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Translators’ Preface

Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy is a translation of a lecture course
given by Martin Heidegger at the University of Marburg in the summer se-
mester of 1924. The original German text, Grundbegriffe der aristotelischen
Philosophie, appeared in 2002 as volume 18 of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe.
The lecture course took place during Heidegger’s first year at Marburg, and
three years before the publication of Being and Time.

During his years at Marburg, Heidegger’s courses typically examined his-
torical figures in the context of the main issues treated in Being and Time,
issues such as the meaning of being, the understanding of being, temporality,
and the adequacy of phenomenology as a way of addressing these problems.
Heidegger’s Marburg lectures, then, are particularly instructive for the student
of Being and Time insofar as they show how the key concepts of Heidegger’s
groundbreaking work were developed as critical, phenomenologically deter-
mined interpretations of familiar philosophical notions that were introduced
and elaborated by such figures as Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Kant, and Husserl.
In this way, Heidegger situates his own thought within the trajectory of the his-
tory of philosophy and its well-known problems, thereby giving his audience
many possible points of entry into Heideggerian philosophy.

In our lecture course, the point of entry is Aristotle, as Heidegger continues
his pursuit, already begun in the 1922 essay “Phenomenological Interpretations
with Respect to Aristotle (Indications of the Hermeneutical Situation),” of the
Aristotelian roots of Being and Time’s conception of Dasein. Here, the analysis
centers on being-in-the-world as speaking-with-one-another, yielding charac-
teristically Heideggerian interpretations of such Aristotelian notions as Adyoc,
ovoia, évtedéyela, évépyela, and kivnolg.

Heidegger’s innovative translations of these and other Aristotelian con-
cepts into German provide a challenging model for an English translation of
this lecture course. For example, on évépyeia, Heidegger says that the German
word Wirklichkeit would be an excellent translation if it weren’t so worn out
as a term. The same could be said about the customary English renderings of
so many of Heidegger’s key concepts. The challenge for the translator is to be
faithful to the thinking at play in Heidegger’s text: to render his German into
English in a way that will live up to the demands of his thinking. This is not an
easy challenge to meet.

With respect to some of Heidegger’s concepts, it would almost be prefer-
able to leave them untranslated, particularly concepts familiar to readers of
Being and Time, such as Dasein and Das Man. We, however, decided to trans-
late these and other Heideggerian concepts and in such a way as to be respon-
sive to the thinking which calls for them in the text. For example, Heidegger
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introduces the concept of Das Man by arguing that rather than saying “I am
[ich bin],” it would be more appropriate to say “I am one [ich bin man],” since
this One [dieses Man] is the genuine how of everydayness: “one is,” “one
sees things this way or that way.” Accordingly, we have translated Das Man
as “The One” to capture Heidegger’s thought of this undifferentiated how of
everydayness.

On Dasein, which is central to Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle
throughout this text, we have decided to translate it as “being-there,” and as
“being there” for those less frequent instances when Heidegger hyphenates it
as Da-sein. The importance of translating Dasein in this literal fashion is that
so often in this text, Heidegger is focusing the reader’s attention on the “there”
[Da] to unpack basic Aristotelian concepts. To give but one example of this,
Heidegger writes: “in [0swpeiv] being-there reaches its end in such a way that
it is transposed into its most genuine possession, into its ownmost there, as
Oewpeilv constitutes the most genuine gvtedéyeia of the being of human be-
ings.” Thus, it was for the sake of making the there-character of Dasein salient
throughout that we decided to translate it as being-there.

Along the way we benefited a great deal from the help on translation is-
sues offered by William McNeill, Rodolphe Gasché, and Steven Fowler.
Furthermore, we were blessed with an excellent assistant, Seth Christensen,
to help us with various technical matters we encountered along the way. This
translation is a better finished product thanks to their various contributions.

Robert D. Metcalf and Mark B. Tanzer
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INTRODUCTION
The Philological Purpose of the Lecture and
Its Presuppositions

$1. The Philological Purpose of the Lecture: Consideration of Some Basic
Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy in Their Conceptuality

The purpose of this lecture is to gain an understanding of some basic concepts
of Aristotelian philosophy, specifically through an engagement with the text of
the Aristotelian treatises.

Basic concepts--not all, but some, and so presumably the primary mat-
ters with which Aristotelian research is occupied. As for the selection of these
basic concepts, we are in a favorable position since a treatise has come down
to us from Aristotle himself that consists simply of definitions of these basic
concepts: the treatise has come down to us as Book 5 of the Metaphysics. Still,
we cannot depend on this favorable situation as we are not in a position to un-
derstand Aristotle in the way that his students did.

The following enumeration is given in order to provide a preliminary grasp
of the basic concepts treated in Book 5. The first chapter concerns épyn. The
second chapter treats of aitiov, and the third of ototygiov, or “element.” The
fourth chapter deals with @voig, the fifth with dvayxaiov, or “necessity” as
a determination of being; and the sixth with v, the seventh with v, and the
eighth with ovcia, or “being-there.” The ninth chapter is concerned with tavté,
or “sameness,” and the tenth with dvtceipeva, or “being-other.” The eleventh
chapter treats of tpdtepa and Dotepa, not only in a temporal sense but also in a
concrete sense--the concrete mpotepov being that which goes back to the “ori-
gin” (yévog), and the concrete Dotepov being “that which is added on later,”
for example, cupPepnroc. The twelfth chapter concerns dOvaypuig, the thirteenth
concerns mocov or “how many,” the category of “quantity,” and the fourteenth
concerns mowov, the category of “quality.” The fifteenth chapter deals with
pog 11, “modes of relation,” and the sixteenth with téAeov, “completedness,”
that which determines beings as “the completed” in their “being-completed.”
The issue in chapter 17 is népag, while that of chapter 18 is 10 ka0, or “the
in-itself.” Chapter 19 treats of d140go1c, “position,” “occasion”; and chapter
20 treats of €&ic, “having-in-itself,” or “being positioned thus and so” toward
something. Chapter 21 is concerned with méfoc, “condition,” “disposition,”
and chapter 22 with otépnoic, the determination of a being that is fulfilled by
what the being does not have. This otépnoic, “not-having,” determines a be-



4 Introduction [4-5]

ing in a fully positive manner; that it is not thus and so, is constitutive of its
being. Chapter 23 deals with &ystv, and chapter 24 with &k tvoc givau, or “that
from which something arises or of which it consists.” Chapter 25 is concerned
with pépog, “part” in the sense of aspect, chapter twenty-six with 6Aov, the
“whole,” chapter 27 with koAoBov, “the mutilated,” and chapter 28 with yévoc,
“lineage,” “descent.” Chapter 29 concerns yebdog, and chapter 30 concerns
copPepnrode, that “which is added on to something,” that “along with which
something is.”

We must see the ground out of which these basic concepts have arisen, as
well as how they have so arisen. That is, the basic concepts will be considered
in their specific conceptuality so that we may ask how the matters themselves
meant by these basic concepts are viewed, in what context they are addressed,
in which particular mode they are determined. If we approach the matter from
this point of view, we will arrive at the realm of what is meant by concept and
conceptuality. The basic concepts are to be understood with regard to their
conceptuality, specifically, with the purpose of gaining insight into the funda-
mental exigencies of scientific research. Here, we offer no philosophy, much
less a history of philosophy. If philology means the passion for knowledge of
what has been expressed, then what we are doing is philology.

As for Aristotle, his philosophy, and its development, you will find ev-
erything you need in the book of the classical philologist Jaeger.? In this
work, Jaeger distinguishes himself by claiming that Aristotle’s writings are
not books, but rather summaries of treatises that Aristotle did not publish but
only conveyed as lectures. (Jacger’s interpretation has been known for quite
some time, since it was explicitly articulated in an earlier work on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics.)* Thus, from now on, any attempt to treat the fourteen treatises
of the Metaphysics as a single work and to see in them a unified presentation
of the Aristotelian “system” must be curtailed. Regarding the personality of
a philosopher, our only interest is that he was born at a certain time, that he
worked, and that he died. The character of the philosopher, and issues of that
sort, will not be addressed here.*

$2. The Presuppositions of the Philological Purpose: Demarcation of
the Manner in Which Philosophy Is Treated

The lecture has no philosophical aim at all; it is concerned with understanding
basic concepts in their conceptuality. The aim is philological in that it intends

1. Aristotelis Metaphysica. Recognovit W. Christ. Lipsiae in aedibus B.G. Teubneri 1886. A
1-30, 1012 b 34 sqq.

2. W. Jaeger, Aristoteles. Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner Entwicklung. Berlin 1923.

3. W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Berlin 1912,
p. 131 ff.

4. See Hs. p. 333.
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to bring the reading of philosophers somewhat more into practice. Such a pur-
pose naturally brings with it a number of presuppositions. But it is question-
able whether one can really get into presuppositions of this sort in a lecture.

1. Presupposition: that Aristotle in particular actually has something to say;
that for this reason it is precisely Aristotle and not Plato, Kant, or Hegel who is
selected; that to him there belongs a distinctive position not only within Greek
philosophy, but within Western philosophy as a whole.

2. That we are not yet so advanced that there is not something about which
we would have to admit that we are wrong in some respect.

3. That conceptuality constitutes the substance of all scientific research;
that conceptuality is not a matter of intellectual acumen, but rather, that ze who
has chosen science has accepted responsibility for the concept (something that
is missing today).

4. Science is not an occupation, not a business, not a diversion, but is rather
the possibility of the existence of human beings, and not something into which
one happens by chance. Rather, it carries within itself definite presuppositions
that anyone who seriously moves in the circle of scientific research has to bring
along with him.

5. Human life has in itself the possibility of relying on oneself alone, of
managing without faith, without religion, and so on.

6. A methodological presupposition: faith in history in the sense that we
presuppose that history and the historical past have the possibility, insofar as
the way is made clear for it, of giving a jolt to the present or, better put, to the
future.

The six presuppositions are very demanding even though we are only pur-
suing philology. Philosophy is better situated today insofar as it operates out-
side of the basic presupposition that everything is just as it should be. For the
demarcation of the manner and mode in which we are treating philosophy here,
I would like to call Aristotle himself as witness. We are indeed providing a
treatment of philosophy, but for the purpose of implanting the instinct for what
is self-evident and the instinct for what is ancient.

Aristotle makes a distinction in Metaphysics Book 4, Chapter 2 between
drokextikn, coelotikn, and @rlocoia.’ He says: “co@iotikn and S10AEKTIKT
are concerned with the same issues as is @ihoco@ia,” but pirhocoia distin-
guishes itself from both of them in its way of approaching these issues, namely,
in the way it deals with the same object. It differs from dwodextikr “in the
mode of the possibility”” to which it lays claim. “AwAektik makes a mere at-
tempt™® to ascertain that which could be meant by the Adyot, a dramopevdectan

5.Met. "2, 1004 b 17 sqq.

6. Met. I" 2, 1004 b 22 sq.: mepi PV yap TO 0TO YEVOG GTPEPETOL 1] COPIGTIKT KOl 1| SIOAEKTIKT)
T e ocoeig.

7. Met. I' 2, 1004 b 24: 1® tpone Tiig duvapemc.

8. Met. I" 2, 1004 b 25: €01 6¢ 1 SLOAEKTIKT TEPACTIK.



6 Introduction [7]

ToV¢ Adyovug,’ as Plato says, a “running through” of that which could perhaps
be meant. That is the sense of Greek dialectic. The dOvapug of dahektiky is,
in contrast to philosophy, a limited one. Still, dwodextikn is geared toward
the matter, toward the laying out of that which is meant; as cogiotikr| speaks
about the same matter, “it appears” to be philosophy “but it is not.”"* Indeed
dwodektiky is serious, but it is only the seriousness of an attempted investiga-
tion of what ultimately could be meant. In this sense, we are treating of phi-
losophy in the mode of investigating what ultimately could be meant. What is
decisive is that we come to a preliminary understanding of that which is meant
by philosophy.'!

9. Cf. Plato, Sophist 253 b 10.
10. Met. T' 2, 1004 b 26: goivopévn, ovoa & ob.
11. See Hs. p. 333 f.
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CHAPTER ONE

Consideration of Definition as the Place of the Explicability of
the Concept and the Return to the Ground of Definition

$3. The Determination of the Concept through the
Doctrine of Definition in Kants Logic.

“Logic” answers the question: what is meant by concept? There is no “logic”
in the sense that one speaks of it simply as “logic.” “Logic” is an outgrowth
of Hellenistic scholasticism, which adapted the philosophical research of the
past in a scholastic manner. Neither Plato nor Aristotle knew of “logic.” Logic,
as it prevailed in the Middle Ages, may be defined as a matter of concepts and
rules, scholastically compiled. “Logical problems” emerge from the horizon
of a scholastic imparting of issues; its interest lies not in a confrontation with
things, but rather with the imparting of definite technical possibilities.

In this logic, one speaks of definition as the means by which the concept
undergoes determination. We will, therefore, be able to see, in the consider-
ation of definition, what one properly means by concept and conceptuality. We
wish to keep to the Kantian Logic in order to see what is said about definition
in the context of actual research, that is, in the only one since Aristotle. Kant
is the only one who lets logic become vital. This logic operates in its entirely
traditional form afterward in the Hegelian dialectic, which in a completely un-
creative way merely adapts traditional logical materials in definite respects.

When we consult Kant’s characterization of definition, we are struck by
the fact that definition is treated in the chapter entitled “General Doctrine of
Method.”! Definition is a methodological issue, designed to lend precision to
knowledge. It is treated as the means for conveying the “precision of concepts
with regard to their content.”* Through definition the precision of concepts is
conveyed. However, definition is, at the same time, a concept: “The definition
alone is [. . .] a logically complete concept.” Therefore, we do not discover,

1. Vorlesungen Kants iiber Logik, edited by A. Buchenau, in Immanuel Kant’s Werke, edited by
E. Cassirer, Volume VIII, Berlin 1923, 11. Aligemeine Methodenlehre, §§99-109, pp. 323—452.

2.A.a.0., §98.

3.A.a.0., §99 note.
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fundamentally, what a concept is without going beyond the definition, and so
we must take up what Kant himself says about the concept.

Every intuition, he says, is a representatio singularis.* The concept, howev-
er, is also a representatio, a “self-presenting,” but, in this case, a representatio
per notas communes.’ The concept is distinguished from intuition by the fact
that, as a presenting, it presents something that has the character of generality.
It is a “general representation.”®

To better understand this, Kant quite clearly says, in the introduction to
the Logic that in every cognition, matter is to be distinguished from form, “the
manner in which we cognize the object.”” A savage sees a house and, unlike
us, does not know its for-what; he has a different “concept” of the house than
we who know our way around in it. Indeed, he sees the same being, but the
knowledge of the use escapes him; he does not understand what he should do
with it. He forms no concept of house.® We know what it is for, and thus we
represent something general to ourselves. We who know the use that one could
make of it have the concept of house. The concept goes beyond answering the
question of what the object is.

The conceptuality and the sense of the concept depend on how one un-
derstands, in general, the question concerning what something is, where this
question originates. The concept yields what the object, the res, is in the explic-
itness of the definition. Therefore the genuine definition is the so-called “real
definition,” which thus determines what the res in itself is.’ Definitio is fulfilled
through the specification of differences in genus and species. At first glance,
this procedure seems odd in this context; one does not immediately understand
why in particular the genus and the species should determine the object in its
What. It is noteworthy that Kant now says that, to be sure, the real definition
has the task of determining the What of the matter from the “first ground” of its
“possibility,” or of determining the matter according to its “inner possibility.”!
But the determination of the definition, as occurring through genus proximum
et differentiam specificam, only counts for the “nominal definition” that is gen-
erated by comparison.!! And precisely in the case of the definition of the res,
this way of determining does not come into play.

For Kant s position, the two characteristic aspects are (1) that the definitio
is discussed in the doctrine of method and (2) that he determines the basic pro-
cedure of the definitio in such a way that it does not come into play for genuine
definition.

4. A.a.0., 1. Aligemeine Elementarlehre, §1.

5. Ibid.

6. Ibid.

7. A.a.0O., Einleitung, S. 350.

8. Cf. a.a.0,, S. 351.

9.A.a.0., 1I. Aligemeine Methodenlehre, §106.
10. A.a.0., §106 Anm. 2.
11.A.a.0., §106 Anm. 1.
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We will inquire back so as to ask ourselves the following: How does it
really come about that the definitio determines the being in its being? How
does it come about that a definitio, which is genuine knowledge of the matter,
becomes a matter of logical perfection? In this, Kant’s position on definitio,
lies the fate of Aristotelian research.

We therefore inquire back: definitio is opiopdg, opiopdg is a Adyog, a “self-
expression” about being-there as being. Opioudg is not a way of apprehend-
ing through sharp determination, but rather the specific character of opiopdg
ultimately arises from the fact that the being itself is determined in its being as
circumscribed by the tépag. Being means being-completed. '?

$4. The Aspects of the Conceptuality of Aristotle s Basic Concepts and the
Question Concerning Their Indigenous Character

What authorized the return to definition was the fact that, according to tradi-
tional logic, the concept is expressed in the genuine sense through definition,
that in the definition the concept comes to itself. The concept is, for Kant,
distinguished from intuition insofar as intuition simply sees an individual in
its being-there, while the concept sees the same object but, so to speak, under-
stands it. In the representatio of the concept, I know what one understands by
it, and another also knows. That is, the concept makes the represented intel-
ligible for others too, and thus it is a general representation. The concept of
a represented res makes the represented matter intelligible to others also; it
represents the matter with a certain bindingness. In the definition, the concept
is to come to itself. The definition should yield a matter in such a way that it is
represented and understood in the ground of its possibility, that I know whence
it comes, what it is, why it is that. The genuine definition is that of the matter,
the real definition. In the Middle Ages, genuine definition is the real and essen-
tial definition. It is genuine and is accomplished insofar as the basic procedure
of definition is satisfied, insofar as one specifies the penultimate type or genus
of an object, as well as its specific difference. Thus, for example, a circle is a
closed, curved line (genus), on which every point is equidistant from the center
(specific difference). Or, homo animal (genus) rationale (specific difference).
We go back to Aristotle in order to show that what, in traditional logic, is
treated as definitio has a fully determinate origin, that definition is a symp-
tom of decline, a mere thought technique that was once the basic possibility
of human speech. In the definition, the concept becomes explicit. Still, what
the concept itself is in its conceptuality is not yet visible. We do not want to
merely become acquainted with Aristotelian basic concepts, a mere acquain-
tance which would lead us to ask such questions as: What did Aristotle mean

12. See Hs. p. 335 ff.
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by movement? What view of movement did he hold as opposed to the Platonic
or modern conceptions? Rather, this concept interests us in its conceptuality.

1. We must, therefore, ask what is meant by the concept of movement, in
the sense of that which is concretely experienced in the concept as it is meant.
What did Aristotle have in mind when he thought of movement? Which mov-
ing phenomena did he have in view? Which sense of being did he mean in
speaking of a moving being? We do not ask these questions with the aim of
gaining knowledge of a conceptual content, but rather we ask how the matter
meant is experienced, and, therefore, how:

2. That which is originally seen is primarily addressed. How does Aristotle
take the phenomenon of movement? Does he clarify movement by way of con-
cepts or theories that are already available, and that, perhaps Platonistically,
lead him to say that movement is a transition from a nonbeing to a being? Or is
it that those determinations that arise for him lie in the phenomenon itself? In
what way is a phenomenon like movement addressed so as to accord with the
guiding claim of the matter seen?

3. How is the phenomenon thus seen unfolded more precisely; into what
sort of conceptuality is it, as it were, spoken? What claim of intelligibility is
demanded of that which is thus seen? This leads to the question concerning the
originality of the explication: 1s the explication proposed to the phenomenon,
or is it measured by the phenomenon?

These three aspects point to conceptuality without exhausting it, (1) there-
fore the basic experience in which I make the concrete character accessible
to myself. This basic experience is primarily not theoretical, but instead lies in
the commerce of life with its world, (2) the guiding claim, and (3) the specific
character of intelligibility, the specific tendency toward intelligibility.

We will interrogate Aristotle’s basic concepts from these three points
of view. We will see whether the matters meant by these basic concepts are
thereby genuinely understood. The purpose of focusing on conceptuality is to
notice that in conceptuality what constitutes the fulfillment of the questioning
and determining of all scientific research is set in motion. It is not a matter of
cognizance but of understanding. You have a genuine task to carry out: not of
philosophizing but rather of becoming attentive, from where you are situated,
to the conceptuality of a science, to really come fo grips with it, and to pursue
it in such a way that the research fulfillment of conceptuality becomes vital. It
is not a matter of studying all of the scientific theories that periodically appear!
By paying attention to the proper fulfillment of a specific science, you attain
a legitimate, proper, and serious relation to the matter of your science. Not in
such a way that you can apply Aristotelian concepts, but rather in doing for
your science what Aristotle did in his place and in the context of his research,
namely, to see and to determine the matters with the same originality and le-
gitimacy. 1 simply have the task of providing the opportunity for Aristotle to
put the matter before you.

Thus if we interrogate Aristotle’s basic concepts according to their con-



$5. Return to the Ground of Definition [15-16] 13

ceptuality, it is necessary that we understand how this conceptuality holds the
aforementioned aspects together, where they genuinely belong; where basic
experience, claim, and tendency toward intelligibility are indigenous. We will
have to seek out the indigenous character of conceptuality—for we want to
understand not just any basic concepts, but Aristotle’s. We will have to consult
the way that Greek conceptuality and its indigenous character look. Only then
can we securely pursue the scientific explication as Aristotle conducted it.'*

$5. Return to the Ground of Definition

By going back to what definition originally was, we might also learn what it
originally was that one today designates as concept.

a) The Predicables

Genus and species are characteristics that determine every definition. Howev-
er, they are not the only determining factors. These factors include the further
moment of proprium and of differentia specifica as such. These aspects, which
guide concept-formation, are called predicables or xotnyoprjuota. These
Kkatnyopnpata were systematically treated for the first time by Porphyry in his
introduction to Aristotle’s Katnyopiat. This Eicaywyn was then translated into
Latin by Boethius and became the basic text on logical questions in the Middle
Ages. The so-called controversy over universals of the Middle Ages developed
in connection with this Eicaywyn. There are five predicables:

1. Genus est unum, quod de pluribus specie differentibus in eo quod quid
est praedicatur. “Curved, closed line”—the genus of the circle—is predicated
of many things that are distinct in species (ellipse). Still, the predicate captures
what the circle in itself is.

2. Species est unum, quod de pluribus solo numero differentibus in eo quod
quid est praedicatur. The individual circle solo numero differunt.

3. Differentia specifica aut diopopd est unum, quod de pluribus praedicatur
in quale essentiale, “with respect to that which belongs to what they are,” such
as the rationality of the human being.

4. Proprium est unum, quod de pluribus praedicatur in quale necessarium,
a “necessary” determination that belongs to the thing, but also lies outside of
the essential context of genus and species.

5. Accidens est unum, quod de pluribus praedicatur in quale contingens,
insofar as that which is addressed is “haphazard” (cvppepnkog).'

These praedicabilia are also called universalia. The precise distinction con-

13. See Hs. p. 337 ff.

14. Cf. Porphyrii Introductio in Aristotelis Categorias a Boethio translata. In: Commentaria
In Aristotelem Graeca. Editum consilio et auctoritate Academiae Litterarum Regiae Borussicae.
Voluminis IV pars L. Berlin 1887. pp. 23-51, here pp. 26-39.
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sists in the fact that universale means: unum quod est in pluribus, as opposed
to praedicabile: unum quod de pluribus praedicatur. Hence the question of
whether the general actually exists in the things or is only the generality of ap-
prehending thought (Realism—Nominalism). This question also has its origin
in determinate concrete contexts of Greek philosophy, or better in scholastic
misunderstandings thereof.

b) The Aristotelian Determination of 0piopdg as Adyog ovciog

We are now investigating conceptuality and its indigenous character by going
back from definitio as technical instrument to opiopdg, “limitation.” ‘Opiopde
is a Aoyog, a “speaking” about something, an addressing of the matter “itself
in that which it is,” ka®’ a01d.” A Aéyewv xaO  a010: the matter “in itself,”
and only it, is and should be addressed. Thus the 0piopodg is determined as
ovoiog Tig yvopoudc.'® I'vopiopdc means: “making known with . . . [’
“making familiar with . . . ,” presenting a matter. Opioudc is making one fa-
miliar with a being in its being. What does Adyog ovoiag say? (1) Adyoc, (2)
ovcia?

Aobyog: “speaking,” not in the sense of uttering a sound but speaking about
something in a way that exhibits the about-which of speaking by showing that
which is spoken about. The genuine function of the Aoyog is the dmopaivestar,
the “bringing of a matter to sight.” Every speaking is, above all for the Greeks,
a speaking to someone or with others, with oneself or to oneself. Speaking is
in concrete being-there, where one does not exist alone, speaking with others
about something. Speaking with others about something is, in each case, a
speaking out of oneself. In speaking about something with others, I express
myself (spreche ich mich aus), whether explicitly or not.

What is this Adyoc? It is the fundamental determination of the being of
the human being as such. The human being is seen by the Greeks as {®ov
Aoyov €yov, not only philosophically but in concrete living: “a living thing
that (as living) has language.” This definition should not be thought in biologi-
cal, psychological, social-scientific, or any such terms. This determination lies
before such distinctions. Zwn is a concept of being; “life” refers to a mode
of being, indeed a mode of being-in-a-world. A living thing is not simply at
hand (vorhanden), but is in a world in that it has its world. An animal is not
simply moving down the road, pushed along by some mechanism. It is in the
world in the sense of having it. The being-in-the-world of the human being is
determined in its ground through speaking. The fundamental mode of being
in which the human being is in its world is in speaking with it, about it, of it.
Thus is the human being determined precisely through the Adyoc, and in this

15. Met. A 8, 1017 b 22: 0 6 Mdyog dpiopde. H 1, 1042 a 17: tovtov 58 Adyog 6 Opiopog.

16. Aristotelis Organon Graece. Novis codicum auxiliis adiutus recognovit, scholiis ineditis et
commentario instruxit Th. Waitz. Pars posterior: Analytica posteriora, Topica.

Lipsiae 1846. An. post. B 3,90 b 16.
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way you can see where, if definition is a Adyoc, the matter of definition has its
ground insofar as Aoyog is the basic determination of the being of the human
being. The Adyog as Opiopog addresses beings in their ovcia, in their being-
there. Therefore, we must gain an understanding of odoia.!”

$6. Preliminary Clarification of 1.0yog

The conceptuality meant in the basic concepts is a concretely giving basic ex-
perience, not a theoretical grasping of the matter. That which is so experienced
is addressed to something. What is thus experienced and posited in this regard
becomes explicit and becomes vital in the address. What is the concretely giv-
ing basic experience, and in what regard is it addressed? We must recover the
indigenous character as it became vital in Greek science. In the definition, the
concept becomes explicit; it comes to light. Definition: proximate genus and
specific difference. We want to understand what definition means by question-
ing back to what it meant for the Greeks, for Aristotle. Opiopdg: “circum-
scription,” “delimitation.” Opiopdg: Aoyog ovoiag. What is meant by Adyoc,
by ovoia, by Adyoc ovciag? By clarifying that, we will find the indigenous
character of the concept.

In traditional scholastic language, concepts are (1) notio, (2) intentio, (3)
conceptus, (4) species.

Ad 1. notio: In the concept lies a definite “acquaintance” with the matter
meant by it, that is, the concept is transposed within a being-acquainted.

Ad 2. intentio: In the concept lies an “aiming” at, an intending of some-
thing. Intending a matter is an essential structural aspect of the concept (“mat-
ter” always used generally in the sense of a mere something).

Ad 3. conceptus: The “grasping.” The matter is not only intended, not only
something with which one is acquainted; one does not only know about it.
Rather, one intends it and is acquainted with it in the mode of its being-grasped,
so that what lies in it is embraced, gathered.

Ad 4. species: €160c, “look”; this leads back to notio. If I am acquainted
with the matter, I know how it looks, how it appears as such among others.

These designations have acquired a customary meaning in their scholastic
application, so that they are uniformly translated as “concept.”

Definition should be viewed with regard to its origin: Adyog ovciag. Adyoc,
for the Greeks, is the “speaking” and at the same time the “spoken”—speaking
in the basic function of dmopaivesBat or dniodv, “a bringing-a-matter-to-self-
showing” in speaking about something. This speaking about something is its
tendency toward speaking with others, self-expressing. In speaking with others
and with myself, I bring what is addressed to givenness for me in such a way

17. See Hs. p. 340 f.
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that I experience, in speaking, how the matter looks. Speaking is not a mere
occurrence that occasionally takes place. This speaking about something with
others is at the same time a self-expressing. These are inseparable structural
aspects of the Adyog. Later we will have to consider this structure in order to
show where that which is designated as speaking has its genuine home.

The expressed “lies fixed,” is a keipevov. The keipeva dvoporta, precisely
as keipeva, as “fixed,” are available to others; they are kowd, they belong to
each.'® When a word is expressed, it no longer belongs to me, and thus lan-
guage is something that belongs to everyone; specifically, in such a way that a
fundamental possibility of life itself is vitally given in precisely this common
possession. Often the expressed is still only spoken—consumed in mere words
without an explicit relationship to the matters spoken about. Therein lies an
intelligibility that is common to all. In growing into a language, I grow into an
intelligibility of the world, of language, that I have from out of myself insofar
as I live in language. A common intelligibility is given, which has a peculiar
character of averageness. It no longer has the character of belonging to an
individual. It is worn out, used, used up. Everything expressed harbors the pos-
sibility of being used up, of being shoved into the common intelligibility.

This speaking, then, that I have comprehensively determined here, is uti-
lized by the Greeks in order to determine the being of the human being itself
in its peculiarity, and not only in the explicit consideration of the life and the
being-there of humanity as they are put forward in philosophy, but also in the
natural view of them. The human being is determined as {@ov Adyov Eyov, a
“living being,” though not in accordance with the modern biological concept.
Life is a how, a category of being, and not something wild, profound, and
mystical. It is characteristic of the “philosophy of life” that it never goes so far
as to inquire into what is genuinely meant by the concept “life” as a category
of being. Life is a being-in-a-world. Animals and humans are not at hand next
to one another, but are with one another; and (in the case of humans) they
express themselves reciprocally. Self-expressing as speaking about . . . is the
basic mode of the being of life, namely, of being-in-a-world. Where there is no
speaking, where speaking stops, where the living being no longer speaks, we
speak of “death.” The being of life is to be generally understood, in its ulti-
mate ground, through this basic possibility of life. Speaking, then, refers to the
being-context of the life of a specific way of being.

“Exov is to be understood in the determination {@ov Adyov &yov in a fully
fundamental sense. "Eygwv is determined in Book A, Chapter 23 of the Meta-
physics as Gyew, “to conduct” a matter, to be in a way because of a “drive” that
originates from this way of being.!® Language is possessed, is spoken, in such
a way that speaking belongs to the genuine drive of being of the human being.
Living, for the human being, means speaking. Thus this preliminary clarifica-

18. Met. Z 15, 1040 a 11: ta 8¢ keipeva Kowva ndo.
19. Met. A 23, 1023 a 8 sq.: T0 Gyewv Kotd TV odTod POGW §j Kot TV adTod Opunv.
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tion of Adyog refers to a being-context that is preliminarily described as the life
of the human being.?’

$7. Ovoia as the Basic Concept of Aristotelian Philosophy

The basic function of Adyoc is the bringing-to-self-showing of beings in their
being, of odoia as the “being” of beings or as “beingness.” By this is meant
that the being of a being itself has determining aspects, and so something can
still be discovered about the being in the how of its being. But ovoia, as the
“being in the how of its being,” is itself ambiguous in Aristotle; it has various
meanings. At the same time, ovoia is the title of the concrete context that con-
stitutes the topic of Aristotle’s fundamental research. Ovoia is the expression
for the basic concept of Aristotelian philosophy. On the basis of ovaia, we will
come to know not only what the 6plopdc is, but we will also acquire a ground
on which to place other basic concepts.

a) The Various Types of Conceptual Ambiguity and
the Coming to Be of Terms

Ovoia is ambiguous for Aristotle. That could immediately interrupt the ap-
plication of the expression since an ambiguity in the basic concept of research
poses a danger. But not every ambiguity is of the same type. There are the
following types.

1. Ambiguity of confusion arises when a word is being used in a certain
way but still has various meanings that are already clarified, and these mean-
ings are conflated through a lack of knowledge of the matter at issue. The
ambiguity of confusion sets in subsequently and obscures that which came to
light in explicit research.

2. Ambiguity can be, and can arise from, an inability to see certain concrete
contexts in terms of their possible differences, from an insensitivity to differ-
ence in conceptual apprehension and determination.

3. Ambiguity can be the index for the fact that the scope of a word in its
ambiguity arises from a legitimate relation to, a legitimate familiarity with,
the matter, that the mutifariousness of meaning is demanded by the matter, an
articulated manifoldness of distinct meanings, that the matter is such that it
demands, from out of itself, the same expression but with various meanings.

Thus is the situation for Aristotle—for example, in Book A of the Meta-
physics. The fact that Aristotle is not concerned with removing this ambiguity,
by leveling it out through some fanciful systematization, shows his instinct for
the matter. He lets the meaning stand in the face of the matters.

Consequently, multifariousness of meaning is an index of variation. It
is advisable not to mistake one’s own confusion for the multifariousness of

20. See Hs. p. 341 f.
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meaning in Aristotle. One must see whether the ambiguity in fact comes from
the matters.

Ovoia belongs among these ambiguous basic concepts. Thus we will exam-
ine that from which its various meanings take their bearings. I already said that
ovoia is the basic concept of Aristotelian research. Such expressions, which
have the character of emphasized expressions, are also designated as “terms.”
And the meaning that expressly accrues to them within a scientific context of
questioning is the “terminological” meaning of the expression. There are dif-
ferent possibilities regarding the coming to be of terms.

1. A determinate concrete context is discovered, seen anew for the first
time—the word is missing, the word is coined together with the matter. An
expression that was not at hand may immediately become a term, which later
dissipates by entering into the general currency and ordinariness of speaking.

2. Second, education can proceed in such a way that the term is fixed to
a word that is already at hand, and such that an aspect of meaning that was
co-intended with the ordinary meaning, though not explicitly, now becomes
thematic in the terminological meaning.?!

b) The Customary Meaning of Ovcia

The expression ovcia, as the fundamental term of Aristotelian research, stems
from an expression that has a customary meaning in natural language. The cus-
tomary meaning is that which a word has in natural speaking. Natural speak-
ing means speaking as it always takes place initially and for the most part, and
where another mode of speaking with the world is at hand, namely, the scien-
tific mode. The customariness of meaning and of expressing means, further,
that it operates in the averageness of understanding. 1t is suitable for being
circulated as self-evident; it is understood “without qualification.” “People”
understand an expression that has the character of the customary without quali-
fication; it exists in the common store of language into which every person is
brought up from the start.

However, with oboia it is not the case that the terminological meaning
has arisen out of the customary meaning while the customary disappeared.
Rather, for Aristotle, the customary meaning exists constantly and simultane-
ously alongside the terminological meaning. And, according to its customary
meaning, ovcio, means property, possession, possessions and goods, estate. It
is noteworthy that definite beings—matters such as possessions and household
goods—are addressed by the Greeks as genuine things. Thus if we examine
this customary meaning, we may discover what the Greeks meant in general by
“being.” Still, we must be careful not to arbitrarily deduce the terminological
meaning from the customary. Rather, the customary meaning must be under-

21. See Hs. p. 342 ff.
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stood in such a way that we are directed toward the terminological by way of
the customary.

The customary meaning of ovcia designates a definite being, and not, say,
mountains or other humans. Obcia is, terminologically, “a being in the how of
its being.” (Usually translated as “substance,” it remains undecided whether
more can be represented by “substance” than by “a being in the how of its
being.”) In the customary meaning, this “in the how of its being” is not em-
phasized. But the German expressions also have certain meanings that do not
only intend a being, but also intend that being in the how of its being: estate,
property, goods and chattels. Ovoia is a being that is there for me in an em-
phatic way, in such a way that I can use it, that it is at my disposal. It is that
being with which I have to do in an everyday way, that is there in my everyday
dealings with the world, as well as when I engage in science. It is a privileged,
fundamental being considered in its being, in the how of its being, and in the
customary meaning the how of being is co-intended. The how of being refers
to being there in the manner of being-available. This suggests that from the
outset being, for the Greeks, means being there. The further clarification of be-
ings in their being has to move in the direction of the question: what does there
mean? The being of beings will become visible through the clarification of the
there-character of beings.

We can now see how the terminological meaning of ovcia is derived from
the customary. Ovcio customarily is a definite being in the how of its being; the
how is only co-intended. The terminological meaning, on the other hand, the-
matically yields the how of being that was previously only intended implicitly.
And this holds not only for the how of this way of being, but for every being.
Ovoio can mean (1) the being directly (the how is co-intended) and (2) the how
of a being directly (this being itself is co-intended). Therefore, ovcia means
(1) a being and (2) the how of being, being, beingness, being in the sense of
being-there. Ovcia in the sense of being-there contains a double meaning: (1)
the being that is there and (2) the being of the being that is there.

It is no accident that the Greek designation for the things that they first
encounter is mpaypata, “beings with which one constantly has to do,” and
ypnpata, “what is taken into use.” They refer to the basic meaning of odoia.

Aristotle says in the Metaphysics that the old question: ti t0 dv, “what is
the being?” is really the question concerning the being of beings: ti¢ 1 oboia.?
Aristotle brings scientific research, for the first time, to this ground, a ground
that even Plato never noticed.”®

¢) The Terminological Meaning of Ovcia

Ovoia is the title of the object of genuine fundamental research for Aristotle

22.Met. Z 1, 1028 b 2 sqq.
23. See Hs. p. 345 1.
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and for Greek philosophy in general. If one gives himself the task of clarifying
the meaning of such a term, one is obliged to keep in sight the concrete context
to which it refers. The term ovcia arises in several ways. The expression ovoia
arose, as a term, out of an expression that was prevalent in everyday language
and meant a definite being, namely beings with the character of property, pos-
session, estate, etc. We want to take this customary meaning of ovoia as a clue
insofar as we are asking whether, in any sense, aspects of the customary mean-
ing are already contained in the terminological meaning. But only as a clue.
By means of it, we will inquire into the terminological meaning according to
its meaning-aspects, rather than deduce the terminological meaning from the
customary.

What is characteristic of the customary meaning is that not only does it
express a being, but a being in the how of its being. By household, I mean a be-
ing that is there in an explicit sense: that being which initially and for the most
part is there in life, within which life for the most part factically operates, out
of which life so to speak scrapes out its existence (Dasein). Thus, in the cus-
tomary meaning of obcia lies a doubling: a being, but at the same time in the
how of its being. The terminological meaning is distinguished by the fact that
it focuses on precisely this how of being, that ovcio does not primarily desig-
nate a being, but the how of being of this being with which a definite being is
co-intended. When one uses the term ovoia, still in its customary meaning, a
definite concept of being is meant. Ovoia as etvo, “being,” has its fully deter-
minate meaning of being that arises out of the primary comprehension that the
Greeks have of the beings that they initially encounter. And this primary sense
of being is that which still resonates in the terminological meaning.

In any case, we have gained an orientation to the multifarious meanings of
this expression insofar as it means (1) beings in the how of their being and (2)
the how of being of beings. In each case, the emphasis is set in another direc-
tion. We are now interested only in the terminological meaning. The multifari-
ousness of the terminological meaning must be determined more precisely. We
are treating ovcio with the aim of seeing what is genuinely addressed by Adyoc,
by Opiopog; what is originally and genuinely said by defining them.

Ovoia in the terminological meaning is itself treated in view of the muti-
fariousness of its meanings. And in the terminological meaning ovcio. means
(1) beings or various beings, such that the how of their being is not directly
emphasized and (2) precisely the being of beings. Within both of these basic
directions of meaning of the term ovcic, we meet with a multiplicity of mean-
ings that we will now study more closely. Should there be a type of research
that takes being as its topic, then this type of research that has the being of
beings as its topic, will be somehow obliged to also keep beings in sight. For,
in the end, it is only from beings themselves that the character of their being
can be gleaned. Thus beings must necessarily be taken into account. Within
such research, every concept of being has a specific double-character to its
meaning.
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o. Ovoio as Beings

From the basic directions of meaning of the term ovoia, we initially choose
that which intends beings themselves. In this use, the expression appears.
Ovoian is said of various “beings” since they have various being-characters.
Beings themselves are always primarily discovered prior to being. Aristotle,
Metaphysics, Book 7, Chapter 2: dokel & 1) ovGio DTAPYEY QOUVEPDTOTO HEV
10i¢ odpaocwy,? “the being of beings shows itself openly in copoza.” If we
translate odpo as “body,” we must note that corporeality for the Greeks does
not mean materiality or having-the-character-of-stuff. Rather, c®po means a
characteristic obtrusiveness of a being, of a being that is there, such that later
TO 6OV oo, “your odua,” is the same as ov¥; and later cdpo means “slave,”
“prisoner,” a being that belongs to me, that is at my disposal, what is there for
me in this obtrusiveness and self-evidence. This meaning is to be heard also.
Such copata are, accordingly, not only bodily things but also animals, trees,
earth, water, air, 10 pvoikd, and even the o0pavog; not only dead things but be-
ings that, initially and for the most part, are there in the everydayness of life.®
Aristotle says of these beings that to him dokel 1 ovcio VApYEW PavepdTUTA,
directly and initially the ovoio shows itself therein. Whether there is yet an-
other kind of being that would qualify as ovoio is an open question.?® Ovoio
[...] ouoroyovuevai: Each says the same as another, without qualification,
namely, that these beings are.?” These beings are addressed in the genuine sense
as beings in the self-evidence of natural being-there.

Therefore, for Aristotle and for all research that investigates being, and
thereby wants to have a ground to stand on, it is self-evident that it proceeds
from the consideration of being (and the being-structure) that is initially there in
this manner; that it proceeds from a sense of being that naturalness understands
without qualification. Life moves in a natural intelligibility of that which is im-
mediately meant by “being” and “beings” in its speaking. Metaphysics, Book
7, Chapter 3 (end): 6poloyodvton & ovoiar sivar T@V oicONTdY TIvEC,? “it is
agreed that beings in the genuine sense belong to that which is perceived in
aioOnoic.” When Aristotle speaks of the aicOntov, he never means something
objective with the character of sense-data which are present through “sensa-
tions.” By aicOnotig, he means the “perceiving” of beings in the natural mode,
a perceiving distinguished by the fact that the senses are implicated in it by
providing its access. It is the natural mode of seeing and speaking about things
such as trees and the moon. There is a prevailing agreement that beings which

24. Met. Z2,1028 b 8 sq.
25.Met. Z 2, 1028 b 9 sqq.

26. Cf. Met. Z 2, 1028 b 13 sqq.
27.Met. H1, 1042 a 6.

28. Met. Z 3, 1029 a 33 sq.
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are accessible through aicnoig have the character of oboia. Therefore, in the
field of these beings the investigation to engage in primarily is the investiga-
tion of the structure of ovoia itself.

B. Ovoia as Being: Being-Characters (Metaphysics, A8)

At this point, we cannot pursue in detail what such research of the being of
beings in their being-characters shows. For the sake of orienting ourselves,
we want to bring out a few being-characters, and then the multifariousness of
the meanings of ovcia, where oboio means the being of a being. We will take
Chapter 8 of Book 5 of the Metaphysics as the basis of orientation concern-
ing the being-characters that Aristotle’s research into being exhibits. We will
consider the being-characters enumerated there, with a view toward whether
and how the sense of being that we have discovered in the customary mean-
ing of ovoia, namely, “household,” in any mode also speaks in these being-
characters; also whether various aspects of beings in the sense of characteristic
beings that are there, come to expression in the being-characters, in the way
that the estate, the household is initially and for the most part there in a press-
ing manner. We are questioning being-characters to see whether they are also
characters in the sense of the there.

Aristotle introduces Chapter 8 with the enumeration of cdpora.”’ With
this, he wants to show the ground from which the entire investigation of the
being of beings is initiated.

1. He designates the vmokeipevov as the first being-character.® Beings like
animals, plants, humans, mountains, and the sun are such that they already “lie
there,” “in advance,” V6. When I speak about them, express something about
an animal, describe a plant; that about which I speak, the discussed, what 1
have there in speaking, is in such a way that it is at hand, already lying there in
advance. The being of beings has the character of being-at-hand.

2. Aftov évomapyov: “That which is also at hand therein” in such a way
of being, in the function of the aitiov 10D eivor.’! The yuyn is such a being-
character.?? To say that the soul is oboia is to say that it is a being-character
that is at hand in a being in the aforementioned sense. The soul is also at hand
therein in such a way that it also constitutes the specific being of that which
we call living. It is responsible for, or constitutes, the specific being of a liv-
ing thing, namely, of a way of being in the sense of being-in-a-world. The two
basic aspects are kpivewv and kwveiv.3 A living thing is not simply at hand (as

29. Met. A8, 1017 b 10 sqq.
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accessible to everyone), but is there in its being-at-hand in an explicit mode. It
can see, do, move itself. The two aspects of this oboia are kpivew, “separating”
from something other, orienting itself in a world; and kweiv, “moving itself
therein,” being-involved-therein, going-around-and-knowing-its-way-around-
therein.” Thus, when one speaks of Greek philosophy, one must be careful with
the famous “substantiality” of the soul. Ovcia means a mode of being, and if
the soul is called ovoia, it refers to a distinctive mode of being, namely the
being of the living.

3. Mopiov évordpyov:** This character is represented, for example, by the
surface of a body. If I remove the surface of a body from the there, the body
is thereby taken away. It is no longer there. The surface, then, constitutes the
being-there and possible being-there of a body, just as the line constitutes the
possible being-there of a surface. Accordingly, the surface, as an aspect of
a body, is the type of being-character that Aristotle also designated 6pilov,>
“the circumscribed.” Body is circumscribed by the being-character of popiov
évomdpyov, that is, beings are determined in their being. This is possible only
because /limit, for the Greeks, is a completely fundamental character of the
being-there of beings. Limitation is a fundamental character of the there. This
aspect of opilov is onpoivov 10de T1.%¢ It “designates™ the being, insofar as it
is at hand, as a “that there” such that this “that there” is visible, determinable,
apprehendible, in its beingness. Since circumscription plays the peculiar role
of determining beings in their being, it follows that some had the idea to de-
scribe as the ovoia, the limit “in general,” or “number” in the broadest sense.”’
The Pythagoreans, as well as the Platonists, saw in number the genuine obcia,
numbers as ovciot. Something numerical, or quantitative, circumscribes be-
ings as such; they are not substances, daimons that exist around us.

4. 10 i v eivon:*® Aristotle did not invent this term; rather, it was handed
down to him by tradition. T ti fjv eivan is a character of being, specifically
that character on the basis of which Adyoc as Opiopdg addresses beings.>® The
70 Ti v elvau is in particular the topic of 6piopdc. An extensive understanding
of this being-character is not to be expected here, but perhaps it will appear to
us at the end of the lecture. I will only characterize the meaning of this being-
character and its context in an entirely superficial way with the following. It
refers to “being,” that is, the “what-being as it was already.” It means a being
in itself, that is, with respect to what it was already, from which it stems in
its being, with respect to its descent, its having come into being there. There-
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fore, 0 Ti v sivan is the “being of a particular,” ovoio £kdotov,* which is not
“everything,” or even “what is singular” or “what is individual.” With such
translations, one has gone astray. Exd¢ means “far”; ékdotov means “what is
particular” insofar as I linger with it, insofar as I see it at a certain distance.
What is particular is precisely not what is seen initially and directly, but is
accessible only when I take a certain distance from it, and it presents itself to
me in this way at this distance. Tda ko’ €koota are the aspects that constitute
the particularity of a being. They become present only insofar as I occupy a
distance from it. In natural dealings, familiar objects are not really there for
me; I overlook them in seeing beyond them. They do not have the character of
presence; they are altogether too everyday. They, so to speak, disappear from
my everyday being-there. Only with some event of an unusual sort can some-
thing with which I deal on a daily basis become suddenly objectified for me in
its presence. Particularity is not initially and directly given. Taking a distance
is required to see everydayness in its being-there, to have it present; and the
being-characters that explicitly show the being that is there in its being-there,
that constitute the there-character of being, are determined in the 10 ti fjv ivan
of Aristotle.

Aristotle now distinguishes as follows two tpdmot, “basic modes,” in which
ovoia is used: (1) the vmokeipevov Eoyartov, that which is already there for
every dealing with it and (2) beings in the character of 16d¢ Tt 6v, about which
I say “that there,” yopiotdv, standing “in its own place,” being at hand “inde-
pendently.”*!

5. This independence is expressed by the €15oc,*? “that which is seen, sight-
ed,” the “look,” the “appearing” of a being. What I see here, and identify as
being-there at hand independently, appears as a chair, and therefore is, for the
Greeks, a chair.

v. Ovoia as Being-There: Being-Characters as Characters of the There

As we are in the process of an enumeration of being-characters, it behooves
us to now see how a determinate conception of the there is expressed in these
various being-characters, and thus how these various being-characters are fully
determinate characters of the sense of the there as the Greeks understood it.
We already have a clue for carrying this out in the customary meaning of ovoia
in the sense of the “available,” the “present,” that which is at hand in the sense
of “estate,” or “possession.”

We are trying to attain a basic orientation toward being-characters by ex-
amining the extent to which all of these apparently different characters of being
are linked as characters of the there. Ovcio means “being-there,” and it does

40. Met. A 8, 1017 b 22 sq.
41. Met. A8, 1017 b 23 sqq.
42. Met. A8, 1017 b 26.
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not have an indifferent sense of being, as, ultimately, there is no such thing.
Ovaoia is the abbreviation for mapovoia, “being-present.” Usually the opposite
is dmovoia, “absence,” not simply nothing but something there, although there
as a lack. Squinting is a matter of seeing in the mode of dmovcia. Anovcia is
the ontological basis for the basic category of ctépnoig. We want to try to bring
the aforementioned characters of the there to a basic orientation.

1. ‘Yrokeipevov,® “being-at-hand,” the “at-hand-ness” of something. This
being-character is connected with being in the sense of the customary meaning.
It means what is there not only as being-there, but it also means what is there
in the sense of that upon which the estate rests, for example, land, earth, sky,
nature, trees, what is at hand in the sense of the beings with which concrete life
scrapes out its existence (Dasein). Obcio—thus at-hand-ness, without I myself
needing to do anything vis-a-vis the being of these beings that are there.

2. Aftiov (tod givan) évomdpyov,™ for example, yoyn.* The “soul” is ovoia
in the sense that it constitutes the being-there of the beings that have the char-
acter of living. A living thing has an entirely characteristic being-there: (a) It
is there in the sense of the vmoxeipevov; it is at hand as are stones, tables. (b)
But the human being is not there in the path in the way that a stone is; rather,
a human being goes for a stroll under the trees. I encounter a human being
somewhere, but this, his being-there as occurring, as “world,” is characterized
by the fact that his being-there is in the mode of being-in-the-world. 1t is by
having an orientation. The human being is there in such a way that he is in the
world, in the sense that he has his world; he has his world insofar as he knows
his way around in it. Yvy1, as a being-character, is distinguished by compris-
ing in itself being as vmokeipevov.

3. Mopiov évumapyov,* that which constitutes the possible being of some-
thing: for example, the point, the line, the number as genuine being-character
since number is limitation. But number, point, etc. are being-characters only
inasmuch as it is demonstrable that, for the Greeks, limit and being-limited are
genuine being-characters.

4. Td i v elvaw:¥’ this combination already points to the fact that here we
are dealing with an entire complex of being-determinations, which we will sort
out later. Being in the character of 10 ti fjv sivan is the genuine topic of that
Adyog that we are now discussing as 0ptopdc. This being-character is that of
gxaotov. Every being that is there in its particularity is determined through the
70 Ti v etvoil.

In the summation of being-characters, there is yet a fifth: €{80¢.*® Already,
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for Aristotle, €ido¢ has “species” as its meaning. Why it means “species,” and
why yévog means “genus,” is not understood if one does not know that €ido¢
is an entirely determinate being-character. Initially, it means the being that is
there in its “appearing.” As a master-builder builds a house, so he lives and
operates initially in the &l8o¢ of the house, in the way it looks.

The 1o i v €ivon has in itself the determination of the fjv: the being-there
of a being, and indeed with an eye to what it was, to its descent. If the human
being is determined as {@ov Adoyov &yov, the speaking comes in this way from
its {@ov-, being a “living thing”; this is its yévog. I see a being that is there
with respect to its being, in the way that it is there as coming from out of . . . 1
see a being that is there genuinely in its being when I see it in its kistory, the
being that is there in this way coming from out of its history into being. This
being that is there, as there in this way, is complete; it has come to its end, to
its completedness, just as the house is complete in its £id0¢ as motoduevov. The
vrmokeipevov is already complete; I need not produce it. The body has its com-
pletedness through the surface.

Therefore, being-there means, in summary: 1. primarily presence, pres-
ent, 2. being-complete, completedness—the two characters of the there for the
Greeks. In these two characters, all beings with regard to their being are to be
interpreted.®

$8. Opiouécg as Determinate Mode of Being-in-the-World: The Task of
Fully Understanding the Basic Concepts in Their Conceptuality
in Being-There as Being-in-the-World

AOyog as Oplopdg is the type of “speaking,” of “addressing” the world, such
that beings are addressed with regard to their completedness, and this com-
pletedness is addressed as present. Opiopog is Adyog ovoiog in the sense that
ovoio designates 10 ti §v sivat. Thus the Adyoc is, as Opioudc, a completely
distinctive Aéyeuv; it is a determinate possibility within Aéyewv. The Aéygwv is not
primarily accomplished in such a way that it is a 6pilewv, but instead the world
is primarily given in its immediacy as cvykeyvuévov,® “obscured,” “covered
over,” “unarticulated.” A particular organizing is required, a particular opening
of the eyes, in order to see that which is there in its being.

Aristotle was explicitly aware of the fact that, in the everyday, Adyoc is not
opopos. He formulated this in the introduction to the investigation of ovcia,
Metaphysics, 73: “Learning, becoming acquainted with something, is accom-
plished for everyone by proceeding from what is less familiar to what is more

49. See Hs. p. 346 ff.
50. Aristotelis Physica. Recensuit C. Prantl. Lipsiae in aedibus B. G. Teubneri 1879. A 1, 184
a22: cuyKe(LUEVOL.
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familiar.”>' When I learn something, I have something given in advance, and
that which is given in advance is only known in the averageness of being-there;
I am thereby oriented in a superficial way. By virtue of this process of learning,
I am preparing the way for what can genuinely be known. “Just as in concern it
is manifest that one advances from that which is initially encountered as good
in each particular case to that which is genuinely good, and adopts this genuine
good as the good for oneself, so is the relation between becoming-acquainted
and being; that which is for the moment is known initially,” but “often vaguely
(Mpéua).”*? I do not have the time, the occasion, to look with greater precision
at the being that is there. This being that is there “has little or nothing at all
of being.” It is so self-evidently there that I see beyond it; I do not notice it.
Precisely in this not-being-noticed, the self-evidence of the being-there of the
world shows itself. But I must proceed precisely from what is ungenuinely
there to what is genuinely passed over in acquaintance. These principles are
programmatically the genuine counter-thrust to Platonic philosophy. Aristotle
says: I must have ground under my feet, a ground that is there in an immedi-
ate self-evidence, if I am to get at being. I cannot, in fantasy, hold myself to a
definite concept of being and then speculate.

The methodological stance is already seen in principle at the outset of
the Physics, which is one of Aristotle’s earliest investigations and seems to
have been worked out at the time that he was still in the Academy, collaborat-
ing with Plato. That which is initially known, from which I proceed, is the
koBorov, “something that I have there in a general way.”** I am superficially
oriented in my surrounding world, without being able to give an immediate
answer to the question regarding what that surrounding world is. Seeing genu-
ine beings depends on the kaB6Aov.> This can be seen in the relation between
customary speaking and terminological usage. The word, as used in natural
speaking, refers to a being that is there, enclosed within itself, and yet without
this being that is addressed being set into its limits. If, on the contrary, the
meaning and the word use are fulfilled in a Adyoc that is opioudc, then it takes
that which is there in this manner apart into its moments, what constitutes the
genuine “particularity” of such an object. Ta ka®’ &kaota are those moments
that bring me the initial, superficial thing meant in the requisite distance, so
that I see it genuinely in its articulatedness. “Children (who, as such and in
a fully distinctive sense, live in their world and possess it in an unarticulated
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way) are accustomed to addressing all men as father and all women as mother;
only later does d10pilev occur to them.”¢ For the child, the first and average
interpretation of the being-there of humans is father and mother; this interpre-
tation is immediately accessible. The child applies it to every man and woman.
This indeterminacy of the usual gives the child, precisely, the possibility of
being oriented to humans among the things that are there. One must proceed
from here, from what is immediate, to see this ground explicitly. On the basis
of this natural way of being in the everyday, arises the characteristic possibil-
ity of a peculiar speaking that addresses being-there in its genuine presence,
in the character of its mépac. It addresses it in such a way that being-there is
addressed in its limitedness.

This addressing of being-there in its limitedness is a Adyog as 0piopds. For
the Greeks, a limiting speaking means an addressing of genuine being-there.
That having limits, limitedness, constitutes the genuine there-character, we see
in Metaphysics A, Chapter 17: népag is the Eoyatov, “the outermost aspect
of what is there at the moment, outside of which, at first, nothing more of the
matter encountered is to be found; and within which the whole of the beings
encountered are to be seen.””” This character of the népag is then determined,
without qualification, as €16oc. The having-of-limits is the genuine “look of
a being that has any kind of range.” TIépag is, however, not only sido¢ but
also tého¢.>® Téhog means “end” in the sense of “completedness,” not “aim” or
even “purpose.” That is to say that completedness is a tépog such that “move-
ment and action go toward it”**—x«ivnoig and Tpa&ig, the being-occupied with
something where a movement or action finds its end (no idea of a purpose!)
There are, indeed, beings that have both of these limit-characters. The char-
acter of mépag also has something to do with the o &vexa, the “for-the-sake-
of-which.”®! The genuine, ultimate character of being in the €16oc and téAog is
the character of the mépag. For recognizing, limit is the having-of-limits only
because it is the having-of-limits of the matter, the mpdyua determined in its
limits.%?

From the above, we can infer the meaning, for Aristotle and the Greeks, of
the maxim of theoretical research: un eic dnepov iévan. Ei¢ drepov ivon is
a going toward something that no longer is since it lacks limit. This maxim to
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avoid a regressus ad infinitum has a definite sense and weight for the Greeks,
and it is not to be carried over into current investigations, because it exhibits
a completely different sense of being-there. In order to use the maxim more
broadly, one must be justified with regard to what one calls being. The being-
characters carry in themselves the there-moment of the mépag. The presence of
a being in its completedness determines a being in its there, that is, it simply
characterizes it. This sense of being is not anything invented by the Greeks, but
arises from a definite experience of being. That is to say, insofar as humanity
lives in a world, and the world is overarched by obpavog, “heaven,” insofar as
the world is ovpavog, which is enclosed within itself and is completed in itself.
Being is interpreted by the Greeks through being-there—in this, the only pos-
sible way. A definite experience of the world is the clue for the explication of
being of the Greeks.

You see that what we have found to be the upshot of our considerations, as
a technical issue of thinking and intellectual tidiness, is manifest as 0plopodg.
The Opiopodg is a Adyoc, a definite being-in-the-world, which meets with the
world that is there in its genuine there-character, that addresses it in its genu-
ine being. We have a concrete reference to that place where the genuinely
indigenous character of the concept is to be sought. Conceptuality is no arbi-
trary matter, but rather an issue of being-there in a decisive sense, insofar as it
has resolved to speak radically to the world—to question and to research. So,
Adyog, “speaking,” is to exhibit beings in themselves, if this speaking is of such
a character that it shows beings in their having-of-limits, that it limits beings
in their being. That Moyog which is opioudc is the genuine mode of entry into
beings, speaking as opiopog is the genuine addressing of the world. One can
designate this Adyoc as the genuine mode of entry into beings insofar as mépog
is the basic character of the there. Opiopog is the speaking to beings that are
in the mode of presence and are limited in this way, since Opiopdg pertains to
them as something limited.

When ovoia was later translated as “essence,” which is still done today to
an exceptional extent and is recalled more or less explicitly, one had to be clear
about what was understood in using the determinations “essence,” “intuition
of essence,” “essential context”; one must be clear as to whether or not one
wants to exhibit beings with the same sense of being meant by the Greeks. If
that is not the case, what one means by being must be exhibited; to the extent
that this does not happen, all intuition of essences is suspended, which indeed
is the case. The Greek being-concept did not fall from the sky, but had its defi-
nite ground.

If we question basic concepts in their conceptuality, we see that the Opiopdg
is an issue of being-there, of being-in-the-world. In concrete being-there, we
must understand the basic Aristotelian concepts, and we must do so in their
basic possibilities of speaking to their world, in which being-there is.

That, in fact, all clarification of concepts in their conceptuality proceeds in
this way can be demonstrated by a consideration of the concept ovcio. What
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happened when we returned to the customary meaning in order to gain direc-
tion regarding the meaning of ovoia, there, “being-there?” This regression is
nothing other than the overhearing of the speaking of natural being-there to its
world, of the way the communication of being-there speaks with itself about
beings that are there, of what being means in this natural intelligibility.

If we more explicitly give ourselves the task of apprehending basic con-
cepts in their conceptuality, then we must come to a better understanding of
what Aristotle understands by being-there, the being of humans in the world;
of how he experiences being-there, in what sense of being he addresses it,
interprets it. Only when we are assured of this, will we have a possibility of
understanding the basic concepts in their raw, native character.®

64. See Hs. p. 351 f.



CHAPTER TWO

The Aristotelian Definition of the Being-There of the Human Being
as {on mpoktikn in the Sense of a yoyiic évépyela

Aristotle defines the being-there of human beings as a {01 TpaxTiK) T1g TOD
Aoyov Exovtog,' “a life, specifically one that is mpaxtikn, of such a being as
has language.” We must attempt an interpretation of this definition in order to
procure a concrete view of what Aristotle understands by the being and being-
there of human beings. It must proceed in a double direction. Insofar as {on
npakTikn is determined as yoyfic évépyeia,? we will (1) pursue the meaning
and the concrete context which is meant by évépyeia as well as (2) the context
meant by yoyn.

Ad 1. 'Evépyewa is perhaps the most fundamental being-character in Ar-
istotle’s doctrine of being. It contains the root word &pyov. We will go back
from évépyela to the £pyov, and ask: What is the £pyov of human beings, the
“genuine achievement” and the “concern” in which human beings as human
beings live in their being-human. From there, we will read off the mode of its
being, since every &pyov has, as £€pyov, a definite limitation that is in accor-
dance with its being. Its mépag is constituted by its ayabov (not value!). From
this dyaov, as the népag, we are led to the distinctive limit that is determined
as kivnoig. The limit of such a being is téAoc. We are led to the determination
of evdarpovia as this téhog, to the determination of that which beings with the
character of life carry within themselves as their basic possibility. Life is (1) a
way of being characterized by its being-in-a-world and (2) a being for whom,
in its being as such, this very being is a question, a being that is concerned
with its being. The genuine being of life is posited in a certain way in its £€pyov
as téhog. Aristotle seeks basic possibilities within this concrete possibility of
being-there, according to which every concrete being-there decides itself. We
designate as existence (Existenz) the ultimate basic possibility in which being-
there genuinely is. Existence in the radical sense is, for the Greeks, precisely
that way of being-in-the-world, whiling one’s time in it, on the basis of which
the opoude, as speaking with the world, is motivated. Existence, the radical

1. Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea. Recognovit F. Susemihl. Lipsiae in aedibus B.G. Teubneri
1887.A6,1098 a 3 sq.
2. Eth. Nic. A6, 1098 a 7.
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basic possibility of being-there, is, for the Greeks, Biog Oswpnrtikdc: the life
whiled away in pure contemplation.

Ad 2. Ontologically, the second direction runs opposite of the clarification
of yoyn. WPoyn is an ovcio whose basic aspects, for Aristotle, are kpivetv and
Kivelv’—the “setting apart and determining” and the “moving-itself” in the
world, the moving-about-within-the-world. They provide the ground for the
further concrete distinguishing of being-in-the-world, in the further develop-
ment of the possibility of épunvevew. “Hearing,” dxovetv, which corresponds
to speaking, is the fundamental mode of “perceiving,” the genuine possibility
of aicOnoig. In hearing, I am in communication with other human beings in-
sofar as being-human means speaking. The explicit emphasizing of daxodewv is
noteworthy because otherwise the basic possibility of existence, for the Greeks,
is located in Oswpelv, in 6pav. Later, we will take up how these go together.*

We are pursuing, in these two directions, the clarification of the being-
structure of the being-there of human beings, for Aristotle. In his explication,
that which was already vital in the history of the Greek interpretation of being-
there explicitly comes to fulfillment. Aristotle’s tendency is only to say what
is évooov, what lies in the natural being of being-there itself, what is self-
evident. But that is, precisely, what is often the most difficult to say. In a certain
way, we are already prepared for this consideration of the being-character of
being-there. For I have intentionally sketched out a preliminary characteristic
of its being-character. Presumably, these characters will also take effect in the
determination of the human being. Therefore, we already have a clue to the
being-character of being-there; we are already oriented in some way regarding
the Adyov &yov.

$9. The Being-There of Human Beings as woy1. Speaking-Being (J.0yov
&xerv) and Being-with-One-Another (koivawvia) (Politics A 2,
Rhetoric A 6 and 11)

We must now come to an understanding of Aéyewv. We do not yet have clarity
about “speaking” as what constitutes the genuine being of human beings.

a) The Determination of Human Beings as {@ov Adyov &yov:
The Task of Setting Adyog Apart from povn

Let us consider Book 1, Chapter 2 of the Politics. The determination of human
beings as (@ov Adyov &yov appears here with an entirely definite aim in the
context of demonstrating that the To\g is a being-possibility of human life, a

3.Dean. T 2,427 a 17 sq.
4. See p. 104 f.
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being-possibility that is gvcel.’ ®Vo1g is not to be taken in the modern sense
of “nature” as opposed to “culture,” whereupon one then polemicizes against
Aristotle. That is a superficial way of viewing it. ®Vcel dv is a being that is
what it is from out of itself, on the basis of its genuine possibilities. In the being
of human beings themselves, lies the basic possibility of being-in-the-nélig. In
being-in-the-moA1g, Aristotle sees the genuine life of human beings. To show
this, he refers to the fact that the being of human beings is Adyov &yewv. Implicit
in this determination is an entirely peculiar, fundamental mode of the being of
human beings characterized as “being-with-one-another,” kowvwvia. These be-
ings who speak with the world are, as such, through being-with-others.

Aoyov 8¢ novov dvopomoc Exel TV {Omv' 1 P&V oDV pmvn Tod 180 Kol
Avmnpod ot onueiov, d10 Kol toig GAAolg vmapyetl Lmotg (LExPt YOp TOOTOL
N evolg avT®dV EAALOE, T0D Exev aicOnow Avanpod kol 10éog kol TodTa
onpaively dAMA0LG), 0 0& Aoyog £mi 1@ dnAodv 0Tl TO CLUUEEPOV Kol TO
BAapepov, dote kai O dikatov Kol TO Gdtkov: todto Yap mpoOg T dAla (Ha
T0i¢ AvOpdmolg idtov, o povov dyabod kol kokod kal dikaiov kol adikov kol
TOV M@V oicOnow Exewv. 1 8¢ To0TOV Kowvmvia molel oikiay kai ToAw.® “In
the mode of speaking about . . . human beings uniquely have their being-there
among that which lives. Vocal announcing (pwvn) is an indicating (onueiov)
of 100 and of Avanpdv, of what is pleasing and of what is distressing, of what
supports and upsets being-there, and therefore it (pwvr)) is at hand as a mode
of living alongside other living things (human beings possess this announcing
as well, but it is not the id10v, the ‘peculiarity,’ that constitutes the being of hu-
man beings). The being-possibility of animals has of itself reached this mode
of being, having perception of what constitutes well-being and being-upset,
being oriented toward this and indicating this to one another. However, speak-
ing is, as such, more than this, having in itself the function of making manifest
(oniodv) (not simply referring, but being such that what it refers to is made to
speak), making manifest the beneficial and the harmful, and thereby the proper
and improper too. That is, what distinguishes the being of human beings from
that of other living things is their unique aptitude for perceiving what is good
and evil, what is proper and improper, and so on. The being-with-one-another
of such beings (i.e., beings that are in the world in such a way that they speak
with it) makes for household and mwoic.”

So, you see that in this determination (Adyov &yov), a fundamental character
of the being-there of human beings becomes visible: being-with-one-another.
This is not being-with-one-another in the sense of being-situated-alongside-
one-another, but rather in the sense of being-as-speaking-with-one-another
through communicating, refuting, confronting.

Taking up the position in question, we want to set Adyog apart from other
modes of being-in-the-world, from @wvii—which is what Aristotle consciously

5. Aristotelis Politica. Tertium edidit F. Susemihl. Lipsiae in aedibus B.G. Teubneri 1894. A
2,1252b 30.
6. Pol. A2, 1253 a9 sqq.
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did. What does this “announcing” genuinely mean, this onpaivety aAAqAoig? It
constitutes the being-with-one-another of this living being. We will, therefore,
consider something that is doubled, with respect to ewvn, as well as with re-
spect to Adyog,.

1. In pwvn, just as in AOYog, a definiteness of being-in-the-world appears,
a definite manner in which the world encounters life. This occurs, first, in the
character of 160 and of Avmnpdv, and in the second case in the character of
the “beneficial and harmful” (cupeépov, Prafepov). These are fundamental
determinations: the world in natural being-there is not a fact that I take notice
of; it is not an actuality or a reality. Rather, the world is there for the most part
in the mode of the beneficial and the harmful, of that which uplifis or upsets
being-there. And these characters of access are there at once in “announcing”
and then in “speaking,” in ¢wvn and in Adyoc. At once we witness how an-
nouncing and speaking appropriate the world as encountered in its original and
immediate character of being-there; and they communicate with others in such
a way that these beings are with one another. The world’s character of being-
there is such that the relationality of its there is precisely toward several that
are with one another. This world that is initially being there for several that live
with one another, we designate as surrounding world, the world in which I am
involved initially and for the most part.

2. We are witnessing how these two possibilities in which the world is
encountered in its initial being-there are, as such, the modes in which living
things are with one another, in which the xowwvia is constituted. Thus our
next task is to clarify that, in fact, what is meant by these determinations of the
1160 and the Avanpodv are aspects of the encounter with the world that address
themselves to being-in-the-world, to living, in such a way that what is there
in the character of the 16V and Avanpov, as such and in their actuality, is not
at all explicitly grasped. The world, in the character of the 1160 and Avanpov,
is nonobjective; animals do not have the world there as objects. The world is
encountered in the mode of the uplifting and the upsetting; it is encountered
in this character by virtue of the fact that living things speak these characters
directly into beings that are there.

This context becomes plain, without qualification, when we look at a deter-
mination that Aristotle gives in Book 1, Chapter 11 of the Rhetoric—the deter-
mination of the f1d0v1}, a determinate mode of being-in-the-world, of “one’s-
well-being.” “It is established for us that something’s well-being is a certain
movement of the being of the living in its world, and indeed kotdotooig aBpda,
a transposing-of-oneself-all-at-once &i¢ v vmdpyovcsav evoy, into the genu-
inely available possibility of the being-there in question, in such a way that it is
thereby perceived.”” This katdotacig refers to nothing other than well-being:

7. Aristotelis Ars rhetorica. Iterum edidit A. Roemer. Lipsiae in aedibus B.G. Teubneri 1914.
A 11, 1369 b 33 sqq.: YrokeicHw &1 HUiv etvar THY HSoVIAY Kivnoiv Tva Tig Yoyfic Kai KoTdoTacty
aBpoav kol aicOntv gig v dEapyoveaV PVGLY.
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being-uplifted in one fell swoop, a specific lightness of being-in-the-world that
lies in joy. “Avnn is the opposite.”® From this determination of the fundamental
character of the 1dovn as such, you can see that “if, then, ndovn] is something
like (a movement, a reversal of the being of living), then the 1100 is obviously
the uplifting (in opposition to Avznpov, “oppressing”). It is the womtikdv, that
which can make or produce something like the aforementioned disposition
(8160¢01¢), position, mode of finding oneself.” Therefore the /160 is an ability-
to-aright-itself. “What destroys the 160vn, the opposed disposition arights: the
Amnpdv, the upsetting.”'® What is to be seen here is that which is genuinely
accomplished for being-in-the-world as being-with-one-another by the 1f1d0v1,
that which relates itself to an encountered 1160 and to another, and indicates it
to another. We will carry out a corresponding consideration for the Adyoc.

b) The Adyog of Human Beings and the pwvn of Animals as Peculiar
Modes of Being-in-the-World and of Being-with-One-Another

We are seeking the realm of conceptuality, and are thus led back to the de-
termination of the being of human beings, which is characterized as the sort
of life that speaks. We must ascertain the nature of speaking in order to see
which being-determinations of human beings are contained in Adyog. Aristotle
has recourse to the being-determination of human beings as {@ov Adyov Exov.
He wants to show that the ToAig, a characteristic way of being-together, is not
brought to humans by chance, but rather that the oG is the being-possibility,
@voel,!! that itself lies enclosed and traced out in advance in the human be-
ing’s genuine being. Consequently, the ndlig arises out of a definite being-
with-one-another that, for its part, is grounded in a having-with-one-another
of something, in the specific sense of a kowavia of coupépov and of dyadov.
The definite, circumscribed possibility of a distinctive being-with-one-another
that is expressed through the moAig is grounded in the having-with-one-another
of the world with these determinations. And Aristotle endeavors to make pre-
cisely the xowwvia dyaBdv itself intelligible on the basis of the being of hu-
man beings. Therefore, the kowvovia dyafdv must be led back to the being of
human beings. This referring back directs Aristotle in such a way that he goes
back to the phenomenon of Adyog. It is shown that the kowvovia which forms
the household (oikia) is only possible on the ground of Aéyewv, on the basis
of the fact that the being of the human being is speaking with the world—
expressing itself, speaking with others. Speaking is not primarily and initially
a process that other human beings may join in on later, so that only then would

8. Rhet. A 11, 1369 b 35: Mmnv 6¢ todvavtiov.
9. Rhet. A 11, 1369 b 35 sqq.: €l 31 €otv RdovN TO To10DTOV, dfjAov &1t kai dH ot TO
TOUTIKOV TG eipnpéVNG d1abéceme.
10. Rhet. A 11, 1370 a 2 sq.: 10 8¢ @BupTKOV Tj TiiG €vavtiog KOTOOTAGEMS TOUTIKOV
Aoanpov.
11. Pol. A 2, 1252 b 30.
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it become a speaking with others. Rather, speaking is, in itself and as such, self-
expressing, speaking-with-one-another where others are themselves speaking;
and therefore speaking is, according to its being, the fundament of kowawvia.
We must come to a better understanding of this by clarifying how it comes
about that, in fact, Adyog is that which is able to constitute the having-with-
one-another of the dayafov.

Aristotle touches on this in a context where he wants to establish that the
human being is a {@ov moltikdv. In this context, he has recourse to the being
of animals, and posits the {@dov Adyov &yov as compared with a {@ov that has
only pwvn. He endeavors to show that life is already constituted through ewvn;
that, furthermore, what is living in this way has a being that is fundamentally
determined as being-with-one-another; and that animals are already, in a cer-
tain way, (@o moltikd. Human beings are only pailov {dov moArtikdv than
are (e.g., bees).'? By virtue of this demarcation from the being of animals, con-
stituted through @wvn, the peculiar way of being that is determined by Adyog
will become more precisely characterized.

o. Orientation toward Phenomena That Lie at the Basis of the
Separating of Aoyo¢ from @wvi

To facilitate our understanding of this comparison and, at the same time, to
come to grips with the separating of Adyog from @pwvr, we want to orient our-
selves in a general and brief way to the phenomena that lie at the basis of the
comparison.

What is set in view in both cases are living things, living as being-in-the-
world. Thus the world is there for this being-in-itself, not just occasionally nor
for a while, but it is constantly there. The question is only #ow this being-there
of the world is primarily determined. The world is there in living in such a
way that living, being-in-itself, always matters to it in some way. The world in
which I find myself matters to me. This mattering, or this fact, that the world
in which living is matters to it, we characterize as a definite mode of the world
as encountered in living.

The world, as mattering to a living thing, is encountered along the lines of
being-in-the-world. That is, it is encountered, it befalls the being-in-the-world
of living things. When we say that the character of the world as encountered is
mattering, it must be emphasized that, for the most part, many things are en-
countered that do not matter to me, that, particularly in everyday life, the world
is there in such a way that it is without consequence to me, to my way of being-
in and with the world. It is of no consequence to me, inconsequentiality as a
character of the being-there of the surrounding world. This inconsequentiality
is a specific character of mattering. If I say: “that does not matter to me,” that

12. Pol. A 2, 1253 a 10: St 8¢ moMtikov {dov O GvOpomog mdong pekitg Kol Tovtog
dyehaiov {@ov pdrrov, dijlov.



$9. The Being-There of Human Beings as woyn [51-53] 37

does not mean that what does not matter to me is not there, but rather, precisely
then, I admit that the world is there. This is the specific character of everyday-
ness. Therefore, if inconsequentiality is a character of the everydayness of liv-
ing, which determines the world in its being-there, and if inconsequentiality is
itself intelligible as something that does not matter to me, then it appears that
being-there interprets the world as something in the character of something
that matters.

The world matters to living-in-the-world. The manner and mode in which
the world is there, the possibility of the being-there of the world in a living
thing, depends on the basic possibility of the extent to which this living is
closed up in itself or is awake, the extent to which being-in the-world is uncov-
ered or has the character of the uncovered there, and thus the extent to which
the world itself and being-in-the-world are discovered. Here, there are different
gradations and levels. Aristotle sees precisely this peculiar phenomenon, when
he says: péypt yap to0touv 1 @Hoig avtdv EARALOE, 10D Exev aicOnoy Avanpod
Kol Ndéoc,!® “the manner of its being reaches up to its being-possibility (the
animal); the being of the animal is so extensively disclosed as to have a per-
ception of the 1160 and the Avanpodv, of the determinations of what supports
and what depresses.” AloOnoig is not to be translated as “sensation,” for it
simply means the “perceiving” of the world, the mode of having-it-there. The
possibility of the extent to which the world matters to a being depends on this
peculiar disclosedness. This disclosedness of the life of animals (i.e., the mode
of cultivation, of cultivatedness, and manifestation of this disclosedness) is,
for animals, characterized through @wvr|, and for human beings through Adyoc.
For Aristotle, the disclosedness of the being of the world has its genuine basic
possibility in Adyog, in the sense that, in Adyoc, what is living-in-a-world ap-
propriates the world, has it there, and genuinely is and moves in this having-
it-there.

With the consideration of these basic modes, we are to see (1) how animals,
whose living is characterized through ewv1], encounter the world; what are the
encounter-characters; what, for animals, is the indicator of the world as en-
countered; what is the basic mode of the there, of being-in-the-world. (2) The
corresponding mode of considering the being of human beings in the world
through Adyoc. In what sense is the world there for humans; how is it brought
to self-showing through Adyoc? How is the world there in the encounter-char-
acter of the cougépov and the dyaf6v?

The encounter-character of the world for the life of animals is the 1130 and
the Avmnpov; its encounter-character for the being of human beings is the char-
acter of the beneficial and the harmful, taken together: what is conducive and
what is good. If one follows this demarcation through, one must remember
that the determinate being-possibilities that animals reach are, as Aristotle’s

13.Pol. A2, 1253 a 12 sq.
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De Anima shows in its investigation of the being-characters of the living, not
simply situated beside those of humans. Rather, like all possibilities that ani-
mals possess, they are also there in humans; not lying beside each other, but
determined by the odcio of humans, their mode of being in the world, so that
the character of the 110ovn undergoes a fully determinate modification, in ac-
cordance with the mode of being of human beings in the world. Here, however,
Aristotle makes use of the opposition between the respective levels of discov-
eredness in which each way of living moves.

B. The Encounter-Characters of the World of Animals: 1100 and Avanpov
dovn as Indicating, Enticing, Warning

In Book 1, Chapter 11 of the Rhetoric, Aristotle provides a definition of 1oovi.
It is important that we come to a better understanding of it. ' Hé0 and Avanpov
are otk Ndoviig kai Aomne.'* “That which is able to cultivate what is en-
countered in the world as pleasing” need not be directly present. It may an-
nounce itself; the Avmnpov is able to threaten. This character of the “is able
to” is further determinative of the being-there of the world, a character that 1
cannot now go into at further length. The 116V, the “supporting” is encountered
by way of dudBeotig,' “disposition,” in such a way that it cultivates a definite
disposition: gig v vrndpyovcav evow.' By way of the disposition, which is
in such a way that it is there, beings, in their ownmost being-possibility, are
with themselves, with that which belongs to animals, according to their being.
Being-there is supported, is light, is genuinely itself.

So, in order to understand the concrete context, we must note the following:
if the 16V is encountered and cultivates disposition, then the 118V is encountered
by an animal that already is in the mode of finding-itself in the world. A definite
disposition already is there in advance, such that the cultivation of a definite
disposition means, from the side of the 1160, that way of being disposed to
which something matters through the 1100, transposes itself dispositionally into
a new way of being disposed determined through the 160—+«artdortacig: (1)
“transposing itself” into a disposition; (2) this “disposition” itself, into which
it is brought. The justification for this dual translation, I take from a basic
context of living. All modes of living are characterized by the fact that, here,
the mode of being is a matter of finding-oneself in the mode of being-in-a-
disposition-and-bringing-oneself-therein. 1 only find myself disposed in the
genuine sense by bringing-myself-there, and thus this dual-character must be
brought to expression. I enter into gladness only by virtue of the fact that I am
glad. There can only be so many things around me that are gladdening, on the
condition that I am glad, that I obtain genuine gladness. This holds for every

14. Rhet. A 11,1370 a 1 sqq.
15. Rhet. A 11, 1370 a 2.
16. Rhet. A 11, 1369 b 34 sq.
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phenomenon of living, insofar as one is determined in this manner.

Living as being-in-a-world finds itself characterized by f6ovr] insofar as
the 1100 is there. For animals, encountering the world in the character of the 160
is, for example, encountering a favorable feeding place and not a symphony. It
is always something that is in the animal’s surrounding world. This being that
is there in the character of mattering-to-animals is indicated, animals give a
“sign,” onpuelov. It indicates beings that are there with the character of the 1150.
The indicating gives no report about the being-at-hand of what is pleasing out-
side in nature, but rather this indicating and crying out is itself an enticing or a
warning. The indicating of the being that is there is an enticement, a warning.
Enticement and warning have, in themselves, the character of addressing itself
to. . . . Enticing means to bring another animal into the same disposition; warn-
ing is the repelling from this same disposition. Enticing and warning as repel-
ling and bringing, in themselves, have in their ground being-with-one-another.
Enticing and warning already show that animals are with one another. Being-
with-one-another becomes manifest precisely in the specific being-character of
animals as eovn. It is neither exhibited nor manifested that something as such
is there. Animals do not subsequently come along to ascertain that something
is at hand; they only indicate it within the orbit of their animalistic having-to-
do. Since animals indicate the threatening, or alarming, and so on, they signal,
in this indicating of the being-there of the world, their being in the world. The
world is indicated as 1160 and, at the same time, it is a signaling of being, being-
threatened, having-found, and so on.

v. The Encounter-Characters of the World of Humans Beings: cuopeépov,
BraPepov, and dyabov. Adyog as Self-Expression with Others about
What Is Conducive to the End of Concern

We must pursue, through Aoyog, the dual-character that arises from the fact
that the indicating of the world as encountered in @wv1 is also the signaling
of being-in-the-world. We must clarify how speaking, insofar as it is a basic
phenomenon of being, is itself derived from the basic mode of being as being-
with-one-another. How is being-in the-world through A6yog distinguished from
being-in the-world through pwvn?

It will be shown here how wv1 is a fundamental being-determination of
animals, like Adyog is for human beings, and that it has a dual function: (1)
the indication of something, of the world as 1160 and Avanpdv, (2) which, as
signal, constitutes that which is seen as characteristic of the being-with-one-
another of animals. In this being-in-the-world of animals, the peculiar being
of animals as such—being-with-one-another—manifests itself. Aristotle sup-
plies the reference to pwvi and (@o as Onpia at the outset, in order to give
the correct background for the further being-characteristic of human beings
in the world, for the Adyog-investigation. We will now investigate how the
characteristic being of human beings in their world as being-with-one-another
becomes visible in Adyog, how it is precisely in Adyog that kowv@via. is consti-
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tuted, the having-there-with-one-another of the world in which human beings
are. If Aoyog constitutes the having-there-with-one-another of the world, the
determination of being-with-one-another is constituted in it. And the determi-
nation of the {@ov Adyov €yov must then, at the same time, contain within itself
the determination of the {@ov molrtikdév. This means that human beings are
the sort of living thing that can be @Ooel by way of the moAg: this distinctive
being-with-one-another is not something that is brought to human beings, but
is rather the being-possibility. For the Greeks, it is insofar as human beings live
in the moAig that they are genuinely human. Being-with-one-another, as a fun-
damental determination of the being of human beings should become evident
through closer consideration of Adyog as that mode in which human beings
have their world there.

In order to see what is at issue, one must set aside, from the outset, a preju-
dice that, now more than ever, we are inclined to bring to bear on our consid-
eration. One could apprehend the matter in such a way that, in povi and in
Adyoc, actuality is grasped in a definite respect, namely, that the world is there
from a definite “point of view,” from a point of view relative to the “subject,”
that is, the world is encountered only from a “subjective point of view,” not
genuinely in itself, as if it were a matter of a definite mode of apprehending
the world. This orientation toward subject and object must be fundamentally
set aside. Not only is it the case that these basic concepts, subject/object, and
what they mean, do not appear in Greek philosophy, but even the orientation of
subject/object in Greek philosophy is meaningless insofar as they are not con-
cerned with characterizing a mode of apprehending the world. Instead, their
concern is characterizing being in it. And furthermore, one may not approach
the entire analysis of the encounter-characters of the world as though there
were a world in itself, and animals and human beings would have a definite
portion of that world, which they always see from their own definite point of
view. It is also incorrect to speak of a “world of animals” and a “world of hu-
man beings.” The issue is not modes of apprehending actuality according to
definite points of view; rather the issue is being-in-the-world. Thus, since the
world is encountered through a definite disposition of living things, animals
and human beings are in their world. The relatedness of animals to the world is
precisely that which brings animals in their being genuinely into being-there.
Insofar as one takes apprehending, grasping the world as a general topic of
investigation, one must be clear about the fact that grasping, and apprehending
the world presuppose a being-in-the-world. Apprehending the world is a defi-
nite possibility of being in it; only by being in the world can one apprehend it.
With the subject/object distinction, one does not get at the facts of the matter;
the basic phenomenon of being-in-the-world does not come into view. For we
must always keep in mind that one must set oneself free from the traditional
ways of posing philosophical questions.

The question now is how Adyog is the characteristic of being-in-the-world
wherein the world is there for human beings. In which character, we ask, is the
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world encountered by human beings, according to Aristotle? What is the dis-
closedness reached by human beings? The idtov of human beings is 10 povov
dyofod kol kaxod koi dikoov kol ddikov kai v dAAov aictnow Eyew,!”
“that he alone (as human) has aicOnotg, lives in the perception of good and
evil, of proper and improper,” of cougépov and Brofepov.'® Therefore, we will
ask initially: what does it genuinely mean that the world in which human be-
ings move themselves is encountered in the character of “what is conducive,”
in the character of the coppépov?™

The cvpeépovroa, the “characters of what is conducive” are:

1. 10 Tpdg TO Téh0G, 2 “that which, in itself, is toward the end.”

2. xotd T Tpaéerc,?! “within the purview proper to mpa&ic.”

3. okondg mpokertor 1@ cvpPoviedovt,?? “the fact that what one looks
toward lies before the one that reckons.”

On this basis, we will characterize the copgépov as well as the aya6v. The
ovpeépov is the manner and mode in which the world, as mattering to human
beings, is there for us. The connection with the dyabov, will come out of the
matter itself.

Ad 1. Zopeépov is “that which is conducive to . . . ,” toward the end. Some-
thing that is conducive is, in itself, a being that has a reference to something.
This referring to something is not accidental to that which is conducive, but
constitutes its very conduciveness. That to which what is conducive as such
refers is designated as 10 1éhog. What we are to understand by télog is found
in the second determination.

Ad 2. TIpa&ic is “concern,” and as such it means nothing other than bring-
ing-something-to-its-end. Therein lies the fact that concern has in itself an
end, specifically an end as that toward which concern as concern moves. The
ovpeépov is the referring to the end of a concern; it carries with it, and is con-
ducive to, the bringing-to-an-end of something.

Ad 3. The cvppépov is oxomog. Aristotle characterizes the cupfoviedesdon
in Book 6, Chapter 10 of the Nicomachean Ethics as {nteiv 11 kol AoyileoOar,? a
“searching for something in the mode [kaiis explicative here] of deliberating”™—
AoyiCeoBau. It is in this way that I “bring to language” that which I look toward
in deliberating, that which is conducive to the end of concern. In npa&ic there
is an end, that which is conducive is brought to its end, in every concern an
end is fixed in advance. The AoyilecBau is the genuine mode of the fulfillment

17.Pol. A2, 1253 a 16 sqq.

18. Pol. A2, 1253 a 14 sq.

19. Rhet. A 6, 1362 a 18.

20. Rhet. A 6, 1362 a 19.

21. Rhet. A6, 1362 a 19 sq.

22. Rhet. A 6, 1362 a 17 sq.

23. Eth. Nic. Z 10, 1142 a 31 sq.: ©0 yop BovievecOon {nteiv 1t éotiv. Z 10, 1142 b 1 sq.: 0 8¢
Bovievdpevog Cnrel kot Aoyileta.
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of deliberating, of the bringing-to-language of the cupeépov. Thus, when that
which is conducive is brought to language, this means that the télog is also
there in this bringing-to-language. That which is conducive has in itself the
reference to the end. The Adyog, the AoyilecOau is fulfilled in the basic structure
of the “if-then”; if such and such is the end of a concern, then such and such
must be undertaken, brought to language. The manner of fulfillment of this
“if-then,” the talking-through of the cupueépov, is the cuALoyloude. It is Adyor
together, fastened to one another. And, indeed, 10 ®@élpov, which here means
the same thing as 10 cupEépov, is brought more precisely to language. That
is, K0T TO OEEMOV, Kol o0 Sl kai ¢ kai &ts;2* that which is conducive is
talked through with respect to “what is required” for the bringing-to-the-end of
a concern, as well as “how” and “when” the concern is to be carried through.
In this bringing-to-language of the cuppépov, of the world insofar as it is con-
cretely there, the world is first brought genuinely into the there. The here and
now of the being of human beings becomes explicit in a determinate deliberat-
ing; through this deliberating, the human being—in modern terms—is in the
concrete situation, in the genuine kapog. The being of human beings is in this
Adyoc, Aéyewv as AoyileoBau is a having-there of the world in such a way that 1
am in the world in a position determined by a here and now.

What does it mean to say that the Adyog expresses the coupépov? Adyoc,
as opposed to v, is émi 1@ dnAodv.? It has the task of “revealing” the world
in a character that is fulfilled in AoyilecOar. The “if” indicates that the end is
fixed for the deliberating. There is no deliberating about the end; it is fixed
from the outset. The “if” is the primary deliberative grasp of the télog. I want
to give my friend a gift, to give him joy; this is the téAoc—joy. The té\og is
anticipated. The “anticipation” of a téAoc, of an “end” of npdaig, is Tpoaipeoic.
If I want that, if it is to be brought to its end, if the other is to be pleased, what
then? Now begins the deliberating: how is joy to be brought about for the one
concerned? The deliberation yields that I want to give him a book. In this delib-
erating, my being-there orients itself in this moment through this npoaipeoic.
The surveying look in which deliberating moves has its world there. Thus I go
to a book dealer, and indeed to a definite one, in order to get the book quickly,
S0 as to bring to its end the concern with joy as its Télog. It is not through the
deliberation that the bookstore becomes a bookstore. The world is at hand in
the character of copgépov for beings who are in their world in the mode of
npa&ig peta Adyov. Their being, characterized as being-there, is primarily in
this way. The stick that I take in hand, the hat that I put on, are cupeépovra.
The stick is not primarily a piece of wood, or some such thing, but a stick. In
this deliberating, the world explicitly keeps to its primary character of as such
and such, as conducive to . . ., and precisely because Aéyewv in its primary

24. Eth. Nic. Z 10, 1142 b 28.
25.Pol. A2, 1253 a 14.
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manner and mode addresses the world as something: Aéyew Tt Kotd Tvoc. In
speaking about something, I make it present, I bring it into the there, as this or
that, in the character of as. It is the primary function of Ad6yog, and one that is
fitting at every step, to explicitly separate, and bring into the there, the world
in this character of referring to. . . . Thus it becomes clear that speaking in the
world is, for human beings, the dniodv 10 cvpeépov.2

This speaking about . . . is deliberating, coppoviedecOat, “bringing to
language with itself.” With oneself, one comes to take counsel about some-
thing. That is merely an altogether definite possibility of something much more
originary—counseling with others. This bringing-to-language-thus as express-
ing is speaking with another about something, a talking-through. Speaking is
exhibitive self-expressing zo . . . It is not a matter of speaking so as to estab-
lish, but rather discussing the copeépov. The coppépov stands in view. The
Adyog, which has this function of exhibiting, has the character of a definite
communicating. 1 communicate with others; I have the world there with the
other and the other has the world there with me, insofar as we talk something
through—xowaovia of the world. Speaking is, in itself, communicating, and, as
communication, it is nothing other than kowawvia.

There may seem to be a gap in this account if we do not see why speaking
is speaking-with-others. But the Greeks saw Adyoc in an original way. Today
we have a primitive notion of language or none at all. The concrete document
for the originality of the Greek view is the entire Rheforic. Speaking is delib-
erative speaking about that which is conducive, speaking-with-one-another;
Adyog is the mode of being of human beings in their world, such that this be-
ing is, in itself, being-with-one-another. This kowvovia is not only determined
through Adyog itself, but also through the fact that the Adyog is a deliberating
within the surveying look of concern. Concern is peta Adyov. Here petd means
“right in the midst of.” Adyog belongs to concern; concern is in itself a speak-
ing, a discussing.

Thus far, we have suppressed a further character of the world as encoun-
tered, the dyafov, although Aristotle ultimately characterizes the cupeépov as
ayaBdov. We are now prepared to understand what the dyafov means. Aristotle
gives a description thereof at the aforementioned place in Book 1, Chapter 6 of
the Rhetoric, precisely in connection with the definition of the cupépov.

Ayabov is:

1. avto £avtod Eveka aipetdv,?’ that which is “graspable in itself and for its
own sake”—hence the determination of éyaf6v as ob &vexo, “for-the-sake-of-
which,” “for-the-sake-thereof.”

2. kai o0 &veka 8Aho.2 The reference runs, in the reverse order from be-
fore, from téAoc to cvopeépov. To see the fundamental context, one must note

26. Ibid.
27.Rhet. A 6, 1362 a 22.
28. Ibid.
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that the dyoB6v has primarily the character of an end only because it can be a
for-the-sake-of-which, a for-the-sake-of-another.

3. Further, the dyad6v is determined as od épiston mévto,” “that toward
which everything maintains itself, that toward which it is under way”; specifi-
cally,

4. o mopdvtog, and this “insofar as it is present,” b SiGksiron.® If the
ayabov is there as such, if concern is brought to its end, then the one who is
concerned €0 Sidkerton is in a disposition that is characterized as €0. EU is a
definite how of finding-oneself-disposed, which is cultivated insofar as it is
settled for the one concerned. The €0 is dependent upon the manner and mode
of concern for the end.

These various determinations of dya6dv all run together in that the dyaB6v
is primarily end, téAog, or more precisely, népag. We have already seen mépag
as a fundamental determination of being.

¢) The One (Das Man) as the How of the Everydayness of
Being-with-One-Another: The Equiprimordiality of
Being-with-One-Another and Speaking-Being

Being-with-one-another was set forth as a novel character of the being of
human beings. It appears in the concrete structure of Adyog itself—Adyoc as
“speaking,” as it is alive in everydayness; that speaking which is the mode of
fulfillment of deliberation, of taking-counsel-with-itself at the time, of con-
cern. As deliberating, an involving oneself in the world is fulfilled, a world
that is there in the character of dyafdv, that is, of cupeépov. In the copeépov,
the for-which is co-given, the téAoc as something at which and in which con-
cern comes to its end. This cvpeépov is encountered in AoyilecBar; AoyilecOar
has the fulfillment-form of the cuAhoyicudg, of the conclusion, namely, as ‘if-
then.’ In this way, the world is there as the surrounding world of human beings,
wherein they move. It is precisely Adyoc that exhibits, makes explicit, condu-
civeness as such and, on the other hand, the o0 &vexa. Aéyswv Tt Katé TVOC,
something is meant “as something”; the world is possessed there in the charac-
ter of the as, posited in a definite respect. On this basis, Aristotle can also say in
the same passage: aicOnow &y tod dyabod.’! We designate this sight of con-
cern as looking-around. In deliberating, [ take a look around myself. However,
this looking-around, and what is there in it, are exhibited precisely through the
Adyog that is in fact dmogaivesOat. The characters of the ‘as such and such’ are
brought explicitly into the there. Thus we see here that Adyoc fulfills its basic
function: émi t® dnAodv;* it is “to thereby make manifest” the world. This

29. Rhet. A 6, 1362 a 23
30. Rhet. A 6, 1362 a 26 sq.
31.Pol. A2, 1253 a 14 sqq.
32.Pol. A2, 1253 a 14.
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making-manifest as fulfilled through speaking is a communicating, making-
manifest-to-another, the mode of having-there-explicitly-with-one-another of
the world—basic determination of the being of human beings in the world. It
is a basic mode in which the being of the human being as with-one-another is
revealed. The human being is the type of being that is a {Hov moArtikdv, that
has, in its structure, the possibility of a cultivated being-in-the-moAg.

We can grasp this determination, which has now come to the fore in view
of the being of human beings, still more precisely. It should be noted that, with
this determination, what is established is not a factual claim that human beings
are never alone but are with several others. Rather, this being-with-one-another
means a how of being: the human being is in the mode of being-with-one-
another. The basic assertion that I myself make about myself as a living human
being in my world, the primary assertion: “I am,” is genuinely false. One must
say: “I am one (ich bin man).” “One” is, “one” undertakes this or that, “one”
sees things in such a way. This One is the genuine how of everydayness, of
average, concrete being-with-one-another. From out of this One, arises the
manner and mode in which human beings see the world initially and for the
most part, in which the world matters to human beings, in which human beings
address the world. The one is the genuine how of the being of human beings
in everydayness, and the genuine bearer of this One is language. The One
maintains itself, has its genuine dominion, in language. With a more precise
apprehension of the One, you can see that it is at the same time the possibility
from which a genuine being-with-one-another in determinate modes arises.
The basic determination of the being of human beings as {®ov moMTikov is to
be adhered to also in the subsequent explication concerning the “looking out,”
Bewpelv, on the world, concerning that which is there in this looking out, the
gidoc, the “look” of the world as one customarily sees it. In the £l8oc, there lies
a so-called universality, a universal validity, a claim to a definite averageness.
This is the root of the basic determination of the universal that one so read-
ily apprehends as the basic determination of the Greek concept of knowing.
Therefore, we must keep in view, primarily and constantly, this one as a basic
determination of the being of human beings. That is, in a certain sense, the
result of the interpretation of the passage in Politics, Book 1, Chapter 2.

We will come to understand that the determination of being-with-one-an-
other is equiprimordial with the determination of speaking-being. It would be
altogether wrong to deduce one from the other; rather, the phenomenon of the
being-there of human beings as such possesses equiprimordially speaking-be-
ing and being-with-one-another. These characters of the equiprimordiality of
the being of human beings must be maintained uniformly if they are to actually
hit upon the phenomenon.*

33. See Hs. p. 353 f.
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$10. The Being-There of Human Beings as évépyeia: The dyofov
(Nicomachean Ethics 4 /-4)

Why does the being of the being-there of human beings interest us? Why have
we come back around to it? Because we discerned earlier that conceptuality
points back toward the being-there of human beings. Conceptuality is a con-
cern of a definite being-possibility of the being-there of human beings. Insofar
as we want to grasp Greek conceptuality, we must make being-there intel-
ligible and accessible to us, in its Greek, Aristotelian interpretation. In pursuit
of the task of uncovering the being-there of human beings, we have already
encountered some being-determinations; we have found the new being-deter-
mination of being-with-one-another. We will proceed until we encounter the
genuine being-character, the népag. We have already encountered this wépog
in the analysis of being-with-one-another. The being of human beings is de-
termined as concern; every care as concern has a definite end, a télog. Insofar
as the being of human beings is determined through npaéic, every mpd&ig has
a téhog; insofar as the téhog of every mpa&ig, as népag, is ayadov, ayadov is
the genuine being-character of human beings. The dyaf6v is a determination
of the being of human beings in the world. Therefore, through this analysis of
the dyaBdov, we will acquire a new clarification of the being-there of human
beings, specifically by referring this back to the mépag, which is to say, to the
genuine being-character itself. On the basis of these findings, we will inves-
tigate the dyaBov more closely as a being-determination of human beings, a
being-character of concern, and so of being-there itself.

In this way, we are investigating the being of the Greek dyofov. With this
purpose in mind, we are taking up particular passages of Aristotle himself,
specifically, Book 1 of the Nicomachean Ethics.

We are asking four questions:

1. Where is the dyaB6v explicitly visible as dyoB6v? In which mode of
being-related to the world is it there explicitly? We are asking about the field in
which we see it originally and concretely.

2. Where is the dya0dv of mpa&ic—the dyabov of concern as a determina-
tion of human beings, the dyaddv of that way of being that is determined as
{dov moltkdv? Where does the avbpamivov dyadov show up?

3. We are asking about the basic determinations of the dyafdv as such.

4. We are asking about the way of being and the being-possibility of human
beings that is sufficient for the structure of the dyaf6v to be set forth.

Thus, in short, we are asking: (1) Where do we meet with something like
ayabov? (2) We are asking about the davOpodmivov ayaddov. (3) We are ask-
ing about the general determinations of the dya®ov as such (and so, of the
avOpomvov ayadov, as will be set forth). (4) Which way of being, which be-
ing-possibility of human beings, is sufficient for the dya06v?

To properly prepare for this consideration, it is important that we remind
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ourselves of the determinations of the being of human beings that we have
acquired thus far:

1. Zo": the being of human beings is being-in-a-world. (You may suppose
that this is intimated in Aristotle, but perhaps you will see only later on that in-
terpretation is nothing other than setting forth what is not prominently there.)

2. This being-in-a-world is characterized by Adyog.

3. This speaking is itself the mode of fulfillment of a concern, of a concern-
ful mode of involving oneself in the world. Being-in-a-world is equiprimordi-
ally concern.

4. This concern itself always has an end securely in place, toward which
concern reckons that which is conducive; it possesses that which it approaches
in a definite anticipation. AicOnow &yet: concern is characterized as looking-
around. From here there arises, in everydayness, the possibility of “mere look-
ing-out toward . . . ,” of Oewpeiv.

5. This being is, explicitly speaking, in itself being-with-one-another,
being-in-the-woAiC.

We must now hold fast to this basic structure. You must familiarize your-
selves with it, not by learning it by heart but so that these things show up in
your concrete being-there, so that they make themselves clear therein.

a) The Explicitness of the dyafov
a. The Explicitness of the dyafdv as Such in téyvn

Where do we find the dyaB6v explicitly? The first sentence of the Nicomachean
Ethics throws light on this: TTdco t€yvn kol ndoa pébodog, opoimg 8¢ Tpa&ig
Te Kol Tpoaipesig dyabov tvog épiccOon dokel. > “It appears that every téyvn
(knowing-one’s-way-around something, in a definite mode of concern; the
shoemaker understands how one makes a shoe, he knows his way around in it),
every knowing-one’s-way in a concern, every pébodoc, every pursuing-of-a-
matter, being-on-the-way after a matter (yet again, a mode of being-oriented,
of knowing-one’s-way-around)—in the same way, the concern and the occu-
pying oneself with something that is to be settled, that is to be brought to an
end through concern—all these modes of knowing-one’s-way-around and of
concern about something, appear to be after some good.” This piecOau, this
“being-after,” belongs to its being itself. As knowing-one’s-way-around, con-
cern about something has an aya06v within itself, explicitly there. Concern
is not something different than, and so only accidentally, a being-after. These
characters of téyvn, npda&ig, uébodog, and mpoaipecig are phenomena that we
already know; they appear again later in the Nicomachean Ethics, in the com-
binations téyvn/npa&ic,® npoaipecic/yvdoic.*® This doubling of determinations

34. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 1 sq.
35. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 16: mpa&et kai téyvn.
36. Eth. Nic. A 2, 1095 a 14: yv®o1G kai Tpoaipects.
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relates to being-in-the-world in the mode of the concern that looks around, sees
something, knows its way around somehow in what it has beforehand. Now
TéYVN, the “knowing-one’s-way-around the concern at the moment,” is that
mode of being-in-the-world in which the dyadov becomes explicitly visible.
Téyvn makes the tédog explicitly visible. With that, we have an initial and quite
general answer to the foremost question.

B. The Explicitness of the avOpdmvov dyabdv in the moAitikn

What has now been shown is that if we seek the dyaddv of the being of the hu-
man being as a {@ov moltikdv we must take up that knowing-the-way-around
that is appropriate to the being of human beings as thus determined, the know-
ing-the-way-around that makes the being of human beings explicit as being-
with-one-another in its téhoc—more precisely, the knowing-the-way-around
that makes this being-with-one-another explicit as this concrete way of being
in its woAG. The t€xvn, the uéBodog, that is related to beings as {Gov moATIKOV,
is the woAttikn, this knowing-one’s-way-around in the being of human beings
that is determined as being-with-one-another. Politics, as a determinate mode
of knowing-one’s-way-around, of cultivating this knowing-the-way-around, is
that by which we will come to know something about being-a-télog. If we
aim at understanding the avOpdmivov dyadov, that being-determination that the
being of human beings constitutes in its genuine being-in-its-world, we must
look to the being of human beings itself. We must keep the basic determination
of the human being as {@ov moltikdv in view, and look at the human being
itself as it is concretely there in the ToAg, how it stands out in its being-with-
one-another.

This standing-out of the human being, this “comporting-oneself” in the
world, this “comportment,” is 16 f8oc. Therefore, politics, as knowing-the-
way-around the being of human beings in its genuineness is ethics—| wepi ta
710n moArtucn.>” Ethics as a part of politics is a misunderstanding. Aristotle says
explicitly: 1 pév odv pédodog Todtmv dpieton, oAty Tic 0voa,*® “this inves-
tigation [in Book 1 of the Nicomachean Ethics] is an investigation that moves
in the direction of [cultivating knowing-the-way-around the being of human
beings in its genuineness].” Insofar as this consideration is molitikn, a basic
determination found in all considerations of the dyaf6v lies hidden therein.

b) The Basic Determinations of the dyaf6v

We are now asking about the determinations of the aya0év as such. We know
that dyoOov is téhoc. Therefore, what is presumably asked about is the char-
acter of being-an-end, of finitude (Endlichkeif), the tele1dtng, insofar as the
ayabov is téAelov, insofar as it constitutes being-completed. The ultimate ques-

37. Rhet. A 4, 1359 b 10 sq.
38. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 b 11.
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tion is: which way of being of human beings is it that suffices for the téAewov
akpdtatov? Ayabov is not an objective thing buzzing around, but instead is a
how of being-there itself.

With the investigation of the dyabdv as our purpose, and in order to gain a
more precise insight into the structure of being, four stages of the discussion of
the dyaB6v have resulted:

1. Where is something like the dyaB6v generally visible?

2. Where, exactly, do we detect a corresponding avOpaomivov ayafov?

3. What are the general determinations of the ayaf6v?

4. What is sufficient for the dyaB6v thus characterized, what constitutes the
being-there of human beings in its completedness?

With regard to the context in which the dyaf6v becomes visible, we must
go back to the first sentence of the Nicomachean Ethics, where it is shown
that dyaBdv is related to téyvn, npd&ic, mpoaipeoic, and yvidoig. The dyabov
is met in a knowing-the-way-around something where there is no question of
téyvn happening occasionally alongside a concern. Téyvn belongs to the sense
of concern. “I am concerned about something.” It is said, thereby, that I know
my way around within the context of that which I anticipate, that the what of
concern is in sight, is explicitly there, that [ know my way around in that which
is conducive. The dyabodv as such is encountered in téxvn, specifically in such a
way that it is explicit. That is an indication that, as avOpodmvov ayadov, it deals
with a téyvn to which a concern belongs, which concern constitutes the being
of human beings. It is an indication that we will find the avBpdmvov dyafoév in
a characteristic knowing-the-way-around of living itself. Aristotle designates
this té&yvn as moArtiky. Therein lies the fact that he sees the knowing-one’s-way-
around of living itself as moAttikr|, being-there as being-with-one-another.

o. Manifoldness and Guiding Connectedness of the téAn and
Necessity of a t€hog 6t avtd

In relation to this being-there of human beings which is posited in this field of
vision from the outset, there are various things to figure out in the described
manner—namely, that a manifoldness of concerns is given. In being-with-one-
another, there lies a manifoldness of concern, not a mere aggregate but rather
a multifariousness that has a connectedness that is determined by the character
of being-with-one-another. Furthermore, with this manifoldness of concerns,
there will also be a manifoldness of téAn at which concern reaches its end.

In relation to the téAn, Aristotle makes some fundamental distinctions.
Right at the beginning of the Nicomachean Ethics, he says: diopopd 8¢ Tig
QoiveTonl TOV TEAM®V" TO PEV Yap eloty évépyeton, Ta 8 map’ avtag Epya Tva.>’
“It appears that there is a certain distinction among the téAn. Some are Evépygion
[évépyela in an entirely distinctive sense, perhaps the fundamental character of

39. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 3 sqq.
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being, a how of being in an entirely distinctive sense. He means the ‘being-at-
work’ itself. If our expression ‘actuality (Wirklichkeit)’ were not so worn out, it
would be an excellent translation. 'Evépyeta, a how of being, such a way of be-
ing that has the being-character of mpa&ig, thus the how of concern], the other
Té\n are map’ avtdc, along with the concerns, specifically €pya, works.” These
T\ are the sort that come about from a concern. Along with the completing
of the shoe, the shoe comes about. The mapd is meant to suggest that the téhog
of concern is something independent of it. For the most part, this belongs to the
character of that which is conducive. By contrast, there is going for a walk—as
opposed to shoemaking, which reaches its end through something that has in
itself its genuine being—whose téAog is reached in that I go for a walk; not
that I go here or there, or traverse a definite distance, but that I am out in the
air, that I have gone for a walk. The téhog lies in the mpd&ig. Just through my
staying within the concern, this being concerned reaches its end, its téhog. The
genuineness of being-completed, of going for a walk, is grounded in the way
that I go for a walk. There are two different modes of concern, distinguished
according to the being-character of that which constitutes the télog.

TOAMGV 0& TTpGEev oDGMV Kol TEXVAV Kol EMCTNUAY TOAAG, yiveTal Kol
T TEM. Y “As there is a manifoldness of concerns and a manifoldness of sci-
ences and kinds of knowing-the-way-around, so there is also a manifoldness
of Té\.” latpikiic pev yap vyisia, vaumnyikig 0& mAolov, oTpaTnyKig 0& vikn,
oikovouikfg 8¢ mhodtoc.*! “For the art of medicine it is health, for shipbuilding
the ship, for generalship victory, for economic operation wealth or means.” In
this way, there appears a manifoldness of concerns, and their relation to one
another is questionable. The concrete aspect of the being-there of human be-
ings in this relating to one another shows itself at the same time that, among
these concerns, a certain guiding appears. The one guides with respect to an-
other. In this way, for example, “the raising of horses” for military service
(inmcn) is authoritative for the saddler, who makes saddle equipment,* and
he is authoritative for the tanner. The immwk is led by the war planning itself,
the otpatnyicy, which is subordinate to the “administering of war,”? in such a
way that this latter is authoritative for the tanner in a definite respect. Thus the
oTpatnyIKn is a dvvoug that, in guiding, reaches through an entire manifold-
ness of concerns.* The otpatnykn is subordinate to a characteristic interest in
the being-there of human beings as being-with-one-another in the Toélg. With
this example, it appears that a guiding connectedness is presupposed by the
manifoldness of concerns, that there is thus one entire manifoldness of con-
cerns that are “on account of one another,” 6t” &tgpov.*

40. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 6 sqq.

41. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 8 sq.

42. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 10 sq.: 070 TV {AAKIV JOAMVOTOMTIKY.

43. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 12 sq.: abtn 8¢ [ . . . ] OmO TV oTPATNYIKNV.

44. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 9 sq.: 6oou &’ €ioi TdV T0100TOV V7O pic Tve dOvopy.
45. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 20.
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On this point, Aristotle says that there must be, in this manifoldness of
concerns, such a télog that is 61" a016.4 It is impossible that we, within the
circle of all possible concerns in relation to one another, “take hold of one on
account of another. For, in this way, one goes into the unlimited; in this man-
ner, one obtains no wépag, and so the dpe&ig, being after something, becomes
Kevi) Kol pataio, empty and vain.”¥ T1épog determines the being-there of what
is concerned. In concern about something, there is already implicit the fact that
it concerns something. The completion of concern is only possible in that what
is concerned is there, that the concern is not grasping at straws, that concern
has the character of the wépag. Only in this way is it possible for a concern
in general to come into its being. This is what was meant previously in the
sense of being: being-there is being-limited. About this, Aristotle said that the
manifoldness of concerns that constitute the being-there of human beings as
being-with-one-another must have a tépogc. But this means that insofar as the
concerns are related to each other in a guiding context, the Tépac is constituted
through a téhog 6 avtd, a téhog with which we are concerned ““for its own sake.”

What we should take away from this general consideration ofthe avBpdmvov
ayaBov is this: it is that which is there as the T€Aog 01" ah16 in the consideration
of the being-there of human beings, what mepiéyot Gv ta t@v dAlov [téAn].*
The télog that is made a topic in ToATikr] must be in such a way that it “en-
compasses the others, encloses them in itself.” You see from this type of con-
sideration that it immediately provides no specific determination whatsoever
with respect to what the téhog of human beings is. Aristotle only says that it
follows from the being-structure of being-with-one-another that there must be
a 1éhog OU avto. This téhog 01’ awtd is necessarily the topic of mohttiki). The
question is: what are the characters of this téhoc, this avOpdmivov dyabov as
téhoc Ot avtd? What belongs to the character of the dyafov as téhog ot avtd
for the being-with-one-another of human beings?

B. The Biot as téAn o1 av1d. The Criteria for the téhog 6t avTo: oikeiov,
dvcapaipetov, TéAetov, and abtapkeg

With this apparently formal-universal consideration, you see that Aristotle
keeps concrete being-there, determined as being-with-one-another, constantly
in view. The further consideration, the laying out of the basic determination of
the ayabov, and likewise of what suffices for this ayabov, is oriented toward
concrete experience itself, and indeed in such a way that not only is present
being-there posited in the investigation, but at the same time there is a ques-
tioning of the meanings that this present being-there has of itself with respect
to what its dyaf9dv is. That is Aristotle’s orientation. Concrete being-there does
not first acquire an interpretation through him, but rather it belongs to being-

46. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 19.

47. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 19 sqq.: un ndvta 8t £repov aipoduedo (mpodetst yap odte v’ &ig
dmetpov, HoT’ elvar keviy Kol potaioy T Speiw).

48. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 b 6.
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there itself to have an interpretation of itself that, to a certain degree, is always
already carried along with it. The intelligibility in which being-there moves,
the One, is grounded ultimately in 36&a, in the average meanings of things and
of oneself. This self-evident meaning that being-there has regarding itself is,
in the first place, the source on whose basis Aristotle explicitly orients himself
to the question of how being-there itself thinks concretely about that in terms
of which it has its genuine completedness. For this reason, Aristotle character-
izes his method as investigating Adyot ék [ . . . ] [t®V kata tov Piov mpa&ewv]
kol epl TovTV.* What he makes out about being-there is drawn from how
being-there speaks about itself, and indeed with respect to the “tending of life.”
Biog: a new concept of “life,” and not the same as {wn. Modern biology does
not have the Greek Bioc in mind. Biog is the “tending of life,” “course of life,”
the specific temporality of a life from birth to death, “the run of one’s life,” so
that Biog also means “life-account.” The how of a (o1 is the Biog, history of
a life. What life makes of itself is drawn from the concerns in the vicissitudes
of life, and this conception of life, drawn from the concerns in a determinate
tending of life, is at the same time mepi T@V Tpa&ewv, interpretation of the con-
cerns themselves from which it is drawn. That is the methodological clue that
Aristotle takes from the consideration of the Biot, in order to see, on the basis
of this consideration, what life has grasped as téhoc ka8’ avtd itself. He lays
out three such Biot:

1. Biog dmoravatikdg, “the life of pleasure, enjoyment”

2. Biog moMtikdg, the mode of experiencing life that arises in the concern
within concrete being-there

3. Biog Bewpntikde, the mode of being-there that is characterized by con-
templation’

From these Biot, Aristotle initially sets forth various té\n, and shows that
they are of concern &t abt0. At the same time, he asks the critical question of
whether these are sufficient for the sense of the 61" a1 as the téhog of being-
with-one-another. The kpurrplov for determining whether these téAn are suf-
ficient must become visible. The téhoc must be:

1. oikelov,

2. ducapaipetov,’! in such a way that this TéAog is ““at home” in being-there
itself, not brought in from without in the sense that it comes to it “inevitably.”

3. However, the determination of the dvoagaipetov is insufficient. It must
be téletov,’? “what constitutes completedness in the genuine sense.” ‘Hdovr|
can also be pursued for the sake of my being-there as such and not for its own
sake. Therefore, the TéAeiov must be determined.

4. The téhog must be abrtapkec,®® “self-sufficient.” It will be seen, in the

49. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1095 a 3 sq.
50. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 17 sqq.
51. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 26.

52. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 33.

53. Eth. Nic. A5, 1097 b 8.
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interpretation of the abtapkeg, that the télog is such as to determine a being-
there as being-with-one-another. The té\log must be self-sufficient for deter-
mining being-with-one-another.

We want to consider these four determinations more closely. The téhog
determined formerly as 01" avt6 is what one quite generally designates as
gvdarpovia,* and this is generally translated as “happiness.” The consideration
of the Biot begins in Nicomachean Ethics, Book 1, Chapter 3: “It seems that
what one understands by ayafdv, by gvdayiovia, that which constitutes the
genuineness of the being-there of human beings, has been taken ovk GAdywG
from the Biot (not in such a way that nothing is thereby exhibited, but rather
in precisely such a way that something comes to appearance.”)? Obk GAOy®G
means, then, that this determination of the téhoc-being of the Biog is on the
right path since, in fact, something substantial is exhibited. Aristotle says of
the Piog dmolavotikdg that it has its téhog in dovn, and in such a way that
those who are resolved to it Toyydvovot 8¢ Adyov,*® “come into conversation.”
One speaks of them; one joins in; one equates what is common with what is
right; and they have the approval of the crowd. Oi 8¢ yapievteg kol mpaktikol
Tynv.’’ “By contrast, the educated and those who go into practical affairs, into
a profession, posit the téloc in tiuf.” They say that in concrete being-there as
being-with-one-another, what one ultimately depends on is the “reputation”
one has vis-a-vis others. On this point, Aristotle says that with the determina-
tion of the télog as tun, the dyabdv is not with the one who is after reputa-
tion, but rather is with those who esteem the others; for they are the ones who
have the ayaf6v at their disposal, while the others are after Tiu “in order to
secure and convince themselves that their being-there is an dyaf6v.”*® Thus
TN is not at all something in my own being-there as such; tiur is not oikeiov
ayaBdv. I have tiun by the grace of others. This is even more transparent in
the case of fdovn, where Aristotle is not showing that this dya0dv is brought
to human beings from without; it is no dvca@aipgtov, nothing “inevitable.”
Even this higher télog as tiun is not a téhog that would be seen as an ultimate
possession in being-there itself. But even the further determination as dpetr is
Kot tovTovg.” “It is possible to be a competent fellow and yet sleep through
one’s being-there, have bad luck, fail to succeed”®>—two determinations: be-
ing-awake and succeeding. Thus further determinations are required if one is
to flesh out dpetn}, “competence.” The possibility that one sleep through one’s
life or suffer bad luck requires that dpetn be évépyela, a matter that shows itself

54. Eth. Nic. A 2, 1095 a 17 sq.: Tv yap gddoupoviav Koi ol yapievieg AEyovotv.

55. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 14 sqq.: 10 yap ayafov koi tv £0dayoviay ok AAdGYmg £oikacty €k
@V flov drorapPdaverv.

56. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 21.

57. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 22 sq.

58. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 27 sq.: vo. mioTedc061v £00Tovg dyadodg etva.

59. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 29 sq.

60. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1095 b 32 sqq.: dokel yop £vdéyeobon kai kabebdew Eyovta TV GpeThv i
AmPOAKTELV O10 Pilov, kai TpOg ToVTOIG KaKOTAOELY Kol ATUYELY TG LEYIOTA.
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in deeds, that has its being in genuine, concrete being-there in every situation.
“Turning-out-well,” gotvyia, is one determination among others of the genu-
ineness of a concern. In gbdapovia, evtuyia is also found. Why that is taken
up by Aristotle, among others, can be understood only by keeping the Greek
determination of being in view. The Greeks have the fully concrete sense of
being-there as being-in-a-world, of being-there in its concretion, that being-
there is to be seen in the vitality of the fulfillment of concern.

What life has expressed concretely about itself is something that carries
within itself its reasons. Aristotle says at the end of Nicomachean Ethics, Book
1, Chapter 2: xai £l 10010 @aivorto apkoHvime, o0&V Tpocden el Tod Aot
“when I am oriented to that [what life says about itself], no reference is needed
to the d16ti—for this reason, because, since.” Life has spoken thus. Aristotle
takes up the interpretation of the being-there of life in such a way that he takes
it in a positive sense. On account of the fact that being-there, in how it speaks
about itself, has addressed itself thus, it already carries its reasons. If I keep
my attention fixed to the 611, “that” life has spoken thus, and have understood
it, then it requires no further d16t1. Life has appropriated its possibilities and
made them explicit, and specifically in three respects—the three Biot. Aristo-
tle explicitly postpones the discussion of the Biog Oswpnrtixdc (Nicomachean
Ethics, Book 10).92 He explicates this fiog as the genuine possibility of human
existence. The two other Biot give him the opportunity to establish two types
of Té\n: (1) ndovn, (2) Tun.

Ad 1. The consideration of 1dov1| is kept short since it is clear without
qualification that such an dyaB6v steers being-there away from itself and turns
it toward the world. In fj60ovr|, being-there does not come to itself; life is lived
by the world in which it moves, fully dependent on the world, not living its
own being.

Ad 2. The second candidate already has more going for it, insofar as it ap-
pears that in tiun there is a distinctive possibility of being-with-one-another,
of finding-oneself-among-others, insofar as I, particularly when I have a repu-
tation vis-a-vis others, occupy a distinctive position in the world. Having a
reputation vis-a-vis others is a distinctive disposition, which is, however, de-
pendent on others. It is up to those with respect to whom I have a reputation
whether to lend me a reputation or not. The others have the dyaB6v and give
it to me as a present, but could just as well refuse it to me. It does not belong
to my being as such. Thus insofar as it belongs to others, tiur is not dyafov
oikeglov, not such as to “be at home” with my being and because of my being.
Thus because the others are able to refuse it just as well, it is detachable; not
only is it not at home with being-there, it also is not dvcagaipetov. An dyadov
that is, in the genuine sense, the dya6dv of being-there, must be at home in this
being as such, and cannot be detachable.

61. Eth. Nic. A2, 1095 b 6 sq.
62. Cf. Eth. Nic. A 3, 1096 a 4 sq.
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Apet appears to be such an dyafdv, the manner and mode of being-there
that we speak of when we say that one is a competent fellow, “competence,”
the way of having the possibility of one’s own being at one’s disposal at each
moment. The apetn of the flute player consists of having the possibility of flute
playing at his disposal in a distinctive sense. Such a way of being and living
can, however, sleep itself away in a certain sense. One can be competent, and
still sleep one’s life away. If this way of having the genuine being-possibility at
one’s disposal is to be an dyafdv, then it must be in the mode of being-awake,
and it must itself fulfill the possibility of having it at one’s disposal, tpd&ic. For
this reason, the genuine dyaf6v of human being-there is, in the end, evmpa&io
or evlmia.” The &b is not something available out in the world, but rather is a
how of living itself. From the determination that the dyaov is itself a how of
concern itself, we have a series of aspects that define the dyabov, and so offer
a precursor of what alone can satisfy so definite a sense of ayafdv. It belongs
to this sense of dyafdv that whoever finds himself in eb{wia has gotvyia. Con-
crete being-there can fulfill itself in such a way as to nevertheless suffer bad
luck. This gdtvyia, as a further aspect of the evdapovia of the dpiotov, marks
the point at which gblwia is being-in-a-world with its determinate conditions
and possibilities; and that the gdtvyia is included shows that this ethic is not a
fantasy, but rather seeks the avBpdmvov dyabov in its possibility.

In Chapter 4, Aristotle comes to the conclusion that there cannot be a good
in itself. AyaBov is in itself always wépog of a mpd&ic, and this mpd&ic is, how-
ever, here and now, going toward what is here and now. I[1pa&ic is always mepi
T Eoyorto kol o ke’ Ekoota,® “going toward the outermost, toward the ulti-
mate here and now,” kai ta ka0’ Ekaoto, toward “the particular as such in its
definiteness.” For this reason, the idea of an dya06v kaboAov® is senseless, as
it misjudges the being-character of the dyaov itself.

Against this, and in order to more sharply determine the dya66v ka8’ a010,
Aristotle blazes a new path, namely by carrying through an investigation of
the being-character of the ayafdv. The dyabdv is mépag or tédog, “end” in the
sense of constituting a completedness. In Chapter 5, he defines the dyafdv as
téhoc, more precisely as télelov.* In preparation for considering the end in its
character as end, I will interpret Chapter 16 of Book 5 of the Metaphysics.

$11. The téAeiov (Metaphysics 416)

As with the terms &v and dyo06v, Téhelov has an ambiguity.?” Just like ovcia,
ayaBdév means (1) something good, a being that is good; (2) being-good, good-

63. Eth. Nic. A 8, 1098 b 21 sq.

64. Eth. Nic. Z 12, 1143 a 32 sq.: &otwv 8¢ @V kb’ Ekoota kol TV €oydtmv Gmavto to
TPAKTAL.

65. Eth. Nic. A4, 1096 a 11.

66. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 33.

67. Cf. Met. Z 6, 1031 a 28 sqq.
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ness. In the same way, téAelov means (1) something that is completed; (2)
what constitutes being-completed, the definite way of being in which some-
thing completed must be in order to be completed, the mode of being of what
is completed.

a) Translation of the Chapter

TéNE10V AEyeTon &v L&V ob un Eottv EEw TL AaPetv mdE Ev uopiov, olov ypévog
TEAE10¢ £KGOTOV 0V PNy 0Ty EE0 AaPsiv xpdvoc TvaL B¢ TovTov péPOC £0TL
100 ¥povov.® “What is addressed as complete, first of all, is a being no part
of which still remains to be encountered (since this part also constitutes the
being in question), so the time for what exists in the moment, is completed in
the sense that outside of this time there is no further bit of time to come that
also constitutes that thing.” When we say, “everything has its time,” we mean
something like what Aristotle has in view, a definite limitation of time, outside
of which there is no temporal being. When something has had its time, it is in
a mode that constitutes its being-completed; it is téAelov (compare the analysis
of time in Book 4 of the Physics, Chapters 10—14).

K0l TO Kot APETHV Kol TO €6 P 0V VIEPPOATY TPOC TO YEVOG, 010V TELEIOC
ioTpdg Kol TéAE10g avANTAG, STav KoTd TO €100¢ Tfic oikelag Gpetiic Undev
EMlelnmotv. oUTm 08 UETAPEPOVTEG KOl Ell TAV KOK®DY AEYOUEV GLKOPAVINV
TELEI0V KO KAETTIV TEAE10V, Eme1dn) kai dryal®odg AEyopey adTovG, 010V KAETTNV
GyoBov xail cuko@AvINy dyadov. kai i dpeth) teleimaoic 11¢.” “Further, what is
addressed as complete is that which has nothing left in the context of having a
genuine being-possibility at one’s disposal in its true line of descent. We speak
of a consummate doctor or a consummate flute player. A doctor or flute player,
is consummate when, with respect to how they have their being at their dis-
posal in a way proper to them, they are not wanting in any way (thus, when the
flute player’s dpetr is not wanting in any way with respect to its possibility).
In this sense, however (as given in this definition), we speak also of a syco-
phant (a show-off) or a thief as consummate, in the sense that we are carrying
over the how of what is meant (the téhelov), petapépovteg; for example, we
call someone a good thief or a good show-off. Having one’s being-possibility
at one’s disposal is a certain mode of constituting-the-completedness-of-the
being-in-question (of this definite being that is in dpern).”

EKkaoTov Yap TOTE TELEIOV Kal 0VGia Tico TOTE TELELD, HTOV KOTA TO £100C
¢ oikelog dpetiig undév élheinn uodprov tod katd oo peyébovc.” “For
each moment, then, something is completed and each being is there in the how
of'its being, if, with respect to dpetn, nothing is left out from that which relates
to the extent of the possible ability-to-be of the being in question.”

11 0lc Dmapyst 1O TEAO¢ omovdaiov, TawTd Aéyetan TEAE” KATA Yap TO

68. Met. A 16, 1021 b 12 sqq.
69. Met. A 16, 1021 b 15 sqq.
70. Met. A 16, 1021 b 21 sqq.
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£xewv 10 TéAOC TéAEL0. DOT’ émel TO TEM0G TV oAtV Ti £0TL, Kol €7l TAL PUDAN
peTapépovieg Adyouev teleimg amolmAéval kai teeimng Ep0aphat, dtav undev
EMkelnn T @Bopdic kai Tod kakod dAL’ £mi Tod éoydrov f.7! “Further, téksiov
is being in the how of being-completed, the being in which, as such, its com-
pletedness is at hand in a serious way. Indeed, such a being as téAelov is ad-
dressed with respect to the having of the end in the sense of completedness.
Thus, since the télog belongs to what is outermost, we have carried over the
how of what is meant also to what is bad. We speak of a full being-annihilated
if there is nothing left upon extinction, but there is a full, entire extinguishing
at what is outermost.”

S10 Kai 1 TEAELTN KaTd peTopopay Aéyetar téhog, 6Tl Guem Eoyota.” “On
this account, even the end of life, death, is called consummation in view of
a carrying-over constituting a being-completed of life.” The carrying-over is
grounded in the fact that the end of life has the character of what is outermost,
TEAELTY| 1S TEAOG.

Téhog 8¢ Kol TO ov &veka Eoyotov.” “Téhog, constituting the end as being-
completed, means also that for the sake of which something is, the for-the-
sake-of-which as what is outermost.” Finally, there follows a comprehending
structure of the foregoing meanings, a division from the point of view of the
categories to which we will return, in order to see how, in particular, TéAog is a
basic category of beings.

One must be cautious with the concept of “teleology.” Aristotle had no
“teleological” worldview. Even a superficial understanding shows that té\eiov
and télog do not mean “aim” or “purpose.” It is explicitly formulated as t@®v
€oyatmv T, it has the character of “what is outermost.” The primary basic de-
termination is being-an-end. That one translates téAoc as “purpose” or “aim”
has its ground, of course, and does not appear out of thin air. It is a question
of whether these translations are primary and whether one may, at this level of
being-investigation, indiscriminately toss about primary and derivative mean-
ings. Purpose is the for-what; aim is that toward which something is. The end
can be encountered in the character of purpose or aim, but only because téhog
is end. It is aim or purpose with respect to a definite looking-toward . . . ,
keeping-in-sight. At the level of this investigation, being purposeful or having
an aim is an utter misinterpretation, and leads to the impression that Aristotle
too was one of those primitive people who lived in the nineteenth century.

b) Arrangement of the Chapter

a. The First Two Points of Arrangement. The Method of Carrying-Over

Metaphysics A16 may be arranged as follows:

71. Met. A 16, 1021 b 23 sqq.
72. Met. A 16, 1021 b 28 sq.
73. Met. A 16, 1021 b 29 sq.
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1. ypovog téleloc: téhelov characterized as that beyond which nothing is
there, beyond which there is nothing—nothing that would co-constitute the
being of beings whose character is téhewov. Here, the téAelov (népag) is said
initially of beings insofar as they are understood in their being-at-hand.™

70O Kot apetnv: beings are given already in an entirely peculiar character,
namely, as what has its most genuine being-possibility at its disposal. In this
case, téhelov means: beyond which there is nothing there that, as this possibili-
ty, makes the being even more genuine. For the consummate flute-player, there
is no beyond which (vmepBoln) in the sense of the possibility of its most genu-
ine being. With respect to his most genuine being-possibility, there is nothing
beyond what he himself is. In this basic determination, there is grounded the
possibility of a “carrying-over,” a petagépetv, such as our speaking of a “good
thief.” A “good thief” is not a matter of his being a good human being, but
rather the meaning of a consummate thief is one who, in his being, has come
into his rightful being-possibility, has brought this possibility to its end.”

Aristotle explicitly mentions petogépewv;’® he himself invokes the carry-
ing-over for a definite purpose. In a carrying-over of speaking, we glean from
the immediate and originary addressing, from the immediate and originary
meaning of té\elov, a meaning that is there with it (uetd), and carry it over
to what is newly addressed. With this carry-over, in which we carry away a
meaning, that which we carry away in particular becomes visible. And, therein
becomes visible what was already meant in the basic meaning from which
we carried it away. It is not that with the consummate doctor something mor-
ally good is meant, but rather in this téAelog lies the bringing-to-an-end. The
petapépery makes what is genuinely meant by télelov visible, whereby the
doctor is ayaBog, and the thief also is dyaBog qua thief, being in another sense
kakog. It is no accident that Aristotle, not only here but in a whole series of
analyses, always carries out the considerations in this sense of petoeépewv.

B. Presentation of the Context of the Treatment of Té\etov

The téletov is a determination of the dya66v, and so has, as with dpemi—which
we will later also come to know as a fundamental determination of the being
of life—a peculiar relation to being-completed. In having something at one’s
disposal, having a definite possibility of one’s being at one’s disposal, this be-
ing is already held in its end, and I have my genuine being-possibility already
in hand as my possession. Teleiwoig:”’ this peculiar phenomenon of £yewv to
Téhog is what Aristotle comes to speak of explicitly.

The context is that of Aristotle attempting to explain the character of the

74. Met. A 16, 1021 b 12-14.
75.Met. A 16, 1021 b 15-17.
76. Met. A 16, 1021 b 17 sq.
77. Met. A 16, 1021 b 20 sq.
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ayabdv as télelov more precisely, after discussing the individual ot as dyada
ot avtd and TéAn, and after explaining the characteristic moments of the
ayaBdv. This consideration of the télog as télelov precedes the discussion
with Plato, to which we will return later.”

What does this mean for the dvBpdnivov dyaBov if one apprehends it as
téhoc? It has to do with the avOpdmivov ayabov, which relates to the being of
human beings that we have come to know as being-with-one-another. This is
determined by a manifoldness of mpa&eig, which have a guiding connectedness
among them, so that one finds an dxpdtartov dyadov, “highest good,” implicit
in them, an dya®o6v that is 6t adto. Aristotle indicated such ayofa 5t adtd
in the Biot. Two possibilities were indicated with the second Biog, the Biog
moMTikOG: Ty and apetn, apeTn—to give a preliminary interpretation of what
Aristotle himself sets forth.

With the discussion of the téhelov, we acquire a foundation for the dis-
cussion of the fundamental concept of the Aristotelian doctrine of being,
gvredgyera. TéNog is not “aim” but rather £oyartov, having the character of limit,
“what is outermost.” Aim and purpose are definite modes in which téhog is an
“end,” but they are not primary determinations. Instead, purpose and aim are
founded upon téhog as “end,” which is the originary meaning.

v. Revised Arrangement of the Chapter

Metaphysics A16 may be arranged according to eight points.

1. The character of té\ewov as that beyond which there is nothing else
there.™

2. A beyond-which-nothing that, as a definite being-possibility of a being,
determines it genuinely in its being, the beyond-which-nothing in the sense
that, for a being, there is no further being-possibility beyond the téAhoc, that a
being has come to its end with respect to its being-possibilities.?

3. In this determination of the having-come-to-its-end of a being, there
is the possibility of the carrying-over of the téleiov. Insofar as we speak of
a “good thief,” what becomes visible in this carrying-over is that which is
genuinely meant by télelov when we speak of a “good doctor.” The predicate
“go0d” has the additional meaning of exceptional, valuable. Téhelov does not
mean this when we are speaking of a “consummate thief,” and so the meaning
of télelov constitutes a being-character that is not bound to a specific meaning
of &yaOdv, such as usually is expressed in a determinate quality of a being.?!

4. Furthermore, télelov relates to apetn. Insofar as dperr means having
something at one’s disposal, having a definite being-possibility at one’s dis-

78. See p. 305 ff.

79. Met. A 16, 1021 b 12-14.
80. Met. A 16, 1021 b 15-17.
81. Met. A 16, 1021 b 17-20.
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posal, the determination of téhog or téletov is already implict. The ability to
have a being-possibility at one’s disposal means that a being that has an dpetn
already has its end in this dpetij in a definite manner. The dpertn is a definite
way of being, which in itself is directed to the TéAoc, an ability to have at one’s
disposal, an ability which need not explicitly reach its Téloc.®?

5. The further determination is already indicated in this concept of dpetr| as
teleiwolg, insofar as there is a being which has its télog in the genuine sense,
so that its téhog “is at hand” in it, a being in which vrdpye®® télog, so that it
has its end in an initial mode. "Eyerv is meant in an entirely distinctive sense.
One speaks of “having” in a double sense: (a) as the happening of something,
something happens in such and such a way, having this or that determination—
“the table has a crack.” That which is had in this case is happening to a defi-
nite being. (b) “having” can mean a direct, explicit concern about something,
having presently what is had, having to do with it. There are fully determinate
gradations here. “The tree has blossoms.” This context of having is not strictly
identical with the context of being that is brought to expression with “The
table has a crack,” “The person has a toothache,” “The person has a case of
boredom.” Also, this having is something different when we say, in an ordinary
way, that this having and what is had are themselves conscious. “The person
had the thought of running away.” This double meaning of having is to be
kept in view, and the latter is meant when the discussion is, in this case, one
of dmapyewv 1éhoc omovdaiov.® The télog is there “in a serious manner,” is
had “in a serious manner,” by which it is not meant that someone is addressed
as “serious,” omovdaiog, whenever they have an angry look. Xmovdoiog des-
ignates the mode of being-there in which I am serious about a matter, that
is, not making a game of it—being with a matter, taking it up in such a way
that everything rides on it. The matter about which I am serious need not be
something extraordinary. Indeed, the less extraordinary that about which one
is serious is, the less possibility there is for deception about one’s seriousness.
Ymovdaiov is a determination of the how: a possibility of one’s being must be
taken seriously.®

6. The sense in which the télelov is a being-character is only made genu-
inely clear in the further determination of the té\ewov. There is mention of
a teheiong £90apObar.’® Furthermore, the tehevtn, “death,” is designated as
téhoc.’” What becomes visible in this carrying-over? We say of a human be-
ing: “He is finished, used up, entirely completed.” Here it means that he is no
longer what he was earlier; the one that he genuinely was earlier is no longer
there. Being-completed is being-gone-from-being-there. What is the sense of

82. Met. A 16, 1021 b 20-23.

83. Met. A 16, 1021 b 23.

84. Met. A 16, 1021 b 23 sq.: vmdpyetl 10 T€A0G GTOVSATOV.
85. Met. A 16, 1021 b 23-25.

86. Met. A 16, 1021 b 27.

87. Met. A 16, 1021 b 28 sq.
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the carrying-over when tekevtr is designated as téhoc? With death, life is at its
end; death makes life complete in that it takes being away from the there, life
disappears. With this carrying-over, téAetov shows itself, téhoc as a character
of being-there, insofar as 10 téhog, Télelov, designates that being-there which
we designate as no-longer-being-there, being-gone. Being-gone is a distinc-
tive mode of being-there. Precisely in this carry-over from télog and téigiov
to death, the distinctive function of téAeiov shows itself to be the character of
being-there in the distinctive possibility of disappearing.®

7. The determination of the téAgtov is assigned to ob &veka, ob ydptv; spe-
cifically, this is Té\eiov when it is £oyotov.® The od &veka is that being which
stands in a willing, with which I have to do willingly, that which I am after in
a certain mode of dpe&ig, characterized as the end, the ultimate, something that
is ultimately téhoc. OV &veka acquires the téhoc-character of the determina-
tion of &oyatov. OV &veka is not aim, that toward which I am looking; that is
okondg.

8. In the conclusion of the chapter, Aristotle divides the various mean-
ings into two different groups: (a) insofar as 1é\og is genuinely asserted about
something,’! then: (b) meanings that mean télog as téletlov refer to télelov in
sense ‘a.”®? Téhelov is thus brought to the schema of categories. This points to
the fact that, insofar as téAeiov allows such a division, it is in itself a fundamen-
tal being-character. Té\eiov shows itself to be a distinctive character of being
in the sense of being-there. (On this point, see Nicomachean Ethics, Book A,
Chapter 5.)”

¢) The téketov as Limit in the Sense of the Genuine There of a Being

To summarize, we must hold primarily in view the fact that téAoc has the de-
termination of limit. This limit-character is to be apprehended as that beyond
which there is nothing further, the end at which something stops. But here we
must be careful. A path through a meadow stops at a garden fence. But the
garden fence is not téheov. Being-the-path is not as such determined by the
garden fence. That at which the path stops is itself a being which, in the same
manner, is like that which stops at it. Presumably, té\etov is not a being, or a
piece of a being, whose end it constitutes. Rather, téheiov is a way of being, a
mode of being itself. Té\elov is limit, but not as a being in relation to another
being whose limit it is. In this sense, a thief is completed insofar as the limit
is not outside of him. The how of his being, stealing itself, has come to its
definite possibility. He is not a good thief for having come across a great stash
of money. The té\etov is a determination of the being of beings, and not some

88. Met. A 16, 1021 b 25-29.

89. Met. A 16, 1021 b 30.

90. Met. A 16, 1021 b 29 sq.

91. Met. A 16, 1021 b 30: 16 pév obv kad’ odtél AeyOpeva.

92. Met. A 16,1022 a 1 sqq.: 0. 8’ GAAaL [ . . . ] TPOG TA TPAOTMG.
93. Met. A 16, 1021 b 30—1022 a 3.
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property such as the white or black of something. The beyond-which-nothing
has the character of limit in the sense of a determination of being.

This limit-character of the téAeiov, as a determination of being, becomes
clear in the further carrying-over: death—a mode of being-there, being-there-
no-longer, being-gone, dmovcio. Being-there-no-longer is a character of the
there insofar as teAevtn] is addressed as télog, but where it is a matter of car-
rying-over. In this case, what is meant is that in addressing death as télog,
the genuine meanings of téAog and télelov are lost in a certain sense, insofar
as téAog is meant as an end that does not simply allow the thing in question
to disappear. Such an end does not take the thing in question out of the there,
but instead keeps it in the there, determines it in its genuine there. Téhog thus
means, originarily: being-toward the end in such a way that this end consti-
tutes the genuine there, determining, in a genuine way, a being in its presence.
Since this is the basic determination of téhog, one is able to speak of té\og
in the sense of death, in a mode of carrying-over. Here, there is a fundamen-
tal context, namely that not-being or not-being-there can be interpreted only
when one has positively explicated being-there itself in a genuine way. One
cannot see, and make intelligible, the being of beings by saying that a being
is also when it is not—that is to say, when one does not grasp it. This is only a
negative determination which means nothing, and which suggests the perverse
belief that one could subscribe to this mode of clarifying the sense of being.
Being-gone is the most extreme mode of being-there, such that the interpreta-
tion of being is thrown back upon the explication of the there. TéAoc, téhelov
have the character of limit, specifically limit in the sense of being, such that
this limit determines beings in their there. The end of such things is in the sense
that téhog reaches back to that of which it is the end and determines it in its
there—the character of including by reaching back. A consummate violinist is,
by being consummate, in his genuine being.

From this standpoint, we may judge the meaning, for Aristotle, of the fun-
damental concept Evtedéyeia. A being determined by évieAdéyelo means funda-
mentally the type of being that maintains itself in its genuine being-possibility
so that the possibility is consummated. If the being is such that it can possess
its téhoc, then the téhog stands in view so that it can be spoken about. In this
concept of évtedéyeta, the most fundamental character of the there comes to
expression. This determination of the télog can now become of fundamental
significance insofar as the being of beings can become explicit for this being
itself, and this possibility of being explicit of the genuine being for a being re-
mains for a being that we characterize as living, being-in-a-world. On this ac-
count, then, the soul is, for Aristotle, “the évieAéyeio 1 mpidtn of a body which
carries in itself the possibility of living.”®* Here, you see where the detailed
discussion of this basic concept of téheiov is grounded. Once we secure this
determination, we will be in a position to understand more precisely the further
discussion of the avOpmdmvov dyabov as ayabov 61" anto.

94. De an. B 1, 412 a 27 sq.: évieléyeta 1] IpOTN 0ONOTOG PLSIKOD duvapel {onv Exovtog.
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$12. Continuing the Consideration of the dya0ov
(Nicomachean Ethics, 4 5—6)

In Nicomachean Ethics, Book 1, Chapter 5, Aristotle briefly resumes his con-
sideration, up to his critical engagement with Plato. He points out that a mani-
foldness of concerns faces us, this manifoldness itself encountered not as an
aggregate but in a definite manner, a manifoldness of téAn among which indi-
vidual concerns reach their end at each moment. A manifoldness of téAn ap-
pears there with concrete regard to the being-there of human beings, and ones
that are 8" &tepa are also given in a way that they cannot all be téAeia. Here,
not every téAog is already téletov, a genuine end for the being that maintains
itself in concern. If individual concerns are téAn, they are not genuine ends of
being-there. Work tools are téAn alongside of which a definite npa&ig reaches
its end, but a mpag&ig in relation to which the &pyov is mapd. The shoe is the
téhog in the sense that when it is completed, it has its own existence in the
world “alongside” (mapd) the being of the shoemaker as a mode of concern
in itself. The shoe has its own existence in the world as téhog. In the same
way, an instrument is the téhog for the instrument-maker. These €A are not
themselves téleln, but instead have within themselves the character of condu-
civeness. The hammer is, precisely, the téAog of the hammersmith, in the sense
that it does not occur in the way a stone does, but rather in such a way that I
can hammer a nail with it. This conduciveness, its usability, constitutes its ex-
istence. In itself, it is TéAog with respect to its completedness, but not téieov;
it points away from itself toward another mode of concern made possible by it.
So, in the world there is a manifoldness of téAn that are not themselves téAewn
at every moment.

a) Continuing the Discussion of Basic Determinations of the dyo06v:
The avOpdmivov dyabov as the andidg tédelov

It has already been said of the avBpdmvov dyadov that it is dt” avtd, “on ac-
count of itself,” and it is the dpiotov, dxpotatov ayobov, the dyadov than
which there is no going further, so that, presumably, this dpiotov is a téAietov.
But already the result of the consideration of the Biot was that there is a mani-
foldness of téAn 01" avtd. Thus, if there is a manifoldness of téAn 01" avtd,
téhern, then there must be a tedeldtarov among these. But if there is, then there
is also a teleldtepov. This consideration shows how the interpretation of the
ayaBov, in the preceeding, aims at a radical carrying through of the idea of the
télog, mépag. For the being-determination of the being-there of human beings,
the basic Greek determination of being is to be radically and consistently laid
claim to, and it is to be shown in this way that dya00dv is téhog in the sense that
it is amA®dg tédelov, TéNe1oV in the strict sense.

In this rather formal consideration of structure, the consequences are not
yet seen without explanation. However, we will see, from here on out, how in
particular the Aristotelian determination of the basic possibility of the being-
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there of human beings, the Gswpeiv, becomes intelligible. @swpselv is being-
there’s ownmost possibility since in it being-there reaches its end in such a way
that it is transposed into its most genuine possibility, into its ownmost there, as
Oewpelv constitutes the most genuine évteAéyeia of the being of human beings.
What was concrete in Greek existence as an existence-tendency is here brought
to its most genuine expression, and in such a form that Aristotle makes this
existence intelligible on the basis of its genuine sense of being and being-there,
and grounds it therein.

The most general and immediate determination of the téAetov is that be-
yond which there is nothing to apprehend, in the sense that a being-character
comes to expression therein. TéAewov is not a being as a being, but rather as
way of being. Shoes, work tools, and so on, Vmokeipeva, all of these beings are
té\n only when their being-character is thereby made explicit; that by which
a definite handiwork reaches its end genuinely is. The beyond-which-nothing
is not being-completed in a negative sense of being-toward-the-end, but is to
be taken in the positive sense as constituting the genuine there. The téAog is in
such a way that it maintains the being in its presentness. The sense of being is
determined by this being-present.

With this clarified concept of téielov, we come to Aristotle’s further con-
sideration with respect to the avOpdmivov dyabdv. The dyadov of human be-
ing-there must be a mépog because every being is determined as limit-being.
Thus the question is: which character does the davBpdmvov dyaBov have qua
tého¢? Which determinations arrive at this téAog itself?

This discussion is carried out on the concrete basis of the being-there of hu-
man beings, in the way that it is seen in natural experience, specifically, human
being-there as being-with-one-another in the moéAic, being-with-one-another in
concern. Human concerns proceed in a guiding connectedness. The téAn refer,
in themselves, to one another, that is, the ©éAn are at every moment 6t” £tepa.
This is a being-determination of the TéAn. It is not as though the té\og is some-
thing lying before one, that then finds a definite use. Already, that which the
instrument-maker is after has in itself the character of usability for . . . This
concern to produce a shoe is determined in itself by the fact that the téAog is the
ability-to-be-worn of the shoe. “Not all téAn are téAe10”™ in the way that they
are encountered in concrete being-there. Not everything with which a concern
reaches its end is télelov. The avOpdmivov dyabdv becomes tédetov only in the
genuine sense.’® It is said of it that it does not go &i¢ dneipov,”” that the guided-
ness of the téAn of Tpd&eig does not lose itself in the infinite. The discussion of
the Biot, of the téAn ka®’ avtd, concluded that there is a manifoldness of téAn
kb’ avtd, so that the dpiotov must be that which is teletdtarov in relation to

95. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 27 sq.: o0k £6Ttv TAvVTO TEAELO.
96. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 28: 10 8’ Gptotov TEAELOV TL QAIVETOL.
97. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1094 a 20.
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the tehedtepov among these téAn ko’ avté’®—that which has the character of
end more genuinely and to a greater extent. From this, arises the question of the
teetotepov and of the tedeidtarov, since there is presumably a manifoldness
of T\ ka6’ avtd.

What belongs to a amld¢ téhewov?® At first, Aristotle gives the defini-
tion of the tedeldtepov: tehetdtepov € Adyouev 10 ko’ avtd d1wkTov T0D St
£tepov.'? “The tedeidtepov is that ke’ avtd, which diwktov Tod S Etepov,
which is pursued, taken hold of, by something that is on account of another
(i.e., on its account).” This definition of the teheldtepov with repect to a o’
gtrepov, “something that is for the sake of another,” is indeed a necessary but
not a sufficient definition.

With respect to the xab’ a1, that tekeidtepov which undémote 81" dAAo!!
and aigl xka®’ oOTO aipetdv,'?is such a U’ avto that “constantly,” “always,”
is what it is. The téAn ka0’ avtd: dovn, Tiun, dpern, “can in the end and for
the most part be appropriated for the sake of evdaipovia’: Tunv 8¢ kai Héovv
kol [ ... ] apetnv aipovpedo pev kol o1’ avtd [ . . . ], alpodueba 8¢ kol Tiig
gvdarpoviag yapw.'” These 16An can also have a different téloc in the back-
ground, whereby it genuinely depends on human beings. In the end, this téhog
is being-there itself. That is to say, should the anAdc télelov be something that
is constantly and always ka6’ a0t0, then there is the possibility, for the being-
there of human beings, of something that applies to this being-there as such.
The dei is not meant in the Platonic sense, but is related to the being of human
beings. The being on which it ultimately depends can, for being-there, only
be its way of being, so that here a fundamental determination of being-there
shows itself: such a being that, in its being, depends upon its being, explicitly
or inexplicitly. Consequently, the anl@dg téAetov is that which constitutes, per
se, the being-completed of being-there, the very being-possibility of being-
there itself. If being-there as being-in-the-world were determined by the téAn
(fdovn, Tiun) as a disposition, then the being-possibility would be designated
as a disposition, the way of being-there as dioyoyn,'™ as “whiling” in a world.
This being-there in the most genuine sense has its possibility of fulfillment in
Oewpeiv.

This determination, that ultimately the being of being-there is that which
constitutes per se being-there in its there, is echoed in the Kantian definition of
the human being: the rational essence exists as an end in itself. This definition
is, at the same time, the ontological condition of the possibility of the categori-

98. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 30.
99. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 33.
100. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 30 sq.
101. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 31 sq.
102. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 a 33: ka6’ ad10 aipetodv aiet.
103. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 b 2 sqq.
104. Eth. Nic. K 7, 1177 a 27.
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cal imperative. Insofar as the rational essence is something that is open to law
in the basic determination of respect, and at the same time is in such a way that
its being is by itself oriented toward the end to a certain extent, and so has no
further why, this law is in itself the ultimate; the ought is categorical, not hy-
pothetical. For the being of human beings, there is no if, but rather an ultimate
then. Since the idea of law comes into play, the foundation and opening up of
this context has a different look. The idea of law is oriented toward the lawful-
ness of nature, by which law is yet further apprehended. However, nature is,
here, the manner of being-there, and thus in the sense of @Vo1g (Aristotle). It is
remarkable to observe that Kant apprehends the concept of the law of nature
in the further, almost Aristotelian, sense. “Act in such a way that the maxim of
your action could be a universal law of nature.”'® The maxim is not supposed
to be a law of nature as explicit law, but rather as a mode of being-there per se.

Thus the being itself of human beings is what, in the end, constitutes the
amh®dg téletov of a being that is there. And this amA®dg téletov is what one means
by the expression gvdaipovia. Aristotle gives this popular, ordinary concept a
specifically philosophical sense by determining the meaning of evdaipovia on
the basis of being-there itself. In the context of this clarification of gvdaipovia
as amA®g téheov, Aristotle fleshes out this téleov in such a way that it is
determined as téleov of the being-there of human beings. This relatedness
that is constitutive of the té\elov as being-completed comes to expression in
the determination of the abtapkeg: “that good which makes the being-there of
human beings completed shows itself to be self-sufficient. [Since the human
being, in accord with its own being-possibility, is a living thing that lives in
terms of being-with-one-another, a {dov moAttikdv] the determination of the
téletov as self-sufficient cannot be related to individuals, nor does it apply pri-
marily to those who maintain a solitary life. Instead, being with one’s parents,
with children, with one’s wife, friends, and those who are in the wolg with
one, is implicit in being-there itself. A §pog must be won from this determinate
being-with-one-another, insofar as it is supposed to be a being-there. For if one
extends being-with-one-another to friends of friends, and relatives of relatives,
and so on, one loses it, goes €ig dnelpov.”!% Genuine being-with-one-another
loses itself if it is a reckless being-with-all-human-beings. It is legitimate when
it has its definite limit in itself. In this way, the further determination shows

105. Cf. 1. Kant, Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten, in Immanuel Kant’s Werke, edited
by E. Cassirer, Volume IV, Berlin 1913. p. 279: “Handle so, als ob die Maxime deiner Handlung
durch deinen Willen zum allgemeinen Naturgesetze werden sollte.”

106. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 b 8 sqq.: 10 yap téAetov dyadov adbtapkeg eivor Sokel. T 88 abiTapkeg
Aéyopev oK a0T®d pove @ (ovtt Blov povadtny, GAAG Kol Yovedot Kol TEKVOLG Kol Yuvolkl Kol
6Awg toig eilolg Kol moAitaig, £metd| pvoetl ToMTIKOV 0 GvBpToG. ToVTOV 8¢ Anrtéog Hpog Tig”
£MEKTEIVOVTL YOp €mL TOVG YOVELS Kol TOVG Amoydvoug Kol tdv gidmv Tovg @ikovg &ig dnepov
TPOEIOLV.
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how the télelov ayabov is seen from the outset, a role that being-with-one-
another plays in the téAelov as adtopkeg.

A definition of €bdaipovia: it is not somehow cuvapiOuovuévn,'®” “added
together,” a sum. Aristotle says that if, as the determination of the abtopkeg
suggests, a manifoldness of relations constitutes the being-completed of being-
there, then it must be observed that it does not depend on a sum, on a how
much, nor is the téAetov to be taken in this way, nor is the manifoldness of rela-
tions to be understood in the sense of a sum. Instead, they are to be understood
on the basis of the being in which télgiov is €ddapovia, on the basis of Tpagic.
The téleiov of being-there itself is not a summative ‘what’ that one could as-
semble (ur] cvvapiOpovpévn), but rather a how of the &b, edlwia, that which
constitutes the genuine téielov of being-there itself.

Thus we have an entire series of characters of the ayaf6v. If we recall the
discussion of the Piot, the results are as follows: (1) the oikeiov and (2) the
dvcapaipetov are basic determinations of the dyafdv. 3. The being of being-
there itself as anAdg téAetov is that which is at home in the most genuine sense
in being-there. 4. The determination of the dyafdv as adtapkec.

b) The yoyiig évépyelan kat’” apetnv as the Being-Possibility of Human
Beings Which Is Sufficient for the Sense of avBpamivov dyadov

After this consideration, Aristotle poses a further question concerning
what this dya06v genuinely is, what it genuinely is for the being of human be-
ings that is sufficient for this sense of the avOpdnivov dyabdv so determined.
nobeltan 8’ Evapyéotepov Ti Eotv £t AgyOfjvar [dyadov].'® “One wishes that a
more precise, conclusive answer be given to the question of what &yaf6v is.”

Aristotle provides general guidance for investigating the dyafdv: I discover
the dyoB6v of a being when I see it in its &pyov.'” There is always an &pyov in
every kind of mpa&ic. In working itself, the dyaf6v as such appears to be dis-
coverable. When I thus inquire into the avOpomvov dyabdov, I must direct my
view at what the a&vBpamivov &pyov for the being-there of human beings is,''°
that concern of human being-there which constitutes the being-there of human
beings as such. Is there such an £pyov avOpmmvov at all?

When we look around at the concrete being-there of human beings, we
see definite professions, concerns: builder, shoemaker, and so on. They are the
determinations of human being-there that do not apply to every human being
as human. In these concerns, human beings are occupied with their hands, they
go on foot, in the sense that they see and apprehend that certain parts of this
being-there have, at each moment, their definite tasks and being-possibility.

107. Eth. Nic. A 5, 1097 b 17: un cvvapiOpovpévny.

108. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1097 b 23 sq.

109. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1097 b 26 sq.: &v 1@ £pye Sokel Toryafov elvo.
110. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1097 b 24 sq.: 10 £pyov 0D avOpdmov.
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The question is whether, in addition—beside the £pyov of the shoemaker, car-
penter, etc.—there is yet another £pyov of human beings that would be i610v'!!
to human beings as human, “proper” to them. Aristotle answers this question
decisively, not in the realm of fantasy, but in such a way as to open our eyes.
It is a matter of seeing the idwov, of “excluding,” dpopilecbar,'? everything
that human life shares with other living things. Thus all possible life is brought
within the investigation’s field of vision. In the concrete presentation of the life
of human beings, everything that is given as discoverable in other living things
as well, is thereby removed.

The investigation’s field of vision is the being that is there in the sense of
living. 1® pév yap (fiv xowdv sivar @aiveton koi Toic gutoic, {nteitar 8¢ T
i61ov. dpopiotéov Gpa TV Opentiknyv kai odEntikry (onv.'"? “Living appears
also to be shared with plants, but the id10v is what is to be sought. Thus the
mode of living that we designate as getting nourishment and growing is to be
excluded [as a distinctive possibility of life].” In taking in nourishment, a liv-
ing thing is in its world in an entirely definite mode. This being-in-the-world
can refer back to the manner of bringing into the world, generating and bear-
ing offspring. We have the specific expression “coming into the world.” Get-
ting nourishment and growth are only definite being-possibilities of living, in
which this basic possibility, the yevvav, is developed. However, it is nothing
specifically human.

In the being of human beings as being-in-the-world, we observe aicOnoic.!
Animals perceive the world within definite limits; they are in the world in such
a way that they have the surrounding world there; they have a definite orienta-
tion in it. Therefore, this being-oriented in the world, this somehow-having-it-
explicitly-there, is not proper to human beings as such.

We must always have our view concretely directed upon human beings.
Other ways of living are seen along with it. Aeimeta o) TpaKTIK TIC TOD AdYOV
&yovtoc.''’ Yet “there remains,” for human being, still another mode of being-
in-the-world, which is to be in it in such a way as to be able to be concerned
about something, and “the concern of a being that speaks.” The id1ov &pyov, the
genuine mode of human beings, is Tpa&ig, determined as a mode of being-in-
the-world precisely through speaking, petd Adyov,® kotd Adyov. '

On the basis of the preceding, we know that it is a matter of what consti-
tutes the genuine being-possibility. However, concern can be at rest; a human
being can even sleep away his existence. It depends upon the genuine manner

111. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1097 b 34.

112. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1097 b 34 sq.: dpopiotéov.
113. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1097 b 33 sqq.

114. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 2: aicOntn tic.
115. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 3 sq.

116. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 14.

117. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 7.
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of being-there, so that the &pyov is there for the one who in concern is present
in himself, so that the human being is in &pyov, kat’évépyerav.''® The human be-
ing may be defined with respect to genuine living and rising up into concern.

And this xat’ évépyesiony admits of a further being-determination. We know
that the being of human beings is determined through dpetr, the mode of be-
ing in which the télog is possessed—rtéLog as the beyond-which-nothing. So,
gvépyewa is: mpootdepévng tiic kot apetiv vmepoyis,' with respect to the
fact (bnépoyog from Vmepéym) that Epyov is taken in its ownmost being-possi-
bility, namely as fulfilling itself in dpety, as actually there. For example, in the
case of the violin player, we distinguish between violin players. A bad one is
distinguished from one who is omovdaioc, a “serious” kiBapiotic,'?® who has
taken his being-possibility seriously, who has genuinely put into work his hav-
ing what he is at his disposal.

In this way, it appears that the &pyov of human beings is mpaxtikr {on.
Thus, insofar as the Télog of human beings does not lie outside itself but rather
in itself as its being-possibility, the avOpodnivov dyadov is (o itself, “living”
itself. The &pyov is living itself, apprehended in the sense of being-in-the-world
petd Adyov, in such a way that it is thereby spoken. Thus the davOpdmivov
AyoBov is woyiic vépyera kot dpetiiv.'*' The youyn is determined as constitut-
ing the being of living things. This being-in-the-world as évépyewa is a definite
possibility of concern, of mpd&ic, as put into work; and this setting-into-work
as €, taken hold of seriously (cmovdaiov), so that the ultimate being-possibil-
ity is grasped in its end.

We will not follow more closely Aristotle’s detailing of the avBpdmvov
aya06v. In Chapters 7—12 of the Nicomachean Ethics, he discusses, in connec-
tion with the tradition, the concrete context of the avBpdmivov dyadoév, so de-
fined, with the possibilities of being-there in the ToMg. As to conceptuality as
an affair of the being-there of human beings, we need to see this basis, being-
there itself, more sharply. In connection with the discussion of the dyabov, we
have succeeded in defining being-in-the-world, one aspect of which is yuyn,
the ontologically basic determination of living, yvyr as mpoaktikn évépyeta. As
a result of the investigation, we find the guidance that Aristotle himself offers,
when he says that knowing-the-way-around, which constitutes the being-there
of human beings as being-with-one-another, must be instructed mepi yoyfic.'*
That does not mean that a politician must also be a psychologist, but that he
has to be involved with the genuine being of living things in its basic structure.
Psychology has nothing to do with “consciousness” or “experiences,” but is
rather only the doctrine of the being of living things, the ontology of the way of

118. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 6.

119. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 10 sq.

120. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 11 sq.: k18opictod pév yap 1o Kibopilety, omovdaiov 5& 0 €v.
121. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 16.
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being characterized by living. Being oriented mepi yoyiic means nothing other
than being clear about the genuine determinations of living according to being.
For the moltikde, the task has definite limits. Aristotle carries out the more
focused orientation toward yoyn by way of the average meanings that living
has about itself. Such meaning is the determination of human beings as {@ov
Adyov &yov. The further determinations move in this direction.



CHAPTER THREE

The Interpretation of the Being-There of Human Beings with regard to the
Basic Possibility of Speaking-with-One-Another Guided by Rhetoric

$13. Speaking-Being as Ability-to-Hear and as Possibility of Falling: The
Double-Sense of Aoyov (Nicomachean Ethics 4/3; De Anima B4)

So far, this consideration came to a preliminary end when we set forth the
basic determinations that pertain to this being of human beings. We reached
the definition of the being of the {@wn of human beings. Aristotle defines it as
yoyfg évépyeia kat” apetryv tekeiav.! 'Evépyela is a character of those beings
that are ensouled, that are in the mode of being in a world. Zon is a type of
living that is there in an active mode, such that this being-there lives genuinely
in concern, so that it has its T€élog in such a way that it brings the being-there of
the human being to its genuine end. In the concrete elaboration of the being of
human beings, apet must now be dealt with. This also coincides with Book 1
of the Nicomachean Ethics, the detailed consideration of the dpetai. You can
see from the preceding what this topic genuinely means by keeping the aim of
the consideration in view.

We will not follow out the consideration of the dpetai. Here, we are not
interested in the concrete elaboration of the interpretation of being-there, but
rather in another aspect that is found here, namely, that the being of human be-
ings, &vépyela kat’ apetv, has the character of speaking: mpd&ic ueto Adyov.
In a certain sense, this consideration goes together with the others (kat’ apetv
teAeiov). Here, we put the emphasis on the peta Adyov insofar as we are al-
ways inquiring into the Adyog, into that speaking about, and addressing of, the
world, wherein concept and conceptuality are at home. We are seeking the
basis, the indigenous character, of concept formation in being-there itself. Con-
cept formation is not an accidental affair, but a basic possibility of being-there
itself insofar as being-there has made a decision in favor of science.

The preliminary determination of {@ov Adyov &xov already showed that a
basic character of being-there as {@ov moltikdv is revealed therein: the human
being is in the mode of being-with-one-another; the basic determination of

1. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 a 5 sq.
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its being itself is being-with-one-another. This being-with-one-another has its
basic possibility in speaking, that is, in speaking-with-one-another, speaking
as expressing-oneself in speaking-about-something. A6yog comes into play not
only with this fundamental determination, but also precisely where Aristotle
poses the question concerning the possible dpetai. The investigation thereof
is divided according to the investigative clue that Aristotle himself carries
through with regard to the Adyov &yov. The Adyov €yov is only superficially
clarified. An entire series of determinations is found therein.

The being-there of human beings, characterized as Adyov £yov, is more pre-
cisely determined by Aristotle in such a way that in the human being itself, its
speaking-being still plays a fundamental role. In being-with-one-another, one
can be the one speaking and the other the one hearing. Axovev, “hearing,” is
genuine oicOnoig. Whether or not seeing in connection with Oewpeiv reveals
the world in the genuine sense, it is still hearing because it is the perceiving
of speaking, because it is the possibility of being-with-one-another. The hu-
man being is not only a speaker and a hearer, but is for itself such a being
that hears itself. Speaking, as self-expression-about-something, is at the same
time a speaking-to-oneself. Therefore, the definition of Adyov &yov further con-
tains in itself that the human being also has Adyog in the mode of hearing this,
its own speaking. In human beings, there is a being-possibility that is to be
characterized as \mokovewv. Aristotle exhibits this basic phenomenon through
concrete contexts of being-there themselves, through peculiar phenomena that
are touched upon in Book 1, Chapter 13 of the Nicomachean Ethics, and that
Aristotle designates as mopdakAnoic, “incitement,” vovbétnoig, “making no-
table,” émitipunoig, “reproach.”? All of these modes of natural speaking-with-
one-another carry in themselves the claim that the other does not merely take
notice of something, but takes something up, follows something, reflects on
something. The other repeats that which is spoken in such a way that in repeat-
ing he listens to it, such that the following results: in the being of the human
being as concernful lies the possibility of listening to its speaking.

This possibility of hearing, this dkovotikév,? is more precisely found to-
gether with the mode of being that is fundamentally found in mpa&ic, with
Specic.* Every concern has tendency in itself; it is after something, directed at
an dyaBov that is always there as Aeyduevov, as “something addressed.” This
being-after listens to what is spoken, to what is given in advance of that with
which it should be concerned and how it should be concerned. We are seeing
more clearly that concernful living, within which there is also the speaking that
speaks in such a way that it thereby listens to itself. Zon mpaktikn petd Aoyov
speaks in such a way that it listens to itself. This concernful listening to the

2. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 b 34 sq.
3. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1103 a 3.
4. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 b 30 sq.: 70 &’ €émBountikov Koi SAwg OpeKTIKOV HETEYEL TMS [AdYOL].
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speaking itself is not, as 6pe&ig, genuine speaking; it is only speaking insofar as
it listens to the speaking. To the extent that it is not genuine speaking, Aristotle
designates it as @hoyov.’ That does not mean that it lacks any relation to speak-
ing, but that it is just not kvping;® dpe&ig is not primarily speaking. "AAoyov has
a double-meaning in the full determination of the being of human beings:” (1)
not to be speaking in the sense of listening to speaking, (2) not to stand in the
context of speaking at all, as Opentikr|, nourishing, reproducing are unrelated
to Adyog and are unrelated to it in an entirely fundamental sense. The function
of gastric juices has absolutely no relation to the speaking of human beings.
"Aloyov is therefore, on the one hand, determined with regard to Opemtikn; but
then it is a being-possibility characterized by the ability-to-listen to speaking
itself. Genuine speaking is being Aoyov &yov kvpimg.

This is the clue to the partitioning of the possible dpetai. There are apetai,
modes of possibilities of being, that are oriented by genuine speaking, deliber-
ating, concrete grasping. Then there are modes of being able to have being at
one’s disposal, in which Adyog is also there, but in which the deciding factor
lies in the “taking hold,” the mpoaipeoic. The first are the dpetai dovontikadi;
the second are dpetoi M0wai.? dovogicOor: “to think through,” “to suppose
in a thorough manner,” “to reckon through.” 'HOwd¢ does not mean “moral”;
one must not superficially hold oneself to words when considering the “ethical
virtues.” ’

99 >

2

HOog means the “comportment” of human beings, how the human
being is there, how he offers himself as a human being, how he appears in
being-with-one-another—the way that the orator speaks, has a comportment
in the way he stands with respect to the matters about which he speaks. The
partitioning of the dpetai cannot be followed more closely now. Later, we will
examine the dpetai Stovontikai’ since the basic possibility of considering, of
scientific research, of the fiog Oswpnricdg, and therewith the basic possibility
of human existence, is found in their domain. For us to get Aoyog in view, it is
important that this fundamental division of human being-possibilities, among
orientations to Adyog, is seen in its basic possibility of Adyoc.

The human being is a being that speaks. This definition is not invented by
Aristotle. He says explicitly that with this definition he repeats an &vdo&ov, a
d0&a, that has authority in Greek being-there itself. Already before Aristotle,
the Greeks saw the human being as a being that speaks. Even the distinction be-
tween Aoyov &yov and GAoyov goes back to the éEwtepikol Adyor.!* EEwtepikol
Adyou: for a long time, one puzzled about what that really means. The opinion

5. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 b 29, 34.
6. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1103 a 2.
7. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 b 28 sq.
8. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1103 a 4 sq.: Aéyopev yap adTdV TG HEV SLOVONTIKAS TAG d& OUKAG.
9. Editor’s note: A detailed interpretation of dpetai Stawvontikai is not found in this lecture.
But see the reference to the £&1g of dAnBevew at p. 263 ff.
10. Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 a 26 sq.: Aéyetar 8¢ mepi a0t Kai &v 101G EmTEPIKOIG AOYOLG.
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that was developed and propagated was that it referred to Aristotle’s dialogues
since those writings were made public. This opinion did not last. The real sense
of é€mtepkol Mdyor was put forth for the first time by Diels in 1883, in the
proceedings of the Berlin Academy.!" Jaeger adopted this meaning and made it
fruitful for the determination of the literary character of Aristotle’s writings.'?
"EEmtepikog Adyog is the mode of speaking outside of science, “how one carries
on discourse,” and what is suppressed in this discoursing. Aristotle explicitly
refers to this when he takes up the Gloyov as the basic determination of human
beings. That gives us an essential indication of the fact that, ultimately, if the
determination of {®ov Adyov &yov is so fundamental, then this investigation
of Aristotle’s must have an actual basis. It is not accidental that, in their natu-
ral self-interpretation, the Greeks defined the being-there of human beings as
{dov Aoyov Eyov.

We do not have a corresponding definition. At best, an approximately cor-
responding definition would be: the human being is a living thing that reads
the newspaper. At first, that may sound strange to you, but it is what corre-
sponds to the Greek definition. When the Greeks say that the human being
is a living thing that speaks, they do not mean, in a physiological sense, that
he utters definite sounds. Rather, the human being is a living thing that has
its genuine being-there in conversation and in discourse. The Greeks existed
in discourse. The orator is the one who has genuine power over being-there:
‘Prropikny melfodc dnpovpydc,' the ability-to-discourse is that possibility in
which I have genuine dominion over the persuasion of human beings in the
way that they are with one another. In this basic Greek claim, the ground for
the definition of the human being is to be sought. In addition, when the Greek
reads, he also hears, and it is no accident that all of the texts that we have from
Aristotle are lectures, the spoken word.

One must take fully into account that the Greeks lived in discourse, and one
must note that if discourse is the genuine possibility of being-there, in which
it plays itself out, that is, concretely and for the most part, then precisely this
speaking is also the possibility in which being-there is ensnared. 1t is the pos-
sibility that being-there allow itself to be taken in a peculiar direction and be-
come absorbed in the immediate, in fashions, in babble. For the Greeks them-
selves, this process of living in the world, to be absorbed in what is ordinary,
to fall into the world in which it lives, became, through language, the basic
danger of their being-there. The proof of this fact is the existence of soph-
istry. This predominant possibility of speaking is taken seriously by sophistry.

11. H. Diels, Uber die exoterischen Reden des Aristoteles. In: Sitzungsberichte der Kéniglich
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin. Jahrgang 1883. Berlin 1883. pp. 477-494.

12. W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Berlin 1912.
p. 134 ff.

13. Cf. Plato, Gorgias 453 a 2.
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Protagoras’s principle: tov fittm Adyov kpeitto Toieiv'“—to discuss geometry
with a geometer, even if one understands nothing about geometry, to guide
the conversation in such a way that I conquer the other without knowledge
of the matter discussed. Sophistry is the proof that the Greeks fell prey to the
language that Nietzsche once named “the most speakable of all languages.”"
And he had to know, ultimately, what the Greek world was. It must be noted
that, in the fourth century Bc, the Greeks were completely under the dominion
of language.

We must take measure of what it means to retrieve speaking from this
alienation of Greek being-there, from conversation and idle chatter, to bring
speaking to that place in which Aristotle can say that Adyog is Adyog ovaciog,
“speaking about the matter as to what it is.” Aristotle stood in the most extreme
opposition to that which was vital around him, to that which stood against him
in the concrete world. One must not imagine that science had fallen into the
laps of the Greeks. The Greeks were completely absorbed in the outward. At
the time of Plato and Aristotle, being-there was so burdened with babble that it
required the total efforts of them both to be serious about the possibility of sci-
ence. What is decisive is that they did not take up a new possibility of existence
from just anywhere, such as from India and thus from the outside, but rather
from out of Greek living itself. They were serious about the possibility of speak-
ing. That is the origin of logic, the doctrine of Adyoc. The current interpretation
is unsuitable for gaining an understanding of logic.

The current way of considering rhetoric is equally a hindrance to the under-
standing of the Aristotelian Rhetoric. In the Berlin Academy edition, the Rhet-
oric has been put at the end.'® They did not know what to do with it, so they
put it at the end! It is a sign of complete helplessness. The tradition lost any
understanding of rhetoric long ago, since it had become simply a school disci-
pline even in the time of Hellenism and in the early Middle Ages. The original
sense of rhetoric had long disappeared. Insofar as one forgot to inquire into
the concrete function of Aristotelian logic, one gave up the basic possibility
of interpreting this so that it would thereby become clear that rhetoric is noth-
ing other than the discipline in which the self-interpretation of being-there is
explicitly fulfilled. Rhetoric is nothing other than the interpretation of concrete
being-there, the hermeneutic of being-there itself. That is the intended sense of
Aristotle’s rhetoric. Speaking in the mode of speaking-in-discourse—in pub-
lic meetings, before the court, at celebratory occasions—these possibilities of

14. Rhet. B 24, 1402 a 23 sq.

15. Cf. F. Nietzsche, “Geschichte der griechischen Beredsamkeit,” in Nietzsche’s Werke, Vol-
ume 18, Part Three: Philologica. Second Volume: Unverdffentlichtes zur Litteraturgeschichte,
edited by O. Crusius, Leibzig 1912, pp. 199-236: “Das Volk, das sich an solcher Sprache, der
sprechbarsten aller, ausbildete, hat unerséttlich viel gesprochen . . .,” p. 202.

16. Aristotelis opera. Ed. Academia Regia Borussica. Volumen secundum: Aristotelis Graece
ex recognitione I. Bekkeri volumen posterius. Berlin 1831. pp. 1354-1420.
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speaking are definitively expounded instances of customary speaking, of how
being-there itself speaks. With the interpretation of the Rhetoric, one aims at
how basic possibilities of the speaking of being-there are already explicated
therein. But if we present ourselves with this ground of Greek being-there,
we will understand that the definition of the human being as {@ov Adyov &yov
is not an invention, is not arbitrary, but reproduces the way that the Greeks
primarily see their being-there. Therefore, we must briefly examine the main
definitions that Aristotle gives of Adyog as discourse. Here, an interpretation of
the Rhetoric cannot be carried out. It is a matter of understanding the defini-
tion {@ov Adyov &yov more precisely, in order to better apprehend where the
definition Adyog ovaiag, oploudc, theoretical speaking with the matter itself,
has its ground.

With regard to apetn, with regard to the ability to have the being-possibil-
ity of the beings in question at one’s disposal gddaipovia is a definite way of
being-actual of living as such. But there is a manifoldness of such possibilities
of being of a living thing, and so the question arises as to how this manifold-
ness should be articulated. With regard to what are these various dpetai being-
possibilities of human beings? The articulation needs a ground that is taken
from the being of human beings. For the partitioning of the basic possibilities
of the being of human beings, Aristotle also refers back to the basic definition
of the being of human beings as Adyov £yov. That is, this definition must be
shown in its breadth, so that thereby we do not just understand Adyov &yov in
the genuine sense, but also that the human being is a being that says something
to others and therefore lets something be said. This is the fully primary mean-
ing of speaking in the sense of letting-something-be-said-by-others. Insofar
as the human being is the one that speaks, he can say something to himself;
as the one that speaks, he has the possibility of letting-something-be-said-by-
himself. This possibility is revealed by the fact that human beings are with one
another in the mode of encouraging, of persuading, of exhorting. Insofar as the
human being lets something be said, he is Adyov &yov in a new respect. He lets
something be said insofar as he ears. He does not hear in the sense of learning
something, but rather in the sense of having a directive for concrete practical
concern. This ability-to-hear is a determination of 6peig. Aristotle designates
Aoyov €yov in this second sense as also dhoyov. The 6pe&ig is not speaking
without qualification, but hearing. "AAoyov is made use of (1) for Adyov &xov
in the mode of hearing, (2) for a how of being of living things that have no
relation to speaking. Thus it must be kept in mind that the determination of
Opentikov and of advéntikov are also fundamental being-determinations as is
aicOnoic. Even taking in nutrition would be viewed in a skewed manner if one
were to apprehend it as a physiological process. Reproduction is bringing into
the world; taking in nutrition is maintaining oneself in the world.

The vital strength of the being-character of Openticdv and of avEntikov
is shown in De Anima B, chapter 4: dote TpdTOV TEPL TPOPTIC KOL YEVWNOEMG
Aektéov: 1) yop Opemtikt) yoyn Kol Ttolg dAAOLG VTAPYEL, Kol TPMTN Koi
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Kowotdtn ddvapuic ot yoydg, kab fiv vmapyet T0 (v dnacw.!” “The mode
of the ability-to-nourish-oneself is there from the outset, even in other living
things, and it is the first and most immediate manner of being-in-the-world.
And it is with regard to it that living is there in opposition to all other be-
ing-possibilities that are founded in the aforementioned mode.” fi¢ €otiv £pya
yevviloot kai Tpo@f] xpficOor.'® “That which comprises this possibility as ac-
complishment is procreation and tpo@f] ypficbat.” In ypiicOat, the relation to
the world comes to expression, just as the things of the world are addressed by
the Greeks as yprjpato. euoikdToTov Yop TV Epyv toic {dotv, doa TélEn
Kol i TpodpoTa, i TV yéveowy avtopdty £xel, TO motfjoot £tepov olov
avTd, {Pov pev {Pov, puTdv 3¢ uTHV, Tvar Tod dei kod Tob Bsiov peTéywoty 1
duvavtar.!® “This being-possibility of bringing into the world is one that be-
longs most genuinely to the mode of being of living things, to produce another,
and precisely in the way that it is, in the mode of its own living, an animal as
an animal, a plant as a plant, so that it partakes in being-always and in divinity
to the extent that its being-possibility allows this.” Bringing into the world is a
determinate mode of being, namely the one that is oriented by the basic idea of
being in the Greek sense. In reproduction, a living thing maintains itself in its
being by bringing another of its kind into the world. The mode of reproduction
is the living thing’s type of always-being-there since being, for the Greeks,
means being-present, namely, always-being-present. This passage shows that
petéxev tod Oeiov does not mean standing in some religious relation to God.
It shows that O&iov has nothing to do with religion, but is instead a paraphrase
of the concept of being in the mode of being-always. Translating O€iov as “re-
ligiousness™ is a pure invention.

I have pulled this passage out to make it clear that what we call physiologi-
cal processes are modes of being that make it possible to genuinely be, to al-
ways be there. These being-determinations (Opentikdv, yevwntikdv, aicOntikov,
vontikov, opektikdv) are divided up according to Adyov Eyov—adAloyov. The
definition of the human being as {®ov Adyov £xov turns out to be of much wider
significance than it seemed at first:

1. In the definition itself: {on TpokTiKn petd Adyov.

2. The being-possibilities that human beings can have at their disposal are
divided up in accordance with this definition.

3. Genuine speaking with the world, the 0piopdg, is designated as Adyoc.

We must try to approach the concrete ground from which this character
of Aoyov &yov springs. We must not be permitted to assume that speaking was
fundamental for the Greeks; it must be exhibited concretely. In addition, the
Aoyov Eyov is twofold: (1) émotuovikdy, (2) Loyrotikov;? that is, speaking in

17. De an. B 4, 415 a 22 sqq.
18. De an. B 4, 415 a 25 sq.

19. De an. B 4, 415 a 26 sqq.
20. Eth. Nic. Z 2, 1139 a 12.
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the sense of theoretical considerations, and speaking in the sense of Aoyilecfau,
of “deliberating” (discussed in Book 6, Chapters 1-2 of the Nicomachean Eth-
ics).

$14. The Basic Determination of Rhetoric and Adyog Itself as wiotig
(Rhetoric 41-3)

How, from Aristotle himself, can we get the idea that speaking-being was the
basic phenomenon of Greek being-there and in what way it was? We are in
a favorable situation since we possess a Rhetoric of Aristotle’s, which sur-
veys the phenomena that are assigned to speaking. Here, it must be noted that
rhetoric, as a reflection on speaking, is older than the Aristotelian Rhetoric. In
Aristotle’s works, there is also handed down to us the rhetoric ad Alexandrum.
It does not come from Aristotle. The most likely supposition is that it is pre-Ar-
istotelian, and it is attributed to Anaximenes by Spengel.*' Genuine reflection
on speaking is traced back to two Sicilian orators, Teisias and Korax. Aristotle
was the first to carry out such a reflection. That is no accident, but is grounded
in the fact that Aristotle has at his disposal the right concrete view and the
cultivated conceptuality for Aéyew itself, and for all phenomena that come to
language therewith. The question is: In what way is Aéyev the basic determina-
tion of being-there itself in the concrete mode of its being in its everydayness?
We will take up a few characteristic chapters of the Rhetoric, and thus inquire
back as to what is shown, on this basis, regarding being-there itself insofar as it
does not explicitly reside in discourse. For these ways of discourse, which are
expounded there, are only determinate possibilities that are already traced out
in the everydayness of being-there.

a) The Basic Definition of Rhetoric as the Possibility of Seeing What
at Each Moment Speaks for a Matter

What does rhetoric mean, generally speaking? In what sense does rhetoric have
to with Aéyew? Aristotle defines rhetoric in Book 1, Chapter 2 as a dOvaug.?
This definition is asserted despite the fact that Aristotle more often designates
it as téyvn. This designation is ungenuine, while d0vayug is the genuine defini-
tion. ““Pnropwkn is the possibility of seeing what is given at the moment; what
speaks for a matter that is the topic of discourse, the possibility of seeing at
each moment what can speak for a matter.”?* A dovayug: I already said that the

21. Cf. Anaximenis Ars rhetorica: quae vulgo fertur Aristotelis ad Alexandrum. Recensuit et
illustravit L. Spengel. Turici et Vitoduri 1844; L. Spengel, Die rhetorica (des Anaximenes) ad Al-
exandrum kein mach werk der spitesten zeit. In: Philologus 18 (1862), pp. 604—646.

22. Rhet. A 2, 1355 b 25.

23. Rhet. A 2, 1355 b 25 sq.: ot o1 pnropikn dOvopg mept Ekoctov 0 Bempijoot to
£vdgyopevov mbovov.
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expression t€xvn, which is used from time to time, does not come into play
as the basic definition. Rhetoric is dvvouig insofar as it sets forth a “possibil-
ity,” a possibility to speak in definite ways. Rhetoric as such does not have
the task of neioot.? It does not have to cultivate a definite conviction about a
matter, to set it to work with others. Rather, it only sets forth a possibility of
discourse for those that speak, insofar as they are resolved to speak with meioon
as their aim. The prjtop is a duvauevog, specifically, a duvauevog Bempelv—
and not neloatr—"to see” mepi Ekactov 10 WOavov. Just as the thief is one
that can AaBpq AoapPdavev.? But BoviecBar belongs to the genuineness of the
way of being of a thief, namely, that a thief chose to steal. Still, the 6Ovapug
of pnropikn is different from that of copioTikn. ooty is also a mode of
knowing-one’s-way-around discourse, but it is not év tfj duvauet. Instead, it
is év 1f] mpoarpécel.?® Pnropiky is maintained v duvdperl. It cultivates a pos-
sibility for the one who wants to convince, a possibility that cultivates in itself
the ability-to-see that which speaks for a matter; while it belongs to the sense
of cogiotikn to convince another unconditionally. This definition, in contrast
with the old definition, teiBot¢ dnpovpydg, is much more cautious. It does not
include reaching the télog of speaking. “Even medicine as such does not make
one healthy”;?” instead, it only sets forth a particular possibility for whoever
decides to heal someone. The possibility leads up to a certain limit. It puts one
in a position “to advance [healing] as far as the possibilities of medicine al-
low. Thus one can treat those who are hopelessly sick, according to medicinal
prescriptions.”?

This comparison of pntopwkr with iatpikn| provides the ground for distin-
guishing all possible t&yvor from pnropikn. Medicine includes a determinate
knowledge of the matter, and when it is conveyed to others it is a SidacKkaAikn.>
It teaches; it imparts, within the scope of a determinate subject area, that which
is given to it in advance, and from the outset, as its topic. Medicine deals with
healthy and sick human beings, apiBuntikn deals with numbers, and every
knowing-one’s-way-around deals with a determinate subject area.’* Pnropikn
has no subject area that can be demarcated in any way. Because it does not, it
should not be designated as téyvn. Pntopikn is not téyvr, though it is teyvikdv.!

24. Rhet. A 1, 1355 b 10: 00 10 neioat Epyov avtiic.

25. Aristotelis Topica cum libro de sophisticis elenchis. E schedis Ioannis Strache edidit M.
Wallies. Lipsiae in aedibus B.G. Teubneri 1923. Z 12, 149 b 26 sqq.: £€o7i pNtop HEV 6 dUVAUEVOS
70 €V éKAoT® mOavOV Bewpeiv [ . . . |, kKAémtng 8’ 0 AaBpa Aapfavov.

26.Rhet. A 1, 1355 b 18.

27. Rhet. A 1, 1355 b 12: 003¢ yap iatpikiic T0 Dyl motfjoat.

28. Rhet. A 1, 1355 b 13 sq.: péypt ob £viéyetat, péypt ToVTOL TPoayayelv. £GTIV Y&p Kol Tolg
advvartoug petodafeiv Dyeiag Spmg Bepamedoot KOADS.

29. Rhet. A2, 1355 b 28.

30. Rhet. A 2, 1355 b 28 sqq.

31. Rhet. A 2, 1355 b 33 sq.: 510 kai @apev adtiv o Tepi Tt Yévog id10v apmpiopévov Exev
TO TEYVIKOV.
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It gives an orientation with regard to something, wepi £xactov. It goes “beyond
what is simply given,” the beings that are there in the given case.’? And it does
not deal with this through description, by describing the matter that is given in
a certain situation. It does not deal with the matters themselves, but with the
concrete situation insofar as something can be extracted from it; that which
speaks for something speaks for the conviction that the one discoursing wants
to cultivate in others, with respect to this discourse. Thus it deals not with the
matter itself, but with the circumstances regarding a definite conduciveness
insofar as it can speak for something, for the motebewv. To get a concrete idea
of what rhetoric deals with, we must ask ourselves what in general can come
into question for a matter. Aristotle distinguishes three types of wictelg, one of
which is Adyoc.3® Aéyew itself is, correctly understood, a mbavov.

Up to this point, our consideration has made the basic function of Adyoc
explicit: (1) as determination of the {1 mpoktikn, (2) as the character of the
apetai, (3) Adyog as the manner in which beings become accessible in their
being—Adyog obdoiag as opiopds. Concept formation is characterized by the
fact that the beings are determined, abstracted, graspable in their being. We
want to learn to understand this possibility as a possibility that is grounded
in being-there itself. What is it that constitutes conceptuality itself? We have
a guide for this in Adyog itself. Insofar as Aéyewv is the basic mode of being of
human beings in the world, it makes possible something like the world’s being
kept graspable, determinable in concepts. In Aéyew, we will come up against a
basic phenomenon of being-there itself (the expression “phenomenon” has the
completely ordinary meaning of something that appears in a definite kind of
seeing and accessing). As the basic phenomenon of being-there, Adyog is such
that through it itself a yet more originary type of human living becomes visible.
The consideration of Adyog has shown that, for the Greeks, this basic determi-
nation of being-there is an &vdo&ov. Seeing being-there primarily in this way is
determined by Greek culture. In what sense does Loyog constitute the concrete
everyday being-there of the Greeks?

We are better off since we possess the Aristotelian Rhetoric rather than a
philosophy of language. In the Rhetoric, we have something before us that
deals with speaking as a basic mode of the being of the being-with-one-another
of human beings themselves, so that an understanding of this Aéyew also of-
fers the being-constitution of being-with-one-another in new aspects. Since
the Rhetoric thus gives access to this original phenomenon, it is important to
understand what Aristotle designates as pnropikn. Pntopiwkr| is a dvvouig tod
Bswptioat, “the possibility of seeing”; specifically, of seeing nepi Ekactov, see-
ing at each moment into what, exactly, speaks for a matter that is up for discus-
sion, that is in conversation.’* By way of speaking itself, a definite opinion is to

32. Rhet. A 2, 1355 b 32: mepi 10D d00évtog.
33. Rhet. A2, 1356 a | sqq.
34. Rhet. A 2, 1355 b 25 sq.
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be cultivated with others. Whoever appropriates rhetoric, thereby places him-
self within the possibility of seeing, at each moment, what speaks for a matter.
What is suggested by this determination is that rhetoric provides a particular
knowing-the-way-around, but in such a way that rhetoric does not deal with a
definite subject area, as does, say, arithmetic. It has no underlying matter, no
vmokeipevov, that it itself is to cognize. It has a teyvikdv,> the possibility of
providing a knowing-the-way-around, but not about a determinately demar-
cated region of beings. Instead, its cultivating of mioteve in an audience in-
volves as many various matters as does language. A defintion of rhetoric: to see
that which speaks for a matter; to cultivate, in speaking itself, motevev with
those to whom one speaks, specifically, about a concern that is up for debate
at the time; to cultivate a 50&a. ITiotevewy is a “view,” 66&a, on which speak-
ing depends, and which, therefore, is presumably something that governs, or
guides, the everydayness of being-there, the being-with-one-another of human
beings. Being-with-one-another moves in definite, always modifiable views
regarding things; it is not an insight, but a “view,” 86&a. It is a 66&a regarding
things, but not such that things which are brought to language are themselves
thematically investigated. This motedewv, “holding in a view” within being-
with-one-another, is that upon which discourse itself depends.

Rhetoric has a definite possibility of setting forth, which puts one in a po-
sition to see the mOavdv, what is conducive to the cultivation of a motevew.
Aristotle also designates this as miotic.3¢ Here mioTig is not “belief” or “opin-
ion,” but that which speaks for a definite matter in relation to which a mioteve
is to be received. The relation between motevey and mbovov is analogous to
that between dAnBevewv and dAnBéc—the unconcealable-being-that-is-there,
which has the possibility of being conducive to dAnBedev. AAnbevew is a
mode of being-in-the-world, such that one has unconcealed it there just as it
is. This dAnBevewv is the basic phenomenon toward which we are headed. We
will come back to this on another occasion.’” It also underlies Aéyewv insofar
as 60&oa. is a definite manner of appropriating beings as they show themselves.
[Tiotig is that which is conducive to the cultivation of a miotevev. One should
be able to see and learn about the mBavov through rhetoric. Thus we must first
gain an orientation regarding micTic.

b) The Three nicteig Evreyvou: f0oc, néboc, and Adyoc Itself

Aristotle provides a partitioning of the mioteig: (1) dteyvol, (2) &vieyvor.®
First, we will consider the nioteig &vigyvor, that which speaks for a matter that
we can have at our disposal, what we ourselves can accomplish by ourselves.
We ourselves have the possibility of being something that speaks for a matter.

35.Rhet. A2, 1355 b 34.
36. Rhet. A2, 1355 b 35.
37. See p. 263 ff.

38. Rhet. A2, 1355 b 35.
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For such a speaking-being to be a miotig, means that we become, in ourselves,
niotelg as &vieyvol, accomplished by ourselves. Iliotelg dteyvor: what speaks
for a matter, what cannot be brought about on account of us, but rather is there
already, which we, therefore, can put to use—“witnessing,” “torturing,” “docu-
menting.”* These nioteig are discussed in Book 1, Chapter 15. There, we find
five miotelg dreyvotin all: vopor, pdptopeg, Bdoavot, cuvOijka (“agreements”),
8proc**—in connection with a definite type of discourse, in speaking about
what is dikawov, in juridical proceedings. These mictelg are ways of speaking
for a matter that is at issue (in such a proceeding), which lies before us.

In contrast to these, there are the mioteig Evreyvol. Of these ways of speak-
ing-for-something that can be imparted through discourse itself, there are three
types, in accordance with a three-fold possibility of taking Adyor.

1. év 1@ fiBel Tod Aéyovtog,*' “in the comportment of the speaker,” in the
manner by which the speaker offers and comports himself in his discourse. In
this, there is something that can speak for the matter. The one giving the dis-
course is himself a wioTic in his f8oc, in his “comportment.”

2. £&v 1@ 1OV dxpoatryv drabeivai nwg,*” “in the bringing-into-a-disposition,”
“in the manner by which the hearer is brought into a definite disposition,” the
hearer who also belongs to Aéyewv. How the hearer is thereby positioned toward
the matter, which position he is in, the manner and mode of bringing-the-hear-
er-into-a-disposition. In this there lies a nictic—something that can speak for
the matter. The 6100eo1g of the hearer determines his kpioic, his “view,” which
he ultimately cultivates as he apprehends the matter.

3. év avT® 1@ MOoy:* Aéyew itself is miotig as the basic function of being-
there itself. In this way, as was said, information is given about the matter
itself. 31 t0 dewcvovor:* the manner and mode, as was said, the matter-of-
factness, or lack thereof, of the speaker himself.

These determinations must be presented more precisely.

Ad 1. Aristotle says that Ad0yog must be in such a way, discourse must be
maintained in such a way, “that it turns the speaker into someone who is trust-
worthy,” who thus has influence in saying that the matter is such and such,
that it is so. And Aristotle says explicitly that through the discourse itself,
through the manner and mode in which the one who discourses himself speaks,
M0oc must become visible, mictic must arise out of discourse itself. If we have
firm views, then “we trust all the more quickly, and to a greater extent, the
decent human beings who make a good impression, wepil Tavtov pev anidg,

39. Rhet. A 1, 1355 b 37.

40. Rhet. A 15, 1375 q 24 sq.

41. Rhet. A2, 1356 a 2.

42. Rhet. A2, 1356 a 3.

43. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 3 sq.

44.Rhet. A2, 1356 a 4.

45. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 5 sq.: dote GELOTGTOV TOMTGOL TOV AEYoVTa.
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and above all when the matter is controversial, where there can be arguments
on this side and that side, where the matter remains unsettled. It is only settled
by the manner and mode in which the speaker offers himself.”*® The previous
treatises held the opinion that §j8o¢ “contributes nothing to what is m@ovov.”
People had maintained this view before Aristotle—a point against sophistry.
One’s comportment, how one behaves oneself, is the “most excellent” wioTic,*
the most excellent way for the one discoursing to speak for a matter.

Ad 2. How the hearer is disposed toward what is said of the matter, what
mood he is put in, what the 0140ec1¢ of the hearer is. Aristotle offers a clue re-
garding this, that all judgments are not made in the same manner, for example,
“when we are sad or are happy.” It depends upon whether we are sympathetic
toward what is heard or stand opposed to it, §j iAoBvteg kol proodvteg.>® The
d160eoig of the hearer is decisive. The one discoursing must himself, in his
discourse, have his eye toward transposing the dxpoarr|g into a definite néOoc,
toward inspiring the hearer as to a matter. This miotig, lying on the side of the
hearer, is treated in a detailed way in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Book 2, Chapters
2-20. This investigation into the wéOn was historically quite efficacious. Its
influence on the Stoa is evident in the whole doctrine of affects, as they have
been handed down to us today. These wa6n, “affects,” are not states pertaining
to ensouled things, but are concerned with a disposition of living things in their
world, in the mode of being positioned toward something, allowing a matter to
matter to it. The affects play a fundamental role in the determination of being-
in the-world, of being-with-and-toward-others.

Ad 3. TTiotig, “what is able to speak for a matter,” is speaking of the matter
itself. In speaking, the dAn0éc>' should be exhibited, what is “unconcealed” in
the very way that the matter is, free of all determinations. And in particular, this
aAn0ég should be shown “on the basis of the occurrences and circumstances
that speak for the matter”>>—an dAn0<g that is not opened up through Oswpsiv,
but rather makes the true visible in what is probable.

The dteyvor have their sense as miotelg only insofar as they are oriented

46. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 6 sqq.: T0ig yap €meiéot motevopev pdAlov kai Bdttov, Tepl ndvimv
L&V GmA@C, &v olc 88 TO GicpIPEC U £6TIV AALY TO BUEISOLETV, Kol TAVTEAGC.

47. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 12: v €meikeloy T00 AEyoviog (G 0VOEV GUUBOAAOUEVIIV TTPOG TO
mhavov.

48. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 13: xupiotdny &gt nictv 10 100G

49. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 15 sq.: o0 yop Opoiwg Gmodidopev T0g Kpicelg Avmovpevol Kol
YoipovTeg.

50. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 16. Editor’s note: The notes of Broecker and Schalk cite here 1} ptAodvtog
i necodvtog and the notes of Broecker add in brackets: ‘to remain neutral, pecevw.” This variant
reading, which could be concealed by Heidegger’s previous paraphrase in the grammatical variant
i erhodvtog fj pecodvtog, finds no support in Heidegger’s handwritten copy. Furthermore, Aristo-
tle treats @uelv together with uioeiv in the course of his detailed discussion of the ©46n—to which
Heidegger himself refers in the margin of his handwritten copy.

51.Rhet. A2, 1356 a 19.

52. Rhet. A 2, 1356 a 20: €k 1@V mepl Ekooto TOAVDV.
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toward the téhog of a definite Aéyewv, judicial discourse. At each moment they
are put into use. We must get clear about the determination that characterizes
pnropikn as duvoutg. It will be evident that rhetoric does not offer informa-
tion about every concrete situation and circumstance, just as medicine does
not give information about the medical treatment of Socrates and Callias.**
Rhetoric does not know its way around within a particular case, but rather with
regard to cases of this or that type, looking to be this or that way. Rhetoric that
analyzes judicial discourse treats cases of this type. Rhetoric itself treats what
one debates in life in a customary way, and the manner and mode of talking it
through. Its orientation is toward the definite urgency of everyday being-with-
one-another, not with regard to every case, but rather with regard to what has
a definite standing or prestige: judicial meetings, assemblies, glorification of a
hero, and things of that sort.

¢) Aoyog Itself as mioTic

a. The Three Forms of Hearer and the Three Types of Adyog to Be
Determined from Them: Deliberative Discourse (cupfovievtikog),
Judicial Discourse (dikavikog), and Eulogy (€mideiktikog)

In Book 1, Chapter 3, Aristotle comes to the basic determination of Adyoc that
we have have learned thus far. He proceeds from the general orientation that
speaking has its Télog in the “hearer,” in the dxpoatng. Therein lies the fact
that speaking is communication. A discourse has reached its end only when it
is taken as communication. On the basis of the distinct ways that a hearer can
be, Aristotle determines three distinct types of 16yog. The general structure of
Adyoc itself is such that discourse consists of three aspects: (1) “the speaker”
himself; (2) “that about which” there is speaking, what the speaker exhibits; (3)
the pdg &v, the hearer “to whom” he speaks. “The téAog is in the hearer.”** The
Adyou are to be distinguished by the modes in which, in concrete being-with-
one-another, the human being in the wélig can be a hearer. We must examine
how motevew is cultivated through the various types of discourse. What does
miotevewy mean for the being-with-one-another of human beings? We must get
the context in view. The basic determination of the being of human beings is
being-with-one-another, borne by Adyoc. But what about Adyog as opioudc,
the scientific formation of concepts in the being-there of human beings? The
Rhetoric serves as a guide for this. We will take up some of its passages.

In rhetoric, the aim is to enter into the possibility of seeing what speaks
for the issue in deliberating about something, to be able to see the wictig. Ar-
istotle distinguishes miotelg dteyvor and wiotelg Evreyvot. First, we will treat

53. Rhet. A 2, 1356 b 30 sqq.: oddepio 88 téxvn oromel 10 kad’ EkacTtov, olov 1 laTpikn T
ZwKkpdtel 10 Vyewov éotv fj Kodig [ . . . ] o0de 1 pnropikn 1o kb’ Ekaoctov Evéolov Bewpnoet.

54. Rhet. A 3, 1358 a 37 sqq.: cOyketrtan HEV yap €K TPLOV 0 AOY0G, £K T TOD ALYoVTog Kol Tepl
0D Aéyel kod Tpdg BV, kai 10 TEAog Tpdg ToDTOV oTiv, Aéym 88 TOV dicpoatiiy.
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the &vteyvot: that which speaks for something about which we know our way
around, which we have appropriated and have at our disposal. These mictelg
touch upon Adyog insofar as Aéyev is that which is in our power. The correct-
ness of this speaking is determined on the basis of that wherein this speaking
itself operates. In relation to Adyoc, the micteig &vigyvol are to be called forth.
Speaking is (1) to anyone, with someone; (2) about something, “exhibitive,”
dewcvovay, (3) fulfilled by a speaker. That a person speaks to anyone about
something is the phenomenal state of affairs. From this, the three characters of
the mioteig &vreyvor are to be seen: (1) mdbog; (2) contextualized speaking is
designated as cvALoYIGHOG, or here as EvBOunpa (| mapadeiypato Adyovtog 1y
gvBounpota);’ (3) n0oc. These three micteic are at each moment distinguished
according to the type of speaking, and the speaking is distinguished relative to
the hearer, and in relation to the motevev, by what is to be achieved with the
hearer.

There must, necessarily, be three forms of hearer: the Oewpdg’*—terminus
technicus for the one who attends a festival, the “onlooker” though not in the
sense of one who just sits there, stupidly looking. Rather, it is the one who, at
the same time, is kpiti|g with respect to what he sees, forming an opinion of it:
Kkptrtnv 6 §| T®V yeyevnuévav §| Tdv peloviov.’’ This kpitig is able to form
an opinion “as to what is happening or what should come.” §otiv &’ 0 p&v mepi
TV PEAAOVTOV KPivev 0lov &kKANGLAGTAG, 6 88 Tepl TV yeysvnuévov olov
dwcaothc.”® “Such a person who forms a judgment about something that is to
come is the éxkAnolaotng, the one who takes part in the people’s gathering
[where that about which there is deliberating has the character of the ‘not yet’,
but at the same time the character of an ability-to-be; not in the sense of a pure
possibility, but within the circle of concrete possibilities for the one deliberat-
ing and for the circumstances.] The judge is to form a view as to what has hap-
pened,” 6 8¢ mepi tig Suvauewg 6 Bewpdc,®® “the Oewpog about what now is.”

Consequently, three distinct Aoyor: (1) cvuPovlevticdg, “deliberative
speaking,” speaking on this side and that side in the people’s gathering; (2)
dwavikdg, “judicial discourse,” the discourse of accuser and defendant; (3) €mt
dewctikde, a “eulogy,” an “exhibiting” that lets the human being be seen in his
life, where it is not a matter of judgment in the sense of a court judgment, but
rather where the seeing itself has the tendency of exhibiting.*

All three Aoyot have the peculiarity of operating in two directions. (1)
Deliberative discourse can be (a) mpotpony, (b) dmotpomn,® “discourse in
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the affirmative” or “discourse in the negative,” for or against. del yap ot idig
ovpBovledovieg kai ol kowf dnunyopodvieg TovTwV OdTEPOV TOLODOWY.®
“Both those who are deliberating about what concerns themselves, as well as
those who take counsel about public matters, remain within these two possi-
bilities.” (2) In judicial discourse: (a) kotnyopia, (b) droroyia.®® Koatnyopseiv:
“to blame a matter on someone,” “to say that he has it on his conscience,” “to
accuse”; or amoloyelv: “to acquit oneself of,” “to defend oneself.” (3) In ex-
hibitive Adyog: (a) Emawvog, (b) yoyoc,®* “praise” or “rebuke.”

The three distinct €{dn along with their possibilities of outcome are sum-
marily characterized with respect to ypdovog; they are distinguished by the time-
character of that about which they speak. (1) The ypdvog for deliberation is
0 uéMov,® “the near future,” “the upcoming,” “what will be,” at which de-
liberation aims; (2) the ypdvog of the dikalopevog is O yevouevog,® “what has
happened.” (3) 6 nopmv,*” “what is present.”

Accordingly, there are domains spoken of that succinctly characterize the
aspects that we have already recognized. ‘O péAdwv ypdvog is something that
is conducive to the why of being of being-with-one-another, to being in the
noMc. The being-character of the about-which of the cuppovievtikdg is the
ouueépov as opposed to BAaPepov,®® of the Adyoc dwkovikde, the dikaov as
opposed to the &dwov;* the about which of the Adyog émdeiktikdg is the kKoAdv
as opposed to the aioypov.™

Every Adyog has, in various modes, these three wiotelg. Aristotle begins the
more precise explication of the wicteig with the évBounpa, with the “exhibiting
of something.” He summarizes the characters thus: tavtog éotiv AaPeiv 100
cvAloyicacBat dSuvapévov kal Tod Bempiioot Tept T 0N Kol TEPL TAC APETOC
koi tpitov tod mepl Ta wdbn.”! The nicteig become present in these aspects. Ac-
cordingly, a Suvapevog who wants to dedicate himself to rhetoric must appre-
hend these three. The cvAloicacOut emphasizes more explicitly another pos-
sibility beside the Oswpiicat. Precisely, the contextualized-ability-to-discourse
requires a seeing, an understanding of what speaks for the matter.

B. Rhetorical Speaking with mapddetypo and évOounua as Paralleling
Dialectical Speaking with énaywyn and cvAloyioprog

Because the various Adyot are oriented toward being-with-one-another, “one
can treat rhetoric as mapa@uég of dwadektikn and mepi ta 10N mpaypoteia,
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an investigation that one can fairly designate as moltikn”: dote cvuPaivet
THV PNTOPIKTV 010V TOPOPLEC TL THC SUAEKTIKTC elvol kol THc mepi T #0n
npaypateiog, fiv dikodv éoti mpocayopedey moltikiy.”? Rhetoric is mapaguéc,
“what grows up alongside that which is there with discussion of the #}6n, which
one can fairly designate as moAitikn.” Ethics belongs within politics. Here,
we must leave aside other modern concepts of ethics and politics, and under-
stand the investigation as one that is primarily oriented toward being-along-
with-others, that above all considers individuals being-positioned in relation
to others. “Together,” mapaguég, with this investigation is dtudéyeoBat since
being-with-one-another is determined by discoursing-with-one-another. The
determination of being-with-one-another in the woAttikn touches upon what is
brought to language in rhetoric.

Together with this, there is also the connection with dtaAektikn: that disci-
pline which cultivates the possibility of dioAéyeaBai, the ability-to-run-through
the Adyot, the possibility of being able to see what genuinely is meant in this
discourse, how they appear as opposed to how they should be. ‘Pnropikn is
avtiotpoog Tij dwahextikf);” it is “turned against dialectic.” As opposed to
Sdwokextikn, pnropikn is connected with mpd&ic, “concern.” However, it is not
a matter of knowing-the-way around a definite subject-area, any more than
Swektikn is. Neither rhetoric nor dialectic is an émotiun, “concrete knowl-
edge”; instead, they are possibilities of “furthering,” “procuring,” the discourse
that is properly required at each moment.™

Aristotle approaches the third wiotic, Aéyewv, more closely insofar as it is an
exhibiting of something. He distinguishes definite possibilities within Aéysw
itself. I can exhibit something by adding an example or by substantiating a
definite thesis. Agucvivar through Adyog is something dual: (1) mapdderypa, (2)
GLAAOYWOG pnTopikdg as évBoumua.”™ This distinction is found, correspond-
ingly, in the SwaAektikn that deals with those Adyot in which the aim is not a
matter of concern, but rather of speaking-with-one-another about a scientific
question. The dual sort of showing is also there in dwwAektikn, namely, (1)
gmaywyn, (2) anodei&ig (cviloyiopndc).”s "Enaywyn corresponds to mapadetyua,
amodelgic to évoounuo. What is meant by évBounua? ‘Evboucicfan is “to take
something to heart,” “to weigh something for oneself,” “to think something
over”; é&vBvueicbat, pun: “to see that something not occur; to be concerned that
something does not happen.” 'EvOounua is applied to a definite Aéyew that has
in itself the aim toward a concern, a discourse with another about something in
which, according to its own tendency, there is a matter of concern. Anddei&ig
signifies not merely speaking through matters of fact as to what they are, but
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rather speaking in such a way that miotevew grows up by way of the speaking.
Those are the two possibilities lying within Adyog itself insofar as it has the
task of letting see. ITapdderypa is a leading-to-something, and it occurs in dis-
course as it relates to the topic through the use of an example, a concrete case.
IMopd means what is present, that which stands before one, what is shown,
directly put forward, demonstrated by example.

Aristotle differentiates the parallel forms of the Aéyewv of dialectic,
amodel&ic and émaywyn, in the Topics, one of his earliest writings.”” It treats
of the particular Aéyewv that is not dnddei&ig in the sense of the “scientific dis-
cussing” of a matter. The difference between scientific discussing, proving,
and ocvAloyilecBat, as dwkektiky studies it; and, on the other hand, the con-
nection of the ovAloyilecBat of dwaAextikry with that of pnropikr, become
clear when one considers whence, in rhetorical discourse, it issues, whence it
is spoken. That from which a cvAloyilecbou is spoken, we tend to designate
as “premise.” On account of this designation, which orients everything toward
the proposition, the genuine sense of speaking is lost.

That from which speaking proceeds in a science must have the character
of aAnBéc, must lie open in its being-thus, so that nothing further can be asked
about the why. It must be reasonable in itself, for only in this way is it the
possible ground from which I can proceed to demonstrate something. In the
Topics, Aristotle defines cvAloyiopodg as a “Adyog [an amopaivesBat, a kind of
speaking “letting-see”] in which something else comes about, results in addi-
tion [something else results in the sense of speaking, is seen, exhibited], some-
thing other than that which lies before us from the outset [something other
than that which is presupposed as known, from which one proceeds in exhibit-
ing.]”’® In this cvAAoyileoBau, something is introduced, something other than
that from which it proceeds, becomes visible. Something else becomes visible
precisely “by way of that from which it proceeds.” In “scientific speaking,”
VoBeaig is that from which dmodei&ic proceeds in the character of the dAnBég,
and is at the same time a mp@®tov.” It is something that is not in need of any-
thing further to-be-discussed or exhibited. That from which it proceeds speaks
in itself, for itself, has miotig on account of itself, so that there is no sense in
procuring a wiotig for it.

The cvAroyileoBar of drodextikn is distinguished from scientific speaking
inasmuch as that from which it proceeds, what lies before, has the character of
the &vdo&ov,® is “in 66&a.” Aristotle defines the £vdo&ov in such a way that it is
that “which appears this way or that way to everyone or to most, to most or to
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the intelligent among them, those who are recognized among them to the high-
est degree and have a reputation.”®' What is characteristic is that the évOounuo
proceeds from an &vdo&ov, and indeed not only proceeds from it but also refers
back to it again, precisely in the way that the scientific result proceeds from
something that is in itself self-evident, and again refers back to a fact that has
the same evidence as that from which it proceeds. That which comes forth
in the évBbunpa has the same character as that from which it proceeds: it is
£voolov.

‘Pnropicn has a kinship with the cuAdoyiopdg of drokextikr insofar as the
gvoolov are, here, entirely determinate. The &vdo&ov of pntopikn pertains to
what is of the future, what has already happened, what is present, what is con-
ducive, what is fitting and what is not fitting, the beautiful and the ugly. About
such things, people have definite points of view. There are definite d6&at on the
basis of which he who speaks in the assembly speaks, and speaks in such a way
that he offers yet another 6&a, in such a way that there emerges a definite 36&a
along with the others. For this task of proceeding from the £véo&ov and acquir-
ing an &vdo&ov, there are the two paths of Tapadetrypa and of EvOOunpa.

We must be cautious with deixviova, as it is no proof but rather a definite
manner and mode of fulfilling speaking. It is putting the matter before one’s
eyes. To understand the manner and mode in which Aéyew is itself a mioTic, in
which it itself can speak on behalf of itself, it is important to observe the con-
creteness with which Adyog is employed as deliberative, as judicial discourse
and eulogy.

What will become evident are the peculiar aspects of beings: cupeépov,
dikonov, kaddv,? all three with an oppositionality: beneficial or harmful, and
so on. Discourse itself moves within an oppositionality. These aspects are de-
terminations of beings, as they are brought to language in an everyday man-
ner. In everyday concern, the copgépov, the dikatov, and the kodlov come to
language—the peculiar characters of encountering what becomes the topic in
Adyog pnropikde.

At the same time, a definite aspect of temporality appears in these aspects
themselves. The one who is deliberating about what is encountered in the envi-
roning world is concerned with the péliovta ypovov, what is not yet there; and
specifically what is not there in relation to what is posited in a definite care, but
is to be made available within everyday life. Then, what has already happened
is at play in discourse: for example, it is brought to language that someone has
committed an injustice. And what is there now is at play in discourse. The char-
acters of the being-there of the environing world, how they come to language
in everydayness, are characterized, at the same time, in relation to temporal-
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ity. Everydayness itself is manifested within a fundamental basic-structure: its
temporality. Being in itself as concern and concernful speaking is temporal,
concerns the not-yet-present, speaks about what has-happened-already, treats
the existing-there-right-now.

Aristotle then goes further. This peculiar stretching in temporality is mani-
fested in the beings that rhetoric takes up. Aristotle apprehends in an ontologi-
cally more precise way, in a certain sense in a more formal way, the characters
of the being-there of the environing world with the aspects of their temporality.
What is spoken of as being-thus has the character of “more or less,” is charac-
terized by a péyefoc,® a definite “extending” that is defined by the character of
indefiniteness. This “more or less” is a basic character of the being of beings,
as it is nearly this way and nearly that. Along with this is the aspect of dvvatdv
and advvatov.®* These are fundamental determinations of being that come to
language in a Adyog: that which is thus, which has such being, that in itself also
“can be otherwise,” évdeyduevov dAhmg Exewv,® which is already different in
the next moment, no longer what it was before.

According to this being-structure of everydayness, Aéyewv is also something
peculiar. It cannot be “scientific proving,” dnddei&ig, but rather the being of
which we say that it happens day-by-day, does not stand under theoretical axi-
oms but consists of basic opinions, views that have arisen not from a theoreti-
cal treatment, but those that life itself has cultivated in everydayness. We will
discuss &vdo&ov and we will do so on the basis of &vdo&ov. Thus there result
definite conditions for how Adyog itself must be with respect to its exhibiting-
character, its concreteness. It must be able to show this everydayness, must
be able to exhibit simply, without complexity, in such a way that it does not
require more detailed arguments: (1) through a definite type of “leading-up,”
énoywyn; (2) insofar as something is spoken of and a conviction is supposed
to result from it, cuALoyIGHOG must be a sharpened form of inferring,* since
the hearer to whom one speaks in the public assembly is “simple,” dnhodg.?’
He cannot “follow a long chain of inference”; he has short-winded thinking;
he cannot piece together a connection of thoughts reaching very far; he cannot
“piece together very much,”® and therefore the type of exhibiting must also
be something different: évBounua, such that the proof is taken more to heart
for him.
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The distinction between €énaywyn and cuAloyioudg was already set up and
clarified by Aristotle in the Topics, where preference is given to émaywyn over
ovAloyoude. ‘Emaymyn, the “leading-up-to,” is a “path toward . . . ,” &podog,
4o tdv kad’ Exaotov,® “through what is at each moment,” what is there im-
mediately, “to what is ‘on the whole.”” With an example, I want to exemplify
something, to make it clear—not the particular case of the example itself, but
rather for the sake of what is ‘on the whole,” ka86Xov. Kabdrov is not general
validity, but simply what is ‘such on the whole.’ I say, for example: “If the
helmsman is the one who understands his matter best, and the wagon driver is
he who does his matter well, then he who in each case understands his matter is
the best and the genuine one.”° The advantage of énaywyn: (1) mbavdtepov, a
mode of exhibiting that “speaks more for itself”; (2) capéotepov, it makes no
special demands in the mode that the contexts extend; I demonstrate through
the example itself; it speaks more for énaywyn since it is “more perspicuous”
with respect to grasping; (3) kot v aicOnow yvopiudtepov, “more familiar
with respect to direct perceiving, with respect to customary apprehending”; it is
always something that I can directly bring before me; (4) t0ig TOALOTG KOWVOV,
something that is “common to most, to the average among human beings,”
that is more accessible.’! ZvAloyiopdg too has its advantages, insofar as it (1)
is PBuotikdTepov, it “has more penetrating power,” and in the end convinces
more than mere references to a definite case; that is something varying ac-
cording to the aim of the discourse; (2) Tpdg ToVG AVTILOYIKOVG EVOPYESTEPOV.
In particular, cuAloyioudg is more suitable when it is a matter of speaking
and questioning as to things, “speaking to them,” where there is no help to be
gained by an example.”” Both énaywyf and cvAloyioudg have their positive
possibilities. In the Problemata, Chapter 18.3, Aristotle treats more extensive-
ly the reason why the cuAAoyiopdg has this particular penetrating power.

According to the being-character of the way of being of everydayness,
speaking and exhibiting are also of an entirely peculiar type. Thus, that from
which a cvAloyloudc proceeds, and which Aristotle designates in the Analyt-
ics as mpoTOolG, “premise,” always has the character of an &vdo&ov. It contains
something about which one has an opinion. Such an &vdo&ov must serve as
statement for every cvAloyiopog that has the character of &vOounpa.

Rhetoric is thus itself no purely formal discourse, but instead it appears
that it is related to the being of the being-with-one-another of human beings.
One can only understand the explicit emphasis on the connection between poli-
tics and rhetoric when the historical background is presented. Rhetoric is not
a téyvn posited by itself, but stands within that of moltwkn. The distinctive
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mode of being in being-with-one-another is in speaking-with-one-another. To
set forth the possibilities of being-with-one-another is the &pyov of rhetoric,
and because it treats of Aéyev in the mode of &vBounua and of mapdderyua,
of cvAloyloudc and the énaywyn of dialectic; it approaches dialectic. These
assignments show their character of dependence, together with the peculiar be-
ing-character in which they operate. One sees how strong the ability-to-see was
for the Greeks with respect to the peculiar fact of everydayness. In the time of
Aristotle, and before him, rhetoric was assessed entirely differently within the
being-with-one-another of human beings. It “disappears, is hidden in the shape
of politics.”* Rhetoric makes the claim to be itself politics, and even “those
who speaks against politics” say that, for they want to set pritopik in the place
of molrtikn, “partly out of lack of education, partly out of boasting.”** The
genuine business of moAitikn, legislating, need not be necessary. In opposition
to this, Aristotle emphasizes, in Book 10, Chapter 10 of the Nicomachean Eth-
ics, that the whole can be carried out only on the basis of a concrete experience
of being-there itself, that one does not come close to this being-there by pass-
ing off the formal discipline of rhetoric as what is decisive.”® Thus it requires
knowing-the-way-around in everyday being-there for those who wish to be oc-
cupied within the circle of the molic. The sophists, on the other hand, who also
pose as if they want to ascertain something like the possibility of the rightful
being-there of the moA1g, “appear to be very far from teaching such a thing. For
they do not even know that about which politics is concerned; otherwise, they
would not have put rhetoric at the same level as politics or placed it higher than
politics, nor would they have come to the opinion that legislating is accom-
plished by simply culling together what appears good to most people.”® Here,
it thus appears that, in fact, the attempt to give rhetoric the basic function of the
genuine understanding of being-there itself was vital. For this reason, sophists
are connected with, and in conflict with, philosophers, and philosophers are the
rightful sophists—this is what Plato wants to show in his Sophist.

The peculiar position of rhetoric with respect to politics and dialectic is an
indication of the peculiarity of that about which it is concerned, and which is
not to be taken in the sense of a discipline or t€xvn. Here, it is an involving-
oneself, something about-which-we-deliberate. The about-which of rhetoric is
the speaking-with-one-another-in-a-deliberative-mode for which there is no
téyvn. That which occurs to everyone in an everyday and accustomed manner
is not specific to a trade or occupation. Everyone is in the position of being able
to speak with others in the people’s assembly, and everyone has the possibil-
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ity of being brought into court. Everyone has the opportunity to hear a eulogy,
for example at the Olympic games. This peculiar region, the everydayness of
being-there, becomes manifest through the right interpretation of the Rhetoric,
and in fact is manifest as already conceptually explicated in a detailed way.

$15. A6éa (Nicomachean Ethics, Z10 and I'4)

In order to make intelligible the basic phenomenon of everydayness, the phe-
nomenon that underlies this speaking itself, it is necessary that we come to
understand beforehand the sense of &véo&ov, of dola. AdEn designates, first of
all, the “view of something,” but at the same time it means, for the most part,
“to have a view.”

a) Demarcation of 56&a in Contrast with Seeking ({tnoic), Knowing
(émotun), and Presenting-Itself (pavtacio)

1. According to Aristotle, 66&a is o0 {notg, “not a seeking,” but rather doig
g fi6m:*” I have “a view already.” 1 do not seek first; I am not, at first, on the
way to the ascertaining of the structure of a matter, but I am situated thus and
so toward the matter. ®doic: a certain Aéyetv, a certain yes-saying to that of
which I have a view. Insofar as 60&a is characterized by its being a certain
yes-saying and not an investigating, a reflecting, a coming-first-to-a-view, it is
in the context of émotun. That is, if I possess a knowing of something, in the
sense that I know exact information about it, that I can say something about
the matter—even if I do not have it before my eyes—this knowing as émotiun
does not have the character of a {jtnoig, but one knows, thereby, a yes. Ad6&a
is also a certain yes, a being-situated toward the matter, but it is distinguished
from émotun insofar as the following belongs to 66&a.

2. 0p06tnc.®® If T know definite information about something, it belongs
to the sense of this knowing that what is known cannot be “false,” cannot be
yevdég, since in that case it would not be émiotiun. Ad&a must possess 0pBOTNG,
to which belongs “direction” toward, “being-directed” toward dAn0e10.” Hav-
ing-a-view is thus only a view; it could also be otherwise. In itself, 66&a is true
and false. It could be thus, and could also be otherwise. Being-directed toward
aAn0ea is constitutive of 86&a, and therefore the possibility of yeddog belongs
to it. Plato (Theatetus, Sophist, Philebus) could not yet see that this “it could
be otherwise” also belongs to the view itself. This implies that I do not claim
absolutely that “it is so,” but instead that it could be otherwise; we suppose
within a certain @doig.

3. Therefore, 06&a is also distinguished from @ovtocio. ®avtacio: the
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“having-present” of something without perceiving it directly, the mere “pre-
senting-itself.” It can be true or false like 56&a.! It has both possibilities, but
it has them, in a certain sense, only from without, while 66&a has the possibil-
ity in itself. Within the sense of opining itself lies the “can”—true or false.
Avvotév—adovatov.

"Evdo&ov is the manner of being-oriented in which one is oriented toward
beings that can also be otherwise. There is the possibility of the view being
revised. With respect to beings that always are how and what they are, with
regard to émothun, there is no revision. On the other hand, revisability belongs
to 80&a in itself; it is assumed of itself. Ad6&n is the mode in which the world
of being-with-one-another is there. The possibility of a speaking-against-one-
another in being-with-one-another is thereby brought about. That one has this
view and another has that view, since beings can be otherwise, is the basic
possibility of being-against-one-another. Ad6&u is the mode in which we have
living there in its everydayness. Living knows from out of itself, not in the way
of science, theoretically; that is only a distinct possibility. Ad6&a is the mode in
which living knows from out of itself. The aim of Adyot pnropikot, the cultiva-
tion of motevely, is nothing other than the cultivation of a §6&a, of the right
view of a matter. For the characteristic aspect of miotevew belongs to d6&a; a
certain miotic, a aotg, accompanies 60&n itself. Therefore, animals have no
806&a since they have no Adyog; a @doig is impossible for them. The there for
such a being is different.

b) Making-Present of the Context for the Treatment of d6&a

It is important for this consideration that the context of the foregoing be kept
in sight, not in the sense of noting the construction of the lecture, but in such a
way that the direction of vision toward the appearing phenomena is guided and
defined. Human being-there should be made visible on the basis of the basic
structure of its being, in order to see the possibility of concept formation on
this basis. We determine being-there itself according to its being-character as
being-in-a-world, more precisely as being-with-one-another, the having-with-
one-another of the world, in which one is. This having-with-one-another is a
dealing with the world as concern for the world. This dealing has the character
of depending on being itself in this being-in-the-world. Evdaiovia is taken
into concern. In concern for that with which living deals, it has concern for its
own being. Being-with-one-another in the mode of concern possesses the basic
determination of speaking-with-one-another; Adyog is a basic phenomenon of
kowavia. Adyoc has the basic function of making-manifest that within which
living as being-in-a-world maintains itself: dnAodv. Being-in-the-world is a
way of being that has uncovered the world; being-in it is oriented, the in-which
is uncovered. Being-in maintains itself in a definite familiarity, on whose basis
it constructs its orientation. Ultimately, we want to set forth the phenomenon

100. De an. I" 3, 428 a 18 sq.
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of being-in in order to understand, on this basis, conceptuality as a basic pos-
sibility. Being-in-the-world is the basic character of being-there with regard to
its discoveredness: the world as that with which living deals within a certain
familiarity in a concernful, speaking way. This familiarity regarding the world,
and dealing and living in it, is borne by speaking as the peculiar exhibiting of
that to which one is oriented. At the same time, this familiarity is the mode in
which views and orientations are cultivated. Views are cultivated, renewed,
established, hardened in speaking. Speaking-with-one-another is, accordingly,
the clue to the uncovering of the basic phenomenon of the discoveredness of
being-there itself as being-in-a-world. We take rhetoric as a concrete guide
insofar as it is nothing other than the interpretation of being-there with regard
to the basic possibility of speaking-with-one-another.

Rhetoric has the task of setting forth that which speaks for a matter, 10
gvogyopevov mbavov.'”! There are three aspects of beings-that-speak-for-some-
thing, three mictelc, analogous to the structure of speaking itself. (1) Speaking
about something, wepi Tvog dnAodv, dewkvivat; (2) Speaking to someone, Tpdg
Twva,, he who is spoken to is the dkobwv (mdBog); (3) Speaking-being itself,
Aéywv (§00¢). In all of these, what is spoken about shows itself, with the basic
determination that it could be otherwise; from time to time it differs. The be-
ing that is under discussion in everydayness is not the dei dv, but rather the
Evogyopevov kol dAAwg &yxewv, defined as that which can simultaneously be
more or less what it precisely is. Aristotle defines the té\og of mpa&ig as a téhog
Kotd TOV kapdv.'? One sees “in the moment” how, where, when, to whom, in
the fixing of dealings according to being. A characteristic of concern appears in
view of the kaipdc—it always vacillates; it does not stand fast. Regarding these
beings, it is valid to state definite views, to cultivate others, to bring being-
there into 66&a, to carry an &vdo&ov about the world forward.

Thus we come up against the basic mode in which the world of such concern
is possessed: 80&a, translated as “having a view about something,” “about that,
I am of the view,” “I am for . . .” Aristotle dealt with this basic phenomenon of
d0&a quite often and in various ways. It is the phenomenon that is widely dis-
cussed in the late Platonic dialogues, above all in the Theatetus, Philebus, and
Sophist. 1t is a self-evident, hermeneutical rule that these phenomena discussed
by Plato can be approached through Aristotle, where they are extended further
and become clearer than they are in Plato. The perspective is opened up for that
which Plato did not see, a perspective that has a fundamental significance for a
basic part of Platonic philosophy.

¢) Repetition and Continuation of the Demarcation of 36&a: §6&a and Being-
Resolved (mpoaipeoic)

I will characterize 86&a more schematically, without going into a genuine in-

101. Rhet. A 1, 1355 b 26.
102. Eth. Nic. " 1, 1110 a 13 sq.
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terpretation of the section in question (Nicomachean Ethics Z, Chapter 10).
Three aspects of 06&a stand out as demarcated in opposition to three related
phenomena. Ad&a is contrasted with:

1. BovAevecOar. This is a “seeking,” a {ftnoig,'” a being-after a definite
view that I want to achieve. Through deliberating, I want primarily to come to
the téhog of a 80&a; it is not a yes. I only want to appropriate a definite view
regarding a set of facts, whereas 80&a is no longer a seeing, but stands at the
end of seeing; it is a @doic.'™ But although it is a yes, it is still not a knowing.

2. Demarcation in opposition to émtotiun: “knowing information” regard-
ing a matter is characterized by the knower’s being situated with regard to the
matter such that he is oriented to it, even if it is not there. I know information
about a matter; that means that I am securely situated in relation to the mat-
ter. Therefore, I only have émotun about beings with the character of dei.
The basic presupposition for the possibility of knowing is a presupposition
regarding the being which is known—that it is always the same as it is, that
it cannot change. Something that is not dei can change. In émotun, I do not
need to have the matter actually there. Regarding the évdeyouevov, there is no
gmotnun, but only 86&a. Still, 66&a is akin to €mtoTiun since it is a yes-saying,
a paoic. It is determined in opposition to émotun through the 6pH6TNC.'* In
500, I do not have the being itself, but rather an orientation in relation to it,
which is directed to the aAn0ég. The view has the tendency to intend the being
unconcealed in itself. But it is found in 06&a itself that it is only a conception
that, as conception, is likely false. With 66&a, the matter can indeed be false—
it is not an absolute claim. In the being of being-a-view is found the conces-
sion that it can be this way or that way; it can also be otherwise. A6&a with its
0pBotN¢ is thereby distinguished from:

3. povtooia, a determinate “making present”of something that can also be
true or false, but in a different sense than §0&a. Aristotle treats of the difference
in Chapter 3 of Book 3 of De Anima.'* Since pavtaocia can also be false, it is
related to 06&a. But how can it be false? Because its turning out to be in fact
true or false is added to it, while in 66&n the being-able-to-be-true-or-false is
already contained in the formation of the view. ®avtacia is simple having-
present. Therefore, animals possess @avtoacio too, while §6&a is only there
where Aoyog is. In every view-formation, in every having-a-view, the fact that
something speaks for the view is co-given (dxolovOeiv'?’ and EnecBar,'®® as
belonging to the phenomenon). ot yop @avtacio kol yevdng. Asimeton dmo
10€lv &l 00&n yivetar yoap 06&n kai aAnONG kol wevudne. aAla S0EN Hev Emetan

103. Eth. Nic. Z 10, 1142 a 31 sq.: ©0 yop BovAievecbor {nteiv T €otiv.

104. Eth. Nic. Z 10, 1142 b 13 sq.

105. Eth. Nic. Z 10, 1142 b 10 sq.: émotung pev yap ovk €otv 0pBOTG [ . . . ], 86&ng &’
opOoTNC.

106. De an. I 3,428 a 1 sqq.
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mioTic (ovk &vdéyeton yap Sofdlovta oic Soksl | moTevEW), TV 8¢ Inplov
ovfevi vapyel TioTic, poviacio & £v moALoic.'” In 60&a, the being-oriented
is toward the aAn0éc. It could be this way, it appears that it would have to
be this way—the speaking-for-something of that about which 86&a speaks.
To opining, having-a-view about something, belongs a “being-convinced” of
this opinion, a neneicOat. Adyog belongs to being-convinced of something, an
“expressing” of that about which I have a view. €11 ndon pev 86&n dkoAovOel
miotig, miotel 6& Adyog: T@V 8¢ Onpiwv Eviolg pavtacio pev vmdpyet, Adyog 8’
00."° Ao&a. is characterized such that something is present to me with the char-
acter of the as such and such; it is spoken of. Afjhov &1t 00K GALOL TIVOG E0TLV
1 860, GAL’ ékeivov €oTiv oD Kai 1) aicOnotc.!!! With this statement, Aristotle
sets up a confrontation with Plato (Sophist and Philebus). The manner and
mode in which @avtacio is distinguished from 66&a lies in the way that the
aAn0ég and the yevdég are themselves co-meant.

4. The decisive distinction, then, lies in the fact that 66&n is demarcated
in opposition to to Tpoaipeoig. Aristotle draws this distinction in Chapter 4 of
Book 3 of the Nicomachean Ethics. At first glance, this juxtaposition of 36&a
and mpoaipeoig is surprising. One does not immediately see that being-resolved
about something and having-a-view about something have anything to do with
each other. It should be noted that mpoaipeoic had been interpreted by previous
philosophy, by Plato, as a certain kind of 6&a. Therefore, there must be certain
aspects of the phenomenon of mpoaipeoig that allow this interpretation. This
becomes clear when we translate 36&a correctly: “T am for maintaining that the
matter is thus and so.” But being-for-something can, then, also mean: I am for a
matter being done thus and so. But that I am resolved that a matter be done thus
and so is Tpoaipeoig. Aristotle demarcates npoaipeoig itself in four directions:
(a) in opposition to émbupia, “being-inclined” to something, “having-an-im-
pulse” for something, “being-impulsive” about something; (b) in opposition to
Bopude, “being-in-excitement,” “being-aroused”’about . . . , “having-passion”
for . .. ; (c¢) in opposition to foOAnoig, “wish,” “wishing-for-something”; (d)
in opposition to 56&a.!"? The three phenomena mentioned first are only briefly
characterized for the purpose of understanding mpoaipeoic'® since Tpoaipeoig
is, indeed, a determination of dpet. Apetn as disposal over a being-possibility
is further explicated as £&1g, a “having-alongside-oneself”of a definite possibil-
ity to be thus and so; &&1¢ mpoatpetikn, “possibility of being-resolved to . . . ,”
being able to thus resolve oneself in a definite moment. oty dpa 1) dpetn &g
TPOAIPETIKY, £V LEGHTNTL 0VG0, ' a EEic “that is found in the pecdtnc, that has

109. De an. I" 3,428 a 18 sqq.

110. De an. I" 3, 428 a 22 sqq.

111. De an. I" 3,428 a 27 sq.
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113. Cf. Eth. Nic. ' 4, 1111 b 12 sqq.
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98 The Interpretation of the Being-There of Human Beings [144—145]

the mean there”; mpiopévn Aoy, the mean as “delimited by Aoyog,” “deter-
mined by the deliberating that talks something through.” The pécov for tpa&ic
is the kaupodg. This definition becomes essentially clearer when we look more
precisely at mpoaipeoig, and, in that context, attempt to explicate 66&a more
precisely in regard to it.

Why is mpoaipeoig generally set in opposition to the four above phenom-
ena? This question must be posed in every interpretation of an Aristotelian
analysis because it clarifies the basic character of the phenomenon. Group-
ing together such phenomena that possess in themselves such concrete aspects
depends on their having a definite kinship by virtue of these aspects. The four
phenomena must have some concrete content that recommends grouping them
together with mpoaipeoic. The five phenomena are fully characterized as being-
after something, with the character of having-in-advance, so that what one is
after is there in advance in a particular way—mnpoaipeoic. The toward-which
is there from the outset. This being-after something with the character of the
in-advance is found in émBopio exactly as it is in Qopog. It is fully explicit in
the case of wish. A being-after something in the direction of the dAnbéc is also
found in 86&a. To opine that the matter is thus and so lies in the view itself.
This being-after something—something that I do not yet generally possess, but
which already occupies me nevertheless—is the phenomenon that motivates
bringing these various phenomena together with mpoaipeoic.

We want to briefly carry out the demarcation of the first three phenom-
ena in opposition to TPoaipesIc. 0V Yap KOWOV 1| TPOUIPESIS KoL TV AAOYMV,
gmbopia 6¢ koi Bopdc.''® “There is no Tpoaipesic, no being-resolved, for living
things that do not speak.” Speaking, deliberating, belong to mpoaipecic. Only
a resolution that passes through deliberation is a genuine resolution. In Book
Z, Chapter 2 resolution is characterized as 8peic droavontikn,'” “considering
being-after,” a being-after that is determined by thorough consideration, by
deliberation. 'Emfopio and 6vudc are also found in animals; they are not the
same as mpoaipeoig since the latter only occurs in living things that speak. xai 0
axpatng EmOLVUGY PEV TPATTEL, TPOUIPOVUEVOS &’ 01" O &yKpaThg &’ AvaToAY
TPOULPOVUEVOG UEV, EmOVU®Y &’ 0D. kal 1) uév émbopio déog kol Emiomov. '
“He who lacks self-control acts émBoudv such that he goes off after the matter.
But this going-off is not a resolute acting. The self-controlled acts resolutely,
but he does not need to be émbvudv. Embopuio and Bopdg go after a 160 and
a Avmmpov that disposition supports and tones down.” IIpoaipeoig goes after
the mpaxtdv, that which is decisive for a concern in the moment, that which
comes into question for it. That is what the resolution brings together. Orien-
tation toward the whole moment belongs to mpoaipeoig. [Ipoaipeoig is not a
so-called act; it is a genuine possibility of being in the moment. Boudg &’ £t

115. Eth. Nic. B 6, 1107 a 1.

116. Eth. Nic. T 4, 1111 b 12 sq.
117. Eth. Nic. Z 2, 1139 b 5.

118. Eth. Nic. T 4, 1111 b 13 sqq.
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ArTov: fKioTa yap To S0 Bupdv kot mpoaipeoty sivon dokel.!”® Aristotle says
about Bvpudg, “that which is grasped in a state of arousal, in blind passion, has
little to do with that which is grasped in clear, lucid resolution.” wpoaipeoig
p&v yap ok advvatav, kol £l Tic pain mpoapsicOar, dokoin dv NAiBog sivar
BovAnoic 8’ éotiv T@V dduvatav, olov dBavacioc.'? Furthermore, Tpoaipeoic
is not a BovAnoig although it looks that way. The difference lies in that to which
they are related. “TIpoaipeoig never goes after something that is impossible. [I
am resolved to something of which it is certain that it is possible.] If someone
wanted to say that he is resolved to an impossibility, we would say that he is
foolish. Wishing, on the other hand, can be directed at something that is impos-
sible.” TIpoaipeoig is always after the possible, specifically, after something
determinately possible that we take up and are able to carry out in the moment.
Bovinoig, on the other hand, goes after something that is impossible. It can
go after the possible too, not if it depends on us but rather on others. For ex-
ample, we wish “that the actor, or such and such a person, that takes part in a
competition, receive the prize.”!?! That is possible but is not under our control.
Ipoaipeoic always goes after something that is under our control. ITpoaipeoig
leads to the &oyatov, to the point that I grasp, that I genuinely institute through
action.

We approach the demarcation of 86&a by opposing it to related phenom-
ena: émotNuN, eavracio, foviedestat, mpoaipesic. We are trying to carry out
this demarcation through the contrast with mpoaipecig, which is concretely of
fundamental meaning. Such a demarcation presupposes that the phenomena
in question have a character that motivates their being brought together. This
character is being-after something; that which one is after is anticipated. Ad6&a.:
being-for-something. A particular orientation is found in being-for. This being-
after in 06&a does not have, say, the character of 6pe&ig, of a “striving.” Ad&n
is more of a certain yes; it comes to an end and stops. Aristotle brings forward
seven differences between npoaipesic and 66&a.:

1. Ipoaipeoic and d6&n are distinguished by that toward which they are
directed. Tlpoaipeoig, “resolving-onself” to something, is only directed toward
beings with regard to which I can accomplish something. The dpyn npdEemg
must be up to me. Such a being is the theme of npoaipesic: a cupEépov, some-
thing that comes into question as “conducive” to concern, as dealt with in such
a way that I can take it in hand. A6&a, by contrast, is not only directed toward
ovppépovra, that which can be changed, but also toward that which is dei. I
can have a view regarding that which is “always.”?? This distinction is impor-
tant. It remains to be noted that 56&a is also directed at beings that are always
such as they are. Such 36&at are the basis from which science in general arises.
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That about which I have a view, and to which I am resolved, is distinguished
with regard to the extent of the region of being to which it can be directed.

2. Ab&o goes after the aAn0éc and the yevdic.! AdEn depends upon grasp-
ing in its being that which a view is about. IIpoaipgoig depends upon how it
should be done, what should happen with it, that which is posited in a reso-
lution. Ipoaipecig always aims at a wpoktov dyafdv. What is posited in a
TPoaipesic is Tpaktov according to its essence.

3. Whoever has a view is not otherwise determined in their j0og by this
having-a-definite-view. This having-a-view about a definite matter is not an
“ethical” determination; it does not pertain to changing the general comport-
ment of human beings according to their being. Alternatively, the manner and
mode in which I am resolved, that to which I am resolved, what stands in
Tpoaipestc, is decisive for my being, for the manner and mode in which I am,
for my 10oc.'?* Thus 86&a points to a certain indifference with relation to be-
ing. Having-a-view presupposes a certain disinterestedness with regard to that
which the view is about. This is important for the Greek conception of sci-
ence.

4. Corresponding to the peculiar being-character of that to which 66&a and
npoaipeoic are directed—in the one case the aAnbég and in the other case the
npoktdv—nhaving-a-view as comporting itself points to a definite seeing, to the
manner and mode in which beings are there, in which it deals with beings as
beings. IIpoaipeoig is directed at the “seizing” and “renouncing” of a matter;
80&a is directed at dAnOevery.'®

5. Ad&o. and mpoaipeoig are distinguished by that which constitutes their
genuineness. A6&a. depends on the 6pB6tng, by its approaching the dinbég,
the being as it is. [Ipoaipeoig, on the other hand, is not concerned with set-
ting forth beings in their being. It is decisive for mpoaipeoig that it be suitably
reckoned.'* Tt does not depend on setting forth all of the being-aspects of a
concrete situation, on theoretically describing them; but instead wpoaipecic
depends on deliberating correctly, on keeping an eye on what comes into con-
sideration for the mpaktov. Indeed, that is also an dAnbedety, but one that is
essentially distinct from 86&a. Its correctness is oriented to the mpaxtov, while
the correctness of 06&a is oriented to the aAndéc.

6. A6&n and mpoaipeoig are distinguished by their way of standing toward
knowing. Ad&u is related to what one does not know precisely, to beings that
are still concealed. The point is that 56&a is directed at “what we do not yet
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genuinely know”; mpoaipeoic is directed at “what we know most of all” in the
sense of cognition, what we have clearly reckoned about, what corresponds to
the circumstances on which it depends.'?’

7. One can very well have the best view and yet come to, or be resolved to,
a kakov. Ao&a and mpoaipeoig are distinguished in themselves. In the best case,
being able to construct views about something and being able to be resolved in
the right way are not conflated.!?

Ao6&o. and mpoaipeoig approach each other precisely when one takes d6&a
in the narrow meaning of being directed at “that which can be otherwise,” the
Evogydpevov dAlmg, insofar as it is a copeépov. I can have a definite view
about a matter in light of its conduciveness; I can be for maintaining that it is
better than the others.

d) The Character of 566&a as the Orientedness of Average Being-with-One-
Another-in-the-World

We want to gather the entire analysis together and orient it, with regard to its
content, to the question that genuinely interests us: the peculiar phenomenon
of being-oriented in the world, how human being-there initially has its world
there in an average way, how orientedness is in the having-there of the world.
What do we find in relation to this phenomenon of discoveredness on the basis
of the analysis of 66&a?

A6o. is the genuine discoveredness of being-with-one-another-in-the-
world. The world is there for us as what-is-with-one-another in discovered-
ness, insofar as we live in 86&a. Living in a 66&q means having it with others.
That others also have it belongs to opinion.

The next thing to notice is that the realm of 60&a is wavra. Even in ev-
erydayness, being-oriented in the world is not only directed to mpaktd; dis-
coveredness does not only exist with regard to mpoktd. I do not only know
information about my concrete task, about what I have to do in my immediate
surroundings. Instead, I also have a definite view of the way that the world and
nature are, of that in which there are tpaxtd—of the moon, of the stars, of what
is det for the Greeks. Ad&a reaches out to the entire world; for the mpoxtdv
with which I deal is not a determinate realm of beings, but is that with which
I have to do as beings, that which is itself in the world, in the being of nature.
Thus there are determinate being-relations between the npaktdv and nature,
the ael dv.

The manner and mode in which this world is possessed as uncovered to a
certain degree is this being-for, maintaining that it is thus. In this being-for as
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the character of 66&a, lies the determination of going-along with the way that
the world initially shows itself, the moment of trust in the immediate aspect.
Nothing other than this is Thales’ opinion, that ¥dwp is the mpdtov, that the
genuine apyn of being is “water.” Such a determination is intelligible on the
basis of the prevalence of a thoroughgoing trust in that which initially shows
itself. That which initially shows itself is taken as what the world initially is,
according to Thales.

The one who possesses doéa belongs necessarily to the determination of
50&a. With an émotun, it does not matter who has it. For a valid proposition,
it does not matter who I am, that contributes nothing to the elucidation, to the
being-true, of what is known. By contrast, the one having the view is, as such,
co-decisive for 06&a. Who has it is of great importance. The matter in itself
cannot speak purely for itself. It is concealed; I have a view of it. In §0&a, the
matter itself does not only speak for itself to the extent that it is uncovered, but
it also speaks for he who has the view, for whom the @dotg, the yes of 66&a
holds. Accordingly, the stability of a 86&a is not exclusively grounded in the
state of affairs that it conveys, but in him who has the 66&a.

In this structure of d6&a, lies the possibility of its reaching a characteris-
tic authority and stubbornness. One repeats the opinions to others. Repeating
does not depend on investigating what is said. What is said is not decisive, but
rather that it is #e who said it. Behind the authority of 36&a, stand other people,
who are peculiarly indefinite, whom one cannot get a hold of—one has the
view. This is a characteristic authority, stubbornness, and a force that is found
in 86&a itself.

A6&a is the genuine orientedness of being-with-one-another-in-the-world,
that is, of average being-with-one-another. Average: the task of investigating
the world is not posited. In 66&a, and on its basis, one has to do with the world
in the way that one lives in the world in an everyday manner and has to do with
things. One does not have to investigate everything with regard to its concrete
content; what others say about it is what one thinks about it.

Thus 36&a is simultaneously set forth as the basis and the motive of dis-
coursing-with-one-another, of negotiating-with-one-another. For although
d0&a possesses a kind of stability, that about which one has a view can indeed
always still be discussed. It could also be otherwise. Its sense is to leave a
discussion open. Adyog, negotiating something, is constantly latent; in d6&a,
bringing-to-language is constantly on the alert. A6&a is precisely that from
which speaking-with-one-another arises, by which it is motivated; and, at
the same time, it is also that with which it negotiates. Thus d6&a is the basis,
source, and motive for discoursing-with-one-another, in such a way that what
is yielded by negotiating itself has the character of a 86&a and therewith takes
over the very function of 86&a. Ad&n has the authority and guidance of being-
with-one-another in the world.

I have emphasized that the region of being of 66&a is not limited to that
which can also be otherwise; it is also the basis for the mode of grasping
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beings that we designate as émotiun, as Oempeiv. Even beings with which 1
negotiate, not in the sense of concern but in the sense of setting forth facts in
the way that they are, are initially there in a 86&a. From there, Aristotle con-
sciously refers back to the history of philosophy. He initially reviews every
fundamental problem with regard to the way one thought about it, on the basis
of the positive understanding of the fact that the matter must have somehow
come into view in such a 66&a. Indeed, 66&n is the characteristic trust in that
which shows itself initially. And that which shows itself initially is the basis of
the investigation of the matter itself.

e) Ao&a as the Basis of Theoretical Negotiating

a. Pre-given (mpdtacic) and Project (mpopAnpa) as From-Which and About-
Which of Theoretical Negotiating (Topics A4 and A10-11)

In order to see precisely that 66&a also controls theoretical Aéystv, Adyog in the
sense of the “treatment” of something, of theoretical explication and thorough
consideration as opposed to practical negotiating, such as a trial—"“treating”
in the sense of dwaAéyecOat, the way that one speaks about a matter—the aim
of accomplishing something by its means has to be abandoned; Aéyswv itself
is that which is now of concern. In order to see this basic meaning of 66&a, |
briefly refer to what is set in opposition in Book 1 of the Topics (which deals
with diaAéyecbat), where Aristotle shows quite clearly the types of Adyot that
arise from 06&a. He shows how it always has the character of 66&a, which 1
refer to as speaking, speaking-with-one-another. That is important because it is
from here that the understanding of the cuALloyiouodg is to be obtained, as well
as the understanding of logic. That there is a logic is not accidental, but must be
understood on the basis of fully determinate basic phenomena of being-there
itself.

In Chapter 4, Book 1 of the Topics, Aristotle shows “that with regard to
which everything, according to its measure and according to how it is struc-
tured and from where,” discourse and speaking-with-one-another arises in
Staréyechon.'® ot & apBud too kol Té ovTd € AV 1€ 0ol Adyot kol mepi OV
ol cuAhoytopol. yivovtor puév yip oi Adyor &k TV TpoTdcemv: mepl OV 8¢ ol
ovlhoyiopoi, 10 TpoPAiuata £otl.'* “The wherefrom, on the basis of which
discourse is, and that about which there is discourse, are numerically equal and
the same. That about which there is discourse are the mpopAfjuaza, that on the
basis of which discourse is, the potacic.” In accordance with what is presup-
posed, it must be shown that both of these phenomena themselves arise from
d0&a, that they are £voo&a, expressings that stand in some sort of connection
with 80&a, that come out of 36&a and maintain themselves in relation to it.

129. Top. A 4, 101 b 12: Tpog moca Kai moio kol £ Tivev ol Adyot.
130. Top. A4, 101 b 13 sqq.
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They are distinguished by the tpdmog, the “manner and mode.”"! We will see
what that means by an example. ITpotacig: “to put beforehand,” “what is given
in advance.” IIpopinua, from mpoPdAiim, “to project”: “projection” insofar
as it concerns the raising of an opinion, raising it for a discussion, such that it
contrasts with the dominant opinion; such that the uncertainty, the “problem-
atic” character that is found in it, is shown, such that one has not yet reached a
resolution with regard to it. In mpdtaoig is found the character of dtodéyecBan,
that which is given in advance in the sense that dtuAéyecOo refers to a fixed
opinion, that it lays claim to the basis for the advance giving of something that
is not to be discussed further, that is requested from others as the common
basis. IIpopinua is the mpd; mpotaocig is the €E. TIpdPAnpa is translated as
“projection.” The following are examples.

1. For mpotacic—the question of pdtacic is: ‘Gpé ye 10 {Hov meldv dimovy
Op1opdC £6TIV AvBpmTOL; ‘Kai’ Gpd ye T {Hov yévoc Tod avOpdmov. 132 “Tt is,
indeed, well expressed: the human being is a bipedal living thing, the definition
of the human being! Of course, living thing is the genus of the human being!”
Apd. ye: You also hold the opinion that this and that are thus, which we want
to take as a ground!

2. For npoPAnua, the question is: ‘motepov 10 {Mov meldv dimovv Opiopog
gotv avBpdmov § 01.”!** This question begins with totepov—*-“Is the determi-
nation, the human being is a bipedal living thing, the definition of the human
being? [Question:] Is it or is it not?” IIpoPAnua requires a fully determinate,
clear definition. @¢o1¢ is a characteristic Tpofinua.'3*

We have brought the consideration of 66&n to a certain conclusion. The
specific orientation of being-in-the-world is in 86&a; the world is present in
50&0. Here, we have passed over a definite context of 06&a that tends toward
a view of something, and in which view a @awvouevov is given in advance.
This structural aspect of 66&a will be focused on later, in the consideration of
aAn0g10.13° Now it is a matter of understanding how the individual possibilities
within which the world is negotiated arise from this 60¢o. This sense of d6&a is
apt for making a discussion possible. That over which the view has authority is
such that it still allows there to be discourse about it. The possibility of nego-
tiating-with-one-another is implicit in 60&a. Kowavia is fulfilled in this way.
All coming-to-an-understanding in being-with-one-another is a coming-to-an-
understanding on a particular basis of being-trusted with regard to something,
a basis for discussion that is itself not discussed. This intimate trust is that from
out of which and into which speaking occurs insofar as the result of negotia-
tion itself again has the character of &vdo&ov. That from out of which speaking

131. Top. A4, 101 b 29: t® tpén®.

132. Top. A4, 101 b 30 sq.

133. Top. A4, 101 b 32 sq.

134. Cf. Top. A 11, 104 b 19 sq.

135. Editor’s note: Such consideration of dAnfeia does not appear in this lecture.
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occurs is not explicitly there. To the extent that it is explicit, it yields the phe-
nomenon of mpotacic, “pre-giving” of that from out of which one speaks, but
which does not come to language in discussion. This “from out of which the
discourse occurs” is designated in a theoretically fixed way as apyn, insofar as
it deals with a fully precise speaking in the sense of theoretical exhibiting and
proving, where the phenomenon of speaking-to-one-another is indeed there
but not explicitly. The treatment too is directed to an addressee—the context
of culoyloudc. Here, mpdtooig is designated as apyn. The principles that are
presupposed, and from which the proof proceeds, are a fully determinate case
of the original context that is spoken on the basis of something familiar.

We want to examine how the phenomenon of the “pre-given,” the npotacig,
explicitly follows from &vdo&ov, 66&a, and how, furthermore, that which is
spoken about, the genuine thematic, the Tpopinua, follows from d6&a. These
are two pieces of philosophical discussion that depend on the setting-forth of a
definite concrete context, when viewed immediately with regard to the speak-
ing-with-one-another of diaAéyecOat. Not until later will we treat speaking-
with-one-another in the sense of everyday discoursing-with-one-another, as set
forth in the Rhetoric. Aristotle deals with this in Book 1of the Topics, Chapter
10: mpdtooig, Chapter 11: mpdpinua.

£0T1 8¢ TPOTOOIS SLHAEKTIKT EMMTNOLG EvO0E0C: 3¢ the mpOTAGIE SlOAEKTIKT
is characterized as émdmoilg &vdofog, “a questioning that maintains itself
in the vicinity of that which a fixed view is about”—un mopddo&og.'>” That
which is expressed in the Tpotacig is spoken “not against the general opinion.”
‘Endmoig §vdooc: “a questioning that maintains itself in that which a gen-
eral opinion is about.” Questions that are introduced with dpd ye, “it is indeed
true,” request an agreement. 'Endnoig is dmokpicewng aitnoig,'® the “request-
ing an answer.” In the npdtaotig, one is requested to agree with what is said,
a concession in the sense that one then stands on common ground for further
discussion. This aitnoig dmoxpicewg, as the advance laying of the ground on
which further discussion is to proceed, is directed toward what appears to be
in a certain way “to everyone, to most, to the informed.”'?* The content of a
TPOTOCLG OloAeKTIKT can also be that which belongs to d6&a. Furthermore, that
which is familiar to one within their area of expertise, that speaks out from
their experience, as in the case of a scientist and the area of his discipline,
without being proven, has the character of &véo&og un mapado&ov.'“

The mpdPAnua is not concerned with giving something in advance in the

136. Top. A 10, 104 a 8 sq.

137. Top. A 10, 104 a 10 sq.

138. Aristotelis Organon Graece. Novis codicum auxiliis adiutus recognovit, scholiis inedi-
tis et commentario instruxit Th. Waitz. Pars prior: Categoriae, Hermeneutica, Analytica priora.
Leipzig 1844. De int. 11,20 b 22 sq.

139. Top. A 10, 104 a 9: {j ndow 1| Toig TAEIGTOLG T) TOIG GOPOTC.

140. Cf. Top. A 10, 104 a 33 sqq.
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sense of a ground. Rather, Aristotle designates the Tpopinua as Oedpnuo,'!
“something to be examined,” that which is to be the object of speaking. The
question-character of the mpdtacic is such that it requests agreement, while
Oedpnua means something whose investigation is to be carried out in nego-
tiations. It is something that is cuvteivov 1 Tpog aipeotv kol puynyv, “that is
subject to being grasped, that I either resolve to or renounce,” fj TpOg aAnBetav
Kol yv@owv, “that something is uncovered and brought to knowledge.”'* It be-
comes something opened up, encountered in the discussion; and what is raised
in discussion has, in itself, the claim to be discussed. The relation of Tpdfinua
to &vdoov: it is something opened up in such a way that no agreement be-
tween them occurs. mepi 00 1 00deTéPmC S0EGLOVOY §{ EvavTing ol moAlol Toic
60001 i ol cooi toig ToALOIG fj Exdtepot avtol £avtoic,' “with regard to
them, there is no aspect from which one came to a determinate view; accord-
ing to its character, it is open in a way that is debatable, or it is such that with
regard to them the many think otherwise than those who understand, or with
regard to them they are in disagreement with each other.” What is to be inves-
tigated has the character of the debatable. A particular form of the TpofAnua is
the 0¢o1G. Not every mpofinua is 0£o1g, but every B€oig is mpoPanua. Béoig 66
£6TV DIOANYIC TaPado&og TAV YVOPILmVY TVOC Katd grlocopioy,'* “a taking-
for [OmOANy1¢ is another word for 66&a], the—mapddo&oc—next to, outside
of, stands next to 86&a.” Such a vVmdANy1G is not an arbitrary particular case
that anyone would have thought up, for it belongs to d6&a as constitutive of
the possessor. @éo1c is a 60&n such that “the one who has it belongs to those
who are entrusted with giloco@ia,” in the sphere of those who deal with the
genuine consideration of beings. Katd @ihocoeiav: a view opened up by one
who concretely moves in the region of research—@ulocogia in opposition to
sophistry. olov &1t 00k &oTtv AvTiAEyety, kabdmep Epr AvticBévnc | 8Tt Tévto
Kwveitan kad’ Hpdxkettov, §| 611 v 10 v, kabdnep Méhocdg pnow.'* “Such a
0éo1g is, for example, the 66&n of Antisthenes, in which there is no controversy
[a 86&a mapddooc. It goes against the average opinion, but is not proposed
by just anybody, but rather by one who is familiar with the average opinion.]
Another example is Heraclitus’s saying that everything is in motion, or Melis-
sus’s saying £v 10 6v.” These are not the évavtiov 100 Tv)OVTOC,'*® “of some
arbitrary person,” but of someone who has investigated, of someone who has
knowledge of the matter. ®éo1g is distinguished from mpofinpa by speaking
explicitly against the dominant opinion, while there are many npofAnuara that
do not speak against the dominant opinion in a pointed way. They are, how-
ever, debatable; they leave something open.

141. Top. A 11,104 b 1.
142. Top. A 11,104 b 1 sq.
143. Top. A 11, 104 b 3 sqgq.
144. Top. A 11, 104 b 19 sq.
145. Top. A 11, 104 b 21 sq.
146. Top. A 11, 104 b 23 sq.
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B. Inability-to-Get-Through (dmopia) as the Topic of Theoretical Negotiating
(Metaphysics BI)

On the basis of the characterization of that from where and that about which
ddéyeoBar speaks, we are to infer what can, in general, be a possible topic
for negotiation. It allows its distinction from the discourse of rhetoric to stand
out more precisely. Aristotle characterizes discourse, the topic of rhetoric, as ta
7101 Povreveshon eimboTa;*” that which is treated in scientific discussion as ta
AOyov dedpeva,'*® Loyog meant in the sense of diaAiéyesOar. That which is dealt
with in dtaAéyecOau is such as to “require” (déopar) that speaking which has no
further aim, which does not follow from the natural function of practical speak-
ing. Here, Aoyog is separated from the mpaxtov; Aoyog has become mpagic.
Here, Adyoc appears as negotiating in its pure function, as the exhibiting of that
about which there is negotiation, with regard to how and what it is. Discussion
proceeds with regard to what requires Adyoc, and therefore what is not clear
without qualification, what is not brought to intelligibility in another way, what
cannot be imparted in another way. A Adyov dgdpevov is not simply the matter
of a “reprimand” (koAdoewc) or of a “direct, simple perceiving.”'* “Those that
have difficulties, whether honoring the gods or loving their parents, need to be
reprimanded”;'*® as we would say, they need a smack upside the head. Here,
it would not make sense to undertake the writing of a treatise about “whether
the snow is white or not”;"! here, it is simply a matter of opening one’s eyes.'>?
It is becoming clear, now, that a basic requirement of conversation is that one
agree on the topic of conversation, whether the topic allows its concrete sense
to be discussed, or whether the topic does not lies outside of all discussion.
However, not just anything that requires a particular grounding, that is not
settled by a reprimand or by direct perception, is a Adyov dedpevov. 00O on
AV oOVEYYLC 1) AmOdE1EIC, 008E MV AMav Toppw,'s “even that for which a proof
is available, whose exhibiting can be easily put forward, and whose proof is
all too remote,” is not a possible topic of such a conversation. That too has no
aporia. It is more difficult than that which could be sufficient for the dOvaypug of
the conversation. The possible topic of diaAéyesOou is limited and indicated—
the topic must have an aporia in itself.

Aristotle offers an extensive treatment of drwopia in Book 3, Chapter 1 of the
Metaphysics. It must be kept in mind that dmopio. makes its appearance in the
context of Aéyewv, of independent Adyog; not in a mpa&ig, but rather that through

147. Rhet. A 2, 1356 b 37 sq.: 1 8¢ pnropikn €k T@V 10N PovievecOur eiwboTOV.

148. Rhet. A 2, 1356 b 37: ékeivn pev €k 1@V Aoyov deopévav.

149. Top. A 11, 105 a 4 sq.: pij koAdoewg | aicOoews.

150. Top. A 11, 105 a 5 sqq.: oi pév yap anopodvieg notePOV del ToVG Heodg TIdV Kol TOG
YOVEIG dyomdv fj o’ koldoewg d€ovTor.

151. Top. A 11, 105 a 7: motepov 1 v Agvkn i 0d.

152. Ibid.: [déovtar] aicOnoemg.

153. Top. A 11, 105 a 7 sq.
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which Aéyew itself is npa&ig. In relation to dmopia, Aristotle is himself aware
of a series of characteristic expressions. He speaks of dnopeiv,'** gdnopeiv,'>
dramopeiv, > mpoanopeiv.s” [Mopelv meant “running,” “going,” in the sense of
Aéyetv, in a discursive mode, Aéyewv in the function of dmopaivecBal. Amopeiv:
“to not get through” in this being-in-progress, in running-through, in the course
of this exhibiting. The a-privative shows that one must wopeiv in general. To
amopia belongs mopeiv, that one is in progress in general, that one maintains
oneself in an exhibiting. The télog is gvmopelv, getting-through-well. Amopia
is not itself a TéAoc, but is at the service of a determinate getting-through; it is
always the on-the-way to . . ., with regard to which one initially does not get
through. The function of dnopeiv is dOniodv in the mode in which one exhibits
“knots” in the mpdyua.'>

Amopeiv is fulfilled in the way that one calls upon the prevalent opinions
about a matter.'® Prevalent opinions should be thoroughly considered to see
how far the matter is shown in them. Amopia has the positive sense of dis-
closing the matter in advance according to determinate characteristics. Only
when I have gone through a preliminary inability-to-get-through, specifically
exhibiting where 1 have gotten through, do I genuinely possess the 1élog of the
investigation. I can then decide, at the end of the investigation, whether or not
I found what I was seeking.'®

Amopia has the sense of the cultivation of an interrogatory stance of scien-
tific research. The cultivation of the interrogatory stance means nothing other
than fixing the matter that is spoken about according to basic determinations,
leading the questioning in definite directions. The classic example of this is
Book 1, Chapters 2-9 of the Physics, in which Aristotle goes through the apo-
rias of beings with regard to their being-in-motion. The matter itself becomes
ever more visible in going-through. The corresponding aporias of being qua
being, as the possible topic of a science, are found in Metaphysics, Book 2,
Chapters 1-6. The basic presupposition is that one gains an orientation from a
definite fundamental experience of the matter. Only, then, if I already have the
matter in a legitimate way, can I venture to approach aporias. This is not a seiz-
ing of arbitrary difficulties and contradictions. Anopia is the way to cultivate
actual questioning with the possible aim of gbmopeiv.

154. Met. B 1,995 a 25.

155. Met. B 1,995 a 27.

156. Met. B 1, 995 a 28.

157.Met. B 1,995 b 2.

158. Met. B 1, 995 a 29 sqq.: Aew 8’ o0k £6Ttv dyvoodvtag tov deopuov. GAN’ 1 tiig diavoiog
amopio dnioi TodTo TEPt TOD TPAYHATOG.

159. Met. B 1, 995 a 25 sq.: tadta &’ éotiv o0 1€ TEpl a0TdV GAL®G dREM@aoci TIveg.

160. Met. B 1, 995 a 33 sqq.: 810 d&l tdg duoyepeiog tebempnrévar mdoag TpdTeEPOV, TOVTOV TE
yépv kai 516 1o To0g nrodvtag évev Tod Sramopiioal Tp@TOV HpOioVE Eivol Toig ol Sel Pudilev
Ayvoodot, Kol Tpog TovToIg 0Vd’ €l TotTe TO (NTOvEVOV EVPNKEV 1] 1T YIYVAOOKEW" TO Yap TELOG
TOUT® PEV 0V dTiAOV, T@ 6 TpoNTOPNKOTL STjAOV.
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§16. i8o¢ and raboc as mioreic (Rhetoric BI, Nicomachean Ethics B4)

a) Theoretical and Practical Negotiating

By contrast, the topic of everyday discourse in the assembly, before the court,
and so on, is that “which always already habitually an object of delibera-
tion,”!®! about which one has conversed from old, in being-with-one-another
in the moA1g. Because of this, there is a definite concrete orientation toward that
which is the topic of conversation. Insofar as it concerns fovAigvectat, con-
cerns paktov, and insofar as it concerns &véo&ov, insofar as there is discourse
of general opinions in opposition to general views for the purpose of cultivat-
ing a definite view, this discoursing is not situated in the realm of dioAéyecBat.
In this discoursing, concerned as it is with such objects, the speaker and the
one who is spoken to are fundamentally important. In dtoAéyecOat, on the other
hand, it is to a certain degree a matter of indifference to whom it is spoken, and
a matter of indifference who I am, how I operate therein. In speaking in the
previously mentioned sense, the fjfo¢ of the speaker and the néfog of the one
spoken to, are relevant. For both of these determinations ground the manner
and mode in which 66&a is possessed, the way in which he to whom the view
is to be imparted stands with respect to the view. From the context of speaking-
with-one-another, we must briefly come to an understanding of the 8oc of the
speaker and the mdBog of the hearers, that is, with respect to how the speaker
and the addressee conduct themselves toward the 36&a of which there is speak-
ing, and toward the d6&ut on whose basis there is speaking. From there, we
will specifically select the md0og of “fear,” of pofog, treated in Chapter 5 of the
second Book of the Rhetoric.

A basic determination of a topic of a conversation, namely that it is dopiav
&yov, follows as a basic condition for the discussion of a problem that aims
at the exhibiting of definite concrete contexts in what is spoken about and of
which evidence is given. The aspect of dmopia is in itself related to a mopeiv,
“running”: speaking in the sense of exhibiting, being underway in exhibiting.
IMopeiv has for its aim evmopelv, “coming-through-in-the-right-manner” to that
which is questioned. Accordingly, mopeiv/dmopeiv is a Tpoamopeiv that forgoes
in advance a gdmopeiv. In relation to Aéyewv, it is dnrodv, “making manifest”
that which is questioned. In relation to questioning itself, it is a mode of culti-
vating the question as such in the right way. Through the exhibiting of definite
concrete characters of the matter in question, the end of examination becomes
manifest, and through this it is possible to bring the examination onto the right
track; and at the end of the examination it is possible to decide whether what
is sought was found, whether what is set forth at the end of the examination is
a concrete result. With Aristotle, dmopia is taken up and narrowed. That which

161. Rhet. A 2, 1356 b 37 sq.: 1 8¢ pnropikn) €k T@V 101 Povievechat giwbOTOV.
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falls to scientific investigation must have the character of an dnopiav £yov,
must have difficulties. This is the basic condition for something being a Adyov
dedpevov—and then mpdtacig and Tpofinua.

The second mode of what is spoken of is the sort of thing that one is ac-
customed to deliberate about, that is brought to language in a definite being-
context of life, that cannot be carried through once and for all by way of con-
crete deliberations but rather always recurs according to circumstances and
situations. The topic here is not an identical fact of the matter that would be
transmitted within a science. It is something which itself differs according to
the circumstances of being-there, affairs specific to the circumstances of being-
there itself, change in mood, and accordingly, change of view. It is what is
treated in the Rhetoric. It is not a theoretical fact of the matter, but rather some-
thing that differs according to views. The situation, at each moment, of things
and humans speaks also. Accordingly, “accepting the premises,” Aapupdvewv
10 potaoelc,'®? is something different here. Alongside the premise, some-
thing else must be placed in view—calculation must be carried out as to the
mood of those spoken to, the situation at each moment of things, the manner
and mode in which one stands toward the matter. For this reason, we must con-
cretely consider the following: (1) R80oc, the “comportment” of the speaker; (2)
ndBoc, the “disposition” of the hearers.

In Chapter 1 of the second Book of the Rhetoric, the content of Book 2 is
summarized and the topic of Book 2 is given. Rhetoric’s manner of treating
speaking takes conversation in such a way that it aims in itself at constructing-
a-view: a 60&a is to be cultivated. “But since, ultimately, rhetoric has its sight
on kpioic, view-construction, a definite decision in the sense of a 66&a, not only
must attention be necessarily directed to discourse as such, to the function of
discourse as dgikvovarl, OnAodv, but the speaker must bring himself, and those
with whom the decision will lie, into a corresponding frame of mind [specifi-
cally, bring them into a frame of mind through discourse itself]. For it makes
a great difference in the conveying of what speaks for something, especially
in deliberations, but also in the judicial court, how the speaker appears and
accordingly how the hearers consider his disposition, and also whether they
themselves [the hearers] acquire, at that time, the right disposition [i.e., attitude
toward the discussed matter]. The manner and mode in which the speaker ap-
pears is weightier in deliberation, and the disposition of the hearer at that mo-
ment is weightier above all in the judicial court. The matter at issue in discourse
at each moment appears not to be the same for those who have a preference
for the speaker—the @uhodov—and for those who have an aversion to him—
the pwoobotv. That the matter shows itself in various modes holds also for the
opylouevog, the one who is infuriated about something, or for the npdwg &xwv,

162. Cf. Top. A 13, 105 a 22 sq.: v pév 10 tpotdoelg Aofeiv.
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the one who is calmly attuned to something.”'* AN’ i 10 mapdmav Etepa f
katd péyebog Erepa [@aiveton].'® “The matter appears either completely dif-
ferently or differently to a great extent.” ¢ u&v yap @hodvrt, Tepi ob moteitar
TNV kpiow, fj 00K ASIKEWY §| pikpd SOKET AdIKELY, T@ 8¢ oodVTL TovVaVTio.'®
To the one who is already well-disposed toward another, this other person will
appear either to be not at all at fault or only at fault in an insignificant way; con-
versely when someone has something against another, this other person will
appear in just the opposite way.” To him it will be obvious that the person in
question committed an offense. kol @ pev €mbovpuodv kol edEATISL GvTL, 0V
I 10 £66psvov &Y, kol EoecBo kol ayfdv EcecBot paivetor, T & dmadsi kai
duoyepaivovit Tovvovtiov.' “And whoever is, from the outset, for a matter
that is up for negotiation, who sympathizes with it, will take what should hap-
pen as what, in fact, will happen, and at the same time what is conducive [the
optimist, as we say]. On the other hand, to the one who is indifferent and to the
ill-humored pessimist, things appear, from the outset, in a different light”; and
correspondingly he will also stand very differently in relation to deliberation.

b) R0o¢ as mioTic

The f00¢ and T6fn are constitutive of Aéyewv itself. First of all, we will consider
M0oc, the “comportment” of the speaker: in what manner the speaker offers
himself to his hearers in discourse, how this offering of himself contributes
to the cultivation of the mBovov, how this fj0o¢ acquires the possibility of co-
speaking, of co-mattering. How is it with speaking that we as hearers take the
speaker to be himself what bears witness to the matter that he represents? What
is it about speaking that the speaker speaks for the matter with his person, leav-
ing aside what he says, the concrete arguments that he has brought to bear on
something?

As to the cultivation of §j0oc, there are three aspects that come into ques-
tion: (1) epdvnoig, “looking around”—the speaker must appear to be someone
who looks around in discourse itself; (2) dpetn, “seriousness,” transcribed ear-
lier with oovdaing; (3) ebvoua, “good attitude,” “good will.””1¢’

163. Rhet. B 1, 1377 b 21 sqq.: €mei 8¢ €veka kpioemds €otv 7 pnropkn [ . . . ], avaykn
HOvoV TPOG TOV AOYOV 0pav, HTmg AmodeKTIKOG £6TOL KOA TOTOG, GAAX Kol aOTOV TOLOV TV, Kol
TOV KPLTHY KATOGKEVALEWY" TOAD Yip Slapépel Tpdg mioTwv, uaota pév &v Taig cupPoviaic, elta
Kol €v TG dikaug, T 1€ TOWOV Tva paivesBar OV Aéyovta kai 10 TpOg avTovg Dmolapfdvev Tmg
SrokeicBar ovTov, Tpodg & TovToIg AV Kai adTol Slakeifevol Twg TVYEVOGLY. TO UEv 0DV TOo1dV
Twva eaivesBor Tov Aéyovta ypnodtepov ig tag cvpfovidg £otv, 10 8¢ dtakelobon g TOV
aKpoaTV €ig TAG dikag 0V Yap TodTd Paivetor EIAoDGL Kol uoodoty, 008’ 0pylopévols Kol Tpame
£yovotv.

164. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 1.

165. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 1 sqq.

166. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 3 sqq.

167. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 9.
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Aristotle exhibits the concrete meaning of these three aspects of §0o¢ by
pursuing the opposite course, in asking about the opposite situation: how is it,
in the manner and mode in which the speaker offers himself, that we acquire
the opinion that he deceives, that he misleads? Aristotle examines the condi-
tions of the possibility of showing oneself to be one who deceives. What is
missing in the manner and mode in which he offers himself, so that we do not
take him for someone who in fact has the right §60¢?

1. In his discourse, the speaker can appear as an obk 0pB&d¢ do&Glwv,'*
“one who does not form his views in the right manner.” In the course of the
discourse, the speaker appears as one who does not have the right perspective
on the matter about which he speaks; the one in question does not entirely see
the matter. The view that he conveys is not oriented toward what the matter
genuinely is, it is missing the 0pB6tnc. As soon as the hearer notices the flaw,
the speaker loses miotic; he no longer is in consideration as to the matter for
which he speaks.

2. Certainly, the first aspect can belong to the speaker, for he can have the
right ppovnoig; the speaker can appear as one who looks around, but nonethe-
less as one who is not willing to say'®® what appears to him to be the case, about
which he has this or that view. The hearer can notice, in the course of the dis-
course, that the speaker is well-versed but does not say everything; the speaker
screens his own position and view of the matter. He is not properly serious in
what he says to his audience, as he knows still more. As soon as the hearer no-
tices this, he withdraws his trust from the speaker, does not take him seriously,
since the speaker does not seriously present himself in what he says.

3. The speaker can offer himself as one who looks around and as one who
is serious in what he says, and still the hearer can notice that ke is deficient in
the requisite good will. He can counsel something, recommend something as
copeépov that he believes is cvupépov, and yet despite the fulfillment of these
two aspects, the hearer can notice in the course of discourse that the speaker
does not bring himself to say what is best—he withdraws the best counsel for
want of good will since the people are not interested in it. In the counsel he de-
livers, he can withhold the most decisive positive possibility that his ppoévnoig
has entirely at his disposal. He is satisfied with presenting before the assembly
a serious proposal, though not the best one.'” Even then the hearer loses real
trust.

Alternatively, a speaker who shows himself to be one who speaks out for
the matter out of good will, with seriousness, and in a way that looks around,

168. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 11 sq.: o0k 0pOdc do&alovotv.

169. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 12 sq.: fj d0&Glovteg 0pO&G St poyxOnpiov ov T dokodvra Aéyovoty.

170. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 13 sq.: fj gpovipor pév kol émeikeic eiciv GAL’ ovk ebvol, S1omep
£vdéyeton uny T BérTioTa cupfovrevEy yryvhokovTag.
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will thus have real trust—he will himself be a wiotig in his Adyog.!™

Aristotle considered the two aspects of @povnoic and dpet already in
Chapter 9 of Book 1 of the Rhetoric.'” The third aspect, ebvoia, is one that he
treats in the context of analyzing the wd6n.

¢) mabog as mioTig

I1é0og, the second aspect that is a consideration for mictig, is treated exten-
sively by Aristotle in the subsequent chapters of Book 2. The expression td00g
has multiple meanings at the same time; it has fundamental significance within
Aristotelian philosophy. We can list three basic meanings of this expression,
and accordingly three concrete contexts that it designates: (1) the average,
immediate meaning is that of “variable condition”; (2) a specifically ontologi-
cal meaning, which is important for the understanding of kivnoiwg: mébog in
connection with méoyewv, what one most often translates as “suffering”; (3) a
resulting meaning: variable condition in relation to a definite concrete context,
variable condition within a definite being-region of life: “passion.” I1a0og in
this last sense is the topic of the Rhetoric and the Poetics.

At first, we will take up the last meaning and, at the same time, the proper
context in which the phenomenon designated as néfoc is discussed. The con-
text becomes visible in Chapter 4 of Book 2 of the Nicomachean Ethics. In
this chapter, Aristotle begins the investigation into what dpet genuinely is.
The aim of the investigation into the being-character of dpetn has, for its im-
mediate task, to set forth what in general dpetr is to be understood as, and out
of which being-contexts it appears: yéveoig of apetn. Aristotle introduces this
investigation with a discussion that is important for us: émei 0OV T& &v Tfj Yoy
ywoueva tpia éotiv, maon duvdapelg EEgig, todtmv Gv T &in 1 dpeth.'” Tdbog
belongs, therefore, to that “which comes to be in the soul.” Woyn is the odoia
of a {@ov, it constitutes the being of those beings that are characterized as
being-in-their-world. Thus it has being in three distinct modes of its coming to
be: mabn, dvvaypelg, E&gic.

Aéym 8¢ maOn pev Embopiav dpynv eopov Bapcog, and so on, “as a whole,
the sort of thing with which 11dov1 and A0z are co-given”!’ a definite finding-
oneself, “being-elevated,” “being-depressed.”

On the other hand, £&1g is, at first, something which characterizes the man-
ner and mode in which we are in such a nd0oc.'” “E€i¢ is that in relation to

171. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 15 sq.: avéykn &pa tov dmavia Sokodvia tadt’ Eev givol Toig
GKPOMUEVOLG TGTOV.

172. Cf. Rhet. A9, 1366 a 23 sqq.

173. Eth. Nic. B 4, 1105 b 19 sqq.

174. Eth. Nic. B 4, 1105 b 21 sqq.: 8hog oig émeton dovi §j AV,
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which we are praised or blamed. With respect to the passion, for example, with
respect to the fact that we are in a rage, “we are neither praised nor blamed.”'’®
The manner and mode in which I am in a rage, in what situation, on what oc-
casion, against whom—that is what underlies praise or blame, the nédc. "E&c
relates to the midg £youev mpog 0. GO, “how we carry ourselves,” “what
composure we have,” with such a md8og. I1éd0og is a determinate losing-one’s-
composure.

The dvvauelg relate to those being-determinations of living things that Ar-
istotle too characterizes as @vcel dv: in the possibility of our factical being-
there, there are co-given the possibilities of being enraged, of being sad, of
being happy, of hating, and so on!”’ These duvaueig are also ywvopeva &v i
Yoxil.

The being-co-given of ndOn as ywoueva is important as modes of being
itself, and insofar as we are living, as modes of becoming, relating to being-
in-a-world, as well as the fact that the ©a6n have a possible connection with
£E1c. On the basis of a more precise understanding of what is meant by &g,
we will understand the analysis of the wd0n, seeing how what is designated as
nwabog defines being-in-the-world in a fundamental sense, and how it comes
into consideration as such a basic determination of being-in-the-world with the
cultivation of kpiotg, of “taking-a-position,” of “deciding” a critical question.
By showing this fundamental role of ©d6n in kpivew itself, we will also gain
the possibility of seeing the basis of Adyog itself more concretely.

The fBoc of the speaker must be something altogether determinate with
which he appears to the audience as one who, as a person, in fact speaks for
the matter that he represents. The fj0oc must satisfy the definitions of dpetn,
epoévnotg, and sBvota. The R0o¢ is nothing other than the manner and mode
in which is revealed what the speaker wants—willing in the sense of the
npoaipeoic of something. In this way, Aristotle also determines the role of §0o¢
in the Poetics: §0og “makes manifest, at the moment, the being-resolved of
the speaker.”'” There is no 10oc in the sort of discourse whose sense does not
depend upon being resolved about something or bringing others to a definite
resolve. Rather, such discourse depends on diévota: that which is necessary in
order to be able to exhibit something with respect to its being-character. Set-
ting down these conditions of discourse at each moment is not something that
has been exhausted up to now, as one can ask to what extent, in scientific and
philosophical accounts, Aoyog is to be taken simply as dewkviOvai, and to what

176. Eth. Nic. B 4, 1105 b 31 sqq.: kotd pév 1o w66m obte weydpeda [ . . . ], kord O€ T0G ApETAG
Kol Tag Kokiog Emavoopeda i weyouebo.

177. Eth. Nic. B 4, 1105 b 23 sqq.: Suvépeic 8¢ xab’ éc madnrikol 100tV Aeyoueda, olov kab’
G duvartol opytodfvar fj AvrnOijvon i Eletjoar.

178. Aristoteles, Uber die Dichtkunst. Griechisch und Deutsch. Mit sacherkldrenden An-
merkungen, edited by F. Susemihl, second edition, Leipzig 1874. 1450 b 8 sq.: ottv & f10og pév
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extent there is a mpoapeicOot in them. This is not the place to explain these
connections more precisely. I am merely pointing out that it would perhaps
be in order if philosophers were resolved to reckon what it actually means to
speak to others.

The second condition is the “disposition” of the hearer himself at each
moment, which Aristotle sets down in writing as Td0o¢. Accordingly, among
the tasks of rhetoric is that of setting forth the possible situations in which the
hearer can find himself attuned, his frames of mind—setting forth these deter-
minations with respect to their various aspects, in order to direct the speaker as
to what is to be taken into consideration when he chooses the npoaipesic. The
Rhetoric’s analysis of the ma0n has this intention: to analyze the various pos-
sibilities of the hearer’s finding himself, in order to provide guides as to what
must be cultivated on the part of the hearer himself.

The first determination: £ot1 8 T GON S G0 PETABAAAOVTEG OL0PEPOVGL
npoO¢ T0G kpioelc.'” (1) Metofdilovtec: something along the way with respect
to which “a change sets in for us,” through which “we change” from one dispo-
sition to another. (2) Combined with this change, dtapépovot Tpog tag Kpicelg,
we “differentiate ourselves” from ourselves before the change in that which
is the hearer’s task: “to take a position,” “to form a view.” The formation of a
view involves the manner and mode in which we change. (3) oic &mston AVmn
kol 7dovn: 1% not “following,” but rather “co-given” in combination with the
GO is a “being-disposed-as-higher-or-lower” of the being-there in question.
These are the constitutive aspects, as set down by Aristotle with respect to the
maOn, given the special aim of analysis in the Rhetoric.

The manner and mode in which we are in a frame of mind also constitutes
how we stand with repect to the matters, how we see them, how extensively
and in what respects. Coming-out-of-one-definite-frame-of-mind-into-another
relates primarily to the mode of taking-a-position toward the world, of being-
in-the-world. Herein lies the possibility and danger of shifting relations. The
right frame of mind is nothing other than being-in-the-world in the right way
as having it at one’s disposal. The world, initially and for the most part, is
there in mpa&ic, with the character of évdexouevov dhimg, and at the same
time with the determinations of “more or less.” The world is there as dyafov
or cvupépov, and that as “more or less.” Thus our comportment toward it is
also more or less; we comport ourselves by these degrees in a more or less
average way, in order to operate in the world. The manner and mode of the
perspicuousness of the world is more or less. For this reason, one understands
that “coming into the genuine frame of mind” means: coming into the mean,
coming from the aforementioned degrees into the mean. The mean is nothing
other than the xaipog, the entirety of circumstances, the how, when, whither,
and about which.

179. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 20 sq.
180. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 21 sq.
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The question is, therefore, how ndOo¢ is to be understood more precisely
according to its structure. We have to examine it according to the being-deter-
minations of ndbog itself, as Aristotle defines mdBog. Most generally, nd0oc
is characterized as ywouevov tiic yoyfic,'®! “soul” taken as ovoio. Metafoin
and yéveoig are used with the same meaning: ndfog is a “changing,” and ac-
cordingly a determinate “coming to be . . .” out of an earlier situation, but not
a changing that would have its course set for itself. Rather, it is a mode of find-
ing-oneself in the world that, at the same time, stands in a possible relation to
&E1c. This changing into another frame of mind, and being in the new one vis-
a-vis the old one, has in itself the possibility of being-seized, being-overcome.
The manner and mode of losing-composure, being-brought-out-of-composure,
is, according to its sense, such that it is able to be composed once again. I can
regain my composure once again. I am, at a definite moment, in a dangerous
situation, in a moment of terror, in a state of composure. I can relate the dispo-
sition characterized by terror to a possible being-composed with regard to it.
Thus méfog already has within itself the relation to é&ig. These two concepts
lend themselves to being characterized by Aristotle as fundamental concepts of
being. In this way, nd0o¢ is already indicated as a being-concept since ndoystv,
in contrast to motelv, represents a basic aspect of the analysis of kivnoig, of be-
ing in the sense of being-moved. “E&ig refers back to £yewv, “having.” "Exetv is
recognized by Aristotle as a mode of being, and it is not so puzzling that &yewv
also appears among Aristotle’s ten categories. It is the being-structure to be set
forth in the two salient phenomena, méd8og and &&c.

$17. "E&ig (Metaphysics 423 and 20, Nicomachean Ethics B 1-5)

a) &yev and €&1¢

We are beginning with &g and £yewv. Aristotle treats them in Chapter 23 of
Book 5 of the Metaphysics. He says, by way of introduction, that 10 &yewv
Aéyeton modhay®c,'® that is, the expression in question is addressed to various
beings, and with various meanings, such that it is not an arbitrary jumble, but
rather relates to a basic meaning, which comes into view by showing the indi-
vidual meanings. We must see where there is a point of agreement among the
manifold meanings of &xetv, to what extent &yewv expresses being.

1. 10 dyewv katd TV ovTOD POHOWV T KATA TV oOTOD OppnV, 610 Adyetan
Topetds € EYEWV TOV AvOp®TOV Kal ol TOpOvVVOL TAG TOAELG Kal TV €6bfjTa ol
aumeyxopevol.'® "Exewv in the sense of dyewv, as “leading the way according

181. Cf. Rhet. B4, 1105 b 20.
182. Met. A 23,1023 a 8.
183. Met. A 23, 1023 a 8 sqq.
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to its own fully determined possibility of being-there—@ucic—or according
to the impetus that is lying within the beings in question as such. Thus one
says, fever has the person [sickness has the person; it has attacked him “whom
it has” or “whom it has seized”]; the tyrants have the towns [they rule over
them]. Further, the ones who are dressed have clothes (on). "Eyew in the sense
of dyew.

2. &v @ 8v TLOTaPYM O SEKTIK, 0 10V O Yahidg Exe1 T £100¢ TOD Gvdprévtoc
Kai TV vooov 10 odpa.'® “The metal has the look of a statue [has the look, is a
statue]. The body has the illness [it is sick].” The more precise determination of
this having is to be a being in the sense that “in itself something is present, for
which being-present the being in question itself has the readiness (dextikov).”
The metal is determined as metal on account of the dektucov. The metal is de-
termined in its being such that it can become a statue. The metal is determined
as OAn. In this context, UAn does not mean an indeterminate “material,” but
rather a positive character of a mode of being-there. Being in preparedness for
. . . 1s a positive determination of a being. Having means nothing other than
being the wherein of a being-present of something out of preparedness.

3. 6C TO mEPIEYOV Th TEPIEXOUEVA £V O Yap 0TI TEPIEXOUEVOV T1, ExEcOaL
V70 TOVTOL AéyETan, 0110 dyyelov ExEly TO DYPOV QOUEV Kol THY TOAY GvOpdTOve
kol TNV vadv vadtog obto 8¢ kai to dhov Exev T puépn.' “The enclosing
has that which is enclosed [in the sense of containing, of being all around it];
wherein something is as contained therein, of which we say that something is
had from the start, as the basin has, or contains, water, the town has people,
the ship has sailors. In this way too the whole has parts.” Being-part is always
being-part-of-something, part of a whole, belonging to something. The whole
is the wherein of the determinate belongingness of a part.

4. €11 10 KOADOV KaTd TV odTod OpUnV TL KivelcBot 1 mpdrtey Exewv
Aéyetan TodTo anTo, olov Kai ol kioveg T émikeipeva Papr, koi O oi mouTai
TOV ATAAVTO TOLOVOL TOV 0VPAVOV EXEV DG CUUTECOVT’ AV EML TNV YRV, BoTEP
Kol T®V PUoLOAGY®OV TvEG pooty.'® “Pillars hold, have the weight lying upon
them, and, as the poets say, Atlas holds the vault of heaven: having in the
sense of holding, and indeed as kmAvewv, “holding off” another being, hinder-
ing it from being as it would like to be according to its own being, “according
to its genuine opur).” This is holding in the sense of not allowing another be-
ing to be as it would like to be. The opun of the weight is to fall downward;
the vault of heaven “has the tendency to fall down upon the earth.” Having in
this sense of holding as the holding off of another from its determinate being-
possibility, which lies in its opun, is the cuvéyov, “holding-together.” Tobtov
3¢ TOV TPOTOV Kol TO GLVEXOV Aéyetal d GLVEXEL Exely, MG dlaywpLobévTa av

184. Met. A 23,1023 a 11 sqq.
185. Met. A 23, 1023 a 13 sqq.
186. Met. A 23,1023 a 17 sqq.
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Kord TNV avtod opunv Ekactov.'®” This concept, as constitutive for understand-
ing the concept of movement, must be understood on the basis of this &yew.
Yvveyég, “continuum,” “constancy,” is a basic aspect of the being of things
moved (Physics, Book 5).!88

These four kinds of &€yewv always mark beings with the being-character of
being after a definite being-possibility, or its negation, which, in the case of
negation, is the same as that of holding off something from being genuinely as
it would like to be. It is no accident that Aristotle says in conclusion: kai 10 &v
TVt 88 elvon OpOTPOTOC AéysTon Kol Emopévac T Exewv.® “Having is said in
the same way as being-in-something.” ‘Enopévog: this meaning of being-in-
something is already co-given with having; the character of having and being
had as that of being-in-something.

Thus in this way it is justifiable when &yewv appears among the categories
alongside keicOat. For its part, £€1¢ is related to this £yewv, taken as a mode of
being-there (Chapter 20): ££1¢ 8¢ Aéyston Eva Pév TPOTOV 010V EVEPYELE TIC TOD
&yovtog kai £xopévov, domep npaic Tig fi kivnotg.'*® “EEi¢ is the évépyeia, “the
genuine there, the being-present of the having and of what is had.” The there
is related to having, having as the having of what is having and of what is had.
Within this being-context, ££1c means the genuine being-present of having as
such.

Stav yop O pEv motfj 10 8¢ motijtot, 6Tt moinolg peta&y: obtw Kol Tod
gyovroc éo0fito kai THc éxouévng £o0fTog 0Tt peTald EEiC. ToTNV eV odV
Qavepov &1L ovk Evogyetar Eyev v EEv: elg dmelpov yop Padieitar €i 10D
gyopévov Eoton Eyewv v £Ew."! “When the one does something, the other is
done; thus the doing as such is the peta&d, the between. There is also a between
in the case of having clothes on, having-on on the one side, the clothes that
are put on on the other side.” The having-on as such is the £€&ic. This having is
something ultimate, as nothing more can be had on its part. The having of this
having is not a new being-determination, but rather simply the there, the being-
present. In having on the clothing that is put on, it is genuinely there as put on.
It is the same with the being-there of clothes. An article of clothing is not there
when it is hanging in the closet, but when it is put on; it is in its téAoc. In being
put on, the clothes are what constitutes the genuine there of the clothes, both
put on and worn: the £&ic.

Aristotle further characterizes this &£1¢ as S160g01¢ k09’ fiv 1j €0 7| KoKkdS
Siéxertar T drokeipevoy, kol §{ ko’ odTd §| TPOG dAA0, olov 1| Dyista EEr¢ Tic”
A1G0eo1g yap éoti TowovTn.*? In relation to the being-contexts that we are treat-
ing, dlakeicOon is related to petafdirety, which happens through the wéon.

187. Met. A 23, 1023 a 21 sqq.
188. Cf. Phys. E 3, 226 b 18 sqq.
189. Met. A 23, 1023 a 23 sqq.
190. Met. A 20, 1022 b 4 sq.
191. Met. A 20, 1022 b 5 sqq.
192. Met. A 20, 1022 b 10 sqq.



$17."Eéig [175-177] 119

AwkeioBan in Chapter 19: having is a ta&ic,'*? allotment of parts in various re-
spects, an allotment that has the character of 0¢c1c.!** Thus it is a posited allot-
ment, not a merely accidental being-thrown-together, but a being-posited. The
£E1g as 016001, as Ta&1g, springs from wpoaipeoig: the proper finding-oneself
in the being-allotted of the moment.

"E&\¢ is the determination of the genuineness of being-there in a moment
of being- composed as to something: the various &Eg1g as the various modes of
being able to be composed. “E&\¢ is, in an entirely fundamental way, the being-
determination of genuine being, here in relation to human nwpd&ig. [paéis is
characterized through dapetr), and dperr| is characterized as £€1g mpoatpetiki.
IIpd&ig, as the how of being-in-the-world, appears here as the being-context
that we can also designate in another sense as existence. Being-composed is
not something optional and indeterminate, for in &&i¢ lies the primary orienta-
tion toward the kaipdg: “I am there, come what may!” This being-there, being-
on-the-alert in one’s situation, in relation to its matter, characterizes £€€1g. "E&1g
is, therefore, a being-possibility that is related in itself to another possibility,
to the possibility of my being, that within my being something comes over me,
which brings me out of composure.

b) Presentation of the Context of the Treatment of &&1g

In the last meeting, we clarified an ontologically basic concept of Aristotle’s:
£E1g, which plays a fundamental role in the Aristotelian analysis of the being
of human beings, but which also becomes important for another basic deter-
mination, since Aristotle discusses otépnoig in opposition to £€1g and in detail
with kivnoic. At this point, we already know enough to say that the concept
of otépnoig too has a basic relation to being. We must closely consider the
context in which we have come upon £&1g. The task is to understand the wd6n
as those determinations that characterize the audience. The audience is in a
definite situation over against the speaker, such that the situation becomes
co-determinative of the manner in which the audience understands. Through
speaking-with and repeating, the audience appropriates that which the speaker
wants to exhibit in his speaking. The nd6n are topics insofar as they are co-
decisive for the manner and mode of Aéyewv, how the Adyog has its basis in the
7¢O themselves. To take hold of what is meant by wd6n in the right way, we
are choosing a roundabout path toward &1, by way of a general hermeneutic
guide. For it appears that what is evident, according to its structure, sheds light
upon what is not evident.

The 40BN can be had; in having there lies a relation to being. With the ori-
entation of naOn toward £&1g, the mdbn are themselves oriented toward being-
there as being. This basic orientation, which is indicated in relation to &g, is
important for an understanding that is opposed to the traditional conception of

193. Met. A 19, 1022 b 1.
194. Met. A 19,1022 b 2.
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the affects, which is used to taking them as states “of the soul,” and possibly
in connection with “bodily symptoms.” One partitioned the phenomenon into
bodily states and states of the soul—states that stand in some connection. On
the other hand, it must be noted that Aristotle, in accordance with his orienta-
tion of treating the ensouled as the mode of being of living things, emphasizes
that the maOn express the being of human beings, so here there is from the
beginning an entirely different basis. The originary unity of the phenomenon
of the 6N lies in the being of human beings as such.

The Aristotelian doctrine of the md8n had quite an effect on subsequent
philosophers and theologians (e.g., Thomas’ doctrine of affects), both for its
fundamental orientation and its selection of phenomena. Generally, the nd6n
are a basic question of theology. Here in particular, I should mention that the
doctrine of affects within the basic questions of medieval theology and phi-
losophy is also relevant for Luther. Above all, it is fear that plays a special
role in the Middle Ages since the phenomenon of fear has a special connection
with sin, and sin is the counter-concept to faith. Even Luther wrestled with
fear in his early writings, particularly in his Sermo de poenitentia. The discus-
sion of @ofoc, of timor, is connected with timor servilis and timor castus, and
therefore with repentance, where attritio and intritio are distinguished. Timor
castus is “pure fear” in the presence of God; timor servilis is fear of punish-
ment, of hell, just as with repentance attritio and intritio. These distinctions go
back to Augustine, as he treated them extensively in De diversis quaetionibus
octoginta tribus, quaestio 33, De civitate Dei, Book 14, Chapter 5 ff., and in
the writings on Pelagianism. Aside from this, these phenomena were treated
generally in some detail: the medieval treatment of the wé6n goes back to Jo-
hannes Damascenus, De fide orthodoxa, Book 2, and further to its source in
Gregory of Nyssa. More precisely, the medieval era quoted from his writing
IIepi pboews avOpcdmov, which itself is a writing of Nemesius (Gregory wrote
something with a similar title: Ilepi koataokevijc dvBpwmov). This latter text
contained the doctrine of the nd0n from the Stoa, and it is one of the primary
sources for the medieval era. There is, still further, the question of Dionysius
the Areopagite’s De divinis nominibus. The whole development of the doctrine
of the affects, up to the present, has not been analyzed philosophically. Only
Dilthey, in his “The Worldview and Analysis of Human Beings since the Re-
naissance and Reformation,” has given thorough treatment to the wéfn and
characterized their significance for psychological states.!*

The méOn, in an entirely general way, are characteristic of a disposition of
human beings, a how of being-in-the-world. Accordingly, Aristotle provides,

195. W. Dilthey, Weltanschauung und Analyse des Menschen seit Renaissance und Reforma-
tion, in Wilhelm Dilthey’s Gesammelte Schriften, edited by G. Misch, Volume 2, Leipzig & Berlin
1914. Cf. p. 416 ff. (“Die Function der Anthropologie in der Kultur des 16. und 17. Jahrhun-
derts”).
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beforehand, a guide for the analysis that he carries through in Book 2 of the
Rhetoric. He considers the affectus in three respects:

1. In relation to every nd0og the question arises: nd¢ Swokeipevor gici: 1%
How do we find ourselves genuinely, of what sort is our being-in-the-world,
when we are in a rage, when we are in fear, when we feel pity?

2. molo: 7 About what do we get angry, lose composure?

3. émi moioig:'® In relation to whom, in encountering which sort of hu-
man beings, are we there in this way? In the basic structure of the wéfn, we
find, once again, the orientation to the being-with-one-another of being-there
as being-in-the-world.

Presumably, it is the manifoldness of these relations, which are expressed
through the wéOn, which are then seized by £€1g, and in relation to which &&ig
expresses a being-composed. In order to see the context of the ©d6n as possi-
bilities of finding-oneself and possibilities of being-seized, we must look more
closely at £€1¢ itself, insofar as it is a basic determination of the being-there of
human beings.

¢) &1 and dpet

We are considering £€1¢ insofar as it is related to the (o avOpdmov, to Tpaig
petd Aoyov—EELC as the yévog of dpetn:'” mpd&ig has its genuine how in the
omovdaiog. Seriousness is expressed by dpetr). From the connection between
€€ and apetn), we will see the orientation of €1 toward the being-there of
human beings in its concrete possibilities.

Nicomachean Ethics, Book 2, Chapters 1-5: only that which is most im-
portant for demonstrating ££1g to you and, at the same time, for clarifying a
basic concept of the Nicomachean Ethics, the uesotng. Mecdng is not some
kind of “mediocrity,” not a determination of human actions in which it would
amount to mediocrity, not a so-called “bourgeois morality,” not a principle of
“ranking values”; but rather a basic relation to ££1g, and so to the being-there
of human beings, to npd&ic, and so to the kapdc. The Nicomachean Ethics is
altogether different from the ethics of a mediocre averageness and from the
conventional.

From insight into the connection between &Ei¢ and dpetn, four basic as-
pects of being-there result:

1. That “action,” mpd&ig, concern is in itself the concern of the being-there
which is concerned. In being involved in the world, in dealing with it, in oc-
cupying oneself with other human beings, being-there itself, which is involved
in this way, is concerned with itself, with its being. Being-there as concern is

196. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 24 sq.: 1®g t€ dwakeipevol opyilot ioi.
197. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 25: tiow eidBactv opyilecbor.

198. Ibid.

199. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1105 b 19 sqq.
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care about itself, for the most part inexplicitly. This basic phenomenon is hid-
den in the concept of £Eic—E&E1g as the having of something, the mode of being
in having, the mode of being-positioned in relation to what is had.

2. In &&ig, being-there will show itself more precisely in its particularity.
The being of human beings, human being as being-there is particular, at the
moment. §E1¢ is a being-composed of being-there, oriented toward the mo-
ment.

3. This being-composed, this being-oriented toward the moment, is the sort
of possibility that has seized being-there itself on the basis of its particular
situation. In an average way and for the most part, being-there stays within the
degrees of “more or less,” too much and too little.

4. On the basis of this three-fold basic structure, it is also evident, at the
same time, that ££1¢ is a basic determination of being-there itself, that the
véveoig of this £€€1g, the manner and mode in which being-there itself comes to
a being-composed in relation to itself, can have the opportunity and the type
of its cultivation only, again, in being-there itself. Being-there must, for itself,
take the opportunity to cultivate this being-composed as a possibility.

a. The yéveoig of apetn

As to the connection between £€1g and dpetn: we will begin with the yéveoig
of dpetr. We are treating €1 only in order to see the naOn themselves more
precisely. Apet as Ei¢ is not a property, not a possession brought to being-
there from without, but is rather a mode of being-there itself. We are encoun-
tering once again, as always, the peculiar category of the zow. Apern is a how
of being-there, not as a fixed property, but rather as the how of being-there
determined by its being, characterized by temporality, by the stretching across
time. For this reason, dpetn is and comes to be 81" £0ovg,2? “through habit.”
The possibilities of being-composed in relation to various dispositions that are
characterized by not being composed or losing my composure are graspable
only by way of undergoing various situations involving risk. The opportunity
of cultivating this how of being-there itself is called for only by way of not
retreating from life’s possibilities and risks. In the manner and mode that we,
correspondingly, are present to our being in the full presence of the situation
encountered, we grasp £€1g. Since we make use of possibilities of action and
of concern in the manner and mode of finding, first and foremost we appropri-
ate &&1c, and not the other way around, having it as a possession so as to then
make use of it, but rather ypnodauevor Eoyouev.?’! This undergoing, taking-op-
portunities or seeking-out-opportunities, is a process. Since we are with-one-
another, in the process of dealing with human beings, we come to be steady
and level-headed. Since we bring ourselves into situations involving risks, we
have the possibility of learning courage, of leaving cowardice behind, not in a

200. Eth. Nic. B 1, 1103 a 25 sq.: i Tod £€0ovg.
201. Eth. Nic. B 1, 1103 a 30 sq.
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fantasized reflection upon being-there, but rather in venturing-out into being-
there according to the possibilities of existence as encountered. For this deter-
mination should not be conceived as though there were a téyvn for this taking-
opportunites and venturing-out into the dewva of life. otte yap Hmo téxvnv 066’
V7O TTopoyyeMov ovdepioy TinTel, 8l 0’ avToVE Al TOVG TPATTOVTOG T, TPOG
TOV Kopov okomeiv.?? Nor is there a mapayyelia for this, something like a
universal military field order, an a priori ethics, by which humanity becomes
better eo ipso. Everyone must have, for himself, his eyes trained on that which
is at the moment and which matters to him.

Thus it follows that the how of being-composed is to be cultivated in rela-
tion to being-there, as &1 is oriented in this way. However, there is a difficulty
in this formulation of the yéveoig of €&1g, insofar as the question arises: what,
in general, does it mean to become just through acting justly? Of course, I
must already be just to act justly.?® Aristotle discusses this difficulty in Book
2, Chapter 3, of the Nicomachean Ethics. He resolves this difficulty by re-
course to relations of a different sort, in téyvn.2* In téyvn, it depends upon the
yryvoueva behaving in the right manner. Shoemaking depends upon the shoe,
the téhog, the &pyov, behaving in the right manner, and thereby being a good,
suitable shoe. Nothing further comes into question here. By contrast, we know
that the being of human beings is determined in its &pyov as npa&ic. This has
the Té)og in itself, comes to its end through itself. For this reason, the basic
conditions governing the £pyov of human beings are entirely different than
those in the case of a ©€yvn. For this npd&ic, it depends on how the one acting,
as such, behaves toward himself. It depends on £€1g, being-composed and this
i Eyov of the npdtrwv,”® the “how” of the “one acting” is defined in accor-
dance with three aspects:

1. €ldD*—@povnoic: he must be “knowing,” must act in the right “condi-
tion of looking around,” which is oriented toward the xapdg with respect to
the subject matter.

2. mpoarpouevoc,®’ he must act from out of himself “on the basis of an
actual being-resolved to . . .”

3. Acting in such a way that he is thereby Befoing koi dpetokivitmg
£xwv,2® “stable and not to be brought out of composure.” This recalls the de-
termination of mdBoc as &1’ doa petafdiroviec;® we are brought out of one
frame of mind into another. What is characteristic is not the resulting condi-

202. Eth. Nic. B2, 1104 a 7 sqq.

203. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 a 17 sqq.: amopnoete 8° Gv Tig tdg Aéyopev 61t Ol 0 pév dikona
npdrtovtag ducaiovg yiveohar [ . . . ] &l yap mpdrrovow ta dikona [ . . . ], jon gioiv dikatot.

204. Cf. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 a 26 sqq.

205. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 a 30 sq.

206. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 a 31.

207. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 a 31 sq.

208. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 a 33.

209. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 20 sq.
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tion, the having-come-into-another-frame-of-mind, but rather the having-lost-
composure, being on the way from one state to another, the peculiar unrest
that is given with wé6og itself in relation to poPog characterized as topoyn,>'
“tumult,” “getting mixed up.”

These determinations, and particularly the last—that mpoaipeoic is
BePaiog—are “not ascribed” to a téxvn.2!" Only real concrete knowledge
comes into play in téyvn. What I am as far as being a decent guy plays no role
in shoemaking. In relation to a certain commonality between téyvn and npa&ig
on account of the determination of the €i6¢von,*'? Aristotle stresses the preemi-
nent significance of mpoaipeoig and of Befaiwc. “The npdyuara that a cOPpwv
or dikatog should have been able to do are addressed as proper and composed
npaypata [we do not have categories for this: the new concrete situation that I
created through my npd&ic—phenomenon of the concrete situation—the new
being-positioned toward something that Aristotle designates as mpdypota].
However, proper and cd@pwv is not he who [because of some accident] does
what is proper and just, but rather he who shows concern for the concrete situa-
tion in the same way as do those who are just and composed.”?'* This is a jab at
the sophists and the greater part of human beings, who believe that one accom-
plishes something for ethical action by hashing over ethics-related conflicts
or by moralizing. dAA’ oi moAlol Tadta HEV OV TTpdTTOoVsLY, £l OE TOV AdYOV
KOTaQeDYovTeg olovtal AoGoQely Kol obteg £oecbat omovdoiot, Spotdv T
TOLOVVTEG TOIG KAUVOLGLY, 01 TV 1aTp®dV AKOVOLGL HEV EMUEADC, TO10DGL O’
0VSEV TV TPOGTATTOUEVMV. (BGTEP 0DV 0VOE &Keivol £D EE0VGTV TO 6@ 0DT®
Bepomevdpievot, 008’ 0VToL THY Yoy obTe Phocopodvtsc.2* “Most do not
show concern for this [being-tpoapodpevoc-fePaimg], but instead they resort
to babble and believe themselves, thereby, to philosophize and to be serious
in the right manner. They resemble those who, while listening carefully to the
doctor [and talking things over with him], nonetheless do nothing to follow his
orders. Just as these others do not become healthy by sharing concern in this
manner, neither do they who only moralize appropriate genuine existence for
themselves [except in conversation].” What is characteristic is the sharp con-
trast between Aéyewv about ethics-related problems and real philosophizing—an
advance against the misuse of Socratic method in the claim that he understood
Socrates correctly, and this will not easily be contested.

B. Apetn as uecotng

The relation of &g and aperr will be made clearer in order to understand,
on that basis, how £&1g itself can be the how of our comportment toward the

210. Rhet. B 4, 1382 a 21.

211. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 b 1: 00 cuvopiOpeitor.

212. Eth. Nic. B3, 1105 b 1 sq.

213. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 b 5 sqq.: T pév odv mpéypato dikota cdepove Aéyetal, dtav j
ToladTa ot dv O Sikaiog 1 6 chPpwv mpaEetey: dikoog 88 kol chPPwV £6Tiv 0Oy 6 TOVTO, TPATTOV,
AALGL Kol 6 0VTMS TPATTOV MG Ol 5iKaLot Kol GOPPOVES TPATTOVGLY.

214. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 b 12 sqq.
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7a6n. How can £&1g be g £xopev? "E&1g is nothing other than a how of mdBog,
being-out-of-composure, in relation to being-composed-as-to . . . Insofar as
we can define £€€1g according to its basic structure, we will also clarify the
possible-structure of mwafn. "EEig is itself a basic determination of dpet. Ar-
istotle says, in Chapter 5 of Book 2 of the Nicomachean Ethics, “according to
its being-origin,” dpetn is a EE1g, a being-composed as to . . .25 "E&i¢ is to be
understood in relation to the concrete being of human beings. "EE(c also has the
further meaning that is the same as the dvvouig of any being at all. Here, 8&1¢
has the definite orientation toward the being of human beings. In itself, £&ig
is related to the (on| mpaxtikn petd Adyov, the sort of being-in-the-world in
which the world is encountered in the character of cupeépov, Brafepov, 160,
and Avanpoév. Our being-in-the-world is always characterized by this disposi-
tion of being-elevated and being-burdened, specifically in a way that we find
ourselves within the degrees of a bad mood or an elevated mood. “E&ig is the
determinate being-composed within this way of being. In this way, dapetr is
determined in its being-character.

Aristotle seeks to sharpen the being-determination of apetr| by taking it as
ueootng, by taking the odoia of dpetry as pecdtge. In the expression pecdTng,
péoov comes from medicine, which aims at grasping the healthy condition of
human beings as a pécov, and orients medical concept formation toward this.
Aristotle transposed this basic concept of medicine to ethics, with a concrete
glance toward the specific difference in the basic sense of being dealt with. In
previous ethical questioning, the concept of the pesdtng did not come up.

Aristotle tries to approach the phenomenon of the peodtg, of maintaining-
the-mean, by proceeding from the definition of the péoov as some kind of
wpdypa: €v movti o1 ocvveyel Kol dtupetd oty AaPeiv t0 uev miegiov 10 o’
£lattov 10 8 Toov.2!¢ “In all that holds together in itself, in all that is stable, the
more or less and correspondingly the equal can be distinguished.” And these
distinctions are (1) kot’ avtd 10 TPAypa, (2) Tpog Nudc,?” “with regard to the
matter itself”” and pog fuag. 10 8¢ ioov puécov T drepPoliig kai EMheiyewme.?!®
Méoov is that equal that we apprehend as being-equally-far-away from the
ends. “That which is equally far removed from both ends is addressed as pécov
of the matter itself.”?® In this way, one can determine the mean of a thing
geometrically. But insofar as the pécov is to be related to the interpretation of
the being of human beings, it does not pertain to a wpdypo in itself, but rather
insofar as it is Tpog Mg, insofar as we are related to it, insofar as it means
something to us in the sense that the matter “is not too much nor too little”?*°
to us. With the peodtg, the world also comes into question, but not alone; in-

215. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 13: 1¢ yévet.

216. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 26 sq.

217. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 28.

218. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 28 sq.

219. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 29 sq.: Aéy® 8¢ 100 pév mpdypotog pécov 1o icov anéxov ae’
EKATEPOV TAOV GKpWV.

220. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 31 sq.: ©pog npudg 8¢ O punte mieovalel pfte EMheinet.
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stead, the mode of being-in-the-world is, as such, determined by the peodtmc.
Correspondingly, it must be noted that there is no pécov in accordance with
this way of being that would be &v and tavtov ndcv.??! On the other hand, with
a mpdyua kad’ avtd, for example, a line or two numbers, one and the same
puéoov remains, just as four is always the double of two, and is equally distant
from two and six. In this sense, there is no pécov for the being of human beings
because everything human is péocov npog Nuag. For our being, characterized
by particularity, no unique and absolute norm can be given. It depends on cul-
tivating the being of human beings, so that it is transposed into the aptitude for
maintaining the mean. But that means nothing other than seizing the moment.
It depends on 8te [8€1] Kol £¢° 0i¢ koi TPOC odC Kol o Eveka kai ¢ 81,22 In
relation to this manifoldness of being-determinations, maintaining the mean is
what counts—not an arithmetical or geometrical mean, but mean now taken
in the sense of ££1¢ as 1a&1g, the “being-apportioned” of that which comes up
for a decision. Apportioning is a matter that arises from the resolution itself:
the mean is, here, not a fixed property, but is a way of comporting oneself in
the world. Aristotle designates dpetr] as Tod pécov oToyaoTiKn;*? it “aims” as
what maintains the mean, as being-oriented to the right apportioning, the right
seizing of the moment. Mecdtng: £&ic PAémovoa,’? the “being-composed that
sees” and is open to the situation. In this sense, the mean must be understood
on the basis of the being-character of that for which it comes into question as
mean; in this sense, it is related to the being of human beings as being-oriented
to something.

In Book 2, Chapter 11 of De Anima, in his interpretation of aicOnoig, Ar-
istotle characterizes oioOnoig itself as a peodtg, that is, perception as a pécov
with the character of kpitikov, of the “ability-to-separate” one thing from an-
other.?? This conception arises from the fact that Aristotle recognizes that the
seeing of colors is always separating one definite color from another. The abili-
ty-to-see must be a possibility that is not related to one object in its vicinity, but
a possibility that can see both ends, dark-light, and therefore the entire range of
the color manifold. It is a being-positioned toward possible objects, which is a
dvvapug in the sense of kpitikn. Perception is related to objects in the peculiar
position of being-open to them. In this being-open, there is a definite being-
oriented with regard to both ends. On the basis of this application of the pécov,
it becomes clear that we are not dealing with a precisely defined property, but
with that which is primarily related to being-oriented in the world.

v. The Orientation of dpetn toward the Moment (kapdg)

goTv dpa 1) apeTn EEIC TPOOPETIKT, &V LLEGOTNTL 0DGO. Tf] TPOC UAS, DPLoHEVN

221. Eth. Nic. B 5, 1106 a 32.
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AOY®.2 In this sense, Gpetr as pecdtg is such that it is “delimited,” that it de-
limits itself “through speaking” with the world in the mode of a deliberating in
advance of the moment, through the how of talking through the circumstances,
so that in this delimitation the right apportionment of the moment results. For
example, in this moment, this comes into question in relation to this definite
human being. On the basis of pecotng and dpet, thus understood, it can be
made clear that it is a mistake to conceive of dperr] as completedness, as this
contradicts the sense of dpern.

What does it genuinely mean to come into a determinate £€1c? “E&eig are
certainly not properties that we bring along with us due to our nature; rather,
they have a definite yéveoig: o’ €0ovg. “Habituation” is the path on which we
come to &1, to aperr|. Right at the beginning of Book 2, Aristotle draws the
essential distinction within the manifoldness of the dpetai: 1 puév drovontikn
[dpen] 10 mAElov €k ddackariag Exet [ . . . |, dtdmep Eumepiag deitan kol
xpOvov.??’ “Those possibilities of comportment that also cultivate diovogiv
have that which is more on the basis of communication; therefore, they require
experience and time.” 1 8& M0wr| 6§ E0ovg mepryiyveror.??® “On the other hand,
being-composed in a determinate passion is made our own through habitua-
tion.” It is important to clarify the character of the yéveoig of apetnj on the ba-
sis of habituation. 'E0ilew: bringing-oneself-into-a-determinate-possibility by
way of frequently-undergoing-it. The possibility is thus, in each case, a deter-
minate possibility, for example, for a moinoic: the appropriation of the possibil-
ity of a completion, technique. The possibility for mpda&ig, npa&ic not taken in
the wide sense of “action” as such, but as determination of the being of human
beings. IToinoig and npd&ig are two possibilities that, perhaps, only designate
two distinct modes of appropriation.

Aristotle speaks of the ypoupotikog.?? He says: one can write correctly, at
first by chance or with outside help. But whoever writes by chance cannot sim-
ply write. He must write in the way demanded by téyvn. He must write, not by
chance, but according to a prescription; and without outside help, but he must
be able to write from out of himself. Through practice, by frequently-undergo-
ing, it comes about that being-oriented puts the prescription further and further
out of play. Training has the precise sense of reducing deliberation insofar as
it is through training that the completedness of attaining a result comes about.
With téxvn, the &pyov is decisive. Concern for this £pyov brings it correctly to
an end, allows its production to proceed smoothly.

In the case of an action—in the narrow sense in which it is opposed to
moinoic—it does not, according to its sense, depend on the action simply end-
ing, on a result coming about; instead, Tpoaipeoig is decisive, the manner and

226. Eth. Nic. B 6, 1106 b 36 sq.
227. Eth. Nic. B 1, 1103 a 15 sqq.
228. Eth. Nic. B 1, 1103 a 17.
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mode of “resolving oneself.” It belongs to action that it arise in each case out
of a resolution. Action itself has its Télog in the koipdg. Therefore, it belongs
to action that it proceed by way of deliberating and as such be fulfilled. In
0pBotNg, the action is fulfilled in the “correctness” of deliberation. With train-
ing, the possibility of action is put out of play, deliberating and resolving, the
how of action—precisely that on which it depends. Therefore, to be able to
be brought into the possibility of right action does not mean to appropriate a
completedness. The manner and mode of habituation, in the case of action, is
not practice but repetition. Repetition does not mean the bringing-into-play of
a settled completedness, but rather acting anew in every moment on the basis
of the corresponding resolution.

Cultivating £€&1g never depends on an operation, a routine. In an opera-
tion, the moment is destroyed. Every completedness, as settled routine, breaks
down in the face of the moment. Appropriation and cultivation of £€1g through
habituation means nothing other than correct repetition. Therefore, in Chapter
3, Aristotle also sharply distinguishes dpet and action from téyvn, although
he initially groups them together, when demarcating them in opposition to
gmotiun. To appropriation £k Sidackariog belong éumepior and ypovog.2
For Aristotle, “science,” émiotiun, is a determinate £€1g, a determinate being-
positioned toward the matter that is there as such, in such a way that I have
information about it. This ££i¢ carries in itself a measure for concrete knowing.
According to its content, this concrete knowing can only be brought forward
little by little. It is dependent upon the extent of knowing. It requires in itself
a fully determinate duration. By contrast, mpdrtetv, “action,” as well as “com-
pleting,” mwotelv, must be cultivated as such in npa&ig and t€yvn. They do not
take up a definite material, but rather cultivate the how of dealing itself. The
distinction lies in the fact that mpa&ig depends on the zow. The how is only ap-
propriated in such a way that the human being enables himself to be composed
at each moment; not routine but holding-oneself-open, dvvouig in the pecdTng.
All of human living cannot be there constantly. The possibilities that a human
existence has at its disposal are not constantly there within the stretching of be-
ing-there; it loses itself. The possibility deteriorates, and being-there requires
ever new and constantly repeated appropriation. The peculiarity of that upon
which it depends in repetition as a determinate practice can be characterized
by the fact that all action, and all non-action, is oriented toward the pecotng.
Aristotle emphasizes, again and again, that the pécov is hard to find and easy
to miss; errors are easy. To fly off the handle is easy, but to be angry at the right
moment is difficult. This requires the possibility of being able to seize the mo-
ment as a whole. Therefore, acting seldom occurs on the basis of the pecdmg
and in the pecotng.?!

230. Eth. Nic. B 1, 1103 a 15 sqq.
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The whole question of self-habituating must be seen from the look of the
possibility on which appropriation depends. It depends on being-resolved at
each moment, and on the appropriating of the moment. Aristotle’s saying “on
the basis of acting-frequently”?? is also to be understood in this way. Here,
this acting-frequently does not mean often in the sense of a duration, such that
it would have ultimately become routine after a determinate amount of time.
Rather, it is related to mpd&ic as mpoaipeoig: continual-repeating of mpoaipeoic.
The frequently is, precisely, that which characterizes the temporality of being-
there. Aristotle cannot say dei insofar as human being-there does not so com-
port itself constantly and always. It can constantly be otherwise. The always
of a being like being-there is the frequently of repetition. It is the being-there
of human beings, as determined by historicality, to see entirely different time-
contexts in relation to which the remaining time-determinations break down.

$18. IlaBog. Its General Meanings and Its Role in Human Being-There
(Metaphysics 421, De Anima A1)

a) "E&ic as Clue to the Conception of the Being-Structure of néfog

For the understanding of £€1¢ itself and the understanding of its yéveoic, we in-
fer that it cannot be understood as completedness in the sense of routine. From
there, we already see something more clearly, which now comes into question
along with the ma6n themselves. The maOn are also characters that, in their
way, more proximally determine being-in-the-world, being-in-the-moment. It
does not concern “spiritual states” with “bodily symptoms”; instead, the wé6n
characterize the entire human being in its disposition in the world. The entire
human being is the primary object dealt with in the Aristotelian psychology of
De Anima, Book 1. The entire human being must be understood with regard
to its being as {wmn, as being-in-a-world—thus grasped as a genuine topic not
of psychology but of the discussion of the being of this being. I1646n: we will
take the analysis of fear as an example. For the Greeks, fear as anxiety is co-
constitutive of the manner and mode of grasping what is and what is not. Thus
Aristotle views the phenomenon of fear so broadly that he also becomes atten-
tive to the fact that there is fear even if nothing is there that would be the direct
inducement of a fear—fear in the face of the nothing. From here, the way that
the Greeks view being as genuinely in the present, being as cared for in the
mode of presentness, becomes intelligible.

By orienting the definition of the concept of apetn to the fundamental con-
cept of being, Aristotle defines dpetn, at the beginning of Chapter 6, Book 2 of
the Nicomachean Ethics as ££1¢ mpoonpeTikn, &v HEGOTNTL 0VGU Tf| TPOG UG,

232. Eth. Nic. B 3, 1105 b 4: ék 1700 ToAGKIG TPATTEWY.
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apropévn AMYm kai ¢ av 6 epoviuog opiceie.?®® Apetn is a “being-composed
in the ability-to-resolve-oneself.” “E&ig, as defined in terms of wpoaipeoic, in
terms of the moment, is better interpreted as pecotng. “Mean,” as determina-
tion of &&1g, pecotng as mpog Nuag: the way that the world itself stands to us,
or how we are in it—being able to maintain the mean in resolving-oneself,
having-there-present of the decisive moment. In talking-through, this situation
is still itself delimited in various regards. Even in dpetn itself, as being-com-
posed, the determination of Aéyewv comes up. In order to ward off a confusion,
this OpilecOar Ady@ is better defined through a theoretical determining of a
matter. It is the kind of 0pilecOat that a ppdvipog would do, Aéyewv as Aéyewv
of the @pdvipog; seeing not only as looking-toward that brings facts of the
matter into relief, but seeing of the world as looking-around, looking-around-
oneself in the world, primarily as looking-around in resolving-oneself. Being-
in-care about being-there has its mode of sight in poévnoic. Therefore, Aéyev
corresponds with pdvnoig, in relation to which it is petd. If one considers
apetn like this, then one characterizes it as ovcio insofar as its being consti-
tutes the being-there of human beings. In relation to the possibility of action, of
comporting-oneself, that is expressed in dpetn, dpetr| is not a pecdg, but is
rather a pinnacle, the highest, dxpotng. Taken purely ontologically, the dpetn
puecotng is in ovoia, with regard to the possibility itself that carries it in itself;,
with regard to the &b, it is dicpdTng.3*

Apet, which goes toward fj8oc, apsti 1101kn, has a fully specific yéveoic
corresponding to its being-character, which Aristotle characterizes, at the
beginning of Book 2 of the Nicomachean Ethics, separately from dpetn
dwovontikn, the ability-to-be-composed in the world, as further clarified in
relation to looking-around-oneself in the world. Apetn is related to mpagic,
apetn NOw is related to £€00g. Its yéveoig is “habituating-oneself” in the sense
of frequent working-through.? Insofar as one considers the other dpetr|, dpetn
dlovonTikn, in its yéveotg, perhaps science as possessing a determinate subject-
matter, it is to be said that dpet “requires experience and time.”?*¢ That is not
to say that the cultivation of apet 81k} does not require time, but ypovog is
here taken as duration. Duration as such, in which I appropriate my concrete
knowledge, is co-constitutive of the cultivation of being-composed as knowing
information about something. The time-character of 70w lies in moAAGKIC.
Aristotle brings apeti 101k etymologically together with £00¢.%*” Therefore,
£0oc, here, expresses yéveoig at the same time. That time, not as duration, is
precisely constitutive of daperr as 10wr| is shown by Aristotle’s emphasizing
that genuine being-composed within being-there is gained by the human being

233. Eth. Nic. B 6, 1106 b 36 sqq.
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as a man, and so not during youth and not during old age, when indeed the lon-
gest time has elapsed. Aristotle treats life-stages extensively in Rhetoric, Book
2, Chapters 12—15. It is to be noted that it is not the case that the oldest, simply
by virtue of their temporal span, have the possibility of being genuinely in the
£E1g, while in the case of émotun, this is already possible. "E&ig, in relation to
the a0, is to be our clue to the more precise conception of the being-structure
of the maOn themselves.

b) The Four General Meanings of néfog

For the definition of 7d6og, we search the books of definitions, Metaphysics 9,
Chapter 21.

1. mdBog Aéyeton Eva pev tpdmov moldtng kb’ fjv aldotobobar Evoéyetar,
010V T0 AevkdV Kai TO Héhav, kol YAvKD kol mKpdv, Koi fopHtng Koi KovpoTnc,
kol 6oa dAAa Toadta.?® The primary and initial definition of ndfog is “being-
constituted, moldtg, regarding which something underlies alteration [there-
fore not just any endowment as such, but one that is characterized such that
in itself it offers the possibility of what was thus constituted being reversed]
white-black, sweet-bitter . . .” This definition characterizes a being as some-
thing that can in some way be affected by something. Something can happen to
such a being. “To happen” touches upon what is meant by wdoyewv and td0og
in the genuine sense. In wabog, Aristotle sees, with the facts regarding mo-
tion, not so much the passive, but that something occurs for me. Here, nd00og
is taken in the broadest and the plainest meaning: possibility of dAloimoig, of
“becoming-otherwise.” I[1dBog is a determination of beings with the character
of alterability.

2. &va 8¢ ai TovTV £vépyetal kol dAdoidoelg 1ion.2* These beings are char-
acterized such that they carry in themselves the possibility of something occur-
ring to them in the circle of their constitution, perhaps in relation to a color. For
now, occurring itself is taken as md0og in its being-there itself. 'Evépyeua: the
“being-there” of such a shifting occurring-to-one.

3. &t tovTOV pHaAov ai BraPepai GALOIOGELS Kol KIVAGELS, Kol pdAioTa ol
Amnpai BraBor.2* The definition of ndbog becomes more and more narrow:
maOog as the occurring-to-one that has the character of the unpleasant, of the
BAapepoév. That which happens to me is harmful to me in its happening. This
is, indeed, the way that we use the expression “to happen.” But ndbog is de-
fined still more precisely: harmfulness is related mostly to Abzn, so that, as a
result, my attunement to this occurring affects me. It is a becoming-relevant of
something, which aims at my attunement, a becoming-otherwise in the sense
of becoming-depressed.

4. &1 td pueyén tdv cupeopdv kol Avmnpdv tabn Aéyetor.?! In a pointed

238. Met. A21, 1022 b 15 sqq.
239. Met. A21,1022 b 18.
240. Met. A 21, 1022 b 18 sqq.
241. Met. A21, 1022 b 20 sq.
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sense, then, tdBog designates the “size,” the “measure,” of that which happens
to me, that which occurs to me in a harmful way. We have a corresponding
expression for that: “that is a blow to me.”

From these four meanings, the genuine relatedness of ndfoc becomes
visible; it is related to the being of living things, which is characterized by a
thus-finding-oneself-again-and-again. The occurring to one befalls and strikes
one in this disposition. This occurring has in itself the character of the harm-
ful. The occurring itself, as happening, does not need, without qualification,
to have the character of the harmful, that of @fopd. Rather, Aristotle recog-
nizes a petafoin, Kivnoig, dAhoiwotg, in which mwéoyewv has the character of
cotnpio.?*> Something occurs to me such that this experiencing or undergoing
has the character of cCewv. By way of something encountering me, occurring
to me, I am not annihilated, but instead I myself first come into the genuine
state, namely, the possibility that was in me now becomes genuinely real. He-
gel took the phenomenon of oewv from Aristotle in the expression “subla-
tion (Aufhebung).” 1 emphasize this here, so that the context, along with the
phenomenon, of motion becomes clear. Aristotle touches on the distinction in a
characteristic context: If one who has information about a definite matter, who
is in possession of a knowing, actually presents the subject matter in question
to himself on the basis of this knowing, of the being-composed, by being-
able-to-see, to see the subject matter in person; then a particular xivnoic, a
petafoAn, is to be ascertained—a “reversing,” though one that cannot be prop-
erly designated as “becoming-otherwise.” Or if one wanted to designate it gen-
erally as “becoming-otherwise,” one must introduce a new yévog of aGAloimoic.
For it is not the case that a builder becomes another through building, when
he builds a new house. Rather, he becomes precisely that which he is.2* As
opposed to this petafoln through which the &€1¢ is saved, is brought precisely
to that which it should be, there is a kind of wéoyewv that has the character of
otepnTikdv. Something happens to me, by which I lose the &g, for example,
becoming-old. T1a0og is, therefore, that which deprives me of a matter, and a
preserving, a saving—preserving in the sense of safekeeping, of raising to a
higher, genuine being of évépysia. >

¢) ITaboc as the Being-Taken of Human Being-There in Its
Full Bodily Being-in-the-World

I1édBog, in relation to the {wn mpoktikn petd Adyov, is thus a being-taken of
being-there. Being-there is taken with that which is there in the world with
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being-there itself—from without, but from without in the sense of the world as
the wherein of my being. The possibilities and ways of its being-taken follow
from being-there itself. Thus, this being-taken of being-there as being-in-its-
world does not involve anything like what we could designate as the “spiri-
tual,” which invites the conception of wéfog as affect. Instead, it is always a
being-taken of beings as living things as such. Speaking precisely, I cannot say
that the soul hopes, has fears, has pity; instead, I can only say that the human
being hopes, is brave. 10 o1 Aéyewv opyilecBar v yoynv Spotov kav &l Tig
Aéyor TNV yoynv veaiviev fj oikodoueiv: BEXTIOV Yap Tomg un Aéyew TV yoynv
£heglv i povBavew fi dravoeicOot, GALA TOV &vOpmpov tij woyi.2* “To say that
the soul gets angry is the same as wanting to say that the soul builds a house. It
would be better to say not that the soul has pity or learns or believes something,
but that the human being does tfj yuyij.” Soul is here conceived as odoia, inso-
far as the being-taken of beings as living things is expressed in the 7d0n. The
topic that Aristotle refers to as ITepi yoyfic, the ontology of beings, is precisely
the human being. Therefore, the ©aOn are not “psychic experiences,” are not
“in consciousness,” but are a being-taken of human beings in their full being-
in-the-world. That is expressed by the fact that the whole, the full occurrence-
context, which is found in this happening, in being-taken, belongs to the wafn.
The so-called “bodily states” of anxiety, joy, and so forth, are not symptoms,
but also belong to the characteristic being of beings, of human beings.

In Book 1, Chapter 1, of De Anima, Aristotle discusses the genuine object
of such an investigation ITepi yoyfic—the role played by the wén. Thus he dis-
cusses the maOn along with the ways in which a living thing is taken: dmopiav
&’ &xet kal T0 A0 TG Yuyiig, TOTEPOV £6TL TAVTO KOWVE, KO TOD EYovToc 1 €0TL
TL Kol TG Wwoyfic d1ov adtiic’ Todto yap Aafelv pev avaykaiov, ob pddiov O.
ooivetal 8¢ 1@V pEv TAgioTmv 0VBEV dvey TOD COUATOC TATYKEW 0VOE TTOLELY,
olov 0pyilecOar, Bappelv, mBvuciv, SAwc aicOivesdor. pdhota & Eoikev
id1ov 10 vogiv: &l 6’ €ott Kol TodTo Qavtacio T 7§ un Gvev eoviaciog, ovk
gvdéyort’ dv 00dE ToDT’ divev cmpatog eivor2* Regarding the mdOn, he asks
“whether they are all common to that which possesses them [to the dvOpwnoc;
here kotvd means all human beings], or if there are wd6n that are cut off from
the soul. It is urgent that this be clarified [noteworthy use of Aafeiv], but it
is not easy. Most people [invocation of the average experience of human be-
ings regarding being-there itself] believe that the body somehow takes part in
all having-courage, and so on, and in all perceiving in general. [The expres-
sion aicOdavesOar—having-courage toward . . . , being-inclined, and so on—is
not used in the narrow sense of perception, but as awareness in the sense of
having-there of the world. It is not theoretical considering, but being-open for
something that is around me.] To most, even vogiv seems to be an idwov of the
soul. [To most, pure considering—for example, pure mathematics—seems to

245.De an. A 4,408 b 11 sqq.
246. De an. A 1,403 a 3 sqq.
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be the sort of thing in which the body does not take part.] If, however, even
voelv [the thorough deliberating of a matter, when I do not have it perceptu-
ally present] is something like a @avtacio or cannot be without pavtacia,
then thinking too could not be without standing in the context of the entire life
of a human being.” Thinking: this is not an appeal to a brain process, but to
pavtocia, the “making-present-to-itself™ of the world, in which what is made
present is not actually there, but instead is, say, in memory or in a merely faint
making-present. Even in thinking about something, the matters are there in
the making-present. ®avtocia is the ground for vogiv. Insofar as vonoig is the
highest possibility for the being of human beings, the entire being of human
beings is determined so that it must be apprehended as the bodily being-in-the-
world of human beings.

What was, here, provided by Aristotle, is still not taken advantage of to-
day. Only in phenomenology has this begun. No division between “psychic”
and “bodily acts”! This is to be seen practically, for example, in the way that
I move my hand, the way that I make a movement with it. One must note that
the primary being-there-function of bodiliness secures the ground for the full
being of human beings. The beginnings of the entire tradition’s erroneous ori-
entation toward the biological (Descartes’s res cogitans—res extensa) is also
found in Aristotle.

Aristotle proceeds from four general meanings of wéfoc: (1) changeable
constitution, (2) of which there is a special meaning, (3) as that which tones life
down, (4) méBoc, especially as harmful: adversity, a blow. It must be shown to
what extent phenomena like fear, anger, and so on, live up to what we have set
forth as general determinations of ©d0og; and also in what sense the wa8n are
to be considered as ywopeva Tiig yoyis.

Aristotle begins De Anima with the question of how what is meant by yoyn
is to be understood and determined, in order to gain the correct Tpotdceig from
which the scope of the being-contexts of living things is to be constituted.
Yoy means all that constitutes the being of a living thing, as that which consti-
tutes being, that is itself something. Thus the manifoldness of being-contexts is
subordinated to a determinate manifoldness of determinate object-categories.
The question in relation to which Aristotle discusses the nd0n is: How can
something occur to a living thing regarding its being? And is everything that
can occur to living things to be taken as belonging to their way of being as
such? Or are there also determinations of the ability-to-occur to living things
that befit, in a peculiar sense, a way of being of living things themselves—
yoyn and dvOpwmog?

In the background of this altogether general question stands the phenom-
enon that Aristotle designates as vodg. The concrete question (which Aristotle
addresses, but does not fully answer, in De Anima, Book 3, Chapters 4-5) is
how the being of the human being is determined in the genuine sense as being-
in-the-world. It asks whether the being of human beings as having-the-world-
there-opened, discoveredness, openedness of being-in-the-world; whether and
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how this is determined by vodg; whether this being-determined of openedness
by voilc is to be apprehended in such a way that vodg as such also belongs to
the being of human beings, in such a way that it arises in the being of human
beings; or whether this being of human beings, openedness, is determined by
vodg such that voUc enters into human beings from outside, so that the being of
human beings is only a determinate possibility of openedness, which votg as
such guarantees. Therefore, the question is whether there are ©a6n that have,
beyond the concrete being of human beings, a characteristic way of being in
themselves. These contexts will become intelligible if T underscore some of the
basic determinations of vo¥c.

Aristotle likens vobg to &®c.*” Just as it is through light that a color first
comes to its being-there, is in its there insofar as it stands in illumination—
being-there as the characteristic illumination, so every being that is there as a
being requires a fundamental illumination in order to be there. Beings them-
selves, as beings that are there, must possess the possibility of being-opened-
up. This possibility is nothing other than vodg. The basic determinations of
volg, the “supposing” of something, is the duvorov,>® the “possibility” of
simply being-opened-up, of the there of something; every concrete grasping
operates and maintains itself therein. As such, vodg is drafég,>* “that which
nothing can touch”; instead, it is the condition of the possibility for something
in general to be encountered by living things, for something to be there for liv-
ing. Thus voig, in relation to the being-opened-up of being-in, is more than the
human being can be since the way that the human being takes up this possibil-
ity, voig, is dtovoeicOar. 2 Insofar as vodg constitutes the being-opened-up of
the human being, it is a 814, insofar as living is determined by A0nn and H100v1).
Nodg is the basic condition of the possibility of being-in-the-world, which as
such stands out beyond the particular concrete being of individual human be-
ings.

It should be noted that in this explication of Chapters 3—5, Aristotle stays
completely within the realm of description; this doctrine of volg is not some
theory, but arises out of concrete experience. Aristotle only pursued this doc-
trine to the extent that he in fact saw the matter. He allowed the investigation of
voic to stand because he went no further with respect to the matter.

As this duvatov, voig is better defined as dextikodv 10D £idove,?! as “being-
able-to-take-up” the £1d0¢ at the moment, the “look” of a being. Accordingly,
voig is the light in which the look of something is seen. What is said of illumi-
nation in relation to color (aicOnoic) is said fundamentally of votg, with regard
to the being-determinations of every being as such.

247.De an. T 5,430 a 14 sqq.
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By way of introduction, Aristotle poses this concrete question: to what ex-
tent does vodg belong or not belong to the concrete being of human beings?
He asks whether there is an {d1ov mdBog tfic woyflg; whether vol¢ constitutes
the being of living things, such that this determination characterizes the be-
ing of living things as proper to such a being; whether vodg is as uépog yoyiig
yoplotdv.?? Aristotle answers this question on the basis of the evidence. The
evidence says that a living thing as a being in the world, insofar as it is en-
countered by the world, is also encountered with a view to its corporeality, that
everything aims at the living thing in its full being-there. He shows this in rela-
tion to the being of human beings, that which is determined by vot¢. The voeiv
of human beings is not pure. The supposing of something that I do not actually
have there is grounded in pavtocia; it is only possible on the basis of making-
present, and making-present is, as such, nothing other than the retrieval of that
which was at one time present, the retrieval of a past present. ®avrtacio is not
necessarily recollection—that is a special making-present. Recollection is a
making-present within which lies the knowing of the having-once-experienced
of that which is retrieved. In this way, the vodg of human beings is related to
oavtoacia, and so is related to the aioBnoig and the Tdoyew of the cdpa.

We are now concerned with the question of how Aristotle characterizes
the peculiar interlacing of the being of the human being, in its full being-there,
with the o®po. This question determines the type of treatment to which the
7¢O as such are subjected. The type of analysis of the nd6n that is carried
out in the Rhetoric is one that makes the idoc of the 760n visible without ac-
knowledging their peculiarity: that as kivfiogig Tod cdpatog they look the way
that they do, they are a kind of occurring to a living thing, and so an occurring
that also lays claim to corporeality.

Initially, Aristotle leaves open the question as to whether there is an id10v
néBoc of the soul as such. Instead, he goes beyond that to show that all wé6n
are petd ompatoc.?® He shows this in two ways: all being-angry about . . . ,
being-kind to . . ., fear for . . . , and so on, in a certain sense also concerns
the body.>** The peculiar fact appears, that we are concerned with Taffuota,
with occurrences, situations in the world, that are very powerful; and that we,
nevertheless, are not gripped by fear because of them. Sometimes the opposite
is shown; we are excited by altogether weak provocations.?>> Therefore, our
being gripped by such and such a mé6oc does not come exclusively from what
befalls us, but the yéveoig of aOn is also given by corporeality. The yéveoig of
7601 is still more clearly shown by the fact that we are sometimes gripped by
fear without something fearsome meeting us,?¢ so that to a certain degree the
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fearing rises up in ourselves; the possibility of fear and of anxiety is co-given
in our being. But that shows that, in fact, corporeality also speaks in the yéveoig
of maOn. “If that is so, then it is clear that the naOn are Loyot Evoror.”>’

d) The Double-Type of Consideration of mé8o¢ according to eldo¢ and HAn,
and the Question Concerning the Task of the puoikdg

The addressing of this phenomenon, which should hit upon the ©0n as to what
they are, must proceed toward that on the basis of which the md8n are, that
wherein they are found. Their ¥An is nothing other than c®pa, the corporeality
of the human being. Therefore, since the investigation of the wdn is of this
sort, the Opot that circumscribe in themselves the phenomenon at each mo-
ment must, accordingly, fall out.?*® Thus the &pot is of the 6pyn. “Being-angry
is something like a being-in-motion of the body constituted thus and so, of a
corporeality that finds itself in a fully determinate mode, or a body part, and
thus it is a fully determinate motion under pressure from this and that, from
definite circumstances because of this and that occasion.””® At once, the OAn is
seen; it lies in T010V81 cdpatoc. At the same time, the gidoc is in the being-so
of being-of-concern: vmd 100de Eveko T00de.2 With that, Adyog is simulta-
neously addressed. From this, a fundamental epistemological definition fol-
lows, for Aristotle: “Therefore, it is already a matter of the puoikdg to take into
view that which lies within the thematic circle of the being of living things.”?¢!
duowcoc: he who examines nature in the widest sense. In the phenomenon of
nmaboc, odpo is co-constitutive, specifically as something that carries in itself
the possibility of being-in-a-world. There, cdpo characterizes a fully deter-
minate UAn that makes living possible. It thus follows, for Aristotle, that the
@voog considers the mdOn in a different mode than does the dwoAekticdc.
They “circumscribe the md0n in ever different modes, for example, anger.
The one [the diahektikog, who deals with rhetoric] considers anger as dpe&ig
avtilomoewc, being after pay-back [a certain implacability as a mode of be-
ing-toward-others]; the puowdc defines anger as a determinate boiling up of
blood in the heart and of the temperature.”?¢? The first A0yog yields the genuine
£100¢, 2 that which genuinely is. But, as determination of the being of human
beings in the world, it is necessarily co-determined by the fact that it is a (§o1g,
a “boiling up” of the blood.
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There is, therefore, a double type of consideration and the question is what
the task of the puowog, with regard to the yoyn, genuinely is. For example:
AOyog oikiac?**—how does a “house” look? “We can address it as shelter, pro-
tection that keeps away the possibility of being harmed, damage by the wind,
rain and heat [the shelter in which we seek and have protection]. Another will
say: stones, brick, wood. A third will say: the look, sidoc, of this house in
wood, stones, bricks, and this because of the production of the needed protec-
tion, of shelter [a being-built that is guided with a view to the fact that the
okénacpo should be there]. Who, then, is the puowdg? Is it he who simply
speaks about material (who says that what stands here is stone and wood), and
gets no knowledge of how the material in question is genuinely selected? Or
is it he who only speaks about the idoc? Or is it he who speaks €& ijipoiv?*265
The real puowdg is he who addresses the house in terms of the look that in
itself is related to what the house consists of; he who aims primarily at what
the house is, how it is constituted in itself. Aristotle gives this decision a fun-
damental priority over all previous considerations of nature. The being of
nature is determined in its look not simply by OAn, but primarily by being-
moved. Only beings determined thus are the genuine and definite topic of the
@voikog. He interrogates copata in view of their €pyo and wdon?*—mnadn in
the very broad sense, in the first sense of Chapter 21 of Metaphysics A. The
pvoikég takes copoto as constituted thus and so. He considers, for example,
wood, insofar as it comes into question as the being-determination of trees, co-
determining the being of plants. The teyvitng,?’ on the other hand, considers
wood, say, a rudder, not as co-determining the tree, but insofar as it possesses
hardness, with a definite view toward its aptitude to be judged a rudder. The
doctor considers oopata differently than does the @uoikog; namely, in accor-
dance with that which he holds in advance in his t€yvn, in his manner and
mode of dealing with the body. A broader way of considering cdpata: wood,
not insofar as it is constituted thus and so, not as tree-trunk, as the stable part
of a plant, not as material; but solely insofar as it is extended. When it is thus
considered, it is the possible object of the padnupotikog.2® Beyond these ways
of considering, there is yet another way, which takes every being with a view
to its being-determinations; not with a view to, say, being-extended alone, but
taking all possible beings together in the fundamental question concerning be-
ing as such. This is the object of the npdtog PiAdcooc.2®
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For the being-determination of the 70, it is important that they be under-
stood in themselves only when they are taken as the 760n of odua,; their eldo¢
is primarily determined as determination of living things in relation to being-in
in the world. ®vuog and @ofog are suited to an altogether determinately con-
stituted body; they are “not separable.””’® There is nothing like a pure fear in
the sense of an abstract comporting-oneself toward something. In itself, it is a
comporting of the full human being in its corporeality. But this inability-to-be-
abstracted is different than that of mathematical objectivities. The ©d0n cannot
be identified with the lines and surfaces of bodies in the mathematical sense.?”!
The Greek does not see a line primarily in itself, but instead ypouun is always
the limit of a surface, and surface the limit of a body. The surface has no be-
ing without the body—thus, here too, an inability-to-become-separated. In this
way, the gidoc of fearing also has the primary relatedness to a finding-oneself
of the body. The difference lies in the fact that the determinate constitution of
oopato plays no role in mathematical inseparability, for instance in the being-
brown or being-scratched of the body; while, for the md6n, the thus and so
constituted way of being is essential. Both are Adyot &vviot, but in an entirely
different sense.

This is the ground for the type of consideration of the ©d0n, with a view
to the €idoc, which is found in the Rhetoric. It is important that Aristotle does
not obtain a basic determination of a living thing from physiological consider-
ations. The &ido¢ of the md0n is a comporting-oneself to other human beings,
a being-in-the-world. Only from this standpoint can the OAn of the mabn be
genuinely examined.

Book 1, Chapter 1 of De Anima investigates the extent to which voig, as a
basic determination of the being of human beings, is a basic characteristic of
this way of being; and the extent to which the human being only constitutes a
definite possibility of the being of vobc. The ground lies in the fact that Aris-
totle sees that volg, “supposing,” in contrast with all other ways of grasping,
is a possibility of grasping that is not limited to a determinate region of being,
as is hearing, seeing, and so on Instead, vodg goes toward ta wdvta; it is a pos-
sibility of grasping that grasps all possible beings, so that the being in question
need not necessarily be present. This universality of the possibility of grasping
is something that is not to be equated with the concrete being of the human
being, which is always at the moment. What grounds this possibility of grasp-
ing everything, which grows out beyond the human being and its concrete
being? In connection with this question, Aristotle discusses the wdOn as those
phenomena in which it is shown that the concrete being of human beings can
only be understood if one takes it in its fullness, and this on the basis of various
considerations. It is, above all, decisive that we lose composure, as in the case
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of fearing without encountering something in the environing world that could
be the direct occasion of fear. In this being-a-matter-of-concern of the ma0n,
corporeality is co-encountered in some mode or other.

If that is the case, then the question is: in which field of investigation do
beings with the character of living things belong? Is it not the @uoikog that also
has the yoyn as his topic? That is, in fact, the case to the extent that, fundamen-
tally for the puoikdg, every odpa is a toodtov, determined thus and so, from
which it follows that the puotkdg is obligated to determine this tolodtov from
the outset, to determine the UAn in its positive sense. And it is precisely this
task of the basic determination of beings that the early @uotoAdyor have left
unheeded. We must approach this state of affairs from the opposite side, and
show the extent to which the pvoikog must draw the woyn into consideration
within certain limits. A reason for this digression is the context of the analysis
of motion in Chapters 1-3 of Book 3 of the Physics.

$19. The pvoikog and His Manner of Treating woyi (De Part. An. 4 1)

How yoyn in general came into view is evident from Book 1, Chapter I of the
investigation [Tepi {dwv popimv—which is simultaneously a concrete example
of the manner and mode in which Aristotle genuinely carries out theoretical
Adyoc. The treatise is called “On the Parts of Animals,” but not much can be
gathered from it, taken in this way. It should be observed, however, that {@ov
is, here, taken in the broadest sense as “living thing.” Mdpiov and pépog have
a much broader sense than simply “part,” in the sense of quantitative piece:
uéptov also has the sense of “function,” “capacity,” “structural aspect.” The
uépn are all that constitutes the jointure, the being-joined, of a definite being.
Iepi {dov popiov means: “On the Connection of Capacity and Jointure of
Living Things as Determinate Beings.”

EEINT3

a) The Two Types of §&1¢ Bewpiog: Concrete Knowledge (Entotiun)
and Assurance of the Manner of Treatment (moudeior)

Aristotle begins the investigation with a fundamental deliberation as to the
conditions of scientific research. We will, here, become acquainted with that
which corresponds to what we learned in the discussion of dpetr|. There, we
defined apetn as €& mpoarpetikn peta Adyov, specifically as the @povipog
carries it out. Here, Aristotle points to the &€ Oswpiag, “the ability to have
scientific research at one’s disposal.” He determines this £€i¢ from two sides:
(1) émomun and (2) moudeio. TiG.

Ad 1. The first is concrete knowledge; concrete knowledge about a subject
belongs to the very possibility of a researcher.

Ad 2. Much more decisive, and more essential for Aristotle, is waideio, the
assurance of the manner of treatment.

[epinacav Oempiov te Kol LEOOIOV, OUOIME TOTEWVOTEPAY TE KOL TIULIOTEPAY,
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800 @aivovtol Tpomot Tii¢ EEgmg sivat, OV THY PEV EMGTANNY TOD TPAYUATOG
KOAGC Exel Tposayopedsly, THV 8 olov moudsioy Tvé. Temaudsvpévon yap 0Tt
Katd TpoOmov 1O dhvachor kpivar eDoTdYme Ti KOADG Amodidwotv 6 Aéywv.?’?
Here, Aéywv is used in the sense of what is conveyed in the lecture. Over
against this, the one who has the ££1g of madeio is “to decide” and can “judge,”
indeed “assuredly,” that which “he delivers in the proper way and that which
he does not,” regarding the matter of which he speaks. He can judge how the
speaker treats the matter that is the topic. The memaidevpuévog has the how of
the manner of treatment at his disposal: whether it is spoken of from the proper
basic relation to the matter. The decision lies in the woudeio, whether the ac-
cess is originary or whether the speaker has access to it only from hearsay or
has acquired it. And correspondingly, theoretical dealing, which has modeio at
its disposal, is able to advance with the proper methodological instinct in all
possibilities or definite possibilities of research. What is meant here is not ar-
riving at a definite method, already given in advance, as technique, but rather
the £&1g, being-free, the peculiarly reflective being-open for a definite concrete
content, and a definite objective subject area. He who has the right instinct,
the right mondeia, will be able to decide whether it makes sense to treat logic
mathematically or to set up the history of Christianity with categories from art
history, and thereby set up the types of piety. Rather will he see that the one in
question has still understood nothing of Christianity. Today, this £€&1¢ is entirely
neglected; it is also difficult to appropriate, and even more difficult to obtain.
Precisely this definition of the £&1g of modeio shows the absolute assurance
with which Aristotle presents his research, and the way in which he proceeds
in relation to the tradition.

b) The Decisive naideia for Investigating the pvcet yvoueva:
The o® &vexa as Aoyoc in the Primary Respect

What is the decisive waideia for the investigation of @voic? tolodToV YOp
&M Tval kol TOV SAm¢ memodsvupévoy oidped’ sivar, kol T memdebodon TO
duvacOo motelv 10 eipnuévov.?’? As to the memardevpévoc, we are to distinguish
one who is 6lwg memadevpévog, who “simply” has instinct and is so far in
nawdeio that he notices, even without concrete knowledge of the issue, whether
the speaker repeats something or whether he stands in relation to the matter;
and alongside the one who is §Aw¢ memadevpévog, there is one who is confined
to a particular subject area, who has the corresponding assurance in his area
of expertise.?’* Aristotle discusses, initially, the definition of Toudeio inasmuch
as it is related to the iotopio mepi Oow.?” Totopio. means orienting oneself,
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the primary looking-around to see how @¥Oo1¢ genuinely looks. Insofar as this
€E1¢ is tailored to natural occurrences, a manifold of questions results. We will
discuss only the main questions.

There is the question of whether, in investigating a subject area, one must
at first take notes to a certain extent, whether one must first deal with the
eawvopeva, how things about which one speaks about look, what they give
themselves as in a primary way; and whether one should then pose the ques-
tion, asking the manner in which they are precisely such and such, behave as
such and such; or whether the order of questioning should be different than
this.?’® The question is whether—as with the ancients, who speculated about
the apyai of the world without knowing what they meant by the world—one
should begin with theory, with that which one has rather superficially thought
up about a matter, or whether one should first examine the matter itself. Then
there is the further question to resolve: insofar as the posing of the di ti be-
longs to every investigation, it is to be observed that there are two possibilities
of the d1& i in relation to the beings one designates as “nature”: (1) the o
Evexa, (2) 60ev 1 apyn tic Kivioewe.?”” “That on account of which and that
whence movement is.” These two causes are respects in which a being, which
at first is clarified in its being-there, can be taken. Thus we have two questions:
(1) whether, in general, the phenomenon should first be studied and then the
in-what-manner; (2) which of the causes is the primary one with respect to the
in-what-manner.

From looking at the matter itself, I can decide in what manner and with
which posing of the question, I can approach the matter. From the matter itself,
the second question also must be decided, which is the first respect according
to its sense within the beings spoken of here, @Ooetl dv. Aristotle makes the
decision in relation to @Ooet 6vta as {@Ha. It appears from the matter itself that
the wherefore is the first dw ti, that I must therefore raise the first question,
toward the o0 &veka, upon the basis of the setting-forth of the look of the be-
ing of living things. The reasoning for this runs: the ob &veka is a Adyoc, Adyog
yap odtoc, apym & 6 Adyog dpoime &v T TOlC KoTd TEXVNY Kol £V TOlC PUoEL
ouveotnkoow.”’® “For Adyog is, in the domain of beings, what exists, what is
there, in like manner within the orbit of beings of production, as within the be-
ings that are there as @vcel dv, the apyn.”

The question as to the basis from which beings are determined, the ques-
tion as to the respect in which beings are to be first taken, is decided by the re-
turn to Aoyog. Adyog means “speaking” as well as “what is expressed”—Dbasic
determination of drmo@aivesOat: what is expressed is that which is exhibited by
the thing addressed, namely, in Adyoc, the thing addressed, this being, is there
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uncovered, exhibited. The expression Adyog is taken with this ambiguity, for
definite reasons, first, Adyog, Aéyewv in the sense of accessing something and
exhibiting its Adyog in the sense of access; A0yog also means what is expressed
as such, the being that is addressed lies therein. In translating it as “address,”
we are taking Aoyog in this second sense. Even in German, the expression “ad-
dressing” [Ansprechen] is used with a definite meaning, as when we say of an
instrument “it addresses” [er spricht an], “it answers,” “restores” in the sense
of restoring something to its call. Adyog in the sense of access: to exhibit a
matter in such and such a way, to call it in such and such a way. In addressing,
the matter thus called addresses; in exhibiting, it appears as it is. It depends on
how a matter is called, so that it addresses itself from itself in the right mode.
Adyog taken with this second meaning is the address, the concrete content
that a matter yields to a call. Thus, very often Adyog will be identical to e{doc,.
Abyog means address, that which the matter yields, and in the right addressing
the matter yields that which it is, how it looks.

The wherefore is Adyog, and since it is this, and since Adyog is the apyn,
the wherefore is the first in-what-manner. If it is said that the wherefore is
the Adyog of a matter, this is meant from a determinate type of encounter: the
téhoc. Téhog is the genuine Adyog. TéLog is not “purpose,” but rather “being-
completed,” “end.” The cvvestKkdg, what is “standing there” as completed, is
the genuine sense of the being-there of a being. When something is addressed
in its being-completed, the address is proper. The téhog, as being-completed,
is that whereby production has its end. Being-completed as such is that with
which production, making-complete, comes to its end. Téhog, as the completed
state of production, is that wherefore production is thus and so. Seen from the
path of the coming-into-its-being of a being, the Télog is the ob &veka.

Aristotle carries these connections through in an entirely concrete way. We
want to follow him in this, and at the same time procure for ourselves the foun-
dation by which this being-consideration is made intelligible, how téLog is the
Adyog of a being, how the sort of research pursued by the ancient physiologists
went astray. The entire mode of treating pvoet 6vta is directed from that stand-
point. At the same time, we can see how the 1élog, as the genuine Adyog of the
evoel dvta, specifically of the {®a, is precisely nothing other than yoyn, so
that the physicist must treat the téAog mpdrtov. TéAog is not “aim-directedness,”
TéAOG 1S a QowvopEVOY; not an instrument, but rather “being-there-completed,”
in the way that the animal moves itself. With respect to té\og, the primary
thing to learn is that it comes to its being in being-there itself.

The consideration of ITepi {dwv popiwv, Book 1, Chapter 1, has several
purposes: (1) discussion of @boig, (2) in what manner does yoyn fall within
the field of investigation of the pvokdg? (3) an orientation toward the concrete
fulfillment of the Adyoc Bewpntikdc—ainOeto, (4) to obtain insight into that
toward which the entire lecture is aiming: what do ovcio and 6v mean?

Ovocio—previously, we proceeded from the customary meaning: obcio. as
the “present-being-that-is-there,” “what is at one’s disposal,” “possessions and
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goods”—as they lie at the basis of the fundamental discussions. Meaning of
being as being present; being: being-there in the present. In the context of the
fundamental discussion, the meaning of being as being-present receives a more
precise elucidation, insofar as we manage to show what the there means for
the Greeks: having-come-into-the-there, and specifically through pro-duction,
pro: there, pro is toward a determinate there; pro-ducing, bringing into the
there, into the present. That is the genuine sense of moinoic. Being-there is,
in the genuine sense, being-pro-duced: being-there-completed, having-come-
to-the-end. Téhog = mépag. These are clues for the basic sense of Greek ontol-
ogy, as it was then later effective in the legacy of the Greeks, such that the
originary sense of being conceals itself and becomes a matter of mere words.
The primary sense of ovcia, being, from which we have proceeded, is “posses-
sions and goods”: that which is produced from wood, stone, and set upon the
ground (which also is p¥Ooet 6v), is Téyvn 6v: (1) thus Tpdyuata and ypruara,
with which I have something to do, what is at my disposal, what is in use in
practical life; 2. the @Ooel dvta as ywopeva; 3. the evcel 6vra as dei. The
being-character can be made intelligible only from the sense of being-there as
being-produced. The wpdypoata are there insofar as they are produced in téyvn.
The @pbdoet §vta are that which is there in the producing of itself, what does not
require production by others. They are there precisely as the npdypozo are. But
their yéveoig has, once again, the character of the there: a plant grows up and
brings forth another. And, finally, there is that which is there, being gvoel 6v as
aet, which does not require production, which is there in such a way that it does
not need to be produced. It is there in the genuine sense, but is intelligible only
from the standpoint of production. The ground of beings is producing. What is
to be seen is how Adyog is the possibility for obtaining access to being in this
sense of being-there-completed, having-come-to-an-end.

The consideration that Aristotle carries through, here, begins with a divi-
sion of €&1c: (1) concrete knowledge, (2) assurance of the methodical treatment
of a determinate being through research: moudeia. It employs deliberations that
do not touch upon concrete knowledge, which stand for themselves, which are
separate from the question, g &yel T° dAnBég, “how beings comport them-
selves in their being-uncovered.” Apart from this question, we should discuss
the right mode of access to a being with which research genuinely should begin,
and what is the ordering of its individual steps. Aristotle orients this reflection
schematically through two questions: (1) whether, above all, the pawvdueva
should be brought into view and then the & ti; (2) if the dwd i, then which
in-what-manner: in what respect must I primarily posit the being thus made
present? We know of two respects: the o0 &veka and the dpyn kKivijosmc. The
question as to which of these two respects is more originary is to be decided
on the basis of beings themselves. I cannot answer the question by thinking up
something systematically. I can only decide it on the basis of the matter itself.
The discussion of, and the proof that, the o0 &veka is the primary respect, that
it is the aspect that takes precedence, is to be fulfilled only in such a way that
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I return to the owodpeva, to being itself. The legitimacy of this respect is to
be derived only from the matter itself. However, insofar as these beings are
the @voet 6vta, beings characterized by coming-into-the-there, by yéveotg, the
question is whether the ob &veka is the first or the 80sv 1 dpym T KvioswC,
whether one is to consider the discussed subject area in its what—whether one
is to be concerned with beings with respect to what they are, what they are as
beings-that-are-there—or how they come to be with respect to yéveoic.

Since it is already decided that the question of the ti is the primary one, we
will understand oboia on that basis, and we will understand yéveoig accord-
ingly. Presumably, then, the o0 &veko will give the answer to the ti question.
The manner in which the ob &veka is primary is to be made intelligible. This is
the basis for the way that beings are to be determined in their genuine being.
The purpose is to then set down in writing the basic respect of that which is to
be dealt with, to set forth the way of being of {®a. In other words, what must
be set forth is the basic determination of beings that live, namely, yoyn. What
matters, in the context of this consideration, is seeing how Aristotle sets forth
the character of the &uyvyov in a phenomenal manner, on the basis of how be-
ings appear. At the same time, we will secure the ground for our main point,
that {on as yoyn means a being as being-in-the-world. It will be shown that the
point is in the text itself and is not invented by me.

The answer to the question that the mwaudeia of this discipline poses is given
by Aristotle as follows: primarily, the respect that beings promote is the od
gveka. In the “wherefore” of what is questioned in this respect, beings must
show, by way of this respect, how they themselves are. Here, it is a question of
the @voel dvta, specifically, a question of the yivoueva, not of the dei dvta, the
ovpavog, which likewise is @voet Ov. Instead, it is a question of the ywopeva
that are Euyvya. The question, furthermore, is how this sense of being—in the
sense given at the beginning—becomes decisive for the interpretation, insofar
as it is a question of the being of human beings as npda&ig. The direction of
being-interpretation runs through the categories of &1¢, being as determinate
“having,” “having something at one’s disposal.”

Initially, Aristotle grounds the claim that the o &vexa is the primary re-
spect, by saying that the o0 &veka is the Adyoc. Why is it the primary respect
for this reason? What, above all, does A0yo¢ mean in this context? (1) Adyog
in the sense of access, anogaivesBot of beings as poawodpevov. (2) Adyoc in the
sense of answer, as address, how beings address themselves to a call; it restores
beings to their look. In the first sense, beings are, through addressing, posited
as something in a respect, this there as this or that, as a chair, for example. The
Adyog fulfills this standing-out Ti katd Tvog, something as something. In this
aspect of Loyoc, there arises the further possibility of Adyog as standing-out, ar-
ticulating, Aoyog as ti kotd Tvog. Derived from this is the possibility of Adyog
qua relation, for example, avdloyov. Adyog is the possibility of uncovering a
relation; it is not itself a relation. Apart from this dual meaning of Adyoc, there
is yet a third. The genuinely average meaning, (3) where Adyog means both, ex-
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hibiting and what is expressed, what is expressed in such a way that I thereby
do not genuinely bring expressing to completion, or exhaust it. However, what
is said in this process has, latent within itself, the possibility of originary ap-
propriation, as 1 can be serious about what is said merely thus. This A0yog is
the average discoursing about matters with respect to which one knows his
way around to a certain extent, without making it present to himself. From this,
the possibility arises for a pure completion and for proper exhibiting.

¢) The Determination of Independent A6yog in Relation to Ooet yvopeva

Aobyog is precisely this: the mode of the exhibiting of beings, the possibility
of deciding what the primary access is and what primarily is to appear. For this
reason, the entire discussion turns to the question, td¢ Aektéov??” The Aextéov
takes up the main point set forth at the beginning, namely, that the ob &veka
is the mp@drov since it is the Adyog. Here, it is a question of a genuine Adyoc,
the Adyog of Bswpia. From the earlier sections,®® we already know that Adyog
has a fundamental meaning for the being of human beings: (o1 TpaKTIKT peTd
Adyov. The Adyog is fulfilled in the addressing of the world and in the discuss-
ing of it. In Aéyewv, the world’s beings that are there, and being-there itself as
living come to interpretation, to the degree that beings move themselves in the
world. Speaking is the constitutive mode of fulfillment for concernful deal-
ing. For the being-there of human beings, there remains the possibility of that
determinate Aéyewv in this concernful dealing looking away from concern in
the sense of moinoig, of directed having-to-do. TIpa&ig can lose the character
of moinoig; it does not also need to have the character of acting. It can take on
the character of the mere treating of something in the sense of debating it. The
Adyoc becomes independent; it itself becomes npd&ig. This mode of dealing is
Oswpia, no longer looking-around with the purpose of . . . , but rather looking
to grasp things in their being and being-there. In this way, the theoretical arises,
science as a possibility on the basis of being-there itself. This basic fact of the
matter must be kept in view.

Insofar as Adyoc becomes independent, in the sense of debating (Adyog used
in the sense of “debate”), the question is how Adyog looks as to its particular
implication for the being-region of the gvcel 6vta as yivoueva. Aristotle pro-
ceeds cautiously, and while he does not discover the species of Aéyewv, he does
discover what is most proximate to it. Here, he attempts to clarify the peculiar
Aoyoc of Bewpia. A context must be pointed out that has a definite kinship with
the Adyoc of Bewpia. This familiar way of dealing with things, which is akin to
Oswpia, is téyvn, a form of moinoig, the “production” of something as guided
by a knowing-the-way-around. The construction of a house is guided by con-
struction supervision. And why, precisely, this being by this dealing? It is clear
without further remark that noinoig is what is known proximally. However,

279. Cf. De part. an. A 1, 640 a 33, 641 a 15, 641 a 29.
280. See S. 45 ff.
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one must clarify the fact that the being of moincig has a peculiar kinship with
the @voet 6vta as ywvopeva. The gvost 6vta are only what we do not produce,
but rather are what is already there for us, already there in the world, but in
such a way that it has to do with producing, that it is a self-producing and thus
is there in self-producing. That is an altogether primary finding. Now Aristotle
poses the question: how does Adyog look in téxvn, and how, accordingly, will
Adyog look as mere considering? What is to be seen is the following:

1. how Aristotle characterizes t€yvn in relation to the &pya téyvng, what-is-
there-specifically for téyvn, as well as the Adyog téxvng.

2. [whether] the @Ooet 6vta as yvopeva are what show themselves primar-
ily as poawvopeva.

3. How did the ancients see the @Ooel 6vta as opposed to what they did
not see in them? What did they miss in terms of what is to be set forth? On
the basis of what Aristotle set forth as missing, what is at stake for him will
become evident.

a. The &pya téxvng and the Adyoc of téyvn

How does té&yvn look, the £pya téxvng and the Aoyog of téyvn??! §j yap i
dwavoig 1 T aicOnoel OpLoduevog 6 PV latpog TV vyistay, 0 6’ 0ikodOHog TV
oixiav, mod156061 TodE AdYove Kol TAG aitiog ob mo1odoty EKAGTOV, Kol d10TL
nomtéov obtwg. 2 “Whether the doctor or the building-supervisor be through
deliberating [through the reflective making-present to himself of the beings
with which he has to do] or through aicbnoig [concrete exemplification be-
cause he has already seen a house], which is present in their type in both cases,
they deliver the Adyog [the manner in which the matter addresses, the way it
looks], the Adyog of whatever in particular they do, what they have to do, and
[insofar as they deliver the address] that which they deliver, that thing in ques-
tion is to be effectively thus and so.” The house that I want to build for myself:
if it looks thus, I must build it thus, must take the material. Set forth from the
Adyog is the on-what-account—the Adyoc—which is the wherefore; since it is
such and such, it must be effected thus and so yéveoig is to be understood only
on the basis of the télog.

It will depend on understanding the pvoet vta on the basis of its Adyog. In
this context, yuyn emerges as the topic of the puowkdc. These two determina-
tions, being-present and being-produced, are what make the Greek concept
of being-there intelligible. These two aspects must be pursued more precisely
within Greek being-there itself. It must be made intelligible how the being-
there of the Greeks is such that world and living are experienced in this com-
pletedness, and why precisely this experience of being is explicated by these
conceptual means. This last question with respect to Greek ontology is not

281. Cf. De part. an. A 1, 639 b 26 sqq., 640 a 16 sqq., a 31 sqq.
282. De part. an. A 1, 639 b 16 sqq.
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something we are posing here. We are striving to make intelligible some basic
determinations of this being as being-in-movement, and thereby being-pro-
duced, having-become. More concretely, the context is one in which Aristotle
attempts to unpack the characters-of-being-there, the type of presence and the
type of being-produced, setting forth the characteristic being-aspects of being
as living things in nature. For such a setting forth, the phenomenal fact of the
matter that the Greeks designated as yvyr must become visible—whether soul
belongs to beings, i.e, what is in the world: @awopevov yoync. The structure
of this consideration is oriented toward the question: what belongs to the right
type of methodical treatment of the gvcel dvta? We will arrange the investiga-
tion into three parts:

1. we are considering the basis on which Aristotle investigates the charac-
ters-of-being-and-presence of the pvoet 6vta, the field of what is known on the
basis of which the unknown becomes intelligible. This field is the £pya téyvng,
what is there at one’s disposal, to hand, produced for definite action and treat-
ment by another.

2. How do the @boet yvopeva, living nature, appear?

3. How did the ancient physiologists see the being of voet yivoueva? The
aim of the critical consideration of forerunners is to set forth their characteris-
tic lapses, misguided searches.

Ad 1. We have begun with the first point, namely, presenting the pya téyvng
to ourselves. In its primary deliberating, téyvn provides that look which the
thing to be produced should have, the momtéov, the working pace of produc-
ing. In the second cited passage,?3 Aristotle makes the connection between the
addressed look of production and the production itself explicit. The connection
is constituted by a definite type of speaking; the Adyog is characterized by the
‘if-then’: if such and such is to be completed, then such and such must occur.
Implicit in this ‘if-then,’ is the fact that a definite out-of-which of producing,
a definite UAn, is required by the look of the thing to be produced. For the pro-
duction of a shoe, I need this or that leather—the out-of-which of a coming into
being, lasting. It is necessary that a such and such, a UAn, be procured, that such
an out-of-which be present in advance, be at one’s disposal. The out-of-which
of producing is itself there in this definite disposability. This disposability is
indicated on the basis of what is to be there as completed. dvaykn 6¢ to1dvoe
v OAnv dmdp&at, el Eoton oixkio fj dALo TL TéAOC" Kol yevéaOau te kol KivnBijvar
31 168 mpdTOV, £iT0L TOSE, Kl ToDTOV 31 TOV TPOTOV £PEETC néyPL TOD TENOVC
Koi o0 &veko yivetal Ekactov kai Eotv.2* “It is necessary that a HAn, thus pro-
cured, be present if a house or another being is to be in its being-completed.
And the coming to be and the being-moved [i.e., the working pace of produc-
ing] must be, first and foremost, the first step of working, must be this or that,

283. De part. an. A 1, 639 b 26 sqq.
284. Ibid.
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then that, and in this manner until the end, péypt tod téhovc.” From the how of
the look of the completed being in its being anticipated, the working pace, the
order and direction of the course of production, are marked out in advance. At
the same time, it is thereby said that yéveoig is in itself founded in the téhoc. It
has in itself, just as at every moment, its being-possibility in being-completed,
so that the how of t€yvn is anticipated, in a peculiar way, through Adyoc. émel
T016VS’ €011 1O £100¢ TG oikiac, fi T01OVS’ éoTiv 1) oixia, &Tt yiveton oBtwc. 1
yap yéveoig Eveka tiig odoiag éotiv, AL’ oy 1) ovoia Eveka T yeviéoewg. s
“Since the look of the house [which should stand there and in such and such
a way, in the anticipatory deliberating of the master builder] is of such a sort,
then the producing must be of such a sort. For the coming-to-be is on account
of the being-present [on account of the present as the being-completed of what
is to be produced], and not the present on account of production.”

A short summary in which it becomes clear how the Adyog of Té€xvn looks: 1)
3¢ téxxvm Adyog tod Epyov O Gvev Tiig UANG éotiv.28¢ “The téyvn [not producing
itself, but rather a kind of émothun as knowing-one’s-way-around with respect
to what is to be produced] is a Adyog of what is to be made, of the £pyov, an
addressing that is without OAn, without stuff,”?*” for example, for a house, an
addressing that is without stone, brick, wood. We have already heard that the
g1doc is, precisely, what answers to the addressing, that the ido¢ indicates from
out of itself, that a determinately procured material comes into play. Accord-
ingly, Adyog dvev tiig VAng cannot mean that the HAn is not addressed at all.
Precisely the co-addressing of DAn as something entirely determinate belongs
to the Adyog. Producing is itself in relation to that toward which téyvn is dvev
g UAng. Here, dvev tiic UAng means that it is a deliberating that does not pos-
sess in itself the dealing that corresponds to the OAn. The primary comportment
toward the out-of-which of producing is the engaged producing itself. This
producing does not lie within Adyog. This means that Adyog emerges for pro-
ducing to a certain extent beforehand, and only insofar as it does this is it the
indication of the working pace and course of direction itself, bringing produc-
tion into its proper possibility.

Precisely because being-there means being-completed, means being-pro-
duced, every production must be founded in &idoc. This “appearing” that is
anticipated in Téyvn is what determines the being-there-completed in its being-
there, characterizes it in its being-there-as-house. In other words, the being-
there of a being is co-determined in itself by what it is. The Greeks determine
being in the sense of being-there fundamentally through what-being, not as a
way of being for itself, but rather in the way that Aristotle takes what-being

285. De part. an. A 1, 640 a 16 sqq.

286. De part. an. A 1, 640 a 31 sq.

287. Editor’s note: Heidegger’s translation accidentally refers the neuter 6 to Adyoc. For his
own correction of this in the subsequent meeting, see p. 226 ff.
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as constitutive for the being itself that is there. Insofar as one sees the house
in the way that it appears, one sees it not in an isolated way, one respect at a
time, according to the time of day, in illumination, occupied by so and so; but
instead one sees this being that is there in the way that one sees it, as house, in
the average way, in the way one lives in it every day, and sees it as this what in
the averageness of this being’s present in dealing. What is encountered in an
average way in its look constitutes being-there. It is senseless to ask in what
way the Greeks conceived of the “individual” way of being as a concrete deter-
mination of being-there. It did not occur at all to the Greek to see the genuine
there in this hic et nunc.

B. The Being-Characters of the pOoet yivoueva

How does Aristotle see and determine the pdoer dvra as living things follow-
ing the guide of the &pya téxvnc??* The first question concerns how the gvoet
6v shows itself. What is the primary aspect in which these beings show them-
selves? movtoyod 0& Aéyouev 108 1000 Eveka, Omov Gv eaivntotl TéAog Tt
TpoC O 1 kivnoig Tepaivel undevdg éumodilovrog. Gote stvon povepdv &t EoTt
Tt To100TOV, O oM Kol kaAodpey @Oow.? “We always address something en-
countered as 168 1000 £veka, this there on account of this.” A fact is, as it is
encountered, addressed looking thus and so with respect to the &veko tovde.
Where does this type of addressing fulfill itself, and how must something be
encountered in order to be addressed in this way? What is the primary finding
as to the phenomenal fact of the matter, as to the thing encountered itself, that
we can address it in this way? It is always the case that “wherever something
like a being-completed shows itself, something like a coming-to-the-end, to
which as end the movement comes, such that nothing happens to trip it up,
such that it is thus unhindered.” The primary experience is the seeing of a self-
moving being-completed. The constitutive aspect is that something is in move-
ment in such a way that it comes to an end. “Accordingly, it is clear that this
is the sort of thing that we address as @Oo1g.” It is always the case that where
we see something like this, we need this type of addressing: 16d¢ T0ddg Evexal.
Insofar as something is encountered by us in this way, being something of this
sort, it is what we address manifestly as ¢vo1g. The basic fact of the matter that
characterizes the sense of @Voig as a mode of being-there is a being-that-is-
complete, whose being-completed or having-become is sublated in its having-
come-out-of . . . as self~producing. This is the fact of the matter that establishes
this address of the &vexa.

pdALov 8’ £oTi Td 00 Eveka kai TO KaAdV £V TOIC THC p¥oENC EpYolc i &V Toig
TG Téxvme. 10 &’ €& dvdykng ov oty VIhpPyEL Toig KoTd pUoty Opoimg, &ig O
TEWPAVTOL TAVTEG GYEOOV TOVG AOYOVE AVAYELY 0V SIEAOUEVOL TOCUY MG AEYETOL

288. Cf. De part. an. A 1, 641 b 23 sqq., 639 b 19 sqq., 641 b 12, 639 b 30 sqq.
289. De part. an. A 1, 641 b 23 sqq.
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TO Avaykaiov. DTLAPYEL O€ TO PEV AmAMG To1g Gidiolg, O &’ €€ VmoBEcE®mC Kal TOIg
v yevéoel taow.?° “This fact of the matter is found, in particular, more in the
field of beings that we designate as Nature than within the realm of objects that
are there in the field of being-produced, that have the specific character of mak-
ing in the sense of a téyvn: the o &vexa and the kalov.” The sense of KoAOV
is related to the undevog éumodilovioc—rkorov: the “beautiful,” that which
succeeds and is there in this way in its being-successful, such that there is no
failure to be found. Since precisely t€yvn in the sense of making handiwork is
characterized by the fact that something must be tried, material can be unfit, it
requires such and such circumstances and accidents for success. By contrast,
beings with the character of @Ooel 6vta go smoothly, and are there in this
having-gone-smoothly, kalov. It was this experience of the kaAdv that led the
ancients to address this gvcel 6v, which always “works well,” as avaykoiov,
that which is such that fundamentally nothing can interfere with it.

Nonetheless, there is a distinction with respect to necessity since there is a
dual sense of dvoyxaiov: (1) dvaykaiov dmldc, (2) dvoykaiov &€ vnobicems.?!
(1) “Simply necessary” is that “which always is”; it excludes in itself the pos-
sibility that it ever became. That which always is excludes having-become. It is
a way of being-there that has no need of having-become, which is incompatible
with it. And this being-that-is-always-thus is simply necessary. (2) Beside this,
there is a necessity in beings that are precisely on account of having-become.
This context of necessity occurs in the structure of the “if-then,” é£ vmoféoemc:
if such and such is to come to be, then, according to this presupposition, this or
that must happen necessarily.

Aristotle summarizes these thoughts succinctly: 1 gVoig €veka tov molel
navto.?*? “The being that is there that is characterized as nature does every-
thing that it itself is on account of something”—always in the dimension of the
type of consideration that was exhibited previously. Something is completed
along the course of a movement, which does not refer to some sort of dark
“teleology!” Thus Aristotle can determine the pvcel dv as an £éodpevov, a be-
ing that has its being in coming-to-be-thus, such that, to a certain extent, it runs
ahead of itself.

v. Criticism of the Type of Consideration of the Ancient Physiologists

These basic determinations of the @¥Ooet dv, as they emerge from the discus-
sion of the aforementioned passages, are what the ancients initially missed in
their consideration of nature. Corresponding to these mistakes, the ancients
were also not able to see, in the right way, the special being of nature as liv-
ing. The primary view, or that which they primarily saw, was: beings that are

290. De part. an. A 1, 639 b 19 sqq.
291. De part. an. A 1, 639 b 24.
292. De part. an. A 1, 641 b 12.
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there move themselves. However, the fact that I see a thing that is moved, and
address it as moved, does not mean that I see the movement; the possibility is
not yet, thereby, given of bringing to the fore the movement of this thing that
is moved as a being-determination.

ol u&v apyoiotl Koi Tp@dTOL PILOCOPNOAVTEG TEPL PVOEMG TEPT TG VAIKTG
apyiic kol thg ToanTng aitiag £éoxdmouy.?? “The ancients philosophized about
nature in such a way, inquiring into the basic determinations of its being, that
they addressed the DAt apyn, the from-out-of-which, addressed as a VAoV
determined by OAn.” If we clarify this in the field of téyvn, then a table is as it
is there present at hand, addressed by the ancients insofar as it is questioned
according to its being-there as wood. This being that is there, the table there,
is being-wood. This means that they primarily saw beings that are there with
respect to what they consist of, and they cultivated the manner and mode of
further questioning corresponding to that in relation to which they addressed
being-there itself. Determination of the character of the aitio: when they in-
quired into that from which movement proceeds, they asked: what sets into
movement? Answer: this being-wood. They believed that this was an answer
to the question: what is being-there? So, they could never get an answer to the
question concerning being-there and the being-character of the table. This is
analogous with nature. They still have not inquired into the being of the table,
for being-wood also determines, for example, the chair or cupboard.

Aristotle is so well-versed in the type of consideration of the ancients, that
he approaches, more and more, the proper respect in which to discuss the @Ooet
6v. Within the genuine regard and that which it yields, we come across yoyn.
From there, it can be seen that the puoikog, properly speaking, if he wants to
see living things as living things, also considers yoyn. If being in a cdpa also
belongs to living things, then the cdua also belongs to the correct grasping of
the basic phenomenon of the wé6n, and the puoikdg participates in this setting-
forth.

I have to call attention to an oversight from last week. I went into the deter-
mination of t€yvn as Aoyog tod £pyov in order to show, on that basis, that this
Adyoc as téyvn is something entirely determinate, on account of the fact that
relatedness to UAn, relatedness to that out-of-which the £pyov is produced as
such, is absent from it. The genuine relation to OAn is producing. The dvev HAng
is, therefore, clarified on the basis of Adyoc. However, I forgot to say that in the
text it reads: & Gvev DANG,?* and thus, in the text, Gvev HAng refers genuinely
to the &pyov. The &pyov is seen beforehand. Insofar as it is seen beforehand,
it is not yet produced; it is to be observed that Adyog is Adyog Epyov, that is,
the work is discussed in the anticipation as completed. Implicit in this is that
the entire context of producing is discussed. Thus in this Adyog, precisely DAn

293. De part. an. A 1, 640 b 4 sqq.
294. De part. an. A 1, 640 a 31 sq. See p. 222.
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is also discussed in a definite way. The Gvev HAng should not mislead us into
thinking that {8o¢ is seen as something non-sensible. The #An is in the &pyov,
but not in the genuine relation. In the £{doc, which is the anticipation of the
£pyov, that which, taken roughly, one designates as the purpose of a thing to
be produced or a thing completed, is anticipated. The house as okénoacua is
for occupying; the occupying of it is anticipated in the &idog of the house. The
whither of the house is tied up in the house’s standing-out-in-such-and-such-a-
way. For this reason, the £{5oc is that which constitutes the genuine being-there
of a being in its being-completed, so that producedness, as a mode of being-
there established by &1doc, belongs to the full determinateness of being-there
as being-present-at-hand.

The determinate manner and mode in which OAn itself is determined is to
be learned on the basis of this connection of &pyov with UAn vis-a-vis Adyog
and moinoig. In no way is UVAn mere not-being, urn év, indefinite stuff or limit
of form, in which case Y¥An would be the indeterminate. “YAn is, precisely,
the determinate. This wood has, precisely, this or that suitability, on whose
basis it comes into consideration as A1, for application there. “YAn is d0vayug,
the positive “possibility” of this or that, which only becomes visible from the
gidoc. On this, Aristotle says: Aektéov yap TO €160¢ Kol | £160¢ &yst EKOoTOV,
70 &’ DMKOV 00dénote Ko’ avtod Aektéov.?”® “Therefore, that which is to be ad-
dressed is primarily the look of a being that is there at each moment, and that
has its look, insofar as it has a look. The stuff-matter, that which the being that
is there and that is in question consists of, is never to be addressed in itself.”
Thus, with respect to Adyog, DAn is dependent; it must first be opened up by
way of g1doc. This Asktéov is also authoritative for the present consideration. It
depends on showing that, if nature is to be researched, it must be examined pri-
marily according to its look. Only when the €18o¢ is made visible is it possible
to investigate the out-of-which of lasting in relation to the whence of coming
to be, and therefore yéveoic. Thus the sidoc, the ovaia, is the establishment of
YEVEDTG.

Following the guide of this fundamental consideration, that the €i50¢ is the
primary thing, Aristotle discusses the ancients more precisely, with respect to
how widely they themselves had brought the @¥ogt dvta into view—the being
of nature as living things, the beings that they have, and that we have, before
our eyes—and specifically by posing the critical question: how are beings to be
genuinely addressed? How do the tendencies with which the ancients were oc-
cupied earlier reach proper fulfillment? It is to be held concretely in view that
the ancients too saw nature in movement. When Parmenides says that all being
is &v, without movement, he must have been acquainted with movement.

Exposing nature in its being-there depends upon our way not being blocked
by presupposed opinons and theories. The ancients also saw the nature that is

295. Met. Z 10, 1035 a 7 sqq.
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there in its alteration, in emerging and disappearing, and hence their question
as to the whence. In Metaphysics, Book 1, Chapters 1-2, Aristotle discusses
the riddle of the 81611.2° In everyday practical concern and living, human be-
ings operate only inexplicitly within the why and wherefore. This is made ex-
plicit in Adyog, which is the basic mode of being-in-the-world. For the ancients,
the being that is there was the leading respect, apprehended as consisting of . . .
That is the immediate way of responding to the question concerning the what
of the being-there of a chair or table, in that one says, this is wood. That is an
answer, but not an answer to the genuine being-there of the being qua table.
Insofar as appearing as table is not also taken as a basis for the discussion, the
question as to the whence of beings must be forgone. Through researching this
question, and considering nature in relation to it, one learns to answer the ques-
tion concerning the being of beings that are there as tables.

Accordingly, the @vogt 6vrta, are to be researched there in such a way that
the £ldog also comes into consideration, so it is not sufficient to question the
@voel Gvta according to what they consist of, 10 £k tiveov,*” fire, water, earth,
air. Taking hold of stuff is not adequate; rather, we must question the €160c too,
just as in téyvn. If we are producing something, it is not sufficient to simply
take hold of materials; instead, it requires the advance indication of materials
from the standpoint of the £idoc. It looks thus and so, and consists of this or that
material. KAivn yap t66€ év 1®d¢, | TOSE TOLOVOE, BGTE KAV TEPL TOD GYNUATOC
€in Aextéov, kol wolov Vv idéav.?® “For a matter like a bed-frame is a thing
looking thus év t@®dg, in such a thing.” Zyfjua is the “outline,” “figure.” Spe-
cifically, it is to say, molov v idéav. “The oyfjpa is to determine what sort of
thing it is in the look.” 'Idéa.: the single use of the word that appears in Aristotle
is 130 and €180¢. 'I5é0. means nothing other than “look” (a front against Plato):
“The outline of a being, in the way it is furnished with respect to its look”—
outline of a being that is there, not merely a mass of wood and stone, not as
though it exists somewhere in a supersensory way, but rather the outline as it
shows itself. “For @voig, the being-there of natural things, taken with respect
to popoem [the same as oyfjua], is superior to the beings of natural things, taken
with respect to the out-of-which of their lasting, g VAkiic @Ooewc.”?® In
popen, in oyfjua, I obtain the being of natural things genuinely.

On this issue, Aristotle points out that in fact, among the ancients, Democri-
tus posed this question, that he was the first to arrive at the oyfjua, the “figure”
of things. Democritus emphasizes that oyfjuo and ypdpa (optical determina-
tion of being) are what determine a being as Ooet dv in its being. “It should be,
then, that Democritus speaks correctly, when he exhibits the figure and color of
living being. In particular, he says that it is manifest to everyone that the human
being is what he is with respect to his look, since the human being is known
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and familiar to us according to his color and figure.”* Yet Aristotle says “that
the deceased also has the same look and figure but is not the human being.”%!
Thus it appears that this determination of the look is not quite sufficient in the
end, that the look is not yet fully grasped as oyfjua and ypdpo. “Furthermore,
a hand cannot possibly be what it is if it comes to be out of just anything, for
example, out of metal or wood.”*”? A hand made out of wood is no hand. To be
sure, it looks just like one, and would have to be one according to Democritus’s
determination of the being of the hand. However, it cannot fulfill its specific
function, just as a flute made out of stone is no flute, since one cannot play it.3%
A hand made out of wood is not alive; it is not there as hand. Thus the €pyov
and the Svvoypug belong to the sidoc. A being that looks thusly, that shows itself
as such and such—the constitutivum for the there-character of the living thing,
is function, the &pyov, by which function the out-of-which of lasting is deter-
mined. A hand cannot consist of wood; it requires a o®po tolodtov. The HAn
has to satisfy the characteristic function of the hand as udpiov of the {@dov.
Thus Aristotle says: AMav o0v arAédc eipnrar.’® “It is said too simply,” as
Democritus and the ancients said it. In this way, the ancients who spoke about
nature oriented being merely toward the oyfjpa alone (Democritus), and Dem-
ocritus believed himself to have given, thereby, the correct determination of
being. In fact, however, he did not get any grasp on the being-there of liv-
ing things. It is precisely “as if a Téktwv, a carpenter, were to speak about a
wooden hand,” to deal with something that looks like a hand but is not. Aiav
o0V GmAGC slprTal, Kol TV anTdv TpoOToV Homep v i TéEKTV A&yl Tepl xe1pdg
EvAivne. obtmg yap Kai ol pUGLOAOYOL TOG YEVEGELS KOl TG aiTiog TOD GYNLOTOG
Aéyovotv: VIO Tivav Yap £0movpyndncay duvauemy. AN’ Towg O PEV TéKTmV
€pel méAeKLY 1| TpVTavoY, 0 &’ dépa kal YTV, TANV BéATIOV O TéKTMV. 0V Yap
ikavov €otal avT@® TO TocoDTOV Eimely, 6Tl Eunecdvtog 10D Opyavov TO UEV
Kothov €yéveto 10 0¢ €mimedov, GAAQ SLOTL TV TANYNV ETOGATO TODTNY,
Kol tivog &veka, €pel TNV aitiov, dnwg TOOVOE 1} TOLOVOE TOTE TNV UOPPTV
vévnton.3” If a carpenter is asked about the yéveoic of what he produced, “from
what possibilities,” and with what means the being was produced in such and
such a way, “it is not sufficient to answer thus: since the work implement [a
hammer] fell on it,” it looked thus and so. Hence, the ancients speak about
nature as follows: since things looking thus are thrown together, they came to
be thus. The téktmv understands his being much better; he is much more likely
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to say, “why he hammers in such a way and for what reason [the purpose for
which he wields the hammer thus], he will speak of the causes, wherein the
popoen was determined thus and so.” The téyvn will determine its mwoinoig, and
the téyvn has its ground in the anticipation of the £ldoc.

Even in the case of living things, questioning must be carried out in the
right manner as to the télog. For this, questioning must be carried out with
regard to the dvvapug and the Epyov. Thus it is true that the ancients did not ad-
dress what is living in the right manner. “If that [which genuinely determines
the look of a living thing, which determines the look in such a way that a hand
is as hand], if that is, in the end, what we designate as soul, then the puoikog
[if he wants to treat living things as beings that are there] must necessarily deal
with the soul.”?% The question is simply whether it is the entire soul, or only a
definite part of the soul that must be dealt with.

We will finish and then return to the 7d0m. If the ©dOn are to be the object
of investigation, then it appears that with the md0n, as disposition of living
things, in which corporeality is at the same time a concern, the £ldo¢ must first
be kept in view. Genuine being-there must be set forth, in order, if possible,
to study even what is “physiological,” the “bodily conditions.” Thus in the
consideration of the somatic, orientation is given by the £i5oc of human living,
characterized as (@1 TPOKTIKT HETO AOYOV.

d) The Dual Proof of the Restricted Scope of the pvoikdc

We have seen how Aristotle worked out basic determinations in the criticism
of the natural philosophy of his predecessors—those basic determinations that
are decisive for natural beings with the character of living. Specifically, he says
that it is not sufficient to advance from 9An to a grasp of the oyfjpa, which in
a certain sense is already the i0éa, but insofar as one remains there, one genu-
inely fails. In id¢a, living is characterized as dvvouig, that which is able, and on
account of this fact, YAn, as co-determining being, contains the corresponding
characterization and determination. The hand is only hand as living, insofar as
it can grasp and feel, and a hand being thus requires that its OAn be something
determinate, that it be organized, characterized by the determinate being of
being-able. The O\ is the “flesh,” cap&. Thus, what hitherto had been not
observed by the ancients appears as a being-able, which determines the being
of VAn, what we designate as soul.

The question now is: does the guoikdg have to research the being of life
in all its possibilities and its entire extent, or is the topic of the physicist only
a determinate extract of life with respect to its being?3"” Aristotle answers this
question in two ways: (1) indirectly and (2) on the basis of the finding of how
natural beings show themselves as living. In both cases, he has recourse to the
same finding of the self-showing of the beings in question.

306. De part. an. A 1, 641 a 17 sqq.: €i 1 T0010 €oti yoyn [ . . . ], 70D QuoKod TEPL Woyfig Gv
£in Aéyew.
307. Cf. De part. an. A 1, 641 a 32 sqq.
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o. Indirect Proof

He leads up to the indirect proof of the restricted scope in the following way:
if the puowdg were to research all living things that he encounters, in gen-
eral, with regard to their being-living, “then there would be no philosophy
beside this science, the @uowkr].”>%® That is unintelligible at first. This train of
thought is grounded in a definite presupposition. “For supposing and under-
standing [roughly, thinking] are directed at the thinkable,”® at that which is
the possible object of thinking and supposing. The thinkable, the entire field of
possible perceiving, is mavta. Everything that in any sense is is vontov. “Ac-
cordingly, the object of puown émotiun would be all beings in general.””!?
We are asking: under what assumption does this train of thought follow? Only
if, for Aristotle, the consideration of beings in their being also necessarily be-
longs to the consideration of beings with the character of living, in which case
the living thing in question is grounded in its being-possibility, to which it is
related as the with-which of dealings. Only if living originarily means being-
in-a-world, being-in the mode of being-by-something, of being-by, and the
there-by is the world, in which a being that is there-by is as living; only then
does this consideration follow. If voUc were to fall within the scope of the con-
sideration, if voU¢ were an object, then all vontd would also have to be objects
of puowm émoun. “It is the interest of the same science to deal with being
in the sense of perceiving, thinking, deliberating, and so on, and to deal with
being in the sense of the thinkable, provided that thinking and the thinkable
are toward each other, npog dAinio.”!! (IIpog with the accusative: “toward”
something, “in relation to” it.) Thinking is nothing other than this tpog. Think-
ing demands, in accordance with its being, fo be open to the other; its being
cannot be understood, seen primarily, if the toward-which is not there, which
it in itself is after, as perceiving, fearing. The basic determination of beings as
living things is visible here as tpog dAANAa, to be “before another,” to be open
“for another.” “It is always one and the same research (in all cases) where it
deals with determining the character of the npog 8AAniao.”*'? The living thing
can only be determined in its being if the being that it is with is understood
in its being. Living is being-by. Only under this assumption does the train of
thought follow.

Aristotle himself does not further pursue the result of the indirect proof.
He would have to continue thus: the puoikog only deals with beings, pvOost
dv, that are kwvovuevov. But there are also beings-in-movement that are not
in the mode of living, insofar as vodg is the decisive possibility. To the extent
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that vobc, the vontd, are excluded by the indirect proof, these pvoet dvta that
are in the mode of living can only be treated as living things, things that are
avonrov, that are not in such a way that they think about their being, so that
their being is guided by thinking and considering. It follows that only living
things that possess the character of the dvontov come under consideration. Ar-
istotle contrasts the dvonta with those beings that possess ppovnoig, EpoévNolg
as dwavogioat: avomto—epdvipa, droya—~eErdoya.’'* "EAloya: that in which
Adyog is in the mode of Adyov €yov in the primary sense. Aristotle uses these
expressions interchangeably. He says about the occasion of the development of
science that animals too possess a @povNn ol in a certain way: epovnoic, here,
as orienting-oneself, aioOnoig; here, ppovnoic is not determined by vobc, not
in the genuine sense.

The living thing is distinguished, with regard to its being, by being-by.
Aristotle has this basic determination so keenly in view that he can indicate
in advance, on the basis of this meaning of being, the mode of access, and the
construction of the individual steps of all research concerning living, of this
fundamental determination.’'* This methodological meaning is important for
seeing how research into the so-called psychic has to be instituted. The ques-
tion is whether a living thing, insofar as it lives, possesses various being-pos-
sibilities,’" that it can perceive something (aicOnoig), that it is after something
(6pe&ig), that it can move toward it, and so on, or that it possesses the world
in such a way that it thinks about it. “The difficulty is how one brings these
separate being-possibilities of a living thing to the fore, how they are in their
with-one-another, which among the being-possibilites is to be researched first.
The question is whether the being-possibilities of living are to be researched in
themselves or by their fulfillment, whether I can study, primarily, the ability-
to-perceive in this way. And if it happens that one must, in fact, study the &pya
first, whether the avtikeipeva are, then, to be studied first; that which at any
time is over against a definite being-possibility of living, over against, say,
aicOnoig, perceiving as such [in the case of the dyig, the world in the character
of being-colored.]'¢ In fact, we must proceed with the dvtikeipeva; the Epyov
can only be grasped along with it. “It must first be said what thinking itself
is in its fulfillment.”3"” wpotepon yép €ict T@V duvapenv ai vépysion kai TOV
Loyov.3'® “For actual beings that are there, that are present prior to possibili-
ties, are earlier with regard to addressing.” I only acquire a possibility to ap-
prehend, I only catch sight of something, by catching sight of it, so to speak, in
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its there, as évépyewa. “If that is so, then the avrtikeipeva are to be considered
still earlier.”" And thus it also is with the most primary possibilities of being
of a living thing, with ab&noig, which Aristotle groups together with yévvnoig,
“growth” and “bringing into the world.” To be studied first, here, is being-by-
nourishment, and in connection with it, the bringing of another into the world,
another just like the living being itself. I'évynoig: this becoming means nothing
other than coming into the world; not simply that something lies before us, a
still-born, but that the being is there in such a way that it is in its world. On
this basis, you see that the basic determination from which I set out in the first
lectures, that living means being-in-the-world, and always has its ground in
accordance with a definite possibility.

B. Proof from the Character of Being-Moved Itself

The second proof proceeds directly from the study of becoming, from the char-
acter of being-moved itself. We have seen, on the basis of the indirect proof that
has been carried out, that only d&vonto come into consideration. For the puoikoc,
this being that is moved is the primary topic with regard to the basic determi-
nation of its being as being-in-the-world. Three modes of moving-oneself in
the world: (1) adénoig, (2) dAloimaig, (3) popd.3?° These three possibilities of
being-in-the-world, characterized by movement, are to be studied with regard
to the dpyn, in accordance with the “whence” of this being, in accordance with
the being-character of the genuine possibility of being-in-the-world.

Specifically, ab&noig is characterized solely in the special sense that is lim-
ited to plants and the being of plants.??! Plants have no aicOnoig. They are in the
world in such a way that they do not perceive the world in which they are, that
they do take nourishment from it, and that in taking nourishment they move
themselves in distinctive ways. One would like to say that the way Aristotle
primarily sees the genuine being-moved of plants is almost phenomenological,
as is shown by De Anima 413a26 sqq. Plants, which he speaks of here, have
this distinctive being-possibility of being-in-the-world—that they grow “out
toward opposed places, directions.” @aiverat yap €v abtoic Exovta dOvapy Kol
apymv TowdTY, 81 {ig abénciv te koi PBicty Aapfdvovot kot TodC EvavTiovg
tomovg.3?? Plants move themselves, in their growth, out toward all sides, and
they nourish themselves from all sides, and thus they live. Ab&noig is the pri-
mary and only determination of the living of plants.

Aristotle characteristically apprehends aicOnoig as dAloimcic.’?* For a be-
ing that is in the world in the mode of perceiving-the-world, something other
is there and is encountered from out of the world at each moment. Living is
with-another; it itself becomes other. That can only make sense if it is itself
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determined in its being such that this way of being means being-in-the-world.

For most animals, the further possibility of popd is added on “of being-able-
to-move-itself from one place to another.”*?* That is not thought up abstractly,
but comes into view concretely. Specifically, in the treatise De Partibus Ani-
malium, Aristotle treats the various possibilities of the “being-able-to-move-
oneself,” of popd: wtijoig, “fleecing,” vedoig, “swimming,” Epyig, “crawling,”
Badioig, “going.”

Now, the proposition that Aristotle seemingly sets forth dogmatically,
which says that the Adyog of the o0 &vexa is the primary one, becomes intelli-
gible. In the o0 &veka, the genuine being-character of the being of living things
comes to light. Living is always related to the “wherefore,” télog, “being-
there-complete” in the sense of being-in-the-world. All being-determinations
of living things are oriented primarily to this way of being as being-by. Only on
this basis does every being first get its determinate character in its look.

In this way, we can also grasp UAn in its characteristic being. Z®dpa, the HAn
of a living thing, is not simply stuff that looks differently due to its contours,
but rather the o®pa of the living thing is dpyavov. The stuff of living things has
the primary character of being toward . . . , of being-by, of being-in. "Opyovov
means: a being that has the character of accomplishment, that in itself is ori-
ented to being-toward-the-end. Since every aspect of the full-being of living
things has, with regard to OAn, this full character, the interpretation of this be-
ing must proceed from the primary character of being-in: in the case of plants,
from abénoig; in that of animals, from aicOnoig and @opd; in that of humans,
from vodg. Only from vodg are the other being-possibilities to be understood
in their being. Aristotle refers again to the analogy with t€yvn, where this con-
nection exists: if it is necessary to split something, that which splits it must be
hard. If it must be hard, then it must be made of iron. That is how this necessity,
this accomplishment, traces out the being-character of YAn. In living things, all
VAN is 8pyavov, determined by the possibility of living things, traced out by
accomplishment. The being-possibility of Ooet 6vta has its limits in aicOnoig
and gopd. Both of these causes show the oD &vexa, in which the second ques-
tion is founded: 60gv dpyn Tiic Kvoewg, in connection with which the nd6n
stand. They are co-determined by o@ua. The ©a6n are determinations of the
being-possibility of human beings.

Aristotle addresses movement in De Motu Animalium. For a long time, this
treatise was not considered to be Aristotelian, until W. Jaeger, on the basis of
his study of manuscripts in Rome, found evidence that this treatise is in fact
Aristotelian. He then re-edited it accordingly.’* The treatise is of fundamental
significance for the basic question concerning the movement of living things in
its fundamental meaning. An essential aspect is that it points to how movement
as such is at all possible if something is at rest.
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¢) The Definiteness of the History of the Study of
Nature by Way of Truth Itself

The critical consideration of previous studies of nature yields a peculiar insight
into the historical course that such research can take. It turns out that a science
can already be operating for a long time, that material is collected and certain
properties and theories are unearthed; and yet this science does not at all need
to be by its object, and the advancement of a science is not at all dependent
upon the degree of acuity or argumentative skill that instead depend upon it.
Science is a matter of the correct relationship to the matters. That cannot be
forced, but is something that depends on ourselves, above all with regard to
preparations. However, it is, in its ground, a matter of fate to what extent
those that make this basic relationship vital come along and are there. Despite
these theories, the researcher gradually became compelled by truth itself to see
beings.

In the same context, Aristotle uses two characteristic expressions that are
important for what he understands by truth. Of Empedocles, he says: Evioyod 6é
nov avtf) kol Eunedoxfg neputintel, dyopevog Om” avtiic tfig dAnbeiog.’?® He
was “led by truth itself,” which in a certain sense allowed his theory to collapse.
And of Democritus: AN jyato pev Anpudkpirog mp®dTog, MG OVK AvayKaiov
3¢ 17 euoikf] Bewpig, GAL Ekeepdpevog Vi’ adtod 10D Tpdyuatog.’?’ He was
“borne by the matter itself,” and led to the discovery that beings must be ap-
prehended not merely with regard to OAn, but also with regard to their oyfjpo.
Here, aAn0e10 and mpdypo are employed in the same sense, that is, aAn0eia is
not “validity,” which adheres to the proposition, or something like that (as is
meant by an erroneous logic). Instead, mpdyua is nothing other than the being
in its being-uncovered, insofar as the being with which I have to do is there
in a certain discoveredness. Access to the matter was hindered because the
question concerning the 10 i fjv etvon was denied, insofar as all research in the
narrow sense, regarding the what and the how, was to ask: &ni Zokpdtovg 8¢
o070 pEV NOENON, TO 08 (el Ta mepl Pvoemg EANEe, TPOC O& TNV YPHOLLOV
apetnyv kai TV ToMTiknv drékivay ol riocoeoiviec.’?® Socrates promoted
the task of being occupied with the matter itself. However, at that time, the
ey mepi Ooemg was left behind. One turned toward mwoAttiky, and the pvoet
6vta receded into the background. That is not an incidental omission, perhaps
due to their having pursued the human sciences more than the natural sciences.
Instead, it is a fundamental oversight. Even the concepts of being-in-the-molig
have their foundation in concepts of nature. Aristotle saw that and shifted the
weight of his work primarily onto the examination of @boig as being. From
there, he attained the ground for the study of being as such.
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$20. ITaBog as noovi and Aomy (Nicomachean Ethics, K1-5)

From this consideration of the being-character of living things, we have seen
that living means being-in-a-world. This determination now becomes ambigu-
ous:

1. The being of this living nature is determined in its €1do¢ as this SVvapic
of being-in-the-world—thus, on the one hand, as €idoc, as the being-determi-
nation itself of beings.

2. As encountering from out of the world: the living thing is in the world
in yet a second sense, in the sense of belongingness-to-the-world. At the same
time, my being is being-in-the-world, in the world in the second sense, as be-
longing to it in such a way that I can be encountered by another within the
world, like a chair.

For the Greeks, both are €1doc, as the Greeks do not recognize the distinc-
tion between the external and internal. This yields fundamental connections
regarding the being of living in a wider sense. I mean to point out that being-
with-one-another now undergoes a sharper determination:

1. In being-with-one-another, those beings, each of which is for itself
being-in-the-world, are with one another. Encountering-one-another is being-
there-for-one-another, such that every being that is for another is in the world.
Such a being is in the world of things encountered, is there for another way of
being.

2. In being-with-one-another, we have the same world with one another.
Being-with-one-another is, at the same time, having the same world with one
another.

This is presupposed if one is writing a book on the theory of knowledge.
Whether or not the questions can then still be posed in the usual way, one can
leave to the theorists of knowledge to decide. Then again, one hears today that
there holds sway a great schism among philosophers as to whether philosophy
should be “life-philosophy.” On one side, it is asserted that philosophy cannot
be life-philosophy; on the other side, that it indeed must be. “Life-philosophy”
is like “plant-botany”! The emphatic assertion that botany has to do with plants
is as comical and senseless as the other assertion.

We now summarize the results of the overall consideration of the wéOn.
The wéOn are the sort of thing that occurs in the soul, the sort of thing that is
in living-being, and that means more precisely being-taken, losing-composure,
kweicOat, which aims at the genuine being of living things, being-in-a-world.
[148n are modes of being-taken with respect to being-in-the-world; through the
1a0n, the possibilities of orienting oneself in the world are determined essen-
tially. Being-out-of-composure is in itself related to being composed, £€1g. We
are taken in an average and everyday way; we move ourselves within param-
eters in relation to which there is a being-composed. Since the ©a6n are char-
acterized in this way, as a mode of being of living things whose basic structure
is being-in-the-world, dealing with the world, dealing with others, there results
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the preliminary indication for the analysis of individual mé6n themselves, in-
sofar as these are to be considered: (1) with respect to the world in which
the one in question finds himself, the environing world of living things; (2)
with respect to the mode of disposition, comporting oneself toward the shared
world; (3) how one oneself must be, in what state of mind one oneself must be,
in order to be befallen by these or those wa6n.

A characteristic determination of the 7d8n that we have not discussed hith-
erto is that every nd0og, every being-taken “follows,” £netat, a definite dispo-
sition, but not in the temporal sense. 4 7jdovy or Abzy is there, at one with the
nabog at each moment. This determination of the being-co-given of this dispo-
sition at each moment is so fundamental that Aristotle says that wé6og itself is
a f1éovn or Aomn. We must flesh out this determination more completely.

Aristotle treats noovn in Nicomachean Ethics, Book 7 (H), Chapters 12—15,
and in Book 10 (K), Chapters 1-5. There is also Rhetoric, Book 1 (A), Chapter
11. I will keep to the part in Book 10 for this interpretation. Here, I will only
give the main theses of this analysis of 1100v1).

The basic determination of fdovn is seen in Book 10, Chapter 2 of the
Nicomachean Ethics: io0¢ 6& kol €v T01g OOAOIS £0TIV TL QLGIKOV Ayadov
kpetttov §j kob’ avtd, 6 Epicton Tod oikeiov dyabod.’?* “Perhaps there is a
being-possibility, Tt @uokov, even in foul beings, in what is inferior, which
belongs to their being, that is better than they are in themselves [namely, the
oodrot], which they are after as oikeiov dyaf6v, the being with which they
genuinely find their end.” This means nothing other than that in all beings
that are alive there lies the determination that it is after genuine being-there-
completedness. Every living thing is to a certain degree tendentious, it has the
tendency toward being as being-completed.

GAN’ Emel ovy M avTn ovte PHoIg 000’ EE1G 1| dpiotn 0T’ Eotv olTe dOKET,
003’ NOOVIV SIOKOLGV TNV QT TAVTESG, NOOVI|V LEVTOL TAVTEG. T0M¢ 08 Kol
dubkovoty ovy fiv ofovtat 008’ fjv v @aigv, GAAL TV aDTNV" TAVTO, YOP PUoEL
£xel T Oglov.? “All things pursue a §dovn],” a disposition, and for the most
part, “not those things that they believe they are striving for, not what they
say matter to them, but rather they are all after the same thing.” What mat-
ters to them is to live. Beings, as living, are the sort of beings in whose being
being-there matters to them. @<iov, for Aristotle, is nothing religious: O&iov as
the genuine being of being-always. Thus it can already be seen that oo is a
determination of living things that is given with living-being as such. More pre-
cisely, noov is nothing other than a fundamental determination of being-in-
the-world, insofar as being-in-the-world is the sort of being that I at the same
time have—"having” is a pale expression for “being aware of.” 'Hoov1, finding
oneself, is that in which I kave an explanation as to my being-in-the-world: 1

329. Eth. Nic. K 2, 1173 a 4 sq.
330. Eth. Nic. H 14, 1153 b 29 sqq.
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have my being-in-the-world. I have at the same time a determination of my be-
ing, a mode of my being. This phenomenon is nothing other than what we mean
when we say, asking, “How is it going?” ‘Héov1| is no so-called pleasure, but
a determination of being in itself as living. To this extent, we can successfully
follow out 1160v1| as a basic determination.

Aristotle clarifies n1dov] in Book 10, Chapter 3, by way of comparison
with oicOnoic: Sokel kel yop 1 v 8pacic kad’ dvivodv ypdvov TeAeia sivar
(00 yap éoTv €vdeng ovdevog O eig DOTEPOV YEVOLEVOV TEAEIDOEL QVTHG TO
£100¢). 3! The “seeing,” “having-in-view,” “active looking-toward,” is in itself
“completed,” té\elov; which means that there is nothing “that could still be
added in order to make seeing more complete in what it is.” Rather, it is always
the case that if | see, seeing is there in itself all at once. This has to do with
the fact that seeing is nothing other than a currently-actuated mode of being-
present-in-the-world in the mode of having-the-world.

To100T® &’ £okev Kol 1) OOV]. GAov Yap Tt €oTiv, Koi Kot” 00dEva ypdvov
AaPot Tic &v Hdoviy ¢ €ml mhsio ypdvov yvousvng teleimfnosTar O £160C.
A1dmsp 008¢ Kivnolg 0TIV, &V xpoOvm Yap Tioa Kiviioi kol TEAOVG TIVOC, 0ioV
1 oikodopkr|. Teleio dtov oo o £gicton.’3 It is in itself completed, has no
movement; its way of being is not such that it would only reach completion in
the course of a definite period of time. A house is completed due to the fact that
it has its determinate time in its being-produced, due to the fact that it passes
through time by way of a movement; it was, at one point, not yet at the end—
dteing.33® By contrast, néovn is just like aicOnoig év 1@ vdv,33* it is what it is
“in the moment,” ur év ypovm,*** “not in time” in the sense of a determinate
span. It does not first come to being-completed within time. This character, that
it is no kivnoig, characterizes it as a determination of the presentness of being-
there as such. In Chapter 11 of the Rhetoric (A), Aristotle says that dovn is
kivnotg, kivnoic 11¢** (just like ppdvnoic above, in the case of animals),*’ in-
sofar as it also has the determination of é6og, the determination of the being-
taken-at-the-moment. Therein lies the determination of the change from . . .
to. . . . In relation to this, 1d0ov1] is also in a certain sense a kivnoig, petafoin.
However, n1dovn itself is not a mode of being that appears occasionally, which
could also occur along with another mode of comportment; 1dov is in itself
already there with being as living. It is not something like a possibility in the
particular dealing itself; it is no &&ic of aioOnoig such that because of my see-
ing in the right way and my seeing the fitting object, n0ovi] occurs through the

331. Eth. Nic. K 3, 1174 a 13 sqq.

332. Eth. Nic. K 3, 1174 a 16 sqq.

333. Eth. Nic. K 3, 1174 a 26.

334. Eth. Nic. K 3, 1174 b 9.

335. Eth. Nic. K 3, 1174 b 8.

336. Rhet. A 11, 1369 b 33: eivar v fidoviy kivnoiv Tva.
337. See p. 235.
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fulfillment of seeing—it is not a result of these circumstances, but rather the
other way around. This possibility of finding-oneself-thus-and-so is grounded
in my being as being-in-the-world, not a result of determinate circumstances,
and consequently in his determination of |dovn, Aristotle can directly identify
it with (o1, “living.” The sentence, ndvteg €pievtal 1éovig, means nothing
other than mdvteg épisvton Tod (Av,**® so that in its being it depends on being-
there. And so, finally, the question arises as to “whether we grasp life on ac-
count of finding-ourselves, or we grasp finding-ourselves, 16ovn, on account
of life; at the moment, this question is set aside.”3? Aristotle resolves this in the
subsequent chapters of Book 10.

The genuine being of human beings, the highest being-possibility, lies in
Oewpeiv—the possibility of being there in the most radical sense.’* ‘Héowvn
is, put succinctly, nothing other than the determination of the presentness of
being-in-the-world, which is there in finding-oneself as such. In connection
with this determination of 11dov, I will briefly discuss how what is said about
Bewpelv is to be understood. One must give up the definition of traditional
psychology, which apprehends Avzn and fdovy as annexed to psychological
processes. ‘Hoovr| is always aimed at living as being-in-the-world. Only in
this way is it intelligible how Aristotle characterizes the various mé6n. With
what justification is pofog apprehended as Aomn, as a determinate disposition
that is determined by being-toned-down-in-attunement? We have a distinctive
basic structure: being-there, insofar as it is living, is always being-there at the
moment, there is no being-there in general. Being-there is always: I am, not
a being that is, but rather one that 7 am, and which at the same time has the
possibility of being the sort of being that one is. Corresponding to the particu-
larity of being-there, every disposition is always a definite one, for there is no
finding-oneself in general; every finding-oneself is thus and so. Every 116ovn|
is a definite one, as is every AOmn.

In the context of the definition of the a0, it is notable that dov1 is said to
“be there also,” &netar®*! Closer consideration shows that the co-being-there
of oovr; means nothing other than the co-being-there of being-there itself that
is befallen by a definite tdBog. The oo as disposition is the mode of having-
itself of a being that is there. Already, living is thereby characterized as being-
in-the-world, living as being-in. The possibility arises that such a being that
orients itself also has itself in a certain way. We must refrain from orienting the
having-itself toward reflection. Reflection is but a certain outré form in which
being-there is conscious of itself. From that perspective, one can never come

338. Eth. Nic. K 4, 1175 a 10 sqq.: 0péyecbar 8¢ tiig dovijg oinbein tig dv dnavtag, dtt kai tod
Cijv dmavteg dpievran [ . . . ]. eDAOYmG ovv kai Tig 11doviig dpievTal.

339. Eth. Nic. K 4, 1175 a 18 sq.: @dtepov 8¢ St v ndoviv 10 Cijv aipodpeda 7 S o Civ
v ndoviy, deeicbo &v 1@ mopdvTL.

340. Cf. Eth. Nic. K 7, 1177 a 12 sqq.

341. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 20 sqq.
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to understand the primitive mode of disposition. The affective as such already
has the character of having-itself. ‘'Hoovr| reaches into the being of being-there
so originarily that it can be identified with {fjv. ‘Hdovr| belongs to being-there
itself.

This disposition, expressed through 1dovn, has a dual possibility: (1) inso-
far as this finding-itself has the character of aipeaic, (2) insofar as it is pvys.34
The disposition is characterized, at the same time, as “going toward,” “seiz-
ing,” going toward being-there itself; or a disposition whose character “recoils
from” being-there, “flees” from it in a certain respect. This is given in dovn
vis-a-vis Aomn. Aipeoic and @uyn are the characteristics that characterize the
basic possibility of living as a way of being with itself. Aipeoig and guyn are
the basic motivations of being-there. It is no accident that aipgoig and @uyn
appear where it is a question of the ultimate ontological interpretation of being-
there.>** Since dovn vis-a-vis Aomn is apprehended originarily with the being-
there of living things, and constitutes the basic disposition—the mode in which
being-there to a certain extent affects itself—mdovn can be characterized as
nabog, a maboc of the sort that Aristotle says is éykeypwouévov,’** “colored
through and through,” the sort of nd6o¢ that completely colors, or permeates,
Biog, “being-there.” Bioc, not {on: Piog as “existence,” “living” in the emphatic
sense of human beings taking hold of themselves in mpoaipeoig. Another closer
form is seen when Aristotle constantly says that with every concern, ndovn and
A1 are co-given; with every mdog, but equally with every perceiving, every
thinking, considering, with Ogwpia, to the extent that they are basic modes of
living, §éovn is an inseparable companion.’*

I will succinctly summarize the determinations of mdfog. The disgression
that we have pursued (with consideration of De Partibus Animalium) showed
that mé0og, insofar as one characterizes it according to its £idoc, is determined
as being-in-the-world: determination of the mpog dAAnAa. Insofar as f6ovr| is
co-given with every mdog, being-in is itself possessed, possessed in the two
possibilities of aipeoig and guyn. The being of living things as wdOoc is a being
that has the character of coming-to-be-taken and of being-taken. Therein lies
the aspect of petapoln, of losing-composure and being-out-of-composure—
change from . . . to ... A further determination of mwéfoc in Rhetoric, Book
2, Chapter 1, the aspect of the changing of kpivew: in this losing-composure,
kpivew, ¢ “distinguishing,” “taking a position,” is undergone as well; the
manner and mode of being oriented toward the world or in the world is also

342. Eth. Nic. B 2, 1104 b 30 sq.: tp1i®v yap Svimv T@V €ig T0G aipécels Kol Tpidv Tdv &ig Tag
Quyéc. K 2, 1172 b 19 sqq.: TV yép AV ko’ odTd maEGTY GEVKTOV Elvat, Opoing &1 1o évavtiov
aipetov. [ . . . ] T010010 8’ OLOLOYOVUEVMG EVOL THV HOOVAY.

343.Dean. I' 7,431 a9 sqq.

344. Eth. Nic. B2, 1105 a 3.

345. Cf. Eth. Nic. K 4, 1174 b 20 sqq.

346. Rhet. B 1, 1378 a 20 sq.: €ott 6¢ 10 TGO S S0 peTafAALOVTEG SLPEPOVGL TPOG TAG
Kpioeic.
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laid claim to in this being befallen by a méfog. Thereby, the inner connec-
tion between mdBog and Aoyog is set forth—Aodyog as a mode of fulfillment of
Kpivew.

$§21. @ifog (Rhetoric B 5)

We are transitioning to the characteristic of fear, which Aristotle treats along
two directions in Rhetoric, Book 2, Chapter 5:

1. p6Poc as wabog: the way that “being-afraid” represents a fully determi-
nate concretion of “being-out-of-composure.”

2. 6Pog as miorig—genuine clue to the interpretation of the Rhetoric: to
what extent “being-afraid,” as a basic determination of the being-there of the
other, of the hearer, co- speaks in deliberating, becoming-conclusive about an
affair that is to be settled.

a) Schematic Outline of the Characterization of Fear

I will offer an entirely schematic outline of how fear is to be characterized in
this chapter:

At 1382 a 20-27, Aristotle provides (1) topic, (2) definition, (3) basic de-
terminations in their initial description.

At 1382 a 27-b 2, Aristotle characterizes the goBep6v, or more precisely:
the poPepd,**’ the “fearsome,” the “frightful,” in the sense that designates what
sends me into fear upon meeting it. The consideration of onueia,’*® of the en-
counter-characters of the fearsome, that the fearsome announces, is also con-
tained in the consideration of the poBepd. ®ofepd are objects, circumstances,
and so on.

At 1382 b 2-22, Aristotle deals with the poBepoi,**® poPepd with the char-
acter of living, other humans, inasmuch as other humans with whom I live are,
for me, in the character of the poBepov.

At 1382 b 22-27, Aristotle gives the thoroughgoing determination of the
@oPepdv: the aspect that constitutes the givenness of the fearsome refers to
both @oPepd and pofepoi.

At 1382 b 28-1383 a 8: the disposition of fear, the manner and mode of
how I must find myself in order to be in fear, or the ability to be sent into fear.
Only with this aspect does the genuine interpretation come to its end. Only
here is the phenomenon of fear genuinely visible.

At 1383 a 812, Aristotle characterizes the clue to the cultivation of wicTig
on the basis of the phenomenon of fear determined in this way. ®6pog and

347. Rhet. B 5, 1382 a 28.
348. Rhet. B 5, 1382 a 30 sq.
349. Rhet. B 5,1382b 7.
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other ma6n are determinate dispositions in which the hearer finds himself, or
should find himself. The one discoursing must notice that he might frighten
others through his discoursing. He must be oriented toward the phenomenon so
that he can correctly captivate others, in order to be able to frighten others.

b) The Topic, the First Definition, and the First Determinations

First of all, Aristotle offers the fopic and first determinations: moio 8¢ @ofodvtan
Koi Tivag kai Tdg Exovrec,®*® “how something of a given type is feared, which
human beings, and the how of having-oneself,” the disposition of fearing. You
see the basic orientation toward the sense of mdbog as being-in-the-world,
standing-toward-others and finding oneself with them. Those are the relations
in which every nd6oc stands.

On that basis, Aristotle seeks to give the first definition. Fear, however,
is only genuinely intelligible when Aristotle supplies the ndg £yovteg. In the
first definition, only a formal structure of fear is offered; it is not explicitly set
forth that such a finding-oneself is a fearing. Aristotle characterizes @opog as
Amn g §j tapayn €k eavtaciog pEAlovtog kakod @Oaptikod fj Avrnpod.>s!
It is not so much a &netan, but directly pdpoc Avmn tig: “fearing is something
like a being-toned-down,” a disposition that is characterized as @uyn, “flee-
ing,” so to speak from my being-there. It is a aipgoig, not an elevated being-
there, but instead it recoils from it. . . . 1 Topoayn, “confusion”: Admn more
precisely characterized as “being-led-by-another,” “being-through-another.”
This being-through-another is more clearly determined when I stand toward
myself in the mode of recoiling from myself, namely, from my being-there. . . .
€k pavtaciog, “from something that shows itself”; pavtacio (in the fully orig-
inal sense): “that which shows itself,” “the self-showing”; ék eavtaciog = €k
0D @aivecOat. What is expressed in this way is that what shows itself is not
yet genuinely there; it is not there in aicOnoic. It is there in such a way that it
is not yet there in a certain mode. A being-led-by-another on the basis of the
seeing-before-oneself of a being that is not yet there, not yet there so that it
has the character of that which wants to arrive or should arrive. . . . péAlovtoc,
“not yet there” in the sense of standing-before, coming-toward-me. Such a
uéAdov as kaxdv, eBaptikdv: what comes toward me “in the mode of harmful-
ness,” comes toward me in the sense of that which could be “harmful” to my
being-there, that which could “do damage to it,” “something harmful” to me.
In short, a disposition that is set before an approaching possibility that pertains
to me, comes toward me, and as such announces itself, specifically through the
announcement.

It is to be noted, from the outset, that that before which I am afraid, that by
which I am characterized in my being-in-fear, is determined so that it matters

350. Rhet. B 5, 1382 a 20.
351. Rhet. B 5, 1382 a 21 sq.
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to me thus and so, a Avinmpdv that can bring me out of composure. Not every
KaKkOV is an object of fear.3s? The kaxdv must be one that drives at my being-
there, so that I am led-by-another. In the preceding chapter, Aristotle says that
the Avmnpd, what brings me into the peculiar disposition in which I recoil from
myself, are aicOntd. I follow the track of this being-what-matters, so I am then
led-by-another in relation to which I do not really fear an impending injustice
that touches me, or the possibility that I may become an imbecile. Rather, I hate
it to the highest degree.’** With it, I am not led by another; such an impending
thing leaves me cold, cold in the chill of hate. To fear belongs this peculiar type
of encounter, which arouses that which leads one into fear.

That which is encountered must be further determined as coveyyvc,** that
which is not very far away; it must be “in proximity.” “We have no fear be-
fore that which is in the distance. Indeed, everyone knows that they will die,
that death is imminent; but since it is not near, they are not at home with it in
their ppovnoic. They do not turn toward it; they do not look around and see
it after them.”?> That before which I am led into fear must have the character
of the near, something impending that, as such, forces itself into proximity.
This definite way of encountering the environing world is constitutive of the
possibility of being-afraid. That which is encountered in the environing world
must have the character of threat. That which has this way-of-being-in-the-
world is a being-threatened. Here, it should be noted that being-threatened is
not already being-afraid. In every fearing lies a being-threatened, but not vice
versa. Fear is, precisely, a definite finding-oneself, a behaving with respect to
oneself in being-threatened.

¢) The Threatening (poPepd) and the Encounter-Characters
That Announce (onpeio) It

From there, Aristotle proceeds to the characteristic of pofepa and of onucia.
We will briefly summarize the three aspects of the “threatening” under the title
of threateningness:

1. paiveron,®¢ it must “show itself™ as thus and so, and yet as not genuinely
there. The fearsome is characterized by possibility, being-possibility, but in the
sense of the indeterminate. The aspect of indeterminacy enhances, in particular
the possibility, that it can with regard to the possible disposition of fearing. The
indeterminate also enhances the threateningness.

352. Rhet. B 5, 1382 a 22 sq.: oV yop ndvta T kakd eopodvrat.
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2. The determination of dvvaypuy £xswv peyainv:*’ that which comes toward
me with the character of “powerfulness,” in opposition to which I find myself
in a definite weakness, can do me harm. It is constitutive of threat. Something
about which I have reckoned from the outset, that can do me no harm, is not
able to threaten me, if it is also undetermined whether it touches me or not.

3. That which is thus powerful in the possibility of being-able-to-arrive,
“being brought into proximity,” mAnclacpodg, turns the threat into “danger.”3#
Something threatening in the greater distance is not danger. Threat becomes
danger when it draws nearer to me as such. From here, the distinctive aspect
of fear becomes intelligible, with which we are familiar on the basis of the
somatic, on the basis of restraint. That which threatens is the indeterminate
possibility of something that can pertain to me, that is more than a match for
me, that is concentrated on me, not factically but in the peculiar character of
forcing-itself-into-my-proximity, such that the @oPepdv is announced, such
that this pofepdv is then, so to speak, represented by the onpeia.’*® The onpeia
take over the cultivation of the peculiar there-character of the pofepdv: taking
over the function of the there, to be a not-being-there-in-approaching. Three
onueia: (1) &Opa, 0pyn,>® “hostile attitude,” “rage”; (2) ddwia,**! “unjust at-
titude”; (3) apetn VPplouévn,®? “seriousness that ridicules is provoked.” We
will have to consider how these onpeia are precisely onpeia by virtue of the
fact that they cultivate the possibility in its very indeterminacy.

For the intelligibility of the explication of fear, it is instructive to see how
one, in fact, cannot yet fully define being-brought-into-fear on the basis of
that which can excite fear. Therefore, not all of the aspects of the frightening
are contained therein—there is no parallel between the frightening and being-
afraid. What is, here, claimed in phenomenology does not correspond with the
facts.

The characteristic aspect of that before which being-afraid stands must be
grasped as what is possible. What is traced out therein is the mode in which the
frightening itself genuinely becomes what it can be, the enhancement of what
is possible as such a thing that is to come, that comes toward me in the char-
acter of the harmful. What is possible is enhanced in its possibility in that it is
there and not there, in that it therefore announces itself in its being-there in a
certain manner. But in the announcement lies its not yet being itself there. The
manner in which the frightening is present as such is pavtacio, not aicOnoig.
The aspect that constitutes proximity is the mAncwaopdc. Finding-oneself in
the face of something threatening becomes a situation of danger through the
mincloopdc. The function of approaching, of announcement, the characteristic

357. Ibid.
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enhancement of the possibility that lies in the frightening, is taken over by
the onueia: (1) €Opa, dpyn; (2) ddikia, “unjust character,” specifically of a
dovapy Eyovtoc,’® “of one that has power,” namely, to that which he is pos-
sibly resolved; (3) aperr) vBpilopévn.

Ad 1. The question is, to what extent is the threatening brought into proxim-
ity, specifically, to what extent is danger constituted, by &y0pa, opyn, “hostile
attitude,” and “rage.” Hostile attitude and rage are characterized by npoaipeoic.
Rage and malevolent character are encountered as modes of being-there that
can explode at any moment. Whether it does so is uncertain, but it can. Rage
brings precisely this “can” to a head.

Ad 2. Adwcia: one who has the proclivity for injuring others, and the power
to do it. Here, again, is the determination of mpoaipeoic that brings the can into
dangerousness. It has to do with ‘can’ in a double sense: (a) insofar as he has
the power to carry out what he is up to—he can; (b) insofar as this having-
power is in wpoaipeoic, it is shifted into a second ‘can’ such that behind this
‘can’ (in the first sense) stands the second ‘can’ of mpoaipeoic, of “being-able-
to-resolve-onself.” dOvayug is set into the proper possibility through the sense
of adwkia. The threatening becomes the dangerous. With the shifting-into-one-
another of the senses of ‘can,’ the uncertainty of that which is impending for
me is enhanced.

Ad 3. Apet vVpplopévn, “provoked seriousness.” The provoked is con-
stantly at the ready. Without my knowing, he can become danger, he can harm
me. Insofar as he can injure me by surprise, he is dangerous.

All of these aspects, as onueia, themselves take over the character of that
which they indicate. They are the announcing of these threatening things, and
while they announce, they themselves become frightening. The toward-which
of reference conveys its being-character, as threatening, to the referring itself.
That which is announced by the onueia shifts, for its part, the characters into
the character of the threatening. Through the announcement, the threatening
becomes the dangerous. The onpeia cultivate the dangerousness of the threat-
ening, and so themselves become dangerous.

d) Human Beings Themselves insofar as They Are Frightening (poBepoi)

In accordance with this consideration of pofepd and their peculiar character of
announcing, through which they come into my proximity, Aristotle discusses
pofepol, i.e, human beings themselves insofar as they are frightening. He be-
gins this consideration by making a general claim. The possibility that human
beings be frightening to one another lies (1) in the fact that human beings are
“of bad character,” that they are after bad things; (2) that they are “after their
own advantage, after profit”; (3) that they are mostly “cowardly,” they do not
stand up for anything, you cannot count on them.3¢*
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But thus determined, human beings are found to be characterized by the (o
npoKTiKy, by mpoaipeoic. All of these aspects are plainly there in mpoaipeoic,
in the possibility that human beings be resolved thus and so with these aspects
and on their basis.

Aristotle enumerates nine different characters that characterize different
situations in which a human being can encounter others as frightening.

1. He to whom I am compromised is frightening, for example, “for some-
one who has committed some crime, his accessories are frightening”; for they
are mainly greedy and are after harm, with them is the danger that they will
betray him.?% Being-compromised to definite human beings is a definite pos-
sibility having to do with what is frightening.

2. “The powerful” are frightening to those who are inferior to them.*¢ For
the powerful, there is the dual possibility of the ‘can’ that we have already
characterized.

3. “Those who are injured or believe themselves to have been injured,” to
have been insulted, are frightening insofar as they are out to avenge the injury
or insult. One expects something from them.?¢’

4. “Those who have injured another and now fear revenge™® are frighten-
ing. They take precautions against being injured in return by the other whom
they have injured.

5. Those who are “competitors in one and the same matter*® are frighten-
ing to each other insofar as the other is capable of anything in order to gain
the advantage. This being-capable-of-anything carries with it the possibility
of threat.

6. “Those who are a threat to whoever can themselves obtain more than
we can; if the ones that are more powerful than we are are vulnerable, then
we are even more s0.”*7" Here, the possibility of coming-into-danger again ap-
pears through the peculiar detour of others—a characteristic enhancement of
the possibility through the detour.

7. “Those who are superior to us, and have already ruined us™*"" are fright-
ening.

8. Frightening are “those who are weaker than we are, and are out to ruin”;
for it can be expected from them that one day they will attack us.>”
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9. “Among enemies and opponents, those that plainly attack, that wear
their heart on their sleeve and speak out plainly about everything that they
are thinking, are not very frightening. Much more frightening are the npdot,
the reserved, the eipwveg, the ironic [those who act as though the things they
deal with are not as important as they are considered to be], the mavobpyot,
the slick ones. [One does not know where one stands with them—distinctive
uncertainty. One does not know whether everything is all right with them, or
whether they only act as though it is.] With them, it is not manifest whether a
threat is near [whether they are planning something], so it is never clear that,
in fact, no danger is present””>—enhancement of the uncertainty through the
indeterminacy of proximity.

You have seen, through the examples by which Aristotle characterizes the
@oPepoi, that what is at issue here, according to the entire context, are the rela-
tions between one mOAig and others, and the relations among individuals within
the moMc—the @ofepoi seen according to this orientation of being-with-one-
another.

¢) The Genuineness of the Frightening (pofep6v)

Here, Aristotle gives a genuine characterization of the pofepdv. The sort of
thing that one has missed and can no longer put right, what one has been able
to evade but is now unavoidable—that is frightening to the highest degree. It
is unavoidable, not in an absolute sense, but for me; the unavoidability is there
with the opponent.3’* Such a situation presents what is frightening in the high-
est sense. The unavoidable, not in an absolute sense, but only for me. The pos-
sibility of unavoidability is there with another who is hostile to me. Insofar as
unavoidability is not absolute, but is there with another, and the other possesses
mpoaipeotg, it is characterized as threat. This being-threatened is determined
through the éAmtig of the one threatened. Even what is threatening to the highest
degree must, in a certain sense, hold out the prospect of remaining absent. The
frightening becomes more genuine, the more the prospect of help disappears.
Where there is no help, and yet it is still expected by the one threatened, the
prospect of it remaining absent must still persist.

f) Disposition in Being Afraid

Being afraid must be characterized as an oiesOat. The one who is brought into
fear must once “believe” that the definite thing that threatens, threatens Aim,
and further, that what is threatening proceeds from this definite human being,
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and that he threatens him now.*”> What is threatening must be there not only
in the sense that I know that one day it could befall me—not being oriented
toward the possibility of threat, but rather being-for, believing, that I have to
expect this or that, that something is now happening to me by this person.
Characteristic of the manner and mode in which the pofepd are there for me is
ofecBat. Where this distinctive ofecOat is wanting, one can perhaps be aware
of a threatening thing, but it cannot be feared. This being-for remains absent
from those for whom it goes swimmingly, who regard themselves as safe from
every threat, those who have riches, physical strength, followers and influence
at their disposal. These are never brought into fear; with them there arises a
distinctive disdain, arrogance, and impudence.’’® Furthermore, fear is absent
from those who have a different oiecOou, for those who believe that nothing
more can happen to them since they have already been through everything. The
“hardened” stand outside the possibility of fear.’”” This type of appropriating
genuine being-there into one’s beliefs about it must be shifted; it must come
into a definite oiecBat, so that what is frightening in general can come into my
proximity.

This believing oneself to be in danger is, at the same time, the sort that
operates in an é\mic: what is threatening is appropriated as mattering to one,
even when, at the same time, one hopes to escape. The é\nic cotnpiog is as
constitutive of being afraid as believing is for being threatened.?”® In this “hope
of being saved,” the peculiar disposition in which I am concerned with what I
fear is manifest. It must matter to me. It cannot be something of indifference.

Accordingly, only now is the distinctive tapoyr, “disquiet,” intelligible.
The disquiet is nothing other than the opposedness of oieobou and éAnig: be-
lieving oneself to be lost, and hoping nonetheless. The possibility of salva-
tion must be held fast, and in the expectant holding fast of the possibility of
not-being-annihilated, the peculiar “recoiling” from that which threatens me
operates—AvTn as @uYT. The possibility of being saved—in short, of being, is
there, but nonetheless [ recoil from being. That is the basic sense of tapayn.
Being-there does not depart from itself, but rather holds fast in hope of the
possibility of salvation. In this way, there appears in tapayn the two aspects
of diw¢ic and goyn. both basic determinations of the genuine being-moved of
being-there.
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g) Fear as miotig: Courage as the Possibility of Being-Composed
in Relation to It: The wéOn as Ground of Adyog

Aristotle says that insofar as human beings come into this disquiet, which is
determined by oiecOon and é\ric, they become ready to deliberate.>” Human
beings who are brought into fear run to another in order to confer, to get coun-
sel. If I allow people to be brought into fear, if I make out political events as
dangerous, I thereby make people ready for, and inclined toward, conferring. 1
make them into those who contribute to the realization of an intended decision;
I do this for the purpose of their becoming themselves micTic.

Referring back to speaking-with-one-another in everydayness, fear shows
itself to be that disposition that brings to speaking. What appears here in the
circle of everydayness is a phenomenon that has a much more originary foun-
dation, insofar as, in the being-there of human beings, it can be a question of
fear in yet another sense, what we designate as anxiety or dread: where it is un-
canny for us, where we do not know what we are afraid of. If it is uncanny for
us, we begin to discourse. That is an indication of how the yéveoic of speaking
is measured by being-there, as speaking is connected with the basic determina-
tion of being-there itself, which is characterized by uncanniness.

The fear that Aristotle characterizes here itself has the possibility of being
taken hold of by human beings in a decisive manner. Fear has, as a determinate
naOoc, the possibility of a £€1c. Such a possibility is courage. However, it is
evident that I can only be courageous in the right sense if I am afraid. Fear
is the condition of the possibility of courage. Whoever is not afraid vis-a-vis
persuading himself not to be afraid (which is the case most of the time), does
not yet get around to making a decision in the right sense, and being cou-
rageous. It is a question of taking hold of courage. It is a question of being
afraid in the right manner, and thereby coming to resoluteness. Connected with
this is Augustine s thesis: initium sapientiae timor Domini,**° which makes the
fundamental relevance of fear for being-there visible. Possibilities of being-
composed in relation to fear: Rhetoric, BS, and in greater detail, Nicomachean
Ethics, T, Chapters 9—-10.38!

At the same time, é\nig cwtpiag indicates that fearing, in the context
of cotpia, stands in a distinctive connection with being-there itself. At one
point, Aristotle says of £€§ic—more precisely of the ability to have the mo-
ment at one’s disposal in the proper mode—that it c®lel pecdtnTa,®? that it
“preserves the mean”; it brings me into the genuine being that corresponds
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to the circumstances. Furthermore, ocCewv is used in a metaphorical sense: 0
0g0c odlet TOv ovpavov, “God preserves the heavens.” “Preserve” is meant in
the sense of not-letting-perish, maintaining-in-being-there. Zdlewv, compia:
counter-concepts to eBopda, to “disappearing-out-of-being-there.”

We still have to come to an understanding in what follows as to how fear
and the mdOn stand in connection with Adyoc, insofar as Adyog is taken as
speaking-with-one-another, which has the function of working out the inter-
pretation of being-there in its everydayness. Insofar as the 7a6n are not merely
an annex of psychical processes, but are rather the ground out of which speak-
ing arises, and which what is expressed grows back into, the mé0n, for their
part, are the basic possibilites in which being-there itself is primarily oriented
toward itself, finds itself. The primary being-oriented, the illumination of its
being-in-the-world is not a knowing, but rather a finding-oneself that can be
determined differently, according to the mode of being-there of a being. Only
within the thus characterized finding-oneself and being-in-the-world is it pos-
sible to speak about things, insofar as they are stripped of the look they have
in immediate relations. Now the possibility arises of coming to a definite con-
creteness that, in a certain sense, sets back in place the mode of seeing the
world as it is indicated in advance by the ©a6n. Only if one sees being-there
in this way can one set the wé0n back in place. Only from this standpoint can
one understand what was a strain for the Greeks, who were to a certain degree
in love with Adyoc: to work their way out toward a concreteness, from out of
discussion and idle chatter. Only thus can we understand that it is false when
one holds Greece in general to be a fantastical place, as if things just fell into
the lap of these distinguished men.

$22. Supplements to the Explication of Being-There as Being-in-the-World

a) The &&ig of aAnBevew (Nicomachean Ethics A12—13)

We have brought the consideration of fear to a certain close. It is necessary to
remember that wd6n are apprehended in the RhAeforic as miotelg, insofar as they
speak for a meaning that leads the living-with-one-another of human beings
in the moMc. These micteic are that €€ Gv 1 TpdTacic, “that from which and on
the basis of which, from whose particular givenness what is known is taken.”
All argumentation speaks from out of something self-evident. The &0 are
determined by 11dov1|; they are characteristic of the finding-itself at each mo-
ment of being-there in its world. In the case of the consideration of @dpoc, and
of the m@On in general, these are considered insofar as they are determinations
of the hearer. However, everyone is with other beings in being-there, hearer
and speaker equally. Thus the 66&n in whose cultivation the 7dOn participate
characterize the interpretedness of being-there in everydayness. The xowavia,
“being-with-one-another,” is in the having-the-world-there-with-one-another,
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a having-with-one-another of definite 36&ot, which is oriented by how being-
there itself speaks about itself at the moment.

This kowavia still has the special possibility of humans being-with-one-an-
other reciprocally: of opidio or of culfjv.** This “living-with-one-another” is,
however, characterized in an average and everyday way by 86&a. Being-there
in everydayness maintains itself in the “more or less”; it operates in degrees.
With regard to itself, it is not so exacting; it is non-concrete to a certain extent.
A human being is non-concrete in relation to himself. Insofar as he is this, and
at the same time has the possibility of deciding something genuine for himself,
that is, is in the possibility of Tpoaipeoig, he also has a £€1g with respect to the
uncoveredness of his being. There is also a &€1g in relation to opiAia, culiv. It
is having the legitimacy of comportment toward others and toward oneself at
one s disposal. Whoever is defined by this &&1¢ is designated by Aristotle as the
dAnOgvtikog,** which means having being-there with respect to discovered-
ness at one’s disposal, presenting oneself so that one’s self-presentation and
being with others is not a self-concealing, feigning, presenting oneself as one
is and as one thinks.

The ov(ijv is characterized by (w1 wpaxtikn peta Adyov. This £€1g occurs
&v Adyorg kai mpdéeotv kai T® mpoomoruott.’® TIpoomoinua: asserting about
oneself in the sense of talking oneself into that which one asserts of oneself,
that which one claims about oneself in the sense that one talks oneself into it,
what is asserted about oneself. This npocmoinua, Tpocmoinoig is for the most
part in degrees. Customarily and for the most part human beings are, hiddenly
or evidently, in opdia (1) in the character of the dAaldv, or (2) in that of the
gipav. Alalodv is he who makes something up about himself, who discourses
grandly about himself: dokel o1 0 pév dhalmv mpooToMTIKOG TV EVEOEMV
sivar kol pi) drapxdvTov Kol peldveov i Dmdpyst,**s “he who says about him-
self what universally enjoys reputation.” That is a £€£1g: initially and for the
most part, the human being maintains himself as dAal®v; he sticks to speaking
the sort of thing that universally enjoys reputation, vis-a-vis asserting about
oneself the sort of thing “that is not at all at one’s disposal,” or that is “greater
or more significant than what one is oneself”—making something up about
oneself, so that one conceals one’s genuine being, not the sort who presents
his being undisguisedly. The other possibility is characterized by the gipov:
dpveioBan [dokel] ta vdpyovto 7 EAdtTtm To1ely,* “who denies what he is,
who does not present his being in the way it shows itself immediately, who
makes his being less important”—Socrates, who passes himself off as one who
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knows nothing and yet knows more, indeed, than others. The &ipowv has good
and bad possibilities. The mean is the dAnfevticoc: being “truthful,” being
“undisguised”—each speaks and behaves in the way that he is.3%

You see the accomplishment of Adyog in being-in-the-world, and thereby
the apprehension of Adyog internal to being-in-the-world; and, at the same
time, you see that the uncoveredness, the disclosive being-oriented in being-
toward-oneself and in being-toward-others, is characterized by daAn0eio, more
precisely, by aAnfevewv as a &g, this aAnbevew in the mode of being-able-
to-be-there-unconcealed. Aristotle treats the various possibilities of dAnBevewv
thematically in Book 6 of the Nicomachean Ethics: the manifoldness of such
gEeic. Two are the highest: (1) coeia, (2) ppdévnoic—-looking-around” in the
moment and Oewpelv, that unlocking of the world, opening up of being, with
which no practical secondary object can come into play, that aAn6evew as Piog
Oewpntikdc which presents the genuine and highest possibility of Greek exis-
tence.

b) The World as World of Nature

Previously, we characterized the being-there of human beings as being-in-the-
world, and defined the world, initially, by the encounter-aspects of the dyaddv.
The being-character of the world with which we have to do is determined as
Evdgyduevov GAAmG; it is more or less the way that change assigns it. In this
environing world, the world with which we have to do in our concerns ap-
pears unified with the world as nature. Nature is not a being-region standing
alongside this world, but rather is the world itself such as it shows itself in the
environing world in a definite way, characterized by the fact that the world is,
as nature, that way of being showing itself for our being-in-the-world in daily
dealings as being-there-always-already: sailing in the sea, fish are caught in
the stream. The everydayness of producing is always producing from some-
thing that is related, for example, from the mine, from the forest, and so on
Everything that everydayness needs, it has and is there in nature. It is important
to see that nature is primarily not something like an object of scientific con-
sideration. Nature is the always-already-being-there of the world. As it is seen
primarily, world is an aspect of the environing world itself. The change from
day to night is always repeated, as is the course of the sun and of the stars. In
the environing world that I possess, there is the ground on which I stand, air
whose presence waits on me in a certain respect. The world must be under-
stood in this way if one defines being-in-the-world as dealing with the world.
The world is seen, in this experience of being-there, as that which always is
and also can be otherwise.

What genuinely-is-always, what need not be sought long for natural ori-
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entation in the world, is the heavens. The Greek heavens and the world must
be understood as a vault on which the sun rises and descends. The practical
concern of human beings occurs in the middle, in the pécov. The earth is the
center of orientation for orientation in the world, an orientation that need not be
at all theoretical nor natural-scientific. This system of orientation is absolute.
There is nothing in terms of which my being-there would be relative. There is
only a being-there, being-there upon the earth as the absolute center of orienta-
tion. For Aristotle, there are three basic movements: (1) away from the mid-
dle, dvw; (2) toward the middle, kdtw; (3) around the middle, kbkhoc—three
movements in which being-there stands as being-in-the-world. Everything that
is in the world itself is the kdopoc. Beings as kocpog are characterized by the
presence of what is always already there, napovacio. Every being is determined
in its being by the fact that it is népag, the having-become-complete that has
its limits. “Limit” is not somehow determined by the relation of one being to
another, but rather the limit is itself a being-aspect in beings; mépog is its site,
its place, its being-produced, being-in-its-place. In this way, beings that move
themselves in the k6cpog always have a determinate limit of their movement—
their site. Site is a positive determination of being. The site belongs to beings
as such. Contemporary physics has returned to this standpoint with the concept
of “field.” To the degree that the character of the world is considered, it is con-
sidered as the world of nature. This nature is not somehow alongside, not first
of all nature and then a good deal in addition; instead, if one wants to see the
things of nature with respect to their being-there, one must see them through
the environing world, vis-a-vis how it is there as environing world. Only then
does one have a proper basis for grasping the mode of being-there of the be-
ings of nature.
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CHAPTER ONE

The Being-There of Human Beings as the Indigenous
Character of Conceptuality

$23. Showing of the Possibility of Conceptuality in Being-There
according to Concretely Giving Basic Experience,
Guiding Claim, and Prevailing Intelligibility

The consideration of the being-there of human beings as being-in-the-world
has been brought to a certain conclusion. This being-in-the-world has the basic
character of its being in 16yog. Adyog pervades being-in. What is preserved in
AOyog is the manner and mode in which the world and the being-there that is
itself discovered therein are opened up. Adyoc disposes over the particular dis-
coveredness and openedness of the world. It allows us the directions in which
being-there can interrogate the world and itself.

Toward what purpose did the interrogating of the world and of the being-
there of the human beings in it strive? It was examined with respect to the
indigenous character of conceptuality, specifically with the purpose of under-
standing conceptuality itself. And that because only in conceptuality is every
concept to be understood as what it is. Insofar as conceptuality is understood,
the guiding clue to seeing concrete concepts is given. It had the purpose of set-
ting forth basic concepts, of making conceptuality visible, and appropriating
it for the understanding thereof. It sought conceptuality where conceptuality
itself is at home and as such, from where it arises: that being in which some-
thing like conceptuality can be. With the emphasis on the indigenous character
of conceptuality—on its indigenous Greek character—we have fulfilled a task
that is placed before every interpretation, insofar as interpretation needs to be
oriented by that of which it speaks.

We have characterized conceptuality according to three aspects: (1) con-
cretely giving basic experience, (2) determined by the guiding claim, and (3) by
the prevailing intelligibility. The question concerning the indigenous character
of conceptuality is the question as to where and how the three above-named
characters possess their being, such that they are possible in this being itself,
such that they grow out of'it, and even constitute a possibility of this being. The
answer to the question concerning the indigenous character of conceptuality
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must exhibit a being that has the being-character that in itself presents these
three characters.

With this purpose, being-there was explicated, being-there with respect to
its being. This explication was laid out so that basic concepts would come
to language. These basic concepts came to language with the purpose of im-
mediately serving to make being-there visible and intelligible as the possible
ground of basic concepts themselves. The genuine interpretation occurs in the
right way, then, only if it is fulfilled on the ground of explicit conceptuality, if
the interpretation is retrieved, is understood in accordance with the ground.
Therein, a general hermeneutical principle appears, that every interpretation
is only genuine in retrieval. Only then is it a putting-forward of that which no
longer stands there.

Being-there was characterized for the purpose of setting forth the indig-
enous character of conceptuality:

1. Is the being that is thus characterized, in its being, the possibility of the
conceptual?

2. How is the being-there of human beings, as being-in-the-world, this pos-
sibility?

Ad 1. “Possibility” must, then, be understood as being-possible in the sense
of the being-character of the beings that are spoken of, not in the sense of
the empty possibility that is brought to being-there, so that it is maintained
beforehand for being-there whether or not it is possible. If conceptuality is
indigenous to being-there itself, being-there itself must be conceptuality in a
certain way—in which case it is not necessary that conceptuality as such has
already come forward in its aspects; it can be there inexplicitly. We want to first
show that, in fact, conceptuality lies in being-there itself.

(a) With regard to the concretely giving basic experience: the experience
in which a being is determined with regard to its primary look, such that all
else is derived and is characterized in its being on the basis of this basic view.
Every being, as being-there, is a being that shows itself as there. Being-in-the-
world means: having a being there that is disclosed in its look and having to
do with it as disclosed. Being-in-the-world means having the world there in a
certain way. Not only is the world had, but being-there has itself in disposition.
Being-in-the-world is characterized by disposition. Being-there has itself: not
in reflecting, as the primary mode of having-itself-there is in finding-oneself.
This having-there is the possibility of having a being determined in advance as
thus and so in its look. So, therein lies the possibility of genuinely seeing that
which is had in natural dealing, of taking a distance from concernful dealing
and residing within merely looking at it. Insofar as being-there is characterized
as being-in, as being-in-the-world, and this being-in-the-world is character-
ized as disposition, the world and living are already there in a way, so that
concretely giving basic experience, as already there itself, has the possibility
of giving-itself.

(b) The guiding claim: this refers to that in terms of which a being is ad-
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dressed. The being is, ultimately, always addressed in terms of its being. A
definite sense of being guides every natural interpretation of beings. This sense
does not need to be made categorially explicit, and precisely when it is not, it
possesses its genuine being and its authority. In this interpretation of being-
there, being means being-present, being-completed. The being is not only there
in its look; the being-character is itself explicitly there, in the sense of the ex-
plicitness of everyday seeing, considering, discussing.

(¢) The prevailing intelligibility. Being-with-one-another is thoroughly
governed by 86&a. All speaking is oriented toward bringing the questionable,
the unintelligible, into a definite familiarity. Being-there has, in itself, a definite
claim on that which is familiar in a genuine sense. Being-there, in its inter-
pretation, is thoroughly governed by a definite idea of evidence, which is suf-
ficient for being-there as such, an evidence from which the scientific sense of
evidence takes its standard, the various proofs, the rigor of proofs. Familiarity
is the standard of intelligibility that Adyog possesses, that proceeds from the
gvdo&ov and returns to it.

Ad 2. We have to ask more precisely sow the being thus characterized
can be cultivated as being-there itself, in such a way that conceptuality comes
forward. We already know that the being-there of human beings is character-
ized by mpoaipeoic. A “resolving-oneself” is always determined by the fact it
that resolves itself in opposition to something. Accordingly, the cultivation of
conceptuality also presumably arises from such a way of being of being-there,
which runs precisely counter to this conceptuality, so that the being of the
being-possible of conceptuality can be characterized as possibility in a double-
sense: (1) in the sense of the possibility of that on the basis of which concep-
tuality can be cultivated, as from its contrary and (2) for-what and upon what,
being-there can be cultivated in the conceiving of conceptuality.

On the basis of this orientation, we will have to characterize movement since
we will come to know it as a determination of beings, namely, of being-alive,
from which all further consideration of being is developed. Kivnoig: guiding
clue for the explication of the being of the being-there of human beings.!

$24. The Double Sense of the Possibility of Conceptuality in Being-There

I have attempted to establish the connection: to make conceptuality itself in-
telligible on the basis of being-there as such, to exhibit being-there according
to a basic possibility of its being. This being has the possibility of carrying in
itself the basic determinations of conceptuality. The fact of the matter is that, in
human living, something like science and scientific research is possible. There

1. See Hs. p. 354 ff.
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are three aspects: concretely giving basic experience, guiding claim, prevailing
intelligibility.

1. Concretely giving basic experience: we must understand that this being,
which is called human being-there, has the possibility of carrying in itself the
conceptual. How is conceptuality itself possible in being-there? Being-there
is being-in-the-world. Insofar as it is, it stands in experience. Being-there has
itself, finds itself in relation to itself, even if it often does so in such a way that
being-there has itself in the world, and on the path beyond the world, in which
it lives. I am in certain possibilities: my job, my occupation.

2. The guiding claim: this being-there has, in itself, a definite sense of be-
ing and, corresponding to that, what it is not.

3. Being-there has a definite standard of intelligibility, as in the way it
speaks of and about itself, and about the manner and mode in which it deals.

How is conceptuality itself possible in a being-there thus characterized?
We must distinguish two possibilities. If science is something to which being-
there can resolve itself, €1, then this £€&1g is characterized by its being: mwéd¢
&opev mpog dAlov—ndg, that which it is mpog, “against,” “in relation to”
something, from which it extricates itself. Therefore, the first possibility in the
sense of the arrangement against which &1 is cultivated; the second possibil-
ity, then, in the positive sense.

a) The Possibility of Conceptuality in the Negative Sense of
That in Relation to Which Conceptuality Is Cultivated

a. The Interpretedness of Being-There in Fore-Having,
Fore-Sight, and Fore-Grasp

Initially this conceptuality is not there in an original way; the possibilities of
the conceptual are initially cut off by being-there. Being-there as being-in-
the-world is primarily governed by Adyog, operates in word-thinking, hearing-
saying, reading-learning; and that with respect to three aspects. Being-there
as being-in-the-world is always a being in what is already familiar, what is
already interpreted thus and so; being-there is already apprehended as thus and
so. Coming into the world, one grows into a determinate tradition of speaking,
seeing, interpreting. Being-in-the-world is an already-having-the-world-thus-
and-so. This peculiar fact, that the world into which I enter, in which I awaken,
is there for me in a determinate interpretedness, I designate terminologically
as the fore-having.

The world is there as already thus and so, and with it my being-there in
the world too; and in dealing with it, a definite way of addressing, in which
the world is cared for, is discussed. This circumscribes a definite possibility
of conceiving, of posing questions, that is, the respects are already there in
relation to which the world is cared for. The fore-having is already posited,
at the outset, in a definite fore-sight. The being that is already there stands in
a definite respect; all seeing, all taking-in-some-respect, is determined in the
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concrete sense. Beings, namely, the world and living, are cared for under the
guidance of a definite sense of being: being-produced, being-present, in which,
precisely, this sense of being does not need to be explicit. Precisely by its being
inexplicit, it possesses a peculiar stubbornness in the guidance and leading of
the taking-in-some-respect.

That which is thus already possessed at the outset—the world and living,
and together with them, that which is already set in this definite fore-sight and
is explicated under its guidance—is at the same time expressed for the most
part and in an average way: anogaivesOor—“exhibited,” articulated. Under
the guidance of the respect, the look is now explicated more precisely, that is,
to the extent that the claim to intelligibility governs, a definite idea of a proof
and of conduciveness is guiding. If we recall the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, we know that the mathematical disciplines guided the manner and
mode of the conceptual, the claim to scientific rigor. Definite possibilities of
conceiving can gain dominance; all others must be assimilated to the domi-
nant one. This was the tendency, as it was in the nineteenth century: since the
mathematical sciences are the rigorous sciences, the historical sciences must
proceed in precisely the same way. That was a misunderstanding, as in all such
cases. The governing intelligibility, which includes expressing as articulation,
I designate as fore-grasp.

These three aspects are connected in themselves as having, sight, and
grasp. Every having stands in a definite regard, and is articulated by the ex-
pressed—grasp—and this whole is characterized as fore: at the outset, already
prevailing in the being-there into which I grow. These three aspects character-
ize in their unity that which I designate as interpretation of being-there, being-
transparent.

B. Adyog as the Possibility of Error and Dissimulation

Abyog possesses the mastery of interpretedness. Adyog is the genuine bearer of
interpretedness, AO0yog as the mastery of interpretedness. Insofar as this Aoyog
is that in which all that is conceptual occurs, if is also that which constitutes
the possibility of error in being-there as thus characterized. The experienced
and the seen is, for the most part, what is expressed. In expression, it is com-
municated to others, and through this communication comes into circulation:
what is repeated. In this speaking-around-us, idle chatter, what is expressed in-
creasingly loses its ground. Through this idle chatter, this being-further-spoken
without recourse to the expressed matter, idle chatter comes to cover up and
dissimulate that which is genuinely meant. What is expressed carries in itself
the possibility of dissimulation in the literal sense. Communicating already
is, in a certain sense, a leading astray, even if it does so implicitly and not
deliberately. Insofar as this leading astray is grasped as purposeful, it yields
the possibility of deception and of being-deceived—dominance of the false, of
the yeddoc. From there, we also see the connection between Adyog and €150,
Eidoc: look, in the way that it is. Adyoc: what is expressed, the address. Insofar
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as AOyog is what governs, I draw my knowledge from hearing-saying. It is also
through this Adyog that £180¢ becomes a look, but in the as; it looks as though
it is such and such . . ., but is not so. Something looks like gold, but is not;
something that is taken to be the case—seeming, €idoc, as look in the sense of
only-looking-thus.

That refers not only to the everyday, that being-there with which one has to
do, but in a much more precise measure pertains to that interpreting of being-
there that is made into the explicit task of being there: research and philosophy.
Definite Aoyot that, once expressed, precisely at times when research activities
are young and vital, can assume such a dominance, that for a long time they
render the beings that they refer to inaccessible. The Adyoc of Parmenides,
that “beings are one,” &v 10 6v,? possesses such a dominance within the in-
terpretation of being-there. This Adyog was also a positive motive for posing
the being-question in the genuine sense, and to solve it in terms of the stan-
dards of Greek possibilities. One can see in the Nicomachean Ethics, H 14, that
Aristotle had a keen understanding of the dominance of Adyoc: kKAnpovopio
ovouatog, the “heritage of the word,” word-meaning—that these kKAnpovouio
ovouarog, specifically of f10ovn, were taken over early on from a definite in-
terpretation of being-there—dAL’> eiAjpact v 100 OvouaTog KAnpovouioy
al copatikol Noovai 01 TO TAEIOTAKIS T€ TapPafUALe €ig oOTAG Kol TAVTOG
uetéxew avt@v.’ The feeling that lies closest is sensory pleasure, enjoyment;
this feeling-oneself, interpreted in the horizon of the average feeling of the
crowd, took over the heritage of the word 1dov. ‘Héovn need not originally
mean what it means in the interpretation of the being-there of the many. This
everyday meaning seizes hold of the interpretation.

Since the everyday can seize hold of heritage, it follows that being-there
has the possibility of tearing heritage away from the everyday, and bringing it
to an original interpretedness, that is, out of everydayness, and in opposition to
it in the &1 to appropriate the conceptual in the genuine sense. Fore-having,
fore-sight, and fore-grasp are, at the same time, possibilities of something gen-
uine: to explicitly appropriate the fore-having, fo cultivate the fore-sight, and
to carry through the fore-grasp, following this that is secured. The conceptual
is not something that comes forth from out of being-there and is somehow dis-
covered in addition to it, but rather the proper possibility of the conceptual is
just the conceptual as apprehended interpretation of being-there itself.

b) The Possibility of Conceptuality in the Positive Sense of the Possibility
of That for Which Conceptuality Is Cultivated: Nodg as dtavogicOat

We must still, at least briefly, come to an understanding of possibility in the

2. Parmenides, fr. 8, 3 sqq, in Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker: Griechisch und Deutsch,
edited by H. Diels, fourth edition, Volume I, Berlin 1922, 18 B: €0v [. . .] &v. Aristoteles, Met. A 5,
986 b 29: &v oieton etvar 10 &v.

3. Eth. Nic. H 14, 1153 b 33 sqq.
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positive sense. Being-there operates in a prevailing interpretedness, which Ar-
istotle designates as VoA yelg: living, being-with-one-another, holds opinion,
namely with regard to definite basic facts of the matter; it has definite “hold-
ing-of-opinions.” "'YrmoAfyelg are the primary contents of the interpretation of
being-there; we must inquire into what they mean. They must be liberated
from that which has been accumulated through idle chatter and pointless dis-
cussion of it. Insofar as such a task is grasped, being-there no longer operates
in specifically practical activity—\Aoyog is its independent accomplishment as
amogaivesBari: to clarify dealing with the world, with living no longer as an
acting, a managing in the sense of practical concern, but rather debating, that
which itself becomes visible in the expressed, and to clarify this apart from any
application. Insofar as Adyog is independent, it depends solely upon speaking
in the sense of exhibiting. The question is: wherein does independent speaking
operate? If Adyoc is no longer petd for mpd&ig, then for what is it petd? Insofar
as pa&ic is now given up, Adyog becomes independent, and the question is: to
what is the petd related? Accordingly, Adyog is not simply no longer petd; the
accomplishment of Aoyog is dmopaivesBat. Even here, in its pure function, it
is related to bringing-to-seeing as mode of fulfillment of looking-out as such.
We now possess dlavogicOat, Emotiun peta Adyov. Independence of Adyog
means that it is petd for vogiv and diavosgicBat. “Supposing,” “perceiving,” are
characteristics that determine being-in-the-world more precisely with regard
to being-oriented.

Aristotle, De Anima, T’ 4: vodc is that @ ywdoket T€ 1) yoyn Kol epovei.*
“Supposing” is the genuine being-possibility of being-in-the-world, of “being-
familiar-with . . .” as well as of @poveiv, “looking-around-oneself.” The two
possibilities of being-oriented are (1) mere taking-into-acquaintance without
any practical aim and (2) looking-around-oneself. Therefore (1) being-oriented
toward something, (2) being-oriented for something.

Insofar as vodg is a basic determination of being-in-the-world, it character-
izes the being of being-there as being-oriented. Nodg, orientation, has a genu-
ine character in human being-there: 6 koahoOpevog tig Yyoyiig vodc.® Aristotle
speaks of “so-called” vobc, never simply of vobc, but of vodg in the way that it
is familiar in everydayness, in the way that one speaks of it and the only way
that one can speak of it initially. This kaAobpevog vodg, not genuine voUlg, is
characterized as diovogicOo1.® We must ask: how does this happen? Why is
supposing, insofar as it is fulfilled in human being-there, a dtavoeicOot?

The context of Book 3 of De Anima is: origin of d1d, of the fact that the
vodg of human beings is a dia-vogicOat. “Perceiving and supposing are equal-
ly the simple calling of something.”” To perceive something: to see, in one

4.Dean.I" 4,429 a 10 sq.

5.Dean.T 4,429 a 22.

6. De an. I 4, 429 a 23: Aéyw 82 vodv @ davoeiton [. . .1 woyd.

7.Dean.T 7,431 a 8: 10 pév odv aicBdvesor Spotov @ @éval Lovov Kol Voeiv.
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stroke, as there. To suppose something: a naming or calling, to call something
by a name, to name or call in simply having-there. Closer connection between
speaking and seeing, aicOnoig and @doig apart from any broader structure—
voglv, which has the structure of simply having-there. How does it come about
that this supposing is a d1a-vogicOai? Insofar as volc is voic¢ Tiig yuyfic—yoym
which constitutes genuine being-in-the-world. For Aristotle, {fjv, (o1 is plain-
ly identified with ndovr, disposition. All finding is a finding-oneself with and
toward a 1100 and a Avznpov, in short, a cvueépov. Disposition, 11dovr|, has
the two possibilities of diw&ig and guyn, “going-toward” the cuopeépov and
“shrinking-back before it.” Aiw&ig and @uyn are basic ways of being moved
for yoyn, for being-there. Insofar as vodg is the possibility of orientation of
being-there thus determined, it is a dud. Every “going-toward . . .” as diw&ig
is going toward something as something. The world, insofar as it is primar-
ily encountered for the disposition of gladness, or alternatively, being-toned-
down, is there as conducive, as opposed to harmful insofar as aicOdvecOat
is characterized as “perceiving” in disposition. dtav 8& &0 §{ Avmnpdv, olov
Kotopdoo fj droedoa, dunkel 1 pedyel. Mere naming or calling is not the way
in which everyday, average perceiving is fulfilled. Perceiving, as a mode of
disposition, is the perceiving of something as something; addressing is not a
simple naming or calling, but addressing as something, katd and dno6. Every
Adyog is characterized by kotd and dmd: every Adyog is cOvOea1g or dlaipeoic;
every Aéyewv is Aéyewv Tt katd tivog. Therefore, Adyoc is, at the same time, the
positive possibility of error. Only because speaking is addressing something
as something, is there the possibility of secing the addressed as other than it
is. The ‘as something,” cOvOeoic and daipeoig, is the possibility of yebddoc.’
If orienting-oneself were a simple having-there and giving-back-in-the-same-
way, there would be no yedodoc in the being-there of human beings. Addressing
as something, 614, the fragmenting of that which is simply had into its possible
determinations as this or that—this fact of the matter is originally given with
the basic determination of being, ndovn. That is, being-there is in itself, and in
its everydayness, concretely fallen into error and into the possibility of error.

Since this possibility of error exists, the fall from the genuine possibility
of exhibiting and having-there of beings, and insofar as living is in turn deter-
mined by npoaipeoic, living can positively grasp the possibility of determining
the being that is there in the way that it is. This diovogicBar as Adystv Tt KoTd
Tivog can be fulfilled so that it becomes a Aéyewv kaf’ avto in adapting to that
which is genuinely present, to that which is posited in the right regard, and so
that the Adyoc that unconcealedly yields beings in their being, the concept,
springs from it.

The structure in which the consideration moves is that the conceptual,

8. Dean.I' 7,431 a9 sq.
9.Dean. T 6,430 b 1 sq.: 70 yap yeddog v cuvhéoet dei.
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Adyog, is set up in being-there itself as possibilities for and against. We want
to see how the cultivation of the concept xivnoig is fulfilled as the radical
grasping of the interpretedness of being-there, in accordance with these three
aspects."’

10. See Hs. p. 357 ff.



CHAPTER TWO

Interpretation of the Cultivation of the Concept of kivnoig as a
Radical Grasping of the Interpretedness of Being-There

$25. The Aristotelian Physics as dpyn-Research:
Orientation toward the First Two Books

The interpretedness that itself prevails in being-there, where the latter is de-
termined by mpoaipeoic, stands under the possibility of being grasped, in the
sense that the world is genuinely considered in its being-there, and being-in-
the-world can be examined with respect to what it is. In relation to the in-
terpretedness of being-there itself, there is a £€€ig of dAnOevewv, a possibility
of existing truthfully, implicit in which truthfulness is the interpretedness and
transparency of being-there itself. The interpretedness of being-there is con-
veyed by Aoyog: idle chatter, the “way in which one speaks about things,” is
authoritative for the world-conception itself. We have attempted to understand
why speaking is characterized as diavogioOat, SwAéyecBar: since being-there
is determined by n0ov, everything is apprehended as this or that, as “condu-
civeto...,” coppépov—apprehended in a primary way, not theoretically. The
average way of speaking and apprehending is dtavogicOat. Only in contrast to
this average speaking (Aéyewv Tt katd TIvog), can the EEic as aAnOevewv assert
itself. The Aoyog ko’ artd addresses beings “in themselves.” It posits the be-
ings that are there, not in some alien respect, but rather derives from itself the
respects in which the beings that are there are to be considered. This Adyog that
addresses from itself the beings in their being is the dpiouog. According to the
basic determinations of being as being-produced and look, it has the following
structure: beings are addressed in themselves with respect to that from which
they have descended, yévog, and within their descent, they are addressed with
respect to what they are, eldoc. The entire being-context of the yévoc and sidoc
is the 10 i fjv elvan: ti v = yévoc, 10 sivan = sidoc. Insofar as beings are pos-
ited in the respects from which they are determined, research is thereby bound
to set forth this from-out-of-which. This from-out-of-which is the apyai. The
apyai are the basic respects in which concrete being-there is seen in itself and
made explicit. Insofar as the &&1¢ of aAnOevewv is put into effect, this means that
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Adyog becomes such that it advances to the dpyai. The concrete fulfillment of
the &&1¢ is émiotiun, and the “science” that has to do with the dpyoi is Tpdt
@uocopia, or more concisely: coeia. A distinctive research that does not scru-
tinize beings as to their concrete determinations but rather sets forth the basic
respects, is guided by the question: i 0 6v? “What are beings as beings? What
is being?”

Such an apyn-research as a possibility in being-there itself lies before us in
that which we know as the Aristotelian Physics. In Book 3, Aristotle character-
izes this research as uébodog mepi pvoeme.' The investigation is mepi pHoewmc,
not wepl T@V evoel Svtav, not “about those beings that are determined by the
way of being of @¥Oo1g,” but rather about pvoig itself, about the being of these
beings. In order to understand the context of the Physics, by way of Aristote-
lian ontology, the following must be held to from the outset: research that treats
of @Vo1g is nothing other than the obtaining of the primary categories that Ar-
istotle subsequently develops in his ontology. ®Oo1¢ is characterized as dpyr|
Kivnoewg Kol petafoific.? It is appropriate to make use of the more precise
expression, petafoln. If voig is to be clarified, then that of which it is dpyn
must itself be clarified. “What movement itself is is not to be concealed.” Here
Aristotle speaks from the recollection of the preceding books of the Physics, to
which we must briefly orient ourselves, and whose context I am supplying.

At the moment that Aristotle begins the investigation of @¥oig, he is al-
ready operating within a determinate interpretedness of nature. During the
years of his studying and teaching, there were definite conceptions of nature
known to him, which he believed did not hit upon the beings that they inter-
preted. If these beings are to be interpreted, it depends upon deconstructing
the interpretedness that disguises them, exposing them in the way that they are
themselves intended, even in earlier conceptions. In other words, the first step
of such dapyn-research is critique, in the sense that what was always already
interpreted, what was already seen in early conceptions, is to be brought to
its genuine rightfulness, to transparency. Critique is nothing other than the
bringing-to-itself of the past. Thus apyn-research is at once research about ac-
cess: it opens the path to what is intended.

Aristotle carries through this dpyn-research itself in Book 1 of his Physics.
This critique appears immediately to be pressed into an entirely peculiar form,
insofar as Aristotle discusses the question as to whether, in relation to these
beings, there is one dpyn or several dpyai. We must come to an understanding
of what this question genuinely means. We will achieve some clarity if we
present the first stage of the critique, the critical encounter with the Eleatics.
This critique of the Eleatics is touched upon often enough. People have said

1. Phys.T' 1,200 b 13.
2. Phys.T' 1,200 b 12 sq.
3. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 13 sq.: 3€l p AavBavew i €01t kivnolg.
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that Aristotle uses the Eleatics only in order to have an easy object of criticism,
insofar as Aristotle himself says that they do not really belong here.* He did
this because he saw that Parmenides, with the determination &v 10 6v, “being
is one,” had seen a fundamental determination of being, but came, thereby, to
a standstill. Because the being of kivnoig was denied from then on, he draws
the Eleatics into the circle of his critique. One can hardly determine beings in
their being if one insists that there is only one dpyn. This claim mistakes the
sense of apyn as such, insofar as there are already moAAd in the articulation
of beings in one respect. If I articulate something with respect to one apyn, 1
already have a doubling.’ I have presupposed something, and it should be pos-
ited in one respect: something as something. One cannot articulate beings with
respect to their being if one does not concede, from the outset, the possibility of
a manifoldness of apyai. In the course of his critique, Aristotle shows that there
must be more than one dpyr|, but not more than three. The being of nature, the
@voel vta, lead of themselves to this number of dpyoi.® In the course of the
interpretation, we will see the extent to which this is the case.

This critique, in Physics, Book 1, is nothing other than the question of
the basic formal structure of these beings whose being must be determined as
being-moved. Insofar as the @voetl 6vta are kivobueva,’ and thus “beings in
movement,” they must be determined with respect to their dpyai; the number
of apyoi must make kivnoig intelligible as a mode of being. Insofar as kivnoig
is determined by ddvauic and évépyeia, these two constitute two apyai.® The
third is a peculiar unification of the two. In the question of the number of dpyai,
there is already a fore-look on xivnoig.

The kwvobpevov is not provable in the sense of dnddei&ic. This basic char-
acter of beings is attainable in érnoymyn.’ It depends on seeing beings them-
selves, so to speak, through talk and through the theory that conceals the way
of being of nature. The primary step is opening one’s eyes, apprehending the
fact of the matter in itself, and, on the basis of this fore-having, explicating
what shows itself, kivnoig itself.

In Book 2, a new beginning. Aristotle secures the formal respects along
which the questioning of nature runs: he discusses the causes. Only on the ba-
sis of these two considerations does the genuine investigation begin—making
kivnoig explicit. A first step is that kivnoig constitutes the genuine there-char-
acter of being. The interpretedness of being determines itself already in a defi-

4. Cf. Phys. A 2, 184 b 25 sqq.: T0 p&v odv &i &v Kkai dkivitov 10 dv oKOTEY 0D TEPL POOEDC
£0TL GKOTELV.

5. Phys. A2, 185 a 4 sq.: M| yap apyn Tvog 1j Tvddv.

6. Phys. A 6, 189 b 27 sq.: 611 pév odv obte &v 10 otoryeiov obte mAsim dvoiv fi TPLdY,
PovEPOV.

7. Phys. A2, 185 a 13: 1a ¢Ooet [. . .] Ktvovpeva.

8. Phys. A 8, 191 b 28: évdéyeton tawtd Aéye Katd Tiv dSHvapy Kol v Evépyetav.

9. Phys. A 2, 185 a 13 sq.: dfjlov &’ €k Tiig Emaymyfc.
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nite basic conception of being: presumably the being-character of movement
will also have to be interpreted on the basis of this basic sense of being.'

$26. Movement as évteAéxelo 100 dvvauet 6vrog (Physics, I'])

a) Outline of the Chapter

We proceed to Book 3. Outline of Chapter 1:

200 b 12-25: Basic topic of uébodog,' at the same time, what is given
along with this topic.

200 b 25-32: Reference to the various modes of being, from which move-
ment is to be apprehended, so to speak, as a definite type of being: (1) ov
duvaper—ov éviedéygin,'? (2) 8v of the categories,' (3) a definite category is
discussed, the Tpdg 11,'* since movement, apparently, belongs in this category.

200 b 32-201 a 3: Evidence that kivnoig is not something mapda Ta
npdrypata,'® not something “alongside the beings that are there” of the world,
of nature. This ‘not mopd’ means, in a positive sense: kivnoig is a mode of
the being of beings that are themselves there. This determination is directed
against Plato, who even in the Sophist says that a thing moved is characterized
in its being by the fact that we apprehend it as taking part in kivnoig; kivnoig
itself is an idea like all others—it is mapd and, through the uébe&ig in it, the
moved thing must be made intelligible in its being. In this way, the movement
of moved things occurs.'®

201 a 3-9: In having recourse to the categories, it is shown how there is an
entirely determinate “twofoldness,” which admits of a duy@c.!” This “ability-
to-be-thus-and-so” is the ontological condition of the fact that the beings that
are determined by these categories are possible beings in movement. Aty®¢:
referring back to the multiplicity of apyai.

201 a 9—15: genuine definition of movement.

201 a 15-19: concrete illustration of this definition in definite types of
movement.

201 a 19-27: Reference to the peculiar fact of the matter, that one and the
same being can be determined both as duvauet &v and évepyeiq 6v: '# a definite
being is at the same time a present being, ‘cold,” and as a being present in this

10. See Hs. p. 365 f.

11. Phys. I" 1,200 b 13.

12. Phys. I" 1, 200 b 26 sq.: 10 pév évtekeyeiq povov, [. . .] 1o 8¢ duvapet kai éviekeyeiq.
13. Phys. I" 1, 200 b 28: t@®v t0d dvtog KOTyOptOdV.

14. Phys. ' 1,200 b 28 sq.

15. Phys. I" 1,200 b 32 sq.

16. Cf. Plato, Sophist 248 e sqq.

17. Phys. ' 1,201 a 3.

18. Phys. I" 1, 201 a 19 sq.: &vio. todta kod duvapet kai Eviedeyeiq Eotiv.
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way, it is the possibility of the ‘warm.” Only what is cold has the possibility
of the warm, not what is hard or red. Only a definite, distinctive presence of a
being has at the same time the possibility of the warm. The possibility is not
just any arbitrary one, but rather one that has a definite direction. This fact
of the matter is the condition of the possibility of there being something like
movement, connections in nature, working in relation to one another. Never-
theless, it is questionable whether every moving thing is itself in movement,
whether every being is also in itself duvdypel, or whether there is a way of being
that is excluded by every possibility, that simply is évepyeiq: TpdTOV KIvodV
dxivnrov,' indeed “moving,” but itself “no possibility of being moved.”

201 a 27-b 15: more precise discussion of the definition of movement—
this section is the most important.?

b) The Role of Fear in apyn-Research

The dropfioat of the apyai, going through the difficulties that the ancients had
in opening up that region that they had constantly before their eyes without
genuinely knowing it—Aristotle offers, in Chapter 8 of Book 9 of the Meta-
physics, a peculiar remark, according to which the discussion of the ancients
is, at its basis, guided by fear: 310 aiei vepyel fjAog kai dotpa kol SAog O
ovpavag, Koi o0 @oPepov un mote otlj, O oPfodviar oi tepi @voewc.?! Those
who previously discussed the being of nature, the being-there of the world,
and determined the world accordingly, were genuinely guided and led in their
framing of the question by @dfog, by “fear” in wanting what-is-there-always-
thus, the constant rotation of the stars, what “for once stands still”—the discus-
sion of the being of beings out of fear that it would, at some point, no longer
be. By now, we have learned that fear as such is possible only insofar as the
EATiC cmtnpiag is alive in it. Being-afraid is only possible in a still-holding-to
another possibility, namely, that what is impending might stay away. The fear
that, here, leads the analysis of being, lives from the hope or conviction that
beings, genuinely speaking, may and should have to be being-there-always.
For the fear of the disappearing-at-some-point-from-the-there presupposes
the holding-fast to the sense of being as being-always-present. This sense of
being is, therefore, implicitly at the basis of all of the ancients’ discussions—
discussion that took place after setting forth definite apyai at any price. The
interpretation of the dpyai, and thereby of beings themselves, is conveyed in
a determinate being familiar with the being-there of the world itself. The fear
that it could disappear is eliminated in that being-there is conveyed in a de-
terminate familiarity. What is genuinely threatening to being-there is thereby
abolished. For this reason, the genuine possibility is dtoymyn,** the “stay” in

19. Phys. I 1, 201 a 27: ot yap Tt Kivodv Koi xivitov.

20. See Hs. p. 366 f.

21. Met. ® 8, 1050 b 22 sqq.

22. Eth. Nic. K 7, 1177 a 26 sq.: ebhoyov 8¢ 10l €iddot TV (nrodvtov Ndim v doymynv
£Vl
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pure consideration of the world, in which nothing more can occur, dtarywyn is
a ndovn. The interpretation of being tends to eliminate fear of being-there by
carrying over what is enigmatic into the familiar. Title of dwaywyn: from this
basic determination, there is also encountered the interpretation of the being
of human beings, in such a way that the self-interpretation of being-there also
aims at making transparent the interpretation of being-there as existence. The
highest possibility of existence, such that the threat no longer menaces, is pure
Ozwpelv, and with it the real f160ovr, science—an interpretation that we, today,
no longer embrace insofar as, today, there is no interpretation on the basis of
néovn or Abmn, but instead everything is interpreted on the basis of the sys-
tem.

In Book 1 of the Physics, Aristotle works from out of the traditional man-
ner of treating the question as to what beings are, by laying down the ground
upon which all further discussion has to operate: v Kivoduevov. The determi-
nation of the dv as kivovpevov was always noticed, but not in the sense of be-
ing considered as the more proximate characteristic of being. The possibility of
discussing movement was not such that movement itself would be recognized
as the distinctive mode of the being-there of a definite being.

What matters is setting forth the basic respects in terms of which beings
in general are to be posited. The discussion of the four causes is nothing other
than the discussion of the respects in which being can be posited, the pos-
sibility within which beings can be examined with respect to their being. The
respects are motivated by the guiding concept of being as being-produced. In
Book 1 of the Metaphysics, Aristotle provides the pre-history of these four
respects, which did not enter into the consciousness of the time all at once;
one after another, these four causes were brought before the eyes of the ancient
physiologists, the last of the causes being the most difficult: before one poses
any further questions, one must know what the being is, ti t0 dv. This cause
was first seen by Plato,”® even though he did not understand its ontological
meaning.?*

¢) The Topic and What Is Co-Given with It

The third Book and those that follow are the fixed foundation for discussing
the 6v xwvovpevov through the guidance of the dpyai, such that beings them-
selves are set free, and the specific being-characters are made to stand in relief.
The being-characters are derived from beings themselves: mepi pvoemg, not
mepl TV Pvoel dvtmv—an investigation of being, not of beings, not an inves-
tigation of the ontic, such that it would be pursued with respect to individual
beings, but rather an investigation into the onfological, insofar as beings are
addressed in their being.

“Insofar as we are explaining movement, delimiting it or rather having

23. Cf. Met. A 6,987 a 29 sqq.
24. See Hs. p. 367.
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thoroughly demarcated it, an attempt must be made to proceed with the same
methodological comportment toward what comes next in order. [Also, it is to
treat that which is co-given with beings as being-in-movement: it is that which
the phenomenon of movement comprises in itself.] Movement appears to be
something that belongs to the sort of thing that holds itself together in itself—
the constant. The limitless shows itself above all in the constant [insofar as the
constant shows itself as that which does not come to an end for a dwaipeoic; the
positive determination of the cuveyég is precisely that it is dmeipov.] Whenever
one wants to define the constant, it follows that one also has to intend along
with it the Aoyog of the dnepov [if one speaks of the constant, one thereby ad-
dresses a determinate limitlessness], just as if the cuveyég were nothing other
than the &ic dmepov droupetdv. Furthermore, it is impossible to address beings
that are moved without the site, the void, and time. [They are co-given with the
Gmepov itself in the phenomenon of movement.]”? This list of the last three
characters provides the sequence in which Aristotle discusses these determina-
tions: T0m0g, kevov and ypovog. Tomog: Physics A 1-5; kevdv: A 6-9; ypovog: A
10-14. Anelpov: Book 3, Chapters 4-8. The consideration is taken up so as to
return to movement once again in the discussion of time. Xpovoc is “ap1Ouoc
Kivnoewg with an eye to the before and after.””?

Now he says that these determinations are themselves kowd: kowa TavI®V
Quok®dv copdtwv.?’ For all beings that are kwvobuevov, these characters are
Ko1vd, and for every being they are kafdLov,?® which means nothing other than
“taken as a whole.” Insofar as a being is taken as a whole, these characters
always lie within it as uépn. For this reason, then, ka86iov is apprehended by
Aristotle as a %Aov whose pépn are just not explicit. “It is to be examined in the
sense that we attend to every case, and consider each thoroughly. The consid-
eration of beings in every case as genuine beings [insofar as they belong with
a definite region of being: the pvoel dvta as {da, or in the sense that they are
dyoya] is to be completed later.”” Insofar as one enters into this discussion,
thus dividing up beings as gvocetl 6v, the kowvov must, above all, be subordi-
nated to Oewpeiv.

d) The Modes of Being from Which Movement Is to Be Apprehended

For the understanding of the following considerations of kivnoig, one must be
clear as to:

25. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 15 sqq.: dopioopévolg 0 mepl KIVGEMS TEWPATEOV TOV QOTOV EXELDETV
TpoOmOV TEPL TV EQELTic. Sokel 8’ 1) Kivnolg elvan TV cuveydY, TO 8 dmelpov Eupaivetol TpHTOV
&v 1@ ovveyel” 810 kai Toig Oplopévolg 10 cuveyEg ovpPaivetl Tpooyprioacdot TOAAAKIG T AOY®
T® 0D aneipov, MG TO €15 AmEPOV SLapeTOV GUVEXES GV. TPOG O€ TOVTOLS BVEL TOMOL Kol KEVOD Kol
%POVOL Kivioty adHvatov siva.

26. Phys. A 11, 219 b 2: ap10pog kivioems Kot 10 TPOTEPOV Kol HVOTEPOV.

27. Phys. " 1,200 b 22: 818 10 mévTev eivatl KOwd.

28. Phys. " 1,200 b 22 sq.

29. Phys. I' 1,200 b 23 sqq.: OKENTEOV TPOYEIPIGOUEVOLS TTEPL EKAGTOV TOVTMV VOTEPQ YOP T
nepl TdV idiov Oewpia [. . .] éotiv.
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1. The fact that previously the decisive categories were not yet familiar.
For us, the concepts duvapug, Evépyela, Eviedéyela are so worn out that one is
not at all capable of seeing what was at stake in the fundamental meaning of
these concepts. We must work to insert ourselves around into the time when the
concepts duvouig and Evépyela were cultivated.

2. Here, it is really not a question of defining movement in some sense, but
of making beings as moved visible in their being-there and holding fast to them.
If one says that the principal considerations that modern physics has employed
are much more determinate, it must be said that the definition of movement
(movement as uniform speed): ¢ = s/t, itself already presupposes everything
that Aristotle said about movement. No later consideration comes into this dis-
cussion at all. What was set up in modern physics (Galileo, Copernicus) in a
genuinely fundamental way is the question of the system-of-relations of move-
ment, not the question of movement itself, but rather movement itself with a
view to the system-of-relations from which it is to be measureable. More pre-
cisely, it is the question of whether there is an absolute system-of-relations or
only a relative one. Here movement is already presupposed, not discussed, and
is taken in an entirely determinate sense: change of place, change of position—
oopd. However, it is here a question of a kowvov of beings, for Aristotle, insofar
as it is @voel, and lives such that movement includes all that falls within the
region of change: taking kivnoig as ustofolr. Propulsion across space is but an
entirely determinate change: constant change of place. This concept of move-
ment is fixed already in the basic formula of movement: s =c - t, ¢ = s/t. Speed
itself is not discussed. Aristotle already knew the phenomenon of speed, when
he discussed time and the faster and the slower of movement, and he shows
that, indeed, a movement can be faster and slower, but not time. Precisely, the
fundamental determinations that are not discussed proceeded from Aristotle.
They make it possible to see ahead in the direction of a genuine consideration
of being: change as a mode of being of being-there itself.

“The consideration of the beings of specific regions is subsequent to that
of the xowa.”* It is not thereby said that characters such as kivnoic, Tomoc,
xpovog, the dpyai, were also already present at first. Precisely these apyai, that
from which a being is seen, are concealed, dissimulated. The d&i ur AavOdvewy
i éo11 kivnoig,! only has sense because it is, in fact, concealed. This fact of the
matter is grounded in that the consideration of the world and of beings is main-
tained in a certain universality. In the natural pre-scientific consideration, there
is already a kaBo6Aov, by whose guidance I orient myself toward the world. In
Book 1, Chapter 1, Aristotle refers to the fact that children address all men as
father and all women as mother.>> What is immediately familiar to the child is
father and mother. Because they are so, they are taken by the child in an aver-

30. Phys. " 1,200 b 24 sq.
31. Phys. ' 1,200 b 13 sq.
32.Phys. A1, 184 b 3 sqq.
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age way into a kafoLov, such that other men are only other fathers. Opposed
to this immediacy of the ka@d6Aov, an entry must be made into what is apyn in
the genuine sense—the primary determination of beings as to what they are.
From this genuine dpyn, a return must be made to concrete being-there itself
(Methodology of apyn-research: Metaphysics, Book 3).

It is therefore manifest (1) évieleyeiq povov,* “as pure presence,” (2) “as
possibility and presence.”* It is a question of the beings of @ioel 6vta, that
in themselves already are, that would not be merely duvdpetl. A being that is
present is still duvdypet in this being-present. In the context of what is being
discussed, dvvapig always means dvvapug of an évtedeyeia dv. Thus the third
member considered duvdyet is superfluous.’ The being that is there is charac-
terized according to two possibilities: on the one hand, as pure presence, on the
other hand as évteAeyeia and in addition dvvdypuet dv.

a. évteAéyela and Evépyela

Beginning with the investigation of évzeléyeia: (1) clarification of its meaning
with regard to its content, what it means; (2) the word-formation itself, which
immediately stands out.

A passage from Metaphysics ® 3 is instructive for the clarification of the
meaning: EAAV0E &’ 1) Evépyeia Todvopa, 1) TPOC TNV EVIEAEXELOY GUVTIOEUEVT,
Kol €7l T0 dAAOL €K TV Kivoemv PdAoTa: OOKEL yap 1 Evépysla poloTta 1
kivnoig sivar.® “It happened that the name évépysio also came to be carried over
to the other, to what contrasted with determinations of movement; évépyeia,
specifically, is related in itself mpog v EvteAéygiav” (to replace cvvtiBepévn
with cuvtewvopévr, compare 610 kol ToBvoua EvEpyesla AEyeTat KoTo T0 Epyov,
Kol ovvreiver Tpog T éviedéyeiov).” Here, is the distinction between évépyeia
and évteléyela

1. 'Evteléyewa: “presence, being-present of a being as end,” in the sense
of the final point that is completed, that has itself in itself in its “end”—téAog
as character of being-there, which constitutes being-completed; évteAéyeia:
that which maintains itself in its being-completed, what is there in the genuine
sense.

2. Evépyeta, on the other hand, cuvteivel pog v évieléyeiay, “stretches
itself out to the end”—also a character of being-there, but such that it determines
beings in their being-there so that they are not there in their being-completed,
évépyela: the being-character of being-grasped in becoming-completed. In

33. Phys. I" 1, 200 b 26.

34. Phys. I" 1, 200 b 26 sq.: duvapet kai évtekeyeiq.

35. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 26.--Anm. d. Hg.: Bei der Ergénzung des “dritten Gliedes” 0 8¢ duvdiet
zwischen &vteleyeig povov und o 8¢ duvaper kai Eviedeyeia handelt es sich um eine Konjektur
von Spengal und Bonitz, die Prantl in den Text seiner Ausgabe aufgenommen hat.

36. Met. © 3, 1047 a 30 sqq.

37. Met. ® 8, 1050 a 22 sq.
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producing, having-been-produced is a determinate mode of being-there—only
when one sees that it is possible to see what movement is: the being-there of
a being that is in its becoming-completed, but is not completed yet. ‘Evépyela
is kivnotg, but not éviedéyeia. Kivnoig is a mode of being-there displayed in
EvEpYELQ.

The expression évieléyeto can be broken down into éviedég and &yewv (just
like vouvéyeta, vouveyng, vodv &xewv). Evtedsg Exetv—with the suffix —ec omit-
ted, évteMeg)éxeto. The peculiar thing is that the suffix is left out. Diels pointed
out an analogous word-meaning: évteAopoBog, in Demosthenes, “he who re-
ceives full pay”—éviedéyeio translated as “possession of completion.”3#

It is important to bring the meaning of the expression back to the con-
text in which it functions: clarification of beings with regard to their being.
‘EvteAdéyela, the mode of being-there as maintaining-itself-in-being-completed.
‘Evtedéyela povov: that which only maintains itself in being-completed, such
that it is what excludes every dvvouug; a completed being that is there, which is
always already completed, which was never produced, which never would be
but is simply present. That which excludes the possibility of having not been
also excludes the possibility of ever disappearing. The present of such a being
is not thought up, but is seen in the movement of the heavens, indeed seen, yet
not simply in mere observation, but experienced in fear, even if, in the end, this
being-that-is-always-there did not remain standing, vanished from the there.

B. otépnoig

Aristotle previously named both of these characters in Book 1, Chapter 8 of
the Physics.®® At the same time, we see here the context in which both of these
determinations, dvvouig and évépyeta, stand with regard to the question con-
cerning the number of dpyai. Within this discussion, he finds that there must
be three apyai. And he also discusses movement, saying that the definition of
movement must come about without dvvopig and évépyela; and only by way of
the apyai, just as Plato had defined it, but carried through in a fundamentally
different way than Plato, with the help of azépno1c.° Taking the consideration
of this passage as an opening, we want to see the extent to which the category
of otépnoig is, according to the origin of its meaning, caught up in the ba-
sic categories of movement, 6Ovapug and évépyeta. (Book 1, Chapter 4 of the
Nicomachean Ethics: discussion of the dyafdv and the categories.)

Aristotle introduces the pre-giving of the being-characters with: ot o1
TL 10 pev éviedeyeio udvov.*! “It is a way of being of one, in the sense of
a pure being-present.” This must be translated: “It is in its genuine being.”

38. H. Diels, Etymologica, in Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung 47 (1916), pp.
193-210, here p. 203.

39. Phys. A 8, 191 b 27 sqq.

40. Phys. A 8, 191 a 12 sqq.

41. Phys.T" 1,200 b 26.
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That which never possesses a possibility, what did not arise, is already there
in a distinctive sense, completed such that it does not need to be produced at
all. We must understand the way of being that is characterized as dvvdypel kol
gvteleyeiq.”? In Physics A, 8, Aristotle exhibits the being-characters of vvopig
and évtedéyern, without going into them fully. He notes that one could also
explicate the phenomenon of movement by referring back to d0vapug and
évtedéyela, whereas he seeks to make it intelligible, at first, in connection with
the critique of Plato (being and non-being). He refers to a new phenomenon
of being, otépnoic.** He obtains it from beings that are characterized as being-
absent, and that are “in themselves non-being.” This non-being is a being ko’
avto pn 6v.* Negation is a position. When we say that non-being is a way of
being, it sounds formal-dialectical. But one must see that it is interpreted on the
basis of the sense of being: non-being in the sense of a definite there, the there
of absence. On the basis of this being-that-is-not, the there is in the character
of a determinate being-absent, from which “something can become,” that is,
with the help of this peculiar non-being, “becoming,” petafoir], can become
intelligible. Aristotle himself sees that this is a surprising claim by contrast
with the previous one. He says: “One is surprised by it, and maintains that it
is impossible for something to come from out of non-being,”*” insofar as one
initially says that non-being is nothing, and from out of nothing, nothing can
come.

“That is one way”* of making intelligible yéveoig, that is petafoAn. dAlog
&’ Ot évdéyetar tavtd AEyely katd TRV dOVOULY Kol TV EvEpPYEV' TODTO
&’ &v B0 dudprotar &1’ dxpifeiog pairov.”* Another way [of clarifying
petaPoAn] can say the same thing by looking back to dvvaug and €vépyeia.
That is already strictly delimited in another context.” What is referred to, here,
is initially indefinite. One is inclined to relate this passage to Book 9 of the
Metaphysics. The other possibility is that Physics T, 1-3 is intended. This is
not decisively agreed upon. In any case, one cannot lay claim to such vague
suppositions for the purpose of dating texts, and, from the relations between
them, writing a history of Aristotle’s development. It is my conviction that this
is a completely hopeless effort. In the Physics, things are said regarding &v and
gv that are at the level of what is said in the Metaphysics. The remark that Aris-
totle adds, here, characterizes the meaning that he assigns to this investigation:
“In this way [through the reference back to otépnoig, that is, to dvvauig and
évépyela] the difficulties are resolved, under the constraints that our predeces-

42. Phys. I 1,200 b 26 sqq.

43. Phys. A 8,191 b 28 sq.

44. Phys. A8, 191 b 15.

45. Phys. A 8,191 b 15 sq.

46. Phys. A 8, 191 b 16: yiyvetai tu.

47. Phys. A 8, 191 b 16 sq.: Bavpaletor 8¢ TodT0 Kot advvatov ohTm SoKeL, yiyvetal Tt €k un
bvrog.

48. Phys. A 8, 191 b 27: £l uév &1 tpémog ovtog.

49. Phys. A 8, 191 b 27 sqq.
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sors, in agreement with what was said, have raised. [Since they could not be
done with being, they came to say, simply: there is no movement.] Therefore
[since this possibility of explication did not come into view] they were driven
so far from the path toward coming to be and passing away, the path toward
petaPoAn [that they constructed theories about being, and did not come to see
petapoAin as such.] If this way of being would have become obvious to them,
then every unclarity about these beings would have vanished for them.”*° That
explicitly shows how clearly Aristotle valued his own discovery, and how fun-
damental the being-characters of duvaug, évépyeta, and otépnoig are.

Y. dvvaug

We must try to bring the second determination still closer to us, in order to
understand beings in their dual character. What he says about otépnoig is the
condition for the fact that the dvvduer concern a being-character that befits a
being-that-is-there already. Abvoyug does not have the sense of the ‘possible’:
that which at some time can be there at all. Abvayug is already the determina-
tion of an évtedeyeiq Ov, that is, of a being-that-is-there already. A tree that
stands in the forest is évteleyeiq, present there for me as a tree. Or it can
also be there as fallen tree, tree trunk. This tree trunk can be encountered by
me in the character of serviceability for . . ., of availability for shipbuilding.
The tree trunk has the character of being-serviceable for . . ., of usability for
..., notin such a way that I thus apprehend it as first, but rather it is the mode
of its being. It is encountered such that it is not mere wood, as a thing called
wood. The being that is there in the surrounding world has the character of
ovpeépov; it refers to something. This character of being-referring in the sense
of being-serviceable for . . . determines this being that is there, this trunk, that
is there évteleyeia and together with it as duvapetl. Avvapuel-being is a positive
determination of the mode of its there. For a long time, I have been designating
this being-character of being-there as meaningfulness. This being-character is
the primary one in which the world is encountered.

That dvvapet is not empty and formal, but determinate with determinate
conditions, that it characterizes beings only at times and always in accordance
with circumstances, becomes visible on the basis of Metaphysics ®, Chapter 7.
At the beginning of the chapter, the question: mote 3¢ duvdpel €otiv EKooToV
kai ote 0b, dropiotéov.’! “When a being that is there at the time is duvauet and
when it is not is to be delimited. It is not duvdpet at every given time [although
it is already there]. Is the earth in its ability-to-be something like a human be-
ing? Only if it were something like a oméppa, but perhaps not even then.”?

50. Phys. A8, 191 b30sqq.: ¥c0’[. . .] ai dmopion Abovtor dt” g dvaykalopevol avalpodot Tdv
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Kol Bopav kol GAm¢ petafoAny: abtm yap dv 0pbsica 1 POcIg ELvcey Ticav TV dyvotav.
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If a being has the character of onépua, it is already dvvauetr dvBpwmog, “for
the seed must still pass over into another and there change”;*® only then is the
onéppa a human being, in accordance with possibility.

The question now arises for Aristotle: How is it that what we designated
as duvayet, that from which something changes over into another, how is this
to be apprehended as constituting along with being that through which it is? If
wood changes over to the being-there of a chest, in what way is wood, being-
wood also constitutive of the being of the being-there of the chest? Plato and
all who preceded him were unable to give an answer to this question because
the ground was not secured. Aristotle posed the question of what that is, that
about which we say, it is there. The chest is not the wood; the statue is not the
bronze. The chest is not the wood in the sense of the t6d¢ tt. Plato says: The
chest has wood; wood is an Idea. Therefore, the chest participates in the wood.
The chest is not wood insofar as one addresses its what-being as being-present,
looking thus-and-so. The chest is not t6d¢, namely the wood, ov t6dg GAL’
gkeivivov;>* the chest is co-related to the wood. The chest is not wood, 108¢
1, not wood and yet a chest. In relation to the wood, the chest is not ékeivo,
but rather ékeivivov. Exeivivov is to be referred to something further away:
ékeivivov, “remotely”—primarily in the immediate present, the chest is not
wood. “The chest is not wood, but wooden,”* remotely. Being-wooden is an-
other mode of being-there as being-wood. The out-of-which of the being-made
of a chest, the out-of-which of consisting, is not itself there in itself, évepyeig.
Presence is determined by its being-at-hand, its chest-being, in which the out-
of-which of consisting is foregrounded in this peculiar mode.

This consideration is thus fundamental since it yields an important key to
the apprehension of a being of which we say that it is a kivoOpevov: Kivoduevov,
g 10 ékeivivov,™ the mode of being-there that we fix upon with the expression
Kivovpevov is always to be ontologically apprehended as ékeivivov. In the case
of that which is moved, the being that is moved is itself always immediately
there; correspondingly, in the case of the being-there of the chest, it is not the
wood but the chest. A stone that falls, a plant that grows: in this looking-thus,
kivnoig is there in a certain mode. The chest is not chest and in addition wood;
the stone is not stone and in addition movement. The stone does not participate
in the movement that is itself a way of being (Plato), but instead movement is
in the being that is there, in the sense that it is characterized as éxeivivov. The
stone is mobile like the chest is wooden. By contrast, kivnoig, unlike wood, is
not a being, is not there in the mode of HAn. That is the fundamental clue to the
fact that the phenomenon of movement can only be approached by way of the
being-that-is-moved.

53. Met. © 7, 1049 a 14 sq.: ¢l yop €v GAA® kol petafdiiey.
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0. Being in the Sense of the Categories

Therefore, it can now be said of this being that can stand within both conditions,
within constancy and dOvapic—being-there-character of meaningfulness: “As
far as it is concerned, it is, on the other hand, a ‘this here’ or a ‘so much’ or
a ‘such’ or, in the same way, another of the categories of being.”” Toidvde,
T000Vvdg, and so on: -6¢ proceeding from on, “manifestly there,” “present”—
ways of being-present, by which the presence of beings themselves is deter-
mined, according to the possibilities of their looking. These characters, t0d¢ T,
and so on, are designated as categories. The categories are simply introduced
as though self-evident. No discussion of a system of categories! Wherever they
are spoken of in the writings handed down to us, they are spoken of in this way.
Thus Aristotle’s categories have been criticized as being empty, that he did not
set up a principle for deriving them, and that he had no definite number of cat-
egories, that his workmanship was shoddy. But in such criticisms, one exempts
oneself from asking what the categories genuinely are.

In previous considerations, the emphasis was put on Adyog, and this of
course with the purpose, from the beginning, of interpreting being-there and
the conceptual: Adyog as the mode of being-in-the-world, such that this mode
constitutes the discoveredness, uncoveredness, the being-present of the world.
That which is, here, designated as ‘category’ is designated by an expression
that stands in the closest relation with Adyog; kotnyopeiv stands in the closest
connection with Aéyewv. Ayopevetv is not simply “to talk about something,”
“to assert,” but rather “to talk in the market-place,” “to talk publicly,” where
being-with-one-another takes place, there, where everyone understands it.
Katnyopeiv means: “to publicly reply to each about something,” that it is this
or that, “to accuse it,” “to draw out” a definite fact. Katnyopia is a speaking
insofar as I speak of katnyopio tod &vtog, that which addresses a being to each
in a certain way, such that it speaks of it, that it is this or that, specifically that
it is. Katnyopiow: modes of addressing beings in their being. Therefore, the cat-
egories are the basic modes in which beings that are there are uncovered there,
with regard to definite possibilities of being-there and modes of being-there.
This is not to say that the categories are already explicit in natural speaking, in
the Adyog of the everyday. Rather, the fact of the matter is such that all Aéysv
already operates in, and is guided by, definite categories. They do not mean just
any forms that [ can bring into a system, nor principles for the classification of
statements, but they must be understood in accordance with what their name
means, on the basis of what Adyog itself is in its distinctive mode: the being-
discovered of the world, which is constitutive in such a way that this discov-
eredness shows the world in its basic respects. If one has, to a certain extent, a
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vital understanding of the being-there of the world, one will be cautious about
laying down a definite number of categories.

From the preparation of a definition, through the reference to the various
aspects of beings with regard to their being, it can already be seen that move-
ment itself is a mode of the being-there of the world. Insofar as this is the case,
it conversely becomes the means by which the being of the world becomes
intelligible in an ultimate sense. Insofar as movement is a mode of the being-
there of beings, it is possible that what we understand, in a fully well-worn
sense, by ‘reality,’ is in fact to be fully determined. That which is designated by
movement must be genuinely named: xwvnoia. In fact, Aristotle also uses the
expression dxwnoio = fpepia,’® “rest.” Kivnoia is not referred to by Aristotle,
but, to be sure, the fact that Aristotle divides kwvnoia thus and so is spoken of
in the collection of fragments.>® For concrete understanding, it must be kept
in mind that with xivnoig is meant: being-moved as a mode of being. We will
presumably have to delve into the explication of the being of being-moved in
the context of being with which we have been dealing repeatedly until now.

The first determinations, and the fundamental ones, those that convey Aris-
totle’s discovery, are the determinations évteAéyela and dvvapug. The present-
being-that-is-there itself is now explicated in another direction, and Aristo-
tle designates these modes of the world’s being-there as the categories. We
have begun to make these being-characters more intelligible. Kotnyopia: a
definite manner of speaking. Categories are such modes of distinctive speak-
ing as are to be implicitly found in every concrete Adyog. Adyoc as Aéysv—
Adyoc as Aeyouevov. Also, katnyopia with this dual meaning. The expression
Kotnyopnpato, in which this other side of the meaning is explicit, also stands
for katnyopiot. That is, the categories are modes of the addressing exhibiting
of beings, understood as beings of the surrounding world, in the way that the
world is in the (o1 wpaxtikh. The {on npoxktiky is petd Adyov. In this peta
Adyov, lie distinctive Adyot, the categories. As mpa&ic, the {on mpaktikn is the
type of being that, at each moment, has its end with paktov: Epieton toward
the dyabove®—the dyabov is tépag of Tpa&ig, the dyabov koTd TOV kKapdv,*! “at
each moment in the definite situation.” Accordingly, the Aoyot of the categories
are such that they address the beings of the surrounding world with regard to
the possibility of their being-there, insofar as this being-there is understood as
the world of concern. In other words, the categories are initially the modes of
being-there of the world as cougépov. Earlier, we heard that the things of the
world are there in the character of being-what-is-conducive-to . . . We will see
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that, in fact, the aspect of the ‘usable for . . .’, on the basis of which it is referred
to something, this ‘to. .. for. ..’ of beings, whose being the categories express,
is constitutive; and that, on account of this, because the being-determination of
‘from ... to...” lies in the being-there of the world, in this being lies the pos-
sibility of being altered, of passing over from this to that, of changing.®

¢) Movement as the Being of Beings of the World Itself: Critique of
the Platonic Discourse on the ayaBov kabohov (Nicomachean Ethics A 4)

Since, accordingly, the ayafov itself, as népag of mpd&ig, characterizes the be-
ing of the world as being-there thus and so at each moment, the discourse of
an ayabov kabolov, of a “good in general,” makes no sense. Not only does
ayaBdv not mean something like “value” (if one understands its genuine sense,
it cannot mean an ideal way of being of values and value-contexts) but rather
a particular mode of the being-there of those beings with which we have to do
in mpaig, oriented to the xopdg. Thus it is self-evident that, in the discussion
of the dyaBov kaboiov in the Nicomachean Ethics (critique of Plato), Aristotle
refers to the categories.® Since the dya0dv is being-determination of the sur-
rounding world, the mode of being of the world that primarily characterizes it,
the categories must be brought into play, insofar as the being-character of the
ayabodv is to be clarified now. With an appeal to the categories, Aristotle says:
there is no dyaBov kabolov; dyabov is what it is always as mpaktdv.* The
npoktdv is characterized through the categories of t6d¢ 11, of mocov, of TPdC
TL as yproov,” in relation to time as xapdc. There is no good that hovers
over being, insofar as ‘good’ is the determination of the world’s being-there,
the world with which I have to do. The dyafov kab6rov would, accordingly,
be a good that has no being at all.

Thus Aristotle shows, in Book 1, Chapter 4 of the Nicomachean Ethics,
that there is no good in general, insofar as ayafdv is wépag, and wépag is TEPOG
of tpa&ic, and mpd&ig is always ‘this here’ as at each moment. Also, the dyaOov
kaf’ avto, which does not have the character of conduciveness, the “good in
itself” at which we stop, is not to be understood as dyofov kab6rov.t” Here,
Aristotle raises an objection against himself. That is, one could say: there is no
ayaBov kaBoAov insofar as the coppépovia come into consideration. But per-
haps it is different in the case of the dyafa ka®’ avtd. For example, ppovely,
opav, néovai tveg, Tnai,*® are the sorts of things that we put under our care for
their own sakes. Aristotle, for his part, poses the question: if there, in fact, be-
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ing dyaba kad’ avtd already means that there is nothing contained in it but an
Idea,® does ka6’ av1d already mean kaboiov? Were it dote patoiov Eotol TO
gid0¢,” “then the look would be empty.” That is, were this dyafov ka8’ adto a
way of being in itself in the sense of an Idea, a yévog, a “universal,” then there
would be nothing there for npa&ig to be concerned about, whereas the view of
npa&ig goes right to the “outermost,” oyatov, to the kapdc, to the ‘here and
now’ under such and such circumstances. ITpa&ig needs something definite.
The being-character of the dyafdv is oriented to the xapodg, determined by
its position. The dyafov kad’ avtéd as Idea would be empty if it had no €idoc.
One can see how sharply Aristotle sets apart id¢a and €15oc. By sidoc, he un-
derstands the “appearing” of a being of the world, here and now, as wpaxtov.
Therefore if the dyoBov is an Idea, then the sense of its being is straightfor-
wardly mpa&ig, which possesses it as téhog, incommensurately. Furthermore,
it is shown that these various dyofd—aq@pdvnoig is in another regard dyoadov,
as is idovn—cannot be situated in a universal yévoc.” Indeed, language has a
certain kowoév, in the sense that it addresses various beings with one meaning-
content, but the meaning-character of xowév is not universal, not yévog, but
rather xata dvoloyiav.”?> Besides that, Aristotle left us nothing about analogy.

In the same way that he characterized the dyaf6v as a being-determination
of the surrounding world, Aristotle, from the outset, determined the being of
beings-that-are-moved with regard to their being-character. Kivnoig too is no
vévog, “is not mapd t0 Tpdypata.”” Kivnoig is not a way of being alongside
beings-in-movement. Just as dyaBov explicitly determines beings of the sur-
rounding world in their being-there for Tpa&ig, so too kivnoig is a being-deter-
mination of the beings of the world, insofar as they always are determined as
these. 1If, then, movements that are divided into various possible movements
under the guidance of fully determinate categories refer to this possibility of
division: the possibilities of being-moved are primarily determined by the
characteristic being-there of the world. That is the role that categories play in
the preparation for the definition of kivnotg.

I want to specify some aspects of the categories. At one point, they are
designated as simply dwapéoeic.™ Awnpeiv, a determination of Aéyewv: a speak-
ing of something that divides. Speaking is always speaking in the having-there
of something, is always the discussing of a being that is there. The mode of
discussing is characterized by dwaipeoic. Every speaking about something is
initially a speaking of it as this or that, Aéyewv T katd Tvog, “addressing some-
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thing as something.” In this “as something,” the being that is there is expli-
cated on the basis of that which is not explicated in a definite regard. When
Aristotle designates the categories simply as dwaipéoeic, he means that they are
that speaking that makes the beings that are there of the world visible in basic
possibilities, as what can show itself.

As that which primarily shows the beings of the world: this ‘as what’ in
the originary sense is itself not what is meant, when I live in a concrete Aoyog.
The concrete Adyoc always means, for example, the being-red of this garment,
and only when I inquire back into the how of the being-there of the being-red,
do I come upon the mwowdv. Accordingly, the moidv, thus seen, is the stem, in a
certain sense the kind, from which every property is derived with regard to its
being. Thus the categories are also yévn,” the “stems” of that which I assert of
a concrete being as being according to various possibilities.

Aristotle also designates the categories as the Eoyata kartnyopodueva,’ the
“outermost,” in the sense of the “ultimate.” If I follow a being back to the end,
to its being, to what it genuinely is, then I come upon the categories; in fact,
these categories are &mi Tdv dtopwv [id@v]:” the €1do¢ as that which cannot
be gone beyond, as that which is not analyzable through words, the gido¢ that
Adyog as dwipeoig comes up against, where natural speaking with the world is
primary, so that the €1d0c is itself not further analyzed into an ‘as what’; what in
a certain sense resists dwaipeoig. Appearing itself cannot be analyzed in Adyog if
Aoyoc still wants to have anything there at all. This &topov sido¢ means noth-
ing other than the closest there of the look of the world, which are the things
that I possess in use, ovciat. If I would like to analyze the appearing of a chair
or a table in a certain sense, then I no longer have the primary being that is
there, the chair, but a piece of wood. Therefore, in order to understand these
being-categories, one must, from the beginning, bring it about that one sees
that the beings that are meant here are the beings of the surrounding world.

Furthermore, Aristotle designates the categories as the ntdoeic’®—the Lat-
in casus, but with a narrower meaning. I1t®o1g has the still wider meaning: ev-
ery linguistic modification and change of meaning. The xatnyopiot are simply
the ntdoeig, the primary inflections of speaking in the world.

De Anima A, 1 shows that, for Aristotle, these categories are not sim-
ply fixed schemata that in themselves would already be exempted from inves-
tigation, but instead the categories only indicate in a certain way one of the
closest characters of the being of beings that are there.” In relation to the topic
of De Anima, yoyn: for the answer to the question thereof, one can simply re-
fer to the categories, and inquire with the categories as guiding clue. But with
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that nothing is accomplished. It depends on taking the categories themselves
as indicating, and taking the indicated phenomenon from out of itself into the
genuineness of its being. Beings like tables and chairs stand under the category
of 16d¢ T1. With this, it is not yet said that yoyn would have the same being as
the being of the table.

These categories should now yield a clue for the further characteristic of
kivnoug, specifically in the particular sense that four of the categories deter-
mine the number of possible movements. That means: there are only move-
ments in relation to the tdd¢ t1, to the wo1dv, to the Tocdv and the katd tOTOV.
Thus Aristotle says: petafdliet yap 10 petafdrrov del fj kat’ odoiav 1j Kot
ooV i Todv 1j katd tomov.® This establishing is not at all arbitrary, but Aris-
totle grounds this number of different ways of movement in Physics E, Chapter
1.8" He grounds it by referring to énoaywyn.*?> One cannot deduce the various
ways of being-moved through anddei&ig, but must hold to the being-there of
the world.

I will go directly over to the wider determination: o1’ 008¢ Kivnoig
000¢ petafoln) ovbevog Eoton Topd To sipnuéva, undevog ye Gvtog mapd To
eipnuéva.®® Next semester, we will try to see what legitimate motive lies in
this fixing of the being of the Idea for Plato, and what he had in mind in this
regard.® One can only survey that backwards from Aristotle. Plato inquires
into that which Aristotle has answered.

f) The dyydg of the Categories

Every one of the categories Omapyet diyy@®c,* “is there in a twofold manner”: the
being of the categories, every category as a mode of being-there of the world,
of encountering the world, intends, contains in itself a diyy@c: 10 p&v yop popen
avtod, 10 8¢ otépnoic.’’ A being that is there, that I characterize in its being
as this there, as encountering me in itself, this has a diy@®g in itself. As thus a
being that is there, it is determined as €160c; it appears thus and so. But it can
also be, and is at the same time characterized by, otépnoic, by an “absence”:
a being-present of something of whose presence an absence is constitutive,
absence in the sense of deficiency, of lack. This being-there in the sense of lack
is completely peculiar and positive. If I say of a human being: “I miss him very
much, he is not there,” I, precisely, do not say that he is not at hand, but assert
a completely determinate way of his being-there for me.” Most things, insofar
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as they are there, are never fully there for me, but are always characterized by
absence, by not-being-thus as they genuinely could and should be. The being
of the being-there of the world maintains itself in the ‘more or less;’ things are
more or less like this or like that. In relation to the modv: Agvkdv and péhay. 5
As colored, things are not purely white and purely black; instead, the genuine
there is light and dark, the averageness that is not in the genuine degrees,
but maintains itself between the degrees. This determination of diy@¢ belongs
to the basic categories themselves. This possibility is itself fundamental for
movement. With this, we see not only that the categories must be understood
on the basis of being-the-surrounding-world, but that, at the same time, a be-
ing, insofar as it is determined as this diy@®g, shows in itself being-possibility, to
be something that is ‘from . . . toward . . .” Since it is the possibility of the ‘from
...toward . . ." of something like a change, it can be in movement.

Since Aristotle emphasizes that this important point in the preparation of
the definition of movement, that in the categories themselves, in accordance
with their structure, a doubling is meant, it becomes visible that beings them-
selves are grasped in their ability-to-be as ‘from . . . toward . . .”; and in accor-
dance with the four possibilities of T00¢ T1, 010V, TOGHV, and KoTd TOTOV. AT-
istotle explicates this ‘from . . . toward . . .” in Book 5, Chapter 1: being of the
vrokeipevov, not in the sense of metaphysical ontology, but bmokeipevov is that
which becomes visible in assertion, not “substance”; being of the vmokeipevov
is obtained from the Adyoc: the dniovpevov in kotdpacic.®’ It can convert a
vmokeipevov into a non-vrokeipevov, and vice versa.”

g) The First Definition of Movement and Its I1lustration

Aristotle takes up the concluding consideration of the fundamental being-
determination in preparing for the definition of kivnoig in 201 a 9. He has
recourse to the first determination, that a being as being-there is there in such
a way that it can be something. A piece of wood can also be a chest. Aristotle
has recourse to this determination when he says: dinpnuévov 8¢ kaf’ Ekoctov
vévog ToD pgv évteleysiq, Tod 8& Suvapet, 1) Tod duvaust dvrog évieréyeia, |
tolodtov, kivnoig éotv.”! He thereby brings the consideration into the right
position: the making-present of a being that is at hand characterized as being-
able-to-be-something, being apprehended as the being-there of the world. Be-
ing-there: (1) as presently there, (2) in the sense of being-from-out-of . . . The
determination of the téieiov comprises both aspects of being within it: there
and being-from-out-of . . .

In this being-there itself, as presence, there lies an aspect about which we
have kept silent so far, but which jumps out at us: being-there means being-
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there-now. We use “presence” in this peculiarly indistinct way as praesens,
which means both “spatial presence” and “now,” insofar as oicOnoig is always
in the now.

A being thus in the world is there and can, as dOvayug, at the same time be
something usable. Abvapug, ‘not yet,” can mean: is usable for . . . , transform-
able into . . . This being that is there thus, as there completed and usable for
... 1s characterized by the dty@¢ as a being. It is for the most part, and on the
average, not absolutely white or black, but rather for the most part things are
encountered as being-there colored more or less black or white. Even a house
is for the most part there in everydayness in such a way that something is
lacking in it, characterized by otépnoic. Aristotle proceeds from this point in
determining movement.

One must consider such a being: a piece of wood that lies at hand is there in
a workshop with the cabinet-maker; as wood, it lies there with the determina-
tion of usability for . . . “Movement is évieléyela, presence of beings that are
there as beings able to be there, indeed presence insofar as they can be there.”*
Movement is the presence of the ability-to-be-there as such. The wood can be
a chest; it is now thought immediately and simply. This ability-to-be a chest is
thought in this ability-to-be of the wood. Insofar as it is there, the wood is in
movement. Insofar as the wood is there as being-able-to-be-a-chest in the gen-
uine sense, there is movement. Whenever the cabinet-maker is at work on it,
it is there in its ability-to-be. The ability-to-be is present in the being-at-work
insofar as the cabinet-maker has it in hand. Accordingly, Aristotle can also de-
fine movement in what follows as évépyeta. 'Evépyeta as a mode of being-there
means nothing other than the being-at-work of something. The wood as a thing
lying there is there, and is at the same time usable for a chest. As wood, being
there and being usable for . . . are not the same. Moreover, usability itself, as
the being-character of beings that are there, does not yet characterize them as
being found in movement. From this, one could infer that meaningfulness, as
the determination of the beings that are there in the being of the world, is not
genuinely apt here since usability is genuinely there only insofar as wood is at
work. But this is a deception.

Closer consideration leads us to see that we have here come up against an
aspect of the being-character of being-there that we have not noted. If the cab-
inet-maker is gone from the workshop, the chest that was begun lies there, and
the wood is not at hand in movement, but it is also not how it was before the
work—which is to say, merely dvvdypet in the first sense—rather it is at hand
in rest. Rest is only an extreme case of movement. Resting is only possible for
something that in itself has the being-determination of being in movement or
being able to be in movement. We encounter many things of the world—maost
of those with which we have to do—for the most part as resting. I do not know

92. Phys. T" 1,201 a 10 sq.: 1) T0d Suvauet dvtog éviedéyela, T TolodToV, Kivnoig Eoty.
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of anyone who has taken account of this aspect of rest. One cannot understand
the being of beings at all if one does not take into account (1) the averageness
of the being-there of the world, (2) the character of the for-the-most-part-be-
ing-at-hand-as-resting. Rest is a basic character of the being-there of the world
in which I operate. Rest is only a determinate daxwnocio. Not every axwnoia is
already npepio. A geometrical figure, whose being is already characterized by
axwnoia, is not at rest, for it cannot move itself. Rest is a distinctive axwnoia.
The assertion of rest only has meaning for a being that can move itself. This
phenomenon has been neglected in the customary interpretation, in the inter-
pretation of what Aristotle is here interpreting as movement: movement as the
distinctive mode of the being-present of a being that appears in the world. With
mere verbal concepts of actuality and non-actuality, one does not approach
movement.

In the following passages from Chapter 1, Aristotle further clarifies move-
ment. “When we say about what is constructible, about it insofar as it is this,
that it is as such presently there, then it is under construction”*—the building-
logs at hand, and so on. If we address it in itself as constructible (oikodountdv),
then we are saying: “it is being constructed.” The being-under-construction is
kivnoig as oikodounoic.* Insofar as kivnoig is the presence of this being-from-
to, it is important to establish the categorial grasping of beings with respect to
its diy@c. Presence, which movement is determined as, is not the actuality of
non-actuality in a determinate sense.”

$27. Movement as dopiorov (Physics 12)

We are proceeding to Chapter 2: clarificatory distinction between évieAéysia
and dvvapug. De Anima B 7: determination of color simply as 6patov,’® “that
which becomes accessible through seeing.” Color is what has, in itself, this
state, according to its being, of being perceived only through sight. As color
can be present as color only through the dapovéc,” so is light, the light of the
sun, defined here as &vépysio ToD Sopavodc 1 Swopovéc.® Evépysio deter-
mined as mapovcia, darkness determined as otépnoig,” absence of light that
itself can be understood only on account of the presence of the transparent.
Although ypdua is to be apprehended as opatdv, color-being and the ability-
to-be-seen are not the same.

93. Phys.T' 1,200 b 16 sq.: tav yép 10 oikodopmtov, i totodtov adtd Aéyopey etvar, evieheyeia
1, oikodopeiton.

94. Phys. I 1,200 b 18.

95. See Hs. S. 378 ff.

96.De an. B 7,418 b 29.

97.De an. B 7,418 a 31 sq.: mdv 8¢ xpdpo KvnTIKOV £06TL TOD KAT™ EVEPYELOY SL0QAVODC.

98.Dean. B 7,418 b 9 sq.

99.De an. B 7,418 b 19sq.
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a) Outline of the Chapter

In Chapter 2, Aristotle offers a confirmation, in a certain sense, of what he put
forward as a definition in Chapter 1. Division of the chapter:

201 b 16-18: Topic: the consideration of what earlier philosophers decided
about movement, and how they defined it—in the sense of a critique, in order
to show that movement cannot be defined in the way the ancients did, and that,
on the other hand, the phenomenon of movement becomes accessible in no
other way than Aristotle’s.

201 b 18-24: closer discussion of the ancient theories: in which yévog did
the ancients put movement, in which “descent” according to its being? The
way of being from out of which the ancients wished to determine movement
is the £1epotng, “being otherwise,” dvicotng, “being dissimilar,” pn dv, “non-
being”—definite increasing formalization.

201 b 24-27 asks why the ancients developed this determination of move-
ment. Movement itself shows itself as something that is “not determinable,
delimitable,” dopiotov. It is asked: why? What did they see in movement, that
they came to explicate movement in this way?

201 b 27- 202 a 3: It is questioned back further why it genuinely is that
movement shows itself as an ddpiotov.

202 a 3—12: Aristotle treats the fact that what is moved is also for the most
part in movement. The conclusion is unclear, cf. Books 5-6.!%

b) Critique of the Earlier Determination of Movement through
£1EPOTNG, AVIGOTNG, and ur 6v

We want to look more precisely at the consideration of Chapter 2. What was
explicated by the earlier categorial determinations, £tepotng, avicdC, UN|
6v,'%! determines a being that, according to these determinations, is genuinely
not necessarily in movement. Beings determined by being otherwise can in-
deed be what is moved, but the predicates Etepov, dvicov, un dv, as such do not
determine beings with respect to their being in movement.'” In the definition,
being-characters are brought into relief, so that they determine the beings that
they intend as what must necessarily be found in movement with these char-
acters. ‘Etepotng and avicdtng do not satisfy this determination. Many beings
that we encounter in the world are given to us as other, but for this reason not
yet in movement. I myself am a £tepov, an “other” like a dog—through this
being-£tepov, I am not necessarily in movement. Furthermore, the number 10
is dissimilar to the number 5. However, this dissimilarity does not mean that
they are in movement, or that there is a movement between them.

100. See Hs. p. 382 f.

101. Phys. I" 2, 201 b 20 sq.: étepdmta Kai GvicOTNTO KOi TO () OV QAGKOVTES Elval THY
Kivnouw.

102. Phys. I" 2,201 b 21 sq.
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At this pont, it could be said that the étepdtng is not at all intended in this
way, but rather €tepotng as a determination of beings themselves, such that
being-otherwise lies in beings themselves, that beings have in themselves the
possibility of being from . . . to . . ., of being characterized in relation to a
determination through the absence of this determination. But then is it not the
case that the €étepdtn¢ determines being as being-in-movement? In a being that
has various determinations, these determinations are distinct from one another
without the being needing to be in movement. One can say in Aristotle’s sense,
a being is at once determined as évieléyelo—the wood is present as wood—
and yet it is something else insofar as it is duvauer—namely, that it can be a
chest. This is a positive determination of itself, and although this otherness
lies in the wood itself, it is not necessarily in movement, but rather it is moved
only when this duvapet dv is present. The €tepdtng is not sufficient. And one
can even interpret the £tepotng in the active sense: perhaps the ancients meant
this being-otherwise as étepoiwoig, “becoming-otherwise.” In this case, then,
kivnolg is €tepoinotg, dAloimoig, defined by a determinate movement, and
therefore this movement is already presupposed.

In no sense, then, does the etepdg suffice for the task of genuinely defin-
ing beings-in-movement. This determination of the étepdtng does not include
the fundamental ontological respect of presence, of being-present, and of dis-
appearing-from-presence. Yet, this ability-not-to-approach the phenomenon
of movement means, at the same time, that this theory virtually obstructs the
possibility of seeing movement. One can always say, in a formal manner, that a
movement, petafoln, is in becoming. This aspect is the ground for determin-
ing the way of being of movement as £tepotng. But it is a rash determination
that does not take into account precisely the fundamental meaning.'®

¢) The Ground of This Determination: The dopiotov of Movement

The ancients arrived at this peculiar determination only because they said:
movement is an ddpiorov.'™ I determine an “indeterminateness” appropriately
only if I determine it through a category that touches on indeterminateness.
“If I determine, 6piw, movement, movement ceases.”'* Being-there is being-
there-completed in its place, limit. If it is moved, it is something that changes
its site; it is such a thing that is in no determinate place. If I determine such a
thing that constantly changes site, and therefore does not remain in its wépag,
then it stands still; it no longer is the indeterminate thing that is not in its
place. I cannot determine it through a népag; instead, I must take the categories
pertaining to it from among those categories that define the indeterminate. Of
course, Plato and the Pythagoreans specified such a group (Sidypoppa) of cat-

103. See Hs. p. 383 f.

104. Phys. I" 2,201 b 24.

105. Themistii in Aristotelis Physica paraphrases. Consilio et auctoritate Academiae Litter-
arum Regiae Borussicae ed. H. Schenkl. Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Voluminis V pars II.
Berlin 1900. 211, 12: tav yap 0piodf], madetor.
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egories. It can be characterized in two rows, the first of which is the cvotoyia
of the €idoc:

1. meprrtov aptiov
2. mépag Gmepov
3. deQov apLoTEPOV
4. Gppev 0
5. mpepodv KIVOOLLEVOV
6. €00y Kapmworlov
7. tetpbyovov ETEPOUNKEC
8. voig d0&a
9. &v TOAAG

10.  @dc ok6t10g!%

Remark on 1: It is to be observed that the genuine determination of beings
themselves is the &v. The two follows as the particular; the particular is there-
fore an indeterminate thing with respect to the &v.

It is not accidental that the determination p&dc—okdt0g also emerges here.
The entire listing of the categories is in itself transparent, a Greek ontology
in nuce, on the basis of which Aristotle worked, and which becomes vital on
the whole through the fundamental discovery of being as being present, of
évteréyela, of being-produced.

Chapter 2 has the task of showing how the previous attempts to master
kivnoig failed, insofar as they seized upon determinate being-aspects of what
is moved, but not the basic character of beings as moved. Why did the an-
cients attempt to apprehend movement in this way? Since movement shows
itself as something that is indeterminate, it is therefore necessary that this
being-indeterminate be apprehended, that a category of indeterminateness be
selected to determine beings properly. From this consideration, it came about
that movement was apprehended with categories like étepdtg, avicdtng, un
6v. Although, in a certain sense, the un év appears to be the most remote, with
respect to movement it is instead the closest, insofar as one apprehends un
6v not as not being-there-at-all, but rather ur év apprehended in the sense of
a determinate not-being. In his Sophist, Plato advanced to this character of
beings in relation to an other of the surrounding world, when he says: even
the un 6v is in a certain sense, a way of being.'" This determination of the un
6v, apprehended also as otépnoig, is for this reason not sufficient since, if one
wanted to define movement, he would have to say that everything is in move-
ment since every being is not in a determinate sense, namely, it is not the other
with which it is.

For the Greeks, movement shows itself as a dopiotov. From the peculiar
character of the indeterminateness of movement, it is seen that one cannot

106. A.a.0. 211, 19 sq. und kritischer Apparat zu 211, 17.
107. Plato, Sophist 256 d sqq.



$28. Movement as évreléyeio 100 dvvduer mointikod [320-322] 217

amA®g Ogivor the categories: duvatov mocdov—on the basis of this ability-to-be
as un v, otéprnoic—movement is not yet necessary.'® One may not simply
say: kivnoig is, absolutely, the évépyesia of something able-to-be. Something
able-to-be is not, without further qualification, moved.'®

d) Movement as dtelng in Relation to the €pyov

Kivnoig is defined as a being-present that has the character of the dteAng,''* of
the “not at the end.” What is able-to-be (the wood lying before in the work-
shop), that is in work, is there as able-to-be precisely when it is taken up into
work. In this sense, one can say that maintaining-in-work is the téhog of the
dvvauet dv f) torodtov. The being-in-the-possibility comes into its end in the
being-in-work, and then is genuinely what it is, namely, ability-to-be. But it is
not completed in relation to the &pyov of moinoig. Insofar as being ultimately
means being-in-its-end, maintaining-itself-in-its-end in a conclusive sense,
évtedéyela, Aristotle must, if he is to speak cautiously, designate the being-
there of beings-in-movement as vépyeia. ! Atelng is the duvatov as such, not
at the end, but it is right there through évépyeia. At this point, Aristotle empha-
sizes that this peculiar ontological fact of the matter “is difficult to see, but can
be,”!2 and in fact is, insofar as we see something moved (primary reference to
gmaywyn!).3

$28. Movement as évieAéyeio 10D dvvauet monTiKov Kal wa.OnTikod
(Physics I'3)

a) Outline of the Chapter

In Chapter 3, the genuine definition and determination of movement first
reaches its aim. First, the synopsis of the chapter, which is not simply transpar-
ent in its structure.

202 a 13-21: Topic: recalling the character of moving, namely, the pres-
ence of the movable and of what moves."™* Up to this point, we found that this
distinction was not treated thematically in an explicit way. The question is
posed: &v Tivi 1 xivnoig; “where is movement?” Is movement the determina-
tion of what moves or of what is moved? The answer reads: pia duoiv, that is,
pio évépyeia,'” “one and the same mode of being-present for both.”

108. Phys. I" 2,201 b 29 sqq.

109. See Hs. p. 384 ff.

110. Phys. I" 2,201 b 32.

111. Phys. " 2,201 b 31.

112. Phys. " 2, 202 a 2 sq.: yahemiv pév ideiv, évieyouévny & eivai.

113. Phys. A 2, 185 a 13 sq.: dfjlov &’ &k TG Emaymyfic.

114. Phys. I' 3, 202 a 14: évtehéyewn yap €ott 10TV [T0D Kivntod] 070 Tod KivnTiKoD.
115. Phys. I 3, 202 a 18: pia ) dpeoiv évépyeta.
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202 a 21-b 5: a development of the difficulty that arises from the fact
that one sees that movement is always movement of a thing moved, which
is movement by something else that moves. The being-context about which I
say, “the being is in movement,” is determined by the category of the mpdc T,
the “being-in-relation-to-an-other,” namely, the moving thing characterized by
noinoig, the moved thing by ndbnoic.''® Accordingly, there are two modes of
being-present in relation to movement: noinoig and mwéOnoig. But fundamen-
tally we always speak of “a” movement,'"” though we have the possibility of
speaking according to both of these possibilities. Hence, there arises an dnopia
Loywn, ! an “ability-to-reach-impasse in addressing what is intended.” Expe-
rience is @ movement, but at the same time I can address moinoig and nwadnoig.
Aristotle discusses this dmopia from 202 a 21-28, specifically in terms of three
possibilities: (1) it is asked whether moinoig and ndbnoig are both together in
the ndoyov and kwvoduevov;''® (2) whether moinoic is the determination of the
kwvobv, and TaOno1c the determination of the kivoduevov;'? (3) the possibility
that moinoig is the determination of the xwvovuevov, Tabnoig the determina-
tion of the kivodv.'?! 202 a 28 sqq.: discussion of these possibilities. a 28-31
discusses the third of the aforementioned possibilities—he criticizes them af-
terward. At a 31-b 5, he discusses the first possibility, whether moinoig and
ndOnoig are both in the kwvovpevov. The second possibility—rnoinoig in the
Kkwvodv, Tabnoig in the kivobpevov—he takes up as the positive one, and he
discusses it.

202 b 5-22: as to the solution of the difficulty. In this section, Aristotle
points out that there is in fact a doubling of respects, but that, on the other hand,
the selfsameness of one fact of the matter obtains: a being-in-movement.

202 b 22-29: conclusion of the consideration and of auxiliary aspects;
new definition of movement of the sort that incorporates the aforementioned
two.!?2

b) The npdg 1 as Character of Being-in-the-World

We want to thoroughly discuss what is essential in this chapter. It is important
that you have a grasp of the context. In preparation for the definition of move-
ment, Aristotle pointed, in Chapter 1, toward (1) the “being-present” and the
“ability-to-be,” dOvauc-évreAéyeia; (2) the modes of encountering the world,
the categories. These categories make being as such manifest as characterized
by the dyydg. They are there in being-able-to-be-from . . . to . . . , in being-
encountered in degrees.

116. Phys. I" 3,202 a 23 sq.

117. Phys. " 3, 202 a 36: aAla pio Eotan 1) EvEpyeta.

118. Phys. I' 3,202 a 21 sq.: &get &” dmopiav AOYKAv.

119. Phys. I" 3, 202 a 25 sq.: §} yap QOO £V TO TAGKOVTL KoL KIVOUUEVE.

120. Phys. I" 3, 202 a 26 sq.: fj 1] p&v moinoig &v 1@ moodvt, 1 6€ TaNo1g &V T mhoyovTL.
121. Phys. I" 3,202 a 27 sq.: €i 6¢ 3¢l kol tadTnv [TV 1a0nowv] moincv KeAelv.

122. See Hs. p. 388 f.
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Up to this point, we have passed over a determination, namely, the deter-
mination that Aristotle gives from 200 b 28 on. First, he lists the categories.
(Metaphysics K 9, where the whole section of Physics Book 3, Chapter 1, is
repeated, omits precisely this part of b 28-32. As you know, the source of the
Aristotelian character of book K of the Metaphysics is contested. Jaeger at-
tempts to rescue it against Natorp.)'?> Here, along with the ontological prepara-
tion of movement, according to its list of categories, a special category is once
again taken up, the mpdg¢ 1. This emphasis on the mpdg Tt is the ontological
preparation for the discussion in Chapter 3. This category of the tpd¢ 11 means
that beings are determined as being in relation to another. However, as being in
relation to another, they cannot supply the foundation for a new type of move-
ment, since the four types of movement are comprised in the four categories
already listed. Ovcio corresponds to the mode of movement of yéveoig and
©Bopa, for 1omog there is popd, for mocov there is @Bioig, for mowdv there is
dAloiwoig.'** There are no other types of movement—greater evidence of this
is found in Book 5 of the Physics.'® So, the explicit statement of the npdg 11
must have another sense, not a fore-indication of the type of encountering the
world in a determinate movement, but rather the character of every being that
is in movement. IIpog t1 characterizes beings that are there of the world in their
manifoldness, manifoldness of beings as being “in relation to one another,”
TPOG AAAN AL

The mpdg 1 is defined in the Categories as follows: “Everything that is
characterized in its being as mpdg T1, that is at each moment, only is in relation
to another.”'?® Thus every £Ei¢ is a &g Twvog, for example, every émiotiun
is, as a being, always émotiun Tvoc,'?” émotiun “of something.” I do not at
all understand the being-character of émomun if I do not take into consider-
ation the of-what. Then, every peilov is peilov tvog, every “being-greater”
is “being-greater-than-something.”'2® Every péillov and fjttov, every “more”
or “less,” that we have come to know as a determination of the world, is on-
tologically characterized as mp6g T—the beings that are there of the world as
being in relations. In Chapter 7 of the Categories, Aristotle offers a detailed
consideration of the tpd¢ 1. He also shows the conditions that must be fulfilled
in order to genuinely apprehend the npdg t1. IIpdg Tt as determination of the
being of the world: mpog dAAnla. As characters of the mpdg 11, Aristotle lists
the following: T00 & wpog TL TO PEV ke’ Vmepoynv Adyetat Kol Kot” ENAey1y
[a different formulation of the ‘more or less’], 10 8¢ katd TO TOMNTIKOV Kol

123. W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Berlin
1912. S. 63 ff.

124. Phys. I" 1,201 a 12 sqq.

125. Cf. Phys. E 1,225 a 1 sqq.

126. Cat. 7, 6 a 36 sq.: [TIpd¢ Tt 82 Té1 totadta Adyetar, o0 adtd dmep E0Tiv £Tépv lvar AéyeTon
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TaNTIKOV, Kol SAmg KivnTikov 1€ Kol kvntdv.'?® “The one is addressed with
respect to the going-beyond-it and the falling-short . . . , the other as momtikov
and moOnTikov [the motely is a moteiv 1], beings in the sense of making-them-
selves-produce something, and that with which a making-themselves-produce
makes produce [which is in itself a maOntikov.]” If a being in its being-there is
characterized by moinoic, there is a being there with it that has the determina-
tion of maOno1c.

Earlier, we pointed out that there are given in the world itself beings with
which we have to do, but also human beings, in the sense that we directly
experience, that this one appearing lives in a world.!*® The being-at-hand of a
living thing is a being-in-the-world of the living thing. I am myself something
that appears in the world, that occupies itself with something—we can also say
of an animal that it flees from a threat, and so on. Beings with the character
of living are at hand in the world, and this is at the same time a way of being-
in-the-world. An animal is there, an ant crawls up the trunk so that it has the
trunk in a certain way as its obstacle, so that the trunk with which it is there
is nonetheless there for it as diokeipevov, aviikeipevoy for the animal through
aoen, through “contact.” This being, as animal, has that with which it is still
there; the mpog Tt is characterized by the d@vti . . . such that what the living
thing is related to is there as uncovered, perceived, seen, or thought. The mpoc
dAAn\a has a distinctive possibility that is characterized by déyecfan, “ability-
to-take-in,” having-it-there-explicitly-in-uncoveredness. Such a being is the
living thing that is characterized by this determinability, a finding-oneself: not
merely being-at-hand with others, but rather maintaining oneself with it, being
open to the world of itself as living thing, through the keeping-oneself.

The primary openness of human beings is grounded in vodc. Nogiv, “sup-
posing,” is not limited to determinate regions of being as is aicOnoic. How-
ever, voglv is also possible for that which is not corporeally present. In this
thinking-of-it, I am with it. Supposing can suppose everything, it is the mode
of openness to everything. The uncoveredness of the being of human beings
as being-in-the-world is characterized by vodg. This volg is always a vodg tijg
yoyiic, a dtavoeicbot, supposing something as something. Just as aicOnoic is,
for the Greeks, a being approached by the world—something comes toward—
so also is dlavogicBat a déxeobat, a “perceiving”—the world is encountered
by me. Noeiv is, in a certain sense, a 7a00og, a being-approached by the world.
This being-thus-in-the-world, characterized by the uncoveredness of vodg, is
possible only because the world is generally open, that vodg is determined by a
voUg that uncovers the world in general. I can suppose only if this that is think-
able is opened up in general. The vodg mabnTkdg is possible only through the
voU¢ TomTikog, ! through a voely that uncovers the world. The determinations

129. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 28 sqq.
130. See S. 241
131. Cf. De an. " 5, 430 a 10 sqq.
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of moinoig and ndOno1 reach into the genuine center of the Greek consider-
ation of world and living. Therein lies the fact that all understanding of how the
Greeks conceived being depends upon how one understands kivnoic.'*?

¢) The Genuine Definition of Movement through moinoig and nédOnoig

The possibility of understanding, from the ground up, that on which the Greeks
carried out research is grounded in xivnoig and its interpretation. Living, as a
definite type of being-in-the-world, is characterized by the mpog ti. From this
it follows that the consideration up to this point, in Chapters 1-2, was incom-
plete insofar as it considers only beings as what is moved, yet does not say that
every being that is moved is there only in the being-there-with as such, which
moves. What is the determination of kivnoic as a definite type of being-present,
kivnoig as évépyela, related to?

The whole being-context: every moving thing is the moving of something
moved, and every moved thing is the moved of something moving. One may
not tear these determinations apart, ok dmoteTunuévn,'>* so that I now have
two movements, and then pose the question: how do I bring them together?
The moving thing is a being characterized by moinoic; the moved thing is char-
acterized by maOnoig. This becomes visible in the discussion of teaching and
learning.'3* After all, according to its sense teaching means: speaking to an-
other, approaching another in the mode of communicating. The genuine being
of one who teaches is to stand before another, and speak to him in such a way
that the other, in hearing, goes along with him. It is a unitary being-context that
is determined by kivnoic.

For this reason, Aristotle also concludes the definition of movement at the
end of Chapter 3 by saying: kivnoig is évieléyeta. [. . .] 0D duvapel TomTikod
kol modntikod, R towodtov.'* Thus the determination of the momtikév and
of the mobnTkdv finally enters into the very definition of movement, with-
out Aristotle running the risk of defining movement by way of movement,
since moino1g is not yet movement, just as TaOnoig is not. [Moinoig and waOno1g
are determinations of a unitary being that is there in the mode of being-in-
movement. Over against this definition, there is the first definition: “Kivnoig
is the presence of an ability-to-be”;'* the second definition: “Kivnoig is the
gvteléyeia of something moveable, insofar as it is moveable.”!3” Here, already
with the kwvntov, there is reflection on the kivntwov. Kivnrucov is itself expli-
cable as mountucdv in relation to the mabntucov. It is wrong to say that Aristotle
has here defined movement by way of movement.

132. See Hs. p. 389 ff.

133. Phys. I" 3,202 b 7 sq.

134. Cf. Phys. T" 3,202 b 4 sqq.

135. Phys. I" 3, 202 b 25 sqq.

136. Phys. I" 1,201 a 10 sq.: 1} toD dvvdpet 6vrog Evieréyeia [. . .] kivnoig €otiv.
137. Phys. T 2, 202 a 7 sq.: 1 kivnoig &viehéygto, Tod kvntod, 1) Kivntov.
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How the context is to be apprehended with respect to the dual respects of
noinoig and wdOnoic, and this despite the fact that one movement is there, Ar-
istotle demonstrates in the case of didotacic: it is, as the so-far as such, from
Thebes to Athens and from Athens to Thebes, the same.!*® The being-distant,
determined as such, can be taken by me as such, nonetheless, in a dual respect:
I can go from Thebes to Athens and from Athens to Thebes. Both respects un-
derlie the being-equally-far-in-distance: didotooig pia'*—oidotacig a some-
thing doubled. Kivnoig as one is the primary thing that I can apprehend in the
dual respect of moinoig and madnoig.

This Aristotelian investigation into movement has a fundamental sig-
nificance for the whole ontology: basic determination of beings as évépyeia,
gvteAéyela, and Svvopc.

Concept-formation is a matter of characterizing determinate concepts. The
primary thing is to determine the respects according to fundamental characters.
Every concept formation is, insofar as it is genuine, distinguished by the fact
that, in the cultivation of the concept, it opens up anew the subject-matter in the
fundamental character of its being. Genuinely productive concept-formation
lies in the opening up of the concrete character of the subject-matter, so that
the entire conceptuality of the region of being becomes visible, not only in
such a way that touches on the matter, but also the how.

The question concerning the ti 0 6v is derived from the determinateness
of moinoigc and being-there-present—moinoig as primary being-in-the-world,
npa&ig. It gives rise to, as well as the closest view of, Greek ontology—not
the ontology of nature! The later history of philosophy neglects to look toward
being-in-the-world. The discovery of évépyelo and évtedéyeia takes seriously
what Plato and Parmenides wanted. What counts is not to say something new,
but to say what the ancients already intended.!*

138. Cf. Phys. I' 3,202 a 18 sqq., b 13 sq.
139. Phys. I" 3,202 b 17 sq.
140. See Hs. p. 392 ff.



II.

The Text of the Lecture Course
on the Basis of the Preserved Parts of
the Handwritten Manuscript



This page intentionally left blank



On §1

The purpose of this lecture course is to bring to understanding some basic con-
cepts from out of the circle of Aristotelian research. More precisely, it is to give
direction as to listening for what Aristotle has to say. And this direction is to be
conveyed by way of our attempting listening in concrete examples.

Basic concepts: some. The selection is favorable: Metaphysics A: exam-
ples. Some of these and others: life, movement, knowledge, truth.

To examine which matters are meant in these concepts, how these matters
are experienced, toward-which they are addressed and, accordingly, how they
are expressed (significantly). Thus the full conceptuality as such: matters in the
how and the how itself.

With the understanding of conceptuality there is to emerge insight and fa-
miliarity with the exigencies and possibilities of scientific research. Therefore
a philosophy is not to be taught and learned. Accordingly, the purpose is not
to render a portrait of Aristotle’s system nor to characterize the personality
and the overall manner of the philosopher. No history of philosophy and phi-
losophy of problems. Only to listen for what Aristotle perhaps has to say. If
philology means the passion for knowledge of what has been spoken and of
self-expression, then the purpose and procedure is purely philological.

Literature—secondary material

On §2

Purpose: to bring proper reading somewhat into practice in such a way that we
thereby attend to conceptuality. The provisionality of the undertaking comes to
light by its standing under presuppositions that are not to be discussed:

1) That in particular Aristotle has something to say with respect to the aim
of the lecture (and not Plato or Kant or Hegel).

2) That we admit to ourselves that we are not yet so advanced that there is
nothing more to say to us in this particular respect.

3) That conceptuality, properly understood, is the genuine substance of any
scientific research (not an affair of formal thought-technique). Whoever has
chosen science has taken over responsibility for the concept.

4) That scientific research, science, is no occupation, but is rather a pos-
sibility of human existence, accordingly, a choice and decision.

5) That there is, in being-there, a possibility in which alone a stand is taken
with respect to the possibilities of one’s interpretation and determination.

6) Methodological presupposition: that history and the past can have im-
pact insofar as one clears the path for it—today, the strongest demand, but the
air in which philology lives and breathes.
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Many presuppositions, but only philology. Philosophy, by contrast, espe-
cially today, does not need them, since it lives from out of the basic presup-
position that everything is as it should be. Indeed, the consideration treats of
matters that are designated as belonging within philosophy, but our kind of
treatment is nothing philosophical, its results are no philosophy.

Aristotle can offer us a pointer in the demarcation: @ilocogio and
dwodektikn and co@loTikn.!

On §3

Purpose: to understand some basic concepts, to attend to conceptuality. What is
to be understood by this? This must go to prove wherein we have to transpose
ourselves in order to be able to pursue concept-formation and to understand
conceptuality in the concrete.

Things to be shown:

1. Where we encounter the concept exposed?

2. What that means, why in this case in particular it is determined in this
way, and why the definition according to the decisive experience?

3. The enrooting of the conceptual wherein?

4. From there the next course of the consideration.

According to tradition, “logic” treats of the concept. “Logic” as disci-
pline—determinate type of treatment of a delimited realm of objects—arose
only when logical research had run itself into the ground. Plato and Aristo-
tle know nothing of “logic”—an outgrowth of philosophy in the Hellenistic
schools. What was here collected in a scholastic way passed into medieval and
modern logic as a fixed inventory and was at the same time handed down, as
“logic,” as a fixed inventory of questions and problems.

Logic knows, on the authority of Aristotle, something like definition: defi-
nitio fit per genus proximum et differentiam specificam. Reflected in this rule
is the fate of Aristotle’s researches.

Definitions:

a) homo animal rationale.

b) The circle is a curved, closed line, all of whose points are equidistant
from a point within it.

¢) The clock is a machine put together from various wheels, whose coordi-
nated movement indicates the time.

Ad 1. we encounter the concept exposed in the definition. What the logic
of the schools says about it is shown in Kant. It is evident thereby how the tra-
dition becomes relatively vital and determines research and how, at the same

1. Met. T" 2, 1004 b 22 sq.: Tepi pév yap 10 aTO YEVOS OTPEPETOL 1) GOPLOTIKT] Kol 1] SIHAEKTIKT
] p1Locoeig.
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time, the old inventory so to speak merely runs alongside (cf. Hegel, Science
of Logic, Book 3, Section 3, Chapter 2).

Where is definition treated? In the “General Doctrine of Method.”? Defini-
tion serves the “conveying of the logical completeness” of the concept.’

Concept: repraesentatio per notas communes*—§98.°

Material and form: mere intuition—intuition and concept.® Determinate-
ness of the intuition—what is general in this: on the basis of the where-to, this
in dealing. Determinateness: “what.”

The what: a) wherein I see, lay claim to, the “what”; b) what “what” means;
¢) its origin. The proper and obligatory answer to the question, “What is that?”
is the definition.

What is striking and revealing of history: 1. definition—methodological—
means of logical completeness: a) means, b) “logical.” 2. Basic rule of defini-
tion not for real definition.

Ad 2. Where do we encounter the concept? In the perspicuous grasping
of the knowing and of what is known. Affair of perspicuity? Why is it satis-
fied precisely by definition determined in this way? Why genus and species in
particular? What are predicables, kategoremata supposed to do?

We will see more clearly if we go back to the historical origin: dpiouoc a
Adyog obaiog:

1. Addressing beings in their being-there;

2. Beings in themselves;

3. 0pwopdg, since beings themselves are characterized in the Tépag.

Consequently, ad 3:® enrooting:

1. in the addressing, expressing, self-expressing;

2. Dealing in beings, being with beings in the character of the there—
being-there. Aristotle [has] no word for “concept.”™

Adyog = “concept,” how something stands in discourse, is exhibited, dis-
cussed, becomes evident as this or that and therefore “there,” available, dis-
covered.

Consequently, it requires a familiarity with this milieu wherein the concept
is rooted. Dual preparation:

1. as to dealing with beings, being-in-[the]-world: (o1 mpoktiKy, yoyn,
dAn0si0—Dbeing and being-true, being-there;'°

2. VorlesungenKants.

3.A.a.0,S. 444.

4. A.a.0., I. Allgemeine Elementarlehre, § 1.

5. A.a.0,, II. Allgemeine Methodenlehre, § 98.

6. Cf. a.a.0., Einleitung, S. 350 sqq.

7. Editor’s note: Refers to the enumeration on the previous page.
8. Editor’s note: Refers to the enumeration on the previous page.
9. Inserted by the editor.

10. Inserted by the editor.
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2. speaking, addressing, discussing, self-expressing: Adyog, Kotnyopiat,

3. context: fourfoldness of the 6v

—Ileading back to being-there!

This preparation on the path of a presentative orientation. Topic: being as
being-there, “there,” being the origin of being—neither logic nor ontology,
hermeneutics? Pursuing in the concrete: what beings in their being mean; how
expressed in which conceptuality.

Toinoig, xivnolg, dvvoutg, evépyeta: being-produced.

Eidoc, ovoia: being-there. Cf. p. 3371f.

On §4

Some Aristotelian basic concepts in their conceptuality: Why not simply “ba-
sic concepts”? Why the addition, “in their conceptuality”?

Concept: notio, intentio, conceptus, species. Taken roughly, the concept
says what a matter is, what one understands by it, which meaning one has of
something. E.g., the concept kivnoig, “movement,” petafoin, “change”: if we
are hearing-out in the text, we shall thereby experience which apprehension
Aristotle has of movement, what movement is in his sense. However, we do
not want to interrogate Aristotle about which apprehension he has of certain
objects in order to distinguish it from later or modern apprehensions and obtain
a knowledge of Aristotelian philosophy.

Conceptuality:

We want to understand such concepts in their conceptuality, i.e.

1. We are examining what the matter indicated in the concept is origi-
nally experienced as. And what did Aristotle have in view in terms of the thing
moved, if he is seeking to apprehend the phenomenon of movement in it?
Which sense of being is meant with the experience of a being-that-is-moved?
Which being provides its look?

2. We are asking: what does Aristotle perceive in the phenomenon of move-
ment thus presented? In relation to what is he addressing it? Is he seeking to
clarify it on the basis of fixed concepts already at hand—transition from not-
being to being—or does he take from the phenomenon presented to him, the
originally understood matter itself, that which he understands by it. Does he
set it free for the address?

3. [Which address is posited in the determination of the thing secured in
this way, i.e., for what sort of address is the understanding sufficient? Is the ad-
dress of the matter in its intelligibility, corresponding to the dealing with it, ap-
propriate or is it held out as something foreign, fantastical, to it? (Mathematical
definition of ethical concepts)]'!

11. Editor’s note: Deleted in the handwritten notes.
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3. For which type of intelligibility and determinateness is the unwrapping
of the phenomenon sufficient? Does the intelligibility striven for emerge from
the concrete character of the matter and the legitimate dealing with it (use!),
and is it measured by it? Or is it guided by a fantastical idea of intelligibility,
determinateness? In which interpretedness is the thing that is seen and ad-
dressed discussed? (Mathematical definition of ethical concepts, natural-sci-
entific definition of historical concepts, philosophical definition of theological
concepts.)

These three aspects are not exhaustive, but they do indicate what is meant
by conceptuality:

1. concretely giving basic experience,

2. the occurring guiding claim (toward-what),

3. character of the prevailing intelligibility, tendency and determinateness.

Basic concepts in their conceptuality—that means, then, conducting in-
quiry with the concepts at the moment according to these aspects. Whether the
matters intended are properly understood only in this particular and genuine
way is something that can be shown only by carrying it out. Conceptuality is
emphasized explicitly because it is what should matter to you. Not so that you
take notice of it and, alongside the conceptual content, also know some infor-
mation about its conceptuality, but rather that you so to speak feel/ how, in what
was indicated roughly as conceptuality according to some of its aspects, noth-
ing else is stirred up but the fulfillment of scientific research in its substance.
That means, however, that you yourselves have to execute the decisive work:
becoming attentive, for your part and in the place where you have located
yourselves in a scientific discipline by a free decision, to what occurs with the
conceptuality at the moment. A precondition for being-able-to-become-atten-
tive is that one stands within the matter. Therefore, not in such a way that you
speculate about concepts now for a semester and say to yourselves, “Yes, first
of all I have to know what philology is, then I can start.” That guy will never
reach the starting-point, because he will never come to know what philology
is. By no means is it to take over Aristotelian concepts and apply them—it’s
not repeating his talk, but doing what he does! I myself have nothing to do with
it but to take care that Aristotle be given the opportunity to put before you his
matter.

Aristotelian basic concepts in their conceptuality: «ivnoig, dOvoulg,
gvépyela, aandeto, Adyog, and so on—we are thus to question them according
to the aspects discussed. That requires a dual precaution:

1. that we understand wherein these aspects of conceptuality belong, where
conceptuality is indigenous, what and how it is then as such;

2. we are to understand Aristotelian concepts in their, i.e., Aristotelian,
Greek, conceptuality—therefore, to have the Greek indigenous character of
conceptuality come into view.
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On §5

For the purpose of going back into Greek conceptuality and its indigenousness
we start from something that is most familiar, from which the concept as such
becomes explicit, now and for a long time: definition. In definition, the concept
is genuinely concept. There we question back: How did it stand with definition
for Aristotle? What did it mean for him? What are we to infer from this for
the pre-understanding of conceptuality? Secondary object: to demonstrate the
change that so harmless a thing as definition went through, change as decline
from a basic possibility and mode of genuinely speaking with the world to a
rule of thought-technique.

The two questions that are to be answered for us through Aristotle: Where is
conceptuality indigenous and how is Greek conceptuality to be determined?

‘Opiopdg as Aoyog: 10 Ti nv glvatl o O Aoyog op1opde, koi tobTo ODGIOL
Aéyeton €kdotovn.'>—10 Ti fjv swou ovoio, tobtov 8¢ Adyog 6 Opropdc.’ O
Oplopdg ovoiog Tig yvawpiouds.*

‘Opiopdg as Mdyog ovoiag: circumscribing beings in their being, exhibiting
in themselves their limitation, i.e., completedness. Completely there = being
produced (here) out of . . . (for ovcio—AdY0g, cf. this lecture course p. 208 ff:
interpretation of De partibus animalium A 1).

‘Opiopog as Adyog odoiag:

I. what Aoyog,

II. what ovoia,

II1. when this Adyog Opiopdg,

IV. how does indigenous character look? i.e., where-to to what extent?

Phenomenon of equiprimordiality (only negative!). Cf. later.

On §6

I. Adyoc, Aéyev:

A. a) Speaking about something in the sense of dno@aivesOat (dniodv),
having to do with (being-in) in such a way that what is spoken about shows
itself in speaking (cf. ¢): showing something for itself in the there, clarifying
itself with it, itself as being in!).

b) Speaking (about something) fo others (or, to myself, to one), so that
what is spoken about in speaking about . . . shows itself fo those to whom it is
spoken.

¢) Speaking about. . . to. .. also self~expressing, expressing oneself (speak-
ing of myself, oneself, of being-in) (on this cf. publicness: the being-lived

12. Met. A8, 1017 b 21 sqq.
13. Met. H 1, 1042 17.
14. An. post. B3,90 b 16.
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of language as the basic how, being through it, cf. yeddog, WS 23/4).15

B. At the same as what is spoken in this way, this intelligibility become
public, available, able to be appropriated, able to be obscured: Tt 6& keipeva
[6vopota] kowa maow,'® “the fixed words [available, once spoken forth] be-
long to a//”—in the belongingness of “one”—intelligibility.

This Adyog the basic characteristic of human beings, specifically with re-
spect to the mode of their being. Human being: {®ov, “living thing” ({dov
unspecified, before the concretion of modern biology, before humanistic [or]"’
natural-scientific psychology. Zwn, “living”: mode of being as being-in, being-
in in the sense of exhibitive-interpretive speaking.

“Eyov, &g in the sense of: 10 dyswv xatd v avTtod @HoW 1 Katd TV
avtod opunv,'® conducting oneself, comporting oneself in the sense of “man-
aging,” “completing,” emerging therein “from out of the ownmost drive.” The
being-there, qua human being, is speaking from out of itself in the special, full
sense!

On §7a

I1. Opiopdg as Aoyog odoiag:

The oplopdg is Aoyog ovoiag, the “addressing exhibition of beings in the
how of their being.” Beings are addressed in themselves with respect to their
being. With the translation of ovoia in “beings in the how of their genuine be-
ing,” an entirely determinate—even still, a determinately multiple—meaning
is assigned to the word. If the multiplicity of meanings of the word ovoia is
to be able to obtain a grounded orientation, then the Adyog ovoiag would also
have to receive a proper clarification. Furthermore, the word is the title for
Aristotelian fundamental research—or, more precisely, for Greek fundamental
research as such—the basic concept per se, the term. The question as to the
i 10 Ov is the question, tic 1 ovcia. In this way the question of being is first
brought about.!” That precisely a fundamental word like oboia and others like
it are afflicted with an ambiguity should not diminish its appropriateness as the
title of the investigation. On the contrary. Everything depends on the multiplic-
ity of meaning as such being understood.

Ambiguity of words, basic words, can be a sort of entanglement: that the
ambiguity be used indiscriminately for various matters, without knowledge of
the matter and familiarity with the application of meaning. It can therefore pre-
vail, and precisely in this case, where it need not prevail, where the ambiguity

15. Cf. Martin Heidegger, Introduction to Phenomenological Research, GA 17: 311f.
16. Met. Z 15,1040 a 11.

17. Insertion by the editor.

18. Met. A 23, 1023 a 8 sq.

19. Met. Z 1, 1028 b 22 sq.
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is already governed by a rule on the basis of the matters, but, by a deficiency of
familiarity with the matter, the rule-governance is lost.

The ambiguity can generate a prevailing incapacity to appropriate the mat-
ter and interpret it, a specific insensitivity to difference.

However, the ambiguity can also be a multiplicity of meaning in such a
way that it emerges precisely from out of dealing with the matters, which deal-
ing thereby comes to prevail over the ambiguity (?). The degrees of meaning
arise from the proper understanding of matters. Insofar as degrees of meaning
are, always in their origin, determined and held fast on the basis of matters
experienced and interpreted thus, the ambiguity is a concretely oriented one
and, as such that is fixed, it is a multifariousness. And precisely if it is held
fast as this, and not dressed up as systematic tendencies foreign to the matter
or leveled into an artificial uniformity of meaning, then, as a multifariousness
of meaning, it has the proper suitability to convey an understanding of the
concreteness of matters. The multifariousness of meaning is then precisely the
adequate expression of the matters. The more originary that the understanding
of the ground of multifariousness and its necessity is, the more the adequation
increases.

Aristotle had an explicitly positive consciousness of the multifariousness of
meaning, and particularly in the field of basic concepts. Metaphysics A treats
of them as moAloydg Aeyoueva (cf. the traditional title of the book), not in or-
der to remove them, but rather to let them stand and let them be seen as such.
Perhaps conceptuality becomes evident precisely thereby. The instinct for con-
creteness thereby keeps hold of him. Nothing is said about the origin and ne-
cessity of multifariousness: to uncover only on the basis of the understanding
of the Aeyoueva as such, i.e., as Adyoc—that, consequently, the determinate
multiplicity is grounded precisely in what “speaking” is! And for that just now
in the preparation.

Presumably, then, the multifariousness of ovoia is not a sort of confusion
and unfamiliarity with the matter. If not, however, we alone are obliged to
obtain the proper basis of orientation. Insofar as, here, it is an issue of the
basic concept per se, not only is the possibility of a better understanding of
optopdc as the Adyog related to ovoia obtained thereby, but also the ground for
other basic concepts is prefigured. The multifariousness of meaning of ovoia
is therefore not treated here for its own sake, but rather always only in the di-
rection of the proper appropriation of the matter, i.e., the understanding of what
is addressed in Opiopog as Adyoc.

Ovoio was translated: “beings in the how of their (genuine) being.” Being
of beings, or being-ness of beings, expresses that something is being said about
being itself, that it has “aspects,” and the like.

Ovoia as the basic word for research is a term. A word is a term insofar as
it functions as an expression whose meaning and usage arise out of scientific
research, within such research and for it.
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A word can be expressly and directly stamped as a term at one with the
discovery and apprehension of a matter to be understood thus and so.

However, it is also the case that an already customary word can be given a
determinate meaning in addition from out of investigative research into a mat-
ter, in such a way that the additional meaning stands in some relation of lineage
to the already customary meaning, that therefore an aspect of meaning which is
co-understood inexplicitly in the customary meaning acquires a thematic role
in the terminological meaning, which is in question in a determinate way in the
express use of the word as a term.

On §7b

The customary meaning: the meaning of customary word-usage in language
before, and outside of, science. The customary, natural speaking, in accordance
with what was earlier, the mode of the customary, natural being of a living
thing, of human beings in their world.

The customary meaning as guide. Caution! It can disappear. Only if there
is a comprehensive test of this indicating. Otherwise it’s a bit dilettantish! Ap-
parent reasonableness. Here, in particular, the fate and historicity of every lan-
guage must be taken account of.

Speaking about . . . self-expressing:

Naturally: i.e., a mode that rules preponderantly, initially and for the most
part, not in an independently formed inquiry, and where such a thing is there,
it is the natural one that is there from the outset and leads.

Customarily: everyone speaks this way with others and one understands
it without further ado. The “without further ado” and the “one.” The mode of
operating in an average intelligibility and in a way that is available to all. In the
customary the word exhausts itself: ground down, without tone.

The word ovoia as a term stems from such customary word-usage.?’ Even
more, in Aristotle (and afterward) the terminological meaning and the custom-
ary one stand close beside one another. These are the facts! But not the reverse
direction of inference/derivation! Only a directive toward the sense of being
that was co-experienced by the Greeks and constantly.

The customary meaning: property, possessions and goods, household, estate
(cf. the rich use of the word in Politics and Nicomachean Ethics, Bonitz, Index
[Fragment 401]*' 1545 a 8 sqq. ).?2 Determinate beings are here addressed as

20. Cf. Rhet. B 13, 1389b 28f: &v yap 1 tdV dvaykaiov 1) odoia.

21. Insertion by the editor.

22. Editor’s note: In the handwritten notes it says, “544a 6-25” after “Index.” Since this pas-
sage, in De animaliam historia, has nothing to do with oVcia, it appears to be an oversight on
Heidegger’s part.



234 Preserved Parts of the Handwritten Manuscript [346-347]

being in the genuine sense, genuine beings: encountered in the aforesaid, and
this a being in which along with itself its being is co-experienced. Correspond-
ingly, the being-character in beings is emphasized. What is meant by this is not
only what is at hand in general, but at hand in such a way that it is available,
and as available it is present, usable, the there is in its usability, and that as
there-character: mpaynata, ypriuata, “that with which one has do everyday,”
“what stands in use.”? The being of this being means: a being There. There-
fore, ovoia initially is not some sort of indifferently expressed thing, but origi-
nally there is already an interpretation of being-experience as being-there.

In the course of customary meaning, the weight rests on beings, but in the
how of this genuine there, the terminological meaning (in Aristotle) grasps
this how of beings, being, as there, in such a way that the beings of this being
are thereby co-intended, occasionally are alone intended. (What “grasping”
means?) Thus, with the term, one does not have being in some supra-historical-
semantic [?] meaning, but determinate interpretation.

Consequently: 1. orientation in the multifariousness of meaning (tic N
ovoia), 2. directive for the understanding of being as being-there. Customar-
ily: there in dealing and for dealing—the specific there-experience.

On §7c

Thus, a basic orientation in the multifariousness of the meaning of ovoia is
obtained. So at this point only the terminological meaning is to be put forward
in its multifariousness.

1. ovoio means the being (of beings), being-ness, being-there.

2. ovoio means beings, beings that are there.

Within these two possibilities there are in each case further distinct mean-
ings. With respect to 1. it means various characters of being, characters that
constitute the there as such, each designated at the moment as ovoia. With
respect to 2.: various beings, a manifold, which satisfy the characters of being,
and thus are addressed as beings.

Should there be a kind of research that has the being of beings as its topic,
ovoia, we would expect that it would treat of beings, and various beings, in a
certain way. For, presumably, it is only in beings themselves that their being
can be revealed. Accordingly, there is nothing arbitrary in the fact that the two
main degrees of meaning of ovoia appear in such research. In the end, every
genuine concept of being necessarily has these dual degrees of meaning.

It would be in keeping with the order of encounter and access to discuss,
first of all, the second meaning of ovaio.

Ad 2. dokel 6 M} ovsia vVIdpyew eovepdTATA UEV TOIG cdpacwy, the

23. Cf. Eth. Nic. A 1, 1120b 34 sqq.
24.Met. Z 2, 1028 b 8 sq.
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oporoyoduevar ovoiaa (1).% “It looks as though being shows itself in the most
obvious of beings, which we call the copata”: {da, PVTA, T0 PLOIKAE cOUATA,
ovpovog, dotpa, ceknvn, fiAloc—“the bodies.” What this means for the Greeks
is not primarily having-the-matter-of-stuff, materiality, but rather a specifically
obtrusive there-character. Hence, later: 10 cov o®po = oV, “you” there, with
which I now have to do; o®dpa.: the “slave,” the “captive,” what stands directly
at my disposal, is present. The aforementioned beings are the sort about which
everyone speaks in agreement with others, one says of them, without qualifi-
cation, that they “are,” i.e., that they satisfy the sense of being that guides the
addressing of beings as being. “One without qualification” a definite intelligi-
bility of what one means by being. But that is a being that initially and for the
most part is there in and out of the world, what is encountered in everydayness,
wherein the everyday operates and maintains itself. Obcion plural! A research
that examines the being of beings will, accordingly, insofar as it rests on it,
be grounded and not discourse phantastically, maintaining itself initially in
such beings: 6poroyodvrar §’ ovoiot etvon TV TV TIVES, BoT’ &V TavToIG
nttéov mpdtov.? Perception along the way, the sense contains manifold con-
cepts [?].

[Ad 1.]*® How such research looks will be pursued later in a concrete way,
according to its individual steps. For now, we are asking the more systematic
question, what comes to light in it as to the being-characters—i.e., according
to the multifariousness of the meaning of ovoia in the first direction of mean-
ing: being-ness. More precisely, we are asking: are the being-characters there-
characters, and specifically such that in some way stem from the sense of the
there that we have come across in the customary meaning of ovcia?

The customary orientation as to the being-characters is one that we take on
the basis of Metaphysics A 8. At the beginning of this chapter, the beings men-
tioned above are listed for the purposes of designation, and in such a way that, at
the same time, a being-character is gleaned from them. They are vrnokeipeva,>
what already is lying there before all else. Their being means being-at-hand,
and at-hand, always already something met with and addressed, insofar as they
are to be discussed more in depth.

1. Thus, there results the there-character of presence-at-hand, present-ness.
In this case, not in the emphatic sense of what is most immediately and ur-
gently at hand, in the sense of the household, but rather presence-at-hand of
that toward which the estate stands, ground and soil, land, animals, plants,

25. Met. H 1, 1042 a 6 sqq.: oboian [. . .] Oporoyoduevar

26. Met. Z 3, 1029 a 33 sq.

27. Editor’s note: The reading of the last nine words, written in shorthand on the manuscript,
is uncertain.

28. Insertion by the editor.

29. Met. A 8, 1017 b 13 sq.: 00 k08’ Drokevévov Aéyetat, GALY Katd TOVTOV TEAAA.
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mountains, earth, sky. All that has the character of the most obvious being, this
presence-at-hand (in everydayness).

2. In another respect, what is addressed as being-character is that which is
“also there,” “also-at-hand,” in beings of the aforementioned mode of being, in
such a way that this presence-at-hand is to “blame,” that constitutes 10 ivan,
“the being” of the beings in question.’® Ovcia in this sense is 1| yoyn.>! “Soul”
is what constitutes the specific presence-at-hand of beings qua living things,
the being-ness of being-in-a-world. Again, a there-character of an entirely pe-
culiar sort (cf. later, the interpretation of {w1}).*

3. Further, obcia names what is “also at hand” in a being that is there as a
constitutive part or aspect, to such an extent that the removing of the same, the
not-there of the same, takes the being in question so to speak out of its there,
i.e., out of its being: e.g., a body with its surfaces removed is no longer there
as body; lines are not surfaces.’® These aspects are 6pilovta,** “circumscrib-
ing,” “they constitute the limits” and “designate” the being as, mark it as, “that
there.”?> Some even suppose (Platonists) that this function of the there-charac-
ter has “number” (limit) for everything and “in general.””*

4. Moreover, what functions as ovoio is the i #{v givan 00 6 Adyog dpiopdc,
[...Joboia[. . .] éxdotov, the “what something is in its what-it-already-was,”
the being-character of beings that determines it in its descent, coming from
... into the there. The being whose being constitutes the ti #{v efvou is desig-
nated as ékactov, “the particular,” the i #{v lvon constitutes the particularity
of beings.

5. Aristotle collects the aforementioned being-characters into two modes
of being-ness, which are determined as 1. “last presence-at-hand,”*® 2. as be-
ing “what” there, specifically in the sense of the being-there “for itself” in its
own place.?® The there-character of such being is designated as gidoc, “look,”
“appearing-thus-and-so.”*

The five being-characters that have been gleaned: vmoxeipevov, aitiov
gvomapyov, HLOprov Evumdpyov opilov, Ti fiv tvar (1o kad’ EkacTov), £100C, sig-
nify, more or less transparently, a there of beings. In order to understand them
as there-characters and thereby grasp the meaning of oboia in its motivated

30. Met. A8, 1017 b 15: aitiov (tod givon) Evomdpyov.

31.Met.A8,1017 b 16.

32. See p. 45 ft., 353 sq.

33. Met. A8, 1017 b 17 sqq.: popia évomépyovta [. . .] @V dvarpovpévoy dvoipeital T dhov,
oilov émumédov odua [. . .] kai Eminedov ypappudc.

34. Met. A8,1017 b 17.

35.Met. A8, 1017 b 18: t0d¢ 1 opaivovra.

36. Met. A 8, 1017 b 20: xai dhog 6 ap1dpog Sokel T1og To109T0G ElvoLL.

37.Met. A8, 1017 b 22 sq.

38. Met. A8, 1017 b 24: vmokeipevov Eoyatov.

39. Met. A8, 1017 b 25: & dv 163¢ 11 &v Kol y@PIGTOV 1.

40. Met. A8, 1017 b 26.
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multifariousness, an understanding of the there that pushes further will be nec-
essary. The clarification of this basic phenomenon of the there can succeed for
its part only if we seek it out in its there.

The guide was the customary meaning of ovoia: the being that is there in
the distinctive sense and the being not in an unspecified presence-at-hand, but
the there of the pressing immediacy of everydayness, the everydayness of liv-
ing, the there in which and on the basis of which living is “eked out.” Thus, the
clarification of the there is guided back to an explication of living as being-in
(remark on “subjective”!). Although the presentative investigation is thereby
grasped in advance, in fact a pre-figuring of the basic character of the sense of
the there, and consequently of being, would already be given, specifically on
the basis of the characters enumerated.

On §8

On Metaphysics Z-©—General:

“There results from the Adyor themselves [investigation*' or Aoyog as phe-
nomenon] that something else/different is obcio—a&AAal ovcion [more than
one!]—o i f{v sivan and droxeipevov.”*

The fundamental methodological (only methodological) priority of ovoia
aicnn.* Zovorov: votépa with respect to the ordering of categorical origi-
nariness, SnAA* “clear,” “transparent,” i.e., in the particulars there is nothing
further to be constituted ontologically (Greek). The methodological principles
themselves (cf. Jaeger on research maxims).*

Interpretation of the “one”: what is encountered by such a one, what one
deals with. “What is familiar initially and for the most part in an average way
is often imprecise, unarticulated, not salient, without noticeability and has little
or nothing of genuine being-there.”® The there-ness, presence, effaced, disap-
peared. The in general, for the most part, initially, not generally there. The
particular: what is the same in particularity, T& ka8’ €xacta in the characters
of particularity, in the character of the “distant,” the “remote.” Toward-what
does it first come forth explicitly—in what process?—and seeing? Constitute
the being of beings. For, entirely distinct the universal and the specific. Tode tu:
the what, being-produced in its there.

But lifting/raising from there in such a way that precisely this there can

41. Cf. Met. Z 3-4.

42. Met. H 1, 1042 a 12 sq.: éAhag 8¢ 81 ovpPaiveg £k TV Adymv ovsiag givot T Ti fv ivol
Koi TO VTOKEIVOV.

43. Cf. Met. Z 3, 1029 a 33 sq.

44. Met. Z 3, 1029 b 31 sq.

45. Cf. W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. Berlin
1912, S. Amn.

46. Cf. Met. Z 3, 1029 b 8 sqq.: T0 & €kdoTolg Yvdpipa kol TpdTE TOAAAKIG NpERa £0Ti
yvopuo kol pkpov fj 008y Exet tod Gvtoc.
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be made intelligible precisely for us on the basis of a genuine hermenecutical-
ontological science. Precisely on account of this, from what is thus familiar,
from this being-that-is-there, what shows itself thus as being-there, emerging,
following there-ness in this itself.

Thus, the interpretation of beings is called back to being within the circle
of the immediate, explicitly, and precisely thereby the look-out radically for
being, during Plato, with a side-glance at the being-that-is-there, is caught in
a phantastical Adyog, and thus, consequently, misses the way in a Greek man-
ner.

Cf. Physics A 1. Clear already about the principle: t& cvykeyouéva,? ta
kaboAov,*® what is “as a whole,” natépec.* The immediate, what is known, is
the average and in this way general. In it everything is seen, addressed, inter-
preted on its basis. This introduction of the Physics, i.e., the ontological work
of Aristotle is programmatic (a better word and more precise!). Precisely what
has been said counts as to td mepi tag dpydc.*® Cf. Topics Z 4.5'

Basic concepts in their conceptuality, e.g., ovoio. What is meant, funda-
mentally, by the return to the customary meaning, to the expressing and ad-
dressing of beings as being in the customariness of everyday being-there? The
everydayness of the being of life, of human beings, human life as a mode
of being. In this connection, speaking in a special sense basic phenomenon.
Thus, conceptuality: interpretedness and possibility of this being, of being in
the sense of the there, of the there grasped in the moment, discoveredness.

The Aristotelian explication of this being presented in such a way that the
understanding of Aéyewv and Adyog are thereby determined and made more
concrete. Thus, attention is to be given to how the aforementioned being-
characters—yoyn, mépag, apyn, téhoc—took part in the being-characteristic
of beings (qua living).

On §9

The being of human beings:

Zon, there-character of its being—{@®ov moMTIKOV2—Lm1| TPoKTIKH (LETA
AOY0V),* possibility, tépag, dyadd, avOpdmvov dyadov.>

yoyfle évépyela:®® woyn: kpivewy, Kivelv® (Opeklg, moinoig), AKovew,

47.Phys. A1, 184 a 21 sq.

48. Phys. A 1, 184 a 23 sq.: €k 1@V KaOOA0V.

49. Phys. A 1,184 b 13.

50. Phys. A 1, 184 a 15 sq.

51. Top. Z 4, 141 a 26 sq.

52.Pol. A2,1253 a2 sq.

53. Eth. Nic. A 6, 1098 a 3: [Con] mpaxtikn T1g T0D Adyov £xovtog.
54. Eth. Nic. A1, 1094 b 7.

55. Eth. Nic. A6, 1098 a 7.

56.Dean.I" 2,427 a 17 sq.
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gpunvevew (in [the]”” world, ovpavdc, day and night)—aAnbevev: modes of
the being-there in the particular discoveredness, Oempeiv, a possibility, dtoywyn.
Cura: anxiety of dmovoio, pufq mote otij!*® Uncanniness and discoveredness.
Anxiety of the disappearing of the genuine there. There: being-present, not-
led-into-oblivion,* related to évdaipovia, how of the there.

Above all, Adyoc—xartnyopia

Z®n TpoKTIKN—two investigations, paying attention to:

1. Yoytic évépyera (Leta Adyov): Téhog, ayabdv, télelov, tépag, Evdatpovia,
avOpcdmivov ayuBov: determining the being of human things, the good not in
fantasy!

2. Poyn: Moyov Exov—_aloyov etc. (dual showing!), kpivev, Kivelv, dkovety,
gpunvevew (guiding back to the whole of phenomena, concrete being: ovpavoc,
day and night) aAnbgvewv, doywyn, évdoiuovia!

Ipoxtkn: not “practical” rather than “theoretical,” but rather concern:
ayabdv, there—how of being-there. Decisively speaking with . . . Aicnoig
and thus voeiv already decisive for {@oa.

Transition from Politics (therein a basic determination molttikév) to Ethica
Nicomachea A 6: Loyov &yov, TolMtkOv—aicOnow dyabod £xov. Averageness
and everydayness is the “one,” with-one-another.

Ayab6v: Where evident? "Epyov, téyvn, npoaipeots . beginning [?] consti-
tuting the end.

"Epyov avOpadmov. Ground, address, fore-having, basic experience for this
interpretation. Discoveredness of &pyov: dpet, téhog etc., dpiotov. Holding
moMtikov fast always!

On §23

The Indigenous Character of Conceptuality

In the preceding, the being-there of the human being was explicated as being-
in-the-world, in such a way that Adyo¢ came forth as the basic character of this
being, determined as being-in: the how of the there of discoveredness.

What purpose guided the consideration of being-there? What is the ques-
tion after? It is after the indigenous character of conceptuality. And why? For
the purpose of understanding conceptuality. And why this? Because in this
way a concept is genuinely understood. “In this way,” i.e., with that which
constitutes conceptuality, holding the c/ue for understanding concepts as such.
Was this at stake in reaching conceptuality? It should have been sought where
it has its being, where it is at home, which it outgrows and where it can only

57. Editor’s insertion.
58. Met. © 8, 1050 b 23.
59. Eth. Nic. A 11, 1100 b 17: pn yiveoBor mepi odrag Anonyv.
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be; it should be what it can. With the setting off of the indigenous character of
conceptuality, specifically in the case of the Greeks, the concern of an interpre-
tation of basic concepts is given its orientation.

Conceptuality is characterized by three aspects: 1. concretely giving ba-
sic experience, 2. guiding claim, 3. prevailing intelligibility. Therefore, the
question concerning the indigenous character of conceptuality is the question:
Where and how do the characters mentioned have their being, such that they
are possible in this being, from which they arise in such a way that they also
are there at home as beings that are there, that they belong there; i.e., they
themselves constitute a possibility of this being. The purpose of answering
the question concerning the indigenous character of conceptuality must be to
exhibit a being of this aforementioned type.

Being-there was explicated. This explication was such that the basic con-
cepts it treated (in Greek science) were understood: Adyoc, (o1, yoyxn, TéAog,
ayabov, mdboc, noovn, 06&a, etc. Compare the interpretation as retrieved.: pri-
marily of what is there—genuine interpretation.

1. Is the being characterized in this way in its being the possibility, the
ground of conceptuality?

2. How is being-there this possibility? (The answer in two steps: a), b).)

Ad 1. Demonstration that conceptuality is, in accordance with the three
aspects, in being-there as possibility. “Possibility,” moreover, in the sense of
the being-character of beings in which they are possible; not in the sense of an
empty possibility that could, so to speak, be held before being-there. Rather, iz
must itself be conceptuality in a certain mode. Still, it is not necessary that it
already have come forward in being-there.

a) Concretely giving basic experience, therein lies: a being that can show
itself, and a being as disclosing approach to it. Being-there is being-in-the-
world: world there, discovered in its looking-thus-and-so. Being-in itself in a
certain possible mode there: disposition. Being-in as dealings, concern—the
possibility of abiding, abiding alongside . . . , looking-out, having of . . . , ab-
staining from accomplishing and setting things in place. How, as possibility,
becomes properly evident only as in 2. above.

b) The guiding claim: in terms of which beings are addressed. Ultimately,
in terms of their being. A determinate sense of being implicitly guides: ovcia
in its customary meaning. There: presence and being-produced. All assertions
about beings that say something of them, insofar as and how they “are,” have
in the “being” that is said one basic meaning rather than another: ready.

c) The prevailing intelligibility: being-with-one-another pervaded by
gvdoa, in terms of which everything is interpreted, and out of which, along
with other aspects, determinate claims to intelligibility (the idea of evidence
and of validity, “rigor”), can be formed: familiarity in which understanding and
cognition occurs, manner and mode of cultivation, claim to being-familiar.

Ad 2. The how of the being of the possibility is defined by the being-char-
acter of being-there itself. Here is what is distinctive: this being is determined
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in its being precisely as being-possible. This pertains to every being with the
being-character of /iving (see 6pyavov—oOvapug), and each one differently ac-
cording to the type of genuineness of living. In the case of human being-there:
Con mpaktikn petd Aoyov, being is determined by mpdéig, i.e., ontologically
by npoaipeoig, & mpoarpetiky, apetn; the ability to have being-possibilities
at one’s disposal. (In the case of the Bpenticov: being-nourishing, rules re-
garding nourishment and feeding). Conceptuality is a legitimate possibility of
living (existence—scientific research!), this being-possible as being-possible,
having-the-possibility-for . . . , as such is, according to its being-sense, re-
lated to an also-other, a contrary-to-it. Being-possible as for is only from out
of the against and the against-which is always, at the same time, the out-of-
which of being-possible for . . . , such that the latter is at the disposal of the
former. Being-there is, as being-possible, such a thing in this double-sense.
The against-which is not another, but is precisely itself, specifically, such that
being-possible, as that out of which &&i¢ is (£€1g as md¢ Eyopev mpdg) consti-
tutes the average and everyday being of being-there.

Conceptuality, in accordance with the three aspects, is a determinate being-
possible of being-there in the two-fold sense.

On §24

o) The Out-of-Which, From-Which as the Against-Which It
Can Be Cultivated

With the determination of this out-of-which, we attain what is characteristic of
the mode-of-being-there—of the average—of what was shown in 1. above. At
the same time, the occasion to get a more acute ontological understanding of
the three aspects of conceptuality out of the being-character of being-there, and
to shift it back toward a basic phenomenon of being-there (fore-character), and
thereby to make evident (interpretedness) the uniformity of the three aspects.

Being-there is, as being-in, determined by Adyog, which means, however,
that everydayness is pervaded and protected [?] by talk, the spoken: word-
thinking and second-hand telling, repeating, book-learning, “the newspaper.”
In relation to the three aspects of conceptuality, this means the following.

1) Beings in their there, the world of dealings and of consideration, in each
case already determined thus and so, are encountered in it and in the look, in
the same being-in. The apprehension of living itself is already there. Approach-
ing the world, one grows into a tradition of speaking, seeing, and interpret-
ing—from a world thus encountered, apprehended, interpreted. Being-in-the-
world is in each case a having-the-being(world and living)-thus-and-so. This
already-thus-having, regarding world and living as already had in such a way,
is terminologically fore-having.

2) The guiding claim: In the same way, a determinate customary sense of
being (being—non-being: mode of appropriation of the fore-having, cultiva-
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tion with itself) in terms of which the beings had in the fore-having are viewed
and questioned. Being-there already maintains itself, in each case, in this look-
ing-out, already operates in this “sight”: look, being-produced—implicitly
(dealings, concernful—looking that deals with). The fore-having is already set
within a definite fore-sight.

3) The prevailing intelligibility. The fore-having that is already there is,
as set in the fore-sight that pertains to it, explicated in accordance with a pre-
vailing type to foreground the being-determinations of beings in this way, the
concrete as-what determinations. Fore-having and fore-sight are controlled by
a determinate call to interpretation, a determinate extent of evidence, a deter-
minate type of showing and of proof (rigor): fore-grasp.

Fore-having, fore-sight, fore-grasp constitute the interpretedness of being-
there, which pervades the particular being-there, being-with-one-another, and
which directs interpretations in an average way. Conceptuality is initially there
as this interpretedness. The fore = already there from the outset, i.e., in relation
to being-there: in accordance with its being, governed by . . . being-in means to
be determined by this fore-character of having, sight, and grasp. Being-there:
to be in interpretedness that already prevails.

The being of this prevalence lies in Adyoc, and being-there for itself in its
initial and familiar character is presented in Adyoc. Thereby, a phenomenon
that is already given should become more perspicuously evident afterwards.
That which is spoken: sentences, words, expressed and communicated, in cir-
culation, repeated. In opinion, again to discuss that which is discussed without
recourse to what is said, to what is spoken further, Adyog can conceal and dis-
simulate, precisely, beings. That means: speaking, as operating communicating
in interpretedness is implicit and unintentional dissimulating, as communicat-
ing dissimulating asserting about . . . , i.e., mis-leading. Therein lies the pos-
sibility of deception, of deceiving and being-deceived, and further of the false.
Being-there, as determined in this way by Adyoc and in the fore-character of its
interpretedness, is itself the possibility, in accordance with its being, of error
and of the erroneous, and furthermore of the false and of lies (see WS 23/24:
being-erroneous).” The same connection of Adyoc-£1do¢ is the ground of the
expression “false gold”—*“false” of a being in the world. False: therein the
look: to look like . . . and yet to be, look as seeming.

Prevalence of Adyog: see Parmenides. Curiosity: to be let loose in this prev-
alence, its support. Prevalence of Adyog in relation to the tradition of words,
word-meanings. KAnpovouia évopatog, said of fdovi—basic concept of the
interpretation of being-there: that which it means, originally bears in itself,
“heritage,” to seize hold of, specifically copotikai fdovai eiAneacty.®! What
is initial and most familiar in everydayness seizes hold of the interpretation

60. Cf. M. Heidegger, Introduction to Phenomenological Research, GA 17: 311f.
61. Eth. Nic. H 14, 1153 b 33 sq.: €iMjeact v 100 0vopatog (i cmpoatikei H1dovad.
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and gives it a pre-figuring. Here, word, language as possession, inheritance—
possibility of abuse, decline.

To take up into “saving” that which is given in advance, the possibility of
genuinely cultivating.

This fore as already there (time): the cultivatable possibility in an against-
it.

The fore as not yet, the at-the-outset.

The having-"rank-in-advance,” taking-rank-in-advance—&&g.

Apyn—Aoyog, d1Gvolo—aoo@ia, EXeTAuN.

To leap across from back there, but in the same possibilities and in being-
there itself. To take up tradition, to question from the proper fore-path.

B) The Genuinely Positive How. The Positive How:
The Possibility For . . .

Being-there: being-in in interpretedness, Adyog -prevalence, 66&a. On the basis
of this “seeming,” as prevailing in advance, the positive possibility in relation
to this befalling. Not simply out of it—non-sense. Interpretedness in itself,
vIoAMYEL;, in terms of raw translucency, genuinely intended. The seizing of
the fore-having, fore-sight, fore-grasp, to grasp in interpretedness, cultivating
conceptuality.

IIpd&ic: acting, treating, conferring, debating. Adyog independent
arogaivesBot. Adyog now petd Adyov for?—AicOnoig, voelv, perceiving,
looking-out, and delivering what is seen, something as something, in its look,
as what, the guiding as-what.

That means: 1. to cultivate fore-having: the being itself, that as that, and
it is to be determined, already there, to seize only—appropriation, primary.
2. The cultivation of the guiding as-what, dpyn, secure what is foremost. 3.
Type of demonstration and of explication: Adyog Tod i v eivau, €1d0¢ “look,”
“being-there in its being-from-out-of . . . ,” yévog, presence and producedness,
descent from . . .

[?] of the subject-area, leading as-what, from which to determine the be-
ings of the area, in the sense of the prevailing sense of being and the claim of
the demonstrating.

1. The independent Adyog in supposing.

2. Supposing itself, GAnBevety, as did.

3. Interpretation of the possibility of 614, its averageness.

4. The possibility of Adyoc xaf’ avtd, and therein (in fore-having, fore-
sight, and fore-grasp) of legitimate dtavogicOan in itself, but such that the origi-
nal as-what that it itself is is exhibited.

AOYog in voglv, basic mode of discoveredness, supposing perceiving. Nodg
and kodovpevog vodg,* familiar to everydayness. Nodg as didvoia: 61, sup-

62.Dean. T 4,429 a 22.
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posing split in two, the being that is there in relation to something as some-
thing. This mode of perceiving that is guided in this way has, in a certain way,
what is supposed also as one.

Discoveredness

So far, Aoyog: dmogaivecBar—anoeaivesbot from something that is main-
tained as closed and disclosed in taking hold. The mode of possibility: being-
in as having-there; accessing and maintaining in Adyog itself, but in experience
still more: perceiving.

As always an expressing: not simply fulfillment as type of movement, but
appropriation, type of having and type of communication. See yebdog.

In perceiving: not theoretical, aicOnoig. Perceiving as perceiving: vodg; as
determination of being-in—mndovn: didvota.

Acting, treating, conferring, debating. See “Conclusion.”

Abyog: uncovering, interpreting—Aodyog as basic phenomenon, it basic
structure as interpretation.

Aobyog initially and for the most part: ti katd tivoc—that is the being of
assertion, communication.

Why? AnogaivesBat, vogiv as dtavoeicOar—therefore, linked with seeing,
perceiving. What does dAnfgbetv mean in vodg?®® Something as something:
grip, &ido¢, genus, producedness: sight (already co-given in being-there).

Why? ‘Héovrj, to be glad—to be distressed, dim&ic—aouyn = {fjv. Being-
disposed = being-there = being-in and the having of being-in = i.e. finding—
“oneself”—as a being in the world, to accompany in this being, distress, care.

Our being, in relation to its discoveredness, is initially and for the most part
diéavora. Pvost oboa (on, being-in, living, possessions.

Interpretedness (fore-having, fore-sight, fore-grasp) and £&ig of the
aAnBevev—eEmoTun, coeia.

Noegiv as dwovogiofar—ndovii—AEyely TL Kot@ TIvoG—Koil GANn0sc wat
yebdoc—0o06Ea, averageness.

AlnBedewy, aAnbéc: adwaipeta Bryydvetv. Adyoc kab’ ovTd: T Tl fV sivan,
yévoc, “being-from,” &1dog, “look,”—there in the present. Z 4: distinctive
AOy0g.%

"E&1g of research: as what in beings themselves, basic respects. Out from
where and wherein beings are evident. dpyai.

Nodc—general characteristic: vogiv, Emtotiun, SuvoTov, VoG TOTIKOG—
nafntide, HAN, popen, kivnotg, {on.

Apyn-research, the most original: dv 7 Sv.

Tito 6v? “What are beings” as beings, i.e., what is the being of beings?

63. Cf. Eth. Nic. Z 6, 1140 b 31 sqq.
64. Met. Z 4, 1030 a 6 sq.
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voUG—Oo1avola—mo0vn

OGS TOTE yivetan 1O VOe.*

Nodc: @ yryvdokst e 1) yoyn kol epovel Pehtiotn £E1c)**—the being-possi-
bility of being-in-the-world in the mode of being-familiar, becoming-familiar
with . . . [as well as]® that of looking-around, being-oriented with . . . in the
wider sense, being-oriented for . . ., orientation as “can,” tpog dAANAa, being-
in. Orienting-oneself-thus.

Nodg—voeiv: anabic, dekticov tod £idovg,® to be able to perceive the look,
to be it in accordance with the possibility (basic ontological determination of
dovapug!). undepia ooig GAL fi tavtny, 6t duvatov®: the possibility of the
there of beings, of their being-there, because the being and being-possible of
discoveredness. 1 yoyn Tt dvio whg Eotv’’: the being-in-the-world and the
being-alongside-itself of being-there “is the being,” its possibility in view of
the appropriation of the there, the discoveredness. duvdpet To €10n"": the being
is always there in its “look.”

0 Gpa kalovusvog in the everyday self-interpretation of being-there, the
‘initially and for the most part,” that which is familiar to tfi¢ yuyiig vodg
[. . .] o0Bév gotv vepyeia 1@V dviwv mpiv voeiv:”? volg is not the presence
of beings, the possibility becomes genuine through fulfillment and through
ododpa. vontov?, i.e., the being of beings (always originally determined in the
apyad) itself yields precisely the being in its wider non-original determinations
in the proper mode.

0 kot gvépyegiav [Tiig woydic vodc] [. . .] xal tote duvauel mog,” also, then,
never with everyone (i.e., it is not mixed, solely dektikov, unbevi undev &xet
kowoév, anabéc’®), but rather also then and always possibility, being of being-
in. Koi o0Tog 08 o TOV TOTE dVuvartan voeiv:’ in itself remained possibility and
thus vontog,” itself something accessible for itself, the access to itself from out
of its being-character (not “reflection” and “I”).

&v 6¢ 101g £yovotv DANV duvdpel EkaoTtov £0TL TV VONT®V. [. . .] ékelvo 6¢ [T0
obtd¢ [[BéwpnTikdc]] EmotnTov] TO vonrtov tmdpyel.” The being of vodg as

65.Dean. " 4,429 a 13.

66. De an. I 4, 429 a 10 sqq.
67. Editor’s insertion.
68.De an.I" 4,429 a 15 sq.
69.Dean. T 8,29 a 21 sq.
70.De an.T" 8,431 b 21.
71.De an. I" 4,429 a 29.
72.De an. I" 4, 429 a 22 sqq.
73.Dean.T" 4,429 b 3 sq.
74.Dean.T" 4,429b 6 sq.
75.De an.T" 4,429 b 23 sq.
76.Dean.I"4,429b 9.
77.De an. T 4,429 b 26.
78.De an. I" 4, 430 a 4 sqq.
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how of the being of being-there itself in fore-having of Y¥An—mnoinoig.

O ugv toodtog [€v Tf woyl] vodc] is T mavta yivesOor.”” And how is it? As
perceiving supposing of the present, appropriation of the present—yivecOor—,
in the sense of the aforementioned being Emotiun.

6 8& T® mhvto TotElv, O¢ EE1C TIC, olov TO QAC:* being: being-there, present,
present as produced, product of the present.

TYUATEPOV TO TO10DV TOD TAGYOVTOC Kol 1) Gpyn Thg DANG.®!

Supposing and aicOncic—oeavat.

obvleoic tig 1N vonudtov donep v dviwv:*? being-completed, £v, there; al-
ways already the one with the other, i.e., something in its look, in this regard,
TL KoTd Tivog—-here kol 10 yebdog kai tO dAn0<c.s

Where 10 yeddog is not, i.e., not ocbvleoig, there vonoig in terms of
adwoipeta:® supposing of that which is precisely not uncoverable in the ‘as
that.” Here, there is for uncovering no possibility of dissimulating, of mis-lead-
ing. Guiding simply toward itself: ti ka®’ avté—not in any respect and not
among others.

Alnbedewy is ohvOeoig not originally as the genuine possibility, but deriva-
tively: the averageness of dAnfevev as determined by being-there—3didvoua.
This 314 operates, maintains itself in a determinate mode in genuine aAn0gbety,
which initially in Adyoc—externally—, but already dmogaivecBat, dniodv,
shows the basic function. Judgments true and false—from there discussion of
the concept of truth. On the contrary!

AlcOnoig and voeiv: t® @avar povov Spotov.® “Naming”: to name simply
with names, to call something to itself and have it there. But when 160 and
Aornpdv are encountered, then it is xata- and drnoedvorl.’® World there in the
copeépov, “conduciveness,” as thus and so. Being-in determined by 1j60ovn,
disposition in being with the ‘as thus and so’. Disposition is diw&ig and @uyn,
“to go” toward something as that, “to retreat” before it as it. Primary accom-
plishment of interpretation! Something as something and so yebdog is given,
dissimulating. X0v0eoig, diaipeoic: out . . . toward, away from . . .—not along-
side itself.

To the extent that prevalence, in an average way, is a task, though a pos-
sible one, so vogiv and dAnBeve having there, is simply calling to itself. This
task: in relation to the guiding as-what, this itself no longer in another. Here

79.Dean.T 5,430a 15.

80. De an. " 5,430 a 15.

81.Dean.T' 5,430 a 18 sq.

82.Dean. T 6,430 a27 sq.

83.Dean. T 6,430 a27.

84.De an. T 6, 430 a 26 sq.: 'H pév odv 1@V adiaipétov vonoig &v tovtolg, Tepi & ovk £0Tt 10
yeDdog.

85.De an. I 7, 431 a 8: 10 pév odv 0icOdveshout dLotov T eévar HovoV Kod VOEiv.

86. De an. T 7, 431 a 9: étav 8& 1150 1 Aumnpdv, olov Katapaco. fj dmopaca.
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only, to the extent that perceiving gets a grip or does not.

Concept: something as something—as-character. Beings as what? In their be-
ing (apyn, that which is decisive—*‘as what’—Physics A 1, Metaphysics Z 3).

To experience, to have there, to look into, to interpret, something as some-
thing. Adyoc: Ti katd TIvoG—AoYog Ko’ anTo.

Aoyog in vodg. Notc as how of being-in determined by ndovr|. Hdovn and
being-in as having-there. ®6Bog: the ancients—to drive fear away. To clarify,
to understand beings as being!

Alw&ic—ovyn, 6petic, voelv, dtavogicbat, Tpoaipeoic.

On §25

In such being-in, speaking about . . . , the possibility of further tasks. See
beginning of lecture—to take up: to what extent the indigenous character of
conceptuality? Cultivation of the fore-having, fore-sight, fore-grasp.

The fore: being-in and care, disposition. See Nicomachean Ethics A 12: the
way that the human being is, so he speaks, how extensively it always brings
the being-an-issue of beings for being-there, such that the human being is re-
solved.

Everydayness leaps over and so back into itself, not philosophically out
from itself.

Concept-cultivation as €ic—existence, research, scientific knowledge.

Aristotle—tradition, Plato.

Fore-having—cultivation.

The proximity of the world as the always—genuine being! Basic experi-
ence, but such that it shows itself in itself in the proper way. As such a basic
fact posited in fore-having and originally worked out kivnoic.

On §26a
[Physics]¥" T 1: Disposition

200 b 12-25: Basic topic of pébodog mepi pvoewc: kivnolg and what is co-
given in it (§netan, 10, £pehic).

b 25-32: Advanced giving of the basic modes of being: 6v dvvauel and
gvteleyeiq,® &v of the categories,” with it tpog 11,”! the “in relation to . . .”

b 32-201 a 3: Kivnoig not Topd ta mpdypota,” how of the being of beings

87. Editor’s note.

88. Phys. I' 1,200 b 16: nepi tddv €pekiic.
89. Phys. T" 1,200 b 26 sq.

90. Phys. " 1,200 b 28.

91. Phys. ' 1,200 b 28 sq.

92. Phys. ' 1,200 b 32 sq.
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that are there determined in the form of being of the categories.

a 3-9: Certain categories (that were just cited) allow a diy®dc:* the being
that is there, it as thus and so; possibility of the “from . . . toward . . .” of those
beings. Look corresponding to movement.

a 9—15: Definition of kivioic—AOY0g KIVGE®G.

a 15-19: Concrete illustration and elucidation of movements.

a 19-27: The being-determined of those beings by dvvapc—~evépyesia and
the possibility of contexts of movement in beings. That which moves itself is
moveable—whether that is the case, questionable.

a 27-b 15: Refined definition of movement and its explication.

On §26b

In everydayness, and precisely in it, basic experience of the always-there,
breaking out of the sense of being as of genuine being. Genuine, insofar as
being-there itself is such that being matters to it: cotnpia, not to vanish out
of being-there. This sense of being, more or less, explicitly leads all speaking
with . .. about. . ., which beings, always different in their being, make explicit
and maintain in explicitness. But in this way speaking conceals prevalence
and guidance, displaces being-in, speaking about . . . : dAnBéc—wyeddoc, the
means is 60&a, i.e., Mdyoc is there by way of yeddog, communicating is mis-
leading. And precisely this overpowering there becomes concealed through
Adyoc (Parmenides)—at least free for encountering.

‘Hoovn—o6Pog of the ancients: “fear” and the ability-to-disappear, change,
run its course, possibly stop; fears the completed of having-disappeared, the
completed of the there, hoped for present, held fast. The being-belief and, at
the same time, in itself a being-interpretation and being-interpretedness. The
trusted as the familiar: to bring into the familiar, to protect, to care for, in the
familiar, to drive fear out, diaywyn. Everydayness, tradition, £vdo&a.

On §26d

‘Evtedéyeia

See H. Diels, Etymologica. [In:]** “Journal of Comparative Language Re-
search,” Volume 47 (1916), pp. 200-203.

See, for the clarification of meaning: Metaphysics ® 3, 1047, a 30.

‘Evtedéyela: Maintaining-itself-in-being-completed, completed-lying-be-
fore, present (simple availability for. .. ).

Etymology: 'Evieléyeia presupposes the only belatedly demonstrable

93. Phys. I 1,201 a 3.
94. Editor’s note.
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9% ¢ EEINTS

gvtedeyég (see vouvéyela, vouveyng, “intelligent,” “circumspect,” “cautious,”
vobv &yew), évielég and Eyewv: beings in completion, to have this being, to
constitute it. To give up the root ending—eg. 'Evieloucbor, Demosthenes,
contra Polycl. 50, 18: kai €tépovg vavtag €vieropioBovg mpocélafov. ol
£vteli] Tov wiobov AauPdvovow.” Diels, [Etymologica, p.]°° 203: “Property
of completedness”—does not reflect the basic ontological sense: maintaining-
itself-in-being-completed, to be the being-completed, to genuinely be-there!
Téhog: “end,” not the final addition, but how of the there of a being that is from
production. Genuinely there: what is only so, i.e., what was never produced,
never had the possibility to not be, but always already there. What is always
already thus completed, completed because never made, has no possibility,
also does not have the “can” of disappearing.

To see the range of these determinations of movement. Adyog Kivioemg:
look of movement itself as movement, a mode of the being-there of a being,
co-said in @boic. Movements as altering themselves, the there of something
self-altering. And altering in the widest sense, not simply as altering of place,
altering of site, locomotion. s = ¢ - t: it does not arrive at something like the
clarification of movement, but rather approaches the arrangement in the basic
relation of clarification of extents; in ¢ the movement of place is already pre-
supposed s/t. It is much more important to clarify the being-altering, altering
as how of the being of beings. Later, not movement itself as how of the being-
there of a being, but system of relations of the measurement of movement.
Aristotle defined speed in the determination of the faster and slower.

That means: to uncover the types of being-characters that, insofar as they
determine beings in their being, characterize it such that it must be regarded as
found in movement—éppoavopeva in Aoyog Kivijoewc. In the same way that
Kivnoig @ Aoy Tiic pVoemg Eumepiéyeton.’’

1. With movement itself co-given, a series of determinations of beings that
must also be investigated, in order to be able to address the full there of every
moved thing in its being. They are mévtov kowvd,”® “common to every be-
ing [of the aforementioned determination].” votépa [. . .] 1| mepl @V idiwv
Oewpia,” “later, the research into the particularities of a determinate region of
being.” Production in advance, what accrues to something as such—apyoi. But
this is not to say that this would, therefore, already also be the most familiar, on
the contrary (cf. 61 pn AovBdavewy ).

2. 8ot 6N T11,'%" “it is, therefore, something manifestly there”: 1. as “pure

95. H. Diels, Etymologica, S. 203.
96. Editor’s note.
97. Themistii in Aristotelis Physica paraphrases 202, 7 sq.
98. Phys.T" 1,200 b 22.
99. Phys. I" 1,200 b 24 sq.
100. Phys. " 1,200 b 13 sq.
101. Phys. " 1, 200 b 26: ot 81 11 0 pév €vieheyeia povov.
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presence,” “comporting-itself-in-pure-being-completed”; 2. there—in the tree,
wood, tree-trunk, as a ship’s keel—ouvpeépov, “serviceable,” “applicable,”
“useable”; therefore: encountered in dealings that are serviceable for . . ., is
there in such a way; encountered by a ship-builder in a way that looks at the
forest, and the tree-trunk is there in this “can.” We see that which also and from
the outset lies in the forest or stands there as tree. There: being-referred to . . .
Looking-around, téyvn—the world in its being-around and being-so. [Tpaktdv
and Aeyduevov: beings that are simply there, and in their there and as this. In
being-there, “can”: is able to be addressed in accordance with various modes
of being-there.

Circumscribing of the intelligibility of the categories! Fore-having in the
how of the basic ontological concepts, viewpoints, that guide the addressing
of the kivovpevov in terms of its being-there-thus (kivnoia) as such, thereness
as such.

The being that is there thus, that which is addressed by the categories,
and which points to a dy®dg in the how of being that is thereby uncovered:
évtedéyeln and the there of dvvapg, according to their being, stand in the
conditions for understanding of alterability, are alterable, as alterable being-
there—there—characters of the alterable, of change!

Categories: mpog Tt, “in relation to . . .” Producing from, bringing some-
thing into line, to wrap something up is in itself an out-toward-another.

Basic determination of xivioic: no mopd,'” no xad’ av1o, no YWPIGTOV,
not a being in itself, independent, but in that which is moving and beings that
are in movement. Movement, as ‘in movement,’ is a how-there of beings, and
therefore a how in accordance with being-possibilities as they are expressed in
the categories. These have no xowov, there is no being, the genus would be,
what would be what it is, without ever being such in a definite how, i.e., to be
there; not anything like movement in itself.

‘Evepyeia kai duvauet: Which beings? Evepyeio kol dvvdpet: maintaining-
in-a-being-completed, there, present. Avvauei—meaningfulness. This being
that is so, distinguished by &vépyewa: this there, constituting its there purely
from out of itself—chair, house, this slave, Socrates, tree, tree-trunk. World:
sky—surrounding world, closest position (situation). The to-character of the
positive there: within and precisely in the there, i.e., especially, “to,” “for” (be-
ing referring to), set forth in the discoveredness of mpa&ig, and Aeyduevov from
out of 160v1|, copeépov, ayabdv. Of course, primarily closer dxwvnoia.

These beings “in the categories.” Corollarium, not wapd. Beings in the how
of the categories, d1y®G.

To dvvauel (Metaphysics © 7)

When is a particular being dvvdauer? Not always, now and again, now and

102. Phys. I" 1, 200 b 32.
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again not, “not at just any time at all,”'®* only now and then. Being-possible, as
“can,” is a being’s distinctive being-there-thus, i.e., a how of its there insofar
as it already is—already, i.e., évepyeiq. “Is the earth the being-‘able’ of being-
human? Previously, if yfj, then already onéppo, but perhaps not only then.”'* It
must change itself into another “can.” “I'fj not yet avopidg, it must first change
into being-bronze.”!%

How is that from which something changes into . . ., that out of which it
becomes other as this and that, which constitutes with being that about which
we say: stvoi—o Aéyouev sivar,'® what we address in each case as being-there?
It is not the out-of-which of its constituting, the from-where of changes. The
statue is not bronze, it is not in being-there from being-bronze; the chest is not
in being-there from out of wood, is not t6d¢ T1. Wood in itself is not at all there
in the chest, but the chest is there, Tpoxtdv, and the chest is “wooden”'"” in its
being-there. It is not that other as 16d¢ 11, the wood, but is “that-like,”'%® not
other, but “other-like”; in the look, appearing of the chest, not the wood, but
the being-wooden. The from-out-of-which of the being-here of a being that is
there, the from-out-of-which of its constitution, is not itself there, évepyeig, but
rather the present is determined for us from the primary look: chest.

Kivoduevov, a¢ T0 ékeivivov:'” movement is not a being, but a how of
being-there, such that the how of this there is something already present: look.
‘Exeivivov—éxkeivo: the distant, not the nearest there (always the ‘this and
there,’ look), with and in this “that,” in the way that this “that-like” is. In the
case of that which is moved: to find in movement; the initial, genuine presence:
it, what moves itself, “it is mobile.” The movement is not, is never there! Also,
no dvvauet! Cf. E 2: o0 yap tdv dmokeyévov T 1 petaPforn.''® Perhaps the
wood, tree-trunk? That which is moved does not also consist of movement!
What, then, is movement? Not a being, but a zow of being, and therefore to be
determined from there!

Preparation of the determination of the definition of movement. There it
shows itself as how of the there, being-present of the world. And if so, then
precisely it as how fundamentally with, in order to properly understand the
there of the world in its being.

1. Presence: évtedeyeiq, Suvapst—:eévepyeia. 2. Mode of encounter: to show
itself as world, Adyoc, of all dealings petda Adyov. 3. Not mapd. 4. diydq.

From 4, to apprehend the explication of being as possible being-present,

103. Met © 7, 1048 b 37: 00 yap 0moteodv.

104. Met © 7, 1048 b 37 sqq.

105. Met © 7, 1049 a 17 sq.: 1} 7] obmw avdpuig duvaper petaforodoa yap Eotot YoAKoc.
106. Met © 7, 1049 a 18.

107. Met © 7, 1049 a 19: &Hlvov.

108. Met © 7, 1049 a 20: ékeivivov.

109. Met © 7, 1049 a 33.

110. Phys. E 2, 225 b 20 sq.
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and to understand movement as unified on this ground.
Kwnoia: cf. Fragment 586: xivnoiag 600 Aéyel ApiototéAng yeyovévar. '
By the way: the dvopdlecBar trv petafoinv.

Addressing and Designating petafBoin

udAlov yap eic 8 fi 8€ o kiveitan, dvopdletar 1) petaforn.2 Le., seen in terms
of what? In terms of the within-which, “in which” what is moved alters it-
self.'3 oBte yap Kwvel obte kiveltan 10 £100¢ §j 6 T6TOC 1 T T0GOVSE, AAN’ EoTt
Kivobv kai kKvodpevov koi €i¢ 6 kiveitot. ' f) kivnoig odk év 1@ £idet.!'’
Movement is a how of being, not the being of presence. Presence does not
move, but kivnoig is a how of presence, i.e., Kivnoig is an ontological determi-
nation. Being-moved is a mode of the being-present of determinate beings.

Ayopevewv: on the market, where being-with-one-another is played out each
day, to talk in public, such that everyone can hear it, perceptible to everyone.
Basic mode of something self-evident. Katnyopia, kotnyopeiv a Adyog, exhib-
iting, and in a distinctive way: “to say something to someone’s face,” that he is
this and that, “to accuse.” Katnyopiot t@v dvteov: modes of saying-something
to a being’s face. What? That it is this and so, i.e., to uncover beings in the how
of articulated being-in-itself.

Aobyog, Aeyopevov: the how of beings, how they are in themselves, how
they can be. Beings: the present beings that are there. Ovcia: “possessions,”
“household,” that which I manipulate, and in manipulation produce again,
bring to use. Modes of the being-there in itself of that which is present in
the surrounding world. Zon wpoktiky: what is uncovered in being-in as (o
TPOKTIKN—CVUPEPOVTA, Gyodd.

Only because the categories, modes of being-there of the beings of the sur-
rounding world, are at hand in the world as world, and because dya86v is Tépog
of Tpd&ig, TpaxTOV KoTd TOV Kapdv,''® the modes of being-there are modes of
being-conducive, which is determined as constitutive of being-completed.

Because of that an dyafov kafdLlov makes no sense; it takes away the very
being-determination that is constitutive of beings (dya0dv): always is. AyaB6v
is not just something unlike “value,” but rather no a priori, ideal being at all; it
is what it is, always as this—the xa1p6g.

Categories as guides:'"” not schematically, but they appropriate beforehand
the particular concrete content of the how of being-there in question! Not to

111. Fr. 586, 1573 b 28 sq.: 0 8¢ Apiototédng év toig didaokoAiog dVvo enot yeyovévar
[kuvmoiag].

112. Phys. E 1,224 b 7 sq.

113. Cf. Phys. E 1,225 a 1 sq.: ndoa petaforn Eotv £k Tvog €ig Tt (dnAol 8¢ kai tobvopa pet’
dALo Yap Tt Kl TO eV TpoTEPOV dNAOTL, TO 8’ VOTEPOV).

114. Phys. E 1, 224 b 5 sqq.

115. Phys. E 1,224 b 25.

116. Eth. Nic. " 1, 1110 a 13 sq.

117. Cf. De an. A 1,402 a 11 sqq.
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place under a form arbitrarily and formalistically, but just the first indication
that makes all investigation at all necessary.

Basic mode of being-in-the-world: of all dealings peta Adyov, i.e., implic-
itly guided by xotnyopia, and this duydg (the average), implicitly, concealed,
on detours, initially in the world—oyfjuo.

Awnpéoeig simply for Aéyewv 1 kKotd Tivog. As what? As the évteheyeia 6v
Adyoc—rxatnyopia, yoyn—:eévieleyeiq, modes of being-there, being-present,
the present that is, having the world.

Koatnyopeiv: Customary Meaning

Rhetoric A 3, 1359 a 18.18 Cf. the context, and what demands the intelligibility
and the fulfillability of katnyopeiv. Especially, 1358 b 11.!° In terms of what
can I reveal the being that is there? In terms of its being. “To raise an objec-
tion,” “to put it on its account,” “to convict it.” In which attitude of speaking?
In being-in, concrete {on npaxtik|. Cf. Rhetoric A, Chapter 10.

2 <

On §26e

Nicomachean Ethics A 4:
1. There is no good in general.
2. Even the simply good in itself (not tpog dALo) is not good in general.
3. And if there were such a thing, it would not settle anything. Useless!
Earlier: mépac—mpaxtov, with which a concern always comes to an end.

Origin of the categories in accordance with that which was constituted, not
without purpose, in relation to the present question concerning Adyog, already
evident earlier. Adyoc: to speak with another about the world, to bring it into
being uncovered. This speaking is not what implicitly stands out in the initially
as such, but there are already basic modes of the interpretation of beings in
their being-there. What is uncovered therein is always a how of the there of be-
ings that are there. Number: principle and system? Not accidental that Aristotle
wavered 10,8,4,2.

Naming (referred to Adyoc) and what is thereby meant are the guides of
speaking-about, for being-in-the-world in closest customary dealings. The
world there exhibited primarily in Adyog, in its presence. Modes in which the
being that is there shows itself, with regard to which all discourse operates.

Accordingly, neither beings nor assertions nor concepts are articulated and
“arranged” by it, but rather being in the sense of the possibilities of being-
present.

1. td pddto TAV yevav:'? ‘as what,” derived from . . . Katnyopia is what

118. Rhet. A 3, 1359 a 16 sqq.: Gmavreg [. . .] koTnyopodvieg [. . .] o0 poévov ta gipnuéva
detkvivon TepdvVTaL.

119. Rhet. A 3, 1358 b 10 sq.: dikng 8¢ 10 pév katnyopio o &’ dmoroyia.

120. Met. B 3,998 b 15.
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it is in AO0yog, always this. When interrogated regarding its being, that which
is determined as this or that has a descent from categories; it stems from there.
What it is leads back to this stem.

2. 10 EoyaTa KT yopovpeve, £l Tdv dtopwv:'?! where beings in their there
no longer yield any possible ‘as what,” the ultimate ‘as what’ of encountering
the world. There: to be ever here and now in the present, not generally and
nowhere!

3. 10 yévn. 12

4. ai dwnpéoeic:'? simply; shattering of beings simply in their possible
there, and with that the possible ‘as what,” the primary, the from where. Every
species with concrete content is what it is (color), quale.

5. mtwoeig,'?* casus, inflections of Aéyewv (of the being-there of beings).

Katnyopio—iwatnyopruata: having a look, how of being.

yquoro thg katnyopiog: 1 kKotnyopiag, the addressing of beings simply
in their being.

I'évn 1@V katnyopi®dv: always its own stem, to not stem from another. “Be-
ing,” dv, not itself yévog (6An, vmokeipevov).'?

On §26f

Aydc: Turning-oneself in relation to . . . , the toward-which doubled, d¢’
£KATEPOV TAV AVTIKEWEVOV €i¢ TO AvTikeinevov.'?® Ovoia: yévesic—eBopd. A
being that is there, something present, something lying before must be duvapet
in itself; duvauey, i.e., in relation to the how of its being-there, a ‘from . . .
to . ..  must be grounded in the how of its being. For this duvauetl év should
certainly be évepyeiq, should be put to work, and évépyeio the how of the there
of a being.

To unfold the explication from there. Kivnoic is the there of the ‘from

.to...”as such. A being must be able to be in a certain way from itself. And
that it can do so—the ownmost possibility of a being itself—, categorically
exhibited, i.e., kivnoig all the more, not wapd.

The categorical ‘to . . .”: The being that is there in the how of its being is
possible being-from . . . to . . .” Therefore, €ld0c, appearing as presence, pres-
ence in the look, is possible absence—mode of being-present and precisely
as follows: of something about which I say: “But it lacks something.” The
lack="to be missing.” To be concerned and “to be missing”—to be wanting: “I

121. Met. B 3,998 b 16. Cf. Met. a 2,994 b 21 sq., B 3,999 a 15 sq.

122. Met. B 3,998 b 28.

123. An. post. B 13,96 b 25.

124. Met. N 2, 1089 a 26.

125. Editor’s note: On the topic of the “Categories,” see also the “Supplements” in the ap-
pendix.

126. Simplicii in Aristotelis Physicorum libros quatter priores commentarii. Consilio et aucto-
ritate Academiae Litterarum Regiae Borussicae ed. H. Diels. Berlin 1882. 92v 41.
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miss him very much.” Not “to be missing,” but rather to have there present: fo
have it at one’s disposal.

The remaining dy®¢: dvoloynoet T@ £idet kol 1§ otepnoet.'?’ Kpeittov—
y€ipov: more or less. Constitutive averageness. Averageness and rest. The
katnyopiot genuinely, but as such not explicitly; not explicitly but there in the
initial of the average, more or less. Present and absent.

Surrounding world of concern: With kivnoig, with the uncovering of the
categorical articulation of being-there, the world first becomes evident, al-
though it is not the closest surrounding world as there of dealings that is the
explicit and genuine topic.

Aty@®c: 1 pév obv katd cupPePNKOC petafol desicBm: év Emaci te yop
€01t Kai del Kol Thvtov.'?

The genuine petoafor: €v 1olg évavtiolg kol toig petald kol &v
avtipdost'®—petafoln.

Mym 8¢ dmokeipevov 1O Kotopdost dnAoduevov,'*® something as some-
thing, what is evident ‘as this and that.’

Why “logically” phenomenological! That means the addressing-from-the-
outset from which something is exhibited—from which it is evident as in itself,
and therefore is itself evident.

Being as being-there of the world. Being-there: 1. there as present. 2. there
from out of here—completed: there, present, true!

Beings, they are thus and therefore something is not yet, but it can be. To
be useable for . . . : The being that is there in this way, being useable, i.e., being
able to be this and that, is this in itself, a ‘from . . . to . . .” Beings in the how
of the categories dyy®¢. It is an ability-to-be: this and therefore that, from . . .
to ..., halfway there in the ‘more or less,’ it can also be otherwise. Wood, this
wood, lies before us in usability, lies before us for the there as from-which-
something-is-constituted in the chest. Lying-before, being-at-hand—rest. This
being that is there, insofar as it is present as such with regard to its being-
usable, is in movement or rest. Rest only a limiting case of movement.

There the surrounding world: 1. averageness—aty®g, 2. rest.

On §26g

Kivnoig: évtedéyela, “presence,” tod duvauetl 6vrog, “of a determinate being-
there to . . . , insofar as it is this,” 1} ToloDtoV. !
Kivnog: presence of the ability-to-be-a-chest of this wood as such (related

127. A.a.0. 92v 44 sq.: movtayod 0& 1 HEV €Tl TO KPETTOV TMV AVTIKEWEVDV 050G TO €idovg
£yov Aoyov €idet kai 00O Avaroynoet, 1 O€ €M TO YEIPOV KOl GTEPNTIKOV GTEPTOEL.

128. Phys. E 1,224 b 26 sqq.

129. Phys. E 1, 224 b 29.

130. Phys. E 1, 225 a 6 sq.

131. Phys. T 1, 201 a 10 sq.: 1} 10D Svvdpet vtog évieréyela, 1) TotodToV.
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to the ability-to-be-a-chest). The ability-to-be as of the character of being-there,
not thought, planned, supposed, but encountered in the surrounding world. As
being, becoming-made is in the workshop. Being-moved: a being in move-
ment. It is not a chest that is there, not wood, not a room for storing wood, but
rather something in work, the carpenter has it precisely in hand!

Kivnoig as how of the there. This kivnoig évépysia: the how of being-there
as being-in-work. Movement, évépyela, does not negate the possibility, but
contains it, constitutes its there—the effective possibility.

Moreover: to make intelligible only on the basis of the being-a-being of
presence and its modes—meaningfulness, usability, etc. These determinations
must be seen. Phenomenon of the there, presence (presence is concentrated as
being of the there): before me, at the place where I am, present, now. Presence
and there: situated temporality. To be in the world, to be time, to be the pres-
ent.

Therefore, rest and not meaningfulness? Constitutive for the phenomenon
of the real of the world. Being-wood is not the same as being-there in this
determinate usability. There in this way, it only is a being as in the work, in
movement. Kwvovpeva, though, are beings as encountered in the world, with
which it has to do. In work, one has the surrounding world (also that which is
of interest, and the like). We are concerned with the surrounding world in hand.
Even what is at rest is there in this mode. What I have in hand can rest, and only
what is being-in-hand can rest. Not every not-being-moved is rest, pepio only
a determinate axwnoia: it rests in the workshop during the mid-day break. But
the world is very often and for the most part there, and that means kwvovpevov
too. The surrounding world, the there character of rest, [belongs]'** to being-
there. Rest prior to presence, to the extent that we forget, it does not occur to us
that it is dxwvnoio in a determinate way: to while, now, beforehand, afterwards.
Rest as there-mode of beings in movement as that which is of concern and is of
the world, and only with that is meaningfulness fully determined.

Customary: a being—*real thing”; it is independently of being-grasped and
being-thought. [One]'** acts on ‘reality’ without ever having seriously asked
about it, and without showing which sense of being [it possesses],'** whether
it is at all unified, handed down, experienced in a peculiar way. “Thing” in this
context: what is not at all there in the way it is supposed that it is there.

On the other hand, there is not time to even understand Aristotelian re-
search, let alone to take it seriously. And that for the same reason: an indetermi-
nate concept of actuality, invocation of the healthy human understanding. Ac-
tual—possible; the possible is the non-actual. Equipped with this, one can deal
with Aristotle’s definition of movement. Therefore: Aristotle says, movement

132. Editor’s note.
133. Editor’s note.
134. Editor’s note.
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is actuality, but the actuality of duvauet, of possibility, i.e., of non-actuality—
actuality of inactuality: a contradiction—and he even lets it stand—antinomy,
dialectic! That sounds very ingenious, but there is nothing to it except thought-
lessness, or perhaps something else: irresponsibility to history.

Kivnoig not mopd, but “in” the aforementioned how of the there. “In”: cf.
éxeivivov. Movement is there like wood in a chest, but it cannot itself be like
wood to earth and water, it is itself a there-character, mode of being-at-hand.
As how of the there, arrested “that,” even said ontologically that these are
themselves dyydg: kivioic—oaouvvapel kol évteleyei.!> Insofar as a being is
there in the how of being-moved, it has the character of the categories, more
precisely the four categories mentioned above, and these diy@®g.

A being that is there as dvvapel, present, in presence, there now in this
being-thus—we then say: “It is built,”!* it is there through alteration. Here, on
the basis of the type of explication already evident, the way that movement is
understood as a determinate being-present. And this altering itself, becoming-
altered in altering is oikod6unoic.'”” Altering something, mowodv—to be itself
in alteration, méoyov. To understand on the basis of explication? Being-present:
ever altering itself, itself but also another, occurring but with me—to be related
from itself. Something warm alters something cold, it is there altering in the
mode of changing itself, becoming cold.

Not just any évteAéyeta, absence even of the non-moved, but rather to6te—
6tav, abtn, “neither before nor after,”'*® but then, in the now. 6t& p&v vepyeiv
ote 8¢ un:' “to be in work,” being-present now of duvapuet. This being-now-
present of Guvdpet is a limiting case: being-now-present of Suvdiet as rest (rest
and now, presence and time). Rest is primarily grounded therein since resting
is a how of the there of a being in work, a being taken into work. Already
having-been-completed rests there, can rest. Rest is constitutive of this there,
i.e., meaningfulness.

‘Evépyea, “being-in-work,” being-there in becoming-produced. The
hermeneutic fact of the matter: I and you, we are not concerned with it, and yet
it is there, it happens, is concerned with itself, is there arising, and the like—to
come from itself into presence and, e.g., to rest therein—reality. ®Vo1g charac-
terizes a being that is: fo be in itself the worker of itself.

Oixia: for the “house,” being-there as being-completed—oikodounoig,
which évépyela. 'Evépyela, particularly being-there as being-uncompleted, a
how of the there of évteléyeto.

How of the there of something: how does “being-in-work™ come to this

135. Phys. T' 1, 201 a 20.

136. Phys. I" 1,201 a 17: oikodopeitat.

137. Phys.T' 1,201 a 18.

138. Phys. I" 1, 201 b 5 sqq.: 611 uév odv €ty o, kai 611 cvpPoaivel Tote KiveioOot dtav 1
gviedéyeto 1) abm, kai obte mpdTEpoV obte Botepov, SiAov.

139. Phys. ' 1,201 b 8.



258 Preserved Parts of the Handwritten Manuscript [381-382]

ontological-hermeneutical pre-eminence? Because being = being-produced.
There = being-present, being-completed, being-here in the now, in a presence;
in being-present, being-there-having, abiding with . . .

Abiding, being-in precisely the there of living. A stone does not abide, it
happens. But an animal: “It abides” in its heart! @1yelv and aon: primary and
primitive being-in. “Dwelling”! Ovcia, “household”! “In” = “abiding with
..., cf. Grimm!'* Primary hermeneutical category, not at all spatial as to be
contained, contained in . . . With-which of abiding!

Until now, not hermeneutically seen: being-in, abiding, presence, being-
present, disposition (cf. Nicomachean Ethics K 3), waiting for something, not-
there, to flee in the face of . . ., to go toward . . ., care. Fulfillment of waiting:
concern. To take back over-lighting! Kivnoig, év from moinoic, dealings, and
that means primarily the world—not until later did it become a category of
nature. Here, initially the indifference of that which is initial.

IMapovoia, ovoio (cf. @dg)—basic explication: évteléyein, SVVOUIS,
évépyela. With this, Greek ontology first comes into its own. But that means:
how, which being-there, always what, which are we? Everything shifts in the
direction of this question. Being-there in general experienced as ontological
task. One means, one has [to do]'*! with consciousness and person and living.
Here, everything breaks down. Cf. Jaspers.

Kivnoig a how of the there, the oc®lel v dOvauy,'* the dvvauet dv, it
contains it in the there—to maintain it in being-uncompleted, to allow being-
there. The dvvatdv is drehéc,'” and therefore its how of the there is, as this
aterég, such that this how of the there “saves,” and that is kivnoig. Completed:
is already completed. 'Evépyewa: the there, the not-yet-completed. Oikia: the
completed, but not the completed, what is with its end, dvvapuetl. Teleldng
related to the how of the there, whose genuineness for duvapel is precisely
évépyela. Duration of movement: If this how of the there stops, then the house
is there completed—no more movement, no longer in movement.

On §27a

[Physics I']'* Chapter 2
Confirmation:
I. [201 b 16-18] :' Topic: seen together 1. “out of that which the earlier

140. Cf. Artikel “in.” In: Deutsches Wérterbuch von Jacob Grimm und Wilhelm Grimm. Vi-
erten Bandes zweite Abtheilung. Leipzig 1877, Sp. 2081 ff.

141. Editor’s note.

142. Themistii in Aristotelis Physica paraphrases 205, 22 sq.: kivnow Aéyo kai teketdmra Thg
duvapewng. tdoa yop teretdtng odlet O tehetol. 213, 1 sq.: GAAN 8¢ oty €vépyeta 1) TOD duvapet
6vtog v T® TpaypoTt odlovea aTod TO Suvapet.

143. Phys. ' 1,201 b 32.

144. Editor’s note.

145. Editor’s note.
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interpreters agreed upon in the discussion,”'*¢ until then, that 2. “not easy to
explain otherwise.”'#”

II. 201 b 18-24: Place in which yévog? What kind of ontological name?
Being-characters: “being-otherwise,” “being-unlike,” “not-being.”'*

III. 201 b 24-27: aitwov in the phenomenon of kivnoig itself for this on-
tological descendedness: daopiotov,'® therefore to the suitable dpyai (£tépa
ocvototyia).'>

IV. 201 b 27-202 a 3: The aitiov for the ddpiotiov givar,'s' and then the
account that bears everything, and the genuine determination of xivnoig.

V. 202 a 3-12: “Even that which is moving is in movement,” but only
such that what is itself “moveable,”'*? what is [to]'** move. Moveable: what is
occasionally not in movement and whose dxivnoia is “rest,”'> i.e., the being-
not-in-movement is something determinate, is not generally standing outside
[of]'33 the ability-to-be-moved.

On §27b

What was explicated through the earlier categorical determinations: a being
that, when seen in this way, need not necessarily be understood as moved. It
can be something moved, about which I make the above assertions. But these
are not, as such, assertions about a being in movement. With that indicated,
which has to meet the demand of the definition of movement, i.e., what it
should do; is to bring forth the kind of being-characters that make the there of
a being, as found to be in movement, apparent.

Consequences: If these being-characters do not pertain to movement, then
the ontology that is aware of the aforementioned basic characters of being as
the genuine and only ones, is not just externally pertinent to movement, but
insofar as movement is expressed, it shifts at the same time. It only looks this
way when movement is conceived categorically, and the tradition of this type
of ontology cuts off access to movement in this way, while it also makes a
formal systematic possible.

‘Etepotng, avicdtng, un 6v:

Many are differentiated from others (determined by “being-otherwise”™),
but as a result, i.e., as this, are not encountered in movement. A person is de-

146. Phys. T' 2,201 b 16 sq.: &€ Gv oi Aot mepi avtiig Aéyovot.

147. Phys. T' 2,201 b 17 sq.: pny pédiov etvan Stopicon SAA®G adTVv.

148. Phys. I" 2, 201 b 20: étepdtnro koi dviedtnTo Koi o un 6v.

149. Phys. I" 2,201 b 24.

150. Phys. I" 2, 201 b 25: tf|g 8¢ £1épag cvotoryiag ai apyoi.

151. Phys. I" 2,201 b 28.

152. Phys. I' 2, 202 a 3 sq.: kweitot 8¢ Kot 70 Kvodv [. . .], 10 duvapel v Kvntov.
153. Editor’s note.

154. Phys. I" 2,202 a 5: to0to 1 dkwvnoio npepio.

155. Editor’s note.
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termined by €tepotng in relation to oxen, but to this extent is not moved. 10 is
“not equal” to 5, dvica, but is not therefore in movement.

Certainly, a representative of opinion could say, étepdtng is not meant in
that way, but instead “being-otherwise” is to be understood as determination
of beings themselves that are in movement; not in relation to others, “being-
otherwise” is in itself. But what is characterized by a manifoldness of aspects,
or even is both duvapetl and vepyeig, is not in movement. Wood can be a chest
and is there as wood—determined in itself by étepdtnc—and nevertheless not
be determined as moved.

But perhaps €1epotng is understood as £tepoinoig, “becoming-otherwise.”
But then, surely, movement is defined by movement. (€tepoinoig is dALOI®OIC,
£€repov—>AaAr0).

As long as kivnoig is not understood on the basis of presence as a mode
thereof, it cannot be apprehended ontologically.

Already that which is characteristic of un &v is approaching, insofar as it is
taken as simply-and-generally-not-being-there, but as something that is not yet
determined, in terms of which possibility is constituted. And yet not sufficient-
ly, since a determination kotd cvufepnkog is not what that which is moved
always is in itself, the how of its there, being-present, but instead on the basis
of the relation to another. Every being is something, and it is not many others.
All that is in movement must be in movement by way of this not-being.

On §27c

What is determined in its being through being-otherwise, inequality, not-be-
ing is determined as a being in movement. It must not, therefore, be named a
moved being. On the other hand, to explicate movement in this way determines
it as how of a being, which is seen in this determination, and is seen as a moved
being.

Why these dpyai? Where is the motive for this categorial apprehension,
and particularly of the static? Movement as immovability? What is meant phe-
nomenally by cuveyéc?'* That which is static seems to pertain to that determi-
nation of this phenomenon. None of these [dpyai]'” determine a being in the
sense that the categories do (instead, they are only formal-ontological determi-
nations), and kivnoig is not a determinate being with concrete content (funda-
mental objection to Plato). Therefore, one can address being-moved as moved:
participating in the movement, one can want to determine this on the basis of
kowovia, and yet miss everything! By contrast, in Aristotle, the categories
are the guiding clue of the analysis of the being of beings that are moved, i.c.,

156. Cf. Phys. " 1, 200 b 16 sq.: Sokel 8’ 1) kivnolg eivar Tdv cuvey@v.
157. Editor’s note.
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concrete experience of being-there as such. The explication of movements not
in antithesis [?], but a matter of originally proper “seeing.”'* sido¢ oicsTan:'¥ A
“look,” an “appearing,” always in accordance with the categories, lead—quite
clearly to the fore-having of movement.

oioston €180¢ 10 Kvodv: ! a “look,” “self-guiding,” an “appearing”—therein,
in there: appearing-thus-and-so.

Chapter 3: kivnoig and xweicOa, xiviolc: moinoic—mnadnoic,'® how
Siotooic and StictacBor. 621 vépysiav sivan 6 for kivioic.

To come to the there and to disappear from it as how of being-there it-
self (presence, producedness): yéveoic—@bOopd, from the not-there into the
there; abénoic—obioig, to arise, more there—Iless, to diminish; dAAoiwoic, to
become otherwise in being-constituted, not to increase or to diminish,'** not
away; @opd, from one place to another.'®’

Movement ddpiotov: 6tav yap 6p1odi], modvetar (Themistios 211, 12).16
“Being-there”: in its place, to be firmly completed within limits. I set limits,
and then movement comes to a stand; I plainly do not have it. To be able to ap-
prehend it in its not-being-firmly-in—place, but as change of place, alteration,
it must be characterized in the categories of indeterminacy.

Ocivar év GA® vével'—eic Tadta: £1epdtng, Avicotng, un 6v. Descent, not to
otherwise determine this how of being-there.

What is determined in its being-there by the propounded characteristics
needs no beings to be that are moved. Are the above characteristics sufficient
to determine a being in its there as a being in movement? If not, then is an
ontology that is entirely dependent upon encountering beings externally, to
be sure—what is here only meant as—Aoyio—as self-expressing conceals it,
misplaced. With this veiling of Adyog, the analysis of being-there is hindered,
movement turns into what—tradition!! And in its effort to be radical, half-
measures. If a being is thus determined in its there, as Aristotle determines
kivnoig, then it is in movement.

In what is this T10évon'®® grounded? Kivnoig an dopiotov.'® Why? Because

158. Phys. I" 2, 202 a 2: id€iv.

159. Phys. T 2, 202 a 9: £{80¢ 8¢ del oicetar o Kvodv.

160. Ibid.

161. Phys. I" 3,202 a 22 sq.

162. Phys. I" 3,202 b 17 sq.

163. Phys. I" 3,202 b 21 sq.

164. Editor’s note.

165. Phys. I' 1,201 a 12 sqq.

166. Themistii in Aristotelis Physica paraphrases 211, 12.

167. Phys. I 2, 201 b 18 sq.: obte yap tiv kivnow kot v petafoinv &v GAlm yéver Ogivar
Sdvvout’ G Tig.

168. Phys. T" 2,201 b 24.

169. Ibid.
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not amAd¢ Beivar ic dOvapuy and not gic évépyesiav.'’® Not anddg, but chvOeoig
of the being-character. How is v as there, the being-present of that which
changes? Therefore,

1. generally, dOvapug and évépyeia (from being-being-there as constitutive
for the being-there of beings in motion);

2. not simply, in itself: beings, what is moved in another, is something like
that, but how? Transition—the ‘from...to...

Kivnoig: évépyeto but toawtn, !’ i.e., duvapet dvtog, and as such dreinc,'”
dvdeyopévn 8¢ elvanr, “but something that is extant,” even if “difficult to
see.”1”

Rest: a how of being-there, there of the type of thing that can be in move-
ment. Axwnoia (cf. ovcia!) furthermore: “unmovedness.” a) being-not-now-
in-movement, b) unencounterable from being-in-movement.

The &vepysiv Tpog 10 duvauet &v, 1} To10dToV, aTd TO Kivelv otv.!” “Mov-
ing is bringing-this-being-possible-in-this-way-into-the-there.” That which is
moving through 0i&i.c—simple, direct, having, taking an influence—i.e., some-
thing occurs with itself (cf. Prantl, notes).!”> Bringing-something-about; be-
coming-brought-about and bringing, cf. moinoig, mdBnoig. Being-in-movement
a how of the there.

Kivnoig a How of the There

Presence, that is a determinate one. As presence, and as this determinate one,
it makes time, the now, explicitly: there now.

Kwnoia and akivnoio.

With kivnotg, precisely the how-possibilities of being in movement. Cf.
meaningfulness—rest.

Rest makes the impression of presence beforechand, to such an extent
that we thereby forget that it is dkwnoia, that it is ungenuine movement,
i.e., mpodtepov—uiotepov concealed as now, specifically as duration, i.e.,
npotepov—iatepov there, but set in the now. Implicitly, I need, unconcealed
to me, to leap into the now, but concealedly.

Aristotle inquires into the fo what extent. How did it happen? You have seen
the moved in a certain mode. What in itself requires this becoming-addressed

170. Phys. I' 2, 201 b 28 sq.: obte gig duvauw tdv dvtov obte €ig Evépyelay ot Ogivar
avTAV.

171. Phys. A2, 202 a 1 sq.: évépystav pév Tvo givo, ToladTy 8” vépyelay ofav eimopey.

172. Phys. A 2,201 b 32.

173. Phys. A2, 202 a 2 sq.: yahemiv pév ideiv, evieyopévnv & elvai.

174. Phys. T 2, 202 a 5 sq.: T yap mpog TodT0 [10 Suvépet dv] évepyeiv, 1) TolodToV, avTd TO
KWelv €oTi.

175. Phys. A 2,202 a 8 sq.: cupPaivet 8¢ todto Bi&et Tod Kvntikod, Ho’ Gupa kot mhoyetl. Edi-
tor’s note: These words were bracketed by Von Prantl.
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in how it shows itself? This inquiring-back, positive criticism, makes an insuf-
ficiency newly evident.

XaAemnv 18€lv, “but something that can be!”'’® What is primary is what
shows itself: the moved is there. How do I catch sight of it? Not in the fore-
going way. Therefore: to see the there, the presence of that which is not yet
produced. Only possible if presence is seen, i.e., if the ontological problem-
atic is made explicit with regard to its genuine ground: presence (abiding—
presence). Being-there itself seen as being-in and viewed according to basic
possibilities.

On §28a

[Physics]"’ T' 3—Disposition

202 a 13-21: Presence of the moveable and of the moving. 'Ev tivi 1} kivnoig,—
pio aueoiv.'”® Return to mpdg Tt.

202 a 21-202 b 5: But right then, from the npd¢ 11 (noincic—mndadnoig)'”
gvépyewan Etepor,'® two movements. Therefore, two to genuinely address and
express, but one is meant—admopio Aoywcn:'¥! év tivi!®2 both of them?

a 22-28: Threefold possibility:

1. moinoic—mdnoig both v kivovpéve,

2. 1oino1g in 010V, TABNGIG £V KIVOLUEV®,

3. moinoig in the kwvovpevov, TaBnoig in the Kvodv.

a28-31: Ad 3.

a3l-b5:Ad 1.

Ad 2: what follows, only understood properly.

202 b 5-22: Resolution of the difficulty. Doubling of the taking of a view-
point with the self-sameness of the fact of the matter.

202 b 22-29: Conclusion and new formulation of the definition of move-
ment on the basis of [Chapter]'®* 3.

On §28b

In preparation for the definition of movement, Aristotle had referred 1. to be-
ing-there-present and being-able-to-be-there, 2. to the modes of encountering
the world as present and able to be. 3. This reveals beings as such, which in

176. Phys. T' 2, 202 a 2 sq.: xahemnv pev idsiv, évdeyopévny &’ eivo.
177. Editor’s note.

178. Phys. A 3,202 a 18: pia 1) apolv Evépyeta.

179. Phys. A 3,202 a 23 sq.

180. Phys. A 3,202 a 25.

181. Phys. A 3,202 a 21 sq.: &get &’ dmopiav AOyKnv.

182. Phys. A 3,202 a 25.

183. Editor’s note.
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themselves are always in a ‘from . . . to . ..,” appearing and so not-looking-
thus, being-absent of something, the character of the average.

Until now, an equally preparatory, broader determination of beings that
is connected to the naming of the categories has not been discussed, the wpog
T1.'% The mpdg 11 is itself a category that reveals the world that is there in the
encounter-character of the ‘in relation to,” i.e., of the [from]'® one to another.
To the four categories ovoia, mowoOV, TOocdV, TOMOG correspond the four &idn
of xivnoig: yéveoic—ebopd, drhoinoic, abénoic—ebdicic, popd.' There are
no other kinds of movement. The explicit lead of the mpd¢ 11 in the ontologi-
cal preparation of the definition of movement must, accordingly, have another
sense: not a pre-figuring of the type of encounter of the world in relation to a
determinate mode of movement, but in relation to every being that is in move-
ment. The lead of this category should reveal the basic fact of the matter: be-
ings of the world encountered as manifoldness of beings as beings that are “in
relations to each other,” Tpdc dAAnia. Insofar as beings are ever in dy@dc, they
are also in themselves in relation to each other in the ‘more than that and less.’
The degrees are there as how in the being-in-relations of beings. Cf. Catego-
ries 7. Ynepoyn [and]'®” EMdenyig are possible determinations of the npdc 11,38
which lies at their ground. Along with vepoyn and EAdewyic, Aristotle names
noinoig and Tadnoc,'® “having to do with . . . ,” “having something matter to

..,” (“Reciprocation”), as such basic concepts.

This relation is found in the world, more precisely: beings as always this
here and now are encountered in it, beings as beings at hand, beings that occur
and are encountered in this way, but in a specific type of being of presence-at-
hand-in-the-world—the initial, indifference.

Earlier, we referred to the fact that human beings are at hand and encoun-
tered in the world, we ourselves are at hand, human beings that manipulate,
busy themselves with . . ., living things, animals. This busying-oneself-with
..., being in such relations, is equally familiar to us whether as occurrences in
the world or as the mode of our being-there that is not merely being-at-hand,
but instead in the basic mode of being-in-the-world.

The npdc dAAnAia (cf. De Partibus Animalium and De Anima) still possess-
es this distinctive possibility of the mpdc Tt in the sense of the dvtikeipevov,'*
so that this genuine avrti is: the to-which of being-related in person, i.e., to
show oneself, showing in the mode of being-uncovered, there in discovered-

184. Cf. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 28—32.

185. Editor’s note.

186. Phys. ' 1,201 a 12 sqq.

187. Editor’s note.

188. Phys. I" 1,200 b 28 sq.: T0D 8¢ Tpdg T 1O pEV Ko’ dmepoynv Aéyetar kai Kat’ EAAenyy.

189. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 29 sq.: 10 8¢ KoT® TO TOMNTIKOV KO TAONTIKOV.

190. Cat. 10, 11 b 32 sqq.: “Oco. 0¥V dvtikettol Mg Té Tpog T1, AOTY Bmep 0TIV ETéPOV AéyeToL
i onwodnnote TpoOg dANAa AéyeTor.
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ness, i.e., there for . . . and to perceive it as one, ndoyelv, affected by be-
ings as world; mdoyew as déxeabat, “to perceive” and that primarily as néfoc,
“becoming-affected,” “disposition,” being related to the world as in it, being
in dealings with it.

Being-there as living, a being as being toward the world. Human being-there
determined by voig; discoveredness is in this being-supposing. This supposing
as basic mode of human being-in-the-world is ultimately also a perceiving-
it, having-it-there-thus-and-so, i.c., of the world, not only determinate beings
in determinate kinds of encounters, but becoming-affected by all possible be-
ings of the world (cf. néov—xkatagdval, drodvar—aid). This voeiv has the
being-character of becoming-affected by what is discovered, what, for its part,
is only possible in such a way that this becoming-affected by what is discov-
ered is grounded in a generally-being-discovered and a being-discovered, i.c.,
in a discovering, a giving-sight-of as such. vodg Tfi¢ yoyilg is mabnTikog™!
(which was said later, Aristotle did not have this term), and it is that as vodg
of beings on the basis of the momtikog, which makes perceivability in general,
discoveredness, possible, i.e., that which lets the discovered be seen, makes
seeing—vol¢ ToMTIKOG. '

As modes of the explication of beings, moinoig and ndOnoig point in this
way into the being of being-there as such, which means, however, that they
prevail as the guiding clue of the interpretation of beings that clarifies what
was always already claimed in our pedagogical propositions: being means
being-produced—sense of being as moinoig and, at the same time, interpreted
on the basis of being-present. Why is vodg simply being? Because the moinoig
makes presence at all possible, moincig in a distinctive sense such that vodg
apuyng!® as uncovering, sight giving. What is in this way is “a being as such”
(cf. ov 1y &v)!

Aristotle concludes the characterization of the mpdg t1, reference to the type
of relation, with: xai 6Awc, “and on the whole, what can move and the move-
able.”" With that it becomes evident that the being in movement is, as a being,
there in being-there-with with others, the there-with determined by the relation
of one to the other, of the other to the one.

On §28¢

And «ivnoig explicated already as determinate mode of the being-present of
duvapetl 6v as such. Kivnoig the type of presence of beings that are in the
aforementioned being-there-with of one to another. But insofar as this being-

191. De an. I" 5, 430 a 24 sq.

192. Cf. De an. I" 5,430 a 10 sqq.

193. Dean.I" 5,430 a 18.

194. Phys. I' 1, 200 b 30 sq.: kai 6Awg KynTikov T Kol Kintov.
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character extends to beings in their universality, kivioig becomes a distinctive
mode of the being-there of beings.

Said in terms of the task of the interpretation of Greek ontology, that means:
The showing of the sense of being, which prevails in Greek ontology and its
genuine culmination in Aristotle, prevails because it is already experienced
in the implicit experience of the being-there of the world and of living—the
showing focuses on the interpretation of movement! But insofar as kivnoig
is posited in the names of évépyeia, éviedéyeta, these are the primary being-
categories of Greek ontology!

The being in movement was determined as presence of beings in their abil-
ity-to-be. Therefore, kivnoig constitutes the there of beings in movement, of
what is moved. But something moved is (cf. Tpd¢ t1) being in relation to what
is moving, in the being-there-with of a ktvodv, or a kivntikdv. How is the there
of this being that is with beings in movement to be determined as moved be-
ings that are there with? Is this there also determined by presence in the sense
of the present of duvdpet 8v, { Torodtov, and therefore évépysia? Is this present
another such that the kivodv and the kwvovpevov would be determined by vari-
ous gvépyeton? Or is this one and the same, and, only when apprehended in this
way, the properly understood there of beings in movement, the self-moving
(pvoet dvto, moving itself from itself)? Aristotle poses this question in Chap-
ter 3. The explication of movement first comes to an end when this question
is answered.

Kivnoig &v in that which is mobile: being-present in the there—in bringing
the there, moving. That which is moving and that which is moved are in the
same there.

‘Evepyeiv: to take into work, to being into the underway, the underway of
the there, the determinate presence of the dvvdpet as such. What can bring is
that which has the ability to bring into the underway of a xvntév. To bring
into the underway, to set out—to be in the same there. The same there: like
didotnua. Being-moved is being in the being-there-with of what is moving.
There-with = évépyela. Kivobv—xkwvoduevov: its being-there is the same be-
ing-present.

The same—but Adyoc and taking a point of view are different. Amopia Loyucry 1
pertains to addressing as . . . : Apprehensible évépyeia dmotetunuévn,'®® “cut
out for itself,” instead primarily being-in-relation-to-another. The how of the
being-there of beings (the being is something moved, that is moved), first of
moving and then of becoming-moved—ever the same: beings in movement.
‘Evépyewa of the kivodv, not of any other.

Sameness clarifies a how of the there: not “powers” and the like, “effect,”
“energy,” i.e., no mystical question of influxus and the like, but in the field of

195. Phys. I" 3,202 a 21 sq.: £yt &’ amopiav AoyiKny.
196. Phys. T" 3,202 b 8.
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the there, the being-present of beings is inquired into, of beings that are there
with others, and that are duvatov in themselves. Kivntov is in “what is mo-
bile,” évépyeia. Movement is the there of the duvdpetl. But it becomes by way
of what is moving. Does the present become? Being-present? The moving of
what is moving and the becoming-moved of what is moved is the same there,
i.e., movement is not a being, but the how of the being of the world: many
things in movement, moving, rest alongside not-moving.

The Threefold Definition of Movement

The being-there of the one teaching, always concretely before one and to one,
is the learning of the other. 3ida&ic pev émotnung 6661¢, Labnoig 6& EmoTHUNG
Ay [. . .J&v 8¢ 10 év dpgoiy 1o Bedpnua.'®’

Two definitions of movement:

1. évteréyeio Tob duvauet, [ totodtov,'”® the being-present of a being in
determinate relation to another, specifically such that the first is as something
able-to-be “through” the second.

2. évteléysio Tod KvnTod, i Kivntov,' in the being-there-with of what is
moving, there with the moving of the moveable; being-present—the fullness
of the duvauer—is in itself being-there of what is moving.

gvtedéyeta [. . ] 1 Tod Suvéapet momtikod kol madnticod, R TotodTov.2® To
first lead this, after which it is said: these are two different movements that
constitute a third (therefore, movement already presupposed!), but rather de-
terminations of one and the same.

Conceptuality and Movement—Ontology

Fore-having: ti 10 6v; pVoet 6vta, Kivoouevo—holding fast of the ground.

Fore-sight: the being of this being: being-there as world, presence, there,
sense of being as such, in which to understand «xivnoic as how of being-there—
vévog, descent, out-from-where (cf. the below).

Fore-grasp: beings in their being: accordingly, the kind of being-characters
that show with themselves beings as what are moved. 'Evépyeta, évieléyeia,
dvvapug the primary world-categories, from them primarily the reality and
presence of world: things at rest, disappearing, etc. But also concern, going
around, being-present, to make abiding evident. Discoveredness—voic.

The method for cultivating concepts out of contrasts is clear. Tendency to-
ward ground (cf. aitiov) and fitness, dmopaivesOat, such that what is exhibited
is nothing other than &idoc. This is how it looks. To that end, A and B. Guaran-
tee. Asked in that way, what is it after? Ultimately, that represents new tasks.

197. Themistii in Aristotelis Physica paraphrases 218, 21 sqq.

198. Phys. T 1, 201 a 10 sq.: 1) T0D duvéuet dvtog &viedéyeia, § tolodtov.

199. Phys. I" 2, 202 a 7 sq. Cf. 201 a 27 sqq.: 1 8¢ Tod Svvdpet Svrog évieréyewa [. . .1 7
KWNTov.

200. Phys. I" 3,202 b 25 sqq.
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Analysis of movement itself is nothing different than the discovery of be-
ing as being-present. For this yévog is not itself para but is created precisely in
and with movement. When questioned about its being, this being (kvoduevov)
makes these characters explicit.

The cultivation of concepts, properly understood, always does its work in
the apyy, the i fv. Concepts are not the what but the whence, from-where of
going out. That is productive cultivation of concepts, in which imitation is pos-
sible. Adyog: regard to . . . , for-which earlier ko006 “being-in,” whose primary
interpretedness—this kab6 or kaTaAAGA®C.



Supplement 1

Categories

Categories stand within the horizon of dpyai. What, in general, do dpyai mean?
“From out of what” of beings (as such), i.e., how of being. What function do
the categories have as dpyai? What can and must be the dpyn/dpyai of beings?
Apy of there-ness: beings qua ovcia, i.e., in relation to thereness—1) dv refers
to a determinate sense of being!

Either 1. 10 np@dta TV yev@dv, or 2. T0 £0Y0TO KOTNYOPOVuEVa. €Tl TGV
ATOU®V (KOTh un).

Ad 1. Are yévn in general able to be dapyo? IIpdta yévn, 10 AvOTITO TOV
yev@v are 10 6v and 10 &v. Being as such cannot be a genus, to the extent of
predicates of genuses. Can it not be apyn? Does it follow from this that dpyai
are not yévn? Insofar as even “being” the pdliota katd ndviwv? But ow?

Categories and Discoveredness

Speaking about . . .: self-expressive addressing of . . . as being-in or being-there
of the world.

Cf. the controversies: 1. determinations of beings; 2. those of Adyog: a) lan-
guage, grammar, b) sentence, judgment, predication—and variations. (Being
of categories, cf. especially Nic. Eth. A!)

Both apprehended unclearly: not of beings, but rather of being—how of
the there (and of the determinate environing world—{on mpaxtikn, Nic. Eth. A
4); not of speaking, as “subjective” or the like, but rather of interpretive-being
toward . . .: the fore-sightings, fore-havings of dealing, i.c., characters of the
how of being-in in [the] world, of the being-positioned-in-relation-to these—
not aspects, but discoverednesses.

Seeing directly out on Adyov &yov! Pointed explicitness of the worn out
Adyog in the katnyopeiv. Aristotle’s terminological construction!

Supplement 2

Categories of Aristotle (On the Categories)

Ta kota pndepiov cvpniokny Aeyduevo—~Ekactov onuoivet.?!

201. Cat. 4, 1 b 25 sq.: T®vV kotd pndepiov coUTAOKNV Aeyopévav Ekactov [. . .] onuaivet.
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Thus, 1. Aeyoueva: what is being said, with whom/what, exhibited in which
way, therefore exhibiting—exhibited.

2. kot pundepiov copmhoknv: in no way exhibiting in the how of the one
among others (ur kataAAA®G), not Etepov kb’ £tépov (Chapter 3). Modes
of letting-see-plainly, ability-to-give-beings-plainly, possibilities of giving,
namely in the how of its being-there; modes of discoveredness (ones that are
determinately Greek!) in such dealing, how of the being-there of beings, how
of beings! Not only dvev (cf. Chapter 2 [and] Chapter 4, the same examples),
in general turning out of this customary A0yoc¢! &v o0deuId KoToQaoeEr—oadTo
ko’ a010.22 Here, already, the most genuine and sharpest opposition to all Pla-
tonic “ontology” and “logic.” They give not the being itself, but are rather ar-
ticulation-possibilities of the there. It is not the being that is divided/arranged,
not propositions, nor words or concepts, but rather being, the possibilities of
the there, i.c., discoveredness, i.e., of being-in, dealing (determined in a Greek
way, and already interpreted and pinned down). They are never aAn0ég they do
not uncover, it does not include the tendency to uncover, address, a being.

Only through cvumhoxnv Tpodg dAAnia tobtwv.?® The categories as
such? No, but that something (standing in this respect) with respect to . . . is
exhibited, only in the “something (respect) with regard to. . ..”

Supplement 3

Categories

® 1, at the beginning: obt® Aeydueva, i.e., mpog ovoiov.?™ Agydueva =
obtw ratnyopodueva.®™ Adyoc: dmnoeaivesOou, but this being-in, therefore
droparvoueva, how of (determinately) genuine there-ness.

1. Agyopeva: interpretednesses,

2. and specifically formulated with respect to the being in the how of ovcia.
As to the clarification of such things, of thereness, everything to interpret fur-
ther!

Kab’ aihtdo Aeyouevov 6v (cf. Met. A 7):2% is articulated in them according
to its possibilities.

Ovoia is tpdtoc (whence? Originariness and steps?) ko’ aito AeyOpeVoV.
Cf. H the ovppaiver ék t@v Adywv:®”’ the genuine structures of ovoio
vmoksipevov and i fv ivan.2® It means yopiotév and 168 11, (there) “in it-

202. Cat. 4,2 a5 sq.

203. Cat. 4, 2 a 6 sq.: Tf) 8¢ TPOG AAANAC TOVTOV GUUTAOKT] KOTAPACLS YiyVETOL.
204. Met © 1, 1045 b 27 sqq.

205. Met. Z 1, 1028 a 13.

206. Met. A7, 1017 a 7 sq.: 10 6v Aéyeton [. . .] kad’ adro.

207. Met. H 1, 1042 a 12.

208. Met. H 1, 1042 a 13.
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self,” “that there.” The genuine criteria of thereness: being encountered and
appearing thus.

How the connection with &v mg aAn0ég: a special how of the discovered-
ness of determinate Aéyewv, Aoyoc. More precisely, Nic Eth Z! What is precisely
Greek, that this how of being itself becomes explicit in special (circumstanc-
es?). From out of it alone, in particular, access to the there.

Cf. Z 3 (Comment [on] p. 66.): oi¢ Gpioton 10 dv.2° Here, in particular,
perspicuous how they “emerge” from Adyoc, are in it as the how of discovered-
ness, but precisely that in the full sense. “YAn goes over them and away!?'°

Cf. Z 4 (Comment [on] p. 65f.): that there-characters, possibilities of be-
ing-in, carry the names (cf. Bogen, “Kategorien”: mtmoeic, dwapéoeic)®'! of
awarding to, attributing to as found already in itself, the character of found
already (finding in advance) constituting in the moment, there-character, i.e.,
forming sight!

Supplement 4

Categories

Abyog decisive field of genuine problematic of being. Plato and those earlier
than him did not see Aéyewv t1 kot Tivog by contrast with ka6’ athto Aéysv, and
the latter itself they did not see in its fundamental structure.

However, this comes to expression in the categories. Consequently, the fact
that the categories lead ontological investigation already early on and in a fun-
damental way means that a new and genuine understanding of the problematic
of being is obtained, obtained from: 1. being produced (therein 2. is precisely
not apprehendable!), 2. sidoc as “appearing.” Cf. the narrow context for under-
standing the ontology of becoming, i.e., physics.

Already the name of the categories emphasizes the explicit importance of
Aobyoc-fixation, and lays stress on awarding to, attributing to, ko8’ avtd, thus
at one with the primary articulation of the context of the categories—ovoia
as mp®dtov. This means that everything is further determined hermenecutically
by the experience of being-there implicit in oboia. For Aristotle, derivation
and number and the like are entirely secondary aspects, and are sought from
and carried over from entirely foreign tendencies of a systematic, and thus are
not discoverable! It is a matter of the concrete possibility of research, not of a
“doctrine of categories,” which is always physicalist. Aristotle does not treat

209. Met. Z 3, 1029 a 21.
210. Cf. Met. Z 3, 1029 a 20 sq.
211. See p. 374 sqq.
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the categories as systematic, but rather he interprets them (ovoia) in the sense
of ontological research.

Supplement 5

Koatnyopikov

10 8¢ Ti £oTv Gmav KaBOAOL Kol Kot yopikov. 2!

Supplement 6

Katnyopia

Met. Al at the beginning: the bracketing of obcia as being-ness of beings and
npoc &v clear for the categories—the twofold npdtov.2!

1069 b; 1070 a 31, 35; 1070 b.

Met. N 1.

Supplement 7

The npog &v of the categories

Cf. Met. A 4: oboia not ototryslov—not [otoyeiov] for the others—and the
categories no kowov.?'* What does the ontological mean?

Supplement 8

Categories

Tode T the “being-that-there,” “being-that-there,” “Being-encountered-in-
itself.”

Present and now.

Ovoia: “availability,” the “having,” “immediate there,” the “immediate”
within the circle of what is discovered, what is present immediately and pres-
ent now.

Immediate-opposite-ness: disposition, stay, u. a.

212. An. post. B3,90 b 4.
213. Met. A 1, 1069 a 18 sqq.
214. Met. A4, 1070 b 2 sq.



Editors’ Afterword

The volume before you—volume 18 of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe—con-
tains the previously unpublished text of the lecture course that Heidegger gave
at the Philipps-Universitidt Marburg in the summer semester of 1924. In the
course schedule, Heidegger had advertised a lecture course on Augustine, but
then decided to substitute for this a lecture course on Aristotle, in order to work
toward publishing a book on Aristotle that had been planned since 1922.

The title of the lecture course reads, “Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Phi-
losophy,” in accord with the evidence from the handwritten manuscript, as
well as from a part of the transcripts of the lecture course written up by some
of those who heard it. The title, “Aristotle: Rhetoric,” advertised in the publi-
cation prospectus since November 1991, was a provisional title in the course
of planning the Gesamtausgabe, taken from the “List of Heidegger’s Lecture
Courses and Practicums,” drawn up for William J. Richardson’s Heidegger:
Through Phenomenology to Thought, The Hague: 1963 (p. 665). The title of
the handwritten manuscript appears as rather more appropriate as the content
of the lecture course. For, indeed, there is accomplished in the center of the lec-
ture course the interpretation of the being-there of human beings with respect
to the basic possibility of speaking-with-one-another, following the guide of
Aristotelian rhetoric, but also a series of further texts of Aristotle are taken as
the basis for this interpretation. Furthermore, in its full conception, the lecture
course is oriented toward Aristotelian basic concepts as such, and therefore not
toward a specific area of content or even tied to a determinate text.

In the handwritten manuscript, the following notice follows the title of the
lecture course: “S.S. ’24, Beg. May 1 (Mon, Tue, Thur, Fri, 7-8 a.m.).” Ac-
cordingly, Heidegger conducted the course from May 1, Mondays, Tuesdays,
Thursdays, and Fridays, from 7:00 to 8:00 in the morning (not, as advertised
in the course schedule, from 3:00 to 4:00 in the afternoon), and indeed up until
July 31, as we gather from the information on dates in some of the transcripts
of the lecture course by students. Aside from the break for Whitsuntide (June 9
to 16), there was an interruption only from May 5 to 8, while Heidegger stayed
in Messkirch for the burial of his father, who died from a stroke. On page 7 of
the handwritten manuscript, we find the fittingly gloomy note in the margin:
“+ F May 2, ’24.” In all, the lecture course comprised forty-three hours of
lecture.

With respect to editorial principles, the lecture course before you presents a
special case, insofar as no complete manuscript of Heidegger’s or the transcript
of the lecture course has been preserved. Rather, there is only the beginning
and concluding parts, which together make up something like a third of the
whole. Perhaps the manuscript was taken apart in the context of working on
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the Aristotle book referred to, and then partially lost. Heidegger himself could
not clarify the whereabouts of the missing parts of the manuscript during the
preparatory work for the editing of the Gesamtausgabe. In his instructions at
the time, a typewritten transcript of the complete notes taken of the lecture by
Fritz Schalk was prepared by Christina Klostermann, which Heidegger himself
saw, but did not thoroughly check or correct. Since, therefore, on the one hand
all attempts on the part of the trustees of the estate to find the missing part of
the manuscript have remained unsuccessful, and on the other hand there are
now two additional complete notes of the lecture course besides those of Fritz
Schalk, the decision was made to edit the lecture course on the basis of the
notes taken of the lectures and the preserved parts of the manuscript.

The handwritten document comprises two document portions. The first
document portion comprises pages 1-14 and nine supplements. The second
document portion comprises pages 59—70.5 and twenty-eight supplements.
The page numbering that runs through the second document is so complete
that some page numbers include more pages, that are then, by means of subor-
dinate numbering—whether it be by Arabic or Roman numerals, or by Roman
lowercase letters—themselves numbered. Also, the main numbering is found
overlapping with alternative numberings of sections, either by means of Arabic
or Roman numerals. Some pages belonging to the continuous manuscript have
no page numbers at all or only one of the alternative numberings for sections,
but can be integrated free of doubt on the basis of their content. Thus, apart
from the supplements, the second document amounts to twenty-nine consecu-
tive pages in all. Often, in the right margins, we find elaborations whose be-
longing to the main text is indicated in part by insertion marks. In two places
Heidegger had, at the time, written a short sentence in shorthand. A copy of
the original from the German Archive of Literature in Marbach, as well as a
typewritten transcript of it prepared by Dr. Hartmut Tietjen, was made avail-
able to the editor.

The existing notes taken on the lecture course are, in part, extensive type-
written or handwritten transcripts based on shorthand notes; in part, they are
less extensive transcripts of the lecture course or notes taken during the lec-
ture.

The former derive from Walter Brocker, Fritz Schalk, and Gerhard Nebel.
Walter Brocker provided for the lecture course—as he had for other lecture
courses and presentations of Heidegger—shorthand notes taken during the
lectures, and a handwritten transcript based on these, which he later handed
over to Herbert Marcuse, who in turn made a typewritten transcript with two
duplicates. But what has been preserved are only these typewritten duplicates,
one of which is found in the Herbert Marcuse Archive in the library for the
city and university of Frankfurt am Main, and the other of which was in the
possession of Otto Friedrich Bollnow and from there ended up as a gift to the
Dilthey Research Center at the University of Bochum. A copy of this latter
duplicate was used for editing. It comprises 134 pages and a flyleaf with the
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title, “Martin Heidegger/ Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy/ Summer
Semester 1924, Marburg/ L.,” which is repeated in abbreviated form on page
1. In the typed script there is included in handwriting, presumably by Mar-
cuse and Bollnow, some corrections and additions, but above all the numer-
ous Greek citations. Since the latter exemplar in Bochum originally went up
to only page 85, Dr. Guy van Kerckhoven, associate of the Dilthey Research
Center, added the missing citations on the basis of the parallel exemplar at the
Herbert Marcuse Archive.

Apart from a few brief shorthand notes, the notes on the lecture course by
Fritz Schalk, composed in Latin script, comprise 361 pages in three notebooks.
The originals of the first two notebooks (pages 1-130 and 155-308; the un-
written pages 131-155 represent no lacuna in the text of the lecture course)
were able to be used for editing, as they were found in the possession of Klaus
Reicht. A copy of the original of the third notebook (pages 309—385), which
is found in Marbach, also contains a part of the Sophistes lecture course from
the winter semester of 1924-1925. Page 1 begins with a formulation of the
title: “Marburg S.S. ’24 Heidegger, Basic Concepts of Arist. Philosophy.” Oc-
casionally we find longer Greek citations and bibliographical information sup-
plied as footnotes, obviously after the fact. Furthermore, there are insertions by
another hand in red ink and pencil. With scarcely more to fall back on besides
the typewritten transcript prepared by Klostermann, referred to previously in
Heidegger’s instructions, the editor afterward managed to discover the first
two notebooks in the original.

The notes on the lecture course composed in Latin script by Gerhard Nebel
were available—as a copy of the original, which is found in Marbach—though,
to be sure, only 129 pages in three of what was originally seven or eight note-
books are preserved: Notebook 1 (pages 1-54), Notebook 4 (pages 1-38) and
Notebook 5 (pages 1-37). Thus these notes on the lecture course cover only
pages 2-55 and 135-207 of the present edition. Occasionally we find additions
in another’s handwriting.

A comparison of these three extensive sets of notes shows that the sets
of notes from Brocker and Nebel, if one ignores for the moment the miss-
ing notebooks, show such strong agreement, and at the same time show so
many small deviations from one another that cannot be attributed to errors
of transcription, that they can be traced back, with a likelihood bordering on
certainty, to independently prepared shorthand notes taken during the lectures.
By contrast, the notes on the lecture course by Schalk are to an extent identical
with those of Nebel up to page 200—again, if one sets aside the issue of the
missing notebooks—and then are to an extent identical with those of Brocker
up to page 360. Since, furthermore, Schalk’s notes show only the sort of devia-
tions from Nebel and Brocker that can be attributed to errors of transcription,
they can be treated as a transcript of the notes on the lecture course taken by
Nebel and Brocker. Implicit in this finding is the fact that, for the greater part
of the lecture course, there are two quasi-complete transcript traditions that are
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independent of one another—Brdcker and Nebel/Schalk, or Brocker/Schalk
and Nebel—from which, in fact, the text delivered by Heidegger can be pretty
accurately reconstructed. With respect to the integrity of Schalk’s notes on the
lecture course, it is to be observed that its variants are not taken into account
where we have the passages transcribed from Nebel’s notes on the lecture
course; however, where Schalk has transcribed from Brocker, the surviving
typewritten transcript from Marcuse that the editor has to rely on for Brocker’s
notes on the lecture course can be, in principle, every bit as defective as that of
Schalk’s handwritten transcript.

The less extensive notes on the lecture course derive from Helene Weil3,
Jacob Klein, Hans Jonas, and Karl Léwith. The notes composed by Helene
Weil} in Latin script, and partly in German script, comprise eighty-seven un-
paginated pages in three notebooks, the first of which has on its cover the
inscription: “Sum-Sem. 1924/ Heidegger: On Some basic Concepts of Aris-
totelian Philosophy.” On the first page we find, under the repeated title of the
lecture course, the note: “Transcript Bondi.” Clearly Helene Weif3 had a copy
of the lecture notes of her fellow student, Elli Bondi, as she already had for the
last week of the lecture course in the winter semester 192324 (cf. Gesamtaus-
gabe, vol. 17, Editor’s Afterword, p. 323). A copy of the original was made
available to the editor by Professor Ernst Tugendhat, the nephew of Helene
WeiB3, from his aunt’s Nachlass.

The notes on the lecture course by Jacob Klein are composed in Latin script
and run a full fifty-eight pages, breaking off at page 191 in the present edition.
On page 1, the title at the top reads: “Summer 1924/ Marburg/ Heidegger/
Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy.” A copy of the original, which is
in the possession of Elze Klein, widow of Jacob Klein, was made available to
the editor.

The notes on the lecture course written in Latin script by Hans Jonas com-
prise only twenty-two pages in a single notebook under the title, “Heidegger on
npoaipeoic & apetn/ S.S. 1924,” in which we also find notes on other course
meetings. They cover only pages 143—197 of the present edition. The notes on
the lecture course by Karl Lowith, composed partly in Latin script and partly
in shorthand, comprised originally forty-seven pages, though pages 2—3 are not
preserved. A copy of the Marbach originals of these two last-mentioned lecture
notes was made available to the editor.

These four less extensive notes on the lecture course, when compared with
those of Brocker, Nebel, and Schalk, result in the finding that only the lec-
ture notes taken by Jacob Klein and Helene Weil—and the latter to a greater
extent—reach the same level of comprehensiveness as do those that go back
to the shorthand notes taken during the lectures. Consequently, only these two
sets of lecture notes were consulted in reconstructing Heidegger’s delivered
text, and not the notes taken by Hans Jonas and Karl Lowith. These latter sets
of notes fit the description of more or less complete cursory notes.
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The decision to edit the lecture course proceeded from the possibility of
allowing the text of the transcripts to substitute for the missing two-thirds or so
central parts of the manuscript. For this reason, a step was taken at the outset
in the direction of making the text of the transcripts self-standing in a way
that was not foreseen by Heidegger for the edition of his lecture courses. So
it seemed only logical to ask whether, even for the parts of the lecture course
that are attested by the manuscript, it would not be better to have an integration
of transcript and handwritten manuscript, in order to not disguise somewhat
the incomparably great self-standingness of the text of the transcript vis-a-
vis the handwritten manuscript, when they are seen altogether. Anyhow, the
procedure for such integration as foreseen by Heidegger for the edition of the
lecture courses rests on definite presuppositions: in the first place, on the pre-
supposition that a complete manuscript exists in which the lecture transcripts
are provided with sufficient correction; in the second place, on the presupposi-
tion that in the case of handwritten manuscript and (extensive) transcripts it
is not a matter of various texts, but only of deviating versions of one and the
same text: they are so close to one another that they can be integrated into a
final version. In the case of this lecture course, neither presupposition holds. A
comparison of the handwritten manuscript and the extensive transcripts shows
that Heidegger clearly, in his delivery, not only undertook expansions and
supplementary remarks and gave renderings of passages outlining key words,
but also almost always replaced the previously rendered passages with new
formulations. In this way, the attempted integration of formulations from the
handwritten manuscript would be of value to a limited extent. In view of the
fragmentary character of the handwritten basis for the edition, it does matter
to at least consider the preserved parts of the manuscript in their full scope. It
seemed that this could occur only by way of-—and as an exception made for
this volume, on account of the special situation of its sources—having both
texts, the transcripts and the handwritten manuscripts, edited completely and
placed one after the other.

The designation of part 1 and part 2 is thereby meant to express that the
handwritten manuscript, even if it is placed in the second position, is by no
means to be considered only an appendix. Rather, like the transcripts, it should
be considered a complete attestation of the text of the lecture course in a spe-
cific sense. Here we call the reader’s attention to the fact that some important
matters, such as, for example, the analysis of the basic concept of ovcia or the
demonstrated possibility of conceptuality in the being-there of human beings,
is found presented in the handwritten manuscript comparably or, what is more,
in some cases more extensively than in the transcripts. The sequence of parts
1-2 has merely a didactic significance, insofar as the preceding readings of the
continuous and complete text of the transcripts may essentially facilitate one’s
understanding of what, in the handwritten manuscript, is often only key words
and incomplete text.
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What pertains to editorial work on the present sources in individual cases was
set forth in like measure for the handwritten manuscript and the transcripts.
Spelling and punctuation were corrected. With respect to the great number of
idiomatic expressions, which as a rule are either written as separate words or
are combined with hyphens, the texts were given a unity of written form by
the editor with a view to Heidegger’s customs in general, since such a unity is
discernible neither in the handwritten manuscript nor in the transcripts. Two
central concepts deserve special mention. In the handwritten manuscript one
finds the written forms, Dasein, Da-sein, and Da -sein, which, in the original
intention, are clearly meant to reflect the degree to which, in each case, the
“there” character of being-there is thematized. In this sense (i.e., in the sense of
the thematization of the there-character), the writing of this concept was han-
dled by the editor the same for the text of the handwritten manuscript as for the
text of the transcript, so that in every case the highest degree of thematization
is not written Da -sein, but rather Da-sein. Furthermore, “being-in-the-word,”
together with the variants appearing in this lecture course, “being-in-a-world,”
“being-in-its-world,” and so on, are consistently written with hyphens, thereby
approximating the manner of writing in Being and Time in order to make con-
spicuous the unity of terminological meaning that befits them concretely in
this lecture course. With respect to punctuation, what matters is not simply fol-
lowing the rules, but making evident by one’s decision as to one among many
possible punctuation marks the context of meaning for sentences and parts of
sentences in thousands of cases.

Heidegger’s lecture course on the “Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy”
must be seen against at least two backgrounds: on the one hand, against the
background of what was, by 1924, an already for some years constant, very
intense preoccupation with Aristotle and one that was closely attentive to the
Greek texts; on the other hand, against the background of the barely begun
working out of the fundamental-ontological analytic of Dasein of Being and
Time. What becomes intelligible in the first case is the passionate manner with
which Heidegger absorbs himself in Aristotle’s text and its language, and al-
lows himself time and again to be swept along by it, one might almost say, so
that at times the individual analyses appear to develop an incomparably potent
dynamism of their own. In the second case, what also becomes intelligible is
the systematic impetus with which Heidegger understands everything to hap-
pen in a two-step hermeneutic process: first, setting forth human Dasein in
the sense of the speaking-with-one-another being-in-the-world as the ground
for all conceptuality; and then, on the basis of this ground, interpreting, in
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the mode of retrieval, determinate basic concepts as a radical grasping of the
interpretedness of Dasein as a speaking-with-one-another being-in-the-world.
Beyond that, the present lecture course makes evident how Heidegger secured,
or at least proved the worth of, his own existential-ontological thinking in the
course of his investigation of Aristotelian conceptuality.
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