery. The clearly lesser
degree d elaboration, in comparison with the other courses that are
closetoitintime, that  winter semester 1925-1926 (GA 21) and sum-
mer semester 1927 (GA 24), presumably has extrinsic reasons. I n the
summer d 1926, Heidegger was still at work finishing the second divi-
sion d Sein und Zeit and that task was pressing on him. It is especially
passagesin thefirst part d theselectures, and in thefirst section d the
second part, that indicate this was an introductory, survey course for
students from all the departments. A decree from the ministry d cul-
turein Berlin obligated the university docentsin philosophy to present
such introductory courses, for which a specific curriculum was pre-
scribed. That also accounts for the fact that Heldegger, in treating the
individual philosophers, provides purely biographical data, even if very
summarily. Such mere indications, without deeper philosophical sig-
nificance, run counter to Heidegger's understanding d the meaning o
acoursein philosophy, andinthe present courseitself, Heidegger clearly
expresses his dissatisfaction with them: "Nointention d filling the class
sessionswith anecdotes about the livesand fatesd the ancient thinkers
or rambling on about Greek culture. There will be no mere enumera-
tion d the titles d the writings d the ancient authors, no synopsis d
contents which contributes nothing to the understanding d the prob-
lems' (p.9).

To reconstruct the text d the lectures | had available a typewritten
transcription d Heidegger's handwritten German script. Hartmut
Tietjen produced this transcription in 1976.

Also at hand were the following notes taken down by students:

a) A typewritten transcription d the entire course by Hermann
Morchen. According to a brief note on the cover, this transcrip-
tion was typed out in 1976.

b) A typewritten transcription, presumably the work o Walter
Brocker, found amid the literary remains d Herbert Marcuse in
thelibrary d the city and university d Frankfurt.

Thework d editing began by my checking, word for word, the Tietjen
transcription against the photocopy d Heidegger's manuscript. | cor-
rected obvious errors and attempted to decipher passagesthat had not
been transcribed. This latter task presented considerable difficulties,
mainly in those passageswhich consist o little morethan keywords, for
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there the context was meager or nonexistent. Despite repeated efforts,
passages remained which either could not be decided with sufficient
certainty or which had to be judgedillegibleif the deciphering proved
to be too vague or altogether impossible. A question mark in braces {?}
indicates misgivings about the deciphering d the word or words. If a
passage had to be omitted on account d a corrupt text or illegibility,
that isindicated i n afootnote.

Heidegger wrote a limited number d passages in Gabelsberger
shorthand. These vary i n extent from a single word to a sentence, and
Guy van Kerckhoven was able to decipher alarge part d them. Since
Heidegger evidently used here his own modified version d Gabels-
berger, some passages could be deciphered only with a certain proba-
bility, while others were quite doubtful. The latter are again indicated
in the present text with a question mark. Shorthand passages that
could scarcely be deciphered have been omitted.

I could not altogether avoid introducing conjecture into the text.
Only in that way could the manuscript, which is characterized often
by the use d keywords and €ellipses, be readable. But | interpolated
conjectures only where they were completely beyond doubt and did
not influence theintended content. | did not interpolate conjecturesin
theform d the auxiliary verbs, to be, to have, and the like, nor verbs
which were without a doubt missing simply because o the telegram
styled the manuscript. Ontheother hand, | did interpolate, in braces,
concepts that were taken up again after some remark had broken the
continuity.

| articulated the main text (i.e., the text d the manuscript, not in-
cluding the appendices) into chapters, sections, and subsections pri-
marily by following the numerous indicationsand hintsin the manu-
script itself. The table d contents should make clear the main lines o
the course d thought. The manuscript affords a few footholds for the
division into paragraphs, but for the most part, the content was what
was decisive. Emphasis through italics stemsin part from the editor. |
re-punctuated according to the sense.

Regarding the mode d citation in the text & the manuscript: the
first citation d awork was placed i n afootnote. The editions cited are,
as much as possible, those d Heidegger's own copies. (Cf.,in thisre-
gard, the afterword to the Marburg lecture course, Platon: Sophistes GA
19, ed. I. SchiiBler, Frankfurt, 1992, p. 661.) I n the case d arepeated
citation, the procedure varied: the citation was placed in parentheses
and run into the text in the case d a rather long passage referring to
one and the same work of a particular Greek philosopher. | n the case
d other repeated citations, the title is abbreviated. Suspension points
(...) indicatedlipseswithin theoriginal Greek text. WhenHeidegger's
Greek quotations deviate from the original text, the citation is pre-
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ceded by a"cf." In comparison to the other volumes d the Gesamtaus-
gabe the footnote apparatusis here noticeably more extensive, and the
references inserted in the text are also more numerous than usual.
The manuscript itself for the most part contains abridged and meager
citations and references to the secondary literature. 1t was not enough
simply to take these up and complete them bibliographically. Instead,
| attempted to identify and provide the references for every citation
from the texts d the Greek thinkers, even when only a single word
was quoted, asis not seldom the case in the parts d the manuscript
consisting d keywords alone. These copious citations, although they
may at times give the impression d weighing down the book, should
help in determining more precisely Heidegger's choice d texts, their
relative importance for him, and the interpretation he givesthem. As
a matter d principle, | decided not to indicate whether a particular
reference is already found in the manuscript, since references occur
there haphazardly and such indications would not contribute to an
understanding d the matters at issue.

The use d the student notes posed a special editorial problem. Since
Heidegger's manuscript is scantily elaborated in many places, it might
have seemed appropriate to work the notesinto the main text, so asto
make it as readable, fluent, and consistent as possible. On the other
hand, Heidegger did not authorize these notes. Hermann Morchen
wrote on the cover d his transcription: "In transcribing my notes,
which | took down in telegram style, | have on occasion made small
clarifications, by, for example, inserting copulas or other such parts o
speech, but only ones that were obvious from the meaning. Asarule
| did not eliminate stylistic rough spots (it cannot be determined
whether these arose precisely in the act d transcribing). Abbreviated
words were written out in full, and the punctuation was altered in
conformity with the sense. Lacunae in the text (sentencesor phrases
that were missed in the note-taking) are indicated, if | could tell that
something was missing, by three dots. Repetitions, peculiar to Hei-
degger's lecture style, were preserved, provided they had not been
omitted in the notes." Thus the Morchen transcription is by no means
an exact stenographic record, asis also clear from a comparison with
the Brocker transcription.

According to the strictures regulating the Gesamtausgabe, student
notes cannot be incorporated if their style does not attest to their au-
thenticity. With the Morchen transcription, complete certainty is un-
attainable. This judgment does not denigrate its quality, but it does
have consequences for a careful reconstruction d the text according
to established editorial principles. That is why | did not incorporate
the excerpts from the Morchen transcription into the main text and
relegated them, instead, to the appendix.
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These excerpts include: a) ones for which there is nothing corre-
sponding i n the manuscript, b) oneswhose corresponding placeinthe
manuscript consists d mere keywords and brief remarks, or c) ones
whose fullness and whose presentation d the context go well beyond
the manuscript and thereby contribute essentially to a better under-
standing d the entire course of thought. Thus, wherever the manu-
script and the transcription exhibited the same degree d fullness, the
former had the priority.

| was careful not to introduce too many divisionsinto the excerpts,
so that, even there, conceptual connections and relations would be
visible. To adhereto this principle d overall intelligibility, some repe-
titions with respect to the main text were unavoidable.

Thefollowing principles were the basisfor the subdivision and enu-
meration d the excerpts. A new number was assigned: a) when the
previousexcerpt did not need to be carried on and thereby introduced
an interruption. Accordingly, thelength d the omitted excerpt played
no rolein the enumeration; b) when the corresponding passage d the
manuscript included the beginning d a new section or a subsection
with itsown title. My intention wasto further the correspondence be-
tween the manuscript and the excerpt from the transcriptions.

The transcription by Walter Brocker corresponds to only three class
sessions— content-wise, from §58 to the second paragraph d §62. This
transcription issomewhat fuller than Morchen's, and itsdiction unmis-
takably betrays alecture style. Thus the Brocker text has a priority over
the Morchen, when they overlap. The entire, unabridged Brocker text is
presented i n the appendix.

| intruded only very dlightly into the text d the transcriptions. A
few small changes (suchas expanding some colloquial abbreviations)
seemed proper. I n the Morchen transcription, the ubiquitous semico-
lon was replaced by more current punctuation.

With regard to citations in the transcriptions. since these excerpts
run parallel to the main text, there was no need to double the foot-
notes. Accordingly, the Greek citations were incorporated into the
transcriptions, even in the few casesin which the main text does not
already refer to the Greek. Furthermore, the citationsin the transcrip-

tionsare not as expansiveasin the main text and provide only enough
detail that they can be identified and compared with the references
given in the main text. I n the case o references to non-Greek texts,
the footnotes provide only whatever indications were not already
mentioned i n the manuscript. I n the case o sheer repetition, | simply
referred the reader to the earlier footnote.

Both transcriptions served an important function in helping to es-
tablish the order d the parts d the manuscript. Many d the supple-
mentson theright sided the numbered pagesaswell as most d the an-
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notated dips bear no indication d their proper place in the text. In
many cases, the transcriptions offer valuable information on the pro-
gression of Heidegger's thought. | otherwise made decisions regarding
the order d the text by basing mysdf on the content.

A few d the dips and unnumbered folio pages d the manuscript
containideas that could not all —or only with difficulty—be fit within
the flow d the thought d the lectures, to the extent that this can be
reconstructed from the Morchen transcription. Those fragments are
presented as supplements, along with an indication d the correspond:
ing passagein the main text.

Thislecture course, "The basic concepts d ancient philosophy,” seeks
to show (throughadiscussion d the basic concepts developed by the
leading Greek thinkers, concepts such as foundation, physis, unity-
multiplicity, element, logos, truth, Idea, knowledge-science, category,
motion, potentiality, energeia, life, and soul) that Greek philosophy is
determinedand permeated by the question d Being. The course breaks
down into three parts:

In the preliminary remarks, Heidegger takes a position regarding
questions d the intention, method, and acquisition d a correct basic
understanding d philosophy. I n contrast to the other sciences, which,
as positive sciences, all treat d beings, Heidegger finds the essential
feature of philosophy in "criticism,” in the sense d distinguishing be-
tween Being and beings. The lecture course aims at "participating in
and, asit were, repeating” (seeabove, p. 9) the beginning of philoso-
phizing as the accomplishment that makes explicit the difference be-
tween Being and beings.

Thefirst part, according to Heidegger, has the character o anintro-
duction (seeabove, p. 112, n. 74; p. 122, n. 11; p. 168) to ancient phi-
losophy. Heidegger allows Aristotle to "point the way" by taking up
the analysis d knowledge and the interpretation d the previous phi-
losophy as these are presented in bk. A d the Metaphysics; Heidegger,
however, does not clarify the exact sense d this "pointing the way."
What is characteristic d the Aristotelian presentation is the interpre-
tation d the previous philosophies under the guideline d two d his
own basic concepts, namely aitia and &oxr). Perhaps Aristotle leads
the way in the sense that Heidegger appropriates the formal principle
d interpreting the history d philosophy under the guidelined apre-
structure that one has projected for oneself, though not arbitrarily, in
an attempt to understand the earlier thinkers "better" than they un-
derstood themselves. In any event, Heidegger's own guideline, with
which he seeks accessto an understanding d Greek philosophy, isthe
questiond Being and d itsdifferencefrom beings. I n Heidegger's view,
the phenomenon d foundation, in the form d the principle d suffi-
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cient reason, on which all later science is based, can be clarified in it-
sdf, andinitsrelation to Being, only if Beingisadequately understood
in advance.

The second part isthe genuinely main part d the course and is sub-
divided into three sections. Thefirst is a rather general evaluation
the more prominent pre-Platonic thinkers. The only text interpreted
in detail is Parmenides’ didactic poem. Sections two and three are
each reserved for a single thinker, Plato and Aristotle respectively, al-
though these sections are as long as the entire preceding one. The
main intention d thefirst sectionisto show how, in the development
d Greek thought in theform d an ever richer conceptuality, the phe-
nomenon d Being, in itsdifferencefrom beings, comesto light and is
explicitly questioned. | n the second section aswell, Heidegger clarifies
the central terms d Plato's philosophy in their intrinsic connection to
the phenomenon d Being. At the same time, Heidegger shows, in his
interpretation d the Theatetus and d dialectics, that, for Plato, the
problem d Being is joined to the question d the Being d nonbeing
and d becoming and thereby acquires new dimensions which remain
decisive for the subsequent ontology. Section three takes Aristotle as
the high point d Greek ontology, where the question d Being (inthe
double concept d philosophy as the question d the Being d beings
and the question d the highest being) becomes the explicit object o
scientific philosophy. The question d Beingisthen further differenti-
ated in the formulation of four modes d questioning, radicalized in
the ontologization d potentiality and energeia and opened to new on-
tological dimensions with the inauguration d an ontology d life and
d human Dasein.

| owegreat thanks to Hartmut Tietjen for hisgenerous and patient assis-
tance in the deciphering & many difficult passages, for once again re-
viewing the copy against the manuscript, for his careful examination d
my ordering d the text and my choice d excerpts from the Morchen
transcription, and also for many very valuable suggestions. | am also
grateful to him, to Hermann Heidegger, and to Friedrich-Wilhelm von
Herrmann for carrying out the difficult task d deciphering passagesin
the manuscript that remained open until thelast moment. | must thank
Hermann Heidegger for his attempts to discover further transcriptions.
Hiseffortswere rewarded by the discovery of the valuable Brocker tran-
scription, so important forthe corresponding passagesin the text. | am
grateful to him and to von Herrmann for afinal examination d thefin-
ished typescript. | aso thank von Herrmann for advice on numerous
matters.

| am indebted to Guy van Kerckhoven for the painstaking way he
deciphered many passages written in shorthand. | very much thank
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Mark Michalski for his extremely precise checking o the bibliograph-
ical references and Greek citations and for his careful assistancein
correcting proofs.

My wife Maria devoted many hours to preparing the typewritten
copy o the text, to incorporating necessary corrections, and to print-
ing out the entire work. | offer her heartfelt thanks.

Franz-Karl Blust
Pfaf fenweiler, June 1993

Greek-English Glossary

ayabdv: good

ayvola: ignorance

adxiperov: indivisible

advvartov: impossible

ael: eternal

ano: air

afoOnoic: perception

aioxedv: ugliness

aitoAoyia: aetiology

aitiov: cause

akivnrov: unmoved

aacon): hearing

&AnOeta: truth, disclosedness

aAnBeverv: to take out d
conceal ment

aAA0doEix: mistaken opinion

aAAoiwois: becoming other

&pvodowe: obscurely

aude: both

avaAoyla: analogy

avaAoyiCeoBat: to grasp the similar

avauvnots: recollection

avtiBeoic: contrast

avunéBetov: non-hypothetical

a&xopeotdtr: most rigorous

a&oplotov: indefinite

&mergov: indeterminate

anAdc: simply

ATOKQLOWV: answer

arroglo: impasse

arnodaivecOat: to let be seen

aget): suitability

&o1Ou6g: number

agpovia: harmony

aox"): beginning, principle
AQXIKWTATY): supreme
aoyrtektovucr): architecture
aotodyaAot: dice
ataéla: disorder

arteAng: incomplete

aU0: itself

Yévog: genus

Y1): earth

onAovv: divulging
daBeoic: disposition
otatpeotc: disjunction
dtakotots: disjunction
dtaAéyecOau: dialectics
duavoua: thought
dradpopa: difference

dGEa: opinion

duvdypet: as potential
dvvapug: potentiality, preparedness
dvacBaut: to be powerful
duvatdv: able, strong
éavtng £vexev: for the sake d itself
eldévar: see

eldocg: outward look
eidwAov: image

elkaoia: image

eiva: Being

elc, pia, év: one

éxootov: the individual
¢umelpla: experience

év: neuter d ¢ig, q.v.
£vavTtiov: opposition
&vdoofov: esteemed
évégyela: actuality
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évegyeia: as actualized

évteAéxela: completeness

€vtoAnv: command

évurtdgyov: constituent principle

£€&€1g: comportment

émorywyn: to lead over

ermmbvpuia: appetite

érouopuin: floating

émiotdrng: one who understands

érotr)un: knowledge

£gyov: finished product

éowa: love

Zownolv: question

étegodokelv: opinion about some-
thing other

£tegov: other

érepdrnc: otherness

eUXWANV: petition

£de&nge: succession

&€xeoBau: holding together

Cwni: life

Cgov: living being, animal

NBoc: comportment

fjAloc: sun

Oavpalerv: wonder

B¢elov: the divine

BeoAoyia: theology

0Oebc: God

O¢o1c: position

Bewpslv: contemplation

wéa: Idea

{dLa: proper

iotopia: research

kaBoAou: universal

koaxov: bad

KkaAdg: beautiful

Kata: against, according to

Kot ovuBePnrag: supervenient,
incidental

KT yoQelv: categorizing

Kkatnyopia: category

xevév: void

kivnoig: motion

KLvouv: mover
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Kotvdv: common

Kowwvia: commonality, connec-
tion, communion

Kkoopog: ordered world

Kolvewv: to separate, differentiate

KUKAOG: circle

AavBavet: to conceal

Aévyerv: to say

Aeyoéuevov: the uttered

Aoywopog: deliberation

Adyog: discourse, meaning, defini-
tion

paOntucos: learned

HaAAov: more

né0e&ic: participation

péoov: middle

petd: with, after

petapaAAerv: to change

uetapoAn): change

petee Aoyou: with logos

peta&v: between

HéTQov: measure

L) ov: nonbeing

pia: feminine d eig, g.v.

pfpmotig: imitation

pvnjun: retention, memory

poodry: form

uvBog: myth, story

velkog: hate

NedéAar: (Aristophanes'’) Clouds

VOeiV: apprehension

vénois: understanding

vonoig vorjoews: knowing knowing

vontov: intelligible

vOVv: hOwW

&yxoL: magnitudes

6B0ev: whence

iihov: whole

Oppa: eye

Opolopeon): o like parts

Spotov: similar

Opoiwag: assimilation
opwvouov: homonymous

ov: beings
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o0paoBaL: see

opatov: visible

dpelic: desire

oploude: delimitation

ovpavég: heavens

ovoia: presence-at-hand

OYic: sight

ntdBoc: affect

navta: all things

nidvta Oel: everything isflowing

maQd: beside

nipaderyua: example

TxQovVTia: co-presence

ntagevupov: derived in meaning

maoxew: undergoing

riépac: limit

mepl PLOUEWG: on nature

meguTeéxovto: things running
around loose

mioTic: trust

ntAnOog: quantity, amount

TtATI0€EG: plenum

TIOLELY: 10 make

rtoinoig: making

motdv: quality

mioArtucy: politics

TIOAAQXGS: iN many ways

TogGV: quantity

mov: place

mioaéls: doing

mipoalpeats: anticipation

nedg: toward

TtpoteQov: first

mpwta: first things

ntwoels: inflections

okotewvoc: obscure

codia: wisdom

ooprotric: sophist

o0o(pOS: Wise person

oOPWTEQOG: Wiser

OTAoLG: rest

otégnotc: deprivation

oTotxelov: element

oUYKQLOG: conjunction
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ovAAaBal: syllables

ovAAaeiv: to combine

cupBaivovta: consequences

ovuPePnkoc: the supervenient,
incidental

cvvoaig: conjunction

ovvexég: self-cohesive

ovvBeotc: combination

ouV@WVUHOV: univocal

opatoa: sphere

oxnua: configuration

T&&ic: arrangement

TavTov: the same

TéAoc: end

téxvr: know-how, understanding

i éotwv;: what isit?

toToG: place

VdwQ: water

OAN: matter

vmegovpaviog: hyperheavenly

vmokeipevov: substrate

vmootaoc: foundation

dawopevov: phenomenon

dpavraoia: imagination

PAto: love

PrAocodia: philosophy

¢dood: locomotion

$pobévnotc: prudence

Ppodviuog: prudent, insightful

¢dvev: engender

PvecOaL: grow

¢dpudpeva: plants

¢dvoet by nature

dvouay: physics

¢PuvotoAdyot: investigators into
nature

$voic: nature, the self-emergent

duTevtd: plants

¢dac: light

xaAemd: difficult things

XQ0vog: time

XWOLOHOG: separation

Pevdric: false

Poxn): soul
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