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T I{ANSLATOR'S FOHEWORD 

This book is a translation of Vom Wesen der mensclzlirlzen FreiheiL· 
/;;inleitung in die Philosophie, first published in 1982 (2nd edn 1994) as 
\ 'olumt' 31 of Martin H eidegger's Gesamtausgabe. The text is based on a 
1Pc1me rourse delivered by Heidegger a t tlw University of Freiburg in the 
summer semester of 1930. As the title indicates, the fundamental theme 
of the coul'Se as a whole is the essence of human freedom. However, aftf'r 
a preliminary discussion of the problem of freedom and its relationship to 
philosophy in general, Heidegger devotes Part One of the course primar
ily to the problem of being in Greek metaphysics, this providing the 
frarucwork for his interpretation of Kant 's treatment of freedom and 
rausality in Part Two. In no other work by Heidegger do we find a 
comparably detailed consideration of Kant's practical philosophy as that 
given in the present text. Further, in no other work is lleidegger's intPr

prctation of the key Chapter I 0 of Aristotle's Metaphysics e presented 
with comparable thoroughness. 

Information on the origin of the German text as printed in the 
Gesamtausgabe can be found in Hartrnut Tietjen's Afterword to the ori 
ginal edition (pp. 207-8 of this volume). The reader of the present 
translation shou ld bear in mind that Heidegger did not originally intend, 

nor at any time did he prepare, this lecture course for publication. As is 
also the casf' in respect of other posthulllously published lecture courses 
by I leidegger, the German text does not have thE' character of a polished 
work, often ex hibiting a roughness and stylistic irregu larity indicative of 
oral presentation. :VIy translation attempts to remain as dose as possible to 
llriclegger's actual words, remaining faithful to tlw unfinished nature of 
Llw !('XL whilP giving dtte attention to readability. 

Jt is well known that ll eidcgger's language poses formidable d i fficultics 
for the translator, difficulties that are compounded when one is dealing 
with t<>xts derivPd from lectu re manuscripts and transcripts. Insert ion of 
tllP origi na I Cerman in square brackets with in the translation is one wav 
of drawing alt.ention to specific problems. but this practice, if carried ot;t 
<'Xtcnsiv<>ly, could easily ovf'rbunlf'n an already complex tE·xt. Accordingly 
I havr sought to minirnizP stwh insertions, for the most part n•stricting 
I ht•nt tO l'Sfl<'Cia Jiy sign i fica II ( OCClllTl'I1CC'S of' opt>rationa[ tC'rlllS and 
to words whose Nymological interrelations lleiclegger is Sl'l'king Ll> 

'fiwtslator:~ Foreword XIII 

highlight. However, 1 have provided an extensive E.nglish- German 
(; lossary, "" h ich, while not an infallible guide, shou ld answer rnost queries 
as to what German word is being translated at any par ticular point. I have 

,dso attached a short Greek- English Glossary. 
One translational decision requires specific comment, especia lly as it is 

n·flccted in the title of this volume. In line with most previous transla
tions of ll e idegger and other German philosophers T have rendered 
· \\'csen' as 'essence'. It should be kept in mind, however, that when 
lleidegger uses ' Wesen' in connection with freedom, truth, and the 
human being, he does not mean the same thing as the Latin 'essentia', 
which refers to the 'what-ness' or 'essential nature' of something. Instead, 
in such contexts Heidegger wants to convey the original verbal meaning 
or 'VVesen'. For example, since freedom is not a 'thing', the 'essence of 
freedom' does not refer to anything fixed and static, but rather to an 
·occurrence' wherein the human being actively 'appropriates' its proper 

being. 
The frequent passages of Greek, particularly in Part One, are usually 

translated or paraphrased by Heidegger himself. Where this is not the 
rase, I have given standard English translations in the footnotes. Other 
footnotes are from the editor of the German edition, who as well as giving 
bibliographical references sometimes puts supplementary material from 
lleidegger at the bottom of the page. The approximate page numbers 
of the German edition are given in square brackets at the foot of each 

page. 
References to and quotations from Kant's v.rritings have been given 

according to standard Engllsh translations (occasionally modified), 
with the approximate pagination of the (;ermaJl 'Akademie' edition in 
brackets; however, references to the Critique ofPure Reason (abbreviated 
CPR ) follow the standard numbering system of this particu lar work. 

The Kant translations used arc as follows: 

Aritik der reinen Vernunji: Immanuel Kant ~~ Critique qf Pure Reason, 
I rans. :\onnau Kemp Smith, London: :V[al'mil lan, 1933. 

(;rundle~un~ ::ur .'Vlewplzysik der Siuen: Foundations of the l'vletaphysics 
c!J' 1/cwals. 
Aritik der praktischen Vernunfl: Critique 9( Practical Reason. 
Both translawd by Lewis \Vhite Beck in ImmanueL Kant: Critique q( 
Practical R eason and Other fJ/ritin~s in 1\lond Philosoph.r, trans. and 
c•clited by H<'ck, Chicago: l ' ni,·ersity of Chicago Press, 1949. 
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Aritik der Lrteilskrl!fi: Criti-que C?f Jud{{ement, trans. Werner S. Pluhar, 
Indianapolis: l lacketL Publishing Company, J9H7. 

0 1' 1111111di sensibilis at que inlelligibilis forma et JH'incipiis: Dissertation on 
the Form and Principles of the Sensible and lntelli{{ible f4/orld, trans. 
.John llandyside in Kant 's Inaugural Dissertation and Early f4/ritings on 
Spare, I .ondon: Open Court, 1928. 

Prolegomena zu einer jeden kunfiif!e" lvfetaph,rsik: Prolegomena to A1~y 
Future Nletapl~ysics, trans. Paul Caurus (<'xtensively revised by James 
W. li.llington), in Kant's Philosophy of 11./aterial 1 ature, indianapolis: 
Hackett Publishing Company, 1985. 
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PRELIM! 'AllY CONSIDERATIO S 

.~ I. 1'he Apparent Contradiction between the 'Particular' Question 
Concerninfr the Essence if f Iuman Freedom and the 'General' 

Task qf an introduction to Philosopl~y 

Tlte theme of this introduction to philosophy is already signallt>rl 111 the 
1 ilie of the lecture course. It is the essence of human freedom. We are to 
lrf'al of freedom, more specifically, of human freedom. We are to treat of 
rna n. 

So we shall be considering man and not animals: not. planL<;, not 
material bodies, not. the products of craft and technology, not works of art, 
not God, but man and his freedom. 

Those things just listed as outside or alongside man are as familiar to us 
as ma11 himself. All these things are spread out before us and we can 
distinguish various items one from another. Yet we are a lso acquainted 
with that in which, despitt> every distinction and difference, all things 
agree. Everything we know is known as something that is, and everything 
1 hat is we caU a being [ein Seiendes]. To be a being [Seiendes zu sein] is 
wltat everything we have mentioned, primarily and in the last instance, 
ltas iu cmnmon. 

The human being, whose freedom we aTe going to consider, is one 
being among all the others. The tota lity of beings is what we usual ly call 
world, and the ground of world is what we commonly call God.1 If we 
bring to mind, however inderinitely, the totality of known and unknown 
bf'ings, at the same time thinking specifically of man, it becomes clear 
that human beings occupy only a small corner within the totality. Set 
bc•fore the forces of natun• and cosmic processes this tiny being exhibits a 
hopc•less fragility, before history with its fates and fortunes an ineluctablt> 
pm,·c>rlessness, before the immeasurablf' duTation of cosmic processes and 
of history itself an inexorable transitoriness. And it is this tiny, fragile, 
po'' 'C'rl<•ss. and transitory being, the human being, of whom we are to 
1 rC'a t. 

Fmther. we shall examine just onC' of this being's properties - its 

' ' \\ orld' and ·c;ocl' are here int<'tHled as noucou11nital words for th <• to taliL\' of 
lH'iugs (1111' spN·ifit totali ty of 11atun• and history: world) and for the gron11d of the 
lntality (Cod). 
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ln·<·donr and not its oth<>r faculties. accornplislnnPnts, and draraclt'r 
i!->t ic!->. \\nil till' topic 'the essence of human fn•Pdorn· we• l>trictl\' hind 
ot•rsPh<•s to Ill<' examination of one parlicular que.llion (f n•Pdtlln). which 
for its part is related to om• particular bein{! (ma n) within tlw totality. 

Yc•t tr<'ating this topic is supposed to he> an iutrodul'lion lo philomphy. 
From suc-h an introduction we expect to gain a \' i<'w of philo.1ophy in 
g<•nc•ral, i.<'. of the totalit_y cif it que tiom. In this wav ,,.<'want to gain an 
owrview of the cntir<' field of philosophy . . \ n i 11 trod uctiou to philosophy 
must providE' an orientation to the most general ft•atures of philosophy; it 
lllnst avoid the danger of losing itself too much in particular qucstious 
and thereby distorting the view of the whole. ' lo be sure, thcrc• may be 

particular q uc•stions with iu philosophy. But an in trod uctiou to phi los~phy 
must from the very beginning attempt to bring the whole into view as 
such. 

To attempt an introduction to philosophy by way of Llw question of 
human frccdom, to seek an understanding of philosophy in {{eneral by 
immNiiatC'Iy diverting into a particular question: this is clca rly au impos
sible• undt•rtaking. For the intention, and the means of its rc•alizatior1, are 
opposc•d to one another. 

a) The ' Particularity' of the '[opic ancl the '(;cnerality' 

of an Introduction to Philosophy 

Tilt• particular is indeed different to the general. The th<'ory of differen 
tial equations is not mathematics as such. The morphology and physiology 
of fun~-tus and moss is not botany as such. The inter pretation of Sophocles' 
dnti{{one is not dassical philology as such. The history of Frec!C'rick th<:> 
Second is not medieval history as such. r .ikewisc, the treatment of Lite 
problem of human fr('edom is not philosophy as uch. 

\ nd yet how doW(' begin , for example in mathematics:> \\ e do not start 
wnh th<' theory of di ffl'rential equations but with the calculation of 
eli ffc•n•ntials, i.e>. WP treat this topic in particular and not mathematics as a 

wltoiP, IH'V<'r tiJP 11 1a thematical as such. l n philology we l>t'gin by rcading 
and intt•rprl'ling spPcifie individua l literary works and not with philology 
as such or with th<• litt•rnry work as such. So in a ll thl' s<'i('nccs: W(' begi n 
with tlw particular and <·onc·rete, not in order to remain and get lost a t this 
IP\ PI, h11t so that we can procC'eo to llw c•ssPntial r~nd univNsal. Tit<' 
partic·ular i:. dill't>rc•nt to the' unin•rsal hut tl1is diffN<'IIC<' do<·s 1101 i111ply 
<'OIItradic·tion or lllllllral <' '<C'lusion. On tiH• contrary, tlw partic·ular is 
a!"'"· ~ t lw partit'IJiaritv of om· thing. nauwlv of diP uni,c·r~al c·tHitairH'd 
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"ithin it, and the univNsal is always th<' universality of liw various 
particulars detc•rn1ineci hy it. \ Y<• IIIIISt tltc·refore always look to the par
t ilular i r \\'(' wish to discO\'('!' tht• universal. To press forward from a 

1 n•aunent of a particular probll'111 in thil> case human freedom - to the 
un ivcrsali ty of philosoph ica I k nowiNige is in no way an iw possible under
t,1king. i nstead, this is the only fruitful and scientific method for an 
introduction to philosophy. It is til(• method that every cience naturally 

adopts. ' o the task of these lt>ctures is quite in ord(•r. 
Such is the situation. provided that philo!.ophy too is a sc-ience and as 

such remains bound b ' til<' guiding principles of scientific methocl. But 
this assumption is erroneous. To he sure, many people strongly insist upon 
i L aud not by accident. \\'hy til is prcsupposi tion of the scienti fie character 

of philosophy is unjustified we cannot now discuss. 
\ Ye sh all considN this one thing otdy. Originally the totality of beings 

was called material nature, living nature, etc. Science d ivides all these 
beings - the totality of world and <1od - into different domains, which arc 
then distributed among thC' particular science'S. {\ature is the concern of 
mathematical physical theory . . l listory (man) is the concern of historical 
systematic cultural science. God is the concern of theology. 'ince no 
s.pccific domain of beings is left over for philosophy, the latter can only 
concern itself •.vith all beings, and indeed precisely as a ·whole. If every 

science is necessarily rC'stri<'led to one· and only one particular domain 
then philosophy cle~rly cannot bE' a science and has no right to call itself 
one. This consideration is not meant to decide the issue of whether 
philosophy is or can be sci<'nti fie but only to show that there arc 
reasonable grounds for at least questioniug and disputing this assumption. 

From the possibility of thus disputing th<' scientific character of 
philosophy we conclude only that it is not so certain that in philosophy we 
~hould follow the scientific procc•dure of selling out from a particular 
question - the problt'tll of fn•t•dorn in ordN to achieve the desired 

·introductory' {{eneral orientation to philosophy. 
The view that this latt<'r procNlure, owing to its sci('ntific character, is 

also sui table n ncl necPssar • for phi losophy, rests on allot her presu pposi Lion, 
JJamel r thaL the t[li<'SI ion concc•rn in rt th <' <'SS<'ncc• of human freedom is a . n 
!->pc·r·ir~ l or particular q LH'SI ion . Such a 11 opinion has common sense 011 i Ls 

'>ide. \\'0 oursph·ps h!'g;1n by indiC'ating that freedom is a particu lar prop 
t'rty of 111an and that man is a particu lar bt•ing witl1in the totality of 
hc·i 11gs. PPrhaps that is <'OITC'<'I. 'l'h(• quPstion concerning the <'SSCIIC'l' of 
hu1nan fre('dom is 11('\'NtiH'Icss ll<ll a particular qu<':.tion. But if this is so, 
if tht' LOpic of tiH'St' l<·<·tu n•s is 1101 a particular quest ion, th('ll wt' are not al 
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all in a pol>illon to Sf'l out frorn a particular C!' H'Stion in order to arrin• at 
SOIIH'tltlll:.{ uni\'CrsaJ. 

h) Broadening th<' Qu<'stion Concerning t ht• l•:sst' tlC<' of I lurnnn 

Fn•c·dom towards the ' lotality of Beings ( \\'orld and (1od) in thC' 

Pr<'lirninary D iscussion of ':\'f'gati,·c' Fn•eclo rn . SpC>cific CharactPr 

of Philosophica l as Distinct from Sri<'nt ific Qm•stioning 

~~ut why is th<' problem ciffreedomnot apanint!arquestion? At this point 
rt can only bP rouglz~r indicatC>d why th<' probl(•tn of frpcclorn, from 

the vPry OUlS<'t , cannot bt' treated as a particular question. Among the 

definitions of the essence of freedom On<' has ahw1ys come to the fore. 

According to this, freedom primarily ref<'rs to au~onomy. Fr<'<'dorn is 

freedom from ... Daz dine isttlf'i da:: da an nihte hanf!elund an deme ouch 
niht enhtm{!et< This definition of the essence of frc-Pdom as indept'ndc•nce, 

the abs<'ncc- ol dependence, involves the denia l of d<'pendencc· on some

thi ng <' lsc. O n<' speaks, therefore, of the rwgat ive concept of frPedom 

more succinctly of 'negative freedom'. Cle<~rly tlwn , this negativ<' fre<'dm~ 
of man is fully defined by specifying what m an is independent from, and 

how such independence is to be conceivC'd. In earlie r interpr<'lations 
of fre<'dorn this ' from what' of indep<'nd<>rtc<' has bcen expcricucC'd and 
problenHllizC'd iu tu·o essential directions. 

1. Pr<>Niom front ... is independence from nature. By this we nwau that 

human actiou as such is not primarily c<~usC'd by u~ tural proccss<'s; it is 

not bouucl by the lawfulrwss of natural pror<'SS<'S and their li<'<'('Ssity. 
This i nd<'!)<'lld<'nc<> from uat ur<' can be grasp<'d in a more ess<'n t ial w;y 

by r<'llC'cttug that the iuu<'r dc•cision and resolve of 111an is in a cc•rtain 

l'C'Sp<'ct ind('p<'ndPnt of the tlt'Ct'ssity which rc•sides iu human fortunes. 

From what was said abov<' we• could call this ind<'p<'nd<'trce fro111 nature 
and h istory an iudC'p<'nd<'nct· from tlw 'world', whe re th<' lattc•r is 

undNstood as tlw unitary tota lity of history and naturE•. :\'ot a lways, but 
prccisc•ly wh<'r<' a primordial consciousrwss of fr<'edom has. b<'<'n 

~.wa k<>nc•d. a .1e1·ond rwga tivC' c·onc·c·pt of fn•rdou1 goes togNlter wi tl1 t Itt• 
lu·st. 

2 . . \ cC'orcliug to this. frc•('(lonl rnc•an~ indepent!enreji'Oin God, autonol!l\' in 

' \l t'l"l'r b khdrt. ' \ on d1•n 12 lllilZI'Il unwrs ht·rn•n li1·hamt·~· ( fJ1•11t 11 ht'l 
l~ntd,·t·r d,., rwr::dmtt'IJ ./ahrluuukrt,, t>ditt•d hv Fr.utz l' ft•tiTer. \ olunw Two. )rd 

!'dn, C •Ulllltgt·n. II) H . p. ')79. Z. 7 ' H). 
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n•lation to (;od. For only if thC'n· is such autonousy can man tak<' up n 
relationship to C od. Only tht•ll cau he seek a11d ack nowlcdg<' C od, hold 
w c;ocl and take• upon himse(( tht• demands of (; od. All such beiug 

toward (}od would be in priucipiP impossible if man did not poss<'ss tlw 

possibility of wrning <~way frotll (iod. But tlte possibility of turniug 

toward or turning away from <~lready prC'supposC's a certain indepC'nd 

<' liCe and fn•<•dom in relation to (;od. So th<' f ull concept qf ne{!atiL•e 
ji·eedom amounts to independen('e <{manfrom trorld and God. 

So when wt> treat of the essC'nCC' ol' human frt'Nlotn, albrit as un(kr 

o;tood only in this negative way, i.e. when we really reflect upo11 this 

double independence, we must necessarily keep in mind that.from ll'hich 
man is ind<'penclent. lf/orld and God are not just accidentally or contin

gently represented in the ne{!ative concept of freedom, but are essenlia/(y 
tncluded i n it. If negative frC'cdorn is the topic, then world and (;od 

necessarily belong to the topic as th<' ' from what' of independence. But 
world and (~od together constitute the totality of what is. If freedom 

becomes a proble m , albeit initially only as negative::' freedom , then we are 

necessarily inquiring into the totalizy qf tdzal is. The problem of freedom, 

accordingly, is not a particular problem but clearly a universal problem! It 

does uot concern any particular thi11g, but rather sornC'lb ing quite general? 

I.Pt us see. 

:"\ot only does the question concerning the essC'nce of human freedolll 

not limit our considerations to a particular dornain, it remo1•es limits; 
tustead of limiting tllC' inquiry it broadens it. But in this way we arc not 

\t'lling out fro111 a particular to arrive at its univC'rsality. l<or world and 

c;od are 110t Ll1<' unive rsal over agaiustman as a particular. :\Ian is not a 
particular instance of (;od in tit<' way that dw alpin<' rose is a particular 

instance of t lw (•ssence of p l(ltlt or Aeschylus' Prometheus a partic1rlar 

i nst<~nc!" of trag<'dy. 

Tlte rentOYal of limits leads us into the totality of beings, i.<'. world 
.tnd C ;od, iu tlw midst of whid1 lllau ltims<'lf is situat<'d. and i11 such a 

''·•V t hat It<• stands in a rl"latio nsltip to world a nd ( ;od . It thus bN'Olli<'S 

('ll rttpiPtdy <' 1<-ar: the question co11cemin{! the essl'lll'e c?f human.Ji·eedom 
relates ncithel' to a particular nor to a u11i1·ersal. This question is cottt 

plc·t<'ly difi'Nc' nt lo pvery kind of ITient~{ir qut•stion , which is alwavs 
1onfined to a particular domai n aud inquire's i11to the particu la rit\' of a 
uni,ersaL \\' ith the question of fn•t•dom w<' IC'a\(' lwhiml us. or hNL('l', we 

do !lOt at all <'lllN into. f'\ '('rnhillg and anytlrin~ of a regional charaC"lt'r. 
This din(•n•tu'<' a nd distitt C"ti\(•n <·~~ of tlw question <'Ollcerning lnnn a n 
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fn·Pdorn. namdy that it IC'ads into the totalit\' or b<'ings. ll!arks it out as a 
~opecifically philosophical question. 

If <'\'Pry scientific question ;md every scit•nc<' a!> surh are in their 
psscnce rC'stricted to a r<'gion, and if tire <pwst ion roncNning human 
frl'edom in its proper rnNtning forces us into tlw toudity of beings as suclt, 
then this question cannot be a scientific one. For not on ly in a quantitative 
1>111 also in a qualitative sense, no science has LIH• hrC'adth of horizon to 
I'IH'Otn pass the unitary whole which is intended (a llwi t u nclearly and 
inddinitely) by the qu<'stion of freedom. . 

Awkward as the question might be for us, if w<' arC' really intent on 
asking it we netC'ssarily stand, from the very beginning and from the 
ground up. somewhere altogether different to the sta ndpoint of every 
sri<•nce, whether past. present, or future. . 

This rough explanation of negative freedom has alr<'ady shown that the 
problem of freedom is not a regionally limited particula; question. To be 
sure, it wil l be replied, it is not a question belonging to any of the 
particular sciences, but it is sti ll a particular problem \·vithin phi losophy. 
For philosophy is surely not exhausted by the trC'atrnent of this one 
problem. Beside this there• are questions co;tcerning th<' essence of truth, 
human knowledge, the essf'ncc of nature. history. art, and whatever else is 
commonly listed when one gives an oven·iew of philosophy. The question 
of human freedom indisputably stands alongside' tht'S<' questions as a 
particular question in comparison with the still rnor<' i'lnd most general 
question concerning the ess<'nce of what is i'IS such, whetl1<'r it be 11atural, 
historical, human, or divi ne. 

T he question concerning the essence of truth is ind<'<'cl different to the 
question concerning tire C'ssence of freedom. But botlt these questions 
inquire into the totality and thus have a ncc<'ssar · connection w ith the 
most ger1C'ral question concemi ng the essence of beings as such. How the 
quc•stion of freedom opc•ns up tlw horizon to tltt' totality was indicated 
aln•ack in the discussion of negative freedom. But is this .reference to the 

totality not on<'-sidc,d and inc·omplete? Fre<'dorn negativdy understood as 
indC'pl'lldencf' front world (nature and history) and c;ocl does show a 
n·lationship to th<'s<', hut on ly a negative on<': world and (Tod as what do 
1101 bind tlr<' one· who is frN•. \Vc must always include• t his ' independent 
front what·, this ' not bound to what'. but it cloPs not propNly h<'long to our 
topic·, standing onlr at the• bordc•r of it. \\'e must have this in ,·i<'w. but we 
n<•t•d not go into it. 

If this is the• case•. thc•n th1• problc•rn of frl'f'donr. dc·spitl' a 111atcriallack 
of n•stnctiV<'IIl'l>l>. il> MII>JI'Ct to tiH•matic r<'strictiorr. Tl w totalttr of bt'ings 
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t~> not as such tl1<' topir. So the problem of fr<'<'dom r<.'mains a particular 
problt"nt within philosophy. Therefore our planned introduction must tak<.' 
,1 unl'· siclcd oricmtation; its topic may be of cxc<'ptional importance, but as 
,111 introduction it is n<.'cessarily incomplete. This is unfortunate, but its 

1111avoidability can perhaps be justiGed by rPfNring to the fact that, as a 
ltu nran endeavour, phi losophy is always piet<.'tneal , finite, and limited. 

In addition, phi losophy as knowledge or the totality cannot in all modesty 
l'onreive the whole in one stroke. Confessing L<> such limitation and 

111odesty always has a 'sympathetic· efl'ect, indeed rnatw take this as an 

l''pression of a critical cast of mind which only inquires into what it can 

handle and manage. 
.\nd yet this banal modesty is not onl a licence for the utter super

ficiality. and arbitrariness of the common understanding, which takes 
philos~phizing as nothing but the calculation of business expenses. We 
ourselves have already conceded too much to this superficiality in the 
above d iscussion or negative freedom. ' ) o begin with, from a consideration 
of the topic of negative freedom, we concluded that the problem of 
freedom does not encompass everything. We thereby overlooked that, inso
far as we rightly speak of negative freedom, we can and must conceive of 
positive freedom as well, and that it is just this positive concept of freedom 
"ltich in the first in tance marks out the domain of the problem of free
dom, so that negative freedom must be conceived in unity with positive 
frPedom if we wish to decide whether the problem of freedom is a 
pa rticular question of philosophy among others, or whether it incorpor
ate's the who!<-. Instead, we too hastily decid<'d 1 his either -or in favour of 
nPgative freedom. ot only that, but we have also conceived negative 

frw·dom inadequately. 

c) Dt·eper Interpretation of ' :\egative Freedom' as Freedom-from ... in 
' INms of the E .. .-;sC'nce of Its Helational CharartN. B<.'ings in the \ \'hole 

\<'cessar ily lnduded in tire Question Concerning !Iuman Freedom 

\\p interprewd n<'gativc freedom as indcpenden<'l' from world (nature and 
l11~1 ory) and Clod. The ' front which ' was inc·lud<'d in the concept hut not as 

"" c'x pli cit topil'. T hf' primary topic was frc('dorrt , i.<•. here ' i rtdept'ndencc• 
I rout .... as Sill' h . \\hat docs this llll'(lll:) I r we wish LO C'harartf'ri'l.<' 
·rndPpetulc>nn• front' in a quit<' general wa~·, we• nt11st say it is a re lation 
~It i p. rnor£' spl'ci fica ll r a r<.'lationsh i p of non -di'IWIIdt•nce of one tIt i ng on 
<lltoth<.'r. The l'<]lll\ ale• nee of onP 1 hing and anotlwr is also a relationship. 
l1kewisc' d iffprc·nll' as tl11• non-equivalc>ncc· of nil<' tiring and anoth<'f. In 
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r<'t!ard io <'''<'rr rPiationship we distinguish I. ill<' relal<'dnc•ss of tlw Oil<' to 

tilt• oth<•r as sueh, and then 2. just this on<' and <liiOtll('r hNWl'<'n whic·h 
t II is n• I at l'<hwss ohta ins, the terms of the relationship. ThP word ·rt'lation 

!>hip' is g<'nNall~· spPaking ambiguous. SomNimes wp mean simply 

r<'latPdn<.'.S as such. but just as often this relatechwss togc•ther with tht> 
tPrms of tlw r<'lationship. 

Di n·<'r<'nN'. I ike independence. is a ·negati\'t'' rei at ionsh i p. \\' lwn <'.g .. 

we ascNtain tlw d~{ference between this blackboard and this lamp on the 
r<.'iling, W<' art> tr{'ating of a relationship. In ascenaining such a diff<>renrc 

we must not only co-think the terms of the relationship (blackboard, 

lamp) otli<>rwise the relatedrwss would hon•r in mid-air so to speak -

but W<' 1nust ~o into the re lated terms theursE>Ives. \\'e ascertain the 

so-bc•ing of the blackboard ar1d the so-being of the la mp, and from this \\'C' 

grasp tlu•ir diffNenct'. I n aU ascertaining of r<'lationsliips the terms rn11st 
thc•msC'lves b<' trc•ated. Th is is obvious. But does it follow that o11r pla1111C'd 

discussion o f frl'edom (say, as inclependf'ncP) must likl'wis<' go into the 

<'ll'nH•nts of thl' relationship~ ClPa rly it must, for how otherwise Me we to 

ascer tain indcpl.'ndence? This relationship does not hover som<>whcre by 

its0lf, hut we only discover it by treating man as one element a nd world as 

the other C'lernent. Do we then want to ascertai n indcpcndcncc (frpedom)? 

Can we•? W<' neither want to do this. nor are we able to. \\'<' ar<' not 

treating m<'r<'l\' human freedom, but the essenre of human frC'Niom. The 

<'SSCIIC<' of freNiom? Three things belong- to the clarification of <•ssl.'nrf': I. 

what hf'ing, what it (freedom) as such is. 2. how this what -lwing is in 

itsC'lf possibl<'. 1. whC're thc g round of this possibility lies. ' 

\\ hat \\'('arc trC'ating, therl.'fore. is th{' essenre of a rl'lationship. We do 

not sc•pk to establish and prO\'e such a thing as a fact. Ev<'ll if that were 

pos-;ihlc• we• would hm·<' to know in ad\'ance tl'lwt it ;, that is to ht• <'Stab 

lis11<'d. If we• consider a relationship in its ess<'IH'(• must we entN into the 

tPI'IIIS of tlrc> relationship:' If we were to treat of the essen<'<' of diff<'I'<'IICC, 

would W<' hav<' to discuss this blackboard and this la mp:' Or would W<' have 

to considc·r oth<'r t·as<•s of diffNence (house ancl tree. triangl<' and moon, 

Pte·.):! Cknrly not. ' I(> ascertai n the cssen r<' of diff'N<'Il<'<' it is irn•Ic•,ant 

which sp('rific· diiTt•rc·nt th ings we employ as <'Xamplt•s. On tlw otlwr ha nd 

wt• do IIC'<'d to lwve Llr <' t<'nns of t lw relationship in \' i<'w; wt• cannot 
d isp<·n~t· w i 1 h t lu·u1. 

\\ IH•n , tlr!'l't•f()rt•. ,,·c· dC'fiiiP tlw rssencc· of n rc·lationship. we• do not. as 
in ill<' t·as<· of t•stahlishing n sp<'cific fartuall\' c• ,isting relationship 
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twr wc<'n sp<'cific faC'Lunlly givt·n th ings. ha\'<:' to ent<'r into these sp<'cific 

1cnns of th<' relationship. \\'p urust hold in ' ' if'w the l<'rms of the relation 

... hip as such, but whether tlrt•y arc• fnrtuallv t'Oitstituted in this way or that is 

hl'side the point. Th is irreJt•, •nrH't' of the specific eonu.·nt of the rcsperti\'e 

rl'lat ional terms docs not lllf'an the\' can be lt'ft out of account in darifyiug 

tilt' CSSeii<'E" of relatC'dness. ( ,ct US <tltCIIlJ>l to aJ.>pk this to our problem. 
lf we proceed according to the m•gatiw c·onccpt, then with the question 

tonccrning the f'SSC'nce of human freedom \\'C are inquiring into the 

I'~S<'nre of man ·s independent<' from world and { ;od. \\'e do 11ot want to 

deride whether this or that individual is inclqwndent of this or that world. 

of this or that ( ;od, but we set•k the esst'nce of the independe11ce of man 

as such from world ami ( ;od as such. If Wt' wish to grasp the essenc<> of 

this relationship, of this indcpcndencr. we must inquire into the essence 

ol man, a nd a lso into tlw <'SS<'IICC of ""orld and God. PV!zether, and hou ·, 
st tch questioning can be ca rried throug h is reser ved for later discussion. 

From th ese considerations we conclude only the following: that because 

independen ce as a negative relationship so to speak detaches itself and 

rPmains re moved from that which it is indep{'ndent of, it does not follow 

that in examini ng the cssenc<• of ind<'pcndence W<' can dispense with 

looking at the 'from which'. lnstC'ad the rev{'rS<' follows. Since 'independ-

1'11<'<' from ... ' is a rclationsh ip to which thert' bt'longs as such a rE'latcd 

ness to world and C od, precisely for this rC'ason must this 'from what' of 

independence be brought into considNation. i.e. included in the thf'me. I n 

brief. what pertains to the cssential content of the relationship - to be 

awa,· from ... - dors not pertain to re,flection on the essenr<' of the 

n•latiou hip. 

d ) Philosophy as He\'!•aling the \\ holt> by :\leans of 

Propcrly Conr<>in•d Particular Problems 

Thus. from the \ 'NY beginning, t lw q uc·st iou conc<·rn i ng the cssem·<' of' 

hnman fr<'edom tlrernatizC's t lw tota lit\" of what is. world a nd (;od, and 

not just tlw limit or bord<'r. \\ hilc' th(• qta•stion cone<'rning the essence of 

l'n'Pdom is: din·<'rent fro 111 til<' question con e<>ming tlr l:' <>ssenc<' of truth. it 

I!> not a panieular probl<•n r, hu t eorl ct'l'ns Llu• whol e. ,\ttd perhaps this also 

.tppli<'s to tilt• qta•stion conc·t•rnin g tilt• c·ss<'ll('(' of truth. T his mC'ans. how 
t'\1'1'. that P\'!'1'\' philosophical <JIIC'Stion inquires into tlw who!<'. •\ crord 
111gk taki11g tlw q tlt'stion of hun tan f'H•Pdolll as our guidC'line, \\' f' 111<1\'. 

111dec•d \\' <' 1111111. att<'llllll an actu•tl introduetion to philosophy as a who!!'. 
But tht'r<' r<'lllain~ an in.td!'(jlHH'\. \ !though tlw prohlt>m of fre<'dmn 



10 Preli1n i1uu~y ConsidPrat l()ll s 

lays the· whole of' philosophy before us, this oc·cttrs within a particular 
p~rspect ivc, that of freedom, and not, e.g .. that of tru th. The totality of 
philosophy is exhibited in our introduction with fl quite specific f'mphasis. 
\VC'n' wP to choose' the problem of truth, as w<' clid in an earlier introduc
tory course,·• then philosophy as a whole would hP shown in a different 
configuration ancl constellation of problems. So it ... vould seem that the 

acwa l totlllity of phi losophy would be grasp<•d on ly if we cou ld trf'at all 
possible questions and their perspectives. 

However we twist and turn, we cannot avoid the fact that an introduc
tion to philosophy guided by the problem of frc>cdom takes on a speci fie 
and particular orientation. In the end this is not an inadequacy. Eve>n lC'ss 

doPS it require any apology, e.g. by appea ling to the fragility of all human 
endeavour. Perhaps the strength and strike-poll'er C!f philosophizing rests 
precisely on this, that it reveals the whole only in properly grasped particu
lar problems. Perhaps the popular procedure of bringing all philosophical 
questions together in some kind of framework, and then speaking of 
everything and anything without real ly ask£ng, is the opposite of an 
introduction to philosophy, i.e. a semblance of philosophy, sophistry.~ 

~ Heidegger, Einleitwzg in die Philosophic (GA 27: Freiburg lectures 1928/ 29, 
edited by Otto Saame and Ina Saame-Speidel, Klostermann, 1996). 

~ Cf. Aristotle, Nlerapltysics r 2, 1004 b 17 f. and b 26. 
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CH ·\PTER 0'\E 

First Dreakthr·ough to the Proper· Dimension of 
the Problem of Freedom in Kant. 

The Connec tion of the Problem of Freedom w ith the 
Fundamental Problems of Metaphys ics 

.~· 2. Philosophy as Inquirin~ into the II 'hole. 
Goin{!-ajier-the-Wizole as Goin{!-to-the-Root!t 

'\otwithstanding initial doubts, therC'fore, our intention of providing an 

llltroduction to philosophy as a whole by treating the problem of human 
lr<'(•clom is quit<' in order. nlike the sciencPs, philosophy from the very 
beginning aims at the whole, naturally within a specific perspective. We 
uut~· be confident of being on the right track here. Jn the course of our 
preliminary considerations we have already learnt a great deal, albeit in 
outline. concerning freedom. independence, and the distjnctive character 
of philosophical questioning in its difference to science. The aim of our 
discussions was obviously to reassure ourselves about the validity of our 
chosen task. Do we rC'ally feel reassured? Should we feel reassured? Doubt

IPss this is necC'ssary if phi losophy is to quiNI · Ol'cupy itself with all sorts 
of interesting qu<'stions. ll owever, can th<' probl<'tn of human freedom lw 
simp ly set befor<' us and demonstrated? Or must we omselves be lf'd into 
tlw problem, in ordN that we subsequ<>ntly rC'main fi r mly within it ? 
\\'<' ourselves. not someone else, not some arbitrary other person! Or is 
philosophy only a higher (because more uuivNsal) occupation of tit(' 
'(lirit. a luxury and di\'l'rsion from the often monotonous and arduous 
pnwedurl' of the sciences? [s philosophy an opportunity, of which wc 
o<Tasionally avail ourst•h-('s, to widen our \'i t'w out from the narrow fil'lrl 

nl' the par ticular sciPII<'('S for a picl\lr(' of tht• whole? For what did wc 
1111•a n when W<' said that philosophy inquires into the whole? Dot'S this 
tJt<'an 1ha1 wt• ju!-1 <T<'Hl<' a vnutage point for ourselves, so that we ran bl' 
ht·lt<'r placpd as nbst•n<•rs. better than in tht• a ll too-narrow r<'giorts of the 
par1icular sciences:' Or drws philosophy's roli<'PI'lt with tlw whole m<•an 
'ottrl't hi ng <'l),t•.' Do<'' it :.ign i ly that it goes to o11r ou ·n root.~? .\ nd ind<•<'d, 
Hot hy ocra:.iona I h a pph'ing to our own <·ase. itt i\ 111oral way. philosoph ica I 
clt:.!'ussions and propol>illon:- wltic·h W<' hm <' .. uppoM·dh· umiC'rstood. t Jru, 
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gaining <•difinllion from philosoph\·. l ' ltimaH• Iy w<• only und<'rstand 

pltilo~oplty if Llw qu<>stioning goes to tlw root of what is q•u•stiorH•d. 

Pit i lo!>oplt~· i~ not til<>or.·Nica I knowletlg<' t<>g<'tlt!•r wi 1 h practical appl ica 
110n, nor rs rt tht•or(;'ltcal and practical at tltC' same' tim<'. It is m ore 

l":unordialt han <>i th<'r. for both oft hese p<'rta in pri nrari ly 1 o tl1<' part ic·ula r 
!>!"l<'nC't'S. 

'l'lw rlmraetc.>r of philosophy as inquiring into the whol<' rC'mains 

fnn cla nlc•ntally inad<>quate as long as \\'C' do not grasp thC' 'going aftN

th<> w~1olc> as a 'going-to-the-roots'. But ran philosophizing nrnonnt to, 

an~l aun ~t. S<'l tling down and being reassured.' Do we really IH'gin to 

plul<~sophl'l.C' whcn WE' begin with a reassurarw<'? Or do \ \ 'C b<'gin in this 

way 1n onkr to turn our backs on philosophy right from thl' start:' 

In til<' <•nd, however, it is not a reassurance' if W<' rnakc• it C'i<•ar to 

ours<•lv<>s tbat our aim and method are quilC' in ordN. I'N itaps this indi

cates no m on• than that we ar e surely drawing n<'ar to a dangC'r-zonc -

n1orc• rarc•fu lly put, that there is a sure possibi lity of tltis. In any cast' we 

now know ~non•. The previous definit ion of phi losophy, as conr<'rning th e 

wltol<'. was Inadequate. :vlore precisely, this going-aft<•r-Liw-wltol<' must be 

g rasp<'d as a 'going-to-the-root'. Admittedly this is just an ass<>rtion. !low 

arC' \~<' to prove i t? Clearly, we can only do so from tlw content of philo

soph ical qu<>stioning itsPif. I low this is to occur must b<' tried out in actual 

philo ophi=inf{. But at the beginning we ll<'<'d an indication of the fu ll 
S<'nS<' of philosophy's inquiry into the whole. 

Then' is a particular reason why we could not, in our earlier c·on

sid:rations, 1~ress forward to this full sense. \\'hile we have distinguished 
plulosoph,· fundamentally from the particular sci<•w·cs, we hm·<' still 

oric•ntcrl philosopll\· in t<>rms of scientific knowledge. This comparison 

<'011\'('\'S nothing b<'yond what philosophy is measured against, i.<'. what 

possibilities th<'l"c> art:' for distinguishing it from scic>nc<'. So now we 

IIIIJSI attt'lllpt to understand philosopl~v in a positi11e ll'ayjiwn itself not 

lw t•rnpty discussions concerning philosophy in gem•ra l, but jin111 the 
contc•nt qf the c!tmen problem. that of hu1nan frcc>dolll. In .this way 

lll!'. f>I'I'Sp!'cti\!'S within whic·h we· shall b<• inquiring concn•tply during the 
c·ntm• l!'<'llll'l' c·oursc· will ope-n up for us. 
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,,,. J. formal-lndicatit•e /)iscu,uion cif''Positit•e Freedo111 ·by R econsidemtion 

of''lim1scendental' and 'Practical' !<reedom in Kant 

Our discussion of th<' topic and its mNhod of trPaUnent has been 

n·stricted to the negativ<' conc<'pt of frt•edom. It is no accident that we 

hm·<> proceeded in this way. \\ lwr<'\'l'l' a knowledge of frc<'dom is 

,twakened it is initially compr<'h<'IHil'd in thl' negative sense, as ·indcpend

t'nce from·. Th is prominl'nC<' of ne{!atil'e frl'edom, indeed perhaps of the 

m•galive as such, is due to the fact that being free is experienced a 
becoming- free from a bond. Brl'aking fr<'e, casting off fE-tters, owrcoming 

ronstrictive forces and powers, must be a fundamental human exp<>rience, 

hY which freedom, understood n egatively, comes dearly into the light of 
knowledge. fn comparison with this clear a nd seemingly unambiguous 

del'inition of negative frc<'dom, the characterization of positive freedom is 

obscure ami ambiguous. The 'e pNicnce' of this wavers and is subject to 

particular modifications. t\ot on ly arc individual conceptions of positiv<• 

fr<>edom different and ambiguous, but the concept of positive freedom as 

such is indefinite, esperially if by positive freedom we provisionally 

understand the not-negative freedom. ·ot-ncgative freedom ca11 mean: 

1. positive fr<>edom as thc.> opposite of the negative; 2. freedom which is 

not negative, but also not positi \·C', neithe r the one nor the other. For 

our preparatory discussion we choose (dispensing with any justification) 

a quite particular conception of positivc fre<'dom. 
:\egative freedom mcans freedom from ... compulsion, a breaking 

loose. releaseme nt. Fre<>dom in the positi,•e sense does rwt mean the 

·awa,·- from .. .', but rather the 'toward-w hich'; positi,·e freedom means 

!wing free for ... , being op<•n for ... , thus oneself being open for .. .. 

allowing onese{/to be delPrrnined through ... , dcter mining oneself to .. . 

This means to dett'nnin<' om's own action purl'ly through oneself. to giw 
to oneself the law for onc's action. /\(tnt roncei\·es positive freedom in this 

:-.<•ns<• of self-determination; further, as absoluw self-activity. • lie calls it 

thP ·power' of 111a11 to 'dctennin<' hims<• lf from himself '/ 

\\ p make• refen'IH'<' precisely to Aunt in this connection not just to 

ljiHlle a philosopl• ica l opinion , but because Kant occupi<'s a distincti,·e 

posi t ion i 11 ti l<' l1 is tory of t l1e probl c• rn of frPedonr. Kant brings the prob 
l1·nt of frc·Niorn for the• first tilll<' pxplicitly int o a radical connection with 

tiH· fundantl'lltal prob!Pn1s of ntc•taphY::.ics. To he surl'. as always and 

LI'H \ Ill'(, II 1-Hl. 
CI'H \ j) k B >h2. 
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rll'<'<'ssarily a l such decisive mom ents, this first breakthrough into the 
propPr dimension of Lhe problem leads to a on<>-sided narrowing which 
we• will have to con fron L. 

\<Ve stated that Kant's doctrill e of frePdo111 occupies a distinctive position 
within philosophy. Prior to him, Christian Lh<'ology had develop<:>d the 
problem in its own way. The Llwologiral disC'ussion, from which both 
positive and negative impulses w<'nt in to philosophy, was itself (Paul, 
Augustine, Luther) not uninnuenrcd by the plrilosophical discussiou. The 
characterization of negative freedom as indqwndcncc from God a lready 
indicates this link between the 1·espective probiC'matics of theology and 
phi losophy. But enough of this. VVe take up the Kantian conception of 

freedom (without now entering into an intt'rpretat.ion of this) merely as 
an example for discussing the positive concept of freedom. We do this to 
obtain a view of the wider perspectives of the problem of freedom and 
thus of our own task as such. 

We said that Kant. conceives freedom as the 'power of self
determination', as 'absolute self-activity'. :'\e ithe r or these contains 

anything negative. Certainly, but they do not mean the same thing. Kant 
thus distinguishes a 'cosmological' from a 'prartical' concept of freedom. ~ 

This distinction , however, is by no means identical with that between 

negative and positive freedom. J t falls instead on the side of positive (more 
precisely, not-negative) freedom. 

First, what does Kant understand by cosmological and practical 
freedom? 'By freedom in its cosmological meaning I understand the 
power of beginning a state spontaneously. Such causality will not, there
fore , itself stand under another cause determining it in time, as required 
by the law of nature. Freedom in this sense is a pure transcendent-al idea.'• 
Freedom, therefore, is the power <?/ the sel}:ori~ination of a stale. This 
explai ns what ""e quoted above as Kan t's concept of fre<>dom: 'absolute 
self-activity' - originating from oneself, spontaneously, sua sponte, spons, 
spondeo, spond, rnEN~. cmt vow: LO give or freely offer, spontan<:>ously, 
spontaneity, absolute self-activity. FrcC'dom as absolute spontaneity is 
freedom in the cosmulu~ical sense: it is a transcendental idea. What this 
latter refNs to will be discuss<>d further 011. First we ask abottL frPedom in 
its ·practical nJ<'aning'. ' Freedom in the prartiral sense is tire will 's 
ind(•pendcnc(' of' coercion through st>usuous impulses'.' Frct>dom in Lhe 

·, C I'H \ ?3 3 f .. H )Ci t L 
'CI'H \ ·})), 1\ 'iGI. 
' CPH >\ '>3· ~. 1\ 'i62. 
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pr,~e·t ira I S(~nsc is independence, which is precisely how we cltaractcrized 
rw"at ivc frC'eclom. l3ut didn't we say that both Kant 's concepls of freedom 
tl ,;. 1ransc·endental aud the practical - are not negative? lucked. But the 
dPfinilion given of practical freedom undeniably takes this as negat.ive. 
\ nd. if we look mor<:> c losely, Kant also explai ns the practical C'Onccpl of 
freedom through precisely those factors we initially r<:>ferrecl to upon men
tioning the Kantian concept of freedom: ·The human will is ... [free ] 

lwcause sc>nsibi lity does not necessitate its action. There is in man a powN 
of' s<'l f-c!Nennination, independent of any coercion through sensuous 
inqJUlses.'11 ff/ill here does not mean arbitrari11ess and lack of discipline. 

Jwt th(• Jacult:y C?f will. Negative freedom is mentioned hNe, but some
thing e lse is also mentioned, namely the power of self-determination. But 
is this not precisely the same thing as spontaneity, thus identical with 
the cosmological concept of freedom? Then the latter would be the 
positive concept of freedom, while practical freedom, independence from 

SPllsibility, would be the negative concept. 
But this is not at all the case. Of course it cannot be denied that Kant, in 

Iris definition of practical freedom , refers to independence from sensory 
compulsion. There is a reason for this. The whole discussion takes place in 
the• Critique of Pure R eason, i.e. in a work devoted to pure understanding 
(the theoretical faculty of man) and not to pract.ical understanding 
( rrpii~ 1<;) in the sense of ethical action. So before we pin Kant down with 
the quoted definition of practical freedom as independence from sens
ibility, we must ask how he defines practical freedom in the Critique if 
fJraCiiml R eason, where he treats thematical ly of rrpu~1c;, i.e. ethics. More 
pr<'cis<•ly, we must ask how Kant conceives practical (ethical) freedom 
whNe he considers eLhics as a metaphysical problem, thus in the Founda
tions cif'the Nfetaphysics ofi\llorals. At the beginning of the third section 
of tl1is work, Kant wriLCs: 'i\s will is a kind of causality of living beings so 
far as they arc rational,.fi·eedvm would be that property of this causa lity 
ll\· which ii can lw effective independently of extf'rnal causes determinin{! 
it, j11St as natural necessit,Y is the property of the causali ty of all non 
r<~ lional !wings by ·which du"r arc detcrrninf'd in their activity by thr 
11 II hu'1H'(' nf PXLerna I ca usc>s.' 7 llNe a{!ain 'i ndt>pPndcnC'('' is mentioned. 
B 111 I\ a 111 now speaks more clearly: 'The preccd i ng t'xpla nation of fr<'e 
dolll is lll'{!atit·e and thNe f()r e affords no insight into its essen<'P. But a 
pn~i 1 i\(' C'OIH'('pt of frPNiotn !'lows from it wh irh is so much the ridwr 

'· CJ>H \ ·YH. B )fi2. 
Ka11 t. Fcmndatton~ qf cite \.fc•tatJ!t_lltn c!f' \/om/\, pp. Jl) I 2 ( I\ , ·H-6). 
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and mon• fruitful'.~ li en' it i:-. alr<'ndv dt·ar that if a positiv<' c·oncepl of 

freedom is to bC' obtain<'cl it will bC' n 1mwttml COIH'<'fH. Kant s;ws: ' \\'hat 

els<', th<'n, can thC' frPNiom of th<' "ill lw but autonom.)·. i.<'. th<' property 

of the will to bC' a /rue to it.1d{:'''' Till' po!>ilil't' cottc'<'pl of frC'C'dom means 

autOIIOII1'V of thC' will, {!iz•in{!.lau·, u11to onc.1e{f Th<· practical rom·<'pl of 

frf'eclont. is not tlw n<'tTation of fn·Niom in its ll'flllltendenta/ nwaning. but 
"' 

pmrti((J/ frC'eclom its<'lf di1 idt':-. into Jll'~ittlw and positin'. 

\\'hat ti1C'n is 111<' situation as n·gards fn•pdom in its transcendenta l 

mt'aning of absoluw sponta11C'it1. if it is not tl11• positi\'C• practical as 

opposC'cl to the twgati,·c practical:' Is ah!.olute spontaneit\' not the same as 

autonomy:, In both cases it is a mattPr of th<' sC'lf, of that which has the 

rharacte1: of sC'l f. the sua .~ponte, ul'nb;. But alt hough there is clearly a 

relationship bC'tW<'<'ll the two, thC'y arf• not tht> sam('. Let us look more 

clos<'lr. lb olute spontaneity is the' facult1· of th<' SC'If origination of a state; 

autonomy is the SPif legislation of a rational will. \ bsolutC' spontaneity 

(t ransct>nden ta l frf'C'dom) is not a matiC'r of will and the law of the will 

but of the st'lf-origination of a staiC': autonomv. on ll1t' other hand, 

concerns a particular being to which thC'rC' bPion~s willing, npu~t:;. They 

are not the sauw, and yet both pprtain to that which has tlw character of 

sel f. I low do t hC'\' lw long togNher? TI H· sel f-ci<>INmination of action 

as s<'lf legislation is a self-origin::ttion of a stat<' in the• specific domain of 

th<' human activit\' of a ratioual being. \ utouon1v IS a kind of absolute 

spontanc•ity. i.e. th e latter cleli mits Ll1C' universal <'SSt'nce of lll<' former. 

Onlv on the basis of 1 his C'SSC'nce as absolute sponl anei ty is autonomy 

pos~ihlc•. \\ Ne Llwr<' no absolute spontau<'it\' then• would lw 110 autonomy. 

The possibility of autonomy is {{rounded in spontilll<'ilv. and practical 

fr<'ed om is g roundC'd in transc·<•nd<'ntal lrPC'dom . . \ crordingly, as Ka nt says 

in tlw Critique t?/ Pure R easo11: ' It should <'SJWcialh· lw not<'d that the 

practical c·oncept offrt!edom is bas<'d on 1 hi!. tmnstwulental idc•a. aud that 

thf' latu•r harbours the rC'al sourc<' of th<' cliiTirult~ wl1ich has nlways beset 

tht• qu<'~lion of tlw possibilitY of frpeclmn'. '" 

' l·inuulllllftJI\. I'· 102 ( 1\ . llh l. 
l ·ntuulallmi'. p 102 I I\. Hit 1. ). 
Ll'l\ \))). II )h i 
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Transcendental Freedom 

I ? 
practical freedom ~--~ --- transcendental freedom 

(will of a rational being) 

~ ------ .. negative poslltve 
independence from sensibility self-legislation 

~0 tlw trauscenden tal freedom of the practica l is not sit uat<>d alon{{side as 

tlw negative, but dlC' practical as the condition of its possibility is prior. 
1 hus the third section of the GrowulLcork of the .1 /etaphysics o/ .Horals 
l!l'ars the stlb-title 'Tiw Concept o f Freedom is the Key to the Explanation 

ol the Autonomy o f thf' Will'. " T he determination o f positive l'rccdom 

il:-. 'autonomy' involves a specific problem, with a difficulty it has always 
horne. 

§ -+. Broadening of the Problem o/ Freedom u •ithin the Perspectit·e 
of the Cosmologiral P roblem as Indicated in the Grounding 

C'httrarter of '1i'ltnscendental Freedom ~· 

Freedom Causality - /Houem ent - Beings as uch 

\\hat ha1•c we now obtained from our brief discussion of the positi1•c 

<·nttc<·pt of l'rt'eclom? Wt• wanted to clarify the problc n1 of freedom by 

~ri, ina a 1Jr t'iirnina ry indication of how LI1C' substantive• problem itsPif, in '"' ~ . 
going-al'ter - the-whoiC', also goes to tht'- root. .\ certain kind of rhnllenge 
~~ im·olvecf in this problem. Thus far. apparC'ntly, W<' havC' seen little of 

this. 011<' would think that th<' challenging cbaraclc r of the problem 

c·onsists in the fact that freedom is precisC'ly a propC'rt)' of us humans and 

tlwn·forf' l)('ars on us. This is t rue. indeed all too truc to captur<' what 

",. st•ck. For tlw trivial opinion just nwntionC'd mer<'ly alludes to the 

practical significance' which fn'C'dom possessC's precisPiy as a lnnna n 

prop<'rty. ll owen•r. this is alrcad~· indicated in the negativc conccpt of 

fn·t·dom. JH'rhaps morc dearly. If this wc•n• tlw only issuc we would ha,·p 

IH•c·n ahk to dispens<· with a discussion of positi1·c fret>dont. But tltc• issue 

'" "onu•thing C' lii<', naln<'ly tlw challengin{{ dwracter of 111l' problem 
ol fn•pdom T his is !>II pposC'd 10 ('lll<'r/!E' f 1'0111 the illlll'f'IIIO~( e.\ I{' /I((! of 

ln·<'tlom imofnr as tilt' latter stand:-. \\-ithin Ill<' horiwn of philosophi<'al 
t jl I('<; I i 0 IIi II g. 

Founrlatwn,. p. 101 ( 1\ . 1-14)). 
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ConSNjtWIItly, in respc•ct of our Pxplanation of poslliV<' freedom in 
tt•rms of the Ka11tian distinction. we must now ask three things: 
I. Docs positive freedom bring about a fundamental broadening of the 
proh!C'matic? 2. What does this broadening indicate, i.e. what perspcctive 
is opened up? :;. Is the hroadl'ning of tlw prohlt•m such that we can now 
se<> how philosophy as the ·going-after the-whole· is at the same timt• a 

'goi ng-to-the root'? 
With rC'spect to our .first question: that positive' freedom involves a 

broadC'ning of th<' problem, and indeed a fundamental onC', can easily he 
see11. \Ve have already observed that positiw freedom, considered in its 
practical sense, is equivalent to autonomy. Its possibility is grounded in 
absolute spontaneity (transcendental freedom). This freedom brings us 
back to anoth<'T kind of freedom. That besides practical -positive and nega
tive freedom, transcendental freedom also turns up, indicates a broaden
ing, and it is a fundamental one because absolutc sponlancily is posiLed 
thcrcin AS Lhc ground of the practical. Kant asserts th is relation between 
practical and transcendental freedom when he says that ' the denia l of 
transcendental freedom [would] involve the elimination of all practical 
freedorn '.'J The possibility of the latter depends on the possibility of the 
former. In this way the ri rst question is answered. 

Our second question asks about the perspective opened up with this 
broadening. The perspective is apparently determined by the problem of 
thc C'nablcment of practical freedom (autonomy), i.e. by the problems 
involvcd in what Kant calls 'absolute spontaneity'. What docs this mean? 
\ lwrc in this is the genuine problem to be found? Onc·e again , spontan
eitv rnt'an the ' from itselr, and indeed arising from itself, thf' hC'ginning 
of~ 'series of <'vents'. n Absolute spontaneity means to initiate a series of 
events ' from itselr; to be the origination of an event, allowing an event to 
follow on. That which in this way allows something (a thing) to follow on 
is for I ant th<' causc. The question of spontaneity, of beginning and 
lctting follow, is the question concerning the cause [ l 'rsache ]. This, the 
causation [ {;rsachesein] of a cause (causa), is what Kant calls 'ca usality' 
[Kausalitiit ] (ti1C' cnusality of causa). In this sense hc speaks poinwd ly of 
the 'ca usality of a caus<''. 11 T his does not mean 'cause of tlte c•ausc', hut 
ra ther the• causation of a cauSt', i.e. that and hou• a cause is a callS<'. 

1\ ccord i ng to I n 11 t , n ll PX pPricncc, i.e. a ll theorctica I know l<•dgt> of what 

' Cl'l\ .\ '))·~. II '362 . 
·. C I'H A ')) k II ')o2. 
I C I'H ,\ ') ')), II ')() l 
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1.; presC'nt ht>fore us as nature•. is subj<'ctto the law of causali ty. This law of 

1-ausation . i.e. the law that a thing givt'n in C'xperience must be caused 
ll\ another thing, is formulatC'd by Kant 1

' in the heading of the Second 
\nalogy ( first edition) as follows: ·Evcrvthing that happens, that is, begins 
to lw. presupposes something upon wh ich it follows according to a rule'. 11

' 

Further. 'the causality of thc causC' of thAt which happens or comes into 
h1'111g must itself hav<' come into being, and ... in accordance with the 
principle of the understanding it must in its turn require a cause . .'7 Every 
causation of a cause for its part follows on from a prior cause. i.e. in nature 
nothing is the cause of itself. Conversely, the se!forigination o/ a state 
{:-l'ries of events) is an ullerly d{fferent rausation than the causalil.Y if 
na/Ure. Kant calls the former absolute spontaneity, the causality o/ free
dom. From this it is clear that what is genuinely problematical in absolute 
spontaneity is a problem of rausality, of causation. Accordingly, Kant sees 
ji·eeclom as the power if a specific and distinctive causation. The perspec
·,,.,.1! which is th us ope11ed up by the fundamental broadening brought 
about hy the problem of practical freedom, i.e. by the positing of auton
omy as absolute spontaneity, is that of the problem of causality in general. 
Causality in the sense of absolute spontaneity, i.e. causation in the sense 
of the absolute self-origination of a series of events, is something we do 
not encounter in experience, i.e. for Kant, in theoretical knowledge of 
present nature. \!Vhat we represent through this representation of 
absolute spontaneit ' lies outside what is experientially accessible, i.e. 
it ~oes beyond this (transcendere). Freedom a absolute spontanei~y is 
transcendental freedom. 

If. as Kant maintains, practical freedom is grounded in transcendental 
freC'dom as a distinctive kind of causa lity, then positive freedom, as 
grounded in absolute spontanei ty (transcendental freedom), harbours 
wi1hin itself Lhe problem of causalit_y as such. So the problem of this 
di11inNit·e causality makcs it a ll the more necessary to take up the 
prohlPm of causality as such. 

'li.> be sure. these questions a lrc>ady take us outside the Kantian 
problt•nt. Hut we do 110t rc•gard I ant as thc absolute truth , only as the 
'H'<·asion and imp<>ttts for the ful l unfolding of the problem. Proceeding in 
1l1is way, wht~ L was earlicr said about the derisive significance of Kant for 
lltt• proble ttl of frpcdom r<'lllains va licl . 

' I \ualof!V: Priu<·ipi E' of l'<•rut.IIH'IH'P of SubMattcc•. Il l •\ualogy: Priuciple of 
1 -ti<- \ I!>I PIIcP, in accordant•(• "11h llu· I "1w ol 1\ t<ctprocitv or Community. 
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Freedom is discussed trirhin rite perspetfi{!e <?/ctm sation. It was precisely 
Kant who grasped the problf'm of frcedorn in this way. VVhether this is 
the on~r perspective for the problPIIt of frPedom. whether there are other 
and even rnore radical pcrspecl iv<'S. and what they are, are matters we 
still leave completely open. lf we hold to Kant's perspective, this rn eans 
inquiring into the essencc of lrurm\11 frPedorn, after what freedom is in its 
inner possibility and ground. Titus to inquir·<· into the essence of human 
freedom means to make the essence of causality, of causation , into a 
problem. Where does our inquiry take us, if we wish to ill uminate the 
essence of causation in this way? Only by answering this question can we 
estimate the scope of the problem of freedom. 

Causation means, among other things, lf'tting follow on, origination. I t 
belongs in the context of that which runs ahead, relating to processes, 
events, occurrences, i.e. to what we call moL·emenl in Llze broader sense. 
Further, it turns out that not all movE>mcnt is the same. For example, what 
is true of so-called mechanical movement, of the mere shifting of 
particles of matter, or of the m ere running ahead of a process, does not 
necessarily apply to movement in the sense of growth and degeneration. 
In each case, causation, letting follow on, origination and outcome, are 
different. Again, process and groY.rth are different to the behaviour of 
animals and the comportment of human beings. These in turn can be 
seen within the events - the movements - of action and transaction. A 
journey, for example, is not just a mechanical movement with a machine 
(rail, ship, plane), nor is it a mechanical movement together with a 
human comportment. It is an occurrence of a nature all its own, whose 
character is as little known to us as is the essence of the other species of 
movement. 

We know little or nothing of these matters, not because they are in any 
way inaccessible to us, but because we exist too superficially, i.e. we do not 
exist in our roots such that we can inquire into these roots and feel this 
questioning as a burn ing issue. Thus the philosophical situation in regard 
to the clarification of movement is miserably inadequate. Since Aristotle, 
who was the first ami last to grasp the philosophical problem, philosophy 
has not taken a single step forward in this area. On the contrary it has 
gonP backward, because the problem is in no ... vay grasped as a problem. 
II Prf' Kant too cornpiNely fails. That thE' probl em of causality was central 
for him rnakcs this all the more remarkable. lt is easy to set' that Lhe 
problem of thf' l'ssencP of movpntt'nl is thf' presupposition for even 
posing, nol to spt'ak of so lving, rit e problem of c-ausality. 

And till' problern of mov<' llt<'rtl, for its part:1 :\lo''<' lll<'n t, i.e. being 

[29- '> I) 
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1111)\"l'd or resti ng (as a mode of movement), emerges as a fundam ental 
dPll'l"lltimttion of that to which we aLLributf' being, namely beings. The 
t-i nd of possible movemen t or non-movem ent varies with the kind of 
!wing-s. The problem of movement is grounded in the question concerning 
rlw 1·ssence of beings as such. 

~o our view of tire problem of freedom broadens out. The individual 

11w11rents of this broadening can again be indicated: practical frE>edom 
{au tonomy) - transcendental freedom (absolute spontaneity)- exemplary 
causality - causality (causation) as such - bPing moved as such - beings as 
such. And where are we now? 

\\"ith tlris question concerning beings as such, concerning what beings 
i11 the>ir breadth and depth actually are, we are asking the very same 
question which from ancient times has counted as the primary and ultim
a!<' qucstion of philosophy - the leading question if philosopky: -ri -ro ov, 
what are beings? 

.~· 5. '/'he Questionable Challenging Character of the Broadened Problem of 
Freedom and the TradiLional Form of Llze Leading Question of Philosophy. 

VecessiLy of a Reneu,ed InlerrogaLion of the L eading Question 

The question concerning beings as such emerged by following the specific 
content of the problem of freedom. It did not emerge as a question upon 
which the problem of freedom merely borders, nor as a more general 
quC'stion '.vhich just hovers over the particular question concerning free
clont. !{ather, if we really inquire into the essence of freedom, we stand 
withi 11 this question concerning beings as such. Accordingly, the question 
concerning the essence of human freedom is necessarily bui lt into the 
IJI I<'S t ion of what beings as such properly are. To stand within this ques-
1 ion 1neans to go-after-the-whole, for there can be no broader kind of 
IJI IPSlioning than that concerning beings as such. 

Yl't docs this broadening out of our problem allow us to see how going
a It Pr-lllt'-whole means going-to-the-root? We thus come to our third 
q IIPS l ion. 

\\ e ca n now posP this question in a more definite way. Is the qut'stion 
r·oJH"I'rning rlre c-ss<'rH'f' of human freedom , as built into the question of 
"" •ngs as suclr, and as a question concerning the whole. in itself a going
to tlt<•-roor :' ( )n c might a11swPr as follows. Insofar as our inquiry into 
fn·Pdum inquir<'s into beings as suclr, and i11sofa r as wf' ourselves, tire 
1111[11 i rNs. also bC'Iong among tiles<' b<'i ngs, tire q lll'Stion w iI I also concern 
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us. But nwrely from the fart th<ll the quC'sl ion of beings also inquires into 
us as b<>ings, we cannot SC'C' in what way it is s upposed to go to om root. 
\Vhcn we inquire into beings. " '<' also inqui re into animals and material 
naturc, for these are likc•wise beings. Our inquiry into beings also pe rtains 
to animals, but in relation to thelll as to us this co-concNn is not at all a 
going-to the-root. 

I low little' this is so becom<>s dear if \\' C look more clos<•ly at the 
question concerning beings. This question of philosophy asks what beings 
are, just in respect of the fact that they arc beings. From her<' the leading 
qu<'stion asks more concisely: what an• beings tl sur!J:> This expression 'as 
such' translates the Latin wtale, qua tale, as ('rnploypd in the metaphysics 
of the late 1liddlc Ages, and corresponds to thc (;reck ~. It indicates 
1 hat that to which it is attached - the table as such - is not to be taken 
mcrc ly as an arbitrary object of conception, opinion , evaluation or posses
sion ; instead, thc table is to be taken as table, that is t.o say, in rcspC'ct of its 
table hood. The being-a-table of a table announct's what a table is, its 
what-bei ng, its essence. 

To inquire int o a being as such means to inquire into it hor ens qua tale, 
as precisely this being. The linguistic expression ·as such' is sp<>cifically 
philosophical. It indicates that what is spok('n of is intcnded in tlw spec(fic 
respect of its essence: ti to ov u ov. The question concPrning bc-in~s as 
such does not just inquire into this or that. T he quC'stion conccrns not just 
some beings as such (animal, man) but all bt'ings as such. what bcings are 
as be ings, irrespective of whether they are plants or humans or animals 
or (;od. This question disregards the particular character of be ings 
to embrace all beings whatsoever. It inquires imo what pertains most 
univNsally to beings in general. 

Thus tlw further we inquire into this question of what bcings are as 
such, thc- rnor<> general. and in respect of particular beings the more 
ind<'finil<' ami abstract, the field becomes. ' lo be sure, t>vcry particular 
!wing falls undN thc category of beings, but in such a general way t.hat 
1 he question concern ing beings as such can no longer be releuanl to 
partirular beings. It is, thPrPfore, no longt'r just unclear how goi ng after
tlu• whole is supposed to mean the same as going-lo-tiH' -root, but this 
<•quiva lerH'<' is i111possiblc in principle. For to inquire into hPings as such 
nwn ns dis-re{!ardin{! al l parlicular be ings, including Ill' mu·s<'lv<•s as 
lrurnan !wings. fl ow can such dis-regarding hav<' th!' charact<•r of a d ra l
lf'ngP:1 c;oing to the roots, as a challe ng«", must takc a i111 a111s. 'l'hC' inquiry 
into !wings as sudt. irrc·sp<'<'tivp of whether tlwy nn• ani mal or hrunan, 
is ru>t dir·<•C't<'d at us as !>ll<'h, and is tlw r<>fore an.vtlting hut a <'h.tllcnge 
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10 us. lnst<'ad, this dis regarding g('nC'rality is mudt more a flight from 

011 rs<·h·<•s as a specific kind of bcing, as a lso from en•ry particular being. 
~o if w(' consider our chosf'n problem, the question of the essence 

of human freedom , pr<'cisely in its full scope and significance, i.e. in 
re:>pect of the question of beings as such, we can see that this going
,iltcr the-whole does not go-to-thc root, and thus is not at all about 

"' as humau beings. So our thesis that going-after-the-whole is going
to th<•-root remains an arbitrary assertion which can in no way be justified 
from the substant ive comcnt of thc questiou. Indeed. there is still further 
t'' idence for this, evidence which cauuot be easily dismissed. 

\\ c said that the question implicit in the problem of freedom. the 
question, that is, concerning beings as such, is as old as Western philo
~ophy itsel f. lf we survey the history of philosophy we can see that this 
qlwstion n ever and nowhere leads to g rasping philosophy itself as a going
to-the-root, namely to the root of the individua l who questions. On the 
contrary, the concem has always been, especia lly since the beginning of 
modern philosophy, to raise philosophy to the rank of science (or absolute 
science) as theoretical activity, pure contemplation, speculative knowledge 
( Kant), whereby nothing in the nature of a challenge can possibly be 
itwolved. 

\\'hat we maintai ned about the challenging character of the question 
of beings as such - the question into wh ich is built the problem of 
frePdom - can no more be verified from the h istory of this questiou than 
from its inner content. Tf this is so, then our thesis of the challenging 
character of philosophy's questioning of the whole is far from self
C'\·idel1l. t>specially on the usual iutcrprctation of philosophy. It is in 
no way clear how we are to explain and justi fy our thesis, and this in spite 
of the everyday and 'obvious' idea that philosophy must ·be reJe,·ant 
lO (if<>'. 

< >ur discussion of the thesis of the rhallerzg ing character o/ philosophy 
has brought us befor<' a pecu liar dil<'mm a. On the one hand our thesis 
c·orr<·sponds to th<' quill.' natural view that philosophy has to do with man 
lritnself and should have an inf'ltH'IIC'<' on his activity. i\ow this common 
lfttetpretation of pili losophy 111ay bC' con fusPd and e rroneous and exci te 
tiH· g rea test nristrust, for 'n•ll'vanc(•' lO lif<• is normally understood as adap
t.rti on to the so-caiiPd 'dC'mallds of today'. Yct the difficulty is precisely 
tlrat natural (>rC'· philosophi<·a l C'XIwrit•nrt• and conviction dPmands what 
''<' t>arli<'l' d<•nied of philosophv. Its so <"ailed ' re levance' to life UHJS lacks 
<~n \· definite contours. Bu t if plrilosophv is a pri111al and ultimat(' possibil-
11 \ · of hu111an cxrstcnct• as suC'h, Oil<' will not riC'ed to persuade it into 
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relf'vanrl' but will demand that it clC'utonstratcs this Ji-om and thro11{{h 
i t.ll!lf. 

On the other hand our unfolding of tlw full rontetlt of thf' l<•acling qtws
tion of philosophy has not revealed anything with the character of a 
rhalleng<'. Instead, this questioning i nterprcts i tst>l f as Ot:wpia, rontem
platio, speculativ<' knowledge. O ur thf'sis conforms to so rallC'd natural 
and pr<' philosophical com·ictions about th<' C'ssetH'C' of philosophy and is 
prestu11ably conditioned by these from th<· start. On the othC'r hand 
the substantive content of the pluJosophiral question of !wings as such 
says nothing in favour of our thesis, no morf' than do traditional inlC'r
prctations of this question. Should we place our trust morf' in nalllral 
convictions about philosophy, or more in philosophy's grf'at tradition, 
i.e;>. in pn•vious treatments of its leading problem:, 

We must mistrust both of these alternatives as they are usually prc
scntNl to us. We can no more proceed according to common convictions, 
which would distort phi losophy into a world -view doctrine, than we can 
just acc<'pt th<' traditional leading question as ultimately adequat<'. Why 
are Wf' unable to accept it? l s it permissibl<' to dismiss the whole great 
tradition ami maintain the laughable opinion that we can and must begin 
a ll over again? Yt>t if we cannot leap out of the tradition, how and why 
should we reject the leading question? l s this qucstiou - ti to <'5v -
perhaps 'wrongly' posed? What could enable us lo make such a judgement? 
\\'hat is the proper manner of questioning? How is it at all possible to pose 
the question wrongly? The totality of beings does indeed demand asking 
this elementary quC'stiou as to what beings arc as such. This Leading 
question C?.f 1/'estern philosophy is not ll'IY>rl{({Y posed, but is not eL•en posed 
at all. At first sight., to be sure, this is an outrageous and presumptuous 
stalC'ntC'nt. It also contradicts what we ourselves already indicawd, namely 
that :\ristotl<' poses the question ti to ov as the g('tlllin<' qtwstion of 
philosophy and in so doing saw himself as clarifying what tlw whole of 
(;n'Pk philosophy bc,fore him had been seeking. The qtu•stion was asked 
by Plato and Aristotl<' ami can be readily identified in tlwir writings. 
lltdt•t•d , Ariswtlc and Plato, not so much directly as implicitly tltrough
OIIl tlu•i r wltolt' work, proviclcd a particular answer to tit<• <JIIC'Stion , an 
Hnswt•r which has siurC' bc!'n taken as definitive in the history of WC'stern 
lllt>tapltvsiC's right through to it.-; grand completion in ll egc·l. 

I low tlu•n <'Hn \Vt' maintain that this qu<'stion has not lw<'n pos<'ct:' Plato 
and ·\ristotl<' did, in fact, ask this question. ' lo be• sure. but if w<• nat'l'ely 
asc·<·rtaitt that thts quC'stion, along with a cl'rtain answer. o<·c·urs in thC'ir 
work!>, dol's this nH'illl that tit<'\' real(v and ~enuine(> poS<' tlus <JIH'stion? 
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1 ront tlae fart that this ctli<'Stion, stil lmore' thc•ir answers and dwir various 

111 1plirations, orcur again and again in th<' subs£•quent history of philo
.,0ph\·. ran we f'onclucle that this question was g<'nuincly posed? :\ot at 
,dl. ' (()once a{{ain ask this question of Plato ami Aristotle - the question, 

111 hriC'f. of Western philosoph · means omNhing else, namely to ask 

11111re primordially limn th<'y did. In th<' history of all essential questions, 

1t 1s our prNogative. and also our rc ponsihility. to become the murderers 
of our forefathf'rs: indeed, this is C'V<'Il a fatC'fulneressity for us! Only then 
c·an we arrive at the problematic in which th<'y immediately existed, but 
pn·cisely for this n•ason w<'fc not able to work through to final 

tJYtJtsparency. 
I lave we ourselv<'s, in our above considerations, ask<'d this question 

about what beings arc? ot at all: we have only summoned it up. We have 
only made it clear that the problem of freedom is built into this question , 
and we have indicated something of the scope of this question, namely 
that it concerns a ll beings as such. lt <'merged that just this question, 
owing to its general abstra<'t character, docs not exhibit anything with the 
character of a challenge. But can we really maintain this, so long as we 
Ita,·£' not exhausted the content of this question? Can we exhaust this, 
indeed can we even bring it into view, so long as we do not really ask the 
question, but only quote it so to speak, as a question which arises in Greek 
philosophy? Only when and insofar as we have genuinely asked this 
traditional leading question of philosophy can we deride whether or not 

philosophizing necessarily involves a challenge. 
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The Leading Question of Philosophy and 
Its Questionability. 

Discussion of the Leading Question from Its Own 
Possibilities and Presuppositions 

.~· 6. f.eading Question of Plzilosoph,Y (ri ru (JI•) (lS the Question 

Conreming the Being q/Bein{!S 

\Yhat docs it mean to really ask this question? :\othing else but to allow 
everything thought-worthy in it to emergE', C'vNything worthy to be placed 
in question. But that which is worthy of qut'Stioning encompasses every

~hin~ belo~{(i~zg lo this question in its omnlltOst possibili(y, everything 
1mphcated m Its so-called presuppositions. 

It is characteristic of any question that it does not, upon its initial 
awaken ing, already place in question everything belonging to its own 
presuppositions. And precisely the question c-oncerning beings as such, 
this question which goes after the whole, rwressarily begins by settling 

~own comfortably tn its rirst stage. But prccis<'ly in respect of thi.s ques
t lOI> wltos<' fundamental tendency is to qu<'stion concerning the whole, 
wh1rh SE'C'ks what is primarily and ultimately worthy of questioning, it is 
not permissible to rest content with initial formulations. 

To come to the point: what is supposed to be worthy of questioning in 
the traditional leading qu<'stion of philosophy ti TO ov? \\'hat is worthy 
of questioning here is nothing less than that which is actually inquired 
into. T lw IE'ading question ' what are beings:>' 111ust be brough t to geuuine 
questioning, so we must se<'k that whirl! is asked in it, beings as such, 
6v U ov. But what is it that ronstitutes beings as beings? Can ' ' '<' call it 
any t bing c•l <' than just be in{!? The qu<'stion c·onc-Prning bcings as such is 
actually directed to !wing. It inquires into thc being of beings, not into 
what hf'ings nrc. What is worthy of qnestioning is precisE'ly bPing. 

II nvc• W<:' thereby ('X lwustcd what is worthy of qu<'stion i ng in the 
IPading Cfttt'stion? Th is is a gc·•winc quPstioning on lv if it is c·oncC'nlC'Cl to 
disc'O\I'r tllal which enable.\ tiH' answer. Such c•nabl~ment i111pli<'s clarity 
abont how tlw questioning proceeds. about what is sought tiH'r('in. I low 
then doc'!> this quest ion111{{ of the being of ll('i11gs procC'ecP \\'hat is songht 
in this qtu•stioni~tg:1 Just th a t which dcterrnitH'S tlw nsence q[heill{!. It is a 
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1pwstioning which seeks determinations. ft seeks to understand the origin 
of our understanding of the being of beings. Do w<' understand this, and 
t1 so when? We und<'rstand this at all times, without, hov.rever, knowing 
that we do so, without paying any att<'ntion to this fact. In what way do we 
alrC'ady und<'Tstand what 'being' tnE'ans? 

.\\' 7. Preronreptual l:nder tan din{! of Being and ureel.· Philosoph_y :~ Basic 
Word for Being: m'xliu 

a) The Chari'lcter of Preconceptual Understanding of Being and the 
Forgottenness of Being 

\\ e need only recall what always happens in our Dasein. vYhen we earlier 
asked if a treatment of the (special or particular) problem of freedom can 
lw a geniUine introduction to philosophy, we understood, stil l without 
taki ng the whole question into view, every word of this, including 'b<:''. We 
understood 'be' as related to the verb 'is'. If I say, and ou in my audiC'nce 
understand, that the topic of the lecture course is human freedom, then 
we understand this ' is'. We understand something quite defjnite, and we 
!'an easily assurE' ourselves that what we mean by ' is' is not a stone or a 
triangle or a number, but simply 'is'. The same holds in respect of the 
lonns 'was', 'has been', and 'wi ll be'. We constant ly hold ourselves and 
opNate in such an understanding of what ' being' means, and not only, and 
not for the first time, when we employ these linguistic expressions. For 
e'ampiE>, if in listening to this lecture you silently think to yourselves that 
what I am saying is incorrect, you understand the 'is' and operate within 
this tllldC'rstanding. Or if, walking tlu·ough the cou ntryside and stopping 
for a ll10illt'nl, we look a round a nd say to ourselv~c's, a loud or silently, 
·wonderful ', we• thereby understand that this surrounding coumryside 'is' 
\\onderful. It is wonderful just as it is and as it existingly reveals itself to 
" ' · It is 110t first by speaking and talking about beings, by explicit ·is' 
'"' ing. t hat w<• operate in an und<'rstanding of 'is', but we alrPady do this 
111 all silPnt romportment to beings. Again , not only, and not initially, in 
C'Olllernplativ<• c·njoy rnent of bc•ings, or in Lheoretiml n•llection upon thf'm , 
hut in all ·pra<'tical' judging and c•mploymcnt of beings. Not only in our 
c omporll ll<'tll to the beings of our t>xternal environment do we undf'r 
'>land that tlt<'w lwings ·are·, and 'are' in such and such a way rather titan 
tn .tnother. but we understand 'hc·ing' also in our co111portmE'nt to our 
'><'h-es ancl to otiH'rs like otrrst•h·t•s. This being of h<'lltl!~ of evNy kind is 
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not first understood when we use words su('h as ' bc>ing', ' is', and 'was', but 
in all speaking whatsoever we understand !wings in their so-and-so bt>ing, 
not-so-being, etc. Indeed, we can use thP ·is' and 'was' and so forth because 
the being of beings is already self-c>vidl'nl to us prior to all speaking. 

In understanding tbe being of !wings, we always already understand 
being as divided. We can clarify this originary division in terms of 'is'. 
The earth 'is', i.e. as a planet it has ·actuality', it 'exists'. 'The earth is 
heavy', 'is covered by land and se11': in these latter cases being does 
not mean 'exists', but rather 'so-being'. 'The earth is a planet': being 
as what-being. 'It is the case that the earth mo,·es around the sun': being as 
being-true. This is just an initial indi cation of the originary divided
ness whereby we understand being as being-present, as what-being, as 
so-being, and as being-true. 

At every moment we comport ourselves to the kind of beings which 
we as humans are, as well as to the kind of beings which we are not. 
We constantly hold ow·selves in such an understanding of being. Our 
comportment is carried and governed by this uruierstanding of being. Yet 
this fact does not occur to us as such. We do not attend to it at a ll, so that 
we must fjrst be reminded of this self-evidency. We have forgotten it to 
such an extent that we have never actually thought about it. We begin our 
existence with this forgouenness of our understanding if being, and the 
more we open ourselves up to beings, the deeper becomes our forgetting 
of this one thing, that in all openness to beings we understand being. 
But this deep forgottenness is no accident. Above all, it is 110 disproof that 
we are governed by this understanding of the undifferentiated being of 
beings; on the contrary, it is evidence for this. 

We said that the leading question of philosophy inquires into the being 
of beings. More precisely, what is sought is the origin of our understand
ing of being. This much is evident, that we do not understand being just 
now and again, but rather constantly in all our comportmeHtS. Everyone 
understands the 'is' and 'being', and everyone has forgotten that he 
thereby holds himself in an understanding of being. ' ot only does every
one understand it while no one properly [!rasps it, but everyone is greatly 
embarrassed if asked what he really means by ' being' and ' is'. t\ot only 
arc we embarrassed for an answer, but we are quite unable to indicate 
from where an answer might be found. 

If WC' ask wlmt a table• is, we cou ld say that it is an object of use. Even if 
we a re not in a position to give a correct d t>finition of its essence, we 
ne\"<'rtheiC'ss always a lready operate within an understanding of such 
things. Or if wp arC' ask<' d what a triang!C' is, a t least we ca n say that i t is a 
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~p••• ial figure. We already operate within knowledge and perception of 
'Jla('l' and spatiality. The region from where we define table and triangle 
object of usc, space - stands open for us so to speak, as that lo which our 

11 ndcrstanding of such things is re ferred. The same applies in respect of 
l'\ l•rv bc> i ng, whatever it happens to be; every being that we know as such 
i ~ ;dn•acly somehow understood in respect of its being. Not only do we 

11 ndc•rstand and know the being, but also, albeit in an implicit way, we 
understand its being. So the question remains as to the origin of our 
understanding of being and the 'is'. Being must sornehow be interpreted, 
for otherwise we could not understand it, and we do understand it when 
\\"l' say 'is', confidently distinguishing this ' is' from 'was'. We can indeed 
deceive ourselves in trying to ascertain whether, now and in a particular 
plar<•, a particular object exists, or whether it rather was at a former time. 
Bu t we cannot be deceived about the distinction between ' is' and 'was' as 
such. ' 

\Ye all understand being and yet we do not grasp it, i.e. we are not able 
to e:<plicitly define what we mean by it. We operate within a preconcepluaL 
understanding of being. We thereby refer to the puzzling fact that already, 
and precisely in our everyday existence, we understand the being of 
b<:'ings. We have, moreover, now become acquainted with some character
istics of this understanding of being: 1. the scope of being (all regions 
of beings, in some sense the totali ty of beings) wherein we hold ourselves; 
2. pcnetra tion into every kind of human comportment; 3. unspoken ness; 
·k forgotte nness; 5. undifferentiatedness; 6. preconceptuality; 7. freedom 
from deception; 8. originary dividedness. 

\\"hen philosophizing as such breaks out and begins to develop itself 
through setting human questioning of beings over against itself, posing 
the question of what beings are as such, this means - however clumsy this 
questioning may appear - that not just the beings as such, but tire being of 
!wings, must somehow come to light. 

This understanding of being which comes to expression in philosophy 
c·n11not be· invented or thought up by philosophy itself. Rather, since phiL
'11ophi:::in{! is all'akened as a primaL activil_'y if man, arising thus from 
111<llr's nature prior to ru1y ex plicit philosophica l thinking, and sinre an 
llllckrsta nd ing of being is already implicit in the pre-philosophical 
P\lstc'nce of man ( for otherwise he could not relate to beings at 
<Ill) phi losophy·s unclerstanding of being expresses what man is in his 

\\ har dot'S tl m t'an 10 pos~f'S~ souwrhing 111 its 1ru1h? I low is 1his poS$ibll'! 
Cotuplc' lf' fn't'ciOtn from dc-cc-prion:• 
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pn•-philosophical c>xistcnrt•. This awak<•llilll! of tht• understanding of 

!wing. this self-discovery of the undC'rstanding of h<'ing, is the birth o f 

philosophy from the Dasein in man. \\p <'allnot hen• follow this birth 
if philosophy as the rm•akeninK if the undcntandin{[ of being in 11/estern 
history, but must be content with a selwntatic indication. 

b) The Ambiguity of oucriu as Sign of tit<' Richness and Urgency of the 

Unmastered Problems in tlw Awakening of LltP l lndcrstanding of Being 

The awakening of the understanding of !wing means understanding 

beings as such in respect if their being. In this way being comes into 

the sight and view of an understanding whil'h rc•mains quite hidden 

from itself. ~evertheless, the hiddennc>ss of this understandiug of being is 

such that being must somehow or other be illu111inated. 'Whenever and 

wherever beings arc so experienced, th<' !wing of beings must stand in 

the - albeit hidde11 - illumination qf an understanding. But wherever 

beings are experienced through explicitly and deliberalely interrogating 

them as to what they arc, in some sense the bei11g of beings is discussed. 

Experience of beiugs as beings means that Llw u11derstanding of being 

must somehow come to expression. \Vherc,·er philosophizing takes place, 

the understanding of being is somehow undt•rstood and grasped, i.e. seen 
in the light of ... - of what? 

The way in whic h ancient Greek philosophy - \\'estern philosophy in 

its decisive beginnings - understands being must b<• discoverable from its 

basic u;ord for being. We inquire into the ancien t ( )reek word for being as 

such, i.e. not for that which is, although then as now the two meanings, 

both inside and outside of philosophy, run through on<> another. When 

we encounter the word 'being' in contemporary as w<>ll as in previous 

philosophical litNaturc, this always means b<>ings. But we a re seeking the 

Greek terminological characterization for being, not that for beings. 

The Greeks refer to that which is, beings, as t<l ovta (npayJ.iata), or 

in the singular tO ov, th£> b<>ing. to ov is the partiripll• of the infinitive 

&fvat. tO ov means evC'ry existi ng thing, irn•spc•ctive of whether one 

knows anything about it. 10 ov is like n) KUKov. the' had. everything bad 

tlwre is, all prPsent bad tltings. But by 10 ov, and correspondingly by to 

~a~ov, we tnc;ut sont<'Liting else. \Ve say, for Pxarn pi<', that this tit ing we 

<'t•<·ounwr is a Ku~6v. something bad. i.e. not onlv is it a prE'sent bad 
thing. but it hPiongs to what is bad in gc>nN<tl: tb ..:a..:ov, that which is a 
bad thing, not all pr<'lwntly Pxisting bad thingl> takt•n as a whol<'. but the 
bad as such. wht't ht>r pn•wn t or not. 
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1 ,ik<'w is!:'. to ov does not mean all existing beings taken together, but 

tlw beings as Pxisting Ida , eiend-seiende], i.e. what a being is wh!:'n it is, 

d<'spite the> fact that there is no necessit · for it to be. Just as to ..:cucov is 

the coll<>ctive na111e for <>verything belonging to tlw rt>alm of the bad. i.e. 
rcfNs to this realm itself, so is 10 <'5v the rollerti1•e name for all pr<>sent 

lwi 11gs. for what falls within the realm of that which is, for what we mean 

bv ;111 c>xisting thing. 
Tlw double meaning of such words is 110 accid<>nt but has a de<'p 

m<'taphysical reason. ll owcver obscure and trivial this distinction and its 

constant obfuscation may st>em, it leads us to the abyss of a central prob
l<>m. One can understand the inner greatness, e.g. of the P latonic dia

logues. only if one follows the way in which the many intertwined <tnd 

spemingl ' empty debates about words steer toward this abyss, or more 

prt>cisely. how they hover over it, thus bearing the whole disquiet of the 

primary and ultimate philosophical problems. 
To KUKov is a collective name and the name of a region. In the latter 

m<'aning it refers to the bad beings as such, to all beings insofar as they 

arC' determined by badness, by KaKia. Likewise, to ov is a collective 

name and a regional name; in the latter meaning it refers to the existing 

beings as such, to all beings insofar as they arc determined by beingness 

:eiendlzeit ], by ouaia. That by which a being is determined as such is the 

hl.'ingness of the being, oucria wu ovto; 

The present (existing) bad 

Tlw bad beings as such 

Badllt'SS (that which constitutes 

the bad beings) 

- the preselll being 

- tht' bt'i ngs as such 

- tl l(' bci11guess of beings (being) 

\ow just as in tlw cas<> of to KaKov the collective meaning and tht' 

n•gional m ea11ing can change and be confuscd with one another, as the 

hacl thing its!'lf or as bad11ess as such (being bad). so ca11 the meaning of 
tiH· word ·badnc>ss', wherein the essence of hPing bad is intended, also be 

~~~<'cl as a <·oll<'ctiv<' description. i.e. 'the badnc>ss in the world'. the actually 

r·\i!>tillg bad. 'I'IH' word 'being' is likewisf' <'lllploy<'d in the meaning of 
IH'!'S('Ill b<'ings. 

In P\'('rvclay Hs wpiJ as i 11 vulgar-philosoph ica I disc-ourse 'being' usn ally 
lll!•;tns IX'i ngs. i\ ('!'Ord i ugly, what tht> atwic>n t (; r<'<'k question ti to ov 

il!'lually SC'C'ks. hut whirh just for this rc•ason is not, despite its familiarity 
111 11s, de· a rh- ancl proper!\· known. rC'rPi\'l'S the• d<'signat ion ouaia. l11 i 
t 1.111\-. howeq·r. our task must be to hold on to this question ti ro ov and 
·•rri\'P at a prC'Iitntn;uy answer. that is to sa\', wc• must first bring- oooiu. 
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into ,·icw. "ha t thus <'nterges is a bcwildt'ring variety of possible nwan-
111gs for oiJcriu. so mtH'h so that P lato and Aristotle', in their original 
reflt•ctions 011 this problem, were unable to see their way forward. The 
light which was at that time breaking through was so bright that these 
gn•at thinkt•rs wpre blinded, so to speak, and could only r<'gister what was 
proximally pn•sented to thPm. The initial great harvest first had to be 
brought in. EvC'r since that time, thC' history of phi losophy has been 
threshing this harvest, and uow it is only empty straw which is being 
threshed. So WC' must go ou t and bring tlw harvest in anew, i.e. we must 
come to know the field and what it is capable of yielding. V\'e can only do 
this if the plough is sharp, if it has not bC'come rusted and blunt through 
opinions and gossip. It is our fate to oncC' again learn til ling and plough
ing, to dig up the ground so that the dark black earth sees the light of the 
sun. We, who have for all too long unthinkingly taken the well trodden 
roads. 

The word ouo-iCL means m any things. There fore thC' ambiguity of this 
basic word, as we find it iu Plato and Aristotle, is not at all an accident, nor 

is it a sign of slackness in terminology, but rather indicates the richness 
and unmastered urgency of the problems themselves. Yet precisely if we 
holci fast to this variety of meanings for ouo-iu, i.e. for that which was and 

sti II is intended by being, then we must bE' able to understand someth ing 
unitary within this diversity, even without being capable of properly 
grasping it. 

H'hat does this ambiguous word ouo-iu r<'ally mean? re we capable of 
discovering a IIIE'auing which the GrC'C'ks themselves were unable to 

<'xpress? WerC' not the (;rN•ks in the same situation as we ourselves? We 
understand 'hE>ing', 'is'. 'was', 'wiU be', ctr. very readilv, such that there 
se<'ms nothing more to undcrstand or ask about. \\'hat is supposed to drive 
us on to further questioning:) Just this, just the remarkable fact that we 
take what is designated by being, ouo-iCL, as 'this' and 'this ' - as what? T he 
l<lble as an object of usc, the triangle ns a spatial figure. Being as .. . ? 
B(•ing in thC' Sl'nse of .. . ? Of what then? This is the question. 

But perhaps someone could, in the fimd analysis, dNcr us from this 
qnrstion about thC' meaning of being. namc>ly by pointing out that being 
c·an110t be viewl•d in til(' same way as a table or a triangle. These are 
pn rt icu lar things, i.e. hei ngs, abou 1 whos<' being it is possible and nPres
-;ary to ask. But bein{! - in thC' end this is just the beings themselves as 
Ml<'h; being is not itself a lwing. \\"<' thus hm·p no right to iut<'rrogaw it 
as if it werp n being. This is n convin<"ing argument. Apfwaling to the 
co1nplet<'l\' dif'l't•rput charactc•r of bf'ing in <'0111pa1·ison with bPings it is 
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111sisted that questions prOpC'rly pertaining to bf'ings cannot bC' si 111 ply 

1 ransferr<'d to the be in{! of bei ngs. 
\\'hat justification is there', howev<·r, for appealing to the complctdy 

ddTerent character of bc•ing in comparison with beings? This presupposes 
tl~<tt we already know about the different and particular nature of being. 

1.1•. that WC' know the lallN's essetJCt'. Do we indeed know this:1 Or do we 

11 wk<' this appC'al on the basis of an obscure intimation that 'bei ng' and 'is' 
,111d ·was' arC' not like the things of whirh we ran say that they arc or were. 
Can we know, can we want to know, so111<'lhing of thee sence of bC'ing, if 
at the same time we bar the way to its interrogation? Clearly not. There
fo re we must ask about what being means. And even if the question of 
what we understand by being is Linguistically similar to the question 
roncerning our understanding of this being- table - it does not follow 
that questioning and understanding has the same character in both cases. 
\\hat emerges from all this is just that the question concerning being 
doaks itself in, and must rloak itself in, the same outward form as the 
question concerning beings. The question concerning being is hidden 
bchind a form which is alien to it, and will remain unrecognizable for 
whoever is used to asking only about beings. owe must follow the philo
sophica l path, the path which is remote from ordinary understanding, or 
l>C·tter, we must try to follow th is path. At any event, thf' necessity of the 
question remains, namC'iy this question concerning the meaning of the 
fundamental word of Greek philosophy, oooia . If this word is not just 
~ouud and fumes, but was able to challenge the genius of Plato, what does 

it 111 ean:1 

Ouo-iu toii ov<~ meaus in trauslatiou: the beingness of beings 
Seiendheit des Seienden ]. \\'e say, on th<• other hand: the being of b<•ings 
, '('lfl de:. etendenJ. ·BC'ingness' is a very unusual and artificial linguistic 

form that orrurs only in the sphere of philosophicalrcnection. \\'e cannot 
~ny this, howC'ver, of the corresponding (~reek word. ouo-iu is not an 

.u-ti ficial <'X pression which first occurs i 11 philosoph ', but belongs to th<' 
1·' t'rYda,- language and spPech of the ( ;reeks. Philosophy took up the word 

fro m it pr<'-philosophical usage. Jf this could happen so easily, and with 
1111 artificia litv. then WC' must conclude that the pre-plti/o~opltica/ language 
ol the (~rc·<>ks was a lready pltilosophirn/. This is a<"tually the casl'. The 
h I'>Lory of th<' basil' word of (;reek philosophy is au <'XC'mplary df'monstra
llon of til<' fat't that tht' Greek /an{!Ua{!e is phi/o.wpltica/. i.<'. not that 
C •rt'ek is loadNI with philosophical tNminology. but that it philosophizes 
Ill its basi<· structure' nncl f(>rmation. Th<' !.HJUC' appli<>s to en•ry gc•nuint' 
l.t11guagt·, in diffpn•nt d<>grPes to lw Slln'. The ext<'Jtl to which this is so 
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depc••uls on tiH' dqll h and power of the p<•opl<• who speak the language 
and P'\ist within it. Only our Cierman languag<' has a deep and creative 
plnlosophical charactc>r to compare with the ( ;n•Pk.1 

c) b ·E>ryday Speech and the Fundamental \l!'allillg of ouoia: PrcsenC'(' 

If we wish to hearken to the fundamental nu•aning of this basic word 
ouoiu, we must pay allention to everyday spc•<•dt. VV<> soon see that in 
everyday linguistic usage there is no sharp clistinet ion hetween beings and 
b('ing. ' o also in Cireek, oooia means beings. ' I(> he sure, not just any 

beings, but such as are, in a certain way, e.1·emphuy in their being, namely 
the beings that b<>long to one, one's possessions, house and home, the 
beings over which one has disposal. These beings stand at one's disposal 
because they arc fix<'d and stable, because thc•y <UP constantly allainable 
and at hand in tlw immediate or proximal<' environment. Why do the 
( ~reeks use the sarnc word lor beings as such th<H they use for house and 
home, possessions? Why is precisely this kind qf bein~ exemplary? Clearly, 
only because this being corresponds in an exemplary sense to that which, 
in everyday understanding of being, one implicitly understands by the 
bei.n{!ness of a being (its being). And what docs one understand by being? 
H'e shall be abl<' to comprehend this if we succc<>cl in determining what is 
e.remplary about house and home. 

\\'hat is this <>xemplary character? I louse and ltomP, possessions, are 
constantly attainabl<'. /\s constantly attainable tlt<>y li<' close at hand, pre
s<>nted on a plate as it were, ronstantly presentin~ themselves. They are 
what is c losest and in this constant closeness th <'y ar<' present and at hand 
in a definite sens<'. Becaus<' they are present and at hand in an exemplary 
sense, we call possPssions, house and home, etc. (what the GrePks call 
oi>aia) e tate [Anrresen j. l n fact, by ouoia nothing elsE' is meant but 
('onstant presence lstiindr{!e Amceserzheit j, allfl just this is what is under

stood by beingncss. By being we mean nothing els<' but constant presence, 
<'nduring constancy. \\'hat the Greeks address as beings proper is what 
ful fi Is this understanding of being as bein[!-alfl'(~ys-present. 

\\'<'asked how it com<'s about that these particular beings- house and 
ho1nc - hPcomc <'X<'111 plary for beings as such, i.l'. for heingness? Wh<>n we 
askPd in this way, it first npJ)('arcd as if W<' mt'ant that thl' word ouoia, 
with its indiratPd fundanwntal nwaning, was simply thert>, such that the 
C; r<><'ks th<'ll ask<>d which among the n1any h<"i ngs b!'st deservt>d this 
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designation. The actual situation was th<' r<'v<>rse: tit<' word oooiu in 

1 ~::- linguistic conncruons with ov and ovra first aros(' in the experience 
of rites<' beings. ' lo be sure, this could only occur becausP what is 
lll<'ant by the word already existed: ron~talll presence. For the most 
pML and esp<'cially where, as in the case of this fundamental word , it 
i:-. a matter of somt•tlting ultimate and <'ssential, man has long had an 
i1nplicit undNstanding of what he means, yt•t without the right word 
ot-curring to hin1. In this case house and ho111e, possessions, etc. WNe 
the particular ht'ings which exemplified !wings as such, and this 

1 ~ something that could only occur because beingness - prior to the 
formation of the word oooia - was intended and understood as constant 

prPS<'nce. 
In summary, the everyday meaning of oooia refers to house and 

home, etc. But the Cireeks only intend this because of their precursory 
undPrstanding of coustant presence. They understand constant presence 
in a pre- uudC'rsLanding, yet without this comi ng thematically to expres
sion. This everyday usage of the word ouoia, as the self-evident and 
1111plicit fundamental meaning, is overlooked in the philosophical usage 
of the word. This fundamental meaning then made the word possible as a 
tt>chnical term for that which is intended and sought and pre-understood 
111 the leadin{{ question of philosophy. 

d) The Self concealed Understanding of Being (ouoia) as 
Constant Presence. 

Ovoiu as What ls ' ought anc1 Pre-understood in the 
l .C'ading Q uestion of Philosophy 

But can we base an interpretation of the concept of being in Greek 
philosophy on this simple explanation of the everyday meaning of 
oiqiu? Js it not a violent, artificial. and e.rtemal approach if we try to 
1'\. tract th<' substantive problem of (ireck philosophy from an isolated 
word-mC'aning, especially wheu the rt>sult the uwaning of being as 
c·onstan t pr<'st·nc·e - is nowhere explicitly enunciated i 11 (;reek philosophy? 
llowPvPr, it is precisely the· fact that ( ;rN•k philosophy never explicit(y 
'>latl·s wlmt it lll<'ans hy ouoiu that makcs it necessary for us to it•quire 
11110 this quc•stion. But what about the uiolence, artifirialitxand e.rterna!iz-y 
ol our interpr<'lation:• 

' (o be nowd hN<' il> that we ha\C' not appc•al<•d to Nvmology for th<• 
di~closut·t• of anything ori:!inary from tht• word l>l<'lll a process subj<'el to 

~reatmisuse and Nrorl.. hut which if practicc•d in thl• right way and in tlu· 
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right context can also be fruitful. VVf:' have not mere~y seized on the word 
oucriu and analysed its meaning, but wt• have entered into the thing itself 
rwnr ed by this word in common usage. VY~c· h<wC' taken the word as express
ing an essential comportment of man to the beings of his constant and most 
pro.drnate environment. VVe have taken language' as the primordial revela
tion of the beings in whose midst man exists - man, whose essence is to 
exist in language, in this openness. The CJreeks experienced this essential 
character of man as no one else before or after tlwm. F.xisting in language 
was grasped by the Greeks as the crucial momen t of the essential 
definition of man. For they said: livOpronor; ~~ov A.oyov ex.ov, man is a 
living being possessed of language, i.e. which holds itself within the 
manifestation of beings in and through language. 

Our interpretation does not amount to an external registration of a 
word meaning by reference to a dictionary. Above all, however, what we 
have said about oocria is not a fjna l statement, but only prepares us for the 
phi losophical interpretation of the word. Our interpretation does not pro
ceed by assembling the meanings of the word from various passages of 
phi losophical writing, but by exhibiting it as a basic word, so that we can 
bring to light the innennost problematic of Greek metaphysics, where 
oucria is understood from and in the leading question of philosophy. To 
be sw·e, such a topic could occupy an entire lecture course. 

At this point we are content just with some indications within the 
contexture and lirnjts of our own questioning. The contexture and perspec
tive for the problem of freedom is the question of what beings are. How 
does this question involve a challenge? To make a decision on this problem 
we must actually pose the leading question, i.e. we must place in question 
precisely what is most worthy of questioning! We are inquiring into 
beings as such! And how must. we inquire into them, in order that an 
answer should become possible? vVhat does being mean? From where do 
Wf' understand it? lt is understood in the understanding of being, and 
indeed not on ly or for the first time in philosophy, but the other way 
round: philosophy arises from th(' awakening of an understanding of 
being. In such an awakening there occurs a speaking-out. Thus. in the 
awakening of philosophy, in this decisive event of antiquity, the under 
standing of being comes to speak out. Already in ordinary lRnguage the 
word for being is oucria, which means house and home, estate, etc. Ow· 
i nterprNation showed that 1 he pre-unclerstandin{! qf being contained in 
this euet:vdt~''V meanin{; qf oucriu comprehends the beinF;ness qf beings as 
constant presence. 

1 f being i:; tJt\J{'rSlOOd as constan t presence, ji·om where does such 
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111/(lerstanding receive its illuminating powet:1 ln trhich horizon does the 

1111r!erswnding of being operate? Before -.ve expressly answer this crucia l 
q1u•stion we must show that and hou• precisely philosophy, insofar as 
phi losophy is guided by the question ti to ov, also understands being as 
constant presence, and is itself to be grasped from this understanding. 
1 [C're we must content ourselves with some minimal references to Plato 

a ttd Aristotle. 

§' 8. Demonstration cif the Hidden Fundamental Meaning of ovuia 

(Constant Presence) in the Greek Interpretation cif LVlovement., 
What-Being, and Being -A ctual (Being-Present) 

\\ e have se t out from the everyday meaning of the word oocria, or more 
precisely, we have set out from what is intended in this word's pre- and 
extra-philosophical usage: beings qua house and home, or in the broader 
philosophical sense, every present being as present. If, guided by the 
question of what beings are as such, we now attend to the beings we 
proximally encounter (the things around us, whether natural or artificial) 
and if we ask about what constitutes their beingness, this question 
appears clearly posed and ready for an answer. However, the entire history 
of philosophy shows that this elementary question, precisely because 
it is e lementary, is of the very greatest difficulty, and is ever again 
insufficiently prepared, i.e. elaborated. 

a) Being and Movement: oucria as napoucrla of the imo).l&vov 

\\"hen we inquire into what constitutes the being of a present thing, e.g. 
a C'll<l ir, then we immediately ask about how we conceive a chair, or 
whether we can conceive it at all. But if we disregard the groundless and 
!>PtlsC'lf'ss quest ion of whether we grasp a psych ical image of the chair or 
tlH· actual chair, if we hold fast to this present thing before us, everything 
i1> 11ot yPL in readiness for asking about what constitut es 1 he thing's 
prf's<'n<'e. There is a lot of talk in philosophy about objects and their 
ohjc·c·tivity, but without prior indication of what iL means when e.g. sorne
() lfp has <1 chair present befor(' him. \\'e could say that things h ave now 
dtangc·cl in tl1is regard. We now se(' clearly that tlw chair standing there, 
111 the room or in the gard en, is not likP a stone or <1 piece of wood from a 
broken branch. hut that it (<~nd similar things such as tables, cupboards, 
doors, steps) ha:; a purpose. Tlt is purposivetH' SS does not auach to surh 

' 55-56] 



40 
I ,cfl(/inJ! (Juestion qf Philosoph_y 

I . s ·111 .111 (''tNIIal way but determines what and how thev are. To be 
l llllg"- • . 
sure•. it is importallt to characterize objects of usc> in this way. But this stiU 

cfoc'S 1101 prm·idc• (Ill illiSWN tO the question Of tlw kind of presence pos
sessed hy such thin~ts· It is only preparation for this, i.e•. for actually asking 

1 It is <f uest ion. a ncl i ndc•NI it is only one spC'ci fically oriPnted preparation. 

This rhant(·terizat ion cont ribt1tes to our undNsLAnd ing of what and how a 
chair is. hut it is i II<'Oill piNe. Indeed, sonwllt i ng qui tc• crurial is missing. 

But what Plse arc• we' supposed to discoH•r about the chair. or more 

accuratek about its way of being, when it just stands thPre? That it has 

fom legs? It could if nec<>ssary stand on three. And C\'en if it had just two 

ll'gs. in which cas<' it would be lying on its side. it would still be a presPnt 

chair. albeit a broken one. In fact, there are chairs with just one leg. vVe 

can say whether it has a bark-rest or not, is upholst<'f<'d or not. is high or 

low. comfortable or uncomfortable. But we are asking about its way of 

being simply as LltNC to use, however it may bf' constructed and irrespect

ive of whether it is stancling or has fallen over. So it stands or lies. It does 

not, therefore, run about. thus it is not an anintal or a human. But we are 

asking about what it is, not about what it is not. f t stands, i.e. it rests. row 

it is not a grE'at piece of wisdom to establish this. And yet everywhere, and 

precisely wher<' ouc cannot shout. loudly enough that chairs and tables are 

things and not just rcpresc>ntations in us. the much proclaimed 'being

in-itself of such things has been stubbornly ignored. But what do we 

ourselves want with all this? What is obtained from this advice that the 

pn'sent chair r<>sts? J ust that thE' chair's ' resting', its 'standing', its 'having 

a stand', indiratc>s th<' fart that. it exists in movem<.'nt. But we said that it 

r<>sts and we p lac<'d particular emphasis 0 11 this. To be sure, but only 

sornC'lhing whos<' natur<' belongs in movcm<>nt rAn rest. Th e number rive 

does not ancl can never rest. This is not because it is constantly in move

rn<>nt. but because it cannot rome into movc•merll at all. \'\natever rests 

is in movement. i.e. morabilit_Y belongs to tlw h<>ing of that which rests. 

Thus Ollf" cannot, without going into the <'SS<'IIC<' of movement and 

movability. probkrnatize tlw being of the presPut chair which stands 

there. On the othc•r hand, in problematizing th<' <'SS<'nce of movement, 

qtu•stioning come:; into th<' proximitv of the CJIIPStion of being. If wf' ask 
about tht> Pssenc<> of nlovenH•nt , it is necessary to speak of being, even if 

not <'xpliritly a nd 1 hc·rnatirally. 
So it is with t\ riswtle. of whom we !tan' alr<.'adv said that hP grasped 

tltt• problt•m of rnov<•mc•nt for tlw first time, nl l)(>it in such a way that he 
nPither saw nor graspt•cl its inner conm•ction with t lw problem of being. 
But he unclc·rl>toocl that if !JPing-in rnov<•ment IS a cleu:·nnination of 
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11,\1 11ral things and of b<>ings as such. then the <'SS<'ncc> of movC'ment is 

1w<'<lful of discussion. 
\ristotle carried out this discussion in his great lectures on ·physics'. 

1 his latter word is not to be taken as equivalent to the modern concept of 

pll\·sics. but not for tlw reason that Aristotle's physics is primitive am! 
proceeds without mat ltemati cs. I t is bN·a us<' i\ ristoLle's physics is not 

11arural science at all but rather philosophy. i.e. philosophical knowlcdgf' 

nf the cpi>ost 6vta, knowl<-dg<' of presPnt things as pr<"sent. Aristotelian 

phvsics is not only not more primitive than modern physics. but it is thE' 

latter's necessary presupposition. both substanti,·cly and historically. 

The thematic discussion of movement occurs in the third, fifth, and 

ewhth book of the Physics. The first book has an introductory character. 
~ . 

\ ristotle exhibits th<' inner necessity cf the problem qf movement by 

showing how the primary and ultimate problematic of all previous 

philosophy presses toward this problem. Jn this connection he discusses 

thC' difficulties which farf" a ny new treatment. of movement. M any things 

about movement (th<' essence of movement) a re problernatized. Aristolle 

inqui res into the ori{;in of movement in its intrinsic nature. H e calls that 

which dete rmine's the inner possibility of something the t'lp;:~. principle. 

The fundamental nature of movement is ~t&tuJk>1..il, changE'. This is 

(·hange from ... to ... If, for example, this piece of chalk for some reason 

(ri:v&ou;) hecorn<'S r<>d, we can take this in two ways: as a change from 

white-coloured to rc>d -coloured, or as a becoming-red of the chalk. Jn th<' 

lattt'r case whitC' doC's not become red , but the white piece of chalk 

lwron1es a red pic•cc of chalk, not just a t61h: yiycoOut ( t olls) t'lJ..J..O. Kal 

t.~ tOul>e ... ~; it doc•s not happen that a reel 1 hing originates from th<' 

dtalk. A t hird prinriple b<>longs to the inrwr possibility of thf" ycvccn~ fK 

m·o; &I; tt: the imo~t&vov, i.e. what sta.n. 1he ame throughout thC' 

c-hange. Rut this, th<' rhalk, a singular thing, has a twofold &loo:;: first its 

lwrng rhalk. which doC'S not necessarily involve h<>ing-white, and secoudly 

this hf'ing white its<'! f. These must be di.fferent if change is to be possible, 

llillll<'l~· c-h ang<> as a going-ovN to something clifl.Nent to and absent from 

tlw initial stat<', crti:Pilcrt~. So y&vecn; in the proper sc·nse involvf"S these 

three principles: I. imo~ti:vov, 2. ellio~, 3. crti:P•lm~. :2 nnd 3 refer to the tvuvtiu. 

1-'or KUi liiP.ov C<TttV Otl lid i.moKeic:rllat tl TOi<; cvavtiot.; KUi tt'lvavtia ouo e'ivUt.' 

ll111!' thre<' urxui: mt tht• on<' hand imo~ti:vov, ontlw othc•r hand the incliratc•d 

\ ristol h·. Pln<tn llJO 01 6. (•\\ e sa\· not onlv .. till' ht•c-omt's so aml ·so.,. hut .tbo 
lrn111 ht•Jill'! tht;. <OIIll'' tO hC' SO and so"·. trans. 1\.Jrdl(' ,uu\ (;a\'t>.) 

Phnu·s t()t a ~I. ( 'It '" c lt'ar that tht'rE' mu~t lw .1 '-llhsrr.otum for thf' <'Ontrarll'~. 
llll ftiJ~t tilt' COII!r,trlt•<, 11111~1 IW two': trans. ff ,trcllt' ,mel (;,1\'C'.) 
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opposition, wl1 irh i ts<'l f ronsists oft wo pri nci pl<'s. \ t IC'ast tlt<'St" thre<' (two) 
arxui are necessary; no mor<' arc• rP<pnrecl. rp(mov o£ rtva W..A.ov oi>K 
civayKaiov.~ ln another sense, however, tlw princi pies govc'rning the pos
si bi I i ty of ~&ra~o),~ n<'ed not h<' regarclc•d as tlu<'c. h::uvov yap i:crrat ro 
tTtpOV tci>v CVCIVTi<OVltOI&iV tfj ClltOU<Ji(,t KUi 7tUpoucrir,c TilV ~I&Ta~OA~v," as it sun-ices 
for th<' possibility of change that on<' tl1ing displarcs another, i.e. that 
rhange is brought about simply by cmo~Jcriu (abs<'nC<') or 7tupoucriu 
( pr<'sPnce). 

This passage, considered in its total contc·xt, is of significance for us in 
sev<'ral resp<'cts. £nitially there are two linguistic forms of the famil iar 
word oooia. These forms bring to expression two possible meanings of 
oucria: ab-sence [A b-wesenheit ] and pre-sence [A n-wesenheit ]. They 
clenrly indica I<' that the concept if oucria involves obsenre and presence. 
At the sam<' time, however, one can also say that if cmoucriu-7tapoucria 
mC'ans absence-presence', then oi>cria just means <'Ssencehood [ Wesenheit], 
i.e. something which hovers over both without h<'ing either. So what we 
hav<' maintained is not the case, i.e. oucriu does not mean presence at all. 
Th<' nreeks express presence by napoucria. This formal linguistic objec
tion appears irrefutable. Jn fact, it cannot be refuted at a linguistic level, 
nor by appealing to what is directly and expressly intended in everyday 
usage of the word, bC'cause our thesis that oucriu nH•ans constant presence 
simply does 1101 rest on such considerations. 

\Vhat we intend by the assc>rted fundamental meaning will be dis
cussed below. For the moment we hold to the nwaning of oooia in its 
possible modifications as absence and presence. 

(nap) oucria 

/ . ':\ . 
7tapoucrta unouma 

Thc> nupoucriu which is t•xplicitly set off against (moucriu presupposes 
t hf' primordial napoucriu. J ust how this is possibk remains problem
atic, not lll<'r<•h• in th<' sc>nse of a philological difficulty concerning the 
interpr<'tation of (;r<•ek philosophical roncepts. but as a fu!l(lanwntal 
su hsta 11 tivP prohiPm. 

\ / 'h.J;irs [()[it') f. (" ' !'tin anotlwr \\"il\" of Jllllling i1 tl11~ is not IH'I "l'SSl'll"\"·; 11"ai1S. 
ll..rdw rllld ( •• 1\t•.) 

' /'h_l nn 1111 .1 h f. ("OJH· of tltt- cnn1rilnl'\ \\Ill ~rrn· w t•IT!'r1 till' <"hangc· IH its 
Slll"l"l'"l\1" ilh\\"11((• •llld prt'M' ll ("('': trans. f( ardll' ,\lid r;ay1•.) 
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Before <'lllering into this problem in more dNail, we lltust not<' the 
un plications of the quoted passage for our task of interprNing the fun 
cl. tJnc•tlla I word oucriu. That the i lltNprcta Lion and description of 
111:ruPoAi1 is oriented to absenc·e and prc•sence - indeed that this was, in a 
, c·rtain sense, already the case with Plato, who speaks of rhang<' from 
1t111hing to being and uice z•ersn - to clearly see and understand this is of 
tlw greatest importance'. Change in colom, for Pxample, is conceived as the 

r/f\flfJpearanre or one colour and tbe appearanre of another. In the case of 
processes, i.t•. of what we call 'becoming' in the narrower sense - a white 

piP<'<' of cha lk becoming a red piece of chalk - tlt<>re is so111ething which 
und<'rlies this change: uno. something remains: ~tvov. The interpretation 
of the essence o/ movement proceeds through determination of remainillf! 
(11/(/1/.ol-remaining, of remaining present and remaining absent. 

' lo be noted is that becoming and origination basically mean: obtaining 
lw1ng, coming into being, coming to so-and-so-being. It is evident that 
change involves beinkother, and thus a ronncction between being and 
constancy. To be constant (to remain) means to endure in constant 
prl'l!ence; beingness, oucriu. is understood as constant presenre. 

Yet we have already seen that what we attributed to oucria is in fact 
on ly expressed in nupoooia: 7tupci. means 'next to ', ' being adjacent' in a 
~<'ric•s, being immediatdy present. To be sure, these are the moments 
of meaning which arc immediately intended when Greeks understand 
oi aiu in the- usual sense. ' o we• are forced to the thesis that oucria always 
mc-.tns - whether or not this is made explicit - 7tapoooia, and that 
onlv for this reason ran t'.moucria express deprivation, i.l'. lack of pres
<' nc·t•. In absence it is not essence but presence which is lacking; thus 
·c·,M·ncc-hood'. oooiu, at bottom means pre ence. The c;r<'<'ks understood 
hew~ness in the sensP qfronstant presence. 

b) B£>ing and \\'hat-Bc•ing. oi>cria as the ~tupoooia of the doo; 

It would, ad111itted ly, be a V<'ry great PtTOr we r<' wp to think that t'very

tln ng has now been elarificd. \\"c would completely rlosc· oursei' '<'S off 
from tht> cm·rc·n inwrpretation of tbc c;rC'C'k understanding of being were 

''!' to ovc•rlook th<' fact that the clarification of this particular kind of 
tliH h•rstanding - tlw understanding of sorncthing self evident ~'<'l also 
tttgra~ped ( constan 1 pres<'nrt' . pr<'senc-c' i 11 gen<'ra I, oi>criu; 1110n:• sharply: 

7tCipO\Icrirt) involvPl< coustant struggl('. 
\1 first , !IH• C;r<'<'ks find tltis altnost natural IIH'a ning of bc·ing, wlticlt 

"<' now lormu I at<• "" pr<'M' IH"('. ~o , ·pn· probl<>rnatH" Lit at t lwv ran not t•n •n 
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cli!>C'O\'N what, at bottom, is ~)l'oblemati<' aho11t tl. For this reason their 
qtu'stions and answers move hither and thith('r in seeming disordt>r. On 
th(• one hand we discover the much proclaimed self-evidence of being; on 
the other hand we find, stubbornly juxtapos('d to this, that the way in 

which the proper being of beings is to he grasped from pres<.'nce remains 
i ncom prehensi hie. · 

I would therefore like to quot<' a very striking- example from a Platonic 
dialogue, the Ewh_ydemus. l n doing this I must forgo describing the 
situation of the dialogue, the interlocking and overlaying of the two 
conversations, as well as the course. content, and intention of the work. 
Th<' relevant passage can be fairly easily lifwd out and trNttc•d on its own. 

Socrates recounts to Crito a philosophical-sophistical conversation 
between D ionysodorus, Euthydemus, Cleinias, and Ctesi ppus. 1 n the rele
vant passage,; Socrates tells of his own contribution to this cm1\'ersation: 

'And I asked Cleinias why he was laughing in this way over the ,most 
be>autiful and serious things'. Dionysodorus now took Socrates at his word 
and asked him , according to 'ocrates' report: ' I l ave you, Socrates, ever 
seen a beautiful thing?' 'Indeed', said ocratcs, 'many, and of many kinds, 
my dear Dionysodorus'. The latter: ' Were these (the many beautiful 
things) other than the beautiful itself or one with this?' Socrates: 'J was 
totally embarrassed by this question, found no way out (uno anopia~). 

and had to admit to myself that it served me;> right for being so uppish. 
i\C'vertheless, I replied to the question by sa •ing that " the individual 
beautiful things are something different to Lite beautiful itself. However, 
in every one of them something of (like) beauty is present"'. 

ll c>re - in the rrucial answer of Socrates - there orcurs, and quite 
naturally so, the word that is important to us, i.e. naptcrttv, napcivc.tt, 
napoucria. For what question is under consideration here? It is the ques
tion concerning what beautiful things arc. It is not the question of what 
distinguishes hNilllifu l things from ugly things, hut of how we are tO 

utHkrstand the being-beautiful of these individual beautiful things. 
Bl'ing-beautiful (beauty) pertains to every h<'autiful thing as beautiful. 
But how? If beautiful things an• different from being-beautiful, then they 
an' not themsclvcs beautiful. Or if the being beautiful of many things is 
tit (' same as this ( lwauty), thcn how can tlwrc be many l)('autiful things? 
Soc·nn<>s' answN, i.e. Plato's rcsponse and solution to this probl<>m, asserts 
two things: I. that bPautifulthings a re distinct from bcauLY. 2.. that ne\'er
tlu•ll'S~, beau~)- IS prc•sent in ea<'h of them. This presence C'onstitutes the 

' Plato, Eu!lt.\tlt•mm )()() <> 30 1 '" 
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hc'llt{!-heautiful of the individual things. Is the problc·m solved in this 
\\il\<1 i\ot at all. It is on ly posed and mad(' l'xplicit, in that th e ' being' of 
hl'aut iful bPi ngs is spoken of, and indC'ed in the sense of being as prC'sence. 
1 k!>pitP everything. this 'pr<'sence' is utterly obscure, so that Socratt.>s' 
an~w<'r is neithN intelligihl<' nor ,·alid for thE:' other participants in the;> 
c·on,·Nsation. Th is is shown by the way that Dion,vsodorus responds to 
:-;o<Tatcs. II' th e> being-beautiful of a beautiful thing is supposed to consist 
111 1 h<' presence of beauty, then tht> following rPsul ts: if lt<lpayf.vttat 
CTOt •••• ·if an ox comes to stand alongsid<• you. and is pr<'SC'nt beside you, 
,tn• vou thcu an ox? And are you, Socrate;>s, perchance Dionysodorus. 
lw<'ause ] , Dionysodorus, now stand beside you (7tanct~t)?' SocratC's' 
thesis that being-beautifu l, or more generally, that the so- and what 
b1•ing of an individual being consists in its presence, IC'ads to obvious 
nonsense. In this way P lato wants to show that the situation in respect 
of this napoooi.a, i.e. of the beingness of a being, is anything but 
s<• ll' e>vident. And if it is not sdf-evident, then the problern must be posed 
and worked Lhrough. 

From this, as from many other passages, we can conclude that 
pn•cisely where the pure so-being and what-being of things - rather than, 
P.g. their origination and dissolution - is spoken of, this word napooaia 
is c•mployed . napoucri.a is not necessarily oriented to (mooaia as a 
c·ounter-conccpt, nor is it used only in such contexts. On the contrary. 
nupoucri.a stands simply for oooi.a, and expresses the meaning of 
ni•criu more clearly. This is shown by the fact that precisely where 
tht• oiJaia of the ov, e.g. the being-beautiful of existing beautiful 
thi ngs. beconws a problem, nupoocria crops up as a pNfectly natural 
<' \pression. 

It would, howe,•er, be hasty and superficial to takC' our thesis that 
\li•CTiu. being, means constant presence, as the key which immediat<'ly 
op<'ns all doors - as if, wlwrcver we encounter expressions concerning 
hc•Jng. it rTlPrC'Iy sufficed to insC'rt the meaning 'constant presPnce'. 

c) lh,ing and Substance. 
The Furt hN I )c,·elopmC'nl of the Prohl C'm of Being as the Problem 

of Substanc<'. 
Substa ntialitY and Constant P resenl'l' 

\c., <•rthf'lc•ss. "I' lta,·p obtailll'd a crucial guideline for the> interpretation 
ol ( ;rC'C'k pit i losoph\·, and ind<•Nl for tltC' whole' developnwnt of \\ C'SIC'rlt 
plt tlosophy unti l l lrgPl. t.\ t any I'VI'Ill. sine<' antitjuity tlw tmditiwwl 
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ronl'eption and development if the pmb/em q/ be in{: has b<'<'n gO\ crned 
by th<' fact that oucria is comprchemkd as substanre, or bNter, as 
substantialit.r. substanc<' as the proper lwingnt•ss of a being. That this 
occurred, that the problt•m of being took till' form of 1 he proble m 
of substance and led all furtlwr quE-stioning in this direction, is no 
accident. The original impulses thereto c·an already be found in Plato and 
Aristotle. This cannot be d<'monstrated here, hut we can at lc•ast provide 
some indications of how the rigidified prohlc•rn of substanc(' can be 
loose• ned 11 p. 

Substantia: id qu.od substat, tllat which stands unckr. (m6crracrt~. Wp have 
already encoun tered this uno in the AristotC'lian interpretation of move
ment. The first structural moment is the unoj.ti:vov. i.e. that which is 
preserved through all changes of properLies and thus through the trans
formation of the thing, that which is fixed so to speak. K&icrOat. Thus the 
expression unoK&i~ttvov very often stands for uno~t i:vov. The innermost 
colllent of the concept of substance has the character qf an enduring 
remain in~, i.e. qf constant presence. 

d) Being and Actuality (Being- Present) . 
The Inner Structural Connection of oooia as napoucria with &vi;py&ta 

and Actualitas 

Summarizing what we have so far sajd concerning the (J.reek concept of 
being (oucriu), three things emerge: 

I. Thc> imerpretation of movement as a fundamPntal characteristic of 
beings is oriemed to lmoucria and napoucria, absence and prese-nce. 

2. The attetn ptto clarify I~W what being of beings. e.g. beautiful heings as 
such, is oriPnted to napoucria. 

').The tradi tiona l conreption of oucria as substance likewise involves the 
primordial mf'aning of oooia qua napoucriu. 

.\ fLCr all this, the fundarn('lllal meaning of oucria Ill the SC'nSe of 
napoucrio still remains obscure. 

Our thesis that being lll<'ans constant prese11 ce can itself b<' demon
strated fmtn the problema tic, c•specia lly si ncC' we do not rna in ta in that the 
(;r<'eks <·'<pliC'itly recognizPclthis understanding of being and made it into 
a thc·matic· probiPm. \\ ('are only saYing that thPir questioning of beings 
procec•cls w i tit in the horizon of this understanding of bei11g. 

Bu I ()II r tlwsis fa i Is at a dc·c·isi \'(' poi Ill, !HIIlH·Iy if \\'£' focus on the 
C'lHtC'C'JH of be ing pn•rlornina11t in ordinan· t•utplovrneut of thC' word 
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·la·i ng': heing as distinct from not being. Heing or not being - that is the• 
q1wst ion . Being tneans being-pr<'SC'nt, e.ristentia. For <'x<unple, the earth is, 
( ;od is, i.e. exists or is aetna!. BC'ing in the sense of al'/uali~y. To hC' sure•, 
\\'t' saw that this is on(y one of tlw meanings of lwing belonging 10 the• 
originary st ructur<' of the concc•pt of being in ev<•ryday understanding. It 
would. therC'fore, be a fundamental misunderstanclin~ of the probl<>m of 
hc•ing werc:- W<' to pose it as <''<clusiveh· or primaril~· the probiC'm of 
,wtuality. -<'V<'I'tltcless, and precist•ly in regard to antiquity, we can not 
!'ass over the qu<'Slion of whcthC'I' and how the concept of actuality 
t< 'istcnce in the traditional sense, as e.g. in I ant - involves tht> fund a 
lllt>lltal meaning of oooia as constant presence. VV<' can immediate! · sC'<> 
that no progr<'SS can be made if we remain at the leve l of linguistic 
discussions. 

To comprehend what is problematic in tbe word 'actuality', we must 
inqnire into the philosophical t<'rm to which it corresponds. 'Actuality' 
1/ 'irk/ichl.:eit ] is a translation of th<' Latin word artualilas - ens in artu, 

i.P. a being in so lin as it is actua lly present, as distinct from an ens ralione, 

t'll.' in potentia, i.e. a being insofar as it is mer<'ly possible. H owe,·c-r. 
artualitas is its<'lf the Latin translation of the Gr<><'k word tvtpy&ta. Our 
word ·energy', in the sense of force, has nothing to do with this. What 
,:vcpytta m eans, as a philosophical expression for existence , actuality, 

bC'ing-present, is something totally differen t from 'force'. To conceive' 
f.vtpytta as force betrays an ex ternal and superficial understanding of 
the concept, in a similar man ner as Dionysodorus' argumentation in 
r<'SJl<'C'l of napoooia. tvspytic,t l>v means actual beings as distjnct from 
6\.Jvuj.t&t l>v, mer<' possible beings. 

I low the n is this actuality of the actual to be comprehended? What 
dot'S £vcpycta mean in its substantive m eaning, not just according to the 
dic· tionary? Does this understandi ng of being support our more genera l 
<·l.tim that bt'ing means constant prest"nce? VVhat does cvtpysw ltavC' to 
do with constant presence:> \\'<' CNtainly cannot discover this without 
t· tnc·ring into the ancient ( 1rc<'k problematic of being ( Plato and 
\ ristotle ). 

llowever, W<' hav<' a lready S<'cn how Aristotle dc,·elops tllf' probl<•tn of 
ll1•ing in INnis of the problem of rnovement, wlwre th <' latter m ea ns 
dl<tnge, ~u;-ruPoA.t). Cltange involv<>s the· disappearanrc· of somNhing and 
tit<• appearanr<• of something elsC': (moucria and nupoucria. :\ow it is 
,, ... ,. significant that .\ ristotlc•. prc•<·is<·h· where lw presses forward into 
Ill(• gen uin <' clc•ptlts of I hC' essc·nt·c• or tnow·men t, II\ n i I:. hi ruse• If of thl' 
< onc<'pts f.vtpyciu and M!Vuj.tt.;, a nd in such n wa\· Lhal, roughh 
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spc·aking, r.vtpycw is attributed to that whiC'h is proxima lly g rasped 

through napouaia. 

{mouoia 

OUVUI!t<; 

napouoiu 

CvcpyCIU 

These conr<'pts of actuality and possi bi 1 i ty, wh iC'h following th<' long trad

ition of philosophy (including Kant) we so routiuely <'mploy today. these 

fundaulclltal concepts of being arise for the first tirne in Aristotle's trC'at

rnent of the problem of movement. To show what occurs thNe, aud to 

what degrN' the connection between tvtpyctu and nupoucriu is there 

demonstra l ed , would lead us too far afield. I choose a shortN way of 
clarifying Llw fundamental meaning of €vt:pyEtu, which simultaneously 

clari fi<'s the connection between the philosoph iea 1/ pre-philosophical 

mcaniug of actuality and the understanding of being as constant 

presence. . 
The word cvtpyEICl stems from €pyov, work [fYerk ]. tv fpyov, Ill 

work, lllt'ans mor<' precisely: self-holding (sclf-maimaining) in the activ

ity of work. The workhood of work is the ess<:'nC<' of work. 'l'hC' (;reeks, 

and above all Aristotle, see the workhood of work not in tl'rms of its 

origin, nor in terms of the person who sets the work into motion , but in 
the moment of b<'ing finished and ready.~ To be sure, the c;rcC'ks also see 

tlw intC'ntion of the work, its directedness-to, but they do not regard this 

as thC' dC'cisivc and C'ssential moment. The workhood of work consists in 

its beingjinished. And ... vhat does this mean? Being ready and finishe~ is 

the sam<' as produccdness. And again, not necE-ssarily in th<' sense of bemg 

produc<'d ratlwr than growing up by and of itsel.f:l\ather, th<' unclC'rsta~d
ing is dircct<'cl towards the iuner content of produc<•clnt•ss, to b<'•.ng 

brought to stattd forth from here to there, and, as such, to be now stondmg 
there. So producc•drl<'ss means there-standingness [ Do-Mehendheit ], and 

t:\'i:py•;IU mt•ans a s<•lf-l10lding in prod~cedncss and th<'I'<'·Stnndingn<'SS. 

\\'t- ca11 now <'asily sec how the crucial monl<'llt ~~ ~h: the 
pn•s<·rH'<' of th<' finished thing as such. It is from hen' tlwt W<' mttst S<'?k 
Llu• way 10 a proper philosoplrical interprNation of that aspi'C·t of Ans· 

1 otl<.'s do<·tri rw of hei ng wlr ich has heen so nr isi nlerpr<•Led and dC'formed 

:-,,.,. \ riMOl h·. I leta ph ) 'WI e H. l 0')() a 21: tO '/UP ,;py<W ti:l.o;. ,md 0 I. 1 OV) b 
1·k th· . ,.,It,; tel cpy1w. 
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drat attention has been divC'rted far away from til<' genuine problem. This 

1:; 1 he doctrine of liA.11 ami &l6o;, of matter and form. In the usual 

concept ion, and often will• SC'cminglv just reference to Aristotle's words, 

th!' actuali ty of a thing consists in til<' actualization of its form, cloo;, in 

matter. Th<" form of the chair, which tlw craftsman must previously 

1111agine in his mind, c!oo~, iota, is actualized in matter, e.g. in wood. And 

thl'n one wonders about how a 'spiritual' forrn ca n be located in something 

utat!'l'ial. People think it particularly characteristic of Aristotle that 

lw brought idea (form), located b · Plato in a supersensible world, back 

10 u.atte r and the things themselves. This common inLerpretation of 

\ristotle's philosophy, which one can find in any decent textbook, does not 
r<'rognize the childish11ess which it attributes to both JJlato and Aristotle, 

a nd simply repeats everything thaL has been said since philosophy 

clt>clined - to the leve l of cornpilers and schools - from the heights 

achieved by these two thinkers. To do the history of philosophy in this 

way would be analogous to deriving our interpretation of Kant from what 

a journalist wrote at the 1924 Kant jubi lee. 
I lowever, what is the situation with respect to this actualization of form 

in matter (whereby the actuality of the thing is to be secured)? First, this 

f ails to clarify the essence of actuality w1less one previously indicates what 

actuali=.ation is supposed to rncau. Further, it is not an interpretation of 

the Greek concept of actuality unless iL has been shown that the Gree~ 

understand actuality from the act of actualization, which is precisely not. 

the case. Above all, however, these discussions concerning form and matter 

continue and proliferate without ever appropriating the standpoint, or 

P\t>n asking about it, within which &loa<; and ul.n are supposed to 

illuminate the actuality of the real. his not a matter of the embodiment 

of form in substance, nor of the process of production of beings, llll.t 

or that which resides .iu the producednC'SS of the produ~thing. The 
lfll<'stion C'Oncerns the way in whirh II'Orl.-lwod must be conceived if it is to 

<1 11nounce the being of beings. 'l'hC' answer is that precisely the look 
fii \'Sehen j of the thing COntes tO <'Xprcssion in its producedness. ovcria, 

the being-present of a being as af'lllal(y present, consists in the napoooia 
1!/ tlte cloo;, i.e. in the presence of its look. Artualit.Y means producedness, 
1/tere-slandingness as the presence cf'its look.'' 

\\'he n Kant got'S on to say that wp do not know the thing-in-itself. 

L(' . tl tat W E' do not hav<' an absolute' intuition ol' this but only see an 

<~ p()('arancc, he docs rrot III<'HII drat w<• grasp a pseudo-actua lity or 

.• ~('(' brlow PP· '>I ft. 011 tiH' 0\' t;>.:; 6i. '10c; .llld Oil \leta. e , 10 in parliC'ular. 
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sonwthing that is only half act11al. If that which is prC'sPnt (the bl'ings 
1 ht'anselves) is conceived as a!>pParance, llai~ an Pans notlti ng dse but that 
!laC' artuality of the actual consists in 11s characlC'r as appearanc·<'. Oo 
appear is to comt- into view, i.<'. into tlw pn•M•nce of a look, into the fully 
dNerrnining c!Pterminedncss of th<' sC'lf showing b<•ings thPmselveSjRant 
has the same understanding of being as (;n•ek philosophy. It was not his 
fnult, it was not his doing, if the primordial connc•ction bNwC'cn the 
conc<'pt of appt'arance and the radically t·ourei,·<'d problem of being had 
to remain hiddeQ} Instead, when we talk about Kant and others in the 
usttal glib way, it is we who art- at fault, it is we who lwlong to the dt'bris 

ntbbPd off frona the spiri t of history. 
In summary, we can say that the Aristotelian conc<'pl for the actuality 

of the actual, i.e. the concept of £vi:pyt:1a as we ll as th<' later concept of 
actualitas (actuality) determined by this, does not iuitia lly confirm our 
thesis of 'constant presence' as the fundamental mt'aniug of being in 
(}reek philosophy. However, if we do not play games with words, crudely 
attempting to dC'ri,·e actuality [Wirklichkeit ] from working [ "f/irken], but 
rather immers<' ourselves in the Greek conc<'ption and intt-rpretation of 
cpyov as such, then we immediately bC'cOrn<' awarl.' of the inner struc
tural connertion between the philosophical conc<'pt cvtP"ftta and oooia 
as Jtupouoia. At the same time, we ther<'by obtain an insight into the 
basic concept of the Platonic doctrine of \wing: iota. c!oo~. 'lo grasp the 
Platonic doctrine of being as the ·doctrine of ideas', if this concept is 
takt-n purely doxographically, is admittNlly an error. For Plato, being 
tta t•a ns what-b\' ing, and thl.' 'what' of somPLhing is given in i ts look. The 
latter is thf' way beings presl.'nt [priisentieren themsp\vl.'s and are present 
[nmresend]. In the look of a thing thN<' rl.'sidC's its presence (being). 

That work in its workhood and produ<'C'dness as such - whether as 
procluct of craft or as genuinP art work plays an essential role in the 
for111ation of til<' Greek concPpl of bl.'ing lllliSt be clarifif'd in terms of 
th<' fundam<'utal attitudes of ( ;reek Dast•in. What tlwsf' attitudes show is 
tht• wrenching of things a nd forms from and in the fearfulness 
Furrhtbarkeit of f'xistenr<'. They expose• the lies about til<' cheerfulness 

of (;reek Dasc•in. Especially noteworthy is that, from an Parly date and for 

" long time. tlw word rt:xv•l stood for knowledge as a whole. i.e. simply 
for the mnkill{! manifl'SI of beings. rtxv•1 neither mf'aus wrhnique as 
/' rm tim/ art i\'il\' nor is li111i1ed to craft knowlE>dgc•. hut it sign ifi<'s all 
producin{! in the· hroadf'sl sc•ns<'. togNlwr with its guiding knowlNig<'. It 
'''fll'l'SSC'S tlw strugglt· arotlrHitlw pre.,eiWI' of heings. \\p J'annot l'lltl'l' now 
into a discu:.sion of otlwr fllitclarnental words of ( ~reC'k ontology and tlaeir 
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broad implications. In discussing the concept of cvcp'(&IU referell('(' has 
,tlready !we' ll made to Kan t's concept of appearance. That beings as such 
Iran· thC' ch aracter of app<'arance just means that the b<>ing of beings is 

11ude rstood as self-showing, as being-encountered. as presence. T his inter
prl'lation of the Kantian concept of appearance, likl.'wise our earlier 
int(' rpretation of the (;reck concep t of bC'ing, goes beyond what is expn'ssly 
~ t atcd by Kant and the (;reeks; that is, our interpretation returns to that 
,d rich stood within the horizon of their understanding of being. If we 
dm·ctly ask whether and how Kant himself expliciLly interpret<'<! and 
dt•tNmincd the actuality of actual beings, we can discover the following 
~tatC'ment in the Critique qj'Pu.re R eason: 'That which is bound up with 
thf' materia l conditions of experience, that is, with sensation, is aclllal'.111 

\ ctuality means a connection with sensation. vYe must, however, like
" ise forgo discussing how a sufficiently concrete interpretation of this 
dete rmination of the essence of actuality supports what we have just said 
concern ing Kan t's concept of appearance.' ' 

§ 9. Being, Truth, Presence 
The Greek interpretation qj' Being as Being-True in the H orizon qj' 

Being as Constant Presenre. The ot• ci)(; 6.J.tJ0il; as "'t>pui>rarov 01• 

(Aristotle, :VIetaphysics 0 1 0) 

a) Where the I nquiry Stands. 
The Previously Discussed Meanings of BPi ng and the 

Exempla ry Status of Being-True 

C h rr proposed C'!aboration of the leading question of rnC'laphysics through 
In the fundatnC'ntal question proceeds from the thesis that being means 
c·n11stant pr<'senre. VVe atwmpted to validntc this thesis by an intcrprC'l
•l liou of thl.' (;rpek concept of being - oi>criu - in its principal meanings. 
Ul'arly. ev<'rvthing that follows depends upon the validity of tliis intC'r
prPtat ion. I r this interpretation of hC'itrg as constant presence is not 
t·nrn•r t. th!'r<' cRn be no basis for unfolding a connection hetwef'n bt'ing 
•II ad I i me. ns dl.'manded by 1 h<' f unda rnf' nta I question. 

CPR .\ .! I X, B 226. 
On ·bt•in l(' •~ not a rt'al pn·dicate '. So:'.:' IIPtdt•ggl'r·~ 1927 !t·c ture!>. The /Jwu 

f 'ruU cm \ qf l'ht'I/OIIlellolc>~:, l ( trans. .\ HH'rt llofsradrt•r, Bloor11111gton: Indiana 
l 111\'Prsitv PrP~~. I 9H2). Part (hw. Ch.tptt>r Orw. 
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YN although (;reek m<'laphysics "as such, wgNher with th<' subsequent 
tradition of Western nH'taphysics, is of great significance for our problem, 
its implications do not <'X tl'nd this far. For <'V<'ll if for some reason or other 
our int<'rpr<'lalion of Creek ontology could nol be carried through, what 
we have asserted as th<.' fundamental orit>ntation of the understanding of 
being could be exhibited from our own imm<'diate comportment towards 
beings. So we unfold the leading <]Uestion of mNaphysics in the direction 
of the fundarnental question (being and Lilli(') not because the (;reeks 
already (albeit implicitly) understood being in terms of time, but simply 
because' - as will be shown - w<:> humans must understand being in 
terms of time. Wherever being becomes thematic, the light of time must 
come into view. Our thesis that oixria means constant presence, i.e. this 
interpretation of the history of metaphysics, can never itself ground the 
problem of being and time, but serves merely to illustrate the unfolding 
of the problem. Moreover, the relevant features of Greek ontology can 
on ly be discovered if we have already assured ourselves, in a phi losophical 

manner, of the substantive connections. 
llowever, the history of metaphysics provides us with more than just 

examples. Of course, we can never rely on the authority of Plato or Kant 
to ground a thesis or problem. But history offers us more than a picture of 
earlier and superseded stages of thought. Apart from the fact that progress 
does not t'xist in phjlosophy, so that every instance of genuine philosophy 
is on the same level as regards greatness and sma llness, earlier phi losophy 
has a constant (albeit hidden) influence on our contemporary existence. If 
we try to grasp the Greek concept of being, this is not a matter of 
acquiring external historical knowledge. \Vc shall see that, in altered 
form, the (;reck concept of b<'ing is still pr<'S<.'nt in Hegel's metaphysics. 
We shall not enter into the inner connection hetween I legelian meta
physics and nreek phi losophy, especially since we have followed the Greek 
concept of b<.'ing only in some aspects. We have Limited ourselves to a 
purely systematic-substantive characterization of the understanding of 
being. \ e spoke of the original dividedness of being, which we further 

clarified in terms of the various meanings of 'is'. 
I ,C'l us explain this once again by an example: 'the cha lk is white' . The 

'is wltit<'' cxpr<'sses th<:> whiw-being, thus the so-and-so-being of the chalk: 
it is so and so. This so-and -so does not necessnri~y pcrtain to it, for it coul d 
also lw rc>d or green. \Yh<'n W<.' sa r 'the chalk is a material thing', we also 
r<'f<'r to th<' being of tlH' rhalk, but in this cas<' not to anything arbitrary, 
rath<.'r to what must belong to it for it to bc> what it is. This lwing is not an 
arbitrary so-and -so-being, hut a u<!cessary whnt being. \\lt<.'ll W(' say 'the 
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1 ltalJ.. is'. p<'rhaps in response to a claim that we ha,•e only imagirwd it, 
then being 111eans being-present (actuality). Again, if we enunciate these 
~c 11 ten c<•s with a specific e111phasis - ' llw chalk 1:s whit e', 'the C'halk is a 

111aterial thing', 'the chalk is present' - then by this emphasis W<.' also 

111tend a sp<>cific kind of being. We now want to say that it is tTUI:' - the 
"hat -b<.'ing of the chalk, the being-a -thing, the b<.'ing· prescnt. \\ (' now 

11wa n lll<' hein~-r- true. 
\\'e have intcrpret!'d the Greek conc<'pts of being corrE>sponding to the 

first thrC<' of thes<.' meanings of being and have shown them to be 
grounded in 'constant presence'. ln respect of being-true, however, we 
ha\'e thus far given no proof, remarking only that this would be too 
difficult and involved. 

so-and-so-being 
(now this - now that) 

c'moucria - napoucria 

what-being 
(possibi lity) 

Plato: 
napoocria 

being-present 
(actuality) 

tvi:pycw 
epyov 

napoooia 

being· true 
? 

\'arious investigations have shown me that understanding the first three 
m<'anings depends on clarifying the fourth. We can conclude this sub
stantively from what we have just seen, namely being-true as that which 
is intended by emphasis. Even without emphasis, the meaning of being
tnrt> is included in all the others. Being-true is therefore an especially 
comprehensive meaning of being. Accordingly, I shall now briefly attempt 
an interpr<'lation of being-true. 

ln what way does the asserted fundamental rneaning of constant 
pr<'Sencc also apply to being-true? What connection can we see between 
lwing-truc and being as such? To ex hibit this connection is difficult, not 
only beeaus<.' W<' run up against the common opinion of being-true, but 
abo bPcaus<.' th<> Creek doctrin<' of being-truf', especially Aristotle's 
do<"trint' thf'r('of, has been interpret<'d in terms of this same comrrron 
101H'<'ption. It has thus come about that Aristotle's genuine problematic 
ha~ b<·Prr <'ompr<'hensively misunderstood. Jn such cases the most <:onvcni · 
•·r11 way out is to alwr the text so that it can <:orrcspond to the com mon 
0 Jillt ton and cause no cmbarrassrnC'nl. 

Our irll<'rprNa tion of bt'in~- Lru<.', which aims to show that this too 
r<'latc>s to tlH• indicated fundalll<'lltal meaning, will prOC<.'t'd by rf'ferf'IH'e 
to ·• particular Aristotelian t<.'Xl. \\ (• shall show hou• the Greek roncept of 
lw,t{[- lrue 1\ tt/.10 tuuler:51ood in term.\ t?J constant prc.H!IIC'<'. . 
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b) Four :VIcanings of Bt·ing in Aristotle. 
The Exclusion of the ov ci>; (l),q0f.; in Metaphysics E 4 

First a general preview of the substantiV<' problem. We have learnt that 
the leading problem of ;:uwient metaph)•sics, ns formu lated by Aristotle, is 
ti to ov. \'\lhat is inquired into is the ov 1j ov. ~ow Aristotle repeatedly 
emphasizes, especially when·ver he is introciucing a fundamental problem 
of metaphysics, that ro ov A.i:y&tut noA.A.ax.<i>.;, i.e. that 'being is said in 
many ways'. ' ow noA.A.rzx.&~ is itself ambiguous. On the one hand it 
signifies the diverse meanings of being, but it also refers to a diversity 
within one of these meanings, i.e. within tiiC' categories. The ov of the 
Kc.ttllyopi<u is itself multiple, such that one can again inc1uire into a 
rrp<.im.o~ ov. i.e. a primary being. 

Beings as such are addressed in various ways, or, more clearly, we 

understand being in various ways. 11 Aristotle identifies four ways, which 
do not immediately coincide with the fourfold structure of being given 
above. The four modes in whjch we understand that which is, ov, and 
accordingly also that which is not, Jlil ov, are as follows. 

to ov ~eara ra <JX.TlJ.lc.tta r&v Kc.ttllyopl&v ( tii; Kc.ttllyopiac;) - <Sv 
~ea(f ai>t6, beings as they show themsclves in the categories. For 
example: 'this chalk is white', this chalk, this present thing here: 
category of the r61i& tt. Being white, i.<'. to be of a certain quality: 
rrm6v. The chalk lies here on the lectem: nou, place. 

2 ro ov Kc.ttiz <ruJ.!Pt:PllK6~, beings in respect of their contingency, their 
so-and -so-being, the being of beings which just happPn to be such-and

such at a particular time, t>.g. being-red, being white. 
3 r6 ov Kata ouvaJl tV Kai cvt:pyt:tav, beings in respect of their being

possible and being-aNunl. 
4 to ov w~ fiA.119i:~ Kai llfCUOO~, beings in rf'spect of being-irue and 

bein[!-Jalse. 

The inquiry into the ov u ov must already be clear about the various 
meanings of the ov. Such clarity was originally lacking. Only slowly was 
this clarity attained, and even Aristotle is <'Ontent just to factually dis
tinguish these four meanings. 1o explanation is given as to why just these, 
and these alone, are distinguished, nor does Aristotle explain the prin
ciples for distinguishing them. At this point, what is important for us is 
that he in{!-true is e.rplicit~y ident~{ied a OIIC' of these .four mea11in{!S. :\ow 
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11111st philosophy in the proper SC'nse, i.e. the philosophy which inquires 

111 to what beings as such actually arc, must this philosophy inquire into 
:111 four mode's of being, or on ly into those beings and their being 
which 111anif'cst themselves precisely as proper beings [das eigentlirhe 
Snc11de } Clearly, philosophy is concerned only with the latter. For if the 

c:-.!-<~t ce of being were clarified by reference to proper beings it should 
he possibl(' to clarify the essence of non -proper beings [das wzeigentliche 
Set<'ndel. 

This is the way Aristotle proceeds in 1\tletaphysics E (VI), where he 
out lines the thematic field of philosophy in terms of the four indicatt'd 
meanings of ov. lu so doing, he excludes the ov Kata <JUJlP&P11K6~ (the 
~econd meaning of being) and the ov ~ aA119~ (the fourth meaning of 
!w ing) from the field of metaphysics. Only the first and the third mt>an
ings remain, which are treated later in the central books of the 1Yleta
pltysic3, i.e. Z, H, 0 , l (VII- X). Why does Aristotle exclude the second 
and fourth meanings? We have already indicated that these are senses of 
being wherein the being of proper beings, thus also proper being, does 

nol manifest itself. Why not? The ov Kat<i <JUJlP&PllK6c; is fi6pt<Jtov, it 
is not determinate in its being but is sometimes such and sometimes so; it 
does not refer to anything constantly present, not ntpac; and J.!Opqni, 
doo; , but to something that occurs at one time only to disappear. 

'l'h liS A ri stotlc says: tpaivctal yap TO <JO~tP&PllKOc; cyyix; tl TOU 11 it 

6vro;;. n It is not, therefore, beings proper which are here intended. And 
why is the ov ci>~ fiA.ll9tc; excluded? 'Jo put the matter briefly: truth and 
falsity pertain to knowledge of beings, to propositions, to the A.Oy~ 
(disc-ourse) concerning beings. ristotle calls this rij~ otavoia~ n 

nu0o;,
11 

a character not of the beings themselves but of their deter

mination kll thought. Being-true pertains to grasping beings in thouglll, 
not to beings themselves. To formulate the matter in traditional terms, tht> 
prohl<'m of bc'ing-Lrue (truth and falsity) belongs in logic and epistemol -
11~"· not in mC'laphysics. The exclusion of the setond and the fourth 
111<·auings of heing is thus quite in order and itnmcdiately convincing. 
\lc·taphysics. as kuowledge of beings as such, is toncerned only with 
t lt p <'iv of thc categories and with the ov ~eara O(JVUJ.!IV Kai tvf.pyclClv. 
Tlrp ov of thl' c·atc•gories - especially the first category, upon which a ll the 
ntl u·rs arC' founclc•d - is treated by Aristotle in iVletaphysics Z and H, while 

IIetaphyw1 1- 2, 102() b 21 : ·11 wc·m~ 1ha1 the a<'<'idi'Htal IS somethmg d usl'lv 
·•ku,J 10 rlw non ,.,,~ rt•Jll·; trans. Tr('(la•mJwk. 

1/etaphyur.\ r: '~. 102H a t. 
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the OV t.:Uta 0UV(l~lV KUi CVCp)'ttUV. i.e. lwittg" in the SCnSC of ()O!>Sibil

ity and actuality, is treated in ,lletaph_ysic.\ 0. Furthermore-, Book e 
presents cvcpyciu (llvtcl..txcw) as the f'tntdamental meaning of the 

actuality of that which is propt•rly acwal. The being prop<'r is the ov 

llvcpyci~;t. T hose beings to which, according to our own imc-rpreta

tion, consta1tt presence must he> allrihut<'d, i.<'. those beings properly 

deserving of the name, are i1 oucriu Kui ro cloo; tvi:pycia ccrnv!~ o 

it is Book 0 of Aristotle's Metaphy~ics which discusses the being of proper 

beings. 

c) T hematic Discussion of the ov <l>~ al..t10c:; as the Kupu:inarov ov in 

Metaphysics 0 10 and the Question of Whether This ChaptPr 

Belongs to Book 0. 
ConnC'ction Between the Textual Question and the Substantive 

Qu<'stion of the Relation Between Being Qua Be ing-Tnt<' and 

Being Qua Being-Actual (Cvcpyei~ ov) 

Book 0 concludes with Chapter 10, which itsdf begins as follows: 

' Enti oi: tO ov Atyctal Kai tO ~~ ov tO IJEV KUtci ni crxti~ata tOOV Karrt

)'Opt<i>v, t O Oi: Kata OUVU~IIV ~ Cvi:py£lUV tOUtiDV ~ tavavtia, tO Oi: Kl>pt<i>tata 

ov al..rtOi::; ~ wciioo:;, tOUtO l)'bti t<i>v npantU.truv terti np cruyKcicrOat tj 

Ot1Jpiicr0cu, &crt' a/..T]Otuct ~i:v 6 to Otl)Prt~i:vov oio~tevo~ Ol1Jpticr0Ut teal to 
cruyKci~cvov cruyKticrGut , fiVCOOtUl oi: 6 cvavtiw:; Exruv ~ ta npantuta, n6t' 

Ecrtl\1 ii OUK t<JTl tO ~ MllOi::; ),cy6~cvov ii wciioo~; tOiito yap <JKCittCOV ti 

A.i:yo~cv.•c. 

Th<' t<'nns 'being' and ' not-being' are us<'d not only with reference 

to th<' categories, and to the potentiality or actuality, or non

potentiality and non -actuality, of thes<', hut also, in the strict.est 

sens<', to denote truth and falsity. This dt•pends, in the case of the 

obj<'cts, upon their being united or divid<'d; so that he who thinks 

that what is divided is divirlE>d, or that what is united is unit<'rl, is 

right; whilE> he whose thought is contra ry to the real condition of 

the ohjects is in error. Thc:>n u•hen do what we call truth and falsity 

<'xist or not cxist?
17 

' \letapln'Stcs 0 R. 10'50 h). : ·~ubMance or forn1 b ,tr tualily·: tran~. Tn•dC'nnick. 
'~ \ lct(lp/t. nw~ 0 I 0, I o; I ,, ; 1- h G. 
'' Tht> tnllH•Intion lwr!' i~ hv Tn·cll'lllli('k (utoclifil'd , 'L'<' ll<'Xt footuotC'). 
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Thus to 6& t.:llpl<i>tata ov MtlOC~ i1 wcuoo:;. What IS going on ltere? 

TIH' explicit tlt('me is the ov (ci>:;) a/..t10&c;. At th<' rlos<' of the propC'rly 

cc•ntrnl hook nf tlte 1etaph_ysics, i\ ristotlc takes np a topic from logic, i.<'. a 

topic wh ic·lt h<' hi111self, earl ier in E'~, had explicit! r <'xcluded from the 

dornain of first philosophy. lt is thus immediately cl<'ar that this chapt<'r is 

011 t,of place> and docs not belong where we disco,•er it. T his is ext<'rnally 

inclwatNI by tlte fact that it stands at the end of Lite book. TherE>forC'. 

a 1 d tough its overall content is indisputably A ristot('l ian, somPone must 

han• acldNI it later. There is no difficu lty in assuming this to be til<' case, 

for AristotiP's Nletaphysics is not a continuously composed work but a 
collection of self-contained treatises which belong together because of 

thrir affiliated content. Furthermore, that this chapter on being-true can

not belong to 0 , wh ich concerns actuality as such, is quite clear from the 

fact that the ov a/..110&<;, be ing as be ing-true, is introduced as even morE> 
propPr than the Cvtpy&i~ Ov, whic h COntradicts everything that precedes 

it and everything we know of Aristotle. 111 

\\'c can see how the textual question of the correct posilioning of this 
.final chapter of Book 0 also raises tlze substantive problem if the mean
in{.! if being-true itself, or more precisely, the question if tlze relation 
between bein{.! qua being-true and being qua being-actual. Yet for the 

tradi~ional, as a lso for the most recent inter pretation and treatment of 

this Chap!ler I 0, there is no problem here at all, because there can be 

11011('. For after all, every beginner in philosophy knows that the problem 

of truth belongs to logic and not to metaphysics, especially not to a 

treatise concerned with the fundamental problem of metaphysics. :uch 

considerations lead clzu·egler, to whom we owe a valuable H egelian 

commentary on the LV!etaph_rsics, to say flatly: 'This chapter does not 

hPlong herC' '.' '' WPrner Jaq[er, t hC' author of a vNy valuable study of thP 

c-otn position of the Aristotelian Nletaphyfics/n is convinced by Schwegler's 

"iPw: ·so th<' chapter just stands th<'re, d evoid of all conncctions'.2 1 U nlik<' 

· T lw 1111modific>d Trl'dennick translation puts ·in tlw strictest sense' in parl'n 
llh·M·s. With tlw note 'This appE'ars to ('OIIIradict n . h·. ;. But ll is just possiblr 10 
llll o·rpn•t n PHiHutu ( wi1 h Jaeger) as .. in lhe colluoonCSl l>C'IIsC" ' . The rek·vant lines 
uf iiH· Ross triln~ l .Hion rt-ad: 'The trrms '' bc·ing" and " non !wi n~·· ar<' C'mployrd 
h r\t h _wult n•ft•n•nc·t• to th!' catPgori1•s, and sPromlly with rrferenr!' Lo the J>Oi l'nC'y or 
' 1' l ll.tl ll\ of lltf'St• ... and thirdly in lite s<>nse of tru!' and falsr' [Trans. ]. 

\ . Sdtw<•glt·r. lnltote/es, \!t•taph) \ik. 4 vols, 11'\ol-6 H ; unaltered rPprint , 
I r.utkfu r t ·'Ill \l ,lm ( \l int-n·a ) ttl60. \ ol. I\·. p. 186. 
, \\ . Japw•r. Studu•n ::ur £nuru ldutlf!' f!L'<rhu·hu• tier l!t•taph.ntl• des An~totder. 

l,~·rl111 1912. ""I' .tl"' \Y. Jat•gPr. lrl\totl'lt'l: Gruntlll'{!llll{! c•tner Gt!schiduc <l'lltt•r 
J..n~~t·wk/,np. ll<'rlut I 921. 

\\ . JCIP~N, S11ulien ::ur Entwirkltlltf!.<f!t' ~t·ltidlle. p. '>1. 
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Schw<'gler, however, Ja<'gN lwlif'n's that .\ ristotlc-, despite this chapter's 
disconn ectedness with tlte hook as a whole, himself addf•d it as an 
appendix. 

a) T he rejection of 0 1 O's placf'm<'lll itt 0 and the traditional 
interpretatiott of b(•ing-tru<' as a problem of logic and 

epist<'mology (Schwegler, .l<wgPr. Ross). 
T he e rroneous interpretation of KupHinatu resulting from 

this interprctaLion 

Tf, lik<' Jaeger, one adopts Schwegler's view that a chaptN on logic could 
not. substantively belong in the i'vlelaplz_ysics, then for the sake of consist
ency on<' should not attribute the addition of this chaptt'r to Aristotle 
himself, <'Specially considC'ring the manner in which Aristotl(• 's chapters 
and books are com posed and constructed . .la<'ge r's opinion bN•omcs a ll the 
more curious when, to justify the rejection of Chapter I O's placement in 
0 , he goes even further than chwegler. Jaeger sees the mai n 'external' 
hindrance to accepting Chapter I 0 in the fact that the ov uA.110t:; not 
only suppo edly relates to the principal theme, but that this ov is taken as 
Kuptci>tutu, i.e. that beings as being-true ar<' understood as the most 
proper be ings. 'To me this is very improbable, and it will strike everyone 
e lse li kewise.' 'If anyone were to support t.l te placement of 01 0 on 
the ground that only here is the Kuptci>tutu ov attained, hP would 
misunderstand the wording, and beside's, lw would be thinking in an 
un-Aristotclian way.'u Jaeger wants to say that whoever maintains that 
Aristotle' itt 010 conceives being-true as dt<' most proper being does not 
understand what Kuptci>tata means, moreover has a concept of being 

quite for<'ign to Aristotle. 
] ma i nt.ai 11 , by con t.rast , that anyone who conceives 0 1 0 as belongi ng to 

0 , and sees it as the g<"nuin<' culmination of 0 and of Aristotle's JVleUL

ph,y~ics as such. thinks not just in properly Aristotelian terms, but simply 
in c;rN•k terms. T he fact that Aristotle doses with 010, imerpreting 
being-tn1e as proper being, indirates that Greek metaphysics'fimdamenlal 
rom·eptiun q/ being here mmes to ils first and ultimale radiral e.rpression. 
Only someone who uncritically accepL'> long-sta nding traditional 
platitudes about Aristotlt• could r<'gard this as tin-A ristotel ia 11. 

T itus it is dear that tit<• apparf'ntly ("<tNnal question concerni ng the 
plact•uwut or Cltaptt'r 10 iu Book 0 can only b<· rc•solved by goi ug into 
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., 
tit(' prohl<•ms tn'ated in the chapter and book rC'Sp<'ctively. \YC' must 
tnqt Jirc• ill to what fundamt>ntal meaning of being makes it possible as w<'ll 
ns nen'ssm:Y to trent being-true it t th<' context of lwi ug-actual, and indeed 
:.uclt tit at bPing-lrue consti tut.<?s the most proper meaning of bci ng. 
Before auswering this question , and thus positively establishing the inner 

twressar~· C'Onnection between 010 and 0 , the doubts concerning this 
counection must be brie fly dealt with. \Ye shall begin by di cussing the 
argumen tation d i rect.ed against thC' KUptci>tata. 

If one assumes from the start that 01 0, sinrC' it concerns th<' ov 
ftl. qOt.:;, rf'latcs to a problem of logic and as such doc>s not be long to the 
o\·crall theme of 0 , then one must deny th<' possibility that the ov 
/ii. l]Ot; could be referred to as the most proper being, KUptci>tata Civ. 
This KUplci>tata must therefore be removed. T here are two alternatives 
here: I. striking it altogether out of the text, 2. re interpreting it, so that it 
conforms to the presupposed content of the chapter. The second procedu re 
is adopted by Sch wegler and especially by Jaeger. The first proced nre is to 
be found in the most recent treatment by Ross: seclusi: an posl ~t i:v (a34) 
transponenda-r' There is not the slightest justification for such a violent 
intervC'ntjon in the text, which is completely in order at this point. It is 
just that the Kuptci>tata is anomalous vis-a-vis the presupposed content 
of tl_t<' chapte r. ,'chwegler's commentary simply bypasses the Kuptci>tata. 
\Yitat. this impli es can be seen from his translation of t he Metaphysics, 
wltere h<" translates Kuptci>tata by ' main ly': being is ' mainly' addressed 
as being-true. Jaeger holds to the same conception of KUptci>tata: 
.,., ptci>rum ov 'is the most common mc>aning of being, the most frequent 
lll<'aning of being in everyday usagc'. 'And it is plain that this is thC' esse 
of the copula.'J' \'\'hat can we say about this vit>w? There is no evidence for 
it in A ris to tic. T it at the 'is' for the most part f u nct.ions as the copu la is 
c·orr<'ct, hut it is not the case 1 hat tlte copu In for the most par t means 'is 
l rll<'·. heing-tru<'. T his is not hC'cau e t he copula only seldom has th is 
11h'auing, hut bC'cause it always does. whNht>r C'Xplicitly or not. To say. 
" ll lt .hwgPr, that thP copula mostly means being true is likt> saying that 2 
plu:-. 2 mostly c·onws to 4. But while being-true is always iutended by the 
1 0 Pllla, "hcin~( is for Lh t> most part not tmderstood in this way, b11t. itt tltP 
\!'liSP <>f wha1 !wing, so-being, being prt>sent. TltC'r<' is no substantive• basis 
for the tltt'sis that ' is' most ly mC'ans being-trtH\ nnd thus there is no basis 
for elaiming that <it.J]9i:; ov as Kuptci>tatov mN'Ins lwing in its usual 

, \ nsw tit•, \lt'lflfJh_)llra ( 1\os~ ). ( h ford I t)2 k \ 'of. II . 
Jaegf'r. Studit'fl ::ur fi:t~tll ·tcklwlf!Wt' l<"hwhte. p. '12. 
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employment. Above all, however, ~<uptwtatov never refers, n<'ith<'r in 
this context nor anywhNe r•lst-, to frC'quency ()f employment. It is for this 
reason that Schwegler and Jaeg!O'r omit a ny linguistic evidence• for the ir 

arbitra ry interpretations. 
Kupiro~, Kupto~: the master, the possPssor, the owner of something. 

KUPIO~, Kupiro~ taken in its charactc>ristic and proper meaning: when 

Kopiro<; pertains to a '"'ord, what is intcndl•d is not primarily frNruency of 
usc, but just the word itself in its proper mt•aning. This proper m eaning 
is also t he most frcqucnlly occurring nwa ning, while thC' transfC'rred 
m eaning, IJEta<popu, is less frequent, fon•ign, unusual. Kupiro~ ov means 
what a being properly is. Kupiro<; is often <'mployed by Aristodc to dis
tinguish from Kata j.l&taq>op(tv, i.e. a word in its proper meaning as 
distinct from a word in its transferred m eaning. 

To be sure, Kuptov, that which predominates or rules, is also <' rnployed 
by Aristotle in the meaning of 'the usua l'; in accordance wit h the mean
ing of Kupto~, master, to Kuptov thus means the main or primary 
linguistic usage. The less common or unusual employment of language 
is, accordingly, denoted by to E,&vtK6v. T 11 the Rhetoric r 2 Aristotle 
says: E<Jt(l) oov EK&iva t&9&roprw£va Kai wpio9ro AtE,&~ ltp&.T) 
oaq>ti &lvat/~ every discourse possesses excell<'nce, ap&t~, to the degree 
that its words make clear what is meant: oaq>~ IJ EV not&i til Kupta.

26 

However, if discourse is not to be vulgar, tanttvti, it a lso requires 
~&vtKCt, unusual non-standard words. Metaphors and provincial expres
sions, etc. belong here. l n respect of the employment of language, there
fore , Aristotle uses Ki>ptov in the sense of what is common or usual. But 
the primary and proper usc of language is common because it is proper, 
not th<' other way a round. The proper meaning is the reason for 
freque ncy in language use. Thus the primary and proper mean ing of 
Kuptov is properness. INaphysics is in no way concerned with what is 
common or normal. T he latter issue plays no substantive rol<' within it 

at all. 
\\'c must therefore ask what Kuptov means elsewhere within 

Aristotle's philosophical terminology. J n Book 6 of the \'irlwmaclzean 
li thirs W<' read: Tpia o~ t onv f.v ttj 'I'UXU til Kupta npuE,croc; Kai 
6./,llOt iac;, aioOqcnc; vouc; opcE,tc;.li There an' three things in the 
soul whi<'h together rnak<' up the Kupta, i.t'. that which is proper in acLion 

1
\ \ nstotle. Rhetorw r 2. I ~IH b I f. 

R.lwwm r 2, 1•1-(1 ~ h li. 
It J\ ra~tutl1•, \ idtomttrhea/1 l~tlnr,, Z 2. II ~q a 17 f. 
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,11 tcl knowledge: perception, thought, and will. It would be complNdy 

11onsensica 1 to translate Kupta h<'r<' as 'usual'. Again in Book 9, A ristotlc 
~avs. in connection with the problC'nt of friendship and ma n's self-love: &I 

yup nc; O.ci onou6u~OI tit OiKata 7tpCcHEIV autoc; ~ICtAIOtU 7tUVt(l)V ii t il owq>pova ij 

llll<ltClOUV u:U.a t0)\1 KClTU rae; ltp&titc;, 1\Ut o/.ro<; O.ci t o KQAOV taut<!> 7t&pmotoho, 
,,i o~i.; £pEi tOUt0\1 q>ii.autOV oooi: 'I'E~&I. If a man is always COil 

( prned to do tlw right and prop<'r thing, in general str iving to be noble', 
nobody will censure him as a n egoist. And yet pr<'ciscly such a man 
possesses propPr se) f-love: IJUAAOV dvat q>iA.autoc; . . . KUi xapi~&TUI 

i:uutou t<~ Kuptrotut(!l,ll' for he appropriates for himself what is mos t 
noble and best, is inwardly bound to what is most <'ssc•ntial and proper in 
hnnself. H ere too it would be senseless to translate KuptrotUt(!l as 'the 
usual '. And again in Book I , Aristotle says that ethics is the £mot~IJ'l 
rw/,ml(~, for this is the £moti11Jtl KUptrotaTI),.!'l i.e. the highest and most 

proper science which as such encompasses and gu ides a ll human action. 
Thtts Aristotle speaks, in this same sense, of <1Kp6tatov ltya06v or 
...-uptci>tarov aya06v, i.e. the most proper good, the good simply a nd as 
-.uch. 

In a manner completely in line with this latter passage. Aristotle 
spl'aks in Nletapltysics 010 of proper beings. llowever awkward, this must 
IH' le!t standing! ' [o be sure, Jaeger is right to maintain that Kuptov can 
nwan the most common or usual. 13u t we must insist that, substantively 
spPaking, this docs not apply to be ing-true, e ither in vulgar usage or in 
\ristoLie. The Kuptwtata is not to be shaken: it stands firm, announcing 
.\ristotle's inten tion not only to treat being-true within his metaphysics. 
hu t to interpret this as the most proper m ode of being, and to dos<' his 
lr!'<ttise on prop<'r being precisely in this way. 

~) D emonstra tion of ChaplN I O's prope r placC'm<'lll in Book 0. 
The ambiguity in liw Greek concept of truth: 

truth of things and truth of sentences (propositional truth). 
ThE> thematic discussion of tlw b<'ing-true of (proper) beings (tni tow 

npo.nt<ltrov). not of knowledge. in Chapter 010. 

\ristotl<•'s straig htforward dairn is that bei ng-true constitutes the ntost 
proper lwing of !wings, i.e. that bC'ing-true as such announces tlw most 
pro1wr <' sencC' of he• in g. This probkm arises wlwrc• h<' tonsistcnlly n nd 

., \"tdmlluu hccm Etlnrs I R. I 16H h 2'> ) I. 
.j I \ idmflt{l( '"'(Iff l~'t/ll('S A I. I 09 ~ ol 2'> n·. 
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explicitly treats of proper heing (cvl:pycw, cvrtHXtta), in Hook 0. 
How the assertion can be justi fiC'rl is shown in 0 10. In shor t, the chapter is 
concern ed to unfold the proof of tlw t lwsis that being-true comtitutes the 

most proper being of proper beinf{S. The t!H'IIl(' is the being-true of beings, 
i.e. he asks about how beings in themselvC's 111ust be, in order that they 

may be tru<', and about llw bPing-true itself wh ich is thus made possible. 
How docs this relate to the proper being of bC'ings? 

1t must first be shown that thP being of h<'ings also remains the theme 
in 010, and that being-true is drawn into this guiding theme. , o after 

introducing the fil..l]9t<; ov, i.e. that which is true, as that which most 
properly is, Aristotle irnmediate ly says: rouro, namely being-true, rouro 
S' tnl t<i>V npayJ.uinov,.,..1 this being-true is applicable to the existing things 
themselves. Being-true is the being-true of the npayJ.uirwv, the things, 
thus is not a property of conceptual thought of things, is not truth as 
pertaining to knowledge of be ings, is not a property of propositions, of 
the l..(yy<><; about beings, docs not concern opinion of ... as such; none of 
that, but being-true per tains simply to the beings themselves. From the 
first sentence of the chapter it is evident that the theme differs utterly 
from what it has traditionally and uncritically been taken to be, i.e. that it 
does not at all concern being-true as pertaining to conceptual thought 
and assertion. As to the latter, we read in E 4: end St ~ <ruJ.IltAOK~ tcmv 
Kai il Staipt<n<; tv Otavoic;t a!..A' OOK sv tOt<; npantCLO"l, !0 o' OU"tW<; ov Et t:pov ov r<i>v 
Kopim<;," namely the categories, ... ficptt&ov. Analysis and synthesis pertain to 

the thinking of beings, not to the actual beings which are thought, thus 
they and all their properties, thus also being true and being- false , are left 
aside. 

!Ktnrl:ov ot rou OvtO<; CtO!OU t<i alna,' 2 the beings themselves must 

be consid<'r<'d in re lation to what makes th<'m possible as beings. In 010, 
however, as in Book 0 as a whole, it is not the being-true of thought but 

only th<' beings themselv<'s, ultimately their hPing-true and its possibility, 
which is inquired into. And it is maintained that the being-tru<' of beings 
constitut<'s the most proper being of beings. Thus not only is th<' problem 
situatNI completely within the domain of np6n11 cptl..ocrocpia, but it is 
itself th<• lattPr's most radical problem. 0 docs not adclr<'ss problems of 
logic or <•pistemology at a ll, but rather the fundamental problc•m of meta
physics. Can any doubt r<'main as to whether this chapter belongs to Book 0 , 

'' liNaphl HCI 0 t 0. I ()') I h 2. 
lll'rapln \lr\ E ·~. I 027 h 21) 11". 
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t .<'. 10 the book which brings tht> leading question of (;reek metaphysics to / 

11s highest d('vPiopment? :VI ust not the chapter rwcessarily belong there? 
The c·hapt N is not at a llunconnectC'd to the rest of the book, and certain ly 
\ ristoLie did not, despite its a ll eged unconnectedn<'ss, just add it on. 

But how could the real theme' of the chapter be so crudely and stub
h01;:,uly ow•rlooked? The commentators and those who cite them have, to 
h<• sure, also read the chapter and interpreted it. Certainly, but there is 
r('ading and reading. The question is whether we read in the right way, i.e. 
wht' ther ·w(• a r(' adequately prepared for seeing what is in front of us, 
whether W<' rncasure up to the problematic or not, whether we under
stand the problems of being and truth and their interconnection in a 
sufficiently primordial manner, whether we are thus able to move within 
the horizon of the philosophy of Aristotle and Plato. Or whether we rush 
at the philosophical tradition with worn-out philosophical concepts and 
tlwir pseudo-problems, expecti ng that with such miserable qualifications 
we can decide which additions the text requires, and what Aristotle must 
!rave thought. This is what happens in the case of Schwegler. The problem 
of truth is known to belong to logic. Being is in any case self-evident and 
does not need to be placed in question. o if Aristotle includes, in the 
main book of his Nletaphysir , a chapter which treats of truth from 
the very first sentence, this cannot properly belong here. Irrespective of 
its c.rudity or re finement, overa ll or in detai l, nothing changes the 
fundame11tal untenabi li ty of such a procedure. 

\\"hat therefore is the basic deficiency i.n the common interpretation of 
this chapter? It stems from the fact that the Greek understanding of the 
essence of truth is just as little interrogated as is the Greek u.nderstanding 
of being. This also applies to all subsequent philosophy. Indeed sub
sequ<'nt phi losophy, for reasons we do not need to en ter into now, has not 
l'\"cn bt>en ahle to take up and make fruitful what the (;reek treatment of 
the problem of truth achieved. Jf this is the situation, then we certainly 
han· no right to assume that in one chapter from one book, a chapter th~t 
il'>-'><'rts aud discusses a connection between being and truth. everything 
wdJ !)(' carri<'d through wi th perfect transparency. On the contrary, wlwr-
1'' n the det'IWSL problt>matir is attained, there remai ns, despite all acuity 
ol 'Jl tPstioning, tl tl' greatest obs<'ltrity. 

\\ !tat thc•n do tlte Cr<'<'ks tnHkrstand, pre-phi losophically and phi lo
' " JIItlcalh-, by trnth:1-;; "A!.t"jOCU.L, unhiddemwss f f nl'erbor[[enheit .; not 

Ll. l l(•JII!'f!{!t'r, I:Jcintt and Tu11e. 1 r.Hthl.ucd ),,· Juhu \ l.u·qu.-rnc aud Edw,trd 
1\uhlll\<111. Ba~d Bl.IC kwdl. Oxford, t %2, S 14 . 
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hidden, but brought out fron1 ltiddenne~s. So already and from the outset 
truth as unhiddenness doC's not pertain to th<' knowledg<' and conc<'ption 
of beings, but to beings thC'ms<•lves. Thus whC'n Aristotl(' inquires imo the 

unhiddenness of beings, into the truth of !wings, this is, for the Greeks, 
the natural and proper way of inquiring into truth. From the very begin
ning, the probl<•m of truth is not a problem conceming knowledge and 
conception. It only becomes Ll1is in a secondary sense, insofar as the know
ledge which grasps beings in th<'ir unvPilc'dness, unhiddenness, is also for 
its part 'true', i.e., in c;reek tPrms. it is such as to appropriate, communi
cate, and prese rve the unhiddenness of beings. Tlw proposition is not 
what is primarily true in the sense of unhiddenness, but is the means by 
which we humans preserve and secure truth , i.e. the dPcoucealment of 
beings: <iA.l)Ocuctv. 

'AA.t10t6ct cannot be said of beings themselves; rather, beings are 6v 

<'.tA.tJ9£c; in the primordial sense. However, that which c'.tA.t,Ocuc• (unvei ls), 
i.e. that which (the A6yoc;) can be called true in the derivative sense, is 

al..l)9iK <lA.l)O£c; means 1. be ings as deconcca led , 2. grasping of the decon
cealed as such, i.e. to be deconcealing. Thus c'.tA.TJ9Ec; and aA.ijOw1 contain 
an ambiguity - a nd indeed a necessary one, an ambiguity to which we 
must hold fast if we want to get anywher<' with the problem of truth. 

What now is the situation in regru·d to the counter-concept of truth, i.e. 
untruth? Untruth is not just hiddenness, but distortion. A corresponding 
distinction can also be made between falsity and untruth. !:'or untruth is 
not simply non-truth - the beautiful is also this - but exists where some

thing is lacking in truth. ntruth exists wiH' re there is indeed unhidden
ness, yet distortion predominates, i.e. wlwr<:> something is, but where this 
something presents itself as what it is not. 

At the beginning of Chapter 10, Aristotl<' makes it perfeclly clear that 
the issue is the being-true of beings: ou yap oui to ~~tuc; oif:o9at t'lA.TJ~ 

crt ACUKOV C'iV<ll e! O'U AEUKoc;, ana lila 1'0 at dvcu AtUKOV iwcic; Ol cpavtcc; t oiitO 
c'.tA.q9c6o~tEv." c'.t/,tl0t6Etv is also grounded in the t'l/,q9ec; ov. But since the prim 
ordial Greek understanding o f the essence of truth, a long with the Greek 
understanding of being, is no longer taken seriously, this ambiguity in the 
roncept if truth is overlooked. to aA.TJ9tc; ),er61-1cvov, i.e. that. which is true in 
tit<' primordial s<:>nsP, that which can be addr<'SS<'d as the d<'concea led , is the 
beings t.hemscl v<•s, the ov. 

.,, \/ptapl~)f/1\ (:-)Ill. 10'51 b(i IT: ' II is not ht•c·<~usc· wp think rnliy thar \ 'OU ar<' pale, 
llw r vou are pall', but hcrausl' you <~re pal<> w<· who say rhis h,l\l' IIH· uuth'; trans. 
l~os~. 
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d) TIH' (;n•ck Understanding of Truth (aA.ri9c•a) as ()pconcealm C'nt 

Tlw Being Whic h Is True (aA.lJOcc; ov) as the ~l ost Proper Being 
(KUptci>tU't'0\1 ov). 

Th<- \lost Proper Being as the Simple a nd Constantly Pres<'nt 
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\ ri~totl l' n!0\\1 poses the problem: not ' C()tiV li OUK t()tl 1'0 t'lAll6tc; Af:YO~IC\IOV 
ii wt\too;. ''• \Vhen does trutl 1 exist and when does it not, i.e. when are beings 
!>Hrh that they can be true? I low must tiH' being of bl.'ings be, such that 
IH'ings cau be true, i.e. deconcealed? \\'hen can beings be properly true as 
surh:• Answer: when every possibility of the untruth of beings is in every 
r<·spect excluded. When is that, and what does truth thereby m ean? 
\ nswer: whe n truth belongs to being. ! low is that possible? Answer: when 
being-true constitutes what is most proper about being as such. But what 
is being? t\ nswer: constant presence. Thus, when truth is nothing but the 
highest possible and most proper presence, then truth exists. T his is a 
metaphysica l question of the purest kind and has nothing to do with so
railed epistemology. How can being-true belong to the being of beings? 
\\hat is bei ng-true itself, such that it can belong to the being of beings? 
Aristotle must ask these questions if he wants to show that being-true not 
on ly belongs to beings, but constitutes the most proper being of beings: 
cii.J,Ot; ov as Kuptonatov ov. And clearly, only proper being-true, not just 
anv arbitrary deconcealment of arbitrary beings, can constitute the most 
proper being of beings. 

u) The corrC'spondence between being and being-true (deconcea lment). 

Two fundamental t ' P<'S of being and their corresponding modes of 
being true 

\\'hat solution to this problem docs Aristotle provide? After ev('rything 
tlaat ftas hN•n said, W<' c·annot expect this high<'st point of the Cree k 
ontological prohl(•rnatir to show, in AristotlE's spN·ific treatment, a differ-
1'111 C'hara<"tt'r to that of the (;reck problematic in general. I IC're too 
tiH· prohlc·m stands withiu the illumination provid<'d by the natura l 
or· 1'' <'r\'llay understanding of bC'i11g, but without this illwnination 
11 '~"I f hci ng c·lari fiPd. I !>hall skNch out thE' :\ ristotC'I ian treatrnct!l of 

" I h'lllflh)~it' l 0 I 0, I 0') I b 'i f. 
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the problem on ly in its main ff'a turC's. i\ ful l interpretation would take us 
too far afie ld and would prcsuppos<' a thorough familiarity with the 
Aristotelian metaphysics. 

Three things should be borne in rn ind in relation t.o this problem. F irst, 
that whi ch properly exists is the ov f.v~:py&iq. t.vtpy&w. is proper be ing 
in th<' sense of self-holding in constant presence. 'econdly, truth is t.he 
deconcealment of beings, and only on the basis of and in relation to 
this drconcealmcnt can truth apply, in a de ri\·ative sense, to that which 

de termines and conceives bcings: l!A.110tl>E1v, the q>avcu or KUTaq>O.vat TO 
<lA.TJO~. Thirdly, it is precise!, becausc the essence of truth is the decon
cealment of beings that the various kinds of truth a re determined by the 
various kinds of beings, i.e. in accordance with the being of these beings. If 
one grasps and holds fast to the essence of the Greek concept of truth, this 
correspondence between modes of deconcealment and kinds of beings is 
clear and obvious. By the same token, if this correspondence comes to clear 
expression with the Greeks, this refl ects their fundamenta l conception of 
truth as the truth of beings (dcconcea lrnent). o Aristotle sa ·s, clearly and 
simply at the end of Nlet.aphysics a I: t Kamov <ht; &xtt toii Elvat, outro Kai t~~ 
l!A.TJ O&iac;,~' as each thing is in respect of being, so it is in respect of truth 
(deconcC'alment). The mode of being of beings determines the mode of 
their possi ble deconcealment. The la tter goes together with being. Proper 
be ing-true thus belongs to proper beings. 

1t is our claim that, in e 10, Ar1stoLic poses the problem of how the 
being of beings makes it possible for beings to be true, i.e. deconcealed. 
What is the proper being-true of beings? It should now be clear that the 
problem became unavoidable for Aristotle and th<' (;reeks only after the 
leading question ti to ov was awakened. This is obvious. We ran a lso see 
wh ' J\ristoLle unfolds this problem in th<' particu lar direction he does. For 
if his thesis is that the a),TJ9i:r; ov is the Kuptci>TaTov ov, the roost 

proper being, then he must sN out frorn the question of the being of 
proper be ings. Tht' problem docs not roncE'rn any arbitra ry kind of truth 
of any a rbi trary b<'ing, but tlw truth of proper beings, i.f'. proper truth. 
The comzeclion bettreen bein{! and truth mu 1 come into vieu· from con
sideration of the proper truth of proper beillf!S, i.<'. it must bP shown how 
truth as such constit111es the proper bein{{ qj'bein~s. 

\\'c have thus already sk<'tr hed out the• roursc of discussion in e I 0. 
Tlw tht>tnatic trf'<H ment of til<' proble111 bcgins at 1051 b 9 and <Ontinues 
until 10')2 a •k 'l'hC' carli<'r sc>CLions i111roduct' th<' probh•n1. \\'e have 

"' \l, ·taph_nu' u I, <Jl}) h )II f. 
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prc\'ioush· treated the most importantmattC'rs: the thesis, the fram ework 
of q 11"sl ioning. Llw truth of things (n:pantam) as the ground of the 
possibilit \' of assertoric truth. \\'hat is discussed after a 4 are implicat_Lons. 

1 ;1,-c11 tl1<• profundity of tlw problem, Aristotle's construction of the 
tlll'1!1atic discussion as well as his brevity, acuity, and clarity, arC' utterly 

aston ish i ng. 
'-nH· dt•concealment of beings is governed by their mode of lwing, to 

6i: a/.qOi:t; ci>; to dva1. When considering the overall classification of 
beings, we d iscovered a kind of being of which Aristotle remarks: f.yyu; 
n rou ~1i1 ovtOr;,H it is akin to non -being. This is, to be sure, still a being, 
but not a proper being, i.e. this ov Kata au~~~;~11K6; is such that it just 
happens to occur on a particular occasion. For example, the white-being of 
tltc chalk . Chalk does not need to be white. By contrast, the materiality of 
an existing piece of chalk does not just occu r now and again, owt ~t~TJK6r;, 

but is a auyK&i~&vov, inseparable from the chalk, cruv-Kti~~:vov with the 
imoKci~l &VOV. Chalk and materia li ty are he re aouvatov 15talp1:6i;vat, impos
sibl<' to separate. On the other hand, while a ll kinds of things may change 
an cxisti11g piece of chalk, deceitfulness, for example, can never belong to 
thc chalk. It is impossi ble, in an wweiling determination of the chalk, to 
sav 'tllC' chalk deceives'. Aristotle says: Muvatov auvt&9~vaL As a lready 
mPntion<>d, there a rc som e things that may or may not happen to the 
chalk. \\ hat then does being mean with respect to the mater1all 'existing 
chalk as such , i.e. the materiality of the chalk? It means to be together
\\'itlt and in this togetherness to be one. By the same token, be ing-deceitfu l 
and bei ng-chalk can never possess this togetherness. 

.\risto tl<' begins the thematic discussion by clarifying and defining 
these different modt-s of being: Ei Oli TU ~lEV lt t i OU"(K&IT(ll Kai aouvata 
01Utpc0iiva1, t 6. 15' ltti 15uipll'I'UI Kai QOUVUta OUVtC9i;V<ll, TCt 01 f.vi){;XCT<ll tCtvavtia tO 
I-IC\' yap dvai tO"tl to cruyK&i<rllal KUi EV tlval, tO oi; ~it ElVUl TO ~il <ruyK&iaOul IDa 
ni. t:i(Jl t:!vc:u. \>< This is just the interpretation of the what-bC'ing and so-being of 
i><"ings. In this intc•rprctation Wf' can discover tangi hiC' C'vidC'nC<' for our 
gt•nrral tlwsis on being. As the being of what-being ( materia lity of the 
<!talk ). hP1ng means togetherness, cruyKEiaOa1. But we rccall that un:oKti~cvov 
11 11' anl> imu~u::vov. Thus ouyKdoOat means not just togetherness in the sense 

\!,•tnpln·Hn F 2. I Olb h .21. 
' "··tnph_ \\/( \ 0 I 0, t ()') I b <) ff: ' I r ~ome dull~~ are aiWil\ ~ ('OIIIhint'd .I lid ( 'diiiiOl 

h, . '''p.tr.\tt•d, <&11(1 od11•rs ar<' a lway:. sPparalt'd ,md t•;uuwt lw <'oruhlla'd, " hi l<• others 
Mt· <'<tpahlt• (•r thPr of t·tmrbination or or separat ion, " hein~" i~ being comhll lt'd aud 
"II<·. <~nd "nul hcing" "l){'mg not combined hu1 mon' than nru': trans. Hos~. 
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of co-givcnness but constant ro-prespnre. ThC' chalk is what it is on ly 

through the constant co-presence' of lllatNiality. By comrast, chalk and 

dt-ccitfulness form a constant non -togetlwmt-ss, i.e. thC' chalk can never 

contain such a thing within itse-lf and nothing of this sort can occur to it. 

The one must be constantly absent from tlw other.''' Finally there is that 

which is not coustantly present but onwtimcs present ancl som<'limes 

absC'nt, i.e. Lhe accidental. If one does 1101. from the very ouLsN, realizt- that 

being mt-ans constant presC'nce. one' cannot make even the' first step 

towards understanding this decisive passage in Aristotle. 
\ e now have two basic kinds cif bein{!:: auyKr.iaOat and <J\Jil~C~IlK&vat. 

He re it is crucial to notice that each of these' kinds of being has its own 

speci fi c way of not-being or absence. Only after Aristotle has defiued these 

kinds of being (what-being and so-being) does he proceed to the genu ine 

problem, i.e. to the question of how the being-true and cleconcealment 

(uncovercdness) corresponding to these different kinds of being is pos

si ble. llc begins by interpreting the deconcealme nt of those beings which 

can be sometimes this, sometimes that, i.e. he begins with non-proper 

beings, with beings whose being is most remote from t lw C'Sscnce of being 

as constant presence. When and how does the unveiling (truth) of non

constant or accidental beings occur? The deconcealment of the accidental 

does not always occur, and indeed precisely does not occur when t he 

accidental is how it is. The essence of accidental beings is such that its 

truth is not always what it wants to be - tr uth. Truth becomes untruth. It 

is, therefore, not primarily our own doing if from time to time we err and 

think wrongly. llow then can the deconcealment of the accidental be such 

that, according to i ts own essence, it is not always what it is, i.e. that 

dcconcealrnent can itself turn into untruth, and that beings themselves 

can change independently of our conception of them? We sec this chalk 

and say 'the chalk is white'. This is a true assertion becaus(' it takes up 

what this chalk is in its unhiddenness. We hold fast to this truC' assertion, 

we preserve this truth and go home with it. We can meet and talk about 

tlw objt-ct, descri bing it in our imagination. If, howevN, someone has in 

th<' nwantimc painted the chalk white, or if for some othe r rPason the 

cha lk has changed colour, the n our Lrue assertion , wi thout a ny doing on 

our own par t, has become untrue. I ndeed, it becomes 1111tntc precisely 

becaus(• we hold fast to our true assertion , rnercly thro11gh t iiC' beings 

tll<• tnselves and tlwir way of being as sometime's this, somcti ll t<'S that. By 

''' <.f. Plato. 1.;11fh_)dem11f. ThE' heautiful Lhings <tnd thE' lwaufiful; nuptll•oiu. 
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tlw same token, tiH• incorrect assert ion 'till:' cha lk is red' can become 

unco,·ering. Our aGS<'rtion has bf'come false, i.e. it no longer unvei ls but 

rather eli torts. In our assNtion, ' white' conceals what the chalk is revealed 

{deconcPaled) to be, namely red. ~ot only do we co\'er this up, but 'because 

"''' daittl to say something true about the chalk we present it as what it is 
uot. \\'p conceal and distort it in what it is and so we dC'cei\'e ourselves and 

othNs. The /.oy~ becomes lj/Cu6ti; not only does it become incorrect, 

but it IC'ads astray. \Ye arc led into error. So at a ny time the deconcealment 

of thC' accidental, by virtue of its own intrinsic nature, can change quite 

independently of us. The truth of accid<'ntal beings is non-constant, so 

that onE' and the same assertion , which itself grasps truth, can sometimes 
rc,·eal and sometimes conceal. ncpi !lEV ouv tU tvli&;(Oil&va iJ ain·i] yiyv&tat 

ljlt:U6i]; tWi t'lA 119tic; lio~a Kai 6 Mro; 6 uut6;, KUi tvlitx&tQl 6t& ~l EV t'll..tlGEUEIV 6t& 

6i: 'l'culiccrflat.111 The same being in its so-being, and quite apart from any 

change in human conception, can, according to its natm·e, be deconcealed 

at one time and distorted at anothe r time. Th is change can be regarded as 

an occurrence, i.e. it just happens. Aristotle does not explain the ground of 

the possib ility for this change. Since the essence of the truth of the 

accidental involves the constant possibi lity of untruth it is not itself 

prop€'1' truth. 
\Yhat about the truth of the auyKCillcvov, of what-being? T he decon

cealri1cnt of the what-being of beings is constant, whether we make use 

of it or not. een from the side of beings, as unveiled in their what-being, 

bC'ings are not at one time uncovered and at another time covered up. 

Thus they are not exposed to the possibility of untr uth. Yet the 

<Jtr(KEillcva are not absolutely and in every respect immune to the possi

bility of distortion. To be sure, thC' what-being of the chalk is never such 

that it could change through the dNcrmination 'deceitful' becoming 

applicable to it. ·evcrtlwless, thC' chalk, determined in its what-being as 

this aud this, is always found togNher with particular determinations such 

as materiality and C'Xtension, such that m any other determinations arc 

P!>!>Pntially C'Xcl11ded from it. Anyth ing with t he way of being of the 

crt,YKEipcvov has an essentia l rPlation to what cannot beloug to it. The 

po~~ihili t y thus arises of attributing to it somcth ing which does not belong, 

i.t•. tit(' possibi lity of distortion. Titus 7t&pi Iii: 'tU aMvatu aHc.oc; E;(& IV ou 

" llcratJh_Yw·, 0 Ill, 10'51 h I~ IT: · h n•go~rds tltE' 1·lass of things whid1 admll 
oj hmlt COJllrary stiii<'S. tlw sanw op111ion or tlw ~.wtt• ~Lau~mC'nt comes to b<' falsC' 
•lltd truE'. and it i~ pol>sthl1• at nne• tinw w lw ri!{ht anJ at anoLiwr wrong': Lrans. 
I n·dl'tlllick. 
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yiyv&TUI 6Tt I-lEV clA119er; 6tt ljl tuoor;, (tAl.' ch:i t uvta aA. tlO~ tmi ljlf.I)O~. II So in respect 
of that with which it belongs together it is consta ntly decon cealed, and in 
respect of that wi th which it docs not bPiong it is constantly distorted. 
Since it is not possible for this cleconcealrnent to change over to distortion, 
a superior kind of trnth belongs to Lhe what-being of beings. This is 
because beings are constantly present as wh at they are revealed to be. 
Nevertheless, the deconcealrnent of what-being still involves a possible 
distortion, but this latter lies outside of truth, precisely because the distor
tion too is constant. 

13) Truth, simplicity (unity) and constan t presence. 
The simple (aotaiptTU, acruvOeTa, {ml..ci) as the proper being and its 

deconcealment as the highest mode of being-true 

We can see, therefore, that the more proper the being of beings the 
purer and more constant is their presence, i.e. the more does deconceal
ment belong to beings as such and the more distortion is ruled out. Yet as 
long as truth as such remains re lated to the possibility of untruth, it is 
not the proper and highest truth. Only this latter can constitute the 
proper being of beings. Is there then a kind of being-true which as such 
cannot be re lated to untruth , which absoLute(y excludes the possibility of 
distortion? 

In line with the foregoing development of the problem , this question 
must be formulated as follows. Is there, in addition to the various modes of 
being already discussed, a mode of being to which there belongs the most 
proper being-true? The latter must be defin ed by the being of the most 
proper beings. This is the next question to be addressed. Now it is of crucial 
importance for the content and problem of 010 as a whole that, precisely 
in respect of the question concerning the most proper being-true, the 
methodology changes. Aristotle does not begin by inquiring into the being 
of proper beings in order to then discuss their characteristic being-true, 
but he immediately inquires into the being-true of proper beings, in order 
to then determine their being - in other words and more pointedly, in 
order to define this being-true itse lf as the most proper being of the most 
proper beings, as that which is most proper about proper beings. 

At two poin ts within his preparatory discussion Aristotle says: 

" .\ /e/(lp/t.vsics 0 I 0, 1 0? I b t 5 f: ·As regards t11iugs which cannot be otherwise the 
sarne opinion is not somNin1es Lru<' and sometitrlt'S false, but tlw same opinions are 
always trtl<' or a lways false': trans. Trcdennick. 
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{,icrrrtp ... ro clAllOec; ... o\!Twc; :-. . TO dvat. ~l and 1:0 ot c'ivat TO ci>r; CtA.!lO&r;. ~• 
\\ haL he h ad said earlier was &crnep TO &I vat, o\hwc; TO aA.t10&r;; now, by contrast, 
lw d1ws not proceed from the being of the (}l)~tl3 ti311KOr; to the being of 
the cruyKEtll&vov and then to the corresponding deconcealment, but he 
inqui res first into deconcealment. And how does he inquire? IL is now 
cle-ar tha t the question must be: what is the most proper truth which 
absolutely excludes the possibility of distortion? When does this occur? 

The last kind of being considered was a cruyK&ill&vov, e.g. the chalk 
and iLs determination of materiality. Another example would be a diag
onal and its incommensurability with th e side of a sq uare. cruyK&ill&va 
a rc ci.66va-ra otatpr.9~vat , i.e. there is no possibility of separation in the 
determination of the being in question. This is what Aristotle refers to as 
(ll)wipt:m. ~-'1 Is there anything which resists separation of its moments to 
a still gr eater degree than such cases of constant and necessary co
belonf!ing? Clearly there is, namely where there is no togetherness at all, 

110 cruv, i.e. in the case of the iicruvOeTOv. Briefly and positively, the 
acruvO&m can be grasped as t<i {mAil, the simple. So the investigation 
proceeds as follows: <JUill3t:I3TJKOTCl, (}I)"(KEill&VU, CtOUVUta 01Ulpe9tivat, CtOtai.pt:ta, 
c'tcruv9r.ta , &nA.ci. 

\\'hilc not every iiotaip&Tov is a {:mA.ouv, the reverse applies: 
e\'cry {.m/,ouv is a iiOtaip&Tov, indeed in the highest and proper sense, 
for in the case of the c'mA.ouv not only is there no possibility of separation 
but nothing can be found which belongs together in the first place. When, 
thcrt>fore, the pure simple is deconcealed in what it is, nothing e lse is 
involved which could define it. It is never manifest as this or th at but 
purely in itself as itself. The deconcealment of the simple can never be 
rlistorterl by something not belonging to the simple. This deconcealment 
canHot change over to distortion , and not because what belongs together 
with it is constantly revealed but because the simple does not admit of 
togt>therness at a ll. The deconcealment of the simple completely 
<·xclttdes thE' possibi li ty of untruth. ' uch deconcealment nol only never 
dtattgcs over in to distortion but does not even have any relation to the 
I at t<•r. T he on ly possible opposite to this kind of deconcealment is un 
d<'r 'otw<·a lnt cn t [ Unentborgenheil], which, however, can nc>ver, according 
to •ts own nature, be distortion or untruth . The deconcealrnent of the 
'>it npl<' as such is Lltf'rE>fore tlw highest possible mode of heing-true, i.e. 

,. 
\!l'ta!Jin :rws 0 I 0. I O'i l b 22.: 'Just as truth is not the same in these cast'S, so 

ll o·t,t lu·r IS be111g': trans. Tredennirk. 
\!etaphysics 0 10, 1051 h '53: ' !wing in the sense of truth' ; trans. TrNlen nick. 

" \ rismllc, On the 'ou/ r 6. ·~10 a 26 and b 6 ff. 
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proper bci ng-true. And what is this propN deconcea lmenl ~ Deconceal. 

IIH'nt is the manifestness of something- which can present itsPif as itself. 
The deconcealment of thP simple is the presence of th<' simple iu and 
of itself. Th is presence is absolutely unmediated, i.e. nothing can inter

vene. Further, this unmediated presenc<' is prior to all oth<'r pres<'nce. It is 
the highest and most original kiud of presence. llowevcr, this completely 
unmediated constant presence of itsdf, thi 1110.~1 constant and purest pres
ence, is nothintr else but the lzi{!he 1 and 1110. 1 proper bein{!. If, accordingly, 
thc (mAd ar<' the most proper bPings. if this deeoncealment is tlw highest 
and most proper, and if, furthermore, this proper being-true is nothing 
but absolutdy constant presence, then the beings which an• proper! true 
arc the most proper beings: the aA.116£~ ov is the Kuptcimttov 6v. It 
remains to show more precisely: I. that ;\ ristotle takes the tmA.a as the 
most proper beings, 2. that the essence of tlw most proper truth is nothing 
but constant presence. 

Let us recall the leading question of philosophy: ti to ov, what ia 
being? This question inqllires into the inner possibility of beings as such, 
into their apx~ (principle) or ahiat (ground). Now Aristotle says that 
~uHov lxpx~ to ltnA.oi><m:pov,~~ that which is simpler, rnore primordial, ia 
more of a principle. The closer we come to what is simple, the closer do 
we come to principles. The more primordially we know, i.e. th<' more 
primordial the deconcealment of the deconcealcd, the more l.m>..oucrn:pcn 
ai altiat Kai lxpxai. 1(, But the question concerning beings as such, pre

cise! ' as knowledge of the ground of beings, is the most primordial 
knowledge, thus the simplest. And what is this which universally belongs 

to beings as such? It is being itself, auto to 6v, the beings themselves 
considE'red pure! · in their being. Being does not just sometimes belong to 

beings and somNimes not, but belongs to them constantly and before 
everything C'lse. Being as such, simplicity, unity, cannot be further 
anAlysed. Being is the simple itself, and as such it is the primary and 
ultimate ground of the possibility of every actual and conceivahle being. 
That which is most simple is also that which is most propPr in beings. 

t'\ow what does Aristotle say about proper beings, i.e. about Lite beings 
wltirlt have constant presence as their g round (principl<', apxi1)? tit~ tO'>V 
la:i ovtc.>v apxa~ civayKaiov ~:Iva1 Mll0£crtata~. 17 The t.m>..a an' most concisely 

' ~h·tapln 11n K 1. 1059 b)?. 
:~ Cf. llcwph.nu < E I , 102? b fT. 
' 'Ht•taph.nw' u 1. 99) h 28 f: The firsl prinriplcs of 1hiugs wusl IIN'<•ssari1v be 

I nu• ahm t· <'' <•rvllung else··: 1 raus. Trt>denniek. 
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cotH•eived in 010: ccrnv oncp dvai n KUi CVI;p"(t:ir,t.lll These principles 
of proper beings, i.e. being itself as such, is what is most true and decon

n•,Jil'cl before• everything cls<'. Our more radical couception of the problem 

111
,,illtS that, if beings are to he discOL·erable and determinable at all. being 

11111
, 1 be ronstantly deconcealed. \\'hethcr or not we actually conceive and 

interrogate being, it is always already unveiled. Beiug as such stands in 
deronct'alment. \Yhat does it mean to say that the most simple is the most, 
truC' and cleconcealcd:' \\'hat, at bottom, docs deconcealment mean? \Ye 

dills com<' to the second thesis, i.e. the thesis that the essence cif proper 
rrutlt is nothing but absolutely constant presence. 

y) DcconcealmenL of the simple as pure and absolute self-presence 

In 1 he same chapter Aristotle says: ta tfj c:pi>crt:t c:pav~:j)(i>tuta navtwv,"'' 
i.e. that which in its inner nature is most primordially manifest and thus 
rnost purely present, is the apxai. That the deconcealment of the simple 
is 1101hing other than an exemplary presence can be seen from what 
Aristolle identifies as the specific mode of accessibility belonging to the 

simple. 
Let us first recall the deconcealment of beings in the proximal sense, 

i.e. the conceiving of an accidentally (contingently) existing thing as that 
which it re veals itse lf to be. Jn saying something about such a thing we 
make an assertion, e.g. we au.ribute whiteness to the chalk. \Ve claim the 
white thing to be this or that. Our discourse, },6yo~, is a Katac:p{.tvat; we 
attribute something to the chalk, Katac:p{.tvat to lxA.n6&~. However, since 
the simple does not admit of analysis, it can only be addressed as itse lf 
and not as something else, i.e. it can only be named. Aristotle indicates as 
lllurh in 010: there is no Katacpaval in respect of the simplex, but only 
CD<ivat. The simple is grasp<•d in its dcconcealment only through simple 
in~pPction, i.e. only if we do not allow anything e lse to intervene. Like 
wiM· when Aristotle characterilcs the cpa vat tO CtAlJOt~ of the lxnA.oiiv: 
thi~ is a Otyclv. a toudting, a simpl<' grasping, not a conceptualization. not 
a c·onc<'ivi11g of the simple as sont Nhing else. There can no longer be 
; thttcn; (in quiry) or otou~u; (<•xplanation) in the usual sense, but in the 
c·asc· of tiH' an/,(l a Et&po~ tp6rto~ (different approach) is neccssary."11 

!'~twit si111plf' grasping is Ill<' only possible mode of access to that which 

•· \f, ·taplt) 11n (:-) 10. 10'51 h)() f: ·\\'it II r!'~pc•c•t to ,all tl1ings whic-h ar(' c>S!M'IlC'!'S and 
•"t,u,t(,,,.,~ .. :: trans. T rl'cl!'tllltc'k. 

\fetaph) m ·1 1.1 I. 91J) b I I . 
\!t'laph_pln Z li. 10~1 b <I f. 
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presents itself pure ly as its£> 1!'. This derom·ealment is just the pure presence 
of the simple in itself, absolute presefll'e , which according to its essence 
completely excludes everything not yN or no longer present. 

If the simple in this way constitutes that which is most proper to 

beings, and if the deconcealment of the simple is nothing else but the 
purest presence, prior to everything e lse (as constant), then this highest 
truth of the simple is the most proper be ing of the most proper beings, 

i.e. the to OV 0At19E~ is the KUptWtUtOV OV. 

What about the exclusion of the ov aAtlOE~ in Chapter E 4?"
1 

Only 
can we see why the llA.110t~ ov is ruled out. For the llA.110t~ ov is there 
ceived as the a1..110e~ of the otavota, as O.l. t10 &u&tv. There is also a ··ptPr~·n 

to the aA.ftO&tu of the cmt..a, which , it is said, will be treated at a 
point.~2 Ye t also in the c.:'lse of the ant..a there is an <'LA.tlO&u&tv of vou~ 

v611<n~. ei ther is this latter the proper theme. 'o either (perhaps 
to an editorial error) the exclusion is somehow wrong, or something else 
intended with ou1vota. This llA.llO&uEtv is not excluded because it 
tains to a subjective condition but because it is a matter here of the 

of being-true and being-distorted which can change over to one 
This llA.l10&6&tv is not at all bound to proper beings. On the other 

every aA.ftOeta of the v611crt~ is simply what it is. The exclusion occurs 
the mode of being of the aA.t10euew in question is not itself determined 

beings. At bottom, the truth of ou:tvow does not (even where, as 
it refers to beings) r eveal anything completely autonomous in 
beings themselves: llA.llO&oetv ooK tv toic; 7tpantamv (ev otavoi~). The 
howeve r, does indeed concern t1ti tcJ>V npayJlcitrov (7tepi t<'L 6.1tl..a ... oila' 
tv otavoifl) . '~~ But we a lready indicated that being-true is a lways co· 
in tended with the copula. How is this connection between being and 
being-true possible? Only now do we discove r the dimensions of the prob
le m. T he la ter deformation of the problem in terms of subject- object, act 
and being, etc. re mains fundamentally inadequate. 

~· Cf. also .~letaph,ysu·s K 8, 1065 b 21 IT. 
'' Hetoph,ysirs E 4, l 027 h '2.7 ff. 
,., Cf. 1\ l eraph:Pics E ·~, 1027 b 2'5 ff. 
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c) TIIC' <)ucstion of the Be ing-True of Proper Be ings as the Highest and 
I )C'epest Question of Aristotle's lnterpretation of Heing. 

0 1 o as Keystone to Book 0 and to Aristote lian l\IJe taphysirs in Ge neral 

I 
()nc't' this thrmatic content of 010 has been brought to light through an 
intNpretation informed by the Greek understanding of being and tr uth, 

1wptciltutov as the character of aA.110t~ ov will no longer be found 
disturbi ng. On the contrary, one would have to find it surprising if 
.:uptc.i.lmtov did not appear where it does. At the same time it should be 
clear that the way Aristotle develops the problem of being-true has noth 

in~ to do with logic or epistemology. The question concerning being-true 

11rifolds as the fundamental problem of the proper being cif beings them 
selves and. as such stands in the closest possible relation to what was 
trf'ated in the foregoing chapters of Book 0. L e t me provide yet another 
indication of the unambiguously positive connection between 010 and 0 , 
in order to counter the possible view that, although 010 does indeed 
relate to 0 it does not actually belong to this book. The topic of Book 0 is 
&tivu~t tt; a nd evepy&ta, i.e. possibility and actuality as fundamental 
modes of being. It is shown t.hat proper being is tvi;py&ta. Proper beings 
are those which exclude every possible change, every possibiJity of 
br!'orning-other. We are in the habit of saying that for something to be 
actua l, it' must first be possible . Thus possibility is primary and prior, 
before actuality. But Aristotle maintains the contrary position: 7tp6tepov 
t vtpyctu OUVUJl&c.i.Jc; tcr<t v.'~ ' Actuality is prior and primary with respect 
to possihil ity. ' Io be sure, this can only be maintained on the basis of the 
sprei firally nree k approach to the problem of being, including the fun
~amemal conception of truth as deconcealment. This is not to be entered 
Into now. We do say, however, that 01 0 discusses a fundamental aspect of 
th<' whoiP tht>matic question, i.e. the ever more comprehensive exclusion 
of LltP possihi lity of untruth from truth. In e10 there is concentrated the 
"IOvr mdicaL conception cif the basic problem cif e. I n a word: 010 is not a 

fort>ig n a ppendix, hut rather the ke,ystone of Book e, which itself is the 
!'('lllrp o f Lhe c-ntin• .f\llelaphysics. 

\ o from the textual question we have gained some insight into the 
1 unda nl l'ntal (;reek m eani ng of being-true as constant presence. As 
•ndi<·atC'd <ll th t! outset, this conct>ption of Lruth is not just Aristotelian. 
bul !.irnplv (; rC'ek. We have become familiar with the !earling question 

' \feraph,\'~in 0 R, 1 0'~9 h '5. 
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of rrP<i>Tll qHA.oao<pia as thC' question of what beings are. T his qu 
inquires into the being of bC'ings. into beings in respect of their consta 
and presence, i.C'. into the deconccalrnl'tlt of beings. Thus Aristotle 
say: 6p90x; s· fXEI Kai TO !>;QAtiaOul ·~" Cj) lAOCSO<piuv bttaT~~T)V n;c; l.tA.q0£iac;. 
It is quite proper to call philosophy knowl<'dge of truth, i.e. philosophy 
not the theory of truth considered as know kdg<', but is knowledge of tr 
i.e. knowledge of beings as such in their unhiddenness. 

What has bC'C'n clearly demonstrated is 1 hat the Greeks saw tru 
primarily as pertaining to beings themsc•lvcs, i.e. that they took 
true as the proper being of proper beings. \\'hat this ultimately mea 
the Greeks did not show, because they rC'mained at the level of 
leading question, i.e. they did not develop the question of being to 

level of the fundam ental question. i\eithcr was this shown sun"''"''"" 
for everything became covered up by pseudo questions such that 
problem was lost sight of altogether. The c-onnections we have exhi 
require a much deeper clarification - whieh must proceed from 
problematic of being and time. I t does not suffice to place intui 
truth [AnschauungsU'alzrheit] prior to assC'rtoric truth if the truth 
intuition itself remains unclarified. Truth must be clarified in such a 
that the necessary subordination of assertoric truth to primordial 
can also be comprehended. 

We can"'"now close this excursus and return to the main topic. To 
extent we have obtained substantive insights fmm this reflection 
emerge at the appropriate point later. At this stage what we need to 
firmly in mind is just the natural and self-evident way in wlziclz th.e 
grasp being as constant presence, and how, from the very beginning, 
understandinf! of being illuminates all steps q( the inquiry . The source 
this illumination, however, the lig lzt of the same, is time. 

.~ 10. The Artua/il_Y of pin·t in fle{(el a Absolute Presence 

Another thing to rem ember is that this undC'I'standing of being as con· 
stant presence not on ly continued from antiquity right through to Kant. 
but that this intf'rprNation of being comes to ciC'a r expression precisely 
where Western mctaphysirs attains its genui ne fulfilment, i.e. where the 
basie approaeh of (;reek philosophy, togcth<'T with the essenual motives 

'~ \!l!tapltyHrl u I. 99) b 19 f: ·Philosophy is n~lulv <·;tllt'd <1 knowl(•dgE' of truth'; 
trans. Tr!'d!'nruck. 
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of suhsC'<Illt'llt philosophic-al questioning. arc brought to a full and unified 

11
.pst•lltation. with lfef(el. 

1 llegcl's Jimrlamelllal metaplzysicalthesi can bP SE'C'n in his statement: 
·In fll\" ,·i(•w. which ca n b<' justified only by tht• exposition of the system 
Itself. en•rythiug turus on grasping and expressing the True, not only as 
Substance. but c•q~tnlly as Subject'.'~6 What this lllC'ans is that, a lthough it 
is inch·ed the ens(' that substantiality ronstitutC's the being of beings, 
substantiality must itself, in order for tlw bC'ing of b<'ings to be fully 
rornprehC'nded, bC' conceived as subjectit•i~y. To be sure, subjectivi ty in thC' 

1110den1 scnsc of the concept relates to that which has the character of 
the 1 das khliche ]. But for Hegel, subjectivit • is not the ] -ness [Iclzheit ] 
of the fam iliar empirical egos of individual finite persons, but rather the 
absolute subject, the pure self-grasping of the totality of beings which in 
and for itself grasps the whole multiplicity of beings as such, i.e. which 
can grasp a ll otherness of beings from itself as the mediation of its self-

' 

. '
7 ''f h h 'I' . I I ot1enng. at t e rue IS actua on y as system, or that Substance is 

essentially Subject, is expressed in the representation of the Absolute as 
pirit - the most sublime Notion'.~X~ 'The spiritual a lone is the actual.'~Q 

Hegel means the proper beings. Accordingly, the being of these beings -
beings as spirit [Geist] - tells us how to understand being as such. 

:o ho" · does llcgel conceive the being of beings qua spirit, or the 
actuali~y·of this actual? 'The spirit ... is eternal ','~' the way of being of the 
spirit is eternity. 'Eternity will not be, nor was it, but it is',b1 ' the eternal 
[is] ... absolute presence' [absolute Gegenwart].0~ This is not the presence 
of the mornenrary now whi ch immediately flows away, nor is it just 
lasting pre>sencc in the usual sense of what continues to endure, but it is 
a prC'sence which sta nds by itself and through itself, in self-re fl ected 
duration, a prC'scncc of the highest constancy, which itself makes .1-ncss 
and self-abidingnC's possible. 

From this brief discussion of Hegel we conclude' two things: I. HE'gE'I, 
who raises tlw problematic of \\"estern mC'taphysic into a new dimension 

J> C •.\\".E ll!'gt•l, Phe1W11re11ology <if Spine, lransla~e•d by :\ .\ '. :'I !iller, Clarendon 
rt·''·_O:--fnrd, 1977, pp. <l tO. 

I .f. P!rt' IIOII/I'IIolnf!.. \" q/Spirit. p. I 0. 
fJhl·nollu'nldot:, l of Spirit, p. 1 +. 
/Jht•mJIIIt't/0/ot:,\ iifSptrit, p. I ·k 

/II ll t·g(•l. P/ulo~oph_l I!( \ awre (Part Two of ll(•gl'l's 1-:ncYrlopaedia of' the 

I 
'!~"0fJIII( a/ Snl'ltn·~>. translaH•d hv ,\.\'. \l ilh•r (h ford Clan;ndon Press · ,q;o 

' ) ) ::\ 2')1{ ). ' • • • 

~ l~lnluwph.l '!I \ ((//Ill'. p. )h. 
1 /ni(J<oph,l '!f \ ilfw\', p. )6. 
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by grasping substance morC' radically as suhject, also understands being as 
'constant pres<'ncC''. 2. Pr<>r iM·ly bPcaust• this int<>rpretation of the actual
ity of the actual is exprcss<•d as the overcoming of bPing qua substance, 
Hegel's metaphysics retains a ronsrious inner connection to the ( ;reeks. 

, ummarizing our entire discussion of the fundamental meaning of 
oucria, being, W<' can see that even a flreting look into the world of the 
great th inkers places us brfore o11e si1nple and forceful fart: the under
standing of being, not just in the C\'eryday existence of man and not just 
at the beginning of Greek lll<'taphysics but in the whole history of West
ern philosophy, is oriented to being as pr<'sence and constancy. This under
staJ1ding owes its clarity to the illumination provided by the spon 
implicit understanding of presence and ronstancy. We have thus 
ceeded in answering the question as to how bC'ing is understood. The 
leading question of metaphysics - Ti TO ov - inquir<'s into the being 
beings. It was a matter of really asking this question. We 
attempted to do this by posing two questions: 1. What does the 
ask about.? (being). !2. How is being understood~ (constant prC'sence). 

The following series of questions arose: Ti TO 6v, what are 
\IVhat are beings as such? What are beings in respect of their being? 
is being? What is being underst.ood as? We have, so to speak, dug more 
more inlo the content of the leading question, and thereby dug ouL 
primordial questions. This is what must occur if we are to really ask 

leading question, if we arc, furth ermore, to experience the ch~·· ~·· · .. ·•·• 
character of phi losoph ical questioning, if we are to understand what it 
means for philosophy to go-after-the-whole, and finally, if we are to grasp 
the problem of freedom precisely as thC' problem of metaphysics, and so 
be adequately prepared fo r its discussion. 

CHAPTER T HREE 

\\ ork ing the Leading Question of Metaphys ics Through 
to the Fundamental Question of Philosophy 

\\ e hav(' not only identified the leading qu<'stion of WC'stcrn philosophy 
hut we have teased out the more primordial questions contained therein. 
lias our quC>stioning really come alive in this way? \\"e have indeed 
answert>d t hC'se more primordial questions. T he essence of an answer is to 
resoh'e thC' question to which it responds. Perhaps we have asked the 
lt>ading qu<'stion more primordially but in so doing precisely done away 
with iL. ~ot only, just as was previously the case, have we not experienced 
thC' challen ging character of th e question, but even this possibility is now 
foreclosed if, namely, the challenge is supposed to reside in something 
other than mere questioning as questioning. At the outset, when we had 
only the rough leading question 'what are beings?' before us, at least we 
had some inkling of how such questioning could go to our roots. For we 
ourselves are beings and as such we are co-involved in this questioning. 
But now; after we have shown that the questioning of beings means 
understanding presence and constancy, we can no longer see what this 
undC'rstanding of being, this demonstration that being means constant 
presence, has to do with a challenge. To be sure, the leading question 
awakerwd a more primordial qu<'stioning. We thereby arrived at an 
nnswer, and indeed, as became plain, not just at an arbitrary private 
opinion b11t at an answer continua lly given by \'\lestem metaphysics, an 
answer whic-h appears so self-evidl'llt that it does not even announce itself 
a!> an answt'r to a quC'stion. Being is understood in terms of 'constant 
PI'PS('IlC't' '. 

Btn how do we know that with this thoughtworthy quC'stion contained 
111 tlw I<'<Hl ing" question , with this question about the understanding of 
bt'1111!. wP ilave C'xhaust<'d our questioning? Should we bC' content with this 
ll ll :-,pokt•n answer? Is this answer - prescnc<' and constancy - thC' only 
<~u-,wt·r wl1ich could bring us to ask more radica lly? Is it really so self
,., ult•nt that !wing is understood as constant presence, and must we accept 
1111 ~ M·lf Pvid E> nce si111plv because the whol<' of \Yestcm metaphysirs has 
1111<-riticallv ltC'Id fast to it? Or may and must we ask what is happPning 
" 111·11 bt>ing is so unproblematically understood as constant presenr<':' 
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§ IJ. '/'he Fundlunental Question (!/ Philosophy as the Question ( ,,,,, . .,,,-n,,,_, 
tlze Primordial Conneoion betll'een Bein{! and Time 

Jf being stands in thf' illuminttl iOll of COIIStancy and presence, what light 
is the source of this illumination:) PrC'sC'nce is a character of time. 
·constan t'? Constaucy means <'rHiurarH'<', always enduring in every 
The now is likewis<' a detPrrniuation of tirne. Constant presencE' thPrF•rn•·• 
means the whoiP present, thC' now, that which is now, constantly in 
now. Constant presence ref'<'rs to corH' urn•nce in evf'ry now. Within 
illumination which allows bei ng to be understood as constant 
the light which expends this illumination itself becomes visible. 
light is time itself. Being, whether in ordinary understanding or in 
explicit ontological problematics of philosophy, is understood in tlze 

ojtime. 1 

How does time come to perform this illumination? Why precisely · 
Moreover, why time precisely in just one of its moments, the present, 
now? Wlzal i.s time itself, such that it can expend this light and i/turnu.ra11 
being? flow do being and Lime come into this primordial relation? What 
this relation? What does time mean? What does being mean? What, 
all, docs being and time mean? These questions, which once set 
storm over us, take us a long way from the sel f-evident- In saying 
being is understood as constant presence' we have not answered the 
ing question but have brought it beforP the abyss of its own qu 
ability. And with the catchcry 'being and time' we have ventured the 
into this abyss, such that we now stand in utter darkness, lacking 
support and bearings. 

Being and Time - there is a book of t.his tide. But this book-title 
such is just as irrelevant as many others. What is crucia l is likewise not 
book itself but that the reader becomes aware of the fundamental 
renee of Western metaphysics, the metaphysics of our whole existence, 
occurrci\Cf' ovN which individual books have no power but before which 
everythi11g else must submit. Being and time is not at a ll a novdty nor is it 
a so-called philosophical starrdpoint. EvC'n less is it a particular philosophy 
whose rC'volutiorra ry mood mi ght app<'al to contemporary youth. It is not 
a novelty, for a lready th<' a rrcicnts irrquired into thP essenct' of time, 
likC'wis<' Kant and liege I and every philosopher. I rrdeC'd, just those great 
thinkNs, Plato arrd Aristotle, who brought the leading qu<'stiorr of phil· 
osophy to its first authentic awakening by rcfPrC'nc<' to oucriu, were also
C'S)>Cf'iallv Aristotl<' tla' first to irrquirc• into the cssrne<• of tirnc. And yet 
to inquire into tiiiH', and also imo being. do<'S not nH'<Hl undNstanding the 

§ I I . The Fundamental Question qf 1-Yzilosoph.Y 8l 

1
rohl<•rn of' '()Ping and time'. Both being and time remai ned hidden in 

:hl'tr intwrnwst rt>lation and so remained also irr subsequent philosophy. 
Thl' ·and' is tlte actual crux of the problem. The leading question - what 
art' lwings:' 111ust itself be transformed into the fundamental question , 
r.•·· into tire q IIC'stion which inquire'S into the 'and ' of beirrg ami time and 
titulo ntlo th<' ground qf both. This fundamental question is: u·lzat is the 

1•1., 1•11re C!f' tune. such that it trround being, and uch that the question qf 
hetllf! rts the leading question of metaphysics f'an and must be unfolded 
tl'ithill thi1· horizon? 

Pn•ssing forward from the leading question to the fundamental ques
tiorr. w1• discov(>red the questionability of the leading question. This was 
expressed through two questions. First, what is the theme of the question 
concerning bci ngs? Answer: being. 'econdly, as wlzal is being understood? 
\ nswN: as constant presence. The answers to these questions propelled us 
forward into the problematic of being and time. r\ow we see that this 
problematic also rebounds upon the indicated questions and their answers. 
For it is only from the problematic of being and time that we can ask why 
being is WlCicrstood, proximally and for the most part, from the speci fic 
temporal moment of the present ( presence). And in respect of the first 
qut'Slion we must still ask about the conditions of the possibility of the 
distinction between being and beings, which distinction itself allows the 
tlrt>rne of the leading question to be more sharply determiued. How does 
thC' problemati c of being and time help to illuminate the essence of the 
distinrtion bNween being and beings, this distinction which, in our com
portment to beings, allows us to always already understand being, i.e. to 
exist within the understanding of being? 

So the f undamental question broadens out the whole questionability of 
1~1<' leadin{! question. A whole world of imerconnccted and equally cssen 
lral questions opens up, from whose perspective the leading question itself 
"PP<'rtrs crud<' and inadequate, though not as supC'rfluous. On the contrary, 
11 •~ only now, from our insight into the understanding of being and into 
tlr1• c-o11nertiou between bei ng and ti111e, that the original leading ques-
11011· which SN'med to have come from nowhere' in particular, receives its 
lltttt·r rt<•ccssity. Only uow does the question concerning bciugs obtain its 
fulll>c-opp irt the funda rn<•fllal question of bt>ing and tiJne, and thus also do 
all tl11• questions contained therein r<'ceive their full questionability. Does 
tht· purported challenging cltaracwr of thP authentically posed leading 
'JIH•,tton uow !)('come visible? For the Iauer is the third of the thrPc 
fjlH·~tro 11 s front whiclt WC' proceeded, i 11 orde>r to sit ow tlrnt tlte problern 
()( fn•(·dom i:. a genui rH• I,· philosophic·al qtH'stiorr. i.e. a question whi<·h 
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goes-after-the-whole while at the same time going-to-the-root. We 
three things. 1 First; in what way does positive freedom signify a 
mental broadening of our prohlem:) Our answer referred to auto 
absolute spontaneity. Secondly: what perspective does this 
open up? Answer: absolute spontaneity, causality, beings, the 
question. Thirdly: does this perspPrti,•e allow us to experience the 
sophical going-after-LhP-wholc as a going-to-our-roots? We now grasp 
perspective of the leading question by working through the fu ...... ~~u 
question (being and time). TltC' sch<'ma for this perspective has come 
view: being and time - 'time - constant presence - being - beings 
such - positive freedom. 

But we still cannot discover the challenging character of the q 
ing of the f1mdamental question. Perhaps we shall not experience 
at all as long as we are merely looking, having forgotten that we can 
experience it through genuine questioning. But secondly, in 
questioning we can only experience the possibility of this challenge, 
possibility, however, of a quite distinctive sort. Why, now that the 
questionworthiness of the leading question has been released into 
fundamental question, do we not even see the possibility of such 
experience? Because all we have sho·w.n is that the leading question 
to the fundamental question. We have simply let the matter stand 
as previously with the case of the leading question . To identify and 
the fundamental question is not the same as asking it. On the contrary, 
more we come to know, and tbe more primordial questions we come 
know, the stronger becomes the illusion that this knowing is already 
tioning. The more primordial the question know11, the more obli 
does questioning become. 

So everyth ing begins over again with the fundamental question. If 
really want to question, we must be clear over what we wish to place 
question and in what way. The abbre\'iated formula is: being and 
The question concerns the 'and' , i.e. the and-relation between the 
elements. [f this is not an external relation ""hich merely j 
two things, if it is rather a primordial relation, then it must 
Pquiprimordially from the essence of being and the essence of time. He1Lllf1• 
and time are interwoven with one another. The 'and' signifies a nrtnult"ll.UMI• 

co-belon~'ingness of be in{{ and time from the ~round qf their essence. 
\\'e inquire neither into being by itself nor into time by iL<>elf. N 

do wt• merely inquire into them simultaneously; rather into their 

1 Cf. abovP p. 20. 
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I ·/onein .cr and what originates therefrom. We can only expt>rience their 
(() I I , t--

('O hl'llwgi11g by examining their rt>spective essences. Therefore we must 
a:-h fi rst about the essence of being and then about the essence of time. 
But ,1s we unfolded the leading question it emerged that the question of 
lwinl! itst'lf leads to the question of time, for no one will dispute that 
c-onsta tll'_\' and presence art> in some sense temporal. VVe have therefore 
,dread_,. encountered the co-belonging of being and time. We can now see 

111orc· clearly that in inquiring into the essence of being we are compelled 
w inquire into the essence of time. 

\\'hal arc• we inquiring into when we inquire into time? Time- we 
rrpnerallv refer to this together with something else, i.e. together with 
;pace. a; its sister so to speak. But time and space are not the same. So if 
we inquire into being and time, and if being is the broadest determin
ation which encompasses everything that is, then this broadest deter
mination is related to something which just exists alongside it, i.e. space. 
Why do we> not with equal legitimacy speak of being and space, especially 
when we recall the everyday concept of being and the way it goes over 
into philosophy? Presence, the present: the being of the present is here 
determined not only by the now, but also by the ' here' as producedness 
(1/er-{!estelltheit], as there-standingness [Da-stehendheit]. The latter con
tain spatial determinations, which even seem to be the ones which are 
rmphasizecl, e.g. by Dionysodorus in the Euthydemus dialogue. So focus
ing the problem of being upon the relation between being and time 
a111ounts t.o narrowing the primordial scope of the problem. Time does not 
hav!' the same un iversality as being. Upon closer inspection, this is just 
an assertion, albeit an initially obvious one. It stems from the usual 
C'OIH'eption of time, which comes to expression in the usual juxtaposition 
of spac<' and time. 

:.,\' 12. 1"1rfan as the Site of the Fundamental Question. 
l IULerstanding C?f Being as the Ground of the Possibilit.r of 

the Essence if i'vlan 

l .tk1' !.p aC'P. number. and movement, time counts as something which just 
<H·c·crrs. a 11d which as such is susceplible of philosophical examination and 
t'dhTtion . But ltitlterto, because the quC'stion of being has not been posed 
111 a radica l way, the' primordial problem of timP has nf'vcr been treated. 
\~ r·an Pasi I)· b<' shown , it is the ordinary conception of time which has 
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determined tlw direetion of its questioning, including the answers · 
as to its essence. So although Llw im·<'stigations of time by A · 
Augustine, Kant, and llegd are of undoubt<'d i111portance, they a re 
ject to the fundant<'ntal deficiPncy that t hey proceed without a n 

orientation to the problem of being. 
It re m a ins trlH.', however, that the traditional treaLments of time 

vide us wi th impor tant clues. If WE' disregard details and ask what 
constantly said of time, it is this: tint<' is not to be found somewhere 
other like a thing among thi11gs, but ih ourselves. Thus A ristotle 
c'.touvatov dvat xp6vov ljiUXli~ j.ITJ oii<nK! ·Time could not be if 
soul were not'. Likewise, Augustine says in his C01ifessiorzs: In te, 
meus, tempora metior . .. Alfectionem. qutllll res praetereuntes in te 
et, cum illas praeterierinl, manel, ipsam metior praesentem., non ea 
praeterierunt, ut fieret; ipsam meti01; cum tempora melior.~ ' I n you, 
spirit, do r measure the times ... When I measure time it is the 
impression that 1 m easw·e, and not the thing itself which makes 
impression as it passes and moves into the past'. Kant conceives time 
the form of our inner perception, i.e. as a m ode of comportment of 

human subject. 
oul, spirit, the human subject, a re the loci of time. rf we inquire . 

the essence of time we must inquire into the essence of the hu.man 
The fundamental question concernin{! bein{! and time forces us into 
question concerning the human being. iVIore general ly, the question 
beings, whe n we really unfold it into thE' fundamental question, leads 

the question of man. 
But we reached this point before, prior to our actual unfolding of 

leading question. For it is clear that the questiou of m an is included 
the general qu<'stion of what beings are as such. \V(' already saw that 
question does no! e.rhibit an.Y challen{!in{! rharacler, for we are inquj 
just as much into plan ts and animals and evC'ry kind of being, i.e. we 
dis-regarding man as such in questioning beings in the whole. o 
taining that the leading question also concerns man does not mean a ll 
muc h, even if we now estabLish this from the connection between 
a nd time. Still, are we at the same point as ea rli er in our considera 
Or is !he ques1ion qj'man as necessitated by ou.r de11elopment of the rellat.tos 

question into the fundamental question of beinl{ and time a 

: .\ ristotl(•. Pin 1/t .l 6 I~. 22) a .26. 
·, \ ugus1i1w. hnift'HIOfll. trau~lated by R.S. l'i1w Coffin, PPnguin. 

worth, 1961. Book XI. p. 276 (translation sligl11h• modifwd). 
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.,111111 of man to that contained in the leading question? T his is indeed 

:
1
1

1

::. casP. i.c. not only is it different, but fundamentallv so. \\-hen the 
u·ohl<'nwti<" of being a nd time forces us to tht> question of man. we 

:uqu in' into man not just as a being wi thin th<' rnult iplic-it\· of beings, but 

11110 
111<111 ins~(ar as ljme - 1he {!round if the mos1 l'(ldirali=ed ontolo{{iral 

11
•0 /J/1•!11 - be/oni{S to man. 

1 
·nw questioning of m a n and 'the question conceming man' a rP by no 

111ca ns tlw same. If we takC' man as one being among others, we inquir<' 
inLO 111an ll'ithin the frameu·ork of the leadin{! queslion. lf we inquire into 

1nan in terms of our question of being and time, and of the essence of 
wne. u·e do no! as/,· u •itlrin the horizon of the leadin{! question bul from !Ire 
!!round t?l the fundamental question. :\owadays, all kinds of anthropo
logical studies a re undertaken, e.g. in psyc hology, pedagogy, medjcine, 
throlog,·. Already t his is uo longer a fashion, but a plague. Even where 
man is treated in philosophical anthropology, it remains unclear in what 
way man is interrogated and in what way this interrogation is philo
sophical. Indeed, we must say that all philosophical anthropology stands 
outside the question of man, which can only e m erge from the ground of 
the fundamenta l question of metaphysics. This questioning of man frorn 
the {!round C!f the fundamemal question is wlw1 alone makes possible all 
philosophical questionin{! of man. On the other hand, inquiring into man 
within the·framework of the leading question is just a n incidental inquir
ing into man. Th<> questioning of man from the g round of the funda
mental question is not only a different kind of questioning in regard to 
tht> order of problNns, but a lso in regard to its content and basic
problematic. 

One difference is of particular importa nce to us here. T he question of 
man, as posed within the framework of the leading qu<'stion, is an a lso
<jli('Stioning of man - its asks about, amon{! other lhin{!s, man. :Vlan too 
lllust bE' qut•stiorl('d along with all other beings. On the other band, the 
ftU!•Mioni ng of man which proceeds from the ground of the fundamental 

'1 11 <'~llon do<•s not sen 'P just to complete the answer to the leading ques
trnn. hrrt is u11avoidahlP in developing the ground of thE' leading question 
for tlw l'unda11wnta I qut>st ion. The properly posed question o/ be in~, thus 
'"'' fl/1('\( ' I ' · - ' . ' I ./' . ' · 10" ronrc•rrun~ oern~ cu= lune, conrern111~ 1 1e essenre q1 lime. 
:'''' 1' 1 'flri~r /ear/.1 to !he queMion if man. Does this, perhaps, signify a 
."•lll"ngc· to 111an, n drallt•ngl:' that can not b<' sideswppPd but must be 

:,•rdnr<'cl if WI' wish to gc•nuindy ask the lc•ading qu<'stion rathE'r than just 
1 

nc·c·up,· ourM'I\I'S with qu<?stioning? If we• g<'nu ill(•lv ask the leadin a 
'fll(•\t . . . . . . . ... 

IIlli. an· Wt'. ' t'llltllfllll{! u ·lllnn thrs quc•suou. 1.e. askrng tl as tlw 
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fundamelllal question, compelled to inquire into the essenre qf time 

thus i11to the essence ofma11:1 T illie and 111an? Certainly! Ycttitn<' a nd 
these are not the saltu'; IIHIII is not just 'ti nt<'', but has many otlwr ' 
ties', 'o while this qut"stioning of m an is indeed unavoidable, it is 
one-sided: man is intt•rrogat<'d only in his relation to time•. Above 
how<'v<'r, it is not thC' problt•m of tim<' its<'lf, but ohly the problem of 
'expcri<'nce of time' that has to do with rnan. T he question concerning 
experiC'nce of time is a ps_vchological -amhropological question, but this 
not the question of the C'Sst•nce of time as such. 

But all this forgets that we arc not incptiring into time in a ny o ld 
nor arc we inquiring into the experience of 1 ime, bu t we are inq 
into time because, and in so f ar as. being is understood from time, in 
light of time. The particular wa_Y \''e arc inquiring into time is a 
prescribed by the questio11 <if being, i.<'. by what we already know 

this question, quite apart from its conn ection with time. 
What then do we a lready know about bei ng? J ust those things 

indicated in our introductory discussion of the understanding of being, 
I. its scope; 2. its penetration; 3. its unspoken ness; 4. its forgotten ness; 5. 
undifferentiatedness; 6. its preconceptuality; 7. its freedom from 
tion; 8. its originary dividedness. To be sure, th is is a g reat deal, and in 
end it i also essential. But if we look more closely we can see that 
things pertajn to the understanding of being rather than to bei ng as 
At best, only the fifth and e ighth apply to being itself, i.e. being 
undifferentiated and yet divided. We can now see that we m ixed 

chararteristics of being and characteris tics cf the under Iandin{{ of 
Did this occur because it was just a preliminary orientation, or does it 

anothe r reason? l s the understanding of being connected 
closely with what it understands, i.e. pret'isc•ly being? Is this con 
quite rliH'ere nt to what holds whe n we undNstand a nd know 
beings? Clearly, if being and beings are not the same, there must 
difference. But is the relation between being and the understanding 
being so straightforward that what holds for being also holds for 

understanding of being, i.e. such that being is ide ntica l with its 
dPconrea lmcnt? So that the question of being as such can only be posed 
inquiring in to the understa nding of being (dcconcealing)? So that 
must grasp the fundamental question as m eaning: the undentanding 

bein{! tmd time? These qut,>stions can onlv b<> answered through 
suh~tantive discussion of the problem of being. 

Evc•n if we leav<" opPn the inner connc•ttion between bPing and 
undl'rstancli ng of being, onl' tlt ing is certain, namely that we· hm·t• 
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ttl tlw problem of being O!d)' through the undcrstandutg of being.' 
ll 11w1·, c·r. th<' umiC'rstanding of being is, in gene ra l all(] provisional terms, 
,1 t'rJlllfJvrtmenl of 111a11. in inquirin{! into being we a rc• not aski ng in a n 

11
,Y1imo:v /("(I.Y ajier arbitr(lly properties<?[ man but we an• inquiring in to 

, 11111l'tlting speq/ic in man , his understanding o/ be in(!. Tlw la tter is not an 
,trllltrary charactt'ristic of man which he possesses aloug with many othN 
propNII<'S. but it p<'tTades all his comportments to bC'iugs. including his 
routportment to himself. "ot only does the understanding of being 
pt·p·;HI<' all comportme nts to beings, in Lhc sense that it is present every 
\\'lll'rc. hut it i.s the rondition of the possibiLity<?[ any com portment w an.r 

bt•tn{!S whatsoever. I f man did not possess an understanding of being, he 

((J/1/d not comport toward himself as a being: he could not say 'I' and 'you', 
he could nol be 'he' himself, could not be a person. /Han u'Ould be impo -
1ible Ill his essence. Accordingly, the understandin{! <if bein{! is the ground 

<!/the possibiLi1y of tiLe essence of man. 
When we inquire into being and the u11derstanding of be ing, then not 

only are we compelled in general to inquire into mau, but Lhis becomes 
unamidable. The question concerning the g round of the <'Ssence of man 
has thereby a lready become inevitable. In the root and rooting of our 
ht>ing human as such the leading question presses forward from its 
owntnost funda m e ntal content. 

If thPn the question of time is inse pa rable from the question conceru · 
iug being and the uncierstanding of being, if the question of time is even 
the {!round of the problem o/ the question o/ being, we cannot inquire into 
time>, and its belongi ngness to man, in just auy arbitrary way. Rather, and 
front the ,·ery beginning, we must inquire into time in such a way that we 
~an see it as t he {!t -owzd of tlze possibilit_y <if llze under tandin{! of being, 
1·<'. a.\ the {!round q/ the possib iLizy of the g round <if the essenre of man. 

H11t then time' is not something that occurs only in rnan , whic h is the way 
"-ant 1tltimatelv understands the m atter. T he question of t he essence of 
lwtng ( tlw uncierstanding of being), and the question of the essence of 
111111

' · arC' both qtH'Stions concerning m an, or more precisely, they arc 
(jtu•,ttntts c·otwt>rui ng the ground of his t•ssertce. This is especially so when 
Wt· 11Htuire imo th<> co bt>longi ng nc'ss of being and time, i.e. into the 'and '. 
\ ol otth doPs this k ind of question in~, as req uired by tlt c> ituter content of 
lltl'it·•dt t . r· h"l I . .. - . . ' I~ l !UC'SIIOII 0 p t ()Sop 1\', IIICjlllrC IIllO mall til a way qntlC 
ft~tl't " II t . , I If n . I . . . . . { ,... o Jll clll !> t•,·c•rn ay sc · r<' <'<"lion, but a so It ts a quesl/onLn{! o 
~ . 

'
111 wltiC It {me., hn cmd a nyth iug that man ·s £•,·erydav sc•l f-4ut>stion i ng can 

' U •thm·t•, PI'· 70 II. on i.t1ti.ci and cU,t]Ot:;. 
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bring into v1ew. In short, our quPstioning of man IS a 
beyond man as he ordinarily app<"ars to be. 

Freedom 

t 
13eing-therf (Da-sein]\ 

I 
Man I~ 

We are inquiring into the possibility of the understanding of being,· 

into the possibility of the understanding of being in its entire scope, 
the understanding which allows man to comport himself toward beings 
the whole. With the fundamental question, we inquire into the total ity 

beings, and this questioning is itself simultaneously directed to the 
<?f the possibility of being human. It takes man into question in 
ground of his essence, i.e. it harbours within itself Lhe possibility of 
challenge to man, a challenge which does not come from outside but 

up from the ground of his essence. 
We can now see more clearly: 1. that the questioning of the 

question itself leads to the questioning of man; 2. that this is a q 
ing of man in the ground of his essence, i.e. in his roots; 3. that 

questioning of the leading question is a questioning of beings in 
whole and not specifically a questioning of man , which genuine ly 

only through radicalization o/ the leading question. The leading 
does not initially and directly pertain to man, but if its q 
is radi cal it rebounds on man and overpowers him in his ground. 

questioning of beings in the whole, as a going-after-the-whole, is also 

going- to-the-roots. 
But this questioning of man is diJ·ected to man's essential ground. 

thus inquin•s into man in general, disregarding particular human · 
Although we can see how the question of being and tirne connects 
the question of man, we cannot see how we ourselves are specifi 
placed in question . We can on ly say that, insofar as it is we who pose 
questions, we must be implicated in some way. In thf' e nd , however, this 

so in respN'l of eve ry human questioning, including the q 
which proceeds within the framework of the leading question, and 
the pur<'ly formal r£>ason that every universal impliratf'S its par 
Iars. Thus, laowPvf'l" much vV(' radicalizP the leading question to 
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r
11 11

darnental question, if the latter is the general problem of being and 
tinH' ,,·c· can treat it quite objectively and irrespective of whether it. con 
cerns man, such that the individual will not come into question. The 

1
rohlc·nl of bf'ing and time is so general that it does not as such pertain to 

:lw individual. Nor does the fundamenta l question involw auy serious 
rh<dlcn~e. It is only a challenge in general, i.e. it concerns nobody in 

pi!rricular. 
Our discussions concerning the challenging character of the question 

of !win~ have not been concerned with the possible practical -moral 

application of philosophical propositions by individual human beings, 
but only with whether and how the question itself, i.e. in t.he question
ing demanded therein, involves a challenge . .But the leading ques
tion cannot be substantively unfolded in any more primordial way than 
into the problem of be ing and time. In any case I see no further possi
bi lity. J f anywhere at all, it is here that the challenge must announce 

itself. 

§ 1 J. The Challenging Character o/ the Question of Being (Fundamental 
Question) and the Problem if Freedom. The Comprehensive Scope 

cif lJeing (Going-after-the-Whole) a.nd the Challenging 
lndividu.aliz.ation (Going-to-the-R oots) ifTime 
as the Horizon of the Understanding of lJeing 

Bei ng and time: with the problem of being in mind, we are inquiring into 
tirne, i.e>. about whether and how it enables the fundamental condition of 
the possibi lity of human existence - the understanding of being. 13eing is 
thP broadest horizon of all actual and thinkable beings. The condition of 
this br<'adLh is supposed to be time. So time is supposedly the broadest 
breadth. in which the understanding of being encompasses a ll beings. Bu t 
what a nd where is time? Where does time belong? To whom does it 
hPloncr·• 

~--· 

Even·hody has his time. We have ou r time with one another. Do we a ll 
P<>s~Pss it iu some loose way - our time, my time - such that we can cast. it 
ol! <II will? Or do we each of us possess our own proper portion of tirne? 
1 

) o We· c>ae\1 of us partake of time, or is it much more that we ourselves a re 
pos~c·:,:-.pd by time? And this not just in the indefinite sense that we cannot 
l<~kt> lP·t f . I . " b h th . < ,·c· <> Lime, t mt we ca nnot escape 1ts •e tte rs, ut sue at lime as 
111 ~'ac· h casE· our time individualizes each one of us to his own self? Time 
Is a lways time, where 'it is time', wh crf' II IPre is 'still tim e' or 'no more 

[ 12H- t29] 
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time'. So long as we do not see thai 1 imc fulfils its essence as temporal 
by in each case individuali-::Jng tlw hllman being to himse{f, temporality 
the essence oftime will remain hiddc·n. 

But if temporali ty is at boltont individualization, then the question 
being and time as such, in accordance with its own content, 
Leads to the individuali::ation residing in time ilseif. So while time as 
horizon of being possesses tlte broadc>sl breadth, it concentrates 
breadth in the question concern ing man 's individualization. 1ot man 
one of many present cases, but man in his individualization, i.e. in 
case the individual as individual. Does not this most primordial 
of the fundamental question, as unfolded from the leading question 
philosophy, involve the possibility of a challenge, a challenge constant 
unfailing in its target? This challenge is a ll the more threatening 
appearing, as it did at first and for a long time subsequently, to 
only general significance, i.e. as pertaining to everyone yet to nobody 
particular. We can now see that in the essence of time itself there 
individualization, but not as the particularization of a universal, for 
is never primordially universal. T ime is always in each case my time, 
and your and our time, not in the external sense of private 
existence, but from the ground of the essence of existence, which is 
each case individualized to itself. This individualization is the condition 
the possibility for the division in the distinction between person 
com munity. 

Precisely when we obtain the greatest breadth for the problem of 
and time as unfolded from the leading question to the fundamental 
tion of philosophy, precisely when we really obtain this and do not 
talk about it, does the problem, in its basic content, come to focus on 
individual as such. The comprehensive scope o/ being is one and the 
with the challenging individualization of time. In the ground of 
essential unity, being and time are such that, when they are placed 
question, this questioning is itself comprehensive and chaLlenging. Goi 
after-the-whole is a going-to-the-roots of every individua l. Again, 
subsequently and by way of a useful application; rather, the content 
the question of philosophy- Ti TO ov- demands a questioning whose 
more radical broadening implies an ever more certain focus on the 
1;idual as irulividua4 placing thea individual in question. T he third of 
three preliminary questions has thus been answered .~ Wli' asked: I. ,..,._ ... ,_ 

1 he conrept of positive freedom involvl:' a fundamental broadening of 

~ C:f. above·, pp. 20 11ncl R2. 
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,roblelllatic~ 2. What perspective does it open up? 3. Does this questioning 
:H,,·c dtC' c-haracter of a challenge? The inner coru1ection of these three 
c ucsl ions ]·tow reveals that tlze question concerning the essence of human 
}.

1
,cdom is built into Lh~ leading question of philosophy. The latter has ,., 

• 
1111

j(,/ded itself into tlze fundamental question (being and time) . In its very 
co~Jtl!lll. this fundamental question shows that philosophi-zing involves the 

possibili(Y of a challenge. 
'['ltl' necessary preparations for treating our main theme have thus been 

finally completed. We now know the context of our theme, i.e. that it is 
built into the leading and fundamental questions of metaphysics. We can 
see that the question concerning the essence of human freedom, when 
propPrly posed, is a going-after-the-whole, which simultaneously, and 
according to its inner content, is a lso a going-to-our-roots. The theme and 
its manner of treatment in this lecture course are such that an introduc
tion to philosophy can now be attempted. Yet the theme is particular, 
i.e. precisely freedom, not e.g. truth or art. 

[ 110- 131 ] 
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~· 14. witch in[;[ the Perspeclice q( lite Queslion: !he l .eadin[;[ Queslion 
qf Nletaph_ysics ns Grounded in !he Queslion q( lite Essence 

C?{Freedom 

Our themp is human fre<'ciom in its essencE'. It is 11 mlltl<'r, then. of 
inquiring into this. \\'here and how do we find the object? ·robe sure, a 
our previous considerations we are no longc•r unfamiliar with it: n 
freedom as fr<'edorn from .... positive freedom as freC'dom for ... 1f 
bC'ar the above schema in mind. we can already see thl' whole domain 
the problem of freedom in all its dimensions. Bu t our unfolding of 
hori?.On for the problem of freedom n•lied on Kant's interpretation of 
problem. 1 Low do we know that this particular interpretation, 
significant it may be, is philosophically central? I low do we know 
freedom must be conceived primarily in t.he context of causality? We 
seen that this is one way of inquiring into freedom. But W(' are 
entitled to assu me that this is the only and necessa1:r 11•ny of unfolding 
problerr1. 

Jf this is the situation, our whole orientation becomes dubious. At 
raw we must put a qualification on our previous considerations. Jf, as 
Kant, the problem of freedom is brought into connection with cau 

then and only then does this lead into the further pl'rspectivl' which 
ourselves have opened up. Tf freedom were to be defin<'d differently f 
th<' outset, th<' perspective would also be diffen•nl. l nd<'ed, 110t only 
we admit the possibility of various perspectives on frC'E'dom, we 
above all b<' clear about where we situat(' freedom prior to tlw appl 
of an f urthcr p<>rspectives. This too has until now been l<'ft un~m!l;IUC'YII 
for thC' fact that we take up different definitions does not <'xplicitly 
catc cith<'r the region where freedom belongs or how it is situated in 
r<'gion. If our investigation of the essence of human frC'C'dom is to keep 
St<'ady cours<>, we must assure ourselves of th<' field into whirh 
always be looking when inquiring into freedom, and when 
toward the illumination of its essence. 

This field Sl'<'UIS so clearly defined that w<' ran dispc•nsc• with any 
l<'ngthy discussion. The th<>me is human freedom, thus fr<'edorn in respect 
of 111an. Y!'tthe natur<' of man is so enigmatic that this only indicates hoW 
toL<dly indefinite and directionless our inquiry is. If it w<'re only a rnatter 
of ciNer11rining and discovering some insignificant propcrty of man, we 
could l10p<' to achi!'ve this by running through al l man 's possibilities. Jn 
!he k11owi11~ cj' e.\Sellre, howp,·er. i 1 is crucial thnt we• hav!' insight in LO 

<'SS<'nn• prior to en•ry concrNc clarification and cl<'t<>rminat ion, and that 
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thts insight remains operati,·c for all subsequent im·c•sti[;[fllion. From the 
tJtlt~l'L th<>refore. our introduction must guide essential insight to the 

1
1a<T ·where' we are to se<'k out freedom all(( which dcfines our stand -

110111t. This crucial leadin[;[ of essential insight must, initialh·, involve a 
: iolt-nt redirection of our gaze. The correctness and necessity of this 
n•chrcction can be established only from the content of essence. :\t til(' 
out:-et. the direction of our essential inquir r into tbe essence of human 
frecclolll can only be communicated in the form of a thesis. \\hal is this? 

In fixing the direction of our inquiry into essence, we must possess the 
di,·crsity and breadth of a horizon. Jn respect of freedom, we have 
obtain~rl something of the sort through our previous discussions. It now 
turns out that the course of these earlier discussions was by no means 
arbimuy. Let us recall our provisional schema of perspectives for the 
probiPm of freedom. With this in mind, we can establish, concerning the 
fundamental direction of our essential questioning, that the essence of 
freedom on(y comes info view if we seek it as the ground qf the possihility 
of Dasein, as something prior even lo being and time. With respect to the 
schema. we must effect a complele repositioning of freedom, so that what 
now emerges is that the problem qf freedom is no! buiLt into the leading 
andjimdarnenlal problems qf philosophy, but, on the contrary, the leading 
ques1ion qf metaphysics is grounded in the question concerning tlze essence 
of freedom: 

But if our essential questioning must take 1/zis direction, if the funda
mental problem of philosophy must be viewed from this perspective, then 
it is irrcle,·ant whether Kant was correct to interpret freedom within the 
framc work of causality. Even if he was not correct in this, still, according 
to the new thesis. causal it·, mo,·ement, and being as such, are grounded in 
frt•edom. Freedom is not some parlicularthin[;[ among and alongside other 
things. but is superordinole and {{oveming in relation 10 the whole. But if 
wc are seeking out freedom as the ground of the possibility of existence, 
~h<·nji·eedom musl if eif, in its essence, be more primordia/than man. :Vlan 
1~ onlY an adminislra/or of fr<'cdolll, i.e. lw can only let-be the freedom 
wlud1 is ncrordcd to him, in snrlt a way that, through man, the whole 
t·oaning<'urv of fr<'cdom bcromrs visibl<•. 

ll ulllau .frcedon1 now no longer mNlns freedom as a property of man, 
htn man as a possihilif,Y q(ji-eedom. ! Iuman freedom is the freedom that 
hn·nks thrc)llgla in man and tnk<'S hint up unto itself. thus making mau 
(IO!.~thl<'. H frec>clom is thP ground of the• possibility of existence, the root 
ol h1·ing ami timc, and thus th<' ground ()f tht• possibility of undPrstand
Hag lwing i11 its whol<' br<'adtlt ancl fulltu•ss, tltc>n man. as {{rounded in his 
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existence upon and in this frec•dom, is Lite site where h<>ings in the 
h<>come revealed, i.e. he is tltat particu lar being throu{!h tdtich beings 
such announce themselves. ,\ t thC' beginning of thesl.' lccturPs, we · 
man as one being among others, as a small, fragile, pow<>rless and 
tory being, occupying a tiny corner within the totality of beings. , een 
from the ground of his C'SS<'llCl' in frl.'edom, something awesome [ 
heuerlich] and remarkable bC'comes clear, namely that man exists as 
being in whom the being of beings. thus beings in the whole, 
revealed. Man is that being in whose ownmost being and essential grou 
there occurs the understandin{{ if bein{{. :VI an is awesome in a -.vay that 
god can never be, for a god must be utterly other. Th is awesome be' 
that we really know and arc, can only be as the most finite of a ll beings, 
the convergence of opposing elements within the sphere of beings, 
thus as the occasion and possibility if the separation of beings in 
diversity. At the same time, it is here that the central problem of 
possibility of truth as deconcea/ment resides. 

lf we view man in this way - and this is the view forced upon us by 
fundamental content of the leading question of philosophy- if, in 
we view man metaphysically, then, provided that we understand 
selves, we no longer move along the path of egoistic reflt•ction upon our 
We now stand in our ow n essence, where all psychology breaks down. 
would be unfruitful to engage in further discussions or to put ~ 
further hypotheses concerning this metaphysical exper ience of 
What this is, and how it sets itself to work as philosophy, is 
and knowable on ly in concrete questioning. Just one thing is clear. Man, 
grounded in the freedom of his existence, has the possibility of 
ing into this his own ground, such that he loses himself in the truly in 
metaphysical greatness of his essence and thus precisf'ly wins himself 
his existential uniqueness. For a long timf', the greatness of finitude 
been downgraded through a fn lse and deceptive infinity, such that we 
no longer able to reconcile finitude and grcatness. Man is not the image of 
a god conceived in the sensC' of the absolut<'ly bourgeois, but this latter god 
is the tmgenuinc creation of man. 

Still, for thc concrete unfolding and dC'velopment of the problem of 
freedom, thC' question now arises as to how we can arrive at where our 
cssentia l qul'stioning leads us. What does it mean to say that freedom is 
tltC' ground of thf' possibility of man's existC'nce? Freedom is only revealed 
as this ground whC'n our way of questioning, and the conciseness of our 
c·nncc•ptual l'larification, suc'Cf'l'd in leuing it be thf' ground. \Ve therefore 
ask: what dOl'S the cxistC'nrc of man mcan? vVhat dews the ground of 
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·t,11•ncc nwa n? How do w(' encounter f rC'{'(Iom here? Tit is i!) on<' way to 
('\ . . 
f,uniliarizc Ottrsclvcs philosophically with the metaph~·sit'al proble rtt of 

1 n•1•dutll. 
1 flnn•\·er, J have chosen another way, which leads to thC' same goal. a 

" ,, \ \\ hich forces us into constant dialogue with tit I.' philosophers, in 
prtrttrular with Kant. We remember that Kant was tlw first to s<'e tlw 
prohlcrn of fr(•cdorn in its most radical phi losophical consequPnccs. If we• 

do 11ot unfold the problem of freedom in a monologically free reflection, 
hut r.tther in comroversy and dialogue, this is not in order to pro,·ide 
tu~torical knowledge of earlier opinions, but in order to understand that 
probl<•nts such as ours have thei r genuine vitality on ly in such historical 
<'Ollll'O\' NS,V, in a history whose occurrences lie outside the course of given 
('\('IllS. 

In {'tltering into controversy with Kant, we again bring the problem of 
fm~dom into the perspective of the problem of causality. The necessity of 
cotltrov<' rsy is a ll the more pressing if we ourselves grasp freedom as the 
ground of the possibility of existence. The connection between cause and 
ground is uncertain. 

\\ e place the follo,ving considerations under the quite general heading 
of ra~~.~a!it.Y rmd freedom . I forgo developing the complicated programme 
of qu<'stions which lie hidden under this heading. :vly concern is that you 
trav<·l a certain distance a long the genuine road of 'research', albeit with 
the nsk that, from time to time, you will lose your view of the who!('. 
llowc•\·N. I shall brieny indicate, admittedly in what seem to be arbitrary 
formu las, the problematic which I see hidden in the genera l heading. 

First of a ll , the relation bctween causality and freedom raises the 
<(U<•stiou of wh<"ther freedom is a probll.'m of causality, or causality a 
problc·m of fre<'dom. I f the latter, if freedom becomes tlw ground of the 
prohl<•m. how must freedom be conceived:1 Can it be conceived such that 
'~'<' f'Hll S<'<' fro nt its essence how freedom can be both negative and posi-
11'<'.' Can it bP shown how freedom, in its <'Ssence, is on the one hand 
frc·c·dnru frot n ... , on tlw other hand freedom for .. } \\'here is tltt' 
fll'ltnnrdial llltitv of this dual structure to b<' found? Is this a more prim
urdt,l[ or only a supNficial view:> All these questions rcnect upon th<' 
furHhunPn tal prohl<•nt of philosophy, upon being and th<' understanding 
ot I>Pilt" 

i'o' 
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CHAPTER 0 'E 

Causality and Freedom as Cosmolog ica l Problem. 
Th<' First Way to Freedom in the Kantian System: the 

Question of the Possibility of Experience as the 
Question of the Possibility of Genuine Metaphysics 

Is freedom a problem of causality, or is causality a problem of freedom? 
\\ e rnust at once ask more fully whether this either-or is relevant at all, 
i.('. <''T'll if the problem of causality turns out to be the problem of 
fr<>edom, is freedom itself adequately conceived in this way? Does 
the essence of freedom ultimately amount to its status as ground of the 
problem of causality? If so, is it sufficient to conceive causality in the 
for<'going fashion? It is not! Must we not conceive freedom more radically 
and not merely as a kind of causality precisely if it is the ground of 
the problem of cau~ality? Where can we find directives for a return to the 

more primordial essence? 
Kant must h ave had compelling reasons for bringing freedom into such 

an intimate relationship with causality. Moreover, from our own thesis we 
can see that this connection between causality and freedom originates 
from the inner content of the problem and not from a mere standpoint. 
The content of the fundamental question led us to freedom as the ground 
of thC' possibility of Dasein , which is where the understanding of being 
Ot'<'ms. Freedom reveals itself as ground. But cause (cau a) is itself a kind 

of ~rround. 

§ I>. Preliminary RemarJ.· on Lhe Problem of CausaliLy in Lhe Sciences 

<~ ) Lllrsa lit:-.• as Expression of the Questionworthincss of Animate and 
I nan irnat.c Kature in the Science'S 

II " !' take up tlr<· prohiPrn of freedom in con rH•ction with causality, it is 
11 11'1ltnbeut upon us to givt> some definite indication of what we mean by 
c ·,.u~ality and of the prohlC'111~ it poses. J shall attt'm pta concrete orientation 
to c·aul>ality by n•ft•n•nct• to the 1\.antian trt'atm<'lll of thP problem, whert' 
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100 Causality and Freednm a,\ CcJ,\IIWIO((il'al Problem 

various historical motiw•s, ,, hic-h ar<' 1ull important for us here, in 
(£ .cibuiz, J hun('). Befon• '''<' look 111on• rlosrly at Kant's conception 
causality some indication of thr scop<' of thC' prohiC'rn is required, 
in a twofold aspect. TltC' rl'sl'arch ami inquiry we call scienrP has 
main streams, rC'Iating to nature on throne hand, and to history on 
other. 

:'\ature 

Processes 
Cause and EITert 
Causality 
:> 

llistory (man and works of man) 

Orcu rrrnce 
Cause and EITC'ct 
Causality 
') 

'Today, in these two main streams of scientific research, causality 
become problematic in quite distinctive ways. If we look from outside 
the diversity of investigations, which are 110 longer capable of 
surveyed by the individual researcher in his discipline, if we observe 
organization of the sciences in societies, institul<'s, and congresses, if 
see the pace with which one result is owrtaken by another and 
into so-called pra.ris, it appears that the only thing we still need to know 
the extent and means of this gigantic businPss. Indeed, we still need 
know just this, in order to combat the inner ruin. l•or everything, 
brought within the process of a self-perpetuating technique, only 
tains itself when th<• inuer necessity and sintple forcr of' genuine,.,,,.,.._ 
have died out. 

Despite this a lmost technical progress of scirntific research , and 
this nourishing sci<'ntiric industry, the scierH'CS of naLUre and history are 
more fundamentally questionable today than <•ver I·H.'fore. The misrelation 
bNween routinely produced results on thr onr hand. and the uncertajnty 
and obscurity of fundamental concepts on the> other hand, has never been 
so great. Again, it has never bt'en so clear, for those who can see at. any 
rate, how the spirit can become confusrd, powPrlf'ss, and rootless, yet at 
t he• samP t illle It old thC' world in bated brPat h wit It an ava lanchc of results. 
I do not know how rnnny rt>ally grasp this situation and rau read the 
signs. 

l .et nw cornrn<'nt on something seeminglv C'XtcrnaL At the end of 
April, thf' ( ~<'rman ll istorical Confert'nce took plarc> in llalle. There 
was a discussion ahout whether history is a S('il'n<'l' or an art. But 

.~· 15. Prelirninaty R emark on the Problem LOt 

I (11(\· really• IJossess<'cl the necessary means for this discussion. Tlw 
Jill ) , 
nethods for grasping this enigmatic problem, aiiCI for correctly sltuat-

: .. ., 11• \\'erP lacking. Only one thing became dt'ar, nam(•ly that histor-
... , ... 10dav do not know what history is, indeed do not C'\'<•n knO'<\' what 

till ' . 

1 ~ n ·<ptired to arrive at. this knowledge. lt is obvious that om• does 

1101 
c\' l' ll know wh,r it. orcurs that people borrow nn opinion front a 

pltilo~ophy professor whom they meet by chance, or who happens to bt• a 

colkague. 
\\hat is the reason for this catastrophic situation, the seriousness of 

which is not diminisht>d by the fact that all these helpless types calmly 
<'ontinue their detailed work the very next day? The reason is not that we 
art> unable to define the essence of historical science, but. that the histor
ical orcurreuce as such, despite the multiplicity of events, does not 
announce itself with unifying force, so that its essentia l character remains 
misinterpreted and concealed by worn-out theories of historical science. 
The hist.orical occurrence as such cannot announce itself if it does uot 
encounter a n expericucc that brings it to clarity, au experience that can 
illuminate the historicality of history. It must hereby be decided whether 
history is ou ly a sequence of causally connected facts and influences, or 
whether the caus~lity of the historical occurrence must be grasped in a 

completely different way. 
The problem of causality is not a recondite question somehow conjured 

up in philosophy. lt coucerns the innermost uecessity of our re lationship 
to the ltist.orical as such and thus to the science of hist.ory (philology in the 
broader sense). The sarne applies to t.he other direction of scientific 
inquiry. the science of naLUre, whether it be about the lifeless (physics and 
chemistry) or about living uature (biology). It is said that. the new physical 
lhPories - the el<'ctrical t.heory of matter, the theory of relativity and the 
quamum t lleorv - have umlcr-mined the hithert.o biuding law of causality. 
Tit<' traditionai conception of the process-character of material processes 
has ht·coul<' problrmatic. There is no possibility of a new positive defin 
II H>n of 11atun• such tltatthc new inqujries and new knowledge can obtain 
" ~<'nu iII<' {!round i 11/.!· The same applies in respC'Ct of the essence of organ
'"n. i.<·. tlw <'ssen<·t• of lif<', the fundamental C'onception of the way of' 
1ll·i111-! of tlrosc• lwings which, we say, live and die•. 

'l'o n•pt·at , causa li ty is IH)L a remote frr<:' -l'loating concept but e.lpresses 
tht· 11111ermwt que1tionabili~y q/ the ronstitution qf animate and inaninwte 
''a ltuv. But 111an hintsc•lf'. standing iu LltC' midst of nawre and bound to the 
t)( <·11rn•1H'<' of it~ lri!>tory. tottNS and sean· he:. in this questionability and 
l(,..,t n •l> . :\ t th<' MHnC' t.inw, philosophy is fa111iliar with th<' pE'rspC'rtivC' 
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102 Causalizr and Freedom as ('osmolo~iral Problem 

implied by the concretely understood problem of causality in history and 
nature. Bu t precisely this univf'rsal confusion, which makes 
shaky and fragile, is the proper time of philosophy. It would be nai've 
for a moment to wish it otlwrwise, but it would be just as shortsighted 
think of 'saving' this time through a system of philosophy. On the 
trary, it is a matter of maintaining the genuinely experienced 
experienceable distress. It is a matter of ensuring that this looming 
tionability, the precursor of great things, is not circumvented 
cheap answers and superstitions. 

J.t is unnecessary, therefore, to provide you with further assurances 
the theme of this introduction to ph ilosophy grows out from, and at 
same time reflects back on, the great directions of research into na 
and history, directions in which you yourselves stand through LL'~'lLL'-"""1! 

ship of various faculties of the university. Philosophizing is here no 
activity serving private needs or edification but stands at the centre of 
work which you have set down - or have claimed to set down -
yourself. 

With these comments on the sciences of nature and history we did 
want to confirm e.g. various errors and deficiencies in the sciences, nor 
failure of philosophy, nor anything that could justify mutual 
Rather, all these are forebodings and signs of the real shocks and 
placements suffered by our whole existence, in the face of which 
individual can only try not to miss the new voices, difficult to hear as 
are. lt would be wrong to think that any individual could tear all 
down by himself. This would only result in the disaster of all 
which changes overnight into unendurable tyranny. But it is just 
important to beware of accepting anything and everything without 
tinction, i.e. of becoming the victim of empty public opinion. What 
are seeking is not the mediocre but the centre, the steadfast silence 
the inner complexity and relationality of the essential, which can never 
be captured in formulas and can never be saved by just knocking down its 
opposite. 

b) Causality in l\llodern Physics. 
Probability (Statistics) and Causality 

What then is causality? ' lo begin with we wish to hear what Kant says 
concerning causality, and this for several reasons. First because he 
brings causali ty and fre!'dorn into a special relationship, then because 
hf' conceive's causali ty primarily as the causa li ty of naLUre, which leads 
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0 
r1111damf'ntal difficulties for the causality of history. Furthf'r. because 

:
11 

contemporary philosophical discussion concerning the problem of 

l ,nli t v in psychology it is said that the Kantian ronc<'ption is cnt.' . 
in<11It-quate. Finally, because the Kantian problem of causality leads 

11110 
a contexture with which we are already familiar, i.e. that of the 

connection between being and time. For in the Kanlian ronception if 
cau~ali(l " it is the relation to Lime that is immediately strik ing, even 
tlwugh the problem is not followed through to its ultimate implications. 
So ,,.l, rnust first concretely exhibit the Kantian approach to the problem 

of causality. 
A romment is n~cessary on the terribly confused discussions concern 

ing the problem of causality in modern physics and their meaning for 
philosophy. The confusion has resulted from a ta lking-past-one-another, 
,.,.]tiel! itself is due to the fact that the real question has been seen in 
neither physics nor philosophy. The physicists say that the law of causal
ity can uow be seen not to be an a priori principle of though t, and that, 
accordingly, this law can only be assessed through experience and phys
icalistic thought. 'Contemporary physicists no longer doubt that whether 
causality is complete can only be decided through experience, i.e. they 
no longer doubt d~at causality is not an a priori necessity of thought.' ' 
This latter remark naturally alludes to the Kantian conception of causal
ity, whereby the first thing to be said is that Kant nowhere claims the 
law of causality as an a priori necessity of thought. What Kant does say 
is that the I undamental principle of causality as natural law can never 
be grouuded in experience but is the condition of the possibility of 
experience of nature as such. The philosophers, on the other hand, 
adopt a superior attitude vis-a-vis the claims of physics: whatever 
physicisL<> might say about the law of causality they do not, so the philo
sophers cleclare, possess the requisite means for grasping the problem of 
causal ity. ~('ither of these two positions is acceptable. The philosophical 
appPa l to tlw a priori is just as dubious as the physicalistic fixation on 
l'"<JWriPnc·e is confused. In the end both claims are correct, and yet 
neit ht·r possesses sufficient clarity and radicalism to see the crucia l 
problt'rn. 

ln what St' llS(' has the law of causality become dubious for modern 
pii\"~H·!>:J 'Classical dynamics is governed by the unconditional principle 
lltnt knowl cdgP of a state of affairs ( the position and speed of material 

I~ Jordau. ' Kausal ir iit und Sr.atis t ik iu d!'r rnoderueu P hysik '. in Die Val/lrll'is -
1"1111 ht!fi<'n X\' ( I IJ27), p. I ()') ff. 
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particle ) at any onC' monH'nt forC'\"C'r dl:'tPrlllines the course of a 
system; this is how physics understands the law of causality.'l 
claimed, however, tha t although a dNt>rrnining causality applies at 
macroscopic lev<'l of natural procPSS<'S, this is not so at the m 
level, i.e. at the lc•v<:'l of those atomic structures which are today n•tr::~rort.o 
as the e lementary physicalistic processes, corrC'sponding to 
processes (thC' rnovcnt l' lltS of the planets). 

Atomic physi!'s has demonstrated that physical magnitudes are 
uniformly distributed in nature. \lotion docs not occur continuously 
there are leaps and gaps. \low•rnents ar<' not subject to unam 
determination. T heir lawfulness is not dy namical and contin 
causal, but is de terminable only at a mid-point. with 
probability. 

The law governing e lementary natural processes is different, and if 
calls this law the principle of causality, physics points to the · 
redefining causali ty. So what does this mean:> ' For the physicist, 
causality means nothing else than indicating how its existence or 
existence can be experimentally ascertained .'' Jt is thus already clear 
with the advance of our observations, of our knowledge and · 
methods, the definition of causality must a lso change. 

Here it becomes quite clear that defining causality means 
the possible ways in which its presence can be established. But 
causality is must already be clear prior to asct•rtaining its presence 
non-presence. Or must this also first be ascertained, and if so how? 
is the question physics forgets to ask, but which is decided by 
sophy a ll too quickly. l t is true that, in ordN to ascertain causality 
this or that instance, one must already kno\v what one understands 

causality, and one must possess this knowledge prior to all . 
ascertaining. But what this a priori is, how it is possible, and why 1t 

necessary - this is not d<:'cided, and is certainly not decidable by 
to Kant. 

Although we> should mistrust physics' c la ims to authority, it 
permissible to dismiss the> content of its contc>mporary problems ~s. 
called empirica l matc>rial, for these might point towards new d 
of the essence of naturc as such. On the other hand, we must a 

mistrust the ov<'fhasty protcstations of philosophy, whil<' not . 
tha t its task, for which it a lone has tit<' nwans, is to problemauze 

! \l. Born. "()u.tiiH'tll llt•l"h .lll ik u n d StattSt tk'. tn /Jw \atunnssensrluifien 
l l 1l27), p. 2)9. . . ~ 

' I~ Jord.tll. ·K,\II .,,tlll.tl u11d St.tti~tik in cl£'r mod<'TIWII P hvMk. p. lfh. 
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. possibility of phvsics and its object, provid<•d. of course, that 
11111

t•t 1 . is itsel f a ui<kd by the true vita lity of its most authentic 
plnlo~np ~~. ~'"> 
pt"llbictllfll I C. 

.\\" 16. First Altempt at Characterizing the Krwtitul Conl"eption 
of Causality and fts Fundamental Conte.rtlln!: 

Causality and Temporal Sllrcession 

Ht'fort' asking about whe the r ~he_ causal [a,~ is _ Iogica~l): necessary: 
1 dwther this kind of quest10mng concernmg 1t vahdtty has an) 

,lllc ' I" h 
at all we must get some idea of what causa ll)" means as sue · ~eJISC' < ' • • • 

For this question we must in turn obtain the proper basts for dtscuss1011, 

el\. the fi'indamental contexture in which causality belongs. \'Ve nam 
shall ;m l('eed from Kant. This can only provide us ~vith clues, the 
correc·uwss and primordiality of which are always subject to renewed 

assessment. . 
Kant treats of causality in the 'Second Analogy'. I n Kant's Lermmology, 

the Ana logies are a specifit set of principles relating to 'the existence of 
appearances', i.e . the being-present of beings, 'nature' as accessi~le t~ us. 
.:\atural processes, i.<'. relations between present appearances m u_me, 
tand 1mdN de finite rules of determinability, rules which are not denved 

from accidental or frequently occurring relations of experience , but which 
drwrrnine in advance what belongs to the possibility of a natural process 
as such, i.e. a natural process experienceable by us. T hus the 'general 
principle" of the Analogies of Experience is given in the first edition as 
follows: ·All appearances are, as regards their existence, subject a priori to 
ru l ~>s clet<'rmining 1 heir relation to one another in one time'.4 One of 
tltPsc rules provides the Second Analogy.~ Kant has d~fferent titles for, and 

diff<'rent roncc>ptions of, th is principle in thc first (A) and seco~d (~~) 
<'dttion~. In .\ : ·principle o f production'," in B: ·principle of uccess10n Ill 

tiutt·. tn accordance with the law of causality'.; In A, his conception of 
t ltf' princ·ipk i!.: ' Evc•rvthing that happens, tha t is, hegins to be, presup 
P<)\p' \onwthing upon which it follows arrordin{! to a rule' .~< In R: ·All 

( I'H \ Iii f. 
C. I' I~ \ I /"Ill fl . B lil fl . 
C. P I ~ \ I H(). 
c 1' 1~ B 2)2. 
C I' I~ \ I R<l. 
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alterations take plac-C' in c-onformit,· with the law of the connection 
cause and effect'.'' 

The law of causality viPids ajimdamelllal principle of temporal 
sion. Causality is itsC'If rPiated to tempornl surcession. l low does ca 
come into a relationship with temporal succession? What does tem 
succession m<'an ? I\ cause is a lways the cause of an effert. T hat wh 
brought about we also rail the outcome. An outcome is something 
follows from something clst>. So to bring about, to effect, means to 
follow. As the effecting of th<> effec-t, the c-ause lC'ts something fol 
and thus is itself prior. The c-ause-effect rt'lation thus involves 
and outcome: the following-on of one thing from another, s 
which Kant conceives as temporal succession. We therefore see the 
tion between causality and temporal succession. This connection 
firmly borne in mind if we are to understand Kant's elucidation of 
essence of causality. 

Causality means temporal succession. But what does temporal 
sion mean? Literally, it means that one time follows-on from 
time. For example, Kant says that 'different times are not simul 
b t . ' 10 'f " ' I fl ' I ' ' . . th" u success1ve. •me constant y ows . . ts constancy ts JUst 1s 
ing. On the other hand Kant emphasizes: '1 f wc ascribe succession to 
itself, we must think yet another time, in whic-h the sequence 
possible'.11 That would lead to an infinite rcgrc>ss, and is therefore 
sible - presupposing, as Kant does without argumcnt, that this 
time' has the same character. If, therefore, th<-re is no succession in 
such, neither docs time flow. 'T he existencc of what is transitory 
away in time, but not time itself ... [which is] non -transitory and 
ing'.' l 'T ime itself does not alter, but only something which is in 
, o temporal succession does not mean a S<'quenc<> of times belonging 
time itself, but the succession of that which is in timC'. 

But Kant further says: 'Simultaneity and succession are the only 
tions in time'. 11 Can it nCo' that simultaneity and succession are not 
tions of that which is in time, but belong in time itself? Does tern 
succession belong to Lime itself? Does timr itself contain a succession 
times (nows)? T hcrC' is an opposition herP: tinw itsC'If is constant, i.e. 

'' C I'H B 2;.2. 
'" CPH \ ;1, II ·~7. 
II CPH A 18;, B 22<i. 
I! CPR :\ I '"~· B 18;. 
' CPR:\ ~1. B '>8. 

" CPR :\ I R2. II 226. 
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I 
not !'ass away or aller, but rather abides and vN it rt'mains a 

, cH"~ 

, 11,-11 ·,,ion. 
",1111 calls temporal succession a mode of tim<', and ind<><'d one mode 
oil" others. 'Thc three modes of time are duration, succC'ssion, ami ,u11 r 

1
,. 

, j
11 11

Jitan<'ity.' ' ff/hfll is a mode o/time and how do thesr modes relate to 
~ttl' 11110thN? ArE' they at the same level or does one havc priority? \Vhnt 
kuHI of modalization of time is involved here? Why just these rhree 

111
ocl<'s? TIH' three modes of time are seemingly different to the three 

parts of time generally rccognized, i.e. present, past, and future. \Vhat 
kuul of t<>mporal charact eristics are these latter, and how do they relate to 
the so called modes of time (to which temporal succession belongs. and in 
rrlatiou to which causality is conceived)? 

Our first attempt at characterizing the Kantian conception of causality 
has already brought us to the centre of major quC'stions and difficulties. 
\\ e must now ·observe more closely how Kant deals with these problems, 
and thus what we should more precisely understand by 'temporal succes
sion· and 'principle of tc>mporal succession'. For this we must try to grasp 
the entire problem of rlze Analogies o/ Experience in its genuine core, so 
that wp can comprehend the contexture of the principlC' of causality, at 
the ame time bringing to light the more primordial dimension of the 
relationship between causality and freedom. 

.~· 17. General Characterization o/ the Analogies of Experience 

If we enter into a consideration of the Analogies of t•:xperience, we do so 
with all nett>ssary resNve. Clearly, a problem from the central part of 
thl· Critique qf Pure Rea on, addressing the most central problematic of 
plulo!>oph)·· rPquirC's more extensive preparation than we have been able 
to undc·rtake. t\ g<' t1<'ral overview is not at all su fficiem; we wish, rather. to 
dtal C"OIHTNclv with tltC' text, albeit not bv means of a thernaticallv con-
t1111H111!> itncrprl'lation. • . 

C.I'H \ 177. B .2tQ. 
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108 Causality and Freedom as Cosmological Problem 

a) The Analogies of Experience as Rules of Universa l 
Temporal Detc·rmi nation of the Being- Present of That 

Which Is Present in the Context of the Jnner 
F.nabkment of Experience 

Temporal succession , to which the principle of causality is oriented, is 
mode if time. The first mode is permanence, the third simultaneity. 
three Analogies of Experience correspond to these three modes. The 
Analogy is oriented to duration: the principle of the permanence of 
stance: 'All appearances contain the permanent (substance) as the 
itself, and the transitory as its mere determination, that is, as a 
which the object exists. ' 1

b 'In all changes of appearances subs1:aiJtC8 
permanent; its quan tum in nature is neither increased nor uu. <>.UU!l>ut:q 

The Third Analogy is oriented to the third mode of time, siL ... , .... ,au,~1 
the principle of simultaneity according to the laws of reciprocal 
community. 'AU substances, insofar as they co-exist, stand in 
going community, that is, in mutual interaction.'18 'ALl substances, 
as they can be perceived to co-exist in space, are in 
reciprocity.'1() 

What is basically stated in these Analogies? The principles 
rules. What is regu.lated by these rules? They are rules of universal 
poral determination. What does ' universal temporal determination' 
here? Why are the Analogies necessary as rules of universal 
determination? By addressing this latter question, i.e. by inquiring into 
underlying necessity of the Analogies, we wish to obtain an initial view 
their essence. This will enable us to proceed to the specific content of 
Second Analogy. 

The necessity of the Analogies is grounded in the essence ofo-.·nu•'""''"" 
Experience is the way present beings become accessible to man. 
essence of this mode of accessibility is defined in terms of the · 
possibility of experience. Kant says: 'Experience is possible only 
the representation of a necessary connection of perceptions.'ll1 Jote 
Kant does not simply say that the possibility (essence) of experience 
sists in the necessary connection of perceptions. Rather, the possibility 
experience consists solely in the representation of the necessary conn · 

"' CI'H A IX2. 
" CPR B 224. 
'~ CPH A 211 . 
''' CPR B 256. 
·'' CI'H B218. 
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of percept ions, 1.e. of the necessary connectedness of what is given m 

crr<•jll ion. 
p \\ hat ki nd of necessary connections are these? VVhy do they constitute 
dtc prirnc> condition of the inner possibility of experience? lf tht> possibil 
it\' nf experie nce dPpends on the representation of necessary connections. 
then prrcisPly the essence of this experience must exhibit a multiplicity 
'"hirh is c-onnected or needfu l of connectedness. 

How does Kant discover such a thing in experience? 'Experience is an 
empirical knowledge, that is, a knowledge which determines an object 
Lhrough perceptions.'21 This means that the beings (objects) themselves 
are ouly knowable insofar as they somehow show and give themselves. In 
respect of what thus shows itself, in respect of the determination of the 
object in its objectivity, knowledge is primarily receptive, a letting-stand
over-against. This receiving - apprehension- occurs through perceptions 
as determined by sensory sensations. These perceptions are occw-rences in 
man. Taken as such, it is evident that they follow-on from one another. o 
perception has priority over another, but they differ simply through their 
position in the sequence. In this sense 'perceptions come together only in 
accidental order' .n The 'succession in our apprehension (is) always one 
and the sarne'.l~ 

We can express this somewhat more freely, yet at the same time more 
derini tely. Pe rceptions come into a sequential relationship with one 
another, cmd are thus after, before, or simultaneous with one another, as 
mental occurTences. For example I now see the chalk, feel the heat, hear 
the sound outside, look at the lectern. This is not just a sequence or 
simultaneity of perceiving as com porting in the broader sense, but it is 
also a corres ponding com ing-into-connection (assembly) of the various 
things pPrcei.ved in perception: chalk, heat, sound, lectern. VVhere is all 
this assem bled? In the perceivedness if a perception, in the unitary per
teivin~ 'r·onsciousness ~ If we take what is perceived as such in its per
f't>ivC>d rwss, then this reveals itself as having come together in and through 
th<' sc·quc'nce of perceptions. The chalk and the heat and thl" noise and the 
le>rtPrn. si nrply as the beings they arc, initially have nothing whatever to 
do with C>ad r other. They do not, considered merely in their respective 
\Vhatnvo;s, possess a determinate and necessary relationship to one another. 
ltr <lllt<•r words: if expPrienrP of bPings is ur;derstood merely in terms of 

, <.PH B 2 18. 
.. Li>H B 2 19 . 

C:i>H \ 194, B 219. 
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lhe apprehensions belonging to it, then ~hese beings can only be co1ac1~1"' 
as having come together. \\"hy is 1 his not the end of ~he matter? 
because factical experience is ne!'er just an assembly of various e 

and fuTther, because iJJ experiPnce we are not at ail cognitively 

perceptions as mental occurrences in temporal succession. So to what 
we oriented? To the beings themselves as annotmced in perception,· 
what appears in all its diversiLy (and indeed in respect of its 
present), to the connections bNween these present things. 

always already places us before a unity of present beings. 
not knowledge if perceptions, but 'knowledge of objects through 
tions'.'14 I t represents ' the relatiOJI in the existence of the manifold, 

it comes to be constructed in the time r of being perceived] but as it 
objectively in time'.2s 

What is experienced in experience is more than a mere assembly 
perceptions. Rather, what is experienced is the unity of present 
thei1· being-present: in short, nature. ' By nature (in the empirical 
we understand the connection of appearances as regards their 
If experience is always the experience of nature, appearances must 
already represent the unity of what is presenl. What is the origin of 
particular representation? Since perceptions give only an assembly, 
unity and connection cannot be provided by ~hem. Fw·ther, since 
claims that knowledge (experience) is constituted by perception 
thought (sensibility and understanding), this unity can on ly or· · 
from thought, or from a determinate unitary connection between 
tion and thought. But it is clear that thinking a lone cannot define 
unity of the presence of that which is present. How then is this 
supposed to be possible? 

The presence of something present is always a presence in time. 
unity if nature is therefore primarily determined as the unity and 
tion if that which is present in time. But precisely this determinate 
i~ion in time, and the temporal relation between present beings, cannot 
construed independently of ~bought. 1or can we directly perceive 
temporal determination of something present in the context of the 
tary temporal re lations of nature. That would require reading off 
temporal position of everything present from absolute time, which i 
wou ld presuppose that we could perceive time itse lf absolutely and as 

~'CPH 13219. 
'' CPHI\21 9. 
"'' CPfl. A 21 Ci. B 21i'). 
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,,.hole. This, howeve r, is impossible. In his discussion of the Analogies, 
K<tlll rc•pcatedly emphasizes that 'absolute time is not an object of percep
• 

11
• 1' 1hat 'time itself cannot be' .l~' ' ow time c.annot by its(:'lf be per-

no · · 
rein·d.".!'' 'Time cannot be pcrcl'ived in itself, and what prPcedes and what 
j()l]ows ca tllloOt, therefore, by relation to it, be empirically dN<·rrnincd in 

lhc objpct.'~ ' 
\\"hat is the ultimate reason for this? Kant did not and could not 

rxprcssh- provide the reason , for he lacked a metaphysics of Dasein. " 
·There is only one time in which all different times must be located, not as 
coexistent but as in succession to one another.'32 Temporal determination, 
and thns the unity of the presence of the present, i.e. nature, is neither 
perceivable nor a priori construable, but can only be ascertained through 
the empi rical measw-ement of time, where both thought and perception 
play a role. This requires ascertaining in advance those temporal 
determinations which express the temporal relations of what is present. 
Empirical temporal relations are only determinable from the pure tem
poral relations which constitute the possibility of nature as such, whatever 
the factical course of nature happens to be. Now Kant calls the Analogies 
of ExpE>rience, i.e. the principles to which causality (Second AJ1alogy) also 
belongs. transcendental determinations of time. They contain the rules of 
the necessary temporal determination of everything present, 'without 
which even empirical determination of time wouJd be impossible'. ~' 
Through these rules we can 'anticipate experience',~·• i.e. it is not the 
factical cou1·se of experience in its factical constellations that we can 
anticipate, but rather what is prior to every factical occurrence insofar as it 
is na1ural. These rules of transcendental determination of time - which 
are not rules of pure thought- delineate the comprehensive unity of the 
natural lotality, giving the form of all possible concrete connections 
bNw~·c11 pNceivable things. These connections no longer pertain to the 

:oursc of mental occurrences, but ~o that which appears in perception 
lnsofitr as this is a lready presented under pure temporal determinations. 

,, Cl'H \ 21 '>. B .26.2. 
l ' i'I\H.2JI) 

., CI'H B .2.2'): 

.,, Ci'H B 2Yi, c·f. il2'57. 
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I 12 Caustdity rmd Freedom as Cosmolo~ira/ ProiJ!em 

This amicipation is the represe nting spoken of by Kant in the 
principlc of Llw Analogies. l ' ni\'('r·sal temporal dNcrrnination antici 
by disposing over the possible modes of being-in -time• of wh 
factically given in pcrTcption. 

b) The Tinct' \l odes ofTimt' ( Permanence, Succession and Simul 
as ~ lodes of the l ntra-TE'mporality of That Which ls PrcsE'nt 

~ow we can better understand why these three' A nalogi<'s, as 
governing the prior temporal determination of that which is 
arc oriented to the modes of time. Being-present and the unity 
means precisely presence (being-present) in tim<', i.e. unity and 
minability of the contexture of those tE>rnporal relations which 
thing present (as something 'in time') can and must possess. 
ingly, modes of time signify not so much an a lteration of time as 
bu t arc ways in which present appearances 'are in time'. Jn brief, 
of time are not basic features of time as such (present, past, future) 
are modes cif the intra-temporality cif that which is present. T he 
mode- permanence - expresses the relationship of appearances 'to 
itself, as a magnitude',5~ i.e. it measures the duration in time of 
which is present. The second mode - succession - expresses the 
ship betweE'n present. things in time as a SE'qucnce (of nows); 
under this sequential aspect, every present thing follows on from 
thing else present. The third mode - simultaneity - expresses the 
tionshi p of that which is present to time as a summation cif P•u•I'\I·IM 

present.~' 

:o time is viewed here in three ways: as magnitude, as sequence, and 
summation. T he extent to which time can and must be so viewed 
quC'stion we must pass over for the moment. One can compare the 

'Til<' Srhcmatism of the Pure Concepts of UndC'rstanding', where it 
out that the categor ies, the table of categoriC's, the tabl<' of judgements, 
in general/o~ic, arc also at work in this characwrization of time as · 
'content', 'ordering', 'summation'.;; VVhy then doc•s Kam, where• he 

the r<'iatiotts to time of beings \ovhidt exist in ti mt-, speak simply 
l<' tttporal n• lations? Because, for Kant, tim<> is nothing c•ls<' but 
wherein tltt• rnanifo ld content of innPr and out<'l' pcrrt>ption is ~~,..,,. . .,... 

\\ CPI\ ·\ 21 <;. II 262. 
. ,, CPH \ 21 <;, B 21>2. 
·,; CI'H \ I ~<;. II I X+ <;. Cl. ll<"idt>gl!t'r. Anm nnd 1/w Pmh11•m qf l/<'/{tJiln <ics, § 

§' 17. '/'he A nalol{ies <?l /!,.rperience 1 13 

. ·15 •wen exclusively in its rC'IiHionship to that which is witltin time. 
·run!' • · . · . . .. 

"lnts wutporal relattons arC' mod!flcattons of th<' re lation ol ttrnt' to that 
'·hirh is ,,·ithin time. The strength of Kant's problematic. but also its 
,, . I . . f . \II 
. · 15 reside m t 11s conception o ume. 
htlll 0 

d Thl' f)istmction betweE'n Dynamical and ~l athcmatical Principles 

To contpletC' our general characterization of t.he Analogies of Experience, 

'"c 111 u~t mention yet another - not immediately comprehensible -
description which Kant. gives of these principles. He calls them dynamical 
as distinct from mathematical principles. KaJtt also uses this distinction 

10 divide the categories. The distinction per tains not so much to the 
character of the principles as such but more to their application, to the 
way they make possible that to which they are applied (perceivability, 
determinability in presence). ' ow a ll categories are divided into two 
classes: the mathematical, which dea l with the unity of synthesis in the 
conceptiou of objects, and the dynamical, which concern the synthetic 
unity in the conception of the existence of objects.'~q 

The mathematical principles and categories relate t.o the perceptual
substantive aspect of appearances, i.e., in the terminology of Kant and 
earlier metaphysics, the rea/.'14.1 H ere the real does not mean, as it does in 
today's corrupted usage, the actual, but that which belongs to the res, the 
substantive constituting content. The mathematical principles give the 
substance of things, the essentia. In Kam's problematic, the mat.hemat.ical 
principles are those ontological principles which define t.he essentia of a 
being. 

' incc ancient times, however, es entia has been distingu_ished from 
existentia (being-present, or iu Kantian terminology, existence). ~ow 
wh<'r(' appearances are determined simply in respect of their presence 
(existcntia). i.e. not in respect of their substantive content, Kant caJls the 
dc•tcrmining !Jrinciples dynamiral. If the Analogies of Experience belong 
to tlw dntamical principles, this al lows us to s<'e their location within the 
~Oilt(•\t of traditional l!IC'lapltysics. r should mention here that Kam, 
ollowing Leibniz, devt' lOp<'d tlw ontological problem of presence in 

('(111111' 1't i . I I r· I l . I . . 1 . I ott wJt 1 t tat o w 1a1 >Ptng, am 111 any case w1t lOut posmg t 1e 

tr,, "1"'"11" in thi~ S<'nSf' is not priuwrdial till!('. Cf. I feidcggcr. Being and Time, 
S71:

1
';•H·d lw .!olin :\lac-4tH1rrif' and l•:dwrmf Robinson. Basi l Blarkwl"lf, Oxford. 1962, 

0. I. 
• ( ~"lltquc· f!f Practtcal R ea\Clll, p. 20<) ( \ , IHb) . 

e11 "•·•· <~hm·<'. pp. 29 ff. on tlw '01rious anc·aning& nf 'b" (what bPing. that being; 
f'lltta. e rt </entia). 
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11 4 Cau.mlit.r and Freedom as ( 'osmolo{(ical Pmblem 

funrlamen ta I question concerning the origin of this disti net ion 
what-being and that -being) or placing his own probiC'm within 
dimC'nsion of the radicallv conc-eived problem of being. I mention 
because in our disc-ussion of tlw problem of freedom wt' shall come 
prC'cisC'Iy this que tion concerning the origin of what and that-being, 
possibility and actualitY. From a mNaphysical point of vit'w, tlte 
of frt'edom has its c<'ntre here. and not in the problem of caumlity. 

FrC'Pdom is to be discussed within the context of causality. What is 
es encC' of causality? How do<'s Kant determine the ess<'nCC' of 
What is the problematic within which this definition of essence 
Running ahead a liule we <"an say that it is the question concern 
possibility of experience. Experience is the only way in which man 
knowledg<' of beings. The question of the possibility of finite k 
is thus the question concerning the essence of the finitude of 
ThC' problem of causality, and thus also the problem of freedom, 
within this context. Ult imately, this is the primary anrl ultimate 
thC' only primordial and genuine context, of the problem of 
be sure, this does not mean that the problem of frC'edorn must be 
to the problem of causality. Causality is not what most primordially 
tains to the finitude of existence. The latter is not by any means 
to be conceived from experience, from knowledgc, from the th 
cvcn from the practical. So where is the deepest essence cf man's 
be sou{!hL1 Just in the understanding of being, in the occurrence of 
These arc questions which arise when we inquir<' into the proper 
sion of the problem of human freedom. :\lore concretely then, and 
vi<'w to working through the problem: how rtlllSI the highest 
the finitud<' of existence be interrogated. and in which direction 
bc unfoldcd, in order that a connete guidelinc for the problem of 
ran cnH'rgc? 

cl) Thr Analogies of Experience as R.ul<'s of the Basic Relations of 

Possible Being-i n-Time of That \'Vhich Is PrC'sent 

Solving tht> prE-liminary question concerning Llw Kantian dcfinition 

the• essenre '?.f causali~r means interpreting his doctrine of the• /1 

qf l~.rperienr-e. Our general characterization of the I at U'r has been 
c·l udl'd, ultin1atc• ly by treating them as dynamical principles and in 
of tiH• clisti1wtion bNw<·en tlw mathi'IWHical and d\·nan1ical 
e1istentia). In Kalllian tc·rminology. thf' 'Analogics' rirC'lllnscribe 
prohl<'lll of t!JC' heing present of that which is prc•S('Jit. \\hat W(' IIIUSt 

§ /8. Front the h'.rample of the First AnalogY Ll5 

. 1-s j~ the· <'Otlllection bctwec•n tltis latter probiC'm and the problems of 
dtSI'I ~- . . 

·alit\ and freedom. 
f<lll~ • 

111 th<' \nalogtes, Kant forna~latcs rules whi<'h are always pre-

rl.,1.11wd in t'Very human experience, rules which hold up, for ev<'rY 
rep · . . . . · 

stbk P\.pPnence, the fundamental relat10ns of the possibl<' bemg-ln -
1''~ I. I . . I. h II · b 
· J(' of that W IIC 1 IS present, I.e. W liC a OW the encountered bemu tO E' 

tW " 
undcrsworl in the contexture if its be in{{· present. These rules embodv that 
o•pcct f!{the understanding(!( being which pertains to the being- present 
of that which is present (nature). As the most general laws of nature. they 
srt forth what nature is as such. T hey are laws which natural science can 
never discowr, precisely because they must always be presupposed and 
pre-understood in all scientific questioning concerning specific natural 
Jaws. As the Second Analogy, t.he principle of causality is therefore a 
mle of transcendental determination of time. The problem of causality 
thus pertains Lo the being-present of that which is present, and to the 
objective determinabi lity of the latter. ' fo see this clearly is of the greatest 
significance for understanding the contexture into which the problem 
of freedom is forced when Kant brings it together with causality, and 
when he makes a basic distinct ion between the causality of freedom and 
natural causa lity. It is still precisely causality - causality as oriented to 
t.he contexture of the being-present if thatu•lzich is present. 

\\e must now attempt, departing from the guideline provided by our 
general discussion of the Analogies, to unfold the concrete problem of the 
Second Analogy. H owever, in order that the latter's specific characteristics 
may come to light, we shall begin by treating the First Analogy. This 
Procedure is really unavoidable', for the First nalogy, in a cer tain sense. 
pro,·ides the foundation for the others. 

§ l8. IJi,cussion if the 1l lode of Proof of the Analogies cf Experience and 

'!"hew Foundraionfrom the li.cample of the First Analogy. 
'/'he Fundamentai /Heanill{( of the First Analogy 

a) Tilt' First Analog : J>rnnanence and T ime 

\ : .\II "PIH·aralwPs contain th<' p<'rnlanrnt (subswncc) as the object itsc>lf 
•lltd tht· IJ"' l · , . I . . I . . h' I I ' l . '1\SI 01"\" ilS ItS Ill!'!"(• C ('l<'rtliiiiHliOII, t Ia tlS, aS a way In W IC I t IE' 
'l lJt•c t r·,i~t:..' '' 

C. PI\ \ I .S-2. 
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ll(i Cru.J.saLi~y and Freedom as ( 'osmolog ical Problem 

T he First Analogy is cai iC'd the ' princi ple' of pcrrnarwnce', 
expresses the neressity, grounded in the essenn' of experience, 'of 
ever abiding <'xistence, in Llw appearances, of the subject propcr'.u 

' lo begin wi th, we restrict ourselves to the treatment in the first 
(A). Kan t is concerned not only with the explicit presentation of 
principle, but equally with its correct demonstration. Indeed, Kant 
that 'in all ages, not only philosophers, but even the common 
ing, have recognized this permanence as a substratum of all 
appearances'." It is just that the philosopher expresses himself 
more definitely, and says 'th roughout all changes in the world 
remains, and only the accidents change'.<~-~ '1 nowhere find even 
attempt at a proof of this obviously synthetic proposition. J ndeed it ia 
seldom placed where it truly belongs, at the head of those laws of 
which are pure and completely a priori.' v, To be sure, one gro 
experience in this principle, ' for in empirica l knowledge the need of 
fell' .... ' One rests content with this, without pressing forward to an 
standing, i.e. to a clarification of the inner possibi lity and necessi ty 
principle. 

T he First Analogy is to be demonstrated. What is there in it to 
strate? First, 'that in all appearances there is something permanent, 
that the transitory is nothing but determination of its ex· 
Secondly, that what is permanent is the object. itsel f, t.he genuine 
given in appearance. omething permanent is given in each and 
appearance. lt. is not this or that occurrence of permanence, but the 
sit of the permanent in all experience, which has to be de 
This can only be done by showing what belongs to the very 
(essence) of experience in general. 

!low docs the proof proceed? Let us recall the two aspects 
experience: the manifold of perception as t.he mere assembly of 
clements, still needful of connection; 2. the connection, which must 
be accidental but rather binding and necessary, i.e. in accordance 
the binding character of what proceeds from thP beings themselves 
their spC'rific b(•ing-present. T he First Analogy ( thus a lso the other 
formulates one of the necessary modes of connection (modes of uxlity) 

IJ CPI~ t\ I R5, 13 228. 
' ' CPH A I R4, B 227. 
" Cl' l ~ A I H4, B 227. 
'' CPI"\ \ IH4. II 227. 
"' CPI\ t\ I H'>. B 228. 
'
1 CPH \ IIH, II 227. 
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,·(·r-vtl•ing expcrienceable. The First Analogy in particular is concerned 
rl ·c -111 w demonstrate the nec<'ssity of permanence in the permanent, 

)II\ ' • 

'
1

_ ttrounciing all change and modification, thus the whole multiplicity of 
·'~ l:t ions hl't ween that which is pr<'scn t. Thus the demonstration of this 
r~·essit\' of permanence must likewise set out from the merPiy assPmblecl 
1 

11ifold of appr<'hcnsion. The proofs of all three .\ naloa-ies b<'gin ma " 
rt'<'iseh' hcrt>. with the primary succession of apprehension. 

p \\ hat cio we find when we rC'st.ricl ourselves to the sequence of 
perceptions? In this case we imply have constant change. From this alone 
we could never discover wheth~r just one unitary object, or rather a 
succession of these, is g iven in the stream of perceptions. Such a decision 
concerning su ccession and simultaneity (i.e. temporal relations) is only 
possibl<' if, from the very beginning, experience is grounded in something 
permarlf'nt a nd abiding, something in respect of which the indicated 
relations ar<> modes. More precisely, thP essence of succession and simul
taneity as relations of being-in-time a lready implies the necessary 
grounding in something permanent, for these temporal relations can only 
'be' if time itself constantly endures and abides. Time expresses perman
ence as such . Only where there is permanence can there also be duration 
as the measm-e of being-present in time. T he succession of apprehension 
already refers to something permanent, i.e. something which turns out to 
be the primal form of permanence: time. Time is the substratum of 
everything ,,-e encounter in experience, it is the pure intuition which is 
always already spread out before our view. Change and simultaneity are 
comparable a nd determinable only in terms of time - presupposing that 
time iLc;elf is pE'rceivable. But this is not so. Consequently, the possibility 
or experience presupposes a substratum in the rt>al to which all temporal 
drtermination must be referred. T his is the necessary condition of the 
J>O sibility of all unity in the connection of p<'rrcptions - substance. ·This 
J>Crrnanen<·e is simply the mode in which we represent to ourselves 
th<> <'xistcncc' of things in the [ field of] t>xprriPnce.'411 PNmanence is 
th!' prPsuppost•d lrorizon for our definition and repn•sentation of whatever 
\V(\ (' 11<'0llrllc•r as prPsenl. 

C.I'H \ I HG. B 229. 

[ lo') 166 



11 8 C'ausalit_y and Freedom as Crwnolo{!iral P roble111 

b) The Questionworthy Founda tion of th<' Analogies: the L'nclarified 
Association of Tim<' and ' I Think' (llnderstanding) in an Uncritical 

Approarh to t h<' Esscnrc of Man as Fini t.e ubject 

ln the end , just as with othc·r proofs in Kant, you will not 
demonstrations of thC' .\ na logies immediately dear in either in 
contctll or their rigour; indC'<'d t hey will rC'rnain incomprehensible. 
not only for the external reason that you lack a complete knowledge 
Kant's t heories and discussions, but has intemal g rounds about 
brief remark is necessary, especially sincC' Kant himself Lays much 
upon his proofs, while those who link thC'mselves with Kant 
the rigour of his proof procedures. However precisely one formulates 
Kant.ian proofs, they do not gain in rigour unless one has already 
stood their necessity. Any proof possesses validity only if it is ne,ce!;sa~ 

a whole, and if this necessity is made <'omprE>hensible, which 
hensibility does not have to rest upon theoretical proof. Now it 
that the presuppositions required by Ka11t for the validity of his proofs 
untenable, because they stem from an inadequate examination and 
tial dete rmination of the situation upon which and for which the 
problematic is grounded. If this were th<' cas<', if the necessity of 
Kantian proofs were ungrounded, then not. only could their much 
stringency not be maintained, but even thC'ir possibility would be 
ful. This in fact is the situation in respect of the Kantian proofs, and 
only the proofs of the principles, but also those of the 
deduction. Already in purely stylistic terms, and in Kant's pnes~:n1au111 

there is a peculiar affinity between the proofs of the principles and 
proofs of the transcendental deduction. ' e ither the principles nor 
transct:'ndcntal deduction are necessary in theform Kant takes them, 
upon whos<' ground he rnusttake them. This, however. is not to deny 

they harbour a problem. 
Why is this so? Briefly stated, it is because' Kant did not problematize 

a sun-iciently primordial manner the finitude' of man, i.e. the 
from whith, and for which, he develops tlw Critique of Pure Reason. 
show this is the task of a I ant interpretation, which , howC'ver, does 

hav<' tl w pseudo-philological aim of prcsc•nting the 'corrert ' Kant 
is nothing of the sort. All philosophical interpretation is rlestr11clion, 
tro' C' rsy. a nd radica lization , which is not <·q u j,·a len t to scC'pticisrn. 
<• Is<· it is nothing at all, llt<'r<' chatter tha t n ' pl:'<lls more laboriously 
was said in simpl<'r a nd lwtler fashion by tht• nuthor hims<·lf. This 
1101 nwan that Oil<' cn11 d<•dar<' Kant's proofs corrl'ct and IC'aV<' thelll 

~· 18. From the Example qfthe First Analof(_l 119 

tllt'llf"t'h-<'s. On th<' contrary, it means that we must 111ak<' t ll<'se proofs 
.w11111 n<'ly transpar<'nt, so that we can see the foundation upon which they 
~c~t . nfowulation unrritically presupposed by Ka.nl. 

In our case it is the conception of time on tlw OIH' hand. and tlw 
r<ll cl'ption of undNslanding on the other hand. Nlore fundanH' nt a lly, it is 
th<' conn •ption of the relationship betwee n time and til<' ' I think· ( undt•r 
~tanding). - till more• precisely, it is the uncritical and unclarified jux ta 
po~ition of both in an uncritical approach to the essenc<' of man as finite 
suhwct. That this i11ner structural connection between time all() the I as ' I 
think' (understa nding), thus also the fundamental relationship bNwcc•n 
dw•n i! S the essence of the relationship between subject. and object, 
reuwins undarified, in short that transcendence is not sufficiently deter
minc•d to really become a problem - this is the basic reason for the 
substantive difficulty of understanding e.g. Kant's proofs of the Analogies. 

c) The Analogies of Experience and the Transcendental Deduction of the 
Pure Concepts of the Understanding. The Logical Structure of the 

.\nalog ies of Experience and the Q uestion of Their Character as Analogies 

We wish to repeat once again the maio steps in the proof of the 
fundamenta l principles, such that the foundations can emerge, and so we 
<'an understand why these principl es arc call ed 'analog ies'. 

I. \ll appearances, i.e. present beings themselves as accessible to man , 
r\i!tt in time and stand in the contextual unity of their be ing-present, 
thus in t.h<:> unity of temporal determination. T he basic way of defining 
something as something is by the dC'tcrmination of a subject through a 
]lrt•diratc. Time itself is what. is primordially permAnent, such that 
tlw primordiHl unity of the being present of that whic-h is present is 
grounded in permanence. T he permanent is the substratum of all 
"PJl<•a ranees . 

.l. But tune ra nnot be pcrcei,·ed absolut<>ly, i.e. in and for itse lf. As that 
wlt<'n·i n e ve rything present is plac<:>d, and as dct<'rmining the specific 
lo<·ations of t hings, time is not dirC'ctly pt•rceivable. Ratt as the pennan-

~ 1
'
111 · Il lite• hinds to itsC'lfall delC'rmination of the unity ofhC'ings-in -time. 

\o t llf'rt• 11111st lw a ntlf' according to which something perrnanen t is 
1011

1<tiiH•d in <·,·c- rvth ing wh ich a pp<'a rs as subject, and !tut'h that th<' 
\ tthwn appc>ars ill> suhsta nc<·. Th is rul<' is the princ iplt• of tlw permiln 
'"111 1' of subs ta nce·. Its necessitv is d <'monstrated front tiiC' t'SS<'Il<'<' o f 
''PP~"<~ranrt', fm111 th<' unity of Lilli<' ancl thP ·1 think '. 
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120 Crmsalit:r and Freedom as Cosmolo~iral Pmhlem 

~\ <'can now see why these kincls of pr inciple a re callecl analogies. 
ang to Kant, there a re analogies in lllrttht'matics as well as i11 phil 

.~n a nalogy is a correspondence of something wi t h somNhing, more 
rts<'ly, tllC' corresponde nce of one n•lation with anothN. In ma .. ••·m••o. 
analogies are correspondences lwt ween two quanti tativ<' relations 
proportion. If three values are gin•n. the fourth ean b<' mat ' 
dct<:'nnincd. Analogies in mathematics amount to constitutive d 

ation. 111 philosophy it is not a maller of quantitati\'c, but of ""''"'''-· 
r<:'lations (Wolff). What is determinable here is only the way 
must be if it is to be at all expericnceablc in its existcnc<'. 

An exam ple of the First Analogy is the corresponde nce bl'tween 
rela tions: predicate to subject and accident to substance. The rc · 

lwt~veen predicate and subject corresponds to the re lationship 
ac<· tcle nt (as something encounte red in time) and substance. The 
must exist as determinable and underly ing - in temporal t<•rms, aa 
pcrm a m' nt. The Analogy does not assert the bc ing-pr<'sent of su 
bul provides the a priori rule for seeking the permane nt in a ll 

The Analogies are ontological principles concerning the 
if that 1rhich is present (existentia). These ontological staLCments do 
imply the bei ng-present of the corresponding on tic-al, but rathe r the 
n<.'cessity, belonging to experience, of the dete rminate encoun 

that wh ich is ontologically intended in the principle, her<.' thl' per 
':\ow, in respect to the objects of experience, cv<>rythiug without 
the expe rience of these objects would not itself bt' possible is 11 

The necessity belonging to experie nce is conditioned, grounded in 
rontingency of experie nce: if finite man exists. This involves a 
dt•wrm ination of the essence of the ontological. 

On tit<' other hand, pre,·ious metaphysics proceeded as 
ontological stat<'ments we re proven by rationa l logical m eans, not 
tht' ess<'IIC<' of expe rie nce. 2 . These Olltological principles led directly 
oani ca l conclusions. Jn another sense, a ll four g roups of principles 
ponding to the four classes of catt'gories arc analogies, si ne<' they 
pond to Lltt• four log ica l forms of possible representational conn 
'l'lu• four aSJ)('<' lS in tl"nns of which the various for111s of jud 
(ntlt•gori<·s) and the principles, are constnH'ted in l'Orn•sponclencc, 
front LIH• traditional division of judgNawnts ( forms of judgC'rnent) 
l(ll'lnallogi<': quantity, quality, reality, modality. 

'" Cl'l~ \ 171J f .. B 222. 
'" Cl'n \ 21 ; , B 2'><l f. 
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\ ::a category, permanence (substa nce) is a relation, and as Kant says,o;
1 

n<~t ~o nn1ch because it conta ins a re la tion, but because it is a condition 
of all relations: inherence and subsistence, substantia et acridens, causal
It,. and dependence (cause a nd effect), community (reciprocity of acting 
,
111

d suffcringV 2 The guideline is the table o f judgements. i.e. the 
·relations of though t in judgem <'nts'. They are ·a) of the predicate to 
the subjC'ct. b) of the g rOLmd to its conseque nce, c) of the divided 
knowlf'dge and of the m embers of the division, taken together, to each 

. . \ 
other. 

d ) The Fundame ntal Meaning of the First Analogy. 
Permanence ( ' ubstantiality) and Causality 

We can already see from this how permanence emerges also as the 
condition of the possibility of the causal relation, and indeed emerges as 
relation. This is quite clear from the way Kant concludes his discussion of 
the First Analogy. H e considers the concept of alteration, which only now 
can be conceived in the proper manner. 'Alteration is a way of existing 
which follows upon another way of existing of the same object.'o;

4 
A 

sequence of different states one afte r another, one ending and another 
beginning, is a change. Alteration, on the other hand, is a sequence of 
states 'of one and the same object'. o only something which endures can 
be altered, o r as Kant says, 'only the permanent (substance) is altered'.~s 
An alteration, therefore, is only perceivable if, beforehand, something 
permanent is experienced. For it is only upon the basis of, and in relation 
to, something permanent, that a transition from one state to another can 
be p<>rceived; otherwise there would be nothing but total displacement of 
~nc thing by another. Transition, however, itself involves a succession, and 
ltkPwise completed transitions and a lte rations involve the simultaneity of 

that ~'·hich has been completed. Succession and simultaneity are the basic 
rplatJous of possible pure determination of time. It is thus evident that 
thr permanent within appea rances, i.e. substance, is ' the substratum of 
all dNenn · L. f . , '>~• ' Jl . • . . 111a 1ons o ume. cnnanence tS trillS a necessary cond1t10n 

C I'R \ IH7. B 210. 
CI'H \ HO. 1\ 106. 
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122 Causality and Freedom as ( 'osmolo{{ical Problem 

under which nlonc appearnnct•s arc> dN<'nninable as things or objects in 
possible ex peri<'IICC'.'~7 

The fundamental mean in{{ c!l the Fit~~~ Analogy has thus been 
itPd, while an indication has also been given as to how the cau:;t~·"• 
relation treat<'d in the Second \nalogy, as a relation of temporal 
sion, is ground<'d in the First Analogy. In discussing the Second 
Wl' must always keep the First i\ nalogy in mind, i.e. we must 
how the problem of causality is <·onnected with the problem of su 
ality in the broader sens<' of permanence. \\'e have in thi!> way 
<HI orientation C'Oncerning th(' 111ocle of proof of the Analogies and 
fundamenta l character. 

Now in respect of the conne<lion betu•een permanence and causality, 
following question arises. If frcPdom is itself a kind of causality, in 
kind of permanence is it grounded? The p<'rmanence of the acting 
Can this permanence be conceived as th<• temporal endurance of 
which is present (nature)? [f not, is it enough simply to say that the 
person (i.e. reason) is not in time? Or docs the personality of the 
the being-human of the human, possess its own temporality and 
own 'permanence', which determines the historicality of human 
(the essence of history in the proper s<'nsc) in a manner fund;aJllLen~ 
different to the determination of the process-character of present 
Further, is the t.emporal character of what is free in its essence such 
causality is primarily decisive for its existence? 1f not, it would be 
sary to completely remove the problem of freedom from the 
of causality, and to positiv<'ly define a ncw more primordial domain 
problems. 

Permanence has in every case an inm•r connection to time. 
pc•rmanence b<'longs to everything expcrienceable is actually dem~tnCllll 

by the essence of experience, for everything experientially accessible 
determined in advance as inner-temporal. T he encounter with the 
manent is constantly verified within experience itself, a fact not 
significance for the formation and orientation of the understanding 
t)('ing. We recall 1 hat proper beings are those which are constantly 
ihle, constantly present. Things of this kind, but also thl' constantly 
<Heel c•xperienc(• of one's ownmost selfbcinf{. se(fhood and sel'f~c:on~lt.tn';l•ll 

pn'ss the idea of permanency, and thus also the idea of substance, into 
rc•alrn of our most proximal<' er·,-,:vday comportment to bein~~· 

§ 19. The Second AnaiOf<Y 123 

§ 19. The SecondAnalof{y. 
Ocl'urrence. Temporal Succession and Causali~J · 

a) Event {Occurrence) and Temporal Succession. 
,

11
,1)\:>is of the E.ssence of Evc'nt and of the Possibility of Its Pl'rC<'ption 

,\ : ·E\'Nything that happens, that is, begins to be, presupposes snrne 
thiu~ upon which it follows according to a rule.'~ 

B: · \ II alwrations take plac<' in conformity with the law of the conm•c 
tiou of cause and effect.'~'! 

Fronr the A version it is clear that the problem is about relating an 
encountered event back to something determining. In B, Kant takes up 
the concept discussed at the end of the proof of the First Analogy. Indeed, 
the' link between the econd and First Analogies is still closer in B, for 
prior to the actual proof Kant formulates the 'preceding principle' in a 
way which allows its relation to the Second Analogy to more clearly 
emerge.'"' For the econd Analogy deals with occurrences as such, i.e. 
succession. which succession announces itself prmcimally as change -
beginning and ending. ince the First. Analogy requires the prior repre
sentation of something perrnanent in all change, the principle can be 
formulaLcd as follows: 'All change (succession) of appearances is merely 
alteration'."' Succession is just t.his, and not an absolute origination and 
passing away of substance, i.e. a rising up from nothing and disappearance 
into nothing. In more ontological terms, the relation of the First Analogy 
to tlu-' SPcond is alrC'ady determined in the First Analogy from the essen
tial dt•tNmination of the 'genuine object' of E'xperience (nature), aud so 
also rs thee Sl'uce of possible movement provisionally determined: succes
sion is only altt•ration. The transitions are successions and sequences of 
he111g!. and non-bc•ings such that these do not just change, but succeed one 
anolll<'r from Llw ground of something permanent, constituting the event 
'''<' P<'rn•i\'(• in <'XpNience. We are referred to something which is always 
aln·,uh pr<'serH prior to all conception. It is here that the finitude of 
1
'' P<'rr~>nc<' announces itself. 

If ''<' now ask how experienre of occurr<'nces as such (i.e. processes) 
1 ~ po~~iblc·, this question no longer conl'crns just the possibility of the 

(.I' I\ \ I XlJ , 

( .I'H B 2'>2. 
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124 Ca.usalizr and Freedom as ('osmolof4ical Problem 

being-present of that which is prPsent as the genuine object of 
ence, but the fundamental charac1er of being-present as a contexture 
eines Zusammenhangs ]. So how is PXpPriencl:' of processes possible? 
through a ru le of pure temporal d<'termination, which can be expressed 
the 'principle of suc-cession in tim <'. in accordance with the law of 
ity'.6l Accordingly, if it is shown thai rausali~r alone makes possible 
ence if processes, then it is proven that causality belongs lO the en.'l.OI'emr..~ 
q/e.tperience as such, i.e. to its essential content. In this way the essence 
causality is itse lf brought to lig ht, which is precisely what we are 
concerned to do. 

It is a matter, therefore, not just of acquainting ourselves with 
principle of causality, but of grounding this in its essence, which 
determining its essence. As with the First Analogy, the law as 
familiar and constantly applied, but not truly grounded, not known 
essence. The discussion of this principle by the English empiricist 
Hume became an important impetus for Kant's own philosophizing. 

Again we ask: how is experience of occurrences as such, of 
processes, possible? We must first look more precisely at what is 
enced. Experience involves the perception of 'events'. What 
'event'? A.n event occurs when 'something actually happens'.63 

actually happens 'begins to be'. This beginning to be (to be 
is not an origination from nothing, but rather, according to the 
Analogy, mere 'a lteration'.&1 This means, however, that there is 
underlying permanent thing which merely changes slates, such that 
given state fol lows on from a prior state. vVhat begins to be, ' former ly' 
not. However, this not-having-been is not absolute, but in relation 
what is already present it is the earlier, not something empty, but 
from which the presently existing arose. J':othing ever arises from 

empty time, always from a fulfiLled time, i.e. in relation to 
thing already present. We shall shortly encounter this problem of 
time again. 

T hus perceiving an event means not just perceiving something as 
occun, but knowing in advance that this follows on fTom 
earlie r. This relation ca n be very inde finite and multifaceted, but since 
belongs to the essence of an event as such, it is a lways co-perceived 
perceiving an event. However, an event is not just sornet bing that acltU~L"l• 

'•l Cl'l{ B 2;2. 
"' C PR A 201, B 2'~6. 
"' CPH. A 206, B 2'5 t. 
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]lapP1•11s. In each case it. happens at a particular time. Acc.ordingly, the ~ ull 
rrcpl ion of an event mvolves not only the presupposttton of somethmg 

~~ccccling it. but the presupposition of something retrospectively 
rncounH'recl in the present event. Perception of the given thus involves 
taking in -advance according to a definite rule. The given always so111ehow 
announc<•s itself as foLLowing on from something. What follows on can 
onlr show itself as such if the perception of the directly enc-ountered 

obi~'ct alrNldy looks back upon what went before, upon that which can be 
fol lo,,·cd on from. What we encounter in perception is thus only 
experienc-cable as an event if it is already represented according to a rule 
referring back to something that conditions it, i.e. to something from 
which the event necessarily fo llows. The given announces itself as having 
arisen in fu lfilled time, i.e. as following on, and what follows on is the 
conditioned. So our analysis of the essence of an event and its perception 
has broug1t t forth what belongs to its inner possibility. 

b) Excursus: on Essential Analysis and Analytic 

\tVhen we speak of analysis here, this has nothing to do with a superficial 
concept of description, as if the event were described simply as a thing 
would be described. Analysis belongs here to analytic as understood by 
Kant, i.e. basically as inquiry into origin, into the inner possibilities of what 
beLonp to the essential content of experience. This involves see i11g the 
connections by means of a specific method of investigation and research, a 
method possessing its own specific lawfulness. By demonstrating inner 
possibilizy, analytic is the grounding of essence, essential determination, 
not just reading off the being-present of essential properties. 

Among other things, the anaLy tic of the essence C?fevent and its possible 
maJtifl.'stness in an experience has shown the necessity of a rul e, which 
rull' is nothing but the Second Analogy. For Kant, however, the proof of 
this pro<'<'t'rls differently, for his mism1derstanding of transcendence leads 
hun 1o Sl:'<' the primary given in the succession of apprehensions within a 
prPsPnt subjPct. We must proceed therefore according to Kant's conception 
of tltr tnatter. To be noted is that setting the task of the analytic does not 
llsPII <ll'('omplish anything, for the main task is to de termine just what is 
to h1· ~t thjected w the analytic. When and how is this completely set forth? 
\ c·c·ording 10 what we have indicated above, not in Kant. 

\\c. Wtsh to briefly enter into this question, but without spinning out 
('

111 Pt\ c-onsiderations over methorl. Knowledge of the matters themselves 
n111

l>l pn•cNle <•veryth ing e lse. On the other hand, rl.'fl ection on how we 
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gain access to thesc 111atwrs, on how\\'<' remove them from unhn. lUt! UJtfllll 

is not irrelevant. Such reflection serves to reassure us in our method 
must alwa 'S be undcrtakcn where we are truly 011 the way. In our 
duction we occasiont~lly halted to clarify our path, thus to increase 
possibility of substaHtiv<' undNstand ing. lf we now reflect anew on 
path and method , this happ<'IIS at a panicular point, i.e. precisely 
we arrive at the fundamf'Htal metaphysical co11text of Kant's problem 
freedom: causality and its essence. 

Our questioning is constantly di rected to the essence of human 
dom; thus already in the first lecture we briefl • alluded to the r.h:tr-••

istics of essential knowledge, the clarification of essence. We 
three levels: I. determination of what-being, 2. determination of 
inner possibility of what-being, 3. determination of the ground of 
inner possibility of what-being. The connections between these 
were not further discussed, nor will we go into them now. It .,._.v""a'IH 

remembered, however, that the fi rst lev<'l provides a key to the next 
levels, while the third level refl ects back on the first two. The levels do 
represent a fi xed and final sequence of steps, but always a movement 
and forth , a gradual transformation which does not permit any LLU·~·••.Jl 

There is prevalent today a peculiar m isrecognition of the ua~UJIV'l 
essential knowledge. According to this, philosophical knowledge 
essences is final and ultimate, while scientific know ledge is only nr •• .,.,,.. 

ary. But the real situation is the reverse. Sc·ientific knowledge is 
final, for it necessarily operates in a domain, not defined by itself, 
condemns it to finality. Science itself can never get beyond this 
except insofar as new borders are set for it by a new definition of 
essential constitution of its domain. Science and science alone 
according to its ownmost intention be oriented to finality. Philosophy, 
the other hand, is constant transformation not principally because 
changes in its so-called results, but because philosophy itself, in its 
tioning and knowing, is a transforming. To sec this one must free 
from erroneous opinions which, today morC' than ever, have 
emrenched. Indeed, th<'re is a danger of essential kno·wledge 
reduced to a technique of teaching and learning, to th e research 
gramme of a scllool , i.e. such that essential knowledge is reduced to 
affair of scien tific inquiry. 

The misiHwrprNntioll of the knowledge of Psscnc<' is partly due to 
characterization as <'SS<'nlial nnalysis and cssc111 in! description. A 
means r<'solution, dissC'ction. But analysis of l'SSt'll<'l' is not like resolvi 
ti1P mea11ing of a word into its el<'!~<·nt.-.. ~or is it the dissection of 

.~· 19. The econd A nalof!:Y l27 

(·<'fll into momC'IIts brought together in accid<'ntal fashion without 
['(lll • • • • . 

rrft'rcncc• lO thcu context and necess1ty. As we undC'rstand 11, analys1s IS 
dcfnwd fro m the task of an ana~ytic of essence, some prinripal fpatures 

f \\ hich W<'re already recognized by Kant and followed in his works. 
() 

.\ nah·tic is not resolution and splitting up into piecE's, bu t the loosenin{! llfl 
~~ Jlw m nte.rture of the co~nitive structure, i.e. return to its unizy tiS the 
·,./· uin o( structural ion. 
0 F- • 

This al ready means that analysis of essence is not description i11 the 
usual sense. It is not like enumerating the properties and moments of 
something present. For exam ple, defining the essence of 'event' is not 
such a ·description' but rather a questioning back into the inner possibility 
of en•nt. a return to the ground of the co-belonging of what belongs 

10uether. Since analysis of essence concerns contexts of possibility and 
t' 

enablemen t, mere description is out of the question. 1 f we still em ploy the 
fatal word 'description' in regard to essential analysis, this i.s because, for 
vulgar understanding, description is the determining comportment that 
holds itself wholly to what presents itself. Stressi ng the 'descriptive' char
acter of essential analysis simply expresses the necessity of holding to 
what essence gives as essence. But the question is: how does essence and 
essential contexture [ l*senszusammenhang ] exhibit itself? ·w e can say, 
negatin~·ly, that it does not do so in the manner of something present. Our 
analysis of the essence of 'event', departing from what we encounter in 
temporal succession, inquired into the essence of appearance. It is not at 
all possible to clarify the essence of event without a lready having this 
primordial contexture in view; we cannot take one step forwa rd without 
bearing in mind the C'sscnce of appearance, finite knowledge, finitude and 
transcendence. What we thus have in view is nothing present like a bare 
scaffolding into which we build something. The illumination of essence 
rC'quircs transformation , suspension, release from the one-sided fixing of 
tht' valid and knowable. As the preliminary leap into the totality of exist
<'ncl'. it is the fu11damC'ntal deed of the creative activity of philosophy, 
procPeding from thC' <'arnestness of thrown ness [ Grundakt der schop
fi•riw hell 1/wullwt{! der Philosophie aus dem Ernst der Geu•orfenheit ]. 

. \\ 11<\l c-an we· roncluclc• for our questioning? PrPparation and orientation 
chiT<•r · f cl · · ' ['h f · · 111 <'VC'r_v case> o <'scnpllon. e context o our questton reqUires a 
gotng aft c·r-Ll1e-wholc• as a going-to-our-roots, for the essence of 'event' 
d!J<•).. not lr-ad liS bark just to some arbitrary plact', but to freedom as the• 
1111 «·rrogati\ •· ground or the> possibility of cv<•nt. This kind of analytic is 

::::~·~ LPd at the· _m <lllll('.r of think in{! the whole. Till' pr_irnarv a_nd ultirr~a~c· 
1'>tnns of plulosoph1cal COIItro\'ersy arc mad<• 111 this dornam. And 1l IS 
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precisely her<' that there reigns the greatest aml simplest 
which, however, to those' who merel_v learn philosophy and un 
like a business, seems like a confused mass of opinious, standpoi nts 
doctrines. 

c) Causality as Temporal Relatiou. 
Causality in the Senst> of Causation Is Running 

Deter111ining Letting-Follow 

\o\l1at W<' are couscious of in perception and experience is at first j 
multiplicity of apprehensions succeeding one another. There is 
succession here, a before and after, but this succession is itself 

b. , M I . . h h ar 1trary. n perccJvtng an event, on t e ot er hand, we ex 
something as actually occurring, something which follows on from 
thing else. What follows on is not determined by our perception but 
determines perception. From the standpoint of Kant, the question 
arises as to how the subjective succession of occurrences becomes 
ivP, i.e. in what way it obtains a 'relation to an object'.'~' What gives 
initially arbitrary and reversible succession the unity of a binding 
irreversible succession? How is the experience of the binding ch 
objective succession, the experience of succession in the percei 
events, possible? In considering this question we must always bear in 
that it penains not to (indeterminate) perceptions as such but ,u,;w''",. 
to the perception of events, present occurrences. 

Kant sets off this kind of perception from others by considering 
cases: the perception of a house situated direclly in front of me, and 
perception of a ship sailing past me down the rive r."; In both cases, 
initially given is a succession of apprehensions. But there is an 
difference. Jn perceiving the house, m_v perceptions can proceed 
the roof to the basement or vice versa, likewise from left to right or 
versa. ' In the series of these perceptions there was thus no definite 
specifying at. what point f must begin in order to con nect the 
fold cmpirically.'"11 vVhy is the succession of apprehf'nsions arbitrary 
this case? Because the appearances themselves, i.e. th<' properties 
ciN<·rrninations of the house, do not involve any succession. Since there 

''' Cl'l\ A 191, B 21H. 
'·'· CI'H .\ ll)i, II .H2. 
"

7 CI'H \ I 92, II 21i. 
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succession in the object itsf'lf, no parLicular succC'ssion of apprehensions 
110

• ' 1'1 b . f I I . h . f . t' •c·t•ssar\'. It' e111e:-present 0 t 1(' 10USC, Ill t e Ulllt\' 0 liS prop<'r 1es, • < Jl( • • " -

•;ocs not in\'ol ve a succession. It does not have' the character of an e,·ent. 
c K •1111 ·~ int<'n tion here is obviously just to high light the difference 
htl" 't'(' ll 1he revealing of a pres1•nt house and the rev<'aling of a pres<'nt 
e,·cnt. 1 t is true that the suc·cC'ssion of apprehensions is not bound to an 
obi!'Cll'"<' succession of appearances, for the hou e is not an e'·ent. 1 n tht> 
rase of the house nothing ' happens'- it just 'stands' or 'rests'. On the other 
hand. the succession of apprC'hcnsions still has a binding character. For if 
m'· apprdwnsion of the housc begins at the roof, l do not take this as the 
b~ginning or foundation of the house. l n the construction of the house, 
the roof comes last, and in the completed house it remains at the top. In 
other words, the succession of apprehensions is arbitrary only against the 
background of the binding character of the ordered constellation of 
elements making up the present house. 

What is the situation in the case of the ship sailing down the river? One 
might initially think that here the succession of apprehensions has the 
same character as in the case of the house. l•'or 1 can also begin my 
apprf'hension of the ship at the stern or bow or masthead or bulwarks. To 
be sure, but in that case 1 am limiting myself just to the perception of the 
ship and its present properties, which is by no means the experience Kant 
bas in mind. Rather, what Kant intends is pNception of the ship sailing 
down the river, i.e. of the ship in its movement, of 'an appearance, which 
contains an occurrence'.b9 vVhat is perceived is the occurrence in its being
prest>nt. Tht> question is now whC'ther the succession of apprehensions is 
also arhitrary in this case. How do I perceive this occurrence? Clearly, by 
following the ship through the individual points of its movement down
stn•arn. I low W<' fix these points and distinguish them from one another is 
hl'rP a maner of secondary importance'. 

In experiC'ncing the ship moving downstrearn, wP perceive the ship at a 
point more downstream than wherC' we percei\'ed it a moment earlier. ' It 
is irnpossihle that in the apprehension of this appearance the ship should 
first be p<'rcC'ivC'd lower down in 1hc strc•am and afterwards higher up. The 
orch·r 111 which the pt•rccptions succc•ed one anotht•r in apprehension is in 
this in:-ta ncP dPl<' rm ill(•d, aml1o this onll'l' apprehension is bound down.'711 

111 t hP perct•pt ion of C'V<'Il t s, the sncccssion of apprehensions is not 
arhnrar" ht ll fixC'd. By what is it fi Nl tltc•n:• OnP will say: by the obj ective 
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temporal succession of the procC'SSC'S thE'mselvC's. To be sure, ap 
sions occur in temporal order, b11t b~· virtue of what is this order 
Time is admittedly subjectivC'. ami like the apprehensions 
belongs to the subject. Yettinw in itself is absolute. 

The proof thus begins in a way which corresponds to thC' First 
Absolute time 'is not an object of perception '/' i.e. time as such-
as the totality of positions of intra-temporal bc•ings is determined in 
can never be immC'diately given. The temporal positions of ap 
thus the successions of processes, 'cannot be dNived from the 
appearances to absolute time'. ;~ Although time is given, the 
imra-temporal beings in their total temporal determination is not 
But if the temporal succession of apprehensions is to have a 
time itself, wherein every being encounter<'d in experience is 
must indicate how the perception of something objective - the 
character of the succession of apprehensions - is possible. Can time 
do this? Does it involve a lawfulness in respect of succession? It 
indeed, for I can arrive at a later time only by way of an earlier 
While 1 can think of something which comes later without 
its character as later-than, I cannot conceive it precisely as later 
refC'rencc to what preceded it. The earlier time necessarily deter 
subsC"quent time. The subsequent time cannol be without the earlier 
But does the reverse apply? Time is an irreversible succession, i.e. iJ. 
definile direction. So if an intra-temporal occurrence is to be 
in experience, this determination must hold to the direction of :;u•l-vt:,.. 

Each ann every d<'termination of a specific factual connection is 
by this law. Thus what Kan t says with his principle of causa lity 
to this: every appearance having the character of a temporal event, 
which begins to bC' at a particular time, presupposes something that 
ahead of it in tirnC' and determines it as that which follows on.n 
sion as procession qf a process is experienccable only as always 
related to what W<'nt before as determining. Thus the rule: in wh 
occurs we encounter the condition from which it follows necessarily. 
·principle of the causal relation in the sequence of appearances' is 
ground of the possibility of experiencing the succession of appearances 
tltt'ir context as pn'sent.; 1 lL is thus clear th at the causal law as 
OP\'<•lops it hNc is not just som<'thing we apply to encounten'd ('ven ts 

~ CPH \ 200, B 2,~:;. 
11 CI'H i\ 200. B 2'~:;. 
" Ct. CPH i\ t9H fl'. , ll 2·~"> IT. 
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. . stw<Tssions) in order that we rnay orient ourseiYes. lnst!'ad. the 
tht>11 0 

0 ° 

,.,.fi1111111u-v lranscendenlal represenlrllwn o/ this law is a/reat~Y lhc rondt-
P. >II of (/w possibility of us al all encountering even Is as such. En'n when 
o< · · h' h' h I . ,-c eHCOIIIII!'f events wtt 111 w tc we are unable to orient oursl' ' es. 1.e. 

' ttL" "hose connection is indeterminate, we must still undc>rstand what 
('\ 'C ·' 

(·t'<'l>llttlN iu terms of causality. we • 
\ citlwr docs the proof of the Second Analogy clearly exhibit the 

analojrtcal character of the principle of causality, a circumstance rc•flect
• 

1
u the inuPr difficulty of the Kantian position. However. we can conclude u,.. 

from tht• whole context that, as with the First Analogy, a correspondence 
betwrc•u two relations is involved. What is decisive in this case is likewise 
a relatiou, conceived by Kant as a fundamental relation, which belongs to 
the nature of understanding and is expressed as the logical relation of 
ground and consequence. Just as a consequence necessarily implies a 
ground, so what occurs later in temporal succession is a causal con
sequence· of what occurs earlier. However, the principle o/ causali1y cannot 
be logical(r derived/rom the logical principle o/ ground. Instead, its neces
sity is grounded in the fact that it is a necessary element o/ the ll'hole that 
make experience as such possible. This experience is neither just logical 
determination of objects, nor just the apprehension of representations as 
subjertivl' occurrences in time, but is a specific unity of temporally guided 
perception and thought which determines what is perceived. 

o what is causality? It is a relation which does not just occur in time, 
but which i,, determined in its relational characler as a temporal relation, as 
a mod<' of' being-in -time. 'Succession' is a relation which represents in 
advattCt', and as such makes possible the experiC'nce of intra-tC'mporal 
occurn•nc·rs, i.f'. succession is pre-represented in and for all experiential 
represt•ntation (perception and thought). This relation is temporal in 
the St'IIM• that ,·atLStdily (as catLSation) m eans: runnin{{ ahead in time as 

rl.eterminin~ LeuingfoLLow on such that what runs ahead is itsE'I fan <:'vent 
that t·pf<•rs hac·k to something earlier Lltat determines it. As such a relation, 
<'au<,altt \ twrrssarily involves the tC'IIIporal charactC'l' as this going before. 
\\ It,,,<., c•r follows ou depends on somNhing which ll'flS. ~othing ever 
l<>llow, on f'rom sotn<'thiug which absolutely was not. An occurrence is 
tto t . . I , 7'> I I I I . I . . f 

' 1'' nngnta act . owevcr, we saw t tat tliS c Ncrm tnattou o t'sst·nce 
h rc•<~c ht·d through fl de1ermina1ion of the inner possibilii_Y (essence) qf 
e 

1 /Jt'n,•tlt c• fl\ I he .fin ill' human knotl'lcd{!e of fllfll tr!tich is present in the 
, 'Jtlfc• I f ' . l I Ill'(' I) /(S 11!111{!· /)l'i!~l'll[. 

1.1'1\ \ '>H. B '>72. 
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132 Causali~v and Fi-eedom as ( 'osmolo{{iral Problem 

.~· 20. 'livo Kinds ofCausali~y: \ 'ntural Ca!lsalizr and the Causality of 
Freedom. 

The General Ontologicalllori::on <?(the Problem if Freedom in the 
Definition if Freedom n. a Aind if Causality. 

The Connection betll'een Cau.lfllil_)'· in General and Bein~- Presenl as 
a ,\lode q( Bein{{ 

Th<' definition of the essence of <'Xpcrienc<• as finite knowl<'dge gives 
provisional definition of the esscucc of possiblt' objects of experience. 
example, in the context of the T hird Analogy Kant says: ' In respect to 

objects of experienc<', everything without which the ex pc•rience of 
objects would not itself be possible is necessary'.7

;, Now that which, 
ing to its essence, gets encountered in experience as presC'nt (in the 
texture of its being present) is what Kant <A'llls nature. The clari Jca,uc•nt 
the essence of causality from its necessary role in experi<'nce thus 
cerns the causality of nature. ' lo nature there belongs a definite c.;a.u~~~:aUII 

as essentially det<>rmined from the unity of the contexture of the 
present of that which is present. '~atural necessity is the condition 
according to which efficient causes are determined'.n Kant cl' · 
'natural ca usa lity' from 'causali ty through freedom'.7~ 'Freedom as a 
erty of certain causPs of appearances'/~ 'freedom as a kind of 
'causality as freedom'.111 

The expression 'causality out of freedom' indicates that freedom 
oriented to causality. But the quPstion at once' arises as to what ,_..,....,.~ 

means in this context. Clearly, causali ty cannot here mean natural 
ity out of freedom , for as Kant says, these' two kinds of causality 
'mutually incompatible conct>pts'."l ' o with the concept 'causality out 
freedom', Kant can only mean causality in a g<'nPral sense, which .,..,,,,_ 
specification as either natural causality or lltC' causality of freedom. 
ca lls frpedom 'a suprrsensiblc object of tlw category of causality', wt:ue~.-. 
'practical reason ... provides r<'ality to' .H' 

7
" CPH A 21'S, 11 2'59 f. 

:· Prolegomena 10 ln.r Future ,\lelaplt)'j tcs, p. 8,~ { I\ , ).J.<~). 
: Cn11que o/ Pmuuat Reason, p. I '57(\'. ~7). 
'' Pr{)/t•(!Ometlfl, p. ~H (I\'. 'H+). 
' ( "nltque o/ Prarum/ Reason, p. I 7') ( \. I I X). 
:: Crtltque q.f Pracltml Rea1011. p. 121 note (\ . 10). 

( rtltqut• q( Prru'/t('(t/ R eason, p. 20 1 ( \ . 170). 
~' ( "rilique o/ Pmuical R t•a.\011, pp. 120 21 , PrC'facc· ( \ '. lJ ). 
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,t) ' llw ( )ricntatiott of Causality in General to the Causality of :\ature. 
'li>ward Lite• Problematic of Freedom as a Kind of Causality 

\\(tat doe~ causality mean genNally, sucb that it pertains sotu<'limes to 

lll n• ,ltld someti me's to freedom? How is the universal l'SSC'JtCf' of na 
eau~nlity to be defined? Obviously, in a way that gives both natural 
causa Ill v a ud the causa. I i ty of freedom their respective proper Pnti Ll<'-
1111.111s. Either there is no more general and higher category of causality 
than these two, or if there is, the concept of causality isfundamentally 
(llllbi{!IWII.\: mere category of nature on the one hand, and schC'matized 
catc•gon·, schema, on tltc otJ1er hand. The following problerns then arise. 
!low call pure concepts of the urtderstanding have a categoria l function 
for a (supersensible) being? What is the unschematic presentation and 
fulfilutC'nt here, or wh is this not necessary here? Did Kant anywhere 
carry through thi.s definition of the universal essence of causality? 1f 
not, rlo<'S he in the end em ploy a universaL concept of causality derived 
primarily from natural necessity? If so, with what justification? If justi 
ficatiou is lacking. why does he proceed in this wa ·? \\'hat innuence has 
Kant's approach to the problem of causality and the categories exerted 
on th l.' problem of freedom as such? These questions follow on from one 
anotlt<'r. This questionability pNt.ains not only to Kant's treatment 
of thl.' problem, but leads to a question if fundamental significance. 
This alone is crucial for our substantive uufolding of the problem 
of frN•dolll. 

If tilt' definition of causali ty in general is oriented to the causa lity of 
natmc·, where nature means the being-present of that which is present 
(wh<'tlll'r physical, psychical, or whatever else), then the way of being of 
causatton becomes characterized as being-present. 1 f the causality of free 
dont is dPfined in terms of this universal causation, then freedom (as 
be;,,~ fn•c) itself takes on the fundamental chararacteristic of being
pr<'st•nt. But frePdom is the fundamental condition of the possibility of 
lh1· <H"ttng persou , in the sense of ethical action. Thus the <'Xistence of 
•nan. precisely through the characterization of freedom as causality 
(aliH·ll a~ onl.' kind tlterl'of) is conceiiJed ba.sirolly as bein{!-presenl. This 
tu, ns ln•(•dom in to its c·omplew opposite. 

\o" o11c cou ld sav that Kant, by It is emphasis on the d~ff'erence between 
11

' 11 trr,t( l'aw.alitv ancl the· causalitY of freedom, obvioush• wants to stress 
lht· 'fll't (/tc rha~wtc•r of the ethiC'al pNson as opposed - to thl' thing of 
11

' 11 1lr('. Tltis is inckc•d the cas<'. B11t this inwntion does not in any way 
~flhc· Ill(• probl('lll. I ll racl, it doc·~ IIOL ('\'ell (' llgage with tltt• probiC'lll, 
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134 Causali{y and Freedom as Cosmological Problem 

which concerns the fact that the wa)' of being of man cannot be 

defined as being-present. T he \\'ay of being of man remains at 
undetermined and unde rdetNmined, \\'hich in this contex t, where 

thing fundamental is at stake, is a grave deficiency not to be remedied 

sub equent external supplementation. The reason Kant does not arrive 

the required determination is that. despite everything, he treats the 

logical problem at th(' le,•el of the problem of present beings. This in 

is because he does not recogn ize and develop the universal problem 

being. ' o Kant, already in his treatment of freedom as causality, lacks 

m e taphysica l ground for the problem of freedom. 

b) First Examination of Causali ty's Orientation to the lVIode o f Be ing 

Be ing -Present-in -Succession as the Distinctive Temporal Mode of 
Causality and fllustrated by the Simultaneity of Cause a nd Effect 

We must. first clarify Kant's standpoint in such a way that we can see 
fundamental metaphysicaL problem underlying his interpretation of 
d.om as a kind if causality. We have seen that Kant is inclined to 
natural causality as causality itself, thus to de fine the causa lity of 

from the ground of natural causality. I n other words, he does not treat 
causality of freedom primordially and in its own terms. ' I soon see 
since [ cannot think without a category, I must first seek out the 

in reason's idea of freedom. This is the category of causality.'114 T he 

ccpt of causality always contains a relation to a law which determines 

existence of the many in thei r relation to one another'.~~ 
Kant's orientation of causation to being-present, which he equates 

actuality and C'xistence as such. means that he sees freedom and nel•na·-"'• 

u•ithin the hori=on of being-present. ince he fails to pose the auesl _ _. 
concemin{! the particular way of being of beings which are f ree, he 
not unfold the metaphysical problem of freedom in a primordial m~1.ntU!I"W 

If this is so, and if it is a lso true that Kant takes freedom as primary and 
ultimate in philosophy ('The concept of freedom , insofar as its realitY 

is provC'd by an apodictic law of practical r eason, is the ke,ystone of the 
whol<' archil<'clllre of the system of pure reason and even o f speculative 

rc•ason'M11
), then he 1111ts t have reasons for letting th e qu<'stion of the 

I'SS<'nCC' of human freedom finish with the positing of frN•dom as the 

SC'lf lq6slation of practical reason. 

" CrillfJIII' <!( Prmtwnl Reason, p. 209 ( \ '. 185). 
" C'ritiqut• qf f>l'fwttml Rea1on. p. 196 {\ '. 160). 
"'' ( 'ntlfJIIC q/ Prarttral Reason. p. I I K Prefac(' {\ ', 4 ). 
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..;0 11tat we may see wha t is cruc·ial here, name ly thC' connection betll'een 
;,md causality (interpreted as causality ilselj) and bein{!-presenl as a 

till . . . . 

(lc 11( bein{!. we \vtsh to constder bne ny som<>thinu Kant adds to hts 
ttiO • r 
dtscu:.sions of his proof of the :econd Analogy. Th is will pro\'ide an 

opportunity for m ore explicitly defining a number of basic concepts 

unportant for what follows. 
Kant begins with an objection to his own definition of causality as the 

detrrmining letting-follow-on b something tem porally prior. According 

10 
tltis dPfinition, which takes the causal principle as a principle of tem

poral succession, the cause is prior a nd the effect is subsequent. lt turns 

out. however, that 'the principle of the causal relation among appearances' 

is not limited to the serial succession of appearances, but also pertains to 

their simultaneity, i.e. cause and effect can be simultaneous.
87 

Thus tem

poral succession cannot be the unique a nd infallible empirical criterion for 
a cause-effect relation. Since Kant holds exclusively to the concept of 
causa lity as temporal succession, how does he resolve this difficu lty? 

First an example of the simultaneity of cause and effect. 'A room is 

warm while the outer air is cool. I look a round for the cause, and find a 

heated stove. Now the stove, as cause, is simultaneous with its effect, the 

heat of the room. Here there is no serial succession in time between cause 

and t>fft>ct. They are simultaneous, and yet the law is val id.'~<S Kant com 

ments that in fact ' the great majority' of natural cause'S are simultaneous 

with thei r effects, and that the be fore-after relation only indicates that 
'the cause cannot achieve its complete cff<:'rt in one moment'.dq An effect 

must always be simultaneous with the causation of its cause. If the caus

ation of the cause were to cease to be immediat<:'ly prior to the e ffect, there 

could be no effect at all. Only insofar as rausC'S continue to exist in their 

rausation ran ther e be any <>ffects. T h<' two arc necessarily simultaneous. 

.\l'\t>rtheless, th is necessary simultaneity docs not contravene the essen

tial mit• of temporal succession in the causal relation. On the contrary, it is 
0 tth· by bringing t his simultaneity to lig h t that we ca n understand what is 
jlropC'rh· intended by temporal succC'ssion . T he latter necessarily intersects 

wn t1 I itt• duration of the presence of raus<' a nd dfC'ct. l loweve r small the 
'P'~ II oltintf' between cause and effect - it tnig h t be vanishin gly small , i.e . 
11h·\ 1nigltt be si multanC'ous - tlt P rc•lationship lwtwel:'n thC' one as cause 

·•nd llw otltr·r as ('ffcct continues to !told. For this relationship, which is at 

LPH \ 202, B .2+7. 
( .l'H \ 202. B .247 f. 
< .l'H \ 20). B 2•1-8. 
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l36 C'ausality and Freedom as Cosmological ProbLem 

all times determinable, refers to the connection between the one as 
and the other as subsequent, more prPcisely to the irrever~ibility if 
serial order. In this context. therefore, suc<'ession does not mean just 
thing after another in orclcr of their appearance and disappearance, but 
unidirectional irreversible succession. What is crucial to 'succession' 
mode of time is not the duration and speed of a sequence of Pvents, but 
uniquely directed order in the presenre of the one and the other. Jn this 
therefore, the cause, even when simultaneous with the effect, is 
trovertibly prior, and cannot become subsequent to the effect.'J(t 
pertains to the direction of a sequence, not to its character as process. 
the direction of a sequence does not exclude the simultaneous presence 
cause and effect. Kant does not mean that the cause must disappear 
the effect occurs. In the sense distinctive to causality, succession as a 
of time is quite compatible with simultanei ty of cause and effect. 

This more precise determination of the character of succession as 
and sequential direction allows us to see the connection between 
and effect more clearly. The connection pertains to present things in 
so-being, other-being, and not-being. Occurrences can now be defined 
as isolated events but as related back to what precedes them as causes. 
the same token, causation is a relation specifically directed to that 
lets follow on. 

c) Second Examination of Causality's Orientation to the Mode of Being 
Being-Present iu Terms of the Concept of Action. 

Action as the Succession-Concept in the Connection 
between Cause and b:ffect 

This conception if causality leads to a concept of importance 
problem of occurrences in general, and of occurrences pertaining to 
beings in particular: the concept of action. vVe often make use of the 
word for Lhis, i.e. n:pd~t<; ( n:panttv, to carry something out), whereby 
mea n 'the practi cal' in two senses. First the 'practical man ' who possesset 
abilities of a certain kind and knows how to apply them at the right 
moment. Seconclly praxis and action in the specific sense of ethical action. 
i.e. moral -practical comport.mE'llt. Kant includes this la tter meaning in his 
concept oft he practical. 'By the practical, 1 mean every thing that is p<>S· 
sibiP through freedom .''" ' Plato found tlte ch ief insta nces of his ideas ill 
the fi eld of the praC'tica l, that is, in what rests upon freedom.·QJ 

'" SrP Kant 's example· of a ball m a king il hollow iu a (·ushion. CPR A 203, B 248 f. 
"' CPR :\ ROO, B ~2H. 
''J CPH A ";t ·1-. B 371 . 
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..;0 ;wlion is related essentially to freedom. But this is not quite the case 
for. Kan t. i.e. praxis and action do not altogether coincide. For I ant, 
·act ion' is much more the expression for effecting in general. i\ ction by no 

111
c;ut!' prirnarlly pertains to ethical comportment and mora l/unmoral 

i!C tt' ·itv. nor just. to rational activity, nor just to mental activity. It refers 

1 ~0 to the occurrences of animate and especially inanimate nature. This a . 
(las hc•E>n frequently overlooked in the interpretation of Kant. so t.bat 
action is wken m erely in the ethical sense. This is not just a point about 
Ki!nt·s use of la nguage but has implications of a fundamental natu re. If 
action bas the general meaning of effecting (bri11ging about), and per
tilins primarily to natural oCClu·rences, then the concept of free moral 
action. or as Kant likes to say, of 'voluntary' action, is ontologically 
oriented, precisely as action, to being in the sense of being-present. Jn 
other words, it is oriented to just that kind of being which does not apply 
to an eLh ically acting being, the human being. This m eans that the exist
enc<' of man - irrespective of whether a clear distinction is made between 
the factually existing moral person and the things of nature - remains 
subject to a fun damentally erroneous ontological definition, or at least to a 
fateful indefini teness. For Kant, action means the same as effecting, as in 
the Latin agere - effectus. It is a broader concept than doing - facere -
which is a particular kind of action, a particular kind of effecting and 
~ffectus: the work -opus?} 

Every doing is an action, but not every action is a doing. '.Doing' in the 
sense of constructing, making, finishing, is itself distinguished from 'act' 
in the sense of ethical action, 'deed'. For Kant. there is action also where no 
work is produced - in nature. Accordingly, Kant employs the expression 
and <'oncepL of ' natural action'.9 1 In the Prolegomena he speaks of the 
constant act i011 of matter,9; further claiming that every natural cause 
·must have begun to act'.'1b [n the Second Analogy of the Critique if Pure 
Reason the concept of action is more precisely defined: 'Action signifies 
thp relation of the subject of causality to its effect'n; Action is not simply a 
ltapp<'ni ng, but is a process that itself contains an event, which event 
nc•lnngs to the occurrence.q11 However, 'subject' here does not mean ' l', 'self" 
or ·pt•rson ', but rather that which is already present as underlying, as the 

::· ( .'rllique <if.ludgemenl § ~3. 
C.I'H .\ ')4·7. B ')7'i. 

, f>,.nl e/!OIIIt'IW S 53. p. ll') no1f' ( I\", 344). 
. f>m l,•f!on teno § ?"5. p. 1:1'~ (J \ ·, 34)). 
,, <.I' I\ .\ 20?, B 2?0. 

'-.pp above pp. 12; fT. 
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ca use. 'Subject' has just as broad n mt'aning he re as 'action'. Since 
even t is conditioned and thus involve's an cfTected otcurrence, every 
contains a n action. Thus ·action· and ·forre', as Kant says in the PnlrAu~ 
to the Prolegom ena, arc 'concepts of succC'ssion ... of the connection 
cause and effect'.'>'l 

The implications of a correct understanding of th<' Kantian con 
action for the problem of frcNiom a re now plain to see. For when 
re fers to a ' free act' as an ·originary action ', 1m this forces it within 
horizon of the general concept of cause and effect as de te rmined 
ily through natural causality. The action of matter is not a n 
effecting. The action of t he ethica l pe rson is an original effecting, 
does not arise from some other origin but is itse lf an 'origin'. The 

corzcept cif causality thus enters into the d~finition C?f )i<!edom. Thua 
g rasp ever more clearly the general ontological horizon in which 
situates the problem o/ freedom, just insqfar as .freedom is a 
causality. 

This discussion of the concept of action provides us with a further 
final cha racterization of the ontological horizon of the Kantian 
of freedom. I n our transition from the First to the Second Analogy, 
saw how Kant explicated the essence of possible move m ent as cuten-

on the basis of permanence. At the end of Kant's discussion of the 
Analogy, he defines the essence of altera tion more precisely, by 
that the possibility of a lteration is grounded in the rontinuity of 
causality of action. This ne w m oment was co-intended a ll along, but 
em phasized as such. The law of the continuity of all alteration 
g rounded in the essence of time (intra-temporality), i.t>. in the fact 
time docs not consist of (ever so small) parts. Every transition fr om 
state to another, which states might exist in two instants, still happens 

time bctw<'<'n the instants and thus belongs to the entire time of 
ation. For this reason every cause of an a lteration testifiPs to its causaLUOig 
during the• whole time of the a lteration. In other words, the action 
matter is continuous. The re is no such 1 hing as a sudden occurrence wttlCIIIq 
breaks out from prior nothingness. !!ere too time is thl' guideline for the 
de finition of con tinuity, and indePd as the titn<" of naturc, as the tim e of 
till' ro-b<•longing of tha t which is present. 

An ad<'quate account of Kant's conc<'I>Lion of tlw essence of caus· 
ali ty has uow bcf'll given. Tt giv<>s the ontolof!ical determination of 

. ., Proll'f:OIIIt'lla. p. "> ( I\. 2'lR). 
'' ' CI'H \ 544. B 17 2. 

.~· 21. The S..rstematic ite o/ Freedom 139 

II •1111rl' o( the bein[!-presenl o f" that u hich occurs ru f'lresent. Tlw char 
(01 c • ~ 

1
r

1
er of uatu ral occurrences as movement is a lteration. i.e. thf' occ·urrences 

' c.11r o11 tlw basis of the permanent a nd in the mode of continuous action. or 
' ["Ill' cotln•pts of action aJI(i continuity are read off primarily from thC' 
bl'in~ prc·sent of corporeal things. One can consult Kant's own n•ntark on 
the pnont~· of this domain of beings in his intuitivC' presentation of thP 
call'~orl('~. \\'he re h<' discusses causality in general, the m ode o/ bein{! 
he pn•sn pposes is that of nature. At the same time he conti uues to 
emphasize that fr('C'dom is a kind of causality. We have already verified 

this con<'<'ption of Kant. What is t.hus fa r missing? 

§ 21. The -~rstematic ite o/ Freedom according to Kant 

a) The• SystematiC' Site as Substantive Contexture Defining the Direction 
and cope of Questioning 

\\'hat hall thus far not been shown is where Kant sit uates fre<'dom, i.e. 
which substantive contextures of problems and motives lead Kant to the 
problC'III o f freedom, and in what way this occurs. We obviously require a 
criterion hPre, for only thus can we assess how causality (the location of 
which in Kant's problem we have identified) relates to freedom. But this is 
not tlw only and not the properly crucial reason for our need to clarify the 
site t!/ the problem of freedom in Kant 's ~rstem. The really fundamenta l 
reason is that we ourselves clarified the problem o/ fiT!edom b.r iwating it 
witlnn the perspective of the f undamental problem o/ metaphy ics. \'Ve 

must now ask how our own locating of th<' proble m of freedom re lates to 
that of Ka nt. Wf' do not pose this qu<'stion with a view to historica l 
cornpari!.on. Rather, from our diiTerenc<'s with Kant. which always at the 
'>anw lLIII<' signify agreem ent of a sort, we wish to clarify the specificity of 
our own problematic. T his will a llow us to show how the positive side of 
'h<· 1\anuau proble m can be appropriated , albeit with modifications. 

\\ lwn ,,.e spC'ak here of the site of freedom in Kan t's S\'Stem. this 
~hould not be tak(' ll in a n extern a l and rigid sense, as if the syst<'m were a 
11>.t·d s1 I"IH'Lure with compartme nts for each and every probl em a nd con 
tc·pt "li1 hP sure, Kant had a strong tC'ndcncy to a rchitectonic, guided in 

faq "' traditional concepLUal schemata. Hu t while this g reatly facilitated 
h • ., 11lCJllirv and prPsentation it a lso led to m an ' substantive' issues and 
Ph<·nolnt'Jtii ON'OIII i ng h iddC'n or d istorll'd. The s_Ystematic site c!f' a prob 
lc·,,1 " that ~ub~tantire ronte llure trhidt i' dictated by the dtrertion and 

.2()() 20 I J 



) 

140 Causali~y and Freedom as Cosmolo{!ical Problem 

cope qf questioning. This is si mply Lit<· entire substanti,·e contexture 
the philosophica l problematiC', which, itt accordance with how it is in 
case seen and approached, defines dw direction and scope of a pro 
Possessing a system in the exlc>rnal sense, or trying to classify and 
purportedly frozen knowledge, is very different from philosophizing 
'systematic' way. By the same token, philosophy docs not become 
stantivl'ly rooted in the force of its problems when one merely - in 
manner of Kicrkt'gaard 's cri tiquc of llegel - d<'nounces the idea of 

We saw that the Kantian problem of causal it · is to be located un"'''"
within the problem of the possibility of experience, i.e. within the 
lem of finite human knowledge of present beings themselves. So 
does Kant situate freedom, i.e. from what substantive contexture does 
problem of freedom emerge? Does the domain of this problem 
necessary connection with the possibility of experience? Is it the 
completely different? 

To understand and engage with the KanLian problem of freedom, 
of crucial importance to see two things. First, that Kant is led to 

problem of freedom from two utterly different contextures of n .. ,,h··-
econdly, that owing to the w1iversal ground from which Kant defines 

problematic of philosophy as such, these two ways to freedom are 
necessary for him. These two problems belong together within the 
of metaphysical problems. I t is now a matter of exhibiting them. We 
not do this just to obtain a broader knowledge of the Kantian 
but in order to lay out the perspective of philosophical questioning 
richer and more primordial manner. Of course, in this area especially, 
must dispense with any complete thematic interpretation and 
instead according to rough guidelines. llowever, the inner deficiencies 
the following presentation have still another cause, which we cannot 
the present time remove. Today, the problem of metaphysics is a long 
from achieving the transparency and primordiality required to e.Uj~~t'"llr. 
with the Kantian problematic in a positive and critical manner. For this 
never a matter of a so-called correct interpretation of Kant. Kant's 
ways to freedom com·erge in the problem of metaphysics as such. But it il 
precisely this connection which remains problematic for Kant himself, sO 

much so that he no longer sees this problem, and sti ll less does he possell 
the mea ns for awakening it. The reason for this is that also in the case ol 
Kant the traditional leading question of metaphysics - what are beings?
is not developed into th<.' fundnmental questio11: what is being? The lattet' 
is also the question conn•rning the primordial possibility and necessity ol 
the manifestncss of being. 

[201 
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h ) h.ant·s Two \\'ays to FrC'edom and the Traditional Prohl<'lllatic of 
Metaphysics. 

The Site of the Question of Fr<.'edom in the P roblem of the 
Possibility of Experience as the Question ConcNning the 

Possibil ity of Genuine Metaphysics 

\\ <' ltnd in Ka nt a radical redefinition of the essence of ontology, a 
rcrkfntition wi.thout which ( for example) l legel's ontology would not 
han• h<'en possible. And yet this redefinition is on the whole a renewal of 
the< ;n'c'k approach to the question of being. From th<' perspective of this 
fundalllf'nta l question of philosophy, therefore, it is quite wrong to set 
Kant over against the Greeks (especially Aristotle) in the mannN of 
nitH' I<'<'llth-cen tury 1eo-Kantianism. What the 1eo-Kantians saw in Kant 
was ll particular theory of knowledge, to which they opposed a purport
edly different theory. This opposition was then enthusiastically taken up 
by [\ (•o Scholasticism, such that also from this side access to Greek 
thought became obstructed. 

Kant's two ways to the problem of freedom are as follows. The first 
proc!'ecls by way of the context within which the problem of causality was 
di cusscd: the possibility of experience as finite k.n.owledge of beings. 'A'hat 
led Kn11L to this question? Nothing less than the question of the possibility 
of lmditional metaphysics. As traditionally understood, metaphysics 
means knowledge of supersensible beings, i.e. knowledge of those beings 
whirh lie out beyond that which is experientially accessible. Traditional 
metaphysics, to which Kant remains oriented in his Critique, defines these 
sup<'rSPnsiblc- beings under the three headings 'soul', 'world', 'God'. :oul 
unrlprstood in respect of what especially concerns man , i.e. its simplicity, 
indC'structibility and immortality. World as the totalit • of present 
natun-, and ( ;od as the ground and author of all beings. , oul (wuxft) is 
lhC' object of psychology, world (totality of nature - K6cr~o~) is the object 
of eo..,mology, ( ;od (0&6~) is the object of theology. 

Tltt• rnNaphysica l questions concer11ing soul, world. and (;od aim to 
dc•fi nc· th<' essenre of these, not just their empirirally ('Ontingent character
IStiC·.,. l·or traditional metaphysics, however. lion-empirical knowledge is 
r'llio11al kuowiPdge. i.e. knowledge proceeding from pure reason alone. 
Pun· thought proce<'ds from conct'pts alone, independently of experience. 
1 llclt·r..,tnod in this s<'IIS<', tit<.' threP abo,·e-mcntioned disciplines together 
•nakt· up {!C'IIftine nwlaphysic-s: rational psychology, rlltional cosmology. 
r,,lton,tl 1 heologv. 

"lo inq uir<' into llr<' Pssencc• of nH'Illphysics mc•nns to dNPrmin<' its 
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inner possibility, thus marking it ofT against what does not 
belong to it, drawing boundaries and limits - t<piv~;tv. Criticism in 
Kantian sense means detNmining tltl' c•ss<·nr,t• of metaphysics, i.e. 
mining the capacity of pure rc·ason for a tou-t I knowledge of bl"ings. Now 
was Kant's innermost conviction that rnC'laphysics, as questioning in 
thrf'c indicated dire<'tions, is a ' natural disposition'1

u
1 of man, such 

metaphysical questions ·arise from the nature of universal human 
' 1111 ' '1 ' ' ' · ' I . ' I . h . . . son. .vans pure reason ·proJects t 1ese qti<'Stlons w lH' 1L1s 1m 

b • ::1 d b • I Ill"> s h bl • y 1ts own nee to answ<•r as est It can. , o t e pro c>ms anse 
whether, and in what degree, these qm>stions are answerable, how 
belong to the ground of human nature, why they are asked, and 
kind of need they respond to. In what way are these questions 
in universal human nature? How does Kant justify his assertion? He 
so simply by aUuding to human nature itself. However uncomfortable 
circumstance may be for earlier and contemporary interpretation of 
no sl<>ight of hand can alter it or diminish its significance: Kant sees 
grounding of metaphysics precisely as a return to human nature. 
method of Kant's grounding, as well as its validity, thus ul · 
depends on the primordiality, appropriateness, and completeness of 
interpretation of mau in relation to the foundation of metaphysics. 

The requisite question concerning man can be neither PS1{Cri011tJtPIIIIII 

nor epistemological, nor ca n it be a phenonwnology of consciousness 
experience, nor anthropology. The specific character of this int~r·nr,etattid 

of man can be adequately defined only on the basis of a prior and 
taneous radical clarification of the task it serves: the task of ·~''""lf' .. J'--. 
itself. One cannot eagerly busy oneself with epistemology or the p 
enology of consciousness or anthropology, and then later, from time 
timP, concern oneself with metaphysics. Despite the assurance with 
Kant carries out his 'critique' in the narrower sense, the g round of 
fow1dation of metaphysics remains uncertain and indefjnite. l n any case 
and this is now the <'rucial matter - Kant must ground the three d"re1:u·c )•\.lt, 

and domains of questioning by returning to human nature. In other. 
words, he does not interpret human natur<' radically from itself, buS 
already sees it from the pNspective of the three indicated domains whicla 
have bt' <'n made self-evid<•nt lo him by the tradition. Only in this way doet 
he turn to h Lunan natun'. 

\\"hat is involved lwrr is a particular approach to man. ncundy that of 

'' Cl'l\ B 21. 
1
"' C:PH B 22. 
'' ·, C l'l\ B l.l.. 
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Cltri~tianity. This is not in any way a philosophically IH'cessary approach, 
IJ1ll 011 thr other hand it does not follow that (as is cornlnonly bf'lieved 

)\,·adavs) the ess<'nCP of man can be left undeFined. The problem of IIIHil 
Ill . 
posl'~ difficulties which are still hardly beginning to dawn on us. Kant says 
.hat human nature, as de terminPd through reason. 'projects· the quest ions 
court•rni ng God. world, and soul. \Yhat is specific about these questions? 
\\ )lat docs rc>ason have ·in mind' with these questions? Tlw question of 
tlw 11 nmortality of the soul represents the soul in the completeness of its 
unitY. simplicity, and indestructibility, th us in the totality of its being and 
rsse;1ct'. In asking about the world, reason is concerned with the totality of 
pr<'S<'llt beings in its beginning and end. The question of God as author of 
the world brings before us the ultimate totality of beings. In this repre
s<'ntation of the totality, reason looks to the unity and completeness of 
what is representable and of that toward which man comports himself. 
For Kant, representations of the general nature (what-ness) of things are 
ronrepts. However, concepts which represent the totality belong sperific
ally to reason, which is the faculty or power of representing something in 
its origin and outcome, i.e. in its ' principles'. Reason unifies these prin 
ciples through concepts of reason, or as Kant calls them, 'ideas'. According 
to Kaut, the idea is ' the concept provided by reason - of the form of thc 
whol<' - insofar as the concept determines a priori not only the scope of its 
manifold content, but also the positions which the parts occupy re latively 
to one a nother'. 1 11 ~ T he ideas 'contain a certain completeness to which 110 

possible empirical knowledge ever attains. In them reason aims only at a 
systl'rnatic unity, to which it seeks to approximate the unity that is 
rrnpirically possible, without ever completely reaching it. ' 111~ 

\Yith the three traditional areas of metaphysical questioning in mind, 
Kan1 a ttempts to ground, from the nature of man, thrc<' basic directions 
of l"Pprcsentatiou by ideas. Every idea has the general characteristic of 
rrpn•s('nt ing something. Representation always re lates to something. The 
lllarllfold of all possible relations of representations ran be reduced to 
thrpp basic: kinds: ·The relations which are to be found in all our reprc>sen
lilt IClll!. are (I) rc•lation to the subjN·t; (2) relation to obje<'lS, either as 
''PP('arances or ns objl"cts of thought in genera1'. 1

'H' Accorcliugly. ideas ca u 
h(· ITP<ttcd: ( I) in rPspect of tl1e n'presentation of the subject, (2) in 
t(''PITt ol tlw n·presentatiou of th<' manifold of objE-cts in appearan<'C. ('5) 

( .PH. \ X;2. B Hhll. 
C.I'H ,\ 'i67 L. B ><l'i f. 

• Cl' l\ .\ "">3"> f., B "590 f. 
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in respecL of the representation of all things wht~tsoevN. Frorn these 
basic kinds of possible re-presenting there emerge thr<'e classes of ideaa 
representations of something in regard to its LotaliLy. The .first unoo,,..• 
the unconditioned totali Ly and unity of the subject, tlw second un001,.... 

Lhe unity and totali ty of the manifold of appearances {which 
know to be a succession of conditions and conditioned), the third unC0\,.;11• 
th<' absolute uni t r of tlw condition of all objerts of thought whalSoever. 
immediate .connection with this derivation of thn'e possible kinds 
represcnLation by ideas Kant mentions th<' three traditional disci 
of me1aphy::.ica specialis. 

.~ 22. Causality lhrouglz Freedom. Freedom as Cosmolo~ical Idea 

a) The• Prob lem of Freedom as Originating from the Problem of 
Freedom as a Distinctive Mode of 1atural Causality 

We said that the first way to the question of freedom is by way of 
problem of the possibility o/ experience as the question o/ the 
sibility of metaphysics. This latter, as the genuine and proper q 
encompasses the three indicated disciplines. The problem o/ 
must therefore belong in one of these disciplines. Which discipline 
of ideas) is this~ 

\ e are acquaintPd with freedom as the basic condition and ,.h,.rs•.-
of the ethically acting person, thus of the genuine subject in the su 
ity and 1-ness of man. IL is rational psychology which concerns itself 
the 'thi nking subject' as represented by ideas. Freedom is properly 
ing freedom of the will as a facuJty of the soul. Since freedom 
'psycltolo{{ical concept', the idea of freedom will be encountered in 
ps_ycholo~ia rationalis. Yet we seek for it there in vain. One mighL thus 
temptC'd to think that ultimately man is not ~enuineLy free at all, that 
the c•nd frE'edom belongs exclusi·vely to the hi~hesl essence of all l'ss:encet!l 

i.e. ( ;od. Freedom would then be a theolo{{ical idC'a lwlonging in 
theolo~ia mtionctlis. But herp also we seek for it in vain. Instead, tr"''"'n•uiU·.r 

be longs wlwrt> we least expect it: it is a cosmoloKical iciea. 'I'll<' problem of 
fn•Pdom arises in the conlexl of 1he problem (!f. tl'orld, understancUnl 
'world' in Kant 's SPIISt' as tilt> 'totality of <'~ppea ran t'es ' {nat urC' and 
thus tiH· totality of pn?S<"nt beings as aerC'ssibl<' to finitP humaJI 
k nowl<'dg(•. 

It is rnwiallv important to seP wlwr<' th<' id<'a of frC'edorn 
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·t]t in aenuine metaphysics. Thus Kant says, in a uotP to the third section 
\\' 1 • 

f Hook One of the Transcendental Dialectic ('System of Transcendent.a l 
~clea~· ): ·\letaphysics has as the proper object of its inquiries three ideas 

0 11
1v: (;od..freedom, and immortality~ 11'7 1t is clear, therefore. not only that 

" ant understands the metaphysical problem of freedom as a cosmological 
robleut. but that thP idea of freedom itself has priority ,·is-a-vis the 

~ther cosmological ideas. 
\\ (' must now show more precisely how the problem o}freedom arises 

fivm and as the problem of world. One thing may be assumed in advance: 
·if fre<'dom belongs in the context of the problem of world, if world is the 
totality of appearances in their succession, and if the experientially access
ible unity of appearances is determined by natural causality, then freedom 
is forced into close connection with natural causaLity. This is so even if 
freedom is understood as a specific species of causality distinct from natural 
causality . For when something is derined by distinguishing it from some
thing else, the latter iLSelf plays a determinative role in the definition. In 
brief, we can say that freedom is a distinctive mode of natural cau.sality. If 
Lhis were not so, there would be no possibility of conceiving it as a 
cosmological idea, i.e. as an idea essentially related to the totality of 
nature. 

Ideas are conceplS of pure reason, i.e. they are representations governed 
by the fundamental principle of reason in its capacity as ' the principle of 
unconditioned unity'.H18 Reason applies this principle in each of the three 
areas of representation. In the case of the representation of objeclS as 
appearances, reason demands the representation of lhe absolute totality of 
the synthesis of appearances, i.e. the representation of the unconditioned 
completeness of the unity of that which is present. When we consider 
reason in this representational activity, 'we are presented with a new 
phenomenon of human reason'. This is a natural 'connict or antinomy of 
pun• reason', 11 ~1 a rift in what pure reason as such must necessarily posit. ' o 
it is pn·cisely when the principle of reason manifests iLSelf and exhibilS its 
r~litr;H·tE'r as principle that ' there emerge various forms of opposition and 
dtssPnsion '.11" 

In ,.i<'w of t hese statements by Kant, it is just blindness and lack of 
Undt·rstanding to enthuse over a pure absolute reason, overlooking the fact 

1 
Cl' l\ \ ))7, B )9') not!•. ThP usual hst IS ( iod, world. soul. Instead of world then' 

~<"' •tppPars freed()m; ·soul": iuwwn.tl itv. 
• CI'H A 407, B 4)) . 

CPI\ \ 407, B 4)·k 
Li 'H A 407, B 434. 
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that what Kant's concept of reason nttnounces is prrcisely the 
fi11itude of man, i.e. reason is not at a ll , as it is taken to be by 
and external interpretations, a mark of infinity. In its representing (i.e, 
its concepts) reason is only seeming~l' suprrior to the understanding as 
genuine faculty of concepts. The situation is really the other way 
the represcuting of reason is an illegitimate transgression of the 
finitude of understanding, titus a ji'niti:ation, ·dissension ', 111 as in 
cases illegitimate ~presC'nting signifiC's transgression of limits 
immoderation, thus is a mark of finitude. :\or does this 
bt>come a mark of infinity by being neressat:y to human nature as 
Instead, this only proves thai finitude is C'SSC'ntialto man rather than 
something contingent or arbitrary which just happens to attach to 

Kant emphasizes that it is only from the underslanding that pure 
scendental concepts can arise: 'Reason does not really generate any 
cept. The lllost it can do is to free a conrepl of understanding from 
unavoidabk limitations of possible experience, and so to 
extend it beyond the limits of the empirical, though still, indeed, in 
of its relation to the empirical'. 111 eeking to overcome limits, 
a long way from overcoming finitude. On the contrary, genuine 
can exist only if human knowledge is essentially subject to these 
and if the attempt to transgress them resu lts in the breakdown of 

We conclude not only that pure reason is finite, but that the "v'u"''""~ 
r<'ason (the ideas) do not immediately relate to accessible beings as 
Rather, in accordance with their origin , the concepts of reason · 
a tcly relate only to the unrlerstanding, 'solely in order to prescribe to 

understanding its direl'lion towards a certain unity'. 11 ~ Ju the domain 
experience (knowledge of objects as appearances) the employment of 
understanding is announced in the principles of Pxpcrience. To 
principles thcrf' belong the Analogies, as the laws of the unity of 
coutexture (synthesis) of the manifold of appearances. 

b) The Idea of Freedom as 'Transccndeutal Concept of :\ature': 
.\ bsolute :\atural Causality 

\ hat cloPs it mean for rcasou to apply i1s ' principle· of unconditi 
unity'" 1 to tlw dcterminntions of th<' unciNstanding? \\'hat appears ill 

CPH \ I·M. B ~9..!. 
' CPH .\ 1-09, B J.'l-5 I. 

II'• CPH \ 'l..!h, II )H'I. 
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111
.,1rance is thc IIIUitiplicily of that which is present in llw contf'XIIIrc 

•II I · '1'1 I . I . I ,r 11 ~ lwtng- prcsent. 1e all('r mvo ves occurrences, alwra1wn, t w suc-
1 11111 of cve11ts, i.c. a specifically directed contexturc of conditions aud 
~~ . 
1
'<

1111
fttHlll (•d. In its demand for absolute totality, reason insists on going 

h·• ~" ~ froll1 one condition to another until it arrives at the unconditioned. 
·nuts tlw prin<"ipl<• of reason is ' that if the conditioned is ~iuen. the entire 
,11111 c!f' conditions, and consequently the absolutely wzcondit ioned (through 
,dudt alon<> the conditioncd has been possible) is al o gh•en'.m \\'hen 
rr,1~n11 n•presE>nts Lite complctcness of the sequence of conditions, it pro
rct•<b backward in the direction of conditions and not forward in the 
direrl ion of consequences, 'bec·ause for the complete comprehension of 
"·hat is given in appearance we need consider only the grounds, not the 

• lib 
(OII\t''fllt!IICeS . 

lnciclcntally, while this applies to the processes of corporeal nature, it 
do£•s not apply in history, for a historical occurrence is understood essen
tially from its consequences. The consequences of a historical event can 
not lw understood merely as following on in time. This is because the 
hi toncal past is not defined through its position in the bygone, but 
through its future. What is here determinative is not just anything occur
ring subsequen t to a historical event, but the future in its possibilily. Thus 
thr history or the present is a contradiction in terms. Kant's lack of 
attl'nttou to (and at bottom, his ignorance of) this differently constituted 
dimension of beings is indirect evidence for his taking thc domain of 
app<'arances simply as the domain of present things, i.e. nature in the 
broad SPnsP. 

'Tiw ros1nological ideas deal, tlwreforc, with the totality of the regrC's
~i\'t• '>\ ntlwsis proceeding in nllleredentia, not in con equelllia.'1

ti During 
our clt~<"ussion of the principlc of causality we saw that, in its dynamical 
11H'illltng, this rPiatcs to C'I'Cnts, i.c. Lhe scquential occurrctH'c of appear 
•Hu·t'~. Thus wltnl reason rcf<•rs to herc is pn'cisely tltc unity and com
piPtc·III'Sl> of this sPq uence. Tltc comexturc of the seq uencc (the relation 
of I Itt· c·m11li ucmcd to the cond iLion) is defined by the concl i tioned having 
h<•t·n < illlM·cl. i.e·. by the causation of the conditions, through tlte causality 
''·ltu-lt ,tl lows <1 sPquence of appearances to follow on. A n•presentation 
of lltp nncottditiottPd unity of tltis sequenc·c>, of 1he causa l rclationsltip, 
11 til •ht'<'tHI tn !!Ontt•tlting unconditioned, titus rcprest>1Hing 'the ahsolutc 

< I 'I\ 
• <.i'H 
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c-ompleteness in the origination of an appearann•'.''" The rerlrP·-•u~L' 
by reason of an unconditioned ('au ali~}- is the rcpr<'Scntation of a 
ation which returns 110t just to so111ething prior as its own particular 
but to the absolute beginning of the sequence. This is a representation 
'an originary action','''' of an action effective from its<•lf, a free action. 
concept of reason of this un conditioned causality, which seeks to re1:>re!IIRI• 
the given and givabl<' unity of ap'f'earances in it.s completeness, is 
to something which a priori makes possible the totali ty of appearances, 
something u·anscendcntal. It is a representation of freedom in the 
scendental sense: the idea of transcendental freedom. Freedom as a 
causality is related to the possible totality if sequence ifnn.m?t:lrn.nN ... 

general. The idea of freedom is the representation of something 
ical, something unconditioned and pertaining to the completeneaa 
the contexture of the bei ng-present of appearances, i.e. a ' 

,/' , 1.!<1 concept OJ nature . 
We have thus traversed, albeit somewhat roughly, Kant's first 

freedom. This way reflects 11either historica l influences on Kant nor 
private considerations, but rather the substantive connection oe,UlJ1!:ellu 
idea of freedom and tire problem of tire possibility of.finite lf.n•ow.r.ea,~ 
the same time, this way to freedom shows how, and as what, t-r"'Htn llll 

posited. Freedom is nothing other than absolute natw·al causality, 
Kant himself fittingly says, it is a concept of nature that traJJSOOJildlt•l 

possible experience.lll Freedom does not thereby lose the character 
concept of nature, but retains this, precisely as broadened out and 
up to the unconditioned. 

§ 2}. The Two Kinds oJCau.sali{y and the Antithetic if Pure Reason 
the Third Antinomy 

The concept that is properly represented in the idea of 
freedom, i.e. the concept of causality, is produced by the 
and belongs to the essen tial determinations of natu re as such. 
represen ting of reason accomplishes is only a broadening out to 
unconditioned. This broadening out, however, brings to light an 
onism within reason itself The cosmologica l idea of the bscuu•--• 

"~ CPR A 415, H H~. 
"" Cf. CPH :\'>H. B '>72. 
• Cf. CPH A 420, B 44R 
"' CPR A 420. B 447 f. S('(• .1bo .\ "J27, 13 "JM; \ ·~t)(), B '>2'>. 
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111
kt<•ness of the ongtn of an appearance,w whe-n unfolcl<'d in dw 

('(ltl . . • • 
tortll of proposJttons, produces a confltct between doctnm• and counter-
jor trtll<'. leading to a c-oncept wh ich Kant grasps as transcc•mlt·ntal free

:10111. The conflicting doctrin('S p<'rlain not just to any arhitrar~· CJIU'slions, 
hut 10 qawstions ' which human reason must neccssari ly t•tu·ounter in its 

1rogr<'ss·.> J~ Each of the conl'licting doctrines invol vcs 'a natural and 
~111 a,·otdab le iII us ion'. l~ach , even after close examination, scC'ms to lwar 
tht' "1!-ar stamp of tnah. Since? they are opposed to on<' another suh
~wn\l'l'h·. while m aking equal ly justified clai ms to truth, they stand in 
penna11cnt and necessary antagonism. It is the aim of the transcendental 
autitlu:tir to exhibit this antagonism as essential to human reason itself. 
" ant calls these conflicting doctrines 'pseudo-rational ';111 they can be 
neither confirmed nor refuted by experience. Pure human reason remains 
'unavoidably subject' to their antagonism. 1 l~ Each doctrine can be 
supported on grounds eq ually valid and necessary to those which support 
• . llb 
ItS oppOSite. 

Th<• inner disse nsion of pure reason leading to the transcendental idea 
of freedom is treated by Kant under the heading of 'the Third Antinomy'. 
This is the antinomy in reason's concept of the unconditioned totality of 
th(' origin of an appearance. It thus concerns the representation of the 

completeness of all appearances in respect of their orz~in, i.e. in respect of 
thc.'ir rausal conditionedness. This kind of representation leads to the 
r 11 · tl7 10 ow tug two statements: 

I. 'Causality in accordance with laws of natur<' is not the only causality 
from whi(·h the appcaranc<'s in the world can one and all bE' derived. To 
P.xplail1 these appearances it is nE'cessary to assume that tlt<'l'e is also 
anoth<'r causality, that of frc<'clom.' 

2. 'Tlwn• is no frC?cdom; t•verything in the world tak<'s place solely in 
ac·r·orclance with laws of nature.' 

'I he· '>f'r·ond statement, whic-h Kant calls the 'Antithesis', contradicts the 
ltr<,t. \\hieh [)(>calls th<' 'Thesis'. Kant provides proofs for <'aeh of the two 
' 1<1l<•ttH•tlls. proors whirh arc meant to show that both are Pq ually true and 
'''JIHtllv gro~tndl'd in pun• reason. Following Llw proofs, Kan t makes 

C 1'1\ \ H "J, B H~. 
< 1 '1\ \ +22. B 449. 
C 1'1\ \ ~21. B I ~CJ. 
( 1'1\ \ 42t. B H9. 
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'~)b~erva~ions' on 1 h~ Thc•sis an~l :\ ntiLitC'sis t:espertively .. The_ proofi ._ 
uultrert, t.C'. they begm by assunttng the oppostl<' of whatts tn atntainedial; 
the staLPnt enl under ronsidNation. 

a) Tlw ThC'sis of thc Third Antinomy. 
The' Possibility of Causality through Fr<'C'dom (Transcendental 
Alongside the Causality of :\autre in the Explanation of the Apu.;,,u,,...,_ 

of the World as Universal Ontologica l Problem 

If therC' is no other kind of causality besid<'S natura l causali ty, then 
thing that occurs presupposes a prior state from which it inevitably 
according to a law . .1\ow this prior state must its<'lf be something that 
in tim<' and thus previously ll"as not. For otherwisP, i.e. if this prior 
had always been, its consequences would a lso have always been. 
causation or an occurr<.'nce is always itself something occurring 
such rC'fcrs back to somNhing sti ll earl ier. Every beginning is 
relative''~ to what preceded it. There is thus no jlrst beginning in 
series of causes. 

'Hut the law of nature is just this, that nothing takes place 
cause sufficiently determined a priori.'1

l<l But just this law of 
causality leads to no first beginning, to no su fficiently deter 
cause. The law of causali ty contradicts itself in what it 
and implies. Th us, in r<'spect of the n<'c<'ssary representation of 
completcncss of the origin of appearances, natural causality cannot 
the only causality. It is IIC'cessary to assurnc another kind of ca 
whose causation is such that the cause is no longer determi ned by 
thing prior. I f it is itself to initiate a sequt•nc<' of appearances an•vei'M 

by natural laws, the causa tion of the ca ns<' 111ust owe its existence 
itself. Snch causation, such absolute origination from itself, is absolute 
trmci~y, i.<>. the transrendental ji-eedom which goes beyond the series 
natural causes. The scqucnce of appearances can never be com 
without this. 

1n his 'Observation' on the T hesis, Kant gives a more precise ch 
ization of the concept of freedom, at thC' same time analysing 
the proof of tlw Tht>sis itnpli C's for the being of the world , and i •u• ... ··- ·"" 
how lw uuclerstands th<' 'first h<'ginning' through l"rt'cclom -
dctcnniiHIIP SPIJUCnce. 

12
' Cf. CPI\ .\ 1-44, H ~7 2. 
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·1;1 lw sun.>, 1 he concept of transcendental freedom ·dol'!> not hy any 

1111 .;~ 11 :- constitute th<' whole content of the psychological concept of that 

1
1!1 111 1•• which is mainly e~n pirical'.'"' What is the meaning of this distinc
tioll lwtween tltc transcendentaL and the fJsyclwlogiral c-onc·ppt of frc·e 
do•ll· In the psychological concept thc>rc is represented a soul. a faculty of 
tht' , 0 ul, namely will. T he latter is a specific being which we do not 
rtwountt·r in t.he m<'r<' representation of a present being; it must, instead. 
ht' wrm to us. O n thf' other hand, thc transcendental conc<'pt of freedom 
arise~ 111 connectjon with the question of the completeness of appearance's 
(present beings in geueral) irrespective of their content. Transcendental 
frr('(lotn is a unillersal ontological concept, psychological freedom a 
n!,eiorwl one. H owever, the universal ontological concept is as such neces
sanh implicated in the regional concept, and constitutes the genuine 
difliculty in the psychological concept. of freedom. Thus Kant says: 'What 
has always so greatly embarrassed specu lative reason in dealing with the 
qu<'stion of freedom of t.he will, is its strictly transcendental aspect. The 
prohlc'm, properly viewed, is solely tl1is: whether we must admit a power 
of 1pontaneously beginning a series of successive things or states.'151 In 
brief. the problem of freedom, and of the freedom of the will in particular, 
is rPallv a universal ontological problem within the ontology of the being
present of tlzat which is presefll, and docs not. relate speci fically to will
gowmed or spiritual being. I t is by no means the case that Kant posits 
bein{.{ free as characteristic of something essentially spiritual, and then 
tr<'ats this within the horizon of being-present. Instead, the being-present 
of that which is present, itself and as such, leads to the problem of 'free 
actwn·. \ \ e shall come back to this all-important thesis of Kant. 

\\ c• can already see that with the fundamental transformation of the 
01ltological probiC'm the problem of frc<'dom a lso changes. For Kant, the 
nnh problem is whether to accept absolute spontaneity within, and in 
rc·l.uion to, the being of that which is present in its totality (world). How 
~IH It a causali ty is possible can no more be grasped than can the possibility 
ll[ n.llural causalitY. For also in this Iauer case we must bl" content 
10 1'''·•hltsh that it- is necessary as the condition of Lit<' possibility of 
'"'JH·rt<'nn· and its objc·tts. 

In lti~ ' ()bserv<Hion ' on the Thesis, I ant raises the further question of 
\\Ito~ I h pro\·ed in tlw proof. \\'hat is pr<'SC'nl<'d is only the· n('cc•ssity, forth<' 
''Hnpt·<'lu·nsibility of thP world as totalitv of appcarancc•s, of an absolute· 

LI'H .\ 44H, B ·~7h. 
LI'H .\ 449. II ·~77 . 
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152 Causali~r and Freedom m Co~molo~ical Problem 

beginning, i.e. of a world origin out of frC'C•dom. Once brought into beill& 
howevt•r, the world rcrnains governed hy natural causality. In the mea.. 
time, sinrc the pow(•r of spontaneously h<•ginning a temporal series 11-. 
been clrmonstratt>d (althoug h how this occurs remains unknown) 'it. 
now also pC'nnissible for us to ad111it within the coUJ·st> of the Worll 
difft-r<>nt series ... as lwginning of thems<•lvcs'. Jt is possiblc, that is, ti 
admit present things, substancrs. which haV<' tht> 'power of acting out41t 
freedom'. nl 

This proof, in other \>vords, allows for tltr possibility of freely actiaf 
beings within the domain of prest>nt orcut-renct>s. Again, nothing 
dt>cid!"d here as to the human or non-human status of such beings. l\a 
in accordance with the universal ontological concept of aelion, w 
implied is only that someth ing can begin quite spontaneously within 
course of present occurrcnces. This self-origination does not have to be 
absolu tc beginning 'according to time', i.e. it does not exclude the possi 
ity that something occurrcd prior to it, without, however, neressitat. 
If, for <>xample, I now frcely rise from my chair, this is the a 
origination - causally but not temporally - of a series of events in 
world. ' For this resolution and act of mine do not form part of the su 
sion of purely natural effects.'m 

Jn concluding, Kant makes a historical refprence to the philosophe 
anti quity, who also (with some exceptions) explained the world by 
bt>yond the sequence of natural causes to a first mover. Above all it 
Aristotle, with the np<i>-rov KIVOUV aKiVrtTOV, who proceeded in 
way. 'to be sure, the movcmcnt of this unmoved mover does not reduce 
indeed has nothing whatever to do with, absolute spontaneity, d 
originnt ion , Ktvei ~ &pro~tcvov. This is precisely a confirmation of ~ 
requirements of reason, as expressed in representing an unconditioldll 
compl<'tcness of the origin of appearances. 

It is vitally important to sec that thf' T hesis and its proof are quite W 
accordance with the principles of purt' rC'asou and do not involve anythiDI 
forced or artificial. Kant thus wants to say that the contelll of the Thesis. 
togeth<'r with its modt' of proof, is att~sl<'d and affirmed in the rn«-' 
diwrsc modifications by rommon human n'asou. Thc same applies to the 
An titht'sis, which ass<>rts the opposite upon C'qunlly sound grounds. 

'' CI'H A +'>0. B +7H. 
"" Cl '1\ \ '~'>0, B 47H. 
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b) Thc Antithesis of the Th ird Antinorrt\'. 
Tit<· Exclusion of Freedom from the Causality of the \\orld Process 

. \ fllltltl'sis: T here is no freedom; everything in the world tak<•s place solely 
til ,1ccordance with laws of nature.' " 1 llere too the proof is iudirc>ct, i.t'. it 
b<·•tlll!> bv assuming the truth of its opposite, the T hesis. If the proof of the 

r . 
\ nlltlwsis now proves the truth of the T hesis' opposite, the antagomsrrt 
bl't wc<·n the two, as equally true and provable, will be cvid<'nt. 

!'roof of the Antithesis: 'If there is freedom in Llw transcendenta l 
srn~<·. as a specia l kind of causality', then causality itself, as letting- follow 
oil, absolutely begins. For clearly, there would be nothing that could fur 
ther determine it according to constant laws. This causation itself, as 
oc<'urri ng action, is a being. But if there is no lawfulness governing this 
b<•ing. and if lawfulness belongs necessarily to the essence of appearances 
(that which is present), then transcendental freedom involves a causation 
whirh can never be present, 'an empty thought-entity'.m Therefore, since 
transcendental freedom is contrary to the law of causality, nothing exists 
but nature. If freedom were to enter into the causality of the world
process, this would not amount to a different causality, but to complete 
lawlessness, and nature as such would cease to be. On the other hand, if 
freedom were a kind of lawfulness, it would be nothing else than precisely 
nature. There is, consequently, no such thing as freedom. E.verything that 
occurs is determined by t.he all-encompassing power of nature. 

The truth of the Antithesis places cognition under the constant burden 
of having to seek ever higher for the beginning. At the same time, how
ever, the illusion of freedom is overcome, and knowledge can comfortably 
h<•ar its burden by safeguarding the constant and lawful unity of experi
rnct•. Freedom, on the other hand, while it is indeed liberation from 
compulsion, also liberates from the guideline of a ll rules. For as an 
absolute beginning, freedom demolishes the law of the determination of 
0<"<·urrPnces, i.e. the determining return to prior states. 

In his ·Observation' on the Antitht'sis, Kant shows how a proponent of 
tltt· .111 embracing power of nature would defend this view against the 
donriiH' of freedom. Since the unity of experience at a ll times makes 
' 't•t ·l'~l>an· tlw pcnnanence of substancE', i.e. since substances have a lways 
,.,,~t<·d in tltc- world, thPTP is no difficulty in accepting that changP has 

C: l'f{ .\ H'>, B +7'>. 
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154 Causa!izy and Freedom as Cosmolo~iral Problem 

likewise always <>xisted, thus that then• is no first b<>ginning. ' lo be 

the possibility of such an infinite regr<>ss cannot h<' made""'~··¥~ •ot=r1s1;bJ. • .I.! 

Rut such incotnpr<:>lwnsibility is no n•ason for dismissing this 'enigma 

nature'. l<or in this cas<' 'a I teratiou' too would hav<' to be rejt>ctecl, as 

its possibility would lw 'offensive'. ' ;" ' For WPr<' you not assured by CXDPPit.l• 

ence that alLC'ration actually occurs. you would nevf'r be able to ~~·uv•~ ·~.~.._. 
a priori the possibility of such a <·ensPIPss sequence of being 
not-being. ,m 

c) The Special Character of the Cosmologicnl ld<:>as in the Question 

of th<' Possibility of c;enuine ~INaphysics. 

Reason's Jntcrest in Resolving th<' Antinomy 

. o Thesis and Antithesis are equally necessary, equally true, and 

provable. Their antagonism is a dissension within reason itself, a 
sion which cannot b!' simply torn out of human nature and aou•usta. 

What is called for is a more thorough investigation of its origin. 

Kant pursues this cours<' of inquiry, which aims at resolving rather 

removing the antinomy, he raises the following c1uestions. VVhat 

do we as human beings take to this internal dissension of reason u 
constantly confronts us? Do we remain uninvolvC'd? Oo our 

favour one side, and if so which?' )I! By our 'in ter<'sts' Kant does not 

arbitrary needs and wishes, but what human beings take an 

in qua humans, i.('. what pertains to being-human as such. The 

concepts of reason, i.e. the ideas (sou l, world, (;od), present ' · 

of those u lt i malt' ends [ immortality, freedom , ( ;od ] towards which a ll 
t>ndeavours of reason must ultimately conver~c·.n•• 

The conflict just presented pertains quit<' g<:>ncrally to all 

beings. ' fo these beings there belongs the individual human as a 

item of the world totality. For an individual pf'rson , the dispute a 

whether a prcsC'nt bf'ing ran by itself initiate a sequence of 

becomes the qu<•stion of 'whether I am freC' in rny actions or, like " "" ... "'"' 

beings, am led by thC' hand of nature and f<'ll<''. 1 ~· Am 1 free, or is every· 

thing compelled by natural necessity? Deciding in favom of the Thesis iJ 
n derision for .fi·eedom, but not freedom as tllC're lack of compulsion. 

,.,, CPI\ \ 4'> I , B ~7<1. 
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gather. wE' decid<' for freedom as the condition of th<' possibility of 

rc'ponsibility and thus of morality. ·o a certain mom/ int<'rest is exhibited 

ill deciding for th<' ThPsis. 111 At the same tirne, however, a specula tin! 
iutcresl is involved, i.e. 10 the degree that we want a s<ll isfying answ<>r (not 

obtainable on th<' side of the Antithesis) to the question concerning the 
wtnlity of that which is present. While general tlteorelical and practical 

iutercsts naturally favour the Thesis, the Antithesis does not enjoy such 

popularity. The Antithesis demands a restless search for ever-recE>ding 

caus<'l-. It does not hold out the possibility of cognition arriving at a fixed 
point of rest, but man remains 'always with one foot in the air'. 111 Thus 

the ground of the ntithesis, just because it is really no ground at all, 

becausE' it cannot guarantee anything primary and originary, cannot serve 

LO crcct a complete edifice of knowledge.111 ow since 'human reason is by 

natur<' <trch itectonic',111 i.e. regards all knowledge as belonging to a sys

tem, 'the architectonic interest of reason ... forms a natural recom 
mendation for the assertions of the Thesis'. 14~ This means that the main 

direction of metaphysical questioning, as arising from the 'natural dis 
position· of man, is given by the Thesis. 'een objectively, however, this 

does not give the Thesis greater credibility than the Antithesis. but 

only indicates that human reason is incapable, initially at least, of an 

unprejudiced evaluation of its own inner dissension. The connection of 

thc Thesis with the general interest of human beings only indicates that if 

human beings 'were summoned to action, tit is play of the merely specula

tivc reason' between Thesis and Antithesis 'would disappear like a dream', 

and human beings 'wou ld choose their principles exclusively in accord

ann, with practical interests'.1
HJ On the other hand, ' no one can be blamC:'d 

for. much less be prohibited from , presenting for trial the two contending 

partiPs".11
' .:\ot only does pure reason harbour this disse>nsion within itself. 

but tltC' differing auitud<'s to this dissension ca n make• valid points against 

on<' a not her. 

' I hP c·ontC'J~.t of our problC'm requires that W<' must lte>rE' dispense with 

att\ tltomuglt examination of the antinorni<•s as devC'Iopcd by Kant. .\ lor<' 

'P<·c·tl'iC"alh·. W<' shall not b<' concerned with the question of wlwth('r 

C.l. CI'H \ HHi , II ~9+. 
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156 Causali~Y and Freedom a.1 ( 'osmo/o~iral Problem 

these anLinom ies ar<> necessan· as such. or whether they are only 

necessary by KarH's approach to r<:'ason ami human cxist<>nce. Instead 

shall inquire into tlw probktn 's primordial rooiNiness in the essen~ 
human existc>nce. \Yhat interests us is !~Oic>ly the position of the Pr<>bl,_.v 

of freedom within mNaphysirs, and how the .first wa_y to ji·eedom CQJa 

brou~ht into unity with the .~econd rray. 
The problem of freedom lwlongs to the problem of world . 

problematic arises as the antinomy of a cosmological id<'a, of 

knowledge of the absolute tota l ity of the originating sC'quence of 

appearance. I Iowever, the cosmologi<·al idea of freedom thereby 

on a distinctive and privileg<'d status (' · is-a -vis the psychological 
theological ideas) such that the task of resolving its inner di.l ;senllii..i 

cannot be avoided. There is an obvious temptation thereto, for one 

pronounce it ' impudent boasting' and 'extravagant self-conceit'148 to 

to solve all problems, insisting that thes<' ultimat<' questions of reason 

instead for a more modest attitude. However, although this may be 

rE-spect of th<' psychological and theological ideas, it does not apply to 

cosmological ideas, i.e. their antagonism must be resolved. Why is this 

T he object of the cosmologica l ideas is the totality of app<>arances. To 
sure. this completeness of that which is present in its being-n.,. ...... , .. t .l 

never empirically given. But on the other hand, what is 

intended in the cosmolog ical ideas - cosmos, nature - is precisely 

possible objc•ct of exp<'rience. These ideas must presuppose the object 

given, and the questions which now from these ideas relate precisely 
th e> complete n ess of tlte synth<'sis of experience. We aTe acquainted 

tlw object itself. What is given her<' as known rnust also provide 

m<>asure for <'valuating the id<'as and the way their objects are given. 

cosmologica l ideas cannot he carried through, i.e. the totality as 

rannot be given and intuitively presented, but the repr<>senting of 

totality, for and from any gi'·<'n thing, is always possible. I t could be 

tlws<' ideas, in the way they arisE' and rreate contradictions, do not hold 
fast to that 10 which they relate as cosntological ideas (appearances), and 
E'SpE>rially not to the manner in which the> object of these ideas is given. If 
W<' r<'fleet on the matter. however. w<' can disrov('r the k<'Y to the reso
lution and origination of their antagonis111. \'\'ere• this antagonism to rest 

on a n illusion. i t would re olvc• itself in such a way that what the ideal 

r<'prese nl <'oulcl be drawn positi,·ely into the possibility of experience. 
I f 1lw antagonism I'On1inues tH•verth<'kss, sonH' way must fw fou nd for 

"' CPI\ \ H b. B '51H. 
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•tnllllillu it. Jn regard to the• problem of freedo111. this tn<:'ans that 
0\ I t'> 

frccdotll as a cosmological idea docs not remain as th<' counlt'r r onc<'pl to 

11
a1urnl causality. I nstead, their antagonism is rcsolv<'d in su<·h a way 

th•11 tl w possible unity of the two - causality from frc>edom nncl natural 

r.111..,,tltt r - is a t least not unthinkable. 
Htt1 quill' apart from the prospect of a possible> resolution of the 

3 11 1agonism, it is already a matter of basic significance that Kant, in tit<' 

.\ n1itlw tic. ets these arguments of reason against one another. llc calls 

thi~ 1 ht• scl'ptical method, which, however, does not m ean scepticism, nor 

add iction to doubt, even less d espair at the possibility of u·uth. Instead, it 

is at:i:y1; in the genuine meaning of the word - simply attentive looking 

at the fact of opposition, such that both sides of the argument come 
into view and sharply display their mutual antagonism. O nly in this 
wa\ ca n the antagonism be resolved, i.e. only thus can its possible false 

presuppositions come to light.11
q 

§ 2-1. Preparator_y 1 egative) Determinations Towards Resolution cf the 
Third Antinon~r 

a) The Delusion of Common Reason in the Handling of I ts P rinciple 

The• tra nsc<'ncl<'ntal concept of freedom originates within an idea

forllla tton whereby reason applies its principle of necessary representa

tion. This idt•a-formation perLains to the multiplicity of objects as a 

Se<JU<•nct> of svnthesis and as ever-progressing from conditio11ed to condi

tion. ~<'en in this light freedom would be unconditioned causality. What 

prtnc1ple dot's r<>ason apply? If the conditioned is given, the whole series 

of its <·onditions is a lso ~iven. 
ll<'aring this principle, we fc<>l that something is wrong, although we 

arp 1111ablt' to specify precise ly what this is. We only have the intimation 

~lt a t lht> princ iple somehow involves a delusion. In what S<'nse is this so:> 

l lu· pn nci pl<' speaks of condition and conditioned. of th<' relation 
hPI\, <'I' ll con d ition and conditiotwd. But it speaks of more, namely of the 

t<·l•nton of 1 hC' gi,·entH'SS of th<' conclition<'d to tlw given ness of the condi 

lton 111 th<' wl1ok sE>qu<·nc<', of tlw condition of the given ness of the whole> 
\t·11'H•tu·t· of t·onditions. There is much h<'re that does not occur to us, at 

lc·a, 1 llot in its full coutcut, when Wl' silllply etlllltciate til<' principl<'. 

U CI'H \ '>117. R 'l1'> 
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I evertlw l~ss, w~ bt' l i.l'v~ oursl'~v<•s rap:tbll' of immNliate ly understandint 

and apply1ng. th1s pnnc1ple. \\ <', ~ha~ ~~ ;c;111mon n:-aso~, beli~ve this. S. 
~vhat doe~ th1s commonness cons1st 111.) I he com111on IS the mdiffer~ 
1.~ .. al l t.l11ngs arc thro ... vn togN~I.er and lr<>ated as cquival.ent, boweve. 

dd'ferrnt thry 1:1a.y actually 1><'. ~111ce comm~~ne~s takes t.hmgs for~ 
I hey are not, this IS already d!.'luswn and fals ification. 

.llow. docs reason make t~is p~in~ipl<' common or in.d~fferent? We fiJIIt 
sa1d qtHLC genera lly th<H th1s pn1w1ple spe<tks of rond1t1oned and 
tion. The concept of conditioned a lready rC'fers to a condition, more 
cisely, to a series of conditions. This appli<'s irrespectivP of what is · 
conditioned, indeed irrespective of wheth<'r anything is given at all, 
is a matter of cognitive determinations as such, of the A.Oyoc;. It ia 
pure~r lo((ical postulate. However, precisely because it is a purely IOf:laill• 
postulate it can say nothing fact.ical about the re lationship 
given conditioned and its condition. In no way does the logical po1stu~ 
imply that if something cond itioned is given, so a lso is its whole 
of conditions. The relationship between condition and conditioned 
fundamentally difTNent to the re lationship between the givenne.s 
something conditioned and the givenness of its conditions; the former 
logica l-conceptual re lationship whjcb exists only in thought, the I 
an ontical factical re lationship within the temporal occurrence of 
ence. This fundamental differcncc is the first thing that common 
overlooks and leve ls out. 

T his levelling-out goes furth<'r. What docs it mean for common reaiiCIIM 
to apply the principle to the ((iiJemzess of the conditioned? ~m~~tllllllln e 
conditioned is given, i.e. some being or other exists. If this being exists • 
conditioned, then what conditio.ns it a lso exists, i.e. th<' complet.e series 
conditions and the unconditionE'd itself must cer tainly exist. In speakiul 
of givcnness, the trhnt and u•here and ho11· of this giv<'nness remain unin
tcrrogalCd. It is simply taken for granwd that the spcaker (the bumaD 
being) is acq uaint('d with things as they are and is thus in a position to 

decide over what is conditioned and condition ing. Such ta lk of the 
givenncss of something conditioned and of condition not only reroaiPI 
indcfinit<', but mak<'s it appear sel f-evidenl that human beings know the 
things (bcings) unconditionally, i.e. as thcy a rc in thPmselvcs. Common 
r<'ason docs not src that for bcings to be giw•n to us. for us to arrive 
erlan{(ell at knowlcdgc of bcings, we mus1 have alrcady r('achccl ( Iangen] 

thcm and t•ncounl!'r('d thPrn as beings. Bc·ings arc given to us only 81 

~elf <; bowing, only a:< appcara iH'<'S. This klting-givP is subjcrt to definite 
coud i tiou~. i nclud iug thosp wh ic·h t•nahl<' us 1 o IHI\'C an accepting 
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c 11.c!'t'lllation, i.e. an inlllition. VVhat enables a<·ccpting bclongs to th£• 
r ... !1•11n· of accepting. Jf acccpting is intuition, then what enabl<'s accepting 
•· 11, 1 ,tlso havc the charactN of intuition. That which cnabh•s is carlicr 
rll 

lei 11rior to what is enabl('d. The enabling intuiting must intuit in 
!II 
ad'an<·c• that which it is to r<'present. 

'I Ill!> letti ng-give of appearances stands under definitc conditions, 

11811wl' that appearances arc encountered in spacc and time•. The lattcr 
an· no I things in themsclves which could also be present ncxt to, ancl 
iu1ulta neously with, thiugs within space and time. R.athl'l', they are 
modt·~ of human representation, of such a son that everything we 
encounter shows itself within space and time. A II relations at.Laching to 
thr lwings we encounter a re therefore predetermined as temporal re la 
tions. This also applies to the relation between the encountered givenness 
of rht• conditioned and the givenn ess of the conditions. That is, if thc 
coudiuoned is given in and as appearance, this does not mean that the 
unity of the te mporal relations of the conditioned to its condition is 
alrcadv ro-given. Rather, this series is only ever given successively in time. 
Consc•qucntly, the principle cannot cla im that the whole serics of condi
tions is given along with the conditioned, i.e. is actually present in its 
totalitv. l t can claim only that the givenness of something conditioned 
implic•s t he necessity of a series of conditions leading up to it. So we sec 
tbc common procedure of reason in the conception and employment of 

this pri nci pie. 
In order to once again brieny exhibit this levelling out of differences, 

l('t us c·onsider the principle in its function as first premise of an argu
nwut. i.e. of the argument by which reason comes to its cosmologica l 
idcns, one of which is the idea of freedom. If the conditioned is given, so 
tlw wholc series of its conditions, thc uncondition<'d, is also given. 1ow 
tlw ('onditioncd is given as something that. originates (follows on) from 
soniPIIting elsc. So the unconditi01wd of such a scries is a lso given, the 
ah~oltttt•lv originary causation , i.e. l'rc•c•dom. Common reason takes the 
flllrPiv ontological relationship betwcen concepts as equivalent to the onti
<·al n•la11onshi p between tlw givenncss of an actually existing conditioned 
<~trd rl'. <·ondition. T he existing being is the reby taken as a thing-in -itself, 
1
·"· \\ llhout a ltc'llding to tht' c-onditions or its possible giveniH'SS. Precisely 
'"1' l11·ing is now takf'n as app<'aranet' - admit.L<'<IlY, without nl'ing recog 
111 1<·<1 .t~ uwaning this - in thc minor premise nf tlw argument. \\'hat is 
1•tlwh· a ttribut<•d to things in-thPmsPivc·s is now transfc>rn•cl, with equal 
f.dl.t~·lousn<•ss, 10 app<'ara tH't'S. PrO\·idNI on ly that the COllllliOII procedt1rc> 
of rt·a..,ou has h<·<·<>m<· Lra11~1"' r<'lll to i ISC'l f, this c·ond us ion can be sc•<'n a~ 
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blatantly ineorrc•cl. Finally, thl! cornmonrH•ss of reason consists in the 
that i l not only main ta ius i tst• 11· with i 11 tlr is i ndi ffcrcnce as sometb ing 
evident, but that it thus hindN!> itsclf from coming to self

So Kant can say that corr11non rcason, as it employs t his principle 
the- format ion of cosmological ideas, opNates with in a 'qu ite 
illusion '''\(' whiC'h as such l<·ads to the a ntinornies. The• principle, uow • .._.
is foundational li>r the proofs of both Tht'sis and Antith<'sis. ~·o by 

ing the illusion at the basis of both stat<•nwnts, their proofs are found 
involve an 'Nror'. 1 ~ 1 The claim of both to be actually provable and 
must accordingly be rej<'ctt'd. 

b) The ()istinction Betwee n Appeara nce (Finite Knowledge) and 
Thing-in -Jtself (Infini te Knowledge) as the Key to Hesolv1ng the 

Problem of the ntinomies 

ll owever, it has not yet bee n shown that the Thesis and 
substantively in e rror in what they claim as their r espective conclu;,,,uaaa.• 
is quite possible for a statement to be true even though the 
advanced for it are invalid. I f this were the case in regard to the 
and Anti thesis, their antagonism would continue just as before.'~ 
dispute can only be resolved by showing that they arc really q 
about nothing. A particular illusion has made them accept a reality 
none is to bt• found , so that the a n tagonism amounts to nothing. 
question must be raised as Lo the charactcr of this a ntagonism ,...,.w,.,.. 
Thesis aud Antithesis. What kind of opposition do the antinomies 

' lo decide this, we shall keep to the Third Antinomy ( the only one 
have thus fa r treated), but bring it into a form that more dearly eXJhU,... 
t he antagonism. The Thesis asserts freedom as unconditioned causality, 

the primordial origin subjc<'t to no further conditions. \\'e can thus 
the• Thesis as saying that tlw ordered series of causes, considered in 
totality, is finitc. Clearly Lltc•n, the Antithesis would say that t.he series 
the regressiv<' synthesis of condjtions is in fi n ite. T he Thesis rnaintaidl 
that nature is finite. t he Antithesis that nature is infinite. Thjs kind of 
opposition is called a siruple contradiction. To unde rstand the antagoniSJil 
in this way (i.e. in acrorda ncc with common reason) presupposes thal 
nature is a thing-in-itself, i.<'. tlrat nature' is given to us absolutely and iJ 

I" CPH \ ')00, B '>2H. 
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krHl''·11 ahsoluwly. This prcsupposition ovt•rlooks the• fact that as thc 
ft~ndarn<'n ta l concept of app<'arances, nature cannot possess abs~lu t<' 
,.,, .. wnce. Sinr<' nature is not b<'ing-in-itself it cannot lw said to be ertlwr 
fnllll' or infinit<'. The presupposition of both Thesis and \ ntithesis is falsc. 
(}nrl' 1 his fa lsc presupposition is uncovered, the supposedly gcn 11 inc 
contradictiou becom es a nw rc apparent antagonism , i.e. a diaiN·tical 

01 ,position. Both Thesis and Antithesis are based on an illusion, and 
.11 . v.~ nuh'l'll. as w<> saw, on an 1 usron necessary to common r('ason. 

The antagonism is rcmoved by pointing to its false presupposition. 
nanrclY that appearances arC' taken as things-in-themselvC's. This distinc
tio11 is nrcessary if pur<' n•ason is to obtain self-transparency with rega rd 
to its own gen uine possibiliti<'s. However, this distinction between app<'ar 
an<'~' and thing-in -itself is nothing e lse than the distinction between finitc 

ancl infinite know ledge. T he problem of pure reason must therefore be 
rrrogni7.C'cl as the problem of finite knowledge. This a lso means that the 
finitude of human nature must be defined from and in the essenC'<' of 
knowiNig<'. But it is the task of the first- positive and fundamental - part 
of tlw Critique of Pure Reason to delineate the finitude of knowledg<> in 
its <'SS<'IlC'<'. If, there fore, the anti nomies can only be resolvt'd on the basis 
of tlr<' indicat<'d distinction between app<•arance a nd thing-in -itself, tire 
clortrin<' of antinomies, for Kant., is indin'rl proof for what he had to 
<'stahlish positively in the transcendental aC'sthetic. This is unambiguously 
stat(•d by Kant himself, in this way making plain the basic tendency thc 
Cntique qf Pure Reason. We can now understand why the problem of the 
arrt inotnics was the crucial impetus for this work. For the solution of this 
problpm rpquircs reflecting on the distinction between appearance and 
thing in -its('l f, hctwe<'n finite and infinite knowledge. ;\'lore preciscly, th<' 
prohlPm of thc antinomies was what first lcd Kant to discov<'r this distinc
tiun. and to hold fast to it as th<' centrc of a ll furth<'f metaphysical 
prnhlC'nHtt il's. 

' lil lw sun•. in Kant's critica l discussion of the metaph.ysica speciali.~ wc 
' 1'1' thr c;amt' fundamental at ti tude as in his critical ronsid<'ration of tlw 
"'•·taph_nira {!('fl<•mlis {ontology). Thc finitud<' of man is not dccidC'd 
11 Po11. ilnd is not made thc>matic-, in con nC'ction with thc problem of the 
1°111Hla t ions of nl <'laphysics as such. In t hc doctrine of t h<' anti nomiC's. for 
!·\arnpl(•. Kant couteuts lrimsf'lf. quit<' propt•rlv given his immediatl.' p11r 
P0 "'"· with (•xlribitinj! thc antagonism, and tlwn rc>soh in~ it by refen•uce 
111 tlw natural illusion r<'sicling in huntan nature. '\ ,llural rt"ason is 

· c ;pn .\ sew, 11 '>~4. 
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common rc•ason because it levels out c·sscntia l differences, i.e. does not Jet 
them ent<'rg<' as differences. This commonness belongs to the essence of 
human reason. i\ot only was it n<'cf'ssary to show this mor<' comprehea. 
sively ami primordially, but above all this natural commonness had to be 
cxhibit<'rf as an essential moment of finitudP. 1t was a matter of showiJtc 
what this com monness genuinely consists in and why it belongs to natUIII. 
rC'ason. Our way of interpreting tlw employnwnt of the principle tf. 
reason already pro,·ides a direction h('re. \Yitat is the significance of~ 
PrasurC' of the differences between thP logical, omical, and ontologi'*' 
such that these arc all understood, with equally indefiniteness, 
'b . •·)1~1 etng. 

~· 25. The Positive Resolution if the Third Ant inom_y. Freedom as t~ 
Causality ofR eason: 'Ji-anscendental Idea of an Cncorzditioned Causa · 
Character and /Jimits of the Problem of Freedom u ·ithin the Problem~ 

the A ntinomies 

a) 'l'h<' H.esolution of the Problem of the Antinomies as Going 
Beyond the Problem of Finite Knowledge to the 

Problem of Human Finitude as Such 

LN us once again consider the problem of f reedom as it emerges within 
problem of the antinomies. If we follow Kant's first tfJay to freedom, 
encount<>r this with i11 the problem of the antinomies. Th is is the form 
th<' problem of world as the basic question of the critical resolution of~ 
traditional metaphysical discipline of rational cosmology. Within thl 
problem of the antinomies, i.e. within the antagon ism between Th · 
and Antithesis, there is a necessary reference to frc<.'clom, aud indeed ia 
opposing senses: on the oue hand freedom exists a longside and in nature. 
on the other ltand there is only natu re and freedom docs not exist. The 
antagonism cannot be resolved by placi ng the• trul h wholly on ei ther side. 
A dC'cision is on ly possibl(' by way of a resolution of thl' antagonism, i.e. 
by showing thai thP origin of the conflict is such thai no suc-h decision can 
lw d!'ntamkd. AI the saute tim e, this origiu is SllC'h 1hn1 il c·a n c·outinue to 

walk abroad in human nature. 
'f'lw rPsolulion of 1lw antagonism, through tltC' considt•nltion of origins. 

pnw<'Pds in two stag<'s. First, i1 is shown that tlw principii' is dect•ptive in 

1 ~ 1 ~('f' .thm·t· p. Hh. Tlw ·iudiiT~·rt•tu·c,. uf rlu• uuclf•rl>l.lmliug of 
h·n·n lt.lll'clm·~·:. w,t~ out• of rltc• c•igh1 charac'lf'rislu's wf• c·ttllllll'T•IIf'd. 
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till' \\·a\ · it runctions to g<'nl'ral(' the conflicti ng statC'Illt'lltS. That is, wh~t 

11it•S w purely logical connect ions is taken as applicable to purely onu
·~1': connec·tions, which in turn arC' conceived now in th<' s1.·nse of absolute 
( ,1 • . l 
k

1111
,d«'dge, now in tlw sense of finite knowledge. :\ot onl)· is the pnnctp e 

I l
u·oof for both Thesis and Antithesis deceptiYe in this sense. but the 

o I . . 
snb:.tantive opposition of the statements does not amount to anYt 1111~, .t.e. 
it is ;111 illusory opposition. Secondly, clos('r consideration of thP opposition 
c,e.lls that it is not a genuine contradiction. For both statements - that 

~1a 1ure is infinite, that nature is finite - attribute to naturf' somPLhing it is 

1101. They say more than what is necessary for contradiction: it is thus an 
illusory dialectical contradiction. 

Th<' key to resolving the difficulty is the distinrtion between appear
ance and thing-in-itself, a distinction that itself involves the problem of the 
finiwde if .knowledge. This becomes a problem in connection wi th the 
·definition of accessible beings and the condition of the possibility of their 

accessi bility. 
Hul what is signified by the undifferentiated character of both? Is this 

just an error of traditional metaphysics, or is it someth ing essential? If 
metaphysical questioning belongs to the nature of man, then so also does 
this spec{fic delusion (according to Kant, necessarily). What is it in human 
nature that produces this delusion? We have already indicated what it is: 
the mode if the understanding if being, i.e. it.s undifferentiatedness. From 
wh('re does this originate, and why does it occur? Can its necessity be seen 
from the understanding of being itself? In what way is it m•cessary? It is a 
matter of bringing the finiwde if man to lig ht beyond the mere finitude if 
his knotdedge. This finitude must be exhibited, not in order to a certain 
its boundaries and limits, but in order to awaken the inner resoh-e and 
composure wherein and wi thin which everyth in~ essential begins and 
ahidl'S. 

If 1 hC' Critique if Pure Reason takes the basic problem of the founda
ltou of mC'lapltysics to conc<'rn the fiuitud<' of man, then a comprehensive 
and pt>n<'lrating consideration of this book will inevitably need to focus on 
tilt' prohl<'m of fin itude. But, it will be said, w<' a re concerned here with 
tlH· prnhl<' m of freedom. \\'hat has Olll' discussion of the anti nom il'S 
1·1ught ns about this problc•nt:1 I los wl1at we' arc seeking, namely the .~ys
'''"Wtic position c?l the 1wo!Jiem q/ji·eediJIII u•ithin the ronte:rt <?f the 
l!:nnuullllf< c!f· llll'ltlphysirs, bec·onH' anv IIIOr<' clC'ar~ If the antagonislll 
bl·twl'PII Tlwsis and .\ ntitlw:;is is n•solvc•d in the man ner inrlicatt'd, th is is 
0 11 h- a negatin> result. dc•nlonsl rating 1 he· i nuer null i I y and i nva I id i ty of 
tlu. purport I'd opposi 1 io11. ln t II is c·aw. I aowc·vt•r, til(' problC'm of f rC'Pdom as 
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it arisl'S in the antinomies >vvould itsPif be null and void. Does 
problem in f<~ct dis<~ppt'ar along with the resolution of the <~ntinom ies? 

vVC> cannot gC't beyond the point that freedom is posited in the sense of 
transcendental concept ~_(nature. This is the bare r<'sult, hut it is not 
we actually seek from an authentic undPrstanding of the problem . 'fbe 
problem concems the resolution of the antagonism bC'tWC'<'n natural 
ality and thP causality of fret:>don1. ' Io be sure, the r<'solution o f 
antagonism initially has a negati\'C' meaning. but it must l<'ad to SOI!lMi• 

thing positive, i.e. to tlw possibility of the unizy of the two opposing 
Why is this so? Kant would answer that this is bt:>cause unity is a 
pri nci pi<' of h ur nan reason as such, and furth<'l'. hera us<' the <'osrriOIOQ:IIIII 

idC>as rc>late specifically to experience, which itsPif prpsents a lawful 
Only by reaching a positiw unity can we grasp thP rncLaphysical 
of the problem of thC' antinomies and thus the probiPm of frPcdo m . 
has hC'C'n tlw goal of our discussions, which havp not bePn conr m·n ....... 
provide' a com piNe historical re port of the Critique of P11re Ueason. 

The rl<'gative c haracter of Kant's consideration of the a ntinomies 

now b1' transformed into something positive. This m eans that the 
critique of tlw principl<' in its employment by common reason must 
way for a consideration of its correct form, i.C'. such that thC' rn:~m,nlorun:ll\lll 

ideas, in thE'ir specific re latedness to the unity of experiC>nce, can 
claim to a positivefimcfion with in the total proble m of the possibility 
<'X pNience. 

Common reason misrecognizes the character of the principle by 
it to assert omNhing about things-in-themselves. On tlw other hand, 
bC>came clear that wha t the princi plE> demands is only the conti 
return frorn tlw given ness of the conditioned to thE' givC>nness of a .....,,niltlo>"'l• 

tion. This, however, does not mE>an settling on somNhing 
IIIH'onditioned as given a nd givable. ThC' principii' says nothing concernJ 
ing the essential structure and constitution of nature'. It is not a constitu· 
tive principle' likP the Analogies of Experience,'~~ but only gives a rule for 
tire knowiPdgP of nature in accorda nce' with tlw idea of cornpletenetlo 
It is only a re{(ulalh•e principLe. In Kantian terminology: the principle 
do<'S not anticipate or prl'de tPnnirw wh at tlw objeet is as such, but merely 
postulat<'s what IIIIlS! occur in the regression . Now th<' quc•stion arises as 

m 'l'ht'Sl' .tl,u .1n• onh' rq~u l arivt'. They arf' nor conMill ll i\C• bur tlH'\' are slill 
go•olloim• principl1·~. ' '\o t rnuMirutive' is a mbiguous: I. saying nnrhing at a ll ahoul th~ 
oh)t'l'l~ ·• ~ Mll'h. 2. l..onng nollnng about tlu·ir what coul<'llt, ratlll'r M>lltt•rlung aboU1 

1ho·1r nwd<· nf prP:.t'llt"l'. r.on~titutivo•: I. conc<'rning wh<ll rontl'lll. 2. ('Cllll'l'rning pr('f
<·n<'l'. Tlw analol!i"~ .trt' c·onMituti,•e 111 the second ~c·nw. 
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10 
tlw rmplications of this regulative validit y (which is tht• only kind of 

, atrdity possessed by tl1C' principle) for tlw positi\'t:> rPsolution of the 

11111omies. This does not involvt• an ontical interpr<>tation of the total-
,11 
it '- hnt an ontological postulate pertaining to tlw totality of exrc>ricntial 
1-r•o" It•clge. A positive' rc• olution of the inner antagonism of reason 

" '" hcl\e the task of disclosing the sense of till' possible unity of the 
oppo!>ing clements. Ther<>forc, the question concerns the possibility or 
othPrwise of r eason's unification of na tural necessi ty with the causality of 

freedom. 
\\ hal is the ultimate origin and motivation of this problem concerning 

the unity of nature and freedom? Is this problem basically determined by 
a purPly speculative interest in the ultimate har mony of knowledge, or is 
thrn• some other interest behind it? However, in posing the question of a 
possible positive resolution of the antagou ism, we can no louger proceed 
from. or remain within, either of tire two a lte rnatives, i.e. that every 
effect. within the world issues from eitlrc r nature or freedom. With this 
either/ or, eve ry bridge towards unification is already broken. For the 
proble111 of the unification of nature and freedom to even be posed, we 
must entertain the possibility that one and th(' same world-even t may be 
determined by both natural causality and the causa lity of freedom. But 
if one and the same event is to proceed from two fundamentally different 
kinds of causality, one and the same eiTect must be causally determinable 
iu diiTerent relations. Thus the possibiLi~y o/ the unification of the two 
cauwlities in relation to one and the same effect depends on whether an 
e_ffeCI can permit a doubLe relation to causalit.y, i.e. on whether the effect 
can b<> understood in terms of both natural causality and the causali ty of 
freedom. 

b) The Displacement of tlw Problem of the Resolution of 
the Anti no111 ies. 

Tit<' l)uestion Concerning a Causation for A ppcarances Outside the 
i\ ppParanccs and Conditions of Time. 

'!'Itt· !\<•solution of th<' Tlrir<l Antinonry in l .ooki11g ' lowards \la n as 
Ethically Acting PC'rson 

.\l tl'l' alltltis, we r<'mark at OIH'<' that tlw pr<'S<'n t probl€'111 musf undergo a 

d11f'lw ement in it\ f acfical illlplelllt'lllation. This is bC'causf' the simul 
l<~no·rt,· or tltt> two causaliti1•s i!. sueh that natu ra l ca usa lit y still reta ins the 
11Pt>1·r lr<tnd . :\atural causality i~ ,dn•adv clc •uwn~trat('(l in its reality, i.e. as 
111 '<·<·-.sari ly lx·longi ng to 1l1C' PS!>C'It 1 ia l c·orJtc•rll of natun· which does not 
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mean, howcvt-r, that a nature must necessarily anually cxist. ince the 
validity of thc principlc of natural causality is incontro,•crtibly esta),. 
lished by Kant himself in the Analog1es of Exp£'rience. the unification of 
natural causality with the causality of freedom cannot occur throup 
compromising the dosed causality of nature. Instead, the question con. 
ccruing thc possibility of unification can only be about whether, despi111 
thc lawfulness of nature, 'freedom can also occur·. •'iC> \\'e see that natUI'Il 
causality and unity of the manifold of appearances, of the being-pre-. 
of that which is prest'nt, remains the decisive instance. So ultimately tbtf. 
question concerning the unification of the two causalities is 
whether frC'cdom can be ·saved' in the face of another causality which 
already immovably established. m 

For Kant, therefore, the problem is whether cff<'cts (appearances) 
be seen in two different ways, such that this differenc<' corresponds to 
d{0erence between llt •o causes in their causation. In other words, do ap'Pelalll 
ances necessarily have causes which are appearances, or do a""''"""""''
exist which arc related to causes that are not themselves appearances? 
this is possible, then there are causes which in their causation are 
Lhe sequence qf appearances. However, since sequences of "n1n~>~•rA•nftlli 

arc themselves causally determined, and indeed precise! • in respect 
causation, through temporal succession, thus through a temporal 
the problem is as follows. Can an intra-temporal being, as well as 
intra-temporal causes, also have other causes, which themselves, and 
their cau at ion, are extra-temporal? 

Kant himself admits that, presented in this abstract way, the problem 
'<'xtremely subtle and obscure', but adds that it will become clear 'in 
cours<' of its application '. ''IX He means that the problen1 cannot be rl ~onllletl!.."' 
at a g<'neral omological level, but only by reference to particular dom
of beings. vYhat this shows is that the problem cif the resolution of th6 
musal antinomies steers tou•ard a quite spec!flc bein{!. The question con· 
C<'rning the possibl£' unification of natural causality with th£' causaljty of 
frec>dom is to l)(' discussed in relation to this particular being, which it 
none• othPr than manns ethically acting person. It is important to notice, 
howevN, tha t I ant do<'s not want to disprove th<' antagonism between 
the two kimls of causa lity by appealing to th£' factieally c•xisting entity 
possessing tiiC' mode of being of man. On tl1<' eontrary, lw wants to present 
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till' po' sibility of a unification of the two causalitil'S in a purel.y 
h\'f 'otllt'tical-constructive general ontological rcneellon, and th<'n on thiS 
h<l~i>' to show thP possibility of the unirication of naturc with frPedom. 
t hll~ the metaphysical possibility of man as a world -Pntity. 

()nc1· again. it is all important to sec thc problems, the method and 
(!lrt•ciiOII of questioning, and not just the content of the questions. The 
approach and direction of the problem, and the field of its solution. are 
not fo rmal and extemal to the content, but these alone determine 
whether the genuine substantiality in the content is philosophical. If one 
fai ls to see this, then Kant's phi losophy will be indistinguishable from the 
most commonplace discussions of freedom of the will. Jt is characteristic 
of all vulgar conceptions of philosophy to see only material for learning 
aud knowing. 

\\'(' are now in a position to review - not in an empty and general 
manner. but on the basis of our concrete' discussions - the specific 
character of .Kant's first way to freedom. What is to be demonstrated 
about freedom? Within which horizon docs the discussion operate? 
What emerges from all this for the inner content of the problem of 
freedom' 

The first thing to be said hC're is that the existence and possibility of 
freedom is not to be proved or shown. Rath<'r, the resolution of the anti
nornies is concerned only to demonstrate the possibility qf the unification qf 
freedom and nalure. J n this task, nature is taken as Lite authoritative 
instance: it is a matter of 'saving' freedom in relation to nature. This 
problem of resolution determines the {ienuine character arui limits qf Lhe 
proh/em of freedom. For this reason we shall not hear anything sub
stanti, e lv new in these discussions of Kant, but we must attend to the 
kind of . problematic at work. In any case, since Kant undertakes the 
resolu tion of the antagonism 11•ith a 11iew to man, we have the opportunity 
for ntorp concretely grasping the C'SS<'ncc• of a causality of freedom, and 
for r harartcrizing the causation of this kind of cause. This means that 
(lr<·\ 10usly obtained concepts such as causation and action will receive a 
11•or(• pr<>cisP dewrminat ion . 
. T lw i111portance of th<' resolution of prC'riscly this Third Antinomy is 
t ~ ad a(·att•d b~: its more C'XlC'nsiv<' tn•alJnC'nt in Kant 's l<'Xt, where the discus
'1011 i), divided into tlm·c Sl'ctions. Tltc first has a preparatory character, 
·•nd I'> c·onrf'rn<'d <H a quit1· g('nc•ral l(•vpl with tltf' antagonism in 'the idea 
hi tnt<tlit\· in th<· dcrivation or ('OStllical ('\'C'IItS from tbPit· causc>s'.'~·· Thf' 
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next section is head<'d: ·Possibility of causality through freedorn, . 
~ . I I . I I f I · • 11~' Ill •tarrnony Wit 1 t tc u111versa aw o natura nece slly. 

Kant's procC'durc· is to begin b~· asking how a bcinf! must be if it is to be 
simultanC'ously and unitarily determinahle through natural causality lllld 
causality from frecdom. I low is the unitv of causality to be conceived iQ 
thi case:) In particular, how is the causal character of freedom to be rna... 
precis<'ly ddinN!:) Kant goes on to give a construction for thc resolution a1 
the antinomies, and says himself of this section: ' I have thought it a<lYie,; 
able to give this outline sketch of the solution of our transcendelllil 
proble111, so that we may be the better enabled to survey tlw course wbi.i 
reason has to adopt in arriving at the solution'.' 111 Only now does 
provide a concrete treatment of the same proble111 by w<~y of an ~> n•n.lo..-.J 

tion to man. This docs not involve appealing to man as the ground 
proof for his construction. Instead, the opposite is tlw cas<>: the d1·s ocu:llli4111S 
of the probl£'111 in relation to man is simply an intuitive 
Thus Kalil lteads the final section: 'Explanation of the cosmological 
of l're<•dorn in its connection with universal natural necessity'. 1

bl 

this reference to man signifies nothing more than an explanatory 

firmation docs it become completely clear that the unity of natural 
ity and causality from freedom, as concretely- factually presented in 
is mere~y an instance of the universal rosmological~y determined 
lion of both causalities. This means not only that freedom is posited 
concept of nature. but that the unity of the concrete human being 
rational-sensory entity is metaphysically prescribed from the co:srrJuJI)I{I._I!It 

problematic. I f we use the term ·Existence' [ E.:risten:: l to designate 
being of 111<1n in his totality and authenticity, then it emerges that 
problem qf man is drau'fl into the universal ontolo{!ical problem. 
pr<'ciscly, the metnph.rsical-ontolo~ical problem o/ E.ristence does not bret#. 
thi'OII(!h, b111 is held bnck in the universal and self-evident ontological pro/Jt 
lematir q{trnditional metaph.ysics. T hus what is possibly not-nature in the 
ontological constitution of human beings is also definC'd in the same 'W8'/ 
as m1turc, i.e. through causali"y. That causality is ther<>by modified doel 
not niter tlte fact that causality remains the funda111enti'll ontological 
d1arartNistic. Kant's critique is not and cannot be radical, for he does no\ 
pose tit<' question of being in a fundamental way. This means that the 
problem of frC'<'clom, however central for Kant, is unable• to occupy the 
cTucial position \>\' ithin t lte probiC'matic of met<~ physics. 

"" C:I'H \ 'i';H fl. II 'ihb fl. 
• I CPH \ ; ~2. B ')70. 
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c) Empirical and Intelligible Character. 
' l'he lntell igibiC' Character as the :vlodC' of Causation of Causality 

from Freedom. 

169 

The Double Character of Appearance and the Possibilitv of Two 
Fundamentally Different Causalities in Relation to tlw .\ppearance 

as Effect 

" t' must now briefly present dw course of Kant 's positive resolution of the 
1/nrd /ntinom_Y, which is, howcv<>r, the genuine metaphysical resolution 
o/ tfw p!Vblem o/ freedom a a problem o/ trorld. In so doing, we pay 
particular attention to certain additional determinations relating to caus
alitv as such. Let us recall the universal ontological concept of action:

10
\ 

·Th.<' relation of the subject of causality to the effect'. Jn general onto
logic<~! terms, this means the object in relation to the subject. Kow Kant 

' fl.. . t I ' 1111 I h' t t says that every e 1c1ent cause must 1ave a c 1aracter. n t IS con ex 
'character' means law of causality, necessary rule of the 'how' of causation 
of Llu• cause. T he character governs the kind of connections between 
actions and th us also between effects. As the 'how' of causation the char
acter clearly determines the relation of the subject of causation to its 

effect. and this is precisely action. 
:\ow Kant distinguishes two characters, the empirical and the intelli

gible. It is of the utmost importance to understand the terminology 
here. especially so because this is by no means unambiguous and 
consistent. This is no accidenl. I ,N us begin with the first so-called 
·e111pirical' character - ti!Jttlpia, expcrienc<>. Something is empirical if 
it bC'Iongs to experience. For Kant, this means accessible through 
experit'nce. wherebv we must not forget that the foundation of finite 
expC'rit>ncC' is sens~l)' intuition. sensibility. T he essence of experience 
<'onsists in receptivity, in rC'cC'iving acceptance. ' lo bc noted he re is that not 
t'\'c•n· arcC'pting intuiting is r<'ceiving. ThC'n' is also i'ln accepting •Nhich 
ac·c·c•pt~ what it gives itself. a self-giving accepting, i.e. pure intuition. 
:\ ht·n SOillC'thing is railed ·empirical' it is conceived in relation to 
It!> 111odC' of knowability. Th<' empirical rhararter L~ that laufulness of 
ra,vttion ll'hich is empirical~y arcessible in e;perienre, as <'ppcaranre. h is 
c·a lisa lion i 11 its 'how' as lwlongi ng to appt'a ra ncc, i .C'. the causality of 
llillllt'('. 

"<·t· a bon• pp. t ">6 ff. 
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Th<' imel!tj!;ible character - we can alrC'ad · guess - is the mode rf 
causation q/ causaLity from ji·eedom. This is, to bC' sure, corrt>ct as regard~ 
content, but it docs not amount to real undC'rstanding. Intelligible il 
seemingly the counter-conc<'pt to empiricnl. But looked at more cloae~ 
intelligible cannot at a ll be• this counter-conc<'pt. 'Empirical' is pro~ 
ascribed to a way of knowing objects. wher!'as ' intl?lligible' applies to the:; 
objects th<'mselves. Accordingly, Kant says in his work De mundi 
atque inte!Li~ibilis forma et principiis ( I 7 70) ~ ~: 'Objectum SE'nsual itatia 
sensibile; quod autem nihil rontinet, nisi JWr int<'lligentiam 
dum, est intelligibile. Prius scholis vt>terurn Plwenomenon, 
1 oumenon audiebat' (The object of sensibility is the sensible; that 
contains nothing save what must be known through intelligence, is 
intelligible. The former was called, in the schools of the 

lb" phenomenon; the latter, noumenon.) ' 
From this two points arc rlear. First, since intelligibility 

objects, to say that something is intelligible IIIE>ans that it belongs 
particu l:u domain of objects. To be sure, these objects are ch 
th rough their mode of becoming-known: intelligentia, intellectus. 
way in which intelligible objects are known is purely inu~w......: .. 
Secondly, the counter-concept to intelligible is not 'empirical' but 
'sensible'. Now it is important to note that Kant re fers to the emp 
the sensible and vice versa. l .ikcwise, he refers to the intellectual as 
intelligible and vice versa, as e.g. in our passag<' from the Critique of 
Reason whNe he speaks of intelligible causa lity as intellectual. 

The distinction betwE'cn empirical and int<'lligible operates at 
different leve ls. The first pNtains to the way in which objects 
apprehended, the second to the object itself, albeit in respect of 
possible knowability. fiut thNe is another, pur<'ly substantive reason 
Kant's displ easing terminology, connected with the way he resolves 
overarching problem of the two ca usalities and thei r w1ity. When 
deliberately plays on the ambiguity of the expressions ·intelligible' 
'intellectual', this is not to obscure anything but to bring out the n~>,c:uJu••• 

knotting together of contextures. li e does not himself unravel these •u•v-
bccause he does not sec any possibility of doing so. The conscious aJD 

ity in Kant's Prnploymcnt of 'intelligible' and 'int<'llectual ' in relation 
tl1t> causalit)' of freedom is due to the circu111stancc that this kind 
causation is not acccssi bl<' <'XI'Iusi \·ely to pur<• i nt <'II igence iml<'p<'n 

''' /)""'1'/(tl/t/11 011 1he l ·ill'tll and Prtnnpt.•, 1!/ 1/w ,..,'ntHbh• and lntl'llt~tble 
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pi ,t•ll~t'. but is itsel f, in its mode Of being (inwlligetlCC'), somethi ng 

1111
cilt•t·tua l, somNhing which has the character of understanding: 

·\\ ltatt'\'t'l' in an object of the senses is not itst>lf apl)('araJlCl', 1 <'ntitl<> 

1111
c·ll•l{i ble'.'i>b 'Objects, insofal' as they ca n be repres<'n t<•d nlt'r<'ly by the 

1111
dc•r-.w nding, an d to wh ic·h none of our sensible intuit ions ca 11 n•fer, arE' 

wnucd "intelligible". But as some possible intuition must c-orrespond 

10 
t'\t·n· object, we would have to think an understanding that intuits 

things itnmediately; but of such we have not the least concept, nor of 
hPings of the understanding to which it should be applied'.'"7 The intelli
aihle character is therefore the mode of causation of a cause which can be 
" 1111dcr~tood (i f at all) only through the understanding, independently of 

srnsthili t v. 
\\ hat leads Kant to this distinction between the empirical and intelli

g1hiC' il> precisely the general problem of a possible unification of the two 
c<wsal itif's. Such unification requires that one and the same e ffect, at one 
ann the> same time, is causally determined in different respects. Is such an 
effC'et at a ll possible? The giving of an effect is a lways something which 
hows itself in experience, as appearanc<'. So the problem is whether an 

app<'arance can stand in two fundamentally different relations. s ex1stmg 
in timt•. every appearance stands in an obvious relation to other appear
anrt•s wh irls precede and follow it in time. Yet this is not the only possible 
kind of relation whi ch can apply to appc>arances. The appC'arance, that 
wltic·h appears, is the being itself. ' lo be sure, but this is so only insofar as 
thC' being shows itself for human knowledge. What it is in itself, for 
ahsolut<' knowledge, remains unknown to us. llowever, alrt'ady in this not
knowing we intend and think something we do not know: not the appear
anr<', hut the unknown X, the transcencl<'ntal object whirh must underlie 
tlw ilJlflC'ill'(lnCE'S. or this X, then, we say that 'it' appears, allwit not as it is 
in it:.Pif'.'"~ Whik th<' ohj<'ct X is utterly <'mpty, it is still, in its emptiness, 
not \t•nsihlt• but intelligible. lt is negativC'Iy intelligible and unknown in 
au, further aspPet. Th<' X is the intC'lligiblt• object. 1t is what is intelligible 
ilht>llt tlw ohject ( this in a universal ontological sense). Rut the X is not in 
11

' 1'11 a '<'paratC' o hjert of knowledge. Thus Kant says: ·. o tlwre is nothing 
11

' JH'!'\ ('II I \IS r rom ascribing to this transccnden ta I objt•rt, bf•sides the 
'1 11•1111, in tcnns (>f wltic·h it appea rs, a musalit_y whirh is not appearance, 

c .I' I~ \ 'i)H. II 'ibh: , I. II 112. 
l'ndt•eonwnn. p. ')(I nnw ( I\', ) I;): cf. C I'H ll 10o. 
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although its e,/Tert is to be met .._,·ith in appearance'.'"'' But what is not 
appearance is intelligible. In accordance with this double relation 'II 
appearance as such, it can stand in relation to other appearances, can bi 
the effl'ct of appearances, and at tlze same time be related to itUell~ 
causes. 

From th<' essence (!{appearance tl1ere is deduced the possibility of 11114 
double relation, and thus the possibility of the applicability of two funcfllt 
mentally different causalities to one and th<' same event as effecL 
essenLial double character of every appearance. such that not only ia 
conncctcd with other appearances but is also the appearance ofsotnellbiill. 
which appears (X), involves the fundamental possibility of a relatiOQ 
both the empirical and the non-empirical. These two fundamentally 
ferent re lations as such provide the possibility for two funda 
different re lations of causation in the sense of the empirica l and 
gible characters. The possibility of the unification of both causal 
thus proven in principle. To be sure, the appeal to human beings 
remains invalidated. 

d) The Causality of Reason. 
Freedom as Intelligible Causality: Transcendental Idea of an 

nconditioned Causality. 
The Application of the niversal Ontological (Cosmological) 

to yJan as World-Entity 

Before Kant brings this result to bear on the human being, he ~'"~'"uo~"' 

still at a quite general level, to more precisely exhibit the """"~'~tiDI 

contexture of the unity of both causalities. Clearly, the relatedness of 
and the sam e effect to both kinds of causality cannot be a matter of 
coming into play after the other. for the intelligible is distinguished 
cisely by its extra-temporal character. On the other hand, the intel 
must have a relationship to the empirical, for they corn<' together in 
one e ffect. Must the causation of the cause (which cause is itself 
anc<', i.<'. empiri cal) therefore in turn be appearance, or is it impossible 
this causation to itself be the effect of an intelligible causality? Jn 
case the ca usation of the crnpiri(·al ca use would bt• d<'lcrmined in 
action by something in telligible. We are already awnrl' of llw a 
of tlw expression. The intelligible itself possesses the character of 
und!'rsl a nd i ng, aJICI thl' i ntclligi ble ground clc!l•nn i n<'s ' thought [ 

'"" C l'l\ \ 'i18, 1\ 566 f. 
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il<"110n in the pure undNstanding'.' 711 In brid, just ns nn appearnnc<' 
,
1
h, ·"" n'mains re lat<'d to somNhing (X) that never np1wars. so the intelli

rrlhk can be the non-appearing transcl'ndental caus<' of the Pmpirical and 
~hu~ lw the cause of onl' and the same appE>arance as l'ffect. \\"hat appl'ars 
r.tn abo be determined by what does not appear, i.e. by what the appear-
1111! 1s an appParanc<' o/- From the pcrspcctivP of appearanc<'. howe,·er. 
tilt' intf'lligible cause begins from and of itsE>If, thus making possible an 
on~inarv action.' 71 rn one of the extant 'Renections'. Kam says that the 
t\\"O kinds of causality are 'present in all beings, but only in will do we 
notice the second'.m·On th<' other hand we cannot attribute any causality 
w the intelligibility of the body, for its appearances do not testify to 
am· int<'lligence; thus we cannot ascribe any freedom to its substralo 
in;elli{!ibili, and we do not know it through any predicate.'m 

\\ P can conclude two things from these remarks. First, that the distinc
tion between the two causalities functions at A universal ontological level 
and applies to a ll beings. Not on ly humans or angels are ' intelligences', 
but so is every being whatever, i.e. insofar as it can be re lated to absolute 
kno\\"ledge (pure intelligence). Material things too are intelligent, a 
circumstance that has nothing to do with spirits or goblins, the representa
tions of which a re precisely perceptual, only false ly absolutized as objects 
of absolute knowledge. Yet the only intelligPnces we can notice are those 
of thl' will, i.e. those intelligences that we ourselves are. This means 
that, in rE>gard to our own self, t here is the possibility of ' noticing' our 
lx>ing in-itself in a formally 'absolute' sense. 

It would be a very superficial way of thinking to conclude that, since 
knowlPdge of things-in -themselves pertains to absolu te as opposed to 
ffiPrely finite knowledge, we oursC'Ive are infin ite beings. Instead, it is 
nec<'ssary to hold fast to th<' primary sense of absolute knowing as the 
knm, ing which actually produce's its ohj<'ct rath<'r than encountering it 
tPach made. f'u a certai n sensf', wc ou rs<'lv<'s create our action and factical 
hf'ing. But this is not absolut<' ly so, for w<' do not give ourselves our there
h<'ing fJn-sein J th rough our own dec·ision, but a lways encounter it as a 
fa<·l. i.<'. we> are at thl' sam<' tim<' app<'aranc<•s to ourselves. As bE>ings we 
iltp conditionl:'d. which doE's not at nll fit with til<' essence of infinity. Still , 
11 1' I hi!> knowlNlge of o1w's own wi llin~ as an ' I will ', and of thP '] am' in 

U'H \ '>Vi. II 571. 
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this '] will'. that movc•s Kant to speak hen' of kno-.ving something 
does not appPar but rather forms itsdf. 

These considerations have led us into tlw region where Kant appU., 
his general metaphysical reflc'ctions. \\ p should remember, however,~ 

Kant has I_tad Ll.tis region ~II th<' whil<' in . viPw. For man is not, for 'It 
human bc.>1ngs, JUSt a n a rbllrary world -entity among others, but is 
cisely what is pre g iwn for us to b<'. But, following Kant, we must 
attempt to define t his being quite g<•nc·ra lly as a world-entity, i.e. 
cosmological rather than mora l terms. T his uH•a11s taking man just aa 
possible kind of present being and obtaini11~ fundamenta l 
man at this l<>vel of reflection. fter analy i11g Llw universal 
dental cosmological construction of the possibility of the unity of 
and freedom, Kant says: 'Let us apply this [ this aforementioned 
mental knowledge ] to experience. Man is one of thl' appearances of 
sensible world '.17 1 /\s appearance man must. hav<• a 11 em pirical 
'like all other things in nawre'.m Since a ll mHuralthings are 

they are a lways determined by appearances. l 11 so fa r as ap 
show themselves on! in and for sensibility, the occurrence of 
things is conditioned by sense. Also in the case of ' lifeless or 
animal nature we find no grow1d for thinking that any faculty is 
ditioned othen\'ise than in a merely sensible manner. Man, however, 
knows all the rest of nature through the scnsrs, knows himself 
through pure apperception '.m i\1an is a specia l kind of natural 
by vi r tue of th<' fart that he knows himsrlf. Mor<' precisely, it is 
self-knowledge as such , not se lf-consciousness in the formal sense, 
distinguishes rnan, but his particular ki nd of sr lf-knowledge ' 
pure apperception'. ' Pure' he re does not indicatr any deficiency or 
tion but something positive and superior, i.<'. as opposed to 
apperception'. 

What docs Kant mC'an with this? The concept of apperception plays 
major rol<' in thr Critique <if Pure R eason, and it is t.empting to dellll• 
it through the contC'xt of its treatment there. We remark at once, 
ever, that the int<'l'prNation of this conr<'pt, especially in 
Ka ntianism, is hopelessly confused. This cou ld not have occurred if 
<:rucial signi fica ncc of 011r passage had bc•en recog ni1.ed. Although 
dot•s not hPrC' disc1tss thr m<'aning and function of apperception for thf 

'' ' CPr{ \ '5 ~6. li '>7 ~. 
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tintnchng- of a universal m<'laphysics, he gi,·es th<• crucia l and most 

11111, crsa l description of its essence. ' Pure appern•ption' rn<'an~ ·actions 
nd 111nN detcrminatio11s which [man] cannot r<'gard as impressions of 

,l - -
th <' ~t> llS<'s'.' " Pure appC'rCC'ption as action invoke's a causality, a d<'lC'r-
111 in i 11g le tting-fol low such that what gets dNc•rm in rei is not just 
recl'i\l'd and acc<'pt.cd but originates from itself. Purr <l ppe rccption llwn 
nH' illlS g i,·ing oncsrlf to OHeself, and indeed 'simply' in existence [ im 
/)a.\l'tll . 1 ;~ not in what I am in myself [niclu in dem, was iclz an sich 
bill . I cannot know myself in tl'hat 1 am, but I can know tlzat 1 am. i.e. 
1 ran know my existrnce absolutely in its 'that'. This is because I always 
alr<'ady form, in all thinking and det.ermining, th<' ' !'-being as the ·1 
think'. I am absolutely given to myself only in the act of this determin
ing, and never prior to this as something present which determines. 
Th<' interprelation a nd conception of the 'J' depends on the essence of 
·1 -ness' il clzheit]. 

Pu re apperception is an action which is non -rC'ceptive, i.e. it involves a 
diiTNent re lation between cause and effect. Jt is a determination from 
itself rather than from something else. uch a non-empirical and non
receptive intelligible facu Lty is reason. But this means that reason is itself a 
kind of causali ty. 

In what way then does it become evident. that reason has a causalit.y? I n 
these actions of the ' j think' which we ourselves enact (in this kind of 
eiTC'rting) , we provide rules for the 'acting forces'. This provision of rules 
is a kind of determining. vVhat. we stipulate for our act ion has in each case 
an ·ought' character. '"Ought" expresses a kind of necessity and of con
tl<'c t ion with grounds whi ch is found nowhere> e lse in the whole of 
natur<'.' 1

;" Connection with grounds means a rrlation determined by a 
ground as such, a g roundi ng, defining, causing in the broad sense. Insofar 
a~ rt•ason is dNerminecl through the ought, 'it frames for itself with 
P<'r f<'ct spontaneity an order of its own according to ideas', 1~<~' i.e. opposed 
to Lhl' ord t> r of the lawfulness of appearances. The ought cannot itsrlf 
0 l'<·ur. hut is ~i\'(' 11 as such for reason, i.e. reprc•senwd as universally deter
n111llng. To r<'prC'sC'n t something 'universally' nwans to represent it in 
:·~11 1<'P(Hs. \\bat is univt•rsally represented, the ought as rul e, is a concept. 
l lt u., IIH' ground of tlw d<'LPrrnination of action is tlw concept: 'Tlw 
'·oug-ht " <'X pressc·s a possible action the g round of wh ich cannot h<' 
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anything but a llH' r<> concept; wlwrt'as in the case of a 11wrely naturq 
action I hP ground must a lways bt' an appt?araucC''. 1 ~ 1 

Tlw e.uenre qfthe callsality qfreason has thus bC'en clarified. Its actiOII. 
is an C'ffC'cting, as det<>rrninE'd by a prior rcpr<'sC'ntation of what is to take 
place, and as intrinsically rE'Iated to willing. In tiH' mode> of ful filled 
c>nactrnC'nt, such ought-governed action belongs within the order o1 
appC'arancC's. \\'ht>re, as with mau. action occurs in unity with nature, 
reason possesses an empi rical as wl'll as an intelligible character. 1'bt: 
empirical character is 'only tht: sensible schema' of the' intelligible 
actC'r. In regard to the Iauer there is no before and after. ' Reason is nr·-~"'

iu all the actions of men at aU times and under all circumstances, 
Always the sarne; but it is not itself in time. and dol's not fnll into any 
statc in which it was not before. I n respect to new states, it is no''"'' ''""''*.:...' 

not determinable.' 1
1.l

2 'Reason is the abiding condition of a ll those 
of thc wil l under [the gQise of which] man appears.''x' ' !\cason in 
causality is not subject to any conditions of appea rance or of time. 
SinC(' appearances a re not t hings-in-themselves, neither a rc they causee 
themselves. Only reason is a 'cause in itselr, pure causality so to 
The' elucidation of the unive rsal metaphysical construction of the 
unity of natur<' and freedom shows that there is indeed a world-entity 
which this unity factically exists, i.e. in man as a rational living being. 

Kant is concerned merely with the metaphysical possibi lity of the 
of natural causality and the causality of freedom. \Vhat does ' possi 
mean here? It means thinkability. But how is something shown to 

thinkable? By being thought without contradiction? To be sure, but 
logicalthinkabi lity, mere freedom from contradictions, is not an "" '....,,....., 
criterion for rnctaph rsical possibility. The essential unil,ersaltn~<•taJ?tnfSu;• 

ground of the possibility of the unity of the two causalities lies in 
fact that appearance are determinable as both intelligible and sensible. 
Tl'Sj)<'Ct of the particular appearance (world -entity) which is man, 
means: ' :\Ian, who in this way regards himself as intC'Ilig<'nce, puts h 

s<>lf in a diffcrcnl order of things and in a relationship to d<>termi 
grounds of' an altogethl'l' differ<>n t kind when he thinks of himself as all 

int<>lligerH'<' with a will and thus as endowed with rausa li ty, compared 
with t ha t othc•r ordc•r of th ings and that other set of tlCLNmining groundl 
wlti r lt bN'Oill<' rC'IPvant whPII he perceives hirnsC'If as a plwnomcnon ill 

'" LPI{ \ 'i ~7 f., B 'i7? f. 
' "

1 Cl'l\ ,\ 'i'ib, B '51H . 
•.. Cl'l\ \ 'i'i ~. B 'iXI. 

'"' Cl'l\ ,\ 'i'ib, B '5X k 
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till' \\'orld of sense (as lw r<>ally is also) and submi ts his causality to 
c' ll'rual determi nation ac('ord i ng to natura I laws. • IM> 

\\ <' have arrived at th<" goal of the first way to freC'dom. \\ hat have w e 

)t';ll'llt from our renections:1 Freedo111 is a non-empiricaL (intelligible) kind 
ol~"''"salizv. As a ca-usality of reason, freedom can come' into unit.'~'' ll'ith 
;he t ""'alit_Y of natllre. With this conceplion of the result w<" remain within 
thr limit of a purely co mological consideration of beings wherein man. 
the !wing whom we know to be free, is just one being am ong others and as 
such has no priority over other beings. J ndeed, man does not e\·eu provide 
the primary and crucial motive for the problem of freedom, which arises 
frolll the thematic task of a knowledge of the totality of appearances 
(world), as the transcendentaL idea of unconditioned causality. We now 
cor1rc to Kant's second way to freedom. 

1
"' Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, p. Ill (IV, 457). 
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The Second \Yay to Freedom in the Kantian System. 
Pr·a c tica l Freedom as Specific to Man 

as a Rational Be ing 

In thus going o,·er to Kant's second way, this is someLhing external: 
givt> the impn•ssion that the two ways run independently alongside 
other and that we arc now jumping in unrnediatcd fashion from the 
to til<' sccond. J n a certain sense this is so and in another sense not. 
preciscly the direction of the first way not on ly makes it clear that 
id<'a of frccdom arises in the course of reason's inner dissension in 
tltinking of th <' world, but a lso allows us to se<' a lbe it from a 
rcstricted perspective - a freedom which is quite d!fferenlly siLUatcd 
impossible to reach from the first way itself. T his is the freedom of 
"lo be sure, we emphasized that from the perspective of the first 
human freedom is just one case of cosmological freedom. But the q 
remains as to whether this is the only possible way of seeing freedom, 
whether another perspecti,·e is possible, indeed necessary. lf this is so 
the second way turns out to be imperative. But furtlwr, if there is a 
way to freedo;n , and to the freedom of man as such, and if man retnata. 
pa;ticular bcing within the world, then what the first way to 
establishes also holds for the second. In fact, Kant himsclf explicitly 

tains that th<' contcnt of the cosmological problem of freedom is just 
is g<'nuin<'ly problematical in the problem of freedom . It is thus clear 
although tltc second way must be considered in its own tNms, the r~;WI-

of tlw first way are not irrelevant to it. The second way is · 
shortl'l", which doC's not mean that the probleuts posed therein are 

casicr to master. 

.~ 26. Nlan as a /Jein{{ <if Sense nnd Reason 179 

.~· 26. The Essence of Man as a Being of Sense and Reason. 
The Distinction Betu•een '/i·anscendental and Practical Freedom 

a) The EsscncP of :VIan ( ll umanity) as Person ( Personality). 
Personality and :elf-Responsibility 

·nw st'cond way aims at freedom not as a possible kind of causality in the 
" ·oriel bm as the spec~fic characteristic o/ man as a rational being. I nsofar 
as man. as belonging to the world, falls under the idea of freedom dis
covered along the first way, the freedom of man is also already noticed 
there. but it is not made thematic as a specific characteristic. For that to 
occur. man must be considered otherwise than in the cosmological discus
sion. i.e. man must be considered precisely in respect of what dis
tinguishes him. Now what is distinctive to man is his personality. Kant 
emplovs this expression in a definite terminological meaning. We say, for 
example, that at a social gathe ring various 'personalities' were present, 
meaning people who 'are something', or of whom it is in any case said 
that they 'are somebody'. Kant does not use the word in this sense, indeed 
he does not use it in the plural at all. For Kant, the personality is that 
which constitutes the essence of the person as person, the being a person. 
This essence can be referred to only in the singular. I n corresponding 
fashion. animality refers to what is specific to animals, and humanity 
refers to what is specific to human beings rather than to all humans taken 
collectively. 

In what does the personality of a person consist? We can understand 
this if we consider the personality as distinct from the humanity and 
animality of man. 1 All these elements go together to define the full 
esseuc<' of man. To be sure, the traditional definition of man recognizes 

only two elements: homo animale rationale, man as the animal endowed 
with reason. It is thus animality which characterizes man as a living 
hPing. Heason is the second moment , but this does not make up the 
ront<'nt of what Kant calls humanity. Jt is, rather, humanity that charac
~f'riws man as both a living and a rational b<'ing. T he relation to animality 
1 ~ <"Otllained in the conc<'pt of hultlanity. In a certain sense, Kant's under
~tancli~tg of humanity is given by tlte traditional definition. But humanity 
111 this specific sense does 110t t'xltaust the esse11ce of man, which is 

1 U . Kant. R eligion ll' ithur the l .inutl c!f"R ea\On -!lone, tr.mslat(•d by TIH'odon• :\ I. 
( t"«•nt· .lnd lloyt II. Hudson. lla qwr and Hnw. ~{·w York, t9'H. Book One, Section ll 

I, II)·~) . 
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realized and genuinely defined only in pPrsonality. This makes man not 
j11st a rational being but a being capable of accountabilizy. Such a being 
musl be capable of seif-responsibilii_Y. The e.~sence C?f person, the personll[. 
i1y, f'Onsists in self-responsibility. Kant expressly emphasizes that the 
definition of man as rational animal does not suffice, for a being can be 
ratioual without bring rapable of arting on behalf of itself, of being 
practical for itself. Reason could be purely theoretica l, such that man'e 
actions were guided by reason, but with his impulses stemming entirely 
from sensibility, i.e. from his animality. The essence of man, if this is not 
exhaustively defined by his humanity, consists precisely in his goiac 
beyond himself, as person, in personality. Thus Kant defines 'persona!itf 
as 'that which elevates man above himself as part of the world of sense'• 
The essence of man consists of more than just his humanity as the unit~ 
of reason and sensibility. Genuine being-human, the essence of humanitj 
itself, resides in the person. So Kant also employs the expression ' hlliiUlDI 
ity' as the formal term for the total and proper essence of man, speakiai 
of the 'humanity in his person'.; J 

If we understand man not as a sensory world-entity, not cosmologicaOk 
but rather in his personality, what we have in view is a self-responsihi§ 
being. Self-responsibility is the fundamental kind of being deterrniniltj 
distinctively human action, i.e. ethical praxis. How do we encounr.f· 
freedom here, when we take man according to his being a person, .. 
personality? 

b) The Two Ways to Freedom and the Distinction between 
Transcendental and Practical Freedom. 

Possibility and Actuality of Freedom 

Just as was the case in regard to Kant's first way to freedom, an under· 
standing of his second way depends on paying close attention to the 
natw·e of the problematic and not just to the enunciated content. 
VVe would fall into the latter error were we to content ourselves with 
establishing that the first way treats freedom in the context of the totalitY 
of nature, thus as a concept of theoretica l philosophy, while the second 
way treats freedom as a concept of praf'tical philosophy, viewing the 
human hring as a responsible autonomous acting practica l nature, i.e. 81 

prrson. 

J Critiqul' qf Prartiral R.ea.um. p. I ~n (\', H6). 
' Criuque if Practical R eason, p. 19+ ( \ ", HH). 
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In the first way, the concept of freedom arises in ronnection with the 
q1wst ion as to how the totality of appearances can itself be determined. 
~uch a question is 'transcendental' in Kant's sense. i.e. it is directed to the 
conditions of the possibility of knowing objects as such. Thus the concept 

0 f fn,edom in Kant's first way is the concept of transcendelllal.freedom. 
()n 1 h P otner hand, the concept of freedom in his second way, the concept 
oriented to ethical praxis, is what Kant calls 'practical freedom'. After all 
our discussions, we understand these distinctions and expressions in a 

111orc• definite and lively manner than was possible at the beginning of the 
lect ur<' course, where we introduced Kant's two concepts of freedom 
)llercl_v through examples. But we still do not understand what is specific 
w Kant's second way, i.e. we still do not understand the problematic which 
lies hidden under the heading 'practical freedom'. As long as we are 
lacki nR in this understanding, we shall also be unable to grasp the prob
lematic of the first way. This is so in spite of the fact that the first way 
appears to be independent of the second, but apparently not vice versa. 
Kanl himself emphasizes in the Foundations of the Metaphysics of 
Morals that 'speculative philosophy' (i.e. the treatment of the problem of 
t.he Antinomies) 'clears the way for practical philosophy'.4 

How are we to obtain a better understanding of the specific problem
atic of the second way? Can the first way give us a guideline here, assum 
ing that we keep in view not just the results of the first way but also and 
primarily its problematic? The first way asked after freedom by inquiring 
into the possibility of its unity with the causa lity of nature. So there it is a 
quPstion merely of the possibility of freedom, not of actual freedom or of 
the freedom which actually exists in man. Accordingly, the problem of the 
second way will be to discuss and demonstrate actually existing freedom 
as tht· freedom of the ethically acting human being. The firs/ way treats 
Lhe possible freedom of a present bein~ in general, the second treats the 
an uai.JI-eedom of a specific present being, i.e. of 1he human being as 
penon. 

' l·imndatw tl.f qfthe 1/etap!ty.<~cs if \/orals, p. It I (1\", -~'>7) . 
f2G-I-265] 
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§ 27. The A ctuali{y ~f /Iuman (Practical) Freedom 

a) Freedom as Fact. 
The Factuality (Actunlity) of Practical Freedom in El11ieal Praxis and the 

Problem of Its ' Experience'. 
The Practical Heal ity of lt'reeclom 

I low can the actual fr<'edom of the person become a problem? Wbea 
something actual becomes as such a problem, i.c. becomes questionab~ 
what has to be decided is whether it is actual or not. In the end, such t 
question can only be seuled if the actuality in question is exhibited aa1 
made accessible. It is a matter, therefore, of exhibitin~ freedom as a faat 
in human beings. Formally speaking, this is thc same kind of task • 
showing that human bei ngs eat meat. To be sure, not all humans do 8116 
meat; there are some exceptions. It is the same in the case of f reedOJIIIt 
for it often happens that people who could act freely do not do so in f~ 
e.g. because of some mental state that renders them unaccountable fqft 
their actions. I t is only in and from experience that we can decide a 
the actual practical freedom of human beings. Accordingly, the con 
of practical freedom is an 'empirical concept'. But Kant denies 
'T his [practical ) freedom is not an empirical concept. '~ ' We could 
prove freedom to be actual in ourselves and in human nature.t6 Practicll 
freedom cannot be proved 'as something actual'. T his means, then, thiS 
the actuality of practical freedom is not a problem; as with cosmologiell 
freedom we can inquire only into its possibili~y. But its possibility hill 
precisely been decided by the first way to freedom. Since this first wa"f 

shows that the frcedorn of a world-entity is possible in nature, the 
possibility of the fr<'edorn of the person in the context of the aoiln8 
nature of man is also demonstrated. Jt is impossible to demonstrate 
practical freedom as something actual; to demonstrate the possibility al 
practical freedom is unm•ccssary. The second way to freedom thus loeel 
all point and sense. Bill if there is ind<'cd a second way to freedoA 
where Kant treats of a pra<·tical frt>edom uuconsidered in the first way. 
the question arises as to the sense in u·hirh prartiral freedom at all 
becomes a problem. 

We are surrounded by gn•at difric:ultiPs. \Vhat app<·ars, as long as we 
tncrdy rt>ad off n·sults and <'Stablish opinions, to lw a smooth and obvioUS 

FomuiatmJH, pp. I til It (I\ . ~'l')). 
' Foundation f. pp. to) ·~ ( 1\ , ·14M). 
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tJ 1:-t inction betwecn cosmological and practical fr<'edom. pron•s thoroughly 
duhwus as soon as we remember that philosophizing is here ~oing on. :\ot 
!1 11 h· do we not kno"'' how the actual freedom of man is to be determined, 
,,·1• clo not even know how to inquire into this. Only one negati,·e point is 

1111tially clear, namely that practical freedom, according to Kant's own 

111~tunbiguous statf'n1C'nt, is not an empirical conc<'pl. ll owcver, this state
ttll'tll nms up against Kant's contrary claim, in thc Critique of.Jud{{ement, 
that practical freedom is a 'fact'.7 'lo be sure, the latter statement comes 
fj, <' wars ( 1790) after the first ( 1785). Freedom as a fact. thus as 
c'perienceable, and practical freedom as not an <'mpirical concept. Can 
thesf' be reconciled? 

Tlw easiest solution in such cases is to say that the philosopher has 
changed his standpoint. ' uch things do happen, and Kant's philosophy is 
rich i11 'overturnings'. These, however, cannot be comprehended by the 
disastrous method of the common understanding which wants to hold up 
different results agai11st each other. By contrast, a genuine and sub
stantively necessary overturning is always a sign of inner continuity and 
thus can be grasped only from the whole problematic. When confronted 
b,· opposing statements we must always exert ourselves to understand the 
underlying problem. lt will then emerge that no change of standpoint in 
fact occurs. 

nc want to define the problem of practical freedom by answering the 
<jUC'Stion of whether Kant's conflicting statements conceruing practical 
frl'Niom can be reconciled. That is, we want to indicate lww the actual 
freedom of man - as distinct from the possibility of a world-entity's 
fret>dom in general - can be interrogated. 

Fn'edom is not an empirical concept of experience, yet freedom 
is a fart. vVhat is a fact? Kant distinguishes three kinds of 'knowable 
thtn~rs': 'matters of opinion', 'matters of fact', 'matters of faith '.~ Res facti 
(lcwt:.} are ·objects for concepts whose objective rcality [among present 
<lbJI'<'ts 1 .•• can b<' proved'.'' If we can demonstrate what we represent as 
0 <"<·urring among presC'nt objects, i.e. as belonging to the being-present 
of ohjPcts, then it (<'.g. a house) is a fact. Its realil is objective. What is 
r~'al i 11 a r<'prcsC'n ta tion is its what-content. D<'IIIOIIStrati ng that some
thtng- lwlongs among thC' obj ects that can 1}(' <•ncotuttcred as pr<'sent 
111 ' ·oh<·s presenting in an inLUition what was initially just conceptually 

( ·nttque o/ Jurlf{f'llll'lll. !:i 1J I, p. '>b2 ( \", ·1-69). 
( mique tif Judf{t'lll<' lll, S ll I. p. )()0 ( \·. ·~57). 
( nttque tif Judf{f'lllt'lll. S I) I. p. )()I ( \ ·. ·1-68). 
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represented: the presentation of tlw universal thou~ht in an immediate 
representing of a corresponding pre ent indil'idual thin~. 

The kind of intuitive presentation most familiar to us is experUnce, 
whether one·s own or as mediated by others. But intuitive presentatiOQ 
can also occur through pure reason, and indeed 'from tiH' theoretical or 
practical data of the samc'. 111 In auy case, the proof of the objectivity 
of the real must al·ways be> intuitive presentation, i.e. bringing som ethU., 
to givenness. There arc different ways of giving. I Jere Kant mainUU.. 
that there are data of both theoretical and practical reason. Earlier, duriar 
our preparation for the problem of the Antinomies, we heard of peculie 
representations, the ideas. which conceive of a totality and of unco~ 
tionedness beyond anything experienceable. In principle. therefore, -
idea cannot be intuitively presented. Experience always gives too little;. 
But freedom is an idea: by freedom we understand unconditioned c~ 
ity. Now Kant says: 'Tt is very remarkable, howf•vcr, that even an idea eC 
reason is to be found among the matters of fact: the idea of freedom.' 
So this thesis claims that what we represent conceptually under freed 
can be presented in a corresponding intuition. Clearly, this intuition 
what is thought in the idea of freedom cannot be experience. For 
belongs to the essence of an idea to go beyond all experience, i.e. not 
be intuitively presentable in experience. But Kant explicitly says 
there are intuitive presentations other than those of experience. So fi 
do not exist only in the domain of the experience of present nat 
things. Freedom can very well be a fact without being an emp · · 
concept. The two assertions, tl1at freedom is a fact, and that freedom • 
not an empi rica l conrept, are by no means inconsistent with onel 

another. However, it still remains unclear how this non-e:rperien.tia/lr 
demonstrable factuali{r (actuality) of freedom is to be undersoood. 
especially since Kant says that the idea of freedom is exhibited ia 
experience. To the ne11• concept q( factualit_Y there corresponds a Tid 

concept c:if experience. 
One could give tlw whole' problem a twist that would lead to a simple 

solution. One could point out that Kant does not say that freedom is a fact. 
but rather that 'the idea of frC'edom' is a fact. This means that it is a fact 
that we have the idea of freedom, that in our reprC'seut iug, as a contexture 
of occurrences of rnental arts, therE> a lso occurs tlw act of representing 
fn·edom. This representing is H fact which says nothing about the 

'' Cnttqw! (!( Judf!NtiCIII. S 91. p. %2 (\ '. 469). 
1 ( 'rill que if Judf!PIIII'tll. S 9 t . p. %2 ( \ ". 469). 
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.u·tu.tlity of what is repres<'nted. T he representing and thinking of prac
ur.d lrC't>dom can always be exhibited through psychologiral experience. 
Jl11wt'' cr, such an interprNation of Kant would be quitf' erroneous. Kant 
clot·~ 111decd say that the idea of freedom is a fact, but this means precisely 
d1at what is conceptually represented (objectively inwnriNI) in this idea 
ran lw intuitively present<'d as actual. Kant explicitly says of the idea of 
rn·!'clcllll: 'Among all tht' ideas of pure reason this is the only one whos<' 
ohJl'ct is a matter of fact, and must be included among the scibilia'. 1

l 

Thl' problem cif actual.freedom is thus to demonstrate its actuality. But 
th i~ is something different to pointing out, from experience. some actual 
ca~1• of being-free. It means demonstrating the kind c:if actuality c:if free
dom and its mode of intuitive validation. Freedom is a fact, i.e. thefactual
m· o( this fact is precisely the crucial problem. When Kant says that 'we 
r~ul~lnol prove freedom to be actual in ourselves and in human nature',1} 
this nJE>ans only that freedom cannot be experienced in the manner of a 
natural thing. The reality of a natural thing is in every case objective, i.e. 
its what -content can be found in the actual objects of spatio-temporal 
experience. If freedom is not like this, yet is still factual, the reality of 
frN•dom must be capable of intuitive presentation in a mode other than 
that applicable for natural things. The reality of freedom requires another 
k111d of actuaLity than that exhibited by natural objects, i.e. the reality of 
freedom is not an objective reality. Alternatively, if one conceives actuality 
(as Kant does here) as objective actuality, one could say that the objectivity 
of fret>dom differs from the objectivity of natural things. The factuality 
rorre.\ponding to the idea cf freedom is that of prtLr.is. We experience the 
rrality of freedom in practical wi ll-governed action. Freedom possesses 
fJI~u·ttml reality, i.e. its objective rt>ality is practical in respect of its object
ivit,·. \\e can 1~ow und<'rstand Kant's statement that 'among the matters of 
far( tlwre is also 'the idC'a of freedom, whose reality, as a specific kind of 
C"il\1 \,tl itv . . . can bt> established in actual actions, hence in experience, 
throu~h prartica I laws of pure reason '.11 H ere we have at the same time 
an 111dication of th<' clirC'ction in which the problem of actual freedom, 
th.ct 1'>. of the actualitv of frC'edorn. is to be soug-ht. The reality of the idea 
()j ln ·pdo111, what is reprPst•nwd in the concept of tht' Pssenr<' of freedom, 
1 '' 11 ht· t>xhibiwd as artual ' through practical laws of purP r<•ason'. 

li) 'i lnrnnarize. 'J'lw S(•coctcl wnv posc·s tht" proble111 of nctual freedom , 

C nltque of Judf!t' IIWIII. ~ 91. p. :,{)2 ( \ . ~6!J}. 
J·;,,mtffl/t;;m. pp. t II) ~ ( I\ . ~~tl). 
( nil que of Judf!Citl<"lll. ~ q t. p. '>62 ( \ ·. ·~6Q). 
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i.e. the question concerning the actuali~y <?[freedom. Answering thia 
question irwolvC's dC'lc>rrnining the mode of possible kuowledge of actu.I 
freedom: the problem q/ the specific essence of the 'experience' if freedona 
in will-gol'erned action. The first way inquires into the possibility of 1 
unity between frC'edom and nature; the sc•cond way inquires into fl"ee
dom's kind<?[ artu{l/ity, i.e. in Ka nt's tcrrns, into the way in whicb the 
idea of freedom can be demonstrated as acliiA I in its reality. It can be 
dC'monstrated through the' practical lAws of pure reason, so its reality il 
practical. Jn its essernial content, freedom belongs in the actuality of the 
practical. To demonstrate the reality of freedom means finding grounds to 
prove 'that freedom does in fact belong to the human will (and tbus to the 
will of all rational bcings)'_l~ Once again , this sounds as if freedom can be 
demonstrated empirically as something present. After what has been sai4 
however, we can sec that the problem concerns the way in which the 
actuality (factua lity) of freedom is to be understood. Clearly, this questiGif 
needs to be answered before actually existing freedom ca n itself become 
problem. If we can succeed in showing how the factur~lity of freedom is te 
be understood, this will give a preliminary indication of the nature CJ1 
that 'experience' which makes actual freedom accessible as such. 

Practical action is the way of being of the person. Experience 
practical freedom is experience of the person as person. Personality is 
proper essence of man. Experience of the person is at the same · 
the essential experience of man, the mode of knowing which reveals mllll 

in his proper actuality. ' Jo be sure, Kant does not speak of the 'experienell 
of the person as such. Yet while Kant reserves the term 'experience' for 
the disclosure of natural things, the former way of speaking is entirely 
consonant with his general problematic. Since Kant did not proceed 
any further, the problem of the factuality of freedom has become sur
rounded by difficulties and misunderstandings. T hese have in no way 
been overcome today, indeed they have not even been squarely facecL 
The philosophy of value in particular represents a total distortion of the 
genuinely Kantian problem. 

b) The Essence of Pure Reason r~s Practical. 
Pure P ractical Reason as P ure \Nill 

Kant's thesis conceming the actuality of freeciom runs as follows: the 
objectire rea!izl· l!/.fH'edolll rrw be demonstratal on(r throu{!lz practical 

" Critique of Prantral Ut•a1o11. p. 129 ( \'. 16). 
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/all"' <?lpure reason. This thesi lays down the genuine task of the second 
,,,,,. and also the specific problematic. The factuality of freedom can be 

1~t- 111tHIStrated only from and in the factuality of the. practical lawfulness 
nl p11re reason. Tn brief, the fact of freedom is accessible only in the 

1111dt·rstanding of the farticity cf freedom. The facticity of freedom can 
be dernonstrated and clari ficd only from the facti city cf pure reason as 
pmctiral. So the question becomes: wlzat is the essenre cf pure reason 

11 , practiraP Further, what kind cf factuaLity belongs to the essence of pure 
pmrtical reason? The essence of something is what prescribes its mode 
of factuality (actuality). 

In mo,;ng from the first to the second way, we said that the latter aims 
at tht• freedom of man as a ratjonal being. But what is distinctive to man is 
his personality, the essence of which is self-responsibility. The authentic 
ess<'nce of the humanity of man, thus also the essence of pure reason as 
practical, must be understood from self-responsibility. We have already 
quot<>d Kant's thesis and the task contained therein: to demonstrate the 
objective reality of freedom solely through the practical laws of pure 
reason. \Ve are now asking: what is the essence of pure reason as practical? 
This involves the general question of the nature of practical reason as 
such. \\l1at do 'practical' and 'praxis' mean? Praxis means action. But we 
know that action as such is the relation of a subject of causality to the 
eff<'ct. Praxis is the particular kind of action made possible by a wiLl, i.e. 
su<·h that the relation of the subject of the causation, the determining 
instance, to the effect, occurs through will. The will is 'a power to act 
according to concepts'. A concept is the representation of something, 
bf'ing able and willing to act according to what is thus represented. For 
rxarnple, the determining instance may be the representation of the 
sciE>ntific education of man. What is represented in this representation can 
drtPrmine an action. An effect that is determined in this way is will
gu,!'rnt>d. i.e. praxis. According to Kant's way of speaking, an action can 
at", I><' caused by a machine, but since the machine and its parts do not act 
tlrrough willing, there is in this case no effecting through concepts. 

\\i ll is th<> pow!'r of acting in the sense of prr~xis. ll owever, to will there 
hdougs this dct!'nnining representation of sonwthing. Conceptual repre
'•·uliu~ is a r:nauer of the· understanding. InsofAr as what is represented 
1 uun • .l · · · · · 1 · · 1 1 on~ <IS uPtC'rlllllllllg lll!>lanc-e, as pnnctp C', n•preSI' ttlrng rnvo vest It' 
1
"fliH·rty for n •lating to principles, i.e·. reason. \\'ill a11d reason belong 

1"1-(t·tlll•r as a r<"preSC'IIting that detPnninps an c•ff<'<"l within praxis. If/ill i.\ 
'''•lltulfr other than JUYtrtiral reason and L'ice rena. Practical reason is will, 
I.e· a capacizr IO ej/n t an ording 10 the rcpre\etllation qf somethin{! a .. \ 
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principle. Kant often speaks of ' practical reason' or of ' the will of l 

rational bcing'. 1
to Reason is practical as ·a cause determining the will'." 

Will is 'causality through reason', 1 ~ i.e. reason in its practical employment, 
practical reason. :o ' practical knowledge' has to do exclusively with 'the 

. . d f h ' 11' ,,, detcrrntmng groun o t e wt . 
\Yc arc inquiring into the essence of pure practical reason. When we 

speak of practical reason we are not considering reason in its relation to 
objects; instead, we have to do with a will. We are considering reason in itt 
relation to the ' will and its causality',11

' i.e . we are asking about how re81011 
determines the will. But what does it mean to say that pure reason il 
practical? Pure reason is a representing of something. What is represented 
in pure reason does not derive from experience and is not directed to~ 
experience. If I represent to myself human beings possessing a speci&j 
kind of education, and if what I thus represent determines my acti~ 
then this action is will-governed, practical, but not through pure reUOIIF
For here the determining instance, this representation of a specific kiQ4 
of education, is obtained through experience of actual ly present h~ 
beings with definite characteristics. What determines the will are 
experienceable beings that are to be brought forth . The will is 
determined a priori independently of experience, i.e. it is not p 

determined will. 
When is a will determined a prion? When is practical reason prac · 

as pure reason? When it is not determined by that which is to be eftecl:elllll'l 
nor by the representation of such, but by ... by what then? Is th-. 
anything that could determine the will other than the representation~· 
desired effect? What is brought about by the will is always somethi!lt 
actual and empirical. The will is 'a faculty ... either of bringing fo ... 
objects corresponding to representations, or of determining itself, i.e. ill 
causality to effect such objects'.l 1 Will is the capacity to de termine o~e't 
causality, to determine oneself in one's causation. In what way determi.n« 
Either through something represented that is to be brought fo~ 
(effected), or otherwise what? What other possibilities of determinauOII 
does the will possess? ow if will can determine its own causation, it haJ 
thP possibi li ty of determining itself in its causation through itself. What 

"' Foundations, p. 103 (fV, 448). 
11 Foundations, p. II '~ note (IV, 460). 
'" Foundations, p. II 'i {IV, 461 ). 
'" Cntique of Practical Reason, p. 146 (\ ', '>5). 
"' Cntique of Prnrtiral Reason, p. 143 (\ ', 32). 
Jt Cntique of Prartirt1l Rell$011, p. 128 ( V, I '5). 
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docs this mean? /l.s the capacity to bring about so111ething corresponding 

10 n•prescntations, the will is itself representing the possible· determining 
c:rrou nd for its willing. \\'ill -governed determining is intrinsically 
r . 
·aclclr<' sed' to itself. In will -governed representing, therefore, willing is 
a wars and n ecessaril · co-represented. The willing as such can thus be 
represented as the determining instance. If this occurs, willing as such 
is tlw determining instance of the will. Jn this case willing takes its 
cfNcrrnining ground not from somewhere else but.from itself. And what 
ci<WS willing take from itself? It takes itself, in its essPnce. 

The will is the determining instance for itself. It determines itself 
from what it is itself in its essence. T he essence of the will is thus the 
clrtermining instance for willing. uch a willing is determined solely 
through itself, not through anything experienceable, i.e. empirical. Such a 
will is pure will. Pure will is pure reason which, for itself alone, deter
mines itself to will-governed action, i.e. to praxis. Pure will is pure reason 
which is practical only for itself. We can now understand the statement 
with which Kant opens the thematic discussion in the Foundations if the 
Metaphysics if Nlorals: 'Nothing in the world - indeed nothing even 
beyond the world - can possibly be conceived which could be called good 
without qualification except a good will.' Jl What is good without qualifica
tion is what is to be highly valued in itself: 'The good will is not good 
because of what it effects or accomplishes or because of its adequacy to 
achieve some proposed end; it is good only because of its willing, i.e. it is 
good of itself. ,l} Qua will, i.e. insofar as it only wills willing, a good will is 
absolutely good. Qua absolutely good, a good will is a pure will. 

\\'t- have now presented the essence of pure practical reason as pure will. 
.\ nd vet we are still not adequately prepared for understanding Kant's 
thesis that the objective reality of freedom can be demonstrated only 
through practical laws of pure reason.t4 What are these laws of pure 
praetiC"al reason? How do we arrive at these laws? They belong to pure 
prac·tiC"al reason, thus to the pure will. What does the pure will have to do 
wuh laws, and what is the law of the pure will, the fundamental law of 
pur(• practical r(•ason? 

Foundations. p. 'i'i ( 1\', )()3). 
. l·inau/ations. p. 56 ( I\', ~~H). 

1 
( ;c Cntique of Judru•nu•11t, S <)I. p. ~IJ2 ( \ , ·~69): cf. above p. tH'i. 
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c) The Actuality of Pure Practical Reason in the Moral Law 

Pure will is that willing which is determined solely by the essence of Will 
as such. Pure willing is the willing of one's OWJ1 essence as will. The 
determining instance for pure \vi ii, the causation for this itself, resides in 
its own essence insofar as this is represented as determining, i.e. is willed 
purely. But the causation, the causal ity of something, is a lways the law of 
the existence of something. In Kant's words, this means that 'the concept 
of causality always contains a relation to a law which determines tbe 
existence of the many in their relation to one another'.2' The law of pure 
will does not pertain to this or that representable effect but is the law for 
the existence of the will, i.e. the will is the willing itself. Pure ~ 
however, i.e. the essence of the will as determinatively representing pure 
willing, is the mode of law-giving. Everything that determines contaiua 
nothing other than the mode and form of the will 's pure willing iD 
and for itself. This mode as pure, the form of the how, is the mode ol 
law-giving for willing. When this alone is determining, then the law 
of pure will is nothing else than the form of law-giving for a pure will 

It thus emerges that the basic law of the pure will, of pure practict/1 
reason, is nothing else than the form of law-giving . This is the meanin& 
of the statement that the basic law of ethics is a formal law. 'Formal' is~ 
counter-concept to 'material'. If these expressions are understood in tb6 
vulgar sense, i.e. if their genuine metaphysical meaning is not recognizeciJ 
'formal' will have connotations of emptiness and indefiniteness. A formal 
ethical law will then be something empty, i.e. saying nothing about whatl 
should materially do. An ethics based upon a formal law would necessarilJ 
fail, for actual practical e thical action always requires definite decisioD& 
Such an ethic remains stuck in forma lism. Instead of this, varioUI 
attempts (Max Scheler, icolai Hartmann) are today made to construct • 
material ethic of value. But this interpretation, in rejecting Kant's ethic:l 
as formalistic, totally misunderstands the crucial problem in the concept 
of ' the formal' . This is because the factua lity of pure practical reason doel 
not become a central problem. The law of pure will is formal but not 
empty. Instead, the form of the law is precisely the decisive, proper, and 
determining instance in relation to the law. . . 

What is genuinely law-giving for willing is the actual pure willlng 
its1>lf and nothing else. Unless pure willing, as t.he genuin ely actual of all 
Nhical action, acwally wills itself, a material tabl e of values - however 

1~ Critique qf Practical Reason. p. 196 ( V, 91l). 
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finely structured and comprehensive - remains a pure phantom with no 
bindi ng force. This willing of itself is allegedly empty, bul at bottom it is 
pr~'cise ly this which is most concrete in the lawfulness of e thica l action. 
·nw ethicality of action does not consist in realizing so-called values, but 
in the actual willing to take responsibility, in the decision to exist within 
this responsibility. 

Y1•t to will the essence of willing - is this not in fact an empty willing? 
\\"ha t kind of will is it which purely wills itself? Such a will determines 
its own will i11g unconditionally. It cannot help but be in harmony with 
itself, its pure essence, i.e. it cannot but be good. And a will that cannot 
but be good is a perfectly good will, or as Kant says, a holy, divine will. 

However, where the pure will does not unconditionally obey its oWl1 
essence, but rather, as in the case of a finite being possessing sensibility, 
can and does become determined by other motives, the pure law-giving of 
the will has the character of a command or imperative, i.e. of a 'you 
ought'. To the holy willing (to the necessarily good will) the law is simply 
whal it in any case wills. But to the contingently good will the law is the 
'ought' of pure willing. What 'ought to be' is pure willing, i.e. the willing 
that does not aim at something else attainable by willing. The law of the 
will does not say 'you ought' in the conditional sense, e.g. you ought to be 
truthful if you wish to be respected in human society. Instead, the law 
spPaks uncondit~onally: you ought to act in such and such a way, with no 
ifs and buts. Now in logic a statement of the form 'if-then' is called 
'hypothetical' (tm69&cn<;, presupposition), while a simple 'is' statement is 
called 'categorical'. An ought which is subject to conditions is a hypo
theticnl imperative, but the ought demanded by pure willing is a categor
ical imperative. Thus the .fimdamentallaw if a finite pure willing, i.e. of a 
pure prac:tical reason, is a categorical imperative. How then does it run?, so 
We> ask quite involuntarily. But it is not at all permissible to ask this now. 
Why not? Let us once again reflect upon our task and upon what we have 
a1' hiPved thus far. We are concerned to understand the thesis that the 
obj!'ctive reality of freedom can only be demonstrated through the prac
ti<·a l laws of pure reason. We have discovered the fundamental law of 
flurp practical reason, and have thus attained the necessary basis for dem -
011'>lrating the factuality of freedom in Kant's sense. 
. l lavp Wf' really arrived at the fundamental law of pure practical reason? 

Could we have obtained this at all? How have we proceeded thus far? We 
Ita,,. discussed what belongs to the idf'a of a pure will as such, i.e. what 
P•n·1· practical rC'"ason is as such. Further, we have discussed the rwcessary 
(·hara!'t('r of the law of a purC' will insofar as fiuite will is simultaneously 
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determined through sensibility. V\'e have seen that the law must be 
a categoriC'al imperative. But we have .110t yet demonstrated that ll 

law whi ch has the form of the categorical imperative actually exista, 
We have not even shown that finite pure practical reason actually 

exists. 

d) The Categorical Imperative. 
On the Question of Its Actuality and 'Universal Validity' 

After all this it will be said that, while the actual existence of finite pure 
practical reason has admittedly not been demonstrated, such demonst;ra.. 
tion is in any case unnecessary. Man just 'is' a finite rational heine. 
Whether man is the only such being remains unknown and is irrelevant 
to our purposes. I t is enough that one such being, i.e. man, factually exiasl. 
Or is this also in need of demonstration? We cannot see how we hW1181l 
beings are supposed to provide a factual proof that we factually exist. The 
demand for such a proof is senseless. But granted this, does it follow that 
we exist, or that our existence is self-evident? And if we do assume this 81 

self-evident, does it follow that a pure practical reason exists? This is opea. 
to doubt. Not only do we not know whether the existence of man impli• 
the existence of a pure will, we do not even know what the factual 
existence of a pure will is supposed to be. For in the end, the factuality ol 
a pw·e wil l, i.e. existence in and as pure will, is something totally different 
from the being-present of man as a world-entity. So the factuality of tbe 
fundamental law of pure practical reason, and thus also of a categorical 
imperative, is of a nature all its own. 

The possibility of proving the factuality of practical freedom depends 
on demonstrating the fact of a pure practical reason. Freedom 'is revealed 
by the moral law'.26 Thus the latter must itself first be revealed as actuaL 
lf the factuality of freedom is shown by its actuality, then the possibility 
of freedom is also established. VVhat is actual must be possible. If the 
actua lity of freedom has a nature all its own, so also must the possibility 
of freedom . In regard to the first way to freedom this means that the 
possibility of practical freedom cannot be immediately equated with the 
possibility of transcendental freedom. The specific problem of the second 
way is thus noticeably sharpened. Our previous construction of the idea of 
a pure will, of a complete, necessary and contingently pure will, and of 
the kind of lawfulness (categoricil l impt>rative) belonging to this, still doef 

1
" CritifJill' q( Prartieal Reason. p. I 19 ( V, '>). 
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110t prove thefactualit.r C?f a pure practical reason. We know only that this 
factua lity has a nature all its own, which does not coincide with the being
pr(·sent of human beings. What kind of factuality is it then? 1-low is the 
specific factuality of pure will, of pure reason as practical , to be demon
strated? Do we not first require a sufficiently comprehensive elucidation 
of the essence of this specific kind of factuality? Or is the most obvious 

111et.hod simply to assert the factual existence of a pure will, treating the 
question of the essence of this fact, i.e. the facticity of the human being as 
existing person, as a matter for subsequent investigation? 

To demonstrate the factual existence of pure practical reason it is not 
unconditionally necessary to possess a well-formed and comprehensively 
grounded concept of the facticity of this fact. On the other hand, it is not 
at all possible to undertake the demonstration of the factuality of pure 
will in man without a prior preconceptual understanding of the essence 
of this factuality. It is a matter of showing that, in man, pure reason alone 
is practical for itself, that pure reason determines the will without regard 
to a desired effect, and that pure reason practically wills a pure will. It is 
a matter of showing that roan actually knows himself to be under the 
obligation of a pure willing. 

If man in himself actually wills a pure will (e.g. wills to speak the 
truth) this means that his willing is governed only by the representation 
of a pure wilbng. The representing of the laws of practical action is 
undertaken by reason. When pure will, not this or that empirically deter
mined will, is represented as regulative, this is a law-giving from pure 
reason. Then it is reason which determines action practically, purely from 
itself. The binding character of the pure will is not dependent on contin 
gent factors but is universally valid. As Kant says, it is an objectively 
conditioned and uot a subjectively conditioned law. The purity of willing 
raises the will of the individual up beyond the contingency of his particu
lar tircumstances. The purity of willing grounds the possibility of the 
universal validity of the law of the will. The reverse does not apply, i.e. 
lhC' purity of willing is not a consequence of the universality of the law. 1f 
this willing of the pure will transcends the contingency of empirical 
act ion . this does not amount to becoming lost in the empty abstraction of 
" '"<did form of lawfulness, such that what one is to do remains totally 
rnd<'lf' rminate. Rather, this transcending is the coming into operation of 
gl' rltline concrete willing, concrete because it wills willing and nothing 
Plse besides. On the other hand, when someone subjects himself to a law 
va lid only for his particular subjf'ctive will, this subjective principle is a 
"llraxirn'. 'Tell someone, for instance, that in his youtll he should work and 
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save in order not to want in his old age - that is a correct and important 
precept of the will. One easily sees, however, that the will is thereby 

d. d h. I ,u 1recte to somet tng e se. 
The pure will, since it is not conditioned by specific subjective aims, is 

an objective law and not a maxim. On the other hand, if we act in such a 
way that the determining ground of our willing, i.e. our maxims, can 
always at the same time determine eve1:r IIJilling as such, then we act 
according to the objective fundamental law of our will. 'l'hus the objective 
fundamental law of pure practical reason, having the character of an 
unconditional command (categorical imperative) runs as follows: 'So act 
that the maxim of your will cou ld a lways hold at the same time as the 
principle of a universal legislation.'.!S 

Let us repeat our guiding question: how does pure reason actually prove 
itself as practical? I t does so by virtue of the categorical imperative dem
onstrating its factuality. How does this occur? By the proof of thefactUIJl• 
ity if the consciousness of this Ju.ndamental La{() if reason. But what does 
this now mean? This is the decisive point for the understanding if the 
whole problem. Kant says that we become conscious of the moral law 'aa 
soon as we construct maxims for the will'.29 The categorical imperative 
impresses itself upon us from itself. The fact of this law is 'undeniable'.» 
'The common understanding' can see it 'without instruction·.~• 'This prin
ciple needs no search and no invention, having long been in the reason of 
a ll men and embodied in their being. It is the principle of ethics.'32 

These statements, especially the last, sound very pecu liar, and are 
highly susceptible of misunderstanding. The categorical imperative as 
undeniable and immediate ly evident to the commonest reason? As a fact 
embodied in the essence of man? So something that is always present and 
that we can confirm at any time, just like our nose and ears? And present 
to the commonest reason? Tf this were so, we would not need to approach 
it in such a speculative way and by means of a special method. 

Let us examine Kant's c laim. H we observe ourselves in a completely 

unprejudiced way, without any assistance from philosophy, do we discover 
the categorical imperative as a fact within us? Do we discover as a fact the 
demand: 'So act that the maxim of your will could a lways hold at the 

l
1 Critique qf Practical Reason, p. 13 1 (V, 20). 

.!l! Critique o/ PrtUtical Reason, p. 142 (Y, ? I). 

.!'• Critique o/ Pmctica1 Reason, p. 141 ( V, 30) . 

. ., Cntique o/ Practical Reason, p. 14"> ( \', 32). 
" ( 'ritique of PrarLirall{eason, p. 148 ( \ ', ?6). 
\ L Critique qf Practical Reason, p. 210 ( \', 1 0'5). 
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~,une time as the principle of a universal legislation'. We cliscover nothing 
of the sort. Instead, we find that this principle has its origin in philo
sophical thought, indeed in a specific philosophical system. At best, we can 
clisC"over the reason that precisely Kant came up with this categorical 
i111perative. [ndeed, this explanation from the history of ideas has long 
be('n available, usually as a way of making the matter itself intell igible. 
The categorical imperative of pure practical reason belongs to the Age 
of Enlightenment, to the time of the Prussia of Frederick the Great. 
Expr('ssed in contemporary terms: the categorical imperative is a specific 
sociologically determined philosophico-ethico ideology, i.e. by no means is 
it the most general law of action for all rational beings as maintained by 
Kant. We dispense here with any discussion of how much an intellectual
historical sociological explanation can contribute to the substantive under
standing of a philosophical problematic. We can easily admit that the 
Enlightenment, the Prussian state and so forth, influenced both Kant's 
concrete existence and his philosophical work. We must even emphasize 
that it would be unnatural if the situation were otherwise. 

§ 28. The Consciousness of Human Freedom and Its A ctuality 

a) P ure Will and Actuality. 

The Specific Character of Will-governed Actuality as Fact 

I las a ll this provided us with an understanding of the matter at hand? 

Or does this talk about intellectual history and sociology prove only that 
we have not understood anything at all, that we are not even in posses
sion of the most elementary conditions for such an understanding? If 
this is so, then just one thing is initially clear, namely that it is not the 
province of everyday understanding and vulgar philosophical discussion 
to d<'ride in what way the categorical imperative is a fact, nor to decide 
what it means for th is fact to be accessible to the common understand
ing. J ndeed our examination has confirmed the contrary. We do not 
di!.cowr any tracf' of this fact, and we could never do so by proceeding 
in I his way. This is becatiSe, in this kind of immediate self-observation , 
or in the phenomenologica l searc-hing out of our consciousness for 
lltp presence of thf' categorical imperative, we have from the very 
h<'g-inning gone astray concerning the kind of factuality characteristic of 
1l1 i5 fr~ct. 

1\.ant nowhere mai ntains that the facl of the categorical imperative 
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simply occurs within us like ncrvc•s and veins, but with the difference that 
i1 is spiritual rat her than material. Instead, Kant says that 'it is the moral 
law, of which we become immediately conscious as soon as we construct 
maxims of the will'.n Thus thl' experience of the principle of pure will ia 
subject to the condition 'as soon as we construct maxims of the will', i.e. 111 
soon ns we actually will, as soon as we become conscious of the motive of 
action and make derisions about il. The condition of the possibility of the 
experience of the law as fact is that we betake ourselves into the specific 
region of such facts, i.e. that we actually will. Actually willing does not 
mean wishing to will, thinking that one wills, but rather: at all times, here 
and now, willing. 

But willing what precisely? Again, this seductive question already leade 
us astray from actual willing. Thl:' question looks as if one is making aa 
effort to actually will, for one is seeking something that can be .... ri lled. But 
in this way willing is closed off to precisely the one who at that momentia 
supposed to will. Willing what? Everyone who actually wills knows: to 
actllally wiLL is to will nothing else but the Ou(?hl of one's existence. 

Only in this kind of willing is that actual within which the fact of the 
ethical law is actually a fact. This actuality of the ought is the actuality of 
our will in a double sense. First, it is the actuality that gives what is actual 
only I hrough and in our will. Secondly and following on from this, it is the 
actuality that is proper to our will as will. T he factuality of this fact doea 
not stand over against us but belongs with us ourselves such Lhat we arl 

claimed for the possibility of this actuality, not just in this or that way, bUI 
in our essence. When Kant says that even the commonest understanding 
can assure itself of the fact of th<' categorical imperative he does not meaD 
that this common understanding, which in thl:' domain of theory faUs 
prey to illusion and to the deceptive employment of principles, is the 
propl'r faculty for apprehending the fact of the ethical law. What he 
means is that theoretical or philosophical knowledge is not relevant to this 
spht>re, i.e. that here the will alone decides. Knowledge of the deterroin· 
ing ground of action belongs to willing as effecting through represent&· 
tion of what is willed. Actual willing is always dear about its determining 
grounds. Actual willing is a sp<'cific kind of actual knowing and under· 
stnnding. lt is a kind of knowing thai cannot bC' replaced by anything else, 
least of all through (l:'.g. psychological) knowledge of human beings. 

\ s soon as W<' actually will we sPe that human reason, as Kant says. 
'irworruptible and sclf-constrairwd, in every action confroms the max:illl 

'' Critique qf Pmrtiml Reason, p. 141 ( \ '. )0). 
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of the will with the pure will , i.e. with itself regarded as a priori prac
wa l'.''' ln actual willing W<' experience that tire essence' of willing, tlr<' 
" 'll that wills on behalf of itself, demands to be willc•d . \\'lrether the 
"·riling factically succeeds or not is a secondary question; it is sufficient 

11ta1 the fact of the ought announces itself in the actual willing. Jn actual 
w 1lling we bring ourselves into the situation where wt' have to decide 

011 the determining grounds of our action. But, one will say, this only 

1ransfNs the problem to actual willing. Only when willing is actual docs 
purt' practical reason possess actuality. Just as with a chair: only when it 
gt't'- built can it be present llowever, this again falls into the error of 
m<'asuring the actua li ty of the will against that of a present thing. 

Even when we avoid decisions, even when we dissemble to ourselves 
about the motives for our actions, we have actually decided to turn away 
frorn the ought. Indeed, precisely in this turuing away do we experience 
th<' fact of the ought most vividly. In this not-willing as a specific kind of 
willing there lurks a definite knowledge of the ought, i.e. that we ought 
and tl'hal we ought. The actuality of willing does not begin where an act 
of will is present, and by no means ceases where we do not earnestly will. 
Th is not-earnestly-willing, this letting things go their own way, is perhaps 
ev<'n the most frequent mode of the actuality of the will, for which reason 
W<' so easily overlook it, and go astray within it. 

It should now be clear that we can never encounter the fact of the 
ou~ht by analysing and observing our own action and willing in the 
Ill an nl.'r of physical occurrences. The actuality of willing only exists in Lite 

u•ilhnf; <if this actuality. In so doing, we exp<'rience thl' fact that pure 
n·ason alone is practical for itself, i.e. that the pure will, as the essence of 
lh<' will, announces itself as the will 's determining ground. ' lo be sure, 
orH• might say, this fact of an unconditional obligation may well exist, and 
if Ml is obviously connected with what we call 'conscience'. It could also be 
c·oncl.'dl:'cl that this fact represents a specific kind of factuality quite diffN
I'Ilt I rom that pertaining to present things, for which reason it would be 
~Pil~t'kss to ask whPLher conscience and the like is or is not present. Or to 
''<Ill! to pro,·p through ethnological research that particular p<'oples do not 
JHlS~<·ss a conscit'llC<', have no word for this, and so forth. As if ethnology 
'<~uld prove anything of thC' kind, as if it would say anything either for or 
•tgaiust the factuality of consciC'nce if it cou ld be established that this 
11Hl~<'i ence dot' S not exist evprywhcre and at a ll times. 

'<'I even if'''<' do not fall prey to such misinterpretations, it does not 

' ( 'ntique qf Prtu·tit a/ Reason, p. t +) ( \", 1.2). 
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follow thai the fundamental law of pur(' practical reason must be under. 
stood in terms of the formula of the Kantian categorical imperative. 
J ndeed it is no I the formula that is important; it is not at all intended that 
whoever acts in a moral way must expressly hold to tht> formula. Rather, 
the formula is only one among many possible philosophical interpret. 
ations; in fact we find a number of different interprelations in Kant 
himself. But irrespective of the possible divPrsity of formulas and direc. 
tions of interpretation, they all refer to one essential and decisive thine 
about the facticity of the fact of man in the authenticity of his essence. It 
is this alone that concerns us here. 

As long as we hang on mere words, taking the Kantian philosophy, 
likewise every other great and genuine philosophy, as an interestinc 
historicaJ standpoint, as long as we do not resolutely enter into the occur
rence of philosophy by means of a philosophizing controversy, everythinc 
remains closed to us. At best we shall discover some interesting points of 
view, but without understanding why so much conceptual work wu 
needed to put them forward . If true controversy takes place, however, 
it becomes irrelevant whether the categoricaJ imperative is formulated 
by Kant or someone else. ' Jo be sure, controversy does not mean what 
the common understanding assumes, i.e. criticizing and contradicting. 
Instead, it is a bringing back of the other, and thereby also of oneself, to 

what is primary and originary, to that which, as the essential, is itself the 
common, and thus not needful of any subsequent alliance. PhilosophictU 
controversy is interpretation as destruction. 

b) The Fact of the Ethica l Law and the Consciousness of the Freedom 
of the Will 

In order that the Kantian interpretation of the essence of the moral law 
may not appear so strange, I wou ld like to briefly discuss one more formu
lation of the categorical imp<'rative. It is to be found in the Foundations of 
tlze iVletaph_'YSics of Nloral , and runs: ·Act so that you treat humanity, 
whether in your own person or in that of another, always as an end and 
never as a mcaus only' . '~ The end of human action is humanity. \.Yhat 
dot>s 'end' [ %wetA~ l mean? WP know this, without havi ng previously dis
cussed the conct'pt of end. An end is what is represen1ed in advance as the 
dNcrmining ground for the actualization of an object. Tht• end has the 
character of 1 he dPtermining instanct>. \\'hat should never bP a means, but 

'~ Foundotiom, p. H7 (J V, ·~29 ). 
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onl_v an end , is that which cannot be determining for the sake of some
! !ling else, i.('. what determines the wil l as end: 'thl' humanity in the 
person', the essence of man as personality. Thus the categorical imperative 
... 1vs: before anythjng else, in all your actions, always act in your essence. 
J'lle essence of person is this self-responsibility: to bind oneself to oneself, 
but not egotistically, i.e. not in relation to the acciden1a l ' 1'. To be in the 
rnode of se1f-responsibility, to answer only to the essence of one's self. To 
gi,·e this priority in everything, to will the ought of purP willing. 

Sophistry creeps in here all too quickly and easily, attempting to open a 
1hcoretical speculative discussion about the essence of man, claiming that 
we do not know this, or at least, that there is no general agreement on the 
subject. In this way one postpones actual willing and acting to a time 
"hen theoretical agreement has been reached, i.e. to a time that is never 
g•,·er1 to the temporality of man; one evades precisely that which alone 
actuates the actuality of man and forms his essentiality. In other words, 
w<> first occupy ourselves with a programme, then gather together those 
who represent it and attach themselves to it. We then wonder why we 
ne,·er achieve unity and commonality, i.e. power of existence. As if this 
were something that could be achieved subsequently and from the out
sid<>. We do not grasp that actual essential willing already in itself brings 
about mutual understanding, and this through the mystery of the actual 
willing of t.he individual. 

\\'hat is crucial for understanding the moral law, therefore, is not that 
Wt' rome to know any formula, or that some value is held up before us. It is 
tu>t a matter of a table of values hovering over us, as if individual human 
!wings were only realizers of the law in the same way that individual 
lables realize the essence of tablehood. lt is not a formula and rule that we 
come to understand, but the character of the specific actuality of action. 
l.t·. what is and becomes actual in and as action. However, Kant remains a 
long way from explicitly making this factuality as such into a central 
nwtaphysical problem, i.e. from bringing its conceptual articulation over 
IIIIo the t>SSE'nce of man and thus arriving at the thr<'shold of a funda
IIH·ntally diffc•rent problematic. This is one of the reasons that Kant's 
dt·t·isive ins1glns have remained without effect for the philosophical prob
lt·lltatir as sucl 1. 

I ><>spile all I his, i1 remains I rue that Kant experienced. albeit within 
1hP indicatC'd limits, thC' sper{ficity o/trill ~oeemed artualit_y a.sfart, and 
clt•ltn<>d th<' problematic of practical reason from this experience. The 
/ttctuality q( the {art of pure practical reason is alu·r~>'.~ rwd only {{it•en /~y 
~~~ ourseft;es in our resolvl' to pure willing or 0-{{ainst this, or again , in 
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confusion and iml<'cision by mixing together willing and not willing. This 
factuality of willing is itself on ly accessible through a knowledge that 
aris('S from such willing and not-willing, or better, that already consists 
precisely in this. The actuality of the pur<' will does not mark out a 

domain of objC'cts which at first stand indifferently over agai nst us, only 
subsequently to be willed or not-willed. Hathcr, willing or not-willing is 
what first allows 1his actuality to occur and in its own way to be. 

This pure willing is the praxis in and through which the fundamental 
law of pure practical reason has actuality. The pure will is not a mental 
occurrence that perceives the value of an independently existing law and 
directs our behaviour accordingly, but itself comtitutes the factuality of the 
law of pure practical reason. Only because, and insofar as, the pure will 
wills, does the law exist. 

\Ve are now in a position to understand the factuality of a pure prac
tical reason and its law. We understand that, here in this domain, the 
existence of facts means that th<' fact of pure reason and its law is prov
able and proven. Only now arc we adequately prepared for the task con
tained in the main thesis: to present the objective realjty, i.e. practical 
reality, the specific factuality of freedom, solely through the factuality of 
the law of pure practical reason. 

What course must this proof take? If we ask in this way we do not 
understand the problem. Is it therefore beside the point to engage in long· 
winded discussions concerning the mode of proof? hould we simply set 
to work and carry through the proof? This also is a misunderstanding of 
IIH' problem. For the proof has already been given. This is the moo 
essential thing to grasp for a real understanding of the whole problem of 
practical freedom and its objective reality. 

r said earlier that the proof of the factuality of frcC'dom is short, 
namely so short that when the task of this proof is grasped, the proof is 
nol at a ll necessary - at any rate if by proof we understand the theoretical 
demonstration of a present frcc·dom from the prior demonstration of the 
presence of the practical la·w. The proof of the practical reality of free· 
dom consists in nothing else than in understanding that freedom exjsts 
only as the actual willing of th<' pure ought. Th<' actualization and actual· 
ity of practical fr<'('(lom consis1s in nothing t>lsc• than actual willing let1:ing 
its own essence determine itself. ·we can now derive the essence cfjree· 
dom from the character of the factuality of the fact of practical freedom: 
practiral freedom ,~,- se(flet;islation. pure " '''//, autonomy. Freedom now 
rP\Pals itself as the condi1ion qf the possibilizy cf the factualizy o/ pure 
pranical reason. Prnctical fn•t•dom as autono•ny is sci f n·sponsibility, 
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\\'l1irh is the essence of thC' f><'rsonality of th<' human pNson, the authr.>n-
1 iC' <·sscnce, th<' humanity of tnan. 

:-;owe now sc•c•: pure will - pure practical rC'ason - tlw lawfulness of th(' 
fu ndamental law of factical action - self responsibili1y p('rsonality 
frt•t•dorn. i\ II these necessarily belong tog<'Lher. \Ye can now see th<' spc• 
ri l'i(· conditi011ing relations between practical reason and freC'dorn. Prac-
11<'nl reason and its law is 'the condition ... under which freedom ras 
,w10norny J can be known',~' i.<'. the laflJ is the t;round of the possi.hilit_Y of 
knou•led[<e of freedom (ratio cognoscendi). On the othN hand, freedom is 
tlw ground of the possibility of the being of the law and of practical 
n•ason, the ratio essend.i of lhe moral law. 'For had not the moral law 
al n•ady been distinctly thought in our reason, we would n<'ver have been 
jul>tified in assuming anything like freedom, even though it is not self
<'Ontradictory. But if there were no freedom, the moral law would never 
have been CllCOuntered in us.'~7 'Freedom and unconditional practical 
l <~w reciprocally imply one another. I do not here ask whether they are 
actually different, instead of an unconditional law bc•ing merely the 
sdf-consciousness of a pure practical reason, and thus identical with the 
positive concept of freedom.' 'WI Although Kant does not ask this here, at 
1 his particular point, the task of the whole analytic of practical reason 
is prc'cisely to show 'this fact to be inextricably bound up wi th the 
nmsciousness of freedom of the will, and actually to be identical ..... rith it'.''' 

··: Critique of Pmcucal Reason, p. 119 note ( \ ', 5). 
'· Critique of Practical Reason, p. I 19 noLe ( \ ', 5). 
"' Critique of Prartical Rea.son, p. 140 (V, 29). 
\'' ('rilique of PraCiit al Reason, p. 152 (V, 42). 
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CONCLUSION 

The Proper Ontological Dimension of Freedom. 
The Rootedness of the Question of Being in the Question 

Concerning the Essence of Human Freedom. 
Freedom as the Ground of Causality 

§ 29. The Limits o/ th.e Kantian Discussion of Freedom. Kant's Bi1uLing 
o/ the Problem o/ Freedom to the Problem o/ Causality 

\'\'e have arrived at the goal of Kant's second way to freedom. I t was 
necessary to travel along both roads in order to really experience their 
utter distinctiveness, and thus to obtain a feeling for the whole weight of 
the problem of freedom. 

The interpretation of the Kantian problem of freedom was necessary 
because we recognized that, in the metaphysical tradition, the question of 
freedom concerns a particular kind of causality. Kant treats the prob
lem of causality as such, as well as the problem of freedom as a particular 
kind of causality, in a more radical manner than anyone else. Once the 
problem of freedom is understood in a metaphysical sense, controversy 
with Kant is not only unavoidable, but must stand in the forefront. Once 
freedom is understood as a metaphysical problem, the question is already 
raised as to whether freedom is a kind of causality, or whether, on the 
contrary, causality is a problem of freedom. 

What if the latter were the case? As a category, causality is a basic 
character of the being of beings. If we consider that the being of beings is 
proximally comprehended as constant presence - and this involves pro
duccdness, producing, finishing in the broad sense of actualizing - it is 
dear tha t precisely causality, in the traditional sense of the being of 
!wings. in common understanding as in traditional metaphysics, is the 

./lllldamentalmtegory if beint:r as being-present. If causality is Ct. problem 
<!fji·eedom and not vice versa then the problem of beint:r in general is in 
llsplf a problem of f reedom. However, the problem of being, as we showed 
Ill 011r preliminary considerations, is the fundam ental problem of philo
:.ophy as such. Thus the question concerning the essence of human free
r/om is the fundamental question qfphilosoph_y, in whirh is rooted even the 
'fl(estion o/ being . But this is the tbesis we already discussed at the end of 
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our pr<'liminary considerations, and i11 the transition to the problem of 
fn·cdom as caus<~lity. T h<' proble111 of freedom as causality h<~s now been 
cliscussC'd. But it has not be<'n shown that causality is a problem of free
dom, i.e. that the question of being is built into the problem of freedom. 
Our basic thesis has not been established. 

This is indeed the situation. And yet, if we hav<.' really understood, 
we have grasped something essential, nam<.>ly that there is something 
VPr)' specific and unique about the actuality of fr<.'edom, thus about the 
problematic that aims at it and especially about th<.' proofs which can here 
be carried out. The basic thesis, which we have sl'emingly forced into 
philosophy by violen t means, is not a statement that can be theoretically 
proven by the limited methods of a science. For it says nothing at all 
about anything presenl. To be sure, it says something about essence. 
But essence is not capable of straightforward examination. Essence 
remains closed off to us as long as we ourselves do not become essential 
in our essence. 

What we origina lly sought was a simple characterization of Kan t's two 
ways to freedom. We said that the first way concerns the possibility of 
freedom, the second way the actuality of freedom. Then we rejected this 
characterization. Now that we have familiarized ourselves with both waya 
we may take it up again, for properly understood it permits a crucial 
concentration of the whole problem. The actuality of practical freedom i1 
indeed the problem of the second way. Yet the actuality of this actual 
freedom does not become a problem such that the essence of this specific 
being, i.e. of the being announced in the will-governed action of the 
human person, is genuinely interrogated. The actuality of freedom is not 
interrogated in a properly metaphysical sense, not as a problem of being. 

The possibili1y of freedom is the problem of the first way, but on ly in 
the specific form of an inquiry into the possibility of the unity of freedom 
and natural causality. T his makes it look as if the possibility of freedom is 
a problem only insofar as freedom is a kind of causality. Once freedom is 
conceived in this fashion, the question of its possibility can concern noth
ing e lse but the corn patibility of this causality with natur<~l causality. 
ll owever, thl' possibi lity of freedom precisely does not become a problem 
sueh that tlu• specific bl'ing of the beings to be unified through the two 
causa liti<•s is genui nely interrogated. Both ways neglect the question rftlte 
ontolo{(ical charaCfer of what i plctred in question as possible and actual. 
'f'he possibility as a lso the actu<llity of freedom as fret•dom rf'ntains 
undefincd, likPwisc· (although this a lone is constantly und<'r discussion) 
the n•lation lwt wpcn t hc actuality of freed om and its possi bi I it y. 
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§ JO. Freedom as the Condi1ion of the Possibilit_Y if the \tlanifestnes.\ of 
the Being qf Bei11g.1. i.e. cif the { nderslandin{! q.f Be in{! 

Till' questionworthincss of the two ways and their unity is obscured by the 
fnct that in both cases the problem is considered in terms of thf' category 
of causality. but without making causality itself problematic through a 
radical discussion of the ontologi<'al problem it involves. \\'hat would have 
to occur for causality (still in the Kantian sense at first) to become a 
problem? For Kant, causality is a character of the objecti,•ity of objects. 
Objects are the beings as accessible through the theoretical experience of 
finite human naLUre. The categories arc determinations of the being of 
suc-h beings, determinations which a llow them to show themselves in their 
bC'ing. But beings can only show themselves as objects if the appearance of 
beings, and that which at bottom makes this possible, i.e. the understand
ing of being, has the character of letting-stand-over-against. Letting 
soruething stand-over-against as something given, basically the manifest
ness of beings in the binding character of their so- and that-being, is ouly 
possible where the com portment to beings, whether in theoretical or prac
tical knowledge, already acknow ledges this binding character. But the 
latter amounts to an originary self-binding, or, in Kantian terms, the 
giving of a law unto oneself. T he letting-be-encountered of beings, 
comportment to beings in each and every mode of manifestness, is only 
possible where freedom exists. Freedom is the condition of the possibility 
(!/I he manifesuLess of the bei11g of being , of I he understanding of being. 

Causalit ·, however. is one ontological determination of beings among 
others. Causality is grounded in freedom. The problem of causality is a 
problem (if freedom and not vice versa. The question concerning the 
t•ssence of freedom is the fundamental problem of philosophy, e ,·en if the 
leadin{{ question thereof consists in the question of being. 

This fundamental thesis and its proof is not the concern of a theor
Nical sciC'utific discussion, but of a grasping which always and necessarily 
includes the onC' wlro dol'S tire grasping, claiming him in the root of his 
P\istt•nc:<-, and so tlratlw rn ay becorne t•sst•ntial in the actual willing of his 
ll\\' rrmost essence. 

If <H'lua l being-frt-e> and willing front the groun d of essence determines 
tlr<' fundamental plrilosophical SUl tt n•, and thus the content of philosophy, 
this confirms Kant's slat<'lltent Oil philosoplry ill tltl' Foundations qf' the 
\ft'taph_ysics if ,\tlorals: ' lien· W<' SN' plrilosophy brought to what is, in 
l;~t ·t, a precarious positioll, whi<'h !.hould b<' made fast t•vc·n though it is 
"'pported by nothillg in c>ithC'r ltt•<WC'II or C'artlr. ll ere philosophy must 
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show its purity, as the absolute sustainer of its laws, and not as the herald 
of those which an inplantc:>d SC'IISC' or who knows what tutelary nature 

whispers to it.' 1 

1 Foundations of the Jietaphysirs qf Morals, p. M ( 1\', '~2') ). 
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EDITOR'S AFTERWORD TO THE GEHMAN 
EDITION OF .JULY 1981 

Th<' text presented here as Volume 31 of :VIartin Hcidegger's Collected 
If o'*s is that of the four-hour-per-week Freiburg lecture course from the 
s11rnmer semester of 1930 (beginning on April 29). The basis of this 
<•clition is the lectu re manuscript, together with a copy made by Fritz 
ll<'idegger which was collated with the manuscript. The copy has been 
supplemented by a nwnber of marginal comments and insertions from 
th<' manuscript, not originally included by Fritz H eidegger. 

With few exceptions, citations from books and articles have been veri 
ri<'d from Martin Heidegger's private copies, whose marginalia point to 
their employment in preparing the lectures. Bibliographical information 
is provided on the occasion of the first citation. 

The lecture manuscript, which with two exceptions lacks internal 
hC'adings, was comprehensively subdivided according to Heidegger's 
instructions for editing his Collected Works. The headings 'Causality and 
Freedom' and 'The econd Analogy' were employed in the main text as 
wC'Il as for two appendices and a separate summary. For the rest, headings 
and sub-headings were derived from important passages of text. 

Comparison with the two accessible lecture transcripts of Helene WeiG 
aud Hermann Ochsner showed that a lengthy discussion of the ov 6x; 
a},'10t~ (Aristotle, Nletaphysics 0 I 0), the result of questions from 
IIPidegger's audience, is missing from the copy. In the manuscript there is 
lll<'rcly a reference to a corresponding appendix. This appendix was dis
<·m·c•red among dw handwritten 1 achlqfJ in the separat<' folder 'Aristotle, 
I!Naplzysics 0 ', with a copy likewise originating from Fritz Heideggcr. 
\ lartin Heidegger had worked these up in the courst• of the present 
IPc·turcs. ApparenLly he also drE'w from this appendix in tll<' lecture course 
( t wo St"mesters latC'r, i.<'. summer St"lltest<'r 1931 ) 'Aristotle, Hetaph_ysirs 0 
I fl', later leaving iL in the foldN. 

Tlte copy of tlw appendix was likewise collated wi Lit 1 he manuscript, 
<~nd, together with additional mawrial whiclt had not been copied, 
ttt~l'rtNl in the• manuscript at tltt' poim clE'arly indicawd by .\lartin 
IIPulcgger. Tht' appendix supplC'IIH'nts llt' ideggpr's intNprctation of tlH' 
( • n•pk understanding of Being ( ouaiu) in terms of actua I it y, what-bt'iug, 
•IIIII the heing of tnovctnenL. Through tht• intt'rpr<'tat ion of Chaptc·r 0 
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of Aristotl<''s \letaphysics, l leidegger atlt-mpts to show that 'presence' 
functions as th<' implicit horizon of the (~r<'l'k interpretation of being not 
only for h<•ing as actuality, what-being, and being-moved, but also for 
being in th<' sense of truc-bPing (truth, c'.tA.~O&tu). ThP prevailing inter
prPtation of this Chapter 0 10 by dassical philology necessitat<'s a dis
cussion of this chapter's pla<'<'m<'nt in Book 0. T he connection bPLween 
the textual question and tlw substantive quPstion (ov <i>; ci},l)9£~ as Kupu.i>ta:ta 
ov) requires l ll'idegger to engage with the llws<'s of Jaeger and chwegler. 

The lt-ctttr<' course, subtitled 'I ntroduction to P hilosophy' by ll eidegger 
himst-lf, ofl'crs a penetrating iutroduction to the general problematic of 
Heideggcr's main work, Being and Time. Part One treats the question 
of human freedom, which is unfolded from the fundamental qu<'stion of 
philosophy (being and time) as worked up from the guiding question of 
metaphysics (ti to ov). Th<' 'going-after-tht--whole' clearly implied by 
this question of freedom is interrogated in respect of the philosophical 
claim to 'go-to-the-roots', i.e. in respect of its character as challenge. This 
way of unfolding the problem of freedom means (P art Two of the lecture 

course) that Kant's concepts of transcendental and practical freedom, and 
their connection to causality, cannot be adequately discussed as 'problems' 
of a 'practical philosophy' in the sense of one particular philosophical 
discipline among others. Instead, they must be treated in terms of the 
ontological dimension exhibited in P art One (and again taken up in the 
Conclusion), i.e. by conceiving freedom as the condition of the possibility 
of the manifestness of the being of beings. Only in this ontological 
dimension docs philosophy - especially in the discussion of human free
dom - dNnonstrate its going-after-the-whole as a challenge in the sense 

of a going-to-the-root. 
For extensive and crucial nssistance in editing this volume, I am deeply 

indebted to Dr H ermann ll cidcgger and Prof. l~ -W. von Hermann. 
Further thanks are due to Dr Luise ;\;lichaPlson and :VIr Hans-ll elmuth 
Gander for their meticulous proof corrections. 

Hartmut Tietjen 
Glottertal, July 1981 
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ENGLISH-GERMA N GLOSSA RY 

.tbs!'nce: A btresenheir 

.tccessi ble: =ugiingliclz; accessi bi I i L y: Zu[!iingliclzkeit 
arC'idental: zu.fiillit;, the accid<'ntal: das Zlifiillige 
arcoun tabi.l i ty: Zurec/uzung 
art: Tat 
action: 1-fandlung 
<H' li\'ity: Tatigkeit 
actual: wirklich; actuality: Wirkliclzl;eil: the actual: das Wirkliclze 
actualization: 1/erwirkliclzung; actualize: verwirklichen 
administrator: 1/erwaller 
al Leration: 1/eriindenmg 
nnimality: Tierh.eit 
announce itself: ich bekunden 
appearance: Erscheimmg 
apprehension: Apprelzemion 
appropriate: sich zueignen 
assPrtion: Aussage; assertoric truth: Sarzwalzrheit, Aussagewahrheit 
authentic (genuine): eigentlich 
awaken ing: Erwaclzen 

!wing-present (presence): Vorhandensein 
bc'ing-true: 11/a.hrsein 
hei ngness: Seiendheit 
hvgone: das Geu:esene 

c·;1usality: 1\ausalitiil 
c·<llt:.ation: Ursarhesein 
c·alls<': L1:~arhe 

dtallengP: Anf!rdJ' 
<"Ita nge: 1/li.?dlsel, l 111srlzla{! 
c·o• 11111011 nt'ss: Gem einlzeir 
c·otn port: ,licit l'erhalten 
I omportmC'nt: I erltallell 
C'Clii<'Ppt: Be{!r!/f 
c·c111d i tion: Bedin{!llllf! 
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con fusion (h<'lplessness): Ratlosi{!keit 
connection: Verkniipfung, Zusammenlwng 
conscience: Gewi.ssen 
consciousness: BewuPtsein 
constancy: Bestiindigkeil 
constant presence: bestiindige A llll'esenheil 
context (contexture): Zusammenhang 
contingency: Zufiilligkeit 
criticism: Kritik 

Dase in (existence, hwnan existence, there-being): Dasein, Da-sein 
deconcealed: entborgen 
deconcealment: Entborgenheit 
deed: 1'athandlung 
distortion: Verstelltheit 
divided: gegliedert 
dividedness: Gegliedertheit 
division (structuration): Gliederung 
duration: Dauer 

effect: 11~irkung 
empirical concept: Eifahrunpbegr~ff 

enable: ermoglichen 
enablement: Ermoglichung 
enactment: 11/irkungsvoLLzug 
encounter: begegnen 
end (aim): Zt.ceck 
essence: Wesen; essentiality: f;/lesentliclzkeil 
essencehooc!: Wesenfzeil 
eternal : ewi{! 
eternity: Ewi[!keit 
ethical: silllirh 
ethics: 'illlirhkeit 
event: Begebenheit 
existence: /Jasein; E:ri.stenz 
experience: ft'':(ahrun{! 

fact: Tatsarlte 
factical: jhkti~rh 
facticity: Fakti=itiit 

English- German Glossa':Y 

factua lity: Tatsiichlichkeit 
fac ulty (power): f/ermogen 
fi na l: endgiilti{f, fina lity: Endgilltigkeit 
fin i tization : J/erendlichun{! 
h 11 it ude: Endlichkeit 
follow on: Jolgen 
forgNting: 1-"er[!essenheit 
fn•(•dom: Freiheit 
f~t llC:Iamentan law: Grundgesetz 

genuine (authentic): eigentlich 
givC'n: gegeben 
C ;od: Gott 
guideline: L eitfaden 

historica l: geschiciZLLich 
history: Geschichte 
ltolcl oneself: sich halten 
human: menschlich 
hmnan ity: M enschheit 

idt>a: Idee 
id<'a-formation: l deenhildung 
iII u m i nate: erhellen 
Illumination (br ightness): Helle 
Individua lizat ion: f/ereinzelung 
individualize: vereinzeln 
i11l'inity: Unerullicltkeit 
llll('lltion: /lbsicht 
inlra-tt•mporal, th<': das lnner::eill"t!e 
llltra l<'mporality: l nner::eititd•:eit 
11111111ion: An chawm~ 

knowledge: Erkenntni,\ 

lt·ading question: l.eit)i-a~e 
l1\ 111g being: L ehell'esen 

11 1<111: \lensclz 

lllaniiC'st: ~ffenbnr 
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2 12 En~lish-German Glossary 

rnan i festncss: O.ffenbarkeit 
materiality: toffliclzkeit 
modifications: Abwandlungen 
rnultiplici ty: Mannigfaltigkeit 

occur: ge rhelten 
occurrence: Geschehen, Geschelznis 
occurrence of Being: einsgeschehnis 
originary: anjanglid1 
ought: sol/en; the ought: das So/len 
ownmost: ei~en 

past: Vergangenheil 
perceive: wahrnehmen 
perception: Walzmehmung 
permanence: Beharrlichkeil 
person: Person; being a person: Personsein 
personality: Persorzlichkeit 
power (faculty): Vermogen 
preconceptual: vorbegrifflich 
presence: f/orhandensein, f/orharzdenheit (both = being-present); 

A nwesenlzeil; Gegenwarl 
present: vorhanden 
presentation: Darstellung 
pre-understanding: f/orverstiindnis 
primal activity: Urlumdlung 
primordial: llrsprunglich 
principle: Grundsat= 
process: f/or~ang 
produced ness: Hergestelltheit 
producing: H erstellen 
project: au.fit1erfen 
proper: eigentlich 

questionability: Fraglichkeit 
questionable:jraglich 
q uestionworth i ness: F ragll'iirdigkeit 

nllional b0i ng: Vernlllifllcesen 
rt'ali ty: R ealitat; the rC'al: da Reale 

linglish German Glossary 

n•ason: Vernw!fi 
n•asonablC' (ra tional): l 'emiirifti~e 

n•c£'i,·ing acceptance: empfan~endes lfinnehmen 
n·Oection: Besinnung 
n•latedncss: !Je=ogenheit 

rt' Ia tion (re-I a tionsh i p ): Be=ielumg, Verhalt nis 
n •la tionality : Verhiiltni hafiigkeit 
rc>presen t : uorstellen 
rc•presentation: f/orstellung 
running ah ead: f/orangehen 

stience: Wissenschafi 
scientific: wissenschafiliclz 

C'i f-abidingness: Beisichselbstsein 
sci f-determ ination: Selbstbestimmung 
s<• l f-legislation: Selhstgeseztgebung 
sPI f-responsi bi I i ty: Selbstverantwortl irhkeit 
S<'nsibility: innlichkeit 
S<'nsory: sinnlich 

sequence (series, succession): Reilze, Abjolge 
si mplex: das Eirifaclze 

si multaneity: Zugleichsein, Simultaneitiit 
so being: osein 
st a te (condit ion): Zustand 
slc•adfast silence: Stilllw/ten 
structuration: Gliederung 
substance: Substan= 
Ml bstan tial it y: Substan=ialitiit 
substa ntive content: aclt~ehalt 
~ubstantive context: Sachzusammenhan~ 
~lH'C<'ssion: A!!foLge, lacheinander 
l>l llumation : lnbegr{tf 

11·rnporal: =eitlich 

1 l' 111 pora I d<' tNm ina 1.ior1: 'leitbestilllltl/111{( 
ll 'lllporal r(' lations: Zeifl·erhMtnisse 
tl'nr poral succ<'ssion: 'lei!folge 
I 1'111 porali ty: 7.eirlirhkeit 
lil<'l't'-being: /Ja sein 
I IH·n· standi ng ness: /Jtl Hehendheir 
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thougln: /Jenl;en 
time: Zeit 

/Eng Lish- German GLossary 

transform: veru•andeln 
transformation: f/erwandlung 

ultimate: letZfe 
unconditioned: unbeding l; the unconditioned: das L nbedingte 
uncoveredncss: Entdecktheil 
w1coveri ng: entdeckend 
un-dcconceal m en t: n-entborgenlzeit 
understanding: f/erstand 
understanding of Being: einsverstiindnis 
und i ffcrcn tiatcd character: Untersclzeidungslosigkeit 
unfolding: Entjaltung 
unhiddcnncss: Unverborgenlzeil 
unveiling: enthii.Llend 

vulgar: vu.Lgiir 

what-being: Was ein 
what-content: WasgelzaLL 
will: Wille 
willing: das Wollen 
will-govcrued : willentlich 
world: Welt 
world -entity: f11efllresen 

GREEK-Ei\GLISH GLOSS·\ RY 

uyu06;: good 
uotaipcto;: indivisiblc 
ui.ij0Eta: truth 
u/.T'J0&i>EtV: to uncover 
ui.tlOT'J;: true, deconcealed 
urr/.oiiv: sim pie 
urroucria: absence 
upxti: principle 
acruv0Eto;: non-composite 

ll tuvota: thought 
Suva~nc;: possibility, potentia lity 

doo:;: look, form 
dvw: being 
tv£pycta: actuality 

bncrni~T'J: knowledge 
fpyov: work 

Ocwpia: contemplation 

i6£a: idea 

~>annopiUJ: categories 

Uryo.;: speech, discourse 

\'ol,; : in te II ect. rn in d 

o\,cria : hci ng, su b:;l a tH"t' 

lWpoucria: prescncc 
np<iypora: things 
npu~t.;: praxis, practiC'<' 



2 Hi 

<nryKti~&vo;: composite 

<ru~P&PtJK6;: acciden ta I 

liAt]: matter 

Ureek- h·nrdish G/ossw~y 

imOK&i~a&vov: what undt>rlics 
urco~ {;vov: what. stays the S<l ln(' 

lji&UOlJc;: false, distorted 


