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Basic Concepts of Ancient Philosophy






PRELIMINARY REMARKS

§1. On the aim and character of the course.'

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

Aim: a penetrating understanding of the basic scientific concepts,
ones which not only have determined—decisively determined—all sub-
sequent philosophy but which have also made possible Western science
as a whole and today still provide that science its foundations.

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

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

Point of departure: popular view of philosophy and of its role in higher
education.

1. Philosophy deals with "universal ques'tions," ones that can touch
and interest every person.

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

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

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

If a classical philologist attends a lecture on the theory of functions
and understands nothing, he finds that to be in order. If a chemist lis-
tens to a talk about Hindu philology and understands nothing, he finds
that to be in order. If they both, along with their colleagues from what-
ever disciplines, hear a lecture in philosophy and do not understand it,
then that is found not to be in order, since philosophy is indeed some-
thing universal and must be accessible to everyone in the universe. That
which, in some way or other, touches everyone must also be under-
stood by everyone. This is not only the opinion of the students in higher
education but is also, in large part, that of their teachers. A college
course in philosophy is an opportunity for everyone's intellectual suste-
nance, for the renewal and expansion of culture, perhaps even for edifi-
cation or the imparting of world-views. It is considered a great value
that philosophical instruction is tailored to the needs of the students.

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

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

Such an argument, however, is merely the obverse of the popular
conception and shares with it the same basic unclarity regarding the
essence and task of philosophy.
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1. Philosophy indeed deals with something universal but is not uni-
versally accessible without further ado.

2. Philosophy is the science of the most proper domain of all and yet
is not a specialty.

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

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

Philosophy is research that lies at the foundation of all the sciences
and that is "alive" in all of them, however this statement may come to
be determined more precisely. But we can already ask: if philosophy
lies at the basis of the sciences, then can it be less scientific or must it
satisfy, in an even higher and more radical sense, the idea of science?
Obviously, the latter.

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

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

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

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

Therefore a preliminary orientation regarding the essence and task of
philosophy. These can be determined in several ways. In the course it-
self we will choose one way: we will trace philosophy's original break-
through, its first, decisive formation. Preliminarily, however, we will
take another path, the nearest one: what lies closest is the sphere of
the non-philosophical sciences. It is versus them that we now wish to
determine philosophy.

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

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

Whence stems this remarkable state of affairs? In the very essence
of all these sciences, in the fact that they are positive sciences, versus
philosophy, which we call the critical science.
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Positive: ponere—"posit," "lay"; positurn—what has been "laid down,"
what already lies there. Positive sciences are those for which what they
deal with, what can become their object and their theme, already lies
there. Numbers are already there, spatial relations exist, nature is at
hand, language is present, and so is literature. All this is positurn, it lies
there. It is a being; everything uncovered in science is a being. Positive
sciences are sciences d beings.

But is that not a determination pertaining essentially to every sci-
ence, thus also to philosophy as critical science? Or is not that which
philosophy makes its theme pre-given to it? Is its object—and that which
is to become an object—first thought up, first posited, or even invented,
in mere thought? Then again, are not the positive sciences also critical
ones? Are they somehow uncritical, unmethodical? Does not critique
pertain to every scientific method? Thus if philosophy, too, has a theme
and is not capricious invention, is it indeed also a positive science? And
conversely, is every non-philosophical positive science, as science, not
uncritical but in fact critical science? What then happens to the distinc-
tion between positive and critical science?

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

§4. The "critical" function of philosophy: to separate and
differentiate beings from Being.

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

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

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

Critical science carries out this differentiation and thereby gains as its
theme not beings but, instead, the Being of beings. The concept of posi-
tive science can now be made more precise. The non-philosophical sci-
ences deal with beings, with what lies there, i.e., with what is first expe-
rienced and known. And beings can be investigated without explicitly
asking about their Being. All methods and concepts are tailored to suit
the grasping and determining of beings. This{i.e., Being}® is, on the other
hand, at first unknown, closed, inaccessible. To disclose it, i.e., to distin-
guish Being from beings, particular ways of research are required.

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

Philosophy is critical, the Being of beings, but it does not criticize;
i.e., it does not at all criticize the results of the positive sciences. What
philosophy "criticizes" in a higher sense, i.e., critically determines, is
the Being of beings, which is what the positive sciences presuppose.
The term "positive" thereby has its sense made more sharp: "positive"
means absorbed in pre-given beings and not asking about their Being.
Nevertheless, insofar as they deal with beings, the positive sciences al-
ways co-understand Being, although not explicitly. Conversely, Being
is always the Being of some being.

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

2. Editor's interpolation.
3. Editor's interpolation.
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one understands when we say: the weather "is" dreary, the trees "are"
in bloom. We understand "is" and "are" and yet find ourselves in a
predicament if we have to say what "is" and "are" mean, what "Being"
signifies. An understanding of Being, although no concept.

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

We can now clarify how it is that philosophy deals with something
“universal.”* Being is universal with regard to all beings; every being is,
every being, as a being, has Being. And this universality of Being with
regard to every being is a preeminent one, for within the realm of be-
ings themselves there also occurs universality. A law of mechanics is
universal over and against particular driving forces and impacts, a law
of any kind of motion is universal over and against particular physico-
chemical laws. A particular Greek epic versus other Greek epics; Greek
epic, German epic, epic in general. Genitivus subjectivus, genitivus objecti-
vus, in German, in Latin, the genitive in general. Democratic constitu-
tion, aristocratic constitution, constitution in general. Above all of these
there is still a being, although one of varying degrees of generality. But
what is involved for there 0 be at all something like motion, law, nature,
what pertains to poetry in general, what constitutes the Being of lan-
guage in general—these are questions about the "universalities" that
precedeall general beings and that still determine their Being. The fall of
a body, fallingitself, motion in nature; nature in general, what pertains
to it, the capacity to be something like that, what constitutes its Being.
This latter lies at the foundation of every determinate, factual process
and is co-intended in every general law of nature. Historical event, his-
torical happening; history in general, what belongs to its Being.

Being of nature,
Being of history, various modes of Being
Being of numbers.

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

The science of this Being, transcendens, contains propositions about

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

Being is closed off, "under this term nothing can be represented," it
is at first and for the most part inaccessible. Seeking and uncovering
{Being}’ —~that is what the critical science is devoted to.

Plato: a0t 1] VoI 1 AGYOV dIDOUEV TOD elvat KAt EQWTWVTES KAl
ATOKQVOHEVOL* —“We make thematic beings themselves, whose Being
we display and make manifest in our questions and answers." Tf] TOU
OVTOG &el AOYLOH@V TQOOKEINEVOS (DéQ—Task of the philosopher:
"He is constantly devoted to casting his gaze on beings," i.€., on their
Being, "in the mode of conceptual interpretation.”" Aristotle: "EoTiv
EMOTAUN TS 1) OewQel TO OV 1) ov KAl T TOVTW DTTAQXOVTX ko)’
a0T0.2 ["There is a science which specifically considers beings as beings
and that which in these beings is already there in advance and indeed
in themselves.”]

It (the critical science}' is not positive, because its object is not pre-
given to it but, instead, must first be uncovered. Uncovering, disclos-
ing, determining, and questioning about Being is codix ["wisdom"].
000G ["the wise one"]—the one who has the taste and instinct for
what remains hidden to the common understanding. The goddg
knows at the same time that this entails special tasks and troublesome
research. He does not simply and securely possess but, instead, seeks,
and must constantly seek, that to which he is devoted, that which he
“loves”~PUAELV. godix, the disclosure of the Being of beings, is
dtroocodia ["philosophy"], the seeking and questioning for this dis-
closure, and, as such, places itself under the most radical critique.

§5. Aim and method of the course.

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

5. Editor's interpolation.
6. Phaedo 78D11., in Platonis opera, ed. J. Burnet, Oxford, 1899, vol. 1.
7. Sophist, 254 A8f.

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

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

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

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

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

Method of'this introduction: weight will be placed on acquiring sub-
stantive understanding. No intention of filling the class sessions with
anecdotes about the lives and fates of the ancient thinkers or rambling
on about Greek culture. There will be no mere enumeration of the titles
o the writings of the ancient authors, no synopsis of contents which
contributes nothing to the understanding of the problems. All that can
be had cheaply in compendia available by the dozen. It might be impor-
tant for a full historiographical comprehension of Greek civilization.
But our concern is philosophical understanding; not historiography
but, instead, philosophy. To be sure, that does not mean to interpret
unhistoriographically. Historiographical comprehension is itself possi-
ble only if substantive understanding has already been gained. One can
describe ever so thoroughly the relations of the philosophers and of the
philosophical schools to the then-contemporaneous poetry, art, politics,
and social conditions, these can be analyzed minutely, and yet that will
never lead to an understanding of philosophy itself, its intention, its
philosophical content, the sphere of its problematics, the level of its
methodological accomplishment. Furthermore, such understanding is
not a matter of becoming informed about opinions, tenets, views. What
is necessary is that we co-philosophize, and the attempt to do so will it-
self claim the entire time of our sessions and all of our force.
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The exoteric works (?} —easily available today in various forms. We
will later name the most important resources."

Our concern will be fourfold:

1. The whole of the problematics of ancient philosophy is to be brought
to light: some few central problems which are still unresolved.

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

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

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

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

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

11. Cf. below, §6, pp. 11-13.

12. Morchen transcription: "All this has its inner coherence, the basis of which
we need to grasp." (Supplementing the main text, from which Heidegger lec-
tured, are student notes taken by H. Morchen and W. Brocker. Transcriptions of
those notes are presented in the appendix and will be referred to according to this
example: See Morchen transcription, no. 1, p. 168.)
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§6. The most important resources for texts. Sources regarding
the historical transmission. General presentations
and the most important study aids.

a) The most important resources for texts.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Plato: latest complete works, ed. J. Burnet, Platonis opera. Scriptorum
Classicorum Bibliotheca Oxoniensis. Vols. 1-5. Oxford, 1899f1f.; Pla-
tons Werke. Trans. F. Schleiermacher. 6 vols., in 3 Parts. 3rd ed. Ber-
lin, 1855-1862.

Aristotle: at present there is no reliable collected works; in preparation
at Teubner (Leipzig):English ed. of the Metaphysics: AgrototéAoug
A PETA T GUOLKA. Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A rev. text with intro.
and comm. by W. D. Ross. 2 vols. Oxford, 1924; AptototéAovg
TeQL yevéoews kal GpOoag. Aristotle on Coming-to-be and Passing-
away: A rev. text with intro. and comm. by H. H. Joachim. Oxford,
1922; from Academia Regia Borussica, Aristotelis opera, 5 vols.,
(vols. 1-2, ed. 1. Bekker), Berlin, 1831ff.

Stoicorum veterum fragmenta. Ed. H. von Arnim. 4 vols. Leipzig, 1903ff.

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

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

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

b) The handing down of philosophy among the Greek thinkers
themselves. (Sources regarding the historical transmission.)
Doxographi Graeci. Coll. rec. prolegomenis indicibusque instr. H. Diels.

Berlin, 1879.

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

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

¢) General presentations.

E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrergeschichtlichen Entwicklung.
3 parts in 6 halves." Leipzig. Newest edition begins 1892 (5thed.).
(6th ed., 19191f.}

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

W. Dilthey, Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften. Versuch einer Grundle-
gung furdas Studium der Gesellschaft und der Geschichte. Leipzig, 1883.
In W. Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften. Leipzig, 1914ff. Appears as vol.
1, 1922.

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

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

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

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

d) Encyclopedia articles.

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

Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie. In affiliation with H. Diels, W. Dil-
they, B. Erdmann, and E. Zeller. Ed. L. Stein. Berlin, 1888ff.

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

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

E. Meyer, Geschichte des Alterthums. 5 vols. Stuttgart, 1884{f.

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

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

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

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

For the individual philosophers, main texts and biographies will be

included in the context of the respective consideration.






Working out of the central concepts

and questions of ancient philosophy,
with the first book of Aristotle's

Metaphysics as guideline

§7. Epochs of ancient philosophy.

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

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

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

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

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

3. The practical/world-view philosophy of Hellenism. Stoics, Epicu-
reans, Skeptics. In the philosophical schools a certain scientific life is
preserved.

4. The religious speculation of Neoplatonism. Simultaneously, a re-
appropriation of the scientific epoch. Commentaries without the force
to radicalize the problematic. Intrusion of speculation deriving from
Christian theology.
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Ancient philosophy ends in ap 529. Through an edict of Justinian,
the Academy in Athens is closed, its property confiscated. Study of
Greek philosophy is forbidden.

The common divisions into periods diverge with regard to details.
Sometimes four or three or even only two epochs are posited. Charac-
teristically, Hegel accepts three epochs, so as to enforce his dialectical
scheme. 1 and 2 are taken together as 1): formation and development
of the totality of the sciences. i1) (3):disintegration into oppositions
and trends: Stoics (dogmatic)— Skeptics. iii) (4):re-appropriation of
the oppositions in the absolute of religion. Zeller,! who comes out of
the Hegelian school, has concretely carried out this scheme in a histo-
riographical study, free from the violence, but also less penetrating.

§8. Methodological middle way: Aristotle as guide.
Structure of the first book of the Metaphysics.
Aristotle's Metaphysics: editions and commentaries.

Scientific apex of ancient philosophy: Aristotle. He did not solve all
problems, but he advanced to the limits which Greek philosophy could
reach, given its general approach and its problematics. He unified in a

positive way the fundamental motifs of the previous philosophy; after
him, a decline.?

Met. A 3-6: Presentation of the earlier philosophers.

Met. A 7: Critical summary.
Met. A 8-9: Aporias: philosophers of nature, Pythagoreans, theory
of Ideas.

Met. A 10: Double of 7, unifies A 3-6 and leads over to B and to the
emphasis on the AHLOOWGS [things said "obscurely"].” Cf.
Jacger.*

Commentaries:

Alexander of Aphrodisias, c. ap 200, In Aristotelis Metaphysica commen-
taria, ed. M. Hayduck. Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Vol. 1,
Berlin, 1891.

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

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

3. Met. A 10, 993a13f.

4. See Morchen transcription, no. 2, p. 168f.
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Thomas Aquinas, In X1l libros Metaphysicorum (Aristotelis commentarium).
Opera omnia. Parma, 1852ff. Vol. 20, pp. 245-654.°

F. Suarez, Disputationes metaphysicae. Opera omnia. Paris, 1856ff. Vol. 25.
Ed. C. Berton.*

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

A. Schwegler, Die Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Greek and German. Text,
trans., and comm., with clarificatory discussions, by A. Schwegler.
4 vols. Tiibingen, 1847-1848.*

W. D. Ross, AQLOTOTEAOUG TA HETX T puotka. Aristotle’s Metaphysics.
Rev. text with intro. and comm. by W. D. Ross. Vols. 1-2. Oxford,

1924.°

Translations:
A. Lasson, Aristoteles, Metaphysik. German trans. A. Lasson. Jena,

1907.
E. Rolfes, Aristoteles’ Metaphysik. Trans. with an intro. and clarificatory

notes by E. Rolfes. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1904; 2nd ed., Leipzig,

1920-1921.%°
H. Bonitz, Aristoteles, Metaphysik. Trans. H. Bonitz, from his literary re-

mains ed. E. Wellmann. Berlin, 1890."

§9. Various modes of disclosing and understanding
(Met. A, chap. 1).

Here the basic traits of a general theory of science; oriented toward the
idea of the fundamental science. All essential expressions for know-
ing, apprehending, understanding are now terminologically stamped,
specifically over and against what had been the case earlier; i.e., these
expressions now differentiate the matters at issue themselves.!?

5. Morchen transcription: "very valuable."
6. Morchen transcription: "important, because here ancient ontology passed
over from the Middle Ages to modernity."
7. Morchen transcription: "without particular philosophical pretensions,
valuable."
8. Mdérchen transcription: "strongly under Hegel’s influence."
9. Morchen transcription: "merely a paraphrase, but the only generally acces-
sible commentary."
10. Morchen transcription: "adheres strictly to the text, essentially determined
by the medieval conception of Aristotle."
11. Morchen transcription: "best translation, edited from his literary remains
by one o his students."
12. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1691,
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Concept of codia: TTeQl TIVAC AQXAS ki altiag EmoTiun'® ["knowl-
edge regarding principles and causes"]. codlo: émuoTun pure and
simple; émoTATNG: the one who stands [steht] before and over some
matter, who can stand at the head of it [vorsteht], who understands [ver-
steht] it.

Path of the investigation: apprehending and knowing are comport-
ments of humans, possessions of humans. Humans are beings among
others. Lifeless—living. Living beings have determinate comportments;
animals—humans. The task is then to interrogate the latter with regard to
their comportments having something to do with knowing, understand-
ing, apprehending, perceiving. Manifold of possibilities and of modes of
disclosing in a certain gradation: co{wteQog ["wiser"] (cf. 982al3f.),
uaAAov 0odoc' ["more of a wise man"], £Vd0OE0V ["esteemed"]).

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

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

Gradation,' development of the circumspection required for free
motion:

alobnowg

Hvnpn

EuTTELQl

Téxvn

ETUOTI|UN

oodia (HEOVNOLS)

aioOnog (cf. 980a22):"7 "sense perception,” dDIA-KOWA-KATA
ovuPePnKog ["proper-common-incidental"], because what is present
is in every case enclosed in relations {?}.

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

13. Met. A 1, 982a2. Reading in Christ: €0l TVaG aitiag Kai aQXas.
14. Met. A 1, 982al151.: paAAov ... codiav.

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

16. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1701.

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

18. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1701.
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Freer orientation, circumspection, to take in at a glance. More teach-
able, richer possibilities of taking in, not merely (perceptual)staring
at, not simply bound to one and the same present {possibility}."* A
certain understanding.

boovipog ["the insightful one"] (cf. 980b21)*
nantucoc ["the learned one"] (cf. 980b21)
davraoia-pviun ["images—memory"] (cf. 980b26)

TEXVN-AoyIopog (cf. 980b28),?' "knowing one's way about'-"de-
liberation." {TéxVv1):}** "understanding," title for a science: medicine;
not "art," not dealing with the practical, but, instead, dealing with the
theoretical, éruotrjun (981a3).

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

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

éumetpia éxet LTOANY (cf. 981a7),» "also already has its anticipa-
tion." Being experienced in what is to be done in each case, ka0’
éxaoTtov (981a9). From many experiences arises a single anticipation.
kaBoAov (981a6), "in general," "on the whole," not in each case if-
then, but, rather, because-therefore. The individual cases change: al-
ways if this-then that, potov ["something alike"] (cf. 981a7). Some-
thing always remains the same, recurs, maintains itself throughout;
therefore a persistent connection remains. TéEXVr) is not "in every case
if-then," "as often as," i.e., finding the right thing to do from case to
case, but is knowing in advance, everywhere such experiences have
"one and the same outer look," kat &ldog €v (981al0), and specifi-
cally because. "If-then": here the "then" is ambiguous: (1)if-then; (2)
because-therefore: delineation of the €00g, understanding the why.
Being experienced, having cognizance: in every case if this-then that.
£xeL OiOANUny ["has anticipation"] (cf. 98la7): knows in advance
what? The connection of the if this-then that. Whence arises the possi-
bility of giving direction. A healer. 4 machinist who looks after a ma-
chine. Connection of the sequence of processes. Because this is such
and such, because the physiological state is such and such, therefore

19. Editor's interpolation.

20. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 170f.
21. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 171.

22. Editor's interpolation.

23. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 171.
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this chemical intervention is possible and necessary. Not simply from
case to case, but as an instance of something universal, an instance of
a factual connection that holds without exception. The connection of
the because-therefore is disclosed in this way: that which maintains
itself in every case is explicitly seen, is seen out of the "empirically”
given and is held fast. Thereby arises an understanding that, in a
higher sense, 1s independent of the momentarily given. To this under-
standing, the being unveils itself more and more, just as it always and
properly is. This is not simply understanding as the potential to under-
stand, but is actually conceiving. He has a concept.”* He can at any time
exhibit the being as what it is and why it is such and such. 70 6T-10
ooTL (981a29), "whereby®-"wherefore." Cognition, taking cogni-
zance, knowing.

00dpTeQOS (cf. 981a251.):* kati ro eldéval paAAov ["by seeing
more"] (981a27), katx 70 hoyov &xew ["by possessing the logos"/
(981b6). Exewv Adyov, peta A6yov ["with logos"]:"showing" of what
something is in itself. TéxVN is therefore paAAOV éruotjun ["more of
knowledge"] (cf. 981b8f). dUvacOar didaoker (981b7), it is "able to
teach," to show why this is so and that is otherwise, and indeed for all
possible cases. aloONOIS ["sense perception”], even though it grasps
what is nearest and what is factual, just as it is at any time, is still not
oodia: for o0 Aéyovat 7o dux Ti ["it does not tell us why"] (981bl1f.).

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

Chap. 1: Idea of godia in general predelineated.

Chap. 2: How codlat itself appears more precisely.

a) Everyday preconception of it;

b) interpretation of what is named in it;

¢) its goal is not practical;

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

¢) transformation of one's Being by possessing it.

Regarding a): Everyday preconception of codpio*

Everyday view of understanding and science:
1. mavta ["all things"] (982a8),

24. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 1711.
25. See Morchen transcription, no. 3, p. 171f.
26. See Mrchen transcription, no. 4, p. 172; cf. GA 19, p. 94ff.
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2. xoAema ["difficult things"] (982al0),

3. axoiBeotatn ["most rigorous"] (cf.982al3 and 25)— ddaokaAikr)
HAA0Ta ["most instructive"] (cf. 982a13 and 28ff.),

4. tavtng €vekev ["for the sake of itself"] (982al5),

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

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

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

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

Regarding ¢): Without practical purpose

ov momtikt, {. ..} €K TV MEWTWV (prtAocodnodtwy ["not making
anything practical, ... from the first ones who philosophized"]
(982b10t.); 70 Baxvualerv (982bl1f.)—"to wonder" about something,
i.e., not simply accept it as evident. Not to accept—the ground thereof
is a claim to higher understanding, the will to go beyond mere recog-
nition, not to be content with what is commonly taken as self-evident.
TA ATOTIA—"what is not in its place," what cannot be accommodated
in one's greatest efforts at understanding, even if that which gives it its
peculiarity may be clear to average knowledge. It lends itself to open-
ended questioning. He alone wonders who: 1. does not yet under-
stand, but 2. desires to understand. He seeks to escape from (XYV()LO(
["ignorance"] (cf. 982b20) and thereby demonstrates that he desires
voeiv ["apprehension"]. Whence arises dtamogetv ["to be at an im-
passe"] (cf. 982b15). Common sense believes it understands every-
thing, because it is unaware of any higher possibilities of questioning.
The one who wonders and questions further does not make it through,
finds "no way out," anogia (cf. 982b17). Therefore he must seek pos-
sibilities, work out the question, master the problem.

The scientific problem is not an arbitrary question, one randomly
spit*” out, but is a deliberately posed question, the predelineation and
discussion of possible ways, means, and factual motifs, i.e., motifs of-
fered by the interrogated object itself for its own determination. The most
multifarious knowledge of everything possible is not yet science. What is
essential (theproblem)is a capacity to question, drawn from, and developed in
conformity with, the matter at issue itself: Hence codia povn is éAevOépa

27. Heidegger uses a word (spatzen) in the Swabian dialect that has this
meaning.
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(982b27), “codin alone is free," avTH) Exvtng évekev [existing "for its
own sake"] (982b271.). It is carried out in free openness to the matter at
issue. Conformity to the matter at issue is its sole criterion.

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

Regarding d): The most proper and most divine science

Once and for all: codia is the highest instance of understanding and
is science in the proper sense. It is the most divine science. A science
is divine insofar as: 1. it is such that God possesses it most properly,
and 2. it relates to something divine. Both of these hold for the science
of the first principles and causes: 1. God is for all things something like
their origin and cause; 2. this science is an absolute and free mode of
consideration and thus befits God most of all, who is himself the pure
and eternal gazing upon beings and is the "gazing upon this very gaz-
ing," vONnois vonoews (Met. 1074b34). codia is OeoAoyikn ["theol-
ogy"] (cf. Met. 1026a19).

The highest science is without practical purpose. All the others are
therefore, as regards practical life, more urgent and more necessary.
But none is of a higher rank with respect to the meaning and the pos-
sibility of understanding.

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

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

28. Simonides, 'Emivikot. In Poetae Lyrici Graeci, rec. Th. Bergk. 4th ed. Vol. 3:
Poetae Melici. Leipzig, 1882. Frag. 5, v. 10, p. 388: 0e0g &v pévog To0T €xoL YEQO,
avdoa 6' ovK . .. ["God alone would have this privilege, not man"].

29. See Morchen transcription, no. 5, p. 172f.
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understanding wonders at has now become transparent; what the
common understanding does not find wonderful becomes for the re-
searcher a problem in the proper sense.

§11. On the concept of apy)
and of aitiov in Aristotle.

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

The object and theme of the most proper science are the first principles
and causes, their mANOog ["number"] and &idog ["outward look"]
(983b19).°° Which are these causes? If this is the most rigorous sci-
ence, then their number is restricted, even narrowly restricted: four.”
Why this many and why these particular ones? Nowhere is a strict
proof given; perhaps the methodological possibilities for such a proof
are not even available. Nevertheless, Aristotle saw clearly that some-
thing remains open here. He attempts an indirect proof by showing
that these four, and no others, were disclosed one after the other. He
hopes that this insight will give us a higher mioT(g, trust, in the neces-
sity and the character of these causes.

Inquiry concerning those mpotegov {. ..} ¢prAocodPnoavtag mept
¢ aAnOetag (983blif.) —misleading to say, "those who were first to
philosophize on the truth," rather: "those who philosophized on be-
ings themselves as beings." GvO1g ["nature"], megt pLUEwC ["on nature"]
(983a34f.) —that is, what in anything always already lies at the foun-
dation, what from out of itself is always already present.

The consideration in the subsequent chapters [of the Metaphysics] is
guided®? by the working out of the four causes, i.e., by the elaboration of
one determinate problem. The charge has therefore been made: Aristo-
tle is proceeding unhistorically. Yes and no. Yes, inasmuch as he applies
his own concepts. Culmination: what had previously been unclear, un-
determined in its conceptual limits, is now separated out and differenti-
ated. The ones who come afterward do not necessarily understand their
predecessors better. They might not understand them at all; but if they
do understand them, then in fact better. Better: to pursue to the end the
very intentions expressed by the predecessors. In this way, Aristotle is

30. On doxr) and awtio: Mer. A 1 and 2; Aristotelis Physica. Rec. C. Prantl. Leipzig,
1879, B 1, 192b8ff., and B 3, 194b16; Posterior analytics, B 11, 94a20ff.

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

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

The unhistoricality of Aristotle's procedure also shows itself in the
fact that in his interpretation of the earlier philosophers he works with
a concept quite unltnown to them: that of &Qx1). Even the word is rare
among them and then simply means "beginning."

In the subsequent chapters, Aristotle does not carry out a full infer-
pretatio, but only an overview, a first understanding of the problem.

We will begin with a general orientation regarding the concepts of
aQx1 and aitiov ["cause"].

b) Determination of the concept of AQX1] in
Met. A, chap. 1.

Word—sound, matter named, meaning, concept. A being is under-
stood, the understanding finds its words, the meaning is explicitly
stamped, the concept is formed. Concept formation according to the
way the understood being is determined: AOyog ["discourse, meaning,
definition"]. Catalogue of concepts: 1teQl T00 MOAAAXWE ["of things
said in many ways"], the title Aristotle often uses for it.** Basic con-
cepts, and principal concepts, of his philosophical problematic.

The basic concepts, in accord with their high level of generality, are
polysemic.”

OHWVUHOV —aequivocum, "homonymous," ovoya yovov KOWOV,
{...) AOYOC {. . .} €teQog ["only the name in common; the logos is dif-
ferent"] (Cat. 1, lal-2).

33. See Morchen transcription, no. 8, p. 1731.

34. He also uses the title el to0 mooaxwe: see W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entste-
hungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Berlin, 1912 (henceforth, Jaeger, Stu-
dien), p. 1181. Jaeger cites the following passages: Mer. E 4, 1028a4ff.; Z 1,
1028a10f.; © 1, 1046a4f.; © 8, 1049b4; 1 1, 1052al5f.; 14, 1055b6t.; 16, 1056b34f.;
cf. also Diogenis Laertii de vitis philosophorum libri X. Cum indice rerum. Leipzig,
1884, V, 23: ITe0i T@V MOoaXWs AeYOHEVQY.

35. Cf. M. S. Boethius, /n Categorias Aristotelis libri I'V. In Boethius, Opera omnia.
Tomus posterior. Patrologia Latina. Acc. J.-P. Migne. Vol. 64. Paris, 1891, pp. 159-
294; P. Abelard, Glossae super Praedicamenta Aristotelis. Die Glossen zu den Kategorien.
Ed. B. Geyer. In Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters. Texts and in-

vestigations. Ed. C. Baeumker. Vol. 21, pt. 2. Miinster, 1921, pp. 111-305, esp.
117-118.
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OLVWVVUOV— univocum, "univocal," dvopa kovov {. ..) Adyog{. . .)
O aUTtog ["the name in common and the same logos"] (Cat.1, 1a7).

TAQWVVUOV—denominativum, "derived in meaning," 0 0a 7o Ttvog
daxPéQovTa TT) TTWOEL THV KATA TOUVORa TRoayopiav exet ["de-
riving its name by changing the inflection of a related word"] (Cat. 1,
lal2f.), yoaupatikos amo yoapportikrc ["'grammarian’ from the
word 'grammar'] (cf. Cat. 1, 1al4).

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

apxn—here Aristotle gives the term a much broader and more di-
verse meaning, on a background which was clarified in Met. A.

1. The beginning, that with which something takes its departure,
the beginning of a way, of a footpath (1012b34-1013al).

2. The correct first step, the starting point for learning something,
which does not lie in what is highest (the principles) but in what is
closest. Examples (1013al1-4).

3. That with which the emergence of something starts, the "foun-
dation" for a building, the lteel for a ship, the groundwork, évumagxov
["constituent principle"] (cf. 1013a4), specifically such that this "be-
ginning" remains in the thing, is an integral part of it (1013a4-7).

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

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

6. That from which something is primarily known. In a proof, the
axioms, the principles (1013al4ff.). That which is common:3¢ the first,
the whence, in a particular sense the earlier than, To mQwTtov eivat
0B¢ev ["to be the first whence"] (1013al8), in the various orders of
Being and of becoming, emerging, coming to be known. Formal con-
cept of &Qx1): the first "whence" ..., the last "back whither." That
structure: formal sense of orienting, directing, starting, determin-
ing.”” Cf. Met. A 17, 1022a12: &oyxn) is mepag T, "limit."

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

a) The working out of the aQx1)-character of UAn in the previous
philosophy.

There indeed a questioning of the agoxat ["principles"], but the prob-
lem is not explicitly formulated as such; left implicit. TteQl GpUOEWS
(983a34{.): beings in themselves, whence and how they are, beings in
their Being. meol Gvoewg,* megl pvoews wtopia ["research into na-
ture”].* ot agxaiot GuatoAdyol ["the ancient investigators into na-
ture"] (cf.986bl4). Adyos-PUaig, exhibition of beings in themselves;
not a consideration of the possibility and necessity of a knowledge of
nature, but a consideration of nature itself. Not simply the reason and
cause of the world. Mythical genealogies and cosmologies.” The
theogony of Hesiod, the cosmogony in Pherecydes of Syros: telling
stories about beings; succession.

dvo1G: GueV—"to engender," GpLECOAI—"to grow." 1. the ever en-
during,*' 2. the becoming.*” Both.” The essential: what of itself is al-
ways already present without human or divine involvement. The first-
named meaning comes closest to the philosophical-ontological
signification.

Cause:* what is already, first and foremost; what always is. 1. sought
in general; 2. what is taken for such. UdwQ ["water"]—Thales; amelQov
["the indeterminate"] —Anaximander; &rjQ ["air"]™ Anaximenes.
Here cause comes into question in the sense of what is, and remains,
always already; but without a concept of cause, without being able to
decide what would satisfy this sought cause, and without understand-
ing whether thereby the question of the Being of beings has already
been answered or indeed has even merely been posed. g TfG TOLAVTIS
dvoews aiel colwpévng dpuotg owletal, "a being which, from out of
itself, is always already there saves itself ever," (983bl12f.), the con-
stancy of what is always already present. The gaze of those who were
seeking was aimed at that (though without genuinely seeing it), in-

38. See Morchen transcription, no. 10, p. 1741.

39. Cf Plato, Phaedo, 96a.

40. Cf. E. Cassirer, Philosophie dersymbolischen Formen, vols. 1-3. Berlin, 19231f.
Vol. 1: Die Sprache, p. 13; vol. 2: Das mythische Denken, p. 57.

41.]. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 3d ed. London, 1920 (henceforth, Burnet),
p. 10: "everlasting"; p. 206 and n. 4, p. 205: "which does not pass away"; p. 228.
[These quotes from Burnet are in English in Heidegger's text. —Trans.]

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

43. A. Lasson, Uber den Zufall. Berlin, 1918, pp. 52, S8ff.

44. See Morchen transcription, no. 10, p. 1741.
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tended it, was on its way toward it, but was not in a position to grasp
it. On the contrary, a being was made the agy1) of Being. To be sure,
at first merely a being, but already precisely as a being, in the light of
an idea of Being, even ff this idea was unclear.

What the gaze first strikes, regarding what is constantly present, is
that of which something consists. xQXr)— &v DATG €1deL (983b71.), the "from
which" in the form, the outward look, of what is material. 1'5}\7] ["mat-
ter"]: Urokeipevov ["substrate”] (983b16). Udwo— Thales (983b20f.);*
Aano—Anaximenes (984a5); mvug ["fire"]—Heraclitus (984a7f.); Y1
["earth"] and other factors—Empedocles (984a8f.). Anaxagoras—
ana@ta TV agxwv ["infinity of principles"] (cf. 984al3), Tt
opolouegn], CUYKQIOIG-OLGKOLOLS, DLXpEVeLy, didwx ["things of like
parts, conjunction-disjunction, persisting, eternal"] (cf. 984al4ft.).
{Stagesof development:}*°

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

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

3. Everything out of infinitely many factors. Since the causes always
are and are everlasting, they are inexhaustible. Constant change
and transformation, but indeed no coming to be or passing away.
On the contrary, everything remains. Here the source, that which
animates; thus change and the incalculable multiplicity are clari-
fied. vrtokepé v OAT): povn aitia ["matter as substrate: the only
cause"] (cf. 984al7).

b) The question of cause in the sense of the whence of motion. The
cause as impetus. The notion of the immobility of all beings.

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

How does it happen that the Umokeipevov changes; to what is that
indebted? To hold onto the OAn is indeed necessary, but not sufficient.
EVAov—urAivn ["wood—bed"] (cf. 984a24), €teQdv TL...altov
["some other cause"] (984a25), thus v étégav agxrnv (ntetv ["to
seek another cause"] (984a26), namely, the impetus.

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

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

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

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

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

¢) The cause of motion in the sense of ordering and ruling.

Following, peté (984b8), the procedure of these thinkers, and again
under the constraint of truth, the second-named cause was also brought
into question. For it too was insufficient in relation to the actual
Yevvnoar TV v Oviwv Gvow ["coming to be of the nature of
things"] (984b9). It could not provide an understanding of the whence
of beings, that beings are just as they are. avaykaCopevot O avTng
6 aAnBeiag (cf. 984b91.), "constrained by the truth," i.e., by beings
lying there uncovered before the eyes. What one then sees are not only
what is present-at-hand,**change, transformation, impetus, but also
beings that have changed in such and such a way, beings that are
changing themselves in a particular way. T0 €U £x&v (cf. 984bl11f.), "in
the correct way"; more generally, in a determinate way, not arbitrarily,
or chaotically. To kKaA@g yiyveaBau (cf. 984bl1f.), "beautifully," in an
ordered way. The world is a k6opog ["order"], a t&&ig ["arrangement”].
These determinations of beings themselves are not clarified by the two
previously uncovered causes. But the questioning must take into ac-
count what shows itself in that way. Fire, or something similar, is not
the cause of such determinations, oUte ["not so"] (984b12); that is not
possible, nor did any of those thinkers believe it was.

47. Editor's interpolation.
48. See Morchen transcription, no. 11, p. 175{.
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Instituting the appropriate way, directing, overseeing, instructing,
prescribing. Order, ordering, disposing, guiding. Reflection, sense, for def-
inite reasons [Griinde], under the guiding line of a rule, "reason"
[»Vernunft«**]. 1. vouv {. ..} €vetvar (984bl5)— "there is reason [Ver-
nunft] in this," 2. voov (. ..} aitiov TOL kOOpoV ["it is the cause of the
order"] (984b15f.). The cause of order is the cause of beings in general
and is what, as effective cause, gives the impetus. Yet the specific char-
acter of causality remained hidden to those thinkers.

Not only kOouog, Tallc (984b34) but also ata&ia ["disorder"],
atoxov ["ugliness"] (985al), and these indeed mAgiw (985al), "pre-
dominantly," "mainly." vetkog-(ptAia, "hate and love."

Characterization of the way they worked with these causes: uncer-
tainly, arbitrarily, haltingly (985allff.). AuULdQ@G MEVTOL Kl OLDEV
oadpws (985al13)—"obscurely and without conceptual determinate-
ness," no proper practice of the scientific method of investigation. Ba-
sically they did not go beyond two causes: DA ["matter"] and agyn
Kivnoews ["impetus of the motion"] (cf. 985allff.), and that was re-
flected in their most advanced scientific interpretations of beings.

d) pn ov and dtaxdpopai as causes of VAN.

Leucippus, Democritus:*® ototxela ["elements"]: To TAT)0ec—1cevOv
["the plenum—the void"] (985b5). TO TAT)QeG, OTEQEOV: TO oV ["the
plenum, the solid: beings"] (985béf.), To kevov, pavov TO: ur Ov
["the void, the porous: nonbeings"] (985b71.). Nonbeings [ur) ov] are,
just as much as beings.

The differences in the substrates are the causes of the other things
that show themselves, dtaxdpogat ["differences"]: aitiauw (cf. 985b13),
oxnNua—taéic—0éowc (cf. 985b144.), "configuration" —"order"—"posi-
tion." QUOUOG— OOy} — TEort) (cf. 985b151.), "uniform motion, sym-
metry, proportion”— "touch®— “turning”: directions of possible changes.

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

kivnoig ["motion"] itself is not a problem, although constant use is
made of this phenomenon. UAN—060ev 1 kivnowg ["matter—the
whence of motion"] (985al3).

Thus Aristotle does not merely pursue the question of what in each
case was postulated content-wise as a cause but also asks about the ex-
tent of the understanding of the causal character as such, about the grasp
in each case of the possible and necessary causal function of the cause.

49. ["Reason" can translate both der Grund (asin the principle of sufficient
reason) and die Vernunft (thefaculty of the soul). Whenever it translates the latter,
the German word will be indicated. —Trans.]

50. See Morchen transcription, no. 12, p. 176.
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e) The coming to light of the cause as the TO Ti in the number
theory of the Pythagoreans.

Difficulty: TéAog, 00 éveka ["the end, the for the sake of which]. Not
at all yet the To Tl ["the this"].”' But the latter already in Greek science
with Parmenides, the Pythagoreans (AQLOHOGS ["number"]),and Plato
(idéa ["Idea™)).

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

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

Special cultivation of mathematics by the so-called Pythagoreans.
The principles of mathematics are in the first place agiOpol ["num-
bers"] (985b26). In them the Pythagoreans believed could be seen
OGpOLOHATA TOAAX TOlG ODOL KAl YryVOUEVOLS (985b271.), "many
likenesses to things that are and are coming to be." In number they
found, e.g., the properties and relations of harmonies. Thus DTéAafov
(986a2), “thev assumed.”’ The likeness is easier to grasp if it is ob-
served by being presented in the numbers themselves. Moreover, a
number itself and its presentation are not sharply separated.

142 S0 1+2+3 0SS0 1+2+3+4

OyxoL ["magnitudes"], the series of natural numbers, form of the let-
ter A. Numbers articulate and determine figures, space.

So the Pythagoreans tallied up everything in numbers and harmo-

51. See Morchen transcription, no. 13, p. 176.

52. Namely, "that the elements of numbers were the elements of all things."”
See Morchen transcription, no. 14, p. 176f.



§12 [41-42]
33

nies that accords with the states of the heavens and with the universe
in general. If some lacuna opened up, they did not shrink from artifi-
cial assumptions. For example: 1] dekag téAelov (cf. 986a8), "ten," the
"complete," "perfect” number. It contains the essence and Being of
number in general. Therefore ten is also the number of the orbiting
heavenly bodies. Yet only nine are evident in experience, and so Ol
T0UT0 dekATnV TNV dvtixBova mowovowy ["they make the counter-
earth the tenth"] (986allf.).

Aristotle's goal in considering the doctrines and opinions of the Py-
thagorean-s to lay out which agxal they postulated katl mag €ic TaC
EQNUEVAS euminmtovoty aitiag (986al5), "and how those relate to
the four kinds of causes already named." Which of the latter are char-
acteristic of numbers? Have the Pythagoreans said anything precise
about that, or did they perhaps not make it clear?

The ortoxeta ["elements"] of number are the dQtiov ["even"] and
the megrrtov ["odd"], the former memegaouévov ["finite"], the latter
ameov ["infinite"] (986al8t.). v ["one"] consists of both (986a191.);
it is just as much the former as the latter. Number arises €k TOU €vOg
["out of the one"] (986a201.). The entire edifice of the world consists
in numbers. This shows, according to Aristotle, that the Pythagoreans
conceive of numbers as causes, specifically in the sense of that of which
the world is made up, wg VA ["in the sense of matter"] (cf. 986al7).

Other members of this school name ten principles, which they co-
ordinate and place in series in various ways (cf. 986a22f.). Alcmeon of
Croton, a younger contemporary of Pythagoras (cf.986a27 and 291.):
evavuotntec ["opposites"] (cf. 986a32), but adopiotws ["ran-
domly"] (986a34). That is to say, the agyal are opposites without its
being shown in determinate concepts how those principles and oppo-
sites lead back to the familiar four causes. Yet it is clear that ¢ic TOUTWV
YaQ WG EVUTAQXOVTWV OLVECTAVAL {. ..) TNV ovolav ["these, as
constituent principles, compose what is present"] (986b71.). This the-
ory of opposites, however, is quite different from the doctrine of devel-
opment {?} proposed by Empedocles (cf. 986bl3f1.). {dlov avt@v
TMEOUETEDETOV: TO TIEMEQATHLEVOV, ATtelgov ["specific to this school:
the limited and the unlimited"] (cf. 987a15f.) were not themselves
taken as beings beside other beings, nor as modifications of beings; on
the contrary, the limited and the unlimited as such, and also unity,
were taken as the Being of beings, as ovoia. Therefore, number: ovoia.
This implies, however: mepl Tov Tl éoTwv Mjefavto {...) Aéyew kat
00iCe0o0Ban ["they attempted to discuss ‘and define the 'what']
(987a201.), they no longer questioned concerning the matter which
things are made up of, nor concerning the impetus of motion, but, in-
stead, they were concerned with what beings themselves are as beings,
with the meaning of the Being of beings and of their being what they
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are and as such. Except that Aiav & amAwg éumaypatevtnoov
(987a21f.), "their treatment of this question was, to be sure, still quite
primitive." Only émumoAaiws ["superficially"] (987a22, cf. 986b22f.)
did they carry out the conceptual determinations. Example.”

Explicitly mentioned: Parmenides. Also a principle, consistent with
Pythagorean theory, but he understood it in a different sense: TO KATX
rov Aoyov €v ["that which is one according to logos"] (cf. 986b19).

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

f) Plato's way of treating the problem of the causes
(Met. A, chap. 6): the Ideas as the Being of
beings, in the sense of the "what."

Plato's way of treating the basic problem (Met.A 6) is to determine the
cause of the factual states, to determine beings in their principles. Fol-
lowing the Pythagoreans in many respects, but also some (dwx [“idio-
syncracies"] (987a31). In MTOAAA ["many things"] (987a30), Plato is
determined by the Pythagoreans. At a young age, familiar with Craty-
lus and the doctrines of Heraclitus: T&vTo Q€L "everything is flowing."
Firm tenet: the changing thing given in sense experience is not a pos-
sible object of knowledge, notan &etov ["eternal being"]. WhatI know
of such a being ceases at once to correspond with it; I no sooner utter
the statement that it is such and such than my words have already be-
come false.

Knowledge is of the ael ["eternal"] and the kOwvOV ["common™]:
learned from Socrates, who was the first to direct the mind to the
kaBOAOUL ["universal"] and to strive for the OQLOUOG (cf. 987b3), the
"delimitation" of the "what," the definition. TeolL pév T fOKx
(987b1), "in the realm of the acting, conduct, and behavior" of hu-
mans. Plato is therefore basically of the opinion: the object of knowl-
edge is £teQov, 00 @V aloONtwV ["other, not one of the sensibles"]
(cf.987b5). T(x TOLAVTA TV OVTWV OAG ["these other beings are the
Ideas"] (987b7f.).>* ra aloBnTd MAVTA TAQX TALTA—KATX TODTX
AéyeoBan avta (cf. 987b81.), "what is seen at any time, the sensible
thing beside them [i.e., beside the Ideas], is addressed as what it is ac-
cording to them [the Ideas]”; avOQWTOGC ["human being"]. The things
seen do not exist in the mode of an idéa (theirBeing is other) and yet
their "what" is determined by (is according to) the idéa. T TOAAX
TV CUVWVLUPWV (987b91.), "the many things that have the same
name" and the same AOY0gG, for example what are called humans and
are determined by this "what," are that which they are Kot uéeliv

53. See Morchen transcription, no. 15, p. 177.
54. See Morchen transcription, no. 16, p. 1771,
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(987b9), "by way of participation." Pythagoreans: pipunoig (cf.987b11),
"imitation," Opoiwoig ["assimilation"]. Plato merely changed the des-
ignation. What p£6e&ic ["participation”] and pipnoig signify has not
been clarified, not even today! The general thrust is insufficient!

elon—aioOnra® ["ideas—sensibles"], uetaly ra pabnuatxka
["mathematical things are in-between"]: aidix ["eternal"], axivia
["unmoving"], but at the same time MTOAA& ["many"] (cf. 987bl14{f.),
whereas €l00g aUTO €v ékaotov povov ["the eidos itself in each case
is single"] (987b18).

eldn: altia {. . .) tolg AAAowg ["ideas: causes of all else"] (987b18f.):
OTOLXELX TV EDOV—OTor el TavTwy ["elements of the ideas— ele-
ments of everything"] (cf. 987b191.). ovoia: £v ["what is present:
one"] (cf.987b21). OAN: MOAAQ: TO péya—pukeov ["matter: many: the
great-small"] (cf. 987b20). Through péBefic of these in the é€v,
aoBpof ["numbers"] exist (cf. 987b21f.). Like the Pythagoreans: &v
ovoia ["the one is Being"] (cf.987b22), not other beings among be-
ings; @otOpot are constitutive of beings (cf. 987b241.). (drov ["individ-
ual"] (987b27): (1) the &mewgov is itself articulated, doubled: péya~
pEoV (cf. 987b26); (2) aplOpot are mapi ["beside"], not avTx T
moayuata ["the things themselves"] (987b271.).

The év (0Voia) and the &QIOpOl, why are they maa and in general
why 1] t@v eldav eloaywyrn ["the bringing in of the Ideas”]?— i
TNV €V T0IG AGYOIS (. . .} okéPv (987b311.), "on the basis of a seeing
within the AOyot,” because of looking at what, fundamentally, is al-
ways already meant in speaking about some thing; for example, brav-
ery in the case of brave persons, science in the case of learned ones.
This gaze directed at what is meant a priori is dixAéyeoOou ["dialec-
tics"] (cf.987b32). Cf. Sophist, Philebus.

Why is the OAn doubled? Because from it numbers arise easily, with
exception made for the primary numbers.

* * *

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

The fact that there breaks through in Parmenides that which came
to light in later thinkers, namely in Plato and Aristotle, was seen by
Aristotle himself, who stressed and clarified it in his characterization
o Parmenides. He also noted a difference 'with all other preplatonic
philosophers and with Parmenides' own students and successors: Met.
A5, 986b10-987a2. TEQL TOL TMAVTOG WG {. . .} KLAS OVOTG PLOEWG

55. See Morchen transcription, no. 16, p. 1771.
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["about all things as beings of one and the same nature"] (986bl1),
but they also differ among themselves. The AKIVITOV ["nonmoving"]
(986b17) does not belong in the current discussion. That concerns an-
other problematic.’® €otke TOU katax TOV AdYOV £vOG amtecOat ["he
(Parmenides) seems to have adhered to that which is one according to
logos"] (986b19).

Critique of Plato (Met. A, chap. 9): 0L 8¢ TAg 1déag aitiag TIOEpevoL
["those who put forth the Ideas as causes"] (990a34{.). Cannot go into
the details of Met. A 8 and 9, since a presupposition for that is a more
concrete knowledge of Plato’s philosophy, which is precisely what we
want to acquire.

56. See Phys. A 3.
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The question of cause and
of foundation as a
philosophical question

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

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

. which are the causes;

. what in beings themselves satisfies these causes in each case;
. to determine beings themselves in all fundamental respects;
. to determine the Being of beings in general;

.in how many varied ways are beings spoken of.”’

[ S S

oV TO ATAWG AeyOpevov*® ["Being as said simply”]:>

1. ov TV katnyoQuwv ["the Being of the categories™];

2. ov kTt ovpPePnicos ["Being as accidentally supervenient"] (cf.
1026a34);

3. OV g AANBEG ["Being as truth"] (cf. 1026a34f.);

4. ov duvapet kai eveQyeia ["Being in the sense of the potentialand
the actual"] (cf. 1026blf.).

These four basic meanings of Being were no more determined by Ar-
istotle in their inner connection and their mode of origination out of
the idea of Being itself than were the four causes. In no case do these
four meanings of Being somehow correspond to the four causes, just
as in general it must be said that there is fundamentally nothing here

57. Cf. Met. A 9, 992b18ff., to which special significance is attached.
58. See Morchen transcription, no. 17, p. 178.
59. Met. E 2, 1026a33.
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like a system in the sense of a unitary construction. The idea of system
only since the advent of idealism, and behind it a definite notion of
how things are laid out in advance. With Aristotle, just as with Plato,
on the other hand, everything is open, under way, inchoate, still full
of difficulties; nowhere the polish and settled character of a system.
With respect to what has been discussed so far, the basic problem is
this: why these four causes?*® Why —from which being have the causes
been wrested? How has that being been grasped in its Being? What is
the connection between the Being of a cause and the Being of a foun-
dation in general? Why do we ask about foundations, reasons? What
1s the origin and necessity of the "why"? Why do sciences particularly
make reasons and causes their theme?

§14. The problem of foundation in modern philosophy.

Modern philosophy:® Leibniz: Principium rationis sufficientis ["principle
of sufficient reason"]. No state of affairs and no event can have mean-
ing without a sufficient reason for it, even if that reason is mostly hid-
den to us.

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

No. 32: "Secondly, on that of sufficient reason, in virtue of which
we assume that no fact can be true and existent, no utterance correct,
without there being a sufficient reason why it is so and not otherwise,
even If the reasons might in most cases be unknown to us" (544:
§169).5¢

Wolft: Nihil est sine ratione (. . .], cur potius sit, quam non sit.” "Nothing
1s without a reason why it is and not rather is not."

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

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

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

63. "Or" not in Cassirer.

64. "Theodicy" added by Heidegger.

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

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

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

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

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

principium rationis sufficientisagendi ["of acting"] (cf. 5721, p. 542).

T0 MEwrov {. . .} 60ev 1) éotv 4 yiyveraw i) Yryvwoketon ["the first
whence of being or becoming or being known"] (Met. A 1,
1013a18f.).

Recapitulation

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

In Aristotle, the guidelines of the consideration: the four causes.
We looked back on the main lines of pre-Aristotelian philosophy. At
the end, we looked forward: the problem of foundations or reasons.
Principle of sufficient reason, principium rationis sufficientis. Nihil est sine
ratione sufficiente, cur potius sit, quam non sit.* "Nothing is without a suf-
ficient reason why it is rather than is not." Self-evident principle of all
research. How to understand it? Whence its necessity? Does the prin-
ciple arise out of the very Being of that about which it speaks; i.e.,
from the idea of Being and nonbeing? To answer, we must understand
Being itself.

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

thinkers themselves.

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



SECTION ONE
Philosophy up to Plato

Experience of beings,’ understanding of Being in them. Concept of
Being and thereby a conceptual-philosophical understanding of beings.

From beings to Being. Understanding, concepts; concept—AOYOcC.
Truth. Addressing something as something, as what it is, which is not
some being in it but is its Being, that which every being, as a being, al-
ways "is." AOYOG is not aloOnaic. codia, copov of Heraclitus.

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



Milesian philosophy of nature

§15. Thales.?

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

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

1. The earth floats on water.®
2. Water is the (material)cause of all beings.”

2. Cf. Burnet, p. 40ff.

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

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

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

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

7. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 3, 983b21.
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3. "All beings are full of demons.”® "The magnet is alive, for it has the
power to move iron.”” Hylozoism: VAN-uxn ["matter-soul"], not
matter to which is added spirit and life, but both still unseparated!*

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

§16. Anaximander.

Born circa 611. Theophrastus is the main source.

How'" can what is original, lying at the foundation of all beings, it-
self be one of those beings?

1. Neither something determinate, a "this"; indeterminate in that
respect, 2. it itself is not part of a conflict, not an opposite, 3. nor is it
limited; instead, it is inexhaustible. GUOLC.

The indeterminate,!? whose essence is thus indeterminateness, can-
not be determined more precisely than through the character of inde-
terminateness. Grounds for the introduction of the amelQOV: T@ OVTWS
av povov Ur) UTOAEITeW yEveotv kal pO0QAY, el ATELQOV gin 60ev
adargertat To yryvopevov ["Coming to be and passing away never
end, because that from which things come to be is interminable"].”?

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

Surrounding our world: KOTUOU'* KATX TACKV TEQIOTAOLY (TIQOCW),
omiow, avw, KAtw, dekla, aQomtepd) ["worlds in all dimensions (in
front, behind, above, below, right, left)”],"” innumerable "worlds," si-
multaneous. The unlimited which is outside this world "encompasses"
all worlds. The worlds are “gods.”*® The philosophers deviate from the
usual way of speaking: a god is not an object of adoration or the like but
is, instead, a being in the most proper sense. Aristophanes in the

8. Cf. Aristotelis de anima libri ITI. Recogn. G. Biehl. Ed. altera curavit O. Apelt.
Leipzig, 1911, A 5, 411a8.
9. Cf. De anima A 2, 405a201.
10. See Morchen transcription, no. 21, p. 181.
11. See Morchen transcription, no. 22, p. 181.
12. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. T 5, 204b22ff.
13. Phys. T 4, 203b18ff.
14. Phys. T 4, 203b26.
15. Phys. T 5, 205b321f.
16. Phys. T 4, 203b13.
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NepéAar [Clouds]:the philosophers are aBeot ["atheists"]."” Theory of
the origin of the heavenly bodies, the earth, the moon, and the
animals.

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

Something unlimited, bodily in a spatial {?} sense. The exertion
needed to grasp Being itself is expressed in the infinity of a being which
is prior to all.

Aristotle always pays special attention to this thinker and often
brings up his name. He tries to find in Anaximander a precursor of the
idea of the indeterminate TN VAN ["prime matter"]: dAAx kal €€
ovrog ylyvetar mavia, DUVAUEL PEVTOL OVTOG, €K UT) Ovtog O
evegyeta ["all things come to be out something, something that is po-
tentially and not actually"]."”

§17. Anaximenes.*’

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

plav pev kal avtog v vmokepévny Gvow ["also for him the
substrate of nature is one"].?! Each of his precursors is correct. Thales:
adeterminate matter; Anaximander: an infinite matter. {Fromboth:}?*
the one determinate, yet infinite, material is always present and de-
cides the essence of any modification. Condensation-rarefaction, not
simply separation. All differences are now transformations of one ho-
mogenous matter, quantitative modes of it: arg, mvevpa—“air,”
"breath,"” wind, vapor, fog.?* The primal matter has the same relation
to the world as the breath (soul)has to human life. Idea of animation,
organism, not mythical.

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

17. Cf. Aristophanis Comoediae. Rec. F. W. Hall, W. M. Geldart. Vol. 1, 2d ed.,
Oxford, 1906-1907, (henceforth, Aristophanis Comoediae),vv. 367,423, 1241, 1477,
1509.

18. Editor's interpolation.

19. Met. A 2, 1069b191,

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

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

22. Editor's interpolation.

23. Cf Diels 1, 4th ed., 3 B2; 6th ed., 13 B2.
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§18. The problem of Being. The question of the
relation between Being and becoming and the
question of opposition in general. Transition
to Heraclitus and Parmenides.

Disclosure of the Being of beings as a problem. Previously, ¢ being, it-
self distinguished through the ¢vaois-character: UAn—amEIQOV—
&otOuoc. Implicitly an understanding of Being, but no concept. Ever
and again a foray, striving after Being, but always thrown back and
grasping it only as a being. If the Being of a being is not outside it but,
instead, belongs to the being itself, then does Being not again become
a being? Thereby, however, Being indeed becomes explicit and offers
itself as a problem, an ever more pressing one.

Being: what is always present and does not first become and then
pass away. On the other hand, in what is present there is also becom-
ing and motion, £0wg ["love"]. How to understand becoming itself? If
it is a mode of Being, then what about Being? The first thrust into the
domain o Being already introduces a new problematic (that of Being
and becoming), which it was necessary to work out once in an ex-
treme fashion before a new solution could be thought. Not in a leap to
a new cause for explanatory purposes, but to assure oneself in a much
more penetrating way of how beings as a whole show themselves and
of what in them is problematic according to their basic constitution.

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

Everything in the world is opposition:

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

24. See Morchen transcription, no. 23, p. 182.
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2. they condition one another; the one is also the other; the counter-
striving things harmonize, and thus opposition is the essence o all
things. Only oppositionality is the true world. Heraclitus.



2

Heraclitus

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

§19. The principle of Heraclitean thought.

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

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

Usual view: 1. very close attachment to the Milesian philosophy of
nature (cf. Aristotle: ¥dwQ, Ar)jo, MOE*’), 2. prior to Parmenides. [But
according to] Reinhardt: 1. not a philosopher of nature,’ 2. after Par-
menides, since he explicitly responds to the problem of opposition.”
Thus he does not stand in the line of transmission of the doctrines of

the Milesian philosophy of nature but, instead, in the line of
Parmenides.*

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

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

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

28. This partially still in Windelband's (?} history of philosophy: W. Windel-
band, Geschichte der abendlandischen Philosophie im Altertum. 4th ed., ed. A. Goedecke-
meyer. Miinchen, 1923.

29. Met. A 3, 984aT71.

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

31. Ibid., pp. 200-201.

32. Ibid., p. 202.



§20 [58-59]
49

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

Change occurs by force of law, of tavtov ["the same”].>> Heracli-
tus's principle is not fire but, rather, év T0 gopOV, Adyog ["one thing
is wise, logos"]. Fire is only a form of appearance of cosmic reason
[Weltvernunft]. mup—mtavta Qei[“fire—all things are flowing"]; in-
stead, {?): {?}* is change and permanence. This Unity in what is opposed
is Oedg ["God"].” Not mavta Qel; no single fragment says: everything
is mere transition and change, nowhere duration and perseverance.
On the contrary, perseverance in change, TaUTOV ["sameness"] in
petantintelv ["alteration"], pétoov ["measure"] in peTaPaAlery
["change"]. Everything in the world is TaUTOV; the warm cold, the
cold warm.

§20. The main themes of Heraclitean thought.3¢

Opposition and unity, €v T0 codov ["one thing is wise"] (frag. 32),
TAAIVTOTIOC AQUOVIN, "counter-striving concord” (frag. 51). Fire as
symbol. Reason [Vernunft]: AGyog. Soul: puyn).

Text: 126 fragments.’” In what follows, a selection of the ones phil-
osophically important for our problematic.

a) The question of oppositionality and unity.

The principle®® is the One, the All-wise, Oe0c. Frags. 108, 67, 78, 102.
Frag. 56: what is not to be seen or grasped as a being, as something
present-at-hand, but can be apprehended only in the understanding
and 1is different from all beings. Everything is opposition and tension;
therefore oppositionality is not to be avoided in order to fasten onto
one of the members. Instead, the entire oppositionality itself. Frags. 60,
61, 62. Frag. 126: everything becomes its opposite. Frag. 111.

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

Fire as symbol: frag. 90. Everlasting perdurance in change: frag. 30.

33. Cf. frag. 88.

34. The passage could not be deciphered.

35. Cf the explication in §20a.

36. See Morchen transcription, no. 25, p. 182ff.
37.In Diels 1, 4th ed., 12 B; 6th ed., 22 B.

38. See Morchen transcription, no. 25, p. 183f.
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Sextus Empiricus: ovolat kQOVOU cwpatikt] ["the bodily presence of
time"] .3 The true essence is time itself. Hegel: abstract intuition of the
process; the intuited becoming. Harmoniously out of what is abso-
lutely opposed.

b) Adyoc' as principle of beings.

év mavta ["all things one"]: frags. 50, 41.
Frag. 1: hoyoq:

1. Speech, word: a) the disclosed, Aeyopevov ["the uttered"], what is
in the proper sense, what is understandable, the meaning. The
manifested being itself as manifest; binding on everyone as this
very thing that has become understandable. b) the disclosing, A£yetv.
Not yet mere foundation, but that itself which makes something
like a foundation accessible.

2. Reason [Vernunft],

3. Foundation: UTOKE(HEVOV.

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

Frag. 2, frag. 114: A0Yyog is common, withdrawn from the arbitrary,
from random opinion. Frag. 29.

¢) Disclosure and determination of the soul.”!

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

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

All this amounts to a new position: the Being of beings, and sense, law,
"rule." Penetration into Being: the common, that which lies beyond
every being, but which at the same time is in AOy0G. Understanding.
Parmenides: Aristotle: adbvatov {...} tavtov UmoAapPavew
etvaL kait un etvat ["impossible to accept the same thing as being and
not being"].** {Heraclitus:}*> The oppositional is, conflict; the dialecti-
cal itself in the Hegelian sense. The movement of constant opposition

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

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

41. See Morchen transcription, no. 27, p. 1841.

42. Met. T3, 1005b231.

43. Editor's interpolation.
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and sublation is the principle. Therefore Hegel already places Heracli-
tus after Parmenides and sees in him a higher level of development.**
Being and nonbeing are abstractions. Becoming is the first "truth,"”
the true essence, time itself.*’

The higher level of the analysis of beings is accompanied by a more
original grasp of A0yog and spirit, understanding. With Parmenides,
who advances conceptual work, specifically in connection with a new
solution of the problem, it is the same; indeed not Adyoc—uyr, but
that at which all cognition and conceptualization as such aim. Truth
itself steps into the ambit of reflection, specifically in the strictest con-
nection with the problem of Being. From this point on, the position
remains unchanged until we arrive at the thesis: Being is only in con-
sciousness and is unthinkable otherwise.

Back {to Heraclitus}:*® the problem of opposition is his accomplish-
ment. In opposition there is negativity, nonbeing, and thus opposition
itself is not a being. Heraclitus has taken nonbeing itself ontically and
has understood this ontic determination as an ontological one.

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

45. Ibid., pp. 334, 338-339.

46. Editor's interpolation.
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Parmenides and the Eleatics

Reinhardt's investigations*’ unsettled the earlier approach to the inter-
pretation, not only with respect to the relation o Parmenides (of Elea,
born 540)to Heraclitus,but also with respect to the position o Parmenides
within Eleatic philosophy itself: Xenophanes was taken to be the teacher,
Parmenides the student who supposedly de-theologized the former's
theological speculations.*® One forgets that scientific and philosophical
questioning never arises from without {?}, as if it were producedby simply
continuing something else, but instead requires an independent ques-
tioning. And in this domain belief and superstition come to an end—in
the Being of autonomous questioning and of conceptsin general {?}.

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

Parmenides: his didactic poem 7teQl GUUEWS ["On nature"].* Prob-
lem: Being. Only unity, the non-oppositional, is. And Being is grasp-
able in voewv ["apprehension, understanding"]; the way of under-
standing, the only true thing, truth.

But the didactic poem also has a second part:*° on the world of be-
coming, GUOIG, that which is not, the mere object of d6Ex ["opin-
ion"]. How can Parmenides treat of this and even want to clarify it and
thus provide its "truth"? The connection of the two parts is a much-
discussed problem in the history of philosophy.

47. Cf. above, §19, n. 5.
48. Joel, Ursprung, p. 83.
49. In Diels 1, 4th. ed., 18B; 6th ed., 28B. Also printed separately: H. Diels,

Parmenides, Lehrgedicht. Greek and German. Berlin, 1897. (Henceforth, Diels,
Lehrgedicht.)

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

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

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

Reinhardt drove these conceptions fromthe field, convincingly prov-
ing them to be impossible. At the same time, he made a positive contri-
bution by indicating a new possibility, though he did not touch the heart
of the genuine problematic. According to him, the second part is an es-
sential component of Parmenides' theory o Itnowledge. "Theory of
knowledge" in Greek philosophy—beware! Problem of truth in the
strictest connection to the problem of Being. To the Being of truth belongs
essentially the untruth. Proof that error has its foundation, in whatever
way it has entered the world. For Parmenides, the most proper possibil-
ity of truth presupposes untruth. Not change and becoming, but doxa it-
self as belonging to truth.*® More precision in the actual interpretation.

Truth-Being: the most intimate connection. Being and knowledge,
Being and consciousness. 8v-Adyog-idéa—eidoc-Adyoc ["Being-
discourse-Idea-outward look-discourse"]. Through and in the one truth,
the one Being; and only in Being, truth.

The goddess of truth shows and leads the way to the disclosure of

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

52.U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, "Lesefriichte." In Hermes: Zeitschrijt fur Clas-
sische Philologie. Ed. G. Kaibel and C. Robert. 34, 1899, p. 203ff.

53. Diels, Lehrgedicht, p. 63, 101.

54. Burnet, pp. 184ff.
55.K. Joel, Geschichte der antiken Philosophie. Vol. 1. (Grundrif der philosophischen

Wissenschaften.) Tiibingen, 1921, pp. 435-436.
56. Cf. Plato, Theatetus. 183Ef.
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Being as such. She keeps him far from the other way. But he must still
understand that other way at the same time. Thus it is clear: the cause
of error is not overcome through refutation and proof of impossible
consequences, but only if error is understood in its origin.

Two ways:’” explicit and constant emphasis on the 6d6c—p€0000G
["way-method"].

The way of semblance: semblance is what merely appears outwardly
to be such and such but is not so. Semblance is the rival of that which
shows itself What of itself compels on this path is always already the
moAVTElQoV €00¢ (cf. frag. 7, v. 3), the "habit of those with much ex-
perience," the usual, that which is commonly known and said about
things. AicOUT-YAQOOQA-OUHX ["hearsay-tongue-eye"] (cf.frag. 7, v.
4{.), immediate appearance. We are always already on this necessary
way. Insofar as Dasein is, it is also already in the untruth. This way is
not something that simply lies off the beaten track, to which one oc-
casionally strays; on the contrary, Dasein is already on this way, inso-
far as Dasein is under way at all.

KQwvewy Adywt (cf. frag. 7, v. 5), "to distinguish and decide in and
from reflection" on the two possibilities. Then all that will remain is to
resolutely follow one of the ways. Free openness to the things and not
mere chatter. Science is not arbitrary, taken up on a whim, but is a
choice on the basis of reflection; that only in conceptualization, A\Gyoc.>

§22. Interpretation of Parmenides' didactic poem.

a) The first part of the didactic poem: the way of truth.

Which is the attitude corresponding to the way of truth, what is the
proper mode of research, and what shows itself there? Aevooe {...)
vowt (frag. 2 {4}, v. 1), "see with reason [Vernunft],"ask, how beings
are in themselves, and do not adhere to what is said about them!
Suwe amedvta Aebooe maxpeovta Befaiws, "as to what is never-
theless absent, see it with a sure gaze as present in its presence, for this
gaze will not sever beings from their context" (cf. ibid., vv. 1-2).”’
Such a gaze does not see any isolated being, which, as this, is not that,
but sees only the one Being itself. This gaze does not veil reality. It sees

what every being is, it has Being present to it, whether the being is ab-
sent and removed or not.

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

58. Cf. the first lecture; see above, p. 3.

59. See Morchen transcription, no. 28, p. 185.
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ov is Euvdv (frag. 3 {5}, v. 1), beings are "syncretic" [»zusammensei-
end«], £xeaOou ["holding together"] (frag. 2 {4}, v. 2), cvveyéc [“self-co-
hesive"] (frag. 8, v. 6). Every being, as a being, is the One, the Whole,
Being. Unity and wholeness of Being; "oppositionlessness." Presence of a
being, even if it may be absent. Accessible in voerv (frag. 2 {4}, v. 1:
vowl), in "perception,” in reflection on the being and on its sense, i.e., on
Being. It is not a matter of a peculiar faculty, an occult science, an insight
occasioned by some special technique, nor is it mystagogy or theosophy;
on the contrary, it is the way of the closest-lying conceptual work.

The two ways are now to be determined more precisely. The first:
Vvovug, conceptual determination; the One, the Whole, Being. What
beings are in themselves, undistorted; truth, Being. The other: d6&q,
"semblance," 1dle talk; the multifarious in what is otherwise, the
equivocal {?}, opposition, nonbeing. Semblance distorts, since the
many individuals are not the One.

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

Beings are. Being is.
Nonbeings are not. Nonbeing is not.

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

There remain only the beings of the first way; taking that path, the
resultis: beings are (frag.8).On that path occur many onuata (frag. 8,
v. 2),"signs," in which Being becomes visible, shows itself In carrying on
to the end the pure, unfalsified reflection, one that is not diverted as a
method into reports and stories about beings but, instead, asks about
Being itself, then this latter shows itself in the following characters:

dYéVT]TOV (frag.8, v. 3)— "unborn®; it did not ever first come to be,
at no earlier time was it not.

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

0VAoV (v.4 in 4th ed.®’)—"a whole"; it is not patched together
from parts, ones that could be added or subtracted.

60. Plato, Sophist, 241D.
61. Instead of oVAov and the next character, povvoyevég, W. Kranz, the editor
d the 6th ed., follows the reading of Plutarch and Proclus and substitutes: ot

Yag ovAopeAég ["for it is whole"].
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HOLVOYEVES (v.4 in 4th ed.®?) —"unique"; there are no more of
the same, for whatever else could be or is, is
uniquely Being.
ATQepég (v.4)—"unshakable"; Being cannot be taken away.

Being is nothing further than, and nothing other
than, the fact that it is.

atéAeoTov (ibid.)—="without end"; not a thing that somewhere
or in some way comes to an end or to limits. Being
has nothing against which it could be delimited as
a being.

oUd¢ Mot 1V (v.5)—"never was it"; in it there is no past, nothing
that once was present earlier.

oLd¢ moT ot (v. 5: oub' éotat)—"never will it be"; in it there is
no future, nothing that will only later be present.

¢met vov ottty (ibid.)—"because it is the now itself"; only the now,

Opov constant presence itself.
v (ibid.) —“altogether”; through and through only
now.
év (v.6)—as this, it is pure now and nothing else. One,
never other, no difference, no opposite.
oLVEXEG (ibid.)—"“self-cohesive”; in every now as now, in it-

self as itself.

Verses 5 and 6 o frag. 8 provide the most pointed interpretation of
Being. It is telling that this interpretation is carried out with the help of
time and its characters, indeed to the effect that the nowalone is, along with
whatever is in the now. The now, however, is always constant in every
now. Being is constant presence. The now is the same in every now. Being
is, in what it is, constantly without opposition or difference.

This connection, namely that in the determination of Being there is
also a determination of time, has never been heeded previously, or has
only been noted superficially. Differences of Being with respect to time:
temporal Being: the real; non-temporal Being: the ideal; super-temporal
Being: the metaphysical. Why and whence this connection, with what
justification? How does time come to serve as criterion to differentiate
the various modes of Being? We see already a first attempt by philosophy
to gain a concept of Being by referring to time, though without explicitly
naming and analyzing time itself. Something compelled by the factual
connection between Being and time, obscure for the Greeks and still ob-
scure today. In our interpretation we must emphasize the orientation to-
ward the phenomenon of time and make clear that only in this perspec-
tive do the peculiar predicatesapplied to Being become understandable.

62. See previous note.
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It is neither to be expressed nor maintained: Being ever once was not.
To say that Being is not is precisely to say: Being is. What could it have
been that impelled Being to come forth out of nonbeing? Being either is
or is not. Yéveolg anéofeotar (frag. 8, v. 21)—"all becoming (change)
and difference have been obliterated." amuotog 0Ae0p0¢ (ibid. "pass-
ing away has disappeared." Change and difference are not.

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

gmel maw {. . .} Opoiov (v.22)—"for in the whole thoroughly homo-
geneous"; it does not become other, of another genus than the now.

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

nov O EunAeov eottv éovtog (ibid.) —Being "is entirely full of
Being." The now consists of nothing other than the now.

Pov yap éovt meAalet (v. 25)—"one being abuts another," "comes
close," is most close. One now abuts another, without a break. Euveyec
(ibid.)—everything is in the now and is itself the now.

axtvnrov (v.26)—"without motion"; it is always the now, the con-
stant which stays. Kant, who understands time as the order of succes-
sion, the way all his predecessors did, also claims: time stays.®® Time is
only in the now. The now is constant, it stays; time stays. "Without be-
ginning or end, because coming to be and passing away are precluded
from it" (v.271.). andoe d¢ miotg AANONG (v.28)—"theadherence to
what shows itself uncovered in itself, as a being," which sees only the
now. TDTOV T €V TAVTWL TE MEVOV KB €auTo Te kertat (v.29)—"the
same, remaining in its self-sameness, lies there constantly present in it-
self." The now is in every now constantly itself.**

To determine Being more precisely and to take up anew the above-
mentioned thesis: identity of Being and thinking. "The perceptual-reflective
apprehension of beings is the same as that on account of which the ap-
prehended is what it is" (v. 34). What is apprehended is beings; to them
apprehension as an apprehension of . .. is necessarily related. "You will
not find an apprehending without the beings" which it apprehends and
"in which it is expressed" (v. 35f.), which it manifests. What is appre-
hended, what is sought, is what is expressed about beings. The apprehend-

nn

63. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, B 224-225.
64. See Morchen transcription, no. 28a, p. 1851.
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ing of. . . is essentially related to beings. Tt exists only through and with them.
It itself is precisely what beings are: Being. Being and apprehending: ap-
prehending is apprehension of beings, is itself Being! Intentionality.

"Like a well-rounded sphere" (v.43), determined in itself and thus
without end, "equally expansive from the middle in all directions" (v.
44). Uniform, now and only now, constant. oGoiQa ["sphere”] (cf.v.
43):revolution of the sun, of the heavens. x0OVOG ["time"]!

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

The second part: "theory of Itnowledge." Text: frag. 19: Kata dO&av
(v.1), it only appears outwardly as a being, for now it is and already it
is no longer. And it is, so to speak, captured in the names, which re-
main, whereas the thing named passes away. Thus people's words are
empty sounds, empty husks, that provide nothing of reality. So there
is no relying on things said.

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

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

Parmenides: unity, uniqueness, wholeness, and immutability of
Being. Positively on the basis of the phenomenon of time.

Zeno: if one accepts the opposite, viz., plurality and becoming, then
arise contradictionand absurdity. Negatively on the basis of consequences.

§23. Zeno of Elea.

Born 489. evunjkn d¢ kal xooievia deiv—“tall and of pleasing
appearance.”*

a) Zeno's attempt to provide arguments contradicting the
possibility of plurality and motion.

It is in dialogue with Socrates that Zeno clarifies the aim of his trea-
tise:*” "In truth my writing means to lend support to Parmenides' the-
sis by arguing against those who undertake to ridicule it and who
claim to show that, if Being is one, many laughable things follow, in-
cluding evavtiot abt (128d2), things that 'contradict the thesis itself.'
My writing is directed against these people and gives them back an even
stronger dose of their own medicine by seeking to demonstrate that
their OTOOE0IS, approach, basic thesis, €L TOAAG éoTwv ["if there are

65. See Morchen transcription, no. 29, p. 186.
66. Plato, Parmenides, 127B41.
67. Cf. Parmenides, 128C6-D.



§23 [71-72]
5

many things"] (128d51.), leads to even greater absurdities 1] 1] TOD €v
elvat (128d6) —'than does the thesis of the unity and uniqueness of
Being,' as long as one investigates the matter with sufficient rigor.”

EL MOAAQ €0tty, what then? He pursues the consequences of this
UMO0e01G, on the basis of Parmenides' conception of Being. Utd0eoic:
setting forth a contention as a problem to resolve. If & cvuPaivovia
["the consequences"] are impossible, then the UTOOeo1C is destroyed.
Zeno does not provide a new positive clarification of the philosophy of
Being but only argumentation to overpower the denial of Parmenides'
thesis.

Zeno's proofs regarding unity and multiplicity were preserved by
Simplicius.®® Those regarding motion: Aristotle, Phvsics Z, 9.%°

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

1. The problem of spatial magnitudes.
2. The idea of quantitative relations in general.
3. The problem of motion.

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

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

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

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

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

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

72. Diels 1, 4th ed., 19A24 {29A24).

73. Cf. Diels 1, 4th ed., 19B1 {29B1}.
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move; b) broken down into elements in which the petapoAr
["change"] is preserved.

Regarding 3a: Motion: totality of positions in space. Is that motion
or not rather its opposite? A juxtaposition of locations results in rest!
In every now a here; in every now, in the whole of time, a totality of
heres will never yield motion.

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

b) Four examples refuting the possibility of motion.

1. oTAdov: "You can never reach the end of a racecourse" (ouu
evoéxeTaL{. . .} TO OTADLOV dieADEV™?).

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

3. 1) olotog deoopévn Eotnkev: "The flying arrow is stationary"
(Phys.239b30).

4. X00vog (cf. Phys. 240al).”®

Regarding 1: "You can never reach the end of a racecourse." You can
never traverse an infinite number of points in a finite time. You must
traverse half of a given distance before you can traverse the whole. That
goes on ad infinitum, since an infinite number of points are inany given
distance; and you cannot, in a finite time, touch an infinite number of
points, one after the other. a)a given distance (racecourse):breaks down
into an infinite number of points; b) to traverse an infinite number of
nows (eachof which can also be infinitely divided!). No moving object,
however fast it moves, can traverse any distance at all. Neither the spa-
tial interval nor the temporal span, neither space nor time, but the con-
tinuum as such, CUVEXEC. As the continuum, it is the indeterminable
nothing; how can it be determined, illustrated, finitely?

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

74. Aristotle, Topica cum libro de sophisticis elenchis. E schedis J. Strache ed. M.
Wallies. Leipzig, 1923, © 8, 160b8f.

75. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. Z 9, 239b14{f.

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

Regarding 3: The flying arrow is stationary (stopped).For if a thing
is stationary as soon as it occupies a place equal to itself, and if whatis
in flight does always occupy, at every moment, a place equal to itself,
then it cannot move. Every moment, every now, is a here. The whole
o time, the sum of the nows of motion, is a sum o heres. No "from
here to there," since this again is an infinite sum of heres.

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

Regarding 4:77 "Half of a time can be equal to the whole.””® Let
there be three series, A, B, and C, of dykot. Let B and C move with
equal speed in opposite directions. The moment all three series line
up, B has passed twice as many points of C as of A. Therefore

tchere = 1,.But t. = t; = £’>A

e = Ly
Starting position: End position:
(Stationary).... A Lo A
(Moving)....) B ....B
(Moving) (...C ... C

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

Y

Between all the points of two line segments of different lengths there
exists a univocal and reciprocal correlation.

77. See Morchen transcription, no. 31, p. 1871.
78. Literally translated: "be equal to its double."”
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In spatial distance,” in motion, in "time." The same phenomenon
not from space qua space, motion qua motion, time qua time, but from
the fact that all these phenomena include a continuum, an actual infin-
ity of "points," units. If this continuum is grasped as multiplicity, ag-
glomeration, then nonsensicalities follow. Therefore it must be grasped
as an original unity and wholeness which is prior to this infinite, endless
divisibility. Unity, wholeness, adiaigetov ["indivisible"], OLVEXECS,
continuum, Being itself.

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

G. Cantor, Grundlagen einer allgemeinen Mannichfaltigkeitslehre. Ein math-
ematisch-philosophischer Versuch in der Lehre des Unendlichen. Leipzig,
1883.

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

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

¢) Evaluation of Zeno's philosophy.

The difficulty does not lie in time, nor in space, but in the continuum.
Continuum: Being. But this latter is identified with time. Yet Being is
prior to space, time, magnitude, and so cannot be interpreted through
time. "In time": here "time" itself as a being, ovoia:Aristotle. When we
say that Being is connected to time, we are intending "time" in an origi-
nal sense, from which the time of the common understanding is derived,
originated, without this origination ever being clear.

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

§24. Melissus of Samos.®’

Above all, frag. 7:% Being is an utterly homogenous mass, without any
distinction between the dense and the rare, the full and the empty;
nothing "next to" it or "outside" it, "no limits."

Frag. 8% returns to, and sharpens, the propositio regarding aloOnoic
and d0&a, namely that these do not at all allow one to penetrate into

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

82. Diels 1, 4th ed., 20B8 {30B8].
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the Being of beings. Nevertheless, with this extreme consequence Me-
lissus touches on the intention of the basic possibilities, and of the
conditions, that must be satisfied by a science of these multiplicities.
Problem of Being: critical science is ontological, positive science is
ontic. To penetrate through to Being, yet all the while clinging to be-
ings. Simultaneously the impossibility of a science of this (viz., Being}®®

and yet advancements in researching it.

83. Editor's interpolation.



4

e ———e e ———— i

The later philosophy of nature:
Ernpedocles, Anaxagoras, and atomism

§25. Being and the multiplicity of changing beings
in the later philosophy of nature.

Science'" of beings, taking them in the sense of the multiple and the
changing—impossibleas £v: unity and uniqueness, wholeness, immuta-
bility Unity and wholenessare to be maintained, as well as the ontologi-
cal intention of characterizing Being, and yet there still is found a way to
investigatebeings. The idea of Being is preserved. The question is whether
beings themselves can be grasped in a structurally more rich way, so
that, as grasped in this way, they might satisfy, in their ontological con-
cept, the Eleatic idea of Being. This idea of Being is the guideline. VOgLY,
Aoyog, is the koutrjoloV ["criterion"] for what is and what is not. But at
the same time there is the intention of GCeV T GAIVOUEVA, "saving
the phenomena," i.e., restoring its proper rights to that which shows it-
self in itself and indeed as it shows itself. To this corresponds a more pre-
cise understanding of experience, of sense perception, namely an under-
standing that the senses, and indeed every sense, have their rights.®

On the other hand, Anaxagoras emphasizes the fundamental limits
of the senses and the priority of VOUS and Aoyog. un' ahpavQOTnTog
aUTWV OV duVATOL E0UEV KQIVELY TAANDEC* —“ON account of their

weakness, they do not allow us to grasp beings themselves in their
differentiations."

84. See Morchen transcription, no. 33, p. 1891,
85. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B4, v. 9ff. {31B3, v. 91f}.
86. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B21 {Diels, vol. 2 (henceforth, Diels 2), 59B21}.
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Leucippus.®” For Parmenides, opposition and unity are mutually
exclusive. For Heraclitus,?® they are united. For both, however, no
concrete science of beings: Parmenides does not have any beings in
the strict concept of Being, whereas Heraclitus has nothing but beings
in the strict concept of Being. Striking: previously the description con-
cerned either only Being or only beings. The earlier philosophy of na-
ture indeed asked about origins, but not at the level of an ontological
problematic. In characterizing Aristotle's survey, we referred to the
principle of sufficient reason, the basic principle of research, why some-
thing is and not rather is not."* We were already referring implicitly to
Leucippus: 00dev xonua Haanv yivetar, AAA& mavta ¢k Adyov te
Kai vt AvAaykne®™ —“Nothing arises by chance; on the contrary, ev-
erything comes from definite foundations and by force of necessity:
aitioAoyia [“aetiology”],** regard toward the nexus of foundation:
foundation and the founded; only within this nexus can we grasp be-
ings in their Being. patvopevov ["phenomenon™]: what shows itself is
a being; as such it is founded with respect to its Being. Not the pure
opposite of Being, sheer semblance, but a being in its Being. Not Being
in itself, in detached tranquility, but the Being of beings. In the sense,
however, of the Greek idea of Being: constancy, constant presence, now
understood as the constant foundation of change.

a) This foundation is not identified with Being; instead, it provides
something constant to underlie change, “elementum,” OTOLXELQ.%?

b) Change itself not as coming to be and passing away; now instead,
with respect to the elements, as a constant mixing and separating.
Conservation of the whole in a multiplicity of possible transforma-
tions. Cf. Empedocles, frag. 8;”* Anaxagoras, frag. 17.4

Being pertains most properly to the elements. But even becoming is
understood as a mixing and separating of those elements, as their
blending and segregation. Thereby the elements are original and con-
stant; blending and separating are mere possibilities.

Olwpata,” "roots," OTIEQUATA, “seeds,” OToOLXElOV [“element”].
Foundation and element are formal; the concretions are sundry. In

87. Diels 2, 4th ed., 54A7 {67A7): Aristotle, De generatione et corruptione A 8§,
324b2511.; cf. Phys., Met. A; see Morchen transcription, no. 33, p. 190f.

88. See above, p. 46f.

89. See above, §13 and §14, p. 371f.

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

91. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B: Democritus, frag. 118 {68B118}.
92. Plato, Theatetus, 201Eff.

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

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

95. Empedocles, Diels 1, 21B6 {31B6}.

96. Anaxagoras, Diels 1, 46B4; (2,59B4).
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both ideas nothing is pre-delineated. Empedocles: fire, water, carth.
Air’” Anaxagoras: every being passes over into the other. "Everything
comes from everything.””® Qualities, not materials, infinitely many and
of infinitely many kinds. Every individual thing is in truth only a de-
terminate constellation of the whole, of the totality of present, possible
qualities. It is to these present constellations that names accrue.

navomeQpia,” "totality of all seeds.”

Democritus: gkoTin ["obscure"], "inauthentic" knowledge; yvnoin
["lawfully begotten"], "authentic" knowledge."

Atoms: oXNua, Ta&LS, O¢oig ["shape, arrangement, position"].'"!

Element, foundation, relation. Empedocles: love-hate,'* Ypaigog'”
—KkOopoc.'

Anaxagoras: voug.'”®

Atomism: UToke{EVOV. Ordered whole of possible positions, the
void.'*® This order of positions is also a being; it is the void, wherein
this or that can move. UOKEIPEVOV and kevOV, "substrate" and "di-
mension" are necessary components of change and motion. Even the
Kevov has Udotaolg ["foundation"] and ¢GUOIC. Democritus: p)
UAAAOV TO bl 1) TO UNdEV €ivan ["there is no more existence in some-
thing than in nothing”]"” (deig, dév / ovdels, T(C ["something, one
thing [ nothing, anything"]).

Here, sequent to Parmenides' idea of Being, everything that belongs
to a possible nature is placed in Being; thus arises something like a
schema of nature in general. It is not that Parmenides sees only the
individual thing and Democritus the system; on the contrary, Par-
menides also grasps the whole, but only in the pure, undifferentiated
sameness o presence. Democritus, on the other hand, articulates even
the constitutive moments of motion.

What makes the presentation difficult is the fact that these philoso-
phers occupy an intermediary position between Parmenides' doctrine
of Being and the speculation about beings in the older philosophy of

97. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B17 {31B17}.

98. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B6 {2, 59B6}.

99. Cf. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46A45 (2, 59A45}): Aristotle, Phys. T 4, 203a21f.
100. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B11 {68B11}.

101. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 54A6 (Leucippus) {67A6}). Aristotle, Met. A 4,
985b13ff.

102. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B17 {31B17} and 4th ed., 21B26 {31B26}.

103. Diels 1, 4th ed., 21B27 and 28 {31B27 and 28).

104. Cf. frag. 26, v. 5: see above, n. 102.

105. Diels 1, 4th ed., 46B12 (2,59B12}.

106. See Morchen transcription, no. 33, p. 190f.

107. Diels 2, 4th ed., 55B156 {68B156}. [For Heidegger's translation of frag. 156,
see the Morchen transcription, no. 33, ad finem. —Trans.]
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nature, as well as the fact that it is easy to say either too much or too
little about every concept here: danger of assimilating these concepts
to those of modern natural science or of crudely identifying them with
those of Thales and the like. People used to seek to characterize what
is peculiar here by asking how that which beings themselves exhibit
as their ontological structure does nevertheless not reach the ontologi-
cal determinateness attaching to, for example, the év of Parmenides.

§26. The problem of knowledge in the
later philosophy of nature.

Adyoc'* is the court of appeal for determining genuine apprehension,
but aioOnoig has its own rights. The function of Adyog and voig was
seen, but their mode of Being was not conceptualized: here lies rather
a basic difficulty in systematizing. Knowledge would be possible only
through an assimilation d the same by the same. (Cf. Parmenides: the
being as known and the Being of knowing are the same.!*?) Counter-
action. Empedocles: we know only that which we ourselves are alike
physically.’’® Democritus: €ldwAa [”lmages”]lll_gmgvgum ["float-
ing"]."" Frags. 7, 8, 9, 10.1** Repercussion of the mode of Belng of the
knowable being on the Being of knowledge: knowledge is itself only
matter, fire atoms, of the highest mobility. Knowledge itself is merely
a process in the factual universe, of the same mode of Being as it.

Thus here a regression. But, in another respect, a further penetra-
tion into the structure of beings, even if, at the same time, a mistaking
of the Being of this penetration. Whence we see that the functional
achievement of vovg and Adyog is grasped, but their Being is not con-
ceptualized. This discrepancy continues into the future, where the
mode of Being of knowledge and of all comportments comes more di-
rectly into view. Descartes, Kant, Hegel.

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

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

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

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

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



Sophistry and Socrates

§27. General characterization of sophistry.

1. Question of the Being of the world, nature. 2. Question of the Being
of human Dasein.'*

Sophistry marks the transition from 1 t0 2. A backward glance shows
that the division into periods means, as regards content, only that an
emphasis is placed respectively on the world or on Dasein, for even in
the case of the former there is already VOUC, Adyog, knowledge, appre-
hension, spirit, soul. Truth. Wherever philosophical reflection exists,
there is manifestly always a questioning of world and Dasein, Dasein
and world. The more radical the one. the more clear the whole.

In sophistry, reflection moves from a consideration of the world to
an interpretation of Dasein, specifically of Dasein’s possibilities of
knowledge and comportment, morally and politically. Truth and fal-
sity, justice and injustice: decisions about them a matter of Subjective
conviction. Indeed this interpretation is still carried out using the
means offered by the previous philosophy of nature, as formulated in
Heraclitus, for example, or in the Eleatics. We already saw the con-
stant repercussion of the idea of Being on the conception of knowl-
Sikic itself. Sophistryisnotina positive sense scientifically productive.
I éoes not yet make the Being of Dasein an explicit theme of investi-
gative work. It draws on its predecessors but brings into view a new
possible thematic field for cultural consciousness. Distinction: pre-sci-
entific interest in cognition and culture and scientific thematization.
Sophistic science belongs to period 1; in view of the emphasis on Das-
ein, sophistry belongs to 2; in factit is neither. transition.

Main exponents of the older sophistry:'"

114. Cf. the division into periods in 57, p. 171.
115. Full materials on the older sophistry in Diels 2, 4th ed., 73bff. {791f.}.
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Protagoras of Abdera

Gorgias of Leontini (Sicily)

Hippias of Elis

Prodicus of Ceos

Anonymus Jamblichi (extract of his writing in the Protrepticus of
the Neoplatonic Iamblichus)

Aol Adyor (AlaAéEerc) ["Double arguments (Discourses)”]

From the later circle of sophists: Antiphon (’ AANDewa [“truth,
disclosedness"])

0odLoTNS [“sophist”] — "the one with expert knowledge,” “the one
who understands," cf. codog ["wise man”], oodla [“wisdom”].116 At
first, not a designation fora philosophical trend or school, but also not
a pejorative connotation. Only circa 450 was the meaning restricted,
not on account of a new theoretical determination of the concept, but
because experts acquired special importance in science and in practi-
cal, political affairs. The rise of democracy after the Persian wars not
only opened to the individual new possibilities of participating in
community affairs but at the same time also required a higher and
more secure education. And that required teachers. These teachers
were the sophists. They imparted not only theoretical cognitions, but
also practical, political, and historical knowledge, and, above all, the
skill needed for public effectiveness:speech. Thereby the importance
of rhetoric: in the public assembly, in debates, but also in court, in the
great political Processes. Closely connected to rhetoric was eristics, the
technique of disputation. And both require 3 mastery of Adyog,
dixAeyeoOau, dialectic. Here the sophists accomplished positive tasks
and did positive work, not only for the spread of culture but also for an
increase in general vitality, for new questions, for critique.

Characteristic of their philosophical instruction: imparted for pay-
ment, whereas it was otherwise free of charge. From the point of view of
the philosophers, the sophists appeared as mercenary peddlers of pseudo-
wisdom, as self-extolling tempters of youth, trappers, fishermen. Plato’s
philosophical critique thrust the positive merit of the sophists to the
background. They appear only as corruptors of youth, of true culture,
and of morals. Sophistry: arbitrarily, on false grounds, refuting some-
thing true, making it totter, or proving what is false, making it plausible.

Meditation on life and guidance not through oracles, mores, passions,
and the disposition of the moment but, instead, through thoughtful reflec-
tion. No longer to believe and imitate, but to form opinions for oneself
and make one’s own way. Against vopog, “convention,” and for dvotg,
“constant change.” Enlightenment, education, maudevery. Eloquence,
rhetoric. Topics: the various points of view, tomot, from which an issue

116. Cf. above, 59, p. 20.
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can be conceived and grasped. Dialectics: to view something from vari-
ous sides, not to absolutize one side. "YUEIS d€ ["You, on the other
hand*] ... The one who lics says what is not; but what is not cannot be
said; therefore no one can lie."” The teaching activity was soon carried
out in this form: to hoodwink through clever talk and artifices and to
palm off on the hearers definite opinions and purposes.

§28. Protagoras.

Homo-mensura ["man-the-measure"] principle: TIAVIWV XQNUATWV
HETQEOV &VOQWTIOV elvall, TWV HEV SVTWV G €0, TV dE pr) OVTIWY,
WG OUK €0tV ["The human being is the measure of all things: of beings,
as they are, and of nonbeings, as they are not"].!** &vOQWTOC ["human
being"| understood as the individual, not humanity versus animals.
Substantial rationality, self-consciousreason [Vernunft] in humans. Cf
Plato, Theatetus: ola pév éxaota épol datvetal TOLOWTA v 0TV o,
ol d¢ oo, torxvta d¢ av gol* AvOEWTOG dE 00 Te KAYW ["each thing is
to me just as it appears to me and is to you just as it appears to you: both
you and I being humans"]."*” A wind makes one person cold, another
not. Therefore we cannot say the wind in itself is cold or not cold. TQOG
1L ["to someone" |, what shows itself in each case to any individualis the
truth, the being itself; and everything shows itself differently to differ-
ent individuals. Heraclitus: since everything, including the individual
Dascin, is constantly changing, both in itself and in its relation to others.
Not only are the objects of knowledge constantly changing, but so is
knowledge itself. The mode of Being of knowledge is the same as the
Being of the beings to be known.'*® Frag. 7: "The lines given in sense
perception are not of the same kind as those the geometer has for an ob-
ject; in this way nothing can be experienced as straight or curved. The
circle does not touch the tangent at only one point.”"*'

The aioBnoig-doctrine of Protagoras is taken up positively in Pla-
to's Theatetus.'**

Dialectic,'* thetoric.

Linguistic critique (0pB0émewn).'** Classification of the genera of
names and propositions: DLEIAE € TOV AGYOV MOWTOS €1 TETTAQN

117. Plato, Euthydemus, 283C8{f.

118. Diels 2, 4th ed., 74B1 {80B1}: Plato, Theatetus, 152A2-4.
119. Plato, Theatetus, 152A6-8.

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

121. Diels 2, 4th ed., 74B7 {80B7}: Aristotle, Met. B 2, 997b3511.
122. Plato, Theatetus, 152Aff.

123. Cf. Aristotle, Met. T 4, 1007b221.
124. Cf. Diels 2, 4th ed., 74A26 {80A26}: Plato, Phaedrus, 267C6.
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["into four"]: evxwANV (petition),éocrtnowv ["question"], &ndicgLoty
["answer"], evtoArjv (command).According to others, there are seven
forms.'?” Ilpotarydpag T& Yévn twv OvoudTwy dujoel, AoQeva Kal
ONAea kai okevn ["Protagoras divides nouns into the classes of mas-
culine, feminine, and neuter"] 126

Elucidation: mteQl pev Bewv 00K ¢yq eidéyar, o0’ ¢ eioty ob8’ g
ovk gloiv oV’ omotol TwveG Déav TOAAX YQ T KwAvOVTA EIDEVAL 1
T &idnAdTng Kai Poaxig wv o Biog ToL dvBpdmov. [T have no knowl!
edge of the gods, neither that they are, nor that they are not, nor what
sort of cidos they have: for there are many impediments to knowing
them, such as their obscurity and the shortness of human life.”]'%

§29. Gorgias.

[Tepi Tov ur) 6vtog 1j Iept pvoews ["On nonbeing, or, On nature'].'28
Opinions diverge regarding the content and aim of this text. Some be-
lieve that presented here is merely an example of the most overdone
dialectics and sophistry; others find positive and serious deliberations,
to be sure not without a strong influence from the art of formal argu-
mentation. Aristotle wrote IToog T T'ogyiov ["Against the views of
Gorgias”],'?* and we can assume Aristotle would not do battle against
a mere babbler.

The content of the text in three theses:**° 1. There is nothing. 2. But
1 there were something, it would be unknowable. 3. If there were some-
thing and it were [tnowable, then the knowledge of this being would be
incommunicable and could not be expressed or interpreted.

The Being of beings, the knowability of Being, and the communica-
bility of what is known are denied.

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

126. Aristotle, Ars rhetorica. Ed. A. Roemer. Leipzig, 1914, I' 5, 1407b6if. in
Diels 2, 4th ed., 74A27 {80A27}.

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

128. See Diels 2, 4th ed., 76B3 {82B3}: from Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathe-
maticos 7, 6511.; see Morchen transcription, no. 36, p. 192f.

129. Opera. Ex recogn. I. Bekkeri. Ed. Academia Regia Borussica. Berlin, 1831,
vol. 2, 979a12-980b21; B. W. A. Mullach, Aristotelis de Melisso, Xenophane et Gorgia
disputationes cum Eleaticorum philosophorum fragmentis. Berlin, 1845, pp. 62-79;
"Aristotelis qui fertur de Melisso Xenophane Gorgia libellus." Ed. H. Diels. In: Ab-
handlungen der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin aus den Jahren 1899
und 1900. Berlin, 1900, Philosophisch-historische Classe, Abh. 1, pp. 1-40.

130. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathematicos 7, 66.
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Regarding 1: Being. el yap €0t (r1)—“ifIs.””*' There is nothing. a)
What is not is not. b) Beings are not either: aa) eternal, or bb) pro-
duced by becoming, or cc) both at once. ¢) Beings must either be one
or many; but they can be neither. d) Likewise, both the one and the
many cannot be at the same time.

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

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

§30. Further exponents of sophistry.

a) Hippias of Elis.

Famous for his mathematical, astronomical, and geometrical knowl-
edge. He was well versed TeQl T€¢ YOAUUATWV duvapews Kol
OLAAAPOV KAl QUORWV Kol AQUOVIWV ["in letters, syllables, rhythms,
and harmonies"]."*? Transmission of Greek culture. In his basic moral-
political notions he was not as extreme as one might expect from the
dialectical and theoretical declarations of the other sophists.

b) Prodicus of Ceos.'””

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

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

What people find useful they worship as divine: sun, moon, rivers,
fountains, bread, wine, water, fire."”” Rudiments of this can be found in
the critique Empedocles and Democritus make against popular religion.

Fear of death is unfounded. For death is something that concerns
neither the living nor the dead; not the first, because they are still
alive; not the second, because they are no longer alive. As long as the
living being is alive, death is not present; when that being is not alive,
death cannot possibly be present to it.

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

132. Plato, Hippias major, 285D11.

133. Cf. Plato, Protagoras, 315D11f.

134. Cf. Plato, Euthydemus, 277E31f.

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

d) Aooot Adyor.'?’
Theses, counter-theses: TAUTOV—o0D TaOTOV [ "the same—not the same"];
regarding the &yaB6v ["good"] and the kaxov ["bad"]: sickness is bad
for the one who is sick, good for the doctor. Relativity of the
consideration.
Teachability of virtue: the counter-arguments do not stand.
It is clear: the sphere of questions Socrates posed in his own way

was already known.

§31. Socrates.

a) Biography and sources.
Born circa 470. Son of the sculptor Sophroniscus and the midwife
Phainarete. Aristophanes' NedéAau [Clouds] in 427, Socrates a per-
sonality well known 1n the city. Three military campaigns; poor; re-
fused to hold any public office.

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

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

4. Aristophanes' Clouds.'+>

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

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

138. Editor's interpolation.

139. In: Xenophontisopera ommnia. Recogn. E. C. Marchant, vol. 2, Oxford, 1900ff.
140. Ibid.

141. In: Platonis opera. Recogn. 1. Burnet. Oxford, 1899ff.

142. NedéAouw, In: Aristophanis Comoediae.
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K. Joel'*? on Aristotle's view, E. Dithring'** on Xenophon's, J. Bur-
net'*® on Plato's, H. Maier'*® a mediator.

b) The significance of Socrates for the understanding
of Dasein in general.

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

Intention to justify knowledge as such, positive. Even here an orien-
tation toward what is closest, the activity of handcraft, monowG—TeX V-
eldog, €oyov peta AOYou [“making-know-how-essence, product ac-
companied by logos"]. Production had been the guideline for the
interpretation of the world. Now it becomes the point of departure for
the knowledge residing in it. Something in its ground, why and how it
is such and such, on the basis of what it is, the Tt. What something, prior
to all actuality, already was in its potentiality is its essence. The Ti (€i00G)
1s what is primarily disclosed; from it all other beings and all comport-
ment toward them receive their sureness and transparency.

All action, so as not to be blind, requires transparency. Regard toward,
and sight for, the “for the sake of which.” Thereby possibilities are under-
stood, the respective potentiality-for-Being, the suitability, "virtue," &QeT).
Self-knowledge in the current situation, taking into account the cir-
cumstances. The potentiality-for-Being and the understanding exist
only as this knowledge. Virtue is knowledge, &peT] is HpoOVNULG.

¢) The significance of Socrates for scientific-
philosophical research.’*?

Socrates: always, fundamentally and essentially, attempting to achieve
this knowledge, awakening of an understanding of it, implanting an in-
stinct for it. No new contents or domains, no new trend in philosophy.
He left everything in its place, and yet he shook all things right to their

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

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

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

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

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

148. See Morchen transcription, no. 38, p. 194£.
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foundations: a new possibility and thereby a radical summons to knowl-
edge and to the grounding of knowledge. Fact: no scientific results and
yet a revolution of science, such that Plato and Aristotle became possible
on account of him. The significance of methodological determination was
here demonstrated once and for all in the history of knowledge and re-
search. Method is not technique; on the contrary, it means to look to the
ground of things and thereby grasp the possibility of apprehending and
determining them.

Socrates' method, according to Aristotle:*** 1. értanctikog Adyog ["logos
that leads on"] (cf. 1078b28), énaywyr’], "to lead over," in Agyewv to
what something i1s addressed as, a primordial coming to visibility of the
l. 2. 60leoBon kabBdAov (1078b281.), to "circumscribe" what has been
set forth and to determine its current constitution and structure.

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

Indeed there had already been proofs, grounding, reflection on cog-
nitive comportment, but now the concept as such is explicitly made
prominent and understood precisely as concept. A0yov ddova, to in-
vestigate and pose the ground expressly as ground. To grasp the essence
s not to run about and gather properties found haphazardly; on the
contrary, it is fo grasp the a priori. What maintains itself throughout vari-
ation and modification. Apprehension itself; the "general," kaBdAov,
the universal—itself a being, or not? Only a signification? What does
that mean? Adyoq: concept, signification, meaning. Being and meaning.

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

image of him on his own.

149. Met. M 4, 1078b271f.



SECTION TWO
Plato’s Philosophy




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

§32. Biography, sources, and secondary literature.

Biography in bare dates: 427, born in Athens. Son of Ariston and Perik-
tione. Composed plays in his youth. Active in politics. Philosophy {was
first taught to him by}’ Cratylus, the Heraclitean. Circa 406, met Socrates.
Minor dialogues. 399, death of Socrates. To 388, various travels: Megara
(Socratics),Egypt, Italy, Sicily. Mathematics and medicine. 387, found-
ing of the Academy. 366-365, 361, two further travels to Syracuse, in
order to implement his political ideas. 347, death.

Writings: the Apology, thirty-four dialogues, a series of letters, some
poems.

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

Transmission:
1. Numerous papyri, of great antiquity, show only that the text, as given
in the newest manuscripts, reaches back very far in time. Here already
substantial corruptions.

2. Medieval manuscripts.

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

Editions:

Henricus Stephanus, Platonis Opera quae extant omnia, ex nova Joannis
Serrani interpretatione, perpetuis ejusdem notis illustrata. Geneva,

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

New complete editions:

Platonis Dialogi graece et latine. Ex rec. 1. Bekkeri. 8 vols. in 3 parts. Ber-
lin, 1816-1818, with commentary and scholia (commentary 2
vols. Berlin, 1823).

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

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

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

Croiset, M., et al. Platon, Oeuvres completes. Texte Ctabli. Collection des
universités de France. 13 vols. Paris, 1920ff.

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

Translations:

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

Platons Werke in Einzelausgaben. Trans. and notes O. Apelt. Leipzig,
191111,

Secondary literature:

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

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

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

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

Natorp, P., Platos Ideenlehre. Eine Einfithrung in den Idealismus. Leipzig,
1903, 2nd ed., 1921.

von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, U., Platon, 2 vols., vol 1: Leben und

Werke; vol 2: Beilagen ynd Textkritik Berlin, 1919, 2nd ed. Berlin,
1920.
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533. General characterization of Plato's questioning.

The theory of Ideas.? That characterizes Plato’s philosophy. From the
term itself, it would appear that something completely novel is emerg-
ing here. But that is mere appearance. What is new is that the old in-
tention of the previous philosophy is taken up more radically. Socrates:
asking for the essence, concept. Tl €otrv; This or that being, "What is
it?" Plato: what is a being at all? Asking for the essence of beings as
beings, asking for Being!

€100¢, "outward look," what something in itself shows itself as.
What do beings as beings show themselves as? Investigation into the
Ideas: asking for the Being of beings. That is the substantive content of
the problem of the Ideas. Not the theory of Ideas for itself as a special
philosophical opinion, in order then to join it to the previous philoso-
phy, but the old question taken up on the more transparent basis pro-
vided by Socrates' questioning. Only from this point of view, from the
substantive content of the "theory of Ideas,” the Being of beings, can
it be understood how and why there arose what is usually considered
the problem of the Ideas.

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

Why €idog, "outward look," Gestalt?*

1. On the basis of apprehension; people who are "all eyes." Primacy
of showing.

2. Gestalt: that which holds all together, not a sum of the conglom-
erated parts, but rather the very law of the conjoining. Earlier than.

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

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

5. This is what remains unchanged. The knowabk. Mathematical science
holds for nature and yet has not been obtained from it or in it as such.

2. See Morchen transcription, no. 39, p. 195.
3. See the recapitulation below, p. 80.
4. See Morchen transcription, no. 39, p. 195f.
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6. ltself something, a TOTIOG—UTEQOVOAVIOC ["a place beyond the
heavens"],” something transcendent. Being of beings.

Ideas: XwQLOUOG ["separation"], Ovtws ov ["the being that most
is"]. The Being of beings is itself a being, and indeed the most proper
being. Thus beings in general are derived; relation between both.

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

Becoming, change — (Being) Constancy

The individual The universal

The accidental Law

Nature Spirit

The temporal The eternal

Sense perception Logical-conceptual cognition
The conditioned The unconditioned

Two-world theory, pe0e&lc, petadv ["between"].

Recapitulation

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

Motives for eliciting the €01 ["Ideas"], according to the meaning in
each case: Gestalt, law, ordered whole, norm, what is constant.
XWOLTHOG, 1ebelic. Platonism.

5. Cf. Phaedrus, 247C3.
6. See Morchen transcription, no. 39, p. 196.
7. Cf. E. Husserl, Ideen zu einer reinen Phanomenologie und phanomenologischen

Philosophie. Jahrbuch fur Philosophie und phanomenologische Forschung, vol. 1. Halle/
Saale, 1913, p. 4.
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Qi e e ——
More concrete determination of the

problem of Being in Plato's philosophy

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

1. Ground and domain of the problem of Being.
2. Center of the problem of the Ideas.
3. The basic problem of ontology.

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

a) The apprehension of beings and the understanding of
Being in the Republic.
The question of Being includes: 1. experience of beings, 2. consider-

ation of Being.
Regarding 1: to experience beings: which beings? The entire realm

d beings?

¢motiun —  Mathematics, medicine: ~ Nature

nomowg  — World of work as a whole
TOAELG — Action, history

TOALG —  The concrete and the state

Everywhere in beings are "ldeas"; i.e., insofar as we experience beings
as beings at all, and are not blindly delivered over to them, there is al-

8. See Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 196f.
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ready an understanding of Being. No accident that the Republic con-
tains reflectionssuch as those on the classification of beings and of the
possible modes of the apprehension of beings.’

MTOAAGX K&A& ["many beautiful things"], nohhh éxaota ["many
individuals"]. aUTO KAAOV, "the beautiful itself as such"; kat dEav
utav ["according to one Idea"]; o éotv—“what it is." ékaotov—“the

present individual,” the This.

opaoBat
Seen with the eyes

axor} ["hearing"], aloOnoig
in general
atoOnta ["perceived things"]
aloBnoS - aioOnTa
tottov ["third thing"]
in OUig ["sight"] (507E1L.)

M ["light"] (507E4)
fjAtoc ["the sun"] (cf. 508A7)

OPc-nAoedeoTaTov ["most
sharing in the eidos of the
sun"] (508B3)

aitiog OYewg ["cause of
vision"] (ct. 508B9)

ToU dyaBov Exyovov
["offspring of the good"]
(508B12f.)

&VAAOYOV EXUT®
["analogous to itself"]

H0TOV ["visible"] (509D4)™

voeoBat

Apprehended, grasped in the
understanding

KataAdpmer aAnOetd te kat o ov
[“shining on truth and Being"]
(508D5)

what illuminates both disclosedness
and Being

what illumines through the under-
standing o Being

1) TOU dyaBov déa ["the Idea of the
good"] (cf. 508E21.)

aAnOelav maxgéxet ["furnishing
truth"] (509A7)

(508B13)aAnBeia, éruotiun (cf.
508E3f.), dryaBoeldn ["of the same
eidos as the good"] (509A3)
vonrov ["intelligible"] (509D4)

"Cuttings": Topn] (cf. 510B2), tunuata (509D7)

1. etkOveg (509E1) —“images,”

in which beings present

vonTov {. . .} edog (511A3)

themselves. oxiag ["shadows"],
davraouata (510A1) —"simulacra,"”
reflections in water, on the surfaces
of dense, smooth, shiny bodies.

9. Republic, bk. 6, 507Bif.; see Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 1971.
10. See Morchen transcription, no. 40, p. 198f.
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2.4 w000 éoxev (510A5),
this thing itself,

Ta e TEQL Nuac Coa ["the
animals round about us"]
(510A5),

dvtevtov ["plants"] (510A6),

okevaotov ohov (510A6),
"equipment.”

pnOévta (cf. 510B4), the
"imitated," now itself
elkoveg, itself an "image."

QA {. . .) madniuaTa £v
i) Yuxn ["four dispositions
in the soul"] (511D7)"

HAwg

00éax

1. eikxola (cf. 511E2)
("visualappearance")

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

83

€ldog 0pwpevov ["visible eidos"]
(cf.510 SV

ayaBoév
vénoig

1. dtvoia (cf. 511D8)

vnoOéoeot xonobat, ovk €7 doxnv
lovoa ["employing hypotheses, not
proceeding up to the beginning"]
(cf.511A3-5), as elKOOL XQWUEVT)
["employing images"] (cf. S11A6),
which for their part were already
imaged.

2. vonoig (cf. 511D8), Adyog
(511B4), o0k aQxac {. . .)
UmoOéoic (511B5), "not the begin-
ning as foundation," but merely as
point of departure. avund8etov
["non-hypothetical"] (cf. 511B6),

TOL. TIAYTOC (& "the beginning of
eyt pen [ TR

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

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

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

b) The cave allegory: levels and relativity of truth.!?

Cave:" image of our Being in the spatial surrounding world. The light
in the cave. Outside the cave: the sun and the beings it shines on and
whose growth it conditions and promotes, Being in the proper sense:
image of the world of the Ideas, the sun represents the highest Idea.
What in the allegory represents the highest, the world of Ideas, is in
actuality, outside of the allegory, our spatial surrounding world, which
is symbolized in the allegory by the cave. The spatial surrounding
world, illuminated by the sun, has a double function: 1. as symbol: the
highest; 2. as the actual world: the lower.

As a being,' that which in each case immediately shows itself. It is
assumed as a being and accepted as a being, d0&a, déxeoOaL (without
proof). Insofar as Dasein is, it has a £oa (cf. 517B2), a "seat” and a
place and thereby has surroundings. A surrounding world, even if ac-
cessible only to a small degree, is already disclosed with Dasein. A
light, an illumination is required for anything at all to be seen, even if
only the shadows in the half-darkness of the cave. In other words, for
a being to be experienced there must already be an illumination of
Being. An understanding of Being. The light must shine, although it is
not necessary that the light itself already be seen or even be grasped
consciously at all. Those in chains know nothing about the light and
can never know about it. The light is there, Dasein lives in an under-
standing of Being, without knowing about it."”

The first level of truth:

a) Pre-givenness of a world in general; seat.

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

¢) A determinate mode of letting be encountered (eikaoia ["image"]).

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

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

15. See supplement no. 2, p. 159.
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e) Dasein, to which this world is pre-given, to which the world itself
1s unveiled.

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

How then is the transition to a higher level of truth carried out?
(Whereinresides what is essential to the differences in truth?) It is not
carried out by gaining more of the old cognitions, by having a richer
manifold of uncovered beings, since the mode of Being of Dasein al-
lows only shadows to be seen.

The chained-up Dasein must be released, so that it can see in the
light itself,i.e., know about the light itself. But that means: the under-
standing of Being must become explicit and be transformed. As long
as that does not happen, i.e., as long as the released ones cannot see in
the light itself, they also cannot see the very beings that are directly
illuminated. On the contrary, in conformity with the understanding
o Being (shadowy, without light) still ruling at the earlier level, they
will take any being they now encounter, any thing itself—since it is
not shadowy—as a nonbeing. What is first needed is an acclimation to
the light; i.e., the formation of the new level of truth primarily re-
quires a familiarization with the new understanding of Being. On that
basis, the things themselves can then be distinguished from their
shadows and semblances. Only from the higher understanding of
Being do the things that had been exclusively taken as beings now be-
come comprehensible in their Being. That is to say, in order to survey
and understand all beings and their respective ways to be, what is re-
quired is the highest understanding of Being, the knowledge of what
Being properly means.

The transition to a higher level is always as follows: not by an ex-
tension of cognitions in the already given domain of experience but,
instead, primarily by being drawn more and more to the light. That 1s,
the development of the understanding of Being opens the gaze for be-
ings and for their various ways to be. At issue is not a mere influx of
new cognitions, but an overturning of the entire current basic position
of Dasein itself with respect to what it takes at any level as a genuine
being. Thus truth is grounded in the respective mode of Being of Da-
sein—whether Dasein is imprisoned in the cave or not, whether Being
is determined according to the immediately given beings or according
to a universal concept of Being, one that is not restricted to a determi-

nate domain,'*

16. See supplement no. 3, p. 159.
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Understanding of Being: ability to see the light, the one that illumi-
nates beings as beings. No accident that Plato speaks figuratively, for
the understanding of Beingisto be clarified precisely with and through
the problem of the Ideas. We know the inexplicit and non-conceptual
meaning of Being for the Greeks: everlasting persistence.

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

The things in the light have a different persistence (constancy)than
do the shadows, and yet they are changeable: their Gestalt may be de-
formed and the same Gestalt may be multiplied in various modes. The
more penetrating understanding of Being, the sight of what is un-
changeable, the understanding of a0TO TO TOLYWVOV ["the triangle it-
self"], reveals them, the things themselves, as "images." It is the rise of
mathematical-geometrical cognition that wins something constant in
the genuine sense and thus first makes visible the inconstancy of the
things that are constant in relation to their shadows. But these mathe-
matical cognitions for their part still have need of images, sensuous
representations. They are not yet pure Being itself; the latter is first
given with the déat as such, with the highest d€a: 17 ayabov idéa
["the Idea of the good"]."”

This highest Idea is determined as follows:

1. &V 1w yvwot® teAevtala (end and completion) Kol HOYIC
opaobBat ["but scarcely to be seen”],'

2. mavtwv adtn 000wV Te KAl kKaAwV altia (517¢2),

€V TE (1@} 60aT® PWS KAL TOV TOUTOV KURLOV TEKOLOX (517¢3),

4. &v TE vontw avTh) kvpla ANOelav Kal VOOV TaQaoXOHEVT
(517¢31.),

. 1) TOL avtog dExT) (cf. 511b7),

6. ETLEMEKEVA TG OLOLAC (509D9).

e

()]

Regarding 1) "In the field of the understandable, that which lies at
the end," that which the understanding finally comes up against,
whereby the understanding receives its completion, termination, con-
clusion. For the Greeks, TtéQag, "limit," determinateness.

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

Regarding 3) The Idea of the good: it itself "begets both the light in
the domain of what is visible as well as the lord of that domain" (the
sun). Here the good is the effective power and source of all light. Even
what is looked upon in sunlight and is visible to the eyes, even such a
being is, as a being, graspable in its Being only through an under-
standing of Being.

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

Regarding 5) "The ground and origin of all,” of both beings and
Being.

Regarding 6) It "yet lies beyond beings and Being." The question of
Being transcends itself.

The understanding of Being!? resides originally in the seeing of this
Idea. Here is the findamental truth itself, which makes possible all
truths. (Later taken again in a purely ontic sense: Middle Ages, abso-
lute spirit.)

Being is over and beyond all beings. Later Plato saw the distinction
in a still sharper way, even if he did not follow it up.?° But here the
question has this orientation: beings are not interrogated so as to dis-
cover in what they consist, how they originated, but instead to dis-
close what "Being" signifies, what we mean in general by speaking of
"Being." And that is obscure. The question of Being transcends itself.
The ontological problem turns around! Metontological; OeoAoykr); beings
as a whole. The 1déa ayaBov: that which is utterly preferable to ev-
erything, the most preeminent. Being in general and the preferable.
Something still beyond beings, belonging to the transcendence of Being,
essentially determining the Idea of Being! The most original possibility!
Originally making possible everything.

§35. Indication of the center of the problem of the Ideas.?!

oNolG-Aoyog; 10éa—eidn—-dyaOdv. Understanding of Being-iuxr-
avapvnolg ["recollection"]. maoca pev avOodmov Yuxn ¢uvoel
teBéatar i Ovta*?—"Every human soul has, by nature, already seen

19. See Morchen transcription, no. 42, p. 2001f.
20. Sophist, 242 Cff.

21. See Morchen transcription, no. 43, p. 201.
22. Phaedrus, 249E41.
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beings." The soul constitutes human Dasein: Dasein is already, in ad-
vance, such that it understands Being. Platonically: the most proper
being is revealed to it: the &yaBov.

Regarding AvaApvnOLg: VOLG-AOYOS, EmaTuT).

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

Regarding the Yux1): understanding of Being in the Being of Dasein.
Acting, doing, works. Being. Consciousness and Being; ego; subject;
Dasein.

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

Ideas:** the One, the constant, versus the many and the changeable. But
now there are many Ideas. Ti—é&kaoTtov ["this one—each"]. Difference,
otherness, change, reversal, motion. Unity itself is something other than
multiplicity; unity is other than otherness. The unity and connection of
the Ideas themselves, CUUTTAOKT] TV €1d@V. Only here is the domain of
Adyog, of the original duaAéyeoOaur. To lead into this domain and to lead
through it to Being itself and its structures. TQOUXQWHEVOG {. . .} elde0V
AITOIS O ATV €S aUTd, Kal teAevTa €ig €dn ["employing Ideas
themselves, going from Ideas to Ideas, and ending in Ideas"].?

Sophist, Parmenides, Philebus, Statesman, the Theatetus is preparatory.

Concept of dialectic: science of Being and of the connection of the
structures of Being. cUvOeaic—dwiQeots ["conjunction—disjunction"].

Today

Phenomenology
l

apprehended unilaterally |in them [?] properly misunderstood

Dialectic (Hegel)

AGYOG

|

VOUG

23. See below, chap. 3, p. 90ff.

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

25. Republic, 511C1{. [For Heidegger's paraphrasing translation, see the Mor-
chen transcription, no. 44. —Trans.]
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Logic = Ontology

Dialectical Theology has nothing to do with this, at most
negatively related.2¢

26. The remainder of the diagram on this page of the manuscript is largely
illegible.



3

T

Interpretation of the dialogue,
Theatetus:"" the connection between
the question of the Idea of science

and the question of Being

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

Dialogue between Eucleides and Terpsion as prelude to the dialogue
proper, chap. 1, up to 143C. Dialogue of Socrates with Theodorus and
Theatetus. Introduction, chaps. 2-7, up to 151D. Fixing the theme: Tl
ot euotun; ["what is knowledge?”] (cf.146C3), whether éruotnun
is codla, whether "knowledge is understanding," what knowledge it-
self 1s.

First definition: 1) aloOnog émomiun ["knowledge is perception"],
chaps. 8-30 (151D-187B).

1.

2.

Clarification of the definition through the theses of Protagoras and
Heraclitus, chaps. 8-15, up to 161B.

Refutation of the objections against the thesis of Protagoras, and
further clarification of its meaning, chaps. 16-21 (161B-169D).
Restriction of the validity of Protagoras's thesis to momentary per-
ception, chaps. 22-26 (169D-179D).

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

Refutation of the thesis of Theatetus: aloONOIC = EmoTiiun, chaps.
29-39 (184A-187B).

Second definition: 11 aAnONG d6Ea oty ["ltnowledge is true opin-
ion"], chaps. 31-38 (187B-201D).

27. See Morchen transcription, no. 45, p. 202.
2

8. Cf. H. Bonitz, Platonische Studien, 3d ed., Berlin, 1886, p. 47ff.
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1. todoE&alev Pevdn ["false opinion"], chaps. 31-37. (clarification of
the essence)

a) Distinction between two possibilities: knowledge and

non-knowledge.
b) Distinction between momentary perception and memory.
c¢) Distinction between the idle possession of knowledge and
genuine employment of it.

2. Testing of second definition, chap. 38.

Third definition: 1} d0&ax aAnONG petax Adyov ["true opinion along
with logos"], chaps. 39-43 (201E-210B).

1. General characterization of the thesis. Interpretation and
denomination.

2. Clarification of the phenomenon of Adyog.

Result—negative!

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

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

In Megara, Eucleides, arriving from the harbor, and Terpsion meet. Eu-
cleides mentions that he came across Theatetus, and other wounded sol-
diers, who were being carried from Corinth to Athens. The discussion
then turns to Theatetus. Eucleides recalls what Socrates said about him.
Socrates once had a conversation with Theatetus and related it to Eu-
cleides. This dialogue was written down by Eucleides, frequently con-
sulting Socrates himself, and he now wants to have it read to Terpsion.
He wrote it as a direct conversation, just the way the dialogue itself took
place. Participants in the earlier dialogue, now to be read, were: Socrates,
Be0dwoog O yewpétene ["Theodorus the geometer"] (cf. 143B8) from
Cyrene in North Africa, who is a friend of Socrates and of Protagoras, and
Theatetus. For all practical purposes, only Socrates and Theatetus speak.
Theatetusalso appears in the Sophist; Theodorus in the Statesman.?®

29. See Morchen transcription, no. 46, p. 202f.



Basic Concepts of Ancient Philosophy [111—112]
92

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

143D8-EL: Socrates addresses Theodorus, "Not a few seek your acquain-
tance, and rightly so." Socrates is looking for young people who offer a
promise of exceptional accomplishments. Theodorus names Theatetus,
who, while being described to Socrates, comes out of the gymnasium
with friends. He has a snub nose and protruding eyes, just like Socrates,
who wants to make his acquaintance and, by looking at Theatetus, see
what he himself looks lilte. Theodorus calls Theatetus over to Socrates.
145B6{.: "It is time for you to present yourself and for me to examine
you appropriately." 145C7: "Tell me, do you learn from . . . ?” Yet ptkQOV
hitLamoow (145D6), "there is one little thing in which I cannot make
my way." Learning is gaining more understanding with regard to that
which one learns. Simply to gain various cognitions, nothing controver-
sial about that. On the other hand, misgivings regarding ltnowledge,
understanding, itself, its truth: which comportment discloses beings as
beings, which comportment leads to Being?

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

{Recapitulation:}*°

Attempt at definition, abandoned. Correction by Socrates. New ap-
proach through geometry. Theatetus's {?} altered ways. Concession of

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

§38. General discussion of the significance of the
questioning in the Theatetus in the context
of the Platonic problem of Being.

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

30. Editor's interpolation.
31. See the following §.
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phy, namely the Yuxr and dialectic, we need to recall once again the
main points of the problem.

The Theatetus treats of aloOnoig, d0&a, Adyog, emiotrurn: modes of
apprehension, modes of knowledge in the ontic sense, "statements"
about known beings; thus it does not treat of Being and of beings as
such. Viewed superficially, it seems indeed that this "epistemological”
dialogue falls outside the theme we have made central to the entire
lecture course and also to our presentation of Plato's philosophy: the
question of the Being of beings itself and not the question of the ap-
prehension of Being and beings. But it must be noted: aiocOnog is re-
lated to becoming, and d0&a precisely to the Being which can also not
be, thus to nonbeings. The fact that aioBnoig and dGEa become prob-
lems signifies that Plato is placing himself on a path that will allow
him to take up in a positive way the problem of becoming, change,
and nonbeing.*? With the level of the problematic attained at that time,
it was much too difficult to gain direct access to nonbeings (becom-
ing), provided it is in principle possible to do so at all. For the "not,"
negation, is always {dependenton}** the mode of apprehension. Per-
haps there is no question of Being without a consideration of the mode
o access to beings, and in the end the explicit question of ltnowledge
may be nothing other than a sharpened formulation of the problem
directed at the determination of Being. Knowledge is knowledge o be-
ings, disclosure o beings, the possessing and preserving of beings as dis-
closed. “Knowledge of" is a sharpened relation to beings; according to
the conviction of the Greeks, it is here that beings are accessible at all.
Sophist: utj ov ["nonbeing"].

Hidden behind the problem of aioOnoig and d6&a is the problem of
ut ov and kivnoig ["motion"]. But that signifies something further:
previously, Plato was essentially oriented toward the practical world of
action and handcraft. Now coming into view are the beings of the
world in the sense of nature. No accident that Theodorus and Theate-
tus, mathematicians, astronomers, masters of harmony, participate in
this dialogue.

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

aionotg, d0&a, Adyoc: Problem. Memory: Republic: d6Ea—vongoic.
New approach to the entire problematic concerns the problem of the
Ideas and of Being. The Idea of the good: that on the basis of which any-
thing becomes understandable, that toward which the various com-

32. See Morchen transcription, no. 47, p. 203.
33. Editor's interpolation.
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portments are striving, that for the sake of which something is, that to
which something 1s appropriate and destined. With the Theatetus, the
problem of Being begins, in a certain sense, to detach itself from the
Idea of the good. Stenzel’*® has, with justification, taken that fact as a
criterion for the detachment of Plato's philosophy from Socrates and
from a specifically ethical orientation. Two periods: the Republic marks
the termination o the first (cf. earlier®®). New one begins with the
Theatetus.

The detachment of the problem of Being from the Idea of the good
is a fact. Yet in regard to it there remains a double problem: 1. why in
general was it possible to understand Being in terms of the dyaQov,
and 2. why, even later, in Aristotle and beyond, is the ayaOd6v under-
stood as a basic determination of Being, omne ens est bonum ["every
being is good"]. Accordingly, we will have to ask:

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

2. Can this question itself be answered from the point of view o
Plato's later period? In other words, does not that which was intended
with the Idea of the ayat©0v also lie in the development of the genu-
ine dialectic and in the conception of Yux1), as these are found in the
later period? And so does not the function of the &yaOOV return in
the end?

Summary: How does the proposal of the Idea of the good go to-
gether with the task of dialectic? To what extent is there won, in both,
a new way of posing the question of Being? What is the significance of
Plato's philosophical work in terms of the basic problem of scientific
philosophy, the question of Being in general? What is to be learned, in
both a positive and negative sense, from this? In what follows we will
try to answer these questions.”

34.J. Stenzel, Studien zur Entwicklung der platonischen Dialektik von Sokrates 7u
Aristoteles: Arete und Diairesis. Mit einem Anhang: Literarische Form und philosophischer
Gehalt des platonischen Dialoges. Breslau, 1917, pp. 38-39.

35. Cf. §34b, p. 87.

36. See supplement no. 4, p. 160.
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First definition: 1) aioOnoig
¢motrun (chaps. 8-30)

539. Knowledge is perception: clarification of this thesis
through the propositions of Protagoras and Heraclitus (chaps.
8-15, 151D-161B).

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

Knowledge comports itself to beings in the mode of perception.
oaivetar (151E2), "something shows itself"; what shows itself is a
being. Apprehension of a being: to let it show itself in the mode of per-
ception. But the same thing shows itself differently to different indi-
viduals. AloOnoiwg da Tov Ovtog del ["perception always perceives
some being"] (152C5), an essential constatation. The very meaning of
perception includes the opinion of apprehending a being in itself; this
holds even for illusory perception and hallucination.

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

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

37. See Morchen transcription, no. 48, p. 204f{.
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to anything, for things are always only becoming (152D, cf. 157B).
Against Parmenides. That which "is" moves. Then if knowledge is—
i.e., if according to the thesis, there is "perception’—then it too must
exist on the basis of motion and as motion. The principle still remains:
nothing can in itself be one. klvnolS has the priority; 70 pev etval
dokoLV {. ..} kivnols Ttaéxel (153A61.), "motion presents the very
look of the Being of beings"; immobility, on the other hand, presents
that of nonbeing. What lives and moves "is." Ki\/l]mc as elval is
dryaB6v. HAL0G ["the sun"], meIPoQA ["going round"] (cf. 153D11.),
is now, precisely as moved and moving, the foundation of beings.

In this ontologicalcontext: if xQwpa hevuov (153d9), "a white color,"
is something perceived—accordingto the thesis, a being— 1) elvat adto
ETEQOV TL EEW TAV WV OUUATWV UNd €V TOLS OUUAOL HIOE TV’ ad T
XWOAV ATOTAENG ["is not another thing itself outside your eyes, nor in-
side the eyes, and is not to be assigned any actual place"] (153D9ff.),
then it would indeed already be in some way and would not merely be-
come. But it does become, and specifically: perception—ﬂQOUﬁdM\OV
["striking"], TQOOPAAAOUEVOV ["what is struck"], TEOOT|KOLOA HOQA
["the appropriate motion"], Heta&L yeyovog ["arising in-between"],
£KAOTW 1010V ["peculiar to each perceiver"] (cf.153E7-154A2). No cer-
tainty that it is the same for others, and indeed it is even different for the
same perceiver at different times. If the TQOOPAAAOUEVOV itself, which
we encounter, were warm or white, then it would not show itself differ-
ently to others, aUTO ye PNOEV petaPAAAOV ["as long as it itself did not
change"] (154B3). I it (hevuov ["white"]) were in itself that which
measures and touches, then it would not become different when some-
thing else simply 71Qo0eADOV (cf. 154B5), "approached" it, without it-
self undergoing anything thereby. Accordingly, there must be change for
perception to be possible, i.e., for the perceived to be a being, i.e., for
something to be able to show itself to everyone (154B). Thus perception
is reduced to the problem of kivnoLc.

Theatetus does not comprehend this new step taken with regard to
the presuppositions of aicONOLC. Socrates explains with a TToQ&dEry A
["example"]: dotodyadot ["dice"] (cf. 154C1ff.). Let there be 6 dice.
If you juxtapose 4 others, then 6 is greater, 1%2 times greater. If you
juxtapose 12 others, then 6 is smaller, %2 times smaller. 6 is both
greater gnd smaller: 1% and Y. Can something become greater with-
out increasing? Can something be other than it is without changing?
No!But with regard to the first question: can something show itself as
other without having increased? Yes; for each perceiver the same thing
is different, other.*® How can these two results be reconciled? Which
principles must be maintained, and what lies in the relations among

38. See supplement no. 5, p. 160.
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the dice? 1. Never can something become greater or smaller, neither
in extension or number, as long as it remains the same with itself. 2.
That to which something is neither added nor taken away has neither
increased nor decreased but, instead, remains the same. 3. f some-
thing was not earlier, and later is, that cannot happen without it be-
coming and having become. But if we consider the dice example, then
the opposite seems to be the case. 1. 6 remains the same with itself! 2.
Nothing is added to it, and yet it is not always the same. 3. First it was
greater, then smaller.

Another mtapaderypua. "Now I am still bigger than you, but when
you have grown [ will be smaller. I will be later what [ was not earlier,
without having become." Theatetus: "I cannot stop wondering about
these things; looking at them I become giddy." uaAa yoQ prtAooddov
(155C8ff.), that is "the proper attitude of the philosopher,” to wonder.
To investigate what lies at the basis of those theses, to uncover trnv
aAfBeiay amokerxguupévny ["the hidden truth"] (155D10).

Relationality* and relativity as ontological problems. Relatedness of
something to something, relation between. Problem of relation in gen-
eral. Relation and Being, Being and otherness, not being such and such.

Plato looks still more closely into the problem. The principles. To
test what these (p&opiata €v Nuiv ["appearances in us"] (155A2) are
all about. I become smaller by the fact that you have grown. 1 change,
although I remain the same, by the fact that you have changed. [ am
later what I was not earlier, without having become so. "To become"
through comparison, "to become" through change, "to be" in relation
to. To maintain {?} the intentional view, through real change.

Otherness, other than, than what, in view of what. To take up a
point of view with reference to something that remains the same.
Large-small, more-less: essentially relative. Nothing in itself "is"; every-
thing becomes. A being is only the act of becoming ({?}4°) of the percep-
tual process. But the man who is all senses is precisely a nonbeing.

The principle of Protagoras: 10 nav kivnowg v Kai &dAAo maxa
TOUTO OVOEV ["everything is motion and there is nothing besides"]
(156A5). buo eidn kivnoews ["two kinds of motion"] (cf. 156A51.):
motety, "acting," and maoyewy (156A7), "undergoing." Perceiving and
the perceived, from their interplay a perception arises. Perception, mo-
tion, kivnotg, elvairt And indeed neither of these two is for itself;
rather, each is what it is in relation to the other (157A). But that is
exactly what the just-cited principle states: "nothing is one in itself"
(152D3). There is no being at all, only becoming. This designation, which

39. See Morchen transcription, no. 49, p. 205.
40. Illegible.
41. See supplement no. 5, p. 160.
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we have employed up to now only through custom and ignorance, is to
be done away with. Nor can we say "something," "this," or "that.”" ovdev
Ovopa Ot av o) (157B41.), "no name which congeals something,"
which signifies something standing still. We find only that which be-
comes, passes away, changes. Everything moves; motion is Being.

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

§40. Fundamental and conclusive refutation of

Protagoras's doctrine of ltnowledge by testing
its Heraclitean presuppositions
(chaps. 27-29, 180C-184A).

Plato says here: "The problem has come down from the ancients"
(180C71.). The later ones have so popularized the thesis that every cob-
bler can understand it. "But I had almost forgotten" the counter-thesis
that "all things are one and immobile and that there is no place for mo-
tion" (180D7{f.). "Without noticing it, in the course of our dialogue we
have" aUPOTEQWV EIG TO PETOV TEMTWKOTES ["fallen between the two
factions"] (180E6). "We must resist and come to a decision about both
parties™: ot Qéovtec (cf. 181A4), "the flowing ones," and ot {...)
otaotwton (181A61), the "immobilizers." Two things are evident: 1.
uéoov ["middle"] (180E6), Plato consciously places himself in the mid-
dle, on neither side, without, however, denying either side. 2. Again the
fundamental problemis that of Being. Perceptionas determined through
miotetv ["making"], TAoxewv ["undergoing"]. Motion is a phenomenon
on that basis. Thus a radical understanding of both sides.

First the flowing ones, and {inthe Theatetus}*> only them. (The other
side is taken up in the Sophist, in the context of the same problematic.)ot
ogovrtec: apxn {. . .} ok&pews ["for the flowing ones: the beginning o
the examination"] (181Cl). 1. Ppod& ["locomotion"] (cf. 181D6), 2.
aAAolwots ["becoming other"] (cf. 181D5). Do all beings move in both
ways or only according to one way? Obviously the flowing ones must say
"in both respects,"for if something moved only in one of the ways, (0QA,
then we would still have immobility. For example, something white,
which changes its place, would remain the same, unchanged. If, as the
thesis says, according to both ways, then the white must also change.

White, however, is something perceived, and as such arises in and
through an interplay of acting and undergoing. That which undergoes
becomes perceptive, but not a perception (182A). That which acts be-

42. Editor's interpolation
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comes a ooV ["of a definite sort"], but not a quality (182A). But if ev-
erything only becomes and is not, can we at all speak of a thing's deter-
minate color? det Aéyovtog vmelégxetan Gre O1) éov (182D7), "as
something that is flowing, it ever withdraws from showing itself in
naming and assertion." But if nothing perseveres, then we can also not
say that something is seen. Yet perception is indeed supposed to be knowl-
edge! The disclosure of the foundation of perception, kivnoig, leads to
the conclusion that there is nothing stable to be grasped at all, that we
cannot say "such and such" or "not such and such" (183A51.). We must,
as 1t were, invent a new language to be able to address and express what
is ceaselessly changing. The most appropriate expression: ATeIQOV
["unlimited"] (Kant).**

The ontological problematic and the impossibility of perception as
knowledge.It is not only the perceived object that is dissolved, but equally
the perceptual process. The phenomenon o perception and knowledge is
utterly reduced to motion; i.e., to inconstancy. This result is merely the
ontological consequence o the fact that the perceived is different for
every perceiver. It is obvious, however, that in this critique the genuine
phenomenon ofperception (intentionality)is lost. Perception is discussed in
the same way as the perceived being (athing in motion). The intentional
structure of perceptionis leveled down to a present-at-hand interplay be-
tween perceived things, the effect of a collision. If the discussion stopped
here, then Plato, with this "explanation" of alo()q(Tlc, would not have
done justice to the phenomenon, the understanding of which was called
for by Socrates. AOyog indeed is directed to a Tt. This phenomenal state of
affairs is not to be suppressed, but clarified. In other words, the demon-
stration that perception is knowledge, or, on the other hand, that it can-
not be knowledge, must take its bearings from what perception itself is.

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

Therefore only at 184B do we have a turn to a positive analysis of per-
ception; aloOnog Tvog ["perception of something"], indication of that
to which it is directed, and how. Through this consideration, ctoOnowc in
general is placed in the context of cognitive comportment and not taken
up in isolation. Previously:individual cases of knowledge, {considered)*
as beings themselves. Now we find a tracing back to that which lies at
the foundation of all knowledge in accord with its most proper sense, to
that which can be made visible from knowledge itself.

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

Perception; with what? Eyes, ears? No; on the contrary, by means ¢’
them, with their help, through them. They function in perception, they
cooperate in it, but they are not what perceives (184B). Thereby, how-
ever, that which had earlier been the basis of the discussion is demoted.
Brought to the foreground now are not the eyes, but that which uses
them as visual organs, that which first organizes them into organs. It is not
because we have eyes that we see; on the contrary, it is because we see,
that we have eyes. This is expressed in the distinction between @ ["with
which] and 0t 06 ["through which"] (184C6). That with which we see
is that which sees. That through which, the eyes, are not what sees. The
essential in perception does not reside in the organs. They themselves
are organized as organs, and placed into function, by the perceiver, in
whom they have unity. No merely juxtaposed perceptions. T&vVTQ
TaUT ovvteivel (184D31.), "all these are directed together" to One.
They are all perceptions of this perceiver, who is prior to the organs.*
The organs as such are not decisive, and so neither is the interplay be-
tween them and the things that exercise effects on them. Such pro-
cesses do not now enter the domain of the consideration.

TLVL U@V QUTWV T avT@ Otk ["something one and the same,
within ourselves, through"] (184D7f.). 1. We ourselves are percep-
tion; it is what belongs to our most proper self, which 2. as such re-
mains the same, constant, not inconstant. "[," as the same, now hear
and see, 3. through something.

Nexus: two things must be noted:

1. The organs through which (are perceived}*® the warm, the hard,
the light, the sweet, are TOU owuatog ["of the body"] (184E5).

2. What is perceived through orne faculty, e.g., color, is not perceived
through the others.

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

45. See Morchen transcription, no. 51, p. 2051f.
46. Editor's interpolation.
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but as emerging out of the unity of the intended being. How is that? If [ in-
tend and determine something about two different perceptions, it is
not through the one faculty perceiving what is perceived by the other.
Not only do I not perceive what is perceived by the other, I also, and
above all, do not perceive both together; "both," "together" (185A4).
Then what do I mean in saying I perceive mowTtov pév ["in the first
place"] (185A8) that they both are (185A9)? In the first place, before
all else, [ understand them already as beings (cf.185C5). Each is, in re-
lation to each, other; on the other hand, each is self-same.

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

In connection with aioOnoig and on the basis of the question of

Being.

47. 1. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vemunft, A 51/B 75; see Morchen transcription, no.
51, p. 205ff.

48. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen, I11. Theil: VI. Untersuchunyg: Elemente einer
phéinomenologischen Aufklarung der Erkenntnis, Halle/Saale, 1901.
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Second definition:
¢rLOTNUT AANOTC dOEx
(chaps. 31-38, 187B-201D)

§42. Proof of the thesis that knowledge is true 00&x by way of
proving the impossibility of d0E&LEV Pevdn).

a) The path through the proof of the impossibility of d0E&Cew
1evdn as evidence for the intrinsic reference of this questioning
to the problem of Being.

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

Being of the soul; comportment arising from the soul: to be of the
opinion, assume as, hold in favor of, mean that such and such. Stated
positively, knowledge, proceeding from the soul itself, very generally:
do&aley.” Earlier, d0£a was the opposite of vOT|O1S: i) Ov—0V. Now
seen more positively: in it something that makes knowledge possible.
d0&x is something over and above algONOLS. Thus oriented to OV.

d0&x, view, opinion. To knowledge belongs truth. Hence knowl-
edge merely true dOEQ? Is true dOEA knowledge? What is DOEX itself?
What is D0EALeWV? These questions are part of the theme, but they are

49. Editor's interpolation.

50. See Morchen transcription, no. 52, p. 207L.; see also supplement no. 6, P-
160.
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investigated factically, in regard to a peculiar phenomenon, evdr|g
00&a ["false opinion"]. Not accidental:

1. At that time in history: oUk €0 avTiAéyery, contradiction does
not exist; there is nothing false, oUk éott Pevdn Aéyewy.”

2. Sophist: Pevdng Adyoq is explicitly the theme and indeed within
a delineation of prj ov, i.e., Ov.”> Plato notes expressly that it would in
fact be necessary to investigate &AANOnNg d0&a first of all, but here both
are equivalent methodologically, since ut) ov as well as ov, Pevdog,
and aAfBeia formally become problems.

We see: a[O'eT]O'Lgmprob]em of Being; also knowledge as {evdrg
d6&a {is centered on the}*® problem of Being; and specifically pr) ov
["nonbeing"], £Tegov ["otherness"], Evavtiov ["opposition"]; kivioig—
to be other, to change. A6yog—doéalerv; Ov—pur) ov; étegov, &AAO
["different"];ovuvarttewy ["conjoin"]—ovUVvOeo1c ["combination™]. Dove-
tailing of utterly positive phenomena. In contrast, Natorp: "For the
rest, this whole second part contains {...) only an overweening cri-
tique of others' opinions, whose contradictions, crude vicious circles,
and question-beggings it playfully unfolds and thereby exposes the
grotesque folly of their basic point of view in its primal dogmatism.”**
The motive for this interpretation is clear: critical (inthe sense of epis-
temological critique) versus dogmatic conception of knowledge.
Knowledge is the positing and determining of objects in thinking
(Marburg School's view of Kant) versus a mere picturing of them.”

The critical analysis of d0&a versus do&a Pevdiig:*

1. 187B-189B: do&alev Pevdég ["false opinion"] and dofalerv
oLOEéV ["opinion of nothing"].

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

There is no such phenomenon at all.

2. d0&a Pevdnig as aAAodoiia ["mistaken opinion"], étegodoteiv
["opinion about something other"]: 189B-190C.

3. 00&a and ovvaic aloONoewe mEOg diavolav ["conjunction of
perception and thought"] (c¢f. 195D11.), 190C-200D

51. Cf. Aristotle, Met. A 29, 1024b34.
52. Sophist, 260C21f.

53. Editor's interpolation.
54. Platos Ideenlehre, 2d ed. Leipzig, 1921 (henceforth, Natorp), p. 119; see also

Morchen transcription, no. 52, p. 207.

55. Cf. Natorp, p. 112.
56. See Morchen transcription, no. 52, p. 2071,
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b) The carrying out of the proof of the impossibility of
doEalew Yevdn (187B-189B).

Regarding 1: Two kinds of d6&a: aAnO1)g, hevdns. Does it hold for all
things and for each, then, that we either know or do not know it? Ob-
viously! That is a complete classification! Coming to know and forget-
ting, the pa’raél') ["the in-between"], we will for now leave aside
(188A1ft., cf. 191C). What our opinions are directed at is then some-
thing we either know or do not know. To know something and not
know it, or not to know something and at the same time to know it, is
aduvVaTOV ["impossible"] (188A10f) Plato must have already pos-
sessed the result of the Sophist!False opinion: to be directed to some-
thing that is given, something that one therefore does ltnow.

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

b) Or, what the opinion is about is something one does not know,
and with regard to it the opinion is likewise directed to something one
does not know. Impossible.

Therefore one does not take what one knows for what one does not
know, and vice versa.”” To do so would be wonderful (188C)! Actually,
this m&Bog ["affect"] does reside in WevdNC d0&ax (cf. 191B/C). From
this standpoint, hence, false opinion is impossible. Either I know the
thing, and then my opinion is true; or I do not know it, and then I can-
not at all be directed toward it. To be directed to a nonbeing is nothing!
Either I know that which I have an opinion about or not. But my opin-
ion is indeed about something: ur| Ov—0UK OV—0UDEV ["nonbeing-not a
being-nothing"]. Knowing and not knowing are not the issue; on the
contrary, at issue are Being and nonbeing. Can anyone have an opinion
about nonbeings? ‘Otav ["Yes, whenever"] ... (188D10ff.), if one in-
deed believes something, but this something is not true. To be directed
to something, but not as something true, is nothing. Yet does it not
sometimes happen that one sees something, but sees nothing?**If it is a
thing, then it is a matter of some being—or not?

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

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

and nonbeing in the Greek theory of hoyoq.
dolalev— (Ayewv) Pevdny dofav: Aéyew ta ur) dvia ["false opin-
ion: saying things that are not"].>° hoyoq: to interpret something by
showing it as something. To draw out of beings something pre-given
as such and such, as that which I determine it to be, but also to appre-
hend it on the basis of what is known and familiar. To understand
some X as Socrates, as something it is not. Something, the pre-given,
the encountered, as something, the determinant: different origin, the
as-structure itself.

On the other hand, Antisthenes:® there is only the Ev, only same-
ness and constancy. hoyoq, Aéyerv TavToV ["to say the same"], Ais A,
A is in no way B. Something other and not the same: therefore
nothing.

Pevdog: to distort, to show: 1. intentionality, 2. the as-structure.
Not something as itself but, instead, to name two. one and the other,
not only the one for the other. Seen more closely, the "as" is present
even 1n identification.

b) The relativity of the pn in the sense
of otherness in the Sophist.
£repov €tepov ["the other is other"]: 1. One thing is the other one,®
identical with the different one; 2. one thing i1s otherwise.

Something can show itself: 1. in itself, as itself;%* 2. mEog T ["re-
lated to something™], £teQov is mEOG Tt (cf. 255C13), not sameness.
Other than, something with respect to something. AapdPOTeQ
(255B121.).

Everything ov bth To petéxerv g 10<ag g Oatégouv ["partici-
pates in the Idea of the other"] (255E5f.). £tegov ["other"] is not
évavtiov ["opposite"], but being-other (258B2f.), and is so on the
basis of the kowwvia ["commonality"] (cf. 256B).%> The un kaAov
["not beautiful"], originating from the kaAdv ["beautiful"], co-posits
the kaxAdv (257D10f.). The "not" belongs to the Being of beings,

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

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

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

62. Sophist, 255C121.

63. See supplement no. 8, p. 1601.
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Kowvwvia. Versus EVavTiwoLS ["opposition™] is avtiOeois ["contrast™]
(257E6). The un ["not"] is dUvapLS ["possibility"] of the OO TL, of
the being-toward; it belongs to Being. £TeQ0V is not exclusion, complete
difference; on the contrary, something is retained in it. The p1j is not
excluded from beings but, instead, Tt pnvveL (257B10) —"shows some-
thing," namely, that what it (the other) is, is not nonbeing. (The pr}}**
does not make disappear, does not bring us before nothingness, but
instead, lets something be seen.

A 1s B: identical with, the same, Being is present with A. A is not B:
not identical, different, excluding.

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

§44. AAAodoéia as the ground of possibility of
doéalew Pevdn) (189B-190C).

Regarding 2: aAAodoéia ["mistaken opinion"].®®

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

Mis-taking: I take something ugly for something beautiful and vice
versa. €TeEQOV AvTi £T€QOL ["one thing in place of another"] (cf.
189C21.). Something which T know I take for something else which I
also know. But I cannot be mistaken about something I know. I al-
ways intend this being just as it is; in other words, even in such a case
my opinion is true.

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

64. Editor's interpolation.
65. Cf. Theatetus, 189B12, see above, p. 103; see Miirchen transcription, no. 56,
p- 2091
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thus to interpret and understand, and always already to experience
and apprehend, something as something. Experience is not limited to
sensation, not only in also grasping beings and the determinations of
Being, but also in always apprehending a being as such and such. It is
pre-given (known)and intended as such and such, which it is not. But
I know this, precisely not in making a false assertion but in my opin-
ion that it is so.

Here the "other than it is" is interpreted as "one instead of the other."
€1eQov {. . .) wg €teQov (189D7), "the one for an other." "Instead of,"
but not "as."

dlavoety ["thought"] for do&alewv. The comportment of didvoix
(cf. 189D8, El) in: the one for the other (189D7), both or only one
(189E2). What is dtaxvoetoBal (189E2, middle voice)? Adyog Puxng
(cf.189E6), earlier considered the first comportment of the soul, still
undetermined, exhibited only in general, that which is beyond and
transcends; but I do grasp Being, the categories. do&aletv-Agyerv
(I190A4), on the other hand, the conflict Adyoc-06Ea. dOE is Adyog
elonuévog (cf. 190A5), something "spoken," i.e., the carrying out of a
demonstration, the possession of what is asserted, of what is under
discussion. In Adyog is elvat, demonstration, assertion; thus teQov
étepov eival ["saying one thing is another"] (190A9).

But is that actually the case; can we say the one is the other? Being:
do they both have the same Being? Thus a person cannot say both, the
one and the other, because Adyog is Aéyewv 1O avUTO ["saying the
same"]. Theory prior to the phenomena, although already an approach
to them.

06Eax PevOT|S is also not £teQodolelv ["opinion about something
other"]; that is impossible. Impossible for the opinion not to be about
both things; one is insufficient (190D4ff.). d6&a Pevdr)c is not
aAAoyolia (cf.190E). Positively: Adyog, "showing," although not
known in its structure.

§45. 00&a and the conjunction of perception and thought
(davora) (190C-200D).

Before the discussion progresses, once again the genuine phenome-
non®® of false opinion breaks through, specifically in an example: it
may happen that [ know Socrates and yet at times take someone (who
is not Socrates) approaching me out of the distance for Socrates:
wnBnv eivaw Lwkopatn O6v olda ["suppose to be Socrates, whom I
know"] (191B4f.). Here the phenomenon is explicitly described, the

66. See supplement no. 9, p. 161.
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phenomenon of mis-seeing. I falsely take someone for another. At issue
is basically the interpretation of this phenomenon.

The adequate interpretation, however, is hindered by the precon-
ceived theory. How is the mis-seeing interpreted. the mis-seeing implies
the knowledge of Socrates, implies that I know him. I mis-see, take for
Socrates, and I identify that which I know (Socrates)with that which I
do not know, X. Thus the mis-seeing implies that: a lopev énoleL)pag
eldotag un ewévar (191B7£.), "what we know turns our knowing into
non-knowing." The known becomes the unknown. That is impossible.

1.1do not identify the known with the unknown; on the contrary,
the known (Socrates)is that as which I interpret what is given.

2. The X whom I encounter is not what is unknown, but what is
given; and in the sense of the mis-seeing it is precisely what is known.
My opinion is that I see Socrates in this X.

The Greek interpretation falls outside of the phenomenon and char-
acterizes it through its objective results. In other words, it sees in the
phenomenon the objective state of affairs, that X is not Socrates and
that I do not recognize X as X (asthe one he actually is).

The phenomenon implies precisely that I have the opinion: it is Socrates.
Contained in the phenomenon is the circumstance that it is factually
not Socrates. The mis-seeing is a matter of my apprehending some-
thing, not as that which it is not, but as that which I presume it to be.
Something unknown does precisely not enter in. At issue is not simply
identification, but something as something; not something unknown
as ltnown, but the perceived as presumed to be such and such.

Something in relation to something, something as something. But
in the present context, that is understood only in this sense: not that [
hold a known something to be something I do not know, neither a
matter of perception nor representation; but, instead, the perceived taken
as the represented. Different modes of possessing a being. [ know some-
thing perceived, I know something represented, knowing in A0YyOG.
Knowledge is not at all univocal; a being and its Being are different. To
attribute, to the given, something that is not given (perceived) but is,
as such, known: a stranger as Socrates. Or, to take someone (Socrates)
whom I do not know as such, but perceive as approaching me, for The-
odorus. Now no longer the "in the place of," not a matter of identifica-
tion, but instead a matter of "taking for,” and both given differently.

On the basis of the dogmatic thesis of Adyoc-Aéyewv Tav10 and on
the basis of the unclarity in the mode in which what is pre-given is
given and what is determining is presumed to be, this interpretation
of the Pevdrc d0&a is rejected as well.
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Regarding 3: The third {interpretation)®” now tries to gain clarity,
precisely in this direction.

The example of mis-seeing shows: I know something or other.
Socrates is known to me, even if T am not looking at him. The knowl-
edge of him is retained in me (cf. 192D).

1. It is possible at times to perceive, and at times not to perceive, that
which one knows. Knowledge of something, something learned,
without having seen for oneself.

2. What one does not know can probably never be experienced, and
often never is, or is experienced only to be forgotten right away. Hav-
ing seen, one no longer knows how it looks.*®

Examples:

1. I know both Theodorus and Theatetus, but I do not perceive ei-
ther of them. Then [ will not take the one for the other.

2. 1know the one but not at all the other, and I do not perceive either
d them. Also in this case, I will not take the one I know for the one I do
not know. What is determining is completely unknown to me.

3.1know neither, and I perceive neither. Then it will a fortiori be im-
possible for me to take the one I do not know for another I also do not
know. Nothing is pre-given, and nothing that determines is known.

It follows that the {Pevdr) dofalelv consists only in this: "I know
both of you," £xwv {. ..} T onueia (193B10f.), "I have impressions of
you," "signs," "I have an inkling of you." "I see both distantly," )
ikovag (193C2), "not sufficiently." I see and want to "recognize" what
is there. I try 1) otkelax Oet (193C3), "to attribute to the one who is
currently seen, in accord with his outward look," the "signs" that per-
tain to him. Thereby I mistake what is determinant, the "signs" that
pertain to what is currently seen, and I take Theodorus for Theatetus,
and vice versa. Tw OT|UElw UT) KaTd TV aLTOL aloOnow Ekategov
£xewv (194A1f.), "the signs are not attributed to the perceived object to
which they currently correspond,” their attribution does not corre-
spond, i.e., the signs do not actually pertain to the perceived object to
which they are attributed.

For this mistaken attribution to be possible, however, something
must be perceived, and, on the other hand, something must be ltnown.
Where there is neither knowledge, familiarity, nor perception, there is
also no mis-seeing and (false) mixed-up opinion (194B). The essential
(cf. 195C7): not a simple identification of the known with the un-
known, but at once something perceived, given, and known in itself,

67. Editor's interpolation.
68. See Morchen transcription, no. 57, p. 210f.
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as well as something only represented, known only in an inkling, and
indeed their cvvaig ["conjunction"] (cf. 195D1).%

Then where perceptions are not involved, where they play no part,
there could not be mis-seeing: €.g., in calculation, in counting sums.
Indeed we do in fact make mistakes in counting. But there it cannot
be a matter of a false relation between what is retained in thought and
something perceived. Thus this interpretation is not tenable. Thereby
what is scandalous about our procedure comes to light: we are seeking
to clarify Itnowledge and false knowledge, without knowing what
Itnowledge itself is (196D10).

§46. Testing the second definition (201 A-D).

Prom the second to the third definition. True opinion = knowledge.”
But one can have true opinion without knowledge. The grounds for
this assertion can clarify what is meant by knowledge. Jurors judge on
the basis of a true opinion they have formed regarding the case
(201Bf.). But they did not see the criminal act itself, they were not
present. So they have no knowledge. Which implies for this concept:
they have not made accessible to themselves, in their own experience,
the being about which they are rendering a decision. If correct opin-
ion and knowledge were identical, then a competent juror never has a
correct opinion without having knowledge at the same time. Thus
they are different, and ltnowledge is to be distinguished from true
opinion—in virtue of what? What is the distinguishing moment?

69. See supplement no. 10, p. 161.
70. See Morchen transcription, no. 58, p. 211.



Third definition of émoTrun;
&AnOnc d6Ea peta hoyou
(chaps. 39-43, 201E-210B)

§47. General characterization of the thesis: knowledge is true
00&a peta Adyov. Interpretation and denomination.

uetx hoyou ["with /ogos”],” that is to say, in such a manner that the
showing of the beings themselves is present for the soul itself, or in
such a manner that the soul itself makes manifest beings in their dis-
closedness, thus beings as actually being, as being such and such, be-
ings as. That is the substantive meaning, which, admittedly, is not
prominent, since Plato does not succeed in grasping A0yoc itself uni-
vocally. Yet a definition in the Meno.”? It has already been indicated
that Plato submits his own definition to critique. ButAdyog indeed has
another meaning: simple grasp of the what, Socratic hoyog. Now,
however, taken positively!

The discussion of Pevdr)c d0&a shows: in the background stands
the problem of the £teQov, something in place of the other, something
as something else, u1) ov, and specifically in relation to hoyog. Antis-
thenes: identification, tautology of the subject with itself;”? in general,
no human being, because no psychism {?}. hoyog is characterized

71. Cf. Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea. Recogn. F. Susemihl. Leipzig, 1882, bk. 6,
1140b20: ££15 tOU aANBevery peta Aoyou ["capacity of disclosing the truth accom-
panied with logos"].

72. 97Bft.

73. Mullach, Fragmenta, Antisthenes, frag. 47, vol. 2, pp. 282-83; Aristotle,

Met. 4 29, 1024b321f.: undev aliov AeyeoOor TANV T oikeiw Adyw &v 80" Evoc
["he (Antisthenes) was wrong to think that only its own name can be said o a

thing, one for each"].
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more exactly in the course of this discussion, although not in its struc-
ture but, instead, as the basic comportment of the soul itself.

Now AOYOo¢ openly and explicitly becomes the theme, as a charac-
teristic moment of aAnONg d0&a. And Adyoc—if our basic under-
standing of the dialogue is correct—is ontological, oriented again to-
ward the general problem of Being, i.€., toward the question of MT] OV,
the éteQov, the TQEOC 71 as such.

The discussion begins with a characterization of the mowt« {. . .}
otolxelx ["the first elements"] (201E1), the constituents of all beings
(201D8tf.). That seems to be an extraneous consideration, even less
connected to the theme than YevdNG dOLA, but only as long as we fail
to realize that all these discussions are approaches to the problem of
Being. apxat, otoeia.”* Why these? In a certain sense, it has been
established that AGYOG concerns, in each case, a twofold: something as
something. But now beings consist in elements; the latter constitute
Being. Thus if there is something to be known, then, above all, it s
these. Yet: aUTO yaQ ka8 adto £kaotov ovopaoat povov (201E21.),
"something like that can only be addressed in itself,” only be named;”
TIQOUELTTELY OE OVDEV AAAO duvATOV ["impossible to address it as any-
thing else"] (201E31.), avto—"itself in itself," €ketvo ["that one"],
éxaotov ["each"], povov ["single"], ToOTO ["this"] (cf. 202A31.),
nothing other can be added, it cannot be addressed as "this," or "that,"
or even as a being or a nonbeing. TMEQUQEEXOVTX ["terms that run
around loose"] (202A5) &viag {...) da Maowv O AV TUXWOL
TLETOUEVHC,”® "arbitrarily flying among all,” they stop everywhere, but
in no particular place, in no actual determinate being.

advvatov {. ..} v meTwv enonvat Adyw ["impossible for the
elements to be expressed in logos"] (202A81.), for dGvopATWV YXQ
OUUTTAOKNV €IVt AOYov ouoiav ["the Being of logos consists precisely
in the combination of names"] (202B4{.). That which is "put together,"
ovyxeipevov (cf. 202B311.), out of the ototxeiov is so through combi-
nation, and AOYOG emerges out of the corresponding combination of
their appurtenant names.”’ OTOlXElX are then &AOya, QyvwoTa,
aloOnta povov ["without logos, unknowable, merely perceived"] (cf.
202B6). Not interpretable, not comprehensible as something; they
must purely and simply be accepted. But cuAAaPat ["syllables"] can
be understood and expressed (203A, cf. 204A); consequently, a con-
cept, not mere syllables! In this way, therefore, the YPvxn can
AANOeveLy, yryvwokey d¢ oU ["disclose the truth, but not know"] (cf.

74. Cf. above, pt. 1 {inthe manuscript: "earlier introduction"}, §12¢, p. 41.
75. See Morchen transcription, no. 59, p. 211.

76. Cf. 197D8: dovecote.

77. Cf. Aristotle, Met. Z 4.
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202C11.), "have disclosed" the beings just as they are, and yet not have
understanding and "knowledge" of them, not know them as such!
Conviction about Being and about the matters at issue, but no knowl-
edge which could be demonstrated on the basis of the things
themselves.

But Socrates is not satisfied with this interpretation of knowledge
(202D8{f.): "The elements should be unltnowable," not, on the con-
trary, that which has the character of combination (what can be com-
bined, cvvaig, oUvBOeo1c). To test this thesis, we will return to the
phenomena which were brought forward to serve as a Topaderyua:
the elements and the combinations in writing—"letters" and "sylla-
bles" (202E6).

Question: are letters d&vev Adyov (@Aoyov) ["without logos"],
whereas syllables {A0yov)™ Exovotv ["possess logos"] (cf. 203A3)? It
appears to be so. Question: what is £{)? 0 and ¢. What about C? It
cannot be explained in the same way, since it is not a combination of
this and that. "Something as something” in the background! The syl-
lable itself is Tt xuPOTEQ OTOLKELX ["the two elements™] (203C4{.),
or several of them, or plav TV DEav yeyovuiay ouvVTEDEVTOV
avtwv (203C51.), "one visible thing arising out of the combination of
both."” Theatetus believes the syllable 1s a totality in the sense of a sum.
Cannot whoever knows the syllable—and it is knowable—also {know}”’
both elements, the L. and the {3? But these are supposed to be un-
knowable, and yet whoever knows the cUAAafal knows them as well.
On the other hand, a syllable can be known only by way of knowledge
d the letters. Therefore the thesis (element dAoyov, combination
A6Yyov €xov) is untenable.

Perhaps it is wrong, however, to take a syllable as a sum. Perhaps
the totality has a different character, €V 71 yeyovoc €100g ["one eidos
emerging from them"] (203E3f.), étegov d¢ t@wv orolxeiwv ["other
than the letter-clements"] (203E4{.). If that {is correct},®® then there
are no parts here, for pepn are parts only of sums. Or is there a differ-
ent kind of totality (204E81.), one that is autonomous, has its own
proper content, 1s different from all its parts, and is something other
than a part? Indeed. Thus wholeness is different than a sum? Yes.®
But is not 6 a totality, an all? 6 is in fact nothing other than this sum!
Number is a sum of parts. 7o ohov {...) o0k €0ty €k peowv ["the
whole is not made up of parts"] (204E8). Totum ["whole"]— moments;
compositum ["compound"] —pieces; formal totality — parts. Therefore if

78. Editor's interpolation.
79. Editor's interpolation.
80. Editor's interpolation.
81. See Mdrchen transcription, no. 60, p. 2111,
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a syllable is pia {. ..} d€x ["one visible thing"] (205D5), 6A0V ["a
whole"] (205D8), then it is as unknowable as a letter. Conversely,
however, if the syllable is knowable, then so is the letter. And in fact it

is so: in elementary school, we learn precisely by starting with the
elements.®

§48. Clarification of the phenomenon of A6YOg.

a) Attempt at determining the phenomenon of Adyoc.

AOYO0G: "concept," "assertion" (cf. 206C4):*’

1. Expressing, making an assertion, uttering: dlavolag ev Ppwv)
oTteQ ewAOV ["like the image of thought in sound"] (208C5).

2. Showing of the Tl oy, "the whole through the mediation of the
element": 6th otorxetwv o 6A0V ["the whole through the elements"]
(207C31.), dux otorkeiov 6dog €mi To OAOV ["a way to the whole
through the element"] (208C6). Thus here correct opinion with enu-
meration, and yet no knowledge.

3. To be capable of onueLOV eimev ["to name a sign"] (208C71.),
whereby that which is to be shown distinguishes itself from all else.
The specific difference, not human being in general, but also not proper-
ties which {...}®* go together {?}, but, rather, on the basis of them
(208D71f.). About this T must have a true opinion; to which then the
distinguishing indication is added? Yet ff this is already knowledge,
why should it still be connected with the distinguishing indication?
Do not aAnOng do&a and AGYoc coincide?

b) Summary: the question of knowledge and the function of
AGYOG in the problem of Being.

Summarizing: in the Theatetus, the problem of Being, pt] ov, under the
name of ETLOTNUN, i.e., AdyoG.

First definition:* knowledge is not without Aoyoq, for, otherwise,
there would be no disclosure of beings at all, no understanding of
Being.

Second definition: knowledge in relation to pevdNG dOE is ETEQOV
éreQov. AOYOG is not tautological; otherness. aAAodo&la: something
in the place of. ouvais: Connection of something with something.
AOYOG is the basic activity of the soul; therein ovvaLG.

Third definition: knowledge is peT@ Aoyov. AOYOS, CUUTTAOKT),

82. See supplement no. 11, p. 161.

83. See Morchen transcription, no. 61, p. 212.
84. Passage illegible.

85. See Morchen transcription, no. 62, p. 2121.
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otolyeiov. There is always already the 6Aov and on its basis the
particular.

AGyog: "showing," and therein aAfOeia. Adyoc—ovaia:te logic-
Being. Ontology-concepts.

I. Yuxn: 1. understanding of Being in general, Dasein. 2. Aoyog:
interpretation. eldn-kowvwvia.

II. But under what presuppositionis there duxAéyeoOar, showing of
the ato, tovTo, and something like the 6th maoqv ["through all.]?
Only if there is ovunAokr). And how does the latter come about? Only
in a totality. KOvwvia is to be included in the definition of Being itself.

Summary: shown in the Sophist:

Kivnoig ["motion”] — otaoig ["rest"1%
oV ["Being"]: TO(UTé ["the o ' hu 1 50 T £
= . ) ('the ot Y (ct.
samne" fgg%%\ff() hieother] @edapait,

ktvnoig with otaoic 6v (254D5)
Yuxn—ov: understanding of Being (cf. 248A11, 250B7)
KOVWVIn—dovaps TaRovoiag, "possibility of co-presence,” ayafdy

["good"].

86. See Morchen transcription, no. 62, p. 213.
87. Cf. Sophist, 255E111f.; see Morchen transcription, no. 62, p. 213; see also

GA 19, p. 5361f.



4

e )

Central concepts of Plato's philosophy
in the context of the understanding of
Being and the question of Being

§49. The Idea of the &yaBOV.

a) Being and the "for the sake of which" of understanding.

ovaia and &ya®6v. How do we proceed from the principles and basic
determinations of beings, from the Ideas as structures of Being, to the
Idea o the ayaB0V,* fromthe logical to the ethical, from Being to the
"ought"? ovoia and ayaBov.

Being, i.e., the Being of beings [das Seiende-Sein], is that which is
understood purely and simply for the sake of itself and is the only thing
that can be understood in such a way. For the sake of itself: the end of all
understanding. If I say "for the sake of itself," that is still an assertion
about it: end, 7éQAG, ayaBOV. In a naively ontic sense: something
higher than Being itself, which, moreover, still is Being itself. Consid-
ered more closely, however, not an assertion about Being, but one that
turns away from Being and is precisely not directed to Being itself but,.
instead, approaches it obliquely, in relation to how it is understood,
what it is for the understanding and not as it is in itself. Even "Being"
as principle is a derivative characterization.

At issue here is the Being of Dasein, the soul itself. At issue is Being,
the “for the sake of which" of this being, that which it has "to be." The
being to whose Being an understanding of Being pertains. Understand-
ing of Being: the potentiality-for-being wherein Being is at issue. In the
Greek sense: that which is at issue, the for the sake of which, itself as a being,

88. See Morchen transcription, no. 63, p. 213.
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the good. Being is TéAog, "end," the dyaQ0v. It is a matter of the ayaBov,
because Being is understood as a being, an existing property, the good.
More is said about the soul than the good, according to its sense, can
bear. To restrict the ontological assertion to its proper limits.

To know, to see, is an action, being out for.

ayaBov, mépag, any seeing is already, and above all, related to the
light The understanding of Being is brought to completion in seeing.
Beingthrough the idén, "something seen"; Being through the dyaOdv,
the "forthe sake of which," the "end." The Idea of the good is Being in
the proper sense and is a being in the proper sense.

b) Being and value.?’

Being means, in the first place, presence. Beyond that, it is the "for the
sake of which," the toward which, &ya8dv, wdéAsix, "utility." Being it-
self is separated and, as oV, equated with ovoia.?® Contributionality [Bei-
traglichkeit] is not itself understood ontologically but, instead, is coordi-
nated to Being, because Being itself is restricted to pure constancy, bare
thingly presence. Yet the thing "still" has, beyond this, a toward-which, a
value, so called on the basis of an insufficient grasp of Being.

And in the moral realm? A fortiori in that realm. That is the issue!

Existence! Potentiality-for-being!

§50. Summarizing retrospective.

a) Critical evaluation of Plato's treatment of the
problem of Being.
What is ontologically decisive in Plato's work: idéat and Adyog (Puxn));
duvauig kowwviag Twv yevav ["possibility of a communion of the
genera"].”! Not ué0e&ic between the aioOnté and the eidrn), butamong
the latter themselves.

KOwwvia TV €ldwv, determinations of Being.*> 1. the formal deter-
minations and the concrete ones not distinguished; 2. not said how
these determinations of Being relate to the Idea of Being itself, Being
the highest Yévog; 3. not said whether in general one can make do
with a neutral concept of Being.

Being is distinguished from beings. Proper way of apprehension:
A0Y0g, and this possibility belongs to Dasein, an understanding of
Being. Being in Aoyoy. Abyog: aAnfeia. Adyog: katryyogety, Kortn)-

89. See Morchen transcription, no. 64, p. 213f.
90. Cf. Theatetus, 186C, versus 186A.

91. Cf. above, p. 115, n. 87.

92. See Morchen transcription, no. 65, p. 214.
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yopia. Adyog: ovv, "with," "together." Central problem—basic prob-
lem: Adyoc—{uxn—kivnoic.

Being: presence; on that basis, the more precise structure of Being:
togetherness, co-presence, one-other, unity-otherness-multiplicity-
sameness. Being and relation.

The structure of Adyog remains open, though it is predelineated:
Being itself and its delimitation with regard to disclosedness; Being
and possibility, dUvapic; Being and motion, kivnois. Yet even what is
acquired is not at all a system, finished and transparent, but is always
under way, approached: obscurity. And precisely here resides what is
genuinely productive, what points beyond and leads further on, ex-
actly because we have here no system but, instead, actual work in dis-
closing the phenomena. That is why this work has never gone out of date.
Not because it contains some finished, so-called eternal truth, but be-
cause it asks actual questions, which, as problems, do not lead mortal
lives. To pose a genuine problem is decisive and demands actual investi-
gative work. On the other hand, there is the sophistical solving of
semblant problems. {Thiswork will not be out of date}” as long as it is
not unsuccessful in finding responses that grasp the radical intention
and awaken a new one.

Thus no conclusion, but only renewed impulses.

b) Retrospective on pre-Aristotelian philosophy,
for the sake of a transition to Aristotle.

Before considering the highest level of pure scientific research, a look
back.

Thales and Plato's Sophist.”* Understanding of Being. Concept of
Being and possibilities of conceptual interpretation. {Thales}:** explicit
question of beings with respect to their Being; but grasped there on
the basis of beings and as a being.

Parmenides: Being, but all beings are, so to speak, denied.

Plato: the Being of beings, Ad0yog, duvaic kovwviag, co-presence.
Being is not something simple and becomes accessible primarily in
logos.

Aoyoc: The "logic" of beings, i.e., founded through logos, that is the
primary guiding line. No ontology manifest. Adyog: whence the cate-
gories, etc.”® The Aristotelian problems.””

93. Editor's interpolation.

94. See Morchen transcription, no. 66, p. 214.
95. Editor's interpolation.

96. Cf. above, last paragraph beginning on p. 117.
97. See supplement no. 12, p. 161.
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On the problem of the development
and of the adequate reception of
Aristotle's philosophy

§51. Biography and philosophical development
of Aristotle.

a) Biographical data.

Born 38413 in Stagira (Thrace).From his eighteenth year, 36716 {inthe
Academy].! Entered around the time of the composition of the Theatetus.
Plato's student for twenty years, {upto}? 34817. Upon Plato's death, Aris-
totle and Xenocrates went to stay with Hermias in Mysia. For three years
Aristotle was the leader of the circle of Plato's students there. 343-336:
at the Macedonian royal court as preceptor to the thirteen-year-old Al-
exander, the future "Great." 336: after Alexander assumed the throne,
Aristotle returned to Athens. At the Lyceum (precinctsacred to Apollo
Lyceus), led the school df the Peripatetics for twelve years. TieQLTTATOG,
"promenade,” along which the members of the school carried on their
scientific discussions. With Alexander's death in 323, anti-Macedonian
feeling brolce free in Athens. Aristotle accused of impiety. Fled to Chal-
cis, died there in 322 at the age of sixty-three.

b) On the question of the development of Aristotle's philosophy.

Aristotle's philosophical development: the problem has been neglected
for a long time, and not without reason, since the grounds for a deter-

1. Editor's interpolation.
2. Editor's interpolation.




Basic Concepts of Ancient Philosophy [145-146]
121

mination are unstable. Chronology and character of the writings;
studied in the nineteenth century. Character: published writings ver-
sus lecture notes. Only a very small part of the Corpus Aristotelicum was
published by Aristotle. "You are not working in order to write books,
but in order to make headway in the matters at issue.” Today it is just
the opposite. Typical is the remark of a famous theologian of the nine-
teenth century; in his letters he says he must now think of a topic for
his next book. A book must be written; that comes first. Then one tries
to find something to write about.

The developmental problem was taken up by Werner Jaeger.®> The
essential work is by H. Bonitz.? The schema of the development can be
drawn out as follows: Platonic period: beginning; middle period: to
Assos [in Mysia] and back, critique of Plato; mature period: Lyceum.’
This schema and the questions it provoked have indeed advanced the
problem, regardless of whether or not Jaeger's view is tenable.

There 1s a basic difficulty, one Jaeger himself does not see because
o the narrowness of his philosophical interpretation: the writings on
logic, on physics, and bk. I' of the psychology are supposed to stem
from the early period, but there the decisive problems are not merely
posed in a tentative way but, instead, are already solved.® As long as
this difficulty is not disposed of, or even faced, the reconstruction of
Aristotle's development remains without a genuine foundation. The
only way is that of an actual philosophical interpretation of Aristotle's
investigations. But I am convinced that even that will not lead to a so-
lution; the only possible standpoint which is scientific and objective is
to acknowledge the insolubility.

Writings: Organon, Rhetoric, Poetics, Physics, On the heavens, Coming to be
and passing away, On the soul, Metaphysics, Nicomachean Ethics, Politics.”

Aristotle is said to be the master builder;® coherent edifice, doctrinal
system. Thomas. Pure fiction! Everything is open; basic problems.

3. W. Jaeger, Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner Entwicklung. Berlin,
1923 (henceforth, Jaeger, Aristoteles). Preliminary sketch in a more narrow frame-
work in his Studien; see above, p. 26, n. 34.

4. H. Bonitz, Aristotelische Studien. Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-histori-
schen Classe der lconiglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1862-1867. Re-
printed, five parts in one volume: Hildesheim, 1969.

5. Jaeger, Aristoteles, see table of contents and pp. 91f., 105ff., 33111.

6. Ibid., pp. 371f., 531f., 45, 311, 355, 395.

7. Aristotelis opera. Ex recogn. I. Bekkeri, vols. 1-5. Academia Regia Borussica.
Berlin, 1831ff.

8. Morchen transcription: "Dogma: Aristotle, versus Plato, is to be character-
ized as a master builder. Confusing him with Thomas Aquinas. In Aristotle, even
less of a doctrinal edifice than in Plato."
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§52. On the reception of Aristotle's philosophy.’

Despite an Aristotelian tradition dominant since the time of Schleier-
macher, the last decade has seen the slow emergence of a more fitting
appreciation of Aristotle. Hegel, in his early, Frankfurt years, prior to
his first projection of a system, was lastingly influenced by Aristotle.
Schleiermacher, Hegel, Trendelenburg, Bonitz, Torstrik, Brentano:
systematic, phenomenology.

Neo-Icantianism not only {interpreted}'® Kant one-sidedly (as an
epistemologist), but the same one-sidedness deformed the conception
of Greek philosophy in general and led to a misinterpretation of Aris-
totle. The distinction idealism-realism was transferred back to the
Greeks. Aristotle would then represent naive, unscientific realism
and, inasmuch as it was preceded by Plato, a decline. This conception
was dominant and—in a less strict form—still is so today. In addition:
the Middle Ages considered Aristotle "the philosopher,”" and that was
all the more reason to see in him something obscure and superannu-
ated. But neither the Middle Ages nor Neo-Icantianism should divert
the correct interpretation of Aristotle.

In our preliminary remarks:"" philosophical research, its genesis out of
understanding in general. Proper task: understanding, showing of Being
and dof its grounds and constitution; critical versus positive knowledge.

We will now, in the concrete, follow the process of penetrating into
Being, i.e., the exposition of the difference. Certainty of access to, and
elaboration of, Being itself. Thereby a predelineation of science in the
proper sense. The idea of this science and its problematics: what is to be
questioned, how and on what path of disclosure, how taken up, which
central problems posed, which way leads to a solution? The formation
of philosophy as research: apex of ancient philosophy.

Outline:

1. Philosophical research in general. Problem of Being. Met.I' 1 and
2, E, B.12

2. The fundamental directions taken by the questioning within the
problematic of Being, four {suchdirections}’> and dUvapig ["potenti-
ality"], évépyewa [“actuality”]."* {. . .}.7?

3. The point of departure for the ontological problematic. Motion.

9. See Morchen transcription, no. 67, p. 214f.
10. Editor's interpolation.
11, Manuscript: "Introduction”; see above, 54 and §5, p. 51T.
12. See below, chap. 2, p. 124ff.
13. Editor's interpolation.
14. See below, chap. 3, p. 130ff.
15. Text illegible.
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Physics. Phys. A and I' 1-3.1 Taken positively: dOvauig, évépyeta:
thereby kivnowg possible {. . .}.77

4. Ontology of life. De anima B and I.'* Thereby a possible
foundation.

5. Ontology of Dasein, Ethics,'* Eth. Nic.”®

6. Philosophical research and concept formation. Adyog, demon-
stration and proof. De interp., Anal. post. B.

We will discuss only the main lines here, laying out the problems,
no doctrinal edifice; but even the main lines will be presented only in
their most characteristic traits. Looking toward the positive elabora-
tion in the lecture course to be offered in the winter semester.?!

16. See below, chap. 4, p. 142ff,

17. Text illegible.

18. See below, chap. 5, p. 153ff.

19. Cf. E. Arleth, Die metaphysischen Grundlagen der aristotelischen Ethik. Prague,
1903.

20. See below, chap. 5, §67, p. 1571.

21. Cf. Geschichte der Philosophie von Thomas v. Aquin bis Kant. Marburger Vor-
lesung Wintersemester 1926-27. GA 23.
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The ontological problem and the idea of
philosophical research

§53. The investigation into beings as beings, i.€.,
into Being, as the thematic domain of the
fundamental science for Aristotle.

There is predelineated in the essence of ontological questioning in
general, and also, accordingly, in its historical development, a double
concept,'"’ i.e., a remarkable state of fluctuation. To understand and
genuinely grasp beings as beings: on the one hand, the particular being
that most appropriately satisfies the idea of Being. Which does not
mean this idea becomes explicit. On the other hand, the Being of be-
ings in general, attempt to determine Being. Yet without the ground
and question of the most original problematic.

The double concept of the fundamental science:

1. science of Being;

2. science of the highest and most proper being.

What properly 1s: 1. the things that actually are; 2. what properly
constitutes beings: Being.

Interpretation of Met. I and E (K and Physics).

Met. T 1:> @0 pUOI¢ TG ["(Being) in its own nature"] (cf. 1003a27)
and the related OUTAQXOVTX ["determinations”] (1003a22). Ontic ex-
planation of beings—ontological interpretation of Being. "If now even
the questions posed by the ancients, who were investigating the ele-
ments, implicitly aimed at these basic determinations of Being as such,

22. See Mérchen transcription, no. 68, p. 215%.
23.1003a21-32.
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then the elements must not be, contrary to the opinion of these an-
cient thinkers, confinable to a determinate region of Being, but must
be related to beings just insofar as they are beings" (1003a28ff.). This
theme of research, of what is to be apprehended, is made up of "the
first causes of beings as beings" (1003a31), the first causes of Being, that
from which Being as such is to be determined. Here lies the catch, the dou-
ble concept of a science of Being as both ontic explanation and ontological
interpretation. Causes of beings: the theme is the Being of beings. Causes
d Being: beings are the cause of Being. The problem can be discussed
in a positive way only if we have a sufficient grasp of both concepts of
the first science. We will begin with the first science as science of
Being oriented toward ontological interpretation.

Being 1s the theme. This science obviously has more to say than
simply: Being is Being. Yet the object 1s always Being. Just as geometry
always deals with space, physics with material nature, and biology
with organic nature, so the first science ever treats of beings as such and
in general, of beings just insofar as they are, of Being. kal d1 kat TO mAAat
TE KAl VOV kal aiel (nTovpevov Kal aiel dmogovevov, TL7o ov ["what
is always sought, and always leads to an impasse, already long ago and
stillnow: what 1s Being"].%*

The idea of this science 1s determined more precisely in I 2: the idea
of the science of Being (1003a33-1004a9).

1. The unity of the object and of the thematic approach (I' 2,
1003a33-b19).

2. To the object there corresponds an originally genuine kind of
givenness, and indeed a direct one, aiotnoig (1003b19-22).

3. The mode of self-pre-givenness (phenomenology, ontology).

4. ov and £v: co-originality (1003b22-1004a2).

S. Science of Being and sciences of concretely different regions of
Being (1004a2-9).

Regarding 1: First of all, the unity of the thematic horizon: fj gy, "as
being," with respect to Being, toward which everything is oriented.
Being is the most universal.?’ Plato: kovwvia T@v yevav.?® Are the
vévn that to which the problematic of this science is ultimately re-
duced? The question is taken up in Met. B 3.77 Met. B develops a series
o problems, all of which serve to determine the object of this science.
There we have what 1s decisive forthe matter at issue and what is most
important for understanding the new Aristotelian problematic over
and against Plato.

24.Met. Z 1, 1028b21f.
25. See supplement no. 13, p. 161f., and Morchen transcription, no. 69, p. 216.

26. Cf. Sophist, 254B71.
27. 998bl4ff.
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§54. The impossibility of determining
Being through genera.

The “origins,”** the basic determinations of Being, as well as Being itself,

the agxal twv OVTwV, cannot be genera. The proof is carried out indi-
rectly, from the impossibility of the opposite VTOO€0LC. First of all, an
example to clarify the concepts of genus, difference, species. Teaching
example: homo animal rationale ["man is the rational animal"]. Genus:
animal (includesthe rational and the non-rational). Difference: rationale,
divides the genus and determines it as something, as something that it
itself, according to its idea, is not yet: living being as rational. And so the
difference constitutes the species: homo (< beast) resides neither in ani-
mal nor in ratio, for God also possesses the latter. Rationale does not be-
long to animalitas, if homo and beast are not both rationale.

On the hypothesis that Being is a genus, then the species and dif-
ferences, which differentiate Being in general into some definite mode
of Being, should not be determined on the basis of Being, for differ-
ences introduce something that does not already lie in the genus. But
if the difference, insofar as it differentiates, is supposed to be some-
thing at all, i.€., insofar as it is supposed to function as a difference, it
must be. Assuming Being is a genus, then the difference and the spe-
cies would necessarily possess the determinations of the genus itself.

We face here an either-or: either Being is a genus, but then it is a
genus that by essence can have no differences and no species, for these
would be utterly deprived of a connection to Being. Or there are dif-
ferences and species, but then Being is necessarily not a genus. Now,
since differences and species actually are, valet consequentia: ov is not a
Y€voG. Being has no species and no differences. Then how is it articu-
lated? How understand the unity of the general and the multiplicity of
the "kinds" and modes of Being, the species and modalities? How are
we to account here for the £{d0g and the dixpopc ["difference"]? As
predicates, or as the being itself of which such a predication is made?

§55. The unity of analogy (of the mQOg £Vv) as sense of the
unity of multiple beings in ovOLA.

Aristotle now provides the positive answer to the question of whether
the aQxat have the character of yYévn), whether the apx1) of ov (i.e.,
ovolia) = a yévog.

Met. T 2: "Beings are called beings in several senses” (1003a33).
Therefore Being is understood in several senses as well. But the mani-

28. Related to Mer. B 3, 998b14-28; see Morchen transcription, no. 70, p. 216f.
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foldness of the meaning of Being is not an utterly disparate one. It is not
simply a matter of one and the same word used with completely differ-
ent meanings, such as the cock [Hahn]of the chicken coop and of the
water spigot: the same word, but the meaning is altogether different.
Thus the expression "Being" is not equivocal, o) OpwvUuwg ["not
merely homonymous"] (1003a34), aequivoce, but neither is it—since
MOAAAX WS —OLVWVUUWG ["synonymous"], univoce, having the same
meaning 1n every context.

What then are, positively, the meaning of Being and the mode of
signification of this term? The meaning is not disparate, unrelated to
some one thing; on the contrary, mQog €v xat piav T Gpvow ["re-
lated to one and the same specific nature"] (1003a33f.). Aristotle
clothes his answer in two examples: To Uylewvdv, the expression
"healthy" has its meaning TQOG Vyleiav; something is called "healthy™"
insofaras it has a relation to health. This relation can be of various kinds,
while yet always remaining a relation to health:

UyLevov @ GuAdrtery (1003a35), "healthy” inasmuch as it "main-
tains and preserves" health; e.g., walking is healthy.

vYlewvov TQ@ motery (1003a351.), "healthy" inasmuch as it "pro-
duces" health. An organ is healthy.

VYLEWVOV T OTJUELOV VAL TNG Uytelag (1003a36), "healthy” inas-
much as it "is a sign of health," a healthy complexion.

Uytewvov to {. . .} dektikov avtig (1003a36f.), "healthy” inasmuch
as it 1s something that is determined at all by health and illness. Only
what can be ill can be healthy; not a stone, no more than a triangle.
But indeed timber, an animal, a living being.

Taking a walk is healthy in a different sense of being healthy than
a heart is healthy. "The heart is healthy" has a different sense than
"healthy cheeks." Not because the latter differ from the heart as parts;
here "are" does not mean that the cheeks themselves are not diseased
but, rather, means "are a sign of." A comparable example to "healthy"
is "medical” in relation to the practice of medicine. "Medical" is a per-
formance, a comportment, something (such as an instrument) that
pertains to this practice (cf. 1003bl-3).

Likewise, "is," wherever it is used, has significance in relation
to "Being," uta coxn—mpog Tavtnv ["one principle-toward the same"]
(cf.1003b51.), "in relation to Being" (1003b9), in each case proceed-
ing from Being and returning back to it.*” Beings are in different
senses, and the difference results from the relation, different in each
case, of the being to that which most properly.is said to be.

T HEV {. . .} Ovta Aéyetan (1003b6) ["for beings are spoken of as”:]*°

29. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 217{.
30. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 217{f.
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1. 6tovoiat (1003b6),” in themselves "things present-at-hand.”
2. 6 dOn ovolag (1003b7),* "states of what is present-at-hand.”
3. 0T 6dOG €ig ovoiav (1003b7), "a way toward being present-at-

hand."
4. 6 pbopai, otegroelg (1003b71.), "disappearances,” "deprivations."
5. Ot ot Teg (1003b8), "qualities."
6. Ot amodpaoes (1003b9), "negations."

mEOG piav Aeyouévwv ¢uow ["said in relation to one nature"]
(1003b14). Cf. Met. K 3: t00 6vtog 1j ov ["of beings as beings”],” elvat
["Being"],** maOog ["affect"],’® €E15 ["comportment"],** diaOeoig
["disposition"],*” kivnoig ["motion"].**

This relationship 7QOG €V ["to one"] is a mode of the kO’ €V ["on
one"],* the unity of analogy, £€ 00 & *AAa TN TAL, KALdL O AéyovTal
(1003b17), something "on which the other modes of Being are depen-
dent and through which those other modes are said to be." If this
something is ovola ["presence-at-hand"], then on it depend the
aQxadi. In each case is it a matter of a determinate oVOLX ["something
present-at-hand"], or of ouoia in general?

Regarding 2 and 3: to have constantly in view a more precise type
of the primary access.*” Mode of pre-givenness, pre-having. Here is a
new science of Being as such. Explained in Met. K 3:*' new concept of
philosophy: ontology, thematic research into Being itself. Actually
demonstrated, not just tentatively touched on. Delimitation over and
against mathematics and physics:** mathematics abstracts and grasps
simply: adaioeoig,” "taking away" something from something; this
in various respects and yet one discipline.

ov 1) ov ["beings as beings"], Being itself already indicated. Being
occurs in a multiplicity of modes. Unity: QOGS €V, analogy. The analog-
ical meaning of Being = question of Being in general. The problem of
this analogy is the central problem for penetrating into Being in gen-

31. See supplements no. 14 and no. 15, p. 162.
32. See supplement no. 16, p. 162.

33.1061a8.

34.1061al0.

35.1061a9; Mer. A 21, 1022b15ff.

36. 1061a9; Met. A 20, 1022b4{f.

37.1061a9; Mer. A 19, 1022b1ff.

38.1061a9; cf. Phys. I' 1, 200b12ff.
39.1°2,1003b15.

40. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 218.
41.1061a28-b17.

42. See Morchen transcription, no. 71, p. 2181
43. Cf. Met. K 3,1061a29.
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eral. Where 1s the seat of this analogy? Whence derive the possibility
of a relation of beings to beings and the possibility of various relations
of that kind? A0yoc-dv, something as something, together, one with
the other, AOyog is the guideline, i.e., ov Aeyouevov, the possible
mode of Being of what can be asserted.

Katnyogelv, katryopla. Being: its interpretation and the fixing of
its modes. Category, AOyog— “assertion,” analogy. ov 1] ov: how it shows
itself in logos and is encountered in the mode of the "as something.”*

ov of the categories: the first group within the first* sense of

moAAax@wg ["in many ways"].

44. See supplement no. 17, p. 162.

45. On the two differentmeanings of TOAAax@g in Aristotle, see Morchen tran-
scription, no. 71, p. 219; cf. also M. Heidegger, Vom Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit.
Freiburger Vorlesung Sommersemester 1930. GA 31. Frankfurt, 1982, p. 77.



The fundamental questioning
of the problematic of Being

§56. The essence of the "categories."

Terminologically, the expression kTt yoola*® implies a relation to
AOYOG as "showing." Essentially, however, the categories signify modes
Being. How does it happen that modes of Being are designated with a
term related to assertion? That should not make us wonder, for the ques-
tion of Being is oriented toward hoyoq, "showing." More precisely:
AOY0G is the showing of beings; in hoyoq, beingsare accessibleand thereby
also Being. Admittedly, thereby we clarify only the genesis of the relation
with respect to the characters of Being. And yet it is not only terminolog-
ically, but also fundamentally, that ontology is oriented toward AGYOC.
KT TTAVTWV YOO TO ov katnyogeitar,” "Being is asserted of all
things." If a being is encountered, then Being, inter alia, is intended and
understood. Being is the most general category. But that does not mean
beings and Being are something subjectively thought; on the contrary,
Aéyew signifies: to "show" beings in themselves. Categories are modes of
beings with respect to their Being, not forms of subjective thought, which,
moreover, they are not for Kant either. But a limit does indeed arise in
another respect: there are beings and Being only insofar as they are ac-
cessible in assertion. Furthermore, in accord with the immediate mean-
ing: only what is present-at-hand, things. Plotinus: the vont& are over and
against the aloONtd, but, even within the ailoONT&, again only the pres-
ent-at-hand things, neutral presence-at-hand: table, tree, mountain, sky.

46. See Morchen transcription, no. 72, p. 2191
47. Met. K 2, 1060b4f.
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How does this {orientation toward /ygos} appear, and how are the
categories apprehensible in it? The categories give:

L. ooV {. ..} KAT& T& OXNHATA TV KatnyoQiwv ["Being accord-
ing to the configurations of the categories”].** The categories are
oxnuata, "Gestalten," in which the modes of Being show themselves.
How are they connected to A0yog?

2. ta kata pndepiav ovpmAokrv Aeyoueva ["things said insofar
as they are in no way combined"].>°

3. ka0 avta d¢ elvar Aéyetanl OOATIEQ ONUALVEL TA TXTHATA TNG
KATIYopiag: 00aXws YAQ A£yeTal, TOCALTAXWS TO eival onuaivel
["Being in itself is said in as many ways as are signified by the Ge-
stalten of the categories: in as many ways as it is said, that is how
many ways Being is signified"].>!

4. To & UraQyewv TOde Twde kai T aANBevecOat TOdE KaTA TOLDE
Tooavtaxws Anrtéov doaxws ai katryopial dujonvrae ["The attri-
bution of this to that and the disclosing of this truth about that are to be
taken in as many ways as there are different categories”].”> Cf. Met. A
30: vtdoxewy kat AANOeg eitety ["is an attribute and is said truly"].>*

5. T MEOG TV ovaiav Aeyopeva ["things said as related to pres-
ence"].>* vMOKEuevov—ovpPePrkota ["substrate—things that su-
pervene to it"]: Dtokeipevov {. . .) eudatvetal £V EKaotn Katyopia
["the substrate showing itself in each category"].>

6. dunpéoelg ["divisions"], mrwoelg ["inflections"],* mpwTa ["first
things"], kowva ["things in common"], yévn ["genera"].”” Porphyry
reports that the ancient commentaries named the book of the catego-
ries ITeol TV YeéVWV ToL 6vTog ["On the genera of beings"].>* Stoics:
term for the categories: T yevikwtata ["the highest genera"].””

Regarding?2: that which, according to its content, admits of "no compo-

48. Editor's interpolation; see Morchen transcription, no. 72, p. 220ff.

49. Met. ® 10, 1051a34f.

50. Cf Cat. 4, 1b25; see supplement no. 18, p. 162f.

51. Met. A 7, 1017a22f{.

52. Analytica priora A 37, 49a6ff.

53. Cf. 1025a14f.

54. Cf Met. " 2, 1003b9.

55. Cf. Met. Z 1, 1028a26f1f.

56. Met. N 2, 1089a26.

57. Cf Phys. T 1, 201al0; De anima 402a23. Cf F. Brentano, Von der mannigfa-
chen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles. Freiburg, 1862, pp. 100-101.

58. Porphyrii Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categorias commentarium. Ed. A. Busse. Com-
mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, vol. 4, pt. 1. Berlin, 1887, p. 56, 11. 18-19.

59. Cf. Stoicorurn veterumfragmenta. Ed. H. von Arnim. Leipzig, 1903ff., vol. 2:
Chrysippus, pt. 2, §2, 329 and 334, p. 117; vol. 3: Diogenes Bahylonius, pt. 1, Lo-
gica, 25, p. 214.
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sition,” €v oLdEHIX KATAPACEL ["not in any affirmation”],*® but which,
for its part, makes possible intertwining in general, lets something be
grasped as something; that which, inter alia, I have in view in assertion,
that which is understood in a particular way. The stone is hard (quality).
The tree is along the path (place). The resistance is too great (TTOOOV
["quantity"]). The contents in view in an assertion about beings stemming
from an understanding of Being. Contents not reducible to one another.

Regarding 3: beings in themselves with respect to their possible
modes of Being. There are as many of these modes as there are modes
of Aéyewv, modes of the "showing" of something as something. The cat-
egories are therefore grounded in, and signify nothing other than, the
determinations of Being that are grasped in the "as something.” The superve-
nience of something, or, more precisely, the co-presence-at-hand of
something with something, the possible mode of the co-being of some-
thing with something, and of each thing with that which, in the re-
spective case, is called its OTTOKEIUEVOV ["substrate"]. TO 6' ov TO pEV
TOOE 21, TO D¢ TIOOOV, TO DE MOV TL onuaivel ["Being' signifies either
the 'this,' the quantity, or the quality"].®

Regarding 5: QOGS TV ovOXV Agyoueva, "with respect to presence-
at-hand, i.e., something present-at-hand in itself." ovola TQWT™N ["pri-
mary presence"], full presence of the "this here." The modes of the co-pres-
ence-at-hand of beings with ovolx are expressed in the categories. In every
category, and according to the sense o that category, ovO{x also shows
itself. If it was said earlier,®” no "as that," no (rva(/\OKT'], that does not
mean the structure now grasped counts as an objection. What has a
quality is something, what is related is something, related to place, to a
time. Modes of co-presence-at-hand: something is this thing in itself and
as this thing is qualified in such a way, related to such and such, etc.

Regarding 6: The categories are therefore, dlx1Q€0¢1S, that which
can be selected out in this original "separating” of an ovOL« into de-
terminations of Being. {rtt@oelc:}® inflections, modes of co-presence-
at-hand; {mQwTa:}®* the first, original, ontological characters of be-
ings; {Kowa:}® what is common; (Yév1):}*° genera. Refers to the
categories as modes, ways of being-with {...}*” prior to {?) some gen-
eral quality, the general for the respective determinate, concrete prop-
erty, species in general for the various determinate species.

60. Cat. 4, 2 and 5f; see supplement no. 18, p. 162.

61. Met. Z 4, 1030b1 11.; katnyoeiv: categories: 10 (cf. Topics A 9, 103b21-23).
62. See above, num. par. 2, p. 131.

63. Editor's interpolation.

64. Editor's interpolation.

65. Editor's interpolation.

66. Editor's interpolation.

67. Passage illegible.
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Summary: categories:
1. Modes of co-presence-at-hand with something present-at-hand in

itself.
2. Therein the mode of Being of the possible being-with is

determined.%®

3. This mode of Being is in each case, inter alia, already understood
in every concrete showing of a being as this or that. The "something
as something" articulates Being-with; i.e., the mode of Being ex-
pressed in the category is the possible content of a regard. This regard
is constitutive of the possibility of assertion. As red, as there with re-
gard to TOOV ["quality"], mov ["place"].®’

4. The content of the regard is thus the guideline for the under-
standing of the Being of what is attributed to the being, what stands in
the predicate of the sentence, and indeed kowvov. The categories are

therefore the mostgeneral predicates.

§57. Analogy (TQOg €v) as the ontological
meaning of the unity of the manifold

modes of Being (categories).

What is decisive is the ontological meaning: modes of co-presence-at-hand,
a) different among themselves, irreducible to one another, b) not
under a highest genus, but also not a confused manifold; on the con-
trary, they are categories through the relatedness to ouoia, which is
1. essential to all of them, 2. different in every case.

Being as presence-at-hand in general is polysemic: 1. present-at-hand
in itself, 2. co-present-at-hand, together with, in the various modes.”

ovoia OOV TTOOOV

|

TOOE T1
this fir this tree this quantity this place

OV

justas{...}.”

68. See Morchen transcription, no. 73, p. 222,
69. See supplement no. 19, p. 163.

70. See Morchen transcription, no. 74, p. 222.
71. Passage illegible.
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analogia attributionis ["analogy of attribution"]; analogia proportionis
["analogy of proportionality"].”?

Analogia attributionis.”* nomen commune ["a name in common"]. ratio
{. ..} eadem secundum terminum ["the reason is the same according to
one term"], it is always co-intended,” e.g., health or that which most
properly is healthy; primum analogatum ["the primary term, which
bears the analogy"], i.e., the being in the most proper sense, ouoia;
Being in general, i.e., the being in the most proper sense.

The "co-intended," that which is “co-" in general, in its possibilities:
precisely expressed in the "categories," cupBePnoc. The “co-” varies
the "as such and such." Only the “co-" and purely on the basis of pres-
ence, or the "such and such" (in general) with?—qualitas, quantitas.
Are these both then to be analyzed temporally, or can they be clarified
as temporal only in a determinate ontological respect? Beings are es-
sentially related to the being that is in the most proper sense.

diversa” secundum habitudines ["diverse according to their comport-
ments (tothe primary term)"], identitas termini habitudinum ["identity
of the term of the comportments"], diversitas habitudinum ["diversity of
the comportments"], i.e., modalization of Being. But a fundamental
difficulty: here is an ontological meaning, or the basic meaning in gen-
eral, the meaning of Being in general. In the examples, onfic meanings, a
being (health),qualitas. But now quality as such is a mode, itself as such
is TQOG €Vv. Quality itself is an expression of a habitudo ["comportment,
mode"] of Being. On the other hand, in the example it is a terminus,
and indeed as a determinate quality, a "species." Habitudo is insuffi-
cient here: can also be katA ["against"]; in avaAoyia ["analogy"],
however, what counts is the TQOC Tt ["relation to a one"].

The relata to the terminus, thus the categories, are the analogata ["the
analogized things"]. The primum analogatum is o0OWx and at the same
time the nomen analogum ["analogous name"]: eivat ["Being"]. €ivau
and oVOia, Being in general and the most proper being, identical? Or
else how do they go together? The One here in the proper sense and
in the improper sense.

A further formulation of the concept of analogy: between vortd
and aloOntd. Not the same ovoia for both.” det pévrtor To TAVTA

72. Morchen transcription: "The structure o the universality of Being is the
structure of analogy." See supplements no. 20, p. 163, and no. 21, p. 1631.

73. Cf. Th. Vio de Cajetan, De nominum analogia. Ed. M. de Maria. Rome, 1907.
More precise bibliographical references and extensive (French)commentary in B.
Pinchard, Me'taphysique et Se'mantique suivi de Thomas de Vio-Cajetan, L'analogie des
noms. Paris, 1987 (henceforth, Cajetan), chap. 1, 3, p. 114.

74. Cajetan, chap. 2, 8, p. 115.

75. See Morchen transcription, no. 74, p. 222.

76. Plotinus, Fnn. 6, 1.11.
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avaAoyia kat ouwvopia Aaupavewy ["yet it is necessary to take the
same thing both analogously and homonymously"].””

Deus ist ens realissimum ["God is the most real being"],”® summum ens
["supreme being”],” ens injinitum ["infinite being"] over and against
ens jinitum creatum ["finite, created being"].?° Indeed Being, but not
univoce. ovOla: the most proper being, in the sense of infinite, which
creates what is finite. The created is also substance, but finita, and, on-
tologically, of it once again an analogy holds.

The modes of Being, their multiplicity and the type of their unity
and appurtenance. The first and original: moOAAcxwg. The second: the
simple meaning of Being, to this meaning the Being of the categories
1s related. In what way?

Regarding the second: To ov TOo &nAWS Agyouevov ["Being as said
simply”],* Being pure and simple, not this or that Being, not the Being
of a definite being, not Being and this being, but sheer Being. The basic
directions of questioning within the problematic of Being are first
clarified on the basis of their connection with the Being of the catego-
ries, and thereby the concrete idea of the science of Being in general is
determined. Then the question arises: how does the second concept of
the science of Being, theology, relate to that?

From what has been said: presence-at-hand—a preeminent cate-
gory. ovoia: it expresses the original Being, and in relation to it there
is co-presence-at-hand, modes. Presence-at-hand—co-presence-at-
hand. “Co-"—A06yog—presence. To be sure, nine categories are founded
in the first but, by essence, are given along with it. Being of the catego-
ries:*? present-at-hand in itself, co-present-at-hand; k@ avtéd ["in it-
self"], always, constantly, there of itself and in accord with its essence.
What is to be present-at-hand as something produced. Being: presence,®
and indeed of a multiplicity. Co-presence of something with something;
i.e., in presence itself a reference from one to another. The totality of
the peculiarities, meaningfulness, world (interalia, especially in the
phenomenon of ovoia in general, magovoia ["co-presence"]);i.e., a
being is cvykeipevov ["something combined"]. Categories are condi-
tions of possibility, basic modes of possible co-presence-at-hand.

Categories applicable 1o every being that is to be. Supervenience

77. Plotinus, Enn. 6, 3.1,1L 6-7.

78. Cf. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, 4 576/B 604.

79. Cf. Anselm of Canterbury, Monologion 16; Descartes, Meditationes de prima phi-
losophia. Oeuvres, ed. Adam and Tannery (henceforth, Meditationes), 7 vols., Paris,
1904, vol. 4, 4; vol. 5, 11.

80. Meditationes 3, 22-24.

81. Met. E 2, 1026a33. See supplement no. 22, p. 164.

82. See supplements no. 23, p. 164{., and no. 24, p. 165.

83. See Morchen transcription, no. 75, p. 222{.
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[Hinzugeratenheit]is an ontological character that is not necessary to the
most proper being and that also does not constitute the Being of the
most proper being. The same holds for uncoveredness.

§58. Being in the sense of supervenience (GUpPEPNKOG)

Textual passages:

KT CLPPEPNKOC eivan ["Being as supervenience"]: Met. E 2-3, K
8,5 A 30. wc aAnBec ov ["Being as truth"]: Met. E 4, K 8,% @ 10; De
interpretatione; De anima ' 6.%¢ Both {kxat& cupufePnKoc eivat and @g
aAnBic Ov)* are AOTOV Yévog ["in some other genus”]* versus
dUVApG, EvéQyela, and KaTiyopla.

ov Katd oupPePnroc®’ —“supervenience,” "what comes to some-
thing by the way." kot ovpePniog eivar,” what comes to something
in addition, occasionally, accidentally, not as T€A0G ["proper end"]. Not
nothing, but not Being in the proper sense either; very important for
understanding the concept of Being in Aristotle and in Greek philoso-
phy in general. From what is not Being in the proper sense, from what
is apprehended that way, it becomes clear how Being in the proper sense
is understood. €mioTapal signifies "understanding” in the broadest
sense, to be involved with something in a understanding way, to deal
with beings in an oriented way: €.g., house building. This orientation is
related to something, to the thing one wants to produce, so that it will
be ready-to-hand as a house in accord with what belongs to it as a work
of craftsmanship. But what supervenes to this house, such as what in it
pleases or displeasesits inhabitants, or the fates and dispositions of those
who use it, is a matter of indifference.”

1. On beings that are such and such by accident, oubeyia {. . .} Teol
V10 Oewola ["they cannot be grasped in the theoretical attitude”],”

2. OVOU& 71 yovov TO CUUPEPNKOS [“supervenience is merely a
name"] (1026b13t1.),

3. £yYUC T TOL ) OvTog ["close to nonbeing"] (1026b21),

4. (a)Tic 1) GvO1C avUTOL ["what is the nature of the supervenient"],
(b)kal dx Tiv' attiav éotiv, and "on what grounds," how founded

84.1064b15-1065a21.

85. 1065a21-26.

86. 430a26ff.

87. Editor's interpolation.

88. Met. E 4, 1028al.

89. See Morchen transcription, no. 76, p. 223.

90. Met. K 8, 1064b151.

91. Cf. 1064b191f.; see Morchen transcription, no. 77, p. 223.
92. Met. E 2, 1026b3f.
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(1026b251.)? Regarding (b):1. ££ avdrykng (un évdexouevov AAAWG)
["by necessity (cannotbe otherwise)"];atet ["always"] (cf.1026b28ff.).
2. émiL 10 oAV ["for the most part"] (1026b30). This is the doxr for
ovpPePnrog (1026b31). Regarding (a): 1. What is neither atef, nor
most of the time, but only occasionally (1026b32). 2. Such superve-
nience, occurring by chance and occasionally, is possible only if there
is always already something present-at-hand in a constant or nearly

constant way.

5. Examples.”

6. For this ov, there is no téxvr (EoTnun), dUVAUIS WOLTUEVT)
[no "definite know-how (science) or capacity"] (1027a61.). It is not a
oiKelov TéAoC ["an end in the proper sense”];*¢ it cannot be grasped in
its possible determinateness and constancy. To what supervenes, there
corresponds no definite understanding, no delimited comportment to
which in each case the determinate being at issue would offer itself to
be encountered in the appropriate manner. On the contrary, the es-
sence of the ovuPefnkroc is precisely to rise up TaEA, "by" something,
i.e., in very case by the way and arbitrarily (1027al6t.).

7. QM grasped more precisely: the del ["everlasting”] as UAn ["mat-
ter"] (1027a13): determinability in general, open to arbitrariness.

559. Being in the sense of uncoveredness:
oV wg AAnBéc Met. E4, K8, ® 70).

a) Conjunction and disjunction as ground of
uncoveredness and coveredness.

Being as truth:** Ais B. Ais in fact; Ais in actuality, not merely presumed
to be. Concept of truth in general, judgmental truth, conformity.

Met. E 4: the text of this chapter is uneven. Noticed very early. Jaeger
has found 1in this an occasion to excise various parts. Lines 1027b25-27
seem to be later interpolations, since there a concept of truth is dis-
cussed that could not have been foreseen at the start.

Uncoveredness—dissembling (falsity,not to be such as, to be other
than).Here the only questions are: what sort of modification of Beingin
general is this? And how is it connected to the Being of the categories?

Uncoverednessand coveredness stand together, grounded in conjunc-
tion and disjunction. AGyog, something as something; apart and together
within the unitary steadfastness of the pre-given being. Uncovering,

93. See Morchen transcription, no. 77, p. 2231.

94. Met. K 8, 1064b23.
95. See supplement no. 25, p. 165; see Morchen transcription, no. 78, p, 224.

96. Jacger, Studien, pp. 23-28, esp. 27; Jaeger, Aristoteles, p. 217.
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showing, letting be seen, means: (disclosingin itself) showing in the mode
of attribution with respect to what is present-at-hand together, or showing
in the mode of denial with respect to what is not gathered together. To dis-
semble and cover over is the corresponding opposite: showing in the
mode of attribution with respect to what is nof gathered together, {or}”’
showing in the mode of denial with respect to what is present-at-hand
together. "The board is black": attribution of "black” to "board" and
thereby showing what is present-at-hand together. "The window is not
closed: denying closedness to the window and thereby showing that the
two are not gathered together. The window is in fact not closed, but it is
said, “The window is closed": here attribution of closedness to the win-
dow in view of what is not actually gathered together, and thereby cov-
ering over the being as it is, giving it out to be something it is not. Saying
of the black board, "It is not black": denying blackness to the board in
view of something actually present-at-hand together. Or, something as
something ("isblack") which it is not: not "not black," but "black."”

Uncovering—covering over:”® an attribution and speaking about
something as something. That gives expression to the intending of some-
thing as something: &pla kai {. . ) XwEIS:*’ "at the same time," "in unity,"
the being itself that is to be shown; or "separated," "apart,” disjoined.
But this @ote pr) ro épeéng (1027b24), "not as one after the other," not
at first the whole in its unity and then separated, but, rather, GAA €v Tt
viyveoOal (1027b25) "such that a unity comes to be,"i.e., the whole it-
self in and through the separation, and precisely throughout the sepa-
ration as a unitary whole and as the being itself in the "how" of its
Being. XAA0G AOYOS ["another logos”]:Met. Z. 12; De anima I 6ff.

To intend, to run through perceptually, not simply to look at, but to
penetrate it through and through with the look, dtorvoeloOatt. Conjunc-
tion and disjunction are carried out in di&dvolx. Something as some-
thing, a structure that is "not in the things" themselves, OUK €V TOIg
mipdypaot (1027b301.), but a structure of the understanding and disclos-
ing, of uncoverednessand coveredness, constituted through and in the com-
portment to the uncovered thing itself. Uncoverednessdoes not pertain
to beings in themselves; they can be without uncoveredness and cov-
eredness. These latter are only insofar as there is dLXVOLOL.

Uncoveredness is not only impossible without the Being of that
which shows, but also without the Being of the beings to be shown.

éteQoV OV TV KLELWS ["other than Being in the most proper
sense"] (1027b31), there is "another" Being in uncoveredness, other
than the "proper Being" of the categories.

97. Editor's interpolation.
98. See Morchen transcription, no. 79, p. 224{.
99. Met. E 4, 1027b24.
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b) Grounds forexcluding both Being as supervenience and
Being as uncoveredness from the fundamental
consideration of Being.

Both!? modes of Being, 0v kata ovuPefnkdg and ov wg dAnbéc, are
adetéov ["to be dismissed"] (1027b33f.). ovpPenBnrog is adLoTov
(1027b34), "undetermined," unstable, nothing that can be possessed
and shown as always there, aAn0éc is davoiag Tt mabog (1028al), a
"state" of the soul. auddteoa {...) ovk £&w dnAovbo 0VCGY TVa
hvow o0 Ovtog (1028alff.), "both modes of Being do not reveal a
type of Being that would stand on its own outside of Being in the
proper sense." Both modes of Being are not unfounded. €£w: "outside"
of every essential relation to Being in the proper sense. £é&w does not
mean outside of consciousness. That does hold in a certain way for
Being as truth, although even this is not related to "consciousness."
But £é€w is different {?) for the two types of Being, and ovpupefnkog is

unquestionably a dependent being.

70 £&w ov ["Being on its own, outside”]'*! is unfounded Being,
not grounded essentially on another; xwoiotov ["separate"] (1065a24)
is what is autonomous and constant, autonomous constancy.

¢) The mode of the founding of Being qua supervenience and of
Being qua uncoveredness in the Being of the categories.

How are both modes founded in ov t@v katnyoouwv ["the Being of the
categories"]? This latter is kvQiwg OV ["Being in the most proper, ruling
sense”];°2then how is OV w¢ &An0ég supposed to be kvl TaTov ["most
proper, most lordly”]?'03

ovuPePnrkoc—aAn0ég (how are these founded?)and katnyopia.
The categories are the possible modes of possible co-present-at-hand
beings. Supervenience is a kind of Being grounded on the Being of the
categories or, more precisely, on the idea of Being that lies at the foun-
dation of the articulation {?} of the categories: what is in itself present-
at-hand and co-present-at-hand. Supervenient positing is formally a
mode of co-presence-at-hand, specifically such that it characterizes
beings which do not necessarily and constantly belong among beings
in the proper sense and fall to the level of nonbeings. Ontological
ovuPePnrog: this mode of Being does not fully correspond to the idea
o Beingin the proper sense (perpetualconstancy). Ontic CUUBePNKAG,
in its ontological meaning, never corresponds; it is not a being in the

100. See Morchen transcription, no. 80, p. 225f.

101. Met. K 8, 1065a24.

102. Cf. Met. E 4, 1027b31.

103. Cf. Met. ® 10, 1051b1: xvouwtata ov ["Being in the highest sense"]; see
Morchen transcription, no. 81, p. 2251,
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proper sense. Because it is founded and, furthermore, is not a being in
proper sense, {supervenience is}'®* not included in the basic thematic
of the science of Being. Such a being is not the possible object of a dia-
noia, and thus, for the Greeks, even its Being deserves no further dis-
cussion. Nevertheless, its consideration, carried out in dianoia, does
belong to a comprehensive theory of Being in general.

ov WS AAN0EC!” kT yoQia, AGY0S-“t0 uncover," OLAVOELV-VOELV.
Even this is not kaO" a0TO, Being in itself, but only something en-
countered and uncovered. Yet even this mode of Being is not merely
founded on what is in itself, but as such {?} it is understandable only
out of Adyog, though in a different respect. At the same time this
mode of Being, versus what is KAt cUHBenKoOG, is not nothing; on
the contrary, just the reverse: it brings to completion Being in itself. It
characterizes beings in their presence in the proper sense. {Beings
are}'%° present not only in general but are uncovered as such and ac-
cessible in their presence, placed in the utter {?} present.

§60. Being as potentiality and actuality:
ov duvapet—évepyeia (Met. Q)17

Kivnoc—petaPoAr). Retrospective in Aristotle, Phys. A; dOvapis from
duvaoBar ["to be powerful"]. dvvapig (duvatodv ["able, strong"]).

1. @1 KIVNOEWG 1) HETABOANG 1) €V £Téow 1) 1) £TeQoV.'" Potenti-
ality is the "point of departure of a motion, a change, in another as the
moved or inasmuch as this latter is other." Handcraft is the potential-
ity, the ability, of a craftsman effected in another as the work (the
shoe) or inasmuch as it is other. Healing, a doctor; the moved is the
one who is ill. The doctor can heal himself, but then he is the object of
his practice not qua doctor, but qua one who is ill.

2. duvatov (dvvapg)'’ maoxew (cf. 1019a21f.), "the potentiality
to undergo something" from another, or inasmuch as it is other.

3. dvvapg for something; not simply to act in some way or other, but
KOAQG {. . .} ) kata mooaiQeowv ["well and as anticipated"] (1019a26f.).
To be able [konnen] in an emphatic sense, to be an adept [Konner]. "He
can run," said of a sprinter. "He can play" = he plays well.

104. Editor's interpolation.

105. See Morchen transcription, no. 81, p. 226.

106. Editor's interpolation.

107. Cf. Met. A 12: dOvoqus (1019al5ff.); Phys. I' 1-3, E; see Brocker transcrip-
tion, no. 1, p. 2321.

108. Met. A 12, 1019a151.

109. In the manuscript, duvaToV is crossed out, and dOVAIS is written over it.
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4. £€e1c ka0’ g amadn (1019a26f.), "the ability to be insensitive"
to change and deterioration. Power to resist, viability. A thing is some-
times destroyed not insofar as it has an ability, but insofar as it lacks it,
i.e., on account of the absence of something.

Corresponding to dUvapug, the duvatdy, "capable of" (1019a33);
likewise, dduvapia (1019b1Sf.), "inability"; adOvartov (1019b18), "not
capable of." The term "impossible," on the other hand, is employed
with a meaning unrelated to dUvapig and ddvvapia. AdVVATOV pév
06 1o évavtiov €€ avaykne aAnOég (1019b23f.), "impossible: that
whose opposite is necessarily true." kata petadogav d¢ 1) év )
Yewpetola Aéyetan d0vapug ["it is only by metaphor that in mathe-
matics we speak of powers"] (1019b33f.). The preceding meanings,
however, Tavta Aéyetan TEOS TNV v ["are all said with refer-
ence to the primary sense"] (1019b351.), analogy, kUQtog 6Qog ["the
ruling sense"] (1020a4).

From this ontic''® concept of dOvayug, there must be distinguished:
duvapel (dvvauug), not an extant ability, but a character of Being, and
indeed first visible in the moving thing, just as OUvapg (in the ontic
sense) is related to peTaoAn.

110. See Brocker transcription, no. 1, p. 232f.; Morchen transcription:
“évteAéxewa is used identically with évégyein.”
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The problem of motion and the
ontological meaning of that problem.
Origin, sense, and function of
ovvauis and éveQyela

{Outline of this chapter:)""’

A. Analysis of motion (§61).
B. The ontological meaning o this analysis.

1. The new characters of Being, dUvauLS, évéoyeia (562).
2. The interpretation of beings as a whole (563).

1. Ontically, motion is recognized as a fact;
ii. but motion as such is a problem;
iil. if solved, then motion thereby becomes a universal character of
Being.

iv. Fundamental determination of Being and radical interpretation
of ovola become possible.

¢dvoig, world."'? kivnolS is not merely one state among others, but
is an essential determination. Therefore motion as a mode of Being is funda-
mental. World, beings pure and simple, wherein each and every being
is. Motion is ontologically central, even as something ontic. On the
basis of motion: the ontological analysis is not a mere expansion and
supplementation of what has preceded; on the contrary, it is a funda-
mental and more radical apprehension of these beings, the ¢poeL OvTa

111. Editor's interpolation.
112. See Brocker transcription, no. 2, p. 233.
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["beings of nature"], and, as such, is a pan-dynamics {?} of Being in
general. From motion and its ontological characters, all beings, even
the unmoved (cf.00vapel, £veQyei), interalia: "temporality," XQ6vog,
kivnowe, évteAéxeia ["completeness"]. Hegel: transition, becoming.

§61. The analysis of motion.'!?

Motion, Phys. A 1-3: kKivoUpeva pUoeL Ovta [ "natural, moving beings"].
Changing from-to, "one after the other," phenomenon of succession:
edelng'™ ovvexés (200b18), "continuous succession.”" dmeigov (cf.
200b19), "unlimited," no boundaries or interruptions in the transition,
elg dmepov drauetév ouvexec ["what is divisible without limit is con-
tinuous"] (200b20). TOTOG ["place"]; kevov ["void"]; xpovog ["time"]
(cf.200b21).

KIVNoic is not maQa T moaryuorta ["beside the things™] (200b32f.),
is not a Yévoc; on the contrary, in each case only as a determination of
Being, characteristic of a being which is such and such, and indeed it
applies to ouoia, but this kat& TTO0dV, TTOLOV, TOTIOV ["With respect to
quantity, quality, place"] (cf.200b34).Kowvov (. . .) ovdeVv{. . .) AaPelv
["something common to them cannot be found"] (200b34f.).

£xaotov Yévog ["each genus"] is to be differentiated into duvdaypie,
éveQye('” (cf. 201al10). Doubled: pogdr—otéonoig ["form—depriva-
tion"] in the "this here" (cf. 201a4t.).

Definition of kivijoig (201al01.).

Analysis of motion: ready-to-hand [zuhanden], present-at-hand
[vorhanden];worked by hand [unterhanden]:inthe case of production,
what is produced in the production is apprehended in being worked by
hand.

The motion imparted to the wood 1s its being worked by hand, {itis the
motion}'"® of preparedness as such. Not the wood as present-at-hand,
but the wood in its potentiality-for-Being. As this "preparedness for,"
the wood is present in its preparedness. This mode of Being, movedness,
holds for everything moving or at rest, for the pvoet Gvta. At the same
time, a higher presence resides therein, insistence on that which it can be
and is. The self-moving: that which does not, so to speak, simply allow
its presence to remain fixed in itself, like something present-at-hand at
rest, but, on the contrary, is insistent, explicitly thrusts itself forward in
its presence, forms this insistent presence of motion. In the phenome-

113. See Brocker transcription, no. 3, p. 233ff,
114. Phys. ' 1, 200b16.

115. Prantl's reading: évreAeyeia for evegyeia.
116. Editor's interpolation.



§62 [171-173]
144

non of transition, there resides this fluctuation of higher presence and
absence within something present-at-hand.

KIVNO1G is ateANG ["incomplete"] (cf.201a6). It is indeed readiness-
to-hand, but the one of mere preparedness. The readiness-to-hand of
what has been finished: £gyov ["the product"]. Thus what is finished
has no more motion. Readiness-to-hand and yet motion, but no in-
completion. Ontic concept of an £VEQYELX versus ontic concept of a
k{vnowc. Presence of what is not yet finished as such. The latter:
EVEQYELX TOV DUVAMEL {. . .} 1) TOWOVTOV ["the actuality of the potential
as such"] (201a10f.); the former: £éVEéQVeWX pure and simple. EVEQYEIX
teAela ["complete actuality"]. Presence and yet already finished, what
is by essence {?) already complete, finished, and yet in the process of
being carried out. To bring itself into the present.

The "for the sake of which" in what is moving is itself nothing other
than movedness. Is the readiness-to-hand of movedness as movedness
here the {?) purest {?} Being? Being: having been produced; Being: pro-
ducing; Being: pure making as such.

§62. The ontological meaning of the analysis of Kivnoic.
The ontological sense of DUVALG and EVEQYELA.

This "potential," the ready-to-hand, can be present in a more insistent
sense in immediate use.

ovola: that which is autonomously and constantly present-at-hand.
Now according to two basic possibilities: DUVAHIS, EVEQYELX, “act-ual-
ity" [»Wirk-lich-keit«].''” Both are avdAoya ["analogs"].

This 1s the articulation: bUVO(}JLC—SVSQYELO( on the basis of the struc-
ture of beings as things produced, composed. Consideration of what
constitutes presence, namely, form; this latter as £véQyetx. UAnN and
dvvauLg.

duvapel-£veQYeElR. 1. What does this determination mean as a
character of Being? 2. How does it go together with the other determi-
nations, above all with ovoia?

Regarding 1:

a) Potentiality, ability, in an ontic sense, duvaTov.'"®

b) Ontological sense of potentiality as a character of Being: duvapeL
OV:II‘)

117. See supplement no. 26, p. 1651.; see Brocker transcription, no. 4, p. 2351
118. Met. A 12.

119. Met. ® 6.
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a)Founded, later as £véQyewa;
B) évégyew itself, fundamental presence, reference, "world."

Motion is a determination of the Being of beings, of moving beings.
What does motion mean ontologically? Readiness-to-hand of what is pre-
pared in its preparedness. AteAéc—evTeAéxela ["incomplete-complete™].

Ontologically and fundamentally dvvdaper Ov—gévepyeia ov: pre-
paredness-readiness-to-hand. At the same time, levels of Being.
Motion-activity.

Levels of Being: evépyewx and ovota, This {evéQyeux)'*® as radical
interpretation of ovoia. dUvVauLs, £veQyela are at the same time basic
possibilities of ovoia. Present-at-hand-ready-to-hand.

duvaper Ov-évegyeia ov, potentiality and actuality. Misunder-
stood as mere possibility, pure possibility; i.e., understood negatively:
nothing stands in the way for the thing to be. On the contrary: this
"potentiality” as a mode of presence, suitability, preparedness for, avail-
ability for, but in view of a "toward-which," a 'not yet,- otegnoLc [“depri-
vation”],'”! but not nothing, not nonbeing; instead, presence-at-hand.
Actuality, presence-at-hand, as being-in-act. Actuality is a mode of
Being, with whose help motion can be grasped ontologically. Con-
versely, there {belong}!*? to this mode Cu)‘rj ["life"], act, working,
doing, as ontological characters.

The "potential” is not un-actual in the sense of something not at all
present-at-hand, but is un-actual as not now being actualized. The actu-
ality of what is at rest is to be understood on the basis of motion. The
other way makes everything unclear.

Potentiality understood negatively: non-contradiction, potentiality-
for-Being in general. Understood positively: definite ability to be something,
suitability as such. Potentiality: suitability, but suitability-for, readiness,
preparedness; it lacks only the carrying out of the transformation;
Sullyprepared. When something present-at-handin such a way is ready-
to-hand with respect to this mode of Being, then it is in motion.

Preparedness {tobecome}'?* a table. When it, as this prepared thing,
is ready-to-hand as present in its preparedness, then it is in motion. The
preparedness of whatis present-at-hand: this present-at-hand thing present
with respect to its preparedness, as prepared. When does it, in and of itself,
become ready-to-hand in its preparedness? When and how does it show
itself in itself in its preparedness? Not when I simply observe it. For then all
I can say is that it is something which can become a table. The prepared-
ness is manifest in itself when the wood is being worked on and as long

120. Editor's interpolation.

121. Cf. Phys. T' 2, 201b34,

122. Editor's interpolation.

123. Crossed out in the manuscript.
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as it is in hand, i.e., during the whole time in which it is being worked
up into something. As long as it is worked on, this becoming, changing, is
then the presence of the present-at-hand in its preparedness and with respect
to its preparedness: ktvnows. To be taken up and worked on, i.e., the
Being of the being, that which is disclosed through being manipulated, the
act of being taken in hand, readiness-to-hand.

Readiness-to-hand of preparedness as such; temporality of prepared-
ness; temporality of readiness-to-hand; temporality of the ready-to-
hand as preparedness as such. Modality of preparedness for the readi-
ness-to-hand as something that is in hand {?}.

Readiness-to-hand, preparedness: both are modes of presence, the
particulars. Even what is prepared is present, ready-to-hand, but not
necessarily in its preparedness. Wood is lying about. When is some-
thing, from itself, ready-to-hand in its preparedness? When it is in
hand, i.e., in the motion of handwork.'**

duvapc-evteAéxeln.'” "Preparedness”-"availability"; "readiness-to-
hand."

1N ovola, edog, éveQyela,'* readiness-to-hand. When taken in
such a way, then it is understood in its Being, without reference to some-
thing other, purely on the basis of itself; and only évéQyeia, the 1€A0G not
still outstanding:'*” vouc—Cwr). Ancient {?} and proper (?} idea of pres-
ence. Life has a TEAOG, an évteAgxewn. Life as the most proper presence-
at-hand: presence out of itself and constantly complete, and yet not at rest, not
simply lying there immobile. Movedness and presence, €éVTEAEXELOL.
otov () Tig ["a kind of life”],** in "life": a kind of Being of a higher
mode. But, as presence, maintaining itself constant, autonomous and
constant in full, finished presence.

evreAéxelx:

1. not only present in general,

2. not only moveable, &teAr ["incomplete"], AOQLOTOV ["indefinite"],
3. but out of itself, according to its essence, only in act. £VEQYelx
teAela ["complete actuality”], finished and yet not stopping in its insis-
tent presence; on the contrary, Being resides precisely therein; T€Q0G
["limit"] and yet no stopping. I have seen,'* and I see in the same way

now. I have been happy and am now happy in precisely the same way.
I have lived and live that way now.

124. See supplement no. 27, p. 166.

125. Cf. Phys. T 1, 201al0f.

126. Met. ® 8, 1050b2.

127. See Brocker transcription, no. 4, p. 2361
128. Pkys. © 1, 250b14.

129. See Broclter transcription, no. 4, p. 2361.
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§63. Interpretation of beings as a whole (B 2).

1. Movedness: essential determination of the pvoeL Ova.
2. "Motion" must be constant, eternal*® (theidea or the moving thing?).

{Outline:}'*!
Thesis: by necessity there is always motion.

1. On the basis of the very idea of motion. )
2. On the basis of time: J> Connection

a) Time is eternal in virtue of the essence of time, namely, the
now.

b) Time within motion requires: if time always is, then a fortiori
so is motion.

3. If motion always is, then there is always something moved.

4. That which is always moved: how must it be in itself, and what
must be its kind of motion?

5. What is necessarily co-posited in this kivroig kKUkAw ["circular
motion"]? What is co-present-at-hand with it? This is the mpwrov
Kwvovv ["first mover"], but not axtvntov ["unmoved"], in itself
there is still a TéAoc.

6. TEWTOV KIvoLV dxivrytoy ["first, unmoved mover"].

7. How is this first mover itself the most proper being? How is it con-
nected to the idea of Being?

a) Proofs for the eternity of motion.
{Regarding 1: On the basis of the very idea of motion:}"*> etva {. . .}
kivnow mavteg Paotv ol megt pLoewe T Aéyovteg ["all who have
held forth on nature say that there is motion"] 3> Motion always is, there
1s always something moved, forcoming-to-be and passing-awayare possi-
ble only if kivnoig is. duvdpelL ov is a LTLAPXew ["presupposition”].
AVayKalov aQa AMAQXELV T TIRAYHATa T duvapeva KiveloOar kb’
ékdotnv kivnow ["each kind of motion necessarily presupposes the
things with the potential for such motion"] (251al0f.). There is also
kivnowc even if all there is is something at rest, 1] Y&Q NOEUNOLS 0TEQNOLG
NC Kivrogwg ["forrest is merely the deprivation of motion"] (251a26f.).
Thus the very essence of motion implies that motion always already was

130. See Brocker transcription, no. 5, p. 237.

131. Editor's interpolation.

132. Editor's interpolation.

133. Phys. © 1, 250b15ff.; see Brocker transcription, no. 6, p. 2371
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and must always be, for duvdiet &V is something at rest, which has come
to rest out of motion.

(Regarding 2: On the basis o time, b):}"** Motion: petafoAn &k
Tvog (duvapel) eic Tt ["change from something (in potentiality) to
something"].'* Prior to the motion, something unmoved. 70 TEOTE-
OV Kai DoTEQOV MG £07Ta XEOVOUL [I] BVTOG; 1) XQOVOS L) V0TS
kwioewg; ["Could there be the before and the after if there were no
time? Could there be time if there were no motion?”]***—“There is no
'earlier' or 'later' without time, and no time without motion." But
time is eternal, and so motion is eternal as well.

{Regarding 2: On the basis of time, a):}"*” Is time eternal? The es-
sence of time: the now. The now is the now that just was and the now
that is not yet. &QX1} TOU €00HEVOV, TEAEVTT TOL Qe ADOVTOG ["the
beginning o the future, the end of the past"] (cf. 251b21f.). ovdeV
v ot AaPetv v o xeovw ["for there is nothing else to be found
in time (except the now)"] (251b24).1**

b) Attempt at an ontological clarification of eternal motion: the
divine, unmoved, first mover as pure £veQyeLn.

Regarding 4: Kot £0TL TL atel KIVOUUEVOV KivNOLV ATIALOTOV, aUTN O
1) KUKAQ@ Kal to0T0 0V Adyw Hovov &AA” égyw dNAov ["There is
something eternally moving with a motion that never ceases, and that
is motion in a circle: which is evident not only in logos but also in
fact”]."** 11 kUkAw 771 PoEA ["the primary, circular motion"] (cf.
1072b9) is that of the TQEWTOS OLEAVOG ["first heaven"] (1072a23).
Kivnots OpaANG,'* "uniform motion," constant. This encompasses all
other motions, that of the planets and other erratic things. 60ev 1)
AQXM TS KIvoews ["whence the beginning of motion"].!*' Thus the
circular motion of the first heaven is the first cause of all motion.
Regarding 5: But eternal, genuine motion is thereby still not onto-
logically clarified in an exhaustive way. For xivnoig is arteAig.
PadiCev gig téAog ["proceeding toward the end"]. Every xwntov
{...} elc 70 avTov €ldog {...) (PpegeaDan ["everything that moves is
carried toward its own eidos"]."** Also for local motion and for bodies

134. Editor's interpolation.

135. Cf. Phys. E 1, 225al; see Brocker transcription, no. 6, p. 238f.

136. Phys. ® 1, 251b101f.

137. Editor's interpolation.

138. See supplement no. 28, p. 166.

139. Met. A 7, 1072a21{.; see supplement no. 29, p. 166f.; see Brocker transcrip-
tion, no. 7, p. 239.

140. Phys. E 4, 228b17.

141. Mer. A, 984a27.

142. De caelo A 3, 310a33ff.
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moved in that way, there is olkelog TOmog ["its own proper place"]
(rog ["fire"] is always dvw ["up"]), Tavta YoQ aveTal KIVOUHEVA,
Otav EAON €ig 1OV olkelov tomtov ["for all things cease to move when-
ever they come to their proper place”].”*> The point of departure of
motion is 0TEENOLG: that toward which the motion is proceeding has
not yet been reached. As the motion itself progresses, the otéonoig
disappears. Gmaoan YXQ €£ AVTUCEIUEVWV €lG AVTikelueva elow ai
Kwvijoeg kai petafolad ["for all motions and changes are from an
opposite to an opposite"].!** ov maoa Popa £v Evavtiog ["not every
locomotion has an opposite”],'* and yet m&ong kivijoews TEAOG: 146
every Kivnowc has a TéAog. Eternal motion must indeed have an
olkelov TOmov and a TéA0g and yet may never stop.

Regarding 6: But what by essence moves in a circle has always the
same place. It returns back to the place from which it started, and so
constantly; every place on its path is both starting point and end. Tov d¢
KUKA@ owpatog 6 avtog tomog 00ev NoLato xai €lg ov teAevta
["with a body moving in a circle, the same place is both that from which
it begins and at which it ends”]."” The uniformity of circular motion,
which is constant but neither approaches nor distances itself from its
TéAog, requires, according to its own essence, a TEAOC to which it main-
tains a uniform relation!*® and which therefore is itself uniform, un-
changing, and &el ["eternal"]: TOwTOV KIvOLV dkiviyrov ["the first,
unmoved mover”].'* del d€ OVOE TO KIVOUUEVOV TIQOG EKEVO EKELV
HetaPoAny, tva opola 1) 1) kivnoig ["it is necessary that what is moved
does not at all change in relation to the mover, in order for the motion
to be uniform"]."* In this mpwrtov ["first (mover)"],every possibility,
every "not yet," must be excluded. del doa eiva GOX1)V TOLXUTNV 1S 1)
ovolo evéQyela ["it is necessary that there be such a principle, whose
very Being is actuality”]."””! No ateArjg, no kivnoig, but, instead, pure
EVEQyela, pure energy, i.e., pure, autonomous, constant presence based on
nothing but itself:To the Being and essence of this being, there belongs act
as such. No téAog or £Qyov outside of itself."”? kivet D¢ WG €0WUEVOV
["it moves in the manner of something loved"] (1072b3), w¢ dgexTOV
["in the manner of something desired"] (cf. 1072a26).

143. De caelo A 9, 279b11.

144. Phys. © 7, 261a321.

145. Cf. De caelo A 3, 270al8{1.

146. Cf. Met. B 4, 999b10f.

147. De caelo A 9, 279b21.

148. See Brocker transcription, no. 7, p. 239f.
149. Phys. @ 6, 258b12.

150. Phys. 8 10, 267b5f.

151. Met. A 6, 1071b191.

152. See supplement no. 30, p. 167.
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Regarding 7: vonos vorjoewg ["knowing knowing"] (1074b34),"
"absolute spirit," "knowing that knows itself." Not meant as spirit-per-
son, but only in the context of an ontological clarification of eternal motion
itself, and here vonolg, Cwr), has no further relevant meaning. What
is proper to this TQWTOV is: 1. no relation to the world, 2. nor to human
beings. 3. Above all, what has no place here is the concept of creation,
governing, providence, or the like. 4. In addition, VONOLS voroewg is
not self-intuition in the sense of the contemplation of the archetypes
of things, according to which all things are created, i.e., the Platonic-
Plotinian-Augustinian notion of contemplation.

Bewov ["the divine”]'™ and Oetdtotov ["the most divine"] have
nothing to do with religiosity; on the contrary, it simply means
TIUWTATOV OV ["the most eminent being"] (cf. 1064b5), Being in the
proper sense, a neutral, ontological concept. BeoAoyia ["theology™"] (cf.
1064b3) is the science of that which is most properly a being; TWTN
dLAoocodia ["first philosophy"] (E 1, 1026a24) is the science of Being.

Recapitulation

TIRWTOV KWVOULV ["first mover"] is itself not kivnjolc ["motion], not
ateANG ["incomplete"]. Thus pure €véQyewx. Moreover, its comport-
ment is such that it has its T€A0g in itself, in what it already is, not in
an £Qyov. Lw1)—VoELy. No external €00V or TEAOG; also has no math-
ematical object, but only itself: vONOLC voT|oews.

Oetov as ontic foundation of all motion, but not ever {?} as primal
ground of all Being in the sense of an aQX1] and certainly not a creator;
{instead},"”® the ultimate T€A0C of the eternal motion of Being. It is a
matter of making ontologically and ontically comprehensible that which is
in motion, but not by tracing back its origin to some genesis, creator, or
explanation; on the contrary, Aet, what is most properly in motion.

§64. The connection of dUVAMILG and EVEQYELX to OVOLK;
the problem of the double concept of ontology
as fundamental science.!?®

dvvapc-evEQYeLn, "preparedness for" and "actuality": two basic modes
of Being, i.e., of presence-at-hand, of ovoia with the four ontological
determinations that comprise a radical grasp of o0ola. The most proper

153. Sce Brocker transcription, no. 7, p. 2401.

154. Met. A 8, 1074Db3.

155. Editor’s interpolation.

156. See Brocker transcription, no. 8, p. 241; see Morchen transcription, no.
82, p. 227.
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character of ovola is évteAéxeta, which is "prior," TEOTEQOV,'” than
every other mode of Being; i.e., there must be something present-at-
hand in the firstplace, in order for modifications to be possible.

Insofar as dUvaug and évépyeix determine ovoin as such, which
is the primary category and to which the others are related analogously,
then dUvapig and €véQyela also extend, as modifications, to all the
remaining categories. In this way, everything is led back to ovoia as
the basic phenomenon, specifically such that évéQyeia is the highest
kind of presence-at-hand.

The being that genuinely is in this highest sense of Being is the
TEWTOV KIVOUV aKkivrjtov, the ov Oetotatov ["most divine being"] 15s
The science of this most proper being, of the being that is everything
a being can be, is Beohoyia. The science of beings, of what they are as
beings, the science of Being, is mowtn PrAocodia.!* kaboAov macwv
Kowvn ["universally common to all"] (1026a27), [this science is about]
that which determines every being as a being, and at the same time [it
is] about Being. This fundamental science deals with that which prop-
erly is, with that which is the most proper being, with the highest
being and with Being, with what properly belongs to a being.

Problem: 1. fundamental ontology: one particular being is by neces-
sity exemplary and thus becomes the theme, though with a view to un-
derstanding Being in the sense of a concept of Being. 2. Being of the cat-
egories: ov ["a being"], £v ["one"], dyaB6v ["good"], Etegov ["other"],
évavtiov ["opposite"], ur) ov ["nonbeing"]. Formal ontology.

The double concept of the fundamental science is not a confusion or a
conjunction o two different approaches that have nothing to do with each
other; on the contrary, it always proceeds from a necessity lying in the
content of the problem. Aristotle did not master this problem, nor did he
even formulate it as such, which is why it later fell into complete oblivion.

1. Motion as movedness. Ontological meaning of motion.

2. This character of Being, which imposes itself on the moved and
on its mode of Being, is grasped universally. duvapel is, taken posi-
tively, a mode of presence; dUvapg kal évégyewa {?} are modes of
presence; évéQyela is a mode of presence. £vteAéyeia: motion and yet
not only that, but also what is contained in it.

3. evéQyewx is TQOTEQOV, ' ontically-ontologically. Guideline. High-
est presence, autonomous, constant. In and of itself: i. present (move-
able); ii. constant; iii. but not in motion.

4. What properly is éveQyeia ov with respect to the whole of Being?

157. Met. © 8, 1050b3f.

158. CI. Met. /A9, 1074b26.

159. Met. E 1, 1026a22; cf. above, p. 150.
160. See above, n. 15
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ovEaVOC ["the heavens"]. How is motion in general possible? The
ontological—isit itself ontic? And so back to €vEQYeLx? This also taken
ontically?

What is here the purely ontological problematic was, to be sure, not
fully mastered. It would appear later in completely different contexts,
whereby this ontology was taken up into that of God and man. Deci-
sively in the philosophical anthropology of the modern age.




Ontology of life and of Dasein

We are attempting to characterize how, on the basis of a radically ap-
prehended ontological problematic, two preeminent regions of beings
are determined in their ontological structure. From the presentation
o the origin of two fundamental determinations of Being, namely,
dvvapic and gvéQyewn, it already became clear that Cwny thereby re-
ceives an exemplary significance. Indeed, this is precisely the first-
ever phenomenological grasp of life, and it led to the interpretation of
motion and made possible the radicalization of ontology. How does
this ontology now react back on the explication of the structure of a
living being in general? Here again it must be emphasized that many
things have become common to us today which Aristotle had to wrest
from the phenomena over and against extant dogmatic theories about
them and also in the face of an insufficient conceptual framework.

§65. The treatise IleQt Ypuxng as primary source for
accessing Aristotle's ontology of life.

Aristotle laid out the first fundamental traits of an ontology of life in
his treatise [Tepi puxng ["On the soul"]. Itis completely misleading to
see therein a psychology or to use such a title for it.

a) The Aristotelian treatise De anima: outline.!®!

Three books:

Bk. A: exhibition of the problem of an ontologically categorial de-
termination of life. Critical retrospective on the opinions of the earlier
philosophers.

161. See Morchen transcription, no. 83, p. 227f.
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Bk. B: Positive conceptual determination of the soul and exhibition

o the levels of life; in particular, perception.

Chap. 1: General laying of the foundation.

Chaps. 5-6: aloOnoic.

Chaps. 7-11: aicOnoe.

Chap. 12: collegit: aioO1|o€is, the possible forms of alocONOLG in
general.

Bk. I': chaps. 1 and 2 belong to bk. B; description and theory of
voew, fundamental perspective.

Chaps. 1-2: on aioOnoic.

Chap. 3: davtaoia ["imagination"].

Chaps. 4-8: voug ["understanding"], dtdvola ["thought"].

Chaps. 9-13: voug, 0ge&ic ["desire"], and the life of lower creatures.

Uneven in working out the themes. Most unitary, clear, and con-
crete is bk. B, least is bk. I, even though it is in the latter that the most
important problems are articulated in a positive way.

Parva naturalia: el aloONMoewe kal alomtwV ["On perception
and things perceived"] (436al-499b3), meQl HviUNG KAL AVAUVIOEWS
["On memory and recall"] (449b3-453bll), mept Umvov xal
£YONY000ews ["On sleep and waking"] (453b11-458a32), mepi (wng
kat Bavatov ["On life and death"] (467b10-470b5). mepi Cwwv
Khoewc ["On the motion of animals"] (698a1-704b3),'*” mepl Lawv
rogetag ["On the ambulation of animals"] (704a4-714b23).

b) The character of Aristotle's treatise, On the soul.

{buxM} €0t yag olov agyxn twv Lowv,'® "the soul is something like
the ground of Being of a living being." Not an isolated power; not reduc-
ible to the principles of material, lifeless nature; not the sum or the re-
sult ofbodily processes, but also not separable for itself. Yet it is precisely
Aristotle who set in motion the theory of the soul as a substance, which
was often opposed later, until it was treated exhaustively in Kant’s first
Critique, in the section on the paralogisms of pure reason.'** But what i
all of that rested on a fundamental misunderstanding of the sense and
intention of the Aristotelian theory of the soul? There it is so little a mat-
ter of the soul as a substance, in the sense of physical breath, housed for
itself somewhere in the body and at death vanishing into the heavens,
that it was precisely Aristotle who first placed the problem of the soul on

its genuine ground. To d¢ (Vv To1g (ot To elval oty [“with regard to
living things, their life is precisely their Being"].'*’ the soul is not a thing

162. Jaeger, Studien, pp. 153-154.

163. Deanima A 1, 402a6f.

164. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, 4 341-405/B 399-432,
165. De anima B 4, 415b13.
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(thepsychical) beside the bodily (the physical);on the contrary, it is the
very way of Being of a determinate corporeal being, one which, on the
basis of this Being, differentiates itself, as something living, from what is
lifeless. The lifeless stands on this side of the opposition between life and
death. Death is not lifeless;on the contrary, it is what is deprived of life
and so is a determination of a living being, just as rest is a determination
o motion. The positive outcome of Aristotle's analyses shows that his

theory of the Yux1) is aiming at an ontology of life.

§66. Analysis of Cwr).

Articulation
x alj)vxov—-ep.uvxov ["unsouled—ensouled"]'® (Cﬁv ["life"],
elvat ["Being"], general philosophical characters).

2. (v (YPoxn): KQW&W-KW&V ["distinguishing—moving? (ori-
ented comportment in a world).

3. possibilities of kQiverv and Kivelv: aurOnmg—szvpta ["per-
ception—appetite"] (413b23f.). vouc—0pefig ["understanding—de-
sire"] (433al3), (mpoaigeotc ["anticipation"]: cf. 406b25). xoOvog
["time"] (cf. 433b7) —0QekTOV ["the desired"] (433bl1)—kvnTucov
["setting in motion"] (cf.433al3).

4.pvxn is the Being of a living being: comportment toward; assign-
ment to; in the mode of disclosure. Not something co-present-at-hand,
juxtaposed; instead, belongs to life itself as that from which, against
which, and in which life is lived. voig is Tt tavta ["all things"] (cf.
431b21).

5 EV"[L/\{‘(&(} vaxr] 1. ovola (412a21); ii. LV’ttAaxua {?) (412a21);
iii. EvreAéyewa 1 anm ["first actuality"] (412a27); iv. évteAéxelx
OWUATOS GUOIKOL 0QYavikov ["actuality of a natural body with or-
gans"] (cf.412a27ff.).

Regarding 1:'7 bk. B, chap. 2: ajpuxov—éupuyov: duwdiobau {. . .)
1@ CAv [(what has soul) "differentiates itself by manifesting life"]
(413a21f.). Everything is living, we say, in which is found: perception
d something, self-motion, self-maintenance, nutrition, growth, and
decline. Therefore also puoueva (413a25), plants, as living: they mani-
fest growth, aging, and decay; they move in opposite directions at the
same time. (Physicalbodies at the same time {?} in each case in only
one direction.) Plants move not only upward and downward, but also
niavtooe, "in all directions" (413a29). A plant is Ooemticdv (413b5), it
"takes in nourishment," grows and decays, all while remaining fixed in

166. Cf. Deanima B 2, 413a21ff.
167. See Morchen transcription, no. 84, p, 228.
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one place. The animal, on the contrary, is distinguished through
aloBnoig; even if something does not move, does not change its place,
but does perceive, then it is an animal. aloONO1G is primarily the sense
of touch, grasping. Where there is perception of something, self-orien-
tation in a world, there is AUTN Te xal Ndovn ["pain and pleasure”]
(413b23), feeling oneself attuned in such and such a way, feeling well
and ill, and thus also being on the lookout for: OQe&IC (cf. 413b23).

Regarding 2:'°® basic determinations of what is alive: kQLverv, KIvelv.
Something is alive that can exhibit these, that is determined by this
potentiality-for-Being as such. aloOntiKov (417a6); sleep (cf. 417all).
klvnoig as movedness of life.

KQIvew: aloBnoig-voug-Adyog; dAoyov ["without logos"] —AGYOV
gxov ["possessing logos"] (cf. 432a30f.). aloONO1G is in-between, nei-
ther one nor the other (cf.432a30f.). aloOno1c:' since it discloses the
world, though indeed not in speech and assertion, not in showing and
making the disclosure intelligible. Fundamental concept of sensibil-
ity: letting a world be given and encountered by disclosing it.

As to method: how are these possibilities to be grasped? aloO1TIKOV
(425al17) —mEOTEQOV (. ..} aloBAvecBar ["first of all, perceiving"]
(415a18) — €Tt MEOTEQX TO AVTIKEIUEVR ["even prior to that, the re-
spective objects"] (415a20), "reduction.”

Bk. B, chap. 6: aioO10o1c: 1) idia ["its proper objects"] (cf.418al10),
2) kowr) ["objects in common"] (cf. 418al0), 3) Kot cLUPBEPNKOS
["accidental objects"] (418a9).

opic ["sight"] (B 7, 418a26); dxor ["hearing"] (cf. B 8, 419b4);
ooun, "smell," (cf. B 9, 421a7); yevoug, "taste,”" (B 10, 422a29); adn)
["touch"] (cf.B 11, 422b17).

Regarding 3:'° phenomenal givenness of life (bk. I, chaps. 9-10).
KIVNOLG is TOREVLTIKN kivNoLg (cf. 432bl14), "to move oneself toward,"
"to betake oneself to," have dealings with. évexa tivog ["for the sake
o something"] (cf.432b15), peta paviaoiag 1) 6géEews ["along with
imagination or desire"] (432b16), dpeyouevov 1) Gevyov ["grasping
for or fleeing"] (432b17), diwkovtog 1) PpeUyovTog ["pursuing or flee-
ing"] (cf. 432b281.); question of KIvOOV, &QX).

Knuek are audw ["both"] (433al3): vouc” (havraoia) kol
0pe&lg (cf.433a91.) ["producing motion are both: understanding (imag-
ination)and desire"]; 0Qe&Ls Kot dL&kvoLa TQAKTIKT) ["desire and practi-
cal thought"] (433a18). 0QekTOV YoXQ Kivel ["for, what is desired moves

168. See the articulation on p. 155 above.

169. See Morchen transcription, no. 84, p. 228f.

170. See the articulation on p. 155 above; see Morchen transcription, no. 84,
p- 229.

171. See the articulation on p. 155 above; see Morchen transcription, no. 84,
p- 229.
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us"] (433al81.), OQ&ELQ pre-gives this £0extOv, which is not accessible as
such duX TOUTO 1) DLAVOLX KIVEL ["through that (the desued) thought
produces motion"] (433al19). The 0QEKTOV is XQXT] NG BLOLVOLO(Q ["the
desired is the beginning of thought"] (cf.433al91.). To OQEKTIKOV is TO
Kivouv ["the desired is the mover"], and indeed v (...} L ["some one
thing"] (433a21), kowov {. . .) ldog ["one common eidos"] (433a22) —
noaigeol ["anticipation"] (cf. 406b25); not on the contrary voUg
{...} Bewonmuikog ["theoretical understanding”] (432b26f.).

00€&IC {. - .) evavtial AAAT)Aaig ["desires may be opposed to one
another"] (433b5); MAelw T Kwovvta [“many things move us"]
(433b13).

Regarding 5:72 évteAéxeia: wg érmmotnun, (...} @g 10 Oewoetv
["actuality: as (latent) knowledge or as (active) disclosive looking"]
(412al0f.). Waking: Oecwoeiv ["disclosing"], sleeping: éxewv Kol )
EVEQYELY, EMIOTHUN TIOTEQX ["possessing knowledge but not actual-
izing it; the former is prior to the latter"] (cf.412a25f.).

ovoial ["things that are present"] are first of all ocopata ["bodies"]
(412al1{.); these latter are living and lifeless. £xeL Cconv ["having life"]
(412al13): yeveowg ["coming to be by birth"] and kivnowg oL avtov
["self-moving"] (ctf. 412al4) = owpa Ppuowcdv ["natural body"]
(412al15): der] and TéA0g in oneself, to be in and of oneself, to grow,
to preserve oneself and, in and of oneself, to perish; ovoia, Being for
a determinate owua (412al6f.), i.e., dvvapel Cnv £xovtog ["poten-
tially having life"] (412a20f.), preparedness in oneself to be such and
such on one's own basis. The soul is the presence d this potentiality-for-
Being m its Being. "Earlier" means: that which makes possible, orga-
nizes this potentiality for-Being.

L 1) Yox1] éotty evTeA€xeLa 1) TEWTN OOUATOG GuOLKOL DUVAULEL
Comnv &xovtog ["the soul is the first actuality of a natural body poten-
tially having life"] (412a271.). Actuality, autonomy of an independent,
bodily being which is determined by its preparedness for life.

2. EvreAéxawx 1) mEWT owatog Guatcov 0gyavikoL ["the first
actuality of a natural body with organs"] (412b5{.), actuality, auton-
omy: mode of Being that {determines}!”> something present-at-hand.

§67. Ontology of Dasein.

Essence of life.’”* Life and Dasein, hoyov £xov:!”’ to disclose the world
and oneself explicitly as these beings and as such and such, to make

172. See the articulation on p. 155 above.

173. Editor's interpolation.

174. See Morchen transcription, no. 85, p. 2291
175. Cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 7, 1098a3f.
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them accessible, understand them from various perspectives, compre-
hend them, ground them. Disclosure of the ground.
AOYOG-VOUG-0QE £16-QOA{QETIS ["ogos-understanding-desire-an-
ticipation”];'7* €£elg oL GANOEVELV: MOMOIG—TIQAELS ["capacities for
disclosing the truth: making-doing"] (cf. 1140a2); moawtikn) tig, {wn
TIQOKTIKT] TLG TOL AGYOV £XOVTOG ["something practical, the practical
life of that which possesses logos"] (cf. 1098a3f.); the T€AOC is not
oA ["beside, outside"]. OOV £€QYOV ["in itself is the product"], ac-
tion is the Being of the being itself. The TEAOG resides in the very Being
of Dasein. kB a0TO TEAEWOV ["in itself is the end"] (cf. 1097a33)—
TeAl0TATOV ["the highest end"] (1097a30); avtaQKkes, "self-suffi-
cient" (1097b8). YUXNG EVEQYELX TIG KAT AQETNV TeAELRV ["a certain
activity of the soul in accord with complete excellence"] (1102a5t.),
with respect to the possibility of Being that is highest according to its
ontological meaning: genuine Being lies therein. Being is everlasting
constancy. OgwQetv ["contemplation®] is without XQNOLS ["use"], DO

éoyov ["product"] (cf. 1178b3f.); its object is del ov ["eternal
Being"]."””

176. See above, p. 155ff.
177. See Morchen transcription, no. 86, p. 230f.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TEXTS

1. Cause. (Supplement to p. 27.)
Beings, all beings. Beings: overwhelming and, at first, "world," nature in the
broadest sense, GUOIC.

Beings are. On what does it depend that beings are rather than are not? Whence
these beings at all, the things, the states of affairs? Whence arises the cause of
these states of affairs [die Ur-sache dieser Sachen]? Whence the cause, out of
what, consisting in what? Beings out of beings, how did they come into being,
how were beings made, how was Being produced? What makes a being a
being: 1. Which being brings beings forth? 2. What pertains to Being in gen-
eral? 3. Which being, and how understood, is ontologically exemplary?

Whence, out of what, on what ground, which cause, why thus and not
otherwise, why at all, and by what means? Formally and in general apyxott-
aitov: to what are beings obliged?

Cause: 1. the causal agency itself, 2. the mode of causality and the sense of
causation in general.

Question of the why.

2. (Crossed out, supplement to p. 84.)
In order for Dasein to encounter beings, what is necessary is: a) pre-givenness o
the world in general; b) an understanding of Being, truth, even if not explicit;
c) a determinate mode of encountering in each case, and d) a dixAeyeoBal, a
"speaking all the way through,” (e.g., to take in the eixaoia, the immediate
"appearance"). A level of truth is thereby characterized: truth in the sense o
the uncoveredness o encountered beings. Shadows on the wall.

3. (Supplement to p. 85.)
Plato: "illumination”

"Idea"—"sight"
Seeing
Brightness (light)

Illumination
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4. (Supplementto p. 94.)

Questions:

Being and motion Time

Being and ayaOov Care

Being and truth Disclosedness, discourse, dialectic
(soul)

Being and relation

5. (Supplementto p. 96{.)
2. kivnoic-givat, kivioc—ayadov.
Relation and relativity: 6 is greater than 4: 1%. 6 is less than 12: 2. 6 is
greater and smaller at the same time, % = 1%. Can something be other than
it is, without changing? To be other while remaining constant and self-same.

What does "fo be” mean here? "To be" and "to become"; self-sameness and
otherness (change).

6. (Supplementto p. 102.)

Theatetus: what is Itnowledge? At the foundation lies the question of Being. 111
knowledge: the disclosing of the one who grasps beings, understanding o
Being. Perception does not give anything like that. Knowledge is not perception.
Knowledge is opinion, to be o a certain view, to have a conviction.

7. Different version of a passage in §42b. (Crossed out,
supplement to p. 104.)

dOEA. We do say that one D0EALELV is Pevdn), the other DOEALELY is AANOT, G
PpYoe LTS EXOVTWYV ["true, as holding in this way by nature”],' just as i that
pertained to our own Being. Opposed is the sophistical thesis: oUK 0T {. ..}
PevdeoOat ["there is no false speaking”] (194A9%.) Either we know or do not
know (asa fact; leaving aside learning and forgetting) what an opinion is about,
what it relates to: one who has an opinion has it about something he knows or
does not know. One who is o a false opinion about something: a) has the opin-
ion about something he knows. He does not take this for this, but for something
else, whereby he Itnows that this is not this but is something else which he does
not know, thus continually knowing both and yet not knowing both, orb) has
the opinion about something he does not Itnow, takes it for something else he
does not know, such that someone who knows neither Socrates nor Theatetus
can mistake Socrates for Theatetus or Theatetus for Socrates.

In general: with regard to what one ltnows, one is not of the opinion that
one does not Itnow it. With regard to what one does not know, one is not of
the opinion that one Itnows it.

8. (Supplementto p. 105.)

To clarify Adyog on the basis of the xowwvia, ] Ov o the do&a:
havraoia.’

1. Plato, Theatetus, 187E6H.
2. Ct. Sophist, 260C9ff.
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Wevdrg {. ..} dd&a éotL Tavavtia totg ovoL doéalovoa ["false opinion
amounts to maintaining the opposite of that which is”].? ur) ov.a) nothing,
b) éteQov.

9. First version of a passage in §45. (Supplementto p. 107.)

3. Before taking the discussion further, he runs through the genuine phe-
nomena once again. Reference to the phenomenon of illusion: Socrates is
known to me, someone else meets me on the street, and I take him for
Socrates, wnOnVv ¢ival Zwkatn ["suppose him to be Socrates"] (191B4f.).
The interpreted is what we ltnow. It is because of Socrates that we do not know.
We take what we know for what we do not know, i.e., Socrates for the un-
known, who becomes, through the mistake, the known. That is impossible.
Thesis counter to the phenomena.

10. Pevdr) do&alewv. (Supplement to p. 110.)
Question: to take something for something which it is not, which is other
than it; something for something and, specifically, for something it is not.

1. Pevdi] doEalewv = W) ov dokalew = 0vdev dOEX LY.

a) €V Talc aloBrjoeow [(not)"in the perceptions”] (195C8).

b)?

2. pevdn dolalewv = étepodoety, €V taig davoialg [(not) "in the
thoughts"] (195D1).

3. Pevdn) dofale, cf. 1. What we know cannot make us not know, can-
not make us be mistaken. But this phenomenon is a fact: I Itnow Socrates,
and in virtue of this knowledge I take someone in the distance for Socrates.
Hence precisely this knowledge about, this familiarity, is the condition of pos-
sibility of dissimulation: taking something encountered assomething (Socrates)
it is not. v ) ovvaPel aloBjoews TEOG ddvoray ["in the conjoining of
perceptions to thought"] (195D1f.).

11. (Supplement to p. 114.)

If the syllable itself is plic idéa ["one Idea"], €1dog,’and is not composed of
parts, then it is as unknowable as a letter. But if the syllable is knowable, then
so are letters; and in fact learning does proceed from the elements, the letters.
The same for other elements and composites.

12. Brief recapitulation. (Supplement to p. 118.)

Ontological problem in the Sophist: basic distinction: formal-concrete deter-
minations of Being, but not arbitrary ones, soul—constancy. Thales—Plato.

The Aristotelian problems.

13. (Supplement to p. 125.)

Met. T 2, 1003a33-1004a9: OV 1) 0V, "[beings] with respect to their Being."
How is this "in respect to" possible, toward what is it directed? What is Being?

3. Sophist, 240Dé6f.
4. Left blank in the manuscript.
5. Cf. Theatetus, 205D4f.; idéa interpolated by the editor.
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Being is the general; geometry: space; physics: material nature; biology: or-
ganic nature.

14. §v—ovoia. (Supplement to p. 128.)
&v,% “beings,” and eivat, “Being”; ens (esse) [“a being (Being)”]. ovoia: Being
in the proper sense, presence-at-hand, and the being in the proper sense, that
which is present-at-hand. A singular thing present-at-hand; subsequently i,
“whatness.”” The Ti, “whatness,” belongs to presence-at-hand; the founding
does not proceed in the opposite direction. Indeed {?} presence-at-hand (to be
grasped formally and methodologically in the “essence”).

15. ovoia. (Supplement to p. 128.)

1. Being as presence-at-hand;

2. that which is present-at-hand;

3. that which is most properly present-at-hand (aet, dxtvnrov, XWQLOTOV
[“eternal, immobile, separate”]). This precisely in its presence-at-hand.
Theology is also ontology; the intention is toward Being, but what is em-
phasized is Being with respect to the particular most proper being, instead
of a universal clarification of Being in general. Never both together, prob-
lem of fundamental ontology.

16. (Supplement to p. 128.)

Squinting is a mode of crookedness, but one in which the eye is necessarily co-in-
tended. Relation to crookedness, purely as such. Thus ontology treats of Being as
such and not Being insofar as it is the Being of a determinate being qua determinate.

17. (Supplement to p. 129.)

Idea of the science of Being: unity of the topic; where and how is Being acces-
sible in general.

The remaining points; fourfold division: xivnoug, Pbuxn. nBoc-Adyog
[“motion, soul, comportment-logos”], AGyos-Katnyooia.

Categories: “forms of thought,” crammed down onto the content; a frame-
work by which order is imposed. Most general concepts? Universality?

18. (Supplement to p. 1311.)

Kotryogelv is used by Plato in the sense of “assertion” and not in the techni-
cal sense it has for Aristotle. Aristotle also uses the word in its pre-philosophi-
cal {meaning},? but then not as a terminus technicus.

KAT& TAVIWY Y& TO OV katnyogeitat [“Being is predicated of all
things”].? Categories are T&x KT UNOEULAY CUNTAOKNV Agyopeva, ' what is
asserted purely and simply in itself, “with reference to no ovpmnAokn,” what,

6. Cf. Met. A 7.

7. Cf. Met. A 8, 1017b21f.

8. Editor’s interpolation.

9. Met. K 2, 1060b4f.
10. CI. Cat. 4, 1b25. .
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according to its content, allows no guumAokT. Not as something else. ¢v
ovdeLua katadaoet, " but, precisely, for that reason, said “within every com-
position.” Not to be translated “what is said outside of the composition”; on
the contrary, “what is within them all”!

19. (Supplement to p. 133.)

Categories are not “what-concepts” [»reale Begriffe«); on the contrary, a grid
on which all concepts that determine the “what” are plotted!" It is not the
things themselves in their actual constitution that are inscribed therein, nor
is it already fixed and determined generic concepts (yévn!), but, instead, the
condition of possibility of genera at all. Are quality and quantity issues? No; in-
stead, the structures of something at issue in general!

Meaning of the most general predicates? katnyopiat to0 Gvtoc, the cate-
gories are not primarily related to assertions and the elements of assertions,
but to 6v.” Of course; but how? Ov—Agyduevov—dnAovpevov [“Being—
what is said—what is manifested”]. Modes of Being in general: T0 ' Ov 10
HEV TOdE T, TO BE TOUGY, T0 dE MGV TL auaiveL. For beings are uncovered
in AGyog. As such, they are the foundation for possible aspects, which are the
guidelines for the concrete understanding of the possible “as what.” Beings
are accessible in AGyog. That is why the characters of Being are Katnyooiat.
Thereby a particular conception of the problem of Being in general is showing
its colors, something we will not understand if we use categories.

20. Analogy: proportionality. (Supplement to p. 134.)

Proportional to one relation is another. Sight: body—understanding: soul.
From the proportional relations and on the basis of a proportionality between
the related terms, sight-understanding, and specifically two terms as x, ywith
reference to two known things and their relation.

In relation = proportional to another. To be proportional = to be such as,
and to become intelligible on the basis of the “as.” To be named, not directly,
with respect to the “what,” but with respect to the “such as.”

21. (Supplement to p. 134.)
L. analogia proportionis. As subjects {?}, so also quality, the individual thing in
relation to this qualification; sameness of the “relations,” i.e., in all categories
as categories the essence with respect to the “fact.” But in each case the relata
are concretely different. The reality formally the same: Yévn in this respect,
but not their unity.

11. Cat. 4, 2a5f.

12. Ch. A. Brandis, Handbuch der Geschichte der Griechisch-Romischen Philosophie.
Aristoteles und seine akademischen Zeitgenossen. Zweiten Theils zweiter Abtheilung
erste Halfte. Berlin, 1853, p. 394{f. )

13. 1bid., p. 376: “The fact that his point of departure is the question of the
most general determinations of concepts is shown by the expression he chose,
which designates, in its most general meaning, each and every determination of
Being as well as of thinking, and not mere predicates.”

14. Met. Z 4, 1030b11{.
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2. analogia attributionis. The analogata are the categories. They correspond
among themselves with respect to their relation to the same term. This belongs
to them by essence, formal mode of the possible "as what," ontologically!

a) Wherein lies the difference? How does Aéyew itself come to be modal-
ized? To what extent and why not genus and dladoo ["difference"]?

b) How is there "unity"?

¢) Basic phenomenon: a) something as something, or ) something qua
ovaia, or y) neither of these. To be together, cUVOEOLS, KOWVWVIA: is this ar-

ticulated through AOY0g, since the Yévr were related to the unity of Adyog
(Aeyopevov)? Gv—AoYoc.

22. (Supplementto p. 135.)

TO OV AMAQG: AMAQG ov ["Being pure and simple"]," xwQloTtov ["separate"].
anAwg 0V kata mAgiovg Aéyetan ["Being pure and simple is spoken of in
many ways"]." T0 OV 10 ATAQS Aeydpevov ["Being as said simply”],"” four-
fold. 10 moOWY, {...} 1O MOOGV {..} oub' OvVIa &< AMAQGS ELEV TADTA
["quality, quantity are not spoken of as beings pure and simple"]."* Not so
with regard to 0UOLX. TO TIOOTWS ov KAt ou Tl ov AAA” ov TAWG 1) 0VTiX &V
€ [['Beingin the primary sense, Being pure and simple and not in relation
to something else, is presence"]."

23. Categories (Aristotle)1. (Supplement to p. 135.)

What are categories? No definition. Formal characters of beings. {. . .}** De-
terminations of Being, Y€V1], "stems," to which the concrete characters of
Being are reducible; and indeed beings are here taken as primarily experi-
enced in hoyoq. What is the connection of these categories, the Yévr), among
themselves? That is different from the question: to what extent can they be
characterized as unitary? In virtue of the analogia proportionis.

The connection of the y£v1) on the basis of the idea of Being itself; this lat-
ter is not a genus. Then how is there a possible articulation of the connection
o the relata among themselves, or with respect to one and the same thing? In
their essence as kKT yooiat there is predelineated the "as what," founded es-
sentially in the "something."

The vévr) themselves are not in a genus and the yévr-character is not the
one and essential moment o the categorial structure.” (Thisis something the
categories have in common with every "concept" grasped in the Greek man-
ner!) The Yévn) are modes of the meaning-function of the Being of beings, as these
beings are accessible in hoyoq. What gives these modes their Yévn-character
is only the grasping of them as something.

15. Cf Met. E 1, 1025b91.

16. Met. K 8, 1064b15.

17. Met. E 2, 1026a33.

18. Met. A 1, 1069a21{.

19. Met. Z 1, 1028a30f.

20. Passage illegible.

21. Cf. Anal. post. B 13, 96b21-25.
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Categories = "ontological kinds,”* kinds of Being! And Being? The modal-
ization of presence! Principle of modalization on the basis of the idea of Being
itself. Temporality. Cf.Kant: schematism!? How are the kinds to be acquired?
Being—dUvapig magovoiag. Presence of many things (plurality?), formal
multiplicity, accessible in the "something as something." Categories are the
(highest) concepts of the modes of Being, and as such they are yévn. Modes
d the togetherness of multiplicities as beings, presences.

24. Categories (Aristotle)2. (Supplementto p. 135.)

Modes of togetherness, temporal determination and variation of the "with," of
the ontological correlate of the "as." All the cuuBepniota have a with-char-
acter, which is distributed into those modes. This character is not itself a
"genus," however; on the contrary, it modalizes itself directly —in each case as
a "with." Modes o togetherness in what is properly present. Togetherness is
foundedon primordial presence. This latter is not juxtaposed; instead, it modal-
izes itself. Temporal possibility of this modalization!

25. (Supplementto p. 137.)

Understanding as disclosing the world, "the particulars,”" something as some-
thing. World: possibility of encountering innerworldly beings in their (for-
mal) multiplicity. Origin of the question: i éotv; ["What is it?"]. Its possible
exposition, existentially-ontologically, leads to the manifold modes of the "as
what." ooaxag yap Acyetat ["for (Being)is said in as many ways”],?* mani-
foldness of the "as what" in the "what," or also in the "as" per se? Something
"as," or is this anticipation indeed {?} more original and is it, above all, a de-
terminate development aimed at grasping the essence— pure presentification
o the origin; and does this latter have, as does "genus," an ontological sense?

Ais B, A as B. Is the Being o A and that o B understood on the basis of
the "is"—more precisely, on the basis of the present assertion—or here does
this "is" raise up the intended Being? A0yoc in rigorously articulated beings.
And how does hoyoq articulate beings in their Being?

Beings—Being. Assertion as the primary mode of access to beings, in the
specific Greek sense. The categories are the possible characters of Being, the
possible, guiding aspects of interpretation. Categories: to be of such a quality,
to be so many, to be in relation. The categories are not properties of beings,
but possibilities of Being.

26. (Supplementto p. 144.)

ovola: 1. autonomous constancy, presence-at-hand; 2. such a particular
being itself, the respective “this.”

duvapei—evepyela, "preparedness’-"actuality” (currentlyin hand). Tree:
something present-at-hand in a wide sense. As this, it is prepared to become
wood, beams, boards. Wood: prepared to become.a table. Table: game table,

22. H. Maier, Die Syllogistik des Aristoteles. Tubingen, 1. Teil, 1896, 2. Teil, 1900,
2. Teil, 2. Halfte: Die Entstehung der aristotelischen Logik, pp. 303-304.

23. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A 137f./B 1761f.

24, Met. A7,1017a23f.; cf. Anal. post. A 22, 83b11-31.
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dining table, work table. In its actuality (readiness-to-hand), the prepared-
ness has been consummated, and, at the same time, this actuality has its own
preparedness to become something else.

Actuality of Being: Being of the potentiality-for-Being, motion, presence
o the preparedness. Most things that are actually present-at-hand are at rest.
Thus kivnolc allows things to be grasped ontologically. Actuality: presence o
what is prepared as prepared, KIVNO1S ateAt]g, but in such a way that it is ful-
filled in its preparedness, or in the "toward-which" of its preparedness, and
precisely without stopping.

evteA€xela: presence o the potentiality-for-Being in its potentiality, such
that it is precisely itself in this Being, not to be at its end, to stop, but precisely
to be in the proper sense.

27. (Supplementto p. 146.)

Potentiality,” suitability for, peculiarity, preparedness; what comes later. To be
in hand, to be worked on. Readiness-to-hand: constancy o circumstances;
utter readiness-to-hand. Motion and activity. Motion.

Connection with the categories: founded modes. Explication of the basic
modes of ovoia itself: duvauel dv, évepyela 8v, Being in the proper sense,
thus also analogously.

Truth—voug—VvoOnoLS vonoews.*

28. (Supplement to p. 148.)

A tentative determination of Aristotle's analysis of time: the now, VOV, is a
"limit," opilet” —mepac (cf. 220a21). The now is a "point," oTtypr} (cf.
220a10). The now is the absolute "this," t0d¢ 71 (cf. 219b30). To be sure, Aris-

totle does not make these identifications, but he does see here determinate
nexuses of founding.

29. (Crossed out, supplement to p. 148.)

7 YA évTkai TavTov, kaih) kaboAov T LTTAEXEL TAUTT) TAVTA Y VWELLOMEY
["for we know all things inasmuch as there is something one and the same
which underlies things universally"] .% Unity, constancy, as the Being of what
is changeable, the aigBntd. Condition o the possibility o its knowability.

What is moved. Motion, this is &€(, since in time. Time "is" eternal. There-
fore that which founds it qua Kivrjoewe AQLOUOC ["the numbered o motion"],
hence kivoUpevov ["the moved"], is oUEAVOS ["the heavens"]. KA €0TL 71 otlel
KIVOUHEVOV KIVIULY ATAVOTOV, XUTN d 1] KUKAW KAl ToUTO 00 A0YW HOVOV
GAA” €0y DOV {. . .} towToc oVEAvOS ["There is something eternally mov-
ing with a motion that never ceases, and that is motion in a circle: which is evi-
dent not only in logos but also in fact . . . the first heaven"].%

The ontological interpretation of circular motion leads to the first mover.

25. Met. A 12.

26. Met. A 9, 1074b34.

27. Cf. Phys. A 12, 219a22.
28. Met. B 4, 999a28f.

29. Met. A 7, 1072a21.
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Autonomous constancy: autonomy from, constancy for, always already
finished. The finishedness refers to Being itself; insofar as completeness is
present, the thing is what it is. No TéAog outside of itself.

30. Motion. (Supplement to p. 149.)
Basic phenomenon o the Being of physis. Rest is only a limit-case of motion.
Thus what is moved amounts to a change in Being. Motion as such is ontologi-
cal, amode of Being. Of what kind? evépyeia. Butindeed ateAr|c. T€éAog and
mteQa are likewise basic concepts of Being. TéAog: in itself in its own Being:
unity is not determined through something else, but is present as steppifg
forth utterly from itself.

KIVIULG in the proper sense, eternal motion of Being; the téAog is then
necessarily an eternally unmoved mover. This mover is get ov and always com-
plete, pure £végyewx, Cwn and indeed voerv, vonoic vonoewc:* even the lat-
ter is meant only as an exemplar o the ontological idea of €vépyeiain the pur-
est sense, not God as spirit, father, person. Has no knowledge of the world and
no ideas that would be archetypes of created things.

30. Cf. Met. A 7, 1072b251f. and 1074b34.



EXCERPTS FROM THE MORCHEN TRANSCRIPTION
1. (Relatesto p. 18.)

The scientifically most ideal way for an introduction to ancient philosophy
would be to begin by introducing Aristotle and then working backwards and
forwards. On a practical level, that way is impossible for us. Middle way: fol-
low the indications given to us by Aristotle.

Aristotle understood the Greeks better than did the pedants o the nine-
teenth century, who held that Aristotle did not understand Plato.

First book of his Metaphysics (Met. A):introduction to his philosophy. Articu-
lated into ten chapters. Chaps. 1-2: origin o the theoretical attitude and genesis
o scienceas such; determination of the object o scientific questioning, namely,
the whence and the why, the oy} and the aitix. Chaps. 3-10: development of
the problematic o scientific philosophy up to his time. He shows how, in the
course of the development of philosophy, there arose various possibilities o
asking about the aQ)n and the aitia. Theory o the four causes.

2. (Relatesto p. 18.)

Interpretation of the first book of Aristotle's Metaphysics (Met. A). Aristotle
will be cited according to the edition o the Berlin Academy o sciences (Aca-
demia Regia Borussica),” in five vols. Vols. 1 and 2, paginated as one vol,,
contain the Greek works; vol. 3: Latin translations; 4: scholia; 5: index by
Bonitz and fragments.

The Metaphysics is a collection o individual treatises. It is wrong to con-
strain Aristotle's Metaphysics to a unitary problematic.” The title Metaphysics,
petx T GuOLKA: those treatises which, in the order of the writings, come
after the ones dealing with the things o nature; it is an editorial-technical
title (Andronicus of Rhodes, ca. 70 BC). Those who were collecting the writ-
ings saw that here were a number of works whose theme was different from
those o the texts on physics and the like. The editors saw that at issue here
was Being, not beings. The word "metaphysics" did not at first refer to any
specific content; it received such a meaning only later: collection of writings
which, according to their factual theme, deal with what lies behind beings, or
beyond beings. In contrast, the writings on nature deal with "what is accessi-
ble to humans," TQEOTEQOV TQOC NUAG, versus what is TOOTEQOV T1) PvTEL
(cf. Aristotle, Anal. post. A 2, 71b34), "what resides in every being," i.e., its
Being. The concept o the content of metaphysics acquired a double sense in
the Middle Ages and in the modern period, down to our own times. Accord-
ing to Aristotle, the science of Being is 1ot prAocodia. But he also recog-
nizes a first science which he calls értioTiun BeoAoyiki): it deals with a spe-
cific being, the ground o the world: vovug, "spirit,” God. Thus metaphysics
deals with Being and also with one specific being. The science of theology is
therefore not® to be excluded from the science of Being. In this way, meta-
physics possesses, even today, a double meaning: within scientific philoso-

31. See above, p. 11: Aristotle.

32. H. Bonitz, Aristotelis Metaphysica. Vol. 2: Commentarius. Berlin, 1849; W.
Jaeger, see above p. 121, n. 3.

33. [Reading ist nicht auszuschliefen for ist auszuschliefen ("isto be excluded).—Trans.]
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phy, metaphysics is taken to be (in part) ontology, science of Being, whereas
the common understanding is that "metaphysics” is something occult, which
reverts back to the meaning as "theology." The fact that both meanings exist
together in Aristotle is grounded in the problematic of ancient philosophy in
general. Aristotle did not fail here; on the contrary, he had to take philosophy
to this limit.

3. (Relates top. 191f.)

Met. A 1, 980a21ff.: determination of apprehension, knowledge, understand-
ing, experience, and similar concepts. Aristotle was the first to accomplish
this. godia, ématrun, Ppoovois, Téxvn are concepts that are still unclari-
fied in Plato. They are all encompassed by the term "understanding" —not in
the specifically theoretical sense, but in a practical sense: e.g., "everyone un-
derstands his own business,” "knows" his own trade; "to understand"” [verste-
hen] is literally émiotaioBat, "to have mastery [vorstehen] over something."
Only gradually did these expressions acquire a specifically theoretical cast.

Aristotle interprets the process of understanding. He shows how, out of the
nature o humans, the various possibilities of understanding arise in genetic
connection. That requires a glance at the being whose mode of Being is deter-
mined by understanding or knowledge. This being which, insofar as it is, eo ipso
understands, we call life or, in a narrower sense, human Dasein. Understand-
ing belongs to the mode o Being of human Dasein, and in a certain way it also
belongs to the mode of Being of animals. To say that something is understood
means that it is manifest in its being such and such; it is no longer concealed. In
understanding, there resides something like truth, aA1)Oswa: that which is un-
concealed, not covered over, but, on the contrary, uncovered. Insofar as under-
standing belongs to a being, insofar as it is alive at all, that being is disclosive;
with its Being, as one characterized by understanding, other beings are uncov-
ered in their Being. Everything that is alive, to the extent that it exists, has a
world, which does not hold for what is not alive. Every living being is oriented
to something, pursues it, avoids it, etc. To be sure, that may happen indetermi-
nately. Thus we can comprehend protozoa and other forms of life only indi-
rectly, in analogy with ourselves. By the very fact that a living being discloses
aworld, the Being of this being is also disclosed to it. It knows about itself, even
if only in the dullest way and in the broadest sense. Along with the disclosure
o the world, it is disclosed to itself. Indeed this already goes essentially beyond
Aristotle, but it is necessary for understanding him.

Levels: 1. aiofnoig, 2. uviun, 3. eumewia, 4. Téxvi), 5. émotiun, 6.
codia: highest level of knowledge.

Aristotle's course o thought: characteristic of it is the first sentence: "To
the essence of humans there belongs the urge to insightful understanding”
(980a21). eldévar (mostly translated as "know") = insightful understanding,
seeing for oneself into what something is. The evidence for this claim is the
predilection humans have for perception, an urge to see and to hear
(aloBnoig). This predilection is called "curiosity" [Neugier, "craving for the
new"]. Not the narrow psychological concept of perception; it refers, rather,
to the experiencing in general of whatever there is. This craving [Gier] is alive
in humans, even if it has no practical purpose; it is a craving to see just for the
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sake ofseeing. For the most part, curiosity satisfies itself in seeing, "through the
eyes” (908a231.). Seeing is the sense in which the Greeks primarily lived;
Oupa s YuxIs ["eye o the soul"] (cf. Plato, Republic bk. 7, 533D2): the un-
derstanding that belongs to everything alive. Seeing has the priority over all
other modes of orientation, in that it "most of all makes us familiar with what
is happening around us and manifests many differences” (cf. 980a261.). In
seeing, we experience at once motion, number, the form of things. Vision
makes accessible to us a multiplicity of determinations of beings. What Aris-
totle does not yet mention is that seeing is a distance sense, in contrast to
touch; and so is hearing. Seeing and hearing have a wider sphere of objects.

"Things that live (Tt Q) are such that when they receive their Being
they already have aioOnoig, they already perceive” (980a27L.). If there is
something alive, there is also already «lo®noig. Through this aioOnog,
"memory," "retention,” pvrjun, arises in many living beings. Difference be-
tween aloOnowg and pvnun: what is characteristic o aioBno1G is that the
beings which are disclosed are there in the present along with the respective
living thing. If the living thing were determined by ciocOno1s alone, then its
world would extend only as far as it sees, feels, etc., at any given moment. The
living thing would be restricted to the sphere of what is immediately present-
at-hand. By possessing pvtjur), however, the living thing becomes in a cer-
tain sense free, no longer bound to the beings currently given in perception.
In this way, the living being dominates wider portions o the world, which
become and remain available to it. Thereby synopsis and comparison are pos-
sible. Its being-in-the-world no longer requires ever new perceptions; on the
contrary, when it finds itself in the same position within the world-nexus, it
already knows how matters are arranged. The living beings that have pvru)
are (pROVLLLWTEQQ, "more prudent”; they do not live simply in the instant but,
instead, in a whole which they dominate. As QpQOVILWTEQX, they are also
padntkwtega (MAOnoig: "learning"; uabnpa: "what can be learned”),
they are "more teachable,” more accessible. They thereby increase the store of
what they understand and know. There are living beings that do have
$oOvULG over and above aloON OIS, yet they are not teachable: namely, ones
that do not hear, bees for example. Only living things endowed with hearing
can learn, for something can be imparted to them which they themselves
have not perceived and grasped. Hearing is a distance sense and makes possi-
ble a peculiar sort of communication. "The most proper mode of atioONoIG is
hearing”"—a completely un-Greek assertion, which shows that Aristotle has a
deeper understanding of the connection between discourse and hearing.

In the sphere of animality there also belong for Aristotle, without any reser-
vations, human beings. They are distinctive in that they possess, beyond teach-
ability and prudence, the possibility o Téxvn and AOYLOPOC. TEX VT is not the
same as "art,” inasmuch as art alludes to the practical. T V1) is not "manipula-
tion"; on the contrary, it is "knowledge," "know-how that directs a manual op-
eration." Tex V1) is therefore the proper expression for medicine, i.e., a theoreti-
cal science, not an acting and doing. This kind o knowledge is denied
non-human formsd life. Along with Texvn, Aoytap(’)g is also named. Humans
speak, possess AOY0G, can bring what is experienced to the level of the concept.
AoyiCeoOat: "to speak all the way through," within oneself about something,
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"make it transparent,” "clarify" it. Because humans possess these two higher
possibilities, they can take what is available through pvrjun and developiit to a
higher level: éumelpia, "experience.” This term must not be understood in the
modern sense as an epistemological concept (experience [Erfahrung] versus
thought); instead, the opposite of ¢Lmerpia is unproficiency [Unerfahrenheit];
¢uTtelQlar = "proficiency in something.” How does experience arise out of the
capacity to retain? Experience arises out of a multiplicity of memories, through
seeing again and again; thereby a determinate connection is produced in the
understanding. In mere perception, 1see only an individual thing. Experience
relates to a connection: when so and so appears, then my behavior must be
such and such.

Connection of pvrjumn with éumeipia. In pvrjun, a multiplicity of perceived
things is available. If now the act of retaining is repeated and if, in retention,
a determinate connection among beings becomes known, then proficiency
arises. That consists in Itnow-how within certain limits. It means to know
that if so and so, then such and such follows: if-then: that is the structure of
what we call experience. The experienced ones have vmoAnPig, "knowledge
in advance" about a determinate connection with which they have to do. If
certain symptoms appear, then such and such means are to be applied. Yet
the one with experience is held fast within the sphere of the if-then. Texvn)
can develop out of eumewpia. If éumeipia does not entirely give itself over to
acting on the current case but at the same time looks for that which shows it-
self from case to case, then there arises the possibility of seeing that, in every
case, such and such is taking place, that ultimately the being is standing in an
intrinsic connection and not in a mere succession, and that this connection
has the character of a because-therefore. For example, this physiological condi-
tion requires that chemical intervention. In order for such seeing to arise,
what is required is an understanding of the causal connection. The gaze must
penetrate through to that which is present in every case. Then the under-
standing is not a mere noticing [Kenninis], but an apprehension [Erkennen].
The one who understands knows not only the "that" but also the “why.” He
does not merely notice the sequence of events, but he comprehends [begreift]
the being just as it shows itself, he has a Adyog, a "concept" [»Begriff«].
Thereby, Texvr) is already genuine understanding, and it comes close to sci-
entific knowledge. The eidoc is disclosed, the substantive connection is seen.

For the goals of practical intervention, umetgia is indeed more sure than
is TEX V). There can be a good diagnostician who nevertheless is poor at help-
ing the sick. That is because ¢umelpia is always directed to the current indi-
vidual case, whereas scientific comprehension is directed at the universal that
shows itself in every case. With regard to the practical goal, &ureipia is a
higher level. With regard to genuine understanding, however, téxvr) is the
higher level: the one who possesses Téxvr] is a LaAAov coog ["wiser per-
son"]. The meaning of ¢riotrpr) and godia is the disclosure of Being. Within
the domain of practical activity, the supervisors have more understanding
than the manual laborers. The supervisor sees the why and is able to direct
the individual workers. He is equipped with more genuine understanding
and is able to instruct others. Instruction consists in indicating the grounding
connections. Thus an intention toward the universal lies in genuine under-



Appendices
172

standing. Accordingly, AOYOG has a priority over aioON0OLS, since perceptions
never give information concerning why something is the way it shows itself.
Pure gazing at beings themselves, apart from practical interest, is the distinc-
tive mark of the sciences. So-called codpia, "genuine understanding,” aims at
the first causes and origins o things and o beings in general.

4. (Relatesto p. 221f.)

Of what sort are these causes, the ones that become thematic in such re-
search? That is the question of Mer. A 2 (982a4ff.). Aristotle does not deduce
the idea of science from an invented concept; on the contrary, he attends to
what natural Dasein already means by it. Aristotle seeks to raise to a concept
that which is already familiar to pre-theoretical consciousness. Thus in chap.
2 as well, Aristotle seeks illumination from the natural understanding of Da-
sein. UoAauBdavouev ["we suppose"] that the one with genuine under-
standing TAVTIQ €TOTATAL—1.¢., the scientific person counts, for those who
are excluded from this possibility, as someone who "knows everything."

mtéovta Ertlotatan (cf. 982a8): 1. determination of codla. 2. duvapevog
yvwvat ta xaAemd (cf.982al0): capacity to see even what is difficult to see.
3. codiacis akgipeotaty, the most rigorous knowledge, and at the same time
it is best able to teach, p&AALOTA DDATKAAIKT] (cf.982al3). 4. EavTA|C Evekev
(982al5), it is pursued for its own sake, solely for the sake of research into be-
ings just as they are and why they are as they are. 5. aoyikwtat (cf.
982al6f.): the knowledge that rules over all other knowledge.

Aristotle now attempts to interpret these five moments in their philosophi-
cal meaning. 1. Not all-knowing in the sense everyday consciousness would
give this term; on the contrary, the co{Oc knows everything because he knows
the most general, that which pertains to every being. Therefore he precisely
does not need to know each and every individual thing. 2. For the same reason,
he also understands what is most difficult: the universal is that which is most
removed from the common understanding. 3. This science o the universal is
consequently the most rigorous science, because the determinations that belong
to beings as a whole become ever fewer in number as the distance from mere
appearances increases. There the whole becomes more surveyable, and the con-
ceptual interpretation more clear. Geometry is more rigorous than arithmetic,”
because the latter has a more extensive content. Everything and anything can
be counted, but not everything is in space. A geometrical assertion is therefore
already restricted to a determinate realm of beings. 4. What understanding aims
at does not allow, according to its very content, any other relation to itself except
pure contemplation. Thus this content requires that understanding be pursued
simply for the sake of understanding. 5. This science rules all the other ones.

5. (Relatesto p. 24.)

There is nothing of jealously or affectivity in the essence of the gods. As is
jealousy, so also love and every affect are excluded from the divine essence,
which is pure contemplation. On the other hand, affectivity is by essence di-

34. [Reading Die Geometrie ist strenger als die Arithmetik, instead of the reverse in
the text. —Trans.]
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rected toward something which is not yet possessed. But then the essence of
the gods would be incomplete. (People later appealed to this passage as evi-
dence for the conception of the divine as pure love; which is something Aris-
totle will hardly say.) The gods are not jealous. Therefore, humans should in-
deed strive for genuine understanding.

6. (Relatesto p. 25.)

Met. A 3, 983a26ff.: 1. ovola = To TL 1)V €ivat: the "Being in beings, what the
being always already was. What always already was, prior to every individual
being, is the déa or oVTia, the essential ground of beings, the causa formalis.
Forma = gid0g; £1d0c here = (déa = ovoia. 2. VAN, the "material.” The produc-
tion of a table not only requires the idea of the table but also requires the ma-
terial, an "out of which," the causa materialis. 3. 60¢v 1] ax1) TG kwoewe,
the "start of the motion." To produce a table it is necessary that someone takes
the initiative and actually brings it forth; an impetus must come from some-
where: causa efficiens. 4. T€Aoc = 0¥ €veka: producing a table also requires a
view toward something, toward a table for a specific use: a predelineation of
how the table is supposed to look concretely. When the téAoc is reached, then
the being is actual as a being, causa finalis (finis = 1¢A0g).

7. (Relates to p. 25.)

In his interpretation of the ancient philosophers, Aristotle uses the concept of
aQXn as a guideline, although they themselves did not yet have such a con-
cept. Is that unhistorical? It is in a certain sense, but in another sense it is a
genuinely historical procedure: provided history means to appropriate the
past. The successors understand the predecessors better than they themselves
did. It is not a matter o correcting their errors but, instead, of thinking their
intentions through to the end. Only in this way is history alive, but unless
history is taken in this living sense Aristotle was in fact "unhistorical.”

8. (Relates to p. 26f.)

Met. A. This book intrudes like a foreign body at this point of the Metaphysics.
Every one of its chapters deals with a basic concept and does so according to
a specific method; the book is a "catalog of concepts.” Aristotle refers to this
book under the title, eQlL TV MOAAaxwe, "Concerning those concepts that
have a manifold meaning," and specifically it is a matter of basic concepts.
Every word has a meaning, through which it is related to some matter at
issue. But the meaning can expand, so that the word relates to several mat-
ters. The concept is a determination of the meaning of a word that has arisen
from, and been stamped by, scientific research itself. Aristotle recognizes
nexuses in beings which are basic determinations of beings and of Being. The
term AOYOG also means "concept." Aristotle's On the categories (Cat. 1, lal-15):
three kinds of meaning: 1. Ovopa as OUOVUHOVY, aequivocum, is determined in
such a way that one word means different things. E.g., (@oV is, on the one
hand, a being, a "living being," an actually occurring thing. But the vocable
C@ov, the written word, has nothing to do with the being it signifies. 2.
CUVWVUHOV, univocum (notto be confused with the grammatical concept of
"synonym"), the same word and the same meaning: e.g., the same word
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C@ov used both for a wild animal and for a human being. 3. TARQWVUHOV,
derived from another word, such as yoaupuatikos from YoXUHATIKY, desig-
nates a derived meaning. Aristotle exhibits the differences in the meaning of
the basic concepts alone, and he does so methodologically, not arbitrarily: he
ascends from the common to the philosophical meaning of the words.

The theme of the first chapter of book A is the different meanings of axm.
This concept itself was not yet employed in the earlier philosophy of nature.
Of course, the aQxr] was already investigated there, but not explicitly.

9. (Relatesto . 27.)

That does not mean these principles are known at first. On the contrary, they
are far from the common understanding. T&VTa yaE ta aitio xpxal (Met. A
1, 1013a17), all causes have the formal structure o a principle. Cause refers
back to aoxn. Common meaning of aQXr: T0 MEWTOV eiva 60evV 1 éoTv 1
yiyvetal ) yryvooketai Tt (cf. 1013a18£.), what is first regarding the Being,
the coming to be, or the coming to be known of something. For the retrospec-
tive consideration, these principles are the ultimate, and to them all Being,
coming to be, and knowledge are led back. Met, A 17, in parentheses: the
&N is TéQag T (1022al2), a limit, a limit-concept. In Met. A 2, Aristotle
treats of the ation themselves and enumerates the four causes we discussed
above (corresponds almost word for word with Phys. B 3, 194b16ff.).

10. (Relates to p. 28ff.)

The theme of the earlier philosophy was Ppuoic. Tlegl Ppuozws is the most
common title. Cf. Plato, Phaedo 96A8: iotogla ("findings") mepl puoewd. Ar-
istotle sometimes calls his predecessors pualoAOyoL (cf. 986b14), those phi-
losophers who attempt to expound the AOY0C of GvOIS, who determine PUOLS
in a conceptual discussion. That is different from the even earlier consider-
ation of the world in the theogonies and cosmogonies. There the coming to be
of the world was narrated in a story: the lineage of the stages the cosmos has
traversed. The physiologues, on the contrary, asked about the Being of beings,
although they did not understand themselves as doing so.

(PUOLS: the beings that produce themselves from themselves and are con-
stantly present-at-hand, out of themselves, prior to all human or divine in-
volvement. Idea of beings that are always already present-at-hand in them-
selves. Way of disclosure in the philosophy o nature versus the mythological
explanation of the world: seeing beings that are purely and simply present-at-
hand in themselves. dLOLG: the ever-constant versus the becoming. Yet GO0
is even conceived as the latter, although neither conception touches the heart
o the matter. The emphasis lies on the "being always already on its own
basis." This concept of Being is then accepted in the philosophical tradition as
self-evident. Aristotle also names the research of the older philosophers
drAocodpnoavtec mept ¢ aAndziog (983b21.). That does not refer to mak-
ing truth itself the theme in the sense of working out a logic or a theory of
knowledge; on the contrary, it refers to truth in the Greek sense of the uncon-
cealedness, the uncoveredness, o beings themselves. Research into truth
moves within the sphere of beings, with a view to uncovering their Being.

Aristotle begins his historical survey by indicating that, among the four
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named causes and perspectives for considering beings, it was UArn that first
came into view in philosophy. The ancient philosophers carried out their inves-
tigations by taking the material cause as their guideline. They asked for that
"from which beings are, and they understood the "from which," the dox, as
£V UANG €idet (983b71.). They asked: in what do beings consist? They believed
that by answering this question they would disclose what beings are.

Which cause had to come into view at the beginning of philosophy? The
"cause" is the being that lies at the foundation of all beings. A certain under-
standing of Being and o beings must thereby already guide the inquiry.
Which being has a character that allows it to function as a cause? Inasmuch
as, for the ancient thinkers, what counted as Being in the proper sense was
that being which always is, the question turned to what, in change and succes-
sion, constantly remains: that must be what satisfies the idea of cause. In this
mode o questioning, the concept of cause, the concept of Being, is still ob-
scure. The investigative regard aims at a being which is to be encountered in
all beings. In what does that being consist? The whole of the world was un-
derstood as something produced out o something. In a produced thing, that
which maintains itself throughout as constantly present-at-hand is, in a
statue, for example, the bronze.

Thales: 0dwp, "moisture," is that being which is constant, always already
present-at-hand, and lying at the foundation of everything thatisand changes.
The first cause is the UAT), the "material." Anaximenes: anjp, "breath." Hera-
clitus: 7o, "fire." Empedocles: yn, earth; although he grasps all the previ-
ously mentioned four elements together. Anaximander: his questioning is
further advanced. If beings are conceived to be in constant change, but such
that something unchanging lies at their foundation, then this that is un-
changing must be infinite— in order for the change to be infinite. The amewia
is the basic principle that lies at the foundation of all beings. In this sense, the
Opotopeo, the "elements whose parts are alike," are limitless; oUyKQLOIG
and dLakQLo1G. These theories seem very primitive. But what is decisive is the
principle that is investigated and the progress of the research. In order to find
correctly the genuine cause of beings, the basic determinations of beings
themselves must be disclosed and grasped in advance.

11. (Relatesto p. 291.)

Thereisindeed a present-at-hand material, a cause, which is involvedin change.
But a second factor comes to light: in the whole o the universe a TO €0 £xewv
shows itself, for change is not arbitrary, becoming has an order, the world is a
KOOMOG, A kKOO pog is determined by ta&ig. This good arrangement manifests,
in the events and Being of the world, determinate directions of processesas well
as ordered connections. The directionality requires a determination, the or-
dered connections require a guiding hand. Both are possible only through de-
liberation, reflection. Accordingly, there must be reflection lying at the founda-
tion, i.e., sense, reason [Vernunft], vooc. The factual occurrence o the 0 and
the KaxAwg constrains us to acknowledge sense in beings. The person who went
beyond the first two causes and disclosed the presence of sense appears like a
sane man among the mad (cf. 984b171.). For he took the facts of the €0 and the
KA, just as they offerthemselves, and did not assign just any arbitrary cause.
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It was Anaxagoras who discovered this voUg. Thereby a further cause was cer-
tainly brought to light, but the ancient thinkers up to Aristotle did not grasp the
causal character o this cause. They indeed saw beyond the first two causes, but
they missed the causal character of reason [Vernunft] and sense by conceiving of
VOUG as an impetus; thus the causes relapsed back into fwo. Anaxagoras himself
did not manage to clarify the world with his principle but, instead, let vovg
function arbitrarily, like a deus ex machina. Now, inasmuch as the consider-
ation bearing on the first cause had already yielded four elements, so the causa
efficiens also became manifold. Since the world is not only kaA®c, but also
aloyoV, since ata&in is right beside TAELS and is even predominant, then a
cause had to be sought for that as well. OtAla and velicog were the causes that
were supposed to explain the attraction and repulsion o the elements and their
mixing. Yet these causes remained obscure and conceptually indeterminate.
Basically, the first two causes were still not surpassed.

12. (Relatesto p. 31.)

Leucippus and Democritus: their causes had a higher generality. The "plenum"
and the "void" are causes, 70 TARQEC and TO keVOV, density and rareness, OV
and ur) ov:thus even nonbeing is/ They themselves still did not understand this
thesis; Plato was the first to do so. They still grasped the universe in terms of
UAn. They said: the world is composed out o these two factors. Democritus dis-
playedthe highest scientificinterpretation of the world in his conceptual proofs.
The world-manifold changes in three directions: Quopdg, diaBryr), and TQoOT)
(ct. 985b15f.), "(ordered) relation," "contact," "turning." Thereby three basic
categoriesin which the plenum and the void are apprehended: oxN &, "config-
uration," according to which the things are distributed in their relations; TA&Lg,
“order,” the way they are in contact with one another; O¢01g, "position," the
way they turn to one another (985bl6f.). Aristotle designates these as “differ-
ences," dladogad (cf. 985b13). Such an explanation o the world is oriented to-
ward spatial separation, which is why Democritus has mostly been interpreted
as a materialist. But that misses his positive significance, which lies not in his
view o matter as akin to the earlier elements, but in his predelineation o the
basic concepts of the science of nature in Plato and in the moderns.

Aristotle says these thinkers themselves did not deal with motion. They
dealt only with what remains constant and with what causes motion. Aristo-
tle was the first to make motion itself a problem.

13. (Relatesto p. 32.)

The fourth cause has not appeared up to this point: the ti, the "essential
ground." It is the most difficult to see. Yet Parmenides already had it in view,
and then the so-called Pythagoreans and Plato. The question o the essential
ground is not about the "out of which" or the impetus or the end, but is about
what determines beings themselves as beings, determines them just as they
are. It is the question of Being.

14. (Relatesto p. 32.)

Principles of mathematics are here posited as principles o beings themselves
as well. These thinkers believed they saw, in the universe, that numbers
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themselves contain many similarities with things which are and become. Nu-
merical relations reside in harmonies. The whole world consists in numbers.
Numerical relations and the presentation of numbers were more narrow than
they are for us. Numbers were presented through dyxot:

.
BN

The sequence o natural numbers, 1, 2, 3, etc., is always presented as a triangle.
Peculiar connection between the number 10 and the number 4.4 is the sacred
number; 1 + 2+ 3 *+ 4 = 10. The Greeks did not think purely arithmetically, but
always in the mode of spatial presentation and configuration. By way o this
spatial configuration, the spatial itself is grasped as number. Number becomes
Adyog, "concept”;number makes beings conceivableand determinable.

15. (Relatesto p. 34.)

For example, they said the double is a principle of the world. Insofar as the
double shows itself firstof all in the number 2, they identified the double with
twoness; but 4 and 6, for instance, can also be grasped as doubles. Thus these
thinkers were unpracticed in disengaging the concept as such.

16. (Relatestop. 34f.)

That which, in a preeminent seeing, is seen by extraction out of the respective
individual cases is the Idea. The déax is 1. maa, "beside” what is sensuously
perceived, 2. Aéyetau kata, the things of sense "are spoken of with respect
to" the Idea. The bravery of a brave person is of a different mode of Being than
bravery in general. But what bravery is is something by which the brave per-
son himself is determined.

magd ) R
uéBedig, "participation”
KQT i

Through participation in the Ideas, the sensory thing is determined in its
being such and such. The multiple sensory things not only have the same
name, but also are the same. This sameness o the essence expresses itself in
the Idea. The Pythagoreans used the term piunotg, "imitation," instead of
uéBe&ic. But Plato and the Pythagoreans never said what imitation and par-
ticipation mean; they left it to others to investigate the connection. The ques-
tion is still not resolved today. Every Platonism still distinguishes today be-
tween the ideal and the real, and yet the connection between the two remains
unclarified. The fact that this connection is unresolved must make philoso-
phy wonder. Was not the entire approach perhaps too hasty?

The outline of the Platonic theory of Being and beings is still not complete
thereby. Between aicOnta and idéa, Plato inserts the petalo (987b16), num-
ber, the mathematical. Numbers have a peculiar relation to the things between
which they stand. They are, like the Ideas, &idwx, "eternal,” and axivnta, "out-
side o all motion." With the aioOnta they have multiplicity in common,
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whereas every Idea is always one; the highest determination of the Ideasis the €V.
Plotinus made the Idea of the €V the point of departure for a new problematic.

The Pythagoreans characterized the sensuous as the ATeLQOV, the "inde-
terminate,” which receives its determinateness, its Being, through number.
Plato sees in the sensuous the dyad of the great and small; HEYA-PUKQOV (cf.
987b20), the "Great-Small.” Numbers are determined by the participation o
the Great and Smallin the Idea of unity. Plato concurs with the Pythagoreans
that the G/ is not a sensuous being among others and, furthermore, that
numbers must be drawn into the explanation of beings.

Plato’s owéis €v Toic Aoyolg (cf. 987b311.) is his "investigation into the
utterances" about beings. He looks into that which is genuinely meant in any
utterance, €.g., one about a brave man. Aristotle identifies this procedure
with dlxAekTiky), "dialectics."

Plato teaches two causes: 1. Ideas, or numbers, 2. the LEYA-LUKQOV, the in-
determinate, which has the character of VA1, out of which beings are con-
structed. (Ideas = essential ground.) Plato also distributes good and evil to
these two causes. The €V is good; VAN is evil.

17. (Relates to p. 37.)

Aristotle sees (Met. A 9,992b18ff.) a fundamental lack in Plato inasmuch as it
is impossible to investigate the causes of beings appropriately without having
first taken up the problem of what is to be understood by Being. The discovery
that Being is spoken of in a manifold way is attributable to Aristotle. It is de-
cisive for his determination of philosophy itself. Aristotle recognizes four dif-
ferent meanings of Being. He enumerates them in Mer. E 2, 1026a331.:

1. OV TV kAT yoguoy, the "Being of the categories";

2. ov Kata 6 LPEPNKOC, the Being which refers to that being which in the
essential determination of a being can supervene and in each case has already
supervened;

3. ov @¢ &AN0ES, "Being in the sense o truth";

4. 6v duvapel kai eveQyela, "Being in the sense o possibility and
actuality."”

18. (Relatesto p. 38.)

Why are precisely these four causes posited as fundamental ones? Which
being played here, in a certain sense, an exemplary role? What does the basis
of causes and reasons consist in? Why is there a why, a reason? Every indi-
vidual science presupposes that it is founded and claims that a foundation is
posited. The Greeks did not raise these questions.

Only Ideas, the general beyond everything that changes, can be grasped
scientifically, for they are the only possible objects of fixed and constant
knowledge.

Plato leaves the connection between Ideas and beings obscure. [€0EELS,
too, is something, and, as such, must be characterized as a being, as a mode
of Being. Here lies a basic difficulty of Platonism. This question of the connec-
tion between the individual thing and the essence is also a burning issue in
today's phenomenology.

Parmenides is concerned with determining the whole world. He apprehends
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the €v as a pure category. Thereby he advances a step in the domain of the cate-
gorial itself (Aristotle, Phys. A 3, 186a4fi.). The One of Parmenides is (essen-
tially over and against the One of Thales and the like) unity pure and simple.
The question of the four causes contains manifold difficulties. 1. to be dem-
onstrated: whether and why these four causes are the only ones. 2. to be dem-
onstrated: which region of Being corresponds, as original, to the respective in-
dividual cause, in which region o Being each cause is at home, and how far
each can be transferred over to another region. In that way, space is the A of
geometrical objects. 3. Systematic investigation of the universal domain o be-
ings themselves. 4. Question of Being in general; question of what in general
Being signifies for each being. 5. Question of how Being is to be conceived with
regard to the various ontological realms. But there is a question that is even
more a matter of principle, the question of the meaning of foundation itself. On
what does it depend that there is something like a foundation? This question
seems to involve a vicious circle. In terms of formal argumentation, that is cor-
rect. But the question is whether proof is to be understood as deduction, or
whether at issue here is a mode of proof in the sense of the showing o some-
thing which is simply given, but which is indeed hidden to us in its givenness.

19. (Relates to p. 38.)

The problem of foundation is known in modern philosophy under the title of
the principle of sufficient reason (Leibniz, Monadologie®®). Up to Leibniz, the
problem o foundation remained unclarified; foundation and cause were not
distinguished. It was thus among the Greeks and in scholasticism.*Descartes,
influenced by the latter, said quite scholastically: Nulla res existit de qua non possit
quaeri quaenam sit causa cur existat ["Nothing exists of which it cannot be asked:
what is the cause why it exists?”].”” No being escapes this question. Even God
himself, whose Being is understood as ens realissimum ["most real being”],* is
subject to the question of the causa. Of course, this ens realissimum is dependent
on no other being, for that is the meaning of substance. But infinity itself is the
cause, the foundation of our knowledge that God needs no cause in order to
exist. The idea of an infinite being essentially excludes causation by an other. In
the concept of the most perfect being, the concept of Being is necessarily co-
thought. Otherwise, the infinite would lack something, so that it would not be
infinite. Problem of the causa sui ["cause of itself"'] in speculative theology.
Leibniz, Monadologie (1714):our rational knowledge rests on two principles:
1. on that of contradiction, in virtue of which we designate everything as false
that is contradictory, 2. on that of sufficient reason: no fact is true and existent,
no utterance correct, without there being a sufficient reason why it is so and not
otherwise, even if these reasons might in most cases be unknown to us.” Wolft

35. See above, p. 38, n. 62.

36. For the scholastic posing o the question, cf.'F. Suarez, Disputationes meta-
physicae (seeabove, p. 19), disp. 12, secs. 1-3.

37. Descartes (seeabove, p. 135, n. 79), Secundae responsiones. Axiomatasive Corn-
munes notiones I, p. 164.

38. See above, p. 135, n. 78.

39. See above, p. 38, axioms 31 and 32.
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articulated this principle more sharply: Principium dicitur id, quod in se continet
causam alterius ["what is called a principle is that which contains in itself the
cause o something else"].*” Three principles: 1. principium fiendi ["principle of
becoming"], 2. principium essendi ["principle of being"] (cf. Wolff, 5874, p. 648),
3. principium cognoscendi ["principle of being known"] (§876, p. 649).1) ratio ac-
tualitatis alterius ["reason for another's actuality"] (cf.5874, p. 648), actualitas =
evEQYel, "actuality." 2) ratio possibilitatis alterius ["reason for another's possibil-
ity"] (cf. 5874, p. 648), recurrence o the concept of dOVALG, "possibility."

Aristotle determined the concept of (QXI] according to the same division
o principles. Kant formulates the principle of sufficient reason quite differ-
ently. In Leibniz, an ontological principle: the ground that something is; for
Kant the principle relates not to beings, but to the motives for believing in a
truth: foundation = ground for accepting something as true; that which justi-
fies taking a pre-given truth as true; principle of certitude.” Every true propo-
sition requires a ground, on the basis of which the truth is affirmed as a
truth.” Furthermore, the principle of consequentiality, in a formal-logical
sense: "If the sufficient reason is true, then so is its consequence also true
{...], if the consequence is false, then so is the sufficient reason also false.”
A ratione ad rationatum; a negatione rationati ad negationem rationis valet conse-
quentia ["the reasoned follows from reason; the negation o reason follows
from the negation of the reasoned"].*

In Hegel, the problem is of crucial importance, because he identifies cause
and foundation once again.

20. (Relatestop. 42.)

Brief, introductory, systematic orientation: beings are given first of all. They
are seen before Being is understood or conceived. A naive consideration never
goes beyond the domain of beings. Nevertheless, insofar as beings are experi-
enced as beings, an understanding o Being is present. The task o philosophy
is to make transparent this dim understanding of Being and raise it to the
level of the concept.

First step: from beings to Being and its concept. Understanding (knowl-
edge) itself is co-present to the gaze of philosophical reflection. Only with the
increasing disclosure of hoyoq does the possibility of grasping the Adyog
(concept)of Being also increase. AOYOG: every assertion is an “addressing” of
something as something. Philosophical assertion: to address beings with re-

40. Wolff (seeabove, p. 38, n. 67), 5866, p. 645: instead o "causam,” Wolff has
"rationem [reason].”

41. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, 4 820ff./B 848ff.

42. Kant, "Eine neue Beleuchtung der ersten Prinzipien der metaphysischen
Erkenntnis." In Kleinere Schriften zur Logik und Metaphysik. 2nd ed., Erste Abt.: Die
Schriften von 1755-65. Leipzig, 1905; Zweiter Abschn.: Uber das Prinzip des bestim-
menden, gewohnlich zureichend genannten Grundes, p. 121f.

43. Handschrifilicher Nachlaf, vol. 3: Logik. Kant's gessamelte Schriften. Ed. Konigl.
Preul’. Akad. d. Wiss. 3rd. Abt., vol. 16. Berlin and Leipzig, 1924, §364, p. 718.

44.1bid., no. 3218, p. 717.
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gard to their Being. With the question of Aoyog, there is posed the question
o what every being always is as a being, i.e., the question of Being.
This decisive step is accomplished in the philosophy of Parmenides.

21. (Relates to p. 44.)

Regarding 1: the Greeks conceived of the earth as a disk. Yet Anaximander
discovered that the disk also has a heaven beneath it and so is held in suspen-
sion. Regarding 2: the basic thesis is: water = moisture as a whole. Question-
able whether this is to be understood physiologically or, instead, meteorologi-
cally. Either one observes the various states of aggregation and gives a
meteorological explanation; or physiologically: all seeds are alive, and mois-
ture is the principle of life. This latter seems to agree with the third thesis.
Even if water is taken to be all that is, one must not conclude that such a view
is materialism, since matter and spirit have not yet been separated: hylozo-
ism. This designation is misunderstood if the two principles in the unity are
thought of as already separate in themselves.

In positing his principle, Thales is asking about something constant over
and against change; question of constancy and stability in general. For that
question, the distinction between the constant and the changing must be
fixed theoretically in advance.

22. (Relates to p. 44.)

Anaximander (bornca. 611 BC) is the genuinely philosophical thinker among
the Milesian philosophers of nature. He posits the amtelgov as the dpxr). He
reaches that conclusion by following this train of thought: beings are moving
in constant change and opposition, there must be at the foundation a being
which makes this change possible, which in a certain sense is inexhaustible,
and which guarantees ever new oppositions in spatial and temporal exten-
sion; but then it must precede all oppositions and cannot be a determinate
being such as water (cf. Thales). 1. This aQx1] has to be something that has no
determination in the sense of a member o an opposition; it must be indeter-
minate. 2. It has to be beyond all opposition and be inexhaustible. Aristotle,
Phys. T 4, 203b18ff.: ground for positing the amerpov: "Only if all becoming
arises out of something indeterminate and infinite can it be guaranteed that
coming to be and passing away will not themselves pass away."
Anaximander conceives the whole o the world in such a way that around
the known world there are, at the same time, innumerable other worlds in all
directions. The ATelQov embraces these countless worlds. Anaximander also
calls these worlds O¢goi, but that has no religious meaning: 8¢eol are not objects
o adoration; the 0cdg is simply the highest and most proper being. Naive cos-
mology. But the fact that Anaximander, in the ATteLQOV, seeks to penetrate be-
yond every determinate being shows his philosophical instinct. Precisely the
fact that he makes the dox1) indeterminate demonstrates his philosophical un-
derstanding. Aristotle has especially high respect for Anaximander; as, €.g., in
Met. A 2. Aristotle sees in the idea of the (5(718[90\/, the indeterminate, the idea
o potentiality as well. What can actually be is only what has such potential.
Anaximander himself, however, proceeds without the concept of potentiality.



Appendices
182

23. (Relatesto p. 46.)

The Milesian philosophy was also aware o oppositions but did not thematize
oppositionality as such and make it a problem. An opposition is not a simple dif-
ference; it is a very determinate one: the opposing members have a relation to
each other, an antagonism. Day and night, cold and heat are not arbitrary dif-
ferences such as stone and triangle, sun and tree. The discovery of oppositional-
ity signifies the apprehension of a new kind o difference and thus also a deeper
penetration into the structure of Beingitself. All the oppositions that come into
consideration are oriented toward human Dasein. Everything in the world is
opposition. That is more than saying everything in the world changes and dif-
ferentiates itself.

1. Parmenides emphasizes the negativity in oppositionality. Every opposed
being possesses no Being. What has Being is only the One, which is prior to
all oppositions.

2. Heraclitus emphasizes the connection in oppositionality. The One is in-
deed not the other, but it is also the other. The antagonistic is precisely that
which is. Oppositionality is the true world and constitutes the Being of beings.

24. (Relatesto p. 48.)

Heraclitus. The tradition places Heraclitus in close connection with the Mile-
sians, so that Parmenides would have known him. Reinhardt has advanced
the thesis that Parmenides is not polemicizing against Heraclitus, but vice
versa.” Reinhardt's arguments, in terms of content, have much to recom-
mend them, even if they are not conclusive philologically. Nevertheless, we
will begin with Heraclitus, for the sake of an easier understanding.

Heraclitus is by reputation 6 okotewog, “the obscure.” The Stoics trans-
formed his philosophy into a philosophy o nature. Influence on Philo and gnos-
ticism. The fragments of Heraclitus came to light at the time o the Church Fa-
thersandthereforewereinterpretedinmanifoldways. Aristotle's characterization
o Heraclitus was already erroneous when he wrote that in contrast to Thales
(water)and Anaximenes (air),Heraclitus posited fire. For Heraclitus's philoso-
phy is not a philosophy o nature in the sense of the Milesians, i.e., not a cosmo-
logical theory, as if he wanted to explain the present configuration o the world
on the basis o fire. Fire has a symbolic meaning for him. mtdvta Q¢l: that is
only one side for Heraclitus; it does not mean everything is merely transition
and change. On the contrary, it signifies persistence within change, LETQOV in
ueta3dAAgv. What he intends is precisely sameness within change. The basic
principle is not fire, but Adyog, "world-reason” [»Weltvernunfi«]. For the first
time, AOYOG becomes the principle of philosophy, even if ambiguously.

25. (Relates to p. 491.)

1. Question d oppositionality and unity;
2. AGYo0g as principle of beings;
3. disclosure and determination o the soul, the spiritual.

45. See above, p. 48, n. 31.
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[Tepi dVOewe: it is uncertain whether this title comes from Heraclitus him-
self. Only fragments have survived.*

Frag. 108: "Of all the discourses I have heard, none have recognized that
there is (asingle) reason [Vernunft] beyond all things." The previous interpre-
tation of the world adhered to beings. But Being lies beyond every being and
is no longer a being. First thrust toward the idea of transcendence: Being lies
beyond all beings. Frag. 67: "God is day and night, winter and summer, war
and peace, plenty and famine; God changes as does fire . . .” God is the unity
o all these oppositions, but, precisely as such, he transforms himself. Insofar
as this One is, it is its opposites. Heraclitus introduces an analogy, since the
conceptual interpretation is insufficient. Every time a different incense is
thrown into the fire, the fragrance changes, and the fire is never the same.
Frag. 78: the world-reason [Weltvernunft], as divine, is delimited against
human reason [Vernunft]. "The human mode of Being (1j00g) lacks insight,
whereas the divine mode possessesit." A human indeed has Adyog but does
not see the oppositions as a whole and in their unity. Humans cannot under-
stand the whole as such. Frag. 102: "With God, everything is beautiful, good,
and just; humans, however, take one thing as just and another as unjust."”
Human reflection is one-sided. Frag. 56: a principle is not a being among oth-
ers: "Humans allow themselves to be fooled in their knowledge of visible
things, just as did the wise Homer. . .” Unity has a non-sensory character; a
principle is not to be found anywhere within experienceable beings.

How does Heraclitus now characterize oppositionality itself? The entire op-
positionality of the world is taken as the ground of the questioning. Frag. 61:
"Seawater is the purest and the foulest, vital for fish and mortal for humans."
Always other, depending on the use, and yet the same. Frag. 62 demonstrates
the identical point; not a mere picture of the changes in the appearances of the
world but, instead, presupposes a reflection on oppositionality itself. Frag. 126:
everything becomes its opposite. Frag. 111: "Illness makes health pleasant . . .”
Opposites are not cut off from each other; on the contrary, each opposed mem-
ber has an intrinsic connection to the other. I oppositionality constitutes
Being, then the opposed beings must obviously be in harmony: frag. 88. Frag.
54: "Invisible harmony is higher than visible harmony." Appearances are not
what makes it possible to see beings and to understand Being. Frag. 51: humans
"do not understand how the One holds itself together by way o counter-striv-
ing." Here again an image: "Counter-striving unity as in the case o a bow or
lyre." A bow is a bow precisely in that its ends strive against each other and are
held together by the string. Frag. 103: The ends of an opposition run into each
other, as in a circle: E0vOV yaQ aoxr) kat égag ["for the beginning and the
end are in common"]. Frag. 90: "A mutual conversion takes place between the
all and fire, as well as between fire and the all, just as gold converts to com-
modities and commodities to gold." Frag. 30: "No god or mortal has created this
state of the world; it always was, is, and always wi]l be eternally living fire, in
measure flaming up and in measure dying out." The pétgov, "measure," rule,
is what is essential, not the transformation. This rule is the lawfulness o the
world itself: namely, reason [Vernunft].

46. H. Diels, see above, p. 49, n. 37; 126 genuine fragments, without context
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Fire is the symbol of eternal change. The true essence o beings is pastness,
presentness, and future. Sextus Empiricus: according to Heraclitus, the es-
sence of time would be something bodily, namely, fire."” Constant change,
what is self-opposed and yet one, is nothing other than time itself. Insofar as
time is now, it is constantly not yet and no longer.

26. (Relates to p. SO.)

How is all this connected to the #0y0g? Frag. 50: "You have not heeded me,
but the Adyog, if you say understanding is manifest in the recognition that
the One is all things." What is essential is that the AOYOG itself says: v mdvTa.
The One, constancy, is at the same time everything, the oppositions. Insight
amounts to ruling everything through everything (frag.41).

hoyoq means, in the first place, "discourse,” "word," the basic function o
which is dnAovv, "divulging." Discourse makes manifest. AOYOG: 1.
Agyopevov, "what is divulged in the word," the beings themselves; 2. Aéyew,
the "divulging" itself. Heraclitus employs the concept AOYOG in a double sense
and does not separate the two meanings. 3. UTokelpevov: Adyog divulges
that which makes beings beings, their concept, their ground, that which
founds them (Kant): hoyog = ratio as "foundation.” Ratio, but also reason
[Vernunft]: 4. voUg, ratio as "reason" [»Vernunfi«]. 5. Especially in trigonome-
try: Adyog addresses a being as being such and such. 4oyoq divulges a being
with respect to its relation to another being: h0yog = "relation," "proportion,”
"ratio," e.g., the relations among the sides of a triangle. In Aristotle, 1 and 2
are refined further: OQLOUOG, "concept," "definition."

Only where there is Aoyoq is there unconcealedness, dAnOeia. Where
AOYOG is wanting, AavOdvel ["concealing"]. Frag. 2: Heraclitus's essential
characterization o #0yoq:"Itis a duty to follow the common h0yogq. Neverthe-
less, although AGY0G is common to everyone, most people live as if they had a
hoyoq all their own." AOGYOG is what divulges, shows beings as they are in
themselves. What is manifest in £0y0q is obliging, binding, on everyone. Frag.
114: “If one wishes to speak o beings with vodq, then one must arm oneself
with 0y0q as a city arms itself with law, and all human laws take their nour-
ishment from actuality." Absolute objectivity of pure AGYOS itself, over and
against human points of view. Frag. 29: "To be sure, most stand there like cattle."
Heraclitus is the first philosopher known to have withdrawn from public life.

27. (Relates to p. 50.)

Frag. 115: "The soul itself possesses 40yog and indeed as something that is
self-increasing." Frag. 116: "It is given to all humans to know themselves and
to have insight." Reference of knowledge back to the knower himself. Here for
the first time the soul itself comes into the domain of philosophical investiga-
tion. To be sure: "You can never measure the limits of the soul...” (frag.
451.—Being is understood as transcendent with regard to beings. AGYyog
claims to be absolutely binding over every isolated opinion.

Hegel places special stress on Heraclitus. Hegel does not posit a particular
being as a principle but, instead, the dialectical itself, unity in opposition, the

47. Adversus mathematicos; see above, p. 50, n. 39.
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movement of oppositions and their surmounting. Hegel already placed Hera-
clitus after Parmenides and sees in Heraclitus the first genuinely philosophical
speculations: the necessary advance of Heraclitus lies in his progressing from
Being as the first immediate thought to becoming as the second.*

28. (Relates to p. 54.)

Being is grasped even if not all beings are there before the gaze. This Being it-
self, which is held fast in reason [Vernunft], cannot be torn apart. For Being is
something common to all beings and lies beyond the differences of beings.
Every being, insofar as it is determined by Being, is a whole. The unity and
wholeness of beings transcend all oppositions. Beings and Being are here at
issue in expressions such as absence and presence: that is the way of the
Greek conception of Being. Determination of beings with respect to time:
only what is present, the present itself, isin a unique sense. Unity, wholeness,
and presence are the three determinations (of Being) for Parmenides.

28a. (Relates to p. 57.)

Parmenides did not grasp the phenomenon of time purely as such; on the
contrary, for him it was a being. Thus time had already been long ago identi-
fied with that by which it is measured, the sky, the sun. Plato: time is the
heavenly sphere. Thereby we can perhaps understand why Parmenides says:
"Being is a well-rounded sphere” (frag. 8, v. 43).

Parmenides does not emphasize or understand time per se as foundational.
His sharpest determination of Being with the help of temporal characters: that it
never was and never will be but, on the contrary, is constantly now. The same re-
sult is then expressed from its negative side: Being is unbreakable, without de-
gree, unmoved. On this basis, Parmenides can formulate more pointedly his ear-
lier statement, that Being and the thought of Being are the same (frag.8, v. 34ff.):
"The apprehension and that on account of which the apprehended exists are the
same; for you will never encounter an apprehension without the being in which
the apprehending and thinking are expressed.” Every apprehension is an appre-
hension o beings. Therefore apprehension itself is a mode o Being. Because
Being is one and unique, apprehension and Being are identical. Phenomenology
first recognized the phenomenon that every apprehension is an "apprehension
o ...” Primordial structure of life and Dasein. Apprehensionis not the only being
that, according to its structure, is essentially related to another being; the same
applies to willing, wanting, questioning, etc. Essential relatedness of all comport-
ments of life and Dasein to beings. In this regard Plato again acquires, over and
against sophistry, a sharper concept of 4oyog when he says: hoyoq is Aoyog
TvOg, "speaking about . . .” Parmenides: apprehension is itself a mode of Being.

Comparison with a well-rounded sphere which is equally expansive from the
middlein all directions. Itis no accident that the sphere is introduced as a symbol
o Being. Time is in view in the analysis of Being, and the naive understanding
o time 1s oriented toward the course of the sun and toward the celestial sphere.

48. See above, p. 51, n. 44.
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29. (Relatesto p. 58.)

How is that connected to the second part of Parmenides' poem (whichis even
more fragmentary)?Por philosophical understanding, only frag. 19 is impor-
tant: d0&a versus aAnBeix. "Therefore, according to appearances, this
arose. ..” The world of appearances changes, grows and passes away, and
humans seek to bring fixity to this change by giving names to its individual
stages. But the names say nothing, for what they aim at is already not any
more and will not be any more. Accordingly, there is no relying on words.
One must turn back to the things themselves that are to be grasped, and the
only thing graspable is that which persists, Being.

Such power of reflection on Being and such certainty in linguistic formu-
lation were never attained previously. The result established: Being is unity,
uniqueness, wholeness, fixedness, unchanging presence. All these determi-
nations have a positive meaning.

(Addendum on Parmenides: the Being of apprehension is interpreted in
terms o the apprehended being, and it is so in the entire subsequent philoso-
phy. Repercussion o the ontological character of the world onto the ontologi-
cal character of life, spirit, etc.)

The subsequent theory of Being consists only in a negative exhibition o
consequences. Thus Zeno of Elea: he tried to show the opponents of Par-
menides that if the opposite of Parmenides' theses were valid, the result
would be contradictions and absurdity.

30. (Relates to p. 59.)

Regarding 1 (Diels, 19 A 24):* with respect to spatial magnitudes, two as-
sumptions are possible: a) the elements of what is spatial are non-spatial. But
then how could something like space and spatial formations arise out of an
agglomeration of what is non-spatial? It follows that the assumption is false.
b) The elements of a spatial formation are spatial themselves; in Greek terms:
every one of them is already at a place in space. Everything that is is in space,
and space itself, if it exists, must also be in space. This consequence, too, is
impossible: infinite series of spaces, contained one inside the other, and, at
the same time, unknowable, inasmuch as knowledge, in the Greek view, al-
ways involves a delimitation. Both assumptions lead to absurdity. Thus beings
as a whole, spatial things, cannot be determined by multiplicity; therefore
Being is one, undifferentiated, whole.

Regarding 2 (Diels, 19 B 1):*° the same with respect to magnitude-relations
in general. The consequence is either no magnitude at all or infinite magni-
tude. No number arises out o mere nullities. But if number consists in units,
magnitudes, points, then between any two points there is always another point,
and so on to infinity. Therefore number is infinitely divisible and so scientifi-
cally undeterminable. And what is not determinable in knowledge is not.

Regarding 3: with respect to motion, two assumptions are possible. It can
break down either into immobile elements, ultimate points at rest, or into
elements that already in themselves possess motion and change. In the for-

49. See above, p. 59, n. 72.
50. See above, p. 59, n. 73.
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mer case, it cannot be seen how something like motion could arise out of an
agglomeration of rest, of positions. To every now there corresponds a here,
where the moving thing is situated. The combination of heres will never
yield motion. In the latter case, the extension traversed in any motion from
Ato B is still an extension and contains an infinity of extensions that would
have to be traversed before any place could be reached. The moving body
can, as a matter of principle, never make any progress; and there is no ques-
tion of slow and fast, and so the slowest can never be overtaken by the
fastest.

31. (Relatesto p. 61f.)

4. XQOVOg, "time": the half of a time can be equal to the whole. Let there be
three series of points:

a.
b. ....)
c. {....

When the configuration of the motion appears in this way:

a.
b.
C.

then the time for ¢ in relation to b is the same as a, since in order for these
three series of points to align, b must traverse the whole o ¢, though at the
same time it traverses only half of a.

That is the problem of the continuum. Parmenides characterizes Being in its
unity as guvexeg, such that in it no spatial or temporal points can be distin-
guished. Among all the points of two line segments of different length, there
exists a univocal coordination.
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With regard to the continuum of both line segments, the infinite delimitation
makes no difference. Or again, on the periphery of a circle there are infinitely
many points having no curvature. How can a circle arise out of them? How
can the partitioned become a whole? Thus the continuum, the whole, can
never be put together out of parts.

The arguments seem at first to relate to various phenomena: racecourse,
space in general, time. But the crux is that which lies at the foundation of all
these, namely, the continuum. The problem does not reside in time (atleast
according to this conception of time), but in the continuum. Thus it becomes
necessary to conceive the continuum as something primordially original; it
receives the characters Parmenides attributed to Being. The problem recurs in
the nineteenth century (B.Bolzano; G. Cantor; B. Russell; H. Weyl).*

The phenomenon of the continuum is prior to the mathematical domain.
The continuum precedes every possible finite calculation. Being differentiates
itself fundamentally from beings. If the continuum lies beyond every finite
and infinite determination, then Being is transcendent in relation to beings.
All determinations of Being, if they are genuine, are transcendental.

Still a difficulty: it is in relation to time that Parmenides grasps the charac-
ters of Being. But it has just been shown that time in itself, like space, traces
back to the continuum. Thus, how can one interpret Being in relation to time,
if time refers back to the continuum? Yet time is always understood here in
the sense of the vulgar (and, for the Greeks, also theoretical) understanding
o time; Aristotle understands it in the same sense. When we say Parmenides
achieves his grasp of the characters of Being in relation to time, we are refer-
ring to a more original understanding of time, not as a succession of nows.

In all these arguments, the difficulty resides not in time as time or in space
as space, but in the character of the continuum. Thus the gaze was freed for
the phenomenon of continuity; Zeno thereby led beyond Parmenides.

32. (Relates to p. 62.)

Melissus o Samos. He also stands within the same problematic. He diverges
from Parmenides inasmuch as he attempts to fill out the concept of Being by ap-
pealing to concrete natural science. A good number of fragments were handed
down in Simplicius’s Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (ed. H. Diels).” Especially
important are frags. 7 and 8: the concept of Being (i.€., the concept of unity) is
brought into relation with characters o beings such as dense and rare, full and
empty. No limit can be imposed on Being; therefore Being not as a sphere delim-
ited in itself, but as an infinitely homogeneous mass without lacuna. Frag. 7:
"The void is nothing." Being cannot move; there is no place to which it can with-
draw. If it withdrew, it would have to do so into the void. But there 1s no such
thing as the void. Thus Being has no possibility o motion. A thing must be full if
itis not empty. But if it is full, it does not move. Thereby a relation is established
with the then-contemporaneous philosophy of nature, which has nothing more
to do with Milesian philosophy. Ontologically, something positive is indeed dis-
closed here, while failing, however, in regard to the disclosure of beings.

51. See above, p. 62.
52. See above, §6b, p. 12.
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The orientation of the ancients, and in general also that of the moderns,
toward Being in the sense o constancy should undergo revision.

Prag. 8: Multiplicity is illusory and deceptive; if it existed, change would
be impossible. "If there were many things, i.e., if multiplicity and change
were attributable to Being, then the multiple and changeable would have to
be in the manner of the One." If change and motion were grasped scientifi-
cally, then they would have to be grasped as the One. It is thus in Descartes:
all aspects are reduced to a single denominator. All properties of a thing are
merely accidental determinations and are reducible to quantitative modifica-
tions of beings. Extensio is the property that determines Being.* If all beings
are reducible to modifications of quantitative extension, then beings are never
graspable in their Being, unless unity (andnot merely in the formal sense) is
maintained. The problem is then how the various levels are connected among
themselves. That is still unresolved today.

33. (Relatesto p. 641f.)

First approach toward an apprehension of Being, and yet at the same time a re-
lapse to beings. The later philosophy of nature (Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Leu-
cippus, Democritus) adheres to the thesis o Parmenides and yet attempts to de-
termine beings in such a way that they might be objects of scientific lcnowledge.
The question is whether beings, as given in sense experience, do not indeed ex-
hibit structures that are connected to Being. The proper mode of grasping the
world is not aloOnoig but, instead, AGyog. Thus Parmenides' thesis is main-
tained; at the same time an intention to oCetv T Gpavopeva (Plato). Their
rights are to be restored to the supposed nonbeings. At the same time, a meth-
odological reflection on the understanding that makes the phenomena accessi-
ble. Empedocles: sharper gaze into the peculiarity of perception. Frag. 4: "The
individual senses have their own particular rights. . . . Consider every individ-
ual thing carefully with each sense . . .” Every aloOno1g has its proper evidence,
and claims to knowledge are to be judged according to the evidence.

An ideal of knowledge ought not to be set up a priori. With every mode of
knowledge there should also be delimited those beings made available in that
mode. Anaxagoras, frag. 21: "On account o the weakness o the senses, we
are unable with their help to grasp beings themselves, beings in their uncon-
cealedness." Aristotle, Degeneratione et corruptione, introductory part: consid-
eration of the earlier philosophy with respect to the uncovering of the ele-
ments (A8, 324b25ff.).

Heraclitus posits oppositionality as that which properly is; Parmenides de-
nies it. Neither achieves a scientific grasp of beings. Question: is there a way
to grasp the change and succession of beings scientifically and yet in accord
with the questioning of Parmenides?

Now a more precise understanding of the principle o sufficient reason.
Leucippus, frag. 2: "Nothing arises by chance; on the contrary, everything
comes from definite foundations and by force of necessity." A way to grasp
beings, i.e., to ask whether change and succession can be "founded" in Being,

53. Cf. Descartes, Principia Philosophiae. Tome V'111. Paris 1905, 11, 1 and 4.
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whether something constant is to be substituted for succession. altioAoyio:*
it is in AOYOG that the aitiov will be apprehended. Democritus said he would
be prepared to renounce the throne o Persia for some attioAoyia. Founda-
tion of beings in Being.

The immediately given beings must be grasped in a more penetrating way
than they were previously. They are not to be dismissed as sheer semblance
but, instead, grasped in their structure itself. More precise determination of
change as such. Change and succession are not identified with Being (norare
they distinguished from it merely in a formal way), but something is to be
placed at their foundation: otoixelx, "elements" (first of all, Plato, Theatetus
201E1). Change is not some free-floating thing next to Being; on the con-
trary, it has its own determination as something constant in the sense of con-
tinual blending and separating. Nothing arises or passes away. Otherwise,
utter nullity would always be threatening. Empedocles, frag. 8: “I want to
announce something else to you. There is no arising for any thing and no
passing away to mortal death, there is only blending; passing away is simply
a term used by the common understanding." Arising is called puOLG. Change
is not understood as growth in the sense o a cosmogony; on the contrary, all
things always are, but they constantly exchange their possibilities. Anaxago-
ras, frag. 17: "Incorrect way of speaking by the Greeks with regard to coming
to be and passing away. Everything blends and separates out o already pres-
ent-at-hand beings." Change is not opposed to Being; instead, change exists on
the basis of what is present-at-hand. Aristotle: "Motion is impossible if there
is no vTokeipevov” (cf. Physics A 7, 190a34ff.). Blending and separating are
moments that show the ultimate structure within the whole of Being, such
that td&ic, oxnua, and 0£01G alone determine Being in its structure. These
elements are the basic determinations which make it possible for beings to
maintain themselves as constant.

Yet, remarkably, the idea of the UTtokeipevoV is not discussed in relation
to these phenomena themselves. Why the question does not arise is con-
nected to the unclarity of the concept of motion. Motion is merely blending
and separating and is reduced to the el ov. Empedocles excludes the concept
of GUaLC in the sense of growth. Nevertheless, standing for ototxeta we find
in him the designation Qulwpata (frag. 6), "roots,” and in Anaxagoras
omeouata (frag. 4), "seeds." The orientation toward the principle o suffi-
cient reason leads back almost to the level of pre-Parmenidean philosophy:
elements—water, earth, fire, air.

Anaxagoras: "Everything comes from everything" (cf. frag. 6). The con-
ventional view o his theory (thatthe world is structured out of ultimate ele-
ments which consist in like parts, like the atoms of Democritus or the four el-
ements) is false. These elements "of like parts" are qualities, not matter
(smallestthings), qualities that modify themselves (cf.Descartes®).Every in-
dividual thing is merely a determinate constellation of the whole, a stage of
the continual blending relation, TavoTteQpia: the conjunction and intermin-
gling of the elements. A thing is always a totality of present-at-hand and pos-

54. See above, p. 65, n. 91.
55. See above, p. 189, n. 53.
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sible qualities. The names are not arbitrary; on the contrary, they are related,
in their meaning, to the being itself, inasmuch as the latter is nothing but a
form of change based on what is constant. Cosmogony (Empedocles, frag.
26%): four stages of the world: 1. opaipog, homogeneous equalization of all
oppositions, 2. k0oU0c, everything bound by law, but still blended together,
3)veikog, "strife," 4) return to the 0PparQog. We are now in stage 2.

Democritus and Leucippus. The totality o motion itself is interrogated re-
garding its presuppositions. One presupposition is an ordered whole, within
which motion is possible. Also the kevov, the "void," a free space, into which
the physical thing can withdraw at any time. But then the void itself must
exist. That is a positive determination, dimensions of space. The kevov has its
own (uoig. Frag. 156: "Beings do not exist in a higher degree than do nonbe-
ings." Plato’s thesis: even nonbeing, the void, is. Democritus does not yet ask
how that could be possible. He attempts to discover positive ontological condi-
tions for nonbeings, just as Kant seeks the conditions of nature in general.”’
Question of what must be in order for nature to exist. Parmenides has in view
the whole of Being, but for him that means undifferentiated Being in its
sameness. Democritus seeks an intrinsic structural articulation, and he
thereby finds the constitutive elements of motion.

34. (Relates to p. 67.)

Also for him {Democritus}, AOYog, voug, the "concept," has priority over
aioOnotc. But that is not without all justification. Something can be known
only through something similar to it. Knowledge is merely the assimilation of
like to like. Already Parmenides: the Being that is known and the Being of
knowledge are the same. Being in the sense of the Being of nature has repercus-
sion on the ontological structure of knowledge. Empedocles, frag. 109: "We
know only that which we are physically like." The apprehending subject must
already be like what is apprehended (frag. 106). Democritus develops this the-
ory of knowledge into a doctrine of €idwAa: images which come loose from
things and wander over into the soul. Democritus cannot represent knowledge
otherwise than as a transfer of atoms, £rQUOIN (frags.7, 8,9, 10).Frag. 7: "We
have actual knowledge of nothing, but the influxinto each one is his opinion."
Frag. 8: "All we have in the soul are images loosed off from things." Repercus-
sion of the conception of the beings to be known onto the Being o knowledge.
Despite this purely naturalistic interpretation o knowledge, the peculiar func-
tional accomplishment of AGyog is maintained. Yet that accomplishment is not
grasped in its Being.

This discrepancy continues in Plato and Aristotle, even where they are
able to grasp the soul and spirit more accurately. The mode of Being of life or
of the soul does not come to be delimited against the mode of Being of nature
or of the world. The same for Descartes. Even in Kant, the concept of the sub-
ject, of consciousness in general, remains ontologically indeterminate. Like-
wise for Hegel: he also grasps the spirit as substance, to be sure in a very broad
sense. That is connected to the domination of Greek ontology.

56. See above, p. 66, n. 102.
57. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, B 165.
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35. (Relates to p. 70.)

The theory o the Being of the world in general is carried over to humans, who
are constantly changing. The content of perception has no connection with the
content of thought (Protagoras, frag. 7**): "Even perceived lines are not the ones
the geometer, in the theoretical attitude, speaks of and intends." The perceived
line is basically a surface; the geometer means something else. Likewise, there
is in reality no absolute straight line and no geometrically exact circle. Even the
fact that a tangent touches a circle at one point cannot be established in sense
perception. What is true and existent is only what is considered from the stand-
point of a determinate mode of experience. No one mode is privileged.

Reflection on the laws of linguistic expression and meaning. Protagoras
divides propositions into four (sometimes seven) forms: €UXwAT, "plea,"
£0WTNULE, "question,” ATOKQLOLS, “answer,” €vToAY), "command." Plato and
Aristotle investigated the various propositional forms and the structure of as-
sertions (AOYOG in the strict sense). Protagoras also seems to have been the
first to distinguish the genders (masculine, feminine, neuter). Frag. 4: posi-
tion regarding the gods and religion: "I have no knowledge o the gods, nei-
ther that they are, nor that they are not, nor how they are constituted; for
there are many hindrances making the knowledge of the gods impossible,
such as their imperceptibility as well as the shortness o life." Cf Socrates and
his being condemned to death.

36. (Relates to p. 71.)

Gorgias: [Teot to0 p1y 6vrog 1) Ieot poews, title of the work he is supposed
to have written. Opinion of some: examples o an overdone dialectics; opin-
ion of others: serious philosophical deliberations. The latter is no doubt cor-
rect. Aristotle wrote against him,* which shows that Gorgias was not a mere
babbler. Sextus Empiricus (Adversus mathematicos)® transmitted the proposi-
tions of Gorgias. Three theses: 1. There is nothing, o0dév éottv. 2. If there
were something, it would not be knowable. 3. And if there were something,
something knowable, it could not be communicated to another person; it
would be, dvegurvevtov, "not interpretable." 1. Denial of Being, 2. denial of
knowability, 3. denial of communicability.

Regarding 1: argument on the basis o consequences (cf. Zeno and Melis-
sus). "If is," €l yxQ €0t (not: if something is), then "either beings, or nonbe-
ings, or beings as well as nonbeings." But neither beings, nor nonbeings, nor
the one as well as the other. a) Nonbeings are not: T0o P&V un ov ovk éo7t. If
nonbeings are, they are and they are not at the same time. Insofar as they are
thought as nonbeings, they are not. But insofar as they are nonbeings, they are
once again. It is quite absurd that something is and at the same time is not.
Therefore nonbeings are not. Another proof: if nonbeings are, then beings are
not, for they are opposed to each other. Therefore neither beings are not, nor
nonbeings are. b) Beings are not: if beings are, they must be either eternal, or
having to come to be, or both. If they are eternal, they have no beginning. But

58. See above, p. 70, n. 121.
59. See above, p. 71, n. 126.
60. See above, p. 71, n. 130.
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then they are unlimited. And if they are unlimited, they are nowhere. For if
they are somewhere, then there is a place where they are, and so beings are en-
compassed by something other, something which they are not. For what en-
compasses is greater than what is encompassed. This impossible consequence
shows that beings are not eternal. It could be shown similarly that beings have
not come to be and that they cannot be both eternal and having come to be.

Regarding 2: if beings are knowable, then everything that is known would
have to be. Thought is also known. Everything thought of would have to be.
But that is not the case. If beings are knowable, then nonbeings would have
to be unknowable and unthinkable. Thus the second thesis is also proven on
the basis of its consequences.

Regarding 3: if something is communicated, it must be communicated in
AOY0g. The latter is different from the UTokeipevoy; e.g., I cannot communi-
cate colors in speech, because they cannot be heard. But Aoyog must be
heard. Furthermore, how are different subjects supposed to mean the same
thing? That which is grasped is multiple and diverse. The many changing
subjects do not grasp the unity of an object.

The dialectic, which stands behind these theses, made a great impression
on Hegel, and he saw in Gorgias an especially deep thinker.®

Foundation of logic begun. Gorgias explicitly takes up the problem of
Being. Question o the relation of Adyog to the thing meant in it. Beginnings
of Plato's theory of Ideas. AOyog, in the sense of a verbal whole, is something
present-at-hand, but it does have a relation to what is meant, although the
meaning as such still remains hidden and one apprehends the word only as a
verbal formation and linguistic expression. This superficial way of question-
ing was, in a certain respect, overcome by Plato and Aristotle.

37. (Relates to p. 74.)

Socrates was as critical as the sophists. Yet he did not distinguish between the
value and content of individual propositions but, instead, between what can, or
even primarily must, be understood and what is not understood. He empha-
sized ignorance versus omniscience, methodological prudence versus the rash-
ness of common understanding. He asked what knowledge in general means.
Critical and positive reflection on ignorance and on genuine knowledge. Con-
sideration o what is immediate and self-evident, and precisely in this way
he emphasized its questionableness. He considered knowledge without any
preconceived theory, without restricting theory to the ontological doctrine o
Parmenides or of Heraclitus. He examined knowledge in itself and sought what
is intended in the striving after knowledge and what belongs to the foundation
of genuine knowledge.

Previous to him, a consideration of the origin o the world as of something
produced. Socrates' reflection, too, is based on the notion of production. But
he does not ask about the produced work and its gntological possibilities; on
the contrary, he inquires into the productive activity, e.g., that of a shoe-
maker. Ttoinoig, Texvi). Question: what must the craftsman primarily under-
stand? The individual steps of the productive activity are preceded by an

61. See above, p. 72, n. 131.
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understanding o that which the craftsman properly wants to produce. Con-
stant Socratic question, T{ é&oTwv; Later, the question of the €dog, the "out-
ward look," of whatis at issue. This t{ is the ground for what will actually be
produced. Prior to every actuality of a produced thing is its possibility. The
possibility comes first. For every actuality, its possibility is its essence, its Ti.
The possibilities of beings determine the sphere of what can be attained. Pri-
marily, it is the "what" that mustbe known and understood. Production, as a
comportment, receives its transparency from the knowledge of the essence.

In his reflection on human activity, Socrates has moral action in view. All
action is genuine action only 1f it is not blind, if the gaze is alive to that for the
sake of which the action is carried out. The ability to act is &peT1| (poorlyren-
dered as "virtue") and has a very wide meaning: "suitability," e.g., that of a
knife for cutting. Usefulness for something. Thus there also belong to human
Dasein various suitabilities, which are to be developed. Reflection on the pos-
sibilities of human Dasein. apgT1)is primarily determined through reflection
on the possibility o the human mode of Being. "Reflection”: GEOVNOLS. "Vir-
tue" is knowledge, deTy} is (pOVNOIC. Virtue not understood as a property
of humans, which would arise through a subsequent reflection. Qe is
aetr) only insofar as it actualizes itself in GoOVNOLG.

38. (Relatesto p. 74.)

Socrates does not want to impart determinate knowledge, nor to establish
moral principles (system of morals). His reflection does not bear on determi-
nate contents but, instead, is concerned only with bringing individuals to face
the task of understanding themselves. The instinct for this new kind of
knowledge is planted by Socrates. Shaking of the current science through the
radical call fora new knowledge; preparation o a new science of the ground-
ing of science and knowledge. Genuine methodological reflection has foun-
dational significance for the progress of science. The genuine movement of
science lies in the disclosure o new possibilities of questioning, o method, in
the sense of inquiry into the ground of the pre-given matters at issue and of
the necessary way to apprehend and determine them.

Aristotle: "Two things must rightfully be attributed to Socrates: 1. ETAXKTIKOG
hoyoq [logos that leads on'], 2. 00iCecOat 1o KaBOAOVL ['circumscribing the
universal]. Both o these concern the principles of science in general” (cf. Met.
M 4, 1078b271f.). Regarding 1: "leading over" to something; often translated as
"induction," which is erroneous, since it means just the opposite: leading over
to the i, the essence, and that is precisely not an inductive, empirical gathering
o extant properties, but a primordial apprehension of the "what" itself. Not
aloBnoig, but hoyoq. Grasping of that which precisely precedes all induction.
All inductive gathering of natural objects presupposes the idea o nature. That
was first demonstrated by Socrates, though without insight into the conditions
o possibility o such a priori knowledge. Socrates himself is always carrying
out this grasp o the essence factually, when, in dialogue, he leads individuals
away from accidental properties and shows them that they already intend the
essence, without knowing it, even as they submit mere accidental properties in
answer to his questions. Regarding 2: the task is to circumscribe this essence.
Analysis of the constitutive elements of the essence. 1. Essence, 2. concept.
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Both are always already co-intended in every empirical assertion, which al-
ready—unawares—includes an understanding of the essence. The method can
only go so far as to free, deliver, this essence that is already lying there in the
individual person. That is why Socrates characterizes his trade as the art of
midwifery (paievtikn)). The empirical consideration is only an occasion for
seeing the essence. Thereby the basic requirement of scienceis captured: AGyov
owovar (Plato).hoyoq here as "ground," that which is primarily "addressed" in
a being.

"Socrates turned from the philosophy of nature to ethics": this character-
ization is narrow-minded. Knowledge in general is what Socrates wants to
tear away from contingency, by exposing that which every grounded science
necessarily presupposes.

Socrates is not to be characterized as a theoretician, or a moralist, or a
prophet, or indeed a religious personality. He cannot be pigeonholed. What
counts is not a reconstruction of the so-called historical personality o Socrates,
but an understanding of the influence he had on Plato and Aristotle.

39. (Relatesto p. 791.)

Plato's philosophy is usually characterized by the theory of Ideas, and that is not
accidental. Aristotle already spoke o the Platonic school as "those who teach
the Ideas and treat of them" (Met.A 8, 990a34f.). The theory o Ideas seems to
present something completely new, and yet it is only an expression for the same
problem: the question of Being itself. The (déa is what answers the Socratic
question, Tl é0ttv; This question is posed not in regard to a being but in regard
to the universality of beings in general. What beings are is accessible in the Idea.
€idog, idéa, root Fid, "to see”; the €1dog is what is seen, what shows itself in see-
ing. The question is: how do beings as beings look? How do beings show them-
selves, if I consider them not with respect to a determinate property, but only as
beings? The question o Beingis fundamentally posed by taking up the Socratic
question: T{ ¢oTv; Methodological character of Socrates' investigation. The way
is thereby given to characterize Plato's research: we do not intend to see in the
"theory of Ideas" something new but, instead, to expose, on the basis o what
has preceded, Plato's more radical position.

The ground o beings, Being, should not be subjected to mystical specula-
tion, but to scientific demonstration. A question that is so universal presupposes
a corresponding, experiential orientation with respect to beings as a whole: an
orientation with respect to the totality of beings and the entirety of the current
directions and methods o the scientific knowledge of beings themselves.

At bottom there lies an understanding of what is meant by Being. If Being
is characterized as €{d0g, then the question of Being is oriented toward see-
ing, grasping, knowing; seeing in the broad sense of intuition, insight. €ldog
signifies not only outward look, but also Gestalt. The Gestalt is not the juxta-
position of the parts o the whole, but is the law of the fitting together, and of
the mutual fitness, of the parts. The Gestalt is not a sum and a result; on the
contrary, it is the law and the antecedent, with respect to which an individual
"this here" is configured. The Gestaltis principle, standard, rule, norm. Hence
there are manifold determinations in the concept of Idea. For every individ-
ual configuration, the Idea is always already there; it is the antecedent and



Appendices
196

the constant. It is what remains and is unchangeable and thus, for the Greeks,
knowable in the strict and only proper sense. Only what always is can be
known. This basic constitution of order manifests itself everywhere in experi-
ence: the heavens, the earth, etc., and also in medicine, where health is that
toward which medical investigations are oriented. Health is not a contingent
state; it is the Idea. In the same way, geometry deals with relations among be-
ings, though it is not directed to experience. The laws of geometry are valid
for spatial things but have not been acquired from them

The Idea is the Ovtwg Ov, the “genuine being," that which is all that a
being can be. The Being o beings themselves is here necessarily taken as a
being, necessarily on the basis of the way of questioning. But Being is not lo-
cated here or there under the heavens; instead, it is at some "hyperheavenly
place," UrtepovLEAVIOS TOTIOG (cf. Phaedrus, 247C3). It does not belong in the
region o beings accessible in experience. It is transcendent. Being is distinct
from all beings. On the basis of this kQivetv, Being pertains to the task of criti-
cal science, philosophy.

Being is distinct from beings. The Idea is itself a being, but of a very differ-
ent mode of Being. The Idea is something like the meaning o Being. Since it
is distinct from all beings, there exists between the Idea and beings a "separa-
tion," XwQELONOG. Between them there exists an utter difference of place. To
be sure, in such a way that all beings as beings do "participate” in the Idea,
petéxet: uébelic. Between the separated things, of which the one partici-
pates in the other, there exists precisely the "between," the petaév.

So-called Platonism as a philosophy and as a world-view is characterized
according to this outline: the totality of beings is partitioned into two worlds,
which are then always designated by oppositions: change-constancy, indi-
vidual-universal, accidental-lawful, temporal-eternal, graspable in sense
perception—graspable in conceptual knowledge. In these oppositions, the
world, the whole of beings, is partitioned such that two worlds result, o
which the second is always the genuinely positive one, on the basis of which
the other is at all and is knowable.

40. (Relatestop. 811f.)

1. Ground and domain o the problem of Being.

The question concerns the Being of beings. Beings must be given in experi-
ence. What does this pre-givenness look like? The questioning already in-
cludes an understanding of Being. For, everything I question I already know
in advance, even if only in a dim way. Thus two things: pre-givenness o be-
ings and pre-understanding of Being. What domain of beings does Plato have
in view when he asks about Being?

First of all, the things of nature, living beings, but also the things we pro-
duce, utensils, etc. With these beings, there is also given at the same time na-
ture, not only as in prescientific experience, but already as understood scien-
tifically in a certain sense; that refers, in Plato’s time, especially to medicine,
which has organic nature for its object. Besides knowledge of nature, there is
mathematical (geometrical and arithmetical) knowledge: spatial and numeri-
cal relations. Beings also include human persons, taken as acting theoreti-
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cally and practically, but also as acting in the realms of politics and morals.
This totality of beings, acting persons, nature, is given concretely in the mMOALg,
where the individual human exists together with others. That is the domain
of beings which stands under Plato’s gaze. These beings must be determinable
in their Being and as Being. Something can be experienced as a being only if
the meaning of its Being is understood in some way. Humans, who comport
themselves to these beings and to themselves, are not blindly delivered over
to things, as if humans were simply other occurring things; on the contrary,
to humans, beings are given as beings: humans understand Being. Only on
that account can there awaken in humans the question of what Being is, ac-
cording to its concept. Plato, in the TToAteia, presents an outline of the total-
ity of beings and of the modes (corresponding to the various realms) of ap-
prehending beings.

Republic 6, 507BIf.:? Plato begins this consideration by indicating that there
is a multiplicity of beautiful things, a multiplicity of good things, andin general
a multiplicity of whatever, TOAAQ éxaota. At the same time, there is the a0T0
KaAOv and the aUto adyaBdv, the "beautiful as such," the "good as such." Mul-
tiplicity is posited with respect to one Idea, kot (d€av piav, The Idea provides
the o é0Twy, that which in every case the individual member of the multiplicity
"is." o pév 0paaOat, "the individuals are seen," but T d¢ voeioOai, "the
other is apprehended in voug,” is understood. For the apprehension o multi-
plicity, Plato deliberately uses the mode of seeing, but he also refers to dicon
and the other aioBrjoelg, the other modes o sense perception. The multiple
things are perceptible through aioBno1g, whereas 0 éomy is grasped in vonoig.
aioOnotg and vonoig: this distinction is encountered in all subsequent philos-
ophy.® aloOnoig in the sense of secing has a preeminence over all other modes
of experience (primacy of seeing). Even what is not accessible in aigOnoig, but
only in vOnolg, counts in a certain way as something seen: intuition as the
mode of the apprehension of Being and o the principle of all beings.

What distinguishes 01g? The fact that things are visible only if there ex-
ists something like light. This light, which makes possible the visibility of
what can be perceived by the senses, is the "sun," o jAwog. It is the aitiog
Oeg, the "cause o seeing." Therefore OYig is NAL0£1dég ["of the same eidos
as the sun"], it has the mode of Being of the sun, and the eye is “sunlike”
(Goethe).Only on that account are colors, for example, visible. The seeing
and grasping of the Being of beings also requires a light, and this light,
whereby Being as such is illuminated, is the dya0ov, the Idea of the "good."
To light in the case of aIO'GT]O'lg, there corresponds in the case of vonoug the
highest Idea, the dyaBdv. Thus there is a connection between the apprehen-
sion o the Ideas and the apprehension of sensuous beings. Beings must be il-
luminated through &AnOeiax and ov. Only insofar as there is an understand-
ing of Being, are beings accessiblein their Being. This understanding of Being,
according to Plato, is possible only because there is the Idea of the good.
Therefore, just as aloOnotic must necessarily be sunlike, so vonaig must be

62. See above, p. 81ff.
63. Cf. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Einleitung, 4 2/B 2.
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related to the good, AyaB0eES ["of the same eidos as the good"]. This &yaBov
is éméieva e ovotag; it resides, so to speak, "beyond Being."

The question is how to understand, in accord with this schema, the articula-
tion of beings themselves and the articulation of Being itself. The multiplicity of
beings can be grasped as the 00aTOV. Inasmuch as Being is accessible in vON01g,
it is the vontov. Within each o these two regions Plato makes a division. This
division produces an articulation within the 0gatév and within the vontdv.
The mode o apprehension proper to each side is articulated in correspondence.

Within the 00TOV: 1. €IKOVES, 2. @ TOUTO £0tKeV, that which these images
"resemble," that of which they are illustrations. 1. Shadows cast by things. In a
man's shadow, I see him, but not him himself, only images o him, Gavtdopara
(rootdaivaw, hwg), and specifically €v toig VdaoL, reflections in "water," and
also the reflections on the surface of smooth and shiny bodies. 2. Beings them-
selves, which can reflect themselves and cast their shadow. Regarding 1: the
images possess the lowest degree of Being. They do not provide the 6patédv in
itself. Regarding 2: here belong the {oa, Gutevtd ("plants"),and the entire
domain of things produced with tools, namely: furniture, utensils. These things
are puunOévta, "imitated," in shadows and reflections.

Within the vontov: the previous beings, which were imitated, can now be-
come an "image," €lkQV, for the Being residing in them. Plato refers to geome-
try: there the objects are the figures o triangle, circle, angle, etc. In a geometri-
cal consideration, we do not mean the circle drawn on paper but the circle as
such. The drawn circle is now an €ik@v for the circle in itself. To the sensibly
seen figures there correspond the figures apprehended in davogioOac: €ldog
00aTOV—£100¢ vonTov. The geometrical objects are graspable because the math-
ematician proceeds from basic concepts he himself postulates. He no longer
considers what lies in these postulates. If the postulates were for their part to
become the theme of the consideration, then the question would be about the
avundbetov ["the non-postulated"], and one would arrive at the point of de-
parture and the ground for everything: the €idn), the "Ideas" in the strict sense.
Mathematics is €lkOOL Xpwpévn), it "still uses images," and is therefore not in
touch with the beings considered by the philosopher in Adyoc.

Four kinds o apprehension: the 0QatoV is the object of d0Ex ("opinion”
[»Meinung«] is a very inadequate translation, for the notion of seeing must be
included). Images become accessible in eikaoia, image-apprehension. Sense
perception itself is called Tiotig, "trust." Amid the multiplicity of individual
things, any one o them is accepted in good faith, but without complete certi-
tude regarding its Being, for it can indeed change in the next moment.
vontov, grasped through vonoig, "understanding," and, to be specific, 1. in-
ferentially: dtvowa. 2. On the other hand, that which shows itself as the
Being of beings is not grasped inferentially but, instead, immediately: vonoig
in the strict sense, AOY0g. Mathematical thought employs postulates and
therefore does not attain the ground of Being: diavola. In contrast, philo-
sophical vONOLG uses no postulates and goes back to the avurtdOetoy, to the
ground of all postulates, and does not use images, either. Just as DO re-
ceives its light from the sun, so does vONoig (in the broad sense) from the
ayaBov.

In this way, beings are uncovered in their being such and such and in their
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Being. Four kinds of apprehending, and at the same time four forms o truth,
in unitary gradation, in levels of truth. According to the respective source of
the light and the apprehended being, and also according to the kind o
grounding and the certitude, there are levels of truth. Plato did not clearly
expound these levels. He availed himself o a poOog ["mythical story"].

pwBog
fjAtog ayaOov
doéa vénoig
elkaoia dLikvoilx
TOTIS VO oiG-A0yog

41. (Relatesto p. 84.)

Cave allegory at the beginning of bk. 6 o the IToAtteix (514Aff.). From the
very outset, it is to be understood in reference to the mode of Being o humans
themselves: we find ourselves under heaven in something like a cave. Hu-
mans are dwelling in a subterranean cave-like abode; a long path leads up to-
ward the light. The cave dwellers have been chained there since childhood,
are unable to turn their heads, and their backs are to the entrance o the cave.
Far behind them is a light, and between them and the light is a path, along
which a partition has been built, the way conjurors enclose a space for their
shows. All sorts of carvings, okevaotd (cf.515C2), are carried along this par-
tition, and they cast shadows on the wall seen by the people in chains. These
people are like us. "Do you now believe that the ones in chains have ever
seen, of themselves and of other things, anything except shadows on the
wall?" (515A5ff.). One thus enchained cannot even see the things carried
along the partition, only their shadows. If the prisoners could dlaxAgyecOau
with one another, then they would take the shadows on the wall for beings
themselves, since they have known nothing else since birth. If there were in
the cave an echo of the voices of those who are carrying the things along the
partition, then this echo would be referred to the shadows on the wall. Now,
if the shackles were removed from a prisoner and his lack of understanding
cured, i.e., if he were allowed to turn around, then everything would bring
him pain, and, on account of the glare of the light, he would be unable to see
the things whose shadows he had previously been looking at. He would take
these things themselves for nullities. If someone said to him that he was now
closer to the things themselves, he would be totally at a loss. He would main-
tain that the shadows were more real. If he was forced to look at the light, he
would turn away to that which he was able to see and would take the shadows
to be clearer and more graspable. A fortiori, he would experience pain if he
were dragged out into the sunlight. It would take him a long time to get accli-
mated to it. It would be easiest for him to see at night: the light of the stars and
moon. Eventually he would come to see the things themselves and to distin-
guish the shadows from genuine beings, and finally he would see the sun it-
self as that which determines the course of the seasons. And what if the man
were suddenly brought back to his old place in the cave? The others in the
cave would laugh at him. The ascent out o the cave would be to them the
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most ruinous thing there could be, for it spoils the eyesight. Those in the cave
would even endeavor to put to death anyone who was again supposed to be
led out.

To the cave and its prisoners, there corresponds the place of sense percep-
tion, where we find ourselves every day. To the light in the cave, there corre-
sponds the sun; and to the ascent out o the cave, what corresponds is the way
o the soul eig TOV vontov tomov ["toward the intelligible place"] (517B4f.),
where that which is specifically understandable can be sighted. The last thing
visible is the Idea of the good, poyLs 0pacBan (517C1), "scarcely to be seen.”
It reveals itself as the cause o the sun and of all other beings. The eyes can be
blinded in two ways: by moving from the light into darkness and from dark-
ness into the light. In both cases, the possibility of seeing is disturbed. The
soul requires a conversion, represented allegorically by the removing of the
shackles. The soul then freely sees beings in their Being: what is clearest in
beings, namely, Being. Being is not accessible in d0&a; seeing is corrupt.

Phaedo 99DI1f.: the Being o beings is not to be sought £v £gyoLg, "in pro-
duced things," but is to be apprehended €v A0YOLS, "in conceptual interpreta-
tions." Beings are to be made thematic as they show themselves in A0yog, in
"assertion” about them. A is B. AOYOG is not to be understood as "concept,”
but as full "assertion." Socrates already does not ever think of AGYOG as mere
concept. Beings as they reveal themselves in the understanding, not as in
aioBnoic.

The cave is an image o our Being, namely inasmuch as we move in a spa-
tial surrounding world.

Question: how to understand the connection among the various levels o
truth? That which immediately shows itself is what is accepted as a being. Da-
sein is always in a cave, surrounded by beings. A light necessarily belongs to
this cave. Dasein can indeed see something, even if only very confusedly and
even if only shadows. The experiencing of beings requires an understanding o
Being. Yet the people in chains see nothing o the light and know nothing o it.
They live in an understanding o Being, without knowing that they do so,
without seeing Being itself. The first level of truth, of disclosedness, requires: a)
the pre-givenness o the world as a whole, b) an understanding o Being in
general, ¢) a determinate mode of experiencing beings, here the apprehending
o the shadows in motion, d) and a dixAéyecOau, a "speaking” about beings,
about the beings encountered. e) Furthermore, Dasein itself, to which this
world is pre-given, must already be disclosed and revealed to itself: those in
chains see themselves and the others—as shadows. With Dasein, not only is the
surrounding world given, but Dasein is also uncovered to itself.

42. (Relatestop. 87.)

The ayaB0v is the principle of all beings and of all truth about beings. Later,
this was altered. The Idea o the good was again understood as a being. In-
deed, there are leanings in that direction in Plato. The same happened to the
concept of God in Augustine and in the Middle Ages, and to Hegel's concept
o absolute spirit.* Being refers beyond itself to the ayaOov. However the

64. Enzyklopadie der philosophischen Wissenschaften, §5531f.
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connection o the ayaOdv with Being itself is to be understood, and no mat-
ter how obscure it is, nevertheless Plato's questioning does intend to go be-
yond beings and attain Being.

Only in his later period (Sophist, Parmenides, Philebus) did Plato himself un-
derstand this and recognize its difference from all previous philosophy, which
always inquired solely into beings. No matter what kinds o beings there may
be, the prior question concerns the meaning of Being in general. That is the
problem posed in the Sophist (242Cff.): retrospective on the preceding philos-
ophy, very similar to Aristotle's retrospective. Clear distinction between his
own and the earlier questioning: "It appears that each of the earlier philoso-
phers told us a story (L0Bov) about beings" (242C8). Plato, on the contrary,
will provide the £oyog. The ancients told a story about the origin o beings
and said that beings are threefold, that there is love and hate among them,
etc. "Whether they were speaking the truth or not is difficult to decide; but it
would be very easy to raise objections against them" (243A2ff.). "Each o
them told a story about beings without regard to whether we could under-
stand it" (243A6f.). Plato recounts that in his youth he believed that he un-
derstood the words o the ancients and that he knew what Being means. Now
all this has become questionable to him: what beings are and what nonbeing
signifies. "What do you mean when you say: 'to be'?" (244A5f.).

43. (Relates to p. 87.)

2. The center of the problem of the Ideas.

Being® becomes accessible through vonotg, and its highest determination is the
ayaBov. Relation between vonoig-Adyog and idéx-ayaBov. The understand-
ing is in itself already related to Being. The question is: how and where does this
relation exist? The place of this relation, according to Plato, is the soul. The soul
is the basic determination of Dasein. There residesin the soul, in accord with its
very structure, an essential relation to Being. The essential definition o the soul
includes the soul's comportment to Being. Phaedrus 249E4f.: "Every human
soul has by nature already seen beings." Human Dasein is such that it already
understands Being. If Being is ultimately determined through the ayaOov,
then this means: Dasein has an immanent relation to the good. o’(vo’(pvq(nc:
"recollection” o the already seen and understood beings: an understanding of
Being precedes every concrete experience o beings. That is the formulation of
the later doctrine of the a priori character of Being and of the essence, over and
against beings. How then is the soul to be determined, such that it can comport
itself to Being? In a certain sense, Plato poses this question naively, and he an-
swers in the Phaedrus by presenting a myth. It is the same as the later question
of consciousness in its relation to Being, of the I to the not-1. In all these ques-
tions, there resides an immanent relation o Being and Dasein, Being and life.
That is to be considered together with the basic problem of Platonic ontology,
namely, the problem of the dialectic.%

65. [Readingdas Sein for das Seiende ("beings"). —Trans.]
66. See next excerpt, no. 44.
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44. (Relates to p. 88.)

3. Basic problem of Platonic ontology: the dialectic.

The essence is always one, over and against the multiplicity of its possible in-
stantiations. But there are many Ideas. Every Idea, however, is one and distin-
guishes itself from the others in virtue of £T€QOTING, "otherness." ETEQOTIC is
in a certain sense "alteration." Prom one Idea to the other there is change,
petafoAn), "motion," kivnotg. Unity itself is something other than otherness.
On the basis of difference itself, the Ideas are connected to one another. Ques-
tion: how is the multiplicity of the Ideas possible, since multiplicity is pre-
cisely a characteristic o that mode o Being which is distinct from the mode
o Being of the Ideas? The question is how the Ideas could be, and are, in their
multiplicity and their interweaving. At the same time: how are the Ideas
graspable at all? In conversation, Socrates attempted to lead other people to
the i through dlxAéyeoDat, through the "sense of dialogue.” What Socrates
here practiced is grasped by Plato as a fundamental method: diaAéyeoOat
becomes methodological dialectics, the working out of the Ideas and their
connections. This AOyog, too, has the basic structure  émaywy™. The inves-
tigation, once it penetrates into the realm o the Ideas, remains therein. "The
philosopher uses Ideas alone in traversing the realm of the Ideas.” By exhibit-
ing the Ideas in A0yoc, the philosopher runs through their connections. Only
by traversing the Ideas does he attain their inner nexus; "by remaining with
them he finally comes to grasp their commonality," kowwvia (cf. Republic,
511C11.). Thereby, for the first time, its own proper domain is predelineated
to philosophy. That has been especially forgotten today. It is believed that
Ideas, kinds, etc., can be seen by acquiring them through the procedures of
natural science. But the requisite method here is completely different from
the natural scientific one. Plato deals with this problem most comprehen-
sively in the later dialogue, the Sophist, and most profoundly in the Parmenides.
In the Philebus, the problem is related to the &yaO6v. The Statesman takes up
a middle position.

Plato’s "dialectic” must be kept distinct from all modern, confused ver-
sions. Being itself is to be exhibited. The basic determination o A¢yervisto be
preserved in dialectic. Already for Plato, A0yog and logic are nothing other
than ontology. The coupling of logic and ontology returns in Hegel’s Logic, but
in a very different form.

45. (Relatesto p. 90.)

Clarification o these two great problem-areas in the Theatetus. This dialogue
is aimed at a more precise grasp o the problem of the dialectic. At first glance,
the theme seems to be a special question, that of knowledge. But it is not a
matter of epistemology; on the contrary, the question of the Idea of science
here stands in the closest connection to the question o Being itself.

46. (Relatestop. 91.)

Theatetus appears again in the Sophist. That is not accidental: connection of
geometrical knowledge with the vonotg of the Ideas.
Socrates begins (143D8ff.) by paying Theodorus a compliment: Many
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young people seek your company. Socrates himself is seeking young people
who excel in scientific work. Then Theatetus comes out from the gymnasium.
Socrates is eager to meet him and explains why he wants to engage Theatetus
in dialogue: the young man is very gifted but, like Socrates, is not handsome.
Socrates wants to see in him what he himself looks like.

Socrates asks Theatetus what he is occupying himself with and what he is
learning from Theodorus. Mathematics, astronomy, harmony. (Inthe Theate-
tus, Plato himself is implicitly criticizing his earlier method of penetrating
through to the Ideas and to the dyaOov.) Socrates replies that he too is fairly
knowledgeable in these subjects; yet he has a difficulty, one which does not
concern the content of the disciplines named but, instead, concerns learning
itself. Is learning not gaining more understanding with regard to that which
is learned? Thus is it not codla, "understanding," that makes those who are
knowledgeable what they are? cruoturn = copla? Does not the knowledge
o something imply an ultimate understanding of it? Connection of knowl-
edge and understanding? Question of knowledge itself. Knowledge in the
broadest sense: not only theory, but also to have a knack for something, e.g.,
for some handcraft.

Theodorus refers Socrates and his question to Theatetus. Theodorus him-
self cannot get accustomed to the new method (and that is significant). So
Theatetus responds, and his first account of what knowledge is is an enumer-
ation of various kinds of knowledge: geometry, shoemaking, and all Téxvar.
Socrates: you were asked for one, and you give back many. Socrates is asking
for the £V (146D3). The (déat is always one, over and against the multiplicity of
concrete types and forms and ways. Socrates was not asking about the things
to which knowledge can be related but, instead, about knowledge itself, what
it is. Clay: that with which the potter has to do, that with which the brick-
maker has to do, etc. This is a ridiculous explanation of clay, for it presupposes
that the other person already knows and understands what clay is. The ques-
tion d knowledge must be posed without reference to the respective object
and content of any knowledge. That is the kind of dtaxAeyeoOal Plato for-
merly used, following Socrates' example. Theatetus is unsure in the method
and attempts to withdraw from the discussion. Socrates stops him by indicat-
ing that he himself is just as unsure and would like to arrive at the truth dia-
lectically. This maieutic method, as presented here, will be abandoned by
Plato precisely in the present dialogue and in the ones following.

47. (Relatesto p. 93.)

The knowledge and apprehension of beings are not made thematic for their own
sakes but, instead, with a view to clarifying that which at any time can be
grasped in aloONno1g and d6&a. The clarification of becoming and o nonbeing
must also clarify Being itself. For, knowledge, perception, and opinion are not
things for themselves, things that simply occur; on the contrary, knowledge is
knowledge of; perception is perception of; having an opinion in having an opin-
ion about. Insofar as knowledge is thematized, beings are co-thematized. The
consideration bears on the known beings themselves. The phenomenon of
knowledge includes an essential relation to beings. That which is known by me
is in itself uncovered to me; the being is disclosed to me.
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48. (Relates to p. 95.)

Already from the beginning, Plato speaks not of knowledge, but of Being, be-
coming, nonbeing. Theatetus now attempts a definition of knowledge: "It
seems to me that one who knows something comports himself, to what he
knows, in the mode of perception" (151¢lf.). Knowledge = perception. Refer-
ral of this statement back to Protagoras: homo mensura (152A11f.). What is is
what shows itself. What shows itself is a being. To grasp beings is to let them
show themselves in the mode of perception. But the fact is that a thing shows
itself one way to one perceiver, another way to another. One person finds the
wind cold, another not; one finds it very cold, another slightly cold. What
then is the wind itself? The question of Gaivecbatis coupled to the question
of the self-sameness of beings. Can something be the same and yet show itself
differently to different perceivers? What is the genuine Being o the being: its
self-sameness or its otherness, its becoming? Question of the relation between
Being and becoming: whether Being in the sense of constancy is what consti-
tutes Being, or whether change and becoming are to be called that which
genuinely is. In contrast to the earlier dialogues, Plato here tries to demon-
strate, at least hypothetically, that at bottom the things that are becoming are
beings in the proper sense, and the things at rest, on the other hand, properly
are not. In question is not aloOnoig but, instead, beings in the sense of the
changeable. Since becoming is the transition between Being and nonbeing,
there resides herein the question of the ur) ov: to what extent are nonbeings
fundamentally beings? The question ("Whatis knowledge?") should not be
interpreted away. But that question rests on the question of Being.

First thesis: knowledge is aloO101C. Perception is perception of: This struc-
ture is today called the intentional structure of comportment. Comportment
is structurally directed to something. It is not the case that first o all there
would be a soul present, which, by means o perception, would then direct it-
self to something; on the contrary, perception as such is perception of Two
basic philosophical approaches: comportment could be considered 1. accord-
ing to its intentional structure, or 2. in an objectivistic, naturalistic sense, i.e.,
as a process, in a psychic subject, which unfolds in parallel with something
physical outside. The latter is the approach characteristic o psychology and
naturalistic philosophy. In Plato, 1 and 2 tend to coalesce.

1. aioOnotg, always directed to beings: intentional character of percep-
tion. By its very meaning, every perception includes an understanding o the
perceived as a perceived being, even if the perception isan illusion. It pertains
to the meaning o perception to intend—even if erroneously —the perceived
as an actual being. Perception is always related to something present.

2. Yet Plato's way of expounding the fundaments o perception has a different
orientation: he attempts to prove that perception arises only inasmuch as the
psychicis somehow affected by the physical. Natural scientificexplanation of the
causes of perception. Plato: the perceived cannot itself be in the eyes, but it also
cannot simply be something prerent-at-hand outside the eyes. For f the per-
ceived itself were lying fixed somewhere, then it would not be different for each
perceiver; so it must necessarily arise through an encounter between the per-
ceiver and the being. 152D2ff.: there is not a One, a being in itself, nor can you
address anything as such and such and as having these or those qualities, be-
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cause it never remains as something but, instead, always arises only at the mo-
ment of perception. Protagoras's propositionis based on this general thesis: noth-
ing remains, everything is in motion. i what I encounter in perception were, in
itself, white then it would have to be so for every other perceiver.In order for the
established facts to hold good, there must be change and the perceived as such
must be determined by change. The perceived is reduced to kivroic.

Example o the dotoayaAor (cf. 154C11f.).

49. (Relates to p. 97.)

In these theses, there lies the problem of relation, and indeed as still unartic-
ulated: being-other in the sense of difference and becoming-other in the
sense of an event. The meaning of Being perhaps includes relation in general,
a thesis unprecedented at this stage of Plato's philosophy and first conceptual-
ized in the Sophist and only within certain limits. Beings are always relative
to the perceiver in the way they show themselves. The perceived itself can
arise only through motion. Two moments are thereby necessary: acting and
undergoing. Only from the connection of what acts and what undergoes can
something ever arise. Neither of these two moments is for itself; on the con-
trary, acting is what it is only in connection with an undergoing, and vice
versa. This thesis signifies: nothing is one and self-same in itself; that which
is is determined through motion, both active as well as passive. Therefore we
must do away with the expressions "is" and "Being." They derive merely from
habit and lack of understanding. Our language must not include any expres-
sion that means something constantly present-at-hand. Everything is mov-
ing, and motion alone characterizes Being.

180Cff.: here the positive content o the discussions comes forth. 157D~
180C is a confrontation of Plato with the contemporaneous philosophy. Plato
shows that its attempts to refute Protagoras are insufficient and will remain
so unless the phenomenon o motion is apprehended.

50. (Relates to p. 99.)

General character of the perceived: the indeterminate. It will become determi-
nate only if it is determined in Adyog. Kant: the manifold of appearances is in-
determinate over and against the determinateness provided by the judgment of
the understanding."" Exhibition o the connection between Being and Adyog
and o the relation of dixAéyeoOat to the self-showing of Being itself.

51. (Relates to p. 1001.)

The essence o perception resides in the perceiver, and so the latter must be de-
termined first of all. Otherwise something frightful would result: there would
be a multiplicity of perceptions juxtaposed to one another like individual men
in a wooden horse. Instead, all the perceptions strive together toward one Idea
(idéat here in a broad sense) which sees through the organs. The perceiver can-
not be determined as the sum o the perceptual.organs. What we perceive be-
longs to us ourselves. We ourselves are the perceiver, and this perceiveris some-
thing self-same and remains constant throughout the changes in the perceived.
From this something that is self-same, the organs first receive their meaning.

67. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A 20/B 34.
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The earlier discussion posited an interplay between the eyes and the things out-
side. That consideration is now abandoned. In the phenomenal content o per-
ceiving, nothing of thatis given; in perceiving, I know nothing of the vibrations
o the aether. 1. The organs through which we perceive belong to our body. 2.
What I perceive through one faculty 1 cannot perceive through another (cf.
184E8l.). How does it happen that I discern something about the seen and the
heard fogether? How do | see the chiming clock as unitary? How can both determi-
nations be integrated? The whole objectis what is primarily given to me, and out
o it I can then extract the individual moments. But that still does not explain
how I can discern something about both, how I can say: something heard and
seen. 1 do not perceive the "and." It is already given that the heard thing is and
the seen thing is: both are. If they are two things, I can say: each is other in rela-
tion to the other. Likewise, each is the same in relation to itself. Both are two,
and each is one. 185B7: dux Tivog; Through what do I apprehend that? With
none o the senses, and yet all this is already grasped with natural perception:
sameness, difference, etc. Something is salty—I establish that through the
tongue. But the fact that something is and is different: through what do I estab-
lish such a thing? Obviously not with a faculty comparable to the sense organs;
on the contrary, the soul itself seems to have these determinations in view, and
indeed without an organ.

By way of an analysis of what is already given in perception, we arrive at the
problem of the connection o Being with the soul. The soul sees Being in ad-
vance and understands determinations such as equality, numerical relations,
etc. Being is a determination that in the highest degree accompanies every-
thing given in perception. It is the soul itself, according to its very meaning,
that tends toward Being and thus also toward all other determinations, even
ones such as "ugly," "beautiful," "good," "bad." The ayaOdv is now one charac-
ter among others, and its disclosure is something in which the soul as such
participates. The soul can bring about a correspondence, within the perceived,
among the past, present, and future. I cannot hear something past, but I can
understand, for example, what is expected as something futural, etc. Even the
determinations o time accompany those qualities. The comportment by which
the soul grasps similar things is dvaAoyiCeoOat: AGyog grasps the similar. The
Pux considers these determinations and compares them, sees them in rela-
tion to one another, distinguishes one from the other, etc. kpivewv: the soul
"differentiates." It can make stand out from beings the moments proper to
Being. Plato names these characters in perceived Being avaAoyiopota
(186C21.), and these are things that pertain to every (human)perception. To
be sure, this is only the initial stage. At 186C, the decisive question: is it possible
for someone who has no apprehension of Being whatsoever to attain to the dis-
closure of beings? It is impossible. Anyone who in principle cannot attain truth
cannot attain knowledge. Perception as such is incapable o apprehending be-
ings, i.e., Being. If perception cannot apprehend Being, then it cannot disclose
anything similar: aioOno1S is not o). Admittedly, that is only a negative
result, but it is positive in relation to Plato's earlier dialogues, since now the dif-
ference becomes clear and does so within beings themselves.

The perceived contains more than mere sensation; it also includes deter-
minations such as otherness, which we do not sense and yet do perceive.
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Perception can be true only ff there is more to it than mere sensation. Only
where truth is attainable can knowledge be acquired. Perception cannot be
knowledge: negative result. But the positive problem: how is there a connec-
tion between sensation and the apprehension of beings in the unity of a full
perception? There is an understanding of Being only where the soul itself sees
and, as we will learn, speaks, where /\(’)yog is also at work. Natorp: Plato is
thereby close to Kant: ordering of sensation by the understanding, theory o
categories.® Plato would have been the first to uncover the categorial deter-
minations of beings.® It is correct that the ontological determinations of be-
ings refer back to Adyog, but this is not an interpretation of knowledge in
Kant's sense.

Distinction between sensuous and categorial intuition (Husserl, Logische
Untersuchungen,” pt. 2, Sixth Investigation; to be sure, not without intending
to forge a connection with Kant). "The board is black": this assertion is not
completely fulfilled in the object: I cannot sense "the" and "is" in the black
board. They are meanings which cannot be sensuously exhibited; they are
non-sensuous, categorial. I have already attributed to what is given, to the
black, a determinate meaning, that of property. Straightforward perception
involves sensuous as well as categorial (apprehension d something as a thing
and in its Being) intuition. Plato takes up these phenomena in the Theatetus,
without mastering them. Discovery o the categorial versus the sensuous.

52. (Relatesto p. 103.)

The grasp of ontological determinations is characterized as d0&&Cewy, "having
a view or being o the opinion" about something, taking something for some-
thing. That is an abandonment of the earlier position, where Plato placed
dO&a in sharp opposition to vonoig: d6&a as connected to nonbeing. Here:
something positive must reside in d0&a itself. What is dO&a itself? If it is sup-
posed to be knowledge, then it must be d6Eax aANnO1g, for truth is essential to
knowledge.

Yet Plato does not proceed to question d0&a AANO1|¢ but, instead, false dOEa.
That is no accident: 1. it is historically conditioned; Antisthenes: oUK £0Ttv
avtiAéyew ["there is no contradiction"], "it is impossible to say something
false": oUK €0ty WevdN Aéyew.” It is with this in mind that Plato thematizes
false opinion. 2. Substantive motive: in general, the false counts as a nonbeing,
and the true as a being. False opinion in related to a nonbeing. Problem: how
can there be a relation to a nonbeing? The latter must then, in some sense, be!
Question of the Being of nonbeing, question o Being itself. The second part of
the Theatetus, too, is centered ultimately on the question of Being. Plato must
have already at that time possessed the solution given in the Sophist.

Positive consequences of the first part of the dialogue. That is to be empha-
sized against Natorp, who characterized it all as an accessory, mere critique of
the contradictions held by others. A definite epistemological approach guides

68. See above, p. 103, n. 54, and pp. 135f., 233.
69. Natorp, p. 76.

70. See above, p. 101, n. 48.

71. See above, p. 103, n. 51.
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Natorp's interpretation of the Theatetus. Plato exhibits 10yoq next to aloOmoig;
critical concept of knowledge over and against the dogmatic concept; the lat-
ter would be represented in dO&a; the object, and beings, are posited by
thought; and thus the two parts: 1. critical concept o knowledge, 2. refuta-
tion of the dogmatic concept.” But it is exactly the reverse: it is precisely the
second part that moves toward the positive. 00&x as dogmatic representation
is Natorp's interpretation, from taking Plato's examples too literally.

1) 187B-189B: doE&Letv Pevdn is impossible. Plato first of all confronts
his opponents. 2) But 189B-190E: false opinion means that one's opinion is
directed to something else, confusion with something else: £1eQODOEELV. Phe-
nomenon o otherness. Otherness means not to be like that one. Included
therein is a moment of negation: again the problem of nonbeing. 3) 190E-
200: do&a as cLvaIs alotnoews kal dlavoiag, "conjunction o the per-
ceived with what is meant.”

53. (Relates to p. 104.)

Can a person see something and yet see nothing? A person indeed sees some-
thing, if he sees a one, for unity is of course something. Thus whoever has an
opinion about something does necessarily have an opinion about a one, hence
about a being. Whoever has an opinion about a nonbeing has an opinion
about nothing; and if his opinion is about nothing, then he does not have an
opinion, for having an opinion is always having an opinion about. False opin-
ion does not exist. This is playing with the phenomenon of intentionality. For
the Greeks, it was excluded a priori that opinion could be false. Of course, this
consequence is brought out only for the sake of a sharper fixing of the prob-
lem: whether in this way the phenomenon of d0&at is touched at all? As long
as these are the alternatives, it is not touched.

54. (Relates to p. 105.)

It must be shown that in d0EAlew there is hoyoq, which apprehends some-
thing as something. AOYOG is conceived as a determinate kind of speaking
about beings; as having these or those qualities. This conception of AOYOC was
obscure up to then. Antisthenes: we can never assert more than that some-
thing is self-same: the horse is the horse; not: the horse is black.”

d0&at = AdyoG. This definition is something new within Plato's thinking;
it is established in the Sophist. In Greek philosophy, Aristotle was the first to
acquire a more precise concept of 710y04 in the sense of "assertion." Phenom-
enologically, assertion is the showing o something as something. For such a
hoyoq to be possible, a first "something" must be pre-given. This pre-given
something is specified in the assertion as this particular something, the de-
terminant something. The structure of AOYOC is characterized by the "as."
This phenomenon o the "as" needs to be disclosed. Plato still does not see it.
Even Aristotle does not grasp it conceptually. Question: in an assertion, how
can two things (thepre-given something and the determinant something) be
related to a one? That is a difficulty for the Greeks, because o a purely theo-

72. See above, p. 103, n. 54.
73. See above, p. 105, n. 60.
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retically (not phenomenologically) acquired preconception of hoyoq (Antis-
thenes, influenced by Parmenides): if "is" is to have a meaning, then I can say
only: the board is the board; not: the board is black. Antisthenes conceives of
AGY0g as identification, and specifically of something pregiven with itself.”
That is why the Theatetus is constantly discussing the €tegov, the “other,” and
its determination.

Now as to false 00&a: an assertion is false if something pre-given is ad-
dressed as something it is not, e.g., the board is red. Something is addressed
as anonbeing. If the Greek theory of AGyog is maintained, then it would have
to be possible to identify a being with some nonbeing. But that is not possible,
and so there is no false opinion. Assertion is identification. This thesis is al-
ways already at the foundation. A mistaken seeing, a mis-seeing: something
pre-given is addressed as something it is not. If I say someone approaching me
is so-and-so, then that means: something I encounter is addressed as some-
thing known to me. Thereby the assertion can indeed be false. The Greek
thesis fails. Nevertheless, Plato's result is not purely negative; there is the in-
sight that assertion is not simply a matter of identification but, instead, that
two things are asserted in relation to each other.

55. (Relatesto p. 105.)

Otherness: the one is other than the other. The fact that the other is not the
one does not make it nothing, as had always been said. Otherness must not be
posited as nothing, but as an actual other, as something. évavtiwolg: contra-
dictory opposition: avtiOeoic: this opposition does not posit nothing against
something but, instead, some one thing against another. The éteodtng is de-
termined as avtiOeolc; versus the sophists, who used the word évavtiwolc.
In Aristotle, the terminologyis reversed.

These phenomena have still not been clarified today. We have no right to
disdain Plato.

56. (Relatesto p. 106.)
False opinion serves as the guideline for the discussion o the second thesis,
gruomun = d0&a dANOg. It is shown first of all that false opinion is impossi-
ble. Then a discussion of this phenomenon as aAAodoéix, "mis-directed opin-
ion" = éteQodoletv. The discussion begins at 189C. The question is whether
false opinion amounts to our positing one thing for another, éteQov AvTi éTéQoOV
(cf. 189C2f.), "something for something else." Plato does not say "as" but, rather,
"for." To posit one in place of the other is impossible, because that would be to
identify things that utterly exclude each other. Question: what comportment is
it by which in general 1 address or determine something pre-given? That which,
in perception, is more than aloOnoLS is related to the soul and is now to be de-
termined more precisely. This OlavoeioOat is nothing other than Adyog. "This
'speaking all the way through' is what the soul carries on with itself regarding
what it sees” (cf.189E4ff.). This speaking is, more precisely, a discourse of the
soul with itself, taking place in silence. The soul makes beings, as they are, ex-
plicitin their determinations. Discourse of the soul with itself regarding what it

74. See above, p. 105, n. 60.
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sees. 00 = “fully carried out discourse,” AOY0G elpnuévog (cf. 190A5).
Socrates: if 90&a is such a speaking all the way through, then I say that étegov
étegov elvat: "The one is the other" (190A8). But can I say that? The ox is the
horse? Impossible! But in fact I do not say anything like that. Therefore étegov
€TeQOV £ivat is impossible. It is impossible to say in AOY0g two things as differ-
ent. On the other hand, if T say only one, I can never address it as something
else, never utter anything mistaken. £T€Q0DOEEIV is impossible. An attempt to
determine AGY0G more precisely. Now the positivephenomenon breaks through
in Plato, though he does not put it into effect.

57. (Relatesto p. 109.)

The distinction is now expounded further, at 192A. Distinction between what
is perceived and what is merely represented. In mis-seeing, Socrates in a cer-
tain sense hovers before my mind. I know many things, though I am not now
beholding them in the flesh, and perhaps have never seen them in the flesh.
How is it possible to know something without presently perceiving it? Reten-
tion, memory. In our soul, there is a wax tablet— Democritus already uses this
image— with impressions that are retained longer or more briefly, according
to the quality of the wax. I can see something, and I can also, on account of
the wax, know something I am not presently seeing. X is brought together
with Socrates, who has already been impressed on the tablet. Socrates relates
the following possibilities (192Dff.): 1) I can know you both, Theodorus and
Theatetus, but do not perceive you; both are only preserved on the wax tablet
of my soul. In that case, it will not happen that I take the one for the other. 2)
I know the one, but the other not at all. And I do not perceive either o you.
Also in this case, I will not take the one I know for the one I do not know. 3)
1 know neither of you, and I perceive neither one. Here, again, no mistaking
is possible. 4) I know both, you both hover before my mind. If I now see you
both unclearly in the distance, I will endeavor to discern who you both are.
This desire to know, to prove, is carried out in this way: I try to attribute to X
and Y the corresponding image in my soul. I 1 attribute to X the correspond-
ing image, then I recognize him. But I can also mistake the two images, so
that I mis-see both X and Y. But both must be given to me, for such a mis-see-
ing to be possible, and at the same time the "image," onueiov, of each must
be given, if only so as to mistake the two images. False opinion therefore does
not merely float in the air; on the contrary, it is possible only on the basis of
aioBnots and didvola. For a mis-seeing to be possible, there must exist per-
ception and memory.

But this definition also fails, for we can be mistaken even in realms where
perception is out of the question: e.g., the realm of numbers.

Antisthenes: A0YOG is tautology. Plato: &AA0dOEI in opposition to
TavTov. ovvaic atobnoews kat davoiag ["Conjunction of perceptions
and thought"]. To be sure, the phenomenon of the "as" still remains obscure
for Plato and Aristotle. In Plato, it is at first the dvti, the "in the place of": thus
Iindeed have two things, but not both at once; instead, I exchange one for the
other. On the other hand, however, in genuine AOY0G, both are given unitar-
ily and at the same time.
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58. (Relates to p. 110.)

The definition of knowledge as true opinion cannot be maintained. True and
correct opinion, €.g., in courts of law, is correct conviction about the state of
affairs, although the judge was not present at the deed; still, there is correct
judgment. Yet this correct conviction cannot be called knowledge. 1 must
have the possibility of testing and establishing what 1 know by turning at
every moment to the things themselves. What is the difference between cor-
rect opinion and knowledge?

59. (Relatesto p. 112.)

Naming is not knowledge in the genuine sense. It is impossible in Adyog to
determine any one of the elements. For the essence of Adyog is the composi-
tion of one thing with another. For such AGy0g to be possible, the being must
also be composite, so that out o it a component can be drawn out. But the
oTolxeix are un-composed; they are ultimate parts, and are therefore un-
knowable, scarcely perceivable, and are accessible, in a broad sense, only to a
simple onlooking. The elements of writing are the letters. What is combined,
auAAafety, out of them are "syllables," cLAAaPal (203A3). At issue are for-
mal structures: elements and combinations.

It is indeed possible to have an opinion about beings, even elements, just as
they are, but not to know them. For what is knowable is only what is a compos-
ite and on that account can be taken apart (cf. Sophist). Only on the basis of this
new version of the concept of Being is it understandable how Plato can say that
something is self-same, one. Determinations such as "this," "that," “it itself,"
and "one" are characters that belong to every being, meQuroéxovta ["things
running around loose"] (202A5): they are formal determinations o Being.
Analogy between the soul and a dovecote: the doves that have no fixed place
and can determine every single thing are meQuroéxovta. Result: what is know-
able in AGY0G is only what is determinable in a combination, such that it is
graspable with respect to something else.

60. (Relates to p. 113.)

The parts of a whole have a very different relation to the totality than do the
parts of a sum. Need to distinguish between a sum and a whole, though they
both have the formal character f a totality. A totality consistsin, or is related to,
parts. Kinds of totalities: a) sum, compositum. Parts here are pieces; adding pieces
together = a sum. b) Whole, fotum. The parts that correspond to a whole have
the character of moments. Plato shows that a whole, versus a sum, has its own
Gestalt, its own €100g. This Gestalt cannot be attained by starting with the parts
but, instead, already precedes them (203E). Distinction between "sum," 7tav,
and ohov, "whole." Indeed Plato's terminology is still uncertain. The word-
whole is in itself a one and cannot be resolved into elements without being de-
stroyed. Consequence: then the unitariness o the €(d0g is also inaccessibleand
can be apprehended only through aloOnoic. Yet Plato attempts to show that the
£100G can be removed from its isolation. The question is whether the ontological
determinations of beings are perceivable only for themselves or whether they
can be delimited in Adyog. Problem of the dialectic as the purely ontological
problem of apprehending the ontological connections of the Ideas among them-
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selves. By upholding the thesis that the elements are unknowable, Plato comes
to rectify the thesis. In learning, we proceed from the elements; so they are in
fact accessible. Thus the elements are knowable. The whole also has a unitary
character. Plato's discussion stops at these two propositions.

61. (Relatesto p. 114.)

At 206D, Adyog is determined as "assertion," in the sense of something ex-
pressed. What the soul thinks for itself, in silently speaking to itself, can be
made visible for others by means o ¢wvr), an "utterance," "expression," of
the words. Plato also calls such 40y0g, in the sense of an expressed proposi-
tion, an "image," €ldwWAOV.

Second determination of Aoyoq at 206E: the Aéywv ["speaker"] speaks
when he answers the question, "What is that?" Reappropriation of the So-
cratic determination. Nevertheless, 40yog has a relation to a étegov. This
Aoyog, the one that shows what something is, has the character of traversing
the individual determinations of beings and aiming at the whole.

Third definition at 208C: A0yoq is the assertion in which what is distinc-
tive about a being is exposed in such a way that this being is utterly distin-
guished from all other beings.

Here Socrates abandons the discussion o the question of what knowledge
is. The question remains open. Yet the result is not negative. The problem of
dialectic has been prepared.

62. (Relates to p. 114f.)

The first definition shows that an apprehension of beings is impossible with-
out Aoyoq. Aoyoq itself is then discussed. In the treatment of the second defi-
nition, 40yoq is characterized as auv, @AAo, €tegov. Third definition: the
oVv is a composite. Beings themselves have the structure o cuAAaPai. On-
tological structure and the structure of language: a strict correlation (forthe
Greeks) between beings and expressed discourse. The structure o beings is
reflected in discourse about them.

First appearance of the phenomenon of the specific difference. Cf. Aristo-
tle: £100TOLOG dlaxpoQd ["the eidos-making difference"] (Topics Z 6, 143b71.):
the difference that makes the genus a species, differentia specifica, the differ-
ence that alone constitutes the species as such.

Plato's procedure can make clear only the distinction between what is
known and what is not known. Socrates: art o the midwife. The conclusion of
the dialogue indicates very well that the discussion ought to be taken up
again as soon as possible and shows that Plato is already in possession of the
resolution worked out in the Sophist.

What is thereby acquired regarding the two main questions? The soul has
a primordial relation to Being. The basic comportment of the soul is 4oyogq.
AGYoc—0v. This relationship belongs to the soul itself. A being is as such re-
lated to an other. ov is at the same time €teQov. Question: how is it possible
for Aoyoq to be related to ov, and how can ov (grasped as £v ever since Par-
menides),as the One, be essentially the other? Being is the one self-enclosed
whole. Parmenides’ constructive concept of 0v must be modified according to
the phenomena. How is Being to be grasped such that 4oyoq, which is itself
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an ov, stands related to another 0v? And how is it possible that the structure
o Being includes a relatedness to what is other? Only if Being is apprehended
differently, is dlaxAéyeaOat possible: the exposition of the general characters
of Being itself. Already in the Theatetus, Plato names "sameness," "thisness,"
"otherness," etc., as characters of every being. The result, versus Plato's posi-
tion in the Republic, is that Being in itself is multiple. ov itself is determined as
same, other, this, that, individual. There is a multiplicity of Ideas. How can
we conceive o the basic determinations in their connectedness?

Plato's Sophist: the modification of the concept of Being resides in Plato's
claim that Being is dUVAMIS KOWV@VIAG TWV YEV@Y, i.e., that there is the
"possibility of a connection among the highest determinations" belonging to
Being in general.

Among the original determinations of Being, there exists such a kowvwvia,
"clamping together." Plato demonstrates that with respect to five basic deter-
minations. Pertaining to Being itself are "sameness," tavtdv, "otherness,"
éteov, "motion," kivnotg (andin addition éowg, Yuxn, Aoyog),and "rest,"
ot&o15.” Everything self-same is, as the same, Being and is also, as the same,
other. Possibility of co-presence with one another: tagovoia. Co-present in
Being are already sameness, otherness, motion, and otdo1c. (Being itself is
one of the five determinations!) That makes it possible for 40yoq to be related
to a £teQov, un Ov. Therefore A0yoq is not tautological, and dialectic is onto-
logically possible. To be sure, difficulties remain.

63. (Relatesto p. 116.)

Let us mention only one question. In the Republic, the connection of all the
Ideas culminates in the highest Idea of the AyaOo6v. The latter has disap-
peared from Plato's dialectical project. Question: how can the aya®dv play a
fundamental role in the clarification of Being? This also applies to Plato's late
dialogue, the Timaeus, and to Aristotle. Possibility of a solution: knowledge is
a Ktvnotg of the soul, an action. Every action is related to something which is
to be made actual. Beings are that for the sake o which I place myself on the
path of knowledge. Being is characterized as that for the sake of which I have
knowledge: relatedness of Being to an end for the sake of which it exists. This
end is naively grasped as a being and as the dya0dv. Insofar as knowledge is
conceived as an action, Being must be characterized as dy(xOc')V. This "for the
sake of which" is apprehended as something higher in relation to Being. But
that is no longer a character of Being as such; instead, it is relative to knowl-
edge. The ayaBdv is not a purely ontological determination.

64. (Relatestop. 117.)

Relation between Being and value. Values as such are fictive. To bring in val-
ues is to misunderstand the Greek way of questioning. The "validity" o val-
ues is a modern invention (Lotze™). The concept of value must be reduced to
ov. If the analysis purely and simply thematized the ov, then the step to an
aya0ov would be avoided. To address Being as dyaBdv is to misunderstand

75. See above, p. 115.
76.Cf. H. Lotze, Logik. Leipzig, 1843, p. 7.
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Being. Tt is no accident that later in Plato the problem of the ayaBdv, in its
original function, disappears. Yet Plato did not adhere to the purely ontologi-
cal problematic but, instead, tied it again to the Being of nature and then ex-
plained the Being of beings in terms of a creation (by a demiourgos).

Relapse from the height of the Sophist. Aristotle tries to sustain the height
of the ontological problem.

65. (Relatesto p. 117.)

To speak of Plato’s philosophy as a system is out o the question. But that is
not a drawback. Everything is open, under way, approach, obscure; which is
precisely what makes it productive, leading further on. No system; instead,
actual work on the matters at issue. That is why such a philosophy is ageless.
The meaning o scientific research is not to disseminate finished truth, but to
pose genuine problems.

That is also the character o Aristotle's philosophy, which is traditionally
taken to be even more of a doctrinal edifice. Aristotle attempts to appropriate
positively the impulses driving Plato's philosophy. Three basic questions:

1. The problem o the distinction between the formal and the concrete de-
terminations o Being. Every being is self-same and other. But it is question-
able whether every being is moving, or is rather at rest. Beings in the mathe-
matical sense are not determined through kivnoig, but also not through
OTAUIC.

2. Still unresolved is the question of the connection o the dialectical
schema itself with Being. Being remains the guiding idea, to which the other
categorial determinations of Being are related.

3. Is it possible to work out the problem of Being in such a way that Being
is apprehended as having one sense, or is the concept of Being polysemic?

66. (Relatesto p. 118.)

Opposition Thales-Plato: Being conceived as a being versus the attaining of
the difference and even o Aoyoq as the mode of grasping Being. In opposi-
tion to Parmenides, Plato sees the £tegov. Being is the "possibility of mutual
belonging together," dUvag Kowwviag (Sophist).

Kot yogewv: "to assert” in an emphatic sense. The category is preeminent
Aoyoq. Aoyoq as "assertion" is at the same time determined by truth. dUvopg,
"potentiality”: what does potentiality signify in relation to Being? avv ["to-
gether with"]. In this way, various aspects of Aoyoq are expounded, ones that
lead to Aristotle's ontological problematic.

67. (Relates to p. 122.)

The young Hegel was already very occupied with Aristotle and found there
his own philosophical impetus. Schleiermacher stimulated the editing of Ar-
istotle's works. Trendelenburg and Bonitz: historiographical research into
Aristotle. Brentano: beginning of the systematic elaboration of Aristotelian
philosophy. On the other hand, Neo-Kantianism was a hindrance. There
Kant was seen essentially as an epistemologist, and the discussion centered
on the relation between idealism and realism. Aristotle was then character-
ized as a realist, i.e., as taking up a backward and naive standpoint. In fact,
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however, there is neither idealism nor realism in ancient philosophy. Abso-
lute authority of Aristotle in the Middle Ages: philosophus dicit ["'the philoso-
pher says"]. The Middle Ages now seem a time o darkness. Aristotle was
viewed as an apothecary. Here in Marburg was the main opposition against
Aristotle, and yet important works also originated here. Then came more
openness to Aristotle and the recognition that he has a closer connection to
Plato than to Thomas Aquinas or to the realism of the nineteenth century.

68. (Relates to p. 124.)

1. The question f Being. Met. I'. Ontological questioning arrives at a double con-
cept of ontology and so must pass through a stage of oscillation. To under-
stand beings as beings, to achieve a genuine grasp o beings, can mean, on the
one hand, to expose that particular being which most adequately satisfies the
idea of Being. Question of that which most properly is, the original being,
from which all the others are derived. For this, the idea o Being does not
need to be made explicit. On the other hand, the question of the Being of be-
ings in general, inquiry not only into the one most proper being, but also into
the derived beings—with respect to their Being. Even this latter questioning
does not need to survey the entire horizon. Aristotle does not manage to sur-
mount this double concept. Philosophy is for him: 1) mowt GprAocodia
["first philosophy"], 2) science of the most proper being, of the divine being,
with which all other beings have a certain connection: theology.

Met. I 1: here the genuine concept of philosophy as science of Being is to be
exposed. "There is a science, a science is possible, which considers beings as be-
ings, just inasmuch as they are, with respect to their Being" (1003a21). This
science thematizes Being "and those determinations that pertain to Being as
such" (1003a21f.). The idea of the science of Being is here formally fixed once
and for all. Delimited against the other sciences: it coincides with none o them.
The other sciences thematize beings; they cut out a region o beings to consider.
Nor does this science investigate the sum total of beings, all beings. None o the
other sciences take into view what is to be said about Being in general, as a
whole. All other sciences cut out a region from the universal realm of beings
and investigate what belongs to this ontological region, what is co-given with
it. Geometry treats of a determinate being, space. But now the question is about
Being. Insofar as the question is scientific, it is about the principles that consti-
tute Being as Being. Whatever is expounded about Being must necessarily be
brought into relation with something that in a certain sense is GUOWG. Being, its
principles, and its characters are also still something else. Predicament: Being
is not nothing but is also not a being; it is "something like that which persistsin
itself." oG is not "nature” but, instead, in a formal sense is "that which exists
on the basis of itself," persists in itself. This science of Being, whose domain can
nowhere be lodged within the realm o beings, does nevertheless not treat of
nothing. The ontic explanation o beings on the basis o a preeminent being is
distinct from an ontological interpretation o beirigs as beings.

"If even the questions posed by the ancients, who were investigating the ele-
ments, implicitly aimed at the basic determinations o beings as such, then
these elements must be thought as determinations o beings in general and not
merely as pertaining to a region o beings" (1003a28ff.). Task of the science o
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Being: to grasp the first causes o beings, the latter taken precisely as beings,
TAG TEWTAS AlTtiaG TOL OVTOG (cf. 1003a31). This science is the science o the
first causes. These causes, however, are principles and are themselves powers,
etc., and thus they themselves are. This science deals with ultimate principles,
not those of beings, but the ones o Being. That formulation is full of contradic-
tion, inasmuch as the causes are always taken as beings. Thus Being is reduced
to a being; it happens already in Aristotle, and especially in scholasticism.

69. (Relatesto p. 125.)

Regarding 1: in what sense can Being in general be the object of a science?
Central question of ontology. A step beyond Plato; total revolution of the idea
of ontology. Seemingly, a dogmatic answer, yet this is only a response to the
problematic of Met. B: what is (and can be) the object of the fundamental sci-
ence? Can the highest genera of beings constitute the principles of Being? In
other words, is Plato's approach to ontology tenable, f it is cut to the measure
of the interpretation of Being itself (995b16ff. and b281f.)? Plato: basic deter-
minations, Y€V, from which all other beings originate. Example o the dove-
cote. The yévn are dux maowv (Theatetus, 197D8), determinant of every
being. They are connected among themselves; they stand in Kowwvia. Aris-
totle's critical question: can the yYévn also represent the principles o Being?
Put more pointedly: does Being have the character o a genus at all? Can
Being, sameness, unity be characterized as genera?

70. (Relates to p. 126.)

In Mer. B 3, 998b14-28, this question is posed: "If the genera, YEVT], most of
all have the character of basic determinations, then which of the genera func-
tion as principles: the highest ones or the lowest (thefinal ones, that have no
further genera under them)?If the most general (most widespread) determi-
nations possess more of the character of basic determinations, then the most
universal of the genera are obviously the basic determinations. For these are
asserted in regard to each and every thing. Thus there will be as many basic
determinations of beings as there are first genera. Therefore ov, 'Being' as
well as 'unity' will be such basic determinations. They constitute the basic
structure of Being, oUo(a.” These basic determinations are always already
co-intended, even if they are not made explicit.

"But it is impossible that either Being or unity constitute a genus o beings"
(998b22). This is Aristotle's negative formulation: Being can never have the
character of a genus. Negative proof: "The differences of every genus must
necessarily be and in each case must be one (difference).But it is impossible
for the species of a genus to be attributed to the appurtenant differences, and,
moreover, there is no genus without its species. Therefore, if Being or unity
had the character of a genus, then no difference could be or could at all be one,
but if, as in fact is the case, Being and unity are not genera, then they could
not be basic determinations either, presupposing that every principle has the
character of a genus" (998b23ff.).

What needs to be proved is the claim that the basic determinations o beings
as beings, and Being itself, cannot be genera. Being is not a genus. The proof is
worked out indirectly on the basis of the impossibility of the UTOBe0LG; if its
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consequences are impossible, then the thesis is untenable as well. Homo animal
rationale: teaching example, to clarify the proof. Animal possesses, in its meth-
odological significance, the character of a genus. It is the general determina-
tion, "living being," which is here further determined by "rationale,” a new
character that is not already contained in "animal. " That further determination,
which effectively differentiates the genus "animal,” is "ratio.”" Ratio is the differ-
ence; it introduces a division into the genus. It produces a species; it is €100TT0L0C.
Ipertain to the species “homo.” Ratio is not included in the idea o the genus, ani-
mal. Furthermore, the species, "homo,” cannot be asserted of "ratio”; ratio is pos-
sible not only as a human mode o Being, but it also pertains to the Being of
God. The difference is not included in the genus. Now, to apply this example,
ov (Being) is substituted for "animal.” If Being were a genus, then the differ-
ences, which differentiate the genus into definite species, should not have the
determination by which we say "they are.” The difference as such cannot al-
ready possess the character of Being. If so, then there are no differences and
thus also no species. If Being is supposed to be a genus, then the differences and
the species necessarily have the determinations that already residein the genus
itself. That contradicts the very meaning o species. So there are two possibili-
ties: 1. either Being is a genus, one to which no species correspond, for in that
case species cannot be. But a genus that excludes the very possibility of species
is not a genus. 2. Or differences and species indeed are, but then the result is
that Being cannot be understood as a genus. Now, there are in fact differences
and species. Therefore ov is not a yévog. This proof, however, is merely nega-
tive. The universality of the basic determination of all beings has become ques-
tionable. That is Aristotle's advance beyond Plato. In what sense is Being? In
what sense are the categories o Being principles of beings? What constitutes the
principle-ness of these principles? The answer to this question and the supple-
ment to the negative solution are presented in the first paragraph of Met. T 2.

71. (Relates to p. 1271.)

All these meanings are related to health, but not in the same way. Likewise,
the various meanings of Being are modifications of the relation to one basic
meaning. This £V constitutes the unity of the manifold meanings o Being. In
all the meanings of "healthy," "health" itself is co-intended in some way or
other. "Analogical meaning," kat dvaAoyiav. This £€v is also called a pia
doxn (cf. 1003b6), a "single, primary principle,” on the basis o which the
various existing objects are grasped as existing. The problem of the relation of
the meanings of Being among themselves only now comes to the fore.

Aristotle uses the expression TOAAaxw¢ in reference to the word "Being"
in three ways: 1. multiplicity of Being (cf. Met. E 2, 1026a331f.): four basic
meanings, and according to them Being is articulated as: a) the ov of the cat-
egories, b) the ov xatd ovuPePnrog, ¢) ov wg aAndéc, and d) ov duvapet
KO EVEQYELQ. OV Kt oLUPBEPNIcOC (b)is roughly translated: "Being in the
sense o co-givenness." This is one kind of ToAA&xwg, one kind of the "multi-
plicity” of Being.

2. Met. Z 1, 1028a101t.: To ov Aévetar moAAaxwe: a) Tl éotwy, b) towdy, ¢)
mooov, d) mEOG tt. This second multiplicity is a multiplicity within the mean-
ing la. The ov of the categories breaks down into a new TTOAAax@G.



Appendices
218

In Met. T, Aristotle intends neither 1 nor 2 but, instead, both pressed to-
gether. This doubling of the moAAaxwc has been overlooked previously, in
particular by Jaeger. The problem to be exposed is how these two kinds o
TOAAaXwG are connected to each other. In the moAAaxw¢ of the categories,
the other three are included.

Example of health: just as the various meanings o "healthy" are related to
the bodily state o health, so the meanings of Being are related to a basic
meaning. We say of a being that it is: 1. 0Tt ovo{a,”” because "it is in itself
something present-at-hand," 2. because it is a tdOn ovolag, a "state of some-
thing present-at-hand,"” 3. 000¢ €ig ovoiay, the "way toward the presence-at-
hand" of something, 4. pOooa, the "disappearance” out of presence-at-hand,
5. moLoTNG, because it is a "quality,” 6. antdpaoig, nonbeing. The meanings 1
through 6 all have a relation to ouaia. All these meanings o Being are toog
€v. That one basic meaning is obo{a. 1. ovoial, plural of "present-at-hand.”
ouoia in the singular means "presence-at-hand in general”; in the plural:
"present-at-hand things," ones that are in the mode o presence-at-hand. 2.
ouaia, "some one thing present-at-hand." 3. 1, the "what," the essence. If
now all the basic significations are related back to a €v, then that means back
to oUO(a in the sense of presence-at-hand. Met. ' 2, 1003b17: “that on which
the other meanings of Being depend, the basic meaning through which all
other meanings of Being are asserted.” I do not understand "healthy" if I do
not relate the expression to "health” in the sense o the health of the body. Yet
this basic meaning is not a genus. The kind o modalization proper to pres-
ence-at-hand, the basic meaning of Being, is different than that of genus and
species and is fixed in the term "analogical meaning." Aristotle did not clarify
its precise structure, one which is still obscure today.

Now, insofar as we expose the relation to the basic meaning, we thereby
acquire the unitary sphere of the thematic object of this science, namely,
Being itself. All ontological structures refer back necessarily to the basic
meaning, which is accessible though an alcOnog. Just as in geometry all in-
dividual objects and nexuses presuppose space and refer back to space, so
here with regard to Being. Space is already understood in a basic apprehen-
sion. So also Being is accessiblein a primordial aioBnoig, which is not a sense
perception but, instead, a pure direct apprehension of the object itself. Aris-
totle showed only that this is required as a matter of principle.

Inasmuch as the fundamental science has Being in general as its object, the
structure of ontology can also be clarified by delimiting it against the ontology
of beingsin the sense of nature, i.e., against mathematics and pvouen ["phys-
ics"]. How does the universality of the domain o the object of ontology relate
to the universality o mathematics and physics? The problem is formulated
more pointedly in Mer. K 4ff. It is a matter of the same problem treated in Mer.
B and E. Mer. K used to be considered spurious. Jaeger” showed that it must be
attributed to Aristotle, at least chaps. 1-8; but chaps. 8-12 are genuine as well.

The question o Being must be posed independently o any question con-
cerning determinate beings. For this reason there comes at first (Met. K 3,

77. For the citations, see above, p. 128.
78. Jaeger, Studien, pp. 63-88; and Aristoteles, p. 2171f.
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1061a26ff.) an orientation with respect to two sciences that have determinate
beings as their objects: mathematics and physics. Just as mathematicians carry
out their investigations within a sphere of things they have acquired by adopt-
ing a determinate perspective, so it is the same with regard to Being as such.
adailoeolc = "abstraction.”" Mathematicians indeed consider what is sensuous,
but they abstract from everything, so that what remains left over is merely the
"how much," the pure extension in its amount and its continuity. They then
consider this extension according to one, two, or three dimensions, but only
with respect to quantity and continuity—in no other respect. Meaning o the
abstraction: positive freeing up o pure space in its extension and continuity. It
is only within this secure region o pure space that mathematicians receive
their various problems. A unitary region is given, that of geometry. In this way,
the elaboration o pure space as such is carried out: whatever belongs to pure
space as such. Physics, on the other hand, the science of nature in motion, con-
siders all objective nexuses with respect to motion. Physics indeed considers
beings, but not with respect to their Being as such. To consider them in that re-
spect is to pursue philosophy.

In Met. K 3, 1061b7, Aristotle arrives at his positive determination o phi-
losophy, and it stands opposed to Plato. Dialecticsand sophistry are concerned
only with things that are co-given precisely in beings, properties that are en-
countered by chance. They do not treat of beings with respect to their Being;
only philosophy does. Thereby Aristotle, and his ontology, are delimited
against Plato. Plato’s diaAéyeo0al lacks a unitary perspective on Being as
such. Plato also includes in his dialectical schema kivnoic and otaog. For
Aristotle, ivnoic and otaowg do not pertain to pure Being. Aristotle has
thereby fixed for all time the idea of a pure science of Being. This delimitation
occurs at Met. ' 2, 1004b17. Dialectics and sophistry are, so to speak, dressed
in the same garments as philosophy, but they fundamentally are not philoso-
phy. Sophistry merely appears to be so. On the other hand, the dialecticians
indeed take their task seriously and positively, they treat of the xowdv, but
they lack an orientation toward the idea of Being. Both move in the same do-
main as philosophy. Dialectics is distinguished through its kind o possibili-
ties: it has only limited possibilities, it can only seek. Philosophy, on the con-
trary, allows an understanding to arise. The sophists are distinguished
through their peculiar decision with regard to scientific research: they are
not serious, they merely want to win people over.

Thus philosophy treats of Being as Being. This orientation is carried out in
AOYO0G, in assertion, in the way beings are spoken of as beings and as such and
such.

72. (Relates to p. 130f.)

It is in Aristotle that AGyog first comes genuinely alive. Adyog = "assertion."
In Aristotle, to "assert" (= Katryopetv) receives its meaning in relation to
Katnyopio. How does it happen at all that in philosophy katnyopiau are the
theme of the investigations? Adyog = "expressing" of something as some-
thing. Aristotle had a sharper vision of this structure. Aéyew Tl katé TvOg,
with respect to an other; the same katé as in the word katnyogia. We today
reverse the construction:
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Aéyelv T TIVOG

assertion of something
S

something
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How can something like categories be acquired at all on the basis of A0Y0G?
What are categories? What was the guiding principle for Aristotle's acquisi-
tion of the categories? That question is still controversial today. Kant and
Hegel maintain that Aristotle simply snatched the categories out o the air.

Which categories does Aristotle recognize? Difficult to say with certainty,
since different passages list different ones: ten, eight, three (On the categories:
first work in the Organon, Cat. 4, 1b261.7°). Of the things that, from no possible
point of view, can be determined through combination, each one means ei-
ther: 1) ovoia, 2) moodv, 3) Moy, 4) MEOS TL, 5) OV, 6) TOTE, 7) KeloOat,
8) Exewv, 9) moLety, 10) maoxew. Regarding 1: "presence-at-hand." Regarding
7: "how one bears oneself.” I can attribute presence-at-hand pure and simple
only to a thing. TOCOV: categorial determination for two cubits long, three
cubits long, etc. T1QOG 1L: for half, double, greater. 7OV: in the marketplace.
éxew: shod, armed. Ttdo xewv: to be cut, to be burned. The last nine categories
all have the basic determination of relatedness to the first.

The concept of category is indeterminate. In appropriating Kant, the catego-
ries were understood as forms of thinking which give order to the content of
thought; as forms of thinking, the categories are subjective; question o their
objective bearing. For Kant himself, the categories originally have nothing to
do with forms of thinking in this sense. According to their own meaning, the
categories signify modes o Being. It is remarkable that their name was chosen
from the word for assertion, AGyoc. The Greek question o Being is carried out
in the question o AOY0G: the determinations of Being are characterized on the
basis of AGyog. Orientation of the question of Being toward A0yog. Showing o
beings themselves: then that has nothing to do with subjective forms o think-
ing but, instead, with determinations of beings as beings in themselves. The
categories are not subjective, although the sphere o the categories has a pecu-
liar limit, inasmuch as the only beings they include are the ones we designate
as present-at-hand: the aloOnt&. Hence Plotinus's reproach that Aristotle did
not question the vontd. To be sure, Plotinus himself did not advance very far.
With regard to all things, what is always asserted in advance is their Being (Met.
K 2, 1060b4). Being is the most universal predicate whatsoever. How is the con-
nection among the categories to be determined, and how are they acquired?

Synopsis of Aristotle’s conception of the categories:

1. Met. ® 10, 1051a34f.: The categories present To ov {...} kKatd &
O XHHATA TOV KATIYOoQLLV. TODE OV signifies: the "this here," or "quality,” or
"quantity" (cf.Met. Z 4, 1030b11). The katnyoQiat are determinations of be-
ings, as the beings are shown in assertion. The categories are also properties
of propositions, not primarily, but only because they are determinations of
beings themselves.

79. See also p. 132, n. 61.
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2. Cf. Cat. 4, 1b25: The categories are such that, according to their content,
they allow "no combination.” In their meaning, they are utterly simple and
irreducible, but they do indeed have an essential relation to something other.
They are determinations o which it cannot be said what they are beyond
this. They are that on whose basis an assertion can be carried out. "The stone
is hard": I must already have an understanding of quality. "The tree is along
the path": that requires an understanding of place, perhaps not an explicitly
conscious understanding at the moment. "The stone is too big": quantity. I
would be blind to all these determinations o Being, if they were not under-
stood in advance.

3. Met. A 7, 1017a22ff.: "Being in itself is spoken of and understood in as
many ways as there are categorial forms." There are as many possibilities of
assertion as there are meanings of Being. Here it is evident that the multiplic-
ity of the categories corresponds to a multiplicity of possible assertions. Adyog
must be understood here as Aéyewv T kata Tvog ("assertion of something as
something™). The various possible basic modes of the "as such and such" re-
sult in the possible categories.

4. Anal.priora A 37, 49a6ff.: "The attribution of something (namely, this) to
something else (the co-presence-at-hand o something with something else)
and the disclosure o this one thing in relation to another (the 'this-here' as
something) is to be taken as manifoldly as there are manifold categories to be
distinguished.” Here it is evident how beings, which are exhibited in A0yog,
are apprehended in their structure: the co-presence-at-hand of stone and hard-
ness is the presupposition for the exhibition o the stone with respect to this
one o its qualities. The ontic moment of the category is here apparent.

5. Met. I' 2, 1003b9: The categories are what can be said o0¢ TV ovoiay,
"with reference to," the first category, namely, "that which is present-at-hand
in itself." All categories are, by their very sense, related to ovoia: quality is
always quality of something, etc. In every category, there resides a relation to
something present-at-hand, which is then determined in a particular respect.
vToKelpevov (ovoia) épdaivetat: “in every category, what lies at the foun-
dation comes to appearance” (cf.Met. Z 1, 1028a26ff.). Each of the nine cate-
gories (other than ovoia) contains relations to ovoia itself. On that is
grounded the unity of the categories.

6. Aristotle's characteristic names for the categories: dlalpéoetls, MWOELS,
TWTA, KOWA, YéVN. dlaugéoels: most fundamental "differentiations” within
beings as regards their Being. The term refers not so much to the mode o dif-
ferentiating but, instead, to that which is differentiated. mttcoeig (cf.Met. N 2,
1089a26): "bendings," "inflections,” modifications, diversifications o the gen-
eral idea of Being. Tt mowtat: the determinations already lying at the founda-
tion of every being, ones every being must have i it is to be at all. kowva: the
"most universal" determinations. The idea of "quality" is what is most univer-
sal for all individual qualities. yévn has the same meaning: the "stem" out o
which every particularization originates (cf. De anima A 1, 402a23). This latter
is unclear, since Being does not have the character o a genus; thus not to be
pressed too hard; stem but not genus in the logical sense.
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73. (Relates to p. 133))

2)In these types of co-presence-at-hand, there is expressed the mode of Being
o what is gathered together, the one with the other (fundamental discovery
o Plato versus Parmenides. The one is not the one, but is the one and the
other.) Aristotle apprehends this more sharply: every ontological character
includes a co-being with an other.

74. (Relates to p. 133f.)

All categories, by their very essence, are mQOG £Vv. They do not first obtain this
relation through their employment; on the contrary, they possessit already in
themselves. 0UC{x is what is primary and holds sway in all the categories; cf.
the meanings o "healthy.” This analogy, the correspondence o every cate-
gory to Being, was understood in the Middle Ages as analogia attributionis, as
the analogy of the univocal assignment o the categories to the first one, sub-
stantia. The Scholastics then exhibited a second analogy: analogia proportionis,
"analogy of proportionality.” Yet the essential one is the analogia attributionis.

All the individual categories have a proportional relation to their concreti-
zation. The mode has a relation to the respective being that exists in this
mode: analogia proportionis.

Thus there is, in the case of the analogia attributionis, an identitas termini.
The terminus is always the same. In addition, there is a diversitas habitudinis.
Scholasticism recognized still another analogy: the analogical relation be-
tween the ens injinitum (increatum)and the ens finitum (creatum). God is infi-
nitely different from what is created. What common meaning o Being is
foundational in these two cases: "God is" and "the chair is"? There is no high-
est genus of beings which could encompass both. Instead, both kinds of Being
stand in a relation of analogy, one which is ultimately reducible to the analo-
gia attributionis, since God is apprehended as the ens injinitum, the highest con-
cretization of the concept of ouoia.

Plotinus, Enneads 6, 1.1f.: limit of Aristotle's philosophy: he does not con-
sider the vontov, which is determined by Being just as much as is the
aloBntov. They are TavTOV simply through avaAovia.

If God is substance in the proper sense, then are other beings only qualities
or quantities? Descartes: res cogitans—res extensa ["thinking thing— extended
thing"].

The problem o Being in Aristotle's philosophy is oriented toward the
Being o the categories.

75. (Relates to p. 135.)

The meaning of Being, as understood by the Greeks: Being in the sense o
presence [Anwesenheit], the present [Gegenwart]. Inasmuch as beings are not
single, but multiple, presence means togetherness and, in this togetherness,
being with one another, unitarily in the present. Every being includes a pos-
sible relation to an other, with which it is there. Being is always a lying-to-
gether, ovykelpevov. Structure o AGYog as oUVOeoS. Referred back to the
structure of beings themselves. The categories are possible forms (kinds) of
the co-presence d something with something. Of course, a being can also be
co-present-at-hand with something that does not constantly and necessarily
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belongto it: e.g., a tree that is offering shade to some particular man. The tree
is still the same without the man.

76. (Relates to p. 136.)

Another being can supervene upon the being which is in itself: ov kata
oUUPEPNKOG, "Being with respect to what supervenes, with respect to super-
venience." Supervenience is a possibility that belongs to every being but does
not constitute Being—it cannot be determined, or even traced out, in ad-
vance. The beings which are in themselves can, in AOYOg, in éTuOT‘rjpn, be
known, disclosed, apprehended, spoken of. Yet they still are, without my
knowing them. Being includes the possibility of disclosedness. To be true, to
be uncovered, is a possibility of what is present-at-hand.

77. (Relatesto p. 136.)

The fates of those who live in the house do not pertain to OUCODOMIKT)
ETUOTT)N ["the science of house building"]. The mathematician is not inter-
ested in the accidental differences between right triangles and other triangles
but, instead, in triangularity as such. Met. E 2, 1026b13{f.: accidental circum-
stances are merely a name. Aristotle says Plato was correct to emphasize that
the sophists busy themselves with Ut} ov. For they busy themselves with acci-
dental fates. 1026b21: supervenience appears to stand very close to nonbeing.
Yet it is not nothing; on the contrary, it is a definable mode o Being. That is
why its essence is to be discerned along with the ground on which something
like that mode of Being is possible. The essence of supervenience needs to be
determined. The being which is in itself is present €& avaykng (1026b28),
"necessarily," and aiel (1026b30), "constantly.”" "Necessity" here means: can-
not be otherwise. There are beings which are constantly, always, and neces-
sarily what they are. In addition, there are beings which indeed are not abso-
lutely always what they are, but are so for the most part (as a rule). The
change of day and night happens as a rule. But we cannot say it occurs in the
same way that 2 x 2 = 4. Over and against these two modes, there is the way
of Being of the occasional, of what happens out of nowhere, without any pos-
sibility of determining its whence, its whither, or its duration. The ground o
supervenience is nothing other than what is constant. Otherwise, there
would be no accidentality. Constancy is the ontological possibility of acciden-
tality. Otherwise, the accidental would have no whither. 1026b30f.: con-
stancy is the ground for the possibility of something accidental, and the acci-
dental transpires in the sphere of what is constant or is as a rule. Only as
standing out from that background, does something accidental show itself.
The mode of Being of supervenience is for the Greeks far different than Being
in the proper sense.

Met. E 2: this mode of Being kata ovufepnidg is close to nonbeing, be-
cause it lacks the essential characters o the aei and the necessary. Neverthe-
less, there can be the accidental, but only inasmuch as there is the constant.
Hence this mode of Being is by essence (i.e., not accidentally) non-autono-
mous and derived from Being in the sense of the constant.

If, during the dog days, a cold storm blows in, that is accidental and improb-
able, neither expected nor the rule. Likewise, it is arbitrary and not necessary if
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a man is blond. He could just as well have dark hair. But a man cannot fail to
be a {wov, a "living being." That is always and necessarily there, wherever a
man is. To cure the sick is something accidental for an architect. But in itself it
is the aim o a doctor. Likewise, a cook can, by means of food, cure someone;
yet that is not the essential function of a cook. The supervenient cannot become
the domain o a particular pursuit, handcraft, or activity, for these go by rule.
There can be no systematized understanding, no TéXVn, of that which merely
supervenes. Because the supervenient is not a possible object of determination
and calculation, it also falls outside of Ogwdl, scientific "consideration."
Therefore the mode of Being of the accidental must be excluded from the theme
o the science of Being, which investigates Being in the proper sense. Being in
the sense of supervenience is derivative.

78. (Relatesto p. 137.)

The same holds, in a certain sense, for the third mode o Being: Being we
aAnOéc (Met.E 4).To be sure, the proof proceeds very differently. The concept
o Being as truth needs to be determined more precisely. Met. E 4 is textually
uneven, both as regards content and diction. Jacger has read into this a double
concept of truth, as well as a development of the concept of truth, on Aristotle's
part.*’ ov (og @ANOLG and un OV @S YeLdEC: "Being in the sense of uncovered-
ness" and "nonbeing in the sense o coveredness." Question: in what and in
which way do uncoveredness and coveredness have their Being?

Met. E 4, 1027b19f1.: uncoveredness and coveredness depend on cOVOeO1g
and dwxigeois, "conjunction” and "disjunction." Both belong to the unitary
structure d AGY0G, o "assertion," which may be characterized as either true or
false. How do gOvOe01< and dlxiQeo1c make possible the structure of truth and
falsity? Uncoveredness involves katadaotg, the "attribution" o something to
something else, and specifically £l T¢ GUYKEWWEVQW (1027b21), "with respect
to what is present-at-hand together." The showing in the mode of attribution
with respect to what is present-at-hand together, or the showing in the mode of
denial with respect to what is not together, what lies apart. Coveredness is
characterized by the corresponding opposites: it is "showing in the mode o at-
tribution" with respect to what is not actually together, or "showing in the
mode o denial" with respect to what is actually present-at-hand together.
Katapaotc and AMOGROLS = positive and negative judgment.

79. (Relatesto p. 138.)

In order for uncovering and covering to be carried out as assertions, the struc-
ture of conjunction and disjunction must be in assertion itself, whereby it can
be true or false. I must take apart, dlxiQeo1g, run through and take apart,
davoeloBat, what is straightforwardly pre-given, so as to separate what is
present-at-hand, "board," and how it is qualified, "black." Question: how is
such a unitary assertion possible, one by which I take apart the determina-
tions ("board"and "black") and indeed within a 0UVOe01C andfor a cUVOEOIC?
How is it possible that the determinations can be at once ff(pa and Xw0Ic? A
unitary act o assertion, in which something is at once disjoined and con-

80. See above, p. 137, n. 96.
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joined, and specifically at the same time! This problem is treated more pre-
cisely and De anima I 6ff. and Met. Z 12.

We are now asking for the ground of uncovering and covering. They are
ways of carrying out dtavoetoOat, ways of carrying out A6yog, and are pos-
sible only insofar as Ot&vowx, "understanding," is assertion. Uncoveredness
and coveredness do not pertain to Being as such; instead, they arise only if
there is assertion. Truth and falsity are grounded in the fact that 1. beings
exist as possible objects of assertion and 2. diavowa exists. Truth and falsity
are £€v diavoia and not €V TOIg MOAYMAOL, in beings, "in the things" them-
selves. Insofar as the categories constitute the ontological structure of the
nedypata, truth and falsity are differentmodes of Being in relation to Being
in the proper sense. Met. E 4, 1027b31.

80. (Relates top. 139.)

These two modes of Being, the accidental and the true, are dependent. Thus
both refer back to an original Being and do not themselves belong to the sci-
ence of Being and of its ultimate, fundamental grounds. Met. E 4, 1027b33:
supervenience and uncoveredness are to be excluded from the fundamental
consideration of Being. The reason, with respect to the accidental, is the
Adprotov (1027b34); it is "undeterminable," inconstant, nothing I can be
certain of at every moment. With respect to the true: it is a state of thinking,
of judging, of determining, not a character of Being itself as it is in itself.

Both o these ontological modes affect the remaining stem of Being. They
constitute that which, of the four modes of Being, does not pertain to the
fundamental consideration. In Met. K 8, 1065a24, this é£w seems to be used
in a different sense: "outside" o the understanding, thus identified with the
npaypata, which are in themselves. That is erroneous, even disregarding
the fact that the Greeks did not have a concept of consciousness in this sense.
These two ontological modes do not manifest a Being or the nature (onethat
would reside outside of Being in the proper sense) of a Being. ££w means that
the accidental and the true are not modes of Being outside of Being in the
proper sense. £&w means unfounded. The true as well as the accidental are
founded, essentially grounded in genuine Being. That is why €@ in Met. K is
placed together with xwototov (1065a24). General character of Being in the
proper sense: autonomous constancy. The accidental lacks the character of
constancy, the true the character o autonomy.

81. (Relates to p. 1391.)

The task is to expose the &oxai, the "ultimate grounds," o autonomous con-
stancy, which is founded in the basic category, ovoia. This mode of Being is
called OV 1cLPIiwE, "genuine, pre-eminent Being," and for Aristotle it does not
include the Being of the true or of the accidental. Yet at Met. @ 10, it is c‘x/\r]()é;
v that is characterized as the kvQuOTaTOYV, the "most genuine" Being (cf.
1051b1), which seems to run counter to what has just been said. In fact, that
is not a contradiction, but it can be understood only on the basis of an original
interpretation of the Greek concept of Being.

How is the idea of the ovuPepnidc connected to the Being of the catego-
ries? The categories are subject to a basic articulation: they are related to oVGia
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by way of analogy. The categories are the possible modes o the co-presence-at-
hand o beings; specifically,what is thought of here is a being that is in the gen-
uine sense, that is therefore constant and follows a rule. Supervenience is
merely a determinate mode of co-presence-at-hand, and, as accidental, it is not
genuine Being. An extreme form o co-presence-at-hand.

The term Kata oLUPEPNKOS is used in two ways: 1. as above, it is a mode of
Being; 2. Aristotle also calls the categories, as categories, the cuuepncorta.
Are the categories then accidental conceptions o substance? No; that would be
counter-sensical. Rather, it is to be understood in a completely formal sense:
the categories are possible forms o being-together in general. A distinction
must be made between cLUPBEPNIKOS in the sense o the accidental and this for-
mal meaning of it. The idea of OV kat& oLUPEPNKOC is conceived on the back-
ground o being-together. Just as the Being of the categories is conceived under
the guidance of A0yoc (something pregiven exhibited with respect to the co-
givenness o something else in it),so also is the second kind o Being (OV Kata
oLUPePNKAG) oriented toward AGYoc. Greek ontology, especially in Aristotle,
is approached and carried out with AOyog as the guideline.

Truth is attributed to Adyog. Truth is a determination of an assertion and
is possible only on the basis of dtvola, i.e., on the basis o AOY0g. AGyog is
now considered not with respect to the possible modes o beings shown in it
but, instead, with respect to the kinds of showing, namely the true and the
false. Met. ® 10: truth is attributed not only to di&vola, but also to voeLv as
such, to the pure and simple "apprehension” of something which has as its
opposite not falsity, but dyvola, "ignorance." All direct, straightforward ap-
prehension of something, e.g., the apprehension of the categories, does not
grasp a composite but, instead, something which is graspable only in itself.
Here no o0vOeo1S is involved. Thus it cannot also be apprehended as some-
thing it is not. It can only be encountered straight on. That is the most origi-
nal kind o apprehension: disclosure in pure and simple beholding. Met. Z 4:
the AOyog which addresses something in itself and not as something else, the
AOYyog which purely and simply shows the thing. Inasmuch as Being is pres-
ence, straightforward uncovering o a being signifies something like an en-
hancement of the being with respect to its Being and its presence. It is now
present in a genuine sense; previously it was there only in an improper way.
Now, as something present-at-hand, it is brought into the immediate presence
o the one who is apprehending it. When it is grasped, the being is present in
a higher sense than it was when ungrasped and hidden. Its uncovering con-
fers on it a higher mode of presence. Therefore, OV ¢ h-0xAN0EG is a higher
mode o ouoia. Accordingly, Aristotle is right to attribute to truth the highest
mode of Being: truth is genuine Being. Something is when it is uncovered. Ov
wg aAn0éc as kuguOTatov Ov (cf. Mer. © 10, 1051b1). But, in the ontological
sense, truth is still not the most original mode of Being, for it presupposes
ouoia. Double connection of OV wg aAnOéc with ouoia. magovoia, "the
present," "presence."

82. (Relatesto p. 150.)

dUvapug and évégyetaare two basicmodes of presence-at-hand, o ouoia. Thus
they refer back to genuine Being, the Being of the categories. £véQyeia is the
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highest mode o Being. £évéQyela is prior to dUvapug, "actuality” before "possi-
bility": to be understood on the basis of the fact that Being means presence. Pos-
sibility = preparedness for, which requires that evéQyelx or eVIEAE el exist.
dvvapg and evégyela also have meanings that function by analogy.

The task is to grasp together the four basic meanings o Being. The center
of the science of Being lies in the Being of the categories. Yet Aristotle says that
the first science is theology. it deals with the highest being itself. How are these
to be reconciled? Is the science of Being not supposed to be indifferent to
every particular domain o objects? Jaeger: Aristotle was here not equal to
the problem of Being.® That is a superficial interpretation. On the contrary,
the two concepts o ontology (science of Being-theology) necessarily belong
together. Science of beings as beings: that necessarily includes the question of
the particular being in which genuine Being is most purely demonstrated. In
such a being alone can one acquire the idea of Being. Thus a discipline is nec-
essary that studies the being which is conceived as a being in the most proper
sense. Whether this being is the first mover or the first heaven is a secondary
question. Such an orientation to the most proper being is not a special sci-
ence; on the contrary, it is an ontologically oriented science. It is the science
o that which Being genuinely means and also the science of that being which
genuinely is; science of Being and of the highest being. Mer. E 1, 1026a29ff.:
"If there is a being that is utterly unmoved but always is in the sense o pure
é\}é@yﬂa, then this being is prior and the science of it is the first." Hence this
science is also an investigation into beings as beings.

Aristotle adds a third moment that had never been taken up previously:
every oV is one, ayaOo6v, €tegov, ur) ov, ete. "Unity,"” "otherness,” "opposite,"
"nonbeing," dyaBov: these are determinations that pertain to every being just
as a being. They are "formal" determinations of Being, the object of "formal
ontology." Therefore: 1. ontology o the most genuine being, 2. ontology o the
categories, 3. formal ontology. How these are connected Aristotle did not say.

83. (Relates to p. 153.)
De anima:

Bk. 1:  exposition, critical retrospective on the previous philosophy.
Bk. 2: positive determination o the concept of the soul:
Chaps. 1-4: general ground-laying;
Chaps. 5-6: aloOnoLg, perception;
Chaps. 7-11: forms o perception;
Chap. 12: more precise determination of the structure of aicOnoic.
Bk. 3:
Chaps. 1 and 2 properly belong to bk. 2.
Chap. 3: analysis o pavraoia, imaginatio.
Chaps. 4-6: vovug, understanding, diavola.
Chaps. 9-13: concluding analyses o the constitution of life, basic re-
lation between thought and conation; approach to an analysis o the
lower levels of life.

81. Jaeger, Aristoteles, pp. 223-27, 379.
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Supplementary treatises:* parva naturalia, small works on biology: Ileoi
aloBnoewv kai aloBnrwv; On memory and recollection; On sleep and waking; On
life and death; in addition: On the self-motion of living beings: Tleot Cawwv
KIvijoewgs; genuinely Aristotelian, as Jacger has shown.®

84. (Relates to p. 155f.)

De anima B 2, 413a21ff: anpvyov versus éuuxov, "unsouled" versus “en-
souled": the latter is distinguished by the presence of To (ijv. Life is the very
mode of Being of that which is living. (Vv is a basic ontological concept. The
soul is also to be understood in this sense. We say something is living where
we find that: it moves in a oriented way, i.e., in a way oriented by perception:
it moves itself and can stop itself; it was young and ages; it takes in nourish-
ment and grows; etc. A physical body moves in only one direction. Plants, in
contrast, extend themselves, through growth, in all directions simultane-
ously. The basic determination of such a living thing is the capacity of
BoemttikOv (413b5): "it can feed" and thereby is in communication with the
beings around it. To this is added aioOntikév (417a6), the possibility of ori-
enting oneself, even if only as touching and grasping out for something. What
is alive, and also stands in a determinate communication with something, is
such that it has a world, as we would say today. Many living beings are tied to
a certain place, others can move about. And their motion is different than the
change of place to which lifeless things are subject: kKivnoig mogevtikr| (cf.
432b14), to move oneself roward something which matters to life in one way
or another; an oriented motion in the respective surrounding world.

Bound up with the phenomenon of itveiv is the phenomenon of kotvewy,
"distinguishing" in the sense of a formal orientation in general. KQ(VEWV:
atoBnoig and vouc. kively and KQivewy constitute life.

De anima T" 91f.: every motion is motion £ VEKQ TIvog: the motion, as a cona-
tion, proceeds toward the 0QeKTOV (433al8), the "desired." Question: how is
this 0pekTOV, the "desirable," made accessible, and what are the basic modes of
conation? Gevyewv and duwicery (cf. 432b281.), on the one hand, to "make for"
something, to pursue an object, and on the other hand, to "avoid" it. With the
living being, what is, formally speaking, the mover itself, the Q1) Ktvijoewg?
Aristotle shows that the point o departure for the motion is not the pure and
simple observation of a desirable object. This object is not grasped through
aloOnoic but, instead, through 00¢£IC: the "conation" has the function of dis-
closing. Only on the basis of the 00ekTdV is there deliberation, kQlvewy, dikvora.
It is not the case that the living being first observes things disinterestedly,
merely looks about in a neutral attitude, and then moves toward something: on
the contrary, 0pe&ig is fundamental. The @oX1] is the unity of Kkpivewv and
KveLv; that is the principle of motion for living beings. xloOnoiS for animals,
voug for humans. The atoOnoic o animals is not a theoretical capacity; on the
contrary, it exists in a context of pursuit and flight.

De anima B 6: the general structure o aloOno1< is threefold (418a91f.): 1.
ailoOnotg idia, 2. aloBnoig ko, 3. alodnoig kata ovPPePNKOS. Regarding

82. See above, p. 154.
83. See above, p. 154, n. 162.
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1: the "perception” that relates to its own proper object. Every sense is true in its
"own" field. Every perception is disclosive within its own field. Other phenom-
ena are not determined through these sense-qualities, €.g., change o place,
which is perceptible through several senses. Regarding 2: phenomena that are
"common" to determinate perceptions, Kowva. Regarding 3: Furthermore, we
always see some determinate moveable thing, not mere qualities such as colors.
Isee first that this is chalk and only then that it is white and has such and such
a form, etc. The co-givenness o accidental properties is not for the Greeks o
essential significance. Chalk can be white, but so can paper and other things.

Humans are distinguished from animals by their possession of voug (cf.
433a9ft.) or, more precisely, Adyog. Adyog belongs necessarily to the defini-
tion of the {wov, human being: {wov Adyov £x0v, "a living thing which can
speak," which can anodaiveoOar ["let be seen"]. The world is not then
Itnown only in the horizon of pursuit and flight; instead, beings in their being
such and such are spoken of, determined, understood, conceptualized, and
thereby grounded in their "what" and their "why." Humans have the possibil-
ity of understanding the 0QexTOV as the basis of their action and the motive
of their decisions (cf.433al7ff.). Such a being is called human Dasein. kgiverv
is determined through A0yog, i.e., voug. The unity o krvetv and xotvew,
ApPw (433al3), is determined through mooaiQeaic (cf. 406b25), the possi-
bility of "anticipating” something as the basis o action and decision. Thereby
humans face the possibility of an opposition between ¢rudvpia (cf. 433b6),
sheer "appetite," impulsive life, which is blind, and understanding, action
grounded in reasons. De anima T 10: this opposition between impulse and
genuinely chosen, rational action is a possibility open only to those living be-
ings which can understand time. Insofar as a living being is delivered over to
impulse, it is related merely to what is immediately there and stimulating, To
{...} 10V ["the pleasurable"] (433b9). Impulse strives unreservedly toward
that, toward what is present and available. But humans, because they possess
an alobnolg xeovov ["sense of time"], can presentify To pHEAAOV ["the fu-
ture"] (433Db71.) as the possible and as that for the sake o which they act. This
capacity of a double comportment—toward the future and toward the pres-
ent—allows conflict to arise. Aristotle does not clarify the extent to which
time makes something like that possible. It is difficult to grasp fundamentally
the connection between time and A0yog; likewise, it is difficult to determine
whether animals have the capacity to perceive time.

85. (Relatestop. 157.)

Here we have the first general laying of a foundation for a description o human
Dasein. Question: what is the specifically human mode of Being? kQtvety is not
limited to a[(ren(ng but is also found in voug. Thereby arise various possibilities
for disclosing beings (Nic. Eth. 6), five such possibilities: 1) téxvn (chap.4),2)
gruaomypn (chap.6),3) Gpovnois (chap. 5),4) codia (chap. 7), 5) voog (chap.
8).Five modes o AAnOevewy, of kivewy, o orienting oneself, incorporated into
the corresponding comportments of the movement of life: 1) Téxvn-noinoic,
2) ETuoTAN; to it no further movement corresponds, since ETLOTIUT] is theory
and simply beholds. 3) poovnote, moadic, 4) godla, 5) voig: this latter is not
attained by humans; it determines the first mover.
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The modes o xivetv are doubled: T0iNoig, "manipulating,” and TEAELS,
"acting" (Nic. Eth. 6, 4, 1140a2) in the genuine sense: something done for
reasons, which is distinguished from producing by the fact that the égyov
does not lie outside the doing, like the nest of a bird, but resides in the doing
itself. The goal of acting is the action itself, i.e., the acting being as such. Defi-
nition of a human being: avOwmog is the {@ov to which belongs mE&ELS,
and also A0Yy0g. These three determinations conjoined: {wT) TOOKTLKT] TOV
Aoyov €xovtog (cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 7, 1098a31.) is the essence of human beings.
Humans are those living beings that, according to their mode o Being, are
able to act. The same conception appears again in Kant (Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft; Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten): humans are the ones that can
speak, i.e., act for reasons.

The Greeks' determination of the highest mode of action depends on their
conception o Being and o the possibilities of Being. Such a life is not mere
L, but Biog, "existence.” In the course of history the meaning of this con-
cept changed completely; Blog became that which humans have in common
with other living things. Various possibilities of piog (piot). Which is the
highest Biog, the highest possibility of existence, the mode o Being in which
a person satisfies to the highest degree the proper human potentiality for
Being, in which a person genuinely is? All practical comportment is directed
to something outside the person, something determined as this or that tem-
porally circumscribed thing. All action is carried out within the ka1Q0g, the
"practical moment." Such an existence is a specifically human possibility:
Biog moArtucog (cf. Nic. Eth. 1, 5, 1095b18), "life in community." Orientation
toward something temporally determinate and historically pregiven, thus to-
ward a mode of Being that in the Greek sense, is not genuine Being. The merit
of action is to adapt itself to change.

In contrast, however, the highest mode of Being must be directed toward
the &€l ov, which is not a possible object of manipulation; on the contrary, it
can only be contemplated and investigated: Oewpely, "pure research” into
Being as such, which aims at no practical consequences and is merely for the
sake o exposing beings as they are (cf. Nic. Eth. 10, 8, 1178b3f.). The re-
searcher is the one who comes closest to Being and to beings, to vovug itself.
In Oewgetv (cf. 1178b28), a person attains the greatest possible closeness to
the highest mode of Being meted out to humans. To be sure, this comport-
ment is possible for humans only occasionally; they fall back again. But that
was not something Aristotle merely taught; he also lived it. At that time, phi-
losophy did not need to be brought close to life.

86. (Relatesto p. 158.)

Decline o Greek philosophy; this high level of research could not be upheld.
In the modern period, Kant became a Greek of the first rank, if only for a
short time.

So it happened that the basic question o Being was gradually loosened
from its primitive stages. Pirst understanding of the question of Being in Par-
menides and Heraclitus; methodological inquiry in Socrates and Plato; com-
prehensive elaboration in Aristotle.

Greek ontology is an ontology of the world. Being is interpreted as pres-
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ence and constancy. Being is conceptualized on the basis of the present, na-
ively on the basis of the phenomenon of time, in which, however, the present
is only one mode. Question: how is it that the present has this privilege? Do
not the past and future have the same rights? Must Being not be apprehended
on the basis of the whole of temporality? Fundamental problem taken up in
the question of Being. We will understand the Greeks only when we have ap-
propriated this question; i.e., when we have confronted the Greeks by vigor-
ously countering their questioning with our own.
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BROCKER TRANSCRIPTION

1. (Relatesto p. 141.)

We broach now the most difficult phenomenon within Greek—and especially
Aristotelian—ontology: the ov duvApieL ki EVEQYELA. Aristotle was the first to
disclose these characters o Being, and he thereby achieved a fundamental ad-
vance beyond Platonic ontology. To be sure, Aristotle did not clarify these con-
cepts so fully that the problems connected to them are now transparent in every
respect.

We will attempt to grasp the main determinations of these concepts and,
at the same time, their genesis. Aristotle treats of dUVAMIC and €VEQYELX in
Met. ©, of dOvapug especially in Mer. A 12. These two categories doubtlessly
developed in the analysis o the phenomenon of motion. Aristotle analyzes
motion itself in Phys. I' 1-3, E, Z, and also somewhat in ©.

Let us first gain our orientation from the pre-ontological concept o dOvVapLS,
from dUVALS as an ontic concept. There dUVALLS signifies a being and not a
mode and structure o Being, and it is laid open in Mer. A 12, 1019al5ff.:

1. First meaning of SUVALG: it is the AQXT) KWNOEWG T) peTaBoAng 1) €V
£TéQW N 1] €tegov. "Potentiality is the point of departure of a motion or a
change in another as the moved, the changed, or insofar as the moved is an
other.” Such dUvapS is, e.8., a craft one is capable of. This capability is the
possible principle of a determinate motion, and specifically this dUvapug is
carried out in an other, namely in that which arises through the motion or,
expressed more prudently, insofar as this is an other. For it can happen that
whoever disposes of such a capability applies it to himself: The doctor can treat
himself medically, but only insofar as he takes himself as someone ill.

2. Correlatively, d0vVaug is a potentiality to undergo something, to be in-
fluenced by something other, by something insofar as it is other. This is the
correlative reversal of the first, and Aristotle establishes it as a basic concept.

3. Potentiality in an emphatic sense. For instance, if we say o a runner that
he can run, we mean he runs well. Potentiality in the emphatic sense of lead-
ing something correctly to its end or carrying it through with resolution;
thus, not just any arbitrary acting and moving, but a preeminent one, having
the character o the kaAov.

4. Counter-concept to 2: the €£1C according to which something is insensi-
tive to influence. Capacity in the sense of power fo resist something. All perish-
ing and destruction occur because the thing did not have this potential, be-
cause a certain capacity, or power, of resistance was missing. This that is
lacking in destruction, but that is there in self-conservation in vitality, is
dUvaps in the sense of resistance.

You see in all these four notions that the ontic concept of potentiality is ori-
ented toward the phenomenon o motion (acting, doing in the widest sense) or
toward its correlate: toward that which is affected by the activity, what resists it
or not.

In a similar way, Aristotle now determines the derived concepts of DUVAHIG:
duvaTtov, "to be capable o something,"” completely analogous to the first four
concepts; likewise, adOvatov, "not to be capable,” or in other terms, dOVaLG
and advvapia. Here Aristotle mentions a concept o impossibility which we
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also use: something is impossible whose opposite is necessarily true: 2 x 2 is not
4. Thus potentiality here related to truth; more precisely, potentiality here means
non-contradiction. This concept of pofentia then plays a major role in modern
philosophy. The principle of non-contradiction becomes an ontological princi-
ple. All the concepts we have enumerated were spoken of in relation to the first
determination: i.e., in relation to potentiality in the sense o the point of depar-
ture of a change in that which is other. Therefore even these concepts, with re-
spect to their meaning-structure, have the character of analogical meanings.

The question now arises: what is the transition from this ontic concept of
dUvapig in the sense of "ability" to the ontological concept of duvapuet Ov, or
its correlate, évegyeix ov? The use of the concept of dUvauis in the ontologi-
cal sense develops out of the analysis of motion. Let us now pursue that analy-
sis; obviously we can do so here only in broad strokes.

2. (Relates top. 142.)

How in general does Aristotle manage to grasp d0vapig and €véQyeia onto-
logically? How do potentiality and actuality fall under the basic determina-
tions of Being, under which they then have remained in the subsequent ontol-
ogy up to today? The task is to see whence these basic concepts have been
drawn and how they then expand so that they enable the basic category,
ovola, to be determined. If they do this, then it is proved that they must be
reintegrated into the Being of the categories.

The ground for acquiring them is the phenomenon o motion. Therefore
we must first consider that phenomenon and bring it into a fundamentally
ontological horizon. Hence the question now is: how are dVvauig and

£végyela connected to the phenomenon of motion? Motion in a broad sense
was always already a problem for the Greeks, inasmuch as the pre-Platonic

philosophers already saw that motion is a basic determination of the world. It
was seen that the things of the world come to be and pass away. And coming
to be and passing away are possible only if there is motion. This first way of
posing the question of motion has an ontic character and neglects to investi-
gate what motion in itself is. Aristotle was the first to pose explicitly this latter
question, and he answers it in his Physics.

3. (Relatesto p. 143.)

Physics: T’ 1-3: Aristotle begins by presenting an outline o the basic structures
involved in the phenomenon of motion. Motion, in the Greek sense, refers to
any change from something to something. Thus for a thing to move, taking the
simplest phenomenon o locomotion, means that a point changes its place. At
every moment it passes from one place, as it were, to the next. Spatial motion is
therefore change o place, passage from one place to the next. Thus the phe-
nomenon of motion—if we take our orientation from "locomotion," ¢pogd—im-
mediately includes the moment of succession, épe&ng (Phys.I" 1, 200b16), “suc-
cession," the "one after the other," the constant passage through places one
after the other.

Along with that, motion possesses another character: cuvexéc (200b18),
"continuous," without leaps, continuous transition. The phenomenon o the
ovvexég, the continuum (in the Greek sense of "holding together," such that
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there are no gaps in between) contains, according to Aristotle, the more origi-
nal phenomenon of the amelpov (cf.200b19), the "unlimited": i.e., not infinite
in every direction, but unlimited in the sense that there is no limit between the
individual places. A continuum is pre-given, and I can mark it out de facto by
two points; but, between these, there are always more points. That is, I never
arrive at an ultimate simple which cannot be divided further. In other words,
the course of a point (and space in general) is by essence a continuum, not
something composite but, instead, something primordially simple.

Moreover, TOTOG is among the further determinations of motion. For
something to move, it must be in a "place.” Also, it must have room, which re-
fers to the kevdv, the "void,” space in the sense of the "space between." And
there must be "time, " xg(’)\zog (cf.200b21). Motion is carried out in time.

In this outline of the most general structure o motion, you see already the
basic concepts that were later appropriated by modern physics and were fixed
for the first time by Galileo's determination of motion and of the moving
body in general. As a young man, Galileo made a thorough study of Aristotle,
something which is only today coming to be appreciated. It is beyond ques-
tion that the impulse driving Galileo’s formulation of the basic physical con-
cepts derives from Aristotle's Physics.

We now want to see the extent to which Aristotle succeeded in grasping
the phenomenon of motion and how his definition is essentially a philosophi-
cal-ontological one, versus the definition of motion in modern physics. There
motion is merely given a definition and is not grasped in its essence.

Physics I' 1-3. Aristotle characterizes the following phenomena as essential
determinations of the domain in which motion is possible: CUVEXEC, &TteLQov,
TOTOG, KEVOV, X0OVOS. HOw is motion itself now to be determined, such that
the character of motion can be connected to Being in general? It must be
stressed that Aristotle demonstrates K(VNOLS is not something TTQAOX TX
nedypata, "beside the things," existing for itself as a being. This is to be un-
derstood in the positive sense that the determinations o beings as beings can,
for their part, undergo modification through motion, so that there are only as
many kinds of motion as there are basic possibilities within beings that allow
motion at all. On the basis of this joining of the modes of Being with the char-
acters of motion, Aristotle comes to say: there is motion only with respect to
ovoia, 1016V, nooov, and TOT0OG. With respect to ovoLQ, there is motion
from nonbeing to Being: coming to be. The inverse: passing way. With respect
to 7toLOV: increase and decrease. With respect to nooov: alteration, becoming
other. And finally there is motion with respect to place: locomotion, spatial
motion. Thus the kinds o motion are oriented toward the basic categories.
Motion itself is therefore fundamentally understood as a modification of these
ontological determinations themselves.

But how must motion now be apprehended on its own part? To anticipate
the definition: 1) TOD duvApEL OVTOS EVTEAEXELW, T) TOLOVTOV, KiVNolg €0V
(201a10f.). That means, to translate at first very traditionally: "Motion is the
actuality of the potential as potential." Let us clarify this statement by referring
to the states of affairs on which Aristotle bases his definition. Example: a deter-
minate comportment, the production of a table. Wood, of a determinate kind
and size, is pre-given. It contains this potential, namely, that out of it a table can
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be produced. Production therefore necessarily requires something pre-given,
duvAapueL ov, something, namely, the wood, which is in itself prepared to become
a table. The wood is at hand for the handcraftsman, it lies there before him. If
the wood is taken up by being worked on, if it comes under the hand of the
handcraftsman, then it is in motion, i.e., the table comes to be, becomes. What
does this becoming mean? Becoming, coming to be, means here that this wood
is now present precisely in its preparedness to become a table, and with respect
to such preparedness. It is no longer simply lying around as a piece of wood but,
instead, is now there as this determinate thing prepared to be a table. The pre-
paredness now becomes, in the production, real, actual. This preeminent pres-
ence o the preparedness of the wood to become a table is what Aristotle calls
motion, i.e., the change from mere wood to table.

As long as this preparedness is there, the motion is occurring. When the
wood is finished with its preparedness, then the table is; it has become, it is a
finished £€0yov, and the motion is no more. Up to the moment the wood is a
finished E'Qyov, the wood is, so to speak, underway to the table. In this manner,
the wood, with respect to its preparedness, can be grasped as under way toward
that which is supposed to result from the producing. This being-under-way of
the 61)\)0'(;181 ov, the wood, to the £€0yov, the table, characterizes the motion as
AteA1C (cf. 201a6). What is moving is necessarily under way to something, to
that which it will come to "at the end." The wood is being worked on as long as
the table is not finished. When the table is finished, then the motion stops: the
table has come to be.

Motion necessarily includes this indeterminateness, the unfinishedness,
the not-having-come-to-the-end. This character of being under way to some-
thing is essential for motion. But when the table is finished, the end has been
reached. The moment the table is finished, some new present-at-hand thing is
there, one that is now at rest. The motion, on the basis of which and in which
the table has become, stops and is no more. The motion is thus the preemi-
nent presence of a determinate piece of wood with respect to its potentiality
to become a table. Aristotle explicitly stresses, in Phys. I" 2, 201b241f., that this
phenomenon of motion, namely that it is @oQLoToV ["indefinite"], is difficult
to see. For there is a tendency to focus only on the two end stations, to allot
the main accent to the ends. But the essential task is to see the "between the
two," to determine ontologically the transition from the one to the other. This
transition, in the case of the wood, is nothing other than the presence of its
potentiality to be a table, precisely as potentiality.

4. (Relatesto p. 144ff.)

The question now arises: how do these two characters Aristotle uses to define
motion, duvapel and évepyeia OV, acquire a fundamental ontological func-
tion? We see already from the analysis o motion that the translation o
dVvapg as "potentiality" is erroneous, for the, potential is also something
that is not yet, but can be, something to whose actuality nothing is in the way,
though it is not yet actual. On the other hand, in the definition o motion,
duvapetis not understood in the sense of something purely and simply possi-
ble, something possible only in the formal sense, as it were, but, instead, is a
character of something already present-at-hand. The wood is actual. That is
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why dUvaS is better translated as "preparedness for" something. Prepared-
ness for something belongs to all the things we use. Every utensil, tool, and
material has a preparedness for something. Preparedness is a character per-
taining to something present-at-hand. It characterizes this something with
respect to the fact that it has not yet been taken up explicitly into use. When
it is used, it is preeminently present, it achieves a preeminent presence. Previ-
ously, it was merely available to me. In use, however, it comes closer to me in
a certain way. In coming to be used, it becomes especially actual.

Thus "actuality" would be a very apt translation of évéQyeia, except for the
fact that the philosophical tradition comes to employ it for something else. The
distinction between actuality and preparedness consists in this: in both cases it
is a matter of something present-at-hand, but while the wood is indeed some-
thing there in both cases, it is so with a different explicitness. This difference is
thus to be understood as a difference in the insistence of the object. The dUvapLg
o wood means that it can be, as matter, insistent with respect to its prepared-
ness, and it is actually insistent when it enters into the process of production.
Both concepts, that o duVApeL ov as well as that of £éveQyela ov, are modifica-
tions of what is present with respect to its presence.

These concepts are now transferred from what is produced to what is self-
moving. And here again we see exactly the same distinction. A thing at rest—
and this is something essential, which Aristotle was the first to see clearly—is
not cut off from every character of motion. Rest is merely a limit case of mo-
tion. What can be at rest is only what has the potentiality to be in motion.
That is why rest is a limit case of motion. If something is self-moving, then
that means phenomenally: it of itself is more properly insistent on what it can
be than when it is at rest. Thus self-motion is a higher mode of insistence, i.€.,
a higher mode of the presence of something present-at-hand. And this self-
insistence of a being, from itself, as self-moving, is something Aristotle finds
especially marked in /iving beings.

The basic ontological determination of Canjis that it is self-insistent of it-
self, not accidentally, but necessarily. That is because motion itself belongs to
its essence or, in other words, because the T€A0G (the"goal," that whereby the
motion comes to its end) resides, in the case of a living beings, in themselves.
In the case of manipulation, production, etc., the TEAOC resides outside, as the
finished work; and the same can be said about that which has been manipu-
lated. A table no longer has anything to do with the manipulation. When the
table is finished, it is something present-at-hand in itself, just as the carpenter
continues to exist for himself after producing the table. Quite to the contrary,
however, the self-moving of living beings means that their T€A0G is in them-
selves, such that this TEAOG is not an €0yov which arises out of, and then re-
sides next to, the motion but, instead, is a mode of the motion itself.

What is decisive for understanding the concept of motion is to grasp that
duvauet ov and €veQyeia ov represent two different modes of the presence of
what is present-at-hand. Motion has always played a fundamental role in the
question of GUO1G, i.e., in the question of beings.
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5. (Relates to p. 147.)

The question now is: what does Aristotle gain, with this answer to the ques-
tion of the essence of motion, for the clarification of beings as a whole, i.e.,
the beings we call "nature"? Motion is eternal, and that is fundamental to
Aristotle's position. There never was not motion. The question is how Aristotle
proves this claim. He shows that motion is eternal and that it is a preeminent
character of all beings 1. from the idea of motion itself and 2. from the phe-
nomenon o time. On the basis of this proof, Aristotle arrives at the ultimate
determinations of beings in general. He argues: if motion is eternal, then
there must necessarily be something constantly moved. For there is motion
only if there is a moved being. Hence the question: how must motion be con-
stituted such that it can be eternal, and how must the moved be constituted,
such that it can move itself eternally? This question is the ontological ques-
tion of the condition of possibility of eternal motion as such. This purely on-
tological intention of clarifying the eternity of motion leads Aristotle to a first
unmoved mover, TOWTOV KIVOUV aKivitov (Phys. © 6, 258b12). Now, insofar
as motion presents a higher kind of presence, and insofar as motion deter-
mines the Being o the world and, as this determination, is eternal, we then
have to see in motion and in movedness the highest kind of Being, out of which
alone can rest then become understandable.

Inasmuch as the mover, as the eternal mover,* is the most genuine being,
the TILLOTATOV OV, Aristotle also determines it as the O¢idtartov (cf. Met. A
9, 1074b26), the "most divine" Being. This ontological meaning of the
Oerotatov, however, has nothing at all to do with God or religiosity. As a cor-
relate, we can already see that, although Aristotle designates the science of
this highest being "theology," it has nothing to do with any sort of interpreta-
tion or clarification of the religious relation of mankind to God. Therefore
what is most important to see is the completely unmistaltable and univocal
orientation of the problem of motion and of the divine to this purely theoreti-
cal problem of Being. This meaning of the Aristotelian concept of motion and
its ultimate interpretation were later transformed in Scholasticism and were
incorporated into the Christian conception of the relation of God to all other
beings. This scholastic transformation led, in turn, to a retrospective interpre-
tation of Aristotle in a Christian sense, which is completely wrong.

6. (Relates to p. 1471.)

The task is therefore to prove that motion is eternal. Coming to be and passing
away appear constantly. For them to be possible, motion must be. Every motion,
however, presupposes at the same time a being, duvauet ov, which, as some-
thing present-at-hand, changes into something which is constituted in this
higher presence d the potential as potential. Hence, for motion to be possible,
there must always already be something present-at-hand which possesses the
preparedness for it. But this present-at-hand, resting thing must be questioned
as to the motion from which it itself originated and as to how it came to the stage
of something present-at-hand at rest. Every motion is petaoAn {. . .) €k tvog

84. Brocker’s transcript is obviously mistaken here in saying: "the moved as
the eternally moved."
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€lg Tt (Phys. E 1, 225al) "change from something to something." The from-
which must already be, and it, in turn, owes its Being purely and simply to some
other motion. Thus motion always already presupposes motion.

Aristotle bases the more precise proof on the phenomenon of time. 111
changing, a thing becomes something it had not been earlier. Change there-
fore involves the earlier and the later. But can the earlier and the later be pos-
sible, unless there is time? The earlier and the later are only inasmuch as time
is. And how can there be time if there is no motion? Thus we are led to expli-
cate, very concisely, Aristotle's concept of time.

We found: 1. motion requires the earlier and the later. 2. The earlier and
the later imply time. 3. Time includes motion; time is founded in motion.

Time is the dQOUOC Kvnoews (219b2), the "numbered of motion" as
such. We heard that motion consists in the explicit presence of something
prepared with respect to its preparedness. When [ determine — in other words,
count—a moved being with respect to the presence of its preparedness (loco-
motion: an object's traversing a determinate expanse), then I say: the object
has the potentiality to be at this place. At first such and such a point is at rest.
If the point then moves over an expanse, i.€., if this preparedness of the point
to be at different places becomes actual, present, if I can see it in its prepared-
ness to occupy various positions, then I see it present here, present here, here,
here, now there, now there, etc. Thereby I count, I count the motion. That
which I count in the case o locomotion, in the case of the presence o the
preparedness of the point, are the nows. The nows constitute time, and there-
fore time is "the numbered of motion."

From this it is clear that for Aristotle the basic phenomenon o time is the
vov ["now"] (218a6). Consequently, there is time only where there is mo-
tion. Time is thus founded in motion. If it can be shown that time is eternal,
then a fortiori that whereby time is possible, namely, motion, must be eternal.
If the proofof the eternity of time succeeds, then it is also proved thereby that
motion is eternal.

To what extent is time eternal? The basic phenomenon of time is the now.
The now has a twofold character: the beginning of that which is just about to
be and the end of that which just was. The now is at once &QX1) £0OpEVOL and
teAevTn aEADOVTOS (cf. 251b211.). Every now is by essence the &oxr) of
the coming one. Even a now thought of as infinitely distant, the most ex-
treme end point I can imagine, is by essence the &ox1] of a future now, and so
on into the infinite. I cannot make out any now that does not lead to a future
one, that does not bear in itself a future one. That is why time is eternal in the
direction of the future. Likewise, the same proof is possiblein the direction of
the past, mutatis mutandis. The series of nows going back to the past is just as
indeterminate in its infinity. The most extreme now o the past is always the
now of an earlier one.

Thus from the essence of time it is clear that time is eternal. Therefore mo-
tion is eternal as well. But if motion is eternal, this self-moving being must also
be eternal by necessity. Eternal signifies for Aristotle: uniformly self-enclosed.
What is eternally self-moving can, as such, have nothing outside o itself which
it would not be in itself. The ideal of such a motion, which, at every stage, can
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be both beginning and end, is circular motion. Every point of the circle is in it-
self beginning and end, i.c., beginning and end of the same uniform motion.

This is therefore the explication of motion, of what is self-moving, purely
on the basis of the phenomenon itself.

7. (Relates top. 149f.)

So the question arises: is there such a motion? In fact, there is: the course of
the MEWTOS 0VEAVAS (Met. A 7, 1072a23), of the "first heaven," thus the
course of the most outer sphere, in which are incorporated the other spheres,
the ones that bear the fixed stars and the planets. This first heaven is that ac-
cording to which all other motions are ruled and measured. Yet that does not
complete the analysis o motion in its eternity. For, according to Aristotle,
what is moved, what is self-moving, also has a TéAog, and "end." We know,
however, that an eternal motion, which, as circular motion, is self-enclosed,
can have no end, can have nothing, to which it draws closer and closer in any
way. For, in such drawing closer it would no longer be (')pa/\r']g (Phys. E 4,
228b16), "uniform"; on the contrary, as it draws closer to its TéAog it would
always be different at every stage, since it would have a different relation to
the téAog. It would be proceeding toward its end and would stop when it
reached its TéEA0G. On the other hand, if a motion is to be eternal, it must have
a TéAoc from which its distance is eternally and constantly uniform.

Aristotle calls this TéAog, from which the uniform motion is always uni-
formly distant, the first mover, which for its part is not moved. As the TéAog of
what is self-moving, it must be of a higher mode of Being than what is self-
moving. Is there such a being? Indeed there is! The particular being which, in"
its motion, is not directed to a goal but, instead, is complete in itself, at every
moment of its Being, and in which there is no dteArc, this being is pure en-
ergy, pure £€VEQYeLx, pure presence, which purely in itself is unchangeable and
eternal. Aristotle again seeks a concretion for this being o utter presence, and
he finds it in pure Bewgetv ["contemplation"] (cf. Met. A 7, 1072b24).

When 1 have seen something, I say: I am now seeing it. With the having-
seen, the act of seeing does not stop but, on the contrary, genuinely is only
then. The other kinds of motion, viz., hearing, walking, etc., stop when they
reach their TéAog; they are completely over, once they reach their goal. voeiv,
on the contrary, is by essence always in activity, and as activity it is perfect in
itself; furthermore, insofar as it is perfect, it genuinely is. The most genuine
being must have the mode of Being o voUg, must be vonoig. Insofar as vonolg is
directed to something, that toward which it is directed can here only be itself,
and that is why the highest being is vonoig vorjoews (Met. A 7, 1074b34),
pure knowing dof itself. In this formula, vonoig vorjoews, Aristotle is not
thinking of spirit, of person, of the personhood of God, or the like, but is sim-
ply attempting to find and determine a being which satisfies the highest sense
of Being; Aristotle does not mean the spirit's thinking o itself, in the sense of
something personal. This becomes clear in the fact that Aristotle establishes
no connection between this highest being and the world, and it can also be
seen in the fact that Aristotle is very far from saying anything about how the
world would be created by this highest being. Aristotle, and the Greeks in
general, know nothing of the idea of creation or conservation. The relation
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between this highest being and the world is left indeterminate. The world
does not need to be created, because, for Aristotle, it is eternal, without be-
ginning and without end.

Accordingly, this whole connection between what is properly moved and
the original mover is a purely ontological one and is not oriented toward a
personal God or a creator God. Aristotle is simply attempting, though to be
sure in a radically philosophical way, to make ontologically understandable
only what lies in the phenomenon of motion itself. In doing so, he remains
steadfastly consistent. He finally speaks only, as it were, in images, when he
says: This first mover moves @g £€0wuevov (1072b3), "like something which
is loved" and, as such, attracts. Aristotle does not say how it attracts. This at-
traction, however, is not to be understood in the sense o Plato's concept of
£0wG; on the contrary, the circular motion is self-enclosed and keeps a uni-
form distance from the first mover.

This explication cannot be represented more precisely, but that is not es-
sential. On the contrary, the decisive question is how the problem of Being is
necessarily impelled toward a mostgenuine being: can there at all be an ontol-
ogy constructed purely, as it were, without an orientation toward a preemi-
nent being, whether that is thought of as the first mover, the first heaven, or
something else?

Aristotle's approach contains a fundamental problem, one that has been
covered with debris by the traditional reinterpretation of these things in theol-
ogy and in Christian anthropology. The same misunderstanding occurs in
Hegel, who famously placed at the end o his Enzyklopadie what Aristotle said in
his Metaphysics about the vonoig vorjoewc. Hegel is thereby expressing his
opinion that what Aristotle calls the vonoig vorjoewg is the same as what he
himself designates in his concept o spirit, which he also connects to the Trinity
of God.

Eternal motion, according to its very sense, must be circular motion (dem-
onstrated in Phys. @). The basic idea of this motion does not derive from fac-
tual observations; i.e., it is not on the basis of empirically observed motions in
the world that we conclude there must be a mover, a higher being, which sets
all motion going. On the contrary, motion itself in its own structure requires
motion in the sense o circular motion, which Aristotle also sees as factually
given in the motion o the first heaven.

Thus Aristotle can conceive of the possibility of the T€A0g of motion only
by placing the unmoved mover, in a certain sense, utterly outside of every
connection with motion. Aristotle does not provide a more precise ontologi-
cal elucidation of the connection between this téAog and motion; he only of-
fers images to the effect that the TéAog, the eternal mover, moves in the man-
ner of something desired. The desired attracts as such and holds in motion,
WG 0QEKTOV (cf. Met. A 7, 1072a26), as something all beings strive for. This
highest being, which represents the idea of the Being of movedness in the
genuine sense, this first mover, is, in its connection with eternal motion, out-
side of every relation to the world and to mankind. Therefore on purely onto-
logical grounds the idea of creation is excluded, and so is every sort of guid-
ance or providence in the sense of a divine principle ruling the world. The
vonotg voﬁaewg is a basic character of this first mover and must not be
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grasped in the sense of the concept of spirit in the subsequent philosophy.
That philosophy did indeed interpret Platonic notions into this Aristotelian
concept. An example is Augustine: the absolute spirit, in self-contemplation,
generates the models of the things, and, in accord with these models, the ab-
solute spirit then, as God the creator, created the actual things.® Of all this,
Aristotle says nothing.

8. (Relates to p. 150.)

On that basis, we are now prepared to specify the connection o this fourth
determination of Being with the Being of the categories. We saw that duvAauel
Ov and évepyela ov are two basic modes o Being (even pure potentiality is
understood as a mode of presence-at-hand). Thus they are basic modes of
presence-at-hand and thereby two basic modes of ovoila. Accordingly,
dVvapig and £véQyela, as modifications of ouoia, refer back to the genuine
Being of the categories. The categories themselves are anchored in ovoiat on
account o their analogous relation to it. €véQyewx represents the highest on-
tological mode that can fall to ouoia. Therefore Aristotle says at Mer. @ 8,
1050b3f.: évéQyelx is prior to dUVALLS, prior to potentiality in the sense of
purely neutral lying-there-about. Prior to all that is presence in general. Only
by understanding that the implicit sense of the Greek concept of Being is
presence, can this apparently paradoxical thesis be clarified, namely, that ac-
tuality is prior to potentiality.

85. Cf. Augustine, De civitate Dei 11, 10; Confessiones 1, 6, 9; De diversis quaestioni-
bus 46, 2; Tractatus in Johannis Evangelium 1, 17.
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ayaBov: good

AYVOLX: ignorance

adwxipeTov: indivisible

advvatov: impossible

Qel: eternal

amQ: air

atoOnoig: perception

aioxQOov: ugliness

attoAoyia: actiology

QaiTlov: cause

akivntov: unmoved

Aakon: hearing

aAj0ewa: truth, disclosedness

aAnBevewv: to take out of
concealment

AAAODOEI: mistaken opinion

AAAOIWOIS: becoming other

Apdowe: obscurely

audw: both

avaAoyia: analogy

avaAoyileoBat: to grasp the similar

AvApVNoLS: recollection

avtiOeoig: contrast

AavumoBetov: non-hypothetical

QKQIPECTATI): most rigorous

A0QLOTOV: indefinite

(TEQOV: indeterminate

AmA@G: simply

AMOKOLOLY: answer

amogia: impasse

anobatveolat: to let be seen

AQeT): suitability

aoIBUOG: number

Qopovia: harmony

aoxn: beginning, principle
AOXIKWTATT): supreme
AQXITEKTOVIKT): architecture
aotodyaAot: dice
atacia: disorder

ateAng: incomplete

oo itself

vévoc: genus

Y1: earth

dnAovv: divulging
dLaBeoic: disposition
datgeoic: disjunction
OLAKQLOLG: disjunction
dtaAéyeoOau: dialectics
duavou: thought
dadopd: difference

OO&x: opinion

duVApEL as potential
dUvapug: potentiality, preparedness
duvaoBat: to be powerful
ovvatov: able, strong
£otng €vekev: for the sake of itself
eldévaL: see

£[00c: outward look
€dwWAOV: image

elkaola: image

eivat: Being

elg, pia, €v: one

ékaatov: the individual
éumelpia: experience

#v: neuter o €ig, g.v.
£€vavTiov: opposition
£vdoEov: esteemed
évégyela: actuality
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éveQyelaq: as actualized

EVTeAEXEla: completeness

€VTOANV: command

EVUTIAQXOV: constituent principle

££16: comportment

Emtorywyn): to lead over

érmbupia: appetite

erouopin: floating

£rotTng: one who understands

EmoTiun: knowledge

£Qyov: finished product

£0wa: love

£0WTNOLV: question

€1€QODOLELV: opinion about some-
thing other

éteQov: other

£1eQOTNG: otherness

EVXWANV: petition

£heing: succession

éxeoBat: holding together

Can: life

Cwov: living being, animal

10og: comportment

HALoG: sun

Oavpdlev: wonder

B¢etov: the divine

Beolovyia: theology

0eoc: God

O¢o1c: position

Bewoelv: contemplation

1Oéax: Idea

1dLa: proper

loTopia: research

kaOOAoUL: universal

Kaxov: bad

KaAGG: beautiful

KQTA: against, according to

KAt OLpBePnKOc: supervenient,
incidental

KQTYOQELV: categorizing

KATYopIa: category

KeVOV: void

KivNoiG: motion

KLVOUV: mover
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KOLVOV: common

Kowwvia: commonality, connec-
tion, communion

KOopog: ordered world

KQIVELV: to separate, differentiate

KUKAOG: circle

AavBavet: to conceal

A€yeLv: to say

Agyouevov: the uttered

Aoytouog: deliberation

Adyoc: discourse, meaning, defini-
tion

paOnTcoc: learned

MAAAOV: more

néOe&ic: participation

péoov: middle

peTd: with, after

ueTafAAA€y: to change

peTafoAr): change

peta Aoyou: with logos

HeTa&l: between

UETQOV: measure

) ov: nonbeing

pia: feminine of €lg, 4.v.

pipmotc: imitation

HVTjur): retention, memory

poodn: form

pvbog: myth, story

VEIKOG: hate

NedéAar: (Aristophanes') Clouds

voeiv: apprehension

vonotc: understanding

vonots vorjoews: knowing knowing

vontov: intelligible

VOV: now

OyKoL: magnitudes

00ev: whence

ithov: whole

Opua: eye

opooueQn): of like parts

OGuotov: similar

Opolwats: assimilation

OM@VLUOV: homonymous

ov: beings
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00ao0at: see

00aTOV: visible

00e&IG: desire

00LoUAG: delimitation

0UEAVAG: heavens

ovoia: presence-at-hand

ouc: sight

maBog: affect

mavra: all things

TAVTH Qel: everything is flowing

ToQ&: beside

TaQdderypa: example

TIAQOVTLA: co-presence

MaE@VLNOV: derived in meaning

TIAOX€LV: undergoing

Téoag: limit

TEQL GUUEWC: on nature

meprtpéxovTa: things running
around loose

TUOTIC: trust

mAn0og: quantity, amount

TAT|0¢C: plenum

TIOLELV: to make

1onotg: making

TOLOV: quality

TOArTIKT): politics

TOAAQX@S: in many ways

TIOOOV: quantity

Tov: place

oaé1c: doing

TROXLOETIC: anticipation

TOG: toward

noTteQOV: first

mEOTA: first things

TTwoels: inflections

OKOTEWVOG: obscure

codio: wisdom

00pLoTg: sophist

00(Og: wise person

00 TEQOS: Wiser

OTAOIG: rest

otégnag: deprivation

OTOLXELOV: element

OUYKQLOIS: conjunction
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ovAAafat: syllables

oLAAQeiv: to combine

guppatvovta: consequences

ovuPePnkdc: the supervenient,
incidental

oOvaiG: conjunction

ouveXEG: self-cohesive

ovvOeo1G: combination

CUV@VUHOV: univocal

odaiga: sphere

oxnuet configuration

TA&IC: arrangement

TaUTOV: the same

TéAog: end

Téxvn: know-how, understanding

il oy what is it?

TOTM0G: place

UdwWO: water

UAN: matter

UTTEQOVOAVIOG: hyperheavenly

UTokelpuevov: substrate

vTtooTaoLc: foundation

GavopEvov: phenomenon

davraoia: imagination

PAla: love

PtAocodia: philosophy

($oo: locomotion

GooVNoLc: prudence

$oovipoc: prudent, insightful

¢Goetv: engender

dpveobat: grow

pvopeva: plants

dvoet: by nature

¢dbuoucr): physics

OLOAGYOL: investigators into
nature

(UOIC: nature, the self-emergent

dutevta: plants

(pwc: light

XaAert&: difficult things

X00VOG: time

XWOEIOHOG: separation

Wevdn|c: false

pux: soul
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