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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE 

Tit~ &sic Probr- of Pll~ a translation of Die Grund,.,w-e d.r Phdlao~. 
is the text of a kctu~ aJWU that Martin Hcidegger pve at the University of Marburg in the 
summer of 191:1. Only lfter alma&t half a century did Hei.degger permit the ten of the course 
to be published. Die Cinmdprobleone d.r Pltii~e. edited by Friedrich-Wilhelm von 
Herrmann. appeared. for the first time, in 197 5 as volume 24 of the multivolumed Martin 

Heidegger Gcsamtauqob.r presently in preparation (Frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann). 
In the Editor's Epilogue, which follows the text. Professor von Herrmann explains that 

the book wu composed, under Heidegger's direction, by putting together Heidegger's man
uscript of the lectures and his typewritten copy. including his marginalia and insertions, with 
a contemporaneous transcription of the lectures by Simon Moser, a student in the aJWU. 

The editor made decisions regarding a number of matters such as the division into parts and 
thrir headings; the treatment of insertions, transformations, changes, expansions, and omis
sions; and the inclusion of recapitulations at the beginning of lecture sessions. The resulting 
work is therd'~ only one pos&ib&e version of the 1927 lecture course. But it is surely a very 
ample one, containing alln06t the whole of what was apoken and also much of what was not 
spoken at the time. 

This volume represents the way in which Heidegger himself visualized the printed shape 
of these early ~. WhateVer imperfections the present text may contain, The ~ 
~of P~ is a work of major importance, indispensable for obtaining a dar 

outlook upon the ontological-phenomenological region toward which Heideger was heading 

when he pr~ Brine 11rtd nme, of which this is the designed and designated sequel. In 
it. one form of the Hei.deggerian Kehre took p~ turning-around, from concentratiry 
upon the human being as Dasein. which in older thought was concentration upon the subject. 
to the passionately sought new focusing upon--not any mere object correlative to a subject 

but-being itself. J 
In the Translator's Introduction l have tried to provide a preparatory description of some 

of the thinking that leads up to and into this turn. Heidegger's conception of the need for 
his own thought. like aU philosophical thought (in the West at least), to orient itself first to 

the subject, the human Durin, is even better understood in Bcuic P-robltrJU than it was in 
&ing and n,.,., as due to the ontical-ontological priority of the Dasein. its being that being 
111hich. among all beings, has understanding-of-being, so that only by ontological analysis 

of the Dasein can we elucidate the conditions of pa&~ibility oi a truly conceptualiz.ed 
understanding-of-being. that is to say, ontology, as science of being. 

In &sic Probkms the journey from this preliminary Daseinsanalytik toward the central 
region of the science of being accomplishes its first stages: ( 1) presentation oi the basic 
problems of ontology (philosophy, phenomenology) by way of an examination of several 
historical attempts to deal with them, and (2) initiation of ontology by pressing on toward 
the final horizon upon which being can be projected in the unders,tanding-of-being. namely. 
the horizon of trmporality in a sp«ific role designated as Temporality. Thr voyage: has been 
made from being·and·timr to timr-and-bc.;ng, from the: first questioning about being which 
leads to the search for time. to the search through time to the horizon within it fm being. 

xi 



xii Translator's Preface 

From this point onward it becomes possible to turn to ontology itself in its own name. 
fundamental ontology in the sense of having been founded. and to head toward the eluci
dation of the fundamental problematic: subjects exhibited in &sic ProbltmS: the ontological 
difference, the articulation of being, the multiplicity and unity of being, and the truth
cha.racter of being-all of them corning into integral unity in response to the one supreme 
question, that of the meanil'll of being in general. ReadeR of Heidegger will recognize 
developments of all these directional strains in the published writings from the thirties 
onward. 

The present translation is intended to provide a maximally exact rendering of the text as 
published. I have resisted every temptation to transform or elucidate the text so u to make 
it more readable or (supposedly) more perspicuous in English than it is in German. It is my 
hope that a quotation can be made from this nanslation, from anywhere within it, with the 
confidence that one is quoting what the text says-not what it might say in English, were 
that its originalllftJ\UIIe. but what it ac:tually saoy5 in a German that is faithfully translated 
into English. I hope and believe that no tailoring hu been done, whether by deletion. 
addition, or transposition. 

TheGaamt4W&obe is admittedly not a historical-critical edition. Footnotes in!M Gn~riCI· 
pt'IIIJI""' are minimal, and with few exceptions they are restricted to bibliographical refer· 
enas to points in the text. Even these are often less than complete and do not always cite 
the best editions. Although the present translation reproduces the notes in the German text, 
I have corrected erron and added bibliographical information u needed. The numbered 
footnotes are translations of those that appear in Die Gru,~; additional remarks by 
the translator are appended in square brackets. Notes added by the translator are preaded 
by asterisks. 'The Gru~ text does not indicate which of the notes, or which pans 
of them, were supplied by Heidegu himself and which by the editor. 

This translation carries the pagination of the German edition in brackets in the running 
heads and preserves its paragraphing. In the text, the contents of both parentheses (except 
in quoted matter) and square brackets are Heidegger's awn; italic square brackets mclose 
the translator's interpolations. 

The Lexicon, at the end of the book, wu designed and compiled by the translator to aid 
the reader who wishes to follow topics that are significant in the thought-structure of the 
work. Toward this end, the Lexicon includes the various senses and contexts in which terms 
appear as well as a substantial number of descriptive quotations. For example, if the reader 
wishes to undentand Heidegger's doctrine of intentionality. or his doctrine of transcendence, 
or the relationship between the two, I believe that he or she will most readily reach this goal 
by punuing the indications in the Lexicon. 

I have received very generous help from Professor Theodore Kisiel, whose scrutiny of 
the translation hu been thoughtful and careful. 

It is with genuine pleasure as well as gratitude that I am able to acknowledge here the 
liberal assi!tance I have received from John D. Caputo, Huben Dreyfus, James Edie, Hans
Georg Gadamer, Elisabeth Hirsch, John Haugeland, Werner Marx, Carlos Norena, William 
Richardson. John Sallis, Thomas J. Sheehan, and Michael E. Zimmerman. 

In a separate place acknowledgment hu b«n made of aid from the National Endowmmt 
for the Humanities, which allowed me to take an nrly retirement in order to bring this task 
to its conclus.ion. It is fitting here, however, that the kind co-operation of Susan Mango 
should receive particular noti~. 
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I owe special debts to Gail Mensh for her assistance during the time I was on the Graduate 
F acuity of the Nrw School for Social Research in New York City, and to Joan Hodgson for h~ 
aid in locating needed materials in libraries beyond Santa Cruz. 

During this period of dfort I ha\T recei\Td the faithful and encouraging support of my 
son, Mart: E. Hofstadt~. And always inestimable is my debt to my wife. Manya, steady stay 
in all trouble and cheerful partner in all happiness. whose mar\Tlous mu.~ic sounds through 
the whole. 

Santa Cruz. California 
January 1, 1981 

At.BI!k'r Hot'S'I'AITI'Ek 

In the preparation of this revised edition A11hur Szylewicz has generously provided nu
merous sugestions. Charles Sherover has kindly called my attention to a question regarding 
Heidegger's use of NGegenstandN and "Objekt." 

A. H. 





Translator's Introduction 

At the very outset of &sic p.,oblems of PllenornenoJoo, Heidegger notes that the 
work represents Na new elaboration of division 3 of part 1 of Being and Tame" (p. 
1). The present introduction is intended to indicate how this description might be 
understood. 

The title of the projected but unpublished division 3 of part 1 of Being and Time 

was "lime and Being: which Heidegger explained as "the explication of time as 
the transcendental horizon of the question of being. n I Basic Problems of PheJIOfM
nology does indeed perform this task of explication, and at the end of the course 
Heidegger announces the result in so many words: "Hence time is the primary 
horizon of tFarasarukntal Wrlu, of ontology. or, in short, it is the t'fansandental 
horizon. It is for this reason that the title of the first part of the investigation of 
Being and Tame reads The interpretation of Dasein in terms of temporality and the 
explication of time as the transcendental horizon for the question about being' n 

(p. 323-324). 
However, Basic Problems contains more than this explication of time as tran

scendental ontological horizon. In the original design, Being and Tame was to have 
consisted of two parts, of which the second was to have contained the main features 
of a "phenomenological destruction of ontology, with the problematic of Tempo
rality as clue. "1 Ancient, medieval, and modem ontology would have to be subjected 
to phenomenological scrutiny from the viewpoint of Temporality as ultimate h~ 

1. &in und Ztit, 8th ed. (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer. 19.57), p. 39; trans. John Macquarrie 
and Edward Robinson, &ing andliww (New York: Harper and BrO!I. 1962), pp. 63-64. 

Macquurie and Robinson used the 7th edition of &in und Zeit, the fint r:i the &0-Called 
later editions, but preferred the readings of the 8th edition, and their marginal numberings 
and cross-references follow its pagination. See Sting t~nd Ti~M, "Tramlaton' Preface." p. 1.5. 
All further references to &ina and Tirnt or &in und Ztit in the present volume wiD be to 
the German pagination r:i the 8th edition, as given marginally abo in the Macquarrie and 
Robin!iOn translation. 

There are editions dncribed as "unaltered~ later than the 8th, down to the 11th edition 
( T iibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1967). In the Gcs4ml4usgabt, &in und Zfit has been republished 
~~ volume 2 of the first Division and is also described u the "unaltered" text, to which the 
author's marginal comments have been added. edited by friedrich- Wtlhelm von Herrmann 
Wrankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann, 1977). Illustrative details and references regarding b«h 
error!i and actual textual changes are given in Thomas Sheehan. "Caveat Lector: The New 
Heidegger." Th~t NnD Yorlr Rtovii!'W of .Boolls, December 4, 19180, pp. 39-41. 

l\ re-tran.\lation of &in und Zfit by Joan StarllMugh. to be published by Harper and Row, 
h,lS not y~ appeared at the time of the preparation of this note. 

2. &in urwi Zeit, p. 39. for an explanation of the term lemporality." see the Lexicon. 

XV 



ni Tranlllator's Introduction 

rizon of the understanding of being. Basic Problem1 contains a significant portion 
of this destructive examination of traditional ontology. 

The first division of the projected part 2 of Being and Time, on Kant's doctrine 
of schematism and time, as first stage of a problematic of Temporality, was pub
lished by Heidegger separately in the book Kant und da.s Problem der Met4pltyrik. 3 

The second division, on the ontological foundation of Descartes' •cogito sum" 
and the adoption of medieval ontology into the problematic of the "res cogitans," 
receives extended treatment in Basic Problems, but in a new form. Heidegger now 
takes Kant rather than Descartes before him. or Hegel after him, as the most 
suitable representative of the problem. (See § 13 (a), esp. p. 125.) Since the chapter 
on the distinction of res extensa and res cogitans is preceded by a chapter on the 
medieval distinction, derived from Aristotle, between essentia and existentia, we 
are actually given more than had been projected in the original design as far as the 
history of ontology is concerned, for the extremely important topic of essence and 
existence as articulation of being has been brought into the picture. This medieval 
distinction is "destroyed" and the path opened for a more assured notion of the 
articulation of being. In this respect BtUic Problems overpasses the limits of Hei· 
degger's stated plan for Being tJnd Timt, incorporating more of the destruction of 
traditional ontology than originally envisaged. 

The third division of part 2 of Being and Time was to have contained a discussion 
of Aristotle's treatise on time as discriminant of the phenomenal basis and limits 
of ancient ontology. 4 That discussion also appears in BtUic PTOblerns. Aristotle's 
theory of time is seen as the conceptualization of the common sense of time, that 
expressed time which we use, have, spend, read from the sky or from the clock in 
our ordinary (fallen) absorption in the world and which we interpret as an infinite 
sequence of indistinguishable nows, each related to its thens and at-the-times. In 
ancient ontology being is understood as presence, which is itself understood in 
terms of this common time, the time which on the surface seems so important in 
everyday life and productive activity, although the truth is that there is a profounder, 
more original, truer time at its foundation, which it hiS forgotten. Heidegger 
devotes much effort to the analysis of Aristotle's treatise on time and to the phe
nomenological examination of its definition of time, pressing on toward the original 
time--temporality as ecstatic-horizonal and eventually as ecstatic-horizonal Tem
porality-from which, as horizon, a more authentic realization of the meaning of 
being can be anained. Here, too, then, we find the destruction of a fundamental 
part of traditional ontology and its de-construction, down to its original rooting in 
Temporality. 

3. (Bonn: Friedrich Cohen. 1929). James S. Churchill"s translation, Kant a~~d thr Probl~ 
of Metaphysics (Bloomington: Indiana Univenity Press, 1962), is based on Kanl und dt&S 
Problnn dn- Metaphyrik, 2nd ed. (frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermillln, 1951). 

4 Stin u11d Ztit, p. 40. 
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Thus two of the three divisions planned for part 2 of Btin« 11nd nme receive 
extended coven11ge in &sic Pt-oblem.s, which does not have to contain 1M other 
(first) division since it is published separately. Furthermore, as the preface to Kant 
and the Problem of Met4pnyncs explains, its essentials had already been given in a 
lecture course during the winter semester of 1925-1926; and the plan of the 
Ge:samtawgabe of Heidegger's works includes also the publication of his lecture 
course of the winter semester of 192:1-1928, entitled Ph iinorr'ICIOlogische I nterpre
tatUm von Kant.s "Kritilr der rtinm Vnnunft" [Phenomenological interpretation of 
Kant's Critique of Pure Reason]. If, then, we leave aside the topic of Kant's sche
matism and time, the remainder of the plan for Bting dnd nme is carried out in 
&sic Problems. 

If we put together Bting and nme as published, 1<4nt 11nd cite Problem of Md4-
phylia, and our present volume, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, we have in three 
volumes the entire treatise which Heidegger had originally wished to call "Being 
and Time"-even if not quite in the form then imagined 

However, BIIJic Problems is no mere part of a larger work. It has an independent 
character. It goes beyond what Heidegger had first conceived as constituting division 
3 of part 1 as well as the whole of part 2 of Being and nme. He was not slavishly 
executing a plan that had previously been thought out in detail and merely needed 
to be realized. He was thinking afresh and creatively, as was his wont. Basic PY.oblerru 
has its own design. which is farther-reaching than that of.Bting and nmt but which, 
like the earlier book, is achieved only in part. 

Basic Problems intended to be what its name designates and what it describes 
itself to be. The point, says Heidegger, is not to learn something about philosophy 
but to be able to philosophize, and this (his) introduction to the basic problems 
could lead to that end (p. 2). The goal is to attain to a fundamental iUumination 
of the basic problems of phenomenology by bringing out their inner systematic 
relations. 

Heidegger conceived of phenomenology in a way that departed from the Hus
serlian mode of analysis of consciousness. Phenomenology became for him the 
method of philosophy understood as ontology. All the propositions of ontology are, 
m his view, a priori, having to do with being rather than beings; for being must be 
understood prior to all encounter with and understanding of beings. Heidegger 
connects this doctrine of the apriority of philosophy with a unique conception of 
the manner in which time functions as the source of the a priori. Phenomenology, 
which looks to "the things themselves," without theoretical preconceptions, and 
wills only to unveil beings and being in their evident truth, is of necessity the 
method which philosophy as thus conceived will employ. This is one reason why 
the basic problems of philosophy--that is to say, of ontology. since philosophy is 
the science of being-are also called the basic problems of phenomenology. (The 
second reason is as.'iOCiated with a peculiar circling of philosophy into itself--non
Hegelian-so that there is no finally valid distinction between philosophy and the 
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method of philosophy. The reader will be able to disentangle this point for himself 
once the concept of fundamental ontology has been clarified.) 

Heidegger lays out the structure of the basic problems of philosophy and employs 
the fundamental analysis of the Da.sein and its special relationship to time and 
temporaliry to bring the problematic of ontology into the open. As a result Basic 
P'I'Oblems lets us see more clearly, evidently, and broadly what it means to speak of 
being in general and what are the differentiations and distiuctions which give 
structure and interconnection to the intrinsic content of the question of being. This 
question appears for us in a new light and leads to a unified and comprehensive 
vision of the structure of ontology. 

The basic problem of ontology is the problem of the meaning of being in general. 
That is th~ problem of ontology. It is the one and only problem of ontology. 
authentic:ally conceived, the bcuic problem of ontology. But it cannot be dealt with 
as a simple undifferentiated whole. Being exhibits its own distinctions; it has its 
own structure; and it is itself distinguished from beings. We are led to the problem 
of being because we are concerned to find that which is the ultimate condition of 
possibiliry of all our comportments toward beings. We carmot encounter beings 
and behave suitably toward them unless we understand them-in our very en· 
counter and comportment-as being. in their being. The understanding of the 
being of beings is necessarily antecedent to the experience of them as beings. I 
cannot use a hammer as an instrument unless I already beforehand understand the 
instrumental functionality that is characteristic for hammer and hammering, the 
instrument with the function and the letting-function of that instrument. Ontology 
is the conceptualized unfolding of the being (Sein) which is thus already anteced· 
ently understood in our pre-ontological dwelling with beings. \\'hat ontology dis
covers-better, what is unveiled, disclosed in ontology-is this inner systematic 
differentiation and intercormection of being. We are compelled to follow out this 
differentiation and intercormection as soon as we enter upon the phenomenological 
analysis and explication of our pre-ontological understanding of being. 

According to Basic Problems, being specifies itself in four different fundamental 
ways. 

(1) It differentiates itself from beings. Being is not a being. This differentiation, 
when explicitly thought, is called the ontological difference. Only in making this 
distinction, says Heidegger, do IAie first enter the field of philosophical research, 
and only by taking this "critical" (Greek krinein) stance do we keep our own standing 
inside the field of philosophy (p. 17). But its significance is more profound. To exist 
means to be in the performing of this distinction. Only a soul that can make the 
distinction has the aptitude to become the soul of a human being (pp. 319-20). 
This vision of the ontological distinction and its meaning carries through the whole 
of Heidegger's thinking. 

(2) Being, as distinguished from all beings, articulates into a what and a way-of
being-the articulation of being. At least that was the traditional way of seeing 
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articulation. Heidegger's effort in dealing with the second thesis is to show that 
this way of construing the articulation of being is faulty and that there must be 
different ways of diB"erentiating a so-called essential and a SC>called existential 
aspect of being. Thus in the case of the Dasein there is no what or essence in the 
ordinary and traditional sense, and the Dasein's existence is not the extantness 
(presence, at-handness) of the traditional ontology, whose thinking of being was 
indifferent as regards the being of a stone and the being of the Dasein. Instead, the 
Uasein's mode of being is Ex.istenz-the specific mode of being that belongs to a 
transcending, intentionalistic being which projects world and thus whose being-in
the-world diB"ers from the mere being within a worfd of natural beings. The artie· 
ulation of being is correlative with the ways or modes of being. 

(3) Being is differentiable in another way. just mentioned: namely, there are 
different ways or mCKies of being. Modern ontology, beginning at least with Des
cartes, had come to the conclusion that natural beings are in a way diB"erent from 
mental beings. The basic ways-of-being, as Heidegger formulates it, are thought 
of as res extensa and res cogitans, natural being and mental being. This conviction 
is shared in the modern tradition from Descartes through Kant to Hegel, according 
to Heidegger, and he chooses Kant as the middle member of the movement to 
examine for the nature, meaning, and ontological roots of the distinction. This 
becomes another step in the de-construction of the tradition and the guidance of 
thinking into a new ontology. What are the multiply possible UldJS·of-being of 
beings? But, too, in what way can they be conceived as ways-of-being? How can we 
conceive being as unitary, given this multiplicity of its ways? The ancient problem 
of the one and the many, or of the univenal and the particular, shows itself here 
in the specific (and radicalized) modality of being and ways-of-being. 

(4) Finally there is the mystery of the connection between being and truth. We 
speak about being in ontology. Ontology is supposed to be a science. We aim to 
express our thoughts about being in the shape of uttered and utterable propositions 
about being. ontological propositions. Languages differ in how they express the 
meaning of being. In our Indo-European tongues we use the copula Mis." We express 
what things are and how they are. We say what the whatness or the whoness of a 
being is, what its way-of-being is, what differentiations there are in modes and ways 
of being. We say that things are. In ontology we say that being is not a being. We 
thereby seem to attribute its own being to being. We also say that being is, just as 
we say that truth exists. In the course of such assertions the very act of asserting 
supposes what it asserts to be true. It supposes that that about which it is asserting 
can exhibit itself (or hide itselm as being, or as not being, what it is asserted to be. 
:\,st:rtion is apophantic. exhibitive: it shows and displays. What is shown must 
it~df show. exhibit itself. appear-that is to say, it must be •true." Falsehood and 
concealment belong here, too. How then does being show itself? What is the rela
tionship between being and it!; showing-as-being? What is the truth-<:haracter of 
ht!ing? If beings appear in the light of being (projected upon the horizon of being) 
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and are only thus under.standable u beings. in what light does being itself show 
(u?OD what horizon is being itself projectible) sou to bt: understandable u being? 

Here chen are four basic problnns of plumtJmenDlogy. Nowhere in these lectures 
does Heidegger demonstrate that there are and must bt: just these four problems, 
formulable in just these ways, as the basic problems. Indeed, with whatever assur
ance Heidegger speaks throughout, there remains the constant realization of the 
possibility of error. "'n the end, ... faulty interpretations must be made, so that the 
Dasein may reach the path to the true phenomena by correcting them. Without 
our knowing where the faulty interpretation lies, we can be quietly persuaded that 
there is also a faulty interpretation concealed within the Temporal interpretation 
of being as such, and again no :arbitrary one. It would run counter to the sense of 
philosophizing and of science if we were not willing to understand that a funda
mental untruth c:an dwell with what is actually seen and genuinely interpreted" 
(p. 322). Nevertheless, this is the way the basic problems are seen. They are basic 
problems as the different aspects of the single basic problem, the question of the 
meaning of being in general. This central problem cannot be adequatdy solved 
unless they are solved and, reciprocally, they cannot bt: adequately solved except 
with the pervasive working of the thinking of being in general. 

Heidegger had this picture before him. We could make our way toward the full 
opening-up of the meaning of being in general by developing eac:h of these basic 
problems and working at their solution. The entire process would be guided by 
our pre-ontological understanding of being but also by what we have already at· 
tained of insight into the meaning of being-and this means, since Being and lime, 
the fundamental horizon of the understanding of being, temporality. That must be 
our guiding clue. Once having attained a grasp of time and temporality in their 
original constirution, we should bt: able to proceed to deal v.ith eac.~ of the four 
basic problems while throughout expanding and deepening our understanding of 
being in general. 

The plan of Bane Problems therefore was clear. It is outlined in §6, pages 23-24. 
Part One would be a new version of the "destruction of the ontological tradition." 
Since the basic problem of ontology self-differentiates into four basic problems, we 
turn to the philosophical tradition for outstanding instances of the anempt to deal 
with these problems in traditional terms. Tradition provides us with four theses: 
those of Kant, the Middle .Ages (and antiquity), the modern period, and logic. 
Kant's criticism of the ontological argument for God's existence led him to declare 
that being is not a real predicate. In the background the ontological difference, the 
distinction between being and beings, is clearly making itself felt here. Our task is 
to penetrate to the origins of Kant's view, unveil his ontological misapprehension 
of the nature of being, and thus de-construct the traditional thought with which he 
operates, leading the way to a new and truer understanding of being. We begin 
with the first ontologic:al thesis, the Kantian thesis (negative: being is not a real 
predicate; positive: being is position, existence is absolute position), and we examine 
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it in this way. The examination lads to our initial comprehension of the first 
ontological problem, that of the ontological difference. We first dearly confront the 
necessity of differentiating being from beings. 

So with the other basic problems. In ach case a thesis about being, drawn from 
the tradition, offers itself for destructive de-construction (Ab-bildung) so as to lad 
us back (re-duction) not only from beings but now from the traditionally mis
apprehended nature of being to a more original conception of the real problem and 
a sense of what would be needed to solve it. 

Given the historic:o-ana.lytic achievement of Part One, we should be ready to 
proceed to Part Two, which also is fourfold, sinoe it is concerned with the four basic 
problems taken as such on their own account as the basic problems of ontology. 
Heidegger classifies them and projects the assignment of a chapter to each of them: 
ontological diH'erenoe, basic articulation of being, modifications and unity of being, 
truth-character of being. At. may be seen, he did not get beyond the first of these 
proposed chapters-no semester could be long enough to bear the burden! It turned 
out to be the largest in size of all the chapters in the work. 

In addition to this projected tratment of the four problems Heidegger had in 
view a third part, also with four chapters, which would have supervened on the 
actual ontology produced in Part Two, s~ it was to have taken ontology itself for 
subject· matter: its foundation, the possibility and structure of it as knowledge, the 
basic methodology it must employ, and what it is, seen as the outcome of all these. 
It would have constituted, so to say, the ontology of ontology itself-the circling 
of ontological method (phenomenology) bade into itself. 

If Heidegger examines four traditional thesa about being and disentangles four 
basic ontological problems connected with them, this efFort is still preliminary 
toward the attack upon the main problem, the question of the meaning of being. 
It is Heidegger's contention here, as it was in Bfing and Time, that this primary 
problem can be resolved only by the temporal approach to ontology. A full expla
nation of his meaning here would require a concentrated analysis of this volume 
as well as Being and Time and subsequent works, including a concentrated statement 
about the meaning of being itself as Heidegger grasped it in these works. That 
explanation goes beyond the function of this introduction. But it is possible to 
indicate the direction in which Heidegger's thinking heads on this matter if we 
examine his notion offundcunent4l ontology and come to see how &.sic Problems, in 
elaborating the discussion of time and being which had been planned for &ing and 
Time, is an articulation of fundamental ontology. 

The following observation may usefully be prefaced. The basic question, that is, 
the /uruuJrnent41 question of ontology. is, What is the meaning of being in general? 
The question of fund4mental ontology is frequently stated by Heidegger as being this: 
How is the understanding-of-being possible? The former question has to do with 
being: it seeks the understanding of being. The latter question has to do with this 
understanding of bring: it seeks to discover the condition of its possibility. The two 
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questions appear to be different. even radically different. since the fint requests a 
certain knowledge. the knowledge of being as such. whereas the second requests 
reiiection on the possibility of that knowledge. Nevertheless, we should not be 
taken in by the verbal (and a.s.soc:iated conceprua.l) difference. Solution of the ques
tion of fundamental ontology-learning how the understanding-of-being is pos· 
sible--is the first step in solving the fundamental question of ontology. the question 
of the meaning of being. The difference is essentiaUy a di1ference of stage in the 
process of ontological inquiry. In a genuine sense the basic question of ontology is 
the question of fundamental ontology, as fundamental ontology develops its own 
fullness of being. It is to be hoped that the following discussion of Heidegger's 
notion of fundamental ontology wiU help to make this observation plausible and 
clear. 

If the term "fundamental ontology· means what it says, then it would seem to 
be designating that pan of ontology which provides the fundamenrum, the foun
dation, for the whole of ontology. What could such a foundaiional pan of ontology 
be? If we were thinking in traditional terms, under the guidance of traditional 
conceptions of being, it would be natural to conceive of the first, basic. part of 
ontology as dealing with being in general, the fundamental concept ofbeing, before 
all modifications of it into special kinds of being, and so forth. Or, in a more 
Hegelian dialectical manner, we might think of it as the i.JUtial part of the entire 
sweep of philosophy, the logic of being as the indeterminate immediate developing 
its full form as idea, and so forth. But that manner of thinking of the science of 
being would be, in Heidegger's eyes, an illustration of what happens to philosophy 
when it forgets the basic distinction between the being of natural things and the 
being of the human Dasein. These cannot be reduced to a single, indefinite, in
determinate. concept of being, without essential loss of meaning. The true concept 
of being cannot be an average concept of what belongs in abstract generality to all 
modes of the being of beings. Being has to be understood in its multiplicity of 
ways, and its unity can be grasped only with that multiplicity clearly in evidence. 
To think of the human Dasein's being as basically and in general the same as that 
of a stone, to think of the existentia of a stone as fundamentally identical with the 
Existenz of the Dasein, would be, for Heidegger, to cover up the truth about 
Existenz, to mistake it and thereby to misinterpret the nature of being. 

The question that stares us in the face and confronts us at the beginning of the 
path of thinking toward being is, How are we to get to be able to understand being? 
Or, speaking with less personal urgency: How is the understanding-of-being pos
sible? This is a unique and peculiar question. It is not the same as asking how the 
understanding of beings is pomble. In a sense we already know the answer to that 
question. It is possible to understand this or that being as a being and as the being 
that it is, if and only if we already understand the being of that being. So for 
instance: it is possible to understand a piece of equipment, such as a hammer, only 
if v.•e already understand hammering, the letting-function of a thing as a hammer; 
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and to understand this letting-function we must understand the integral function
ality-contexture and functionality-relations which permit a being to be a hammer, 
to be allowed to function as a hammer. But we can understand functionality· 
contextures and -relations only if we antecedently understand functionality itself: 
that specific mode ofbeing in virtue of which there can be contextures and relations 
of functionality and a letting-function of things within these contextures and re
lations. The understanding-of-being question is unique because it is a question about 
~ng, not about beings, and because the answer to such a question is still not clear 
to us. For, we may ask, How is it possible to understand the like of functionality? 
Whence do we derive the concept of functionality, if we must already have it btfort 
we ~ encounter any piece of equipment as functionally significant in its being? 
What is the a priori source of the concept of functionality? 

The question about the understanding-of-being is also a p«:Ufi4r one. For it is 
not only about being but about the underst4nding of being. It is not possible to 
undertake here an account of Heidegger's doctrine of understanding, nor is it 
necessary; we need only take note that on rus view understanding-of-being belongs 
to the human being-properly, the human Dasein-a.lone, among all beings. When 
the human Dasein comports itself toward any being it always does so, and must 
by its very constitution do so, through an understanding of the being of that being. 
When the farmer reaps his corn, he deals with the corn as the vegetable being that 
it is: he understands it as plant, with the being that belongs to plant, and to this 
particular kind of plant. Human behavior is mediated by the understanding· 
of-being. If ontological means Mof or belonging to the understanding of being," 
then the human Dasein is by its very constitution an ontological being. This does 
not mean that the human being has an explicit concept of being, which he then 
applies in every encounter with beings; it means rather that before all ontology as 
explicit discipline of thinking, the human Dasein always already encounters beings 
in terms of a pre-ontological, pre-conceptual. non-conceptual grasp of their being. 
Ontology as a scientific discipline is then nothing but the unfolding, in the light 
proper to thought and therefore in conceptual form, of this pre-conceptual under
standing-of-being, Seinsverstandnis. It is the Begreifen, the conceptual com· 
prehension, of what earlier was grasped only in the immediateness of the living 
encoonter. 

We mu.~t not think of being, Sein, as a being, ein Seiendes-as, for example, 
~orne deep principle behind all other beings, serving as their source, their ground, 
their creator. This confusion staned with the beginning of philosophy in the West, 
wnh Thalcs (see Lexicon), and has continued down to the present. But the basic 
ontr,[ogical principle called the ontological difference is precisely this, that being 
and beings are to be distinguished, that being is not any being. The necessary 
Implication is that being cannot be understood in the same way as beings. 1 can 
understand the hammer by understanding functionality; but functionality is not 
another being, on a higher plane than the hammer, which then has stiU another 
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mode of being on a higher plane as its bang. by which it is to be understood. There 
is. as Heidegger makes out, a sequence of projections by which beings are projected 
upon their being to be understood, and then being is itself projected upon its own 
horizon for it to be understood as being. But the sequence terminates there; no 
further horizon is needed. This does not make being a being; but it does indicate 
that the understanding of being is a peculi4T matter which needs special consider
ation i£ ontology, the conceptualized unfolding of the understanding-of-being. is to 
be understood in its possibility. 

The human D&sein is distinguished in Heidegger's view from all other beings 
in that it is the ontological being. the being which alone has understanding-of-being 
and is thus the only being which could possibly have ontology as a science. ·Have
is an unfortunate word. The Dasein doesn't have understanding as a property. The 
Dasein is its understanding. And if and when it develops ontology, the Dasein is 
ontological in this peculiar way: it is its ontology, it exists its understanding-of-being 
within its life-comportments. 

I£ the human Dasein is the ontological being, this means that the understanding· 
of-being, whose existence is the condition of possibility of ontology as a science, 
can be found only in the Dasein's constitution. I£ we wish to understand how the 
understanding·of-bcing is possible, then, we must look to the Dasein and examine 
its understanding and, in particular, its understanding-of-being. By unfolding the 
nature and constitution of this understanding-of-being we should be able to see 
how being is understood, what factors and processes are essential to this mode of 
understanding. 

It is Heidegger's claim that being is not a being; it is not, especially. a being 
which, like the beings of nature, could also bt if and when there is no human 
Dasein. The eanh was, as a natural being. before man evolved to inhabit it. But 
being is not something like the earth. It is not an entity of such a sort that, in 
comparison with the earth's finite being, it might ha\'e, say. a supra-finite being. an 
eternal, supra-temporal being. It is not an entity at all. If we use the word yis" about 
being, saying that it is this or that, is not this or that, or even that it just is, or just 
is not, then this 'is" does not have the same significance as the ·is· in assertions 
about beings. Heidegger sometimes uses the existential phrase ~es gibt" in regard 
to being, with the sense that being is given, so that one can raise the question about 
111hether and how being is given to us. If being is understood by us, then being has 
to be given in some way to us. If understanding-of-being is possible, then the 
givenness-of-being must be possible; and if we are to understand the former pos· 
sibility, then we must gain insight into the latter possibility. 

How is being given to us? How can being be given? Heidegger's answer is, Not 
in some high mode of intuition, not by our bcing spectators of some resplendent 
being, some radiant entity at the height of all beings, say, like Plato's Idea of the 
Good. His claim is that all that is given is given only as projected upon a horizon. 
Projection, which is always also self-projection, is the fundamental nature of all 
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understanding. For Heidegger it essentially involves and itself is transcendence, the 
self-transcendence that constitutes the basic nature of the human Oasein. The 
horizon is the outness upon which every out-there can show up so as to be given, 
taken in, understood. Being is itself the horizon for beings: they are encountered 
and understood c.nly as they are projected upon their own being as horizon. But 
being itself requires another horizon to be projected upon if it is to be understood 
as being. The unique and peculiar and specific character of Heidegger's ontological 
thought here is given with the doctrine that it is time which is this horizon upon 
which being itself is projected. 

In his own language, being is projected upon the horizon of the Da.sein's tem· 
porality. In order for the Dasein to exist as temporalizing time, as the temporal 
being par excellence, it has to have the horizon upon which to project future, paat, 
and present and their unity, which is temporality. This horizon is named by the 
term lemporality: Each Mecstasis" of time--future, past, present-has its own 
horizon. The present has, for example, the horizon that Heidegger calls praesens. 
upon which the Dasein, in the temporalizing act of enpresenti.ng, can project in 
order to have the presence that belongs to the present. The unity of these horizons 
of future, past, and present is the essential unitary horizon of all projection of 
temporality. 
~ing can be given only as projected upon this fundamental horizon, the tran· 

scendental horizon, Temporality. Therefore, being is understandable only by way 
of time. If we are to think being and speak of being, and do it properly without 
confusing being with any beings, then we have to think and speak of it in temporal 
concepts and terms. Ontology is a temporal-that is to say, a Temporal--science; 
all its propositions are Temporal propositions (p. 323). 

In this introduction I do not need to try to outline for the reader the actual 
procedure by which Heidegger develops his argument for this thesis. That is what 
the book itself is for. But it is fitting to emphasize this specific temporal interpre
tation of the meaning of being. It is what Heidegger headed for from the very first 
words of &ing and nme and what he arrived at in the final chapter of &sic Problems 
of Phenomenology. 

The horizon upon which something is projected is what gives understandability 
to the projected. Projection is understanding, understanding is projection. The 
horiu>n is that which, in the projecting, enables undmtanding. It is the source of 
meaningfulness-not meaningfulness as some floating semantic attachment to 
what is supposed to be meaningful, but meaningfulness as the very being of the 
meaningful being. 5 Thus if being is understandable only as projected upon the 

5. Among the complaints one might make against Heideger's pr~ in this work 
there could well be this, that he did not tum specifically to the concept of horizon with 
\Uificient scope and depth to make it fully explicit as a fundamental functioning concept in 
h1s mcxk of thought. It is obviously taken over from Huasrrl, but in Heidegger's new 
ph~no~nology it required to be reviewed and reo-explicated. 
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horizon of Temporality, the constitution of being itself must in some way be 
temporal. 

This conclusion would appear to have drastic consequences. In Basic Problma.s, 
as in Being and n~. Hejdegger places great emphasis on the doctrine that there 
are no eternal truths, that truth exists in the manner of the Dasein's Existenz, 
because truth is the disclosedness which belongs to and constitutes the Da of the 
Dasein. But, then, might one say something similar about being? H being is essen
tially temporal, if even the being that is constituted as extantness (the mere presence, 
presence-at-hand, or at-handness of natural beings) is essentially temporal-and 
so it would be if it were just plain presence, Anwesenheit-then what would happen 
to being if the Dasein were to cease to be? &ng could no Ionge- be given, since 
temporality would no longer be and there would no longer be any temporal horizon 
upon which being might be projected so as to be able to be given as being. And 
then what would happen to the being of the natural beings, which nevertheless are 
supposed to be able to be even without the being of the Oasejn? 

Whether these questions are legitimate in Heidegger's terms and how they are 
to be answered may weD be left to the reader. We must now 6nally return to the 
matter of fundamental ontology and its place in the present work. 

The significance of what Heidegger calls fundamental ontology now begins to 
become clear. Unless we come to see that and how temporality is the horizon upon 
which being is projected in the understanding of being, we shall not be able to 
make the first proper step in ontology. Until we come to grasp the original tern• 
porality which is the source of all possibilities of projection of being, we shall not 

be able to reach to the true meaning of being, the original meaning of which those 
that are presendy current are defective modifications. The beginning of ontology 
which would be its true fundamentum is the beginning with the Dasein. For it is 
only in the Da.sein that this original temporality can be found, this temporality 
which is the being of the Da.sein itself. If the Da.sein's being is being-in-the-world, 
then examination of it shows that this being·in·the-world is essentially care; and 
the structural differentiation and unity of care is precisely that of temporality: 
expecting·retaining-enpresenting as the temporaliz.ing by which temporality has 
the shape of existence. 

We cannot begin in ontology with some abstracdy univenal and indifferent 
notion of being, which might then be broken down into its different kinds, and so 
forth. That notion, the traditional one, stems from the degenerate modification of 
being which we have in mind when we treat every being as an instance of extantness, 
presence-at-hand, the being characteristic of natural things. The only proper be
ginning in ontology is with the original horizon for the projection of being and with 
an equally original projecting of being upon that horizon. We must first get to the 
horizon. 

Therefore, the only proper beginning in ontology is with the being. the Dasein, 
in whose existence the horizon exists. Temporality is the Dasein's basic constitution: 
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the eco;tatic opening of future-put-present through expecting-retaining-enpresent
ing. In this opening, future is projected upon temporality in its futural way, past 
in its retentive way, and present in its enpresenting way. The entire unity of time 
is projected in its entire unity upon the unity of these ecstatic horizons, the ultimate 
ecstatic TemporaJ horizon upon which alone being can be projected. The ultimate 
tran...cendrntal horizon of being is found in the basic temporaJ constitution of the 
Dasein. 

Ontology can only be a temporal science. The beginning of ontology is the 
opening of the path toward Temporality as transcendental horizon. 1'he funda
mentum on which ontology can begin to be realized is that specific ontology which 
discl06es to us temporality as the being of the Dasein. Once we have attained to 
a comprehension of temporality as possible horizon, that is, of Temporality, we are 
in a position to investigate being in general and the different aspects of its structure: 
articulation, modifications and unity, truth-character. We are able to comprehend 
and formulate in conceptual terms the true being that belongs, for instance, to 
equipment, and to differentiate from that and to comprehend in its own temporal 
terms the being that belongs, for instance, to the cultural works of human beings, 
such as their works of art or their forms of religion. 

Accordingly. Heidegger defines fundamental ontology as being the analytic of 
the Dasein. He says in so many words: •Ontology has for its fundamental discipline 
the analytic of the Dasein" (p. 19). This fundamental discipline is the founding 
discipline in ontology. As such it is "the foundation for all further inquiry, which 
includes the question of the being of beings and the being of the different regions 
of being" (p. 224). [n its founding role the analytic of the Dasein pl'q)UU the 
ground for ontology. In this role it is a "preparatory ontological investigation" which 
serves as the foundation. It is preparatory: it alone first leads to the illumina
tion of the meaning of being and of the horiz.on of the understanding of being 
(p. 224). It is only preparatory: it aims only at establishing the foundation for ~a 
radical ontology" (p. 224). This radical ontology is presumably the ontology which 
goes to the root of the problem of being: it goes to the Temporal horizon of 
ontological projection. Once the radicalizing of ontology has been reached, what 
was before only a preparatory and provisional ontological analytic of the Dasein 
mu.st be repeaUd at a higher ltwl (p. 224 ). The course of investigation is circular and 
yet not viciously so. The illumination that is first reached in a preliminary way 
lights the way for the brighter iUumination and firmer comprehension of the second, 
higher, achievement of understanding of being in and through the understanding 
of the Dasein's being. 

When fundamental ontology is conceived in this way it exhibits three aspects 
corresponding to three tasks that it performs. 

11) The first task is to serve as the inauguration, the preparatory ontological 
investigation which initiates scientific ontology, bringing us to the gateway into it. 
This is the shape it takes in &ing and n~, part 1. division 1: ~Preparatory 
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FUDdammral hnalysis of the Dasein." which opens the inquiry. outlines the nature 
of being-in-the-world, worldhood. being--with. being-one's-self, the They, being-in 
(including the very important accou.'lt of the being of the Da), and advances to the 
structure of the Dasein$ being as care. 

(2) The second task is to serve as the mediating pathway which takes us from 
the gateway of ontology into its authentic precinct. This is accomplished in &ing 
12nd Time, part 1. division 2: "The Dasein and Temporality." Examination of the 
Dasein as care already disclosed the threefold unity of its structure due to its 
constitution by temporality, without disentangling the temporality of which it is 
the manifestation. By proceeding to the Dasein's possibilities of wholeness. being
toward-death. authenticity of can-be, and resoluteness as the original authentic 
existential mode of the Dasein's existence, temporality could be unveiled as the 
ontological meaning of care. And then Being 4nd Time proceeded to intapret anew 
the nature of the Dasein's everyday existence and to confront it with the real 
historical nature of Existenz, all of which could be done because of the initial 
iUumination of being in general and the being of the Dasein in particular that had 
been gained by the preparatory and intermediate analysis of the Dasein. The second 
task was concluded -with a first account of the Dauin 's common conception of time. 
which is itself an expression of the Dasein's fallen mode of temporalizing when it 
exists as fascinated by the world and intra worldly entities. 

(3) We are now ready for the third task, which is to bring to conceptual com
prehension the fundamental portions of ontology: the basic meaning of being in 
general and the four basic aspects of being-its difference from beings, its articu
lation into opposed moments (such as essentia and existentia, whoness and exis· 
tence), its modifications and unity (such as the differentiation of the being of natural 
beings and the being of the Dasein, and their unity in terms of being itself), and 
its truth-character (such as, for instance, is revealed in the Da of the Dasein). On 
this third task, which falls wholly within the precinct of ontology, Basic Problems 
of Phmomenology makes the beginning. The destruction of the four traditional 
theses about being, each associated with one of the just-mentioned basic aspects. 
clears the path for the account to follow of the four basic problems. Of these, the 
first problem is examined. In attaining to the examination, the account of the 
Dasein's being and especially of its constitution by temporality. which was started 
in Being 12nd Timt, is continued and developed. For the first time the whole struc· 
ture, constitution, and meaning of temporality is unfolded. Step by step, the analysis 
probes more deeply into the existential constitution of time and the explanation of 
how time as ordinarily conceived and used is derivative from its origins in existential 
temporality. The ultimate transcendental horizon for the projection of being is 
reached in Temporality, of which praesens is exhibited as an exampl-the horizon 
for projection of time's present, die Gegenwart. This third task was not completed 
in &uic Problems. All four of the basic problems would have needed investigation. 
After that, it would have been possible to proceed to the planned inquiry into the 
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nature of ontology itsdf. What its constitution would be, how it would be related 

10 the role of fundamental ontology, how far it would have taken us IJ'OW'Id back 
into the analysis of the Dasein at a higher level-th~ matters can only be the 
subject of speculation.• 

Two further and connected points are all that need occupy us in this Introduction: 
the ontical foundation of ontology in fundamental ontology and the obvious ori
entation of ontology to the Dasein, that is, in traditional language. to the subject. 
the apparent subjectivism which is thus introduced into ontology. 

Heidegger is very definite and clear on the doctrine that the foundation of 
ontology. the science of being, lies ina being, namely, the human Dasein. Although 
the ontological dift"erence draws a sharp line of distinction between being and 
beings. nevertheless, the foundation of the science of being is suppoaed to lie in 
the science of one particular being. Ordinarily Heidegger dearly separates ontology 
from the sciences which deal, not with being as such, but with beings. The sciences 
of beings are all positive science$; philosophy is not a positive science. 1De sciences 
are positive because they posit the beings with which they are oocupied. Ontology 
does not posit any beings, and hence is not a positive science. (See the Lexicon: 
Science.) 

Nevertheless, if the foundation of ontology lies in the being of the Dasein, then 
ontology in its beginning and in its foundation, and in the end, too, has to be 
concerned with a being. In an essential and not merely accidental way it is ontical
pertaining to beings-as weiJ as ontological. To be sure, although fundamental 
ontology must turn to the Dasein, it is not a positive scien~ in the sense that it 
would be concerned to establish in a positive manner the various properties, rela
tionships, laws of behavior, etc., of the Da.sein. Fundamental ontology is not 
anthropology, psychology, or unified social-humanistic science. Even as regards 
so-called philosophical anthropology, fundamental ontology is concerned only to 
extract from its investigation of the Dasein the a priori structures that determine 
the transcendental horizon of being in temporality. Still, with all this qualifi
cation, ontology remains bound to a being, this particular being caUed the human 
Dasein, and precisely because of the inescapable nece55ity placed on it by exis
tence: the horizon for the projection (understanding) of being lies in this being, 
the Dasein. Being discloses itself only by way of this select being, the Dasein. 
Ontology is not another abstract positive science like mathematics. It is not an ab
~tract non-positive science-there is none, unless the tautologies of formal logic 

6. Three senses of the phrase "fundamflltal ontology~ are indicated in the foUowing 
group~ of passages. (I) Passages stressing the ontical founding of ontology: Sein und Zftt, 
pp. 13 .. 194, 268, 301, 377. (2) Pusages stressing the transition to scientific ontology: Scin 
""d z~~. pp. 37-38, 200, 213, 231, 316. 403. (3) Passages in which fundamental ontoiotD' 
~~~ wnh the fundamental question of the meaning of being in general: Sein u..d Zeit, pp . 

. 196,406. 
Set- the lexicon for 001:\Urmces of the phrase "fundamental ontology" in &uic Prohkms. 
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qualify it for that role. Ontology is the doctrine of the revelation of being through 
the temporality which is the being of a cerujn being, the Dasein. 

Does this not introduce an unavoidable subjectivism into ontology, causing being 
to be impregnated throughout with the subjectivity of the human being, labeled 
the Dasein in these pages? Heidegger often recurs to the point that all of philosophy 
is, as he puts it, "oriented to the subject: Even what seems the most naively and 
immediately objectivistic thought, ancient Greek ontology, is nonetheless oriented 
to the subject. For Parmenides, being is identical with thinking. For Heraclitus, 
being is intelligible only as the logos-thinking, thought, and the words which 
express thinking and thought. Heidegger analyzes the fundamental ontological 
categories of Platonic and Aristotelian thcaght :md discaftnl tha1 aU of them ma.ke 
sense only as expressing being by way of the human being's productive comport
ment. Medieval ontology takes over these categories and modifies them by its 
concept of God as absolute creator, but the reference in the categories remains to 
the subject. Kant, as representative of modern thought, interprets being in terms 
of perception and, more basically. in terms of position, positing-both of them 
comportments of the Dasein as subject. German idealism, reaching its denouement 
in Hegel, transforms all being into the being of the subject. 

Although Heidegger wishes to destroy this entire tradition, the destruction is to 
be done not by removing the orientation to the subject but by correcting it. The 
subject which dominates all these categories of the tradition, ancient, medieval, and 
modem, is the subject conceived of as producer, doer, maker, realizer. The beinp 
which are, are products, and their being is that of a product or of an entity involved 
in production; it is the being of the product as equipment, handiness, or of the 
product as simply released from the productive process or as merely ready and 
available (or not-available) for production, extantness, being-present-at-hand. Both 
types of being are understood as presence, Anwesenheit, in their own special ways, 
whether the presence characteristic of equipment (functional presence) or the pres
ence of merely natural things. Energeia, entelecheia, actualitas, Wllklichkeit, ac
tuality, all these expressions for being (on the side of way-of-being) are derivative 
from the subjectivity of the producer, his products, and the consumer of them. 

Philosophy must start from the so-called subject. That is the very conception of 
fundamental ontology: that the meaning of being is revealed, that being is givm, 
only as projected upon the horizon of temporality, and that temporality is the 
constitutive bdng of the so-called subject, the Dasein. That is why, without explicitly 
-realizing what it was doing and why. traditional philosophy too started from the 
subject. If philosophy is to live up to its responsibility as the science of being. then 
it has to make its way through every concealing, limiting, distorting form of un
derstanding of being and press on toward the ultimate origin of all possible un· 
derstanding of being, where being can then be projected in the luminous darity of 
original temporality. Philosophy has to be ·oriented to the subject• in an authentic 
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way. in which the Dasein does not lose itself in the world and does not lose its 
thinking to be captured by the beings of the world. 

Subjectivism is a confusion if it identifies being with the subject or some com
ponent of the subject. But being is not a being; being is not even that being. the 
Dasein. which we ourselves are, each of us. We are here only as the Da in and 
through which beings and their being can be unveiled. Being needs us to be given
the only sense in which one can say that being "is." But being is not given as the 
subject. It is given in ways which vary with the age and the understanding-of-being 
allotted to the Dasein: as ousia, entelecheia, actualitas, position, absolute Idea, 
Geist. and in the modern world, according to Heidegger's later thinking, under the 
aegis of Gestell--that enframing, placing, positioning in which all beings are ex
hibited as stoclc., resource for processing. 

"Philosophy must perhaps start from the 'subject' and return to the 'subject' in 
its ultimate questions, and yet for all that it may not pose its questions in a one
sidedly subjectivistic manner" (p. 155). Philosophy, so far as it looks at beings, sees 
them in themselves, in the being that is their own, not in the being that belongs 
to the subject. Being and the Dasein belong together, they enter into their own 
peculiar identity, because the Dasein's being is temporality; but by way of tern~ 
rality what is disclosed is all being, not the Dasein's being alone. 





THE BASIC 
PROBLEMS OF 

PHENOMENOLOGY 





Introduction 

This course 1 sets for itself the task of posing the basic problerru of phenomenol
ogy, elaborating them, and proceeding to some extent toward their solution. 
Phenomenology must develop its concept out of what it takes as its theme 
and how it investigates its object. Our considerations are aimed at the 
inherent content and inner systematic relationships of the basic problems. The 
goal is to achieve a fundamental illumination of these problems. 

In negative terms this means that our purpose is not to acquire historical 
knowledge about the circumstances of the modem movement in philosophy 
called phenomenology. We shall be dealing not with phenomenology but 
with what phenomenology itself deals with. And, again, we do not wish 

_1. l\ ~elaboration of division 3 of pan 1 of Bting dnd Timt. [The 7th edition of Stin und 
Z~ ITiibingen: Max Niemeyer. 1953) carrirs the following prefatory remark: 
~ The treatise Stin und Ztir first appeared in the spring of 1927 in the }dhrbucla [r:rr 

hrlo.soplur und plaa-logisclat Fonchung. volume 8, edited by E. H~Uml, and simulta· 
ne~ly as a separate printing. 

1 h rhe new imprrs.sion presented herr as the seventh edition is unaltered in its text, 
a 1 ough quotations and punctuation h.ave been revised. The page numbers of the new 
nnerel!Sion agrre down to slight variations with those of earlier editions . 

. fhe caption 'First Half.' affixed to the prn-ious editions. has been dropped. After a 
<JU;~n.,r of a century. the second half could no longer be added without giving a new 
('l(f><"ltum of the first. Nevertheless, the path it took still remains today a necessary one if the 
'-l~t1on ol ht-ing i~ to move our own Dcu.ftn. 
\1 forth ... eluCI(iatiOn of this question the reader is referred tot~ book Ein}uhnmg in d~ 
· rt<lph_ySJk, which i~ appearing simultaneously with this new pnnting under the same 
•rnrnnt It contarns the text of a lecture course given during the summer scm...ster of 1935." 

1 ~ M;~nin Heidegger, Ein}uhrung in d~ Met4playsilt ITUbingt-n: l.\1ax Nil.'meyer, 1953). 
(:an, Ralph ~lanheim,/ntroduction loMelaplaysia I New Haven: Yale University I'm~. 19.59; 

•Hd...n C1ty, New York: Doubleday, l\nchor Books, 1961 ).] 
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merely to take note of it so as to be able to report then that phenomenology 
deals with this or that subject; instead. the course deals with the subject 
itself, and you yourself are supposed to deal with it, or learn how to do so, as 
the course proceeds. The point is not to gain some knowledge about 
philosophy but to be able to philosophize. An introduction to the basic 
problems could lead to that end. 

And these basic problems themselves? Are we to take it on trust that the 
ones we discuss do in fact constitute the inventory of the basic problems? 
How shall we arrive at these basic problems? Not directly but by the round
about way of a discussion of certain individual problems. From these we shall 
sift out the basic problems and determine their systematic interconnection. 
Such an understanding of the basic problems should yield insight into the 
degree to which philosophy as a science is necessarily demanded by them. 

The course accordingly divides into three parts. At the outset we may 
outline them roughly as follows: 

1. Concrete phenomenological inquiry leading to the basic problems 
2. The basic problems of phenomenology in their systematic order and 

foundation 
3. The scientific way of treating these problems and the idea of phenom

enology 

The path of our reflections will take us from certain individual problems 
to the basic problems. The question therefore arises, How are we to gain the 
starting point of our considerations? How shall we select and circumscribe 
the individual problems? Is this to be left to chance and arbitrary choice? In 
order to avoid the appearance that we have simply assembled a few 
problems at random, an introduction leading up to the individual problems 
is required. 

It might be thought that the simplest and surest way would be to derive 
the concrete individual phenomenological problems from the concept of 
phenomenology. Phenomenology is essentially such and such: hence it 
encompasses such and such problems. But we have first of all to arrive at the 
concept of phenomenology. This route is accordingly closed to us. But to 
circumscribe the concrete problems we do not ultimately need a clear-cut 
and fully validated concept of phenomenology. Instead it might be enough 
to have some acquaintance with what is nowadays familiarly known by the 
name "phenomenology." Admittedly, within phenomenological inquiry 
there are again differing definitions of its nature and tasks. But, even if these 
differences in defining the nature of phenomenology could be brought to a 
consensus, it would remain doubtful whether the concept of phenomenol
ogy thus attained, a sort of average concept, could direct us toward the 
concrete problems to be chosen. For we should have to be certain be-
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forehand that phenomenological inquiry today has reached the center of 
hilosophy's problems and has defined its own nature by way of their 

~ssibilities. As we shall see, however. this is not the case-and so little is it 
the case that one of the main purposes of this course is to show that, 
conceived in its basic tendency, phenomenological research can represent 
nothing less than the more explicit and more radical understanding of the 
idea of a scientific philosophy which philosophers from ancient times to 
Hegel sought to realize time and again in a variety of intemaJiy coherent 
endeavors. 

Hitherto, phenomenology has been understood, even within that disci
pline itself. as a science propaedeutic to philosophy, preparing the ground 
for the proper philosophical disciplines of logic, ethics, aesthetics, and 
philosophy of religion. But in this definition of phenomenology as a pre
paratory science the traditional stock of philosophical disciplines is taken 
over without asking whether that same stock is not called in question and 
eliminated precisely by phenomenology itself. Does not phenomenology 
contain within itself the possibility of reversing the alienation of philosophy 
into these disciplines and of revitalizing and reappropriating in its basic 
tendencies the great tradition of philosophy with its essential answers? We 
'>hall maintain that phenomenology is not just one philosophical science 
among others. nor is it the science preparatory to the rest of them; rather, 
the expression "phenomenology" is the name for the method of scientific 
philosophy in general. 

Clarification of the idea of phenomenology is equivalent to exposition of 
the concept of scientific philosophy. To be sure, this does not yet tell us 
what phenomenology means as far as its content is concerned, and it tells us 
even less about how this method is to be put into practice. But it does 
indicate how and why we must avoid aligning ourselves with any contempo
rary tendency in phenomenology. 

We shall not deduce the concrete phenomenological problems from 
some dogmatically proposed concept of phenomenology; on the contrary. 
we shall allow ourselves to be led to them by a more general and preparatory 
d•scus..<;ion of the concept of scientific philosophy in general. We shall 
conduct this discussion in tacit apposition to the basic tendencies of West
l'rn philosophy from antiquity to Hegel . 

. In the early period of ancient thought philosophia means the same as 
sc~ence in general. Later, individual philosophies, that is to say, individual 
SCaences-medicine, for instance. and mathematics-become detached 
from philosophy. The term philosophia then refers to a science which 
underlies and encompasses all the other particular sciences. Philosophy 
becomes science pure and simple. More and more it takes itself to be the 
fin;t and highest science or, as it was called during the period of German 
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idealism, absolute science. If philosophy is absolute science, then the ex
pression "scientific philosophy" contains a pleonasm. It then means scien
tific absolute science. It suffices simply to say "philosophy." This already 
implies science pure and simple. Why then do we still add the adjective 
"scientific" to the expression "philosophy"? A science, not to speak of 
absolute science, is scientific by the very meaning of the term. We speak of 
"scientific philosophy" principally because conceptions of philosophy pre
vail which not only imperil but even negate its character as science pure and 
simple. These conceptions of philosophy are not just contemporary but 
accompany the development of scientific philosophy throughout the time 
philosophy has existed as a science. On this view philosophy is supposed 
not only. and not in the first place, to be a theoretical science, but to give 
practical guidance to our view of things and their interconnection and our 
attitudes toward them, and to regulate and direct our interpretation of 
existence and its meaning. Philosophy is wisdom of the world and of life, or, 
to use an expression current nowadays, philosophy is supposed to provide a 
Weltanschauung, a world-view. Scientific philosophy can thus be set oft' 
against philosophy as world-view. 

We shall try to examine this distinction more critically and to decide 
whether it is valid or whether it has to be absorbed into one of its members. 
In this way the concept of philosophy should become clear to us and put us 
in a position to justify the selection of the individual problems to be dealt 
with in the first part. It should be borne in mind here that these discussions 
concerning the concept of philosophy can be only provisional-provisional 
not just in regard to the course as a whole but provisional in general. For the 
concept of philosophy is the most proper and highest result of philosophy 
itself. Similarly, the question whether philosophy is at all possible or not can 
be decided only by philosophy itself. 

§2. The concept of philosophy 
Philosophy and world-view 

In discussing the difference between scientific philosophy and philosophy 
as world-view, we may fittingly start from the latter notion and begin with 
the term "Weltanschauung," "world-view." This expression is not a transla
tion from Greek, say, or Latin. There is no such expression as 
kosmotheoria. The word "Weltanschauung" is of specifically German coin
age; it was in fact coined within philosophy. It first turns up in its natural 
meaning in Kant's Critique of Judgment-world-intuition in the sense of 
contemplation of the world given to the senses or. as Kant says. the mundus 
sensibilis-a beholding of the world as simple app .. chension of nature in 
the broadest sense. Goethe and Alexander von Humboldt thereupon use 



§2. Philosophy and World-view f6-7] s 

he word in this way. This usage dies out in the thirties of the last century 
~ndcr the influence of a new meaning given to the expression 'Weltan
schauung" by the Romantics and principally by Schelling. In the Einleitung 
zu dem Entwurf eines Systems deT Naturphilosophie nntroduction to the draft 
of a system of philosophy of nature} ( 1799), Schelling says: "Intelligence is 
productive in a double manner, either blindly and unconsciously or freely 
and consciously; it is unconsciously productive in Weltanschauung and 
consciously productive in the creation of an ideal world." 1 Here Welt
anschauung is directly assigned not to sense-observation but to intelligence, 
albeit to unconscious intelligence. Moreover, the factor of productivity, the 
independent formative process of intuition, is emphasized. Thus the word 
approaches the meaning we are familiar with today, a self-realized, produc
tive as well as conscious way of apprehending and interpreting the universe 
of beings. Schelling speaks of a schematism of Weltanschauung, a sche
matized form for the different possible world-views which appear and take 
shape in fact. A view of the world, understood in this way, does not have to 
be produced with a theoretical intention and with the means of theoretical 
science. In his Phiinornenologie des Geistes {Phenomenology of Spirit}. Hegel 
speaks of a "moral world-view."2 Gorres makes use of the expression "poetic 
world-view." Ranke speaks of the "religious and Christian world-view." 
Mention is made sometimes of the democratic, sometimes of the pessimis
tic world-view or even of the medieval world-view. Schleiermacher says: "It 
is only our world-view that makes our knowledge of God complete." 
Bismarck at one point writes to his bride: "What strange views of the world 
there are among clever people!" From the forms and possibilities of world
view thus enumerated it becomes clear that what is meant by this term is 
not only a conception of the contexture of natural things but at the same 
time an interpretation of the sense and purpose of the human Dasein and 
hence of history. A world-view always includes a view of life. A world-view 
grows out of an all-inclusive reflection on the world and the human Dasein, 
~nd this again happens in different ways, explicitly and consciously in 
Individuals or by appropriating an already prevalent world-view. We grow 

. r [In l'ncdrich Wilhelm Joseph von) Schelling. Schdlings WrrM, ed. Manfred Schroter, 
\o 2. P· 271 [The German text erroneously citt."S volume 3. which was the number in the 
'&;malt·<.htion of Schelling's works. Schroter rearranged the order in his edition (fo.·lumch: 

k ·•nd Oldenhourg. 1927). l\ new historical-cntical edition of Schelling's works is in 
~~""' nf pr~-paration and pub heat ion. commi!lliiont.-d by the Schelling Commission of the 
T~"~'." 11 :\cademyof Science~ (Stuttgan-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann (Holzboog). 1979-). 

i.l.ork. from whteh Hetdt>gger quotes is not yet available in this edition.] 
; [In (JeOrg Wilhelm Friedrich! H~d. SOmtl~h .. Wrrkto, ed. Ht."rmann Glockner, vol. 2. 

r,,.JI ff 11~~\ IS the Jubtlee edition, ~ited by Glockner on the basts of the original edition 
;,r<k U<"l~ hy f nt>nds ~f the Dt.'t.-cased, &rim. 1832-11«5. and rearranged in chronological 
, . r 4Stuugan-Bad C.annstatt: Frommann (Holzhoog)l. The first printing was in 1927. 
~lllng the possibility that Heidegger might pe~nally have used this edition. Glockncr'5 is 

>t a cn!Jcal ~'<Inion. J 
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up within such a world-view and gradually become accustomed to it. Our 
world-view is determined by environment-people, race, class, develop
mental stage of culture. Every world-view thus individually formed arises 
out of a natural world-view, out of a range of conceptions of the world and 
determinations of the human Dasein which are at any particular time given 
more or less explicitly with each such Dasein. We must distinguish the 
individually formed world-view or the cultural world-view from the natural 
world-view. 

A world-view is not a matter of theoretical knowledge. either in respect of 
its origin or in relation to its use. It is not simply retained in memory like a 
parcel of cognitive property. Rather, it is a matter of a coherent conviction 
which determines the current affairs of life more or less expressly an4( 
directly. A world-view is related in its meaning to the particular contem~ 
rary Dasein at any given time. In this relationship to the Dasein the world4 
view is a guide to it and a source of strength under pressure. Whethe~
world-view is determined by superstitions and prejudices or is based · 
on scientific knowledge and experience or even, as is usually the case, is _ 
mixture of superstition and knowledge, prejudice and sober reason, it 
comes to the same thing; nothing essential is changed. .,; 

This indication of the characteristic traits of what we mean by t~h-__ 
"world-view" may suffice here. A rigorous definition of it would have to 
gained in another way, as we shall see. In his Psychologie der Welta ' 
ungen, Jaspers says that "when we speak of world-views we mean I 
what is ultimate and total in man, both subjectively, as life-experience 
power and character, and objectively. as a world having objective shape~ 
For our purpose of distinguishing between philosophy as world-view 
scientific philosophy, it is above all important to see that the world-view.· 
its meaning. always arises out of the particular factical existence of ~ 
human being in accordance with his factical possibilities of thoughtfuf1 
reflection and attitude-formation, and it arises thus for this factical DaseiD-1 
The world-view is something that in each case exists historically from. with; 
and for the factical Dasein. A philosophical world-view is one that expressly 
and explicitly or at any rate preponderantly has to be worked out and 
brought about by philosophy, that is to say, by theoretical speculation, to 
the exclusion of artistic and religious interpretations of the world and the 
Dasein. This world-view is not a by-product of philosophy; its cultivation, 
rather, is the proper goal and nature of philosophy itself. In its very concept 
philosophy is world-view philosophy. philosophy as world-view. If philOSO" 
phy in the form of theoretical knowledge of the world aims at what is 

3. Karl Jaspen. PS)'Chologit> der Wdtaruch.tluungm, 3rd ed. (Berlin- [Springer.) 1925), PP• 
1-Z. 
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iversal in the world and ultimate for the Dasein-the whence, the 
u~ithl'r, and the wherefore of the world and life-then this differentiates it 
~om the particular sciences, which always consider only a particular region 
of the world and the Dasein, as well as from the artistic and religious 
attitudes, which are not based primarily on the theoretical attitude. It seems 
to be without question that philosophy has as its goal the formation of a 
world-view. This task must define the nature and concept of philosophy. 
Philosophy. it appears, is so essentially world-view philosophy that it would 
be preferable to reject this latter expression as an unnecessary overstate
ment. And what is even more, to propose to strive for a scientific philoso
phy is a misunderstanding. For the philosophical world-view, it is said, 
naturally ought to be scientific. By this is meant: first, that it should take 
cognizance of the results of the different sciences and use them in construct
ing the world-picture and the interpretation of the Dasein; secondly, that it 
ought to be scientific by forming the world-view in strict conformity with 
the rules of scientific thought. This conception of philosophy as the forma
tion of a world-view in a theoretical way is so much taken for granted that it 
commonly and widely defines the concept of philosophy and consequently 
also prescribes for the popular mind what is to be and what ought to be 
expected of philosophy. Conversely, if philosophy does not give satisfactory 
answers to the questions of world-view, the popular mind regards it as 
insignificant. Demands made on philosophy and attitudes taken toward it 
are governed by this notion of it as the scientific construction of a world
view. To determine whether philosophy succeeds or fails in this task, its 
history is examined for unequivocal confirmation that it deals knowingly 
with the ultimate questions-of nature. of the soul, that is to say. of the 
freedom and history of man, of God. 

If philosophy is the scientific construction of a world-view, then the 
distinction between "scientific philosophy" and "philosophy as world-view" 
vanishes. The two together constitute the essence of philosophy. so that 
what is really emphasized ultimately is the task of the world-view. This 
se~ also to be the view of Kant, who put the scientific character of 
Philosophy on a new basis. We need only recall the distinction he drew in 
the introduction to the Logic between the academic and the cosmic concep
tions of philosophy. 4 Here we turn to an oft-quoted Kant ian distinction which 
~ppan:ntly supports the distinction between scientific philosophy and phi
(}<;(Jphy as world-view or, more exactly, serves as evidence for the fact that 

'" ·I In Immanuel Kants Wl."''k.o, ed. Ernst Ca.o;sirer. \'ol. 8. p. 342 ff. [Edited by Em.,t C'.auirer 
B •t~ ~ h,· c< •llahorauon of Hermann ( ::Ohen. Anur Buchcnau. Otto ~k. 1'\Ihen Garland, and 
(. 'll~rrnann. II \'ok (Bcrlm: Bruno C'..a!l,!;irer, 1912; repnnted, IQU; reis.\ued, Hikksheim: 
:r';'"nbcrg. llJ73). In the C.a~~irer ~-dition, Kant's Logik, edited by i\nur Buchenau, is 

lit l-d Vrnlmmgrn Kants ub.-r L.ogik [Kant's lectures on logic!.] 
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Kant himself. for whom the scientific character of philosophy was central, 
likewise conceives of philosophy as philosophical world-view. 

According to the academic concept or. as Kant also says. in the scholastic 
sense, philosophy is the doctrine of the skill of reason and includes two 
parts: "first, a sufficient stock of rational cognitions from concepts; and, 
secondly, a systematic interconnection of these cognitions or a combination 
of them in the idea of a whole." Kant's thought here is that philosophy in 
the scholastic sense includes the interconnection of the formal principles of 
thought and of reason in general as well as the discussion and determination 
of those concepts which, as a necessary presupposition, underlie our ap. 
prehension of the world, that is to say, for Kant, of nature. According to the 
academic concept. philosophy is the whole of all the formal and material 
fundamental concepts and principles of rational knowledge. 

Kant defines the cosmic concept of philosophy or, as he also says, philoso
phy in the cosmopolitan sense, as follows: "But as regards philosophy in the' 
cosmic sense (in sensu cosmico), it can also be called a science of the· 
supreme maxims of the use of our reason, understanding by 'maxim' ~ 
inner principle of choice among diverse ends." Philosophy in the cosmic; 
sense deals with that for the sake of which all use of reason, including that ofJ 
philosophy itself, is what it is. "For philosophy in the latter sense is indeecll 
the science of the relation of every use of knowledge and reason to the final] 
purpose of human reason, under which, as the supreme end, all other ~endal 
are subordinated and must come together into unity in it. In this . 
mopolitan sense the field of philosophy can be defined by the folio · . 
questions: 1) What can I know? 2) What should I do? 3) What may I hopelj 
4) What is rnan?"5 At bottom, says Kant, the first three questions are·, 
concentrated in the fourth, "What is man?" For the determination of~ 
final ends of human reason results from the explanation of what man is. It ia! 
to these ends that philosophy in the academic sense also must relate. , 

Does this Kantian separation between philosophy in the scholastic sense 
and philosophy in the cosmopolitan sense coincide with the distinction 
between scientific philosophy and philosophy as world-view? Yes and no. 
Yes, since Kant after all makes a distinction within the concept of philoso
phy and, on the basis of this distinction, makes the questions of the end and 
limits of human existence central. No, since philosophy in the cosmic sense 
-------------

5. Ibid. Cf. Immanuel Kant. Critique of Prm: &ason, Btl33. !By cu.~tom, Kant's first and 
second editions of the Kritik tkT TeiPW!n Vemunft are labeled A and 8, r~"Sr~tively. Raymund 
Schmidt's edition (2nd ed. revised, 1930; Philosophische Bihliothck, vo. 37a. Hamburg: F. 
Meiner. 1976). which collates the two German texts, is both good and acce..sihle. Norman 
Kemp Smith's translation. Critique of PuTe Reason, 2nd ed. ~London. Macmillan. N~ York: 
St. Martin's pre:s!<, 1933) is standard. Since both Schmidt and Smith g•w margmal ref~-rences 
to both editions. further citations of this work will giw onl)' the English t1tlc and the 
Grundproblt"ml''s refl"rences.) 
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docs not have the task of developing a world-view in the designated sense. 
What Kant ultimately has in mind as the task of philosophy in the cosmic 
ense. without being able to say so explicitly, is nothing but the a priori and 

:herefore ontological circumscription of the characteristics which belong to 
the essential nature of the human Dasein and which also generally deter
mine the concept of a world-view.6 As the most fundamental a priori 
determination of the essential nature of the human Dasein Kant recognizes 
the proposition: Man is a being which exists as its own end. 7 Philosophy in 
the cosmic sense, as Kant understands it. also has to do with determinations 
of essential nature. It does not seek a specific factual account of the merely 
factually known world and the merely factually lived life; rather, it seeks to 
delimit what belongs to world in general, to the Dasein in general. and thus 
to world-view in general. Philosophy in the cosmic sense has for Kant 
exactly the same methodological character as philosophy in the academic 
sense, except that for reasons which we shall not discuss here in further 
detail Kant does not see the connection between the two. More precisely, he 
does not see the basis for establishing both concepts on a common original 
ground. We shall deal with this later on. For the present it is dear only that, 
if philosophy is viewed as being the scientific construction of a world-view, 
appeal should not be made to Kant. Fundamentally, Kant recognizes only 
philosophy as science. 

A world-view, as we saw, springs in every case from a factical Dasein in 
accordance with its factical possibilities, and it is what it is in each case for 
this particular Dasein. This in no way asserts a relativism of world-views. 
What a world-view fashioned in this way says can be formulated in proposi
tions and rules which are related in their meaning to a specific really existing 
world, to the particular factically existing Dasein. Every world-view and 
life-view posits; that is to say, it is related being-ly to some being or beings. 
It posits a being, something that is; it is positive. A world-view belongs to 
each Dasein and, like this Dasein, it is in each case determined in a factical 
~istorical way. To the world-view there belongs this multiple positivity, that 
m each case it is rooted in a Dasein which is in such and such a way; that as 
such it relates to the existing world and points to the factically existent 

6 ~,.. ~anr. Critique- of Purt Rea.son, IJH.H. 
7 . S.-..· Kant. Critique of Pur~ &a.son, 8868. [Heidegger's is formulation is "Der Mensch ist 

~•n :-;,_,,,.fK)o:s, das al~ Zwcck -.einer sclbst existien." He does not set it~~o~thin quotat~n marks, 
"' pr,•,umably it is not intended to ht- an exact reproduction of Kant's statement. In the 
~"ol~l' n~~..J. Kant does not u.,.. the phra-.e "als Zweck seiner sclbst," "as its own end." What 
the~,~' 1' .E~senual ends are not yct the high~t ends. there can ht- only one highest end (in 

c >mpl~te "Y"tematlc umty of n~asonl. Therefore, they are ('it her the final end or else they 
d~h 'Uhordm,..tc end~ belongmg a.' mean" to the final end. The former is none other than the 
~~o '>It· det('rmination of man. and the phllo!>Ophy of it is calk..! moral philoo;ophy." Be,.tim· 
rnun!l. wh1ch I have translat~'<-1 here as ck>termination, also connotes voc.ation.J 
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Dasein. It is just because this positivity-that is, the relatedness to beings, 
to world that is, Dasein that is-belongs to the essence of the world-view, 
and thus in general to the formation of the world-view, that the formation of 
a world-view cannot be the task of philosophy. To say this is not to exclude 
but to include the idea that philosophy itself is a distinctive primal form of 
world-view. Philosophy can and perhaps must show, among many other 
things, that something like a world-view belongs to the essential nature of 
the Dasein. Philosophy can and must define what in general constitutes the 
structure of a world-view. But it can never develop and posit some specific 
world-view qua just this or that particular one. Philosophy is not essentially 
the formation of a world-view: but perhaps just on this account it has an 
elementary and fundamental relation to all world-view formation, even to 
that which is not theoretical but factically historical. 

The thesis that world-view formation does not belong to the task eX 
philosophy is valid, of course, only on the presupposition that philosophy 
does not relate in a positive manner to some being qua this or that particular 
being, that it does not posit a being. Can this presupposition that philoso
phy does not relate positively to beings, as the sciences do. be justified? 
What then is philosophy supposed to concern itself with if not with beings. 
with that which is, as well as with the whole of what is? What is not, is surely 
the nothing. Should philosophy, then, as absolute science, have the nothing 
as its theme? What can there be apart from nature, history. God, spaoe.,1 
number? We say of each of these, even though in a different sense, that it is.: 
We call it a being. In relating to it, whether theoretically or practically, we: 
are comporting ourselves toward a being. Beyond all these beings thne it 
nothing. Perhaps there is no other being beyond what has been enumerated,, 
but perhaps, as in the German idiom for 'there is,' es gibt [literally, it giveaJ~ 
still something else is given. Even more. In the end something is giveD• 
which mwt be given if we are to be able to make beings accessible to us li' 
beings and comport ourselves toward them. something which, to be sure, is 
not but which must be given if we are to experience and understand any 
beings at all. We are able to grasp beings as such, as beings. only if we 
understand something like being. If we did not understand, even though at 
first roughly and without conceptual comprehension. what actuality sig• 
nifies. then the actual would remain hidden from us. If we did not under· 
stand what reality means, then the real would remain inaccessible. If we did 
not understand what life and vitality signify,then we would not be able to 
comport ourselves toward living beings. If we did not understand what 
existence and existentiality signify. then we ourselves would not be able to 
exist as Dasein. If we did not understand what permanence and constancy 
signify. then constant geometric relations or numerical proportions would 
remain a secret to us. We must understand actuality. reality, vitality. 
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istcntiality. constancy in order to be able to comport ourselves positively 
:ward specifically actual. real, living. existing, constant beings. We must 
understand being so that we may be able to be given over to a world that is, 
so that we can exist in it and be our own Dasein itself as a being. We must 
be able to understand actuality before all experience of actual beings. This 
understanding of actuality or of being in the widest sense as over against the 
experience of beings is in a certain sense eu1rlier than the experience of 
beings. To say that the understanding of being precedes all factual experi
ence of beings does not mean that we would first need to have an explicit 
concept of being in order to experience beings theoretically or practically. 
We must understand being-being, which may no longer itself be called a 
being. being, which does not occur as a being among other beings but which 
nevertheless must be given and in fact is given in the understanding of 
being. 

§3. Philosophy cu ~ of being 

We assert now that being is the proper and sole theme of philosophy. This is not 
our own invention; it is a way of putting the theme which comes to life at 
the beginning of philosophy in antiquity, and it develops its most grandiose 
form in Hegel's logic. At present we are merely asserting that being is the 
proper and sole theme of philosophy. Negatively, this means that philoso
phy is not a science of beings but of being or, as the Greek expression goes, 
ontology. We take this expression in the widest possible sense and not in the 
narrower one it has. say, in Scholasticism or in modem philosophy in 
Descartes and Leibniz. 

A discussion of the basic problems of phenomenology then is tanta
mount to providing fundamental substantiation for this assertion that 
philosophy is the science of being and establishing how it is such. The 
di<JCUssion should show the possibility and necessity of the absolute science 
of being and demonstrate its character in the very process of the inquiry. 
Philosophy is the theoretical conceptual interpretation of being, of being's 
structure and its possibilities. Philosophy is ontological. In contrast, a 
world-view is a positing knowledge of beings and a positing attitude toward 
bem~~; it is not ontological but ontical. The formation of a world-view falls 
outside the range of philosophy's tasks, but not because philosophy is in an 
mc_omplete condition and does not yet suffice to give a unanimous and 
uniVersally cogent answer to the questions pertinent to world-views; rather, 
:: format~on of a world-view falls outside the range of philosophy's tasks 

a use ph1losophy in principle does not relate to beings. It is not because of 
a defect that philosophy renounces the task of forming a world-view but 
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because of a distinctive priority: it deals with what every positing of beings, 
even the positing done by a world-view, must already presuppose essentially. 
The distinction between philosophy as science and philosophy as world
view is untenable, not-as it seemed earlier-because scientific philosophy 
has as its chief end the formation of a world-view and thus would have to be 
elevated to the level of a world-view philosophy. but because the notion of a 
world-view philosophy is simply inconceivable. For it implies that philoso
phy. as science of being, is supposed to adopt specific attitudes toward and 
posit specific things about beings. To anyone who has even an approximate 
understanding of the concept of philosophy and its history. the notion of a 
world-view philosophy is an absurdity. If one term of the distinction 
between scientific philosophy and world-view philosophy is inconceivable, 
then the other, too, must be inappropriately conceived. Once it has beea 
seen that world-view philosophy is impossible in principle if it is suppoeeci 
to be philosophy. then the differentiating adjective "scientific" is no longer 
necessary for characterizing philosophy. That philosophy is scientific it 
implied in its very concept. It can be shown historically that at bottom~' 
the great philosophies since antiquity more or less explicitly took th · 
selves to be, and as such sought to be, ontology. In a similar way. however,' 
can also be shown that these attempts failed over and over again and ~ 
they had to fail. I gave the historical proof of this in my courses of the · 
two semesters, one on ancient philosophy and the other on the history 
philosophy from Thomas Aquinas to Kant. • We shall not now refer t~· 
historical demonstration of the nature of philosophy. a demonstra · 
having its own peculiar character. Let us rather in the whole of the p . 
course try to establish philosophy on its own basis. so far as it is a work 
human freedom. Philosophy must legitimate by its own resources its ~ 
to be universal ontology. j 

In the meantime. however, the statement that philosophy is the science! 
of being remains a pure assertion. Correspondingly. the elimination all 
world-view formation from the range of philosophical tasks has not yet beeD' 
warranted. We raised this distinction between scientific philosophy and 
world-view philosophy in order to give a provisional clarification of the 
concept of philosophy and to demarcate it from the popular concept. The 
clarification and demarcation. again, were provided in order to account for 
the selection of the concrete phenomenological problems to be dealt with 

--The texts of these course~. given in the summer sem~ter 1926 and the winter semester 
19.26-1927. respectively. are planned for publication. as the two volumes numerically 
pre«ding the volume transl;~ted here, m the Marburg University la:tures. 1923-1928 
section of the Lectures, 1923-1944 division of the collected works: Manm Heideggel'• 
GC'S4mt4wg4bto, vol. 22. Gnmdbq,riffr dn 4ntikm Philo:!ophi~. and vol Z3. GtSt:hichtt II# 
Philosophir von ThomtJS v. Aquin bis Kanl Wrankfurt: Vittorio Klo~tt•rmannl 
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next and to remove from the choice the appearance of complete arbitrari· 

n~hilosophy is the science of being. For the future we shall mean by 
''philosophy" scientific philosophy and nothing else. In conformity with this 
usage. all non-philosophical sciences have as their theme some being or 
beings. and indeed in such a way that they are in every case antecedently 
given as beings to those sciences. They are ~sited by them in ad~ance; t~ey 
arc a positum for them. All the propos1t1ons of the non-philosophtcal 
sciences. including those of mathematics, are positive propositions. Hence, 
to distinguish them from philosophy, we shall call all non-philosophical 
sciences positive sciences. Positive sciences deaJ with that which is, with 
beings; that is to say, they always deaJ with specific domains, for instance, 
nature. Within a given domain scientific research again cuts out particular 
spheres: nature as physicaiJy materiaJ lifeless nature and nature as living 
nature. It divides the sphere of the living into individuaJ fields: the plant 
world. the animaJ world. Another domain of beings is history; its spheres 
are art history. political history, history of science. and history of religion. 
Still another domain of beings is the pure space of geometry. which is 
abstracted from space pre-theoretically uncovered in the environing world. 
The beings of these domains are familiar to us even if at first and for the 
most part we are not in a position to delimit them sharply and clearly from 
one another. We can, of course, always name, as a provisional description 
which satisfies practically the purpose of positive science, some being that 
falls within the domain. We can aJways bring before ourselves, as it were, a 
particular being from a particular domain as an example. Historically. the 
actual partitioning of domains comes about not according to some precon
ceived plan of a system of science but in conformity with the current 
research problems of the positive sciences. 

We can always easily bring forward and picture to ourselves some being 
belonging to any given domain. As we are accustomed to say, we are able to 
~hink something about it. What is the situation here with philosophy's 
object? C'.an something like being be imagined? If we try to do this, doesn't 
our head start to swim? Indeed, at first we are baffled and find ourselves 
clutching at thin air. A being-that's something, a table. a chair, a tree, the 
~ky. a body, some words. an action. A being, yes, indeed-but being? It 
ooks hke nothing-and no less a thinker than Hegel said that being and 
noth,ng are the same. [s philosophy as science of being the science of 
nothing? At the outset of our considerations, without raising any false hopes 
~d Without mincing matters, we must confess that under the heading of 

mg we can at first think to ourselves nothing. On the other hand, it is just 
a~· c~rtain that we are constantly thinking being. We think being just as 
0 ten as, daily, on innumerable occac;ions. whether aloud or silently, we say 
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"This is such and such," 'That other is not so," "That was," "It will be." In 
each use of a verb we have already thought. and have always in some way 
understood, being. We understand immediately 'Today is Saturday; the 
sun is up." We understand the "is" we use in speaking, although we do not 
comprehend it conceptually. The meaning of this "is" remains closed to us. 
This understanding of the "is" and of being in general is so much a matter of 
course that it was possible for the dogma to spread in philosophy uncon
tested to the present day that being is the simplest and most self-evident 
concept, that it is neither susceptible of nor in need of definition. Appeal is 
made to common sense. But wherever common sense is taken to be 
philosophy's highest court of appeal. philosophy must become suspicious. 
In "Uber das Wesen der philosophischen Kritik Uberhaupt" ["On the 
Essence of Philosophical Criticism"], Hegel says: "Philosophy by its very' 
nature is esoteric; for itself it is neither made for the masses nor is it 
susceptible of being cooked up for them. It is philosophy only because it 
goes exactly contrary to the understanding and thus even more so to 'sound. 
common sense,' the so.called healthy human understanding, which actuaUY: 
means the local and temporary vision of some limited generation of human~ 
beings. To that generation the world of philosophy is in and for itself a' 
topsy-turvy. an inverted. world." 1 The demands and standards of com~! 
sense have no right to claim any validity or to represent any authority ~ 
regard to what philosophy is and what it is not. · 

What if being were the most complex and most obscure concept? What 
if arriving at the concept of being were the most urgent task of philosophy, a1 
task which has to be taken up ever anew? Today, when philosophizing is~ 
barbarous. so much like a St. Vitus' dance, as perhaps in no other period fA, 
the cultural history of the West, and when nevertheless the resurrection aE 
metaphysics is hawked up and down all the streets, what Aristotle says iD. 
one of his most important investigations in the Mttaphysics has beeD 
completely forgotten. Kai de kai to palai te kai nun kai aei zetoumenon bi 

I. In Hegel, SiimdicM WnM, ed. Glockner, vol. I. pp. 185-U!6. (The quotation depa11l 
from the cited text in two minute points-the entire passage L5 at the top of p. 185. and a 
comma is omitted afkr the word "Verstand." The phr~ "eine verk~hrte W~lt." "a topay
wrvy. an inverted. world," anticipatrs Hegel's later use of it in the Ph~ in a section 
(/\. 3) entitled "Force and Understanding: Appearance and the Supersens.ible World. "It il 
precisely by going contrary to the understanding that the inverted world makes poss.ibl.e the 
passage from consciousness to self-consciousness. and e\•entually to subj4.'Ct. reason. and 
spirit. It is of interest that Hegel was already using this. phrase by 1802, and indeed as~ 
characteristic of what i.~ speci~ll)' philosophical in comparison with ordinary scienUhc 
understanding, and 1 hat Heidegger chooses this early pas.sage. with its. re\'erberations, in d~ 
present context of the discussion of the nawre of philosophical thinking. Heidegger employs 
the phrase several times in these looures; !lee Lexicon: inverted world. More idiomatkaU)' 
one could s.imply sa)'. '"Philosophy's world i$ a craz)' world.") 
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. aporoumenon, ti to on, touto esti tis he ousia. 2 "That which has been act 
sought for from of old and now and in the.fut~re and constantly, ~d t~t o~ 
which inquiry founders over and over agam. 1s the problem What JS beang? 
If philosophy is the science of being, then the first and last and basic 
roblem of philosophy must be, What does being signify? Whence can 

~omething like being in general be understood? How is understanding of 
being at all possible? 

§4, Tlw four thaa about bftng 
cmd ~ &cW problems of pltmornmology 

Before we broach these fundamental questions, it will be worthwhile first to 
make ourselves familiar for once with discussions about being. To this end 
we shall deal in the first part of the course with some characteristic theses 
about being as individual concrete phenomenological problems, theses that 
have been advocated in the course of the history of Western philosophy 
since antiquity. In this connection we are interested, not in the historical 
contexts of the philosophical inquiries within which these theses about 
being make their appearance, but in their specifically inherent content. This 
content is to be discussed critically, so that we may make the transition from 
it to the above-mentioned basic problems of the science of being. The 
discussion of these theses should at the same time render us familiar with 
the phenomenological way of dealing with problems relating to being. We 
choose four such theses: 

1. Kant's thesis: Being is not a real predicate. 
2. The thesis of medieval ontology (&holasticism) which goes back to 

Aristotle: To the constitution of the being of a being there belong (a) 
whatness, essence (Was-sein, essential, and (b) existence or extantness 
(Pxistentia, Vorhandensein). 

3. The thesis of modem ontology: The basic ways of being are the being 
of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res cogitans). 

4 .. The thesis of logic in the broadest sense: Every being, regardless of its 
~a~.tcular way of being, can be addressed and talked about by means of the 

1~· The being of the copula. 

These theses seem at first to have been gathered together arbitrarily. 
looked at more closely, however, they are interconnected in a most inti
mate way. Attention to what is denoted in these theses leads to the insight 

l . . o\rasrode. Mdaphysiro, book Zeta, 1.1028Lo2 ff. 
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that they cannot be brought up adequately-not even as problems-as 
long as the fundamental question of the whole science of being has not been 
put and answered: the question of the meaning of being in general. The second 
part of our course will deal with this question. Discussion of the basic 
question of the meaning of being in general and of the problems arising 
from that question constitutes the entire stock of basic problems of phe
nomenology in their systematic order and their foundation. For the present 
we delineate the range of these problems only roughly. 

On what path can we advance toward the meaning of being in general? Is 
not the question of the meaning of being and the task of an elucidation of 
this concept a pseudo-problem if, as usual, the opinion is held dogmatically 
that being is the most general and simplest concept? What is the source for 
defining this concept and in what direction is it to be resolved? 

Something like being reveals itself to us in the understanding of being, an 
understanding that lies at the root of all comportment toward beinp. 
Comportments toward beings belong. on their part. to a definite being, the 
being which we ourselves are, the human Dasein. It is to the human Dasein 
that there belongs the understanding of being which first of all makes 
possible every comportment toward beings. The understanding of being 
has itself the mode of being of the human Dasein. The more originally and· 
appropriately we define this being in regard to the structure of its being, that 
is to say. ontologically, the more securely we are placed in a position to 
comprehend in its structure the understanding of being that belongs to tbe 
Dasein, and the more clearly and unequivocally the question can then be 
posed. What is it that makes this understanding of being possible at all? 
Whence-that is, from which antecedently given horizon-do we under• 
stand the like of being? 

The analysis of the understanding of being in regard to what is specific to 
this understanding and what is understood in it or its intelligibility presup
poses an analytic of the Dasein ordered to that end. This analytic has the 
task of exhibiting the basic constitution of the human Dasein and of 
characterizing the meaning of the Dasein's being. In this ontological ana· 
lytic of the Dasein, the original constitution of the Dasein's being is reveakd 
to be temporality. The interpretation of temporality leads to a more radical 
understanding and conceptual comprehension of time than has been possi
ble hitherto in philosophy. The familiar concept of time as traditionally 
treated in philosophy is only an offshoot of temporality as the original 
meaning of the Dasein. If temporality constitutes the meaning of the being 
of the human Dasein and if understanding of being belongs to the constitu· 
tion of the Dasein's being, then this understanding of being. too. must be 
possible only on the basis of temporality. Hence there arises the prospect of 
a possible confirmation of the thesis that time is the horizon from which 
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something like being becomes at all intelligible. We interpret being by way 
of time (tempus). The interpretation is a Temporal one. • The fundamental 
subject of res~ arch in ont~logy, as determination of the meaning of being by 
wa~· of time. 1s Temporality. 

Vv'e said that ontology is the science of being. But being is always the 
being of a being. Being is essentially different from a being, from beings. 
Ho,; is the distinction between being and beings to be grasped? How can its 
possibility be explained? If being is not itself a being, how then does it 
nevertheless belong to beings. since, after all, beings and only beings are? 
What does it mean to say that being belongs to beings? The correct answer to 
this question is the basic presupposition needed to set about the problems of 
ontology regarded as the science of being. We must be able to bring out 
clearly the difference between being and beings in order to make something 
like being the theme of inquiry. This distinction is not arbitrary; rather, it is 
the one by which the theme of ontology and thus of philosophy itself is first 
of all attained. It is a distinction which is first and foremost constitutive for 
ontology. We call it the ontologiet1l diffnence-the differentiation between 
being and beings. Only by making this distinction-krinein in Greek-not 
between one being and another being but between being and beings do we 
first enter the field of philosophical research. Only by taking this critical 
stance do we keep our own standing inside the field of philosophy. There
fore, in distinction from the sciences of the things that are, of beings, 
ontology, or philosophy in general, is the critical science, or the science of 
the inverted world. With this distinction between being and beings and the 
selection of being as theme we depart in principle from the domain of 
beings. We surmount it. transcend it. We can also call the science of being, 
as critical science, trarucendenuJI science. In doing so we are not simply 
taking over unaltered the concept of the transcendental in Kant. although 
we are indeed adopting its original sense and its true tendency. perhaps still 
concealed from Kant. We are surmounting beings in order to reach being. 
Once having made the ascent we shall not again descend to a being. which. 
say, might lie like another world behind the familiar beings. The transcen
dental science of being has nothing to do with popular metaphysics. which 
deals with some being behind the known beings; rather, the scientific 
concept of metaphysics is identical with the concept of philosophy in 
general-critically transcendental science of being, ontology. It is easily 
~l'en that the ontological difference can be cleared up and carried out 
;:.ambiguously for ontological inquiry only if and when the meaning of 

mg in general has been explicitly brought to light, that is to say, only 

T,:ln It~ ro(,. a.' condition of pos.~ibility of the understanding uf h<·in~. t~·mporallty is 
rnp•"Jralny ."iee Lexicon: T ('mporality. 
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when it has been shown how temporality makes possible the distinguish
ability between being and beings. Only on the basis of this consideration 
can the Kantian thesis that being is not a real predicate be given its original 
sense and adequately explained. 

Every being is something; it has its what and as such has a specific possible 
mode of being. In the first part of our course, while discussing the second 
thesis, we shall show that ancient as well as medieval ontology dogmatically 
enunciated this proposition-that to each being there belong a what and a 
way of being, essentia and existentia-as if it were self-evident. For us the 
question arises, Can the reason every being must and can have a what, a ti, 
and a possible way of being be grounded in the meaning of being itself, that 
is to say, Temporally? Do these characteristics, what ness and way-of-being. 
taken with sufficient breadth, belong to being itself? "Is" being articulated 
by means of these characteristics in accordance with its essential naturel 
With this we are now confronted by the problem of the basic articulation oJ, 
being. the question of the necessary belonging-together of whatness and ~~ 
of-being and of the belonging of the two of them in their unity to the idea of being: 
in general. 

Every being has a way-of-being. The question is whether this way-of• 
being has the same character in every being-as ancient ontology believed. 
and subsequent periods have basically had to maintain even down to tM: 
present-or whether individual ways-of-being are mutually distinct. 
Which are the basic ways of being? Is there a multiplicity? How is the 
variety of ways-of-being possible and how is it at all intelligible, given the 
meaning of being? How can we speak at all of a unitary concept of being 
despite the variety of ways-of-being? These questions can be consolidated' 
into the problem of the possible modifications of being and the unity of being'~ 
variety. 

Every being with which we have any dealings can be addressed and 
spoken of by saying "it is" thus and so, regardless of its specific mode of 
being. We meet with a being's being in the understanding of being. It is 
understanding that first of all opens up or, as we say, discloses or reveals 
something like being. Being "is given" only in the specific disclosedness that 
characterizes the understanding of being. But we call the disclosedness of 
something truth. That is the proper concept of truth, as it already begins to 
dawn in antiquity. Being is given only if there is disclosure, that is to say, if 
there is truth. But there is truth only if a being exists which opens up, which 
discloses, and indeed in such a way that disclosing belongs itself to the 
mode of being of this being. We ourselves are such a being. The Dasein 
itself exists in the truth. To the Dasein there belongs essentially a disclosed 
world and with that the disclosedness of the Dasein itself. The Dasein, by 
the nature of its existence, is "in" truth, and only because it is "in" truth does 
it have the possibility of being "in" untruth. Being is given only if truth, 
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hence if the Dasein, exists. And only for this reason is it not merely possible 
to address beings but within certain limits sometimes-presupposing that 
the Dasein exists-necessary. We shall consolidate these problems of the 
interconnectedness between being and truth into the problem of the tTUth· 
character of being (veritas transcendentalis). 

We have thus identified four groups of problems that constitute the 
content of the second part of the course: the problem of the ontological 
difference. the problem of the basic articulation of being, the problem of the 
p<l5Sible modifications of being in its ways of being, the problem of the 
truth-character of being. The four theses treated provisionally in the first 
part correspond to these four basic problems. More precisely, looking 
backward from the discussion of the basic problems in the second half, we 
see that the problems with which we are provisionally occupied in the first 
part. following the lead of these theses, are not accidental but grow out of 
the inner systematic coherence of the general problem of being. 

§5. 1"'w cluaraetn' of ontologicdl nwtlaod 
1M three bcaric componmta of plwnomnwlogicdl rrwthod 

Our concrete conduct of the ontological investigation in the first and second 
parts opens up for us at the same time a view of the way in which these 
phenomenological investigations proceed. This raises the question of the 
character of method in ontology. Thus we come to the third part of the 
course: the scientific method of ontology and the idea of phenomenology. 

The method of ontology, that is, of philosophy in general, is distin
guished by the fact that ontology has nothing in common with any method 
of any of the other sciences, all of which as positive sciences deal with 
beings. On the other hand, it is precisely the analysis of the truth-character 
~fbeing which shows that being also is, as it were, based in a being. namely, 
•n the Da.sein. Being is given only if the understanding of being, hence 
Dasein, exists. This being accordingly lays claim to a distinctive priority in 
ontological inquiry. It makes itself manifest in all discussions of the basic 
problems of ontology and above all in the fundamental question of the 
meaning of being in general. The elaboration of this question and its answer 
~~quires a general an~lytic of the D~sein. ?n.tolo~ has for its fun~mental 
~•plme the analyttc of the Dasem. Thts tmphes at the same ttme that 

0.~~ology cannot be established in a purely ontological manner. Its pos
i~ 1 ~ 1~Y is referred back to a being. that is, to something ontical-the 

asem. Ontology has an ontical foundation, a fact which is manifest over 
and over again in the history of philosophy down to the present. For 
e~ample, it is expressed as early as Aristotle's dictum that the first science, 
t e science of being, is theology. As the work of the freedom of the human 
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Dasein, the possibilities and destinies of philosophy are bound up with 
man's existence, and thus with temporality and with historicality, and 
indeed in a more original sense than with any other science. Consequently, 
in clarifying the scientific character of ontology. the first uuk is the demon
stTation of its ontiall foundation and the characterization of this foundation 
itself. 

The second task consists in distinguishing the mode of knowing operative 
in ontology as science of being. and this requires us to work out the meth
odological structures of ontological-tTanscendental differentiation. In early an
tiquity it was already seen that being and its attributes in a certain way. 
underlie beings and precede them and so are a proteron, an earlier. Thei 
term denoting this character by which being precedes beings is the expres-, 
sion a priori, apriority, being earlier. As a priori, being is earlier than bei~J 
The meaning of this a priori, the sense of the earlier and its possibility, -' 
never been cleared up. The question has not even once been raised as td) 
why the determinations of being and being itself must have this character ofj 
priority and how such priority is possible. To be earlier is a determination~ 
time, but it does not pertain to the temporal order of the time that wej 

measure by the clock; rather. it is an earlier that belongs to the "inve~ 
world." Therefore, this earlier which characterizes being is taken by ~ 
popular understanding to be the later. Only the interpretation of being 
way of temporality can make clear why and how this feature of being ear · 
apriority, goes together with being. The a priori character of being and of 
the structures of being accordingly calls for a specific kind of approach 
way of apprehending being- a priori cognition. 

The basic components of a priori cognition constitute what we call p 
nomenology. Phenomenology is the name for the method of ontology. that 
of scientific philosophy. Rightly conceived, phenomenology is the co · 
of a method. It is therefore precluded from the start that phenomenal~ 
should pronounce any theses about being which have specific content, thuit 
adopting a so-called standpoint. · 

We shall not enter into detail concerning which ideas about phenomenol
ogy are current today, instigated in part by phenomenology itself. We shall 
touch briefly on just one example. It has been said that my work is Catholic 
phenomenology-presumably because it is my conviction that thinkers like 
Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus also understood something of philoso
phy. perhaps more than the moderns. But the concept of a Catholic 
phenomenology is even more absurd than the concept of a Protestant 
mathematics. Philosophy as science of being is fundamentally distinct in 
method from any other science. The distinction in method between. say. 
mathematics and classical philology is not as great as the difference between 
mathematics and philosophy or between philology and philosophy. The 
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breadth of the difference between philosophy and the positive sciences, to 
which mathematics and philology belong, cannot at all be estimated quan
titatively. In ontology, being is supposed to be grasped and comprehended 
conceptually by way of the phenomenological method, in connection with 
which we may observe that, while phenomenology certainly arouses lively 
interest today. what it seeks and aims at was already vigorously pursued in 
Western philosophy from the very beginning. 

Being is to be laid hold of and made our theme. Being is always being of 
beings and accordingly it becomes accessible at first only by starting with 
some being. Here the phenomenological vision which does the apprehend
ing must indeed direct itself toward a being, but it has to do so in such a way 
that the being of this being is thereby brought out so that it may be possible 
to thematize it. Apprehension of being, ontological investigation, always 
turns. at first and necessarily, to some being; but then, in a JITecUe way, it is 
led at.WJy from that being and led back to its being. We call this basic 
component of phenomenological method-the leading back or re-duction 
of investigative vision from a naively apprehended being to being-phe
nomenological reduction. We are thus adopting a central term of Husserl's 
phenomenology in its literal wording though not in its substantive intent. 
For Hwserl, phenomenological reduction, which he worked out for the first 
time expressly in the Ideas Toward a Pure Phenomenology and Phenom
erwlogical Philosophy (1913), is the method of leading phenomenological 
vision from the natural attitude of the human being whose life is involved in 
the world of things and persons back to the transcendental life of conscious
ness and its noetic-noematic experiences, in which objects are constituted as 
correlates of consciousness. For us phenomenological reduction means 
leading phenomenological vision back from the apprehension of a being, 
whatever may be the character of that apprehension, to the understanding 
of the being of this being (projecting upon the way it is unconcealed). Like 
every other scientific method, phenomenological method grows and 
changes due to the progress made precisely with its help into the subjects 
~er investi~ation. Scientific method is never a technique. As soon as it 

omes one 1t has fallen away from its own proper nature. 
b P.heno~enological reduction as the leading of our vision from beings 

1 ack to bemg nevertheless is not the only basic component of phenomeno
oglcal method; in fact. it is not even the central component. For this 
gulcLnce of vision back from beings to being requires at the same time that 
We shQuld bring ourselves forward positively toward being itself. Pure 
aversion from beings is a merely negative methodological measure which 
not only nt.--eds to be supplemented by a positive one but expressly requires 
U.o; to he led toward being; it thus requires guidance. Being does not become 
accessible like a being. We do not simply find it in front of us. As is to be 
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shown, it must always be brought to view in a free projection. This 
projecting of the antecedently given being upon its being and the structwa 
of its being we call phenomenological construction. 

But the method of phenomenology is likewise not exhausted by phenom
enological construction. We have heard that every projection of being 
occurs in a reductive recursion from beings. The consideration of being 
takes its start from beings. This commencement is obviously always deter
mined by the factual experience of beings and the range of possibilities of 
experience that at any time are peculiar to a factical Dasein, and hence to the 
historical situation of a philosophical investigation. It is not the case that at 
all times and for everyone all beings and all specific domains of beings ue: 
accessible in the same way; and, even if beings are accessible inside tbi! 
range of experience, the question still remains whether, within naive~ 
common experience, they are already suitably understood in their s~ 
mode of being. Because the Dasein is historical in its own exist~ 
possibilities of access and modes of interpretation of beings are the§ml · 
diverse, varying in different historical circumstances. A glance at the · . · 
of philosophy shows that many domains of beings were discovered 
early-nature, space, the soul-but that, nevertheless, they could not • 
be comprehended in their specific being. As early as antiquity a common~ 
average concept of being came to light, which was employed for~~ 
interpretation of all the beings of the various domains of being and 
modes of being, although their specific being itself, taken expressly in 
structure, was not made into a problem and could not be defined. 
Plato saw quite well that the soul, with its logos, is a being different from·i 
sensible being. But he was not in a position to demarcate the specific modiJ. 
of being of this being from the mode of being of any other being or ~ 
being. Instead. for him as well as for Aristotle and subsequent thinba 
down to Hegel. and all the more so for their successors, all ontological 
investigations proceed within an average concept of being in general. EYIIl 
the ontological investigation which we are now conducting is determined by 
its historical situation and, therewith. by certain possibilities of approaching 
beings and by the preceding philosophical tradition. The store of basic 
philosophical concepts derived from the philosophical tradition is still 50 

influential today that this effect of tradition can hardly be overestimated. It 
is for this reason that all philosophical discussion, even the most radical 
attempt to begin all over again, is pervaded by traditional concepts and thus 
by traditional horizons and traditional angles of approach, which we cannot 
assume with unquestionable certainty to have arisen originally and gen· 
uinely from the domain of being and the constitution of being they claim to 
comprehend. It is for this reason that there necessarily belongs to the 
conceptual interpretation of being and its structures, that is, to the reductive 
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construction of being. a destTuction-a critical process in which the tradi
tional concepts, which at first must n~ssarily be employed, are de
onstructed down to the sources from wh1ch they were drawn. Only by 
~cans of this destruction can ontology fully assure itself in a phenomeno
logical way of the genuine character of its concepts. 

These three basic components of phenomenological method-reduc
tion. construction, destruction-belong together in their content and must 
receive grounding in their mutual pertinence. Construction in philosophy is 
necessarily destruction, that is to say, a de-constructing of traditional 
concepts carried out in a historical recursion to the tradition. And this is not 
a negation of the tradition or a condemnation of it as worthless: quite the 
reverse, it signifies precisely a positive appropriation of tradition. Because 
destruction belongs to construction, philosophical cognition is essentially at 
the same time, in a certain sense, historical cognition. "History of philoso
phy." as it is called. belongs to the concept of philosophy as science, to the 
concept of phenomenological investigation. The history of philosophy is 
not an arbitrary appendage to the business of teaching philosophy, which 
provides an occasion for picking up some convenient and easy theme for 
passing an examination or even for just looking around to see how things 
were in earlier times. Knowledge of the history of philosophy is intrinsically 
unitary on its own account, and the specific mode of historical cognition in 
philosophy differs in its object from all other scientific knowledge of history. 

The method of ontology thus delineated makes it possible to characterize 
the idea of phenomenology distinctively as the scientific procedure of 
philosophy. We therewith gain the possibility of defining the concept of 
philosophy more concretely. Thus our considerations in the third part lead 
back again to the starting point of the course. 

§6. Outline of the coune 

The path of our thought in the course will accordingly be divided into three 
parts: 

Part One. Phenomenological-critical discussion of several traditional 
theses about being 

Part Two. The fundamental-ontological question about the meaning 
of being in general. The basic structures and basic ways of 
being 

Part Three. The scientific method of ontology and the idea of phe
nomenology 
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Part One consists of four chapters: 

1. Kant's thesis: Being is not a real predicate. 
2. The thesis of medieval ontology which goes back to Aristotle: To the 

being of a being there belong whatness (essential and existence 
(existentia, extantness). 

3. The thesis of modem ontology: The basic ways of being are the being 
of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res cogitans). 

4. The thesis of logic: Every being, regardless of its particular way of 
being, can be addressed and talked about by means of the "is." The 
being of the copula. 

Part Two correspondingly has a fourfold division: 

1. The problem of the ontological difference (the distinction between 
being and beings). 

2. The problem of the basic articulation of being (essentia, existentia). 
3. The problem of the possible modifications of being and the unity of 

its manifoldness. 
4. The truth-character of being. 

Part Three also divides into four chapters: 

1. The ontical foundation of ontology and the analytic of the Dasein as 
fundamental ontology. 

2. The apriority of being and the possibility and structure of a priori 
knowledge. 

3. The basic components of phenomenological method: reduction, con
struction, destruction. 

4. Phenomenological ontology and the concept of philosophy. 



PART ONE 

Critical Phenomenological Discussion of 
Some Traditional Theses about Being 
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Chapter One 

Kant's Thesis: Being Is Not a Real 
Predicate 

§7. The content oftlw Kanticm theN 

Kant discusses his thesis that being is not a real predicate in two places. One 
is a small essay, Der einzig miigliche BtwtisgTund zu einer Demonstration dts 
Daseins Gottes ffhe sole possible argument for a demonstration of God's 
existence} (1763). This work belongs to Kant's so-called pre-critical period, 
the period before the Critique of Pure RetOOR (1781). It falls into three parts. 
Our thesis is dealt with in the first part, which discusses the basic questions 
and divides into four considerations: (1) "On existence in general"; (2) "On 
inner possibility insofar as it presupposes an existence"; (3) "On absolutely 
necessary existence"· (4) "Argument for a demonstration of God's exis
tence." 

Kant discusses the thesis again in his Critique of Pure Reason (first edition, 
A, 1781; second edition, B. 1787), specifically in the "Transcendental 
logic." Our citations will henceforth be from the second edition (8). 
:Transcendental logic," or, as we may also say, the ontology of nature. falls 
Into two parts: "transcendental analytic" and "transcendental dialectic." In 
the_transcendental dialectic, book 2, chapter 3, section 4 (8 620 ff), Kant 
~gam takes up the thesis he discusses in the Beweisgrund essay. The section 
~:.~~tied 'The Impossibility of an Ontological Proof of the Existence of 

. In both places, in the Beweisgrund and in the Critique, the thesis is treated 
10 th~ same way. For the purpose of our exposition, in which we propose to 
~amme this thesis in detail, we shall refer to both these works. We may cite 
t ern briefly as Beweisgrund and Critique, references to the former being 
rnade according to Ernst Cassirer's edition of Kant's works. Before we 

27 
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elucidate the content of the Kantian thesis, let us characterize briefly the 
pertinent essentials of the context in which it is discussed in both places. 

First of all. however. a general terminological observation is required. J\a 
the title of the Beweisgrund indicates, Kant is speaking of the proof of the 
existence of God. He speaks similarly of the existence of things outside us, of 
the existence of nature. This concept of existence, Dasein, corresponds in 
Kant to the Scholastic term existentia. Kant therefore often uses the expres
sion "Existenz," "actuality" ('Wirklichkeit"J, instead of "Dasein." In con· 
trast, our own terminological usage is a different one, which. as will appear, 
is grounded in the nature of the case. For what Kant calls existence, using 
either Dasein or Existenz, and what Scholasticism calls existentia, we1 
employ the terms "Vorhandensein," "being-extant," "being-at-hand," orj 
"Vorhandenheit," "extantness." These are all names for the way of being of: 
natural things in the broadest sense. As our course proceeds, the choice~ 
these expressions must itself be validated on the basis of the specific sense ot1 
this way of being-a way of being that demands these expressions: thinp: 
extant, extantness, being-at-hand. In his terminology Husserl follows 
and thus utilizes the concept of existence, Dasein, in the sense of being 
extant. For us, in contrast, the word "Dasein" does not designate, as it 
for Kant, the way of being of natural things. It does not designate a way 
being at all, but rather a specific being which we ourselves are, the hu 
Dasein. We are at every moment a Dasein. This being. the Dasein, · 
every other being. has a specific way of being. To this way of the Daseir{ 
being we assign the term "Existenz," "existence"; and it should be 
here that existence or the expression "the Dasein exists" is not the 
determination of the mode of being belonging to us. We shall " 
acquainted with a threefold determination of this kind, which is of ~j 
rooted in a specific sense in existence. For Kant and Scholasticism existeDCI• 
is the way of being of natural things. whereas for us, on the contrary, it is the! 
way of being of Dasein. Therefore, we might, for example, say "A body:, 
does not exist; it is, rather, extant." In contrast. Daseins, we ourselves, are 
not extant; Dasein exists. But the Dasein and bodies as respectively existenl 
or extant at each time aTe. Accordingly. not every being is an extant entity, 
but also not everything which is not an extant entity is therefore also a non
being or something that is not. Rather. it can exist or, as we have yet to see, 
subsist or have some other mode of being. 

The Kantian or the Scholastic concept of Teality must be sharply distin
guished from the Kantian concept of existence in the sense of presence-at• 
hand as a way of being of things and from our own terminology of 
extantness. In Kant as well as in Scholasticism, which he follows, the 
expression "reality" does not mean what is commonly understood today by 
the concept of reality in speaking, for example, about the reality of the 
external world. In contemporary usage reality is tantamount to actuality or 
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. t nee in the sense of extantness. presence-at-hand. The Kant ian concept 
~~sc · I U d · · of reality is altogether diffe~nt, as we sha I see. n ersta.ndmg. the th~s1s 
that being is not a real predicate depends on understanding this Kant1an 

concept of reality. . . . . . . . 
Before beginning the mterpretat1on of th1s thes1s, 1t will be worthwhile to 

characterize briefly the pertinent context in which it appears. This context 
strikes the eye on reading the title of the work first mentioned as well as the 
heading of the relevant section of the Critique of Pure Remon. It deals with 
the proof of the existence, actuality, and-in our terms-extantness of 
God. We are confronted by the striking fact that Kant discusses the most 
general of all the concepts of being where he is dealing with the knowability 
of a wholly determinate, distinctive being, namely, God. But, to anyone 
who knows the history of philosophy (ontology), this fact is so little surpris
ing that it rather just makes clear how directly Kant stands in the great 
tradition of ancient and Scholastic ontology. God is the supreme being, 
summum ens, the most perfect being, ens perfectissimum. What most 
perfectly is, is obviously most suited to be the exemplary being, from which 
the idea of being can be read off. God is not merely the basic ontological 
example of the being of a being; he is at the same time the primal ground of 
all beings. The being of the non-divine, created entity must be understood 
by way of the being of the supreme being. Therefore it is no accident that 
the science of being is oriented in a distinctive sense toward the being which 
is God. This goes so far that Aristotle already caJled prote philosophia, first 
philosophy, by the name of theologia. 1 We should take note here that this 
concept of theology has nothing to do with the present-day concept of 
Christian theology as a positive science. They have only the name in 
common. This orientation of ontology toward the idea of God came to have 
a decisive significance for the subsequent history of ontology and for 
ontology's destiny. It is not our present concern to deal here with the 
legitimacy of this orientation. It is enough that there is nothing surprising 
about the fact that Kant discussed the concept of being or existence in the 
context of the possibility of our knowledge of God. More precisely, what 
~t w~ occupied with was the possibility of that proof of the existence of 

1. wh1ch he was the first to call the ontological proof. There comes to 
.1ght here a remarkable phenomenon which we shall repeatedly encounter 
10 philosophy before Kant and also in post-Kantian philosophy, and in its 
most extreme form in Hegel. namely, that the problem ofbeing in general is 
~ost closely bound up with the problem of God. the problem of defining 

ts essence and demonstrating his existence. We cannot here discuss the 
rea.'>on for this remarkable connection, which nevertheless is in the first 
Instance II . not at a a mere matter of course, for that would requue us to 

1· .'\riMolle. Met.Jplaysicd, book E(Y.>ilon~026-19: book Kappa. 7.HJ6.1h3. 
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discuss the foundations of ancient philosophy and metaphysics. The fact 
persists even in Kant and it proves, quite externally to begin with, that 
Kant's mode of inquiry still proceeds wholly within the channel of tradi
tional metaphysics. In the places mentioned Kant deals with the possibility 
of the ontological proof. A peculiar feature of this proof is that it tries to 
infer God's existence from his concept. The philosophical science which in 
Kant's opinion starts purely from concepts and tries dogmatically to settle 
something about that which is, is ontology or, in traditional language, 
metaphysics. That is why Kant calls this proof from the concept of God the 
ontological proof, where "ontological" is equivalent in signification to dog
matical, metaphysical. Kant does not himself deny the possibility of meta
physics but is in search precisely of a scientific metaphysics, a scientific 
ontology, the idea of which he defines as a system of transcendental 
philosophy. 

The ontological proof is old. It is commonly traced back to Anselm « 
Canterbury (1033-1109). Anselm proposed his proof in a short treatise. 
PToslogium seu alloquium de Dei existentia {Proslogium, or discourse on the 
existence of God]. In chapter 3, "Proslogium de Dei existentia," the ral 
core of the proof is presented. In the literature this proof is frequently called 
the Scholastic proof of God's existence. The term is inappropriate l:>eca.-e 
in many cases it was precisely medieval Scholasticism which challenged tbe 
logical validity and cogency of this proof. It was not Kant but Thomas 
Aquinas who first contested the logical validity of this proof, whereu 
Bonaventura and Duns Scotus admit the proof. But the Kantian refutatioll 
of the possibility of the ontological proof is much more radical and thor
oughgoing than that given by Thomas. 

The characteristic feature of this proof is the attempt to infer God'a 
existence from his concept. The determination that God is the most perfect 
being, ens perfectissimum, belongs to his concept, the idea of him. The 
most perfect being is the one that can lack no possible positive characteristiC 
and that possesses every positive characteristic in an infinitely perfect way. 
It is impossible that the most perfect being, such as we think God to be ill 
our concept of him, should not have any given positive characteristic. ID 
conformity with the concept of it, every defect is excluded from this being. 
Therefore also, manifestly. or even before all else, that it is, its existence• 
belongs to the perfection of the most perfect being. God is not what he is, i.n 
accordance with his essential nature as the most perfect being. unless he 
exists. That God exists thus follows from the concept of God. The proof 
declares: If God is thought according to his essence, that is to say. accordin8 
to his concept. then his existence must be thought along with it. This readilY 
suggests the question, Does it follow therefrom that we must think God~ 
existing, think his existence? We cannot here go into the provenance of thiS 
proof, which reaches back beyond Anselm to Boethius and Dionysius the 
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:\reopagite. and thus to Neoplatonism; nor can we examine the various 
odifications it has undergone and the attitudes that have been taken 

tn ward it in the history of philosophy. We shall only in passing describe the 
:~ew of Thomas Aquinas because it is suitable as a background against 
which to bring the Kantian refutation into sharpest outline. 

Thomas ,-\quinas discusses and criticizes the possibility of the ontological 
proof of God's existence, which he does not yet call by this name, in four 
places: ( 1) the Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Sentences 1, 
dist. 3. qu. 1. art. 2 ad 4; (2) Summa theologica 1, qu. 2. art. 1; (3) Summa 
amtra gentiles 1, chaps. 10-11; (4) De veritate, qu. 10, art. 12. The last 
mentioned is the most lucid of these accounts. In this place Thomas raises 
the question utrum deum esse sit per se notum menti humanae, sicut prima 
principia demonstrationis, quae non possunt cogitari non esse; "whether 
God is known to the human intellect by himself and in himself like the first 
principles of demonstration [the law of identity, the law of contradiction), 
which cannot be thought as not being." Thomas asks: Do we know about 
God's existence with the aid of God's concept. according to which he cannot 
not exist? In section 10 we read: Ad hoc autem quod sit per se notum, 
oportet quod nobis sit cognita ratio subjecti in qua conduditur praedicatum. 
In Thomas' discussion, too, something like a predicate appears, just as it 
does in the Kantian thesis that being is not a real predicate. "For something 
to be known in itself. to be intelligible of itself, nothing else is required save 
that the predicate which is asserted of the being in question is de ratione 
subjecti. from the concept of the subject." Ratio is equivalent in meaning to 
essentia or natura or, as we shall see. reality. In this case the subject cannot 
be thought without that which appears in the predicate. But in order for us 
to have such a cognition. which Kant later called an analytic cognition. that 
~ to say. in order for us to be able to infer a thing's characteristics 
unmediately from its essence, it is necessary that the ratio subjecti, the 
CO~t of the thing, should be known to us. For the proof of God's 
~tstence this implies that the concept of God. his whole essence, must be 
discernible to us. Sed quia quidditas Dei non est nobis nota, ideo quoad nos 
Deum esse non est per se notum, sed indiget demonstratione. Ideo nobis 
necessarium est. ad hoc cognoscendum, demonstrationes habere ex ef· 
fectibus sumptas. But since the quidditas, what God is, his whatness, his 
~~cc. is not known to us. since with respect to us God is not transparent 
10 has essence, but requires proof based on the experience of what he has 
~=~ted, therefore, the ~emonstration ?f G~'s existence from his concept 

s adequate groundmg of the startmg-pomt of the proof. namely, the 
concept. 

i According to Thomas the ontological proof is impossible because. stan
o~tut from ourselves, we are not i.n a position :o ex~und .the pure concept 

od so as to demonstrate from tt the neccsstty of hts extstence. We shall 
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see that it is at a different place that Kant tackles the ontological proof 
critically. attacks its real nerve, and thus first really unhinges it. 

In order to discern more clearly this place in the ontological proof on 
which the Kantian criticism makes its assault, we shall give to this proof the 
formal shape of a syllogism. 

Major premise: God, by his concept, is the most perfect being. 
Minor premise: Existence belongs to the concept of the most perfect being. 
Conclusion: Therefore God exists. 

Now Kant does not dispute that by his concept God is the most perfi 
being. nor does he contest the existence of God. With regard to the form 1 

the syllogism, this means that Kant leaves undisturbed the major p 
and the conclusion. If he nevertheless attacks the proof, the attack can 
only upon the minor premise, which says that existence belongs to 
concept of the most perfect being. The thesis of Kant, whose pheno 
logical interpretation we are taking as our theme, is nothing but 
fundamental denial of the possibility of the assertion laid down in the • . 
premise of the ontological proof. Kant's thesis that being or existence is 
a real predicate does not assert merely that existence cannot belong to 
concept of the most perfect being or that we cannot know it to belong 
that concept (Thomas). It goes further. It says, fundamentally. that 
thing like existence does not belong to the determinateness of a concept~ 
all. 

We must first show how Kant argues for his thesis. In this way it 
become clear of itself how he explicates the concept of existence, in 
sense of extantness. 

The first section of the Beweisgrund divides into four disquisitions, .11 
first of which is "On existence in general." It discusses three theses ~ 
questions: ( 1) "Existence is not a predicate or determination of any thing .. 
all"; (2) "Existence is the absolute position of a dting and thereby~~ 
from any sort of predicate, which, as such, is posited at each time merely 
relatively to another thing": (3) "Can I really say that there is more ill 
existence than in mere possibility?" 

The first proposition, "Existence is not a predicate or determination of 
any thing at all," is a negative characterization of the nature of existence. 
The second proposition gives a positive definition of the ontological sense 
of existence-existence equals absolute position. The question enunciated 
in the third place takes a stand toward a contemporary explication of the 
concept of existence, such as was given by Wolff or his school. according to 
which existence signifies complementum possibilitatis: the actuality of a 
thing, or its existence, is the complement of its possibility. 

A more concise treatment of the same thesis is to be found in the Critique 
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0 Pure Reason . .z The first. ~roposit_ion from the Beweisgrund ~oincides with 
t~ proposition in the C':'ttque whtch we ch.?se_as a_ formu~atton of the first 
thesis and which reads m full as fol~ows: Bemg ts manifestly not a real 

redicate, that is. a concept of somethmg that could be added to the concept 
pt a thing." This proposition is followed by another, which defines the 
0 ature of being or existence positively and likewise coincides with the 
:'econd proposition of the &weisgrund. Being "is merely the position of a 
thing or of certain determinations in themselves." No distinction is made to 
begin with between being in general and existence. 

First of all. what is meant by the negative thesis that being is not a real 
predicate or. as Kant also says. that being is not at all a predicate of a thing? 
That being is not a real predicate signifies that it is not a predicate of a Tes. It 
is not a predicate at all. but mere position. Can we say that existence is not a 
predicate at all? Predicate means that which is asserted in an assertion 
(judgment). But then existence is surely asserted when I say "God exists" or, 
in our terminology. "The mountain is extant." Being extant and existing are 
certainly asserted here. This seems to be the case and Kant himself stresses 
it. 'This statement [Existence is not at all a predicate of any thing what
soever] seems strange and paradoxical, yet it is undoubtedly certain."3 

What about the question whether existence is or is not asserted, is or is 
not a predicate? How does Kant define the nature of predication? According 
to him the formal concept of assertion is the combining of something with 
something. The basic action of the understanding, according to him, is the 
HI combine." This characterization of the nature of assertion is a purely 
formal definition or, as Kant also says. a formal-logical characterization, in 
which abstraction is made from what it is that is combined with something 
else. Each predicate is always something determinate, material. Formal 
logic thematizes only the form of predication in general, relation, combina
tion, separation. As we say. abstraction is made in it from any real content 
the predicate may have, and similarly with the subject. It is a logical 
characterization of assertion with regard to its emptiest form, that is to say. 
fonnally. as a relating of something to something or as a combining of the 
two . 

• ,.J L~..lnt. Cntiqut of Purr Reason, ll626 ff. [The text's note here cites R. Schmidt as t."<iilor 
1 • !'l.lo:mo.>r as puhhsher.] 

-~ K.-mt. ~u~nd. in lmmanucol Kanu Wer~. ed. Emsl Cassirer, vol. 2, p. 76. [Der 
"~1: mo~:lcch~ lku~tU~nd zu tiner lkmotutration dts Damns Gottn (The !!Ole possible 
~~.!(lament for a demon~trdlion of God's existence). This work appears in volume 2 of !he 
&h'lrt>r t'\iit1on .. h may be found also in volume 2 of the Academy edition: Gelamm~ll~ 
1\c:arif~m •. beg~m an 1902 by thto Prus~ian Academy ?fScienc..'s, _and continued by ~he German 
and ~m~ ofScaenc~. Be!lm, and the Academy ofScat.'TlC<."li. (rOttmgl"ll, 28 \'ok an 32 (Berlan 

• fNI York: W. de Gruyter. 1978-1; thas as a crat1cal t."<iataon.l 
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If we orient ourselves in this way toward the formal-logical concept of 
predication and the predicate. we cannot yet decide whether existence is a 
predicate. For existence has a specific content; it says something. Therefore, 
we must ask more precisely: Is existence a real predicate or, as Kant saya 
more concisely, a determiMtion? A determination, he says. is a predicate 
that is added to the concept of the subject from beyond it and thus enlarges 
it. The determination, the predicate. must not already be contained in the 
concept. A determination is a real predicate that enlarges the thing, the 
Sache, res, in its content. This concept of the real and of reality must be held 
in mind from the beginning if we wish to understand correctly Kant's thesis 
that existence is not a real predicate, not a determination of the real content 
of a thing. The concept of reality and the real in Kant does not have tbej 
meaning most often intended nowadays when we speak of the reality of •· 
external world or of epistemological realism. Reality is not equivalent 
actuality, existence, or extantness. It is not identical with existence, 
though Kant indeed uses the concept "objective reality" identically 
existence. 

The Kantian meaning of the term "reality" is the one that is approp · 
to the literal sense of the word. In one place Kant translates "reality'; vail 
fittingly by "thingness," "thing-determinateness."" The real is what pe~ 
to the res. When Kant talks about the omnitudo realitatis, the totality of all] 
realities. he means not the whole of all beings actually extant but, just ~ 
reverse, the whole of all possible thing-determinations, the whole of • 
thing-contents or real-contents. essences, possible things. Accordingly, re&J.o~ 
itas is synonymous with Leibniz' term possibilitas, possibility. Realities uW· 
the what-contents of possible things in general without regard to whether or: 
not they are actual, or "real" in our modem sense. The concept of reality Jl 
equivalent to the concept of the Platonic idea as that pertaining to a beinl· 
which is understood when I ask: Ti esti, what is the being? The what
content of the thing, which Scholasticism calls the res, then gives me the 
answer. Kant's terminology relates directly to the usage of Baumgarten. a 
disciple of Wolff. Kant often took as text for his lectures Baumgarten's 

4. Critique of Pure Rea.son, B 11!2. [Kant's terms are Sachheit. Sachbestimmtheit. Sache aod 
it.~ derivatives arc hardly translatable by a single Engli~h equivalent throughout. Sache itself 
is clc>.se to the English word "thing.'' but ranges widely in a very general way: object, cause. 
legal case, matter. affair. fact. ctc. Later in his career Heidegger wrote about .. die Sache des 
Denkens," "the matter of thought," "thinking's thing." Often Sache has the sense ~the 
es!lelltial thing. and in Heidegger's lnterpn."'ation it becomes linked w1th the medjeval 
concept of res. where realitas is to res as Sachheit is to Sache: the essence tot he being"':~ 
essence it is. Becausc of this manner of association, the adjectival form. s.achl1Ch. whose htCBO 
translation. thingly. could be significant but would hardly be understcxxl. '"rendered"'?" 
frt.-quently a~ inherent or intrinsic. Its use in other context~ would be closer to sen!lleS like 
~·s. .... •ntial. material, pertinent. tot~· point. objectiw.J 



§7. Content of Kantian Thesis [46-47 J 35 

mno•ndium of metaphysics, that is, of ontology, and he accordingly 
co r-- . I 
adopted its tcrmmo ogy. . . . . . . 

In discussing the Kanllan thests and also m deahng wtth Kant m other 
attcrs. we should not hesitate to concern ourselves with terminological 

111 ints down even to a certain degree of fussiness about detail. For it is 
~ctly in Kant that concepts are clearly defined and determined with a 
sharpness that undoubtedly no philosophy ever reached before or after him, 
although this does not imply that the real contents of the concepts and what 
is therewith intended by them correspond radically in every respect to the 
interpretation. Precisely with regard to the expression "reality," understand
ing Kant's thesis and his position is hopeless unless the terminological sense 
of this expression, which traces back to Scholasticism and antiquity, has 
been clarified. The immediate source for the term is Baumgarten, who was 
not only influenced by Leibniz and Descartes, but derives directly from 
Scholasticism. This connection of Kant with Baumgarten will be treated 
with regard to other problems that become thematic in these lectures. 

In the section in which he defines ens, that which is in general, 
Baumgarten says: Quod aut ponitur esse A, aut ponitur non esse A, 
determinatur; .5 "that which is posited as being A or is posited as being not
A is determined." The A thus posited is a determinatio. Kant speaks of the 
determination that is added to the what of a thing, to the res. Determina
tion, determinatio, means the determinant of a res; it is a real predicate. 
Hence Baumgarten says: Quae determinando ponuntur in aliquo, (notae et 
praedicata) sunt determinationes;6 "what is posited in any thing in the way 
of determining (marks and predicates) is a determination." When Kant says 
that existence is not a determination, this expression is not arbitrary but is 
terminologically defined: determinatio. These determinations, determina
tiones, can be twofold. Altera positiva, et affirmativa, quae si vere sit, est 
realitas, altera negativa, quae si vere sit, est negatio; 7 "the determinant 
which posits positively or affirmatively is, if the affirmation is correct, a 
reality; the other, negative, determination. if it is correct. is a negation." 
Accordingly, reality is the real determination. determinatio, that has real 
content and is the correct one. belonging to the thing, res. itself. to its 
concept. The opposite of reality is negation. 

Kant not only adheres to these definitions in his pre-critical period but 

M 5 diJaumg<men. Mttaphysica (1743). §34. (Mttaphyslca Alexandri &urnganen, Halae 
tt~!L ebuncole .. impensis C. H. Hemmcrdc Ust ed. 1739: 3rd ed .. 1763; reprint of 3rd ed., 
1111 "ht'lm: (,, Olm~. 19631. Alexander GO(tlieb Baumgarten (171+-1762) is the m~t 
i<J P<'mant repr~nlatl\'c of the school of Lcibniz-Wolff. whose writ in~ Kant used as texb 

r "•uro.es .J · 
6 lhl(i. ,36, 
"J lhid. 
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continues to do so in his Critique of Pure Reason. Thus he speaks of the 
concept of a thing and puts in brackets "of a real," which does not mean of 
an actual.11 For reality means the affirmatively posited predicate having real 
content. Every predicate is at bottom a real predicate. Therefore Kant'a 
thesis reads: Being is not a real predicate, that is, being in general is not a 
predicate of any thing at all. It is from the table of judgments that KaaJt 
derives the table of categories to which reality as well as existence belongs. 
Viewed formally, judgments are combinations of subject and predicate. AD 
combining or uniting comes about in each instance in regard to a possible 
unity. In every uniting the idea of a unity is entertained, even if it is not abo 
thematically realized. The different possible forms of the unity that is badin 
mind in judging, in uniting, these possible respects or contents of tbe 
respects for judgmental combination, are the categories. This is the logical 
concept of the category in Kant. It arises out of a purely phenomenolotbl 
analysis if we merely follow out what Kant means. The category is nat.l 
kind of form with which any pre-given material is molded. A catega~y 
represents the idea of unity with regard to judgmental union; the categodeil 
are the possible forms of unity of combination. If the table of judgmentst« 
the sum total of all possible forms of union, is given to me, then I can llid 
off from this table the idea of unity presupposed in each form of juc::lgmeQt; 
thus from it I can deduce the table of categories. Kant here makes thl 
presupposition that the table of judgments is intrinsically certain and valid. 
which is surely questionable. The categories are forms of unity of tba 
possible unions in judgment. Reality belongs to these forms of unity as doll 
also existence. We can infer clearly the disparity between these two categO
ries, reality and existence, from their belonging to entirely different a.. 
of categories. Reality belongs among the categories of quality. ExisteneeOI' 
actuality belongs. in contrast, among the categories of modality. Reality ill 
category of quality. By quality Kant refers to that character of judgnWmtal 
positing which indicates whether a predicate is ascribed to a subject. 
whether it is affirmed of the subject or opposed to it, that is, denied of it. 
Reality is accordingly the form of unity of the affirming, affirmative• 
positing, positive judgment. This is precisely the definition that BaUID" 
garten gives of reality. In contrast, existence, or actuality, belongs to the -

H. Critique of Pure ReaJDr~, 8286. [The passage in the Kritik actually read': "Da s.ie br 
gleichwohl doch immcr synthetisch sind, so sind sie es nur subjektiv. d.i .. sie fligen zu derll 
Begriffe eines Dinges (Realen,) von dem sie sonst nichts sa~n." The noun "Realt-n" ~ 
in 8 instead of the adjecti\'e ''realen" of A. In hi.~ translation. Norman Kemp Smith~ 
the passage thus: "But since they are none the less synthetic. they are so sub;rctively OIJII1' 

I hat is, 1hey add to the concept of a thing (of something reall. of which otherwist' the! 1M'! 
nothmg." He1degger prefers the shift from 1he phrase "of a real thing" lo the phrase rJ • 
real," where "real" 1s now a substantive on ib own account, although we must pre~ume (tori! 
the construction that it is st1ll a Ding about which Kant i.• talking.] 



§7. Content of Kantian Thesis {48-50} 37 

class of categories of modal_ity .. ~odality. expres.ses the attitude of the 
izing subject to that whlCh IS judged m the judgment. The concept 

~plementary to cxis~~e or actualit_y is not negation, as ~n the case of 
lity. but either poss1b1hty or necessity. As a category. exiStence corre

rea nds to the assertoric judgment, which is simply assertive, whether 
spoitive or negative. The expression "reality" functions in the already 
~ned sense of real content ["thing-" "res-," what-content}, also in the 
term which traditional ontology often uses to refer to God-ens real
issimum or. a.'i Kant always says, the most real of all beings {allerrealstes 
WesenJ. This expression signifies, not something actual with the highest 
degree of actuality. but the being with the greatest possible real contents, 
the being lacking no positive reality, no real determination, or, in Anselm of 
Canterbury's formulation, aliquid quo maius cogitari non potest.9 

The Kantian corapt of objective Teality, which is identical with actuality, 
must be distinguished from the concept of reality as thus elucidated. The 
realness or being-something that is fulfilled in the object thought in it, in its 
Objekt, is called objective reality [objektive realitat]. That is to say. it is the 
reality exhibited in the experienced entity as an actual existent entity. In 
reference to objective reality and reality in general, Kant says: "As regards 
reality, we obviously carmot think it in concreto without calling experience 
to our aid. For reality can only relate to sensation as material of experience 
and is not concerned with the form of the relationship, whereas, if we so 
chose, this form could be made subject to a play of fictions." 10 Kant here 
separates objective reality as actuality from possibility. If I devise or invent 
some possible thing. then in doing so I am occupied with this imagined 
thing's pure relationships having real content, though without thinking of 
the thing with these relations as being actual, presently existent. In retro
~pect, this use of reality occurs also in Descartes. Descartes says, for 
InStance, that error, and in general everything that has negative value, 
everything malum, non esse quid reale, is nothing. 11 This does not mean 
that error does not actually exist; instead, error is surely actual, but it and 
~erything evil and bad is not a res in the sense that it would be an 
~dependent real content for itself. h is always only advenient and it is only 
~ rneans of the negation of an independent real content, by the negation of 

t good. Similarly in the proof for God's existence in the third meditation, 

lllo'~k :\n~lm of Canterbury, Prnslogion. cha~ 3. (.A. n-ccnt and iiC"reSSible translalion of thiS 
rep~ , 1~ St .. A~Im's Pro:dogion, wuh a reply on behalf of the fool hy Gaunilon and the author'~ 
tba~l:; (,auntlon, trans. with an mtroduc:tion and philosophical comml-ntary by M. J. 

IIJ c"'(•nh. With I..atm texts (Oxford and London: Clarendon l'ress. 19651.1 
II. I ~h..,ue of Puu Reason, 82711 .. 

19SCJt 11,~f SCaMl'!i. M~at.l!wntS dt- pr1rna philosophta, Latin-German edition (felix Meiner, 
· <'dltatJon 4. p. 100. 
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when he is speaking of realitas objectiva and realitas actualis, Desc.artea 
here, too, takes realitas in the sense mentioned above-the sense of realneaa 
or res-ness, German Sachheit-equivalent to the Scholastic quidditaa 
fwhatness, somethingnessJ. Realitas objectiva is not identical with the 
Kant ian objective reality but just the opposite. In Descartes realitas objec. 
tiva means, following Scholasticism, the objectified what, which is held over 
against me only in pure representation, the essence of a thing. Realitaa 
objectiva equals possibility, possibilitas. In contrast, what corresponds to 
the Kantian concept of objective reality. or actuality, is the Cartesian and 
Scholastic concept of realitas actualis-the what which is actualized (actu). 
This noteworthy distinction between the Cartesian concept of realitaa 
objectiva as tantamount to subjectively represented possibility and tlw 
Kantian concept of objective reality, or that which is in itself, is connected 
with the fact that the concept of the objective {Objektive} was turned into b 
exact opposite during this period. The objective, namely, that which if 
merely held over against me, is in Kantian and modem language the 
subjective. What Kant calls the subjective is for the Scholastics that whick 
lies at the basis, hupokeimenon, the objective, thus corresponding to the 
literal sense of the expression "subject." 

Kant says that existence is not a reality. This means that it is not a· 
determination of the concept of a thing relating to its real content or, u hi 
says succinctly. not a predicate of the thing itself. 1Z "A hundred actual, 
thalers contain not the least bit more than a hundred possible thalers. "U A 
hundred possible thalers and a hundred actual thalers do not differ in tbelf 
reality. Everything gets confused if we do not keep in mind Kant's concept 
"reality" but alter its meaning so as to give it the modem sense of actuality. 
It could then be said that a hundred possible thalers and a hundred actual 
thalers are after all indubitably different with regard to their reality, for the 
actual thalers are precisely actual. whereas the possible thalers have 00 

reality in the non-Kantian sense. In contrast, Kant says in his own language 
that a hundred possible thalers and a hundred actual thalers do not differ iD 
their reality. The what-content of the concept "a hundred possible thalers• 
coincides with that of the concept "a hundred actual thalers." No more 
thalers are thought in the concept "a hundred actual thalers," no greater 
reality, but exactly the same amount. What is possible is also the same thing 
actually as far as its what-content is concerned; the what-content, the 
reality, of the possible and the actual thing must be the same. "When 
therefore I think of a thing, by whatever and by however many predicates I 
please (even in an exhaustive determination of it), nevertheless my proceed· 

12. &uonsgrund, p. 76. 
13. Crilique of Pur~ R~;uon, 8627. 
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. f, rther to think that this thing is [exists) makes not the least addition to 
1~ t~ing (that is. to the res). For, otherwise, what would exist would be not 
t tly the same but more than I had thought in the concept, and I could 
exac ob' f . ..14 t say that the exact ~ect o my concept exasts. 
llO On the other hand, the fact nevertheless remains that this "exists" -a 
hing exists-occurs as a predicate in common linguistic usage. u What is 
~ore. the expression "is" in the broadest sense is involved in every predica
tion. even when I do not posit as existent that about which I am judging and 
predicating. even when I merely say "Body, by its very nature, is ex· 
tended"-whether a body exists or not. Here I am also using an "is," the 
"is," in the sense of the copula, which is distinct from the "is" when I say 
"God is." that is, "God exists." Being as copula, as linking concept, and 
being in the sense of existence must consequently be distinguished. 

How does Kant explain this distinction? If being or existence is not a real 
predicate. then lww can being be determined positively and how does the 
concept of existence, of extantness. differ from the concept of being in 
general? Kant says: 'The concept of position is utterly simple and is one and 
the same as the concept of being. Now something can be thought as posited 
merely relatively. or, better. we can think merely the relation (respectus 
logicus) of something as a mark to a thing. and then being, that is, the 
position of this relation ("A is B"), is nothing but the combining concept in a 
judgment. If what is had in view is not merely this relation [that is, if being 
and "is" are used not merely in the sense of the copula. "A is B"] but instead 
the thing as posited in and for itself. then this being is tantamount to 
existence [that is, Vorhandensein]."16 Existence "is thereby also distin
guished from every predicate, which qua predicate is always posited merely 
relatively to another thing."17 Being in general is one and the same as 
~ition in general. In this sense Kant speaks of the mere positions (real
·~) of a thing, which constitute its concept, that is, its possibility, and 
":'hach must not be mutually contradictory. since the principle of contradic
tion (non-contradiction) is the criterion of logical possibilities. 18 By its very 
COncept, every predicate is always posited merely relatively. When. on the 
ot~e: hand, I say "Something exists," in this positing I am not making a 
~-attonal reference to any other thing or to some other characteristic of a 
~ •~g. to some other real being: instead. I am here positing the thing in and 
or lt'>t"lf. free of relation: I am positing here without relation, non-relatively, 
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absolutely. In the proposition "A exists," "A is extant," an absolute positiag 
is involved. Being qua existence must not be confused with being in the 
sense of"mere position" {being something). Whereas in the Beweisgrund(p. 
77) Kant characterizes existence as absolute position, he says in the Critique: 
"It is merely the position of a thing. or of certain determinations ill 
themselves. In logical use it is merely the copula of a judgment. "19 Existence 
is not "mere position." When Kant says that it is merely position, thia 
limitation holds with regard to the fact that it is not a real predicate. In tbia 
context "merely" means "not relatively." Being is not a real predicate either 
in the sense of "mere position" or in that of "absolute position." In the 
passages cited, Kant defines the meaning of being as position only with 
regard to being qua existence. He is elucidating the concept of ahaolule 
position relevantly to the connection of the problem with the proof ofGocra 
existence. 

The preliminary interpretation of being as "mere position" and of-. 
tence as "absolute position" should be kept in mind. In the citation fialla 
Baumgarten the expression ponitur, position, also appeared. For the liiiiL 
too, the mere what of a thing, is posited in the pure representing of the tbmg 
as in a certain way in itself. But this positing is merely the positing of tbe 
possible, "mere position." In one place Kant says that "as possibility waa • ..:. 
merely a position of the thing in relation to the understanding, so actuality 
[existence] is at the same time a combining of it [the thing] with pet'CI!p' 
tion."20 Actuality, existence, is absolute position; possibility. in contrast. il 
mere position. 'The proposition 'God is omnipotent' contains two ~ 
cepts, each of which has its object: God and omnipotence; the little WOld 'ii 
is not, in addition, a predicate but only posits the predicate relatively totht 
subject. "21 In this positing of "is," of mere position, nothing is u.ert.d 
about existence. Kant says: "Hence also this being [of the copula] is--' 
quite correctly even in the case of the relations which impossible things haW 
to each other,".Zl as when, for example. I say "The circle is square." "If now I 
take the subject (God) together with all of its predicates (among which is 
omnipotence) and I say 'God is,' or There is a God,' then I am not positing a 
new predicate as added to the concept of God; rather, I am positing only the 
subject in itself with all its predicates. and indeed I am positing 1110'11 
absolute position is more precisely discussed] the object [by this Kant means 
the actual being] in relation to my concept."Z.\ The object {Gegenstand}. the 
actual existent entity corresponding to the concept, is added syntheticallY to 

19. Ibid. 8626. 
20. Ibid. 8287 n. !lee also Bewrugnmd, p. 7'l 
21. Criliqur of Pu:re Recuon, B6l6-627 
.Zl. Bncon.!gn"'d, p. 7H . 
.23. Crifiqlll' of Pure Recuon, Bbl7 
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oncept in the assertion "God exists," without my concept being in the 
~:s~ augmented by t_his ~ing {Sei~J, ~~.is exist~nce .. ~tsid~ m~ concept. ~t 
(! II :ws that in the ex1stent1.al assert1on, God extsts, A ex1sts, a synthesiS 
. O rso involved. and exactly SO, that is, a positing of a relation; but it has an 
~ntially different character from the synthesis of predication, "A is B." 
The synthesis of existential assertion does not concern real characteristics of 
the thing and their relationships: rather, what is posited in existential 
assertion and is added to the mere representation, to the concept, is "a 
relation of the actual thing to my own self." The relation that is posited is 
that of the entire conceptual content, the full reality of the concept, to the 
object of the concept. The thing intended in the concept is posited abso
lutely in and for itself. Predicative synthesis operates with real relationships. 
Existential synthesis concerns the whole of these real relationships in their 
relation to their object. This object is posited absolutely. ln positing exis
tence we have to go outside the concept. The relation of the concept to the 
object. to the actual being, is what gets added, or ap-posited, synthetically to 
the concept. 

In positing an actual. existent thing, I can ask two questions. according to 
Kant: What is posited and how is it posited?24 To the question What is 
posited? the answer is, Nothing more and nothing other than in the positing 
of a possible thing, indeed exactly the same what-content, as the example of 
the thalers shows. But I can also ask: How is it posited? It must then be said 
that certainly by actuality something more is posited.l.S Kant sums up the 
difference in brief. "Nothing more is posited in an existent than in some
thing merely possible (for in this case we are speaking of its predicates); but 
more is posited by an existent than by something merely possible. for this 
[existent) also goes to the absolute position of the thing itself."26 

In this way the concept of existence is explained or indicated by Kant in 
!he sense of absolute position, and from it something like existence, or being 
In ge_neral, can be elucidated. The relation posited in absolute position is the 
re~tion of the existent object itself to its concept. But if. according to Kant, 
~astt~~ce occurs "in common linguistic usage" as a predicate, so that here 
t ere 1s a fact controverting Kant's thesis that existence is not a predicate, it 
~not so much a predicate of the thing itself. says Kant, as rather of the 
be~~ght We have. in t~e first instance:. of t~e thing. "For ex~mple. existence 
.. h ng!'. to the sea-umcom /narwhal]. Th1s means. accordmg to Kant, that 

tht. e ~~:a 'Jf the sea-unicorn is an experiential concept, the idea of an existent 
mg l7 "r 'od . .. ld 

· u exasts wou mean, more precisely expressed. "Something 

l~ B.'IL't•isgrund, p. i9 
l5. n,,d 
lt). ll>id p. MO. 
?:1 lhid. pp. ib-17. 
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existing is God." .zg Kant wishes to indicate by this conversion of tht 
proposition that existence is thought not in the predicate of the prOJ>OSitioa 
but in its subject. 

Application of this explanation of his thesis to the possibility of the 
ontological proof of God's existence follows of itself. Existence in general ia 
not a real predicate and thus essentially cannot belong to the concept f:t 1 
thing; therefore, on the strength of thinking the pure conceptual content, 1 
can never be assured of the existence of what is thought in the concept, 
unless I already co-posit and presup-pose the thing's actuality in its concept; 
but then, says Kant. this alleged proof is nothing but a miserable tautol
ogy . .z<J 

Kant attacks the minor premise in the ontological argument: Existeace 
belongs to the concept of God. He assails this premise fundamentally bJ 
saying that existence does not at all belong to the concept of a thing. Exacdy 
what Kant calls in question-that existence might be a real predicate-it 
self-evidently certain according to Thomas. Except that Thomas fiDda 
another difficulty: we are not in a position to know this belonging of the 
predicate of existence to God's essence along with other determinations 10 

perspicuously that we could derive from it a proof of the actual existence of' 
the object thought. The Thomistic refutation has regard to the incompe
tence and finiteness of our understanding, whereas the Kant ian refutatioa il 
fundamental, relating to what the proof lays claim to in its minor premile, 
which is the pivot of any syllogism. 

What interests us here is not the problem of the proof of God's existeDCC 
but the Kantian explication of the concept of being or of the concept rl 
existence: being equals position, existence equals absolute position. We ae 
not at all asking yet whether this interpretation of the meaning ofbeingard 
existence is tenable but solely whether the explication Kant gives of the 
concept of existence is satisfactory. Kant himself stresses in one place that 
"this concept (existence, being) is so simple that nothing can be said iD 
explication of it, except to take careful note that it must not be confused 
with the relationships things have with their distinctive marks."30 Ob
viously. this can only mean that the concept of being and existence is indeed 
to be protected from confusion, that it is delimitable negatively but is 
accessible positively only directly in a simple understanding. For us the 
question arises whether we can push this understanding of being an? 
existence-being equals position-still further in the direction of Kant 5 

account. C'..an we reach a greater degree of clarity within the Kantian 
approach itself? Can it be shown that the Kantian explanation does not 

l8. Ibid. p. 79. 
19. Critiqur of Pure' RC'tJSVn, Bta25 
30. &wnsgnmd, pp. 77-7S. 
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11 , have the clarity it claims? Does the thesis that being equals position, 
re~ t) nee e<."'als absolute position, perhaps lead us into the dark? eXIS C ·t-

§8. Phenomenologieal CIMlym of the explanation of tJw 
concept of bring ar of emtence given by K4nt 

a) Being (existence fDasein, Existenz, Vorhandensein]), 
absolute position, and perception 

We have made clear to ourselves the content of the Kantian thesis accord
ing to which being, or existence, is not a real predicate. At the center of the 
explanation of this thesis stood the definition of the concept reality. Defini
tion of this concept is all the more necessary as the contemporary philo
sophical concept of this term is different from the Kantian, which on its part 
agrees with the whole of the antecedent tradition. In conformity with that 
tradition, reality means for Kant the same as Sachheit [literally thinghood, 
taking "thing'' in the sense of res}. That is real which belongs to a res, to a 
thing in the sense of a Sache, to its inherent or essential content, its 
whatness. To the thing "house" belong its foundation wall, roof, door. size, 
extension, color-real predicates or determinations. real determinations of 
the thing "house," regardless of whether it is actually existent or not. Now 
Kant says. the actuality of something actual, the existence of an existent, is 
not a real predicate. A hundred thalers do not differ in their what-contents 
whether they be a hundred possible or a hundred actual thalers. Actuality 
does not affect the what, the reality. but the how of the being, whether 
possible or actual. Nevertheless. we still say that the house exists or, in our 
terminology, is extant. We ascribe to this thing something like existence. 
The question arises, What sort of determination then is existence and 
actuality? Negatively. Kant says that actuality is not a real determination. As 
w~ shall see later. the meaning of this negative proposition is that actuality, 
CXIstence. is not itself anything actual or existent; being is not itself a being. 

But how does Kant define the meaning of existence positively? He makes 
existence equivalent to absolute position. and he identifies being with 
!>Osition in ~eneraL Kant himself undenook this investigation only for the 
~!'}Jose of clearing up the concept of existence with a view to the possibility 

the ontological proof of God's existence. When he says that existence is 
not a real predicate. he therewith denies the possible meaning of the minor 
ihe~ise of the ontological argument: existence belongs to God's essence, 
prat IS, to his reality. But if the possibility of this minor premise is shaken in 

lnc~plc, the entire proof is therewith shown to be impossible. It is not the 
qu:tlon of the proofs of God's existence that interests us here but the 
pr lem of the interpretation of being. We ask. How is the Kantian 
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interpretation-being equals position, existence equals absolute position
to be understood more exactly? Is it valid? What does a more detailed 
rational argument for this interpretation demand? We shall attempt a 
phenomenological analysis of the explanation Kant gives of the concepts of 
being and existence. 

There is a methodological maxim which seems to be opposed to our 
attempt to press still further in the interpretation of the concept of being 
and accordingly to clarify even the Kantian clarification itself-exactly the 
maxim with which Kant prefaced his explication of the concept of being. 1\t 
opposed to the exaggerated rage for method which proves everything and in 
the end proves nothing, Kant wants to take as his methodological principle 
"caution" in the explication and analysis of concepts; he does not wish ID 
begin "with a fonnal definition" that already decides "what the fully del:w. 
minate concept [of existence] is supposed to consist in." 1 Instead he wan11 
to assure himself beforehand about "what can be said with certaiai:J; 
affirmatively or negatively, about the object of the definition,"2 "for ia 
regards the flattering idea we have of ourselves that with greater cJe.,. 
sightedness we shall have better success than others, we understand cpa. 
well that all those who have wanted to draw us from an alien error into their 
own error have always talked in this way."l Kant nevertheless does DOt 
exempt himself from the task of clarifying the concept of existence. He 
says-to be sure, with a certain fussy circumstantiality characteristic of 
him-"I am concerned about becoming unintelligible because of a too 
longwinded discussion of such a simple idea [as that of being]. I could abo 
be fearful of offending the delicacy of those who complain essentially about 
dullness. But without holding this fault to be a trifling thing, I must insiltoa 
permission to be guilty of it this time. For although I have as little taaae• 
anyone else for the superfine wisdom of those who heat up, distil, and re&aw 
assured and useful concepts in their logical smelting furnaces for such a laDI 
time that they evaporate into gases and volatile salts, still the object of 
contemplation I have before me is of such a sort that either we have to give 
up completely ever attaining to a demonstrative certainty about it or else we 
must put up with dissolving our concepts into these atoms."" Kant JXJints 
expressly to the fact that the whole of our knowledge ultimately leads to 
unanalyzable concepts. "When we see that the whole of our knowledge 
finally ends in unanalyzable concepts, we also realize that there will be some 
that are well-nigh unanalyzable, that is, where the marks are only very little 
clearer and simpler than the thing itself. This is the case with our definition 

I &uorugrund, p. 75. 
z Ibid . 
• \. Ibid. 
4. Ibid.' p. 79. 
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f istencc. I admit readily that the definition of the concept clarifies it only 
~ exvcr\' small degree. However. the nature of the object in relation to our 
10 ~erst~nding's capacities likewise does not allow of any higher degree.".5 
~~om this admission by Kant it appears as though the clarification of being 

d existence in fact cannot be pushed farther than the characterization: 
~ing t.'qllals position. existence equals absolute position. Therefore. we too 
shall-not at first attempt to do any better than Kant. Rather, we shall stay 
with Kant's explication, with what he hit upon. and ask merely whether, in 
fact. intrinsically and regardless of any other standard. it affords "no higher 
degree" of clarity. 

1s this clarification, being equals position, crystal clear in every respect? 
Does everything stand in the clear, or does it stand in the dark as a result of 
the statement that being equals position? Does not everything lapse into 
indeterminateness? What does "position" mean? What can this expression 
signify? We shall first attempt to gain from Kant himself a clarification of 
this definition of the concept, and then we shall ask whether the phenomena 
thus drawn on for the purposes of clarification are themselves clearly 
transparent and whether the explication itself is specified with respect to its 
methodical character and is well founded in its right and in its necessity. 

We saw that there is also a synthesis present in the experience of an 
existent. even though it is not the synthesis of predication, of the addition of 
a predicate to a subject. In the proposition "A is 8," 8 is a real predicate 
adjoined to A. In contrast, in the statement "A exists," A is posited 
absolutely. and indeed with the sum total of its real determinations B. C, D, 
and so forth. This positing is added to A. but not in the way 8 is added to A 
in the previous example. What is this added position? Plainly it is itself a 
relation, although not a real-relationship, not a thing-relationship, within 
the real determinations of the thing, of A, but the reference of the whole 
thing (A) to my thought of the thing. By means of this reference what is 
thus posited comes into relation to my ego-state. Since the A. which is at 
first merely thought, already stands in relation to me in this thought
reference of mere thought, plainly this mere thought-reference, the mere 
representing of A. becomes different due to the addition of the absolute 
P<lsitmg. In absolute position the object of the concept, the actual being 
corrc~ponding to it, is put into relation, as actual, to the concept that is 
rne~ely thought. 

Existence consequently expresses a relationship of the object to the 
cognJhve faculty. At the beginning of the explanation of the "postulates of 
jrn~•:•~a_l thinkin~ in general" Kan~ says: "The categorie.s ~f modality 
~s•b•l.tty, actuahty, necess1ty) have m themselves the pecuhanty that they 

not In the least augment the concept to which they arc attached as 

5. fl>id. p. 7H. 
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predicates, by determining its object, but express only the relationship [o( 
the object) to the faculty of knowledge. "6 In contrast, real predicates expresa 
the real relationships immanent in the thing. Possibility expresses the 
relationship of the object with all its determinations, that is. of the entire 
reality, to the understanding. to mere thinking. Actuality. that is. existence 
expresses the relationship to the empirical use of the understanding or,~ 
Kant also says. to the empirical faculty of judgment. Necessity expresses the 
relationship of the object to reason in its application to experience. 

We restrict ourselves to defining in further detail the relationship of the 
object to the empirical use of understanding expressed by actuality. Actu. 
ality. existence, according to Kant, has to do "only with the questiaa 
whether such a thing [as we can think it solely according to its possibility] ia 
given to us in such a way that the perception of it can possibly precede the 
concept.''7 'The perception, however, which supplies the material to the 
concept is the sole character of actuality. "K "Our knowledge of the existeDce 
of things. therefore, reaches also up to the point where perception and whit 
is attached to it according to empirical laws reach.''9 It is perception which 
intrinsically bears within itself the reach to the actuality. the existence or, Ja 
our terminology, the extantness, of things. Thus the specific chaTact.' tf 
absolute position, as Kant defines it, reveals itself as perception. ActualltJ, 
possibility. necessity-which can be called predicates only in an impmper 
sense-are not real-synthetic; they are, as Kant says, "merely subjective.• 
They "add to the concept of a thing (of something real) the faculty a( 
knowledge. "to The predicate of actuality adds perception to the concept cl a 
thing. Kant thus says in short: actuality. existence, equals absolute positloll 
equals perception. 

But what is it supposed to mean when we say that in apprehending the 
thing as existent the faculty of knowledge. or perception, is added to itl For 
example, I think of a window with all its attributes. I represent something of 
the sort. In mere representation I imagine a window. To what is thus 
represented I now add, not further real predicates-the color of the frame, 
the hardness of the glass-but something subjective. something taken frorn 

6. Critiqur of Pure ReaJOn, 8266. 
7. Ibid .. 8272-273. 
8. Ibid., 8273. ., 
9. Ibid. I Norman Kemp Smith. with Emil Wille ("Neue KonJekturen zu Kants Kntilc. 

mnrn Vrrnunft," Kant-Studirn 4 [ 19001:450). reads Fortgang for An hang. In his translat_iOII· 
Smith accordingly rmders this !lelltence as: "Our knowledge of the existence of thinfP 
reaches. then. only so far as perception and its adv.aru:(' according to emp1rkal laws call 
extend." (Italic~ mine. I Heidegger retains Anhang. which !d.."Spitt> Wille's argumrnt) ~~ 
sen-se, sinc-e t h<' idea of the sentt>nce is that percept ion, along with u•hatt'tl('l' LS cvnn«t~ 1&111 
by .-mpiricallaws, i~ th.- &."Cis1W foru~ for the conct>pc of actuality. whereas th.- notion of~ 
.... dvancc" accordmg to empim:al ld"'"' of po.•r..-..·ption introduc..,. a 'tramed concept out 
k.'O.-ping with the n·maindo.•r of tlw pass;~ge.] 

10. Critiqu(' of Purt Rtawn. 8.286. 
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the subject. the faculty of ~nowledge. perception .. Is this add~ perception 
this addition of perceptaon supposed to constitute the extstence of the 

:ndow? Kant says literally: "Perception is the sole character of 
tualiw."•• How am I to provide something thought, the thing called 

~:indo~. with a perception? What does adding a "subjective cognitive 
faculty" to an object mean? How should the existence of the object receive 
expression by this means? What is a window with a perception attached to 
it. a house furnished with an "absolute position"? Do any such structures 
exist? Can even the most powerful imagination conceive such a monstrosity 
as a window with a perception attached? 

But perhaps, by this crude talk of adding my cognitive capacity, percep
tion. to the thing. Kant means something else, even though his interpreta
tion of existence provides no further explicit information about it. What 
does he basically mean and what alone can he mean? Plainly, only one thing. 
To say that the perception that belongs to the subject as its manner of 
comportment is added to the thing means the following: The subject brings 
itself perceivingly to the thing in a relation that is aware of and takes up this 
thing "in and for itself." The thing is posited in the relationship of cogni
tion. In this perception the existent, the extant thing at hand, gives itself in 
its own self. The real exhibits itself as an actual entity. 

But is the concept of existence elucidated by recourse to the perception 
that apprehend<; an existent? What gives Kant the authority to say-and he 
says this constantly-that existence equals absolute position equals percep
tion, that perception and absolute position are the sole character of actu
ality? 

b) Perceiving, perceived, perceivedness. Distinction 
between perceivedness and extantness of the extant 

Something like existence is surely not a perception. Perception is itself 
something that is, a being. an action performed by the ego. something 
actual in the actual subject. This actual thing in the subject, perception, is 
surely not actuality. and this actual thing in the subject is not at all the 
~uality of the object. Perception as perceiving cannot be equated with 
existence. Perception is not existence: it is what perceives the existent, the 
extant. and relates itself to what is perceived. What is thus perceived in 
IX';ception we also customarily call perception, for short. Perhaps Kant is 
t~ lng the expression "perception." when he identifies actuality and percep
::n, m the sense of the perceived, as when we say "The perception I had to 

~c there was painful." Here I do not mean that the perception as an act of 
!I.Cemg caused me pain but that what I experienced. the perceived. op-

11 lh•d . Bl?.\. 
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pressed me. Here we take perception not in the sense of the perceptual act 
but in that of the perceived, and we ask: Can perception in this sense be 
equated with existence, actuality? Can existence be equated with the per. 
ceived existent? In this case it would itself be a being, something real. But 
the uncontested negative import of the Kantian thesis says that existence is 
not such a being. The Kantian thesis excludes equating actuality with the 
perceived actual entity. 

It follows that existence is not equal to perception, either in the sense of 
perceiving or in that of the perceived. What remains then in the Kantian 
equation of perception with actuality (existence)? 

Let us take another step in meeting Kant halfway and interpreting him 
favorably. Let us say: Existence cannot be equated with the perceived 
existent, but it can quite well, perhaps. be equated with the being-percciaW 
of the perceived, its perceivedness. It is not the existent, extant, window • 
this being, that is existence, extantness, but perhaps the window's beiDa
extant is expressed in the factor of being-perceived, in consequence ol 
which the thing is encountered by us as perceived, as uncovered, and 10. 
accessible to us as extant by way of the perceiving. Perception in Kant'e 
language would then mean the same thing as perceivedness, uncoveredaeat 
in perception. Kant himself says nothing on this matter, any more than be 
gives unambiguous information about whether he understands perceptbl 
in the sense of the act of perceiving or in the sense of the perceived as objec:t 
of the act. Hence incontestably there is to begin with this one result: Kant's 
discussion of the concept of existence. actuality. as perception is in any Clll 
unclear and to that extent it is susceptible of a greater degree of clarity iD 
comparison with his intention, especially since it can and must be deckled 
whether perception should be understood here as perceiving or as perceived 
or as the perceivedness of the perceived, or whether indeed all three 
meanings are intended in their unity, and what this then means. 

The obscurity present in the concept "perception" is found also in the 
more generally formulated interpretation Kant gives of being and existeftCe 
when he equates being with position and existence with absolute position
In the sentences quoted from the Beweisgnmd, Kant says: 'The concept of 
position is. one and the same as that ofbeing in general." 1l We ask. [)oes 

"position" mean positing as an action of the subject. or does it mean the 
posited, the object, or even the positedness of the posited object? Kant leaves 
this in the dark. 

Suppose we overlook for the while this lack of clarity. so insupportable 
for a concept as fundamental as that of existence. Let us for the while a~ 
the interpretation of perception or of position most favorable to Kant anu 
identify existence with perccivedness or with absolute positedness and. --12. &weiJgrund, p. 77. 



§9. Need for Fundamental Formulation (66-67 J 49 

·pondingly. being in general with positcdness in general. We then ask 
co~~cr something is existent by virtue of its being perceived. Does the 
VI ~eivcdncss of a being, of an existent, constitute its existence? Are 
~istence. actuality, and perceivedness one and the same? The window, 
~wever, surely does not receive existence from my perceiving it, but just 
~c reverse: I can perceive it only if it exists and because it exists. In every 
~- pcrccivcdness pre~;upposes perceivability, and perceivability on its part 
already requires the existence of the perceivable or the perceived being. 
Perception or absolute position is at most the mode of acce.ss to the existent, 
the extant; it is the way it is uncovered; uncoveredness, however, is not the 
extantness of the extant, the existence of the existent. This extantness, or 
existence. belongs to the extant, the existent, without its being uncovered. 
That alone is why it is uncoverable. Similarly, position in the sense of 
positedness is not the being of beings and one and the same with it; rather, it 
is at most the how of the being apprehended of something posited. 

Thus the provisional analysis of the Kantian interpretation of existence 
yields a double result. First, not only is this interpretation unclear and thus 
in need of greater clarity, but, secondly, it is questionable even when given 
the most favorable reading, being equals perceivedness. 

Are we to remain with this negative critical statement? A merely nega
tive, carping criticism would be an unworthy undertaking against Kant and 
at the same time an unfruitful occupation with regard to the goal toward 
which we are striving. We wish to reach a positive explanation of the 
concepts of existence and being in general and to do it in such a way that we 
are not simply counterposing to Kant our own. and hence an alien, mean
ing. Rather, we wish to pursue Kant's own approach, the interpretation of 
being and existence, further in the direction of his own vision. In the end 
~t is surely moving in the right direction in his attempt to clarify 
existence. But he does not see sufficiently clearly the horizon from which 
and within which he wants to carry through the elucidation because he did 
not a.."'..<;ure himself of this horizon in advance and prepare it expressly for his 
explication. What follows from this we discuss in the next paragraph. 

§9. Demonstration oftlu! needfor a morefundmnento.l 
formulation of tlu! problem of the tlu!m and of a more radical 

foundation of thi& problem 

a) The inadequacy of psychology as a positive science for 
the ontological elucidation of perception 

~e .ask .. Is it an accident and a mere whim of Kant's that in attempting an 
Ucadahon of being, existence, actuality. he resons to things like position 
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and perception? In what direction is he looking in following this course? 
Whence does he get the marks of the concepts of existence that provide 
clarification here? Whence does something like position derive? What is it 
in the source that is necessarily conceived as making something like position 
possible? Did Kant himself adequately define these conditions of the pot. 
sibility of position in general and thus clarify the essential nature of position 
and place what is thus clarified-being, actuality-itself in the light? 

We saw that the perceivedness, uncoveredness, of the existent is not the 
same as the existence of the existent. But in every uncovering of the existent 
it is uncovered as existent, in its existence. Accordingly, in the perceived
ness, or the uncoveredness, of something existent, existence is somehow 
disclosed, or uncovered. along with it. Being, to be sure, is not identical with 
positedness, but positedness is the how in which the positing of an entity 
assures itself of the being of this posited entity. Perhaps from sufficia:lt 
analysis of perceivedness and positedness the being. or the actuality, dlt
covered in them and its meaning can be elucidated. If we succeed, therefcn, 
in adequately elucidating the uncovering of things existent, perceptioa; 
absolute position in all their essential structures, then it must also be 
possible to meet at least with existence, extantness and the like along tbe 
way. The question arises, How can we attain an adequate determination of 
the phenomena of perception and position, which Kant draws on for die 
clarification of actuality and existence? We have shown that the concepll 
with which Kant tries to elucidate the concepts of being and existence aN 
themselves in need of elucidation, for one thing because the concepts of 
perception and position are ambiguous and it is still undecided in which 
sense Kant takes them or the thing meant by them, and for another becaUit 
even on the most favorable interpretation it is doubtful whether being CID 
really be interpreted as position. or existence as perception. These phe
nomena, perception and position, are themselves in need of elucidation and 
it is a question how this is to be achieved. Plainly. by recourse to what makes 
perception, position, and similar cognitive powers possible, what lies at the 
basis of perception, position, what determines them as comportments of the 
being to whom they belong. 

According to Kant all thinking, all positing, is an 1-think. The ego and its 
states, its behaviors. what is generally called the psychical, require a prelinU
nary clarification. The reason for the deficiency of the Kant ian explicati~ 
of concepts regarding existence apparently lies open to view: Kant is stiii 
working with a very crude psychology. It might be supposed that. had he 
had the possibility that exists today of investigating perception exactly and. 
instead of operating with empty acuteness and dualistic conceptual con· 
structions, had he placed himself on a factual hasis, then he. too, might ha'VC 
drawn from that a different insight into the essential nature of existence· 

But what about this call for a scientific psychology based on facts as 
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f, odation for the Kantian problem-and this means by implication for 
e:~ry philosophical problem? We must ~riefly di~s whet~r ps!chol~ 
. ·n a position fundamentally. and not JUSt m thts or that direction of 1ts 
:~rk. to prepare the soil for the Kant ian problem and to provide the means 

for its solution. 
Ps~·chology takes its stand on the basis of facts; it rightly lays claim to this 
its ·advantage. As an exact inductive investigation of facts, it has its model 

:mathematical physics and chemistry. It is a positive science of a specific 
being. a science which also took mathematical physics as the prototype of 
science during its historical development, particularly in the nineteenth 
century. In all its tendencies. which diverge almost solely in terminology. 
whether it be Gestalt psychology or developmental psychology or the 
psychology of thinking or eidetics, contemporary psychology says: Today 
we are beyond the naturalism of the previous century and the previous 
decades. The object of psychology for us now is life, no longer merely 
sensations, tactual impressions, and memory performances. We investigate 
life in its full actuality. and when we are conducting this inquiry we awaken 
life in ourselves. Our science of life is at the same time the true philosophy, 
because it cultivates life itself by this means and is a life-view and a world
view. This investigation of life settles in the domain of facts; it builds from 
the ground up and does not move in the airy space of customary philoso
phy. Not only is there nothing exceptionable in a positive science of life 
phenomena. biological anthropology, but, like every other positive science, 
it has its own right and its own significance. That in its anthropological 
orientation, which has been developing in all its tendencies for a number of 
years, contemporary psychology goes further and assigns to itself more or 
~ expressly and programmatically a philosophical significance in addi
t~n, because it believes that it is working for the development of a vital life
~ a~d for a so-called proximity to life of science, and consequently calls 
. •olog•cal anthropology by the name of philosophical anthropology-this 
18 _an irrelevant phenomenon which repeatedly accompanies the positive 
SCiences and above all the natural sciences. We need only recall Hackel or 
contemporary attempts to establish and proclaim a world-view or a philo
sohph,cal standpoint with the aid. say, of the physical theory called relativity 
t eory. 

With respect to psychology as such and completely without regard to any 
Jlan•culdr school. two questions are important for us. First. when contem
=e~?' psychology_says that it has ~ow gotten ~yond the_ naturalism of the 
<lg}· how; decades. 1t would be a m1sunderstandmg to beheve that psycho!
~ ad brought itself beyond naturalism. Where psychology stands today. 
~~darnentally. in all its tendencies, with its emphasis on the anthropologi
dec prohlcm. Dilthey already stood with absolute clarity more than three 

ades ago, except that the psychology presumed to be scientific in his 
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time, the predecessor of today's version, opposed and rejected him moat 
vehemently as unscientific. As to the latter, compare Ebbinghaus' criticism 
of Dilthey. Psychology brought itself to where it stands today not on the 
strength of its results but by a more or less consciously effected fundamental 
change of attitude toward the totality of life phenomena. It could no longer 
avoid this shift in position since for decades it had been demanded by 
Dilthey and phenomenology. The change is necessary if psychology is not 
to become philosophy but to come into it<> own as a positive science. Tbia 
new type of inquiry in contemporary psychology, whose significance should 
not be overestimated, must naturally lead to new results within the positive 
psychological science of life. as compared with the old type of inquiry. For 
nature, physical as well as psychical, always replies in an experiment only to 
that which it is interrogated about. The result of positive inquiry can U..,. 
corroborate only the fundamental mode of inquiry in which it moves. But it 
cannot substantiate the fundamental mode of inquiry itself and the l1liDDI!r 
of thematizing entities that is implicit in it. It cannot even ascertain tbeir 
meaning. 

With this we come upon the second fundamental question regardias 
psychology. If psychology is today extending its investigative work to the 
field which Aristotle assigned to it in its wholeness, namely, the wholeofllfe 
phenomena, then this expansion of its domain is only the completion oftbe 
domain that belongs to psychology: what was a standing deficieacy k 
simply being set aside. In this newer form, psychology still remains wblt1t 
is: it is first really becoming what it can be: a science of a specific sphere-ci 
beings. of life. It remains a positive science. But as such, like eve:ry other 
positive science, it is in need of a preliminary circumscription of tbt 
constitution of the being of the beings it takes for its theme. The ontologk:ll 
constitution of its domain, which psychology-like every other poaittv_e 
science: physics, chemistry, biology in the narrower sense. but also pbUol
ogy. art history-tacitly presupposes, is itself inaccessible in its meaninlto 
positive science, if indeed being is not a being and correspondingly~ 
a fundamentally different mode of apprehension. The positive posit~~ 
any being includes within itself an a priori knowledge and an a PriO!' 
understanding of the being's being, although the positive experience of such 
a being knows nothing of this understanding and is incapable of bringinl 
what is understood by it into the form of a concept. The constitution of the 
being of beings is accessible only to a totally different science: philosophy as 
science of being. All positive sciences of beings, as Plato says somew~re: 
can only dream of that which is, that is to say. of their thematic objeCt• 
positive science of beings is not awake to what makes a being what it is~ 8 

being, namely, being. Neverthdess, along with the beings that ~ 115 

objects. being is given in a certain way for positive science, namely, U1 8 
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like way. Plato alludes to this distinction between the sciences that 
c:trearn -indeed. not accidentally but necessarily-and philosophy with 
c:frea~ to the relationship of geometry to philosophy. 
re~eornctry is a science which, corresponding to its method of knowing. 

rns to coincide with philosophy. For it is not an experiential science in 
: sense of physics or botany, but a priori knowledge. Therefore, it is no 

·dent that modem philosophy strove to formulate as well as to solve its 
~lems more geometrico, according to mathematical method. Kant him
~lf emphasizes that a positive science is science only as far as it contains 
mathematics. Plato says. however, that although geometry is a priori knowl
edge it still differs in principle from philosophy, which is also a priori 
knoWledge and which has the a priori as its theme. Geometry has as its 
object a specific being with a specific what-content, pure space; this indeed 
does not exist like a physical material thing, and it also does not exist like a 
living being. life: instead. it exists in the manner of subsistence. Plato says in 
the Republic: Hai de loipai. has tou ontos ti ephamen epilambanesthai. 
geometrias te kai tas taute hepomenas, horomen hos oneirottousi men peri 
to on, hupar de adunaton autais idein, heos an hupothesesi chromenai 
tautas akinetous eosi, me dunamenai logon didonai auton. 1 The other 
technai-modes of commerce with beings, of which we said that they 
always apprehend thematically a piece of what is, as such, that is, the 
sciences of beings. geometry and those sciences that, following it. make use 
of it-dream about beings; but they are not in a position to see a being as 
something sighted in waking vision, idein, idea, that is. to apprehend the 
being of such a being. They are not in a position to do this as long as they 
~e use of presuppositions about what is, about its ontological constitu
tion, and leave these presuppositions unmoved, akinetous, do not run 
through them in philosophical knowledge. in dialectic. But for this they are 
~damentally unqualified, since they are not capable of exhibiting what a 
bemg is in its own self. They are unable to give an account of what a being is :.a being. The concept of being and of the constitution of the being of 
~~gs Is a mystery to them. Plato makes a distinction regarding the way in 

"". lch that which is, the on. is accessible for what we today call positive 
:nces and for philosophy. The on is accessible for positive sciences in 
the ammg. For this the Greeks have a brief expression. onar. But for them 

on ts not accessible as a waking vision. hupar. Among the sciences which 
~erc)y dream about their object Plato reckons geometry, too. Thus at the 

81 ~ of what geometry deals with a priori there lies a still further a priori to 

Scr~pt~lat, murneO. Polilna, 7 533''6 ff. [In Platonis opna, ..-d John Burnet, 5 vok 
l~rr.Wrum da"'K'<>rum brblioth~-ca Oxonien~is (Oxford: Clarendon l'rc,;s. 18991. Polil<'id 
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which geometry itself is not awake, not just contingently, but to which it 
cannot be awake, in correspondence with its character as science, any more 
than, say, arithmetic can understand and explain in its peculiar nature the 
law of contradiction, which it makes use of constantly. I cannot elucidate the 
law of contradiction either arithmetically or otherwise. If even a J>riori 
sciences like geometry, which never deal with empirical facts, still presup.. 
pose something that is inaccessible to them, the constitution of the being ol 
their thematic domain, then this holds all the more for all factual scieacea 
and consequently also for psychology as a science of life or, as is often llid 
now in imitation of Dilthey. anthropology. the science of living hWDIDL 
Each psychology merely dreams about man and human existence, becauae 
it mu.'it necessarily make presuppositions about the constitution of the beiag 
of the human Dasein and of its way of being, which we call existence. 1'hele 
ontological presuppositions remain closed off for all eternity to psychology 
as an ontical science. Psychology must let them be given to it by philoeapby 
as ontology. The positive sciences, however-and this is what is remlik· 
able-arrive at their results precisely while dreaming in this way. They do 
not need to become philosophically awake, and even if they were to become 
so they would themselves never become philosophy. The history of aU tbe 
positive sciences shows that it is only momentarily that they awaken fmm 
their dreaming and open their eyes to the being of the beings whidt they 
investigate. That is our situation today. The basic concepts of the poeitiw 
sciences are in a state of flux. It is demanded that they be revised by recoull! 
to the original sources from which they sprang. To speak more precisely, we 
just recently were in such a situation. Anyone who listens more precilely 
and detects the true movements of the sciences above the external din ad 
the busy activity of the industry of science must see that they are already 
dreaming again, which naturally should not be any objection to science, Ill/• 
from the lofty standpoint of philosophy; it must rather be recognized that 
they are already returning to the state that is suited and familiar to them. It 
is too uncomfortable to sit on a powder keg, knowing that the basic concepCI 
are just well-worn opinions. People have already had their fill of inquiry intO 
the basic concepts; they want to have some respite from it. PhilosophY as 
science of the "inverted world" is uncomfortable for the common Under· 
standing. Thus the concept of philosophy is governed not by philosophy's 
idea but by the needs and the possibilities of understanding belonging. to 
what Kant calls the common understanding, which is impressed by not}Ung 
so much as facts. 

These reflections on the relationship of the positive sciences to phiiOSO" 
phy in connection with the Platonic statement should make it clear tha~· 
even if Kant had had an exact psychology of perception and knowledge• 1t 
would not in the least have expedited the task of a clarification of the 
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ept of existence. Kant's explanation of the concept in question made no 
c0nc ress. not because the psychology of his time was not exact and empiri
p~ nough. but because it was not founded in an adequately a priori 
ca cner- because the ontology of the human Dasein was lacking. Psychol
rnan can in no way remedy the defect-which has yet to be discussed more 
~isely-of the Kantian interpretation of existence as perception and 
P ition. because it itself is in need of aid. Making anthropology, in the 
posnse of psychology as a positive science, the foundation of philosophy-
7or example. of logic-is basically even more absurd than wishing to 
attempt to establish geometry with the aid of the chemistry and physics of 
corporeal things. Whatever the stage of development of this science of 
anthropological psychology, we can expect no help from it for the elucida
tion of a philosophical problem. It is hardly necessary to observe that what 
has been said about psychology cannot mean that it is not a science. On the 
contrary, the fundamental determination of the scientific character of psy
chology as being a positive, or non-philosophical, science speaks not against 
psychology but rather in its favor, with the aim of extricating it from its 
current confusion. 

When Kant interprets existence or extantness as perception, this phe
nomenon "perception" cannot itself be made clear by means of psychology. 
Psychology. rather. must already know what perception in general is, if it 
does not wish to grope about blindly in its investigation of perception in its 
factual processes and genesis. 

b) The ontological constitution of perception. Intentionality 
andtran.sc:endence 

.. From what Kant leaves unexplained in the phenomena "perception" and 
position" and allows to become blurred in the ambiguity indicated, we shall 

now. a.ttempt to infer which investigation of which interrelationships is 
provutonally required in order to provide a solid basis, a clear horizon, and 
assur~ access for the task of an interpretation of existence, extantness, 
actualtty, being in general. 

Ka~t's thesis that being is not a real predicate cannot be impugned in its 
~attve content. By it Kant basically wants to say that being is not a being. t COntrast, Kant's positive interpretation-existence as absolute position 
:;erceptLon). being as position in general-turned out to be unclear as well 
\\;ambiguous and at the same time questionable when suitably formulated. 
~; no~· ask, What does Kant really leave undetermined when he uses 
ob ceptton. position with the ambiguity mentioned? What remains 
Per SCu.red when perceiving, the perceived. and the perceivedness of the 

Celved are not distinguished but nevertheless taken as belonging homog-
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eneously to perception? Nothing less than the constitution of the bring oJ 
perception in gtneral, that is, its ontological nature, and similarly the COrutitaa. 
tion of the being of position. The ambiguous or the unclear use of the letnla 
"perception" and "position" in Kant is the index of the fact that he leaVes 
altogether undetermined the ontological nature of position and perceptioQ, 
This implies further that in the end the comportments of the ego, of tbe 
Dasein in our terminology. are ontologically undefined. The proper explicR 
ontology of the Dasein, of the being that we ourselves are, is in a bad way, 
But not only that; it also is not recognized that adequate treatment of tbe 
ontology of the Dasein is the presupposition for posing the problem wboae 
solution Kant takes as his task in elucidating the concept of being. 

At the outset here we shall not go into the fundamental concept of• 
ontology of the Dasein. This concept will occupy us in the second and tblid 
parts of the course. We shall refrain also from discussing its function ai'a 
foundation for philosophical inquiry in general; and still less is it possible:.1o 
carry out and give an exposition of the ontology of the Dasein even ia'fta 
main features. I have already offered an attempt at this in the first put-Of 
my recently published treatise Being and Time. Conversely, by contimq 
our analysis of the Kant ian problem and the Kantian solution, we shaiiDD.w 
try to make our way toward the sphere of the ontology of the Dasein • tile 
foundation of ontology in general. 

Kant interprets existence-we now say. in our terminology, e:Jrtant:qfil, 
because we reserve for the human being the term {ordinarily used by ICIIIt 
for existence} "Dasein"-as perception. The threefold meaning, pen:eiviDI. 
perceived, perceivedness of the perceived, is to be kept in mind. But bate 
we gained anything for the elucidation of the existence concept by takiDI 
explicit notice of the ambiguity of the expression "perception" and retaiaiiiS 
the different meanings? Have we advanced any further in understandinlthr 
phenomenon intended by this expression when we differentiate the tluee 
meanings of the word "perception"? You surely do not gain any knowledJe 
of a thing by enumerating what a word can mean in its ambiguity. Of~ 
not. But these differences of meaning of the term "perception" have their 
ground ultimately in the thing signified by them, in the phenomenon rJ 
perception itself. Not only the differences of meaning as explicitly 001'" 
scious, but also precisely the imprecise usage of the ambiguous word~ 
back perhaps to the peculiarity of the thing signified. Maybe this ambigUIIY 
of the expression "perception" is not accidental but bears witness e~Y 
that the phenomenon intended by it already of itself gives to comrooP 
experience and understanding the basis for interpreting it sometimes 8$ 

perceiving. perceptual comportment. sometimes as the perceived in the 
sense of that to which perceptual comportment relates. sometimes ~ 
perceivedness in the sense of the being-perceived of what is perceived ill 
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tual comportment. It could thus indeed be that the phenomenon 
perce~ b~· perct-'J'tion provides the basis and support for the ambiguity 
mean se ·it is not simple but ambiguous in its own peculiar structure. 
ra~ly what is intended, which is separated in each case into the three 

OS:nings. belongs originally to the unitary structure of what we have to 
roederstand as perception. Perhaps this unitary structure is viewed in dif
~ ent respects in the individual meanings and in the apprehension which 
ti:Y guide of the thing denoted. . . . 

This is in fact the case. What we conc1sely call percept1on IS, more 
explicitly formulated, th~ perceptual directing. of ~~If toward what is 
perceived, in such a way mdeed that the perce1ved IS 1tself always under
stood as perceived in its perceivedness. This statement does not seem to 
express an exceptional piece of wisdom. Perception is perceiving, to which 
there belongs something perceived in its perceivedness. Is this not an empty 
tautology? A table is a table. The statement, although provisional, is more 
than a tautology. In it we are saying that perception and perceived belong 
together in the latter's perceivedness. In speaking of perceptual directed
ness-toward or of directing-oneself-toward we are saying that the belonging 
together of the three moments of perception is in each case a character of 
this directedness-toward. This directedness-toward constitutes, as it were, 
the framework of the whole phenomenon "perception." 

But that perceiving directs itself toward a perceived or, speaking formally 
and generally, relates itself to it, is surely too self-evident for such a thing to 
need to receive special notice. Kant indeed says the same thing when he 
talks about the thing, the perceived, entering into relation with the cognitive 
faculty. with perceiving, when he talks about a subjective synthesis. More
over, this expressly noticed relation of perceiving to the perceived also 
belongs to other modes of comportment: to mere representing, which 
relates to the represented, to thinking. which thinks the thought, to judg
ment, which determines something judged, to love, which relates to a 
beloved. These. one might think, are unsurpassable trivialities which one 
ought to shrink from pronouncing. Nevertheless, we shall not deny our
selves the explicit formulation of this discovery. Comportments relate to 
SOmething: they arc directed toward this whereto; or, in formal terms, they 
ar~related or referred to it. But what are we to make of this statement of the 
r~-ton of the comportments to that to which they comport? Is this still 
~-::d>hy' at all? Whether it is or is not philosophy we may leave un
ar 1 · 'Ne may even admit that it is not or is not yet philosophy. Also, we 
t.; not really concerned as to what we are to make of the identification of 
""-- alleged trivialities, whether with them we shall or shall not be 
~"""etra· i · h thi ' ng Into t e mysteries of the world and of the Dasein. The only 

ng We care about here is that this trivial identification and what is 



58 Kant's Thesis [80-82/ 

intended in it should not escape us- that we should perhaps bring it closer 
to us. Perhaps then the alleged triviality will tum into a total eni!Jna. 
Perhaps this insignificance will become one of the most exciting prob~ 
for him who can philosophize. who has come to understand that what ia 
taken for granted as being self-evident is the true and sole therne of 
philosophy. 

Comportments have the structure of directing-oneself-toward, of being. 
directed-toward. Annexing a term from Scholasticism. phenomenology 
calls this structure intentionality. Scholasticism speaks of the intentio of the 
will, of voluntas; it speaks of intentio only in reference to the will. It is fir 
from assigning intentio also to the remaining comportments of the subject 
or indeed from grasping the sense of this structure at all fundamentlllJ. 
Consequently, it is a historical as well as a substantive error to say, as ismc.t 
frequently said today, that the doctrine of intentionality is Scholastic. But, 
even if it were correct, that would be reason not to reject it but rather only.to 
ask whether it is intrinsically tenable. Nevertheless. Scholasticism doa DDt 
know the doctrine of intentionality. In contrast, to be sure. Franz Breatmo 
in his Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt (1874), under the ltl'alll 
influence of Scholasticism, and especially of Thomas and Suarez, pw 
sharper emphasis to intentionality and said that the sum total of all p8Jdlio 
cal experiences could and had to be classified with regard to this structu1e, 

the manner of directing oneself toward something. The title "Psycholoay 
from an Empirical Standpoint" means something quite different from the 
contemporary expression "empirical psychology." Brentano influenced 
Husser!, who for the first time elucidated the nature of intentionality in the 
Logical Investigations and carried this clarification further in the I ... 
Nevertheless, it must be said that this enigmatic phenomenon of i.nt:endoD
ality is far from having been adequately comprehended philosopbic:llly· 
Our inquiry will concentrate precisely on seeing this phenomenon mare 
clearly. 

If we recall what we ourselves said about perception. the concept ci 
intentionality can, to begin with, be made clear as follows. Every coJDPOI!• 
ment is a comporting-toward; perception is a perceiving-of. We call thiJ 
comporting-toward in the narrower sense the intendere or intentio. Ever>' 
comporting-toward and every being-directed-toward has its specific w~ 
of the comporting and toward-which of the directedness. This whereto . 
comportment and toward-which of directedness belonging to the intenU,O 
we call the intentum. Intentionality comprises both moments. the inttntiO 
and the intentum, within its unity. thus far still obscure. The two moments 
are different in each comportment; diversity of intentio or of intentUJJl 
constitutes precisely the diversity of the modes of comportment. TheY 
differ each in regard to its own peculiar intentionality. 
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The task is now to pursu~ this structure of Da~in's comport~ents with 
. Jar regard to percept1on and to ask how th1s structure of mtention

~:~sclf looks. but above all how it is grounded ontologicaUy in the basic 
aht~ ·~ution of the Dasein. To begin with, intentionality as a structure of the 
coruftin's comportments must be brought still closer to us; it has to be 
l)ase rved from natural and constantly importunate misinterpretations. We 
Pres;hinking here not so much of the misinterpretations contemporary 
~Josophy heaps upon intentionality, all of which arise from preconceived 
p · temolr><~ical or metaphysical standpoints. We leave aside specific theo-ep1s ":> 
·es ofknowledge. specific philosophical theories in general. We must make 
~attempt to see the phenomenon of intentionality straightforwardly and 
without bias. However, even if we avoid the prejudgments that spring from 
philosophical theories. we are not yet thereby immune to all misinterpreta
tions. On the contrary. the most dangerous and stubborn prejudices relative 
to the understanding of intentionality are not the explicit ones in the form of 
philosophical theories but the implicit ones that arise from the natural 
apprehension and interpretation of things by the Dasein's everyday "good 
sense." These latter misinterpretations are exactly the ones that are least 
noticeable and hardest to repulse. We shall not now ask wherein these 
popular prejudices have their ground or to what extent they possess their 
own right within the everyday Dasein. We shall first attempt to characterize 
one misinterpretation of intentionality that is based exactly in the naive, 
natural vision of things. Here we shall orient ourselves again in connection 
with the intentional character of perception. 

"Perception has an intentional character" means first of all that perceiv
ing, its intentio, relates to the perceived, intentum. I perceive the window 
~r there. Let us talk briefly about the relation of the perception to the 
object. How is this relation to be characterized naturally? The object of 
~ption is the window over there. The relation of the perception of the 
;;:ndow manifestly expresses the relation in which the window, extant over 

re. stands to me as the human being. the subject, extant here. By this 
presently existent perception of the window there is accordingly created an 
n:nt rcl~tion between two beings. the extant object and the extant subject. 
If 1 relation of perception is an extant relation between two extant entities . 
.... 1 ~ernove one of the members of this relation. say the subject, then the 
'" atJon 't If . I tel . 1 se IS a so no longer extant. If I let the other member of the 
rne~t:~:· the object. th~ extant window, vanish or if I thi~k it as vanished for 
who( r. also ~he relation between me and the extant object, and indeed the 
wer e poo;sJbJIIty of relation. vanishes with it. For the relation now has, a.s it 
tela et.' no further point of support in the extant object. The intentional 

•on ca · L __ 
lllernber n .. •t appears, ue exta~t as a ~lation only if both the relat~onal 

!o. an: extant, and the rclat1on subs1sts only so long as these relational 
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me~rs are themse_lves extant. Put in ano~her wa~, in order that a llOS&ible 
relation should subsist between the psychical subject and something e1ae, 
that subject needs the extantness of a physical object. If there were no 
physical things, then the psychological subject, without this intentional 
relation, would have to be extant for itself in an isolated way. The inten. 
tional relation belongs to the subject by virtue of the object's being extant 
and conversely. All of this seems obvious. 

Nevertheless, in this characterization of intentionality as an extant reJa. 
tion between two things extant, a psychical subject and a physical object, the 
nature as well as the mode of being of intentionality is completely rniseed. 
The mistake lies in the fact that this interpretation takes the intentioaiJ 
relation to be something that at each time accrues to the subject due to tbe 
emergence of the extantness of an object. Implied in this is the notion lhat 
in itself, as an isolated psychical subject, this subject is without inteotioa
ality. In contrast, it is necessary to see that the intentional relation does DOt 
first arise through the addition of an object to a subject as, say, sometblat 
like a distance between two extant bodies first arises and is extant only wbeD 
a second such body is added to a first. The intentional relation to the object 
does not first fall to the subject with and by means of the extantnesa oftht 
object; rather, the subject is structured intentionally within itself. AP.Idljel:t 
it is directed toward. . Suppose that someone is seized by a halh'CiDidm 
In hallucinating he sees here and now in this room that some elephaDIUII 
moving around. He perceives these objects even though they are not atll& 
He perceives them; he is directed perceptually toward them. We have hen 
a directedness toward objects without their being extant. As we others DJ• 
they are given for him as extant merely in an imaginary way. But~ 
objects can be given to the hallucinator in a merely imaginary way cdJ 
because his perceiving in the manner of hallucination as such is of Sldl• 
nature that in this perceiving something can be encountered-bee~&~~' 
perceiving is intrinsically a comporting-toward, a relationship to the objldt 
whether that object is extant actually or only in imagination. Only becaUI' 
the hallucinative perceiving has within itself qua perception the charal:td'~ 
being-directed-toward can the hallucinator intend something in an iiDIIPj 
nary way. I can apprehend something imaginarily only if, as app~h~J 
intend in general. Only then can intending assume the moclificatiOd tbe 
imaginariness. The intentional relation does not arise first through. 
actual extantness of objects but lies in the perceiving itself. whether ill~ 
less or illusory. Perceiving must be the perception-of something in order 
me to be able to be deceived about something. . . tQ 

It thus becomes clear that what is said about the relation of percel~:.-.1 
an object is ambiguous. It can mean that perceiving, as something psycs--
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. he extant subject, stands in a relation with an extant object, the relation 
Ill~ extant because of these two extant entities. This relation stands and 
~~n~ccordingly with the extantness of the members of the relation. Or the 
f; 5ression "relation of perception to an object" means that the perceiving is 
ex.pO:ically. in its own structure, constituted by this relation, whether that 
Ultl I b' . . Th' nd . h'ch hich it comports as o ~ect IS or ts not extant. 1s seco sense m w 1 

to wrnight speak about the relation of perception to an object is the one more 
wertinent to the peculiar nature of intentionality. The expression "relation 
~perception" means, not a relation into which perception first enters as 
~ne of the relata and which falls to perception as in itself free of relation, but 
rather a relation which perceiving itself is, as such. This relation, which we 
signify by intentionality, is the a priori comportrnental character of what we 
call self-comporting. 

As structure of comportments, intentionality is itself a structure of the 
self<amporting subject. It is intrinsic to the manner of being of the self
comporting subject as the comportmental character of this compartmental 
relationship. It belongs to the essential nature of comportments, so that to 
speak of intentional comportment is already a pleonasm and is somewhat 
equivalent to my speaking of a spatial triangle. Conversely, as long as 
intentionality is not seen as such. comportments are thought in a confused 
way. as when I merely represent to myself a triangle without the corre
sponding idea of space, which is basic to it and makes it possible. 

We have thus warded off a misinterpretation of intentionality familiarly 
present in common sense, but at the same time we have suggested a new 
misinterpretation to which non-phenomenological philosophy almost uni
vmally falls victim. We shall also discuss this second misinterpretation 
without entering more deeply into st-ecific theories. 
!h~ result of the foregoing clarification was that intentionality is not an 

objective, extant relation between two things extant but, as the comport
menta] character of comporting. a determination of the subject. The com
port~ents are those of the ego. They are also commonly called the subject's 
~nences. Experiences are intentional and accordingly belong to the ego, 
or. ~n erudite language, they are immanent to the subject. they belong to the 
~ect•ve sphere. But, according to a universal methodological conviction 
ius~~ern ~hilosophy since Desc~rtes. the su~ject and its experiences are 
ind bat wh1ch Is given for the subject, the ego Itself, as above all solely and 
tion:li~ably certain. The ~ues.tion arises, How ~an this ego with its int~n
to the X~ncnces g~t outside Its sphere of expenence and assume a relation 
inten . extant world? How can the ego transcend its own sphere and the 
denc honal experiences enclosed within it. and what does this transcen-

e cor-sist in? More precisely we have to ask, What docs the intentional 
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structure of experiences contribute to the philosophical elucidation of tran. 
scendence? For intentionality designates a relation of the subject to the 
object. But we have heard that intentionality is a structure of experiencea 
and thus belongs to the subjective sphere. Thus intentional directing-one. 
self-toward seems also to remain within the subject's sphere and, taken for 
itself. it seems to provide no help in elucidating transcendence. How do '<lie 
proceed from inside the intentional experiences in the subject outward to 
things as objects? In themselves, it is said, intentional experiences 11 
belonging to the subjective sphere relate only to what is immanent within 
this sphere. Perceptions as psychical direct themselves toward sensatioaa, 
representational images. memory residues, and determinations which the 
thinking that is likewise immanent to the subject adds to what is first given 
subjectively. Thus the problem that is above all alleged to be the central 
philosophical problem must be posed: How do experiences and that to 
which they direct themselves as intentional. the subjective in sensata., 
representations, relate to the objective? 

This way of putting the question seems plausible and necessary; after. 
we ourselves said that experiences, which are supposed to have the chaual> 
ter of intentionality. belong to the subjective sphere. The succeeding que. 
tion seems inevitable: How do intentional experiences, belonging as tbq.do 
to the subjective sphere, relate to transcendent objects? But however ..... 
ible this manner of questioning may seem and however widespread it_, 
be even within phenomenology itself and the most closely assoe:ilillftd 
tendencies of recent epistemological realism. as for instance the vieW t1 
Nicolai Hartmann, this interpretation of intentionality misses out on dllt 
phenomenon. It fails because for it theory comes first, before fulfilliag tbt 
requirement to open our eyes and take the phenomena as they o6r 
themselves as against all firmly rooted theory and even despite it, that il, the 
requirement to align theory according to the phenomena rather than tbe 
opposite, to do violence to the phenomena by a preconceived theory. 

What is the central source of this second misinterpretation of intentioll
ality that now has to be clarified? This time it does not lie in the c}wacterof 
the intentio, as with the first misinterpretation. but in that of the intenllJIIl. 
that toward which the comportment-in our case perception-dired' 
itself. Intentionality is said to be a character of experiences. Experiences 
belong to the subject's sphere. What is more natural and more logical tbaO 
to infer that, consequently, that toward which immanent experiences~ 
directed must itself be subjective? But however natural and logical ~ 
inference may seem and however critical and cautious this characterizatiO'I 
of intentional experiences and of that toward which they direct themselves 
may be, it is after all a theory, in which we close our eyes to the phenornen' 
and do not give an account of them themselves. 
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Let us take a natural perception without any theory. without any precon
. ed opinion about the relationship of subject to object and other such 

ceJVt rs and let us interrogate this concrete perception in which we live, 
rnat ~h~ perception of the window. Toward what does it direct itself in 
sa~spondcnce with the peculiar sense of direction of its intentio? Toward 
cohat is the perceiving directed in conformity with the peculiar perceptual 
w se by which it is guided? In everyday behavior. say, in moving around in 
:room. taking a look around my environment, I perceive the wall and the 
window. To what am I directed in this perception? To sensations? Or, when 
1 avoid what is perceived, am I turning aside from representational images 
and taking care not to fall out of these representational images and sensa
tions into the courtyard of the university building? 

To say that I am in the first place oriented toward sensations is all just 
pure theory. In conformity with its sense of direction, perception is directed 
toward the extant being itself. It intends this precisely as extant and knows 
nothing at all about sensations that it is apprehending. This holds also when 
I am involved in a perceptual illusion. If in the dark I mistake a tree for a 
man, it would be wrong to say that this perception is directed toward a tree 
but takes it to be a man, that the human being is a mere representation and, 
consequently. in this illusion I am directed toward a representation. On the 
contrary, the sense of the illusion is precisely that in taking the tree for a 
man I am apprehending what I perceive and what I believe I am perceiving 
as something extant. In this perceptual iiJusion the man himself is given to 
me and not, say, a representation of the man. 

That toward which perception is directed in conformity with its sense is 
the perceived itself. It is this that is intended. What is implied in an 
exposition of this kind, not deluded by any theories? Nothing less than that 
the question as to how subjective intentional experiences can on their part 
relate to something objectively present is put completely the wrong way. I 
~ot and must not ask how the inner intentional experience arrives at an 
~ts1de. I cannot and must not put the question in that way because 
Intentional comportment itself as such orients itself toward the extant. I do 
not first need to ask how the immanent intentional experience acquires 
~ransccndcnt validity; rather, what has to be seen is that it is precisely 
mtentJOnality and nothing else in which transcendence consists. This does 
~t Yet provide an adequate elucidation of intentionality and transcendence, 

t 11 does provide the way of putting the question that corresponds to the 
ruhar inherent content of what is being examined. because it is derived 
t~orn the thing itself. The usual conception of intentionality misunderstands 
~ to~ard which-in the case of perception-the perceiving directs itself. 
tow o~dmgly. it also misconstrues the structure of the self-directedncss-

ard, the intentio. This misinterpretation lies in an erroneow subjectiviz-
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ing of intentionality. An ego or subject is supposed. to whose~ 
sphere intentional experiences are then supposed to belong. The ego here. 
something with a sphere in which its intentional experiences are, as it~ 
encapsulated. But, now, we have seen that the transcending is COnstituted 
by the intentional comportments themselves. It follows from this that 
intentionality must not be misinterpreted on the basis of an arbitrary 
concept of the subject and ego and subjective sphere and thus taken for 111 
absurd problem of transcendence; rather, just the reverse, the subject is fint 
of all determined in its essential nature only on the basis of an unbiased._ 
of the character of intentionality and its transcendence. Because the UIUil 
separation between a subject with its immanent sphere and an object With 
its transcendent sphere-because, in general, the distinction between 111 
inner and an outer is constructive and continually gives occasion for further 
constructions, we shall in the future no longer speak of a subject, m 1 
subjective sphere, but shall understand the being to whom intentioaal 
comportments belong as Dasein, and indeed in such a way that it is prea.a, 
with the aid of intentional comportment, properly understood, that Wit· 
tempt to characterize suitably the being of the Dasein, one of tM llalil's 
basic constitutions. The statement that the comportments of the DaseiD • 
intentional means that the mode of being of our own self, the DaaeiD. il 
essentially such that this being. so far as it is, is always already dwellingwilb 
the extant. The idea of a subject which has intentional experiences meMy 
inside its own sphere and is not yet outside it but encapsulated within illelf 
is an absurdity which misconstrues the basic ontological structure rA the 
being that we ourselves are. When, as earlier remarked, we give the CODdle 
name "existence" to the Dasein's mode of being. this is to say that tbe 
Dasein exists and is not extant like a thing. A distinguishing felllllt 
between the existent and the extant is found precisely in intentioDalitY· 
"The Dasein exists" means, among other things. that the Dasein is in such• 
way that in being it comports toward what is extant but not toward it II 
toward something subjective. A window, a chair, in general anything~ 
in the broadest sense, does not exist, because it cannot comport tcJWUU 

extant entities in the manner of intentional self-directedness toward theni
An extant being is simply one among others also extant. 

With this we have made only a first approach toward preservin~ tbe 
phenomenon of intentionality from the crudest of misinterp~~ 
bringing it to view as yet only approximately. This is the presuppos1t1~ tht 
expressly making intentionality into a problem. as we shall try to do lll 
second part of the course. . 

With the aim of clarifying fundamentally the phenomenon of pe~ 
we have first warded off two natural and stubborn misinterpretations 
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. litv. We may briefly summarize the two faulty interpretations. 
intenuon~ns~ the emmeow objectivizing of intentionality, it must be said that 
f irSt aga• I · be ub' · . ' . nality is not an extant re atJOn tween an extant s ~ect and object 
IJ\tenuo ructure that constitutes the compartmental character of the Da.sein's 
but a st dl . . . h J..:~.;..; f havior as such. Secon y, m oppos1t1on tot e erroneous su.,~uvr.c.ong 0 

~ tionality. we must hold that the intentional structure of comportments 
~tent something which is immanent to the so-called subject and which 
15 ~d first of all be in need of transcendence; rather, the intentional 
wo titution of the Dasein's comportments is precisely the ontological cornii= of tM pos.slbility of every and any transcendenct. Transcendence, tran
scending. belongs to the essential nature of the being that exists (on the 
basis of transcendence) as intentional, that is, exists in the manner of 
dwelling among the extant. Intentionality is the ratio cognoscendi of tran· 
scenctence. Transcendence is the ratio essendi of intentionality in its diverse 

modes. 
It foUows from these two determinations that intentionality is neither 

objective, extant like an object, nor subjective in the sense of something that 
occurs within a so-called subject, where this subject's mode ofbeing remains 
completely undetermined. Intentionality is neither objective nor subjective 
in the usual sense, although it is certainly both, but in a much more original 
sense, since intentionality, as belonging to the Dasein's existence, makes it 
possible that this being, the Dasein, comports existingly toward the extant. 
With an adequate interpretation of intentionality, the traditional concept of 
the subject and of subjectivity becomes questionable. Not only does what 
psychology means by the subject become questionable but also what psy
cbology itself as a positive science must presuppose implicitly about the idea 
and constitution of the subject and what philosophy itself has hitherto 
~~ ontologically in an utterly deficient way and left in the dark. The 
traditiO~ philosophical concept of the subject has also been inadequately 
deterrruned with regard to the basic constitution of intentionality. We 
:;at decide ~ything about intentionality starting from a concept of the 

ect because Intentionality is the essential though not the most original 
st~re of the subject itself. 
~ Vtew of the misinterpretations mentioned, it is not self-evident what is 
~v~ by the trivial statement that perception relates to something per
,~,._ ·. If today under the influence of phenomenolnov there is much talk 
"UQUt tnt · 1· -::n 
prO\' haent10na tty, whether by that name or another, this does not yet 
tall/ ~h t the phenomenon thus designated has been seen phenomenologi
ing are . at the comportments of representing, judging. thinking. and will
know-n tntenhonally structured is not a proposition that can be noted and 

so that. say. inferences can be made from it; rather, it is a directive to 
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bring to mind what is meant by it, namely. the structure of campo~ 
and. by turning to the phenomena, to assure ourselves ever anew of the 
legitimacy of this assertion. 

The misinterpretations are not accidental. They are not even exclUSively 
and primarily grounded in a superficiality of thought and of philasopbicil 
argument. They have their ground instead in the natural conception of 
things itself. as they are present in the Dasein in conformity with its nature, 
The Dasein has this natural tendency to start by taking every being
whether something extant in the sense of a natural thing or something Willi 
the mode of being of the subject-as an extant entity and to underatand it 
in the sense of being extant. This is the basic tendency of ancient ontolog 
and one that has not yet been overcome down to the present day becauatit 
belongs with the Dasein's understanding of being and its mode of uadlr
standing being. Since, in this taking everything given to be sometblaa 
extant, intentionality is not discoverable as a relation among extant tbiQa1. 
it must apparently be referred to the subject: if it is not objective then It ia 
something subjective. The subject. again, is taken with the same ontolcpl 
indeterminateness to be something extant; this is manifest, for instaDce. iD 
Descartes' cogito sum. Thus intentionality-whether it is conceivedcbjec> 
tively or subjectively-remains something that is in some way extant. On 
the contrary, precisely with the aid of intentionality and its peculiarity U 
being neither objective nor subjective. we should stop short and ask: Malt 
not the being to which this phenomenon, neither objective nor subjective. 
obviously belongs be conceived differently than it thus far has been? 

When Kant talks about a relation of the thing to the cognitive faculty, il 
now turns out that this way of speaking and the kind of inquiry that uilll 
from it are full of confusion. The thing does not relate to a cognitive flcuky 
interior to the subject; instead. the cognitive faculty itself and with it this 
subject are structured intentionally in their ontological constitutioo. The 
cognitive faculty i.'i not the terminal member of the relation between Ill 
external thing and the internal subject; rather, its essence is the relatiDI 
itself. and indeed in such a way that the intentional Dasein which thUS 
relates itself as an existent is always already immediately dwelling ~ 
things. For the Dasein there is no outside, for which reason it is also 81)5Ul .. 

to talk about an inside. 
If we modify Kant's ambiguous language about perception and attell'l" 

to secure independent standing for perception by di'itinguishing the pe~ 
tual intention and the perceived. then we are not simply correcting t:J 
meanings and terminologies but going back to the ontological nature 
what is meant by perception. Because perception has intentional struc:;:: 
not only can the ambiguity mentioned arise but it must necessarily arise 
the failure to see this. Wherever he deals with perception Kant himself hi' 
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ak use of its intentional structure under duress from the things 
to :sc~·cs. without expressly recognizing it as such. In one place he speaks 
the eption as reaching somewhere and says that something actual, 
of perc can be encountered there where it reaches to.2 But perception can 
extant. f . r · · h · · hes · reach only i , m comornuty w1t 1ts own nature, 1t reac m some 
have a · d ha · d' · If rd B th · 'al stretches out-towar . t t IS, 1rects-1tse -towa . y e1r essent1 
wa~. representations relate to something represented; they point toward 
:refer to it. but not in such a way that this referential structure would first 
have to be procured for them; rather, they have it from the start as re-pre-
sentations. Whether they give correctly what they claim to be giving is 
another question; but it would be meaningless to discuss this question if the 
nature of the claim remained in the dark. 

c) Intentionality and understanding of being. 
Uncoveredness (perceivedness) of beings and diacle»ednea 

of being 

We shall keep the direction of Kant's interpretation of actuality, extant
ness, and characterize more clearly and suitably only the horizon from and 
in which he carries out the elucidation. What have we gained so far with our 
preliminary elucidation of the intentional structure of perception? We shall 
be returning to the structure of position in general when discussing the 
fourth thesis. We concede to Kant that he does not wish to equate extant
ness with perceiving. the intentio, and certainly not with the perceived, the 
intentum, even though he does not himself introduce this distinction. 
Consequently. the only possibility remaining is to interpret Kant's equation 
of.actua.Jity with perception in the sense that perception here means per
cet~ess. To be sure, it turned out to be open to question whether the 
~ty of ~o":'ething actual (the extantness of something extant) may be 
tha ~ified Wlth 1ts perceivedncss. On the other hand. however, we reftected 

t m the perceivedness (being perceived) of the perceived, and thus of the 
uncovered actual. its actuality must manifestly be unveiled along with it and 
~~ certain ~en.se the extantness of a perceived extant entity must lie 
tn <>sed Wtthm 1ts perceivedness-that it must be possible to press ahead 
the some way toward the extant ness of the extant by means of the analysis of 
ne:.;,rcctvedncss of the perceived. This implies, however, that perceived
thou 1~ ~ot to be equated with extantnes.'l but that it is only a necessary 

g tndeed not a sufficient condition of access to extantness. This 

2. kant c 
of §8 ihr · rtlrqiU! of P~~r &ason, 827 3. [This IS the ,;arne passage that i~ referred to in n. 9 

•vc arx) rs quotc.-d on p. 46. I 
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interconnection renders it necessary to attempt a characterization of ~ 
ceivedness as such. • 

We therefore ask what the relationship of this character of the percej.ved. 
ness of something perceived is to what we have been saying hitherto about 
intentional constitution in general. Perceivedness is of the perceived. Ho., 
does it belong to it? Can we advance toward the sense of the actuality o( 
something actual by means of the analysis of its perceivedness? Looking to 
the intentionality of perception, we must say that the perceivedness that 
belongs to something perceived plainly falls within the intentum, within 
that toward which the perception is directed. We must first of all P"UUue 
further what the intentum of perception is. We have already said that 
implicit in the intentional directional sense of perceiving there is an in-.d. 
ing of the perceived as extant in itself. The intentional directional seme fi 
the perceiving, whether or not it is illusory, itself aims at the extaDt • 
extant. In perceiving. I am directed toward the window there u dil 
particular functional thing. This being, this extant entity in the biOidelt 
sense, is involved in a particular functionality {Bewandtnis]. It serves tiD 
illuminate the room and at the same time to protect it. From ita a. 
viceability, from that for which it serves, its characteristic constitutioft a 
prescribed-everything that belongs to its determinate reality in the Km
tian sense, to its thingness fits Sachheit, what-content, realitasJ. We CID 

perceptually describe this extant entity in the everyday way, naively,JIIIk. 
ing pre-scientific statements, but also statements of positive science, aboul 
this object. The window is open, it doesn't close tightly, it is seated well iD 
the wall; the frame's color is such and such and it has this or that extaaiaa 
What we thus find before us in this extant entity is, for one thing. ~ 
minations that belong to it as a thing of use or. as we also say, II Ill 
instrument, and again, determinations like hardness, weight, extencJedniA 
which belong to the window not qua window but as a pure material tbiaf 
We can cover over the instrumental characteristics that in the first~ 
confront us in our natural commerce with such a thing as a wineloW• 
constituting its utilitarian character, and consider the window m~Y II:: 
extant thing. But in both cases, whether we consider and describe 
window as a utilitarian thing, an instrument, or as a pure natural thin!; 
already understand in a certain way what it means to say "instrument 
"thing." In our natural commerce with the instrument. the tool. them~ 
ing instrument, the vehicular instrument, we understand some~g~ 
ins~umentality, and in confrontation with material things we Ull(let'SlP

something like thingliness. We are searching, however. for the percei~ 
of the perceived. But we do not find it among all these thing-deternu~ rJ 
which constitute the instrumental character of the perceived entlt)' J 
among the determinations which belong to the general thing-charadd' 
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hing extant. Nevertheless, it surely has this perceivedness. For we 
sarn7~ say that the e~~ant is the ~rceived. Therefore perce~vedness is also 
sure )"real predicate. How does It belong to the extant entity? The extant 
nota d I · d ·· · Idoes' 1 , doesn't un ergo any a terat1on ue to my perce1vmg 1t. t n t 
sure ;ience any increase or diminution of what it is as this extant thing. It is 
expe inly not damaged and made useless by my perceiving it. On the 
ce~rary. implicit in the sense of perceptual apprehension is the aim to 
:Over what is perceived in such a way that it exhibits itself in and of its 
own self. Thus perceivedness is nothing objective in the object. But may we 
then conclude, perhaps. that it is something subjective, belonging not to the 
perceived. the intentum, but to the perceiving. the intentio? 

In the analysis of intentionality we were already puzzled about the 
legitimaCY of this customary distinction between subject and object, subjec
tive and objective. Perceiving, as intentional, falls so little into a subjective 
sphere that. as soon as we wish to talk about such a sphere, perceiving 
immediately transcends it. Perceivedness belongs perhaps to the Dasein's 
intentional comportment; that is to say, it is not subjective and also it is not 
objective, even though we must always continue to maintain that the 
perceived being, the extant entity, is perceived, has the character of per
ceivedness. This perceived.ness is a remarkable and enigmatic structure, 
belonging in a certain sense to the object. to the perceived, and yet not itself 
anything objective, and belonging to the Dasein and its intentional exis
tence and yet not itself anything subjective. Time and again it becomes 
necessary to impress on ourselves the methodological maxims of phenome
nology not to Aee prematurely from the enigmatic character of phenomena 
nor to explain it away by the violent coup de main of a wild theory but 
rather to accentuate the puzzlement. Only in this way does it become 
palpable and conceptually comprehensible, that is, intelligible and so con
~ that th~ indications for resolving the phenomenon leap out toward us 
: the emgmatic matter itself. In regard to perceived.ness-but also, as 

. yet appear, correspondingly in regard to other features-the problem 
~· ~ow can something belong in a certain way to the extant without 
~-bem~ something extant. and how, being this, can it belong also to the 
probJin wnhout signifying something subjective? We shall not solve this 
the em at present but simply heighten it, in order to show in Part Two that 
nat explanation of the possibility of such a puzzling phenomenon lies in the 

ure of tJme 
0 .. 

~ta ne_ thm~ is clear. The perceived.ness of something extant is not itself 
bet nt In thJs thing but belongs to the Dasein, which does not mean that it 
belong!; to the subject and the subject's immanent sphere. Perceivedness 
theongs to perceptual intentional comportment. This makes it possible that 

extant should be encountered in its own self. Perceiving uncovers the 
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extant and lets it be encountered in the manner of a specific u~ 
Perception takes from the extant its coveredness and releases it so that it c.n 
show itself in its own self. That is the sense of every natural self<i~ 
tion and every natural self-orientation about something. and indeed beclu.e 
this mode of uncovering is implicit in perceiving, corresponding to its O'tln 
intentional sense. 

Our pointing to the fact that perception refers to a perceived does Qat 
adequately delimit it as against mere representation, the mere ~ 
something to mind. This also refers to something, to a being, in a specific 
way and, like perception itself, it can even refer to something extant. 'fbual 
can now bring to mind the railway station at Marburg. In doing so Itm 
referring not to a representation and not to anything represented but l'llher 
to the railway station as it is actually present there. Nevertheless, in tiD. 
pure bringing-to-mind, that particular entity is apprehended and giWD IDa 
different way than in immediate perception. These essential differeaca ft 
intentionality and intentum are not of interest to us here. 

Perceiving is a release of extant things which lets them be enc:uunt.INif. 
Transcending is an uncovering. The Dasein exists as uncovering. The 
uncoveredness of the extant is what makes possible its release as sometblaa 
encountered. Perceivedness, that is, the specific release of a being in percelt
ing. is a mode of uncoveredne.ss in general. Uncoveredness is also the deter
mination of the release of something in production or in judgment 
about. 

What is it that belongs to an uncovering of a being, in our cue the 
perceptual uncovering of an extant entity? The mode of uncoveringudtbe 
mode of uncoveredness of the extant obviously must be determined by tbe 
entity to be uncovered by them and by its way of being. I cannot ~ 
geometrical relations in the sense of natural sense perception. But haw ill~ 
mode of uncovering to be, as it were, regulated and prescribed by the eDfil'l 
to be uncovered and its mode of being, unless the entity is itself \Jl1CC)YIIIIl 
beforehand so that the mode of apprehension can direct itself toward it? ()ll 
the other hand, this uncovering in its tum is supposed to adapt i~ ~ ~ 
entity that is to be uncovered. The mode of the possible uncoverabil.ity 
the extant in perception must already be prescribed in the perceiving~ 
that is, the perceptual uncovering of the extant must already unde . . 
beforehand something like extantness. In the intentio of the pe~~ 
something like an understanding of extantne.ss must already be antece<Je1:; 
present. Is this solely an a priori requirement that we must impose ~ ... ...? 
otherwise the perceptual uncovering of things would remain uninteUl~ 
Or can it be shown that something like an understanding of extan~..J 
already implicit in the intentionality of perception, that Lc;, in pe~~ 
uncovering? Not only can this be shown but we have already shown at,~. 
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k ore cautiously. we have already made use of this und.erstanmng of 
spea ":ss that belongs to the intentionality of perception, but without 
eXtantn · I h ized h' . yet explicit y c aracter t 1S structure. 
ha~:~he first descriptio~ ~f the intentu":'---:t~at. tow~r~ which ~rception 
directS itself-in oppos1t10n to the subjectiVIStiC m1smterpretat1om that 

ption is directed in the first instance only to som~thi~ s.ubjective, that 
~sensations. it was necessary to show that perception 1s mrected toward 
~extant itself. We said then that in order to see this we need only 
. terrogate the tendency of apprehension, or its mrectional sense, which lies 
: perception itself. In accord with its m~i~nal sense, perceiving intends 
the extant in its extantness. The extant m ats extantness belongs to the 
directional sense-that is to say. the intentio is directed toward uncovering 
the extant in its extantness. The intentio itself includes an understanding of 
extantness. even if it is only pre-conceptual. In this understanmng, what 
extantness means is unveiled, laid open, or, as we say, disclosed. We speak 
of the disclosed ness given in the understanding of extantness. This under
standing of extantness is present beforehand as pre-conceptual in the 
intentio of perceptual uncovering as such. This "beforehand" does not mean 
that in order to perceive, to uncover something extant, I would first 
expressly have to make clear to myself the sense of extantness. The antece
dent understanding of extantness is not prior in the order of measured 
clocktime. The precedence of the understanmng of extantness belonging to 
perceptual uncovering means rather the reverse. This understanding of 
extantness, of actuality in the Kantian sense, is prior in such a way-it 
belongs in such a way to the nature of perceptual comportment-that I do 
~ at all first have to perform it expressly; rather, as we shall see, it is 
implicit in the basic constitution of the Dasein itself that, in existing, the 
~n also already understands the mode of being of the extant, to which it 
comports existingly. regardless of how far this extant entity is uncovered 
~ w_hether it is or is not adequately and suitably uncovered. Not only do 
~ntlo and intent~m belong to the intentionality of perception but so also 

the understandtng of the mode of being of what is intended in the intentum. 
~ter we shall occupy ourselves with how this precursory pre-conceptual 

: rstanding of extantness (actuality) lies in the uncovering of the ex
. t- what this lying means and how it is possible. What is of concern now 
IS rnerelv t . I h rna· . · 0 see m genera t at uncovering comportment toward the extant 
ext Jnta~ns Itself in an understanding of extantness and that the disclosuTe of 
the antness belongs to this comportment, to the Dasein 's existence. This is 
COveco~dition of the possibility of the uncoverability of extant rhings. Un
of exra tltty, the perceptibility of extant things. presupposes disclosedness 
k~antness. \\lith respect to its possibility. perceivedness is grounded in rhe 

srandmg of extanrness. Only if we bring the perceivedness of the 
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perceived back in this way to its foundations, only if we analyze tbia 
understanding of extantness itself which belongs essentially to the fidl 
intentionality of perception, do we place ourselves in a position to clarify the 
se~se of the extant ness thus understood or. in Kant ian terms, the sense of 
extstence. 

It is manifestly this understanding of being to which Kant recurs witho.a 
seeing it clearly when he says that existence, actuality. is equivalent 10 
perception. Without already giving the answer to the question how~ 
is to be interpreted. we must keep in mind that over against the KantiaQ 
interpretation, actuality equals perception, there is presented a wealth of 
structures and structural moments of that to which Kant basically rec:un..In 
the first place we meet with intentionality. Not only intentio and intenaum 
but with similar originality a mode of uncoveredness of the inta~tuat 
uncovered in the intentio belong to it. Not only does its uncoveredra~ 
that it is uncovered-belong to the entity which is perceived in perceptiaa. 
but also the being-understood, that is. the disclosedness of that \1DCIOVIIId 
entity's mode of being. We therefore distinguish not only terminologicdJ 
but also for reasons of intrinsic content between the uncoveredness of 4 ... 

and the disclosed ness of its being. A being can be uncovered, whether by way 
of perception or some other mode of access, only if the being of this~~~ 
already disclosed-only if I already understand it. Only then can I Ilk 
whether it is actual or not and embark on some procedure to estabiilb the 
actuality of the being. We must now manage to exhibit more predlely the 
interconnection between the uncoveredness of a being and the ditc:Joeed
ness of its being and to show how the disclosedness (unveiledness) o(beiag 
founds, that is to say. gives the ground. the foundation, for the possibility of 
the uncoveredness of the being. In other words, we must manage to 
conceptualize the distinction between uncoveredness and disclosedness. ~ 
possibility and necessity, but likewise also to comprehend the possible UPitY 
of the two. This involves at the same time the possibility of formulating tbr 
distinction between the being {SeiendenJ that is uncovered in the un
coveredness and the being {Sein] which is disclosed in the disci~ 
thus fixing the differentiation between being and beings, the ont~ 
difference. In pursuing the Kantian problem we arrive at the question of~ 
ontological diffe-rence. Only on the path of the solution of this basic ontol~ 
cal question can we succeed in not only positively corroborating the ~= 
thesis that being is not a real predicate but at the same time postt1 t· 
supplementing it by a radical interpretation of being in general as eJ(t8tl 

ness (actuality, existence). . . the 
We now clearly see that the possibility of giving an expos1t1on.of ~ 

ontological difference is interconnected with the necessity of investl~ 
intentionality, the mode of access to beings, although this does not 
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h mode of access to each being represents perception in the Kantian 
that t ~ant docs not put the elucidation of actuality, existence. in the 
sense- hen he equates actuality with perception. He stays at the extreme 
c;ente:~he problem's field and in such a w_ay t~at this edge even disappears 
~ into obscurity. Nevertheless the d1rect1on ofthe path he follows, by 
for ~g to the subject i~ its_broadest se~, is the ~nly one t~t is poss~le 
red correct· It is the d1rect1on of the mterpretat1on of bemg, actuahty, 
~ence that was ~ollo~ed n.ot just ~y modem philosophy si~ ~es, 
by expressly orientmg 1ts philosoph~! pro?lems to the su~jCCt. Drrectton 
~ the subject-or toward what 1s bas1cally meant by 1t, namely, our 
~in-is also followed by ontological inquiry in antiquity, that of Plato 
and Aristotle. which was not yet at all oriented subjectivistically in the 
modem sense. This, however, does not mean that Plato's and Aristotle's 
basic philosophical tendency may be interpreted somewhat in Kant's sense, 
11 the Marburg School did some years back. In their effort to elucidate 
being. the Greeks proceed in the same direction as Kant when they go back 
to the logos. The logos has the peculiarity of making manifest, either of 
uncovering or of disclosing something, between which two the Greeks 
distinguished as little as did modem philosophy. As basic comportment of 
the psuche, the logos is an aletheuein, a making-manifest, which is peculiar 
to the psuche in the broadest sense or to the nous-tenns that are badly 
understood if they are thoughtlessly translated as soul and mind and 
oriented to the corresponding concepts. The psuc:he, says Plato, discourses 
with itself about being; it discusses being. otherness, sameness, motion, 
rest, and the like thoroughly with itself; that is, it already of its own self 
understands being, actuality, and the like. The logos psuches is the horizon 
to which every procedure that attempts to elucidate being and actuality and 
~ ~ike .. betakes itself. All philosophy. in whatever way it may view the 
~ect a~d place it in the center of philosophical investigation, returns to 
hen soul. mmd, consciousness. subject, ego in clarifying the basic ontological 
~ omena. Neither ancient nor medieval ontology is, as the customary 
•gnor~ce of them takes them to be, a purely objective ontology excluding 
consctousncss; rather. what is peculiar to them is precisely that conscious
~a~d the ego are taken to be in the same way as the objective is taken to 
ito>. VIdence for this is provided by the fact that ancient philosophy orients 
ancontology to the logos and it could be said with a certain propriety that 
log tent ontology is a logic of being. This is correct to the extent that the 
li~:: tht.< P~.cno_~~non t~at is supposed to clarify what being means. 
Wer r. the logtc of bemg does not mean that ontological problems 
to 1~ reduced to logical problems in the sense of academic logic. Reversion 
~ ego, to the soul. to consciousness, to mind, and to the Dasein is 

.·sary for specific and inherently pertinent reasons. 
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We can express the unanimity of this tendency in philosophical inter. 
pretations of being and actuality by still another formulation of the ~ 
lem. Being. actuality, existence belong among the most universal~ 
that the ego, as it were, brings with it. These concepts were and 1ft 
therefore called innate ideas, ideae innatae. They reside in the h\llbao 
Dasein from the very outset. On the basis of its ontological constitution the 
Dasein brings with it a vision, idein, an understanding, of being, ~ 
existence. Leibniz says frequently, even if much more crudely and~ 
ously than Kant, that we comprehend what being. substance, identity 
duration, alteration. cause, and effect are only in reflection upon our own: 
selves. The doctrine of innate ideas is prevalent more or less p1aay 
throughout the whole of philosophy. Nevertheless, it is more of an e¥f11iaG 
and an elimination than a solution of the problem. It is too simple a.._ 
to a being and a property of that being, innateness. which is itself apleined 
no further. However undearly innateness is conceived, it should DOl be 
understood here in the physiological-biological sense. It should be .... 
instead to mean that being and existence are understood prior to beiap. 
This does not, however, mean that being, existence, and actuality arewhll 
the individual first realizes in his biological development-that c:biJdnD 
first of all understand what existence is; rather, this ambiguous expi • Dl' 

"innateness" refers only to the earlier, the preceding, the a priori, which ... 
identified with the subjective from Descartes to Hegel. The problem of the 
elucidation of being can be extricated from this blind alley or first pope.rly 
posed as a problem only if we ask: What does innateness mean? How ia it 
possible on the basis of the Dasein 's ontological constitution? How CID it be 
defined? Innateness is not a physiological-biological fact; instead, i!l_. 
lies in the indication that being, existence, is earlier than beings. It II\Uitbe 
taken in the philosophical-ontological sense. Hence it is also not to be 
thought that these concepts and principles are innate because aD IDID 
recognize the validity of these propositions. The agreement of huJDIO 
beings about the validity of the law of contradiction is solely a sign rJ 
innateness but not the reason for it. Recourse to universal agreement and 
assent is not yet a philosophical certification of logical or ontological 
axioms. In our phenomenological consideration of the second thesis-; 
each being there belong a what and a way-of-being-we shall see tha~ 
same horizon opens up there as well. namely, the attempt to el~ 
ontological concepts by recourse to the Dasein of human beings. To be~· 
it will also appear that this recourse. precisely with regard to this p~le~· .• 
not formulated as explicitly in ancient and medieval ontology as at as ill 
Kant. Nevertheless, it is in fact present there. . thl 

It ha.<; become clear in a number of ways that the critical discussaon of . 
Kantian thesis leads to the necessity of an explicit ontology of the l)aaeiP' 
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. . onlv on the basis of the exposition of the basic ontological 
f or at as . I 

. tion of the Dasein that we put ourse ves in a position to understand 
cansu:~cly the phenomenon correlated with the idea of being, the under
~ng of being which lies at the basis ~fall com~rtment !o ~ings and 
sta_tldes it. Only if we understand the baste ontologacal constatutton of the 
~n can we make clear to ourselves how an understanding of being is 
possible in the Dasein. It has, however, also become clear that the ontology 
of the [)asein represents the latent goal and constant and more or less 

·dent demand of the whole development of Western philosophy. But this :be seen and demonstrated only if this demand is itself expressly put and 
fulfilled in its basic features. The discussion of the Kantian thesis led in 
particular to a basic ontological problem, the question of the distinction 
between being and beings, the problem of the ontological difference. In 
examining the Kantian thesis we touched upon problems at every step 
without taking note of them expressly as such. Thus, in order to discuss the 
Kantian thesis fully. it was necessary not only to analyze the equation of 
existence. actuality. with absolute position but also correspondingly to 
analyze the equation of being with position generally; that is, it was neces
sary to show that position, positing, also has an intentional structure. We 
shall return to this point in the context of our discussion of the fourth thesis 
where we deal with being in the sense of the "is" of the copula, which Kant 
interprets as respectus logicus, that is, as the positing of being in general. 
Kant understands the being that he takes to be one with position generally 
as the "is" which is posited as the combining of subject and predicate in the 
proposition. For its analysis it is requisite that the structure of the positional 
character of the proposition be exhibited. 

The provisional clarification of intentionality led us further to the differ
~ in ontological constitution between the objective entity and the subjec
: entity. the Dasein, who exists. Plainly this distinction between the being 
£ t we ou~selves are and the being that we are not-or, expressed in a 
~ally f1chtean manner, between the ego and the non-ego-is not 
:ide~tal but must somehow impress itself on the common consciousness, 
.. phalosophy is interested in it from the very beginning. We shall discuss 
~ 10 the third thesis, so that the interconnection of the first thesis with the 
OUrth and third already becomes clear. 

co In explicating the contents of the Kantian thesis we started from the 
ncept of reality, thingness, from which existence was to be distinguished 

~a non-r,•al character. Nevertheless, we should bear in mind that reality, 
is ~Is no more something real than existence is something existent, which 
c:at pressed in Kant by the fact that for him reality, like existence, is a 
w..;;~ry._ Reahty is an ontological characteristic that belongs to every being, 

er It is actual or merely possible, insofar as each being is something, has 
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a reaJ content, a what-content. It is not enough to exclude existence 
something non-real from the real determinations of a thing; it is ~ 
necessary to determine the ontological sense of reality in general and to ati 
how the connection between reality and existence is to be conceived aod 
how its possibility can be exhibited. This is a problem that lies virtuaU 
hidden in the Kantian thesis. It is none other than the content of the secoJ 
thesis, to the discussion of which we shall now tum. We should keep in 
mind that the four theses are interconnected among themselves. The real 
content of any one of these problems includes within itself that of the 
others. The four theses formulate only externally and still covertly the 
systematic unity of the basic ontological problems, toward which we are 
groping by way of the preparatory discussion of the theses. 



Chapter Two 

The Thesis of Medieval Ontology 
Derived from Aristotle: To the 

Constitution of the Being of a Being 
There Belong Essence and Existence 

§10. 'I"M content of the thai~ mad ita tradinOMI diacuuion 

a) Preview of the traditional context of inquiry for the 
distinction between e.ssentia and existentia 

The discussion of the first thesis, being is not a real predicate, aimed at 
clarifying the sense of being, existence, and at determining Kant's inter
pretation of existence more radically in regard to its task. It was emphasized 
that existence differs from reality. Reality itself was not yet made a problem, 
nor was its possible relation to existence or even the distinction between the 
~0· Since reality in the Kantian sense means nothing but essentia, the 
~ion o~ the second thesis. concerning essentia and existentia. includes 
h the questtons about their relationship that were raised in earlier philoso
r~ ~d that ~re not treated further by Kant but underlie his thinking as 

t•onal notions to be taken for granted. In the course of discussion of the 
;econd thesis it will become still clearer how firmly the Kantian problem is 
i.~ed 10 the ancient and medieval tradition. Even though the second thesis 
a r ery closely associated with Kant's, the discussion of it is nevertheless not 
.,eaf:t~t•on of the Kantian problem, for now, under the designation essentia, 
Corn Y •t~clf btx:omes an ontological problem. The problem accordingly be
the e-s more acute. How do reality and existence belong to a being? How can 

real have existence? How is the ontological interconnection of reality 

77 
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and existence to be defined? Not only do we now arrive at fun~ 
new problems but, in the process, the Kantian problem grows more t:r-. 
chant. 

We can also characterize the new problem with reference to the on~ 
cal diffeTence. This difference has to do with the distinction between bea1j. 
and being. The ontological difference says: A being is always chara.cteriz;i 
by a specific constitution of being. Such being is not itself a being. But beat 
what it is that belongs to the being of a being remains obscure. Fono.u. 
Kant's example, until now we have taken the expression "being" in the..._ 
of existence. actuality. that is. as the way in which something actwd or 
existent is. Now, however, it will appear that the constitution of the beiagof 
a being is not exhausted by the given way of being. if by this we IDIID 
actuality. extantness. existence. Rather, it will be made clear that it bebtp 
to every being. in whatever manner it may be. that it is such and such. 1\e 
character of the what. the what-character or. as Kant says. Sachheit [thiDa
ness, somethingnessJ, reality, belongs to the ontological constitution W, a 
being. Reality is no more something that is, something real, than • 
existence and being something that exists and is. Thus the distincti'Ja 
between reality and existentia. or between essentia and existentia, doa DOt 
coincide with the ontological difference but belongs on the side rl en 
member of the ontological difference. That is to say. neither m:alit&s IIW 

existentia is a being; rather, it is precisely the two of them that make up the 
structure of being. The distinction between realitas and existentia ~ 
being more particularly in its essential constitution. 

Thus we see already that the ontological difference is not as simple 
intrinsically as it appears in its plain formulation, but what ontology aimlll. 
that which differs here, being itself, reveals an ever richer structure witbiD 
itself. The second thesis will lead to the problem we discuss in Part Two 
under the heading of the basic articulation of being. namely. each smP 
being's being determined in regard to its being by essentia and poesil* 
existence. 

The tTaditional discussion of the second thesis, that essentia and .,as. 
tentia, or possible existence. belong to each being. lacks a solid f~ 
and a sure clue. The fact of this distinction between essentia and exist£DUI 
has been well known since Aristotle and taken for granted as sornethiP' 
self-evident. How this distinction between the two is to be defined ~s open.; 
question in the tradition. In antiquity this question is not ev~n ~ the 
problem of the distinction and the connection-of the distmcuo and. 
compositio-between the what-character of a being and its way of~ 
essentia and existentia, first becomes urgent in the Middle Ages. not a~ 
the background of the basic question of the ontological differe~e, ~ 
was never seen as such, but rather within the same contex~ of inCJUll'}' 
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ountcrcd in characterizing the Kantian thesis. To be sure, we are not 
we en~ealing so much with the question of the knowability and demon· 
nO~. lit'' 0 { God's existence as with the still more original problem of the 
~ . 1 ct~ess of the concept of God as an infinite being, ens infinitum, over 
di~t_m t the being that is not God, the ens finitum. In the description of the 
~~an thesis we were told that existence belongs to God's essence, to the 

n ntia dei. This is a proposition that Kant, too, does not dispute. What he 
essetests is solely that human beings are in a position to posit absolutely a 
::g such that existence belongs to. its -~e, ~hat is: to perceive ~t 
immediately. in the broadest sense to mtu1t 1t. God IS a bemg who, by h1S 
essence. cannot not be. The finite being, however, can also not be. This 
means that existence does not necessarily belong to what the finite being is, 
its realitas. Now in case such a possible being (ens finitum) or its reality is 
actualized-in case this possible exists-then, viewed externally, pos· 
sibility and actuality have manifestly come together in this being. The 
possible has become actual, the essentia is actual, it exists. Thus the 
question arises, How is the relationship of the what-character of an actual 
being to its actuality to be understood? We are now dealing not only with 
the Kantian problem, with actuality in general, but with the question of how 
the actuality of a being relates to its reality. We see that this ontological 
problem, too, which leads us back in Part Two to the basic problem of the 
articulation of being, is oriented in the tradition toward the problem of God, 
toward the concept of God as the ens perfectissimum. Aristotle's old 
identification of the prate philosophia, the first science, the science of being, 
with theologia receives renewed confirmation. We must now render this 
interconnection even more clear for ourselves in order to grasp the content 
of ~e second thesis in a correct way and to be in a position to extract what is 
Philosophically decisive from the traditional discussion of this thesis in the 
MidcUe Ages. In elucidating the content of the thesis, we shall have to limit 
ourselves to essentials and give only an average characterization of the 
Problem. We cannot give a full and detailed exposition of the historical 
COUrse of discussion of this thesis of the relationship and distinction be
~n ~'>entia and existentia in Scholasticism (Thomas, the older Thomis
Cou school, Duns Scotus, Suarez, the Spanish Scholastics in the age of the 
View nter-Reformation). Rather, by characterizing the chief doctrines-the 
idea s ~f Thomcu Aquinas, Duns Scotus, and Suarez-we shall try to give an 
tirn ° h how the Scholastics handled these problems and how at the same 
prci,Jt e mfluence of ancient philosophy is manifest in this treatment of the 

S ern Itself. in its approach. 
the jre:.t. belongs to the so-called Late Scholasticism, which was revived in 
\lias c-sult order in the age of the C'..ounter-Reformation in Spain. Thomas 

a rnember of the Dominican Order of Preachers, Duns Scotus of 
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the Franciscan Order of Friars Minor. Suarez is the thinker who had the 
strongest influence on modem philosophy. Descartes is directly~ 
on him, using his terminology almost everywhere. It is Suarez who for the 
first time systematized medieval philosophy and above all ontology. BefOit 
him the Middle Ages, including Thomas and Duns Scotus, treated anc:ieat 
thought only in commentaries, which deal with the texts seriatim. The balic: 
book of antiquity. Aristotle's Metaphysics, is not a coherent work, beioc 
without a systematic structure. Suarez saw this and tried to make up forttu. 
lack, as he regarded it, by putting the ontological problems into a S}'Stelnadc: 
form for the first time, a form which determined a classification of met. 
physics that lasted through the subsequent centuries down to Hegel & 
accordance with Suarez' scheme, distinctions were drawn between IDIII
physica generalis, general ontology, and metaphysica specialis, which m. 
eluded cosmologia rationalis, ontology of nature, psychologia ratinnllit, 
ontology of mind, and theologia rationalis, ontology of God. This llfAIIIto 
ment of the central philosophical disciplines recurs in Kant's CritiqueofPure 
Reason. Transcendental logic corresponds in its foundations to ..-1 
ontology. What Kant deals with in transcendental dialectic, the problemuf 
rational psychology, cosmology, and theology, corresponds to what modem 
philosophy recognized as questions. Suarez, who gave an exposition of Jail 
philosophy in the Disputationes metaphysicae ( 1597), not only exerclled 1 

great influence on the further development of theology within Catholidlm 
but, with his order colleague Fonseca, • had a powerful effect on the sbapial 
of Protestant Scholasticism in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuria 
Their thoroughness and philosophical level are higher by far than tblt 
which Melanchthon, for example, attained in his commentaries on Ailr 
totle. 

This problem of the relationship between essentia and existentia has fiat 
a theological significance that does not interest us in its narrow seolle· It 
concerns the problems of Christology and therefore is still discussed to the 
present day in the schools of the theologians and most prominently in~ 
philosophical views of the individual orders. The controversy has not to tbit 
day been settled. But since Thomas is taken before all others to be ~ 
authoritative Scholastic as well as given ecclesiastical preference, the Je;suitl. 
who side in their doctrine with Suarez, who himself doubtless saw the 
problem most acutely and correctly, have at the same time an inte~ 
associating their view with that of Thomas. As late as 1914 they requea ... -
directly from the pope a decision as to whether it is necessary to confof11l CO 

Thomas in every respect in this matter. This question was decided~ 
tively in a decision that was not ex cathedra but was supposed to proVI 

----•H,•idegger apparently ~f("r~ ht>rl' to Petrus 1-"onst."Ca (152H-1597). one of the ~ 
Spani~h Neoschola~tJc wnl("~. author nf /rutitu.lioncs dial«tic<U" tLishon. 15641. 
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t ·on in the area of theological and philosophical knowledge. These 
·enta t . • 

Ofl . s interest us here not directly but only retrospectively for under-
,Y!SUOD· . . 
-t-- ding ancient philosophy and prospectiVely ~or t~e pr~blems posed by 
stan t in the Critique of Pure Reason and by Hegel m h~s Logac. The history of 
J<an roblem is very involved and not yet clear to th1s day. 
thefc, begin with. the prob~em can be traced b~ck to Arabic p~loso~hy, 
above all to ,1\vicenna and h1S commentary on Anstotle. But Arab1c Aristo-

lianism is influenced essentially by Neoplatonism and by a work that 
~ yed a great role in the Middle Ages. the Liber de cawis, the Book of 
C:uses. The work was for a long time taken to be Aristotelian, though it is 
not. The distinction then occurs also in Plotinus, Proclus. lamblichus and 
~thence to Dionysius the Pseudo-Areopagite. They were all of special 
significance for medieval philosophy. 

The problem must be understood in the philosophical context of the 
distinction between the concepts of the infinite being and the finite being. 
In Suarez this distinction is situated in a still wider context. In the Dispu
tdtiones metaphysicae, which comprise in toto 54 disputations, the first part, 
disputations 1-27. deals with communis conceptus entis ejusque pro
prietatibus, being in general and its properties. The first part of metaphysics 
deals with being in general, where it is indifferent which particular being is 
taken into consideration. The second part, disputations 28-53, deals with 
the being of specific beings. Within the universe of beings. Suarez fixes the 
basic distinction between ens infinitum, deus, and ens finitum, creatura. 
The final disputation, 54. deals with ens rationis or, in the term preferred 
nowadays, ideal being. Suarez is the first one who-even if only timidly
tries to show, in opposition to the usual Scholastic opinion, that the ens 
rationis is also an object of metaphysics. Although the investigation of being 
represents in general an essential task of metaphysics, nevertheless deus as 
the primum and principium ens is at the same time id, quod et est totius 
~hysicae prirnarium objectum, et primum significatum et analogatum 
:us si~ificationis et habitudinis entis (Opera o~ni~. Pari~, 1~6-1861 . 

.' 26, dtsp. 31, prooem): God, as the first and pnnctpal bemg. 1s also the 
Pnmary object of the whole of metaphysics. that is to say. of the whole of 
~logy, and the primum significatum, that which is signified first, that 
w h constitutes the significance of all significances: the primum analo
~~~~· that to which every assertion about beings and every understanding 
tha mg IS traced back. The ancient conviction runs thus: Since every being 
rnu: Is actual comes from God. the understanding of the being of beings 
be~ uhtmately be traced back to God. The prima divisio entis is that 
!leri ~n ens infinitum and ens finitum. In disputation 28, Suarez reviews a 
tarl~ of formulations of this distinction, all of which already surfaced in 
of~r Philosophy and were even explicitly fixed in terminology. Instead 

tng divided into infinite and finite, beings can also be divided into ens a 
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se and ens ab alio: the being that is from itself and the being that is ~ 
another. Suarez traces this distinction back to Augustine; basically it . 
Neoplatonic. Consequently, reference is also made to God's aseity. eon: 
spo~ding to this dis~in~ion there i~ a second one: .ens_necessarium and._ 
contmgens, that wh1ch 1s necessanly and that wh1ch 1s only co~ 
Still another formulation of the distinction is between ens per essentiam aod 
ens per participationem. the being that exists by reason of its essence 8Dd 
the being that exists only by participation in a being that exists on ita OWfll 
[eigentlichJ. Here there appears a reflection of the ancient Platonic JDetb. 
exis. A further distinction is that between ens increatum and ens ~ 
the uncreated being and the created, creaturely being. A final dilltinctiaa 
runs: ens as actus purus and as ens potentiate, the being that is pure actuality 
and the being that is affected with possibility. For even that which is ICIUil 
but is not God himself is always in the state of the possibility nottobe.J.o 
as something actual it is still a possible; that is, it is possible for it nottobeor 
else to be other than it is, whereas by his essence God cannot not be. Suiaz 
decides in favor of the first classification of the universe of beinp ialo a 
infinitum and ens finitum as the most fundamental, in connec:tkla. willa 
which he accords the other classifications their due. Descartes also._ thia 
distinction in his Meditations. We shall see that for a more P""""inJ 
philosophical understanding of this distinction, quite apart from any _.. 
logical orientation and therefore also from the question whether or aatGocl 
actually exists, the division into ens increatum and creatum is decislft. 

Starting from this distinction, which is tacitly present everywhere. eftD 

where it is not mentioned, we shall understand the Scholastic problem IDd 
at the same time the difficulties as well as the impossibility of makiaJ 
progress on this path. The ens infinitum is necessarium; it cannot not be; it 
is per essentiam. actuality belongs to its essence; it is actus pwua. ~ 
actuality without any possibility. Its essentia is its existentia. Existmcuad 
essence coincide in thi'i being. God's essence is his existence. Bec::ault 
essentia and existentia coincide in this being, the problem of the cliff~ 
between the two obviously cannot emerge here, whereas it must neca~u·Y 
obtrude itself in reference to the ens finitum. For the ens per ~ 
tioncm only receives its actuality. Actuality devolves only upon the~· 
upon that which can be something, that which is according to its what, to Its 

essence. . tbt 
Mter Suarez has discussed. in the second part of his Disputa~~· ill 

ens infinitum, its concept and knowability, he proceeds .. begmnin8fits' 
disputation 31, to the ontological investigation of the ens fimt~· The petal 
task is that of defining the communis ratio cntis finiti scu creat1, the ge of 
concept of the finite, or created, being. He discusses the gen.e~ n:s~'))e 
the created being in disputation 31. It bears the charactenstlc utle 
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. entis finiti ut tale est, et de illius esse, eorumque distinctione," "On 
essenua nee of the finite being as such and on its being and their distinction." 
the essev • ..u often uses esse, like Thomas. in the sense of existentia. suarez ~::., 

b) Preliminary outline of esse (ens), essentia, and existentia 
in the horizon of the ancient and Scholastic undentanding 

of them 

The point now is to outline the concepts that are continuaUy used in 
discussing the thesis-essentia and existentia-but only as far as the under
sWlding of antiquity or of Scholasticism reaches. For our explication of the 
concepts of essentia and existentia we shall not choose the purely historical 
path but instead take our orientation on this matter from Thomas, who 
himself takes up the tradition and passes it on after giving it further 
determination. Thomas deals with essentia in a small but important youth
ful work which is entitled De ente et essentia or De entis quidditate. 

Before we discuss the concept of essentia, let us introduce a brief 
orientation about the concepts esse and ens. They form the presupposition 
for all subsequent philosophy. 

The concept of ens, as Scholasticism says, conceptw entis, must be taken 
in a twofold way, as conceptus formalis entis and as conceptus objectivus 
entis. In regard to the conceptwformalis the following is to be noted. Forma, 
morphe, is that which makes something into something actual. Forma, 
fonnalis, formale do not mean formal in the sense of formalistic, empty, 
having no real content; rather, conceptus formalis is the actual concept. 
conception in the sense of the actus concipiendi or conceptio. When Hegel 
treats the concept in his Logic he takes the term "Begriff," "concept" {usually 
~t~ "notion"}, contrary to the customary usage of his time. in the 

holastte sense as conceptus formalis. In Hegel, concept [Begriff] means 
~ COrtee~ving_ and the conceived in one, because for him thinking and 
. tng are 1dent1cal, that is to say. belong together. Conceptus formalis entis 
15 the conceiving of a being; or, more generally and cautiously, it is the 
~reh_ending of a being. It is what we call, among other things, Seinsver
rn dnls, the understanding of being, which we shall now be investigating 

caore rrunutely. We say "understanding of being," "Seinsverstandnis," be-
~~~ the 1· · d ofl--· exp ICit concept oes not necessarily belong to this understanding 
'JCIOg. 

en~ut what docs conceptw objectivus entis mean? The conceptus objectivus 
~~~ust ~distinguished from the conceptus formalis entis. the under
ippr ~g of being. the conceiving of being. The objectivum is that which, in 
the e endmg and in grasping, is thrown over against, lies over against as 

graspable, more exactly, as the grasped objectum, that which is con-
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ceived as such in the conceiving. the conceptual contents or, as is also~ 
the meaning. The expression conceptus objectivus is often equated. 
Scholasticism with the term ratio, ratio entis, corresponding again With~ 
Greek. Conceptus, concipere, belongs to the logos ousias. the concept ci 
being, the ratio, or intentio intellecta. lntentio would have to be taken he.t 
more exactly as intentum intellectum, that which is intended in the~ 
ing intention. 

According to Suarez, in concurrence with Thomas, the object of 1eoer.1 
ontology is the conceptus objectivus entis, the objective concept of tt._ 
which is; it is the universal in beings as such, the meaning of being in PDelll 
with regard to being's complete abstraction. apart from all relation to lllJ 
specific being. In the view of Scholasticism and of philosophy in geDeal, 
this concept of being is the ratio abstractissima et simplicissima, the esap. 
tiest and simplest concept, the one that is most undetermined and simple. 
the immediate. Hegel defines being as the indeterminate immediate. To 
this there corresponds the ratio entis as abstractissima et simplicissima. No 
definition is possible of this most universal and empty concept; de&iri DOD 

potest. For every definition must dispose what is to be defined in pmpr 
order under a higher determination. Table is a use-object; a use-ol:jec:t il 
something extant; something that is extant is a being; being beJcmp to 
beings. I cannot pass beyond being; I already presuppose it in fiWlJ 
determination of a being; it is not a genus; it cannot be defined. Suan!ziiJI. 
however. that it is only possible declarare per descriptionem aliquam.1 to 
make being clear by means of a certain description. 

If we start from usage, ens means a being. something that is (SeiertdesJ. 
In linguistic form it is the participle of sum, existo, I am. According to this 
form it means ens quod sit aliquid actu existens: 1" that extantnas, ~ 
actuality, belongs to a something, In this significance the expression is 8UIDP" 
tum participaliter. taken in the sense of the participle. Ens, being, can~ 
understood nominaliter, vi nominis. as a noun. Ens then means not SO 

that something exists; what is meant here is not something that ~ 
existence but rather id, quod sit habens essentiam realem est: tb that ~ 
exists having a determinate reality. the existent itself. the bemg, ~res-We 
belongs to each ens that it is res. Kant says reality. thingness [S~i,~ il 
conjoin the twofold meaning of the expression ens, being. As a pan-r 

---; 
I. [Francisco) Suarez, C>Uputationn mttaphysicar, disp l., sec. 4, l.,in ()peraotnn~ ~ 

[The l>Uputationrs occupies volumes 25 and 26 m Ch;ules llcrton s cdiuon of t frotll dlf 
~a omnia (Paris: l. Viws. 1861). A r~-print of the Drsputatrones m two volumes· l) 
Pari" edition of 1866 by Charle~ Berton. i-• acres,ibk !H1Id~heim· G. Olms. 1965 · 

Ia. Ibid .. di"P· 2. sec. 4, 4. 
lb. Ibid. [Actually. disp. 2. sec. 4, 5.] 



§JO. Content of Thesis [119-120] 85 

that a being is determined by a way of being. The participial meaning 
states the moment of existentia. In contrast, the nominal meaning empha
~ moment of res, or of essentia. 
5~ t :nd res. being and thing, differ in what they mean and yet are 

nsrtible. Every being is ens and res: it has being and it has being as such 
co~~h. The res is more exactly understood as essentia realis or, concisely. 
an tia: essence with real content. whatness. thingness (realitas). 
ess;Fow does Thomas characterize the thingness (realitas) belonging to each 
being? This becomes clear from the different designations he puts together 
for thingness. Sachheit. all of which also go back to the corresponding basic 
ontological concepts in Greek. 

We must formulate more exactly this concept of reality or, as Scholasti
cism says for the most part. essentia. Thingness is sometimes designated as 
quidditas. a formation derived from quid: quia est id, per quod respondemus 
ad quaestionem. quid sit res. 2 The quidditas is that to which we return, in 
the case of a being. when we answer the question raised about this being: 
WMt is it, ti estin? Aristotle formulates more exactly this what, which 
defines the ti estin, as to ti en einai. Scholasticism translates this as quod 
quid erat esse, that which each thing already was in its thingness, before it 
became actual. Any thing-a window, a table-was already what it is 
before it is actual. and it must already have been in order to become actual. It 
must have been with regard to its thingness, for it could become actualized 
only so far as it is thinkable as something possible to be actualized. That 
which each being. each actual being, has already been is designated in 
German as the Wesen fin English as the essence]. In this Wesen, to ti en, in 
the was, there is implied the moment of the past, the earlier. We reach back 
to~ quidditas when we wish to circumscribe what a being primo, first of 
all: IS, or when we settle upon what a being really and properly is, illud quod 
~~0 concipitur de re. 3 This first-of-all must not be taken in ordine 
~r5• _in the order of the genesis of our knowledge. of our attaining 
Ill Ollnat1on (sic enim potius solemus conceptionem rei inchoare ab his quae 
~extra essentiam rei). sed ordine nobilitatis potius et primitatis objecti;4 :th order ?f c?ming to know a thing we are accustomed rather to begin 
pro ~ermmatJons of the thing that lie outside its essence, accidental 
Pri:nJes that come first to our attention. This first-of-all is not what the 
In ra:k ~eans; it is rather the primo in ratione nobilitatis, that which is first 
the th' •n t~~> res.' tha_t which the thing is in its realness, that which we define 

lng as bemg m its thingnes..<;; and what does this defining is the 

~- t: tJI'tJ .2. 'i('C 4, 6 . 

•. ~d 
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horismos, in Latin, definitio. For this reason reality is understood not~ 
as quid.ditas but also as definitio. This whatness that is circumscribable in the 
definition is what lends to each thing its determinateness and sure distia.: 
guishability from other things. constituting its delimitability. its figure. The 
definite circumscription. the certitudo (perfectio). is determined more Q. 

actly as forma, morphe. Forma, in this significance. is that which con.stitutea 
the figure of a being. Corresponding to it is how-the-thing-looks, the as. 
eidos, that as which the thing is sighted. The third meaning of thinpe., 
forma. the Greek morphe, goes back to eidos. That which constitutes the 
proper determinateness of a being is at the same time what is at its root, the 
radical, from which all of the thing's properties and activities ue c1et. 
mined and prefigured. Hence what is thus rootlike in a being, its ""'DD::e. il 
also designated as natura, the Aristotelian use of phusis. Today, too, wed 
speak of the "nature of the thing." 

It is thus, finally. that the next term for thingness is also to be uadir
stood, the one that is most used: essentia. It is that which in the esse. iD the 
being of an ens, of a being, if the being is conceived in its actullity, il 
properly thought with it, the Greek ousia in one of its meanings. 

We shall see that these different names for Sachheit, or thingoell
quidditas (whatness), quod quid erat esse (Wesen. essence), definitio (cir
cumscription, definition), forma (shape, figure. aspect, look), Dltllll 
(origin), names for what Kant calls reality and what Scholasti.cism. too. 
designates most frequently as essentia realis-are not accidental ud llt 
not based merely on the desire to introduce alternative names for the l8mt 
thing. Rather, to all of them there correspond different aspects in wbicb 
thingness can be regarded. specific basic conceptions of the inteqnetldoD ri 
the essence, the thingness, and thus the being of a being in general At the 
same time it becomes visible in the corresponding Greek tenns that ~ 
interpretation of thingness goes back to the way Greek onto!~ 
questions. Greek ontology becomes comprehensible in its fi 
orientation precisely thereby. . 

t\t first our concern was merely to see more clearly with the aid of~ 
designations what the meaning is of one of the members of the ~ 
between essentia and existentia dealt with in the thesis. Now we Ill~ 
provisionally demarcate the other member of the distinction, existentia; 
striking that the concept existentia has for a long time not been as . J 
comprehended and terminologically demarcated as that of essentaa. 
though essentia and quidditas become intelligible exactly in terms of -:c 
Esse, existere, is basically more original. The opaqueness of the concept 
existence and being is not an accident, because this concept is in part.takj 
to be self-evident. In view of all the incompleteness of the interpretat~1JCS 
this concept in antiquity and Scholasticism and afterwards in modern Ui 
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0 Kant. we must try to exhibit, precisely in connection with the 
doWil t cnological interpretation of the second thesis, the direction in 
J>ht:";:~e prc-Kantian interpretation of the sense of being moves. But the 
~ltv of clearly formulating the concept in question is much greater 

wi;h the concept of essentia. In no case are we now permitted to inject 
than hK' r· . the discussion t e ant.an concept o ex1stence as tantamount to 
mto I h · · f h · · h h absolute position. n .our c .ara_ctenzatlOn o t e concept e~tSt~nt~a, w et. er 
. Scholasticism or m ant1qu1ty, we must lay the Kanttan mterpretat1on 
~holly aside. It will appear_later that the Kantian interpretati_on is not as far 
from the ancient one as mtght seem to be the case at first saght. 

FlfSt we shall give in a merely general and provisional way the communis 
opinio of Scholasticism about the concept of existence. Ancient philosophy 
bl.sicaJiy did not come to any settled view of it. Generally the term esse is 
used for existentia, existere. Thus Thomas says especially that esse [that is, 
existere] est actualitas omnis formae, vel naturae:5 being is actualitas, 
literally the "Wirklichkeit," "actuality," of every essence and every nature, of 
every form and every nature. For the time being we need not be concerned 
about what this means more exactly. Being is actualitas. Something exists if 
it is actu, ergo. on the basis of an agere, a Wirken, a working, operating or 
effecting (energein). Existence (existere) in this broadest sense-not as we 
take it, as the mode of being of the Dasein, but in the sense of extantness, 
the Kantian Dasein, actuality-means Gewirktheit, enactedness, effected
ness, or again, the Wirklichkeit, actuality, that lies in enactedness (actualitas, 
enetgeia, entelecheia). Kant, too, uses this expression for existence. The 
German term "Wirklichkeit" is the translation of actualitas. The phenome
non of actualitas, under which heading we can have little to think at first, is 
the Greek energeia. By actualitas, says &holasticism, res extra causas 
~tituitur-by actuality a thing, that is. a mere possible, a specific what, is 
posited and placed outside the causes. This means: by actuality the enacted 
~to stand o_n its own, it stands for itself, detached from causation and 
,.~~_causes. In thts way a being, as actual, is a result that subsists for itself, 
unachcd. the ergon, the enacted or effected. If. by means of this en
actualtzmg, something is set standing on its own outside its causes and is 
=~I as this. it nevertheless also stands, as this actual being, outside the 
t t tng. The expression "existence" as existentia is interpreted by Scholas
.;1•.srn as rt.'i extra causas et nihilum sistentia, the thing's being-put or 
or o~e~ out\1dc the causes {German Ursachen, that is, Ur-Sachen, primary 
lat on~tnal thmgsj which actuali7.e it and outside the nothing. We shall see 
~~ edow this placedness in the sense of actuaJitas goes together with 

t ne!>.'i m the sen.<;e of Kant's absolute position. 

5. l'h. 
nna, :\quina~. Sum~n<~ thtolo,:UJt' I. qu. 3. art. 4 
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As essentia, or quidditas. whatness, gives the answer to the question CJIIid 
sit res, ita actualitas respondit quaestioni an sit, so existence answer. the 
question whether something is. We can also formulate the thesis in thia 
way. Each being, as a being. can be questioned in a twofold way as to wheat it 
is and whether it is. To each being the what-question and the whether. 
question apply. At first we do not know why this is so. In the phil~ 
tradition it is taken as self-evident. Everyone has this insight. The res ia 
actual on account of actualitas, existence. Looked at in the reverse~ 
that is. from actuality. the res is the possible. that which is available for 111 
actualization. Only in this reverse direction does the characteristic of whit
ness, realitas, which plays a great role in Leibniz, arise from the idea cl 
actuality: the determination of the essentia as the possibile. In Leibniz what 
Kant calls realitas is conceived preponderantly as possibilitas, the Geek 
dunamei on. This designation is obviously suggested to Leibniz by goiDa 
back directly to Aristotle. 

We have thus roughly elucidated the constituents of the second tbaia, 
essentia and existentia. To a being there belong a what (essentia) ad a 
possible how (existentia, existence in the sense of extantness). We say "a 
possible" because it does not lie in the what of each and every being that this 
being exists. 

c) The distinction between essentia and existentia in 
Scholasticism (Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, Suarez) 

In regard to the relationship between essentia and existentia, Scholastidsm 
establishes two theses which clarify more exactly the thesis we have as our 
theme. The first thesis runs: In ente a se essentia et existentia sunt meta
physicae unum idemque sive esse actu est de essentia entis a se. In a ~ 
which is from itself. essence and existence [in Kant's language, Wesenbeit 
and Dasein] are metaphysically [that is. ontologically] one and the &amC: or 
being actual belongs to the essence, derives from the essence, of a being 
which is in itself and is from its own self. Therefore, as was emp~ 
earlier, the ens a se is directly called actus purus, pure actuality, exclus1ve 
every possibility. God has no possibilities in the sense that he might be 
something specific that he is not yet but could only come to be. . 

The second thesis runs: In omni ente ab alio inter essentiarn et ex:; 
tentiam est distinctio et compositio metaphysica seu esse actu non est 
essentia entis ab alio; in every being which is from another. that is, in everY 
created being, there is an ontological distinction and composition ~ 
whatness and way-of-being, or being actual does not belong to the ~ 
of the created being. 



§10. Content of Thesis {12S-126J 89 

W must now specify more particularly this distinctio or this oompositio 
:bsists between essentia and existentia in the case of the ens .finitum and 

that~w the distinctio is formulated, in order to obtain from this a clearer 
~ , of the sense of essence and existence and to see the problems that 
111e" rge here. Notice must be taken-we have already touched on this in our 
e':entation of Kant-that the possible, res, quidditas, also has a certain 
~g: to be possible is different f~om to be a~al. If reali~y. ~d possibile 

incide. it is worthy of note that m Kant reahty and possibility belong to 
%fferent classes of categories, quality and modality. Realitas, too, is a 
specific mode of being of the real, just as actuality is that of the actual. 

How are we to understand the mode of being or, as Scholasticism calls it, 
the entitas. of the res, namely. reality? In what way does reality, being 
possible, become modified in actualization to actuality, when actuality 
accrues to it? What is this accruing actuality on account of which the 
possible becomes actual? Is it itself a res, so that in the actual being there 
exists a real difference, a distinctio realis, between essentia and ex.istentia? 
Or is this difference to be taken otherwise? But how is it to be conceived? 
That there exists a difference between being possible and being actual is not 
disputed: being actual is something other than being possible. The question 
focuses on whether in the actualized possible, in the essentia actu existens, 
there exists a difference and, if so, what difference. It is a question now of 
the difference between essentia and existentia in the ens finitum, the ens 
cratum. In the ens increatum there is essentially no difference; there they 
are unum idcmque. 

With reference to the problem of the difference between essence and 
existence, or actuality, we distinguish three different interpretative views 
within Schola.'lticism: the Thomistic, the Scotistic, and that of Suarez. We use 
tJ:'e name ''Thomistic" intentionally. Here we mean at the same time the 
VIew advocated by the old school of Thomas Aquinas and also in part still 
~V~ted today, that the distinctio between essentia and existentia is a 
~nctio r~alis. How Thomas himself thought about this question has not 

established clearly and consistently to the present day. Nevertheless, 
everything speaks in favor of his inclination to take the difference as a real 
one. 

We can characterize these three views concisely. Thomas and his school 
~;:eive (}f the difference between essentia and existentia, this distinctio, as 
di. lstln~tJo realis. According to Scotus the distinctio is one of modality, 
B StJ~ctto modalis ex natura rei or, as the Scotists also say. distinctio formalis. 
~~Is name t~e Scotistic ~istinctio became famous. Suarez ~nd his pre
di . · !;Qrs conceive of the dafference between essence and exastence as a 

StJnct io rationis. 
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If these Scholastic views are taken merely superficially and passed off 
scholastic in the usual sense, as merely subtle sophistical controversy,..: 
would have to relinquish completely all claim to understanding the c:entqt 
problems of philosophy that lie at their basis. That Scholasticism attac:kecl 
and discussed these questions only incompletely is no reason to dismisa the 
problem itself. The Scholastic way of posing the question is still to be 
regarded more highly than the unsurpassable ignorance about these prob. 
lems in contemporary philosophy, which cannot posture enough metapbya. 
ically. We must try to press on toward the real, central content of the 
Scholastic problem and must not let ourselves be distracted by the c:ontro. 
versies-often minute and toilsome-of the several Scholastic lll.OYemelda. 
In the exposition of these doctrinal views and controversies, we shall ratrir:t 
ourselves to essentials. This will make evident how little clarifiaatioo ... 
been given to the problems of ancient ontology. to whose approach the 
Scholastic discussion ultimately reverts and with which modem philoeapby, 
too. works as a foregone conclusion. We shall refrain from presentiDJ IDd 
critically reviewing the individual arguments. A penetrating knowledge fl 
this problem and of its rooting in Scholasticism is a presuppnsit:ioa for 
understanding medieval and Protestant theology. The mystical theology of 
the Middle Ages. for example. that of Meister Eckhart, is not even JaDCJteJy 
accessible without comprehension of the doctrine of essentia and existeadL 

It is the characteristic quality of medieval mysticism that it tries to lay bold 
of the being ontologically rated as the properly essential being, God. in his 
very essence. In this attempt mysticism arrives at a peculiar speculedon, 
peculiar because it transforms the idea of essence in general, which iiiD 
ontological determination of a being. the essentia entis, into a beiDJ IDII 
makes the ontological ground of a being. its possibility, its essence, iJdO 
what is properly actual. This remarkable alteration of essence intoabeialil 
the presupposition for the possibility of what is called mystical speculariaft; 
Therefore, Meister Eckhart speaks mostly of the "superessential ~ 
that is to say. what interest<; him is not, strictly speaking. God-God is still 
a provisional object for him-but Godhead. When Meister Eckhart says 
"God" he means Godhead, not deus but deitas, not ens but essentia. ~ 
nature but what is above nature, the essence-the essence to which. 81 it 
were, every existential determination must still be refused, from ~ 
every additio existentiae must be kept at a distance. Hence he also~ 
"Sprache man von Gott er ist, das ware hinzugelegt. "6 "If it were sal ----6. Mtisen Eckhan, l'redigtl'Tl. Traktatc. ed. Franz Pfeiffer (UiJ".ti~. 18571. P- 659.,::: 
17-18. IC>eutsclre ~.)IS!I~ des v.n:uhnten JahThundnu~ ed. Franz J:ofetffc~. v~l. 2. Af9.z.t~ 
Eckhan lu1pzig: <•. J. (JO!IChen. l!t';7). There~~ a 4th ecbtaon of\•olume 2 (GOctm~ !,- thl 
A cnhcal ed1t1on is in proces~: F...clthart, Dat deutschtn Wnllt, edited on benau 
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God that he is. that would be added on." Meister Eckhart's expression "das 
~ hinzugelegt" is the German translation, using Thomas' phrase, of: it 
~d be an additio entis. "So ist Gott im selben Sinne nicht und ist nicht 
~ Begriffe alter Kreaturen."7 Thu.-; God is for himself his "not"; that is to 

he is the most universal being, the purest indeterminate possibility of 
say~hing possible, pure nothing. He is the nothing over against the 
eve ncept of every creature, over against every determinate possible and 
:ualized being. Here, too, we find a remarkable parallel to the Hegelian 
determination of being and its identification with nothing. The mysticism 
of the Middle Ages or, more precisely. its mystical theology is not mystical 
in our sense and in the bad sense; rather. it can be conceived in a completely 
emment sense. 

a) The Thomistic doctrine of the distinctio realis between 
essentia and existentia in ente creato 

The problem of the relationship between essence and existence is re
solved in the Thomistic school by saying that in an actual being the what of 
this being is a second res, something else for itself as over against the 
actuality; thus. in an actual being we have the combination or composition, 
compositio, of two Tealities, essentia and existentia. Therefore, the differ
ence between essence and existence is a distinctio Tealis. Cum omne quod 
est praeter essentiam rei, dicatur accidens; esse quod pertinet ad quaes
tionem an est, est accidens;8 since everything that [in the Kantian sense] is 
not a real predicate in a being is spoken of as something that befalls or is 
added to the being /accidens], to the what, therefore the actuality, or 
existence, that relates to the question whetheT a res with the totality of its 
realities exists, is an accidens. Actuality is something accessory to the what 
of a being. Accidens dicitur large omne quod non est pars essentiae; et sic 
:: ~ [that is, existere) in rebus creatis;9 existence is not part of the reality 
. t 15 added on to it. Quidquid est in aliquo, quod est praeter essentiam 

e.rus. oponet esse causatum; everything that is outside the thing-content of a 

she For'<:~Un~gemein.<iChaft by Josef Quint (Stuttgan: Kohlhammer. 1969-). For a 
~~::~11 .._"C 1 he Work3 of Meistn Ecklu!T! I Works edited by Franz Pfeiffer, volume 2), 
11124 195 ·. With :\orne om•ssmn5 and additions. by C. de B. Evan.~ (London: J M. WatkiN, 
"l~ · ~ 1. In Pfe~~er, tne passage quoted read\: "Sprkhe man: er ist, cia% ..Wre zuo geleit," 

7 lb~··•t,"mum, 'lOb. Thi.~ L~ 0111e of the omitted passage;: in the Evans traNiat~n.]_ 
~ l\t hI 506, ltntws ~31. ]In Pfeiffer, th!!> pas!i.ige reads: ~ ast got arne selben san naht 
~Iran II; I demd)(>gntfe .aller cre.atliren." T realise II. "Von der Ubervart der Gotheit.- 2. In 
lugh1 il ':j110n of Pfeaffer"s editaon. Evan~ renders the sentence as: "But God is to himself his 

8.1-h, n.tught to the rrund of any creature." The Works of Meistn EckhaTt, vol. l. p. 360.) 
~10 '11 '~ :\qumas. Quamiones Quodlibrulln 2, qu. 2. an. 3. [There is an edition of these 

9. Qu ne, Y R. M. Spiazza (Tunn: Marietti. 19-49).] 
GestiOnt-s Quodlibttaks 12. qu. 5, an 5. 
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thing, everything that is not a real predicate of a res, must be caUSed, 
indeed vel a principiis essentiae vel ab aliquo exteriori, 10 either~ 
reason of the essence itself or by another. In God, existence belongs to tbt 
res by reason of his essence. God's essence is his existence. In the created 
being, however, the causation of its actuality does not lie in that being illel( 
Si igitur ipsum esse [existere] rei sit aliud ab ejus essentia, necesse est ClUod 
esse illius rei vel sit causatum ab aliquo exteriori, vel a principiis eaaen. 
tialibus ejusdem rei; if therefore that which is, the existent, is ~ 
other than the whatness, it must necessarily be caused. lmposai,Ue lit 
autem, quod esse sit causatum tantum ex principiis essentialibus rei;~ 
nulla res sufficit, quod sit sibi causa essendi, si habeat esse ca~ 
Oportet ergo quod illud cujus esse est aliud ab essentia sua, habeat -
causatum ab alia; 11 it is impossible, however, that existing would be CIUIId 
solely by the essential grounds of a thing [Thomas is speaking here oalyof 
created entities], since no thing suffices in its inherent content to be cbt 
cause of its own existence. This is reminiscent of a principle that Lebuz 
formulated as the law of sufficient reason, causa sufficiens entis, a law that 
in its traditional founding goes back to this problem of the relatiolllhip of 
essentia and existentia. 

Existere is something other than essence; it has its being on the baaia of 
being caused by another. Omne quod est directe in praedicamento.,... 
tiae, compositum est saltern ex esse et quod est; 1l each ens, therefOie •• 
creatum is a compositum ex esse et quod est, of existing and of wbatnaa
This compositum is what it is, compositio realis; that is to say, conespoad
ingly: the distinctio between essentia and existentia is a distinctio ...._ 
Esse, or existere, is conceived of also. in distinction from quod est or_. 
quod, as esse quo or ens quo. The actuality of an actual being is somethiDJ 
else of such a sort that it itself amounts to a res on its own account. 

If we compare it with the Kantian thesis, the Thomistic thesis says-: 
indeed, in agreement with Kant-that existence, there-being, actualitY• ~ 
not a real predicate; it does not belong to the res of a thing but~ 
nevertheless a res that is added on to the essentia. By m~ ~ ci 
interpretation, on the other hand, Kant wishes to avoid concelvinj 
actuality, existence, itself as a res; he does this by interpreting existence as 
relation to the cognitive faculty, hence treating perception as position. 

------10. Thomas Aquinas. Summa thtOlogia~ I. qu. 3. art. 4. 
ll.lhid. ~ 
l2.ThomasAquinas.!Hveritafe,qu.27,art.l [See Truth, Mtran~latedfromthe o(i.iolillf 

L.-onin~ t~xt," 3 vols .. tran!\lation ofth~ Quaestion~s disputalae de veritate, Library p: 31l 
CatholiC Thought (Chicago: H. R~1tncry. 1952-1954). The passage quoted~ ~fill 
of volume 3. tran~l<ltion by Robert W Schmidt: "Consequently everything that LS beiPf·1 
the category of su~tan«" is composed at least of the act of being and the subject of 
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rno.o;t important disciples of Thomas who in the period of Late 
r~ticism taught the distinction_ ~een essentia and exis~entia as 
~ ;,nctio realis include first of all Aeg1d1us Romanus (d. 1316). He JS known 
dist rthY of esteem for a commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard. 
and ~ongs to the Augustinian Order of which Luther later was a member. 
He there is Joannes Capreolus (d. 1444). He is most frequently called 
'fl:'tn eps Thomistarum, the prince of the Thomists. In Aegidius Romanus 
~motive which leads the Thomists to defend so stubbornly the real 
difference between essence and existence is already clearly expressed. It is 
nothing but the view that. if the difference were not held to be a real one, it 
would be impossible to speak at all about a createdness of things. This 
difference is the condition for the possibility that something can be created, 
that something as a possible can be conveyed over to actuality or, con
versely. a finite being as such can also again cease to be. The Thomistic 
advocates of this doctrine surmise in the opposed interpretations the pres
ence of a thesis that. because it denies that the difference is a real one, must 
ll the same time deny the possibility of creation and thus the basic principle 
of this whole metaphysics. 

~) The Scotistic doctrine of the distinctio modalis 
(formalis) between essentia and existentia in ente creato 

The second doctrinal position, that of Duns Scotus, has as its content a 
distinctio modalis or formalis. Esse creatum distinguitur ex natura rei ab 
asentia cujus est esse; the actuality of a created being is distinguished from 
its essence ex natura rei, by the essence of the thing itself. namely, as a 
created thing. Non est autem propria entitas; but the existence thus distin
guished is not a proper being, omnino real iter distincta ab entitate essentiae, 
~a proper being that would be distinct simply realiter from the essence. 

creatum, existere, is rather modus ejus, the essence's mode. This 
Sc:otistic distinctio formalis is in fact somewhat subtle. Duns Scotus de
SCribes it in more than one way. Dico autem aliquid esse in alio ex natura rei, 
~ n~n est in eo per actum intellectus percipientis, nee per actum 
aJ· ~tat1s comparantis. et universaliter, quod est in alio non per actum 
f ICUjus potentiae comparantis: 13 I say something is in another ex natura rei, 
:" the nature of the thing. quod non est in eo, which is not in it on 

OUnt of an actus intellectus percipient is, a comprehending activity of the 

tht1 ~~n, &otus. Rqxm<1l<1 P<Jruimsia 1. dist. 45, qu. l. schol. 1. [In place of "pt-rcipientis" 
~r f"obl~ text h;as "negicianti~." But Heidegger himself replaces the Iauer with the 
~ S::n r<",.tatmg what the passage !WIY"'· The L. Wadding ~-dition of the Opn-a omni.l of 
~ ~~U.\: ong•na.lly published in 12 volumes (lyon, 16391. has been n.-pnntcd in two 

s an,: L. Vives. 1891-11!95; Hildcsheim: G. Olms. 196M-1969).) 
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understanding. and also not on account of an act of comparison. So~ 
is in another ex natura rei. which does not at all go back to any com~ 
and determinative activity of apprehending but rather lies in the thing itael( 
Dico esse formaliter in aliquo. in quo manet secundum suam ra~ 
formalem, et quidditativam;•• I say it is in another formaliter, acc~to 
its form, in which it remains on account of its quidditas. Applied to OUr 
example this means that existence, actuality, belongs actually to theataled 
actual being; hence, in Kantian language, existence is not something due to 
a relation of the res to the concept, to the apprehending understanding, but 
according to Scotus existence actually belongs to the actual being and Jtt, 
for all that, existence is not a res. Where something is present, pre:leaQ ia 
there; it lies in the being that is present and can be distinguished from it a 
belonging to it, but nevertheless in such a way that this difference IDd thll 
distinguishing cannot supply a thing-content that somehow is on its Ol'lll fi1r 
itself. a res on its own with its own reality. 

-y) Suarez' doctrine of the distinctio sola rationis between 
essentia and existentia in ente creato 

The third interpretation is that of Suarez. the distinctio rationia. 'I'he 
difference between essence and existence in the created being is IOiely 
conceptual. Suarez' discussions aim chiefly at showing that his own 'fiew 
really agrees with that of Scotus, more precisely, that it is not at all nee '1 
to introduce this distinction of a distinctio modalis, as Scotus does, but dill 
this modal distinction is nothing other than what he, Suarez, calla dildnclio 
rationis. 

Suarez says: Tertia opinio affirmat essentiam et existentiam creaturll 
. non distingui real iter, aut ex natura rei tanquam duo extrema realia. IIIII 

distingui tan tum ratione. 15 He thus draws the line between his view~~ 
other two doctrines. His interpretation fixes more clearly the ~ 
comparison of the distinction in question: comparatio fiat inter ~ 
existentiam, quam vocant esse in actu exercito, et actualem essentiiiD 
existentem. lb He stresses that the problem relative to the clistinctioft be
tween essence and existence consists in the question whether and ~ ~ 
actualized what, the what of an actual being, differs from this beinl' 
actuality. It is not the problem of how the pure possibility, the essentia" 

-----14. Ibid. . eci ~ 
15. Suarez., Dispu«aliont'S mt'taphyrica~. disp .. 31. so..>c. I. 12. [In O~a omn&a, t-JtJ 

vol. 26, "This third view a.s.serts that the esst."'Ce and L"XJstence of cre_atures arr 'd:e,r til' 
c.lifferent, as if they were two real oppo!loites by the nature of thmgs. but that 
rationally or conceptually different." My translation.] ua1 ~ 

16. Ibid .. disp. 31. sec. I. 13.1-rhe comparison should be made beN.·~ act ~--"'tJOill-1 
which i~ !lo'lid to be actually exercJ!>C."d. and the actually L"Xll>IL"nt L~"fliC'l'. My tRIP-
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thing which is purely possible and then actualized, differs from the 
s0rncliw: the question rather is, Can the actuality and the thing-content of 
a,etua ct~al be distinguished really in the actual being itself? Suarez says: 
the ~tia ct existentia non distinguunter in re ipsa, licet essentia, abstracte et 
esseecise concepta. ut est in potentia [possibile], distinguatur ab existentia 
~li. tanquam non ens ab ente; 17 in the actual being itself I cannot 
distinguish realiter essence and actuality, although l can think abstractly the 
essence as pure possibility and then fix the difference between a non-being, 
non-existent. and an existent. He goes on to say: Et hanc sententiam sic 
explicatam cxistimo esse omnino veram; lH I am of the opinion that this view 
is altogether true. Ejusque fundamentum breviter est, quia non potest res 
a1iqua intrinsece ac formal iter constitui in ratione entis realis et actualis, per 
aliud distinctum ab ipsa. quia, hoc ipso quod distinguitur unum ab alio, 
tanqU&nl ens ab ente, utrumque habet quod sit ens, ut condistinctum ab 
alio. et consequenter non per illud formaliter et intrinsece. 19 The founda
tion of this third interpretation is solely this, that something like existence, 
actuality-which intrinsece et fonnaliter, most inwardly and in accordance 
with the essence, constitutes something like the actual-cannot be distin
guished as a being on its own account from what is thus constituted. For if 
existence, actuality, were itself a res, in Kantian terms a real predicate, then 
both res, both things, essence and existence, would have a being. The 
question would then arise how the two can be taken together in a single 
unity which itself is. It is impossible to take existence as something existent. 

To gain access to this problem, which is discussed along different lines in 
the three doctrines, let us first briefly mention Scholasticism's way of 
conceiving the distinctio in general. If we disregard the Scotistic view, 
Scholasticism differentiates between a distinctio realis and a distinctio 
rationis. Distinctio realis habetur inter partes alicujus actu (indivisi) entis 
qllarum entitas in se seu ind.ependenter a mentis abstractione, una non est 
altera: a Teal distinction obtains when of those that are distinguished, in 
~nformity with their what-contents, the one is not the other, and indeed in 
Itself. without regard to any apprehension by means of thinking. 
di The distinctio mtionis is that qua mens unam eandemque entitatem 
. VersJs conceptibus repracsentat, that distinction by which the understand
lllg represents to itself by different concepts not two different res but one 

11 lb.·t 
18. lhtd 
I'J. lntd !"" d he forman ·I · . · H\ t r~awn for that. bncfly. i~ thai somcthing cannot imrinsically and 

by thot- ~ "' «>mt&tuted u a real and actual being by wmcthmg dafferenlfrom ilself. because, 
~ 1 \~fact th.ll one~~ different from the other u a being from a bemg. each has what it 
irltfln ,, u' and to be condi~tinct from the other and con~nlly [cannot bel formally and 

'K'a Y through the other." 1\·ly translatmn.l 
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and th~ s~~ thin~. ~holasticism further .divi~es the distin~i~ rationia U.C, 
(1) a duhnctw tat1onu pura or also ratwcmantu and (2) a dutmctjo t~ 
ratiocinata. The former is the distinction that can be exemplified in the 
difference between homo and animal rationale, human being and ratioatl 
animal. By this I distinguish something, to be sure, but what I distinsuiab. 
one and the same res. A difference exists only in the manner of ap~ 
ing this res: in the one case what is meant, homo, is thought u~y 
implicite, in the other case explicite. the moments of the essence ~ 
brought out. In both cases of this distinctio rationis pura, the res is one lad 
the same realiter. This distinctio has its origin and motive solely in the 
ratiocinari itself, in the conceptual act of distinguishing. It is a diatiaction 
that is accomplished only from my standpoint. To be distinguished fiom 
this distinctio rationis is the distinctio rationis ratiocinata, or diBtinc:tio 
rationis cum fundamento in re. The latter is the familiar expression, h Nfen 
not simply to the mode of apprehension and the degree of its clarity but il 
present quandocumque et quocumque modo ratio diversae considendoaia 
ad rem relatam oritur, when the distinction arises as not in some IOrt 
motivated by the apprehending in its active operation but ratioclnata. by 
that which is objicitur, cast over against, in the ratiocinari itself, beDct 
ratiocinata. The essential point is that for the second distinctio rationia there 
is a motive having to do with the thing-content in the distinguished tiJiDc 
itself. By this. the second distinctio ration is, which is motivated not oaly by 
the apprehending intellect but by the apprehended thing itself, receiva a 
position in between the purely logical distinctio, as the distinctio puraia allo 
called, and the distinctio realis. For this reason it coincides with the 
distinctio modalis or formalis of Duns Scotus. and therefore Suua is 
correct in saying that in terms of real content he agrees with Scotus atJII'IC 
that he regards the introduction of this further distinction as s~ 
There are theological reasons why the Scotists doggedly championed their 
distinctio modalis. 

The problem of the distinction between essentia and existentia ~ 
occupies us first of all in the framework of the Scholastic interp~ 
should become clearer in its real content and in reference to its rootednesS~ 
ancient philosophy. But to this end we must still pursue Suarez'~; 
some further detail so as to reach the true nub of the question. For his tht 
his predecessors' view is the one most appropriate for working out . 
phenomenological exposition of the problem. Suarez argues for h~~ 
not merely by saying, in the manner already mentioned, that it is im~ 
to comprehend existence as something that itself exists, because ~.....d 
question would arise anew how these two beings themselves are s~ 
once again to constitute an existent unity: he argues for it also by an~ 
to Aristotle. In order to make this appeal legitimate he has to arnplu, 



§tO. Content of Thesis (136-137/ 97 

. telian interpretation. Suarez says: Probari igitur potest conclusio sic 
o\riSlO I . b' . d' reb 'hil . dde • ita ex :\ristote e, qu1 u 1que a1t; ens a ~unctum us m ets a re; 
~dem est ens homo, quod homo; hoc autem, cum eadem proportione. 
naf1l est de re in potentia et in actu; ens ergo actu, quod est proprie ens, 
;:;.e quod ~xist~s: ni~i~ a_~it n:i ~ essentiae ~ctuali.20 Arist~tle says 
that the expression 'bemg. tf tt ts adj~tned ~.o any thmg, adds not~g. to it, 
and that it is the same whether I say man, homo. or ens homo, exiStent 

an." The passage in Aristotle runs: tauto gar he is anthropos kai on 
m thropos kai anthropos, kai ouch heteron ti deloi;l1 it is the same to say 
~ne man" or "an existent man." Aristotle here intends merely to say: Even 
when 1 think a res, a mere what, I must already think it in some sense as 
being; for possibility and thought-ness are also being possible and being 
thought. When I say "man," I am also thinking being along with this, in this 
being which is in some way thought of as being. Suarez now carries over to 
existence this Aristotelian suggestion that in everything thought of, whether 
it be thought of as actual or as possible, being is thought along with it. He 
says: the same thing (namely. that being adds nothing to res) holds also 
precisely of proprie ens, being proper, that is, existing. Existence adds 
nothing. This is exactly the Kantian thesis. Existentia nihil addit rei seu 
essentiae actuali. Existence adds nothing to the actual what. 

To make this clear Suarez must enter into a characterization of the mode 
of being of the possible in general, that is, into the mode of being of the 
Sache, the thing, the essentia priusquam a deo producatur,ll before it has 
been created by God himself. Suarez says. the essences or possibilities of 
things before their actualization have no being of their own. They are not 
realities sed omnino nihiJ,ll but nothing at all. To that which, like the pure 
possibilities, is in this sertse nothing with regard to its being, nothing can be 
added in its actualization as well. The nature of actualization consists, 
rather, precisely in the fact that the essence first of all receives a being or. to rak m?re accurately, comes into being. and in such a way indeed that 
beter. as 1t were. as viewed from the actualized thing, its possibility can also 
the appreh~nded_ m a certain sense as being. Suarez calls this pure possibility 

potentia objectiva and allows this possibility to be only in ordine ad 

/Mn~ 1~•d . <.l"p -~I. sec. b. 1. ("The rondu~10n. as explained, can therefore be proved by the 
(Of nt, "j Amtutle where h•• says that adding heing to a thing docs not add am'thl"" to 1t, 

~:0.1~1._,, I h . J ·~ 
~ . _.. rn<an ., I c "ilme as man. and thi~ is proportionally true of the thing both in 
et.H.t7" •nd In ;u:t; therefore heing in act. which i.~ ht>ing proper and the gmc thing as 

2l n~ o~<kh nothin!o( to the thing or to the actual es.wncc:· !1.-lv translation.) 
22. ·. ra't"tl.·. Mrlaphynca, book Gamma. 2.1003'•26 f. · 

t.tq,~:';j"'"'·l)llpulalionts rnrlc!ph)-siCa(', disp. 31. s«.l.. [The phra.w come" from the title of 

23. lbL<J, d.,p. 31. '-t'('. 2. I. 
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alterius potentiam.2" in relation to another being that has the possibility of 
thinking such things. ~~t this po~sible as, say_. ~od think~ it, non dic:e.t 
statum aut modum pos1tavum ent1s, does not s1gmfy a spec1al positive way 
of being of a being; rather, this possible must precisely be apprehended 
negatively, as something which nondum actu prodierit. does not yet actu. 
ally exist.25 When in creation this possible goes over into actuality, thia 
transition is to be understood. not in the sense that the possible re~ 
a way ofbeing. but rather in the sense that it first of all receives a being. The 
essentia now is not only. non tantum in ilia, in that potency, namely, oE 
being thought by God, but it is only now properly actual, ab ilia, et in aeipla, 
the being is only now first created by God and, as this created being, it atthe 
same time stands on its own in its own self .zu 

The difficulty of the problem of making the distinction inteUigible It 111 
depends on how in general actualization is thought of as the transition of a 
possible to its actuality. Expressed more exactly. the problem of the diadDc
tion between essentia and existentia in ente creato depends on whether iD 
general the interpretation of being in the sense of existence is orieDIId 
toward actualization, toward creation and production. If the queadaD fi 
existence and the question of essence are oriented toward actualiratloai·ID 
the sense of creation and production, then perhaps this whole C'Oidleltt ti 
questions, as it comes to the fore in the three doctrinal views, cannot iDcleed 
be avoided. The fundamental question, however. is whether the problemfi 
actuality and of existence must be oriented as it was in Scholastidsm or in 
antiquity. 

Before answering this question, we must make clear to ourselves tltdtthe 
question about the sense of existence and actuality in pre-Kantian philolo: 
phy is oriented toward the phenomenon of actualization, of productioll. end 
also why. In closing, let us once more compare the third and first Yin~& 
Suarez' distinctio rationis says that actuality does not belong to the~ 
the thingness {Sachheit}, of the created being insofar as this reality • 
thought of for itself; but, on the other hand, it maintains that the aclual 
cannot be thought without actuality. without it therefore being said that the 
actuality is itself an actual being. Suarez holds that these theses are~~· 
iblc-that, for one thing. actuality does not belong realiter to the ~-tf 
the essentia, but that, on the other hand, the actuality nevertheless ll~ 
lies enclosed in the actual being and is not merely a relation of the 
being to a subject. In contrast. the first view holds a compatibility of~ 
two propositions to be impossible. Only if existence does not belong to 

--~ ----
24. Ibid., disp .. \I. M'C 3, 4. 
25. Ibid. 
26. Ibid. 
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_ -~ anvthing like a creation at all possible. For in creation existence is 
-""'oua t" • 
_... to the actual and can at any time be taken away from it. It is easily 
;oded hat in this controversy. especially on closer consideration, the real 
~ t ( the question constantly shifts: essentia is understood first as pure 
,.,..,1nt o 
r- 'bility. the purely thought essence. but then secondly as the actualized 
poss~e in the actuality itself. The first and third interpretations also differ 
~ rting-point as determined by their methods. The first view proceeds in 
m :ely deductive way. It tries to demonstrate its thesis from the idea of the 
~ted being. If a created being is to be possible as created, actuality must 
be added on to the possibility. that is to say. the two must differ realiter. 
From the principle "creation of the world must be possible," the necessity of 
the real distinction between essentia and existentia is inferred. The third 
vieW does not stan from the necessity of a possible creation but attempts to 
solve the problem of the relationship between the what and the way of being 
in the actually given being itself. It makes this attempt but never actually 
gets into the clear with it. The actually given being is taken as the primary 
court of appeal. With this in view the actuality can in no way be exhibited as 
itself something actual and bound up actually as an ens with the essentia. 

In the actual being, actuality cannot be read off as a special res on its own 
account but can only be expressly thought of. It must be thought of as 
something that belongs to the actual being in conformity with the actual 
being's essence-the actualized essence but not the thought-of essence as 
such. However, the outcome is this. Suarez agrees in a certain way with 
Kant when he says that existence, actuality, is not a real predicate. But he 
differs from Kant in positive interpretation, inasmuch as he conceives of 
actuality as something which, even if not real, nevertheless belongs to the 
actual being itself. while Kant interprets actuality as a relation of the thing 
to the cognitive faculty. 

§ 11. Phenomenological clanji£4tion of the problem 
undn-lying tM Hrond tMril 

:!: account of the discussion of the distinction between essence and 
~ence made_ it clear that a distinction was in dispute here without the 
the to be dtstmguished having been sufficiently explained-without even 
o{ w~~~rnpt_ having .be_en ~ade to give beforehand an adequate explanation 
the Was to be d&stmgutshed or even to come to an understanding about 
IIUteJ>a_th and the requirements necessary for such an explanation. To be 
in~tt should not be naively imagined that this omission of a prior 
irldot re;.ation of essence and existence was merely a mistake or a matter of 

ence_ Rather, these concepts are. for one thing. held to be self-evident. 
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That beings must be understood as created by God is adhered to aa 
unshakable conviction. By this ontical declaration a putting of the on~ 
cal question is condemned from the start to impossibility. But, above 
there is no available way of interpreting these concepts. The horizoQ : 
putting the question is lacking. In Kantian language. there is no ~ 
way of establishing the birth certificate of these concepts and proving it to 
be genuine. The concepts employed in the traditional discussion I!IUit 
originate in a common interpretation which offers itself for this P'WPOie to 
begin with and constantly. We now ask from an objective historical Viet,. 
point, where do the concepts of existence and whatness arise? That il, 
whence do the concepts get the meaning they have as they are used iQ the 
above-mentioned discussion? We must try to obtain a clue to the oript d 
these concepts of essentia and existentia. We shall ask what their birth 
certificate is and whether it is genuine or whether the genealogy of tbae 
basic ontological concepts takes a different course, so that at bottom their 
distinction and their connection have a different basis. If we succeecl either 
in discovering the genealogy of these basic concepts or in first findinc dae 
direction of the path along which we can push forward or backward to their 
derivation, then this thesis-a what and a possible how of being belong to 
each being-must also receive an enhanced clarification and an adecpllle 
foundation. 

a) The question of the origin of essentia and existentia 

Let us forget for the time being the controversies about esseace and 
existence and their distinctio. We shall attempt to trace the origin of the 
concepts essentia and existentia or to define and understand the task al such 
an interpretation by way of the origin. We shall not forget that tbr 
interpretation of these concepts or of the phenomena lying at their~ 
has not advanced today any further than in the Middle Ages and antiquitY 
despite the initiatives given by Kant. These Kantian initiatives have f~ 
long time been taken up only negatively. To be sure, there was for a the 
century and still is a Neo-Kantianism. which, especially as concerns 
Marburg School, has its special merit. Now that the revival of l<a:"t .hal 
begun to go out of fashion the attempt is being made to replace. Jt ~ 
revival of Hegel. These revivals even flatter themselves on belllJ the 
caretakers of respect for the past. But at b~tt?m such r~ivals are and 
greatest disrespect the past can suffer. because 1t JS degraded mto a tool 
se~ant of~ f~">hio~ .. The basic prcsuppos~tion for being ~le to take~~ 
senously hes m w1lhng not to make ones own labor eas1er than dad rtf!~$ 
who are supposed to be revived. This means that we first ha~e to P to 
forward to the real issues of the problems they laid hold of, not an order 
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stand pat with them and bedeck them with modem ornaments, but in order 
ake progress on the problems thus grasped. We wish to revive neither 

to~ tie nor the ontology of the Middle Ages, neither Kant nor Hegel, but 
J\riStO h . . h . 1 c h 

1 ourselves; t at IS to say, we WlS to emancipate ourse ves 1rom t e 
~~~ologies and conveniences of the present, which reels from one fickle 
f hion to the next. 
as However. let us also forget the Kantian solution of the problem and ask 

f'IJW, Why is existence conceived of as actualization and actuality? Why 
does the interpretation of existence go back to agere, agens, energein, 
ergazesthai? Apparently we are returning to the matter at issue in the first 
thesis. But only apparently, for the problem now also includes the question 
of the origin of reality, the origin of the ontological structure of what Kant 
does not even make problematic in explaining his thesis. When he says that 
existence is not a real predicate, he presupposes that it is already clear what 
reality is. But we are now asking at the same time about the ontological 
origin of the concept of essentia-in Kantian terms the concept of reality
and moreover not only about the origin of these two concepts but about the 
origin of their possible interconnection. 

The following discussions differ from the earlier ones carried on within 
the framework of the Kantian thesis in that, in pursuing the origin of the 
existence concept. we come upon a different horizon for the interpretation 
c( existence as actuality than in Kant or, more accurately, upon a different 
direction of vision within the same horizon, a horizon that was even less 
unmistakably fixed and developed in the Middle Ages and antiquity than in 
Kant and his successors. To exhibit the origin of essentia and existentia now 
means to bring to light the horizon of the understanding and interpretation 
~ what is denominated in these concepts. Only later shall we have to 
InqUire how far the horizons of the ancient and Kant ian interpretation of the 
:encepts of ~ing coincide at bottom and why it is just they that dominate 
But formulation of ontological questions and still dominate it even today. 

first of all we must try to lay hold of this horizon of ancient and 
medieval ontology. 
ref<The verbal definition of existentia already made clear that actualitas 
f ers back to an acting on the part of some indefinite subject or. if we start 
~~rn our own terminology, that the extant [da.s Vorhandene/ is somehow 
the e~rcd by its sense to something for which, as it were. it COI'FU'S to be before 
be· and. at hand. to be handled. The apparently objective interpretation of 
\lri:~gK!'i actualitas also at bottom refers back to the subject. not, however, as 
to th ant. t~ the apprehending subject in the sense of the relation of the res 
acti e ~ogm~IVe faculties, but in the sense of a relation to our Dasein a.'l an 
"fheng )~~E.'In ~r. to speak more precisely. as a creative, productive Dasein. 

<{Uest1on IS whether this horizon for the interpretation of existence as 
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actualitas is derived merely from the literal meaning of the word itself. 
that we simply infer from the designation for existence, "actualitas," ;-a 
agere-or whether it can be made clear from the sense of actuality as it Ill 
conceived in ancient thought and &holasticism that actuality is ~ 
by going back to the productive behavior of the Dasein. If this latter is the Clle 
then it should also be possible to show that the concept of reality and of 
essentia, and consequently all the concepts we have enumerated for esaentia 
(quidditas, natura, definitio, forma). must be made intelligible from tbi. 
horizon of productive behavior. The next question then is, How do the
traditional interpretations of existence and actuality-the Kantian, wbi:b 
has recourse to apprehending. perceptual behavior. and the ancient-medi
eval, which goes back to productive behavior-go together? Why ue both 
really necessary. and how is it that until now both of them, in this onesided. 
ness and uniqueness, could so decisively dominate the ontological poblem 
of the question about being in general? 

We ask. What was it that loomed before the understanding and inf1r. 
pretation of beings in the development of the concepts essentia aad a 
tentia? How did beings have to be understood with regard to their beiDa eo 
that these concepts could grow out of the ontological interpretatim? We 
shall first investigate the origin of the existence concept. 

We said at first, quite crudely, that exi.stentia is conceived as D 11h 
actuality, and hence with regard to actus, agere. Actuality, Wirldjchlreit, il 
at first intelligible to everyone without having a concept at his dispollll.tt 
us orient ourselves briefly as to how this natural understanding loob ill 
medieval philosophy. an understanding that in a certain sense ()Oiacides 
with the natural conception of existence. 

We saw that the adherents of the third doctrinal view try to look toWIIfi 
the given and to find and determine actuality in the actual. These iallt' 
pretations are only very meager and rough. In antiquity they consist orWJrA 
quite scattered, occasional remarks (Aristotle, Metaphysics, book~~--~ 
medieval period shows no new approaches. Suarez attempts a ~ 
circumscription of the concept but, of course, wholly within the~ 
of the traditional ontology. We shall start out from his discuss1on ti . 
existence concept and. while doing so. tacitly bear in mind the Kantill' 
interpretation. . .1 Ill 

Res existens, ut existens, non collocatur in aliquo praedJCarnento~ 
actual thing as actual is not placed under any predicate having real~ 
This is also the Kantian thesis. Quia series praedicamentorum ab 
ab actuali existcntia; nam in praedicamento solum collocantur res~ 

l. Suarez, Dupuldticmrs mrlaphysic:ar, dasp. 31. sec. 7. 4. 
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praedicata. quae necessaria seu essential iter eis conveniunt;l for the 
~ ea f basic predicates with real content disregards whether the being of 
~ 0they are asserted is actual or not. Existentia rei absolute non est 

s. sed absolutum quid:3 the actuality of a thing is not a relation to 
~ng else but something absolute in its own self. This implies that 

lity belongs to the actual and is just what makes the actual actual, 
~t itself being something actual. This is the standing riddle. To be ::re. according to the Christ~ vi~, a being's .actualization is accom-
lished by God. but the actualized bemg, as actualized, nevertheless exists 
~lutely for itself. is something that is for itself. On this path, however, we 
shall discover nothing about actuality as such but only something about the 
actualizing of the actual. Actualitas is a determination of the actum of an 
agens. Aegidius Romanus says in his commentary on the &ntences: Nam 
agens non facit quod potentia sit potentia . . Nee facit agens ut actus sit 
actus. quia cum hoc competat actui sec. se; quod actus esset actus non 
indiget aliqua factione. Hoc ergo facit agens, ut actus sit in potentia et 
potentia sit sub actu. 4 Esse nihil est aliud quam quaedam actuaJitas im
pressa omnibus entibus ab ipso Deo vel a primo ente. Nulla enim essentia 
creaturae est tantae actualitatis, quod possit actu existere, nisi ei imprimatur 
actualitas quaedam a primo ente.5 There is exhibited here a naive idea 
according to which actuality is something that is, as it were, impressed upon 
things. Even the defenders of the distinctio reaJis resist conceiving of 
existentia as an ens. Capreolus says: esse actuaJis existentiae non est res 
proprie loquendo non est proprie ens, secundum quod ens significat 
actum essendi, cum non sit quod existit. Dicitur tamen [existentiae] 
entis, vel rei.6 Actuality is not a thing in the strict sense of the word; 

2.1hid. 
3· Ibid., di~p. 31. sec. 6. 18. 

ut 4i tJidius Rom.anus, In sn-undum librum Sentmti47'11m quaestionts, Sent. 2. dist. 3. qu. I, 
~ · or the agent cb-s not ca~ne t~ potency to be potency. . Nor does the agent cause WJ:' to be act, because this belongs to act as surh: no cause is needed fort~ act to be act. 
~~ ~!:t>nt dtx.,. therefore i$ this: that the act should be in the potency and that the 
Colon ~hould b; actualized." My translation. Aegidius Romanus was also known as Egidio 
1~ ll!cl.~and 4 ' (,alt's of Rome. For <1 recent reprint of the 1581 edition oft he above work. see 
lind lluch~"' llbn.m Smtentl47'11m IFrankfun: Minerva GmbH. Wissenschaftlicher Vt'rlag 

5 lh '"'ndlung. 196S).J 
dist.!i •d. ca~'ng Joannes Capreolus [Quaestiones in qll4ttuor libros Sentmtiaf'llm). Sent. 1. 
'lrl all ~u I. 4rt ! (fifth con~lusion). n~eing i, nothing else but a cenain actuality impressed 
th;.111 c ang, by (..-.d or the lint being. For no essence of a created being i'l of surh actuality 
~lo~t an l"lmt actually unla.\ a certain actuality i~ impres.'!ed on it by the first being." My 
~0~ :\ nwnt reprint of I~ Toun 11'!99-190K edition is Joannis Caprmli D9ensiortn 
~H w•t~ ThomaL Aquinah.s, ed. C Paban and Th. Pegues. 7 vols_ Wrankfun: Minerva 

6. ~ ''-'>Cnschafthcher Verlag und Buchhandlung. t<.i66-t9671.J 
preolu\, Sent 1. d~t. tl. art. l (Solutlonl'S, 41. 



104 Thais of Medieval Ontology /145-147 J 

properly speaking. it is not a being; it itself is not something that exists; it. 
not a being but something that is in or of a being (quid entis). so~ 
that belongs to a being. The following passage makes this clearer: tilt 
creaturae non subsist it: et ideo, nee illi debetur proprie esse, nee: fieri, 
nee creari. ac per hoc nee dicitur proprie creatura. sed quid concreatuJn 
Nee valet si dicatur: esse creatum est extra nihil: igitur est proprie ens.~ 
extra nihil non solum est quod est; immo etiam dispositiones entia, qu.e 
non dicuntur proprie et formaliter entia, sed entis: et in hoc differuat 1 
penitus nihilo. 7 The actual ness of the created is not itself actual; it ia Dot 
itself in need of a coming-to-be or a being-created. Therefore, it may not be 
said that actuality is something created. It is rather quid c:onc:ratu., 
concreated with the creation of a created thing. Certainly actuality beloata 
to the actual, though actuality itself is not something actual but rather quid 
entis and as such concreatum quid. or instead a dispositio entis, a ata1e of a 
being. 

In summary we can say: Actuality is not a res, but it is not on that IDCOUIIl 

nothing. It is explained, not by reference to the experiencing subject. • in 
Kant. but rather by reference to the creator. Here the interpretation na 
into a blind alley, in which no further progress is possible. 

What do we learn from this description of actuality with respect to the 
question of the direction of interpretation? If we compare this interptetatioD 
with Kant's. we see that Kant has recourse to the relation to the c:opitive 
faculty (perception) and tries to interpret actuality with respect to cogDitioD 
and apprehension. In Scholasticism, by contrast. the actual is interpreted 
with respect to actualization, that is to say, not in the direction in which 
what is already extant is conceived of as actual, but in the direction in which 
the extant {VorhandenesJ comes to hand and first can be at hand at all, as 
something that it is possible subsequently to apprehend or lay hold of. in 
general as something at hand. Thus here. too, there appears. even tbou8h 
still indefinitely, a relation to the "subject," to the Dasein: to have at band 
the at-hand as something pro-duced by a pro-duction, as the actual d ~ 
actualizing. This corresponds to the meaning of actualitas and ene~ 
that is, to the tradition of the concept. In the modem period it is customarY 
to interpret the concept of actuality and the actual in another way. It is tak: 
in the sense of that which influences, that is, acts or works inwards upon 
subject or as that which acts or works on another, stands with another in~ 
interconnection of efficacious action. The actualitv of things consistS Ill 

their exercising the action of forces on each other. . oD 
The two meanings of actuality and the actual. that which acts anwards first 

the subject or which acts outwards on something else. presuppose the 

----7 Ibid .. di,t. !i, <JU I. a". 2 fSoluliorw,, II 
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. g which is ontologically prior. that is, actuality understood with 
~an';;~ to actualization and being enacted. That which acts inwards upon 
re e~ubjt.>Ct must itself al~ady be.actual in t~e first se~se of the ~rd, and 
the onnections of efficac1ous act1on are poss1ble only 1f the actual1s extant. 
1nt~ontologically incorrect and impossible to interpret actuality and its 
It 15 • f h . . . ned R h logical sense m terms o t ese two meamngs JUSt ment1o . at er. 
onto h di · I 1· · I' be de ood acwalitV. as t e tra t1ona concept actua 1tas 1mp 1es, must un rst 

.th re"fcrence to actualization. It is completely obscure, however, how 
:ua.ity should be understood in this way. We shall try to shed some light 
on this obscurity. to explain the origin of the concepts essentia and exis
tentia. and to show how far the two concepts are derived from an undn
Jf411(ling of being that comprehends beings with respect to an actualizing or, 
as we say generally. to a productive comportment of the Dasein. The two 
concepts essentia and existentia are an outgrowth from an interpretation of 
beings with regard to productive comportment, and indeed with regard to a 
productive comportment that is not expressly and explicitly conceived in 
this interpretation. How is this to be more particularly understood? Before 
answering this question, we must show that the horizon of understanding 
that has just been pointed to--the Dasein as productive.-has not been 
merely fixed by us on the basis of the relation of- the being of a being to the 
sWject and to God as producer of things, but that the basic ontological 
determinations of a being grow universally out of this horizon. We shall 
attempt this proof in reference to the interpretation of thingness, realitas, by 
which the common origin of essentia and existentia becomes clear. 

We shall not at first characterize particularly the Oasein's productive 
mode of behavior. We shall attempt solely to show that the determinations 
~uced for Sachheit {thingness, reality], essentia-forrna. natura. quod 
quid erat esse, definitio-are obtained with regard to the producing of 
SOmething. Production stands in the guiding horizon of this interpretation 
~ whatness. For this proof we cannot keep to the medieval terms. because 
t Y. are not original but translations of ancient concepts. It is only by 
~ng to the latter that we shall be able to make visible their true origin. In u::; so .. we must stay clear of all modem interpretations and revisions of 
det anctent concepts. We can only outline the proof that the chief ancient 

~':"'mat ions for the thingness or reality of a being originate in productive 
actJVtty, the comprehension of being by way of production. What would be 
~lr·~d would be an investigation of the individual stages of development 
deva~clcnt ontology up to Aristotle and an account of the subsequent 

e 0 Pffient of the individual fundamental concepts. 

rep~" to:xt rc~d~ '"the relation lor the bc&n!o: of a llol'ing."" whkh •~ awkward and possibly 
Ot\ a IY(Xlgr;ophtcal error. ' · 
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b) Return to the productive comportment of the Duein 
toward beings as implicit horizon of understanding for 

essentia and existentia 

Among the concepts that are characteristic for essentia, we ~ 
morphe, eidos (forma). to ti en einai (that which a being already was, the 
essence) or the genos, and, in addition, phusis (nature). horos, ~ 
(definitio), and ousia (essential. We begin by considering the lnOiphe 
concept. What determines the thingness. Sachheit, in a being is ita f9at 
{Gestalt). Something takes this or that shape, it becomes &'UCh and sucb.'l"be 
expression is drawn from the sphere of sensory intuition. Here wefinttbiak 
of spatial figure. But the term morphe should be freed from this J:atrictiaa. 
What is intended is not just spatial figure but the whole characteristic bin 
impressed on a being from which we read off what it is. We gatherfmmtbt 
shape and impressed form of a thing what the case may be with it. FOIJIIiaB 
and shaping lend its own peculiar look to what is to be produced md a. 
been produced. Look is the ontological sense of the Greek expreaioft lidos 
or idea. In the look of a thing we are able to see what it is, its thinw-, die 
peculiar character impressed on it. If we take a being as encowllend iD 
perception, then we have to say that the look of something is baaed CID ill 
characteristic form. It is the figure that gives the thing its look. With nprd 
to the Greek concepts, the eidos, the look, is founded, grounded, iD die 
morphe, the form. 

For Greek ontology, however. the founding connection between eidolead 
morphe, look and form. is exactly the reverse. The look is not grouoded in 
the form but the form, the morphe. is grounded in the look. This foua,diDg 
relationship can be explained only by the fact that the two ~ 
for thingness, the look and the form of a thing. are not understoOd 111 

antiquity primarily in the order of the perception of something. In the ()ICier 
of apprehension I penetrate through the look of a thing to its form. !I" 
latter is essentially the first in the order of perception. But, if the ~ 
ship between the look and the form is reversed in ancient thought. 
guiding clue for their interpretation cannot be the order of~ ~ 
perception itself. We must rather interpret them with a view to~ 
What is formed is, as we can also say, a shaped product. The potter f~an 
vase out of clay. All forming of shaped products is effected by~ is 
image. in the sense of a model. as guide and standard. The thinl bY 
produced by looking to the anticipated look of what is to. be produced be" 
shaping. forming. It is this anticipated look of the thmg. s1ght~ 
forehand, that the Greeks mean ontologically by eidos, idea. The ~ 
product, which is shaped in conformity with the model, is as such the 
likeness of the moclcl. 
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f the shaped product. the form (morphe), is founded in the eidos, then 
.1 ans that both concepts are understood by reference to the process of 

thiS ~eg forming. producing. The order and connection of these two 
sf,apln . 
oncepts is established by the performance of the process of forming and 

' ·ng and the necessary precedence in that process of the look of what is 
sha~ formed. The anticipated look, the proto-typical image, shows the :ing as what it is before the production and how it is supposed to look as a 
product. The anticipated look has not yet been externalized as something 
(I nned. actual. but is the image of imag-ination, of fantasy, phantasia, as 
,i:e Greeks say-that which forming first brings freely to sight, that which 
is sighted. It is no accident that Kant, for whom the concepts of form and 
matter. morphe and hule, play a fundamental epistemological role, con
joindy assigns to imagination a distinctive function in explaining the objec
tivity of knowledge. The eidos as the look, anticipated in imagination, of 
what is to be formed gives the thing with regard to what this thing already 
was and is before all actualization. Therefore the anticipated look, the eidos, 
is also called to ti en einai, that which a being already was. What a being 
already was before actualization, the look from which production takes the 
measure for its product. is at the same time that whence what is formed 
properly derives. The eidos, that which a thing already was beforehand. 
gives the kind of the thing. its kin and descent, its genos. Therefore 
thingness[or reality. Sachheit} is also identical with genos, which should be 
translated as stock. family, generation. That is the ontological sense of this 
expression and not. say, the usual sense of the German Gattung {genus in 
the sense of a group or son]. The logical meaning is founded on the former. 
When he deals with the highest what-determinations of a being. Plato most 
fre_quently speaks of the gene ton onton, the races. stocks, generations, of ::::gs. H~re, t.oo. thingness is interpreted by looking to that from which the 

g denves m becoming formed . 
. The determination phusis also points toward the same direction of 
Interpretation of the what. Phuein means to let grow. procreate. engender, 
produce, primarily to produce its own self. What makes products or the 
~~uced product possible (producible) is again the look of what the 
~ uct Is supposed to become and be. The actual thing arises out of phusis, 
f e nature of the thing. Everything earlier than what is actualized is still free 
~~~ the imperfection. one-sidedness. and sensibilization given necessarily 
pro ~1 actualization. The what that precedes all actualization, the look that 
t~ c~ the standard, is not yet subject to change like the actual. to coming· 
bein and pa!ising-away. It is also earlier than the mutable thing; and as 
Prol ah.t•ays earlier, that is. as what a being-always conceived of as 
of th UCih]e and produced-was already beforehand, it is what is true in and 

e being of a being. The Greeks at the same time interpret what is thus 
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veritable in the being of a being as that which itself truly is, so that the idea., 
as constituting the actuality of the actual, are for Plato himself the PI'Opedy 
and truly actual. 

The look, eidos, and the form, morphe, each encloses within itself that 
which belongs to a thing. As enclosing, it constitutes the limiting~ 
of what determines the thing as finished, complete. The look, as ~ 
the belongingness of all the real determinations, is also conceived of aa 
constituting the finishedness, the completcdness, of a being. Scholastici.rn 
says perfectio; Greek it is the teleion. This boundcdness of the thing, which 
is distinctively characterized by its finishcdness. is at the same time the 
possible object for an expressly embracing delimitation of the thing, for the 
horismos, the definition, the concept that comprehends the boundada 
containing the reality of what has been formed. 

In summary, the result relative to the characteristics of realitas i1 that 
they all develop with regard to what is configured in configuring, formed a. 
forming, shaped in shaping, and made in making. Shaping. fonmut, 
making all signify a letting-come-here, letting-derive-from. We can c:halll> 
terize all these modes of action by a basic comportment of the DtUein which 
we can concisely call producing {HeTStellen]. The characters of th..,_ 
(realitas) mentioned above, which were fixed for the first time in GNek 
ontology and later faded out and became formalized, that is, becamepartof' 
the tradition and are now handled like well-worn coins, determine tbM 
which belongs in one way or another to the producibility of IIOIDitbia8 
produced. But to pro-duce, to place-heTe, HeT-stellen, means at the IIJDe 
time to bring into the narrower or wider circuit of the accessible, bele. to 
this place, to the Da. so that the prodoced being stands for itself on its own 
account and remains able to be found there and to lie-before thert ['l10flicllll 
as something established stably for itself. This is the source of the Greek terll1 
hupokeimenon. that which lies-before. That which first of all andconstandY 
lies-before in the closest circle of human activity and accordingly is CClO" 
stantly disposable is the whole of all things of use, with which we constantly 
have to do, the whole of all those existent things which are t~ 
meant to be used on one another, the implement that is employed and 
constantly used products of nature: house and yard. forest and field. I 
light and heat. What is thus tangibly present for dealing with fv~r-~ 
is reckoned by everyday experience as that which is, as a be1~g, 1~ theY 
primary sense. Disposable possessions and goods, property, :ue_bemgs. it 
arc quite simply that which is, the Greek ousia. In Aristotle s ume, ""'::C· 
already had a firm terminological meaning philosophically and th 
ically. this expression ousia was still synonymous with property. ~ 
sions, means. wealth. The pre-philosophical proper meaning of ouSlB IJ,aJIIf 
rial through to the end. t\<."Cordingly a being is synonymous with an 3t· 
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t] disposable. Essentia is only the literal translation of ousia. This 
[¢an sion essentia. which was employed for whatness, reality, expresses at 
t"Pr::,e time the specific mode of being of a being, its d1sposability or, as 
~ ~n also say. its at-handness, which belongs to it due to its having been 

P~~~racteristics of essentia developed in reference to what is produced 
. roducing or else to what belongs to producing as producing. The basic 
:!:ept of ~sia. in contrast, lays more stress on the producedness of the 

roduced in the sense of things disposably present at hand. What is meant 
~re primarily is what is present at hand, house and yard, the Anwesen, as 
the German has it-property as the present premises-the extant as what 
is present in that way. The verb einai, esse, existere, must be interpreted by 
way of the meaning of ousia as the present-at-hand and that which is 
present [as property and premises are present}. Being, being-actual, or 
existing, in the traditional sense, means presence-at-hand. But producing is 
not the only horizon for the interpretation of existentia. With regard to its 
presence at hand, the extant is conceived of ontologically not so much by 
referring to the disposability for use or by reverting to the productive and in 
general the practical mode of activity as, rather. by reverting to our finding 
pramt {finding there before us, Vorfinden] what is thus disposable. But this 
comportment, too, the finding present of the produced and presentat-hand, 
belongs to producing itself. All producing is, as we say, fore-sighted {vor
Achtig] and circum-sighted {um-sichtig}. It really has its sight; it is sighted, 
and only because it is so can it sometimes set about things blindly. Sight is 
~an appendage to productive behavior but belongs positively to it and to 
Its structure, and it guides the action. Therefore it is not surprising if this 
seeing, in the sense of the circumspective seeing that belongs to the 
Clrlto~ogical constitution of producing. becomes prominent also where ontol
ogy mterprets the what which is to be produced. All shaping and forming 
has from the first an out-look upon the look (eidos) of that which is to be 
Pl'tld~. Here it may already be seen that the phenomenon of sight which 
~ns t~ producing comes forward in characterizing the whatness of a 
al ng as e1dos. In the process of producing. that which the thing was is 
. ready Sighted beforehand. Hence the pre-eminence of all these expres

;:ons in Grt'ek ontology: idea. eidos. thcorein. Plato and Aristotle speak of 
pr':; tes psuchl>s, the soul's eye, which sees being. This looking toward the 
tern 1 Ct'<l or the to-be-produced docs not yet need to be theoretical con
sen Pat to~ tn the narrower sense but is at first simply looking-toward in the N of ctrcumspective self-orientation. 
Gr ~Verthdcss, for reasons which we need not further touch on here. the .li,;; !> define the mode of access to the extant primarily as an intuitive 

llg ptest'1lt ldas anschauende Vorfinden}, a beholding perception, noein. 
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or even theorein. This activity is also called aisthesis, aesthetic beho~. 
the proper sense. just as Kant still employs the expression "aestbetiQ, ~ 
purely contemplative perception of the extant. ln this purely intuitive 
activity. which is only a modification of seeing in the sense of c~ 
tion, of productive behavior, the actuality of the actual is rnanife.ted, 
Parmenides, the true founder of ancient ontology. says: to gar auto noeill 
estin te kai einai: nocin, perceiving. simple apprehension, intuiting. and 
being. actuality, are the same. When Kant says that actuality is perc:eptiaQ, 
his thesis is literally anticipated in the proposition of Parmenides. 

We now see more clearly that the interpretation of essentia, and 111o 
exactly the interpretation of the basic concept for essentia, ousia, refer baQ 
to productive comportment toward beings. while pure beholding is filed 11 
the proper access to a being in its being-in-itself. We may observe incfdea. 
tally that this interpretation of the basic ontological concepts of aadeat 
philosophy does not by any means exhaust everything that would have to be 
said here. Above all, the Greek concept of the world, which could be eet 
forth only by way of an interpretation of Greek existence, has been com
pletely disregarded here. 

For us there follows the task of showing that essentia and existentiahaw 
a common origin in the interpretative resort to productive comportmeat.ID 
ancient ontology itself we discover nothing explicit about this ncoune. 
Ancient ontology performs in a virtll4lly naive way its inteTpTetatitm qf,.. 
and its elaboration of the concepts mentioned. We do not discover anything 
about how to conceive the connection and the difference between the two 
and how to prove that they are necessarily valid for every being. But-it 
might be said-is this a defect and not rather an advantage? Is not naive 
inquiry superior in the certainty and importance of its results to all inquirY 
that is reflective and all too conscious? This can be affirmed but it must at 
the same time be taken as understood that naive ontology, too, if it is 
ontology at all, must already always, because necessarily. be reftec:tjYe
refiective in the genuine sense that it seeks to conceive beings with ,.,a fD 

their being by having regard to the Dasein (psuche, nous,logos). Refe~to 
the comportments of the Dasein in the matter of ontological interpretaU~ 
can occur in such a way that what is referred to, the Dasein and itS 

comportments, does not expressly become a problem but rather the.na;;: 
ontological interpretation goes hack to the Dasein's comportments an~ 
same way in which it is acquainted with the Dasein's eve~day and na !oak 
self-understanding. Ontology is naive. then. not because 1t does not . iS 
back at all to the Dasein, not because it does no reflecting at all~t~ 
excluded-but because this necessary looking back toward the [)aselll ts 
not get beyond a common conception of the Dasein and its comport:=, 
and thus-because they belong to the Dasein's general everydaY1 
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oot expressly emphasize them. Reflection here remains within the rut 
cJoes philosophical knowledge. 
of rr fereoce to the Dasein and its comportments belongs to the essential 

re of ontological inquiry and interpretation, then the ontological prob
nanu;ic of antiquity can be brought to itself and conceived in its possibility :a if and when the necessity of this return to the Dasein is taken seriously. nJ: return is at ~ttom n~ return at all, since the .Dasein, .co~esponding t.o 
the nature of its extstence, ts always already consc1ously Wl~h ~~own set~. ts 

disclosed for itself, and as such always understands something like the bemg 
of a being. The Dasein does not first need to go back to itself. This talk of a 
retUin is ju.~tificd only by the fact that the Dasein has apparently been 
forgotten in naive ancient ontology. Not only is the explicit elabordtion of the 
IJdsis of ancient ontology possible in principle for a possible philosophical 
understan<fing, but it is factually demanded by the incompleteness and 
iDdeterminateness of ancient ontology itself. Apart from the fact that the 
buic concepts are not themselves given an express and explicit foundation 
but are simply there. one knows not how, it remains before all else obscure 
whether what the second thesis says is valid and why it is valid: that essentia 
and existentia belong to every being. It is in no way proved and immediately 
e9idmt that this thesis holds good of every being. This question becomes 
decidable only if it is established beforehand that every being is actual
that the realm of beings actually extant coincides with that of beings 
generally. that being coincides with actuality. and that every being is 
constituted by means of a whatness. If the attempted proof of the correct
ness of the thesis fails. that is, if being does not coincide with existentia in 
the ancient sense of actuality. extantness, then the thesis all the more 
requires an express foundation in its restricted vdlidity fM dll beings in the 
~of the extdnt fat-hand}. The question then has to be asked again 
whether what is intended in the thesis retains its universal validity if the 
esten~iaJ content of the thesis is sufficiently extended and fundamentally 
COnce•ved in regard to all possible modes of being. We not only wish to but :ust understand the Greeks better than they understood themselves. Only 
~shall we ~ctually be in possession of our heritage. Only then is our 

. omenolog•cal investigation no mere patchwork or contingent alter-
ation and im · · 1 · 1 · f h f a . provement or 1mpa1rment. t IS a ways a s1gn o t e greatness o 
s'~UCtJve achievement when it can let issue from itself the demand that it 
irn be understood better than it understands itself. Matters of no 
run':rtance need no higher intelligibility. Ancient ontology, however. is 
rep mentally not unimportant and can never be overcome, because it 
tha~~~ts the first necessary step that any philosophy at all has to take. so 
self. 15 step must always be repeated by every actual philosophy. Only a 

-complacent modernity lapsed into barbarism can wish to make us 
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believe that Plato, as it is tastefully expressed, is done for. To be SUit, 
antiquity will not be better understood by shifting our station to a ~ 
stage of the development of philosophy and taking it up, say, with Kant 
with Hegel so as to interpret ancient thought with the aid of a ~ 
Kantianism or a Neo-Hegelianism. All these revivals are already an~ 
before they see the light. The point is to note that both Kant and fiegelltlll 
stand fundamentally on the soil of antiquity-that they, too, do not lllllllt 
up for the omission, due to neglect. that remained hidden as a necessity ia 
the entire development of Western philosophy. The thesis that essentia llld 
existentia belong to every being requires not only the clarification fi dae 
origin of these concepts but a universal foundation in general. 

For us the concrete question arises, What are the problems to whichour 
attempt to really understand the second thesis leads us? We may enUsbeen 
ourselves about this matter by way of proving the inadequate foundation a( 
the traditional way of dealing with the problem. 

§ 12. Proof of 1M iruuhqtUJte foundation of the 
trGdition4l treatment of the problnn 

a) Intentional structure and the understanding of 
being in productive comportment 

The inadequacy of traditional thought becomes visible in the nec:aiiiY 
positive task. The basic ontological concepts of thingness [SachheitJ, eiiiD' 
tia, and of actuality. existentia, arise with a view to what is produced iD 
productive activity or, again. with a view to the producible as such and the 
producedness of the produced, which is met with directly in intuitioD aad 
perception as something already finished. The way might thus well be 
prescribed for a more original interpretation of essentia and existentia. In the 
discussion of the Kantian thesis, the task arose of investigating the inUD" 
tional structure of perception in order to get clear of the ambiguity of~ 
Kantian interpretation. Likewise, there is now suggested the path of~ 
ing an original ontological foundation for the concepts essen~ and ~ 
tentia by going back to the intentional structure of the productive mob ·non to 
comportment. We shall say in analogy to what was said in op~ and 
Kant: Actuality (existere, esse) is obviously not identical with produang 
the produced any more than with perceiving and the perceiv~. H~ 
actuality is also not identical with perceivedness, for to be percetved ':' ~!,c 
characteristic of a being that has to do with its being apprehe~; ~ 
the determination of the being's being-in-itself. But perhaps tn pr 1 
ness we find a character that defines the being-in-itself of a being? For 
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. . being produced is after all the presupposition for its capacity to be 
thing ~ended in perception. When we have in mind the apprehendability of 
apPr:e we understand this being necessarily in relation to the apprehend
~ be!::ject. the Dasein generally speaking, but not the being of the being in 
~If before all else and without its being in any way apprehended. But does 
itse he same state of affairs obtain here, too, in regard to producedness as in 
~~on to perceptual apprehension? Is there not implicit also in productive 
re portment a relation of the subject to what is produced, so that the 
~er of producedness expresses no less a subjective reference than does 
the character of perceivedness? Here, however, foresight and mistrust are 
required in regard to all so-caiJed acuteness that argues only with so-called 
ngorous concepts but is stricken with blindness when it comes to what the 
c:oocepts really are supposed to mean, the phenomena. 

The sense of direction and apprehension peculiar to productive comport
ment toward something involves taking that to which the productive 
ldivity relates as something which, in and through the producing, is 
supposed to be extant as finished in its own self. We described the direc
tiooa.l sense that at any given time belongs to intentional comportment as 
the understanding of being belonging to intentionality. In productive com
portment toward something, the being of that toward which I act in a 
productive manner is understood in a specific way in the sense of the 
productive intention. Indeed, it is understood in such a way that the 
productive activity. corresponding to its own peculiar sense, absolves what 
is to be produced from relation to the producer. Not contrary to its intention 
but in amfonnity with it. it releases from this relation the being that is to be 
produced and that which has been produced. Productive comportment's 
understanding of the being of the being toward which it is behaving takes 
this being beforehand as one that is to be released for its own self so as to 
~ independently on its own account. The being {Sein} that is understood 
111 produefiw comportment is exactly the being-in-itself of the product. 

To be sure, in its ontological nature as comportment of the Dasein 
~d something, productive comportment always and necessarily re
ll'lains a relationship to beings: but it is an attitude and behavior of such a 
~liar sort that the Dasein, keeping itself in the productive process. says 
cor:r.tself exactly. whether explicitly or not: The whereto of my action. 
bu ormable to its own peculiar mode of being, is not tied to this relation 
~at~£'r is supposed to become, precisely by means of this action, 
fact ~mg that stands on its own as finished. Not only is it, as finished, 
torn ua. ~~ no .longer bound to the productive relation but also, even as 
be ~ mg sttll to be produced. it is understood beforehand as intended to 

;.:;a.~ from this relation. 
ordmgly, in the specific intentional structure of production. that is. in 
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its understanding of being, there is present a peculiar character of d~ 
and release as concerns that to which this behavior comports itself. Con; 
spondingly, producedness (actuality as effectedness) includes within itael( 
to be sure, a reference to the producing Dasein; but this reference, eon.. 
sponding to its own ontological sense. understand~ the product as reJea..t 
for its own self and thus as being in itself. Something like this inten~ 
of producing, which we have characterized, and the type of unde~ 
of being peculiar to it should be seen simply with a vision that has not bee; 
dazzled and made squint-eyed by some current theory of knowledge, No 
matter how logically rigorous concepts may be, if they are blind thea tlae, 
are worthless. To see something like such an intentional ~of 
production and interpret it in one's analysis without prepossession, toiDIIrt 
it accessible and keep hold of it and adapt one's concept-formation towJ.t 
is thus held fast and seen-this is the sober sense of the much vent:ilaiiiCh• 
called phenomenological W csensschau. Anyone who gets his inf<mnldaa 
about phenomenology from newspapers and weekly reviews must let bbD. 
self be talked into the notion that phenomenology is something lie a 
mysticism, something like the "logic of the Indian contemplating his ....a.• 
This is not just a matter to be laughed at; it is actually current amongpeaple 
who wish to be taken in scientific earnest. 

The thing to see is this. In the intentional structure of production d:.eil 
implicit reference to something, by which this something is understoocla 
not bound to or dependent on the subject but, inversely, as re.lealed ad 
independent. In terms of fundamental principle. we encounter bae • 
extremely peculiar transcendence of the Dascin, which we shall comidlr 
later in more detail and which, as will appear. is possible only on the bllilcf 
temporality. 

This noteworthy character of the release of the thing to be produced iD 
productive comportment has not, however. been interpreted compietelybJ 
what has been said. The thing to be produced is not understood in~ 
tive action as something which. as product in general. is supposed to be 
extant fat hand} in itself. Rather, in accordance with the productive in_. 
tion implicit in it, it is already apprehended as something that, qua~ 
is available at any time for use. It is intended in productive action not~ 
as something somehow put aside but as something put here, here an 
Dasein's sphere, which does not necessarily have to coincide with the_pro" 
ducer's own sphere. It can be the sphere of the user, which itself standSinlll 
inner essential connection with that of the producer. __,_1 

What we are trying to bring to light here by means of phenomenal~ 
analysis in regard to the intentional structure of production is not contn 
and fabricated but already present in the everyday, pre-philosophical P':; 
ductive behavior of the Dasein. In producing, the Dasein lives in such 
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de tanding of being without conceiving it or grasping it as such. There is 
~ :Uately present in productive comportment toward something the iJil: rstanding of the being-in-itself of that to which the comportment :d ':s. Therefore it is no accident that ancient ontology, in its specific 

~~ te-in the good sense of that term-oriented itself, even though only 
~~citly. in accordance with this everyday and familiar behavior of the 
~in. for in productive behavior there is obviously suggested of itself, for 
the l)asein. an attitude toward beings within which a being's being-in-itself 
. immediately understood. But, after all, does not the interpretation of the 
~ing of a being as a product contain within itself an intolerable onesided
ness? Can every being be taken as a product and can the concepts of being 
be attained and 6xed by having regard to productive comportment? Surely 
not everything of which we say that it is is brought into being by the Dasein 
as producer. That very being which the Greeks especially made the starting 
point and theme of their ontological investigations, that which is as nature 
md cosmos, is surely not produced by the Dasein as producer. How is 
(deek ontology, which was oriented primarily to the cosmos, supposed to 
have understood the being of the cosmos in terms of production, especially 
when it is precisely ancient thought which is not in the least familiar with 
anything like a creation and production of the world but rather is convinced 
of the world's eternity? For it, the world is the aei on, the always already 
extant, agenetos. anolethros, unoriginated and imperishable. In the face of 
this being, the cosmos, what is the point of looking toward production? 
Does not our interpretation of ousia, einai, existere, as presence-at-hand and 
Producedness run aground here? Is it not in any case un-Greek, even if it 
may otherwise be valid? If we were to concede to being impressed by such 
arguments and to grant that productive comportment obviously cannot be 
the guiding horizon for ancient ontology. then we would betray by this 
~ssion that, despite the analysis of the intentionality of production that 

JUSt been carried out, we have not yet seen this intentionality in a 
:fficiently phenomenological way. In the understanding of being that 

longs to productive comportment, this comportment, as relating itself to 
~rnething. releases just that to which it relates itself. It seems as though 
0 

1Y a being that is produced could be understood in this sense. However, it 
on y seems so. 

st If we bring to mind productive comportment in the scope of its full 
insructure we see that it always makes use of what we caB material, for 
no t~ce, material for building a house. On its part this material is in the end 
no! 1n turn produced but is already there. It is met with as a being that does 
th need to be produced. In production and its understanding of being, I 
to Us comport myself toward a being that is not in need of being produced. I 

lllport myself toward such a being not by accident but corresponding to 



116 Thais of Medieval Ontology /163-JM} 

the sense and essential nature of production, so far as this productioa. 
always the producing of somethingfrom something. What is not in need; 
being produced can really be understood and discovered only within the 
understanding of being that goes with production. In other words, it is&._ 
of all in the understanding of being that belongs to productive CO!npon. 
ment and thus in the understanding of what does not need to be J>I'OCiuc:ed 
that there can grow the understanding of a being which is extant in itael( 
before all production and for all further production. It is this unde~ 
of what does not need to be produced, possible only in production, whic:b 
understands the being of what already lies at the ground of and Precedea 
everything to be produced and thus is all the more already extant in i11e1f. 
The understanding of being in production is so far from merely undentaad. 
ing beings as produced that it rather opens up precisely the u~ 
of the being of that which is already simply extant. In production, tba1fift; 
we come up against just what does not need to be produced. In the couneaf 
producing and using beings we come up against the actuality of whit 11 
already there before all producing, products, and producibles, or cl* 
offers resistance to the formative process that produces things. 1fte c:o. 
cepts of matter and material have their origin in an understanding ofbeiag 
that is oriented to production. Otherwise. the idea of material as thatjNit 
which something is produced would remain hidden. The concepts of~ 
and material, hule, that is, the counter-concepts to morphe, form, piiJ a 
fundamental role in ancient philosophy not because the Greeks were IDI&e
rialists but because matter is a basic ontological concept that arises .... 
sarily when a being-whether it is produced or is not in need of beiDI 
produced-is interpreted in the horizon of the understanding ofbelal 
which lies as such in productive comportment. 

Productive comportment is not limited just to the producible and JIIO' 
duced but harbors within itself a remarkable breadth of possibility for 
understanding the being of beings. which is at the same time the basil, for 
the universal significance a.-.signable to the fundamental concepts of anciiJit 
ontology. . 

But this still does not explain why ancient ontology interprets beiD9 
from exactly this direction. This is not self-evident and it cannot~~ 
accident. From this question, why it was precisely production that se ~ 
horizon for the ontological interpretation of beings. arises the need ~0 for 
out this hori?.on and give explicit reasons for its ontological o«:essJty. thl 
the mere fact that ancient ontology moves in this horizon is not yet tht 
ontological foundation of its legitimacy and necessity. Only when tht 
founding argument is given is a legitimate birth certificate Lo;s~ for rJ 
ontological concepts of essentia and existentia which grew out of th1s w;;.., 
posing ontological problems. The argument for the legitimacy O 
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. described above for the interpretation of beings with regard to their 
hOri:O: and existentia can be carried out only by making intelligible from 
essenuost distinctive constitution of the Dasein's being why the Dasein pri· 
the ~ and for the most part has to understand the being of beings in the 
rna~ y 0 of productive-intuitive comportment. We must ask, What function 
~he action of producing and using in the broadest sense have within the 
[)asein itsclP The answer is possible only if the constitution of the Dasein's 
being is first brought to light in its general basic features, that is, if the 

tology of the Dasein is made secure. Then it can be asked whether from 
: Dasein's mode of being, from its way of existing, it can be made 
intelligible why ontology is oriented at first naively in conformity with this 
productive or perceptual-intuitive comportment. However, we are not yet 
p,epare<i for the more penetrating analysis of the Dasein's mode of being. 
What we have to see for the present is only that ancient ontology interprets 
1 being in its being by way either of production or perception and that, since 
Kant also interprets actuality with reference to perception, there is manifest 
here an undeviating continuity of tradition. 

b) The inner connection between ancient (medieval) and 
Kantian ontology 

Thus the attempt to get to the roots of the problem fixed in the second 
thesis leads us anew to the same task as did the original interpretation of the 
Kantian thesis. The Kantian interpretation of actuality by recourse to 
~ion and intuition generally lies in the same direction as the Greek 
Interpretation of being by reference to noein and theorein. But with Kant, 
and already long before him, the stock of ontological categories handed 
~ from antiquity had become routine, deracinated and deprived of its 
Dlt1ve soil, its origin no longer understood. 

If an inner connection exists in this way between ancient and Kantian ::!ogy then-on the basis of the interpretation of ancient ontology, 
of productive comportment and its understanding of being-we 

rnust ~lso be able to make clear to ourselves what Kant's interpretation of 
::hty as absolute position really means. Obviously, absolute positing 
ou . not mean for Kant that the subject posits the actual from within itself 
thi t!itde tt~elf in the sense that it freely and arbitrarily first deposits some
~g of the kind there and subjectively assumes something to be actual, for 
Posit reason or other judges that something is actual. Rather, absolute 
ly~ng understood properly-even if Kant does not interpret it explicit· 
absorean!; positing as the letting something stand of its own self and indeed 
0\l,o utely. as detached. set free as "an und vor sich selbst," in and for its 

n !;elf. as Kant says. If phenomenological interpretation is pushed far 
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enough, we can also see in the Kantian interpretation of ~ 
perception or as absolute position that here, too, use is made of ~ 
character of release and setting free that proffered itself to us particularly. 
the intentional structure of production. In other words, the specific senae: 
the direction of perception and of the understanding of being that ~ 
to intuition also has the character of a setting free of the at-hand to let it be 
encountered. It is no accident that as early as ancient ontology it is p~ 
perception, noein in the broadest sense, that functions as the activity wbici. 
serves as the clue for ontologically defining a being that is encountered in lt. 
For pure intuition and perception. if its intentional sense is understood, h.a 
the character of setting-free much more purely than production, becat..it 
intuition, in pure beholding, Dasein comports itself in such a way thltlt 
even desists from all commerce with the being, from occupation wida-"k. 
Even more, in mere intuition every reference to the subject is pushed iliiiD 
the background and beings are understood not only as things to be aetr., 
to be produced, but as in themselves already extant, being encountered elf 
themselves, on their own account. Hence, from antiquity to Kmt ·1111 
Hegel. intuition is the ideal of knowledge. the ideal of the apprehendiasa£ 
beings in general, and the concept of truth in knowledge is oriented tiD 
intuition. As regards Kant it is still to be noticed that, in conformity with the 
traditional theological founding of ontology, he measures knowledgebJ1bt 
idea of creative knowing. which, as knowing. first posits the known, brJDalil 
to being and thus first of all lets it be (intellectus archetypus). Truth ia1he 
proper sense is truth of beholding. intuitive apprehension. 

With regard to the origin of ancient ontology from the procluc:tive tad 
intuitive comportments toward beings. one further matter, which we.,.., 
touch on briefly. becomes intelligible. In itself it is not simply a rnatt#trl 
course that ancient philosophy should have been adopted by CbrildiD 
theology in the Middle Ages. In fact, it was only after arduous strug~ea..-1 
controversies that even Aristotle, who from the thirteenth century~ 
served as the standard for determining Christian and not only~ 
theology. was installed in the authoritative position that he still~ 
The reason this could happen. however. is the fact that for the c:.hJisDID 
interpretation of the world, in conformity with the creation story of~ 
esis, every being that is not God himself is created. This presupposi~ 
simply taken for granted. And even if creation out of nothing is not i haJ1d. 
with producing something out of a material that is found already on 
nevertheless. this creating of the creation has the general ontolo_gical ~..:: 
ter of producing. Creation is also interpreted in some sense w1th reg~- "IJ 
production. Despite its different origins. it was as if ancient ontol~ dl ~ 
foundations and basic concepts were cut to fit the Christian wo~ld-vie'G' ,_ 
interpretation of that which is as ens creatum. God as the ens tncreatuJII 
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being which is absolu~ely without need of_being produced and the causa 
~ of every other bemg. Of course, anc1ent ontology experienced an 
pnmaial deviation by its reception in the Middle Ages so that the specifi
~n:ncient formulation of the problems was lost, a matter which we shall 
cauY ,., further pursue. But in this remodeling by the Middle Ages ancient 
notno.. ode E logy entered into the m m age through Suarez. ven where, as in 
~niz and Wolff, modem philosophy makes an independent return to 
antiqUity. it occurs in ter~- of the understanding of the ancient basic 

ncepts for which ScholastiCISm had already prepared the way. 
co Thus it has become clear that we should not and need not be satisfied 
v;ith a common understanding of the basic concepts essentia and existentia, 
that there exists the possibility of exhibiting their origin. Only a radical 
interpretation of essentia and existentia can provide the basis on which the 
problem of their distinction can first of all be posed. The distinction must 
spring of itself from the roots they have in common. 

Hence the question arises here whether the thesis that essentia and 
existentia belong to every being remains valid in this form-whether it can 
be made to hold in its purportedly universal ontological validity for every 
being in general. If sought, such a proof turns out to be impossible. In other 
words, the thesis cannot be maintained in the sense that has been described. 
Beings present at hand can certainly be interpreted ontologically in the 
horizon of production. It can certainly be shown that in every instance a 
whatness having the characteristics mentioned belongs to being-at-hand 
Nevertheless, the question remains whether the whole universe of beings is 
exhausted by the at-hand. Does the realm of the extant, the at-hand, 
COincide with the realm of beings in general? Or is there any being that, 
precisely due to the sense of its being, cannot be conceived as being at hand? 
In point of fact, the being that can least of all be conceived as extant, at 
~·the Dasein that in each instance we ourselves are, is just that to which 

understanding of being-at-hand. actuality, must be traced back. The 
sense of this retracing has to be explained. 

c) Necessity for restricting and modifying the second thesis. 
Basic articulation of being and ontological difference 

fro If the Dasein exhibits an ontological constitution completely different 
me rn that of the extant at-hand. and if to exist, in our terminological usage, 
bee ans something other than existere and existentia (einai), then it also 
feal~llles a question whether anything like Sachhcit. thingness, whatness, 
na:~· ~~sentia, ousia, can belong to the ontological constitution of the 
'4rhic~n: <la.chheit, thingn~, wh~tness, reality, realitas, o_r quidditas, is that 

answers the question Quid est res, what is the thing? Even a rough 
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consideration shows that the being that we ourselves are, the Dasein, ~ 
at _all~ intnroga~ed as such by the_ ~est ion What ~s t~is? We gain acce..to 
thts bemg only tf we ask: Who 1s 1t? The Dasem 1s not constituted h, 
whatness but-if we may coin the expression-by whoness. The ...._, 
does not give a thing but an I, you, we. But on the other hand we still Ilk: 
What is this who and this whoness of the Dasein-what is the who in 
distinction from the aforementioned what in the narrower sense of the 
reality of the extant at-hand? No doubt we do ask such a question. But tbia 
only shows that this what, with which we also ask about the nature of the 
who, obviously cannot coincide with the what in the sense of whatnesa,Jn 
other words. the basic concept of essentia. whatness, first becomes a-.t, 
problematic in the face of the being we call the Dasein. The in~ 
founding of the thesis as a universally ontological one becomes evideDt.lfit 
is to have an ontological significance at all, then it is in need of a ~ 
and mod!fication. It must be shown positively in which sense each~
be interrogated regarding its what but also in which sense a being mull\e 
queried by the who-question. Only from here on does the problem o(rtlle 
distinctio between essentia and existentia become complicated. It il1.ot 
only the question of the relationship of whatnes.s and extantness but 1(1he 
same time the question of the relationship of whoness and txistmoiJ.B• 
istenz}-existence understood in our sense as the mode of being cit. 
being that we ourselves are. Formulated more generally. the the*: dill 
essentia and existentia belong to each being merely points to the gmllll 
problem of the articulation of each being into a being that it is and the b 
of its being. 

We have already pointed earlier to the connection between the ... 
articulation of being and the ontological difference. The problem ci the 
articulation of being into essentia and existentia, formulated in Sc:hcl & 
terms, is only a more special question touching on the ontological difl'eftlll&ll 
generally, the difference between a being and being. It now appears that~ 
ontological difference is becoming more complicated, however formal t_bil 
difference sounds and looks. More complicated because under the headinJ 
"being" we now have not only essentia and existentia but also whoness ..ad 
existence in our sense. The articulation of being varies each time with the 
way of being of a being. This way ofbeing cannot be restricted_to at·~ 
extantness and actuality in the traditional sense. The questiOn of . 
possible multiplicity of being and therewith at the same time that of the;;: 
of the amcept of being in general becomes urgent. Simultaneously. the il 
formula for the ontological difference grows ever richer in the probledll 
contains. . th' 

First, however. one problem makes its claim on our attention: bes~des .,bO 
extant (at-hand extant ness) there are beings in the sense of the Daseltl· 
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. But this being which we ourselves are-was this not always already 
elOsts. in philosophy and even in pre-philosophical knowledge? Can one 
kn;::~h a fuss abo~t st~essing expressly the fact that besides the extant ~t
rn d there is also thts bemg that we ourselv~ are? After all, every Dasem, 
~ f; r as it is. always already knows about ttself and knows that it differs 
~so aother beings. We ourselves said that for all its being oriented primarily 
ro;e extant at-hand. ancient ontology nevertheless is familiar with psuche, :US. logos. zoe. bios, soul. reason, life in the broadest sense. Of course. But 

.1 should be borne in mind that the ontical, factual familiarity of a being 
~not after all guarantee a suitable interpretation of its being. The Dasein 
is indeed already aware that it is not just another being which it experiences. 
At least the Dasein can be aware of it. Not every Dasein has this awareness; 
for example, mythical and magical thinking identifies things with itself. But 
even when the Dasein does take cognizance that it itself is not another 
being, this does not include the explicit knowledge that its mode of being is 
different from that of the being which it itself is not. Rather, as we see in the 
example of antiquity, the Dasein can ontologically interpret itself and its 
mode of being with regard to the extant at-hand and its way of being. The 
specific question about the ontological constitution of the Dasein gets 
blocked and confused by many preconceptions which are grounded in the 
Dasein's own existence. That this is so will be made clear to us, among other 
things, by the discussion of the third thesis. It will aim above all at making 
generally plainer to us the problem of the multiplicity of ways of being 
extending beyond the uniqueness of mere at-hand extantness. 



Chapter Three 

The Thesis of Modern Ontology: The 
Basic Ways of Being Are the Being of 
Nature (Res Extensa) and the Being of 

Mind (Res Cogitans) 

§13. CluarcJCtmzation of the ontologicdl distinction beturftn 
ru at.erud dnd res cogitmu with the did of the l<Aintidn 

fonnul4tion of the problem 

The discussion of the first two theses led us in each case to tum the quntim 
of the meaning of actuality. or of thingness and actuality, back to the 
Dasein's comportments. Using as a clue the intentional structure oftbae 
comportments and the understanding of being at each time i.mmaneDt ill 
each comportment, we were thus enabled to ask about the constitution rl 
the being to which in each instance the comportment comports: the per· 
ceived of perception in its perceivedness, the product (producible) of piO" 
duction in its producedness. The two comportments at the same time 
revealed an interconnection. All producing is oriented by visual awareness; 
it is perceptual in the broadest sense. . 

The necessity of such a reversion to the Dasein's comportments 15 

generally an indication that the Dasein itself has a distinctive function f~ 
making possible an adequately founded ontological inquiry in general. 'fhil 
implies that the investigation of the Dasein's specific mode of being and 
ontological constitution is unavoidable. Furthermore. we stressed ~ 
edly that all ontology. even the most primitive. necessarily looks back.to the 
Dasein. Wherever philosophy awakens, this entity already stands m. 
sphere of vision. even if with a different clarity and with varying insight into 
its function for fundamental ontology. In antiquity and the Middle /\get 

122 
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made of this return to the Dasein was by a virtually necessary 
the use_nt In Kant we see a conscious reversion to the ego. To be sure, this 
C()t'stra• . b" h h . c h" I d . ion to the su ~ect as ot er mot1ves 10r 1m. t oes not spnng 
~rslv from insight into the fundamental-ontological function of the 
di~~ This return in the specifically Kantian view is rather a result of the 
~se ta~ion of philosophical problems already predominant in him, an 
or~tation toward the subject. This orientation itself is the one that deter
or:: the philosophical tradition and, beginning with Descartes, starts 
~ m the ego. the subject. The motive of this primary orientation toward the 
;;ject in modern philosophy is the opinion that this being which we 
ourselves are is given to the knower first and as the only certain thing, that 
the subject is accessible immediately and with absolute certainty, that it is 
better known than all objects. In comparison, objects are accessible only by 
way of a mediation. In this form, this view is untenable, as we shall later see. 

a) The modem orientation toward the subject; its motive as 
not fundamental-ontological; and its dependence on 

traditional ontology 

In the ensuing discussion of the third thesis, we are not interested in the 
pre-eminent role claimed by subjectivity in modem philosophy. We are 
even less interested in the motives that led to this pre-eminence of the 
subject or the consequences that resulted for the development of modem 
philosophy. Rather, we are taking aim at a problem of principle. We have so 
far seen that ancient philosophy interprets and understands the being of 
beings, the actuality of the actual, as being extant fin the sense of being at 
~1- The ontologically exemplary entity. the being from which being and 
111 meaning are gathered, is nature in the broadest sense, including natural 
~~cts and equipment made from them, things disposable or available in 

. widest sense or, in the language customary since Kant, objects. Modem 
~OSophy rnade a total turnabout of philosophical inquiry and started out 
~rn the subject, the ego. It will be surmised and expected that, in confor· 

rn.ity With this fundamental diversion of inquiry to the ego. the being now 
~~;ng at the center would become decisive in its specific mode of being . 
.,;1. be expected that ontology now takes the subject as exemplary entity 
~-Interprets the concept of being by looking to the mode of being of the 
prJ,7t-that henceforth the subject's way of being becomes an ontological 
ll'lodeem. But that is precisely what does not happen. The motives for 
tal rn Philosophy's primary orientation to the subject are not fundamen
be:n.tological. The motive is not to know precisely that and how being and n!:c structure can be clarified in terms of the Dasein itself. 

artes, who carried through the turn to the subject that was already 
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prepared for in different ways, not only does not pose the question of 
being of the subject but even interprets the subject's being under ~ 
guidance of the concept of being and its pertinent categories as ~ 
by ancient and medieval philosophy. Descartes' basic ontological~ 
are drawn directly from Suarez, Duns Scotus, and Thomas Aquinas,l\e 
Neo-Kantianism of recent decades introduced the historical coilStructioo 
that with Descartes a completely new epoch of philosophy begins, E\'tr)o 
thing before him back to Plato, who was himself interpreted by ~ 
categories, was supposed to be mere darkness, In opposition to this notioD, 
it is rightly stressed today that modern philosophy since Descartea ltill 
continues to work with the ancient metaphysical problems and thus, a1oaa 
with everything new, still remains within the tradition. But this c:orrec:tioD 
of the Neo-Kantian interpretation of the history of thought does not Yet 
touch the decisive point for a philosophical understanding of modem 
philosophy. It implies not only that the old metaphysical problema CXJD. 
tinued to be treated along with the new problems but also that prec:iseJy the 
newly posed problems were posed and treated on the foundation «the 
old-that therefore the philosophical revolution of modem philoaaphy, 
seen fundamentally in ontological terms. was not a revolution at all. On the 
contrary. by this turnabout, by this allegedly critical new beginDilw rl 
philosophy in Descartes, the traditional ontology was taken over. B, dia 
allegedly critical new beginning ancient metaphysics became clopMdwn 
which it had not earlier been in this style; it became a mode of thought dill 
with the aid of traditional ontological concepts seeks to gain a poslliWIJ 
ontical knowledge of God. the soul, and nature. 

Although in modem philosophy everything in principle remaioed • it 
was, the marking out and accentuating of the subject had to result in sbif'tils 
the distinction between subject and object in some way to the center ~ 
associated with that, in conceiving with greater penetration the peculilr 
nature of subjectivity. . 

We must first of all see in what way modern philosophy conceiYel ~ 
distinction between subject and object or, more precisely. how~ 
is characterized. This distinction between subject and object pervades 
the problems of modern philosophy and even extends into the ~ 
ment of contemporary phenomenology. In his Ideas, Husser! ~ys: rl al 
theory of categories must begin absolutely from this most radical_ ,. 
distinctions of being-being as consciousness [res cogitans] and beinl ~· 
being that 'manifests' itself in consciousness. 'transcendent' being [r:.-.1 
tensa]."1 "Between consciousness [res cogitans) and reality [res ex. 

----~ 
I. ltu~.erl. ld«n, vol l, p. 174 [Edmund Hu.~serl, l~n zur reinm.Piaii~,.,. 

phiinom('rw4ogiscM Phrlruophr(', first publi,ht-d in Jahrbuch for Phrlofophtt: 
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·avms a veritable abyss of meaning."z Hus..<~erl continually refers to 
~re jstinction and precisely in the form in which Descartes expressed it: 
thiS "tans-res extensa. How is this distinction more exactly defined? res: is the being of the subject or ego conceived as compared with 

al"tY which here means actuality. extantness? The fact that this distinc
~ 1 is 'asserted does not yet imply that the differing ways of being of these 
tJO~ties are also expressly conceived. But, if the being of the subject should 
entleal itself as other than extantness, then a fundamental limit would be set 
revthe hitherto prevailing equation of being with actuality, or extantness, 
~thus to ancient ontology. The question of the unity of the concept of 
being becomes all the more. pressing in the face of these two diversities of 
being which first come to v~ew. 

1n what respect are subject and object distinguished ontologically? To 
answer this question we could conveniently tum to Descartes' formulation. 
He moved this distinction for the first time explicitly to the center. Or we 
roukl seek for particulars at the decisive terminus of the development of 
modem philosophy. in Hegel. who formulates the difference as that be
tween nature and spirit or between substance and subject. We choose 
neither the beginning nor the end of the development of this problem but 
instead the decisive intermediate station between Descartes and Hegel, the 
IGmtUzn version of the problem, which was influenced by Descartes and in its 
turn influenced Fichte. Schelling. and Hegel. 

b) Kant's conception of ego and nature (subject and object) 
and his definition of the subject's subjectivity 

How does Kant conceive the distinction between ego and nature, subject 
and object? How does he characterize the ego-what does the essential 
nature of egohood consist in? 

a) Personalitas transcendentalis 

~~ically Kant here retains Descartes' conception. However essential 
t 8 own investigations have become and will always remain for the 

~J<'~t Frmchu~g, \'ol. 1, edited by Husserl !Halle: Max Nie~~r. 1913, 1922. 19281. 
l12. Tht_. .. Royc,·-( d>son,lchas (london: Macmillan. 1931). The quoted pa.'ISage i!o; on p. 
&\ • ··1'1 ~ ar,· two ll'Cent German editions of I dun, voL 1. the first edited by Walter Biemcl 
Nijhofr"1 ~~111 ' •n ba.OO on the handwritten additions of the author" (The Hague: 1.\t.lninu.~ 
rtprod~eJ;)II). and the !R"Cond .edi.ted. by Karl Schuhmann, ~·hich contains "the text 
ldtntical ~ '" It .~·a\ In lfus.serl ~ hfetlme, 19U, 1922. 1928. thn."e almoo;t completely 
~ Ha ~ lhon'. and "all of Husser!'~ manuscript addition~ in the second half-volume" 
ffll!serb g\Jii' ~1anmu• Nljhoff. 1976). Both these later cd.itJons appear 1n the !lt"raes: 

2. lfkarJa: F.dmurJd Hu.ssnl, Ge!cll""tdiC' Wt"TM.I 
'-""· P 117. [ld..-as, p. 153.) 
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ontological interpretation of subjectivity, the I. the ego, is for him, as it 
for Descartes. res cogitans, res, something, that thinks, namely, SOinetJ..~ 
that represents. perceives, judges. agrees. disagrees, but also loves, ~ 
strives, and the like. Descartes calls all these modes of behavior cogita~ 
The ego is something that has these cogitationes. But according to n_. 
cartes cogitare is always cogito me cogitare. Every act of representing ia Ill '7 
represent," each judging an "1 judge," each willing an "J will." The "1-tbiak,. 
"me-cogitare,'' is always co-represented even though it is not held in llind 
expressly and explicitly. 

Kant adopts this definition of the ego as res cogitans in the sense of cagilo 
me cogitare except that he formulates it in a more fundamental onto~opat 
way. He says the ego is that whose determinations are representatiouliadle 
full sense of repraesentatio. We know that "determination" fBestim""''IJ 
is not an arbitrary concept or term for Kant but the translation of the
determinatio or realitas. The ego is a res, whose realities are repreaerd:allaal, 
cogitationes. As having these determinations the ego is res cogi.tla& Ia 
must be taken to mean only what is meant by the rigorous omoL'Ih' 
concept. namely. "something." However, in traditional ontology-wtiDI)' 
recall Baumgarten's Metaphysics §36-these determinations, tJetermine. 
tiones or realitates, are the notae or praedicata. the predicates oftbiap. 
Representations are determinations of the ego. its predicates. In gnmmar 
and general logic, that which has predicates is called the subject. Aa • 
cogitans, the ego is a subject in the grammatical-logical sense; it bla 
predicates. Subjectum is to be taken here as a formal-apophantic c:ateiPY· 
A category is called apophantic if it belongs to the structure of that wbicb il 
the formal structure of the assertive content of an assertion in general. 1'hll 
about which the assertion is made, the about-which, is the s~ dill 
which lies at the basis of the assertion. The asserted what is the pedk:II'
The ego which has the determinations is, like every other sometbinf, ~ 
subjectum that has predicates. But how does this subject, as an ego. ~ 
its predicates. the representations? This res est cogitans; this ~ 
thinks, which means according to Descartes cogitat se cogJ~ tht 
thinker's being-thinking is co-thought in the thinking. The havtng '! _ 
determinations, the predicates, is a knowing of them. The ego as subjeCt its 
taken throughout in the grammatically formal-apophantical sense- haS y 
predicates in a cognizing way. In thinking. I know this thinking 81.,:, 

thinking. As this peculiar subject, I know about the predicates I have: I . 1 
myself. Because of this distinctive having of its predicates, this subjed :0 
distinctive subject. that is to say, the ego is the subject kat' exochen .. ~ 
is a subject in the sense of self-consciousness. This subject not only 15 ~ 
from its predicates but also has them as known by it, which means as aiad" 
This res cogitans, the something that thinks, is a subject of predicates 
such it is a subject for objects. 
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'fhe subjet:t concept in these~ of s~jectivity. of egohood, is.connected 
. he most intimate way ontologacally wath the formal-apophantac category 
~ tth subjcctum. the hupokeimenon, in which at first nothing at all of 
,h~ is present. On the cont~, the ~upokeimenon is the extant, the t sable. It is because the ego as the subjektum proper or, in Greek, the 

;ancc proper. hupokeimenon, for the first time explicitly in Kant, even 
5ho0gh already prefigured in Descartes and above all in Leibniz, that Hegel 
t say that the true substance is the subject or the true meaning of 
:stantiality is subjectivity. This principle of the Hegelian philosophy lies 
in the direct line of development of the problems of modem thought. 

What is the most general structure of the ego, or what constitutes 
egohood? Answer: self-co~scious_ness. AU ~inki~~ ~."I ~ thinking." ~ 
.. go is not simply any arbatrary asolated pomt; at as 1-thank." However, at 
does not perceive itself as a being that would have other determinations 
beside this one. that it just thinks. Rather the ego knows itself as the ground 
of its determinations. its comportments, as the ground of its own unity in 
the multiplicity of these comportments, as the ground of the selfsameness 
of its own self. All the determinations and comportments of the ego are ego
hued. I perceive, I judge, I act. The "1-think," says Kant, must be able to 
accompany all my representations, that is, every cogitare of cogitata. This 
statement is not to be taken, however, as though the idea of the ego is 
present along with every comportment, with every thinking in the broadest 
sense. Instead, I am conscious of the linkage of all comportments with my 
ego; that is to say, I am conscious of them in their multiplicity as of my unity, 
which has its ground in my egohood (as subjectum) as such .It is only on the 
basis of the "1-think" that any manifold can be given to me. In a summary 
~y ... Kant interprets the ego as the "original synthetic unity of appercep
tion. What does this mean? The ego is the original ground of the unity of 
the manifold of its determinations in this sense, that as ego I have them all 
:!ether with regard to myself. I keep them together, combine them, from 

outset-synthesis. The original ground of unity is what it is, it is this 
ground as unifying, as synthetic. The combining of the manifold of repre
~~at•ons and of what is represented in them must always be thought along 
~~them· The combining is of such a sort that in thinking I am also 
1 ~ mg myself. I do not simply apprehend what is thought and represented. 
no 0 not JUst perceive it, but in all thinking I think myself along with it. I do 
t~ ~reel vc but apperceive the ego. The original synthetic unity of appeTcep-

F Is the ontological characteristic of the distinctive subject. 
tgo~om what has been said it becomes clear that with this concept of 
tra ood the formal structure of personality or, as Kant says, penonalitas 
sign~e~d~ntalis has .. been gained. What does this term "~ra~scenden_tal" 
l'lot y. Kant says: I call transcendental all knowledge wh1ch 1s occupaed-

so anuch with objects as with our mode of knowing objects insofar as this 
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knowledge is supposed to be possible a priori."3 Transcendental kn~ 
relates not to objects, not to beings. but to the coocepts that deten:niQe tbt 
being of beings. "A system of such concepts would be called tr~ 
philosophy."" Transcendental philosophy denotes nothing but ontoJosy 
That this interpretation does not do violence to Kant's meaning is atte.ted 
by the following sentence that Kant wrote about a decade after the lleiCoad 
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, in the essay that was ~ 
immediately after his death. On the Prize Question proposed for tM )'fGr 1791 
by the Royal Academy of Sciences at Berlin, ''What Real PTogress has M.t., 
physics made in Gennany since the Times of Leibniz and Wolff?" "Ontolog(ll 
a branch of metaphysics) is the scieoce that consists of a system « 111 
concepts and principles of the understanding, but only so far as they lie 

directed at objects which can be given to the senses and therefore em be 
verified by experience. "5 Ontology "is called transcendental p~ 
because it contains the conditions and first elements of all our ~a 
priori. "6 Kant always stresses here that as transcendental philosophy ....a. 
ogy has to do with the knowledge of objects. This does not mean, a ·H. 
Kantianism interpreted it, epistemology. Instead, since ontology tre8tl ri 
the being of beings and, as we know. Kant's conviction is that being. 
actuality, equals perceivedness, being-known. it follows that ontology a 
science of being must be the science of the being-known of objecll ad ri 
their possibility. It is for this reason that ontology is transcendental~ 
phy. The interpretation of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason as episteinalotiY 
completely misses the true meaning. 

From our previous considerations we know that for Kant being equals 
perceivedness. The basic conditions of the being of beings, or of pelceiwd
ness, are therefore the basic conditions of the being-known of tbirlJI. 
However, the basic condition of knowing as knowing is the ego as '1-thiDl• 
Hence Kant continually inculcates that the ego is not a representation. thll 
it is not a represented object, not a being in the sense of an object. but ratbef 
the ground of the possibility of all representing. all perceiving, hence_,~~ 
the perceivedness of beings and thus the ground of all being. As ~ 
synthetic unity of apperception, the ego is the fundamental ontol.)jpaJ 
condition of all being. The basic determinations of the being ~fbeingS:: 
the categories. The ego is not one among the categories of bemgs but ----3. Kant. CritiAiue of Ptm R~ason, 825. 

4.1bid. ~ 
5. Kant, Wnlle 4Ca~\irer), vol. 8. p. 238. [Kant did not submit the essay in the::.,, }ltd 

tion On the title ~e in Cass~n~r it ~, called Fartschnll~ der MetaphJ$11«. Heideggel' 
refers to it .._, On lht Progml of Mewphysics.J 

6. Ibid. 
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condition of the possibility of categories in general. Therefore, the ego does 
. self belong among the root concepts of the understanding, as Kant 

~~ •:he categories; instead, as Kant expresses it, the ego is "the vehicle of all 
5 epts of the understanding." It first ~f all makes ~~le the basic a 
~ · ontological concepts. For the ego 1s not somethmg ISolated, not a 
Pnort 1 "I h' k " h . "I b. " And Ka . mere point. but a ways .·t 1~ • t at IS, ~~m me. nt m~erprets 
the categories as that wh1ch, m every combmmg by the understanding, has 
already been seen and unde~tood beforehand ~ ~hat provides the ~rre
sponding unity of the com~med for each ~ombmmg to ~ accomphshed. 
The categories are the poss1ble forms of umty of the possible modes of the 
thinking "1-combine." Combinability and, corresponding to it, its own 
form. its respective unity, are grounded in the "I-combine." Thus the ego is 
the fundamental ontological condition, the transcendental that lies at the 
basis of every particular a priori. We now understand that the ego as the 
J-th.ink is the formal structure of personality as personalitas transcenden
talis. 

~) Personalitas psychologica 

This, however, does not exhaustively define the concept of subjectivity in 
Kant. To be sure, this concept of the transcendental ego remains the model 
for the further interpretation of egohood, personality in the formal sense. 
But personalitas transcendentalis does not coincide with the complete 
ooncept of personality. From the personalitas transcendentalis, the on
toWgical concept of egohood in general, Kant distinguishes the personalitas 
J'S'JCiao/ogica. By this he means the factual faculty, grounded in the person· 
alitas transcendentalis, in the "I think," to become conscious of its empirical 
~tes. of its representations as occurrences that exist and are always vary· 
tng. Kant makes a distinction between pure self-consciousness and empiri
cal self-consciousness or, as he also puts it, between the ego of apperception 
~the ego of appYehension. Apprehension means perception, the experience 
of the extant. namely. the experience of extant psychical processes by means 
~SO-called inner sense. The pure ego, the ego of self-consciousness, of 
ex . dental apperception, is not a fact of experience; in all empirical 
onr>e~e~cmg, I am already conscious of this ego as "I experience," the 
as to ogtcal ground of the possibility of all experiencing. The empirical ego 
\lfi:h~ ca_n likewise be thought theoretically as an idea and then it coincides 
or t e '-<>ncept of soul. where soul is conceived as the ground of animality 
t~ a.<; Kant says, of animateness, of life in general. The ego as personalitas 
&\Jb·SCendentalis is the ego that is essentially always only subject, the 
Otll~ect-ego. The ego as personalitas psychologica is the ego that is always 

an <>bject, something encountered as extant, the object-ego, or as Kant 
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explicitly says. "this object-ego. the empirical ego. is a thing {Sache]." .\11 
psychology is therefore positive science of extant entities. In the essay 0. 
the Progress of Metaphysics, Kant says: "For human intelligence, ~ 
is nothing more and also can become nothing more than an~ 
knowledge of man, but restricted to this condition: so far as he ~ 
himself as an object of inner sense. He is also. however, conscious ofhbn.eJr 
as an object of his external senses: he has a body, connected with whic:bia 
the object of inner sense called man's soul."' From this psychological'lo 
Kant distinguishes the ego of apperception as the logical ego. The tleaa 
"logical ego" needs a more detailed interpretation today because Neo. 
Kantianism has completely misunderstood this concept along with lllllly 
other essentials in Kant. By the designation "logical ego" Kant does aot 
intend to say. as Rickert thinks. that this ego is a logicaJ ablltiK1iaa, 
something universal. nameless, and unreal. "The ego is a logicaJ ego• doa 
not mean for Kant, as it does for Rickert. an ego that is logicaJly OON: dwd. 
It means instead that the ego is subject of the logos, hence of thin.kiaJi the 
ego is the ego as the "I combine" which lies at the basis of all thinkiaa- At. 
the same place where he is speaking of the logical ego Kant says iD. fUll 
profusion: "it is, as it were, like the substance [that is. like the hupohlme
non) which remains over when I have abstracted all the accidents inhaiag 
in it. "11 This egohood is the same in aJI factual subjects. This cannot .-a 
that the logical ego is something universal. nameless; it is preciaely by ill 
essential nature always mine. It pertains to egohood that the ego is....,. 
mine. A nameless ego is an absurdity. When I say "I think" or "'tbink 
myself,'' the first ego is not some other ego as though. say, a \IDiveiiiL 
unreal ego were speaking in the first ego. Rather it is quite the same II tbe 
ego being thought or, as Kant says. the determinable ego. The ego rJ 
apperception is identical with the determinable ego, the ego of appebelt
sion, except that what I am as a determinate empirical ego does ~ 
necessarily have to be thought simultaneously in the concept of the~ 
nant ego. Fichte applied these concepts of the determinant and dete~ 
able ego as fundamental for his Wissenschaftslehre. The determinant ego . 
apperception is. Kant says that we cannot assert anything more aboUt tbil 
being and its being than that it is. Only because this ego is as this I myself• 
this ego itself. can it encounter itself as an empirical ego. twOfold 

"'I am conscious of myself' is a thought that already contains a ·table 
ego. the ego as subject and the ego as object. Although it is an indubl all' 
fact, it is simply impossible to explain how it is possible that I who 

7 Ibid . p. 294. 
R. Ibid .. p. 249. 

---
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_ king myself can be my own object (of intuition) and thus can differenti
thin rsclf from myself. However it points to a faculty elevated so far above 
~~ =~se intuitions that, as the ground of ~ibility of an understanding. it 

as its consequence our complete separation from every beast, to which 
has have no reason to ascribe the capacity to say T to itself, and it looks 
~·ond to an infinity of self-made representations and concepts [the on-

logical ones). What is intended by this, however, is not a double person
~ity: only I w~o t_hink and in~it _am the pers~n, whe~as the ego of ~he 
object that is mtmted by me ts, hke other objects outs1de me, the thmg 
[Sache }. '"-~ That the ego of transcendental apperception is logical, the subject 
of the "I combine," does not signify that it is a different ego compared with 
the a,ctual, existent psychical ego; it does not even mean that it is not at all 
anything that is. Only this much is asserted, that the being of this ego is 
problematic; according to Kant it is in general indeterminable, and in any 
case in principle not capable of determination by means of psychology. The 
personalitas psychologica presupposes the personalitas transcendentalis. 

'Y) Personalitas moralis 

But the true and central characterization of the ego, of subjectivity, in 
Kant is not yet gained by describing the ego as personalitas transcendentalis 
and personalitas psychologica, subject-ego and object-ego. It lies in the 
concept of personalitas moralis. According to Kant, man's personality, the 
constitution of his being a person, is exhausted neither by the personalitas 
psychologica. which is the ground of animality, nor by the personalitas 
transcendentalis, which characterizes man's rationality in general, nor by 
both together. This is indicated by a passage from Kant's work Religion 
Within the Limits of Reason Alone. In book 1. section 1, entitled "Concerning 
the Original Predisposition to Good in Human Nature," Kant enumerates 
three elements of man's determination: animateness, humanity, and per
~lity. 10 The first determination, animateness, distinguishes man as a 
IVtng being in general; the second determination, humanity. as a living and 
at ~he same time a rational being; the third determination, personality, as a 
~tonal being and at the same time a responsible, accountable being. When 

srah of personality as the third element in distinction from humanity 
~ e second, it is apparent that personality is meant here in a narrower 

Se contrasted with personalitas transcendentalis, which is identical with 

"'·Ibm ,. lo. K. PP ---.ll-l4'l 
Vnr.1111 ;n• .. Wrriu tCa..sircrl. vol. 6. p. IM.ID~ R~ligion innnhalb dn GTenun dn b4o.ssttl 
R.r~~~~\~rans. Tht.-odorc M. Greene and Hoyt H. Hud'!On, Rel1gion Within the Lirnits of 

~~~ 1!\:,....,.. York. Evan~ton and London: Ha11~r and Row. 1960). pp. 21-23.) 
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humanity. To the complete concept of personalitas belongs not only 
tionality but also responsibility. Consequently. personality has a~ 
meaning for Kant: first, the broad formal concept of egohood in general. 
the sense of self-consciousness, whether the transcendental 1-think or.;: 
empirical object-ego: and. secondly, the narrower and proper concept which 
in a certain way includes the other two meanings. or what they mean, but 
has its center in the determination we now have to consider. P~ 
proper is personalitas mOTalis. If the formal structure of personalitaa in 
general lies in self-consciousness, then the personalitas moraJis mUll ell· 
press a specific modification of self-consciousness and thus it must repn!8EJA 1 
peculiar kind of self-consciousness. It is this moral self-consciousnesa that 
really characterizes the person in regard to what that personality u. fb. 
does Kant elucidate moral self-consciousness? What does the human haag 
know himself to be insofar as he understands himself morally, as an ICdDt 
being? What does he then understand himself to be and of what natum il 
this moral self-knowledge? Obviously, moral self-knowledge cannot coiD
cide with the types of self-consciousness discussed previously, either_. 
pirical or transcendental. Above all, moral self-consciousness cannot be the 
empirical knowledge and experience of a factual state simply ex1:mt; it 
cannot be an empirical-which always means for Kant a sensible--tllf· 
consciousness, one mediated by inner or outer sense. Moral self~ 
ness, especially if it concerns personalitas in the strict and proper ~will 
be man's true being as a mental being {Geistigkeit} and will not be medflwl 
by sense-experience. According to Kant there pertains to sensibility iD the 
broader sense not only the faculty of sensation but also the faculty he 
commonly designates as the feeling of pleasure and unpleasure, or cWigbt 
in the agreeable, or the reverse. Pleasure in the widest sense is not oaly 
desire jOT something and pleasure in something but always also, as we .-y 
say, enjoyment; this is a way in which the human being. turning with 
pleasure toward something, experiences himself as enjoying-he is~. 

We must elucidate this state of affairs phenomenologically. It pertaiDI Ill 
general to the essential nature of feeling not only that it is feeling!
something but also that this feeling for something at the same time maJces 
feelable the feeler himself and his state, his being in the broades~ 
Conceived in formally universal terms, feeling expresses for Kant a t----: 
mode of revelation of the ego. In having a feeling jOT something t~ 
always present at the same time a self-feeling, and in this self-feeling ~ 
of becoming revealed to oneself. The manner in which I become maru~est: 
myself in feeling is determined in part by that for which I have a feeling 
this feeling. Thus it appears that feeling is not a simple re~ection ~ 
oneself but rather a feeling of st'lfin having a fcclingfor somethmg. This~ 
structure already somewhat complex hut intrinsically unitary. The ~n 
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ure in what Kant designates as feeling is not the one we customarily 
feat in mind in our everyday understanding-feeling, contrasted with 
ha:eptually theoretical apprehension and self-knowledge, as indefinite. 
:gue. a mo~entary presentiment, and ~he _like. ~ha~ is phenomenologi
ca,ity decisive an the phenomenon of feehng as that 1t directly uncovers and 
makes accessible that which is felt, and it does this not, to be sure, in the 

anner of intuition but in the sense of a direct having-of-oneself. Both 
:Oments of the structure of feeling must be kept in mind: feeling as feeling
for and simultaneously the self-feeling in this having-feeling-for. 

It should be noted that for Kant not every feeling is sensible, that is, 
determined by pleasure, and hence sensibility. If the moral self-conscious
ness is not to make manifest an accidental momentary state of the empirical 
,ubject. if it cannot be sensibly empirical. this does not exclude it from being 
like a feeling in the well-defined Kantian sense. The moral self-conscious· 
ness must be a feeling if it is to be distinguished from theoretical knowledge 
in the sense of the theoretical "I think myself." Kant therefore speaks of 
"moral feeling" or of the "feeling of my existence." This is not an accidental 
empirical experience of myself. but neither is it a theoretical knowing and 
thinking of the ego as subject of thinking; it is instead a making manifest of 
the ego in its non-sensible character, a revealing of itself as an acting being. 

What is this moral feeling? What does it reveal? How does Kant, starting 
from what is itself revealed by moral feeling, define the ontological structure 
of the moral person? For him the moral feeling is respect, Achtung. In this 
feeling of respect the moral self-consciousness, personalitas moralis, man's 
true personality. must reveal itself. We shall first try to take a closer look at 
the Kantian analysis of this phenomenon of respect. Kant calls it a feeling. 
The essential structure of feeling discussed above must be able to be 
exhibited in respect, so that, first, it is the having of a feeling for something, 
~·secondly. as this having-feeling-for, it is a revelation of that which feels 
~own self. Kant gives the analysis of respect in the Critique of Practical 
R a.son, .F one, book one, chapter 3. "On the Motives of Pure Practical 

eas?n. Given the limited purposes of our impending description of 
~t s analysis, we cannot enter into all the particulars and fine details, and 
stl ~less can we represent all the concepts of morality basically necessary for 
un erstanding it, like duty, action, law, maxims, freedom. Kant's inter
~~~~tion of t~e phenomenon of respect is probably the most brilliant 
f omenolog1cal analys1s of the phenomenon of morality that we have 
rom him. 

ll1 li(' says: "The essential thing in all determinations of the will by the 
ll1 oral law is that as a free will it should be determined solely by the law and. 
ev oreov<'r. not merely ~ithout the co-operation of sensuous impulses but 

en With the repulsion of all such impulses and with the breaking off of all 
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inclinations so far as they go counter to that law." 11 This statement lhta 
only a negative definition of the effect of the moral law as a motive of~ 
action. The law brings about a breaking off that is practiced on 
inclinations, or sensible feelings. But this negative effect on feeling, :: 
rupturing of sensible feelings. the repelling of them, "is itself a feeling. '"Ia 
This recalls the well-known statement of Spinoza in his Ethics that 
emotion can be overcome only by an emotion. If a repulsion of sensa: 
feelings is present, then a positive feeling which performs the ~ 
must admit of being exhibited in it. Therefore Kant says: "~ 
we can see a priori [from the phenomenon of the repudiation of~ 
feelings] that the moral law, as a determining ground of the will. kl 
thwarting aU our inclinations [the sensible feelings] must [itself] PI'Oduaea 
feeling." 13 From the negative phenomenon of repulsion the force tba 
performs and grounds the repelling must become visible a priori IIMi 
positively. AJI the sensible inclinations subjected to the break are~ 
tions in the sense of self-love and self-conceit. The moral law strikes down 
self-conceit. "But, after all, this law is intrinsically positive, namely, the 
form of an intellectual (not sensible] causality, the causality of &.1om; 
therefore. in weakening self-conceit by acting against subjective oppolilioD. 
namely. the inclinations in us, it is at the same time an object of feSJ*f; IIIIi 
since it even strikes down self-conceit, humiliates it, it is an object of' the 
greatest respect and moreover the ground of a positive feeling which does 
not have an empirical origin and can be known a priori. Respect for the 
moral law is therefore a feeling that is produced by an intellectual giOUDd. 
and this feeling is the only one we can know completely a priori and whole 
necessity we can comprehend.''14 This feeling of respect for the lawc:an "be 
called a moral feeling." 15 "This feeling (under the title of the moral) is abo 
produced solely by reason [not by sensibility). It serves not for~ 
actions nor even for substantiating the objective ethical law itself~.~ 
as a motive in order to make the ethical law itself into a maxim within 
(into the subjective determining ground of the will]. But what narne ~ 
be more fitly applied to this singular feeling which cannot be drawn ~ 
comparison with any pathological feeling [that is. with any feeling condi
tioned essentially by bodily circumstances]? It is of such a peculiar k~ 
it seems to stand at the command solely of reason and indeed of P 
pure reason."tb 10 

Since the analysis is somewhat difficult in these formulations. let us trY ---II. K<ml, Wnkt- (Cas.sm~r). vol. 5, p. 80. 
12. Ibid .. p. 81. 
13. Ibid. 
H. Ibid .• pp. 1!1-MZ. 
15. Ibid .. p. 1'13. 
16. Ibid .. p. M. 
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ak it clearer for ourselves. What can we gather from these statements? 
11' e t is rt.>spect for the law as determining ground of moral action. As 
R~~pect-Jar-namely, for the law-respect is determined by something 
thiS.:ve. the law. which itself is not empirical. This feeling of respect for the 
1)(115\s produced by reason itself; it is not a feeling pathologically induced by 
taw ibilitv. Kant says that it does not serve for judging actions; moral feeling 
::not ·present ~tself after the eve~t, following upon the ethical d~. as 
he manner in wh1ch I assume an attitude toward the already accompliShed 
~ion. Instead, respect for the law, as a motive, first really cof!Stitutes the 
possibility of the action. It is the way in which the law first becomes 
accessible to me as law. This means at the same time that this feeling of 
respect for the law also does not serve, as Kant puts it, for substantiating the 
law; the Jaw is not what it is bec4we I have respect for it, but just the reverse: 
my having a feeling of respect for the law and with it this specific mode of 
revelation of the law is the only way in which the moral law as such is able to 
approach me. 

Feeling is having-feeling-for, and so much so that in it the ego which feels 
in this way at the same time feels its own self. Applied to respect, this means 
that in respect for the law the respectful ego must simultaneously become 
manifest to itself in a specific way. This must occur not subsequently and 
not merely occa<;ionally; instead, respect for the law-this specific type of 
revelation of law as the determining ground of action-is as such conjointly 
a specific revelation of my own self as the agent. What the respect is for, or 
that for which this feeling is the having of a feeling. Kant entitles the moral 
law. Reason, as free. gives this law to itself. Respect for the law is the active 
ego's respect for itself as the self which is not understood by means of self
conceit and self-love. Respect as respect for the law relates also, in its 
specific revelation, to the person. "Respect always goes to persof!S alone, 
~to things." 17 In respect for the law, I submit myself to the law. The 
llpec1fic having of a feeling for the law which is present in respect is a self-
5\i,jection. I subject myself in respect for the law to my own self as the free 
~- In this subjection of myself I am manifest to myself; I am as I myself. 

e question is. As what or. more precisely, as who? 
bu:~ subJecting mysel~ to t_he Ia~. I ~ubject myself to _myself as pure reason; 
the hat 1s to o;ay that m th1s subjection to myself I ra1se myself to myself as 

fret:. self-determining being. This submissive self-elevation of myself to 
:Ysel_t reveals. discloses as such, me to myself in my dignity. Speaking 
caegatlVely, in the respect for the law that I give to myself as a free being I 
Wi~~ot have d~srespect for myself. Respect is the mode of the ego's being
he ·lt<ielf /lk-1-sich-selbst-seinJ according to which it does not disparage the 

ro 10 1t!> soul. The moral feeling, as respect for the law, is nothing but the 

17 lb,tJ 
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selfs being responsible to itself and for itself. This moral feeling ia 
distinctive way in which the ego understands itself as ego directly, P'llelyl. 
and free of all sensuous determination. ' 

This self-consciousness in the sense of respect constitutes the Jlei'SOQ. 
alitas moralis. It is important to see that in respect. as a feeling, there it 
present, for one thing, having a feeling for the law in the sense of se!{. 
subjection. This self-subjection, in conformity with the content of that to 
which I subject myself andfOT which I have a feeling in my respect, is at the 
same time a self-elevation as a becoming self-manifest in my ownmo.t 
dignity. Kant sees dearly this curiously counterstriving double tendeacy ill 
the intentional structure of respect as a self-subjecting self-elevation, In 1 
note to the Foundations of the Metaphysics of MOTals, in a passage in which he 
is taking precautions against the possible charge that he is seeking 'behind 
the word 'respect' merely a flight to an obscure feeling," he says that ~~~pea 
has "something analogous at once" to inclination and fear. 18 To undentmd 
this remark we may briefly recall that ancient philosophy already chamcter
ized practical behavior in the broader sense, orexis, by dioxis and pimp. 
Dioxis signifies following in the manner of pursuit, a striving toward 
something. Phuge signifies a yielding, fleeing, retreat from, striving away 
from. For dioxis, striving toward, Kant says inclination for; and for pbuge. 
giving way before, he takes fear as a shrinking standing in fear of. He aya 
that the feeling of respect has something analogous, something conespoad
ing to the two phenomena, inclination and fear, striving toward and striviDg 
away from. He speaks of analogy because these two modifications of oraia. 
feeling, are sensibly determined, whereas respect is a striving toWIICl and 
simultaneously a striving away from of a purely mental kind To what 
extent does respect have something analogous to inclination and fear?~
subjection to the law is in a certain way a standing in fear of, a yielding to It 
as to a demand. On the other hand, however, this self-subordination to the 
law as phuge is at the same time a dioxis, a striving inclination ~owa::: 
the sense that. in the respect for the law which reason, as free, gJWS ' 

reason raises itself to itself, strives toward itself. This analogizing of respect 
to inclination and fear makes evident how clearly Kant saw this P~ 
non of respect. The basic structure of respect and its significance for 
Kantian interpretation of morality has been overlooked in phenomenolog)'• 
in consequence of which Scheler's criticism of the Kantian ethics in F~ 
ism in Ethics and Material Ethics of Value missed the point completely. ---HI. Kant, Wn~ jCa,.sirer). vol. .J. pp. 257-25!1. (The quotation L' from the Gru~ 
zur Mtt4physik dn Sit torn, Fi1111 S.."'.~tion. Kant's footnnlt' 2. Th1s work has been ; ·~"'ill 
undc.>r differtmt titles more or le:~.~ apprm:imatmg l'oundatimu of tM Mtt4physics of M<l',_ 

many l'<iition~.l 
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6 , this analysis of respect, we have made clear to ourselves that there is 
~nt here a phenomenon which in Kant's sense is not just any indiscrimi

p 1 feeling which happens also to appear among other states transpiring in 
":e e empirical subject: rather, this feeling of respect is the true mode in 
t •hich man's existence becomes manifest, not in the sense of a pure ascer
"" ·nmcnt or taking cognizance of. but in the sense that in respect I myself 
:-am acting. Respect for the law means eo ipso action. The manner of 
~If-consciousness in the sense of respect already makes manifest a mode of 
the type of being of the person proper. Although Kant does not press 
directly in this direction, nevertheless the possibility is present in reality. 
For an understanding of this matter the basic formal structure of feeling in 
general must be borne in mind: having-feeling-for, self-feeling, and this 
stlf-feeling as a mode of becoming-self-manifest. Respect reveals the dig
nity before which and for which the self knows itself to be responsible. Only 
in responsibility does the self first reveal itself-the self not in a general 
sense as knowledge of an ego in general but as in each case mine, the ego as 
in each case the individual factical ego. 

c) Kant's ontological disjunction of person and thing (Sac:heJ. 
The ontological constitution of the person as an 

end-in-itself 

Although Kant does not raise his question in the way in which we do, we 
shall nevertheless formulate the question thus: Given that in the above 
described way the self is revealed ontically in the moral feeling of respect as 
being an ego, how is that self to be defined ontologically? Respect is the 
ontkal access to itself of the factically existent ego proper. In this revelation 
of itself as a factically existent entity, the possibility must be given for 
determining the constitution of the being of this entity itself thus manifest. 
In other words, what is the ontological concept of the personalitas moralis, 
the moral person who is thus revealed in respect? 

Although Kant does not explicitly pose this question, he in fact gives the 
Mswer t.o it in his Meta~h~sics of Morals. Metaphysics me~ns ontology. 
I<a etaph~s•cs of morals_ s1gn1fies the ontology of hu~an extstence. That 
h ~t- gtvcs the answer m the ontology of human existence, or _the meta· 

P }~•cs of morals. shows that he has an unclouded understandmg of the 
!'l'lethodoiogical sense of the analysis of the person and thus also of the 
llletarhys•cal question What is man? 
~ ~t us once more make clear to ourselves what is inherent in moral 
i~ •n~: man's dignity. which exalts him insofar as he serves. In this dignity 
rn. un•ty with service, man is at once master and servant of himself. In 
e~rect. in acting ethically. man makes himself. as Kant declares in one 
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place. t9 What is the ontological meaning of the person thus made Jn4nifest . 
respect? Kant says: "Now 1 maintain that man and every rational ~ ~ 
general exists as an end in himself, not merely as a means to be _;: 
arbitrarily by this or that will; instead in all his actions, whether they
addressed to himself or to other rational beings, he must always be COQsid. 
ered at the same time as an end." ..!U Man exi'its as an end in himself; he ia 
never a means, not even a means for God; before God. too, he is his Ollrb 
end. From this. from the ontological characterization of the being thatiariOt 
only viewed by others as an end and taken as an end but exists objectiwJY
actually-as an end, the proper ontological meaning of the moral 1*1011 
becomes clear. The moral person exists as its own end; it is itxlf an fiDd. 

Only thus is the basis gained for distinguishing ontologically bet-. 
beings that aTe egos and beings that are rwt egos, between subject and abja, til 
cogitans and res e.xtensa. 'The beings whose existence rests indeed DOt ao 
our will but on nature [on nature in the sense of physical organizatioQ] a 
nevertheless, if they are beings lacking reason, only a relative value •
and are therefore called things [Sachen]; in contrast. rational bei!IJI~a 
called persons because their nature (nature here is synonymous with pbuaia 
as equivalent to essentia] singles them out already as ends in thernselva, • 
something which may not be used merely as a means, and hence to thil 
degree limits all arbitrary choice (and is an object of respect)."21 Whit 
constitutes the nature of the person, its essentia, and limits all choice. which 
means that it is determined as freedom, is an object of respect. Conwaely, 
that which is objective in respect. what is revealed in it, makes manifelttbe 
personality of the person. The ontological concept of the person is brilftJ 
this: persons are "objective ends, that is, things {DingeJ [res in the lxoldat 
sense] whose existence is an end in itself.".Z.Z 

This interpretation of the personalitas moral is first makes clear what mall 
is and defines his quidditas, man's essential nature, the rigorous c:oiiOIPl rJ 
Menschheit, humanity. Kant does not use this last expression to deooce the 
sum of all humans; it is instead an ontological concept and means the 
ontological constitution of man. As actuality is the ontological constitution~ 
the actual, so humanity is the essence of the human. equity the essence 

-------19. Kant. Kritik der praktischm Vt"rnunjt, in WeTire ~Cassirer). val 5. p. 107.1The ~ 
L~ from the section on the "Critic<~ I Examination of the Analytic of Pure Practical ~ 
See p. 203 an Kant'$ Cntique of Practical Re4UOn and Olher Writings in MO'I'al Pht iclf' 
trilns. iind eod. with an introduction bv l..ewi~ White Beck (Chirago: University ofOl 
Pre!is. 19491.1 -. _ • ~ 

20. Kant, Wet'lw ~Cassircr), val. 4, Grurull~ung zu~ Mrtaphysak dn Sltten, p. 286.1 
Section.] 

ll- Ibid. pp . .286-287. 
22. Ibid .. p. 287. 
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quitablc. Kant is consequently able to formulate the basic principle of 
thee lit\'. the categorical imperative. in the following way. "Act so that you 
rno~u~anity in your own person as well as in the person of everyone else 
use r rnerelv as a means but always at the same time as an end."Zl This neve ; . 

rinciple rnarks the proper ~ght-to-be of ":'an. ~t prescnbes ~hat ma~ ca~ 
~ as defined by the essential nature of his ex1stence. The llllperattve ts 
categorical. not hypothetical. It is not subject .to a~ if-then. T~e prin~iple of 
ethical action does not say: lf you want to attam thlS or that, thlS specific end 
r that one, then you must behave thus and so. There is no if and no 

~ypothesis here, because the acting subject, which is the only topic under 
cfiscussion here. is of its own nature itself an end, the end of and for its own 
self. not conditioned by or subordinated to another. Because there is no 
hypothesis present here. no if-then, this imperative is categorical, if-free. As 
1 moral agent, as existent end of his own self. man is in the kingdom of 
ends. End, purpose. must be understood here always in the objective sense 
as existent end. person. The Tealm of ends is the being-with-one-anothn, the 
c:ommercium of pnsons as such, and therefore the realm of freedom. It is the 
realm of existing persons among themselves and not, say. some system of 
values to which any active ego relates and in which, as something human, 
ends are founded in their interconnection as gradients of intentions toward 
something. "Realm of ends" must be taken in an ontical sense. An end is an 
existing person; the realm of ends is the with-one-another of the existing 
persons themselves. 

We must adhere to the disjunction that Kant fixed on the basis of the 
analysis of the moral ego. the sepamtion between penon and thing (Sache} 
.-\ccording to Kant both person and thing are res, things (DingeJ in the 
broadest sense. things that have existence, that exist. Kant uses the terms 
for existence-Dasein and Existieren-in the sense of Vorhandensein, 
being extant. Although he uses this indifferent expression "Dasein" in the 
sense of cxtantness for the type of being of person and of things, we must 
nevertheless take note that he makes a sharp ontological distinction between 
person and thing as two basic kinds of beings. Correspondingly, two different 
~ologies, two kinds of metaphysics, are also correlated with the two basic 
.. 1 ds of bemgs. In the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant says: 

n thi~ way there arises the idea of a twofold metaphysics, a metaphysics of 
nature and a metaphysics of morals,".!" which is to say. an ontology of res 
:tensd and an ontology of res cogitans. The metaphysics of morals. the 

tology of the person in the narrower sense. is defined by Kant thus: it "is 

l3. lhJ<j 
2-4 II d · " . p. 244. [Preface.[ 
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to investigate the idea and the principles of a possible pure will and not the 
actions and conditions of the human will in general, which in large Ptrt 
obtained from psychology.".l5 1ft 

With this we have gained an insight, crude but nevertheless central, into 
the way in which Kant conceives the distinction in ontological ~ 
between res cogitans and res extensa as that between person and nlblrt 
(thing, Sache) and into the way he assigns different ontologies to the 
different ways of being. There comes to light here a wholly different leveJo( 
inquiry than is present in Descartes. But it seems that we have gained even 
more. Have we not thus fixed the true distinction between ~ aad 
object, so that it appears not only superfluous but even impossible to think 
of finding here still more, not to say more fundamental, ontological .... 
lems? But it is with this latter intention that we discuss the third tbeaiL We 
are not in search of problems for problems' sake, however; it is becat.ewe 
want by means of them to attain the knowledge of what is ClOIIIIDDIIlJ 
alleged to us to be knowable: the knowledge of the ontological CODititud&a 
of the being that we ourselves are. We are not striving for criticism. lit IIIJ 
price simply in order to produce criticism; instead, criticism and problmw 
must arise from confrontation with the things themselves. HO\WYII' un
equivocal the Kantian interpretation may be of the distinction between ns 
cogitans and res extensa, there are nevertheless problems concealed ill it 
which we must now make dearer for ourselves by making this KJidilll 
interpretation itself doubtful. We must try to make clear what is problem
atic in the Kantian interpretation of personality. 

§J 4. Phenomenological critique of the KantUm aolution ad 
demonstration of the need to pose the que•tion in 

fundamental principle 

The problem before us is to determine the being of the being which we 
humans each ourselves are. We must ask in particular, Did Kant~ 
define man's being by his interpretation of personalitas transcenden 
personalitas psychologica, and personalitas moralis? 

a) Critical examination of Kant's interpretation of 
personalitas moralis. Adumbration of the ontological 

determinations of the moral person but avoidance of the 
basic ontological problem of its mode of being 

We begin the critical examination with reference to Kant's interp~ 
of the personalitas moTa/is. The person is a thing. res. something. that ____......-

l5. Ibid., p. 247. JJ>refilc<·l 
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. wn end. To this being belongs purposiveness, more precisely. self-
as 1ts 0iveness. Its way of being is to be the end or purpose of its own self. 
~termination, to be the end of its own self, belongs indisputably to 
~ntological con.stitution of the human Dasein. But does this clarify the 
~in's way ofbem~? t:fas the a~empt ~ven been m~de to. show how the 
()asein's mode of bemg ts ~erm~ed Wtth reg~rd ~o Its be1~ const!tut~ 
by purposiveness? We seek m vam for an eluctdatton of this question m 
l(.ant, and indeed even for the question itself. ~n the contrary, the quota
·ons adduced show that Kant talks about mans existence and about the 

tl f h. ds bu he r · "E ' · " d existence o t mgs as en ; t t terms 10r exiStence- xtstteren an 
"l)asein"-signify for him merely extantness. He talks in the same way 
about the Dasein of nature, the Dasein of the thing [Sache}. He never says 
d>tt the concept of existence {Existenz and Dasein] has a different sense as 
applied to man. not even which sense it then has. Kant shows only that the 
essentia of man as an end is determined otherwise than the essentia of 
things (whether taken in the broad sense or in the particular sense of things 
~nature]. But although he does not talk explicitly about the specific mode 
~being of the moral person, perhaps he nonetheless has it in mind de 
facto? 

A being that exists as its own end has itself in the way of respect. Respect 
means responsibility toward oneself and this in tum means being free. 
Being free is not a property of man but is synonymous with behaving 
ethically. But behaving is acting. Thus the specific mode of being of the 
moral person would lie in free action. Kant says in one place: 'That is 
inteUectual whose concept is an action.'' 1 This terse observation means that 
a mental being is one which is in the manner of action. The ego is an "I act" 
and as such it is intellectual. This peculiar usage of Kant's should be held 
6nnly in mind. The ego as "I act" is intellectual, purely mental. Therefore 
~so often calls the ego an intelligence. Intelligence, again, signifies, not a 

. g that has intelligence, understanding. and reason, but a being that 
exists as intelligence. Persons are existing ends; they are intelligences. The :rn of ends. the being-with-one-another of persons as free, is the intelligi
h realm of f~om. In another place Kant says that the moral person is 
~_.llrnanlty. Bemg human is determined altogether intellectually, as intel
~~e .. Intelligences, moral persons, are subjects whose being is acting. 
~·~ng Is an existing in the sense of being extant. The being of intelligible 
dots tanc~ as moral persons is indeed characterized in this way but Kant 

not comprehend ontologically and make into an express problem what SOft 

~~ftrx~11m Kants ZUT Kritik dn Tnnm Vrmurift, cd. Benno Erdmann (Leipzig. 1884). 
~hilosc, 1~n ' 0 - 'JflH. (The- rcferencl' •• to volwnl' 2 of Rrjll.'xiorwn KantJ zur lrriliscMn 
/!Ca111s p lr, l'dlle-d hy ~nno Erdmann from Kant'~ manuscript notes. vol. 1: Rl.'jfi.'XIDrwn 
l~ipl~IITRt\nrhm~it' I 18821; vol. 2: Rl.'jfexiorm~ KantJ zur Kritik dn rt'irwn Vtmunft I JH84) 

g N."island).( 
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of way of existing, of being extant, this acting represents. The ego is not 
thing but a person. We can see that Fichte begins his inquiry at this~ 
Starting out from Kant. he tries to express more radically the tendency of 
modem philosophy. which grows stronger in Kant, to concentrate ita 
problems around the ego. If the ego is determined by the mode of being of 
acting and hence is not a thing, then the beginning for philosophy, 'Which 
starts with the ego, is not an active thing but an active deed. 

The question remains, How is this acting itself to be interpreted aa a 1ray 
of being? In reference to Kant the question becomes, Does he not after aU 
fall back again into conceiving this active ego as an end which is in the Mille 
of one extant being among other extant beings? The interpretationcft~te9 
as a moral person provides us with no really informative disclosure cdtout tile 
mode of being of the ego. Perhaps, however, we may more readily pin IUCh 
information about the subject's mode of being if we ask how Kant de&aea 
the I of the "I think" or, as we can say inexactly, the theoretical• 0111r 

against the practical subject, the personalitas transcendentalis. POl' with 
regard to the personalitas psychologica we shall expect no answer from tbe 
start, since Kant flatly calls the object-ego, the ego of apprehension. ci 
empirical self-consciousness, a thing and thus expressly assigns to it tbe 
mode of being of nature, of the extant-although it is questionable wbecher 
this move is correct. 

b) Critical examination of Kant•s interpretation of 
personalitas transcendentalis. His negative demonstration of the 

impossibility of an ontological interpretation 
of the 1-think 

Did Kant determine the ego's way of being in his interpretation of the"' 
think", the transcendental ego? In the Kantian interpretation of the ,.,.,.. 
alitas transcendentalis too we seek in vain Jar an answer to this quatiora, not 
only because Kant in fact simply does not make an attempt to interpret~ 
mode of being of the ego as "I think," but also because he tries to showqulle 
explicitly that and why the ego's existence, its mode of being, cannot.be 
elucidated. He furnishes this proof of the impossibility of the interpreta: 
of the being of the I as the "I think" in the Critique of Pure Reason, 
transcendental dialectic. book 2, chapter 1, "The Paralogisms of Pure 
Reason."l The treatment in the first edition (A) is fuller. . 1 

Viewed historically, Kant's doctrine of the paralogisms of pure reason IS. 

critique of psychologia rational is, the traditional metaphysics of the so~ 15 of 
dogmatic metaphysics. for which he substitutes in fact the metaphysiCS 

-----2. Kant, Cntlque of Pur<' Re<l50n, B.i99 ff. 
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Is. It is characteristic of psychologia rationalis that with the aid of 
rno~ . ontological concepts which it applies to the ego as "I think" it tries to po;. ~e some knowledge about this ego as a being, as soul. In the "Paralog· 
~ ~e of Pure Reason." Kant points out that these arguments of metaphysical 
15~chology drawn from ontological concepts and their application to the "1 
~~nk ·• are fallacious. He calls the basic ontological concepts by the name 
~ ategorics." These he divided into four classes: the categories of quantity, 
;ality. relation. and modality. 3 With these four classes, which he believed 
to be the sole possible categories, Kant correlates the basic ontological 
concepts employed by rational psychology for knowledge of the soul as 

such. 
Considered under the category of relation, with regard to the relation of 

an accident to a substance in general, the soul is substance-so says the old 
metaphysical psychology. In quality the soul is simple: in quantity it is one, 
numerically identical, one and the same at different times; and in modality 
it is existent in relation to possible objects in space. From the application of 
these four basic concepts from among the four classes of categories-the 
concepts of substance, simplicity, selfsameness, and existence-proceed 
the four basic determinations of the soul, as metaphysical psychology 
maintains in the following four inferences. 

First. As substance, as something extant, the soul is given in inner sense. 
It is therefore the opposite of what is given in outer sense, which is 
determined as matter and body; the soul, as substance given in inner sense, 
is immaterial. 

Second. As simple substance the soul is something indissoluble. As 
simple it cannot be decomposed into parts. Consequently it is imperishable. 
incorruptible. 
. Third. As one and always the same in various changing states at different 

tames. the soul is in this sense a person: it is something that lies absolutely at 
the ground. that persists (personality of the soul). 

Kant also combines the first three determinations-immateriality, incor· 
ruptibility. and personality-as the determinations of spirituality, in the 
con~cpt of spirit that belongs to metaphysical psychology. This concept of 
if.:nt_uality must be distinguished fundamentally and in principle from 

nt s concept of mind as intelligence in the sense of the morally acting 
person as an end. 

In terms of the fourth category, modality, the immaterial. incorruptible 
~irson i~ dete~ined.as existing in reciprocity with a body. ~n~uently, 
h s spmtual thmg ammates a body. We call such a ground ofhfe m matter 

t e soul in the strict sense. But if this ground of animality, that is, of 

3 lhi. BlOb. 
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animateness, as was demonstrated for the first categories, is simple, into, 
ruptible, and self-subsistent, then the soul is immortal. The immortality • 
the soul follows from its spirituality. of 

We have already observed that Kant showed for the first time that ill 
sense can anything be asserted about the ego as spiritual substance ~ 
means of an application of the categories to the ego as "I think." Why lit 
these inferences fallacious? Why are these categories, as categone. o( 

nature, of the extant, of things, not applicable to the ego? Why is 1 
impossible to gain ontical knowledge of the soul and the ego frorn tbe.e 
categorial determinations? These inferences fail because they rest Clll 1 
fundamental error. They apply categories to the ego as "I think," to tbe 
personalitas transcendentalis, and derive from the assertion of such Clllgo. 
ries about the ego ontical propositions regarding the ego as soul. But why 
should this not be possible? What are the categories? 

The ego is "I think," which in every thinking is thought alongwilhitaa 
the conditioning ground of the unifying I -combine. The categories ue the 
forms of possible combination which thinking can accomplish as C01J1bio. 
in g. As ground of possibility of the "I think," the ego is at the same time the 
ground and the condition of possibility of the forms of combinatioa. the 
categories. Since these categories are conditioned by the ego, they C8IIDIIIt be 
applied in tum again to the ego in order to apprehend it. That which 
conditions absolutely. the ego as the original synthetic unity of appaap
tion, cannot be determined with the aid of what is conditioned by it. 

This is one reason for the impossibility of applying the categories to • 
ego. The other reason, connected with it, is that the ego is not establisbed 
merely by experience but lies at the basis of all experience as sometbiDI 
absolutely non-manifold that makes it possible. The categories grounded in 
the ego and its unity, as forms of unity for a synthesis, are applicable only 
where a combinable is given. Every combining, every judgmental determin
ing of a combinable, requires something which is advanced for oombinl· 
tion, for synthesis. But something is advanced and given to us always ~y 
by means of affection, by our being approached and acted on by som~ 
other than our own self. In order to have something combinable fo~)~ 
we must be determined by the faculty of receptivity. The ego as I 
however, is not affection, being acted upon. but pure spontaneity or. 11 

Kant also says, function, functioning, doing. acting. If I wish to make 
assertions about my Dasein, something determinable has to be given to: 
from my Dasein itself. But anything determinable is give~ t_o me onlY and 
means of receptivity or on the basis of the forms of receptlvtty. space 1 
time. Space and time are forms of sensibility, of sense-experie~ce. Soc;: :e 
determine my Dasein and combine it by following the gutdance the 
categories. I take my ego a'i a sensibly empirical thinking. In contrast. 
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f apperception is inaccessible for any determining. If it happens. then I 
ego 0hinking the ego in the categories of the extant as a natural thing. This 
~ts in a subreptio apperceptionis substantiae, a surreptitious substitution 
of the ego conceived as extant for the pure ego. The pure ego itself is never 

·ven t; me as a determin~le for determination, for applying the catego
~ For that reason an ont1cal knowledge of the ego and, consequently, an 
ne;~logical determination of it is impossible. The only thing that can be said 
~that the ego is an "l-am-acting." This shows a certain interconnection 
~n the ego of transcendental apperception and the personalitas mor
alis. Kant summarizes his thought as follows: "The 'I think' expresses the 
act of determining my existence [my extantness]. The existence is thereby 
already given but the manner in which I am to determine it, the way in 
which I am to posit in myself the manifold pertaining to it, is not yet thereby 
given. To it [the giving itself] there belongs a self-intuition which has lying 
at its basis an a priori given form, time, which is sensible and belongs to the 
receptivity of the determinable. Now if I do not have still another self
intuition which gives that which does the determining in me-of whose 
spontaneity alone I am conscious-before the act of determining, as time 
{does in the case of] the determinable, then I cannot determine my existence 
as that of a self-active being: instead, I represent to myself only the 
spontaneity of my thinking, of the determining. and my existence remains 
determinable only sensibly. as the existence of an appearance. But it is 
owing to this spontaneity that I call myself an intelligence. "4 Put briefly, this 
means that we have no self-intuition of our self, but all intuition. all 
immediate giving of something. moves within the forms of space and time. 
However, on Kant's view. which adheres to the tradition, time is the form of 
sensibility. Thus no possible basis is given for the application of the 
categories to the knowledge of the ego. Kant is wholly right when he 
declares the categories, as fundamental concepts of nature, unsuitable for 
determining the ego. But in that way he has only shown negatively that the 
categories, which were tailored to fit other beings. nature, break down here. 
lie.has not shown that the "I act" itself cannot be interpreted in the way in 
~hlch i_t gives itself, in thi~ s~lf-manife~ti~g ontological ~onstitution. Pe.r-

ps It 1s prec1sely time wh1ch IS the a pnon of the ego-t1me, to be sure, m 
a more original sense than Kant was able to conceive it. He assigned it to 
:nslblllty and consequently from the beginning, conforming with tradi-
on. hl· had in view natural time alone. 

ev It doe., nor follow from the inadequacy of the categories of nature that 
f, ~ry ontological interpretation whatever of the ego is impossible. That 
0 ows only on the presupposition that the same type of knowledge which 

4· lbul . BI5K n. 
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is valid for nature is taken as the sole possible basis for knowledge of the 
ego. From the impropriety of applying the categories to the pure ego there 
follows the necessity to inquire beforehand into the possibility of a suita6fe 
ontological intnpretation of the subject, one that is free from the entire traditio.a, 
This inquiry suggests itself all the more obviously because in his meta. 
physics of morals, or ontology of the person, in opposition to his theory in 
the paralogisms of pure reason, Kant himself attempts an ontologie.) 
interpretation of the ego as an end, an intelligence. To be sure, he cfoe.n•t 
exactly raise the fundamental question about the way of being of an end, Ill 
intelligence. He carries out a certain ontological interpretation of the priiCti. 
cal ego; he even holds a "practical dogmatic metaphysics" to be llOIIible, 
one which can determine ontologically the human self and its relationship 
to immortality and God by way of practical self-consciousness. 

Thus there is unveiled an essential flaw in the ego-problem in K4nt. We 111 

confronted by a peculiar discordance within the Kantian doctrine of the IJD. 
With regard to the theoretical ego. its determination appears to be impoa. 
ble. With regard to the practical ego, there exists the attempt at an 
ontological definition. But there is not only this discordance of attitude 
toward the theoretical and practical ego. Present in Kant is a peculiar 
omission: he fails to determine originally the unity of the theoretal md 
practical ego. Is this unity and wholeness of the two subsequent 01 ill it 
original. prior to both? Do the two originally belong together or are they 
only combined externally afterward? How is the being of the ego eo be 
conceived in general? But the ontological structure of this whole ego «the 
theoretical-practical person is indeterminate not merely in its whoJenas; 
even less determinate is the relation of the theoretical-practical periOD to 
the empirical ego, to the soul, and beyond that the relation ofthesoultotbe 
body. Mind, soul, and body are indeed ontologically determined or uncleter
mined for themselves, and each in a different way, but the whole~~ 
being that we ourselves are, body. soul, and mind, the mode ofbeinl 
their original wholeness, remains ontologically in the dark. 

We may now summarize provisionally the Kantian position on the~ 
of the interpretation of subjectivdy: 

First. In reference to the personalitas moralis, Kant factuall~ gi~; 
tological determinations (which, as we shall later see, are val1d) WI eod
posing the basic question of the mode of being of the mo~ pers~ as tunk-~ 

Second. In reference to the personalitas transcendentahs, the I t fot 
Kant shows negatively the non-applicability of the categories of na~ 
the ontical cognition of the ego. However, he does not show the unpo&' 
sibility of any other kind of ontological interpretation of the ego. 

Third. Given this divergent position of Kant's on the ontology of thee: 
it is not surprising that neither the ontological interconnection betweefl 
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nalitas moral is and the personalitas transcendentalis nor that between 
perso two in their unity on the one hand and the personalitas psychologica 
t}leSChe other. not to say the original wholeness of these three person
on trminations, is made an ontological problem. 
Jete t:: "I " f h be. h · nd h · fourth. The 1ree act o t e mgt at extsts as an e , t e spontaneity 
of intelligence, is ~xed a~ the specifi~.cha~cter of th~ ego. Kan~ emplor,s the 

ression "intelligence as well as end ; he says: There ex1st ends and 
~ere are intelligences." Intelligence is not a mode of behavior and a 

rty of the subject but the subject itself. which is as intelligence. 
P'iifth. Intelligences. persons, are distinguished as mental substances from 
natural things as bodily substances, things [SachenJ. 

This then would be our view on Kant's interpretation of the distinction 
between res cogitans and res extensa. Kant sees clearly the impossibility of 
conceiving the ego as something extant. In reference to the personalitas 
moralis he even gives positive ontological determinations of egohood, but 
without pressing on toward the fundamental question of the mode of being 
o(the person. We could formulate our view of Kant in this way. but in so 
doing we would be doing away with our own central understanding of the 
problem, because the view thus expressed does not yet contain the final 
aitical word. 

c) Being in the sense of being-produced as horizon of 
understanding for the person as finite mental substance 

One thing remains striking. Kant speaks of the existence [Dasein] of the 
ptflon as he does of the existence of a thing [Ding]. He says that the person 
exists as an end in itself. He uses "exist" in the sense of extantness. Precisely 
W~re he touches on the structure proper to the personalitas moralis, that of 
~?g autotelic, he assigns to this being the ontological mode o~ ext:m~ness. 

IS docs not happen by chance. In the concept of the thmg-m-1tself, 
Whether or not it is knowable in its whatness. the traditional ontology of 
~tantness is already implicitly contained. Even more. the central positive 
Ulterpretation that Kant gives of egohood as spontaneous intelligence 
lll~v~ wholly within the horizon of the ontology transmitted from antiquity 
~the ~·Iiddle Ages. The analysis of respect and of the moral person 
un tn,., hut an attempt, even though immensely successful. to shake off 

consuously the burden of the traditional ontology. 
!lpoBut how can we claim that even in the determination of the ego as 
Wo ~tanctty and intelligence the traditional ontology of the extant is still 
\V~etn~:.tself out as it did in J?esca~es, undiminis~ed in eve~ particular? 
w n \\c first began our cons1deratton of the Kanttan analys1s of the ego. 

e saw that he defines the ego as subjectum in the sense of the hupokeimc-
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non, that which lies present there for determinations. In conformity . 
the ancient view of being. beings are understood fundamentally as ~ 
extant. Ousia, that which is in the strict and proper sense, is what ia i;:S 
own self available, pro-duced, present constantly for itself. lying pre.: 
there, the hupokeimenon, subjectum, substance. Corporeal things and 
mental things are substances (ousiai). 

We have also emphasized a number of times that for ancient and 
medieval metaphysics one particular being stands out as the prototype of aU 
being, God. This continues to hold also for modem philosophy &o.n 
Descartes to Hegel. Although Kant holds that a theoretical proof of Goers 
existence is impossible, and a theoretical-speculative knowledge of God• 
well, nevertheless God remains for him, as ens realissimum, the cmtnlotlbl 
prototype. the prototypon transcendentale. the ontological model, iD caa
formity with which the idea of original being is conceived and the deler. 
minations of all derivative beings are normalized. God, however, is the • 
infinitum, as we saw in Suarez and Descartes, whereas the non-divine bema 
is an ens finitum. God is the true substance. The res cogitans ud 111 

extensa are finite substances (substantiae finitae). Kant presuppoe~~ tbeet 
basic ontological theses of Descartes without further ado. AccordiDg to 
Kant non-divine beings-things. corporeal things and mental thinp. per
sons, intelligences-are finite beings. They make up the universe of extant 
entities. We must now show that the person is also viewed by Kant a at 
bottom an extant entity-that here, too, he does not get beyond the 
ontology of the extant. 

If this is to be proved, then we are obliged to show that the aDCieDt 
interpretative horizon for beings-reference to production-sets the staD
dard also for the interpretation of the person. the finite mental subetanl:e· It 
should be noted that finite substances, things [Sachen] as weD as penalll
are not simply extant in any arbitrary way. but exist in reciprocity, in 1 

commercium. This reciprocal action is founded on causality, which Kant 
takes to be the faculty of producing effects. In correspondence with tht 
basic ontological distinction between things and persons he distinguishes a 
double causality: causality of nature and causality of freedom. _Ends. :: 
poses, form a commercium of free beings. The reciprocal act1on of . 
stances is a central problem of modem metaphysics since ~es. ~ 
sufficient simply to mention the names of the various soluuons to(Jod: 
problem of the reciprocal action of substances and their rel~tion to the&' 
mechanism, occasionalism, harmonia praestabilita. Kant reJects all 
solutions. It is a basic principle of Kantian metaphysics that we ~ 
"everything in the world" only "as cause in the cause [only in its capacl~ 
operate as cause). or only the cau.c;ality of the production of effects, 
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1. the effect. and thus not the thing itself and the determinations by 
011 Y s of which it produces the effects"' and by which they are produced. s r:;= substantial [the substance] i~ the thing in itself and is unknown."6 

0 1 the accidents, the effects of thmgs on one another, are manifested and 
t~~forc perceptible. Persons ~re finite substa~ces a~d as intelligences they 

characterized by spontaneity. The question anses, In what does the 
~tude of the person and of substance generally consist? Chiefly in this, 
that each substance from the outset has its limit in the next, strikes against it 
as if against a being which is in each case already given to the substance and 
given specifically in such a way that this being shows itself solely in its 
effects. The effects that are thus manifested by one substance for another 
must be able to be received by the second substance if it is at all to be able to 
come to know something about a being that it itself is not and knowingly 
comport itself toward this being, that is, if any commercium at all is to come 
about between the substances. For intelligence this means that the sub
stanCe. because it is not the other being, must have a capacity to be affected, 
as it were. by this being. The finite substance, therefore, cannot be only 
spontaneity but must be determined in equally original fashion as recep
tivity, as a capacity of being susceptible to effects and receptive of the effects 
of other substances. A commercium between finite mental substances is 
possible only if these substances are determined not only by spontaneity, by 
a capacity to operate outward from themselves, but also by receptivity. Kant 
designates by the term "affection"' the effects of other substances so far as 
they relate to the susceptibility of a substance. Hence he can also say that in 
the sense of intelligence substance is not only function, cognition, but also 
affection. Finite substances apprehend of another being only what that 
being turns as its own effect toward the perceiver. Only the outside, not the 
inside, is always accessible and perceptible, if we may for once use this 
~inology that Kant also employs, even though it is misleading. The 
~~teness of intelligences lies in their being necessarily relegated to recep
tivtty. There must be between them an influxus realis, a reciprocal influence 
on one another of their reality. of their predicates, their accidents. A direct 
cornrnercium of substances is impossible. 
f What is the ontological foundation of this interpretation of the finitude 

;ub rnental substances? Why cannot the finite substance apprehend the 
th· .~tantral component, the true being of another substance? Kant asserts 
ca. Is •rnrossibility unmistakably in one of his reflections: 'but finite beings 

nnot of themselves know other things. because they are not their ere-

~ RKam. R.-f!,-ction :\o. 1171 
•·til"<'tum No. 704. 
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ator."7 In a lecture on metaphysics he says: "No being except the 
alone can cognitively grasp the substance of another thing. "7• If~ 
these two fundamental propositions together, they assert that a~ 
cognitive grasp of a being in its being is available only to that being's creator 
The primary and direct reference to the being of a being lies in ~ 
production of it. And this implies that being of a being means nothing but 
producedness. The advance to the true and proper being of beings is blocbd 
to finite substances because finite intelligences do not and have not the.n. 
selves produced the beings to be apprehended. Being of a being DlUst be 
understood here as being-produced. if indeed the producer, the~ 
alone is supposed to be able to apprehend the substance, that wbi:h 
constitutes the being of the being. Only the creator is capable of a true ad 
proper cognition of being; we finite beings get to know only whit 'tit 

ourselves make and only to the extent that we make it. But we ounelwa~~t 
beings who do not simply by our own resources produce our O'llll.a-. 
Instead, we are ourselves produced and. therefore, as Kant says, w lit 

creators only in part.8 The reason for the unknowability of the beias fi 
substances, of things extant in their proper being, is that they are produced. 
The being of finite entities, whether things or persons, is from the begiD
ning conceived in the horizon of production as producedness, and cedaiuly 
in a direction that does not directly coincide with that of ancient cmto1ot1Y 
but nevertheless belongs to it and descends from it. 

We shall try to get clear on the point that ultimately the foundationoi'tbe 
Kantian interpretation of the moral person also lies in ancient-meclieYal 
ontology. To understand this it is necessary to comprehend the~ 
definition of the penon as finite substance and to determine what fiaitude 
means. Finitude is being referred necessarily to receptivity, that is, the ...... 
sibility of being oneself the creator and producer of another being. Only the 
creator of a being knows this being in its proper being. The being of~ 
is understood as being-produced. In Kant this is present basically as a • 
evident matter of course, but it does not receive explicit expression. 1'1lr 
Kantian interpretation of finite substances and their interconnect~ -: 
traces back to the same ontological horizon that we encountered an 

-----7. Refu.>ction No. 91!-J f~ 
7a. Kant. Vorle.nmgen uber die Mmphysik, ed Polit:r.lf•:rfurt, IX211. p. 97.)The~re • 

here is to the original publication: Immanuel Kant's Vorlnungt'n iiber dk! Met4~ 
pared for the pres" by the editor of Kant's Vorlesungen iiber die philruophischt Rd 1szl). 
li.e. Karl H. L. Politz). with an introduction tErfurt. Ke\·sersche Buchhandlung. ·-~. 
There is a ~'Cond edition, followmg the U121 ~-ditiun, <"tiited by K. H. Schmidt I~ 
l"flu~be1l. 192.S J I 

x.· Reflection No 1117. 
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. ctation of ousia and of all the determinations that were given of the 
Jflte~:al nature of beings. To be sure, production functions here in a 
~ent sense. ':"hich connects up ~ith the functi~n m~ntioned. 
difffarlicr w: saad that the production of so~ething ~valves a peculi~r 
character of discharge and. rel_ease on t~e bas1s of which the product IS 

rehendcd from the begmmng as havmg been put there for itself and 
:fng present there independently and of itself. It is apprehended in this 

y in the producing itself. not only after the producing, but already in the 
wa nsciousness of the project. In the function of production now under 
~ion. its function for the interpretation of the possibility of knowing 
the being of a being. a different structural moment of production comes into 
question. one that we also touched on earlier. AU production takes place in 
~tformity with an original and prototypical image as model. The antece
dent imagining of such a model is part of the producing. We heard earlier 
that the concept of eidos also had grown from the horizon of production. In 
the antecedent imagining and projecting of the prototypical image. there is 
already a direct grasp of what the product-to-be really is. What is at first 
thought of as the original, prototypical model to be copied in production is 
apprehended directly in the imagining. What constitutes the being of the 
being is already anticipated in the eidos. That which says how the thing will 
look or, as we also say. how it will tum out-if and when, of course, it has 
turned out-is already anticipated and circumscribed in the eidos. The 
anticipation of the prototypical pattern which takes place in production is 
the true knowledge of what the product is. It is for this reason that only the 
producer of something. its originator. perceives a being in the light of what 
it is. Because the creator and producer imagines the model beforehand, he is 
therefore also the one who really knows the product. As self-producer 
(uncreated), he is also the authentic being. 

By reason of this connection, the concept ousia already has a twofold 
llleanin~ in Greek ontology. For one thing ousia signifies the produced 
~nt entity itself or also its extantness. But at the same time ousia also 
s.tgnifies much the same thing as eidos in the sense of the prototypical 
~t:ern which is merely thought of or imagined-what the being already 
:~1 1 Y IS as produced. its appearance, w~at ?utlines it, the way in which it 

Gshow up and look as product, how 1t w11l tum out. 
oi 1~ Is rc!':ardcd as a sculptor and specifically as the prototypical modeller 
i!, a thtng-. who needs nothing given to him beforehand and therefore also 
ietnot determined by receptivity. By reason of his absolute spontaneity, as 
ev u~ PUrus. he is the first giver of everything that is, and not just that but 
to ~~ernore, 0f evcrything ~s~ble. The finitude of th~ngs ~nd ~rsons is du_e 

producedness of thmgs m general. The ens finttum 1s fimte because tt 
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is ens creatum. But this implies that esse, ens, beingness, means produced. 
ness {to be a being is to be a product}. Thus the ontological question of tbt 
reason for the finitude of persons or subjects leads us to recognize their 
being (existence) also as producedness and to see not alone that in his lta.ic 
ontological orientation Kant is still moving along the path of diiCierR Cllld 
medieval ontology, but further, that only in this way does the line of <JUe8tion. 
ing taken in the Critique of Pure Reason become intelligible.9 

From what has been said something essential results for our~ 
question about the character of the ontological constitution of the ~ 
(person) in Kant. The subject as person is a distinctive subjectum ina'IDUc:h 
as knowledge of its predicates, thus of itself, belongs to it. The S~o( 
the subject is therefore synonymous with self-consciousness. Self-c:onwc:iou. 
ness constitutes the actuality, the being of this being. Hence it COIM81bcq 
that, in an extreme version of Kant's or Descartes' thought, German 
idealism (Fichte, Schelling, Hegel) saw the true actuality of the~ iD 
self-consciousness. From there, following upon the start made by 0.. 
cartes, the whole problematic of philosophy was developed. Hegel •:JI: 
"The most important point for the nature of mind is not only the ~ 
ship of what it is in it.s4!lf to what it is actually but also of what it #mows i!llf• 
to what it actually is; because spirit [is] essentially consciousness, tbialllf
knowing is a basic determination of its actUtJlity."10 This is the reasoaW, 
German idealism is at pains to get. as it were. behind the mode ofbeilllci 
the subject and of mind by way of this peculiar dialectic of self-c:oaBCiaul
ness. But in this interpretation of the subject starting from self-coucioul
ness, which was prefigured in Descartes and for the first time ~ 
thought in Kant, the primary determination of the subject in the amee cl 
the hupokeimenon, that which lies present there, is suppressed, orelletbis 
determination is dialectically sublated in self-consciousness, in self~ 

9. In a valuable anicle. Heinz Heimsocth -has compilc.-d the material that illwnnv.r-dlllf 
ontological foundations of the Kantian philosophy: "Metaphy~i$che Motive in cler ~ 
bildung des Kantaschen Idealismus." Ko.t~t-Studim 29 ( 19241. p. Ill ff. To be~ 
mental ontological questions and a corresponding interpretation of the ma~ arc~ 
pletely lacking in Heimsoeth. But compared with t~ uncenain and. basically. P"'-~ 
fictional Kant-interpretations of the !'lleo-Kantianism of the la.">t century. it is in ~y~ 
step forward on the way to an adequate Kant-mterpretation. In the middle of til£ rur::;:; 
century. before the emergence of Nro-Kantianism, the Hegelian school saw t~ tflll' 
tions much more clearly Uohann Eduard Erdmann aOO\'e alii. Among contemporanes. ~ 
Pichler for the fim ~ime made reference again to .the onlologicaJ_foundations of the O) plf" 
philowphy in hiS U~ Chrut~an Wolffs Ont.o!o.:aeo [Lcap7.ag: (lXirr) f Meaner, 191 • 
ticularly in the final section. ~Ontologie und trans;u,ndentalc Logik" (p. 73 ff.). ~ 

10. Hegel. preface to the second ~-dition of the Logilr W Meincd, vol. l. P· 16._ tb' 
reference is to Hegel's W~nsch4ft dn- Logik, cdatcd by Gt-org la.'<-wn and puhli..hed ~S~ 
Siirndicltt WtTkr a.<> volume 3. part~ I .1nd 2 (LeapZJg and Hamburg: F Meaner.l923:_r l./IIJ 
"Vol. I" in the note thu~ refen. to part I. Tran•. Arnold V Maller. Hrgtl's Sc1nv:.t fJ 
tLondon: (i.."'rge Allen and Un~~o•m: ::-.:ew York: The Humaniu~~ l're~>s. 1969), P· 3 · 



§14. Plwnomenological Critique (217-218] 153 

. In Kant it was already no longer a specific ontological problem but was 
1ng. g things taken for granted as evident. In Hegel this determination of 
arn':ubject ~s hupokeim~non undergoes sublati~n .into the interpretation of 
~ subject as self-consciousness-as self-conce1vmg. as concept or notion 
tht iff]. for him the essential nature of substance lies in its being the 
~pt of its own self. The possibility of a fundamental ontological inter
co t:on of the beings we ourselves are was retarded even more than earlier 
~is development of the interpretation of subjectivity by way of self
~iousncss. Even if it may be inadequate to define our existence by the 
fact that we ourselves are also extant in a certain way and have not and do 
not produce ourselves, still there is a problem of a fundamental kind in this 
moment of the fully conceived subject concept as hupokeimenon and as 
.elf-consciousness. Perhaps the question about the subject as hupokeime
oon is falsely posed in this form; nevertheless, it must be acknowledged 
equally that the being of the subject does not consist merely in self
knowing-not to mention that the mode of being of this self-knowing 
remains undetermined-but rather that the being of the Dasein is at the 
same time determined by its being in some sense-employing the expres
sion with suitable caution-extant and in fact in such a way that it has not 
brought itself into existence by its own power. Although Kant advances 
further than others before him into the ontological structure of personality, 
he is still unable. as we have now seen in all the different directions of the 
problem, to reach the point of explicitly posing the question about the mode 
of being of the person. It is not just that the mode of being of the whole 
being-the unity of personalitas psychologica. transcendentalis, and mor
alis, as which the human being after all in fact exists-remains ontologically 
~terrnined; the question of the being of the Dasein as such is simply not 
raised. The subject remains with the indifferent characterization ofbeing an ::=t entity. And defining the subject as self-consciousness states nothing 

t the mode of being of the ego. Even the most extreme dialectic of self
~nsci~.,ness, as it is worked out in different forms in Fichte, Schelling. and 
th(el. 1s ~nai:>Je to solve the problem of the existence of the Dasein because 
tho quest1on 1s not at all asked. However, if we contemplate the energy of 
sub ~gh~ ~nd inte~retati?n that ~nt bestows precisely on t~ elucidatio~ of 
eor!~IV1ty, desp1te whtch he dtd not advance to the specific ontologtcal 
clear~I~Utlon of the Dase~n. as we a_re at ~t al~ne ma_intaining, then this 
L'i th ~ Indicates that the mterpretatton of thts bemg whtch we ourselves are 
loea e le_a~t obviously evident and the most subject to the danger of being 
011 t~ed 10 the wrong horizon. Therefore. there is need for explicit reflection 
SUitabl path on which the Dasein itself can be determined in an ontologically 

e way F . 
or us the question arises, What positive problems grow out of this 



154 Thai~ of Modem Ontology {218-220] 

problematic situation in which the subject is primarily determined 
means of subjectivity, self-knowing, so that the GUestion of its onto~ 
constitution still remains fundamentally neglected? 

§15. The fundamental problem of the multiplicity ofwo:,• of 
being and of the unity of the concept of being in general 

From Descartes onward the distinction between res cogitans and rea ex. 
tensa does indeed get particular emphasis and is made the guiding clue to 
the problems of philosophy. But there is no success in exhibitingtbevatioua 
modes of being of the beings thus labeled, taken particularly and iD their 
diversity, and still less success in subordinating this diversity ofbeiug•a 
multiplicity of ways of being to an original idea of being in generaL There is DO 

success, or rather, to speak more precisely. the attempt was not ftlll 
undertaken at all. Instead, res cogitans and res extensa are compnthmded 
uniformly, following the lead of an average concept of being in the .._ fi 
being-produced. We know. however, that this interpretation of being wa 
developed with a view toward the extant, toward the being that thl DaM is 
not. Consequently. the question becomes more urgent: How mull we 
determine the being of the being that we ourselves are. mark it oft'fioaull 
being of beings not of the type of Dasein. but yet understand it by way fi 
the unity of an original concept of being? We designated the being ofthr 
Dasein by the term "existence." What does existence medn? What ue thr 
essential moments of existing? 

a) Initial preview of the existential constitution of the 
Dasein. Commencement with the subject-object reladoa 
(res cogitans-res extensa) as a mistaking of the existential 

constitution of the being of those beings who 
understand being 

If we undertake to elucidate the existence of the Dasein. we are fulfillilj 1 

twofold task-not only that of ontologically distinguishing one.~~ 
peculiar sort from. other ~ings but also that o~ exhibi~ing the betng 0 tltt 
being to whose bemg (extstence) an und.erstandang of being belongs and~ 
interpretation of which all the problems of ontology gene-rally return. We ..,d 
not of course think that the essential nature of existence can be cau~ to 
completely explicated in a proposition. We are concerned now . Y t/ 
characterize the direction of the line of questioning and to give a(n'st ~.,g 
the constitution of the Dasein's existence. This is done with a vtew to and to 
clearer how far the possibility of ontology in general depend'> on how 
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tent the ontological constitution of the Dasein is laid open. We are 
what e';,eating afresh that in the active stress upon the subject in philosophy 
~us ~artes there is no doubt a genuine impulse toward philosophical 
~nct:ry which only sharpens what the ancients already sought; on the other 
jn(j\~ it is equally necessary not to start simply from the subject alone but to 
: ~hether and how the being of the subject must be determined as an 

trance into the problems of philosophy. and in fact in such a way that 
~tation toward it is not one-sidedly subjectivistic. Philosophy must per
haps start from the "subject" and return to the "subject" in its ultimate 
~ions. and yet for all that it may not pose its questions in a one-sidedly 
subjectivistic manner. 

The account and critical discussion of Kant's analysis of personality 
.:.ned precisely at making clear that it is by no means a matter of course to 
come upon the ontological constitution of the subject or even to inquire 
about it in a correct way. Viewed ontically. we are closest of all to the being 
that we ourselves are and that we call the Dasein; for we are this being itself. 
Nevertheless. what is thus nearest to us ontically is exactly farthest from us 
ontologically. Descartes entitles the second of his meditations on meta
physics "De natura mentis humanae: quod ipsa sit notior quam corpus." "On 
the nature of the human mind, that it is bettn known than the body" 
{Heidegger's emphasis]. Despite or precisely because of this allegedly supe
rior familiarity of the subject, its mode of being is misunderstood and leaped 
owr not only in Descartes but everywhere in the period following him, so 
that no dialectic of mind can once more reverse the effect of this neglect. 
Admittedly, the sharp division between res cogitans and res extensa seems 
to guarantee that in this way precisely the peculiar nature of the subject wiU 
be encountered. But we know from our earlier reflections during the course 
~the discussion of the first thesis that the Dasein' s comportments have an 
=ional character and that on the basis of this intentionality the subject 

Y stands in relation to things that it itself is not. 
u!ef w_e apply this to the Kantian formulation of the subject concept, it will 

n 51gmfy that the ego is a subjectum having knowledge about its predi
cates, which are representations, cogitationes in the widest sense, and which 
~such ~re intentionally directed toward something. This implies that, in 
eg cogn1t1ve possession of its predicates as intentional comportments, the 
n- 0 also already comports itself to the beings toward which the comport
~;"ts are directed. Since such beings toward which comportments are 
forect~d ar(' always designated in a certain way as objects, it can be said 
~a~y that to the subject always belongs an object. that one cannot be 
G~ t without the other. 

tonc'Ven this determination, the one-sided subjectivistic formulation of the 
ept of the subject ccrtainJy seems already to have been overcome. 
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Natorp says: "Accordingly. there would be in all three moments which 
intimately bound together in one in the expression 'consciousneaa• [Ire 
cogitans] but still should be kept apart by abstraction: 1. the something': 
which one of them is conscious; 2. that which is conscious of this ~ 
3. the relation between the two such that someone is conscious of ~ 
thing. Solely for brevity of reference I call the first [that of which there . 
consciousness) the content, the second the ego, and the third ro~ 
{die Bewusstheitf'1 By this last term. "conscioushood," Natorp seerna to 
mean the same thing that phenomenology designates as in~. 
Formally it is certainly correct. But closer examination could show tbati~r 
Natorp this conscioushood is, as he says. "an irreducible ultimate''21Dd that 
further it can undergo no modification whatever. According to NltGip. 
there are no different modes of conscioushood of something, but iaatlldd 
difference of consciousness is a difference in the content, that of which then 
is consciousness. The res cogitans is by its concept an ego n!IMacl by 
conscioushood to a content of which it is conscious. The relatkm tD the 
object belongs to the ego, and, conversely, to the object belongs the...._ 
to the subject. The relation is a correlation. 

The subject-object relation is conceived even more formally, pe:dllpl.by 
Rickert. He says: "The concepts of subject and object require each otherpt 
as other concepts do, for example, those of form and content or of idiDdty 
and othemess.".l It must, however, be asked here why these~·..
subject and object, "require" each other. Plainly, of course, only i.
what they mean does the requiring. But does an object require a subjelOf 
course. For something standing-over-against always stands-over-ap~a~tJ!r 
a perceiver. Certainly. However, is every being necessarily an objectUIIIII 
natural events be objects for a subject in order to be what they are? PlliDIJ 
not. To begin with, a being is taken to be an object. The deductiooc:andiiD 
be made from this that a subject belongs to it. For in characterizinl chr 
being as an object I have already tacitly co-posited the subject. H~: 
this characterization of beings as objects, and in that sense as entitiel tbt 
stand over against {Gegenstande], I now no longer have as a pr~lem iL 
being in its own self in regard to the peculiar mode of being belonginl to 

-- -------; 
1 Paul Na!orp. Allgnnnn~ Psychologw nach kritucher MnMk !TUbingt"ll. 1~ rJ 

(This volume carries a subheading identifymg it a~ "Book I: Object and 
Psychology" The publisher was J C. B. ~·lohr.J 

2. Ibid .. p. 27 n,..l...t, ()II 
3. H. Rieken. lkr ~trutand der Erkenntni.s, 3rd ed . p .• \. !Heinrich ~ 

Gq:enstand der Erktonntni.s: Einfiihnmg in die Transzt'ndrotalphiloJopJne, 3rd eeL ~ 
re~ised an:d expanded tTUbin!.'Cn· J C. B Mohr, ~_9151; ls1 cd. with difft~t ase.fdl. 
tFro•thurg t. Br.: !l.·fohr, 18921; 2nd cd. tmproved tTuhmgen: Mohr. 1904). There 
5th. and 6th editions tTUbingen: Mohr. 1921. 1928).] 
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. tead the being as standing-opposite, as standing-over-against. In this 
.... t 1ns K · · · be' h h vu ptively pure anttan mterpretat1on. mg t en means t e same as presurn 
ob'tctiveness. b arlv. then. if an object is counterposed to the subject, the question still 

\ r~ach the dimension of asking about the specific mode of being of 
:=:ing that has become an object in this being's relationship to the mode 
of being of a subject. Conversely. to a subject. taken as apprehender, there 
belongs an apprehended. But must the subject necessarily apprehend? Does 
the possibility of a subject's being depend on something be~g given as an 
object for it to apprehend? Not at all. In ~y case.' t~ ~t1~n ~ot be 
decided straight away. It seems at first s1ght as 1f m begmrung w1th the 
5\i>ject·object relation a more appropriate point of departure for inquiry has 
bt :n gained and a less biased way of taking the problem than the onesided 
start from the subject. Scrutinized more closely, however, this beginning 
with a subject-object relation obstructs access to the real ontological ques· 
tion regarding the mode of being of the subject as well as the mode of being 
of the entity that may possibly but does not necessarily have to become an 
object. 

But even if we grant the legitimacy of starting not with an isolated subject 
but with the subject-object relation it must then be asked: Why does a 
subject "require" an object, and conversely? For an extant entity does not of 
iselfbecome an object so as then to require a subject; rather, it becomes an 
object only in being objectified by a subject. A being is without a subject, but 
objects exist only for a subject that does the objectifying. Hence the 
existence of the subject-object relation depends on the mode of existence of 
the subject. But why? Is such a relation always posited with the existence of 
tbe Dasein? The subject could surely forgo the relation to objects. Or is it 
~le to? If not, then it is not the object's concern that there exists a 
relation of a subject to it. but instead the relating belongs to the ontological 
::;mtu~ion of the subject itself. To relate itself is implicit in the concept of 
~ubject. In its own self the subject is a being that relates-itself-to. It is 

necessary to pose the question about the being of the subject in such a 
~that this essential determination of relating-itself-to, intentionality, is 
an rf,ht a~ a constituent in the concept of the subject. so that the relation to 
co . ~ect Is not something occasionally joined to the subject on the basis of a 
tlc~hngent presence at hand of an object. Intentionality belongs to the 
~;:ence of the_ Dasein. For the Dasein, with its existence, there is always a 
\rith g and an Interconnection with a being already somehow unveiled. 
oth out Its being expressly made into an object. To exist then means. among 
~htngs. to be as comporting with beings [ sich verhaltendes &in bei 
is aJ rn /. It belongs to the nature of the Dasein to exist in such a way that it 

Ways already with other beings. 
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b) The Dasein directs itself toward beings in a manner that 
understands being, and in this self-direction the self ia 

concomitantly unveiled. The Dasein's factical everyday 
understanding of itself as reflection from the things with 

which it is concerned 

But what have we thus gained for elucidating the Dasein's existence?~ 
stood at this place earlier during the discussion of the first thesis wheQ,.: 
brought out the intentionality in the phenomenon of perception, ~ 
characterized intentionality there by means of intentio and intentwn .0: 
also by the fact that to every intentional comportment belongs an under
standing of the being of the being to which this comportment relata, But 
with this we left open the question how the understanding of being '1Je. 
longs" to intentional behavior. We did not inquire further about thia a&a 
the first characterization of intentionality but said only that it is myaterioua. 

Now, however, in the context of the question about the interptetatiooal 
the subject's being, the question forces itself upon us: How doea the • 
determine itself through the intentionality of every comportment? We Wt 
the ego aside in the earlier determinations of intentionality. If intentioalliay 
means self-direction-toward, then it is obviously the ego that is dinctecl. But 
then what about this ego? Is it a point or a center or. as is aleo llid ill 
phenomenology, a pole that radiates ego-acts? The decisive queatioollills 
once again: What mode of being does this ego-pole "have"? May weak abcU 
an ego-pole at all? May we infer from the formal concept of intentioallitJ, 
self-direction toward something. an ego as bearer of this act? Or IIWit 11t 

not ask phenomenologically in what way its ego. its self, is given to the 
Dasein itself? In what way is the Dasein, in existing, itself, its own. or by strict 
literalness "ownly" or authentic? The self which the Dasein is, ia dldt 
somehow in and along with all intentional comportments. To in~ 
belongs, not only a self-directing-toward and not only an un~....., 
the being of the being toward which it is directed, but also W ~ 
unveiling of the self which is comporting itself here. Intentional self-:: 
tion-toward is not simply an act-ray issuing from an ego-center. . • 
would have to be related to the ego only afterward, in such a wa~ 
second act this ego would tum back to the first one (the first ~If. . :8d' 
toward). Rather, the co-disclosure of the self belongs to intenuo~ bt 
the question remains, In what way is the self given? Not-as n:::~ 
thought in adherence to Kant-in such a way that an "I think" accom~- . 
all representations and goes along with the acts directed at extant ~ 
which thus would be a reflective act directed at the first act. Forrnal1Y• tb' 
unassailable to speak of the ego a..o;; consciousness of something that is~ 
same time conscious of itself. and the description of res cogitans as 
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itarl'. or self-consciousness, is correct. But these formal determina
~e co~hich provide the framework for idealism's dialectic of conscious
uol\5• • nevertheless very far from an interpretation of the phenomenal 
~· a:anccs of the Dasein, from how this being shows itself to itself in its 
arcu~ existence, if violence is not practised on the Dasein by preconceived 
fact_U~s of ego and subject drawn from the theory of knowledge. 
not~e must first of all see this one thing clearly: the Dasein. as existing, is 
there for itself. even when the ego does not expressly direct itself to itself in 
the manner of its own peculiar turning around and turning back, which in 
heflomenology is called inner perception as contrasted with outer. The self 

~there for the Dasein itself without reflection and without inner percep
:On. before all reflection. Reflection, in the sense of a turning back, is only a 
mnde of self-aPPTehension, but not the mode of primary self-disclosure. The 
way in which the self is unveiled to itself in the factical Dasein can 
nevertheless be fittingly called reflection, except that we must not take this 
expression to mean what is commonly meant by it-the ego bent around 
blckward and staring at itself-but an interconnection such as is man
ifested in the optical meaning of the term "reflection" To reflect means, in 
the optical context, to break at something. to radiate back from there, to 
show itself in a reflection from something. In Hegel-who saw and was 
able to see in philosophy so much more than had ever been seen before, 
because he had an uncommon power over language and wrested concealed 
things from their hiding-places-this optical significance of the term "re
flection" resounds, even if in a different context and with a different 
intention. We say that the Dasein does not first need to tum backward to 
~as though. keeping itself behind its own back, it were at first standing 
tn front of things and staring rigidly at them. Instead, it never finds itself 
~ than in the things themselves. and in fact in those things that 

~surround it. It finds itself primarily and constantly in things because, 
:c'•ng ~hem, distressed by them, it always in some way or other rests in 

ngs. Each one of us is what he pursues and cares for. In everyday terms, 
Vie understand ourselves and our existence by way of the activities we 
rarsue and the things we take care of. We understand ourselves by starting 
~ them because the Dasein finds itself primarily in things. The Dasein 
$CJ not need a special kind of observation, nor does it need to conduct a gi: of e..pionage on the ego in order to have the self; rather, as the Dasein 
Sel;s Itself over immediately and passionately to the world itself, its own 
Pr IS reHccted to it from things. This is not mysticism and does not 
el~upposc the assigning of souls to things. It i..o; only a reference to an 
~~~ t ~ntary phenomenological fact of existence, which must be seen prior to 
SUe~ • no matter how acute, about the subject-object relation. In the face of 

talk Wl' have to have the freedom to adapt our concepts to this fact and. 
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conversely. not shut ourselves off from the phenomena by a fl"lllllework 
concepts. It is surely a remarkable fact that we encounter ourselvea ~ 
marily an~ da~ly, for the_ most part by way ~f things and are disc!~ 
ourselves m th1s manner m our own self. Ordmary understanding Will to 
against this fact. As blind as it is nimble, it will say: That is simply not r::: 
and cannot be true; this can be clearly demonstrated. Let us take a~ 
simple example-the craftsman in his workshop, given over to his toola 
materials. works to be produced, in short to that with which he ~ 
himself. Here it is quite clear, isn't it, that the shoemaker is not the shoe, Dot 
the hammer, not the leather and not the thread, not the awl andnottbeDiil. 
How should he find himself in and among these things? How should be 
understand himself, starting out from them? Certainly the shoemaker illlot 
the shoe, and nevertheless he understands himself from his thinp, ,....., 
his own self. The question arises, How must we conceive phenomeaolop. 
cally of this self. which is understood so naturally and in such a ~ 
monplace way? 

What does this self-understanding in which the factical Daaein IDIMI 
look like? When we say the factical Dasein understands itself, its O'IVIUelf. 

from the things with which it is daily concerned, we should not resttbiaao 
some fabricated concept of soul, person. and ego but must see in what lllf. 
understanding the factical Dasein moves in its everyday existence. The fiat 
thing is to fix the general sense in which the self is experieDcecl and 
understood here. First and mostly. we take ourselves much u dally life 
prompts; we do not dissect and rack our brains about some soul-life. We 
understand ourselves in an everyday way or, as we can formulate it tenni
nologically. not authenticaUy in the strict sense of the word. DOt with 
constancy from the mo.'it proper and most extreme possibUities of out OWD 
existence, but inauthentically, our self indeed but as we are not OUf'OUIR. •• 
have lost our self in things and humans while we exist in the everyday. "Not 
authentically" means: not as we at bottom are able to be own to ouneJvei
Being lost, however, does not have a negative, depreciative significanCe~ 
means something positive belonging to the Dasein itself. The [)alelll' 
average understanding of itself takes the self as in-authentic. This ina~ 
tic self-understanding of the Dasein's by no means signifies an~ 
self-understanding. On the contrary, this everyday having of self WJUUnujne. 

factical. existent. passionate merging into things can surely be ~ 
whereas all extravagant grubbing about in one's soul can be i.n .t~ the~'" 
degree counterfeit or even pathologically eccentric. The Dasem ~ 1nau as 
tic understanding of itself via things is neither ungcnuine nor Jll~·the 
though what is understood by it is not the self but something else. hefltiC 
self only allegedly. Inauthentic self-understanding experiences the aut ill' 
Dasein as such precisely in its JX'Culiar "actuality." if we may so say. and 
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. wa~· The genuine, actual. though inauthentic understanding of the 
di>I'IUIOC' - . . • f 
!i>--f J.,:es place m such a way that th1s sel , the self of our thoughtlessly 
~rn. common, ev~ry~y existence, "reflects" itself to itself from out of 

... hich 1t has gLVen Itself over. 
that tO ., 

c) More radical interpretation of intentionality for 
elucidating everyday self-undentanding. Being-in-the-world 

u foundation of intentionality 

But the question refuses to be dismissed: How are we to make philosoph
icdlly comprehensible this mysterious reflection of the self from things? One thing 
is certain- We can succeed in finding this interpretation only if we adhere to 
thr phenomenon and do not, by premature explanations, cause it to disap
pear at the moment when it first seems as if we cannot have done with an 
actual phenomenon, so that we would feel compelled to search for a way 
out. 

The self that is reflected to us from things is not "in" the things in the 
aeose that it would be extant among them as a portion of them or in them as 
an appendage or a layer deposited on them. If we are to encounter the self as 
coming to us from things then the Dasein must in some way be with them. 
The Dasein's mode of being, its existence, must make comprehensible that 
and in what way the asserted reflection of the inauthentic self from things is 
possible. The Dasein must be with things. We have also already heard that 
the Dasein's comportments, in which it exists, are intentionally directed
toward. The directedness of these comportments expresses a being with 
tJ:'at with which we have to do, a dwelling-with, a going-along-with the 
givens. Certainly, but intentionality as thus conceived still doesn't make 
::~e~ensible how we rediscover ourselves in things. The Dasein surely 
. t transport" itself over into the place of things and surely doesn't put 
Itself~ a being of their type into their company so as later to discover itself 
as bemg pre-sent there. Of course not. Yet it is only on the basis of an 
~ftcedent :·transposition" that we can, after all, come back to ourselves 
.. torn the dtrectlon of things. The question is only how to understand this 
~I sit ion" and how the ontological constitution of the Dasein makes it 

e. 

t. One thing is certain. The appeal to the intentionality of comportments 
lls-'Ward things does not make comprehensible the phenomenon occupying 
~i~ or, speaking more cautiously. the sole characterization of intentionality 
the~ CUstomary in phenomenology proves to be inadequate and external. On 
by~~ er hand. however, the Da'iein does not "transport" itself to the things 
~~:.~tng out of a presumably subjecti~e sphe": ~v~~ into a sp.here of 

· But perhaps we have before us a transpos1tton of a peculiar sort, 
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so that we can bring to view its peculiarity exactly when we do not 
disappear from the phenomenological field of vision this phenomenon..: 
we have been discussing, inauthentic self-understanding. How does tbi. 
apply to the "transposition" we arc affirming? 

We have a twofold task: (I) to conceive intentionality itself mort r~ 
and then (2) to elucidate its consequences for what we have called~ 
"transposition" of the Dasein over to things. in other words, what are 1le 
understand by what is customarily called transcendence in philosophy? It~ 
commonly taught in philosophy that what is transcendent is things,~ 
But what is originally transcendent. what does the transcending. is not tbinp 
as over against the Dasein: rather, it is the Dasein itself which is~ 
dent in the strict sense. Transcendence is a fundamental determination eftA, 
ontological structure of the Dasein. It belongs to the existentiality of exifteDc:e. 
Transcendence is an existential concept. It will turn out that in~ is 
founded in the Dasein's transcendence and is possible solely for thia .._ 
son-that transcendence cannot conversely be explained in terms of'ialm
tionality. The task of bringing to light the Dasein's existential CIQOI!tjbdicJII 
leads first of all to the twofold task. intrinsically one, of inurptainJ ""' 
radically the phenomena of intentionality and transcendence. With this tllk
of bringing to view, along with the more original conception of inllnta• 
ality and transcendence. a basic determination of the Dasein's whole & 
tence-we also run up against a central problem that has remained un
known to all previous philosophy and has involved it in renwbbk 
insoluble aporiai. We may not hope to solve the central problem iDa aiaP 
attempt or indeed even to make it sufficiently transparent as a prcblem. 

a) Equipment. equipmental contexture, and world. Being-in
the-world and intraworldliness 

For the present we need only to realize dearly that the ontokJIII:II 
distinction between res cogitans and res extensa. between ego and nora-ego. 
to speak formally. cannot in any way be conceived directly and simply.: 
for instance in the form that Fichte uses to initiate the problem ~beD tht 
says, "Gentlemen, think the wall, and then think the one who thinks 
wall." There is already a constructive violation of the facts, an unp~ 
nological onset. in the request "Think the wall." For in our natural CO sti# 
ment toward things we never think a single thing, and whenever we tucb il 
upon it expressly for itself we are taking it out of a contexture to w~ 
belongs in its real content: wall. room, surroundings. The request~ 
the wall," understood as the beginning of a return to the one who is~~ 
the wall, as the beginning of the philosophical interpretation of t~e · vd'f 
is saying: Make yourselves blind to what is already given to you 1n the hal if 
first place and for all apprehending that is explicitly thinking. But 1JI 
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ntccedently given? How do the beings with which we dwell show 
thus a lvcs to us primarily and for the most part? Sitting here in the 
u.e;:num. we do not in fact apprehend walls-not unless we are getting 
au red Nevertheless, the walls are already present even before we think 
:mas objects. ~·luch else also gives itself to us before any determining of it 

hou!i:ht. 1\I uch else-but how? Not as a jumbled heap of things but as an 
by \ron~. a surroundings. which contains within itself a closed, intelligible 
envtexture. What does this mean? One thing with these properties here, 
co~thcr with those properties there, a whole juxtaposition of things along
:de. above. and through one another, so that, as it were, we grope forward 
from one to the next, progressively taking the single things together, in 
order finally to establish a coherent interconnection of them? That would be 
quitP an ingenious construction. What is primarily given instead-even if 
not in explicit and express consciousness-is a thing-contextUTe {ein Oing
zuwnrnenhang/. 

In order to see this we must formulate more clearly what thing means in 
this context and what ontological character the things have that are the 
initial beings here. The neaTest things that surround us we call equipment. 
There is always already a manifold of equipment: equipment for working, 
for traveling, for measuring. and in general things with which we have to 
do. What is given to us primarily is the unity of an equipmental whole, a 
unity that constantly varies in range, expanding or contracting, and that is 
expressly visible to us for the most part only in excerpts. The equipmental 
contexture of things. for example, the contexture of things as they surround 
~.a here, stands in view. but not for the contemplator as though we were 
sitting here in order to describe the things. not even in the sense of a 
contemplation that dwells with them. The equipmental contexture can 
~nfront us in both ways and in still others, but it doesn't have to. The view 
Ill which the equipmental contexture stands at first, completely unobtrusive 
and unthought, is the view and sight of practical circumspection, of our 
~ical everyday orientation. "Unthought" means that it is not themat
ically apprehended for deliberate thinking about things: instead. in circum
~lon, we find our bearings in regard to them. Circumspection uncovers 
th understands beings primarily as equipment. When we enter here 
~~ugh the door. we do not apprehend the seats as such. and the same 

b., for the doorknob. Nevertheless, they are there in this peculiar way: we 
;~Y them circumspectly. avoid them circumspectly. stumble against 
at)d ·and the like. Stairs, corridors, windows, chair and bench, blackboard, 
Co rnuch more arc not given thematically. We say that an equipmental 
lla~texture environs us. Each individual piece of equipment is by its own 
irn Ure equipment1or-for traveling. for writing. for flying. Each one has its 

1"1\anent reference to that for which it is what it is. It is always something 
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for, pointing to a far-which. The specific structure of equipment ia 
stituted by a contexture of the what-for, in-order-to. Each panicular ~ 
mental thing has as such a specific reference to another particular ~ 
mental thing. We can formulate this reference even more clearly.~ 
entity that we uncover as equipment has with it a specific ~ 
Bewandtnis fan in-order-to-ness, a way of being functionally deployed],~ 
contexture of the what-for or in-order-to is a whole of functionality-. 
tions. This functionality which each entity carries with it within the whole 
functionality complex is not a property adhering to the thing, and it is a11o 
not a relation which the thing has only on account of the extant pl'elenceaf 
another entity. Rather, the functionality that goes with chair,~ 
window is exactly that which makes the thing what it is. The~ 
contexture is not a relational whole in the sense of a product that emtlf!s 
only from the conjoint occurrence of a number of things. The funcdonality 
whole. narrower or broader-room, house, neighborhood, town, citJ--il 
the prius, within which specific beings, as beings of this or that c:harw:ler, 
are as they are and exhibit themselves correspondingly. If we are ICIUIIIJ 
thinking the wall, what is already given beforehand, even if not appre
hended thematically, is living room, drawing room. house. A speci6c 
functionality whole is pre-understood. What we here explicitly md fimdy 
attend to or even apprehend and observe in the equipmental c:ontature 
which in the given instance surrounds us most closely is not <ietermiDII* 
but always optional and variable within certain limits. Existing iD an 
environment, we dwell in such an intelligible functionality whole. We_. 
our way throughout it. As we exist factically we are always already in an 
environing world [Umwelt, milieu} The being that we ourselves are is DOt abo 
present in the lecture hall here. say. like the seats. desks, and bJ.ackboeJda, 
merely with the difference that the being that we ourselves are knows about 
the relation it has to other things, say. to the window and the bench. 1be 
difference is not just that things like the chair and bench are~ 10 

each other, whereas in contrast the Dasein, in being juxtaposed with~ 
wall, also knows about its juxtaposition. This distinction between ~ 
and not knowing is inadequate to fix in a dear, unequivocal on~ 
manner the essentially different way in which extant t~ings are ~ 
together and in which a Dasein comports itself toward thmgs extant. it 
Dasein is not also extant among things with the difference merely ~,.,. 
apprehendo; them. Instead, the Dasein exists in the manner of_~ng-lrl~ 
world, and this basic dett'Tmination of its existence is the presupposttaonfor tO 

able to apprehend anything at all. By hyphenating the term we mean 
indicate that this structure is a unitary one. . . . d is 

But what are surrounding world and world? I he surrounding w~ 
different in a certain way for each of us. and notwithstanding that w_e thiS 
about in a common world. But not much has been said in malung 
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r.·ation on the concept of world. Elucidation of the world-concept is 
cJ:yse f the most central tasks of philosophy. The concept of world, or the 
one 0 menon thus designated, is what has hitherto not yet been recognized 
~he~~osophy. You will think that this is a bold and presumptuous assertion. 
~!will raise these objectio~s: !'low can it be ~hat_ the world ~s not _hitherto 
})een seen in philosophy? Dsdn t the very begmnmgs of anc1ent phtlosophy 
r in asking about nature? And as for the present, do we not seek today 
.e re than ever to re-establish this problem? Have we not repeated attached 
rno t importance, in our discussions so far. to showing that traditional 
!:logy grew out of its primary and one-sided orientation to the extant, to 
nature? How then can we maintain that hitherto the phenomenon of the 
\V'Orld has been overlooked? 

Nevertheless-the world is not nature and it is certainly not the extant, 
.ny more than the whole of all the things surrounding us, the contexture of 
equipment. is the environing world, the Umwelt. Nature-even if we take 
it in the sense of the whole cosmos as that which we also call. in ordinary 
discourse. the universe, the whole world-all these entities taken together, 
animals, plants, and humans, too, are not the world, viewed philosophically. 
What we call the universe is, like everything that may be important or not 
important, not the world. Rather. the universe of beings is-or. to speak 
more carefully, can be-the intTaworldly, what is within the world. And the 
world? Is it the sum of what is within the world? By no means. Our calling 
nature, as well as the things that surround us most closely, the intraworldly 
and our understanding them in that way already presuppose that we 
understand world. World is not something subsequent that we calculate as a 
result from the sum of all beings. The world comes not afterward but 
beforehand, in the strict sense of the word. Beforehand: that which is 
unveiled and understood already in advance in every existent Dasein before 
any apprehending of this or that being. beforehand as that which stands 
fonh as always already unveiled to us. The world as already unveiled in 
advance is such that we do not in fact specifically occupy ourselves with it, 
~apprehend it. but instead it is so self-evident, so much a matter of course, 

t we are completely oblivious of it. World is that which is already 
~revtously unveiled and from which we return to the beings with which we 
. veto do and among which we dwell. We are able to come up against 
;~traworldly beings solely because. as existing beings. we are always already 
Co a World. We always already understand world in holding ourselves in a 
u;texturc of functionality. We understand such matters as the in-order-to. 
si ~ntcxture of in-order-to or being-for. which we call the contexture of 
v gru ~nee [Bedeutsamkeit/. Without- entering into an investigation of the 
tnery dtf~cult phenomenon of the world in its different possible aspects, we 
Ot~t stnctly distinguish the phenomenological concept of world from the 

!nary pre-philosophical concept of world. according to which world 
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means that which is, itself-nature, things. and the universe of being._ 
What this pre-philosophical concept of world designates we call, in PhilO. 
sophical language, the totality of intraworldly beings, which on ita 
presupposes world in the phenomenological sense that has yet to be S: 
fined. Being-in-the-world belongs to the Dasein's existence. A chair does 
not have being-in-the-world's mode of being: instead it occurs within tbe 
intraworldly extant. The chair does not have a world from which it might 
understand itself and in which it could exist as the being that it is, but rather 
it is extant. The question arises once again, What is this mystery, the WOrld, 
and above all, how is it? If the world is not identical with nature and tbe 
universe of beings, and if also it is not their result, then in what wayisit?lait 
a mere fiction, a hypothesis? How shall we give a definitive characterizatio 
of the world's own mode of being? 

We shall now attempt to define the Dasein in its ontological structure by 
drawing the moments of the definition itself from the actual phenomeniJ 
evidence pertaining to this being. In doing so, we shall be setting out in 1 

certain way. roughly speaking. from the object in order to get to the 
"subject." We shall see, however, that it is necessary to ponder this mode a{ 

departure and that it depends on whether we include within it everytbiDg 
that in any way belongs to it. We have already seen that a being which ia 
given to us is not just a thing that we might or might not think-that in 
thinking some extant thing we do not really have something that jta miabt 
possibly stand over against the Dasein. It is also not just a contextule t:i 
things that we have. Rather. we say that before the experiencingofbeillgsu 
extant, world is already understood; that is, we, the Dasein, in appebead
ing beings. are always already in a world. Being-in-the-world itself belongs 
to the determination of our own being. In raising the question how the 
world accosted in being-in-the-world is, we are standing in a position which. 
like others, carries particular danger for philosophy and in regard to which 
we could easily evade the real problem in order to procure for ounefves 
some convenient and initially acceptable solution. The world is not the~ 
total of extant entities. It is, quite generally. not extant at aU. It -;.; 
determination of being-in-the-world, a moment in the stn,JCt\ll'e of 
Dasein's mode of being. The world is something Dasein-ish, It is not~ 
like things but it is da, there-here,like the Dasein, the bcing-dafdas Da~~ 
which we ourselves are: that is to say, it exists. We call the mode ofbeinl 
the being that we ourselves are, of the Dasein, by the name of e~ 
This implies as a pure matter of terminology that the world is not extant 
rather it exists, it has the Dasein's mode of being. . . 

At this place another obstacle that is characteristic for all philosDP~ 
again stands in our way. Our inquiry comes up against phenomena ~t 
not familiar to the common understanding and therefore are for it \VItha"' 
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. for which rea.'lon this understanding is compelled to set them aside 
t;,eln~rnents. We shaU follow one such plausible argument, taking note of 
~at it is saying. If the world belongs to the being that I myself in each 
~ a nee am. to the Dasein, then it is something subjective. If it is subjective 
~a naturt' and the universe of beings as intraworldly are objective, then 
hese latter beings-nature and the cosmos-are really subjective. With 
~assertion that the world is not extant but instead exists, has a being of 
like kind as the Dasein's, we have thus taken the stand of a most extreme 
subjective idealism. The foregoing interpretation of the world is untenable. 

first of all. in fundamental opposition to this argument, we must say that 
even if the definition of the world as being subjective led to idealism, that 
would not yet have decided and proved that this interpretation is untenable. 
for to this very day I am unaware of any infallible decision according to 
which idealism is false, just as little as I am aware of one that makes realism 
true. We may not make into the criterion of truth what is the fashion and 
bias of the time, a solution belonging to some faction or other. Instead, we 
have to ask what this idealism-which today is feared almost like the foul 
fiend incarnate-really is searching for. It is not an already settled matter 
whether idealism does not in the end pose the problems of philosophy more 
fundamentally. more radically than any realism ever can. But perhaps also it 
is not tenable in the form in which it has obtained up to now, whereas of 
realism it cannot even be said that it is untenable, because it has not yet even 
pressed forward at all into the dimension of philosophical problems. the 
level where tenability and untenability are decidable. To declare something 
to be idealism may, in contemporary philosophy. be a very dexterous 
partisan political stroke in outlawing it, but it is not a real ground of proof. 
Yiewed with minute exactitude. the anxiety that prevails today in the face of 
idealism is an anxiety in the face of philosophy-and this does not mean 
~t we w~sh to equate philosophy straightway with idealism. Anxiety in the 
ace of ph1losophy is at the same time a failure to recognize the problem that 
rn~ be posed and decided first of all so as to judge whether idealism or 
reahsm is tenable. 
. We described in the following way the argument of ordinary understand
lflg tn regard to the concept of world which was expounded. If the world is 
~'>O":cthing extant but belongs to the Oasein's being, if the world is in the 
1 . m s "Way of being. then it is something subjective. This seems to be very 
.;•cal and <~cutely thought. But the principal problem whose discussion led 
ar,~\:hl: ptwno~eno~ of the world is, after all. to ~et~~ine exactly ~hat 
lJ .1 )\1, the subject 1s-what belongs to the subjectiVIty of the subject. 
,:;t• th(' ontology of the Dasein is made secure in its fundamental ele
""it~t~o;. It remain~ a b~ind. ~hilosophical de.m.agogu~ry to charge something 

he h('rcsy of subjectiVIsm. In the end 1t 1s prec1sely the phenomenon of 
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the world that forces us to a more radical formulation ofthe subjectc:on.......... 
We shall learn to understand that that is how matters stand. But ~--Jil. 
also not conceal from ourselves the fact that for this purpose it is~ 
acuteness that is required than freedom from bias. 

The world is something ''subjective," presupposing that we cort'elpon«f.. 
ingly define subjectivity with regard to this phenomenon of world To 
that the world is subjective is to say that it belongs to the Dasein 10 r.z lt.y 
this being is in the mode of being-in-the-world. The world is ~ 
which the ''subject" "projects outward," as it were, from within itself. But~rt 
we permitted to spea.k here of an inner and an outer? What can this 
projection mean? Obviously not that the world is a piece of myaelf ill the 
sense of some other thing present in me as in a thing and that I tbmw the 
world out of this subject-thing in order to catch hold of the other tbiapwilb 
it. Instead, the Dasein itself is as such already projected. So far as the 0.... 
exists a world is cast-forth with the Dasein's being. To exist meana,IIDOIIt 
other things. to cast-forth a world, • and in fact in such a way that willa the 
thrownness of this projection, with the factical existence of a Dasem. a11at 
entities are always already uncovered. With the projection, with the forth. 
cast world, that is unveiled from which alone an intraworldly extanteotityia 
uncoverable. Two things are to be established: (I) being-in-the-world be
longs to the concept of existence; (2) factically existent Dasein, factical 
being-in-the-world, is always already being-with intraworldly beiDga. To 
factical being-in-the-world there always belongs a being-with intraworldly 
beings. Being with things extant in the broader sense, for example, cirt'um
spective commerce with things in the more confined and the bsoeder 
environment. is founded in being-in-the-world. 

It is important for the first understanding of these phenomena that we 
should make clear to ourselves the essential difference ~ ~ J 
structures, the difference between being-in-the-world as a dete~ 
the Dasein and intraworldliness, being within the world, as a ~ 
determination of things extant. Let us try to characterize once more~ 
contrasting the two structures, this difference between being-in-the- . 
as a determination of the Dasein's ontological constitution and intra~ 
ness or being within the world as a possible but not necessary determinJtiOil 
of extant entities. . . thiS 

An example of an intraworldly entity is nature. It is indiffer~t-11\ rent 
connection how far nature is or is not scientifically uncovered. tndiff~ 
whether we think this being in a theoretical. physico-chemical way or 

-----;;;; 
-The phrase Hci<kggl'r U"-"'· si<:h \\/ch vorhcr-wcrfcn, al"' wggcsts that d~. jJ 1111 a 

thrown beforehand. in adv;~nc<·. and not merdy "fonh": it '' pro>oothrown. pre-cast• 11 

prinn of the Da.ein. 
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. in the st.•nse in which we speak of "nature out there," hill, wood.o;, 
ri 1~"''· brook. the field of wheat. the call of the birds. This being is 
mea ·orl&.-. But for all that, intraworldliness does not belong to nature's 
int_ra"' Rather. in commerce with this being, nature in the broadest sense. 
btJOg~erstand that this being is as something extant, as a being that we 
we ~ up against. to which we are delivered over. which on its own part 
::dy always is. It is, even~ we ~o ~ot uncover it. without our en~oun_ter
. it within our world. Bemg w1thm the world devolves upon thas bemg. 
ingture. solely when it is uncovered as a being. Being within the world does 
~ have to devolve upon nature as a determination, since no reason can be 
adduced that makes it evident that a Dasein necessarily exists. But if and 
when a being that we ourselves are exists, when there is a being-in-the
world. then eo ipso beings as intraworldJy are also factually uncovered in 
greater or lesser measure. lntraworldliness belongs to the being of the 
extant. nature. not as a determination of its being. but as a possible deter
mination, and one that is necessary for the possibility of the uncoverability 
m nature. Of nature uncovered-of that which is, so far as we comport 
toward it as an unveiled being-it is true that it is always already in a world: 
but being within the world does not belong to the being of nature. In 
contrast, what belongs to the being of the Dasein is not being within the 
world but being-in-the-world. lntraworldJiness cannot even devolve upon 
the Dasein, at any rate not as it does upon nature. On the other hand, being
in-the-world does not devolve upon the Dasein as a possible determination. 
as intraworldliness does upon nature; rather, so far as the Dasein is, it is in a 
world. It "is" not in some way without and before its being-in-the-world, 
because it is just this latter that constitutes its being. To exist means to be in 
~world. Being-in-the-world is an essential structure of the Dasein's being; 
lntraworldliness, being within the world, is not an ontological structure or, 
~carefully expressed, it does not belong to nature's being. We say 
more carefully" because we have to reckon here with a restriction, so far as :!:; is a being which is only insofar as it is intraworldly. There are beings, 

be· ever, to whose being intraworldliness belongs in a certain way. Such 
of mgs arc all those we call historical entities-historical in the broader sense 

\Vorl~ historical. all the things that the human being, who is historical and 
~·s historically in the strict and proper sense, creates, shapes, cultivates: 
onl 15 culture and works. Beings of this kind are only or, more exactly. arise 
1\it~ran? c-ome mto being only as intraworldly. Culture is not in the way that 
the rn~~ls. ( ln t~~ other hand, we m~st say that once works of ~ulture, even 
bei st pnm1t1ve tool. have come mto the world, they arc st1ll capable of 
rela~~ wh~n no historical Dasein any longer exists. There is a remarkable 
bein lonshlp here, which we can only briefly indicate, in that every historical 

g, In the sense of world history-works of culture-stands with regard 
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to its coming-to-be under quite different ontological conditions than "itb 
regard to its decay and possible perishing. These are relationships "~~hicb 
belong to the ontology of history and which we are merely pointing to . 
order to make clear the restriction under which we are saying that ...._~ 
within the world does not belong to the being of things extant. ---1 

World is only. if, and as long as a Dasein exists. Nature can also bewJ.en 
no Dasein exists. The structure of being-in-the-world makes manifest tbt 
essential peculiarity of the Dasein, that it projects a world for itself, and it 
does this not subsequently and occasionally but, rather. the projecting of tbe 
world belongs to the Dasein's being. In this projection the Dasein has 
always already stepped out beyond itself. ex-sistere, it is in a world. C'..cJoee. 
quently, it is never anything like a subjective inner sphere. The reuoa Ylhy 
we reserve the concept "existence" for the Dasein 's mode of being lies m the 
fact that being-in-the-world belongs to this its being. 

J3) The for-the-sake-of-which. ~·fineness as basis for 
inauthentic and authentic self-understanding 

From this determination of being-in-the-world, which we cannot yet 
realize for ourselves in a truly phenomenological manner, we shall brie8y 
indicate two further moments of the existential structure of the Duein 
which are important for understanding what follows. The Dasein ailla in 
the manner of being-in-the-world and as such it is for the sake of its GUnlfl/. 
It is not the case that this being just simply is; instead, so far as it is, it is 
occupied with its own capacity to be. That it is for its own sake beloap to 
the concept of this existent being, just like the concept of being-in• 
world. The Dasein exists; that is to say, it is for the sake of its own capacitY
to-be-in-the-world. Here there comes to view the structural moment thai 
motivated Kant to define the person ontologically as an end. ~ 
inquiring into the specific structure of purposiveness and the question of II 
ontological possibility. 

And furthermore. this being that we ourselves are and that exists for the 
sake of its own self is, as this being. in each case mine. The Dasein is ~~~j 
like every being in general. identical with itself in a formal-on~ 
sense-every thing is identical with itself-and it is also not merely.: 
distinction from a natural thing. conscious of this selfsameness. Instead •. t. 
Dasein has a peculiar selfsameness with itself in the sense of selfhood. It: 
such a way that it is in a certain way its own, it has itself, and only.onsotn' 
account can it lose itself. Because selfhood belongs to existence. as 11\ 

manner "being-one's-own," the existent Dasein can choose itself on P"'f'!"'. 
and determine its existence primarily and chiefly starting fr~m that~ 
that is, it can exist authentically. However, it can also let Itself be . tini 
mined in its being by others and thus exist inauthentically by exiS . 
primarily in forgetfulnes.o; of its own self. With equal originality, the~ 
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h. same time determined in its possibilities by the beings to which it 
is at t :~to intraworldly beings. The Dasein understands itself first by way 
t~:C ht·ings: it is at first unveiled to itself in its inauthentic selfbood. We 

t alr~ady said that inauthentic existence does not mean an apparent 
ha~~nce or an ungenuine existence. What is more, inauthenticity belongs 
eJOShc essential nature of factical Dasein. Authenticity is only a modification 
:.~not a total obliteration of inauthenticity. We further emphasized that 
the Dascin's everyday self-understand.ing maintains itself in i~uthe~ticity 

d in fact in such a way that the Dasean thereby knows about Itself wtthout 
:rlicit reflection in the sense of an inner perception bent back on itself but 
in the manner of finding itself in things. We have tried to explain, by the 
interpretation of existence just given, how something like this should be 
possible on the basis of the ontological constitution of the Dasein. 

T 0 what extent has the possibility of everyday self-understanding by way 
of things become more visible as a result of the analysis of some of the 
GSitflhal structures of the Da.sein's existence? We have seen that, in order to 
understand in the contexture of their functionality the beings that are 
closest to us and all the things we encounter and their equipmental con
texture, we need an antecedent understanding of functionality-whole, sig
nificance-contexture, that is, world in general. We return from this world 
thus antecedently understood to beings within the world. Because as exis
tents we already understand world beforehand we are able to understand 
and encounter ourselves constantly in a specific way by way of the beings 
which we encounter as intraworldly. The shoemaker is not the shoe; but 
shoe-gear. belonging to the equip mental contexture of his environing 
world, is intelligible as the piece of equipment that it is only by way of the 
particular world that belongs to the existential constitution of the Dasein as 
being-in-the-world. In understanding itself by way of things, the Dasein 
~rstando;; itself as being-in-the-world by way of its world. The shoemaker 
IS not the shoe but, existing. he is his world, a world that first and alone 
rnaXe!, it possible to uncover an equipmental contexture as intraworldly and 
~0 dwell with it. It is primarily things, not as such, taken in isolation, but as 
:~~worldly, in and from which we enco~nter ourselves. That is why this 

understandmg of the everyday Dasem depends not so much on the 
~tent and penetration of our knowledge of things as such as on the 
:~ediacy and originality of being-in-the-world. Even what we encounter 
the} frag.mcntanly. even what is only primitively understood in a Dasein, 
\Vhchl.ld.s world. is, as intraworldly. laden. charged as it were, with world. 
its at as Important is only whether the existent Dasein. in conformity with 
tha exl'lt('ntial possibility. is original enough still to see expressly the world 
to t lskalways already unveiled with its existence. to verbalize it, and thereby 

rna· · I> t• It expressly visible for others. 
Cletry, creative literature, is nothing but the elementary emergence into 
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words, the becoming-uncovered. of existence as being-in-the-world. F: 
others who before it were blind, the world first becomes visible by:..~ 
thus spoken. We may listen to a quotation from Rainer Maria RiJke• ...._II 
Notebooks of Malte Laurids Brigge as testimony on this point. ''"' 

Will anyone believe that there are such houses? No. they will say that r 
falsifying. But this time it's the truth, nothing left out and naturally ..: 
nothing added. Where should I get it from? It's well known that frn poor 
Everyone knows. Houses? But. to be precise, they were houses that no~ 
existed. Houses that were tom down from top to bottom. What wu ~ 
was the other houses, the ones that had stood alongside them. tallneigt!bor. 
ing houses. They were obviously in danger of collapsing after ~llelt 
to them had been removed. for a whole framework of long tarred po1a ,_ 
rammed aslant between the ground of the rubble-strewn lot and the tllpOied 
wall. I don't know whether I've already said that I mean this waiL But it-., 
so to speak. not the first wall of the present houses (which nevertbele.Wto 
be assumed) but the last one of the earlier ones. You could see their iaDer 
side. You could see the walls of rooms on the different storeys, to whicb the 
wallpaper was still attached. and here and there the place where the Soar or 
ceiling began. Along the whole wall. next to the walls of the rooms, there ltill 
remained a dirty-white area, and the open rust-stained furrow of the tailet 
pipe crept through it in unspeakably nauseating movements, soft, lib dar 
of a digesting worm. Of the path.'l taken by the illuminating gu, gray cbty 
traces were left at the edges of the ceilings. and here and there, quile 
unexpectedly, they bent round about and came running into the colored Will 
and into a black hole that had been ruthlessly ripped out, But mOlt unforpt• 
table were the walls themselves. The tenacious life of these rooms reNeedto 
let itself be trampled down. It was still there; it clung to the nails tbat t.l 
remained; it stood on the hand'ibreadth remnant of the floor; it had aepl 
together there among the onsets of the comers where there was still a tiny bit 
of interior space. You could see that it was in the paint, which it had c:hiDted 
slowly year by year: from blue to an unplea.<>ant green, from green to gray. 
and from yellow to an old decayed white that was now rotting away. !ut it 
was also in the freo;her places that had been preserved behind mifrOII. 
pictures and cupboards; for it had drawn and redrawn their conto\IJ5 and~ 
also been in these hidden places. with the spiders and the dust. whach nr1ll . Y 
bare. It wa.~ in every streak that had been trashed off; it was in the moiSt 
blisters at the lower edge of the wall-hangings; it tossed in the tom-offta~ 
and it sweated out of all the ugly stains that had been made so long ago. the 
from these walls, once blue, green. and yellow. which v.•ere framed by the 
tracks of the fractures of the intervening walls that had lx."Cn de~troyed~ 
breath of this life st~ out. the tough. sluggish. musty bre~th wh.ch ~ the 
had yet dispersed. fhere stood the noondays and the Illnesses. the 
expirings and the smoke of years and the sweat that breaks out un:and 
armpits and make!~ the clothes heavy. and the stale breath of the mou. and 
the fuse I -oil smell of fermenting feet. There stood the pungency of u~ 
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bunling of soot and the gra~ ree~ of potatoes and the strong oily stench 
~deca"ing grease. The sweet hngenng aroma of neglected suckling infants 

t~I"C and the anguished odor of children going to school and the 
~:nne!!'~ from !Jed.o; of pubescent boys. And much had joined this company. 

·n'! from below. evaporating upward from the abyss of the streets, ami 
corn~ ~bt' had seeped down with the rain. unclean above the towns. And the 
~~tic wmds. weak and grown tame, which stay always in the same street, 
had brought much along with them, and there was much more too coming 
from no one knows where. But I've said. haven't I, that all the walls had been 
broken off. up to this last one? Well. I've been talking all along about this 
wall. You'll say that I stood in front of it for a long time; but I'll take an oath 
that 1 began to run as soon as I recognized the wall. For that's what's 
terrible-that I recognized it. l recognize all of it here, and that's why it goes 
right into me: it's at home in me.4 

Notice here in how elemental a way the world, being-in-the-world-Rilke 
calls it life-leaps toward us from the things. What Rilke reads here in his 
sentences from the exposed wall is not imagined into the wall, but, quite to 
tbe contrary. the description is possible only as an interpretation and 
elucidation of what is "actually" in this wall. which leaps forth from it in our 
natural comportmental relationship to it. Not only is the writer able to see 
this original world. even though it has been unconsidered and not at all 
theoretically discovered, but Rilke also understands the philosophical con
tent of the concept of life, which Dilthey had already surmised and which 
we have formulated with the aid of the concept of existence as being-in-the
world. 

d) R~sult of the analysis in regard to th~ principal problem 
of the multiplicity of ways of being and the unity of the 

concept of being 

~onclusion, we shall try to summarize what we have first of all critically 
~ sed m the third chapter, in regard to the principal problem of the question 

t the multiplicity of ways of being and the unity of the concept of being. We 

~:hi~~~ ~like. W...-k~. a wll'Ction m two vol~. tl....cipz1g. 195.\t voll. pp. 39-41 J~hc date 
t ~v 111 >n m~k'"' 1t tmpos~ible that Hc.degger referred to 11 m 1CJZ7. Thoma~ Sheehan 
41l, n ~; ~'' 1"1 fhe :-.;,.w He•d..'K!,Icr," The N.-w YOTk RL"Vint•of Boolu, lkcembcr 4. 1980. p. 
ll'.lbll('•t 1 "lttlw~ tht• ~...t•tion fl.,idegger u,._-d as that of 191:7. vol. 1. pp. 64-67. The original 
ll..e,I>Zi '"r 'J•a~ .Ramer Mana Rilkt•. Dit Aufze~chnungt'fl dts Maltt LJuricU Briggt, Z vols. 
~ ~. n'<·l h•rlag. 1'JWJ The authoritatiw t-dJtion of Rdke i~ now Sdmdicht Wmme, 
~ , H 1h..· Rtlk., :\rchivc in asso('iation with Ruth Sieber-Rilkc and su•"''I'\'Jst.-d by Ernst 

''1 w. tf k .--~r p ' ran lun lnsel Verlag, 1955- ). Volume 6 wnwins Maltt LJuridJ; Bngge and 
~ y'';' l'JC1b-111.Zf) Th,- Nott·~ of Malt,- l..atn'id$ Bri~<". trans. !\·t D. Hener !':anon 

''t" :-\rmon, I941J ). The 4Ufficd pa<>sage occurs em pp. 46 If.] 
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have brought before our eyes the fundamental problems resulting froDl tbt 
fact that since Descartes and above all in German idealism the onto~ 
constitution of the person. the ego. the subject, is determined by way of 
consciousness. It is not sufficient to take the concept of self-consciousness~· 
the formal sense of reflection on the ego. Rather. it is necessary to~ 
diverse forms of the Dasein's self-understanding. This leads to the· . 
that self-understanding is always determined by way of the Dasein'~ 
of being. by way of the authenticity and inauthenticity of existence. P101n 
this emerges the need for putting the question in the reverse directioa. w, 
cannot define the Oasein's ontological constitution with the aid of eeK. 
consciousness, but, to the contrary. we have to clarify the diverse P'*ibiJj. 
ties of self-understanding by way of an adequately clarified structure ci 
existence. 

In order to mark out the path of such an examination, let us gift IDOft 

particular consideration to reflection in the sense of self-understandmg by 
way of the things themselves. This reflection in the sense of a mimlriaJ
back of the self from things. which was at first so puzzling, became deuer 
for us when we asked: In what sense are the things of the environiDgwodd 
to be grasped? What ontological character do they have and what ia 
presupposed for their apprehension? They have the character of fimc. 
tionality [the mode of deployment of the in-order-to). 1bey stand ill 1 

functionality-totality. which is understandable only if and when somedUoa 
like world is unveiled for us. This led us to the concept of the world. We 
tried to make clear that world is nothing that occurs within the realm c:i the 
extant but belongs to the "subject," is something "subjective" in the well· 
understood sense, so that the mode of being of the Dasein is at the same 
time determined by way of the phenomenon of the world. We fixed being
in-the-world as the basic determination of existence. This structure bas to 

be differentiated from being within the world, intraworldliness, which is 1 

possible determination of nature. It is not necessary. however, that nature 
be uncovered, that it should occur within the world of a Dasein. 

The constitution of the Dasein's existence as being-in-the-world emerged 
as a peculiar transposition of the subject which makes up the P~ 
which we shall yet more particularly define as the Dasein'~ transc~ 

With his monadological interpretation of beings. Leibmz already ·thoU' 
view. in a certain sense, this peculiar phenomenon of the world. but \VJ the 
fixing it as such. He says that every being. in its possibility. reflectS of 
universe of beings in conformity with the various degrees ofwakefulne&S 
its representing. Each monad. each individual being for itself. is ~ 
ized by representation. the possibility of mirroring the whole of the iJ• 
The monado; need no window: they have the intrinsic possibility ~f c1 }lis 
ing the whole of the world. However great may be the difficultaes 
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dology-principally because he embedded his genuine intuition in 
rno;:ionaf ~ntolo!n:'~nevertheless in this idea ?f the monads' representa
t~ somt•thing positiVe must be seen that has hitherto hardly been worked 
uon. 
out in philosop~y. 

We have ach1eved several results: 
First. &If-understanding should not be equated formally with a reflected 

ego-experience but va.ries in each case wit.h. the m~e of be in~ ?f the Dasein 
and in fact in the bas1c forms of authentacJty and mauthentJcaty. 

Second. Being-in-the-world belongs to the Dasein's ontological constitu
tion: it is a structure that must be sharply distinguished from the intra
worldliness. being within the world, of extant entities, since intraworldli
ness does not belong to the being of the extant, or in particular to that of 
nature. but only devolves upon it. Nature can also be without there being a 
world. without a Dasein existing. 

Third. The being of beings which are not a Dasein has a richer and more 
complex structure and therefore goes beyond the usual characterization of 
the extant as a contexture of things. 

Fourth. It emerges from a correctly conceived self-understanding of the 
Dasein that the analysis of self-consciousness presupposes the elucidation of 
the constitution of existence. Only with the aid of a radical interpretation of 
the subject can an ungenuine subjectivism be avoided and equally a blind 
realism, which would like to be more realistic than things themselves are 
because it misconstrues the phenomenon of the world. 

Fifth. The characterization of being-in-the-world as a basic structure of 
the Dasein makes it clear that all comportment of the self toward intra
worldly beings, or what we previously called intentional comportment 
toward beings, is grounded on the basic constitution of being-in-the-world. 
Intentionality presupposes the Dasein's specific transcendence, but this 
t~scendence cannot be explicated by means of the concept of intention
alaty_ as it has hitherto been usually conceived. 

Saxth. To intentionality, as comportment toward beings, there always 
be~ongs an Uf!derstanding of the being of those beings to which the intentio 
~-ers. Henceforth it will be clear that this understanding of the being of 
. tng~ i~ connected with the understanding of world, which is the presupposi
ho~ for the experience of an intraworldly being. But, now, since world
~n erstanding is at the same time an understanding-of-itself by the Dasein
U.rd bcmg-m-the-world constitutes a determination of the Dascin-the h ers~anding of the being that belongs to intentionality embraces the 
~'i.e~n s heing as well as the being of intraworldly beings which are not 

S<'ms. This means that 
Ce ~'e"th. This understanding of being, which embraces all beings in a 

ttam way, 1s. to begin with. indifferent-we commonly say of everything 
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that in any way is encountered as a being, that it is, without differentiati .. _ 
in regard to specific ways of being. Our understanding of being is ;;;:. 
ferent but it is at any time differentiable. • 

Eighth. Whereas the apparently unequivocal separation of beings into 
cogitans and res extensa is effected under the guidance of an ove~ 
concept of being-being equals extantness-our present analysis ~ 
that there are radical differences of ontological constitution between the.e 
two beings. The ontological difference between the constitution of the 
Dasein's being and that of nature proves to he so disparate that it seems at 
first as though the two ways of being are incomparable and cannot be 
determined by way of a uniform concept of being in general. ~and 
extantness are more disparate than, say. the determinations of God's being 
and man's being in traditional ontology. For these two latter beings are still 
always conceived as extant. Thus the question becomes more acute. Given 
this radical distinction of ways of being in general. can there still be found 
any single unifying concept of being in general that would justify calling 
these different ways of being ways of being? How can we conceive the unity 
of the concept of being in reference to a possible multiplicity of ways r:i. 
being? How is the indifference of being, as it is unveiled in our everyday 
understanding of beings, related at the same time to the unity of an origioal 
concept of being? 

The question of the indifference of being and its initially univenal 
validity brings us to the problem of the fourth chapter. 



Chapter Four 

The Thesis of Logic: 
Every Being, Regardless of Its 

Particular Way of Being, Can Be 
Addressed and Talked About by Means 

of the "Is." The Being of the Copula 

In our account of the fourth thesis we meet with a very central problem, one 
that is recurrently discussed in philosophy but only in a limited horizon
the question of being in the sense of the "is," the copula in assertion, in the 
logos. The "is" has received this designation "copula" because of its com· 
binatory position in the proposition intermediate between subject and 
predicate: S is P Corresponding to the fundamental po.o;ition in which the 
•is" occurs in the logos or assertion, and in conformity with the progres..<> of 
the problem's development in ancient ontology, this "is" as copula was dealt 
with in the science of the logos. logic. Thus it came about that a very central 
and by no means arbitrary problem of being was forced aside into logic. We 
sa.y ·:forced aside" because logic itself developed into a separate discipline 
wnhin philosophy and because it became the discipline that most of all 
~mbed to induration and separation from the central problems of 
phdosaphy. It was Kant who first gave logic a central philosophical function 
again, though in part at the cost of ontology and above all without trying to 
~.so-called ~cademic logic ~rom its philosophically alienated ~uper· 
log· ht~ and vacu1ty. Even Hegel s more advanced attempt to conce1ve of 
~as philosophy once again was more an elaboration of the traditional 
~I le~, and stock of knowledge than a radical formulation of the problem 
th olgtc as such. The nineteenth century is not at all able to maintain itself at 
l~ic e:el of Hegel'~ approach to the questi.on but rela~s into a~demic 
~ h nd. tn fact, m such a way that qu~uons of an ep•stemolog1cal and 
~c olo~tcal nature get confused with specifically logical problems. 
we ong the most significant treatments of logic in the nineteenth century. 
Sch tnay. cit(' those of John Stuart !\·fill. l...ot7.c. Sigwart, and Schuppe. 

uppe ~ ('pistemological logic receives much too littlt.· attention nowa-
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days. • It is characteristic of the status of logic within the philosophy of the 
second half of the nineteenth century that, for example, a man of~ 
stature was satisfied throughout his lifetime in expounding in his ~ 
the .most tedi_ous_academic logic warmed up a bit with psyc.hology. In his 
Log1C~llnves~1gattons (191Xl-190l) Husse~l was the first ~o bnng light igaia 
to log1c and 1ts problems. But he, too, dtd not succeed m conceiving logic 
philosophically; on the contrary he even intensified the tendency to~ 
logic into a separate science. as a formal discipline detached from phiJo.O,. 
phy. Logic itself. from whose area of inquiry the first phenomenologia) 
investigations grew, was not able to keep step with the development o( 

phenomenology itself. From the more recent period there are two WOib, 
self-willed and betraying a philosophical impulse, that are no~ 
Emil Lask's Die l..ogikder Philosophie (1911) and Die Lehrevom Urtci1(1912~ 
If Lask, too, treats things for the most part formalistically and in the 
conceptual schemata of Neo-Kantianism. he nevertheless c:oaac:ioualy 
pushes on toward a philosophical understanding of logic and in cloiDg ao il 
compelled under pressure from the subject matter itself to return to tht 
ontological problems. Still, Lask was unable to free himself from the 
conviction of his contemporaries that Neo-Kantianism had the vocation to 
renovate philosophy. 

This crude sketch of the fate of logic is intended to indicate that,._. 
the problem of the copula, the "is." is treated in logic, it necessarily gets 
detached from the truly relevant problems of philosophy as the ICieDce of 
being. The problem will make no further progress as long as logic itlelfbaa 
not been taken back again into ontology. as long as Hegel-wbo. iD 
contrast, dissolved ontology into logic-is not comprehended. And this 
means always that Hegel must be overcome by radicalizing the way iD 
which the problem is put; and at the same time he must be ~ 
This overcoming of Hegel is the intrinsically necessary step in the~ 
ment of Western philosophy which must be made for it to renuun at 
alive. Whether logic can successfully be made into philosophy again we do 
not know; philosophy should not prophesy, but then again it should pat 

remain asleep. ----•chrisloph Sigwart (1830-1904) wa.• a dominant figure m the field of log~:: 
nineteenth Ct'nlury in Genn.;my. In his v•cw, logic wa• 10 bt'. undero;tood and dc-vd.;:i~ yo~~. 
nonnative and mt.'lhodological doctrine. His basic work m the area 111as l.Dgl t836': 
ffubingen. 1873-U!78; 4th cd. 1911; tr.~ns .. London. IX95). W,lhelm Schu~~ 
1913) wa"' the chief representative of the philosophy of immanena.", an anu·m. ~d 
po,.ilion alht.-d to cmpiriucritio~m and positJVi,m. He wrott· mainly on ethics. ph•l::,. ~~ 
nght. and logic. The two fulll''>t trl'~tm<•nt- nf logic among hi• wn11ngs we.~ (Bcrli"
ntni.rthtarduche l...ogik I Bonn. Ul78) and Cinmdn5$ rkt Erk.·nntnutheoriot und J..ot.i 
1894; lnd cd., l'JIO). 
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()or problem is to answer the question of the connection between the "is" as 
Ia and the basic ontological problems. To this end it would be necessary to 

toP~ bv describing with sufficient concreteness the problem of the copula 
~: t;adition. This would require that we run through the main stages in 
~history of logic. But the economy of the lecture format forbids this. We 
t hall choose an alternative route and orient ourselves about some charac
seristic treatments of the problem of the copula as they have emerged in the 
~tory of logic. We shall first follow the rise of the problem in Aristotle, 
who is customarily called the father of logic. Then we shall portray an 
altogether extreme interpretation of the copula and assertion, that of 
fhomas Hobbes. In connection with his view we shall take note of the 
definition of the copula in John Stuart Mill, whose logic was of decisive 
significance for the nineteenth century. Finally we shall fix the problems 
that cluster around the copula as Lotze presented them in his logic. In this 
way we shall see how this apparently simple problem of the "is" has a many
sided complexity. so that the question arises for us, how the different 
attempts at a solution, at an interpretation of the "is," can be understood 
originally by way of the simple unity of the ontological setting of the 
problem. 

§I 6. Delineation of tlw ontological problem of the copula 
with reference to .sorrw claaractmatic ctrgumftlts in the courae 

of 1M himn'y of logic 

We have already repeatedly met with being in the sense of the copula, being 
as the "is," in our discussions. We referred to it once when it was necessary 
~point to the fact that in our everyday existence, without actually conceiv
:~ bei~g at all, we nevertheless always already understand something like 

_mg. sance we always use the expression "is," as well as verbal expressions 
~ various inflexions in general, with a certain understanding. Then 
again, when we were discussing the first thesis and had occasion there to 
~nstdcr Kant's interpretation of actuality as absolute position, we saw that 
"N~t Is acqu~inted with a still more general concept of being. He says: 
<:a w somcthmg can be thought as posited merely relatively. or, better, we 
thn thmk merely the relation (rt.-spectus logicus) of something as a mark to a 
Cotn~· and then being, that is, the position of this relation, is nothing but the 
~.~ lntng concept in ajudgment." 1 In accordance with what was discussed 

Ier. We must say that being is here equivalent in meaning to the 

II(. 
•nt. n..u~'U,I(rt.nd, p. 77. (In Wt>rk.- fCasstrerl. vol. .Z.] 
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positedness of the subject-predicate relation. positedncss of the COrnbin. 
tion posited in the formal "I combine" which belongs to judgment. • 

a) Being in the sense of the "is" of assertion in combinatory 
thinking in Aristotle 

Aristotle had already come up against this meaning of being as subjea. 
predicate relation or combination in his treatise Peri hermeneias, De infer. 
pretatione, "On assertion" or, better, "On interpretation." This treatise tlba 
as its theme the logos or, more precisely, the logos apophantikos, that 
discourse and form of discourse whose function it is to exhibit that which ia, 
as it is. Aristotle distinguishes between logos in general-discounetbathla 
meaning and has some form, which can be a prayer, demand, or COlD
plaint-and logos apophantikos. discourse that has the specific functio.aof 
displaying, which is called fin English, assertion, statement, pzopoeitbl 
and] in German Aussage. Satz or, in a misleading way Urteilf.iudameatJ. 

Aristotle first defines the logos apophantikos as a phone semantilre, ha 
ton meron ti semantikon esti kechorismenon,2 an articulate sound in wonla 
which is capable of signifying something and in such a way that each put of 
this verbal complex, each single word, already signifies something for itlel( 
the subject concept and the predicate concept. Not every logos or c:liacowle 
is exhibitive discourse. Although all discourse is semantikos, or signifies 
something, nevertheless not all discourse has the function of exhibiting that 
which is. as it is. Only discourse en ho to aletheuein e pseudesthai buper· 
chei;l in which trueness and falseness occur. is exhibitive. Trueness. bcina
true, is a specific being (Sein). In the logos as assertion there is prescat. for 
one thing. in conformity with its formS is P. the "is," being as copula. For 
another, each logos as assertion is either true or false. Its being-true or~ 
false is connected in a certain way with the "is," being either identical with~ 
or different from it. The question arises, How is being-true related to ? 
being that is also present in the assertion in the sense of the "is" as copula 
How must the problem be posed so as really to see this connection ~ 
truth and copula and to interpret it ontologically? . 

Let us first talk about how Aristotle sees the being of the copula. He ~JS: 
Auta men oun kath' hauta legomena ta rhemata onomata esti kai se~ 
ti,-histesi gar ho Iegan ten dianoian. kai ho akousas eremesen.-. 01.1 
estin e me oupo scmainei ou gar to einai e me einai semeion estl t 

pragrnatos, oud' ean to on eipes psilon. Auto men gar ouden estin, pros&C" 

l. Aristotle, I.k mtnprt"tallon.-, -1.16''26 f 
.t lhid .• 17•lf 

~----
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. ide sunthesin tina, hen aneu ton sugkeimenon ouk esti noesai.4 In 
tn~eas~a~c :\ristotle is speaking of verbs, which-as he says-carry with 
thiS p the· signification of time, for which reason we are accustomed in 
~an to call them Zeitworte, time-words. We shaU give an elucidative 

·lation of the passage cited from the text. If we utter verbs for them
tr:s. for example, going, making, striking. then they are nouns and signify 
:mething: the going, the making. For he who utters such words histesi ten 
cfjanoian. arrests his thinking: he dwells on something, he means something 
specific by them. And, correspondingly. he who hears such words as going, 
,tanding. lying comes to rest: he stops with something, with what is 
understood by these words. All these verbs mean something but they do not 
say whether what they mean is or is not. If I say "to go," "to stand," "going," 
"standing," then I haven't said whether anyone is actually going or standing. 
Being. not-being. to be, not to be, do not signify a thing-we would say 
they do not at all signify something which itself is. Not even if we utter the 
word "being." to on, quite nakedly for itself, for the determination being 
(Sein]. in the sense of to-be, in the expression ''being" is nothing; being is not 
itself a being. But the expression certainly oonsignifies something, prosse
mainei, and indeed a certain sunthesis, a certain combining, which cannot 
be thought unless what is already combined or combinable has been or is 
being thought. Only in thinking of the combined, of the combinable, can 
sunthesis, combinedness, be thought. So far as being means this combined
ness in the propositionS is P, being has a meaning only in our thinking of 
the combined. Being has no independent meaning but prossernainei, it 
implies, it signifies in-addition, besides, namely. the additional signifying 
and meaningful thinking of such items as are related to each other. In doing 
~· being expresses the relation itself. The einai prossemainei sunthesin 
~t.na expresses a certain combining. Kant, too, says that being is a combin
lftg-<:oncept. 

We cannot enter into further detail in regard to the passage here cited 
~y more than in regard to the whole treatise De interpretatione. It offers 
~ense difficulties for exegesis. The ancient commentators on Aristotle. 
di{f, andcr of t\phrodisias and Porphyry. each interpreted this passage in a 

erent way. Thoma<> views it still differently. This is a sign. not of a 

r.., ~.~;•d lt; l'J-l.'i. "V .. rbs m and hy them..elws me substantival and have significance. for 
llot '~"'' ""'h expremon' arr••sts thl' hearer's mind, and fixe-s hi~ attmlion: but thev do .,lll': 1 ··~· '~·lnd, •·xpr""' any JUdgment, either positive or n•ogativc. For neither are 't~ be' 
l~ydr'11'' h,· and tht> parttCLple 'being' ~ignificant of any fact, unless somethmg L~ added; for 
~l' ' 11" 1 thernwl\·cs mdicale anything. but 1mply a copulation, of which we cannot form a 
ed. \J'';•m up,mlrom the thmgs coupled." Tran~. E. M. Edghill. in Thr Wurks of Arutollt', 

' Ru" !Oxford: Clarendon. JCJIIK-1 Dc·lnlt'f'J""t'I<Jtio'lt' i~ includ,-d m vol 1.] 
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defective transmission of the text, which is clear here, but of the 
difficulty of the problem itself. Ita! 

For the present we have only to keep in mind the realization that the .... 
signifies the being of a being and is not itself like an existent thing. In~ 
statement "The board is black," both the subject, board, and the~ 
black, mean something existent-the thing that is the board and this thing 
as blackened. the black that is present in it. The "is," in contrast, does not 
signify something existent, which would be existent like the board itself and 
the black in it. About this "is" Aristotle says: ou gar esti to pseudoe bi to 
alethes en tois pragmasin, hoion to men agathon alethes to de kakon eutbua 
pseudos, all' en dianoia;5 what this "is" means is not a being ~ 
among things, something present like them, but en dianoia. in t:hiDkmi 
This "is" is synthesis and in fact, as Aristotle says, it is sunthesis noemataa.• 
the being-<:ombined of what is thought in thinking. Aristotle is here 'l*k· 
ing of the synthesis of the S and P. In the passage cited, however, he llyslt 
the same time endechetai de kai diairesin phanai panta, 7 but all of tbil-the 
combining of the Sand P in a proposition, which combination is expr: 1 ~~ 
by the "is" -can be taken as diairesis. S = P is not only a combinatioo but 
also at the same time a separation. This observation by Aristotle is~ 
for understanding the structure of the proposition, which we have Jet to 

investigate. In a corresponding passage Aristotle says that this "is"IDI8Dia 
synthesis and is accordingly en sumploke dianoias kai pathos en t:uJIII it ia 
in the coupling that the intellect produces as combining intellect. and this 
"is" means something that does not occur among things; it means a-., 
but a being that is, as it were, a state of thought. It is not an exo on, nat a 
being outside thought, and not a choriston. not something that atands for 
itself independently. But what sort of a being this "is" means is ciJicUie. 
This "is" is supposed to mean the being of a being which does not «1JJJ 
among the extant entities and yet it is surely something in the in~.«· 
crudely speaking. in the subject, subjective. We can make a correct~ 
between these determinations. that the being designated by "is" and "to 
is not among things but nevertheless is in the intellect. only if we are c:Itat 

- -- - --------:-
5. :\ristotle. Mctaphynca, book Ep!lilon, 4.1027"Z5ff. ("For falstty and trut? ~ 

things-it is not as if the good were true and the bad were m Itself false-but Ill 
Tran~. W D. Ross, m Th~ Worlrs of Aristotle ~Ros.~) \'OI. 8.J 

6. Ari.•totle. Ik 11nima, 3.6.430'28. 
7. lhid. 43(1>3f. . "As to thai 
8 ~ri~totle. Met11physica, hook Kappa. 8.1065"2-.Zl (The. context ~ads. und il ~ 

whtch is in the !lt'n.w ofbc.'mg true". (lt] depends on a combmauon m t~ ,. 'jrlthit 
affection of thought (which 1s the reason 1.1.•hy it i~ the principles, not of.~hat wfuch 11 ill11If 
st>n!l(', but of that whtch is ouhide and can exiM ;~pan. that an• foOUght). Trans. R05S· 
Works of Aristotle !Ros.~). vol. H.] 
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what intellect and subject mean here and how the basic relation of the 
~~t to extant entities must be ~ned, t~t is, only if we can elucidate 

~ 1..··in•1·true means and how tt stands m regard to the Dasein. In 
".J!at 1.."' ~ 

h te,·cr way we may be able to set about taking hold of these central but 
~fficult problems. we can see at first the intrinsic affinity of Aristotle's and 
l(a t's \•iews. Being in the sense of the copula is, according to Kant, 
~tus logicus. and, according to Aristotle, it is synthesis in the logos. 
Because for Aristotle this being, this ens, is not en pragmasin, does not 
occur among things, but en dianoia, it signifies not an ens reale but an ens 
rationis. as Scholasticism puts it. But this is merely the translation of on en 

dianoia. 

b) The being of the copula in the horizon of whatness 
(essentia) in Thomas Hobbes 

The interpretation of copula and proposition advanced by Hobbes is also 
abject to the influence of the Aristotelian-Scholastic tradition. His view of 
logic is usually described as an example of the most extreme nominalism. 
Nominalism is the view of logical problems which, in the interpretation of 
thought and knowledge, starts from the thinking expressed in assertion and 
indeed from assertion as it manifests itself as a spoken verbal complex, 
wolds and names-hence nominalism. All the problems that arise regard
ing the proposition, and thus also the problem of truth and the question of 
the copula, are oriented by nominalism toward the context of words. We 
saw that from early on among the Greeks the question of the proposition 
and knowledge was oriented toward the logos, and therefore thinking about 
~leclge became logic. There remains only the question in which direc
tlo~ the logos is made thematic, in which respect it is regarded. In ancient 
~at the time of Plato and Aristotle, one form of nominalism was already 
~~read. that of the Sophists, and later in the Middle Ages different 
:ettes of this tendency of thought were revived, above all in the school of 

~nghsh Franciscans. The most extreme representative of late Scholastic 
~rn•nal.sm is Ockham, whose nominalistic attitude was of significance for 
~~eological problems but also for Luther's formulation of theological 
that ~ons and the immanent difficulties associated with it. It is no accident 
the ohhes daborated an extreme nominalism. He gives his discussion of 
\itio~;ula. in.~on~ect~?n with his discussion of the proposition. the propo-

n hts Logtca, the first part of his treatise On &dy.lJ We shall 

~~~h<>rna, Hohbeo., El~m~ntonlm philosophia~: section I. '"L>c corpore." part 1. '"Com· 
' 1 ~•· Logi<:a.'" chap. 3ff., ""l.k proposit~ane'" [Tht' G<.•rman text"s note erroneou.~ly 
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purposely treat Hobbes' concept of copula and assertion in somewhat 
detail, not just because it is less well known but because this ~ 
nominalistic formulation of the problem is carried through ~ 
unsurpassable clarity in which-quite apart from the question of ita "ida 
ability-philosophical power L'i always manifest. teo. 

The "is" is a simple constituent of a proposition, S is P. Accordingly that 
"is" receives its more particular determination from the concept of the 
proposition, or assertion. How does Hobbes define the Proposjtio? In 
obvious adherence to Aristotle, he starts with the delineation of~ 
forms of speech. logos, oratio. He enumerates precationes, prayers, PfOmit. 
siones, promises. optiones, wishes. iussiones. commands, lamentatioaea, 
complaints. and says of all these forms of speech that they are afl'ectuum 
indicia, signs of mental feelings. The characteristic interpretation is aJn.dy 
evident from this. He starts out from the verbal character of thae forma o( 

speech: they are signs for something psychical. But he does not bltesptt 
these forms of speech more precisely in their structure. and in fact tbia il 
always. down to the present, the source of a fundamental difficulty m 
interpretation. Of the form of speech that is alone decisive for Iogie. the 
propositio, he says: Est autem Propositio oratio constans ex duobua nami
nibus copulatis qua significat is qui loquitur. concipere se nomen posrariU1 
ejusdem rei nomen esse, cujus est nomen prius: sive (quod idemat)aomen 
prius a posteriore contineri. exempli causa. oratio haec homo est animii.ID 
qua duo nomina copulantur per verbum Est, propositio est; proptaea quod 
qui sic dicit, significat putare se nomen posterius animal nomen esee rei 
ejusdem cujus nomen est homo, sive nomen prius homo contineri iD 
nomine posteriore animal. 10 The proposition, however, is a disooune OCID" 
sisting of two coupled names, by which the speaker signifies he~ 
that the second name, or predicate, is the name of the same thinl• 11 

------
omit~ the tenn ''Computatio" from the title oft hi~ !leCtion on logic. The original~ 
wa.~ Ekmentorum philo:!oplli~: S«tio prima, De curpcnt' (London. 1655). Part ~_Is o,-
"Computatio sive Logica." Repnnted. in Sir William Molesworth's 5-volume ~· ~ 
phtlosophlC4, qua~ lahn~ scnpnt omn1a (London: J Bohn, 1839-1845; ~~ t/ 
Scumtia, 1962). See vol. 1. The original Engli~h verJ>ion was contau..ed 111 ~ ol 
Philosoplty: The Finl &ction, Corwmlng Body, ~·written in Latin by Thomas 6S6). ~ 
11-falmeshury. and now tr;In.~lated mto English (London: •'\ndrew <.rookeM~• 
corresponding Pan 1 here is entitled "Computation or Logic.' Re-pnntet! •.," _ _.~ ....... J. ~ 
11-volume t!odition. The English Wot"ks of Thomas Hobbn of Mlllmcsbury (L.Ot';" jnlbt 
1S39-1845; reprinted, Aalen: SCJentta, 1962). vol. I. The passageHtted by H!~ o1 'Ill' 
Latin may thu.~ be compared with their original translation in £1-ts of PhtiafoPI'Y 4 

English Wot"lr.r.J . ·....iL.I1fllll"" 
10. Thomas llobbes, "l...ogica." chap. 3. 2, m Opt" a phtlosophica, quat' lahM JCII,...-. 

ed. Moleswonh 11839-45). vol. I. (In Th£ l::nKiish Works, vol. 1. p. 30.) 



§16. Argum~nls in History of Logic f262-263J 185 

~also hy the first: or. what is the same, he understands that the first 
oamc the subject. is contained in the second. For example, this utterance 
na;ne. is an animal," in which two names are coupled by the verb "is." This 
~ an h states a proposition. It should be observed that in this definition 
~takes the subject and predicate from the beginning as two names 
~views the proposition in a wholly external way: two names, Sis P. Pis 
the second name, S the first, ~hile the "is:· is the coupling of the first and the 
second· In this portrayal he v1ews assertton as a sequence of words, words 

erging successively. and the whole of this verbal sequence is a sign 
~gnificat) that the one who employs these words understands something. 
The copula. the "is,"is the sign that the speaker understands that the two 
pames in the proposition refer to the same thing. Animal means the same 
thing as man. Corresponding to this, the est or "is" is a signum, a sign. 

Taken purely externally, there is present in this interpretation of the 
propositio the same approach to the problem as in Aristotle. Aristotle 
begins the discussion in his treatise De interpretatione with the general 
characterization: Esti men oun ta en te phone ton en te psuche pathernaton 
sumbola. kai ta graphomena ton en te phone. 11 "The verbal articulation, 
however, is a sumbolon. a symbol, a distinguishing sign of a psychical state, 
and, likewise. what is written is a symbol, a signum of the utterance." For 
Aristotle, too, there is a connection between what is written, spoken, and 
thought: script, word, thought. And of course this connection is conceived 
by him only with the guidance of the wholly formal and unexplicated 
concept of the sumbolon. the sign. In Hobbes this sign-relation is even more 
~emaliz.ed. Only in recent times has this problem of the sign been pursued 
~an actual investigation. In the first of his logical investigations, "Expres
~ and Meaning." Husser! gives the essential determinations concerning 
Sign /Zeichen], mark or symptom /Anzeichen). and designation 
lBezeichnungJ, taking all of them together in distinction from Bedeuten /the 
~noun. for meaning or sign~fyi~g, whose parti~ipial subst~tive for:"', 
a( tung. 1s then to be read as s1gn1ficance or meanmg/. The stgn-functaon 
fJ the Wntten form with reference to the spoken form is altogether different 
~ the sign-function of the spoken form with reference to what is meant 
ref,t e ~peech, and conversely from that of the written form, the script, with 
he;rencc to what is meant by it. A multiplicity of symbol-relations appears 
ext: whlch are very hard to grasp in their elementary structure and require 
'upp~~•vc mwstigations. Some inquiries of this kind are to be found, as 
and ;.rne~~o; to Husserl's investigation, in Being and Time (§17. "Reference 

· •gn.., l. the orientation there being toward principles. Today the 

l) ·\ 
· ' t1' 1'>llt·. D~ mlnpretahont, 4. 16-.U 
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symbol has become a favorite formula, but those who use it either~ 
with any investigation as to what is generally meant by it or else ha 
suspicion of the difficulties that are concealed in this verbal slogan. ~ Qo 

Subjecturn is the prior name in the proposition, praedicaturn . 
posterior name, and the "is" is the coupling. How can the "is" as comhi~:~ 
concept be determined more precisely in its sign-function? The~ 
says Hobbes. docs not necessarily have to be expressed by the at, the •. • 
nam et ille ipse ordo nominum. connexionem suam satis indicare P«2at~ 
for the very order of the names itself can indicate the connection lllf&. 
ciently. The sign of the coupling itself, if expressed, the OOpu)a or 111 
inflexion form of the verb, has on its part a specific indicative function. Et 
nomina [namely. the nomina copulata) quidem in animo excitant CIOgila. 
tionem unius et ejusdem rei, the names, subject and predicate, IIOUie the 
thought of one and the same thing. Copulatio autem cogitationem. iDcb:it 
causae propter quam ea nomina illi rei imponuntur; 13 the coupliDg illel( 
however, or its sign. the copula, likewise induces a thought, in which w 
think the reason why the two successive names are assigned to one and tbe 
same thing. The copula is not simply the sign of a combination, a ClDIIIbi. 
ing-concept, but the index of that on which the combinednar is ......., 
causa. 

How does Hobbes elucidate this view of the copula, which llllllt be 
startling within his extreme nominalistic orientation? Let us take an t'.IIIID" 

pie: corpus est mobile, 14 "body is movable." By corpus andmobilewethink 
rem ipsam. the thing itself. utroque nomine designatarn,15 c:lesiP'trd by 
the two names. But with these two names set down twice, one after thr 
other, we do not simply think the same thing, body-movable; nontamellibi 
acquiescit animus, our mind here does not just set itself at rest but~~ 
to ask: What is this being-body or being-movable, sed quaerit ulteriue. ~ 
sit illud esse corpus vel esse mobile? 16 Hobbes traces the indicative~ 
of the copula back to the indication of the entity meant in the ~ 
copulata, back to the question of what it is in the thing named that an:=: not 
difference on the basis of which it is named precisely that way ~ 
otherwise as compared with other things. In asking about t.he esse first 
we are asking about the quidditas, about the what ness of a be10g. ~~ /U 
becomes clear what functional sense Hobbes assigns to the ~ the 
indication of the thought of the ground of the coupling o~ the n~ the 
copula is the index of this, that in the propositio, in the assertaon, we 

---------I Z. Thoma.~ Hobi>t'~. ~Logic<~." chap .. \, 1.. 
13 Ibid . chap. 3, 3. 
14 Ibid. 
15. Ibid. 
J6 Jb1d. 
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·Jditas, the whatnes.'> of things. The propositio is the answer to the 
4"1 ·on What is the thing? From the nominalist viewpoint this means: 
~:is the reason for the assignment of two different names to the same 

. g~ To utter the "is" in the proposition. to think the copula, means to 
t~ok · tht.' ground of the possible and necessary identical relatedness of :.·ect and predicate to the same thing. What is thought in the "is," the 
~nd or cause. is whatness (realitas). Accordingly, the "is" announces the 
essentia or the quidditas of the res which is asserted about in t~~ assertion. 

According to Hobbes, from the structure of the proposttto as thus 
conceived a fundamental division of names into nomina concreta and 
lbstracta becomes intelligible. It is an ancient conviction of logic that 
concepts develop out of the judgment and are determined by means of 
judgment. Concretum autem est quod rei alicujus quae existere supponitur 
nomen est. ideoque quandoque suppositurn, quandoque subjecturn Graece 
t.lpokeimenon appellatur, 17 the concretum is the name for something that 
is thought of as existent. Therefore, suppositum and subjectum (hupokei
menon) are also employed for the expression concretum. Examples of such 
names are body (corpus), movable (mobile), or like (simile). Abstracturn est, 
quod in re supposita existentem nominis concreti causam denotat, 18 the 
abstract name designates the cause, present in the underlying thing, of the 
amcrete name. Examples of abstract names are corporeity (esse corpus), 
movability (esse mobile), or likeness (esse simile). 19 Nomina autem ab
stracta causam nominis concreti denotant, non ipsam rem,20 abstract names 
designate the cause of the concrete name, not the thing itself. Quoniam 
i!itur rem ita conceptam voluimus appellari corpus. causa ejus nominis est, 
esse earn rem extensam sive extensio vel corporeitas,21 but that we nev
ertheless wish to call a given concrete body. for example, by that name is 
~-to its ~ing extended. that is, determined by corporeity. Described as 
.. ~,OCCUr 1n the proposition, concrete names come first, abstract names 
~nd. For, says Hobbes, abstract names, which express whatness, quid-
~· could not be without the "is" of the copula. According to Hobbes they 

arue 0\lt of the copula. 
We must keep in mind this characterization of the copula. It points to the 

:;:nd of the possible identical relatedness of subject and predicate to the 
'kh e thm~. What is meant by this indication of the ground. or cause, is the 
.... ~~~~., of the thin~, and accor~i~.gly the co~ula, the "is.:: e~pr~s 

ess. Hobbes dentes that the 1s expresses m any sense ex1sts, IS 

!7 lhld 
lll.)hld 
l9 lbal 
~J. lind 
21 ll>ld 
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present," or the like. This confronts us with a question. Given that 
copula expresses whatness, what then is the relation of its ex ~ 
function to the phenomenon or to the expression of extantness, ~ 

The copula indicates the cause of the assignment of different llllnea 
the same thing. This determination must be retained. The "is" says to 
there subsists a cause for this identifying relatedness of the subjea • .!:: 
and the predicate-name to a single thing. This has still further~ 
for the more specific determination of the propositio. We have~ 
indicated that a being-true or being-false lies in the assertive statement llld 
that some sort of connection subsists between being in the sense of the "a• 
and being-true. The question arises, How does Hobbes conceive of the 
veritas or falsitas, truth or falsehood, belonging to the propositio? Ilia view 
of this connection becomes evident in the following sentence: <luaaiam 
omnis propositio vera est . , in quo copulantur duo nomina ejuadem Ri, 
falsa autem in qua nomina copulata diversarum rerum sunt,22 ewry~ 
sition is true in which the coupling of the names, subject and prediade, 
relates to the same thing; but it is false if the coupled names mean clifl'ermt 
things. Hobbes sees the truth of the proposition as lying in a c:cmct 
identifying reference of the propositional terms to the same thmtl• the 
unifying reason for their being combined. He defines the copula in theiiiiiC 
sense as truth. As copula, the "is" is at the same time the expaeaioD rl 
being-true in the proposition. We shall not enter into the affinity a( this 
definition of truth with Aristotle's, despite essential differences. ID IICII)IIr

dance with this definition of truth. Hobbes can say: Voces autem hae verum. 
veritas, vera propositio, idem valent, .Zl these words "true," "truth,• "true 
proposition" signify the same thing. Hobbes says without quaii6catioD= 
Truth is always a true proposition. Veritas enim in dicto, non in re ~ 
tit, .Z.f truth has its subsistence in the said as such, but not in thintP· 11ais 
reminds us of the Aristotelian statement: Aletheuein, being-true, is not en 
pragmasin, in things. but en dianoia, in thought. In line with his~ 
nominalistic tendency, Hobbes says in contrast that truth lies in~ 
thinking. in the proposition. . 

Hobbes' attempt to demonstrate this thesis is characteristic. N:: 
verum opponatur aliquando apparenti, vel ficto, id tamen _ad ve to 
propositionis referendum est, .l5 for even if at times the true ts opposed L.. 

h f" "rnUSC..,.. the apparent and the imaginary, nevertheless t is concept o true of tht 
referred back to truth in the strict and proper sense, the trUth a]IO 
proposition. Hobbes recalls that, in a usage familiar in the traditio~ 

ll. Ibid .. chap. 5, 2 
23. Ibid .. chap. 3, 7 
24. lb1d. 
25. !bid. 
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ak for example. of a "true" man. Here we mean an "actual" man as over 
spe_ ~t 01w who is painted, portrayed, or reflected in a mirror. This "true" in 
afol'~eose of "actual" or "real," says Hobbes, does not have a primary 
~ ificancc. hut traces back to the veritas in the propositio-a thesis 
51~ Jh· advocated also by Thomas Aquinas, even if he takes a different 
~0~ from that of Hobbes regarding this truth of things. Hobbes stresses 
~ completely one-sided way that being-true is a determination of the 
~sit ion and that we speak of true things merely figuratively. Nam ideo 
sirnulachrum hominis in speculo. vel spectrum, negatur esse verus homo. 
ropterea quod haec propositio, spectrum est homo, vera non est; nam ut 
~rum non sit verum S~R_Jm, nega~ ~on ~test. Neque _ergo veritas, 
rei affectio est, sed proposataonas.2b For 1t rs denaed that the 1mage of the 
man in the mirror (spectrum), the mirror-image, eidolon, is a true man, 
because this assertion 'The mirror-image is a man" is not true as an 
assertion. For it cannot be denied that the image is not a true man. We call a 
tiling true only because the assertion about it is true. The ascription of truth 
to things is a secondary mode of speech. We call a being true. for example, a 
tn1t man. in distinction from one which is apparent, because the assertion 
about it is true. Hobbes believes he can dear up the meaning of the term 
"truth" by means of this thesis. But the question immediately arises, Why is 
the assertion about this being true? Obviously, because that about which we 
are making the assertion is not an illusion but a real, true man. We may not 
go so far as to claim that a so-called circle obtains here-for in the one case 
it w a matter of elucidating the meaning "truth" by means of judgmental 
truth: truth is such and such, namely judgmental truth; the other case has to 
~ with the question of a genuine confirmation of something true as a 
judgment. Nevertheless, a puzzling connection shows up here between the 
IICtuality of a being and the truth of the assertion about this actual being-a 
~ecti~n that impressed us in the interpretation of the Kantian view of 

mg: bemg equals perceivedness, positedness. 
T 0 this discussion, in which he reduces the truth of things to the truth of 

Pn>r>ositions about things. Hobbes appends the characteristic remark: Quod 
~utern a metaphysicis dici solet ens unum et verum idem sunt, nugatorium 
ho fl\Jenle est; quis enim nescit, hominem, et unum hominem et vere 
~nem adem sonare . .l7 But what is customarily said by the metaphysi
babbj that to be, to be one. and to be true are the same. is idle. childish 
l'lle.ln e, for who does not know that man and one man and an actual man 
~ th(' same thing. Hobbes is here thinking of the Scholastic doctrine of 

transc('ndentals, which goes back to Aristotle-those determinations 
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that belong to every something in general as something. according to ...a.:_, 
each something in some sense is, is an ens. each something is one -ooq 

thing. unum, and each something, simply qua being, that is, as ~ ~ 
some way by God, is a true something. verum. Nevertheless, ~ 
does not say, as Hobbes imputes to it. that ens, unum, verum, the tr'antc:tn. 
dentals, idem sunt, mean the same thing. It merely says that these~ 
minations are convertible; ?ne can be ~u?sti~uted for the othen, becau.e.,j 
of them together belong With equal ongmahty to each something as~ 
thing. But we cannot discuss further in this place the reasons why Hcbbe. 
necessarily has to be blind to the fundamental significance of the ~ 
dentals, which even &holasticism did not properly realize. It ia lleiCI!IIIzyto 
see only how drastically he denies every truth of things and lllliJill the 
determination of truth solely to assertion. 

Hobbes' view, which is of particular significance for the u~or 
contemporary logic because the latter also adheres to this the.-, 1liJ 
become still clearer as a result of the following discussions, which bdug Jato 
closest proximity genuine vision and one-sided interpretation. lntelligilur 
hinc veritati et falsitati locum non esse, nisi in iis animantibus qui Olltioae 
utuntur, 28 from this it becomes intelligible that the place of truth and fi1sity 
is only in such living beings as make use of speech. Because llllrtion il 
speech. a contexture of words, and the place of truth lies in asaertion, there 
is truth only where there are living beings making use of assertion. Elli enim 
animalia orationis expertia, hominis simulachrum in specula aspicirnWt 
similiter affecta esse possint, ac si ipsum hominem vidissent, et Clb eiiD 

causam frustra eum metuerent, vel abblandirentur, rem tameD non IP' 
prehendunt tanquam veram aut falsam, sed tantum ut similem, nequein~ 
falluntur,.!'.l and even if the living creatures which do not share in speech. 111 

language, the animals, can be affected on seeing the human image in the 
mirror just as though they had caught sight of the man bimlelf -:: 
therefore can fear him or fawn upon him with gestures, nevertheless theY . 
not apprehend what is thus given as true or false but solely as similar,~ 
this they are not subject to error. We may remark incidentally ~t ~ &-~ 
difficulty presents itself here, which is how to make out what IS ga~ 
animals as living beings and how the given is unveiled for them· ~ 
says that the given is not given to them as true or false because they surelY 
speak and make assertions about what is given to them. But he ~ust ~ 
say that the mirror-image is given to them as similar. The quesuon. as 
already obtrude here as to how far. in general. something c~ be~· 
something to animals. We also come here to the further questaon w ---28. Ibid . chap. 3. !!. 

29. lbKI. 



§16. Arguments in History of Logic {270-272/ 191 

ral. an)1hing is given as a being to animals. It is as yet a problem to 
~~:h ontically how something is given to animals. On closer consider-

. ~·e see that. speaking cautiously. since we ourselves are not mere 
•P~ Is. we basically do not have an understanding of the "world" of the 
~Is. But since we nevertheless also live as existents-which is itself a 
~problem-the possibility is available to us, by going back from what 
. .,,en to us as existents, to make out reductively what could be given to an 
15 ~mal that merely lives but does not exist. All of biology necessarily makes 
: of this methodological conti~uity. but it is still far from being clarified. 
We have indeed reached the pomt today where these fundamental ques
tiOnS of biology regarding the basic determinations of a living being and its 
world have become fluid. This indicates that the biological sciences have 
once again uncovered the philosophy necessarily immanent in them. 
Hobbes contents himself on this score with saying that animals have no 
~anguage. and thus the given is not given to them as true or false, even 
though it is given as similar. Quemadmodum igitur orationi bene intellectae 
debent homines. quicquid recte ratiocinantur; ita eidem quoque male intel
lectae debent errores suos; et ut philosophiae decus, ita etiam absurdorum 
dogmatum turpitudo solis competit hominibus,3o just as for men [and with 
this he sharpens the fundamental distinguishing characteristic of language! 
it is to well-understood speech that they owe everything they know ra
tionally. so they are indebted to the same speech and language, when badly 
understood. for their errors. Just as the ornament of philosophy belongs 
solely to man, so also does the ugliness of meaningless assertions. Habet 
enirn oratio (quod dictum olim est de Solonis legibus) simile aliquid telae 
lllnearum; nam haerent in verbis et illaqueantur ingenia tenera et fastidi
~ fortia autem perrumpunt,31 language and speech are like the webs of 
~ders. which was also said of Solon's laws. Tender and squeamish minds 
ltidt to the words and get ensnared in them, but strong minds break 
through them. Deduci hinc quoque potest, veritates omnium primas. ortas 
~ ab arbitrio eorum qui nomina rebus primi imposuerunt, vel ab aliis :ta acccperunt. Nam exempli causa verum est hominem esse animal. 
thi qu,a e1dem rei duo ilia nomina imponi placuit,ll it can be inferred from 
itn s that the first truths sprang from the free judgment of those who first 
F IX>scd names on things or received them from others as already imposed. 
~to take an example, the proposition "Man is a living being" is true 

Sou.~c they were pleased to impose the two names on the same thing. 
llluch for Hobbes' view regarding assertion, the copula, truth, and 

.30 lhul 
lJ lhu[ 
l2.Jhid 
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language in general. It has become clear from what was just said about 
language that Hobbes takes the assertion as a pure sequence of warda. But 
we also saw from the earlier citations that his nominalism cannot be Clrried 
through successfully. For Hobbes cannot persist in holding the assertion to 
be merely a sequence of words. He is necessarily compelled to relate tbia 
verbal sequence to some res. but without interpreting in further detail tbia 
specific reference of names to things and the condition for the P<*ibiJity of 
this capacity for reference, the significative character of names. Despne bia 
whole nominalistic attack on the problem, the "is" means, for Hobbes, too 
more than a mere phenomenon of sound or script which is ~ 
inserted between others. The copula as a coupling of words is the index of 
the thought of the cause for the identical referability of two names to the 
same thing. The "is" means the whatness of the thing about which the 
assertion is made. Thus beyond the pure verbal sequence there emerge. a 
manifold which belongs to assertion in general: identifying refermoe fi 
names to a thing, apprehension of the whatness of the thing in dlis 
identifying reference, the thought of the cause for the identifymg .. 
ferability. Subjected to the constraint of the phenomena involved iD the 
interpretation of the assertion as a sequence of words, Hobbes mOle mel 
more surrenders his own initial approach. This is characteristic of aD 
nominalism. 

c) The being of the copula in the horizon of whatnaa 
(essentia) and actualness (existentia) in John Stuart Mill 

Let us now attempt to delineate briefly John Stuart Mill's theory cl. 
assertion and copula. In it a new problem regarding the copula greets us, so 
that the leading question about the interconnection between being and 
being-true becomes even more complicated. John Stuart MUl (1806-1873) 
developed his theory of assertion and copula in his chief work, A System t1 
Logic. The main sections relevant for our problem are to be found in vol~ 
1. book 1, chapter 4. "On Propositions," and chapter 5. "On the Cont~tisb 
Propositions." John Stuart Mill was influenced philosophicaUy by Bn the 
empiricism, Locke and Hume, and further by Kant, but principally by 
work of his father, James Mill ( 1773-1836). The Analysis of.the P~ 
of the Human Mind. Mill's Logic attained great significance m the firs~-!.o.!ol 
second halves of the nineteenth century. It essentially affected all los
work. in France as well as among us in Germany. . to 

In ito; design as a whole. Mill's logic is not at all balanced wath respect he 
its basic conviction, which is supposed to he nominalistic though n~ t a 
extreme nominalism of Hobhes. Whereas we may indeed recogn~ .. l
nominalism in Mill in the first book, which develops the theory of nornu--
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. nevertheless a view of things that is opposed to his theory and hence is 
tsrn~nominalistic comes to dominate the fourth book, where he works out in 
~ice his theoretical convictions in his interpretation of the methods of 
the sciences. so that he ~ly tu~ q~i~e sha':Piy.against all n~n:'inalis~ as 

11 as against Hobbes. Mill begms h1s mvest1gat1on of propos1t1ons wnh a 
weneral description of this form of speech. "A proposition . . is a portion of 
~scourse in which a predicate is affirmed or denied of a subject. A predicate 
and a subject are all that is necessarily required to make up a proposition: 
but as we cannot conclude from merely seeing two names put together, that 
they are a predicate and a subject. that one of them is intended to be 
affirmed or denied of the other, it is necessary that there should be some 
mode or form of indicating that such is the intention; some sign to 
distinguish a predication from any other kind of discourse."ll Here once 
more appears the approach according to which subject and predicate are put 
together as names. But a sign is needed that this juxtaposition of words is a 
predication. 

This is sometimes done by a slight alteration of one of the words, called an 
infl«tion; as when we say, Fire burns; the change of the second word from 
bum to burns showing that we mean to affirm the predicate bum of the subject 
fire. But this function (of indicating predacation) is more commonly fulfilled 
by the word is, when an affirmation is intended. is not, when a negation; or by 
some other part of the verb to bt. The word which thus serves the purpose of a 
sign of predication is called, as we formerly observed. the copula. It is 

33. John Stuart Mill. System der deduldiwn und indulrtivtn Logik. trans. "Theodor Gomperz, 
2nd~· (~ipzig, 1884), vol. 1, pp. SS-86. (The German traru.lation cited is System ckr 
~ unci induktivtn l.ogik: Eine Datiqung der Grundsiitu der &u.oft.JWhn und ckr 
Metl!ocitn wissmschdftlichn Fonchung. It was included in the edition of Mill's collected 
~·John Stuart Mills gestJmmdte Wnl¥, translated by various hands under the general 
~~hip of Gomperz ( ~ipzig: F ues. 1868- ). In its second edition, to which the Grund· 
F._.... tnt refers. the Systmr der Logik constituted volumes 3 and 4 of the set (leipzig: 
tdi~· I~J. There is a new printing of the Gatzmrnelte Werk.t, Mfrom the las1 German 
andtlon. m tv.-elve volumes lAalen: Scientia. 1968); the Logik is contained in volumes 2, 3. 
litk 4· GomperL's translation was done "with the collaboration of the author." Mill's English 
of f~ystem of Wgic, &tiocindtivt dnd inductivt, &ing d Conn«Ud Vii!'W of the Principlel 
Volu . t and t~ MrtlvNU of Scient!Jic invtStigation. The original publication was in two 
thi:l 11\t>l; flondon: J. W. Parker. 1843). There have been numerous editions and reprints of 
lft v.ork · The 8th edition wa.~ published in the year before Mill's death. the 9th two years 
r..;rw~d The German translation cited above was made from the 8th edition llondon: 
lo~ut ~ouh. 187.21. :\critical edition is included. under the above title, in Collmrd Works of 
ill Ill Yart M11l, vol. 7. books 1-3: vol. 8, book$ +-6 andappendkes: ed. J. M. Robson. with 
Pnnt~odiK1~<Jn by R. F McRae. In this text, Mthe 8th edition. the Jut in Mill's lifetime. is 
edit ""'lth the substantival textual changes found in a complete collation of the eight 
a:~ ~1\\ and the Pre!\.0\-<:opy 1\.fanu.~ript .. ( vol. 7. p. ci 1. Since so many editions and printings 
11oc b ~thhutt'd among readers. it will hencefonh be most convenient to identify references. 
1«<ct ~ t "rag~· numbers given in the German ednion. hut by the original book. chapter, and 
fror::7;"11mher.~. ':.g .. 1.4.1 for the present, reference. Instead of attempting a retrans.lation 

••m~l'7.~ German. I have used Mill~ actual language.) 
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important that there should be no indistinctness in our conception of the 
nature and office of the copula; for confused notions respecting it are lllllong 
the causes which have spread mysticism over the field of logic, and perverted 
its speculations into logornachies. 

It is apt to be supposed that the copula is something more than a mere aign 
of predication: that it also signifies existence [extantness). In the Proposition 
Socrates is ju.'it, it may seem to be implied not only that the quality jwt can.,.; 
affirmed of Socrates, but moreover that Socrates is, that is to say. exists. This 
however. only shows that there is an ambiguity in the word is: a word wtucb 
not only performs the function of the copula in affirmations, but also hu a 
meaning of its own, in virtue of which it may itself be made the predicatef:Xa 
proposition. That the employment of it a.<; a copula does not necasarily 
include the affirmation of existence, appears from such a proposition • thil: 
A centaur is a fiction of the poets: where it cannot possibly be implieclthlt a 
centaur exists, since the proposition it..elf expressly asserts that the thine h. 
no real existence. 

Many volumes might be filled with the frivolous speculations concemiDI 
the nature of Being (to on. ousia, Ens. Entitas, Essentia, and the like,) which 
have arisen from overlooking the double meaning of the word to '-; £ram 
supposing that when it signifies to exist, and when it signifies to be IOIDe 

specified thing. as to bt a man, to bt Socrates, to bt seen or spoken of, to 6re a 
phantom, even to bt a nonentity, it must still, at bottom. answer to the I8IDe 

idea; and that a meaning must be found for it which shall suit all these~ 
The fog which rose from this narrow spot diffused itself at an early period 
over the whole surface of metaphysics. Yet it becomes us not to triumph oe 
the great intellects of Plato and Aristotle because we are now able to preserve 
ourselves from many errors into which they, perhaps inevitably, fe1L34 

Here, too, the sober Englishman's misreading of history appears quile 
clearly. We see from the quotation that Mill first approaches the~ in 
the same direction as nominalism in general. The proposition is a wsbal 
sequence which needs a sign in order to be recognizable as predication. The 
further factor that already foretellingly characterizes Mill's view of .. ~ 
copula lies in his belief that there is an ambiguity in the copula. in~ -;,c 
since on the one hand it has the function of combination, or the functiDD 
being a sign, but at the same time signifies existence. Mill emphasizeS that 
the attempt to bring together these two meanings of the copula. its .coc:f 
binatory function, or sign-character, and its signification as an exp~aon 
existence, drove philosophy to mysticism. In the course of our discussaon.; 
shall see what the situation is regarding this question as to whether and it 
the copula is equivocal and perhaps even more ambiguous than that. ~ 
is precisely for this reason that the problem of inquiring into the uti same 
ground of this ambiguity necessarily emerges. For an ambiguity of the 
word is never accidental. 

------
.H. P..fill. Logic, I 4 I 
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\lill"s opening makes it appear as if he were attempting to sever the 
• rtion as a verbal sequence from the things themselves about which it is 

asse rtcd or. as is common in British empiricism, to take the assertion not so 
as:,:h as a complex of words but more as a complex of representations 
~hich arc linked solely in the subject. However, Mill turns very sharply 
:gainst thi_s conception of the judg~e~t as a combination of r~presentations 
r even ol mere words. He says: It 1s, of course, true that m any case of 
~ent. as for instance when we judge that gold is yellow, a process takes 
~lace in our minds. We must have the idea of gold and the idea of 
yellow. and these two ideas must be brought together in our mind."35 Mill 
admits this empiricistic interpretation of thinking in a certain sense-some 
sort of putting together of ideas in the soul. "But in the first place, it is 
evident that this is only a part of what takes place [injudgment)";36 "but my 
belief [that is, assensus, as Descartes says. the assent that is present in the 
judgment] has not reference to the ideas, it has reference to the things. 
What I believe [that to which I assent, to which I say yes in the judgment), is 
a fact."37 It must be inferred from this, however, that the "is" in the 
proposition expresses the factuality of the thing, its existence, and is not just 
a sign of a combination of names. On the one hand, this means that the 
proposition refers to facts. but, on the other hand, it is said that the "is" is a 
sign of the coupling of names. How is this equivocity of the copula to be 
eliminated? 

Mill tries to do this by introducing a general classification of all possible 
propositions. He distinguishes between mential and accidental proposi
tions. What he intends here emerges from the further characteristics he 
assigns to this classification of propositions. He also calls the essential 
propositions verbal propositions and designates the accidental ones as real 
propositions. He has still another distinction in which he adheres to tradi
tion and. as he believes, to Kant. The essential. or verbal, propositions are 
:~ic~ and the real, accidental propositions are synthetic. Kant made this 
h tnctton of judgments the guide for his main problem, which took the tape of the question as to how synthetic propositions a priori are possible. 
nspoken within this is the question of how ontology is possible as a 

~nee. t-.1ill's classification does not agree with Kant's, although that is 
n tfferent here. An essential judgment is always verbal: this means that the 
~r;enttal judgment only explicates verbal meaning. It does not refer to facts a:· to the meaning of names. Now since the meanings of names are wholly 
ca ttrary. verbal propositions or. more precisely. propositions which expli
cr:e \l.'ords. are strictly speaking neither true nor false. They have no 

tenon tn things but depend only on agreement with linguistic usage. 

l'i. li>Jd 1.51 
.1() li>,d 
17 lb,d 
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Definitions fall among verbal or essential propositions. According to Mill 
simplest and most important notion of a definition is that of a~ 
which declares the meaning of a word, "namely, either the meaning which. 
bears in common acceptation, or that which the speaker or writer, for~ 
particular purposes of his discourse, intends to annex to it."38 Definition. 
nominal definition, explanation of words. Mill's theory of proposition...: 
definition does not agree with what he develops practically in book 4. 1'hia 
latter is better than his theory. "The definition of a name. . is the SUID l:olal 
of all the essential propositions which can be framed with that name for their 
subject. All propositions the truth of which [Mill really didn't have theript 
to say this] is implied in the name. all those which we are made RWIRafby 
merely hearing the name, are included in the definition, if complete."!! AI 
definitions are of names, but-and now the theory is actually abady 
breached-"in some definitions it is clearly apparent that notbiac ia & 
tended except to explain the meaning of the word, while in the alhen, 
besides explaining the meaning of the word. it is intended to be impliedtl:.t 
there exists a thing corresponding to the word. Whether this [the apni11bi 
of the existence of that about which the assertion is made] be m be DOt 

implied in any given case cannot be collected from the mere fomuf the 
expression."40 Here we can see Mill breaking through the nomjntlhtjc 
approach. He must return, beyond the verbal sequence, to the COIIlat cl 
what is meant in that sequence. 

'"A centaur is an animal with the upper parts of a man and the lowerparts 
of a horse,' and 'A triangle is a rectilineal figure with three aida.' ue. ill 
form, expressions precisely similar; although in the former it is not iaJFiied 
that any thing, comformable to the term, really exists [instead, whatiueidil 
only what the word "centaur" means]. while in the latter it is."41 NiUIIJI 
that the test of the difference between two such propositions wbich~10 

have the same character consists in the fact that the expression "meaDI ;: 
be substituted for "is" in the first proposition.4 .l In the case of the this 
proposition I can say "A centaur means an animal. etc.," and I can say 
without the sense of the proposition being altered. In the ~-~ 
however, "A triangle is a rectilineal figure with three sides. I ~ 

-------38. Ibid. 1.8 ]. 
39.lbid. ~~ 
40. Ibid. 1.8.5. (Italics have been added in the Gn.mdprob~ text. This ·~ 

several othen succeeding it were originally writtl!'n hy Mill in a revi~ ~ 1111': 
Whately's Logic, published in the w .. stmirutt"F Rroinv (january 1828). _Mill dllt;pl 
although that review contanK-d '\ome opinions whic'h I no longer entertam~ I find)::;__,., ~ 
the following observations my pr~nt VIC\!.'. of that quest1on 1s still suJ11DI'", 
accordance." The ~l~Je!'lion had to do with the vahdity of the distinction betW«ff 
and real defimtion.' I 

41. Mill. l...ogic, I 8 5 
42. Ibid. 
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·tute "means" for "is." For then it would be impossible to deduce any 
S!JbS~ truths of geometry from this definition, which is no mere verbal 
oft 'tion. and yet such deductions are made. In this second proposition, 
~: the triangle. the "is" does not signify merely "means" but conceals 

. hin itself an assertion of existence. Lurking in the background here is a 
Vlll difficult problem-what is to be meant by mathematical existence and 
:~ thLo; existence can be established axiomatically. Mill utilizes this pos
sibility of replacing "is" by "means" in the different judgments as a criterion 
for distinguishing between pure definitions as verbal explanations and 
propositions asserting existence. It appears from this that in so-called verbal 
propositions or essential assertions he attempts to interpret "is" in the sense 
of "it means." These propositions have the subject-word as their subject. 
The subject-word is what is to be defined as a word, for which reason he 
calls these propositions verl>al propositions. But those propositions which 
assert "is" in the sense of "exists" are real propositions, because they intend 
reality, or actuality as equivalent to existence, as in Kant. 

By means of this alteration of the expression "is" in the case of analytic. 
that is, essential or verbal propositions, Mill tries to avoid the ambiguity of 
the copula and thus to settle the question of the different meanings of being 
in the "is." But it is easily seen that even when "is" is "replaced" in essential 
propositions by "it means," the copula nevertheless is still present, and in 
fact in the inflected form of the verb "to mean" which is now introduced. It 
is also easily shown that in every meaning of a name some reference to things 
is implied, so that Mill's allegedly verbal propositions cannot be completely 
leVered from the beings they intend. Names, words in the broadest sense, 
have no a priori fixed measure of their significative content. Names. or again 
their meanings, change with transformations in our knowledge of things. 
and the meanings of names and words always change according to the 
Pfe<lominance of a specific factor of meaning, that is. in each case. according 
to the predominance of a specific line of vision toward the thing somehow 
llilned by the name. All significations, including those that are apparently 
ll'lere verbal meanings. arise from reference to things. Every terminology 
P'WpJ>OSes some knowledge of things. 
pr •t_h. regard to Mill's division between verbal propositions and real 
tio Oflostttons, the following therefore has to be said. Real assertions. asser
prf~s about beings. are constantly enriching and modifying the verbal 
~)stttons. The distinction that is really operative in Mill's mind is that 
and 'e-t>n the view of beings that makes itself manifest in common meaning 
~pJUnder~tanding, as it is already laid down in every language. and the 
'tie l<:tt apprehension and investigation of beings. whether in practice or in 

'fnttfic inquiry. 

~e <;(:paration betw~n. verbal and real pror<:>si~ions is not feasible ~~this 
· All verbal propos1t1ons are only abbrevtat1ons of Teal proposttlons. 
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Mill himself has to speak contrary to his distinction and to his theory and. 
his more precise explanation of definition he already has to recu: to.;: 
point that all verbal assertions are also referred to the experience of th;~ · 
"How to define a name, may not only be an inquiry of cons~ 
difficulty and intricacy. but may involve considerations going deep intott.e 
nature of the things which are denoted by the name. "H 'The only~ 
definition of a name is . one which declares the facts, and the wholeo(tJ.e 
facts, which the name involves in its signification."...,. Here Mill is~ 
unmistakably that verbal propositions, too. are referred back to the facti: 
But furthermore. the "means" which Mill substitutes for "is" in verbal 
propositions also brings to expression an assertion about being; this can 
easily be seen from the term Mill employs for verbal propositions when be 
calls them essential propositions: they are called this because they exprea 
the essentia of a thing-the what-it-is. Hobbes resolved all propoehiona, 
propositiones, into propositions about whatness. 

The ambiguity of the copula has thus become heightened. Hobbs IIJI 
that all propositions express whatness. a mode of being. Mill says that 1p11t 
from verbal propositions, which strictly speaking are not intended to be 
assertions about beings, the proposition, as real proposition, ap1 IS 

something about existing things. For Hobbes the "is" and the eat 1ft 

synonymous with essentia, for Mill with existentia. In discussing the secood 
thesis we saw that these two concepts of being somehow go together IIICi 
determine every being. We thus see how an ontological theory about beiDg 
works itself out into the various possible logical theories about the ........ 

We need not here enter further into real propositions and the •Y i.n 
which Mill interprets them, particularly since he conceives of them by 
means of the concept of existence, of reality, in an indifferent &eoae and 
does not pursue this further as a problem. We need only take note that he 
recognizes three different categories, three fields of the real: first,~~ 
states of consciousness: second, substances of a corporeal and mental ~ 
and third, attributes. Also, we cannot here go into the way Mill's propos
tiona! theory influences his theory of induction and inference. __ .....,.dar 

We may say. then. that in Mill's theory there emerges a P-".-~ 
emphasis on the meaning of "is" in the sense of "exists." 

d) The being of the copula and the theory of double 
judgment in Hermann Lotze 

Let us turn in conclusion to Lotze's view of the copula. Lotze was e_ar'Y; 
occupied with the problems of logic. We have two treatments by hidl· 

----------
H. Ibid. U!. 7 
44. Ibid., uu. 
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II U;!gJC and the large Logic, which he worked out almost simultaneously 
5~~ a small and large Metaphysics. The small Logic ( 1843) grew out of an 
\\'It pt to come to terms with Hegel, but it is still very much influenced by 
~e~. The large Logic (1874; 2nd edition, 1880) is a far more extensive and 
. :pendent exposition. It is oriented toward theories of science, par
~ larly under the strong influence of Mill. 
t~n the small Logic Lotze speaks of the "copula, which combines as well as 
separates. "45 He once more brings to bear here the thought that Aristotle 
had already stressed, that assertion is sunthesis as well as diairesis. He calls 
me copula an essential judgmental figure. How firmly Lotze takes the "is" as 
copula-sees in it the function of combination and understands it as Kant 
does. as a combinatory concept-becomes evident in a remark about the 
negative judgment, S is not P, which has been a basic difficulty for logic and 
ontology since Plato's Sophist. The copula here has the character of the "is 
not," being as it were a negative copula. Lotze says that "a negative copula is 
impossible,"~t. since a separation (negation) is not a mode of combination. It 
• Lotze's opinion that, if I say "S is not P" and deny the P of the S, then this 
cannot mean that I am combining P with S. This thought brings him to a 
theory essential for the later large Logic: in negative judgment, the negation 
is only a new, second judgment about the truth of the first, which latter 
properly has to be thought always as positive. The second judgment is a 
judgment about the truth or falsehood of the first. This leads Lotze to say 
that every judgment is, as it were, a double judgment. "S equals P" means: S 
is P, yes. that is true. "S does not equal P" means: no, it is not true, namely. 
the S equals P which is always there as the underlying positive judgment. 

Without entering upon a criticism, we must first face up to Lotze and ask 
whether negation is simply to be taken as equal to separation. What does 
separation imply here when Lotze declares a negative copula, a separative 
COmbining. to be impossible? We must ask further, Is the primary sense of 
the copula, then, combination? Doubtless that is what the name says. But 
~ question remains whether we are permitted without further ado to 
~ent the problem of the "is" and its ontological meaning to the designation 
~the "is" as copula. whether in taking the "is" as copula, as combination, I 
•. ~~ not already committed myself to a pre-judged interpretation of the 

18
ob' I.Vhich perhaps docs not at all allow of forging ahead to the center of the 

Pr lem 

f.lf '\s Wt> have already emphasized, Lotze developed still funher this theory 
a ~l' doubling of judgment and of all assertion. He calls this doubling also 
1-'. ublang into the principal thought and the subsidiary thought. S's being 

I\ the principal thought: it expresses the propositional content. The "yes, 

~ 11l<·rmann Lot7.e, Logik ( 18431. p X7 !Lc•pz.ig: Weidmann'sche BuchMndlun!(.l 
' h,d. p. HH. 
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it is so," "yes, it is true," that supervenes is the subsidiary thought. W. 
here again how. in this dissociation of principal and subsidiary thougbe ~ 
judgment, what Aristotle had already stressed recurs once again: on the'b Ill 
hand the "is" signifies combination and on the other it means being.true. one 
his large Logic Lotze says: "It is already clear by now that only 80 man In 
essentially distinct forms of judgment will be possible for us as there Y 
essentially distinct significations of the copula, different subsidiary~ 
which we form about the way subject and predicate are linked and~ 
more or less completely in the syntactical form of the J>fOP08ition. .,., 
Regarding the categorical assertion S equals P. which serves moat fie. 
quently as exemplar in logic, Lotze observes: "There is hardly anything to 
explain about this form, whose construction seems to be completely tran. 
parent and simple; we have only to show that this apparent duity ia 
completely puzzling and that the obscurity which hovers over the meenmg 
of the copula in the categorical judgment will for a long time to came 
constitute the impelling motive to the subsequent transforrnationaaflop:al 
investigation. "411 Lotze indeed saw more here than those who followed him. 
It was just this problem of the copula, whose history we have only bilded It 
in a few places, which could not receive adequate recognition in the c:oune 
of the development of Lotze's work. On the contrary, the result of a peculilr 
interweaving of Lotzean ideas with the epistemological revival oE the 
Kantian philosophy was that, since about 1870, the problem of the copula 
was even further excluded from the area of ontological inquiry. 

We saw that Aristotle already defined the assertion, the lop, II that 
which can be true or false. The judgment is the vehicle of tn&th. It il 
knowledge, however, which has the distinctive characteristic of being uue. 
Hence the basic form of knowledge is the judgment, that which is trUe not 
only primarily but solely. Hobbes' thesis that knowledge is jl~ 
became the creed of modem logic and theory of knowledge. That tiJWIII" 

which knowledge is directed is the object {the Objekt, the Gegenstancl. that 
which stands-over-against] of judgment. According to Kant's so-caJied 

---- -------47. Lotzc.l..ogik (lH74) (l...eipzig: Felix Meiner. 1912). p. 59. (The original publ~: 
Logik: Drei Biicher vom lkn~n. oom UnU1luchen, und oom fykenrw~. It ~ pa!t . · . S. 
System dn Philo.sophit, the second part of which wa~ a mlume on metaphysx:s (Lei~. It 
Hirzel. 1874; 2nd ed .. 1880). The ooition cited m the Gnmdprobkmt text has t~sa'Enefitl'o 
includes also a translation into German of Lot:7.e's autobiographical essay. an ~ 
"Philosophy in the last forty years." Thi~ ediuon was edited and introd~ by GeorJ ~ 
l'hilosophische Bibliothek. vol. 141 (LeiJY~ig: F Meaner, 1912; 2nd ~-d .. 1928). ~~ 
tion into English as: System of Plnlmophy: Pari 1, l.ogac ~n lhY« books: of thaug.ht, 1 ;d~,1IJII• 
lion, and of lmowledg~. ed. Bernard Bo!!<!nquct (Oxford: ( .larendon Press. 1884. 2n 0 cotrr 
18811). I haw tran.~lated the citation~ directly from th<." Grundprobkm~ text, so as 1 

•pond with Hl'ideggcr·~ treatment of L<.1t:r.e·~ language I 
-»!. lbad .. p. 7Z 
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nican Revolution, brought about in the interpretation of knowledge, 
Co~~edge is not to be adapted to its objects, but just the reverse, the objects 
knO;o conform to knowledge. The necessary consequence is that cognitive 
are h truth of judgment, thereupon becomes the standard for the object or, 
uut · precisely. for objectivity. But the copula shows that, in judgment, 
;:; of some kind is always expressed. True judgment is knowledge of the 
cb·ect. True being-judged defines the objectivity of known objects. Objec-
. ~t)' is what knowledge attains to when taken in the sense of judgment 
~t something conc~mi~~ beings. The ~ing of beings ~o.mes identical 
with objectivity, and obJectivity means nothmg but tTUe being-Judged. 

It was first of all Husser! who showed. in the Logical Investigations, that in 
regard to judgment a distinction has to be made between the making of the 
judgment and the factual content being judged. This latter, the judged 
content which is intended in making the judgment, or the propositional 
content, the propositional sense, or simply the sense, is what is valid. Sense 
[Sinn] designates that which is judged as such in a true judgment. It is this, 
the sense. that is true, and what is true is constituted by nothing but 
oojectivity. The being judged of a true assertion equals objectivity equals 
.n.st. This conception of knowledge, which is oriented toward the judg
ment, the logos. and which therefore became the logic of knowledge (the 
title of the chief work by Hermann Cohen, founder of the Marburg &hool), 
and this orientation of truth and being toward the iogic of the proposition is 
a principal criterion of Neo-Kantianism. The view that knowledge equals 
judgment, truth equals judgedness equals objectivity equals valid sense, 
became so dominant that even phenomenology was infected by this unten
able conception of knowledge, as appears in the further investigation of 
Husserl's works, above all in the Ideas toward a Pure Phenomenology and 
Phenomenological Philosophy (1913). Nevertheless, Husserl's interpretation 
should not be straightway identified with the Neo-Kantian interpretation, 
~n though Natorp in a detailed criticism believed he was entitled to 
~tify Husserl's position with his own. The more recent representatives of 

eo-KantJamsm, particularly {Richard] Honigswald, one of the most acute 
~resentatives of this group, are influenced by the logical interpretation of 
Howlc~gC" in the Marburg School and by the analysis of judgment in 

USserl.., Logical Investigations. 

c) The different interpretations of the being of the copula 
and the want of radical inquiry 

'~<eF~orn this survey of interpretations of the "is." which is called the copula. 
With avl" !;!!en that a whole series of determinations becomes intertwined 

th1" phenomenon. Being means whatness on the one hand (Hobbes), 
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existence on the other (Mill). Further, the "is" is that which is judged. 
subsidiary thought of the judgment, in which the being-true of the~ 
m~nt is fixed (~tze);_ ~ Ari~t~~-~~. already said, _this being also 8~ 
bemg-true, and m addttlon thlS ts has the functton of combination.l'be 
characteristic determinations for the copula are: 

1. The "is," or its being. equals whatness. essentia. 
2. The "is" equals existence. existentia. 
3. The "is" equals truth or, as it is also called today. validity. 
4. Being is a function of combination and thus an index of~ 

We must now ask whether all these differing interpretations o{ the "is" 
are accidental or whether they arise from a specific necessity. And why have 
these different interpretations failed not only to be extemaUy bound fo. 
gether and unified but also to be comprehended as necessary by the l'liliD& 
of radical questions about them? 

Let us make a summary review of the course of our historical p!llada
tion of a few characteristic treatments of the problem of the copula. Weaw 
that Hobbes attempts an extreme nominalistic interpretation of the proposi
tion or assertion, while Mill limits nominalism in theory to those propoai
tions alone which he calls essential or verbal propositions, de6nitiona. In 
these propositions "is" is synonymous with "the subject-term meem." 
According to him the "is" signifies being only in the propositions he calla 
accidental or real assertions, those which assert something about beings. 
But for us it turned out that verbal propositions, too, those which explicatle 
meanings, are necessarily related to a knowledge of fact and thus to 1 

relationship to beings. The separation that Mill first embarks on cannot~ 
carried through; he himself is led beyond his nominalism in the (I()UI'IC 

his reflections. This is important as a fact relating not only to Mill's theorY 
but to nominalism in general. It provides evidence that nominalism is not 
tenable as a theory. Lotze's copula theory is characterized by his attemPt 10 

integrate the meaning implied in the "is" into the propositional st~ ~ 
saying that each judgment is really a double judgment consisting of~ 
pal and subsidiary thoughts. The principal thought is fixed as the J"'J:e 
ment's content, and the subsidiary thought is a second judgment ~rom 
first, in which the first judgment is asserted to be either true.or fal~ 
Lotze's theory of judgment, intertwined with the Neo-K~taan co ob~ 
of knowledge as judgment, there arises a specific c~nccptlon_ of the beinl" 
tivity of objects and with it the conception of the bemg of bem~ as to 
judged in a true judgment. This being-judged is identified \\11th ~:..r. 
which the judgment refers, the object [standing-over-against in kll()WP~ 
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. -judged is equal to objectivity as standing-over-against-ness, and ob
~~~~tv. t-rue judgment, and sense {Sinn} are identified. 
jeet~o test our understanding o~ this entire cont~ture we can provide 

ch•l"'S with a control by takmg a few propos1t1ons as examples and 
~:rpreting them according to the different theories. The test should be 
~ with particular regard to the phenomenological discussions we shall 
be pursuing i~ ~he subsequent paragraphs. To this end we may choose quite 
trivial propositions. 

'1"he sky is blue." Hobbes interprets this proposition in conformity with 
his theory by taking the two words "sky" and blue" to be referring to one 
and the same res. The cause of combinability of these words is expressed by 
the res. The cause of combinability is expressed because in this something, 
to which subject and predicate terms are identically related, the whatness 
gets expressed. "The sky is blue" must necessarily be interpreted by Hobbes 
in such a way that in this proposition the whatness of an object is asserted. 

In contrast. Mill would stress that this proposition not only asserts 
whatness in the sense of a factually real determination of the subject but at 
the same time asserts that the sky is blue-the thing which is at hand, if we 
may so say, the "sky," exists in such and such a manner. Not only iswhatness, 
or essentia, asserted but also, together with it, esse in the sense of existentia, 
being as being extant. 

Applying his theory, Hobbes is simply unable to interpret our second 
example, 'The sun is," whereas Mill would approach this proposition as the 
basic example for propositions asserting existence, esse, ex.istentia. 'The 
sun is" means that the sun is at hand, it is extant, it exists fin the sense of 
being extant}. 

In accordance with his theory, Hobbes must in principle interpret the 
Jli'Oposition "Body is extended" as expressing whatness. But Mill, too, will 
have to see in it an essential proposition which says nothing about existence, 
tut the being extant of a body, but only declares that extension belongs to 
. essence, to the idea of body. If Mill were to take this essential proposi· 

tJon to be also a verbal one, as signifying merely that the word 'body" 
ll\eans extension, we should immediately have to ask how and why this 
:anmg "means" any such thing. What is the reason for it? Is it merely an 

ltrary convention in which I fix a meaning and say that it is to have this 
or that content? Or does this verbal proposition, according to Mill, say 
:~et~ing ~uta real content. but in such~ wa.r that i~ remains in~i~fe~ent 

thl.'r thJ!i content does or does not exast? Body 1s extended IS m a 
:ain \ense an analytic judgment, but it is not verbal. It is an analytic 
~ml'nt wh1ch provides a real determination concerning the reality of 

y, or, m the Kantian sense. about its realitas. Here "is" has the meaning 
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of esse in the sense of esse essentiae, but it certainly does not have mer..... 
the function that Mill intends when he equates "is" and "means." ~ .... , 

A fourth example. taken from Mill, reads "The centaur is a fiction of 
poets." According to Mill this sentence is purely verbal. It is for bin. the 
example of the existence of propositions which do not assert being in : 
sense of existence but are explanations of words. If we examine this 
proposition more closely. it indeed appears that something is asserted in. 
namely. what the centaur is. But this whatness which is asserted of:.; 
centaur expresses, precisely. a way of the centaur's being. Its intended 
meaning is that things like centaurs exist only in an imaginary way. Thia 
proposition is an assertion about existence. If this proposition ia to be 
understood at all in its restrictive form and signification, existence in the 
broadest sense must in a certain way be thought in thinking it. Its intended 
meaning is: Centaurs do not exist actually but are only inventiona « tbe 
poets. This proposition is, again, not a verbal judgment: the "is" also does 
not signify existence in the sense of being extant, but it nevertbelea 
expresses a certain mode of being. 

All these propositions we have mentioned contain still another manq 
in their "is," for in all propositions as uttered their being-true is imptiddy 
intended. This is the reason why Lotze lights upon the theory r1 the 
subsidiary thought. How is this being-true connected with the "is" illelf? 
How are these differing meanings of "is" concentrated in the unity fl. ID 

assertion? The answers must be given by the positive analysis of tht 
proposition, so far as we can accomplish it at this stage of our coosider
ations. 

We may now offer this brief outline of all the different interpretations of 
the copula: . 

First. Being in the sense of the "is" has no independent signification. Tbia 
is the ancient Aristotelian thesis: prossemainei sunthesin tina-it sjgnifies 
only something in a combinatory thinking. 

Second. According to Hobbes, this being signifies being-the-cause of the 
combinability of subject and predicate. 

Third. Being means whatness, esse essentiae. . . 
Fourth. Being is identical with signifying in so-called ve~l proposlu:: 

or else it is synonymous with existence in the sense of bemg extant. 
existentiae (Mill). . the 

Fifth. Being signifies the being-true or being-false that is asserted Ill 
subsidiary thought of every judgment. 

Sixth. Being-true-and with this we return to Aristotle-is the ~ 
sion of an entity that is only in thought but not in things. .. .••. (1) 

In summary we may say that the following are implied_in the ~v,
being-something [Etwas-sein} (accidental), (2) whatness or being-whdt , ..... 
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. J tnccessary). (3) being-haw or hawness (Wie-sein], and (4) being-true, 
.stt" ess [Wahr-sein}. The being of beings means whatness, howness, truth. 
tf1.1er'l use every being is determined by the what and the how and is unveiled 
)3eea being in its whatness and howness, its being-what and being-how, the 
as a Ia is ·nl>eessarily ambiguous. However, this ambiguity is not a "defect" 
~nlv the expression of the intrinsically manifold structUTe of the being of a 
bting_:and consequently of the overall understanding of being. 

The question of being as copula, pursuant to the expositions we have 
·ven. is oriented to assertion and truth of assertion, more precisely to the 

:t.enomenon of the combination of words. The characterization of the "is" 
as copula is not an accidental imposition of a name but the expression of the 
fact that the interpretation of this "is" which is designated as the copula is 
oriented to a">sertion as spoken, as an uttered sequence of words. 

We have to ask whether this delineation of the "is" as copula really hits 
the mark with regard to the ontological sense of being expressed by "is." Can 
the approach made by the traditional type of inquiry relating to the "is" be 
maintained, or does not the confusion of the problem of the copula reside 
precisely in the fact that this "is" is characterized beforehand as copula and 
then all further research into the problem is channeled in that direction? 

§ 17. Bring aa copula and tlw phenomenologicdl 
problem of diHrlion 

a) Inadequate assurance and definition of the 
phenomenon of assertion 

!Jte problem of the copula is difficult and intricate not because inquiry into 
It takes its start in general from the logos but because this phenomenon of 
the logos as a whole has been inadequately assured and circumscribed. The 
logos is simply snatched up as it first forces itself upon the common 
experience of things. Regarded naively, an assertion offers itself as an extant 
~ex of spoken words that are themselves extant. Just as there are trees, 

·and people, so also there are words, arranged in sequences, in which 
SOme words come before other words, as we can see clearly in Hobbes. [f 
~h a complex of extant words is given, the question arises, What is the 

nd _that establishes the unity of this interconnection? The question of a 
:rnbtnation. a copula, arises. We have already pointed out that a limitation 
ll\a the problem to assertion as pure verbal sequence cannot in fact be 
\\ti ~tained. At bottom. something that the nominalistic theory would not 
~ to grant as valid is already implied in every assertion. even when it is t as a pure sequence of words. 

n the propositions with which Aristorle prefaced his treatise on the logos 
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it was already manifest that many determinations belong to 8.SSet'tlott 
that it is not merely a verbal articulation and sequence. This entails that aQd 
logos is not merely a phone or phonetic whole but is also related by the 
words to meanings which arc thought in a thinking that at the SIJne .the 
thinks things that are. The complete constitution of the logos includes::: 
the. vef'( beginning word, signification, thinki~g, that which is thoug}tt, that 
whtch IS. What we here enumerate as belongmg to the logos is not · 

ranged in mere sequence and juxtaposition in such a way that, gi~ 
conjoint presence of word'>, meanings, thought processes, thought objea., 
and existent things. certain relations among them result. It is insufficient to 
formally characterize these relations between words, meanings, ~ 
things thought, and beings as the relation between sign and signified, Even 
the relationship of word-sound to word-meaning must not be vin.oed • 1 
sign-relation. The verbal sound is not a sign for a meaning as a road lip ie 
the sign for the direction of the road. Whatever this relation between WOld 
and meaning may be, the relation between the meaning and what is tbouaht 
in the meaning is again different from the relation between word md wba 
is thought: and the relation between what is thought in the meaning and the 
being that is meant in what is thus thought is again different from tbt 
relationship between either the verbal sound or the meaning and what is 
thought. There is no way in which we can manage to get on with a geoenJ 
formal description of the complex of word, signification, thinking, object 
thought, beings. We saw in Hobbes and particularly in Mill that tbt 
nominalistic theory of the proposition, which is oriented primarily toWII'Ci 
verbal sequences, is driven beyond itself to the phenomena of.,. is 
thought and of the beings that are thought, so that at root the nominaJjsbc 
theory also takes into consideration matters going beyond verbal souad. 

However, the decisive question remains. how that which beltmJs ,._. 
Mrily to the logos beyond the verbal sequence can be apprehended in 4 prirniJ'! 
way. It could be that starting with the logos as a verbal sequence -: 
directly to misinterpretation of the remaining constituents of the Jogos. 
fact this can even be demonstrated. If the proposition is a verbal ~ 
which requires a combination, then corresponding to the ~~ be 
words there will be a sequence of ideas for which a combinatton will also is 
needed. This sequence of ideas corresponding to the verbal ~ 
something psychical. present in thinking. And. given that in ~he ~ 
something is asserted about beings, it follows that some thmg or ide" 
complex of physical things must correspond to this complex of I all 
present in thinking. We then have corresponding to the verbal CO~~ to 
ideational complex in the mind, and this ideational complex is suppu-~ 
refer to a complex of beings outside the mind. The problem arises. H~ iS 
the ideational complex in the mind agree with the external things? 
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arily formulated as the problem of truth or objectivity. But this 
~~:tntally ~ongheaded approach to the question is motivated by the _fact 
!"'- sertiun ts taken first as verbal sequence. The Greeks, too, concetved 
rhat ,:~os in this way. even though not exclusively so. This manner of 
tht ing passed into the traditional approach of logic and has to this day not 
start . . 

overcome m tt. 
~~ beeomt~s clear from what has been said that we not only require a 

ral delineation of what pertains to the complete concept of the logos
~it is not enough to say, in going beyond nominalism, that signification, 
what is thought. and what is belong to the logos-but that the essential 
thing is the portrayal of the specific contextural interconnection of these 
pt.enomena which belong essentially to the whole of the logos. This con
teXt\ltt! must not merely come about after the fact by a process of composi
tion under the constraint of things. Instead, this relational whole of word, 
signification. thinking, what is thought, what is must be determined in a 
primary way beforehand. We must ask: In what way can the ground-plan of 
this whole be sketched so that the specific structure of the logos can then be 
drawn in? When we raise this question, we free ourselves from the start 
from the isolated and isolating orientation toward the complex of spoken 
words of the problem of assertion. Spoken articulation can belong to the 
&ogos, but it does not have to. If a proposition is spoken, this is possible only 
because it is primarily something other than a verbal sequence somehow 
ooupled together. 

b) Phenomenological display of several essential structures 
of assertion. The intentional comportment of assertion and 

its foundation in being-in-the-world 

What is the logos when taken as assertion? We cannot expect to condense 
the ~hole of this structure into a few propositions. We can only try to bring 
to Vtew the essential structures. Have the considerations thus far undertaken 
:pared us in any way for this? In what d_irection must we loo~ i~ making 
. logos as a whole our problem? Assertion has the charactenstte double 

~gn•fi<;ation th_at it means both asserting and asserted. Asserting is one of the 
th7:'~ s ~ntentlo~a_l ~P?"ments. In essence it is _an asse~ing about ~orne
aha g and thus ts mtnnstcally referred to some being or betngs. Even if that 
Ill ut whsch an assertion is made should tum out not to be. an empty 
il Usso_n. thas in no way gainsays the intentionality of the structure of 
:n.son but only demonstrates it. For when I judge about an appearance I 
req stall rdated to beings. Today this sound<; almost self-evident to us. But it 
CQ uared centuries of development of ancient philosophy before Plato dis-

VeretJ this self-evident fact and saw that the false and the apparent is also 
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a being. To be sure. the apparent or false is a being which is not aa • . 
supposed to be-it lacks something, it is a me on. The apparent and~~ 
not nothing, not an ouk on. but a me on, a being, yes. but affected 'Nith • 
defect. In the Sophist Plato arrives at the knowledge that every logos is a 
such logos tinos, every assertion an assertion about something. This ~ 
seemingly trivial and yet it is a puzzle. 18 

We heard earlier that every intentional relation has within itself a~ 
understanding of the being of the being to which the intentional co~ 
as such relates. In order for something to be a possible about-which for 111 
assertion, it must already be somehow given for the assertion as unueifedllld 
accessible. Assertion does not as such primarily unveil; instead, it is alway.. 
in its sense, already related to something antecedently given aa unveiled. 
This implies that assertion as such is not knowledge in the strict 8IDie. 
Some being must be antecedently given as unveiled in order to sene • tbt 
possible about-which of an assertion. But so far as a being is anteomemly 
given as uncovered for a Dasein it has, as we showed earlier, the characl. ti 
being within the world. Intentional comportment in the sense of assertion about 
something is founded in its ontological structure in the basic conatitutioo ti 
the Dasein which we described as being-in-the-world. Only becau. che 
Dasein exists in the manner of being-in-the-world is some being \alYeiled 
along with the Dasein's existence in such a way that what is thus unveiled 
can become the possible object of an assertion. So far as it exists, the Daein 
is always already dwelling with some being or other, which is uncovered iD 
some way or other and in some degree or other. And not only is this being 
with which the Dasein dwells uncovered, but that being which is the Daae.in 
itself is also at the same time unveiled. 

Assertion can but need not be uttered in articulate verbal fashion. 
Language is at the Dasein's free disposal. Hobbes is so far in the right~ 
he refers to the fundamental significance of language for the essential 
definition of man. But he does not get beyond externals because he does not 
inquire how this entity must be to whose mode of being language~
Languages are not themselves extant like things. Language is not identical 
with the sum total of all the words printed in a dictionary; instead. ~":: 
language. so far as it is, is as the Dasein is, because it exists. it is historical· 
speaking about something. the Dasein speaks itself out, expresses itsd/. IS 

existent being-in-the-world, dwelling with and occupying itself with beings. :;j 
a being that exists, that is in the manner of being-in-the-world, u~dersof the 
that which is, beings. Insofar as what is is understood, sometht~g der
nature of significance-contextures is articulated by means of thts ~ noc 
standing. These contextures are potentially expressible in words. ~t 15 (ot 
the case that first there are the words, which are coined as s1~ 
meanings. hut just the reverse-it is from the Dascin which unde 
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. If and the world. from a significance-contexture already unveiled, that a 
,,se rd accrues to each of these meanings. If words are grasped in terms of 
~at theY mean by their essential nature, they can never be taken as free· 
6:,ating things. If we took them as such, we could not ask what connections 
they might have. This m~ of inquiry will always remain unsatisfactory. if 
. aims to interpret assertton and thereby knowledge and truth. 
It We have thus only very roughly outlined the plan within which we shall 
find the structure of assertion. We have fixed our guiding vision on the 
whole. which we have to see beforehand in order to obtain a survey of the 
relational interconnection between words, meanings, things thought, and 
beings. This whole, which has to be antecedently in view, is nothing but the 
existent Dasein itself. 

The primary character of assertion is apophansis, a determination that 
Aristotle. and in principle Plato, too, already saw. Translated literally. it 
means the exhibiting of something from its own self. apo. letting it be seen 
as it is in itself, phainesthai. The basic structure of assertion is the exhibition 
of that about which it asserts. That about which the assertion asserts, that 
which is primarily intended in it, is the being itself. When I say 'The board 
is black." I am making an assertion not about ideas but about what itself is 
meant. All further structural moments of assertion are determined by way 
of this basic function, its character of display. All the moments of assertion 
are determined by its apophantic structUTe. 

Assertion is for the most part taken in the sense of predication, the 
attribution of a predicate to a subject or, taken altogether externally, the 
relation of a second word to a first or else, going beyond verbal orientation, 
the relation of one idea to another. However, the primary character of 
assertion as display must be maintained. It is only from this display 
character that the predicative structure of assertion can be determined. 
Accordingly. predication is primarily a disparting of what is given, and in 
fact an exhibitive disparting. This disparting does not have the sense of a 
~ual taking apart of the given thing into thing-pieces but is apophantic: it 
be~·plays the belonging-together of the manifold determinations of the 
. tng wh1ch is asserted about. In this disparting. that being is at the same 

tune made visible, exhibited. in the unity of the belonging-together of its 
~lf-exhihitivc determinations. This exhibition in the sense of assertion b~th 
span~ and displays. and as such it is determinant. Disparting and deter

:~~tion belong t~ether wit~ equal orig~nality ~o the_~nse _of predicatio~. 
d ch on 1ts part 1s apophanuc. What Anstotle 1s fam1har w1th as sunthests 

:n dlaircsis must not be interpreted externally as it was in antiquity and 
ttnued to be later on, as though ideas are first taken apart from one 

:oth('r and then once more combined. Instead. this synthetic and diairetic 
lllportment of assertion, of the logos. is intrinsically display. 
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As display, however, this dispartive determining always relates to 
being that has already been unveiled. What thus becomes ClCCesaible ~ 
determinative display can be communicated in assertion as uttered. ~ 
tion is the exhibition of the particular structure of dispartive detennn,;a_· 
and this can be communication. Assertion as uttered is communica~:\:!i 
the character of communication must likewise be conceived apophan~ 
Communicating does not mean the handing over of words, let alone ~ 
from one subject to another, as if it were an interchange between the 
psychical events of different subjects. To say that one Dasein conununicata 
by its utterances with another means that by articulating ~ . 
display it shares with the second Dasein the same understanding~ 
ment toward the being about which the assertion is being made. In~ 
munication and through it, one Dasein enters with the other, the addra.ee, 
into the same being-relationship to that about which the assertion is made. 
that which is spoken of. Communications are not a store of heaped up 
propositions but should be seen as possibilities by which one Dasein eaten 
with the other into the same fundamental comportment toward the entity 
asserted about, which is unveiled in the same way. 

It becomes clear from all this that assertion has not a primary c:ognitiVf 
function but only a secondary one. Some being must already be unveiled if 
an assertion about it is to be possible. Of course. not all discoune is a 
sequence of assertions and their corresponding communication. In ID idee1 
sense, that would be the form of a scientific discussion. But phl1oeopbkal 
conversation already has a different character, since it not only presuppoaes 
some optional basic attitude toward beings but requires still more original 
determinations of existence. into which we shall not here enter. In dealing 
with assertion here we have as our theme only a quite distinctive p~ 
non, which cannot be used to interpret every arbitrarily chosen I~ 
statement. We have to take into consideration that most statem,ents: 
language, even if they have the character of assertion when taken li~' 
nevertheless also show a different structure, which is correspo Y 
modified as compared with the structure of assertion in the narrower sense 
of exhibition. We can define assertion as communicatively ~ina~':; 
hibition. The primary moment of the structure of assert1on ts fix 
exhibition. 

c) Assertion as communicatively determinant exhibitio~ 
and the "is" of the copula. Unveiledness of beings in their 
being and differentiation of the understanding of being as 

ontological presupposition for the indifferent "is" 
of assertion 

·ned for an But where then does the copula remain? \Vhat have we gat __ ..;an? 
understanding of the copula hy our delineation of the structure of 855P~ 
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begin with. this one thing. that we shall not allow ourselves to be misled 
'fo he term "copula" so far as the name of this "is" already tendo; to push us 
bY 1 rd a spt-'Cific view of it. We shall now be asking about the "is" in the 
~ition. still without regard to the copulative character it presents 
.,.-... rnalh· as it appears in the verbal sequence. 
ext~he .:is" behaves as if it were an expression of being. In its role as 
belonging to assertion, to which being can and must it relate? How and to 

hat extent does assertion, to which the "is" belongs. relate to beings? Can 
::e understand from that why this "is," externally extracted from the verbal 
sequence of ~he .pr~posi~ion, turns ~~ t<>_ be ambiguous .. which m~~~ 
indifferent in ats sagnificatJon? Must this andafference of meamng of the &s, 
or its ambiguity. be regarded as a defect, or does this ambiguity or indif
ference of the "is" correspond to its specific expressive character with 
reference to assertion? We saw that the dispartively determinant display of 
whatever being is spoken about in assertion already presupposes the un
veiledness of this entity. Prior to the assertion and for the sake of making it, 
the asserter already comports himself toward the relevant entity and under
stands it in its being. In an assertion about something, that understanding of 
bring must necessarily achieve expression in which the Dasein which is doing 
the asserting. that is, doing the displaying. already exists as such, since as 
existent it always already comports itself to beings, understanding them. 
But because the primary unveiling of the entity which can be the possible 
object of dispartive assertion is not accomplished by the assertion but is 
already carried out in the original modes of the unveiling, the asserter 
already understands the type of being of the entity about which he is 
speaking. even before making his assertion. This understanding of the 
being of what is being spoken about does not first develop because of the 
~ion; rather, the assertion expresses it. The "is" can be indifferent in its 
••~tion because the different mode of being is already fixed in the 
pnmary understanding of beings. 

Because being-in-the-world belongs essentially to the Dasein and the 
Dasem is itself unveiled in unity with it, every factically existing Dasein
~~7 Oa~in that s~ak~ and ~xpr~sses itse.lf--:-already understand., ~any 
a ~ent kinds ofbemgs m thear ~mg. The andafference of the copula as.not 
Th .~~: It 1s merely charactenstac of the secondary nature of all assertaon. 
I'll e . m the proposition can. as it were, achieve this indeterminacy of its 
ill~anmg because. as uttered. it arises from the Dasein which is uttering itself 
in hwh.•.ch already understands in one sense or another the being intended 
rec t. e 1": Before being uttered in the proposition, the "is" has already 
co e•ved 1ts differentiation in factual understanding. t\nd so far as in 
in rnrnun1cation the entity spoken of is antecedently fixed. the understand
ill~ of the heing of this entity is therewith also already given antecedently 

the meaning of the "is" is fixed, so that this meaning need not 
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necessarily protrude in addition in the linguistic form. whether in the "is" 
in the inflexion. In the understanding of beings that occurs before assenu: 
what is always already latently understood is ( 1) the whatness of the entity 
be unveiled and (2) this entity in a specific mode of its being. for ~ 
extantness, being on hand. If. on the contrary. the procedure for exp~ 
the "is" is reversed and the beginning is made from the proposition 
uttered, then it is hopeless ever to understand the character of the "is," : 
specific indifference. positively by way of its origin and in its necessity and 
possibility. The differentiation of signification of the "is" which is already 
accomplished in the display function of the logos can remain i~ 
in assertion as communication. because display itself p1'esupposa til. un
veiledness of beings and thus the differentiation of the understanding of being, If 
the start is made from the verbal sequence, then the only remainmg 
possibility is to characterize the "is" as a combinatory word. 

But it will be said that, although the character of the "is" as a combiuato.y 
word may be taken externally, this copulatory character of the "is" neverthe
less cannot remain so completely accidental. Perhaps prior to any imbpof 
words or ideas this "is" signifies a linkage in the being itself about which the 
assertion is made. Even we ourselves said that sunthesis and diailail, 
taking-together and laying-asunder, in the sense of determining beloag to 
the display structure of assertion. If sunthesis and diairesis have the 6mction 
of displaying some being, then obviously this being must, as a being. with 
respect to its being, be of such a sort that, roughly speaking, it demands 
such a combining as the display function appropriate to it. ~ 
determinant assertion aims at making accessible in its unity the organized 
manifoldness of the given entity. Thus the determinations of the entitJ 
itself, of that about which the assertion is made, have a character of &riftC 
together which, taken externally, is a character of being combined. But~ 
insofar as the assertion is asserted about some being, the "is" will ~y 
signify such a togetherness. The "is" will necessarily express a syn~ 
quite apart from whether in its form as a word within the spoken sen~ d 

does or does not function as copula. The "is" then would not be a combina• 
tory concept because it functions as copula in the proposition, but just the 
reverse, it is a copula. a combinatory word in the proposition, only ~u:
its meaning in the expressing of a being means this being an~ th~ being the 
this being is essentially determined by togetherness and combmatton. ln. • 
idea of being. as we shall see. there is thus present something like c~ 

d h h "· " gets t• ... tion. taken quite externally. and it is no acci ent t at t e 1S ..... as 
character of the copula. Except that then the characterization of the 15 by 
copula is neither phonetic nor verbal but purely ontological, understood 
way of that about which assertion asserts. pat 

The closer we get to this "is," the more puzzling it becomes. W,e must~ 
believe that the "is" has hccn clarified by what has so far been scud. But 
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tun~ should now be clear, namely. that determination of the "is" by way of 
:he ~ttert-d. pro~ition. does n_ot _lea~ to. t~e sphere of .. ~~~ appropriate 

tological mqutry. Indtfferent tn tts lmgutsttc form, the 1s always has a 
~ftere"nt meaning in living discourse. Assertion, however, is not primarily 

•elatory but presupposes the unveiledness of some being. Assertion, 
d:partivc a~d displa.yin~, ~ence ~not signify a beingj~ in general, but, 
instead. sigmfies a being 1n 1ts unvetledness. Thus the questton arises whether 
this determining of that which is spoken about in assertion-a being in its 
unveiledness-enters into the signification ofthe "is" by which the being of 
the a!'.sertion' s object is exhibited. If so, not only would there be present each 
time in the "is" a meaning of being already differentiated prior to the 
assertion. being as extantness, as esse existentiae, or as esse essentiae or 
both together, or a meaning of being in some other mode of being, but also 
there would simultaneously belong to the signification of the "is" the 
rmveiledness of that which is asserted about. In uttering assertions we are 
accustomed often to stress the "is." For example, we say "The board is 
black." This stress expresses the way in which the speaker himself under
stands his assertion and intends for it to be understood. The stressed "is" 
permits him to be saying: the board is in fact black, is in truth black; the 
entity about which I am making the assertion is just as I assert it to be. The 
stressed "is" expresses the being-tTUe of the assertion uttered. To speak more 
precisely. in this emphasis that sometimes occurs, we see simply that at 
bottom in every uttered assertion the being-true of the assertion is itself co
intended. It is not an accident that in setting out from this phenomenon 
Lotze arrived at his theory of the subsidiary thought. The question is 
whether our attitude to this theory must be positive-that is, whether it is 
necessary to resolve every assertion into a double judgment, or whether, in 
COntrast. this additional signification of the "is," this being-true, cannot be 
COnceived immediately from the idea of being. 

In order to clarify this as a problem we must first ask what this being-true 
~-f .~he assert ion means, which at times also gets expressed in the stressed 
b;. by the way the as..<;ertion is uttered. What is the relationship of this 

mg-true of the assertion to the being of the entity about which the 
ili!lertion is made, which being {Sein} the "is" in the sense of the copula 
lllean!. primarily? 

§lit As.sertional truth, tM idea of truth in getu!ral, and its 
relaJion to tM concept of being 

a) The being-true of assertion as unveiling. Uncovering 
and disclosing as ways of unveiling 

~e have already taken note of Aristotle's striking thesis about the being· 
1\Je of the logos, assertion, one that has been maintained in the tradition 
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since his time. According to it the being-true of assertion is ouk en 
masin, not in things, but en dianoia, in the understanding, in inteUectu, Pfae. 
Scholasticism puts it. We shall be able to decide whether this thesis 11 

Aristotle's is correct and in what sense it is tenable only if we first ltQin ri 
satisfactory concept of truth. It could then be shown how truth is not itaelf 8 

being that appears among other extant things. But if truth does not~ 
among the extant as something itself extant. that does not yet dedde 
whether it may not nevertheless constitute a determination of the being of 
the extant, of extantness. As long as this question is not cleared up 
Aristotle's proposition "truth is not 'in' things" will remain ambiguous,.; 
the positive part of his thesis. according to which truth is supposed to be in 
the intellect. will remain equally ambiguous. Here, too, we have to Ilk. 
What does "truth is in the understanding" mean? Is it supposed to be •Jina 
that truth is something which occurs like a psychical process? In what 1e111e 
is truth supposed to be in the understanding? In what way is the undenwd. 
ing itself? We see that here we come back again to the question about the 
mode of being of the understanding, of the act of understandmg u a 
comportment of the Dasein's, the question about the existential cJetermiDa. 
tion of the Dasein itself. Without this we shall not be able to answer the 
question in what sense truth is if it is in the understanding, which fupde:ro 
standing/ belongs to the Dasein's being. 

Both components of the Aristotelian thesis are ambiguous, so that the 
question arises in what sense the thesis is tenable. We shall see that neither 
its negative part nor its positive part can be maintained in the form it 
assumes in the naive and customary interpretation. But this means that. 
while truth belongs in a certain way to things, it is not present among tbinp 
themselves as another extant entity like them. And on the opposite side. 
truth is not in the understanding if understanding is thought of as a ~ 
within an extant psychical subject. It thus will emerge that truth neither 11 

present among things nor does it occur in a subject but lies-taken aiJOOil 
literally-in the middle 'between" things and the Dasein. 

If Aristotle's thesis is taken in a purely external manner, as it is usual~! 
taken, it leads to impossible problems. For it is said: truth is not in thingS~ 
therefore is not in the objects but in the subject. This then leads to 
statement that truth is in some sense a determination of the mind, 50:

thing inside it, immanent in consciousness. The problem then ariseS. ~ 
can something immanent in consciousness refer to something transcenden, 
out there in the objt."Cts? Inquiry here gets irretrievably pushed int:er 
hopeless situation; since the question is itself put the wrong way, an ans of 
can never be attained. The consequences of this impossible predic~rnentfor 
inquiry appear in the theory's being driven to every possible de~ it 
instance, it St.'t's that truth is not in objects, but also not in subjects, and sO 
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es up with a third realm of meaning. an invention that is no less 
~tful than medieval speculation about angels. If this impossible situa
. is to be avoided, the sole possibility lies in reflecting on what would be 

:subject '"inside" which something like being-true is supposed to have its 
()\110 existence. 

We shall first ask what it means to say that an assertion is true. To find 
the answer it is necessary to go back to the determination of assertion that 
was given. that it is communicative-determinative exhibition. The last 
mentioned character, exhibition, is primary. It means that an assertion lets 
that which is talked about in it be seen in the way of determinative 
predication; ass~r:ti~n makes t.hat which is talked about accessible. !_his 
preclicative exhtbttton of a bemg has the general character of unvetltng 
letting-be-encountered. In understanding the communicated assertion, the 
hearer is not directed toward words or meanings or the psychical processes 
of the communicator. Instead. so far as the assertion is on its own part in 
keeping with the thing. the hearer is directed from the very beginning in his 
understanding of it toward the entity talked about, which should then come 
to meet him in its specific being {So-seinJ. Exhibition has the character of 
unveiling. and it can be determination and communication only because it 
unveils. This unveiling. which is the basic funct1on of assertion, constitutes 
the character traditionally designated as being-true. 

The way of unveiling correlative to the entity about which an assertion is 
made varies with the intrinsic content and the mode of being of the assertion's 
object. We shall call the unveiling of an extant being-for example, nature 
in the broadest sense-uncovering. The unveiling of the being that we 
ourselves are. the Dasein, and that has existence as its mode of being. we 
shall call not uncovering but disclosure, opening up. Within certain limits 
~rminology is always arbitrary. But the definition of being-true as unveil
~g. making manifest, is not an arbitrary. private invention of mine: it only 
gives expression to the understanding of the phenomenon of truth, as the 
Greeks already understood it in pre-scientific as well as philosophical 
~rstanding. even if not in every respect in an originally explicit way. 
de to alread~· says explicitly that the function of logos, of assertion, is 
G loun. rnakm_g plain, or, as Aristotle says more exactly with regard to the 
. teek expresston of truth: aletheuein. Lanthanein means to be concealed: a
~ the privative, so that a-letheuein is equivalent to: to pluck something out 
t It~ concealment, to make manifest or reveal. For the Greeks truth means: 
io take out of concealment, uncovering, unveiling. To be sure the Greeks' 
T~rp~ctation of this phenomenon was not successful in every respect. 
t rt'lore the essential initial approaches made by this understanding of 
~tn ,C'ould not be followed throu~h ~avorabl~ but-for r~sons we cannot 

e cons1der more closely-fell VICtim to mtsunderstandmg. so that today 
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in the tradition the original sense of the Greek understanding of truth . 
completely hidden. 11 

We shall attempt to investigate in further detail the understanding of the 
truth phenomenon. Being-true means unveiling. We include in this the 
mode of uncovering as well as that of disclosure, the unveiling of the being 
whose being is not that of the Dasein and the unveiling of the being that Vie 

ourselves are. We take being-true in this wholly fcmnal sense as unveiling, in 
which it is not yet cut to fit a specific being and its mode of being.~
as unveiling yields itself as a way of being of the Dasein itself, of the Dasein'a 
existence. So far as it exists-and this means, in conformity with our earlier 
results, so far as it is in such a way that it is in a world-the Dasein ia tnae; 
that is to say, with the unveiled world there are always already beinp 
unveiled, disclosed. uncovered, for it. The uncovering of extant beiap ia 
founded on the circumstance that the Dasein, as existent, in each eaae 
aJready comports itself to a world which is disclosed. In existing, the Dllem 
thus understands something like its world, and with the disclosut-.ofitsllfllfd 
the Dasein is at the same time unveiled to its own self for itself. We lave 
already heard that this self-disclosure of the Dasein, its self-understaodiag. 
at first gained factically. is appropriated on the path of self-undentaDding 
by way of things that are in some sense uncovered and with which tbe 
Dasein dwells as itself existing. Because this disclosure of itself, and in unity 
with it the uncoveredness of intraworldly beings, belongs to the aeartial 
nature of the Dasein, we can say that the Dasein exists in truth, that is, in tlw 
unveiledness of itself and of the beings to which it comports itself. Only 
because as existing it is essentially already in truth can it err as such, andcdy 
for that same reason is there conceaJment. pretense, and taciturn ftiiiiW. 

Being-true is unveiling, unveiling is a comportment of the ego. and 
therefore. it is said, being-true is something subjective. We reply, "subjeo
tive" no doubt, but in the sense of the well-understood concept af the 
"subject," as existing Dasein, the Dasein as being in the world. We can fii1IJI 
understand in what way the Aristotelian thesis that being-true does not 
occur in things but en dianoia, in the understanding, is valid. But we can 
also see in what way it is invaJid. If understanding and thinking are talc~ as 
a psychical understanding of an extant mind. then the presumed m~ 
of the assertion that truth occurs in the sphere of the subject rem~ 
unintelligible. But if. on the contrary. dianoia, intellect, understanding• 15 

taken in the way this phenomenon must be taken, in its apophantic 5~ 
ture, as the unveiling exhibiting of something, then it becomes cl~ . 
understanding as unveiling exhibiting of something is determined m: 
sically in its structure by being-true as unveiling. Thinking. as •. . , 
comportment of the human being. is situated in the possibility. as unveilinJ 
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eet suitably or to miss the entity that is given to it. The being-true of 
tO 1l'l . . bee . . . . . II ertion lies m tts structure, ause assertton IS tntnnstca y a comport-
:ot of the Dasein, and the Da.sein, as existing, is determined by being-

true· 

b) The intentional structure of unveiling. The existential 
mode of being of truth. Unvei.ledness as determination of 

the being of a being 

Since the Dasein exists as being-in-the-world, it is always already dwell
ing with some being. "With some being" we say-that is, this being is 
unveiled in some sense or other. To the Dasein as unveiling there belongs 
essentially something unveiled in its unveiledness, some entity to which the 
unveiling relates in conformity with its intentional structure. There belongs 
to unveiling. as to every other intentional comportment, an understanding of 
the being of that to which this comportment relates as such. In unveiling 
assertion the Dasein is directed toward something which it understands 
beforehand in that entity's unveiledness. The intentum of the intentio of 
unveiling assertion has the character of unveiledness. If we equate being
true with unveiling. aletheuein with deloun, and if unveiling is essentially. 
not accidentally. related in its intrinsic intentionality to something to be 
unveiled, then there belong to the concept of truth the moment of unveiling 
and the unveiledness to which, by its structure, this unveiling relates. But 
there is unveiledness only so far as there is an unveiling, so far as the Dasein 
exists. Truth and being-true as unveiledness and unveiling have the Dasein's 
mode of being. By its very nature, truth is never extant like a thing but exists. 
!hus Aristotle's thesis, when properly understood. becomes valid again in 
Its negative part. Being-true, says Aristotle, is not something in things; it is 
not something extant. Nevertheless, the Aristotelian thesis requires supple
mentation and more precise determination. For just because truth is only so 
far as it exists, having the Dasein's mode of being, and because there 
~longs to it at the same time the unveiledness of that to which it relates. it 
15 admittedly not anything extant; but, as the unveiledness of that to which 
OISsertion refers, it is a possible determination of the being of the extant. It is a 
determination of the being of the extant so far as the extant is, for example, 
unvc~leci in an unveiling assertion. 
a When we say that being-true does not mean something that is extant 
~ong things. this mode of speech still suffers from an ambiguity. For 
e lng-true. as the unveiling of something. means precisely. each time. this 
unllty to which it relates; it means this extant entity in its unveiledness. 

nvdt>dncss is indeed not an extant determination of something extant, 
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not a property of it, but belongs to existeoce qua unveiling. NevertheJe.a 
a determination of that about which assertion is made, unveiledneaa .' 418 

determination of the being of the extant. • 1 

With refereocc to the Aristotelian thesis, the result emerges that truth. 
not in the understanding, if the understanding is taken to be an ~ 
subject. Truth is in things. so far as things are taken as Un<:Overecf. the 
uocovered objects of the assertion that is made about them. Being-true. 
extant neither in things nor in a mind. On the other hand, however, truth 11 

unveiling is in the Dasein as a determination of its intentional ~ 
ment. and it is also a determinateness of some being, something extaot, 
with regard to its being as an unveiled entity. It follows from this that beiDa
true is something that "lies between" the subject and the object, ifthaeWoo 
terms are taken in their ordinary external signification. The phenomena.. of 
truth is interconnected with the basic structure of the Dasein, ita er..._ 
dence. 

c) Unveiledness of whatness and actualness in the "is" ol 
assenion. The existential mode of being of truth and the 

prevention of subjectivistic misinterpretations 

We are now in a position to focus more sharply on the problem of the ...... 
in the proposition. Here the "is" can mean ( 1) the extantness of a being. 
existentia, (2) the whatness of something extant, essentia, or (3) bath 
together. In the proposition "A is," "is" asserts being, for example, beiDs 
extant. "A is B" can mean that B is predicated of A as a determination of' A'a 
being-such [So-sein), where it remains undetermined whether A is or Ia not 
actually extant. But "A is B" can also signify that A is extant and Bill 
determination extant in A, so that existentia and essentia of a being C1D be 
intended simultaneously in. the proposition "A is B." In addition. "il" 
signifies being-true. Assertion as unveiling intends the extant entity in itS 
unveiled, its true being-such. It is not necessary to have recourse to a sOc:aDecl 
subsidiary thought and a second judgment within assertion. ~ f~ ~j: 
"is" in assertion is understood and spoken, it already signifies m~~ 
the being of a being which is asserted about as unveiled. In the uttermg of 
assertion, that is to say. in the uttering of exhibition, this exhibitio~. ~ 
intentionally unveiling comportment, expresses itself about that to which 1 

refers. By its essential nature, that which is referred to is ~nv~iled. So f~ 
this unveiling comportment expresses itself about the ent1ty It :ef~rs ~~ten 
determines this being in its being. the unveiledness of tha~ ~h1ch.1S :~~~ 
of is eo ipso co-intended. The moment of unveiledness 1s amphed an 1 
coocept of the being of the entity which is meant in the assertion. ~as 
say "A is B," I mean not only the being-B of A hut also the being-B of 
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·Jed. It is understood as implied in the uttered "is," so that I do not 
unve• •ard make another special judgment whose content is that the first 
~eJ'\\ ent 1s true. This theory of Lotze's stems from a concept of truth that 
J~ed upside down; con~ently •. it is not see.n that bein~-true alrea~y 
. in as~·rtive comportment atself. m the first JUdgment, m conformaty 
ties Th . . If. . . . hits structure. e extant entaty atse 1S m a certam way true. not as 
~~~nsically extant. but as uncovered in the assertion. Uncoveredness is not 
:elf extant in the extant entity, but instead the extant entity is encountered 
vtithin the world of a Dasein, which world is disclosed for the existent 
J)asein. Viewed more closely. assertion, as communicative-determinative 
exhibition. is a mode in which the Dasein appropriates for itself the un
covered being as uncovered. This appropriation of a being in true assertion 
about it is not an ontical absorption of the extant entity into a subject. as 
though things were transported into the ego. But it is just as little a merely 
subjectivistic apprehending and investing of things with determinations 
which we cull from the subject and assign to the things. All these interpreta
tions invert the basic structure of the comportment of assertion itself, its 
apophantic. exhibitive nature. Assertion is exhibitive letting-be-seen of 
beings. In the exhibitive appropriation of a being just as it is qua uncovered, 
and according to the sense of that appropriation, the uncovered entity's real 
deterrninativeness which is then under consideration is explicitly appropri
ated to it. We have here once again the peculiar circumstance that the 
unveiling appropriation of the extant in its being-such is precisely not a 
subjectivizing but just the reverse. an appropriating of the uncovered 
determinations to the extant entity as it is in itself. 

As unveiling and in one with the unveiledness pertinent to what is 
unveiled. truth belongs to the Dasein; truth exists. Truth possesses the 
mode of being of the Dasein, and the Dasein is by its essential nature 
transcendent; therefore, truth is also a possible determination of beings 
tlk:04Jntered within the world. Such a being, for example, nature, does not 
depend in its being-that and whether it is a being or not-on whether it is 
~whether or not it is unveiled and encountered as unveiled for a Dasein. 

e •~ truth-unveiling and unveiledness-only when and as long as 
~In exists. If and when there are no "subjects," taken in fact in the well
f~ rstood sense of the existent Dasein. then there is neither truth nor 
~ hOfxl But does not t~th ~h.en bcco~e dependent on the "subj~t'~? 
110 · •t not thus become subjectavazed, whale we nevertheless know that at as 
obll\ethang "objective, exempt from the inclinations of any subjects? Is all 
D!:~•ve t~~~ denied :Vhen we say 'Trut~ exi.~ts and it is only so far as 
fait . n c-xasts ! If truth as only so far as Dasean exasts. does not all truth then 
th· Vachm to the inclination and caprice of the ego? If, by its consequences, 

lS Interpretation of truth-as unveiling that belongs to the Dasein's 
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existence, as something that stands and falls with the existence or the 
existence of the Dasein-makes all binding and obligating ob.iec:tive:::: 
sion impossible and declares all objective knowledge to be by the grace of 
the subject, must it not be characterized from the very outset as untenable? 
To avoid these fatal consequences, must we not from the very outlet 
presuppose for all science and all philosophical knowledge that there ia 
truth which subsists in itself. which. as it is said, is timeless? a 

Such arguments are in fact offered generally or everywhere. Commor. 
sense is surreptitiously called to aid, arguments are employed that do not 
provide objective reasons, surreptitious appeal is made to the conser.ua of 
ordinary understanding. for which it would be unbearable if there Wile 110 
eternal truths. But in the first place it must be said that phi~ 
knowledge and scientific knowledge in general do not trouble themaeha 
about the consequences, no matter how uncomfortable they may be to the 
philistine understanding. What is at stake is the sober, unmitigated dlrity 
of the concept and the recognition of the results of investigation. All other 
consequences and sentiments are irrelevant. 

Truth belongs to the ontological constitution of the Dasein itself: Wbm 
it is said that truth is something intrinsically timeless, the folfowinB prob
lem arises: To what extent does not our interpretation explain truth subjec
tively. level all truth relativistically, and relinquish theory to skepticism? 
After all. 2 times 2 equals 4 is true not just since the day before yesterday 
and not just until the day after tomorrow. Surely this truth does not depend 
on any subject. What does this imply then about the statement that truth il 
only if and as long as there is Dasein which unveils. is true, exists in trUth? 
Newton's laws, which are often used in arguments having to do with the. 
interpretation of truth. have not existed from all eternity, and they were not 
true before they were discovered by Newton. They became true only in and 
with their uncoveredness, because this uncoveredness is their trUth. It 
follows from this neither that, if they first became true with their uncover
ing, they were false before the uncovering nor that they will become false 
when their uncoveredness and their unveiledness become impossible, when 
no Dasein any longer exists. Before being discovered the Newto~ Ia~ 
were neither true nor false. This cannot mean that the entity w~ ~ 
uncovered with the unveiled laws was not previously in the way ~ w~. 
showed itself after the uncovering and now is as thus s~~ 1 dy 
Uncoveredness, truth, unveils an entity precisely as that wh1ch It airea As 
was beforehand regardless of its uncoveredness and non-uncove~~ 
an uncovered being it becomes intelligible as that which is just how st IS be 
will be, regardless of every possihle uncoveredness of itself. For natun: to the 
as it is, it does not need truth, unveiledness. The content intended &n 
true proposition "2 times 2 = 4" can subsist through all etemity withO'I' 
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were existing an~ truth about it: So. far as ~ere is a truth about i~. this truth 
derstands preciSely that nothmg m what tt means depends on 1t for being 

:at it is. But that the": m~y be eternal tru~~ will remain an arbitrary 
umption and affirmauon Just so long as 1t as not demonstrated with 

:Oiutc evidence that from all eternity and for all eternity something like a 
human Dasein exists, which can by its own ontological constitution unveil 
beings and appropriate them to itself as unveiled. The proposition "2 times 

2 -== 4" as a true assertion is true only as long as Dasein exists. If in principle 
no Dasein any longer exists, then the proposition is no longer valid, not 
because the proposition is invalid as such, not because it would have become 
false and 2 times 2 = 4 would have changed into 2 times 2 = 5, but because 
the uncoveredness of something as truth can only co-exist with the existing 
Dasein that does the uncovering. There is not a single valid reason for 
presupposing eternal truths. It is even more superfluous if we were to 
presuppose that there were such a thing as truth. A favorite theory of 
knowledge today believes that, in response to skepticism about all science 
and knowledge, we have to make the presupposition that there is truth. This 
presupposition is superfluous, for so far as we exist we are in truth. we are 
unveiled for ourselves and the intraworldly beings which we are not are at 
the same time unveiled for us in some way or other. The extent and limit of 
unveiledness is a matter of indifference in this case. It is not we who need to 
presuppose that somewhere there is "in itself' a truth in the form of a 
transcendent value or valid meaning floating somewhere. Instead, truth 
itself, the basic constitution of the Dasein, presupposes w, is the presup
position for our own existence. Being-true, unveiledness, is the fundamental 
condition for our being able to be in the way in which we exist as Dasein. 
Truth is the presupposition for our being able to presuppose anything at all. 
For presupposing is in every case an unveiling establishment of something 
as being. Presupposition everywhere presupposes truth. We do not first 
have to presuppose truth in order to arrive at knowledge. But that an entity 
ofthe character of the Dasein, hence a being which by its essential nature 
~in truth. is necessary, not to say eternal. can never be proved. It may 

belteved on the basis of certain religious or other reasons-but we are 
::t talking about a knowledge which in its demonstrative sense would only 
faqqutt(', far fr~m suitab~e as a foundation for scientific knowledge. Has any 
h uall] existmg Dasem, has any one of us as such, decided freely of 
. ~rnself and will any existing Dasein ever be able to decide of itself whether 
•t will 'II truth. or WI. not ent~r into ex~sten~e? Ne~er. T~e estab~ishm~nt of eternal 
i o; remams a fanciful assertiOn, JUSt a'> It remams a naive misunderstand
~~- to believe that truth, if it exists only and as long as Dasein exists, is 
rel'~l'~ed over to relativism and skepticism. On the contrary. the theories of 

attvt);m and skepticism spring from a partially ju.'>tificd opposition to an 
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absurd absolutism and dogmatism of the concept of truth, a ~ 
that has its ground in the circumstance that the phenomenon of truth. 
taken externally as a determination of the subject or of the object ~ 
neither of these notions works, as some third realm of meaning. If We:· if 
impose on ourselves or surreptitiously permit hidden convictions of one IIOt 
or another to play a role in our investigation. then this insight erner: 
unveiling and unveiledness-which is just to say. truth-are ~. · 
the Dasein's transcendence; they exist only so far as Dasein itself exists. Ill 

d) The existential mode of being of truth and the buic 
ontological question of the meaning of being in gmen1 

But one more step is needed. Truth is not something extant, but it is 
indeed a possible determination of the being of the extant so far 11 the 
extant entity is uncovered. How can the being of a being, and especially the 
being of the extant, which in its essential nature is independent of the 
existence of a Dasein. be determined by uncoveredness? If the being of m 
extant entity is to be determinable by uncoveredness, then the being fi a 
being or, more precisely, the mode of being of each being must have the 
ontological character of truth. However, can we say then that being ibelf 
has a mode of being? A being, something that is, is and has a bema; but 
being itself is surely not a being. Yet in the proposition "Being ia not a 
being" we are already asserting the "is" about being. What does the "is" here 
mean when I say that being is this or that? What sense does the copula haw 
in all assertions about being, which is not a being? 1 What meaning does the 
copula have in all ontological propositions? This question is the c:entral 
mystery which Kant investigates in his Critique of PuTe Remon, even if it is 
not readily visible from the outside. Something like being must in some 
sense be, if we validly speak of it and if we comport toward beings as,~ 
that is, if we understand them in their being. In what way "is there ~ 
[In what way is being "given"?] Is there being only if and when truth~ 
when the Dasein exists? Does it depend on the existence ~f the 0.:: 
whether there is or is not being? If so. then this does not agam affirm tht 
whether there are or are not beings. for example nature, depends on be 
existence of the Dasein. The manner in which being is and can only 
given does not prejudice the case regarding whether and how beings are qua 
~.. . ~ 

The problem becomes concentrated into the question. How IS the 

-----;; 
I. Cf. /\ri~totlc. Mt'laphysaca, book (iamma. Z IIXI.~"lll: dio kai to me on e•na! fratlf' 

phamen ("h is for this reason that wt> s.ay t'Wn of nonbt·in!t I hat it IS non-bein!C· 
Ros.~. in Tht' Warks of Arutotk (R......_,), vol. K I 
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e of truth related to being and to the manner in which there is being? 
~~being and truth essentially related to each other? Does the existence of 
be7ng stand .an.d fall with the existence of truth?_ Is it the case that a ~ing. so 
~ as it is. JS mdependent of the truth about at, but that truth ex1sts only 
arhen the Dasein exists, and. conversely. if we may for once speak in an 
~reviatcd way. that being exists? 

By our critical discussion of the "is" and its ambiguity, and above all in 
regard to its interconnection with being-tTUe, we are driven back once more to 
the fundamental ontological question. In the fourth thesis, too, we see what in 
each instance emerged from the discussion of the three previous theses: the 
concept of being is in no way simple and just as little is it self-evident. The 
me4ning of being is most intricate and the ground of being is obscure. What 
is needed is a disentangling of the entanglements and an illuminating of the 
obscurity. Have we set about this task so well that the light and the clue for 
carrying it through are at our disposal? Not only have the considerations of 
the first part of our lectures. now concluded, brought closer to us the 
ambiguity and difficulty of apparently trivial questions, but also the dif
ferent ontological problems, because of their own contents, have forced our 
inquiry again and again back to the question about the being that we 
ourselves are. This being that we ourselves are, the Dasein, thus has its own 
distinction within the field of ontological inquiry. We shall, therefore, speak 
of the ontological priority of the Dasein. In the course of our considerations, 
we saw that throughout phiJosophy, even where it is apparently primarily 
and solely the ontology of nature, there occurs a movement back to the 
nous, mind, psuche, soul. logos, reason, the res cogitans, consciousness, the 
ego, the spirit-that all elucidation of being, in any sense, is oriented 
toward this entity. 

We have already roughly characterized the reason for this ontological 
~edence of the Dasein. It lies in the circumstance that this being is so 
uniquely constituted in its very makeup that the understanding of being 
belongs to its existence, an understanding on the basis of which alone all 
comportment toward beings. toward extant things as well as toward its own 
self. becomes possible. If. now, we take hold of the basic problem of philoso
~ and ask the question about the meaning and ground of being. then, if we 

not W1sh to work merely imaginatively. we must keep a firm hold 
11\ethodically on what makes something like being accessible to us: the 
~~tNanding of being that belongs to the Dasein. So far as understanding 
tha mg belongs to the Dasein's existence, this understanding and the being 
ina~1 •.s unde~stood and mea~t .in it become all the m.ore suitably a~d ?rig
t~ ) accessible. the more ongmaJiy and comprehensively the constatutwn of 
br Da.sein's being itself and the possibility of the understanding of being are 

ought to light. If the Dasein has a priority in all the problems of ontology, 
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because of the understanding of being that belongs to it, then it is n!ooh..!.. 

that the Dasein be subjected to a preparatory ontological investigation,'";It 
would provide the foundation for all further inquiry. which includes~ 
question of the being of beings in general and the being of the difti 
regions of being. We therefore call the preparatory ontological anal~ 
the Dasein fundamental ontology. It is preparatory because it alone .lint te! 
to the illumination of the meaning of being and of the horizon of the u~ 
ing of being. It can only be preparatory because it aims only to establish the 
foundation for a radical ontology. Therefore. after the exposition of the 
meaning of being and the horizon of ontology. it has to be repeated at 1 
higher level. Why no circle is implicit in this path or. better, why the circle 
and the circularity of all philosophical interpretation is not the mooater it is 
most often feared to be we cannot here discuss in further detail. By means of 
fundamental ontology. which has the Dasein as its ontological theme, the 
being that we ourselves are moves over to the center of philomphial 
inquiry. This can be called an anthropocentric or subjectivistic-idealiatic 
philosophy. But these signboards of the philosophical trade are without any 
meaning; they simply become either an insubstantial commendation of 
some standpoint or an equally insubstantial demagogical accusation of it. 
That the Dasein becomes the theme of fundamental ontology is not a whim 
of ours but springs on the contrary from necessity and from the ..mial 
content of the idea of being in general. 

The task of the fundamental ontological interpretation of the Daein is 
thus clear in its main lines. But to carry it out is by no means simple.Afttt:r 
all, we should not succumb to the illusion that the task can be finished with 1 

wave of the hand. The more unambiguously the problem of being is posecl 
the more impenetrable become the difficulties, particularly in a (ecturt 

course. which cannot presuppose an already complete mastery of~ 
and a satisfactorily comprehensive view of the whole problem. Here our~ 
can only be that of providing some orientation in regard to the. basiC 
problem of ontology. This is certainly unavoidable if we wish toP~ an 
adequate conception of philosophy as it has been vitally active in our histOI'Y 
since Parmenides. 



PART TWO 

The Fundamental Ontological Question of 
the Meaning of Being in General 

• 
The Basic Structures and 

Basic Ways of Being 

The discussion of the four theses in Part One was intended in each case to 
make an ontological problem accessible to us. This was to be done in such a 
way that the four groups of problems thus arising would show themselves to 
be intrinsically a unit, the problems constituting the whole of the basic 
problems of ontology. The following emerged as the four basic ontological 
problems;. first, the problem of the ontological difference, the distinction 
between being and beings; secondly, the problem of the basic articulation of 
bring. the essential content of a being and its mode of being: thirdly. the 
P~lem of the possible modifications of being and of the unity of the concept of 
bring in its ambiguity; fourthly, the problem of the truth-character of being. 
~ We shall assign the four chaptns of this second part each to one of these 
our basic problems. 





Chapter One 

The Problem of the 
Ontological Difference 

k is not without reason that the problem of the distinction between being in 
gmeral and beings occurs here in first place. For the purpose of the 
discussion of this difference is to make it possible first of all to get to see 
thematically and put into investigation, in a clear and methodically secure 
way, the like of being in distinction from beings. The possibility of ontol
ogy. of philosophy as a science, stands and falls with the possibility of a 
sufficiently clear accomplishment of this differentiation between being and 
beings and accordingly with the possibility of negotiating the passage from 
the ontical consideration ofbeings to the ontological thematization of being. 
!he discussions in this chapter will therefore claim our preponderant 
Interest. Being and its distinction from beings can be fixed only if we get a 
proper hold on the understanding of being as such. But to comprehend the 
understanding of being means first and foremost to understand that being 
to whose ontological constitution the understanding of being belongs. the 
Daseln. Exposition of the basic constitution of the Dasein. its existential 
COn.~t}~tion. is the task of the preparatory ontological analytic of the 
~~n s existential constitution. We call it the existential analytic of the 
the ln. I~ ~ust aim at bringing to light the ground of the basic structures of 

Dasem m their unity and wholeness. To be sure, in the first part we 
~~~()~ally gave individual pcmions of such an existential analytic, so far as 
the f>Osltlvely critical discussions provisionally required. But we have nei
~ r ':U.n through them in their systematic order nor given an express 
Onpo~ltlon of the Dasein's basic constitution. Before we discuss the basic 
~ological problem. the existential analytic of the Dasein needs to be 

eloped. This, however. is imJX>ssible within the present course, if we 

227 
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wish to pose the basic ontological problem at all. Therefore, we ha 
choose an alternative and presuppose the essential result of the ~ .to 
analytic of the Dasein as a result already established. In my treatise on~ 
and Time, I set forth what the existential analytic encompassea i;'?l 
essential results. The outcome of the existential analytic. the exposition: 
the ontological constitution of the Dasein in its ground, is this: t~ ~ 
tion of the Dasein's being is gTotmded in tempoTality {Zeitlichkeit]. If 'IJe 
presuppose this result, it does not mean that we may permit ourselves to be 
satisfied just to hear the word "temporality." Without explicitly ~ 
here the proof that the Dasein's basic constitution is grounded in tem
porality, we must nevertheless attempt in some way to gain an unc:lerstaDd
ing of what temporality means. To this end we choose the following path. 
We shall take as ouT staTting point the common concept of time and learn to • 
how what is commonly known as time and was for a long time the only 
concept of time made into a problem in philosophy, itself,...,..,._ 
tempoTality. The point is to see that and how time in its common .._ 
belongs to and springs from temporality. By means of this re8ection we 
shall work our way toward the phenomenon of temporality itself IDd ita 
basic structure. What shall we gain by doing this? Nothing less than iruWrt 
into the original constitution of the Dasein's being. But then, if incW * 
undeTstanding of being belongs to the Dasein's existence, this understancfirl& C1DD 

mwt be based in tempoTality. The ontological condition of the possibility c("' 
undeTstanding of being is tempoTality itself. ThtTefOTe we mwt be ablr CO cull 
from it that by way of which we undeTstand the liheofbeing. Temporalilytabs 
over the enabling of the understanding of being and thus the enaNing c( dw 
thematic inttrpTetation of being and of its articulation and manifold WCI)IS; it 
thus makes ontology possible. From this arises a whole set of apecifil: 
problems related to temporality. We call this entire problematic that ri 
TempoTality (Tempcwalitiit]. The term ''Temporality" [Temporalitit} does 
not wholly coincide with the term "temporality" [Zeitlichkeit], despite tt:
fact that, in German, Temporalitat is merely the translation ofZeitlichkeit 
It means temporality insofar as temporality itself is made into _a theme ~ 
the condition of the possibility of the understanding of be.mg and that 
ontology as such. The term ''Temporality" is intended to indicate 
temporality, in existential analytic, represents the horizon from which~ 
understand being. What we are inquiring into in existential anal~c, ~ 
tence, proves to be temporality, which on its part constitutes the horizOtl or 
the understanding of being that belongs essentially to the ~asei_n. and to 

The main point is to sec being in its Temporal determ~nauon_ . I ill 
~nveil its problcmati~s. ~ut if being becomes phenom~nologtc~ly VIS~ 
1ts Temporal determmauon, we thereby put ourselves m a pos1tton to 5';-be 
the distinction between being and beings more clearly as well, and to fD' 
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nd of the ontological difference. This gives us the design for the first 
~;ter of Part Two. which is to deal with the problem of the ontological 

difference: 

§l9. Time and temporality 
§20. temporality [Zeitlichkeit] and Temporality [femporalitat/ 
§21. Temporality ffemporalitatJ and being 
§22. Being and beings 

§19. Time cmd tempordlity 

The aim now is to press forward through the common understanding of 
time toward temporality. in which the Dasein's ontological constitution is 
rooted and to which time as commonly understood belongs. The first step is 
to make certain of the common understanding of time. What do we mean 
by time in natural experience and understanding? Although we constantly 
reckon with time or take account of it without explicitly measuring it by the 
clock and are abandoned to it as to the most commonplace thing. whether 
ware lost in it or pressed by it-although time is as familiar to us as only 
something in our Dasein can be, nevertheless. it becomes strange and 
puzzling when we try to make it clear to ourselves even if only within the 
limits of everyday intelligibility. Augustine's remark about this fact is well 
known. Quid est enim "tempus"? Quis hoc facile breviterque explicaverit? 
Qui.s hoc ad verbum de illo proferendum vel cogitatione conprehenderit? 
Quid autem familiarius et notius in loquendo conmemoramus quam "tem
pus"? Et intellegimus utique, cum id loquimur, intellegimus etiam, cum alio 
lcquente id audimus. -Quid est ergo "tempus"? Si nemo ex me quaerat, 
lcio; si quaerenti explicare velim, nescio; fidenter tamen dico scire me. 
quod, si nihil praeteriret, non esset praeteritum tempus, et si nihil adveniret, 
; esset futurum tempus, et si nihil esset, non esset praesens tempus. 1 

hat then is time; who can explain it easily and briefly? Who has 
COm~rehended it in thought so as to speak of it? But what is there that we 
ll'lentlon in our discourse more familiar and better known than time? And 
:~always understand it whenever we speak of it, and we understand it too 
Ill en We hear someone else speak of it.-What then is time? If no one asks 
kn:V,~ut it, I know; if I am supposed to explain it to one who asks, I do not 
"'ould : et I o;,ay confidently that I know: if nothing were to pass away there 
to he no past time, and if nothing were coming there would be no time 
Si~o~~· and if nothing were to exist there would be no present time.'' 

P ICius the Ncoplatonist says: ti de depote estin ho chronos. erotetheis 

1 ·"-ug11't•nc. Crmfnstrmt!J, 11.14. 
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mogis an ho sophotatos apokrinaito;2 "as to what time may be, then to . 
question hardly the wisest would be able to find an anSWer." p thia 
evidence for the difficulty of apprehending and interpreting titne ia \lither 
ftuous. Every attempt we ourselves make to elucidate what we mean by~· 
in our natural understanding of it, every attempt to lay out unveiled and~ 
its purity what is to be understood by time, convinces us of this. At 6rat 111 

are without any orientation at all. We do not know where to look, wbtt:xe 'tie 
seek and find the like of time. But there is a way that begins to help ua out: 
this perplexity. The common understanding of time very early reacbed 
conceptual expression in philosophy. Accordingly, in the explicit CXlQcepta 
of time, we have at our disposal a ponrayal of the time phenomenoo. 1'hi. 
phenomenon need no longer give us the slip completely if we hold ao to 1 
conceptual characterization of it. However, even if time becomea IDOft 
manageable when we comprehend these time concepts, we should not be 
led by this gain to surrender all methodical foresight and aitidam. For, 
precisely if the time phenomenon is so hard to grasp, it remains dcdJdUI 
whether the interpretation of time that was laid down in the t:raditional time 
concept is thoroughly in keeping with the phenomenon oftime. And naif 
it were, still requiring discussion would be the question whether thia 
interpretation of time, although suitable. reaches the phenomenoo in ill 
original constitution or whether the common and genuine time coacept 
only expresses a configuring of time that is indeed peculiar to it but doel oat 
lay hold of it in its originality. 

Only if we impose these reservations on ourselves is there any surety thll 
we can draw something of use for the understanding of the time pha.ome
non from a critical discussion of the traditional time concept. Now to 
understand the fundamental-ontological considerations it is in~ 
that the time phenomenon should be brought to view in its ~ 
structure. Hence it would be altogether pointless if we simply took ~ rJ 
one or more definitions of time in order simply to take the opportunitY to 
offer our own definition. What we need first of all is a many-sided ~ta
tion toward the time phenomenon. following the clue of the traditional U: 
concepts. After that it becomes peninent to inquire in what way 
interpretations of time from which these concepts have sp~ng t~ 
took sight of the time phenomenon. how far they took into vtew the on thiS 
time phenomenon, and how we can achieve the return passage frolll 
time phenomenon first given to the original time. . nca1 

For the sake of a synoptic view we shall divide §19 into (a) histO 

------2_ S~mpliciu..,, In Aris~dis physirorum lilwos quattuor primes romrM'!t4M, ed Herflll"" 
Diel~ (Berlin: [G. Reimer(, 1882). p. 695, line 17 f 
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. tation regarding the traditional concept of time and a delineation of 
Ofle;ommon understanding of time that lies at the basis of this concept, and 
~the common understanding of time and the return to original time. 

a) Historical orientation regarding the traditional concept 
of time and a delineation of the common undentanding of 

time that lies at the basis of this concept 

If we look back historically and survey the various attempts to master 
time conceptually. it turns out that the ancients had already set forth the 
essentials that constitute the content of the traditional concept of time. The 
twO ancient interpretations of time which thereafter became standard
Augustine's, which has already been mentioned, and the first great treatise 
on time by Aristotle-are also by far the most extensive and truly thematic 
investigations of the time phenomenon itself. Augustine agrees with Aris
totle also on a series of essential determinations. 

Aristotle's treatise on time is to be found in his Physics, 4.10.217b29-
4.14.224•17. He gives essential supplementary material for his view of time 
in the early chapters of the Physics, book 8. There are also some important 
passages in De Anima, book 3. Among ancient conceptions of time, that of 
Plotinus also has a certain significance, peri aionos kai chTOnou (Enneads 3. 7), 
"'n the Aeon and on Time." Aeon is a peculiar form intermediate between 
eternity and time. The discussion of the aeon played a great role in the 
Middle Ages. Plotinus, however, gives us more of a theosophical sperola
~ about time than an interpretation adhering strictly to the phenomenon 
itself and forcing the phenomenon into conceptual form. A summary 
Plrticularly useful for orientation regarding the ancient concept of time is to 
be found in the appendix that Simplicius provides in his great commentary 
~Aristotelian physics. At the conclusion of the interpretation of book 4 
deal co-:nm~ntary provides an independent appendix in which Simplicius 

5 With time. l Among the Scholastics. Thomas Aquinas and Suarez dealt 
~~ specifically with the time concept. in close connection with the 
ti ~otehan conception. In modem philosophy the most important inves
~hons of time occur in Leibniz, Kant. and Hegel, and here, too, at 

F om, the I\ristotelian interpretation of time breaks through everywhere. 
tim tom the most recent period we may cite Bergson's investigations of the 
~Phenomenon. They are by far the most independent. He presented the 
~tlal results of his inquiries in his Essai sur les donnees immidiates de Ia 

ence f 1H88). These investigations were extended and set in a wider 

3(b 
ld' pp. 773-1100. 
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context in his major work, L'eooluhon creatrice (1907). As early 88 hia 4::-. 

treatise, Bergson makes the attempt to overcome the Aristotelian COlW:ept <qf, 

time and to show its one-sidedness. He tries to get beyond the of 
concept of time by distinguishing duree, duration, in contrast wit~ 
commonly understood, which he calls temps. In a more recent work,~ 
et sirnultaneite (2nd edition, 1923), Bergson provides a critical~ 
of Einstein's theory of relativity. Bergson's theory of duration itself grew 
of a direct critique of the Aristotelian concept of time. The interpretation': 
gives of time in the common sense rests on a misunderstanding of .1\ris. 
totle's way of understanding time. Accordingly, his counte~ to 
common time, namely duration. is also in this sense untenable. HedoaDat 
succeed by means of this concept in working his way through to the true 
phenomenon of time. Nevertheless, Bergson's investigations are valuable 
because they manifest a philosophical effort to surpass the traditb.al 
concept of time. 

We have already stressed that the essentials of what can first of allbellid 
about time within the common understanding of it were said in tbe tw 
ancient interpretations of time by Aristotle and Augustine. Of the two, 
Aristotle's investigations are conceptually more rigorous and stronger while 
Augustine sees some dimensions of the time phenomenon more origiDally. 
No attempt to get behind the riddle of time can permit itself to dispemee 
with coming to grips with Aristotle. For he expressed in clear coraptual 
form, for the first time and for a long time after, the common undaeund
ing of time, so that his view of time corresponds to the natural coocept rl 
time. Aristotle was the last of the great philosophers who had eyes to • 
and. what is still more decisive, the energy and tenacity to continue to Colee 
inquiry back to the phenomena and to the seen and to mistrust from tbe 
ground up all wild and windy speculations, no matter how close to the bllrt 
of common sense. , 

We must here deny ourselves a detailed interpretation of l\ri.ltOdt.• 
treatise as well as Augustine's. We shall select a few characteristic propou
tions in order to illustrate by them the traditional time concept. In su# 
mentation we shall draw several important thoughts from Leibniz. W~ 
discussions of time, like all of his essential ideas, are scattered aboUt an 
occasional writings. treatises. and letters. a 

To the clarification of the Aristotelian time concept we shall preface 
short account of the structure of the Aristotelian treatise on time. 

a) Outline of Aristotle's treatise on time 

The treatise contains five chapters (Physics, 4.10-14). The fi":t ~~~ 
(chap. 10). being first. defines the inquiry. which moves in two di~.,.....-
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'fh first question is: poteron ton onton estin e ton me onton;• does time 
~ng among beings or non-beings? Is it something that exists of itself or 
~ ii exist only in such a way that it is co-present in something that exists ) 
n<~q:>endently? How and where is time? The second question runs: tis he 
t h sis autou;-' what is the nature, the essence, of time? These two questions ) ~,t!' 
~ut time's mode of being and its essential nature receive proportionately 
unequal treatment. The first question is discussed in lesser detail; the 
positive answer is given only in the last chapter (14.223"16-2248 17). The 
remaining portions of the treatise are devoted to the investigation and 
djscussion of the second question, What is time? Chapter 10 not only 
defines both these problems but also discusses provisionally the difficulties 
implicit in them. and in connection with this it makes reference to previous 
attempts at a solution. Aristotle's custom is almost without exception to 
introduce his investigations in this form: historical orientation and discus-
sion of the difficulties, the aporiai. Aporia means: not getting through, 
being without passage. The problems are at first set in such a way that it 
appears as though no further passage can be made in these inquiries. The 
essential content of the problem is provisionally brought closer by this 
historical orientation and discussion of aporiai. 

With reference to the first question, whether time is something extant or 
is not rather a me on, the latter determination seems to suggest itself as the 
answer. How should time exist as a whole, an ousia, if the parts that go to 
make it up are non-existent and are so in different ways? Things past and 
things future belong to time. The former are no longer, the latter are not yet. 
Past and future have the character of a nullity. It is as though time, as Lotze 
once put it, has two arms which it stretches out in different directions of 
DOn-being. Past and future, by their very concepts, are exactly non-existent; 
at bottom it is only the present, the now, that is. But on the other hand, time 
~is not composed of a manifold of existent nows. For in every now there 
::~y this now, and the others are now either not yet or no longer. The now 

IS never the same and never a single one, but another. a not-the-same 
and not-one, a manifold. But selfsameness and unity are determinations 
~sarily belonging to something that exists in itself. If these determina
JOns themselves are lacking to perhaps the only moment of time of which it 

A;\l/'r::1" 1k Physrca IRos..~l. book 4. 10.217''31 [W 1>. R~,·:~o ~-dition. or ~ditions. of 
lrltro,t •' PitySlcs can be tract.od back, at the earliest. to 1936: Aristot~'s Physia, with 
tht~ 1 Ul11"" and comm<'l1tary (Oxford: Clarendon. 19361. Hci~ger could not ha\·e uM.'d 
to ~c.::·""'~ the data provided in the GTundprobl~~M text I not.- 4. page 3301 are insuftlcicnt 
~I ~km, 11.·hach cdataon 1~ mtcndro. Hetdegger could haw us..-d the cdttlons by lmma-

5 ll l""' tllerlm. IIH.l) or Charlc<i Prantl (uirr.~:ig: Teubner. 18791. See note .W below. I 
"' . 211•32. . 
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can be said that it is, the now, then time seems to belong wholly 
completely to not-being and the non-existent (me on). Aristotle ~ 
ally lets the question of the mode of being of time rest with this aporia while 
he goes on to discuss several traditional views relating to the mode of h..; __ 

as well as the essential nature of time. --~~ 
( One view identifies time with the motion of the universe. He tou 1..-'-

-~] r kinesis,6 the whole of all beings, which moves, is time itself. In a C:: 
sense this is still conceived mythically. But all mythology has its basis in 
specific experiences and is anything but pure fiction or invention. It C8nDot 
be accidental and arbitrary that in this mythical view time is identified 'llith 
the motion of the universe. A second view tends in the same direction but ia 

-~ ( more definite. It says that time is he sphaira aute. 7 Time here is equated 
with the heavenly sphere which, rotating in a circle, embraces~ 
and contains everything within itself. To understand this we must hrmR 10 
mind the ancient picture of the world, according to which the earth it a dilk 
floating in the ocean with the whole of the heavenly sphere SWl'OUDdiaJit. 
In this sphere other spheres are layered one above the other in wbicb tbe 
stars are fastened. The outermost heavenly sphere embraces everytbiasthlt 
really exists. It and its rotation are identified with time. Acx:ordiag 10 
Aristotle the basis for this interpretation is as follows: en te to chrono ..,a 

( estin kai en te tou holou sphaira;8 everything that is, is in time; but 
: everything that exists is also inside the revolving vault of heaven, which il 

the outermost limit of all beings. Time and the outermost heavenly spbele 
are identical. There is something of experience implicit in this inCelpl'ltl
tion too: time in connection with the rotation of the sky and time alao • tblt 
in which all beings exist. We say indeed that what is, is in time. Even if, IIY' 
Aristotle, we have to disregard these simple-minded analyses, nevertheless 
there is a legitimate appearance supporting the view that time is somethiDI 
like motion, kinesis tis. We speak of the Aux of time and say that dalr 
elapses. For kinesis Aristotle also says metabole. This is the mOlt geaeral 
concept of motion; literally it means the same as the German Umac:hlai· 8 

change or tum [sometimes sudden, into its opposite}. But by its natUfC 
motion is en auto to kinoumeno, in the moving thing itself or alwa~ 
exactly where the thing in motion, the kinoumenon or metaballon. i ~ 
Motion is always in the moving thing; it is not something that floats as 
were above the thing in motion; rather, the moving thing itself moves
Motion therefore is always where the moving thing is. But time. says ----6. Ibid .. 2ts·33. . wur~~Jrl 

7. Ibid .. 218"1. !'The sphere itself." Tran~ R. P Hardie and R K. Gaye. m T~ rJ dll 
Aristotle (Ross). vol. 2 . . -\II fu"her rcft•rcnccs to the tianlic and Gaye translatiDII 
Phynca are to thi~ volume in the Roo;s ...dation. I 

8. lhad .. l1~'6f 
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ristotlc. ho de. chronos homoios kai pantachou kai pa~ pasin, 9 is: on the 1) r 
l\ trarv. in a l1ke mannn both !WfYWhere and also ~de_.everything and 
~~to. everything .. In t~is way a disti~ion is ~ed th~t cont~ts time with 

tion- While mot1on 1s always only m the movmg thmg and 1s only where 
: rnoving ~hing .is, time is. eve~h~re (pantachou), ~ot ~n ~ne definite 

tace. and it 1s not m the movmg thmg 1tselfbut~)bes1de 1t, m some way 
~ose by it. ~lotion and time differ in how they belong to the moving thing 
and to that which is in time ~.which we ~I ~he intratemporal [das 
Jnnerzeitige}. Thus the first prov1s10nal detenmnauon that had suggested 
itself. that time itself might be a motion, collapses. Time itself is not 
motion. hoti men toinun ouk estin kinesis. 10 On the other hand, however, 
time also does not exist without motion. Thus the result can now be 
formulated: time is oute kinesis out' aneu kineseos;11 it is not itself indeed 
the motion of the moving thing but still it is not without motion. From this it 
follows that time is connected in some sense with motion; it is not kinesis 
but kineseos ti, som_ahing_a.!,_ dose to, motion, something in connection with 
the motion of the moving th.ing:"fhe problem of the question about the 
essential nature of time concentrates on the question: ti tes kineseos estin, 12 

what connected with motion is time? 
In this way the course of the investigation is outlined beforehand. In 

cMptn 11, the second chapter of the treatise on time, which is the central 
chapter of the whole treatise, Aristotle reaches the result, the answer to the 
~on what time is. We shall merely record the result here because later 
we shall want to pursue in more detail the inte_rpretation of the nature of 
time. He says: touto gar estin ho chronos; arithmos kineseos kata to\ 
proteron kai husteron;13 time is this, namely. something counted which ..) 
shows itself in and JOT regard to the before and after in motion or, in short, 
something counted in connection with motion as encountered in the hori
ZOn of earlier and later. Aristotle then shows more precisely what is already 
~nt ~n t~e experience of a motion and how time is encountered there 

ong W1th 1t. He makes clear to what extent and in what sense time is 
arithmos, a number. and how the basic phenomenon of time, to nun, the 
now, results. 

the This lead~ him. in the third chapter (chap. 12). to define in greater detail 
connccuon between motion and time and to show that not only is 

9 lbad . .21X'·J \ 
IIJ lhad .21M'• ix 

anJ 1(. lhad. 11 . .219" l. ["Keither mo\'t'nll'nt nor indcp<--ndent of movcm~-nt." Trans. Hardie 
'"'" I 12 . 

13 ~~·t11 .21 'i' 3 ('V..1hat ~'Xactly Jl has to do with movement.~ T ran•. Hardle and Gayc.] 
lfttr .. 't" .2J9'•1f. ["for t1me i_~ just thif\-numher nf motion in respect of before and 

· ran, llardie and Gaye.) 
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motion in time and measured by time but conversely, too, time is rnea ... _ . 
by motion. Thus there emerges the fundamental question What ~ 
mean to say that something is "in time"? We normally express liOinE!tJ...;_} 
being in time by the German adjective "zeitlich." English "tern~::'ll1 

for terminological purposes we use the expression "zeitlich" or "tern~ 
in a different sense and take as the specific designation for the ·~ . 
time" of a being the expression "lnnerzeitigkeit," "intratemporality." ~ 
thing is in time, it is intratemporal. Elucidation of the concept of intratezn. 
porality clarifies the characterization of time as number. Since rest is itself 
limiting case of motion, the relationship between time and rest also .:. 
comes clear with the determination of the relationship of time and motion. 
Likewise, the relation of time to the extratemporal [ Ausseruitigen], USUally 
called the timeless, is cleared up by reference to the concept of int~~tem
porality. 

The fourth chapter (chap. 13) inquires into the unity of tiN in f1w 
manifoldness of the sequence of the nows. Aristotle tries to show hae how the 
now. to nun, constitutes time's real holding-itself-together, its c:obenra, 
sunecheia, in Latin continuum. German Stetigkeit, English continuity. 'Ibe 
question is how the now holds time together within itself as a whole. AD the 
time-determinations are related to the now. In connection with tbeaplaa
tion of sunecheia Aristotle gives an interpretation of several time deter
minations: ede, forthwith. arti. just now. and also palai, before this time or 
once, and exaiphnes, all of a sudden. Forthwith, just, once, suddenly, lar 
on, formerly are determinations, all of which go back to the nun. Just is_.. 
looking backward from a now; immediately is seen forward, as it were. fiom 
a now. Aristotle does not grasp these determinations in their inner~ 
tions but merely gives examples of time-determinations without recoJDIZ" 
ing their systematic order. 

The fifth chapter (chap. 14) goes back to the determination ~ "" 
drawn into the definition of time. the proteron and husteron, theeariirrand 
later. It discusses the Telation of the earlier and later to the before and ~ 
Following these discussions the first problem is taken up agam: Whlrf tbt 
how is time? Aristotle defines this question more closely in boo~ 8 : tbt 
Physics, in which he brings time into connection with the rotau~n and• 
heavens and with the nous. Time is not bound up with a si~gle rnouon ·tiCJil 
definite place. In a certain way it is everywhere. And yet, s1n~ by~ Sdl 
it is something counted, it can exist only where a countmg exu;ts· and 
counting is an activity of the soul. Time is in a certain way everyw~ 
yet it is in each instance only in the soul. Here we once again run up ? 'J'hii 
a difficult problem. What does it mean to say that time is in the soul~ 
corresponds to the question discussed in connection with the fourth do~ 
what it means to say that truth is in the understanding. As long as we 
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an adequate concept of the soul or the understanding-of the 
nave. -it remains difficult to say what "time is in the soul'' means. 
~~-~g is gained by saying that time is subjective; at most, it would give 

~= t~ probkms put p~ecisely the wro~g way. . . . . 
The question now ariSes, How can different ent1t1es and different movmg 

things which are in ti~e be in or _at the sa~e time if they are diffeTent? How 
. the simultannty of d1fferent thmgs possible? We know that the question 
~t simultaneity o~. more prec~sely. the question of the ~ssibility of an 
. tersubjectivc estabhshment of simultaneous events constitutes one of the 
~ problems of relativity theory. The philosophical treatment of the 
problem of simultaneity. depends on ~o factors: (I~ de~e~~ation of the 
concept of intratemporahty, the quest1on how somethang u an tame at all, and 
(2) clarification of the question in what way and where time is or, more 
precisely. whether time in general is and can be said to be. 

Since time for Aristotle is something connected with motion and is 
JDtaSW'C(i by means of motion, the problem is to find the purest motion, 
which is the original measure of time. The first and pre-eminent measure of 
all motion is the rotation (kuklophoria) of the outermost heaven. This 
motion is a circular motion. Time is thus in a certain sense a circle. 

From this brief survey it already appears that Aristotle broached a series 
of central problems relating to time. and in fact not indiscriminately but in 
their essential concatenation. Nevertheless, it should be noted that many 
problems are just touched on by him and also that those with which he deals 
more circumstantially are by no means without need of further inquiry and 
DeW radical formulation as problems. Seen in their entirety, however, all the 
central problems of time which were thereafter discussed in the course of 
~ further development of philosophy are already marked out. It can be 
~ that. subsequent times did not get essentially beyond the stage of 
~tl.e s treatment of the problem-apart from a few exceptions in 

llgustlne and Kant, who nevertheless retain in principle the Aristotelian 
COncept of time. 

f3J Interpretative exposition of Aristotle's concept of time 

!)) Following 'this survey of Aristotle's essay on time we shall try to gain a 
the ore thorough understanding of it. In doing so. we shall not keep strictly to 
tiQntext hut. hy a free discussion and occasionally by carrying the interpreta
non somewhat further. we shall try to focus more clearly on the phenome
adc:l as Anstotle st.'es it. We start here from the definition of time already 
hus~ed: touto gar est in ho chronos. arithmos kincseos kata to proteron kai 

eron; H for time is just this, something counted in connection with 

••. lbld 
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motion that is encountered in the horizon of the earlier and later ( . 
encountered with regard to the before and after). At first it might~ 
that this definition of time makes the phenomenon inquired into Slid 
opaque than accessible. The first point in the definition implies that~ 
something we find before us in connection with motion, as ~ 11 

something that moves as a moving thing, oute kinesis out' aneu kineaec;: 
Let us take a simple example. A vertical rod moves on the blackboard~ 
left to right. We can also let it move in the manner of a rotation With the 
lower end as pivot. Time is something about the motion, showing ibelf to 
us in connection with a moving thing. If we imagine this rod to lllOV'e or to 
rotate then we can ask, Where is time here, if it is supposed to pertain totbt 
motion? It is certainly not a property of this rod, not anything corporai, DOt 

heavy. not colored, not hard, not anything that belongs to its ateaaiooiDd 
continuity (suneches) as such; it is not something. not a piece of the rod' a 
manifold of points, if we think of the rod as a line. Also, however, Aristotle 
does not in fact say that time is something connected with the moviDg tlairw 
as such but rather with its motion. But what is the motion of the rod? Weay 
"its change of place, the transition from one place to another-whether iD 
the sense of simple forward motion or continued motion from one poiDt tD 
the other." Time is supposed to be something relating to the motion md 
not to the moving thing. If we follow the continued movement of the rod. 
whether in the sense of rotation or the other motion, will we then find time 
belonging to this continued movement itself? Does it adhere to the modoo 
as such? If we stop the motion, we say that time continues. Tune P on 
while the motion ceases. Thus time is not motion, and the rod's modoD il 
not itself time. Aristotle also does not say that time is kinesis, but ~ 
ti. something close to, connected with motion. But how? The motion here• 
the transition of the rod from one place to the other. The moving thing. 11 

moving, is always present at some one place. Is time at these places or il it 
even these places themselves? Obviously not, for if the moving thinl ~ 
run through the places in its movement, these places are, as such •. 
existent as definite locations. But the time at which the rod was at U:,: 
that place has passed. The place remains, time goes by. W,here and ~ 
then. is time at, with, the motion? We say that during its mot1on the~ Is 
thing is always at a place at a time. The motion is in time, intTatern~urnt 
time then something like a container. into which motion is put? ~d 1 thd' 
is always to be met with in connection with motion. is this ~~tame~? But 
something that carries motion as such along with it like a snail1ts she~ of 
when the rod is resting we again ask where time is. Do we find not res' 
time in the thing qua resting? Or something? We say 'The rod was at 

-------15. Ibid., 219'1. l .. ~cathcr movement nor indl1"'"n<il•nt "Tran~. Hardie and Ga)C·l 
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rtain length of time or temporarily." Nevertheless, although we may 
for; c~ around the moving thing and the motion itself as change of place, 
100 ~l nc\•cr find time if we hold to what Aristotle says. 
~We must ourselves ~tort, nat~rall~ we shal~ not find it. A~stotle does 

·ust remark indefimtely that t1me 1s somethmg cormected w1th motion; 
not J • 1 · h k' ber ed . ead. he says more precise y: ant mos meseos-a num connect 
~motion or. as he formulates it in one place, ouk ara kinesis ho chronos 
~·he arithmon echei he kinesis; 16 time is not itself motion but exists so far 

motion has a number. Time is a number. This again is astonishing, for 
:umbers are just exactly that of which we say that they are tim~l-=s, 
extratemp:>ral. How then is time supposed to be a nuRJbed.-Batnere. as 
fujarotle expressly stresses, the expression "number" (arithmos) must be 
~tood in the sense of arithmoumenon. Time is number not in the 
sense of the number that numbers as such but of the number that is 
IIJIIIlbtred, counted! Time as number of motion is what is counted in connec
tion with motion. Let us try an experiment. What can I count about the 
motion of the rod? Obviously. since the motion is a change of place, I can 
count the individual locations occupied by the rod in transition from one to 
the other. But, if I add up these locations, the sum of them to all eternity will 
never give me time but only the whole stretch run through, a piece of space 
but not time. Now we are able to count and to determine by counting the 
speed of the rod in its transition from one place to the other. What is speed? 
If we take the physical concept of speed. s = dlt. then speed is the path 
traversed divided by the elapsed time. From this formula it can be seen 
externally that time is involved in speed, because motion requires time. But 
this does not yet explain what time itself is. We have not come a single step 
closer to time. What does it mean, then. to say that the rod has a certain 
~?Patently. among other things, it means that the rod is moving in 
tirne.Its motion runs its course in time. How puzzling it is that all motions 
~-use_ up-time and yet time doesn't diminish at all. Let us think of 
al particular motions in the time between ten and eleven o'clock. Think 
:· a~. a second instance, of 100,000 motions in the same time. All of them 
ta'J.e th•s same time. In the second instance, when many more of them are 
ti ll~g this time, docs the time itself diminish or does it remain quan· 
u:;vcly. equal to itself? Is the time that is taken by the motions thereby all 
N up! If not, then it manifestly does not depend on the motions. 
rn CVerthcless. it is supposed to be what is counted in connection with 
coot•on. It seems to be pure assertion on Aristotle's part that time is what is 
~nted in connection with motion. Even if we go so far as to mark the rod's 

nge of place by numbers, so that we provide each place with a number 

16. Ibid. Zt•JI•Jf. 
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and thus find something counted or enumerated directly at each Place. 
transition of the moving thing. we do not uncover time with this ~tbe 
do we? I take my watch out of my pocket and follow the change of p~ Or 
the second hand, and I read off one, two, three. four seconds or . or 
This little rod. hurrying on. shows me time, points to time for me, f~ 
reason we call it a pointer, a hand. I read off time from the motion of a rod. 
Where then is this time? Somewhere inside the works, perhaps, SO that if) 
put the watch into my pocket again I have time in my vest pocket? Naturally 
not, the answer will be. Yet we ask in return, Where then is time, since it. 
certainly undeniable that we read it from the watch? The watch, the~ 
tells me what time it is, so that I find time in some way present there. 

We see that in the end Aristotle is not so wrong when he saya that time ia 
what is counted in connection with motion. As evidence we do not need for 
it something as refined as a modem pocket watch. When a human beioc iD 
natural, everyday existence follows the course of the sun and aaya "'t ia 

~ noon," "It is evening," he is telling the time. Time now, suddenly, ia in the 
sun or in the sky and no longer in my vest pocket. But really, then, where il 
this prodigy at home? How does it happen that we should fiDd time 
wherever we follow a motion, that we find time somehow attached to the 
motion and yet do not find it present right at the place where tbe moviDs 
object is? What are we attending to, toward which horizon are w. loMDrg, 
when-to keep to a simple example-we say at sunset that evening is 
coming on and thus determine a time of day? Are we looking only toward 

---->'l the particular local horizon, toward the west, or does our encounter with the 
moving object, the sun here in its apparent motion. look toward a different 
horizon? 

The definition of time given by Aristotle is so ingenious that it also~ 
this horizon, within which we are supposed to find, along with what 15 

counted in connection with the motion, none other than time. AristCJde 
says: arithmos kineseos kata to proteron kai husteron. We translate~ as: 
time is something counted in connection with encountered motion with ,1 

view to the before and after, in the horizon of the earlier and later. Time 15 

not only what is counted about the motion. but it is counted there so far~ 
that motion stand-. in the prospect of the before and after when we folJoul 
as motion. The horizon sought for is that of the earlier and later. ProtetO" 
and husteron are translated as earlier and later. but also as before an~~ 
The first determination, the proteron and husteron taken as earber. 
later. seems to be impossible. "Earlier" and "later" are time-determina~a: 
Aristotle says. time is what is counted about the motion we encounter.ll\ iS 
hori7.on of time (of earlier and later). But this simply means that tune Y 
something met within the horizon of time. Time is counted time. If 1. saas 
that time is that pertaining to motion which shows itself when I follo\V lt 
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_ n in the horizon of its earlier and later. the definition of time seems to 
lflot10 rivial tautology: time is the earlier and later, thus time is time. Is it 
be a ~while to busy ourselves with a definition that bears on its brow. as it 
~rt the crudest sort of logical error? Nevertheless. we should not cling to 
~:ords. Certainly earlier and later are time phenomena. But the question 
thernains whether what they mean coincides with what is meant in the 
~ect of the definitory statement "time is time." Perhaps the second term 
"tifne" means something different and more original than what Aristotle 
means in the definition itself. Perhaps Aristotle's definition of time is not a 
tautology but merely betrays the inner coherence of the Aristotelian time 
phenomenon. that is. of time as commonly understood, with the original 
time which we are calling temporality. As Aristotle says in his interpreta· 
tiofl, time can be interpreted only if it is itself understood again by way of 
time. that is. by way of original time. Therefore, it is not necessary to 
tranSlate the proteron and husteron in Aristotle's definition of time by the 
iDdifferent before and after--even though that has its own specific and 
proper validity-so that their time character comes out less obviously. in 
order to avoid the appearance that Aristotle is defining time by going back 
to time. If the nature of time is in some measure understood, then Aris
totle's interpretation and definition of time must be so interpreted, in 
conformity with its initial approach, that in it what he takes to be time must 
be construed by way of time. 

Anyone who has once seen these interconnections must plainly demand) 
that in the definition of time the origin of time in the common sense, of time & we 
tlleoLtnter it immediately, should come to light from temporality. For its origin 
belongs to its essential nature and thus demands expression in the definition ~ 
of this nature. 

If we permit the earlier and later to remain in the definition of time. this 
~not _yet show how accurate the Aristotelian definition of time is. how 
ar~hat 1s counted in connection with motion is time. What is the meaning r _that which is counted in connection with motion encountered in the 
onzon of the earlier and later"? Time is supposed to be what is encoun
~red in a specifically directed counting of motion. The specific direction of 
~•on m counting is indicated by the kata to proteron kai husteron. What 
~means will be unveiled for us if we first of all take proteron and husteron 

as forl' and after and show by means of our interpretation what Aristotle ::;ns h:. this, so that the translation of proteron and husteron by earlier 
later Is justified. 

$o linw 1s supposed to be something counted about motion, and in fact 
h meth•ng counted that shows itself to us with respect to the proteron and 
e:st~ron. We must now clarify what this means and in what way we 

()(!nencc something like time with respect to the before and after. Time is 
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kineseos ti, something we encounter in connection with motion. Torn . 
in general, kinesis or metabole, there belongs kinoumenon kineitai: 1 ::: 
ing thing is moving. is in motion. The most general character of motion. 
metabole, a turn or change or better a transition from so~ 11 

something. 17 The simplest form of motion, and the one most f~ 
used by Aristotle in his analysis of motion, of transition, is p~ transitioft 
from one place (topos) to another, shift. change of place. This is the motion 
we are familiar with also as physical motion. In such motion the kinourne: 
non is the pheromenon, being carried forwarg from one place to the other. 
Another form of motion is, for example, aiJb9. becoming different in the 
sense that one quality changes to another, one particular color to another 
and here too there is an advance ek tinos eis ti, away from lOmething towcni 
something. But this "away from something toward something" does DOt ba'o't 
the sense of transition from one place to another. Change of colorcanoexur 
at the same place. It already becomes clear from this that th,is ~able 
structure of the ek tinos ~is ti, "away from something toward ~ 
belongs to motion. The comparison with alloiosis shows tha~M, 
from something toward something" need not necessarily be taken spatillly. 
We shaU call this structure of motion its dimension, taking the c:oacept ol 
dimension in a completely formal sense, in which spatial character is DOt 
essential. Dimension expresses a general notion of stretch; extension iD tbe 
sense of spatial dimension then represents a particular modifirMion ol 
stretch. In the case of the determination of ek tinos eis ti we should rid 
ourselves completely of the spatial idea, something that Aristotle did, toO. A 
completely formal sense of stretching out is intended in "from something to 
something." It is important to see this, because it was with reference to this 
determination that the Aristotelian concept of time was misunderstood ~ 
the modem period, especially by Bergson; from the outset he toOk this 
dimensional character of time in the sense of spatial extension in its 
reference to motion. 

The determination of the suneches, being-held-together-within-iuelf. .con
tinuum, continuity, also belongs to stretch. Aristotle caJls the dimenl~ 
character megethos. This determination megethos, extension or~ 
tude, also does not have a primarily spatial character, but that of s .. 
There is no break implied in the concept and essential nature of ~= 
something to something;" it is, instead, a stretching out that is closed ~-..,;ht 
itself. When we experience motion in a moving thing. we n~ .. , 

-----17. Cf. Phy~a. 3.1-3 and 5. [In book_ 5. M"<" parttcularly l24•ZI-224h<J and Wb35:-~ f latter begins: And ~ince C'\'CI)' chang<' 1sjrom somethm~ to somcthmg-as the WO to ,.y 
/ (mt.otaboll') indicate«. 1mplying somethm~ 'after' (rnt.'ta) somethmg else. that 15 of (o&JI 

somethmg earher and somethmg later-that wh1ch chang<'' must change 1n one 
w .. p." Trans. Hardie and Gaye I 
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·ence along with it suneches, continuity. and in this continuity itself ek 
~neis ti. dimension in the original sense, stretching out (extension). In 
tiOOS ase of change of place the extension is locaUy-spatial. Aristotle ex
~s this set of circumstances in reverse order when he says that akolou
p . to megethei he kinesis,'" motion follows (comes in the wake oO 
:ension (extension). This proposition should.be understood n~t ontically 
but ontologically. It does not mean that a motton proceeds onttcally from 
s;tretch or continuity, that dimension has motion consequent to it. To say 
that motion follows continuity or follows dimension means that by the very 
nature of motion as such dimensionality. and thus continuity, precedes it. 
Extension and continuity are already implicit in motion. They are earlier 
than motion in the sense of being a priori conditions of motion itself. Where 
there is motion, there megethos and suneches (sunecheia) are already 
thought along with it a priori. But this does not signify that motion is 
identica.l with extension (space) and continuity, which is clear already from 
the fact that not every motion is a change of place, a spatial motion, but 
nevertheless is determined by the ek tinos eis ti. Extension here has a 
broader sense than specifically spatial dimension. Motion follows con
tinuity, and continuity follows extendedness. Akolouthei expresses the 
found4tional a priori connection of motion with continuity and extendedness. 
Aristotle employs akolouthein in other investigations, too, in this ontologi
cal signification. So far as time is kineseos ti, something connected with 
motion, this means that in thinking time, motion or rest is always thought 
along with it. In Aristotelian language, time follows, is in successiop to, 
motion. Aristotle says directly{ ho chronos akolouthei te kinesei. 19 for 
~e of place the sequence is as follows: place-manifold-(space) exten
SIOn-continuity-motion-time. Viewed backward from time this 

._:.Ibid .. 219" 1_1. ("But what is mowd is moved from something to something. and all 
itude LS contmoous. Therefore the movemmt goes with the magnitu~. Because the 

~tuck i\ continuous. the movement too mu.o;,t be continiiOliS. and if the movement. then 
~lll'le. ~?r the time that ha.o;, passed is always thought to be in proportion to the 

19 '7"t Trans. Hardie and Gaye.) 
hotin. bld · 21'1'23. (A sense of the difficulty of reading this passage may be deriwd from 
~J hov.· two t~an.\lations deal with it. "But the 'now' corresponds to the body that is 
c.rned a1long. ~' tLme correspond.,. to the motion. For it i~ by means of the body that is 
~ "ong that we become aware of the 'before and after' in the motion, and if we regard 
~ a.~ <ountahle we get the now_" Tran~. Hardie and Gaye. "And as time follows the 
it is~ h: movement. so does the 'no~~..' of time follow the analogy of the moving body, since 
vtrt~ t f ;;m·mg body that we come to know the before-and-after in movemmt, and n is in 
~rna~ 1 l' c~nt.ablene!\.~ of its before-and-afters that the 'now' exists." A note gives an 
~tar:)~e .. tra~~Lation of the 1a.\l two word.o;._: "the :now' is the before and _after. qua 
Vola II... dIn .\r~\totle. Th~ Phyncs, trans. Phahp H. Wtcksteo:d and Franc1s M. Comford. 2 
39! :\IJ~ rm \\ alla.tm Heinemann; !\lew York: G. P Putnam\ Sons. 19291. vol. 1, pp. 3H9-
t~ t'(j· Urthcr referenn-s to the V....'icbt~-cd and Comford tran~lation of the Phynca are to 

lt~<>n. vol. I I 
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means: if time is something connected with motion, then the . 
connection is thought along with time. And this plainly does not ~ 
time is identical with any of the phenomena thus thought in ~that 
withit. ·~ 

Unless the ontological sense of akolouthein has been comp~ 
Aristotelian definition of time remains unintelligible. Or else def; ~ 
int~rpretations occur, ~o~ example that of ~rgso~, who said that ~ 
Anstotle understands 1t 1s space. He was m1sled mto adopting this ~ 
quate interpretation because he took continuity in the narrower senae of the 
extensional magnitude of space. Aristotle does not reduce time to space 
does he define it merely with the aid of space. as though some ..,.: 
determination entered into the definition of time. He only wanta to show 
that and how time is something connected with motion. To this eDd, 
however, it becomes necessary to recognize what is already experienced iD 
and with the experience of motion and how time becomes visible in what ia 
thus experienced. 

To see more precisely the sense in which time follows upon motion or 
motion's stretching out, we have to clarify even further for ouraeha the 
experience of motion. The thoughts of motion, continuity, extension-and 
in the case of change of place, place-are interwoven with the experience cl 
time. When we follow a motion, we encounter time in the process without 
expressly apprehending it or explicitly intending it. In the concrete experi
ence of motions we keep primarily to the moving thing, the pheromeooo: 
ho ten kinesin gnorizomen;-2° we see the motion in connection with the 
moving thing. To see motion purely as such is not easy: tode gar ti to 
pheromenon, he de kinesis ou;-21 the moving thing is always a this-here. a 
definite entity. while the motion itself does not have a specifically individu
alized character that would give it its own special stamp. The moving thinl 
is given for us in its individuation and thisness, but motion as ~ is: 
given in that way. In experiencing motion we keep to the moving thing. 
we thus see the motion with the moving thing but do not see it as such. 

Corresponding to the way we bring motion closer to ourselves by focus
ing on the moving thing is the way we experience continuity in the e&ernents 
constituting something continuous. a continuum, points in the ~int ::; 
ifold of a line. When we experience motion we focus on the movmg ~· 
and the particular place from which it makes its transition to another.P. tly 
In following a motion we experience it in the horizon of a c_onjol" the 
enc~untered series of locatio~s on a co~tinu~us ~at_h. We ~peraei!Ct od 
mot1on when we sec the particular movang thmg m 1ts trans1t1on frorn 

lO. lbid .. lJ9'•J7 
ll Ibid .. ltiJI·30. 

-----
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anotht'r. V•ic see how it goes from there to here, from a from-there 
place to here This calls for more precise determination. 
to 3 to· ld be said that change of place is a traversing of a continuous series 

lt1CO~ so that I can obtain the motion by taking together all the places 
ofp&CC"' rsed. onl' there and another there, and so on. But if we merely re-count 
ua~ di\•idual places. reckoning up together all the individual theres and 
the ltl we do not experience any motion. Only when we see the moving :::·in its changing over from there to here do we experience motion, 
uansition. We must not take the places as a pure juxtaposition of there and 
here· Instead we must take this there as "away from there" and this here as 
"wward here." hence not simply a there and then again another there, but 
"away from there" and "toward here." We must see the presented con
teXture of places, the point manifold, in the horizon of an "away from 
there-toward here." This is primarily what Aristotle's condition kata to 
proteron kai husteron means. The there is not arbitrary; the from-there is 
prior, antecedent. And the to-here or hither is likewise not an arbitrary here, . 
but for the present. as hither, it is posterior, subsequent. If we thus see the/ 
place manifold in the horizon of the "away from there-toward here" and 
traverse the individual places in this horizon in seeing the motion, the 
transition, then we retain the first traversed place as the away-from-there and 
arptd the next place as the toward-here. Retaining the prior and expecting 
the posterior. we see the transition as such. If. thus retentive of the prior and 
expectant of the posterior, we follow the transition as such, the individual 
places within the whole transition. which can stretch arbitrarily far, we no 
longer fix the individual places as individual points or as individual theres 
and heres arbitrarily paired. In order to grasp and formulate the peculiar 
retention of the prior and expectation of the posterior to come, we say: now 
!:;·formerly there, afterward there. Each there in the nexus of"away from 

e-toward here" is now-there, now-there, now-there. So far as we see the 
:int m~nifold in the horizon of the proteron and husteron, when following 

. movmg object we say at each time now-here, now-there. Only if we 
~;tly ad~ thi~.can we read off the time when we look at a watch or clock. 
r ~y now quite naturally and spontaneously when we look at the 
~Ieee It is not just a matter of course that we say "now," but in saying it 
" . ve alr('ady assigned time to the clock. It is not in the clock itself. but in 
.... Ying" .. 
Cl[ h now we assign it to the clock and the clock gives us the how-many 
t~ he now~ .'..!. \\'hat is counted when we count as we follow a transition in 
CQu onzon of the ek tinos cis ti. whether aloud or silently. is the nows. We 

nt a selJuence of nows or of thens and at-the-times. The then is the not-

~~~~~-"~r~nwnt IVorga~las at bottom the threefold t.-c;tatically honzonal structure of 
•I} fl'mporalaty (Zeathchkcat] iL'~igns the now to Itself. 
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yet-now or the now-not-yet; the at-the-time is the now-no-longer or the 
longer-now. The then and the at-the-time both have a now-character lb. 
now-reference. In one place Aristotle says quite concisely. without~ 
out the analysis in this detailed way-but without which his whole inteJ, 
pretation of time is unintelligible-to pheromeno akolouthei to nun,23 ~ 
now follows the moving thing. the object making the transition from one 
place to another; that is to say. the now is seen concomitantly in~ 
ing the motion. And to say that it is concomitantly seen means for hriatotlt, 
in the broader sense, that it is concomitantly counted. What is thus <:onoomi
tantly counted in following a motion, what is thus said, the nowa-thia is 
time. He d' arithmeton to proteron kai husteron, to nun est in. 24 lu CIOUilted, 

_the nows themselves count-they count the places. so far as the. 1ft 
· traversed as places of the motion. Time as arithmos phoras is the COUDted 

that counts. Aristotle's interpretation of time matches the phenomeoon 
extremely well when he says that time is something counted connected with 
motion so far as I see this motion in the horizon ek tinos eis ti, "fnxn 
something to something." 

In one place Aristotle says about proteron and husteron: to de procenm 
kai husteron en topo proton estin;25 it is first of all in place, in the cbmee 
and sequence of places. He is thinking of before and after here as still wholly 
without any time-determinateness. The Aristotelian definition of time can 
also be formulated at first in this way: time is what is counted in~ 
with motion which is experienced with respect to before and after. But what 
is thus counted is unveiled as the nows. The nows themselves, however, can 
be expressed and understood only in the horizon of earlier and later. The 
"with respect to the before and after" and the "in the horizon of the earlier 
and later" do not coincide; the second is the interpretation of the 6nt. • If 
we take the proteron and husteron provisionally as before and after, pre
vious and subsequent, the genesis of Aristotle's definition of time becol'l* 

, clearer. If we take it straight away as earlier and later. then the~= 
/' seems absurd at first, but this only indicates that a central problem II 

present in it: the question about the origin of the now itself. The first 
translation gives the literal conception, but the second already includes 1 

large element of interpretation. 
We intentionally translated the Aristotelian definition of time as ~: 

thing counted in connection with motion so far as this motion is seen JJ\ • 

horizon of earlier and later. We have already taken the proteron-husteron itl 

-----23 Ibid .. 219*'22: ~also 220"6 
24. Ibid. 219*>25. 
25. Ibid., 219' 1-4f. 
26. Cf. &in und ze;t, pp. 4l0 ff 
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rrower sense, which comes out clearly only when the before and after 
1 na·ve further interpretation. Primarily. proteron-husteron means for Aris
~: before and after in the sequence of places. It has a non-temporal sense. 
=t the experience of before and after intrinsically presupposes. in a certain 

y the experience of time. the earlier and later. Aristotle dealt with the 
wa t~ron and husteron in detail in book Delta of the Metaphysics 
~.1018b9f0. In the treatise on time he wavers in his conception of the 

roteron-husteron. Most often he takes it directly as earlier and later and not 
~much in the sense of before and after. He says of them that they have an 
apostaSis pros to nun.27 a distance from the now; in the then a now is 
concomitantly thought each time as not-yet-now. and similarly in the at-the
time the now concomitantly thought appears as the no-longer-now. The 
oow is the limit for what has gone by and what comes after. 

The nows which we count are themselves in time: they constitute time. 
The now has a peculiar double visage, which Aristotle expresses in this way: 
bi suneches te de ho chronos to nun, kai dieretai kata to nun. 28 Time is held \ 1 

together within itself by the now; time's specific continuity !s _rooted in the j 
now. But conjointly. with respect to the now, time is divided; .articulated 
into the no-longer-now, the earlier, and the not-yet-now, the later. It is only 
with respect to the now that we can conceive of the then and at-the-time, 
the later and the earlier. The now that we count in following a motion is in 
t«h instance a diffnent now. To de nun dia to kineisthai to pheromenon aiei 
beteron,29 on account of the transition of the moving thing the now is 
always another, an advance from one place to the other. In each now the ./ 
now is a different one, but still each different now is, as now, always now. 
'The ever different nows are, as diffnent, nevertheless always exactly the 
14me, namely. now. Aristotle summarizes the peculiar nature of the now 
and thus of time-when he interprets time purely by way of the now-in a 
11\anner so pregnant that it is possible only in Greek but hardly in German 
~English: to gar nun to auto ho pot' en, to d' einai auto heteron;30 the n~ 
15 the same with respect to what it always already was-that is, in each now 

ar:::hys~a, book 4, 14.Z23•5f.(Proteron gar kai hU$teron legomen kata ten pros t~ nun 
Tfinl. H!l"'; for we s.ay 'before" and 'after' with reftrence to the distance from the 'now."' 

2.8 · ard~e •nd Gaye.J 
div~h\·s~e~: _book 4, 11.220"5. ("'Time, then, also is both made continuous by the 'now' and 
~ lbat lt. rran~. Hardie and Gaye.J 
3(. id .2.2f .. 14 

~ .. :!nd .21'/•tof.("But every simultaneou.~ time is self-identic<~l; for the 'now' as a subject 
-..~I lity, but it accepts different attributes." The translator.~ note: "E.g .. if you come in 
~ t~ !(o <mt, I he time of your cornin~ in ism fact the hmc of my gotng out. though for it to 
\VICht'~ ~nd to. be the other are dif1erent thing:>." Trans. Hardie and Gaye. Compare the 
~re ~ anc.l. Cor~ford translatiOn: "But at any given moment time i5 the same every
di(f'~; ~the now Itself is 1dentical in its cs.wnce. but the relations into whtch it enter.~ 

11 ffcrl"nt connt.-x 1on~. "I 
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it is now; it~ essen.tia, its what: is alwa~s the same (tauto~~and llevert 
every now IS, by 1ts nature. d1fferent m each now. to d emai auto~ 
nowness, being-now, is always otherness, being-other (being-how or ; 
ness-existentia-heteron). To de nun esti men hos to auto, esti d' ~ 
to auto;31 the now is in a certain way always the same and in a certain ~ 
never the same. The now articulates and bounds time with l'eSpec:t to~y 
earlier and later. On the one hand it is indeed always the same, but then it~ 
never the same. So far as it is always at an other and is other (we may~ 
of the sequence of places), it is always something else. This constitutea ib 
always being-now, its otherhood. But what it always already was aa tbu 
which it is, namely. now-that is the same. 

We shall not next enter any further into the problem of the~ o( 

time itself starting from the now-manifold. Instead we ask: What is implied 
by Aristotle's interpreting time as something counted or as number? What 
in particular is he trying to make visible in stressing the numerical chuacter 
of time? What does the characterization of time as number entail for the 

( 
determination of the essential nature of what we call intratempcnlity? 
What does "in time" mean? How can the being of time be determined by way 
of the characterization of time as number? 

What is implied by Aristotle's assigning a numerical character to time? 
What does he see in time? Time is number a.<; that which is counted iD 
following the places traversed by the moving thing, that is, so fu 81 we 
follow in the motion the transition as such and in doing so say "naw. • 

But also it is not enough that we correlate the nows in juxtaposition to I 
point-manifold, so as to think of them as being at a standstill in a line. This 
talk of time as a sequence of nows should not be misunderstood and 
transferred to the spatial, thus leading us to speak of time as a line, a -:: 
of points. The now is something counted, but not in the counting of one 
the same point. Time is not a manifold of nows thrust together, because at 
each now every other now already no longer is and because, as we..., 
earlier, a curious stretching out on both sides into non-being belongs to 
time. The now is not correlated as a point to a fixed point and it~ 
belong to it in that way, because by its essential nature it is both beginllitiJ 
and end. In the now as such there is already present a reference to t~ 
longer and the not-yet. It has dimension within itself; it stretches out t 
a not-yet and a no-longer. The not-yet and no-longer are not ~ate.~ 
the now as foreign but belong to its very content. Because ?~thiS d1 as 
content the now has within itself the character of a trans~twn. ~ noW thll 
such is already in transit. It is not one point alongside another pomt 50 

-----31. Ibid .. ll<JI'llf. 
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ediation would be needed for the two. lt is intrinsically transition. 
50rne rn it has this peculiar stretching out within itself, we can conceive of 
aecausetch as being greater or less. The scope of the dimension of a now 
the.st~now in this hour, now in this second. Trus diversity of scope of 
~es~ion is possible only because the now is intrinsically dimensional. 
diJtlt is not thrust together and summed up out of nows, but the reverse: !!: reference to the now we can articulate the stretching out of time always 
only in specific ways. Correlation of the manifold of the nows-where the 
ft(1'll is taken as transition-with a point-manifold (line) has only a certain 
validity. if we take the points of the line themselves as forming beginning 
and end. as constituting the transition of the continuum, and not as pieces 
present alongside one another each for itself. A consequence of the impos- ~. 
sibility of correlating the nows with isolated point-pieces is that the now, on 
its part. is a continuum oftheflwcoftime-not a piece. That is why the nows / 
in the following of motion cannot ever fragment the motion into a collection 
t:i immobile parts; instead, what becomes accessible and the object of 
tNJught in the now is the transitional in its transition and the resting in its 
rat. And, conversely. this entails that the now is itself neither in motion nor 
at rest: it is not "'in time.·· 

The now-and that means time-is, says Aristotle, by its essential natUTe ', 
PlOt 4limit, because as transition and climens!o~ it is open on the sides of th) 
not-yet and the no-longer. The now is ~tfmit, ;n the sense of a closing, of 
the finished, of the no-further, only incidenttJUy with reference to something 
that ceases in a now and tJt a definite point of time. It is not the now tha 
cases as now; rather, the now as now is, by its essential nature. already the 
not-yet, already related as dimension to what is to come. whereas it can well 
be th_at a motion determined by the said now can cease in this now. With 
the atd of the now I can mark a limit, but the now as such does not have the 
tacter. of a limit so far as it is taken within the continuum of time itself._ 

now ts not limit, but number, not peras but arithmos. Aristotle explicitfy \, :;ra.sts time as arithmos with peras. The limits of something. he says. are) 
helot they arc only in one with the being they limit. The limit of something 
n ~s to the mode of being of the limited. This does not hold true for 
~ ~- !\Ju~bcr is not bound to what it numbers. Number can determine 
COn hmg \lllthout itself being dependent. for its part, on the intrinsic 
the ~nLmd mode of being of what is counted. I can say "ten horses." Here 
hors:n tndeed determines the horses, but ten has nothing of the character of 
Coun "and their mode of being. Ten is not a limit of horses as horses; for in 
is c~:g wi~h _it I can just as well. de~ermine ships. t~angles, o~ trees. ~hat 
Cr~k -~tt>nstlc about number lies m the fact that 1t determmes-m the 

S<:n~e also de-limits-something in such a way that it itself remains 
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independent of what it delimits. Time as number, as that which 
portrayed by us as the counted-counting. does not itself belong to the ~ 
that it counts. When Aristotle says that time is what is counted in~ 
with motion. what he wishes to stress is that. to be sure, we COunt 
determine motion as transition in terms of the now. but that for this rea: 
this counting counted, time. is bound neither to the intrinsic content nor tht 
mode of being of the moving thing nor to the motion as such. Nevertheleaa, l\ 
our counting as we follow a motion we encounter time as IOihething 
counted. With this a peculiar character of time is revealed, a character tbu 
was interpreted later by Kant in a special sense as form of intuition, 

Time is number and not limit, but as number it is at the same time able to 
measure that with reference to which it is number. Not only is timec:ountld, 
but as counted it can itself be something that counts in the 1e111e c1 1 
measure. Only because time is number in the sense of the counted DOW CID 

it become a mei'I.Stlral number. so that it itself can count in the lillie tl 
measuring. This distinction between the now as number in general ora 
is counted and as the counting counted, along with the delimitation citime 
as number in contrast with limit. is the essential content of the diflicuk 
place in Aristotle's essay on time, into which we shall enter only briefly. 
Aristotle says: to de nun dia to kineisthai to pheromenon aiei hecmm,.JI 
because the now is what is counted in a transition. it always differs with dill 
which is undergoing the transition. Hosth' ho chronos arithmos c:u:b boa 
tes autes stigmes;33 therefore, time is not number with reference to the 
same point as a point. that is, the now is not a point-element of continUOUS 
time, but as a transition, insofar as it is correlated with a point, with a pilct 
in the movement, it is already always beyond the point. As ~it 
looks backward and forward. It cannot be correlated with an isolated poil't 
as selfsame because it is beginning and end: hoti arche kai teleute, all' boa tJ 

eschata tes grammes mallon.J.4 Time is number in a manner of~ 

32. Ibid. 220"14. (The single passage. 220"14-20, to which notes 32-35 refer, ia""' 
produced here as a whole. See also the remark and translation addOO to note ~.;.~· 

"'The 'now' on the other hand, since the body carried is moving. is always OU" ~ 
~Hence time is not number in the seme in which there is 'number' of the sarne..,dllfll 

because it is beginning and end, but rather a.~ the ~t~emities of a line form a n~· ....idl ,. 
as the parts of the hoe do so, both for the reason gtvm (for we can U.'le the nu t:;;,'ill 
two. so that on that analogy time might stand still). and further because obviously the are pill" 
no part of time nor the section any part of the movement, ;my more than the pot.nts 
of the line-for it is two lin~.s that are parts of one line_" Tran~. Hardie and Gaye.) 

33.1bid .. 220"Hf. ~ 
34. Ibid. 220"15f. (The Gnmdprobltme's reference to the ROM edition of the tbt~ 

~hich wa~.published m 1936. runs into a sp«ific problem here. The Ross ~ext hi! 'fhul dt' 
gnmnws in this place. wh4.'1'eas other texts. ~uch a• that by Bekker, read autcs. ~~ 

Ross ~-dition\ translation (Hardie and Gaye) refeN to the extremities of a /tnt (gr...-
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. deterrnint.~ as transi~i~n the point's extrem~ outw~_on both sides of the 
11 hing. 1 his transition belongs to the pomt and IS Itself, as now, not a 
srret~f time. in the sense that this time would be composed of now-parts; 
part ad. each part has transitional character, that is, it is not strictly speaking 
.nst~ Therefore Aristotle says directly: ouden morion to nun tou chronou, 
• ~· he diairesis tes kineseos:·" the now is consequently not a part of time 
: is always time itself, and, because it is not a part, motion itself-since 

otion is measured by means of time-also is not cut into parts. Because 
~now i.<i transition, it is capable of making motion accessible as motion, in 
itS unbroken character of transition. That time is a limit in the sense that I 
say that motion ceases, stands still, in a now-this is a sumbebekos: it is 
only an attribute of the now, but it does not reach its essential nature. 

The now is what it is, he d' arithmei, so far as it counts, hence number. 
Time as now is not limit but transition, and as transition it is possible 
number. possible mensural number of motion. It measures a motion or a 
rest in such a way that a specific motion. a specific change and advance is 
fixed, for example, the advance from one stroke of a second to the next, with 
which mensural number then the entire movement is measured. Because 
the now is transition it always measures a from-to, it measures a how-long. a 
duration. Time as number fixes the limits of a specific movement. This 
delimited movement is intended for measuring the whole of the movement 
to be measured: metrei d' houtos ten kinesin to horisai tina kinesin he 
katametresei ten holen. 36 

Because time is arithmos, it is metron. The being measured of a moving 
thing with respect to its motion, this metreisthai, is nothing but to en 
chrono einai, 37 the motion's "being in time." According to Aristotle, "things 
are in time" means nothing but that they are measured by time on the basis 
of their transitional character. The intratemporality of things and events 
lrlUSt be distinguished from the way the nows, the earlier and later, are in 

~~\ tlt>1d~~r speaks of the point's ext~es-i.e .. the translation Heidt.-gger offer.~ is 
of _trary !:' th,. text quoted from Aristotle. But the question arises. funher, as to the meaning 
~·~tt"\ m "ta <•schata tes autes." Wicksteed and Comford ~Comford consulted Bekker. 
l'iOt 1 ·and ''.~h..r sources and commentaries; see vol. 1. pp. x-xi) read it as referring to a line. 
l'iOt • P<>mt • but rather as the two extremities of the same line." See also their explanatory 
tl!p~~ardmg the meaning of the entire passage. p. 392. note a. Perhaps Heidt>gger':s 

35 1"tlfl· on both ~id~"S of the stretching.' captures this linear impliciltlon.) 
. <•td 220-l<J 

the~ lhtd. ll.l2l~lf ['Time is a mea.o;urc uf motion and of being moved, and it measures 
Cllbit :t<orl h~· detennming a mot1on which wtll measure exactly the whole motion. as the 
liard o..-.. tt,c l~'llgth hy det..-rmining an amount which w1ll measure out the whole.h Trans. 

3 lt- .and (i.a)'c l . 
7 h>l(j. 221•-l. 
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time. Epei d' arithmos ho chronos, to men nun kai to proteron kai 
toiauta houtos en chrono hos en arithmo monas kai to peritton kai anion ho.a 
men gar tou arithmou ti, ta de tou chronou ti estin) · ta de Pl'igrnata he. (ta 
arithmo to chrono est in. Ei de touto, pericchetai hupo chronou hospe.. ( k: 
ta en arithmo hup' arithmou ) kai ta en topo hupo topou. 38 The ~ 
indeed in a certain sense themselves in time, so far as they constitute . Ire 
But motion and the moving thing are in time, not in the sense that~ 
belong to time itself, but in the way in which what is counted is in D\llllber 
The even and odd arc in the numbers themselves, but what is COUnted • · 
also, in a certain way, in the numbers that do the counting. As the CIOUDted ~ 
in number, so motion is in time. That which is in time, the moving~ 
periechetai hup' arithmou, 39 is embraced by the counting number. T'ID!e 
does not itself belong to motion but embraces it. The intratemporality fi 1 
being means its being embraced by time (now) as number (counted). The 

'- factor of the pericchesthai, being embraced, stresses that time does not itself 
belong among the beings which are in time. So far as we measure a beiag, 
either in motion or at rest. by time, we come back from the time that 
embraces and measures the moving thing to that which is to be measundlf 
we remain with the image of embrace. time is that which isfurtherotdside, a 
compared with movements and with all beings that move or are at rat. h 
embraces or lwlds around the moving and resting things. We may Mignale 
it by an expression whose beauty may be contested: time has the cbancter 
of a holdaround, since it holds beings-moving and resting-around. In a 
suitable sense we can call time, as this holder-around, a "container; pro
vided we do not take "container" in the literal sense of a receptacle like a 
glass or a box but retain simply the formal element of holding-around 

Given that time embraces beings, it is required that it should somehow 
be bef(Y(e beings, bef(Y(e things moving and at rest. encompassing them. Kant 
calls time the "wherein of an order." It is an embracing horizon within 
which things given can be ordered with respect to their succession. 

Due to its transitionary character, says Aristotle, time always m~ 
only the moving thing or else the moving thing in its limiting case. the thing 
at rest. Metresei d' ho chronos to kinoumenon kai to eremoun. he to men 

----- --- ---------. . and tbr 
38. Ibid .. 221•13-UI. (Cf.: "~ow taking ume as a number sc-o~le Ia) the. now (fcc 

'before' and s.uchlike exist m time as. the monad and the odd and even ex1~t m nurnbd_ bUl 
these latter pertain to number ju.~t in the same way in which the former pertain to~~ 
(b) events have their pliiCcs in time in a sen~ analogou.~ to that m wh1ch any numbe ~ 
of thing. exi~t in number (i.e .. in such and such a dcfimte number), and such thmgt ~ tbeif 
are tmbTaud in number h.e .. in time) a-~ things. that have lucal•ty are embraced Ill 
places." \\hckstccd and Comford, pp. 401-·1031 

39. Ibid. 
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non to de cremoun. 40 Time measures the moving and the resting. 
kinotlrnethc one is in motion and the other at rest. Time measures motion at 
s0f~~:g moving:~ tis.41 how.~reat the transiti~n is, that is. ~w ~ny 
tht here arc in a parttcular trans1t1on from somethmg to somethmg. Ttme 
fiOI&IS t res the moving thing ouch haplos estai metreton hupo chronou. he 
.neasu ti estin. all" he he kinesis autou pose;42 it measures it not simply as the 
~g being that it is; if a stone is in motion. time does not measure the 
:::Cas such with respect to its specific extension, but the stone insofar as it 
. moving. ~lotion is measured. and only motion is measurable, by time, 
~use time. in virtue of its transitionary character, always already means 
something in transition, changing or resting. So far as motion or rest can be 
measured by time. and to be measured by time means "to be in time," the 
moving or resting thing. and only it, is in time. For this reason we say that 
geometrical relationships and their contents are extratemporal, because 
they are not in motion and consequently also are not at rest. A triangle is not 
at rest because it does not move. It is beyond rest and motion, and therefore, 
in Aristotle's view, it is neither embraced nor embraceable by time. 

The interpretation of intratemporality also tells us what can be intratem· 
poral as well as. on the other hand, what is extratemporal. Thus it becomes 
ever more clear how time is something counted in connection with motion. 
Hama gar kineseos aisthanometha kai chronou;43 in respect of the moving 
thing we perceive time together with movement. Where motion is experi· 
enced time is unveiled. Kai gar ean e skotos kai meden dia tou somatos 
paschomen, kinesis de tis en te psuche ene, euthus hama dokei tis gegonenai 
bi chronos. _._. It is not necessary that we should experience motion in things 
presently at hand. Even when it is dark, when what is at hand is concealed 
~. ~ but when we are experiencing our own self. our own mental 
acttvt~tes, time is also always already given directly together with the 
Qpenence, euthus hama. For mental actions also come under the deter
mination of motion-motion taken broadly in the Aristotelian sense and 

'1114 40-lhtd., 221"16-18. ('"But time will me~sure what is m~vt.-d and what is at reM, the one 
4;no1~~· tht> other qua at re:>t." Tran_~- Hardie and Gaye.J 
4 . Uti •. l2J"J'J. fu! I~.UJ'•J!Jf. ["Hence what is moved will not be mea.o;urable by the time simply in so 
43 1ph '<jllilntaty. but in so far a..o; it~ motion has quantity." Trans. Hardie and Gaye.J 

f<:~~~ou,-1 ~~-'c?• hool< 4. ll.l19-.~f [The entire paos.sage to which not~-s 43-44 refer is the 
~not7~· :\nw we pcrceave movement and lame together. for even when il is dark and we 
~ ~hn~ oaH,--ct<'d through the hody. if any mo~·emcnt takes place in the mind we 31 once 
~~ t., ~~ ~~mt> llmt:' also has elapsed; and not only that but also. when some lime is 
~ I\ ~'''passed. some movement also along IA.'alh at M"CrrL~ to haw takt:'n place. Hence 
llloa<<ern ~at ·r mowmenl or something that belong-; to movemt>nt. Since tht>n it L~ not 

44 l~nlt. 11 muM be the other" Trans. Hardie and Ciaye.) 
· "" . 21'r4-h 
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not necessarily as local motion. The actions are not intrinsically . 
they pass over into one another, one changes into the other.~ but 
mental action we can stop and dwell on something. We may ~ l 
passage in De interpretatione: histesi he dianoia, 45 thinking stands still ~ 
something. The mind, too, has the character of a moving thing. Even ~ 
we are not experiencing something moving in the sense of some ~ 
presently at hand, nevertheless motion taken in the broadest sense, ~ 
time, is unveiled for us in experiencing our own self. 

However, this gives rise to a difficult problem. Poteron de me Olllei 
psuches eie an ho chronos e ou, -46 whether. if there is no soul, time does 
does not exist. Aristotle gives a more specific interpretation to this:~ 
tou gar ontos einai tou arithmesontos adunaton kai aritlunetoo ti einai, 
hoste delon hoti oud' arithrnos. Arithmos gar e to erithmemeaoo e to 
arithrneton. Ei de meden aJio pephuken arithmein e psuche bi J*l:hea 
nous. adunaton einai chronon psuches me ouses, all' e touto ho pote oo eatiG 
ho chronos, hoion ei endechetai kinesin einai aneu psuches. To de prolaoD 
kai husteron en kinesei estin chronos de taut' estin he arithmeta estilL 47 

Time is what is counted. If there is no soul then there is no mmting. 
nothing that counts, and if there is nothing that counts then there il DOtbina 
countable and nothing counted. If there is no soul then there il no time. 
Aristotle poses this as a question and at the same time stresses the other 
possibility, whether time perhaps is in itself in what it is, just as a motioD 
can also exist without a soul. But likewise he emphasizes that the befcxe and 
after, which is a constitutive determination of time, is in motion, and time 
itself is tauta, the before and after as counted. To be counted obviously 
belongs to the nature of time, so that if there is no counting there is DO timt. 
or the converse. Aristotle doesn't pursue this question any further: he 
merely touches on it, which leads to the question how time itself existi-

We see by the interpretation of "being in time" that time, IS the 
embracing, as that in which natural events occur, is. as it were, ~ 
objective than all objects. On the other hand, we see also that it exists~f 
the soul exists, It is more objective than all objectc; and simultaneouslY it : 
subjective, existing only if subjects exist. What then is time and how does ------45. Aristotle. Dt inu.prttatioPIL', u;~>zo. _J, it tbr 

46. Phys1ca, book 4. 14.223•2lf. [The t.'lltire pas..~age to which notes 46-47 n::~et (lirl1 
following; ''Whether if soul dJd not exist time would exiM or not. ~~a questl~ tha::~ br 
be asked; for if there cannot be some one to count t.h...re cannot be anything bed~- 111 
counted. so that evidently there cannot be number; for numbN 1s e1ther what has ~ 
what can be, counted. But if nothing but soul. or m soul reason. i:s qualified to ~·I-'~ I 
would not be time unless there were soul. but only that of which time is an attribuW• ~ 
rnovmtt"nl can exist without soul. and the before and after are attributes of movetfldl'· 
time is ttM.-se qua numerable" Tran~. Hardie and Gaye] 

41 Ibid .. U3•U-2<J. 
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. , Is it only subjectiv~, or ~s it o~ly objective, or is it neither the one nor 
6 15t. h r' from our earher d1scuss1ons we already know that the concepts 
the~ ~,'and "object" as they are nowadays employed are ontologically 
~stb~te and hence are inadequate, especially for defining the being that 
jpdefinrselves arc. the being that is meant by soul or subject. We point the 
we~ on about the being of time in the wrong direction from the beginning 
J'~e it on the alternative as to whether time belongs to the subject or 
cbV:C . i\n unending dialectic can be developed here without saying the 
:.hing about the matter, just ~s _long as it is not settl~ h~ the Dasein:s 
being itself is. whether perhaps 1t 1s such that the Dasem, masmuch as 1t 
existS- is further outside than any object and at the same time funher inside, 
more inward (more subjective), than any subject or soul (because tem
porality as transcendence is openness). We indicated earlier that the phe
nomenon of the world manifests something of the sort. Given that the 
[)asein exists, is in a world, everything extant that the Dasein encounters is 
necessarily intraworldly, held-around [con-tained] by the world. We shall 
* that in fact the phenomenon of time, taken in a more original sense, is 
irattmmnected with the concept of the world and thus with the structure of the 
Dcu:tin itself. But for the while we must leave untouched the difficulty as 
Aristotle records it. Time is the before and after insofar as they are counted. 
As counted it is not antecedently extant in itself. Time does not exist 
without soul. If time thus becomes dependent on the counting of numbers, 
it does not follow that it is something mental in the soul. Simultaneously it 
is en pa.nti, everywhere, en ge, on the eanh, en thalatte, in the ocean, en 
ourano, in the heaven.48 Time is everywhere and yet nowhere and, still. it is 
only in the soul. 
~t is essential for understanding the foregoing interpretation of 

4uistotle's concept of time lies in correctly understanding the concept of 
~louthein, to follow. It means an ontological connection of founding 
which subsists among time, motion, continuity. and dimension. From this :ncept of founding, of following in the sense of akolouthein, it cannot be 
~rred that Aristotle identifies time with space. But it surely does become 

that, m bringing time into immediate connection with motion in the 
:~ .')f local motion, he approaches the mode of measuring time in just the 
tlt Y 1~ 15 prescribed in the natural understanding of time and in the natural 
t:en:ncc of time itself. Of this Aristotle gives only one explicit interpreta
"We n. F rnm the mode of interconnection of the now-sequence with motion 
not saw tnat the now itself has transitionary character: as now it is always the 
g~Y~·now a~d the no-longer-now. Due to this transitionary character, it 

t e r>eculaarity of measuring motion as such, as metabole. Since each 

48 fhtd . l.Z.~·l7f. 
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now is not a pure point but is intrinsically transition, the now by . 
essential nature, is not a limit but a number. The numerical~ Ita 
now and of time in general is essential for the fundamental unde of~ 
of time because only from this does what we call intratemporality ~ 
intelligible. This means that every being is in time. Aristotle interp 
'being in time" as being measured by time. Time itself can be ltta 
only because on its part it is something counted and, as this counted~ 
can itself count again, count in the sense of measuring, of the ~~~ 
together of a specific so-many. 

At the same time the numerical character of time entails the ~ 
that it embraces or contains the beings that are in it, that with ref~ to 
objects it is in a certain way more objective than they are themselves. p10111 
this there arose the question about the being of time and its COnnecticn with 
the soul. The assignment of time to the soul, which occurs in Aristotle llld 
then in a much more emphatic sense in Augustine, so as always therafter to 
make itself conspicuous over and over again in the discuasioo ci the 
traditional concept of time, led to the problem how far time is objectiwaod 
how far subjective. We have seen that the question not only c:aDDOt be 
decided but cannot even be put in that way, since both theae concepti 
"object" and "subject" are questionable. We shall see why it can be llid 
neither that time is something objective in the sense that it belongs amoDI 
objects nor that it is something subjective, existent in the subject. It will tum 
out that this manner of putting the question is impossible but that both 
answers-time is objective and time is subjective-get their own right ina 
certain way from the original concept of temporality. We shall try now to 
determine this original concept of temporality more particularly by going 
back to it from time as understood in the common way. 

b) The common understanding of time and the return to 
original time 

Our interpretation of Aristotle's concept of time showed that ~ 
characterizes time primarily as a sequence of nows, where it should be n 
that the nows are not parts from which time is pieced together into a whole· 
The very way in which we translated Aristotle's definition of time-~ 
the way we interpreted it-was intended to indicate that, when he~ 11 
with reference to the earlier and later, he is defining it in terms of wne the 
that which is counted in connection with motion. We also st~~ that~ 
Aristotelian definition of time does not contain a tautology wlthmltse~;_tr. 
instead Aristotle speaks from the very constraint of the ~~tter .1 the 
Aristotle's definition of time is not in any respect a defimt1on JJl...:

academic sense. It characterizes time by defining how what we call~» .... 
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accessible. It is an access definition or access characteriz4tion. The 
~~finiendum is determined by the manner of the sole possible access 
~-~ ... ~counting perception of motion as motion is at the same time the 
to It· U,.. h . ed , tion of w at 1s count as ttme. 
pt~t :\ristotle presents as time corTesponds to the common prescientific 

tanding of time. By its own phenomenological content common time 
~back to an original time, temporality. This implies, however, that 
po~totle's definition of time is only the initial approach to the interpretation 
~me. The characteristic traits of time as commonly understood must 
themselves become intelligible by way of original time. If we set this task for 
ourselves it means that we have to make dear how the now qua now has 
trdftSitionary charactn; how time as now, then, and at-the-time embraces 
brings and as such an embrace of extant things is still more objective and 
more extant than everything else (intratemporality); how time is essentially 
~ and how it is pertinent to time that it is always unveiled. 

The common understanding of time manifests itself explicitly and pri
marily in the use of the clock. it being a matter of indifference here what 
perfection the clock has. We saw how we had to convince ourselves in 
looking at the employment of clocks that we encounter time as we count in 
following a movement. What this means more specifically, how it is 
possible. and what it implies for the concept of time-we did not ask about 
aU this. Also, neither Aristotle nor subsequent interpreters of time posed 
tbis question. What does it mean to speak of using a clock? We have made 
clear the Aristotelian interpretation of time in regard to the employment of 
c:locks but without ourselves offering a yet more exact interpretation of that 
employment. For his part Aristotle does not interpret the use of clocks, 
doesn't even mention it, but presupposes this natural mode of access to time t ~y of the clock. The common understanding of time comprehends only 

time that reveals itself in counting as a succession of nows. From this 
understanding of time there arises the concept of time as a sequence of 
:"· which has been more particularly defined as a unidirectional irrevers

sequence of nows one after the other. We shall retain this initial 
:z;oach to time in terms of clock usage and, by a more precise interpreta
ad of this comportment toward time and of the time thus experienced, 

vance toward what makes this time itself possible. 

Cl) The mode of being of clock usage. Now, then. and at-the
tim~ as self-expositions of the comportments of enpresenting. 

'W expecting. and retaining 

U.in hat doe~ it mean to read time from a clock? To "look at the clock"? In 
c:Jac~ ~clock. in reading time from it, we do indeed look at the clock but the 

Itself is not the object of our regard. We do not occupy ourselves. for 
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example, with our watch as such. as this particular instrument 
distinguish it, say, from a coin. But also a clock is not our object as it~ fll& ~ 
maker. He doesn't use it specifically as the equipment that it is. In 18 ?"Ita 
clock we do of course perceive the clock, but only and solely in ~ • 
allow ourselves to be brought by it to something that the clock itself. to 
but that it shows as a clock-time. But here too caution is advisable~~ 
point is to grasp the we of the clock in its original mode of bang. When 1 
clock to read the time, I am also not directed toward time as t~ proper;: 
of my vision. I make neither clock nor time the theme of my regard When I 
look at my watch I ask, for instance. how much time stiU remains for 
until the scheduled end of the lecture. I am not searching for time u &tQ ~ 
order to occupy myself with it; on the contrary, I am occupied in ~ ~ 
phenomenological exposition. I am concerned to bring it to a cJoee. Ia 
noting the time, I am trying to determine what time it is, how much time 
there is till nine o'clock, so as to finish this or that subject. In a&e:lel1aiDiugtbe 
time, I am trying to find out how much time there is till this tw tltdt point 10 
that I may see that I have enough time, so much time, in order to fiDieb the 
subject. I make inquiry of the clock with the aim of determining how much 
time I still have to do this or that. The time I am trying to determine is 
always "time to," time in twder to do this or that. time that I need for, time 
that I can permit myself in order to accomplish this or that, time that I must 
take for carrying through this or that. Looking at the clock roots in and 
springs out of a "taking time." If I am to take time then I must have il 
somewhere or other. In a certain sense we always have time. If often or for 
the most part we have no time, that is merely a privative mode of 011' 

original having of time. Time reading in clock usage is founded in a takiDI" 
time-for-oneself or, as we also say, taking time into account. The "count" iD 
the accounting here must be understood not in the sense of mere countiJI! 
but as "reckoning with time," "taking our reckoning in accordance with~ 
"making allowance for it." Reckoning with time in the form of measurilll 
time arises as a modification from the primary comportment toward time 11 

guiding oneself according to it. It is on the basis of this original co~ 
toward time that we arrive at the measuring of time, that we invent clocks il2 

order to shape our reckoning with time more economically with refe~= 
time. We are always already reckoning with time, taking it into~
before we look at a clock to measure the time. If we observe that e~:: 
we use a clock, in looking at it, there is present already a reckorung the 
time, then this means that time is already given to us before ~ ~ 
clock. Somehow it has already been unveiled for us; and it is for this. . rJ 
alone that we can return to time explicitly with the clock. The posl:; thl 
the clock's hand only determines the how much. But the how much 11 
so much of time understand" time originally as that with which I redtoP• 



§19. Time and Temporality f365-366J 259 

. order to The time that is always already given to us so far as we 
urne 1.0 • and take account of time has the character of "time in order to. . . " 
~~~without reflecting we look at a clock in everyday behavior, we 

sa\' "now." explicitly or not. But this now is not a naked, pure now 
aJwa~ the character of the "now it is time to . . , " "now there is still time 
bU\ ... "now I still have enough time until. "When we look at the 
~tlk-and say "now" we are not directed toward the now as such but toward 
; wherefore and whereto there is still time now: ~ .ar~ directed toward 
what occupies us, what presses hard upon us, what 1t 1s tlme for, what we 
want to have time for. When we say "now" we are never directed toward the 
rnw as toward a merely extant thing. The Dasein says "now" also when it is 
not expressly measuring time by the clock. When we simply feel that it is 
cold here it implies "now it is cold." It should be stressed once again that 
when we mean and express "now" we are not talking about some extant 
thing or other. Saying "now" has a different character from saying "this 
window." In the latter expression I intend thematically that window over 
there, the object itself. If in saying "now" we are not addressing ourselves to 
anything extant, then are we addressing ourselves to the being that we 
ourselves are? But surely I am not the now? Perhaps I am, though, in a 
cmai.n way. Saying "now" is not a speaking about something as an object, 
but it is surely a declaration about something. The Dasein, which always 
exists so that it takes time for itself, expresses itself. Taking time for itself, it 
utters itself in such a way that it is always saying time. When I say "now" I do 
not mean the now as such, but in my now-saying I am transient. I am in 
motion in the understanding of now and, in a strict sense. I am really with 
that wherero the time is and wherefore I determine the time. However, we say 
not only "now" but also "then" and "before." Time is constantly there in such 
i \!lay that in all our planning and precaution. in all our comportments and 
~the ~easures we take, we move in a silent discourse: now. not until, in 
orm~r t1mes, finally. at the time, before that, and so forth. 

\\ie now have to determine more precisely whence we actually take what 
~ m.~an. by the now without our making it into an object. When I say 
th· n th1s means that in this form of discourse I am expecting a particular 

JOg \l.'h1ch will come or happen on its own or I am expecting something I 
:relf Intend to do. I can only say "then" when I am expecting something, 
~0 far as the Dasein as existent is expectant. Such a being-expectant, an 
tha . tn~. ('X presses itself by means of the then. It utters itself in such a way 
t~ •t dcx-\ not l'Xpres.."ily mean itself but nevertheless displays its own self in 
Uncle expre!<>sion of the then. When I say "at the time" I am able to say it with 
~houl~tandi~~ only if I Tetain something bygone. It is not necessary that I 
11om expl.cltly recollect it but only that I should somehow retain it as 

ethmg bygone. The at-the-time is the self-expression of the Tetention of 
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something former, something erstwhile. A specific mode of ~ 
forgetting. This is not nothing; a very definite type of comportment of ia 
self toward the bygone is exhibited in it-a mode in which I close fnYW:Jf the 
from the bygone, in which it is veiled over for me. And finally, w~ fif 
say "now" I am comporting myself toward something extant or I 
precisely. toward so~ething presen~ whic~ is in my present. This~ 
ment toward somethmg present, th1s havmg-there of something Plelent, 
having which expresses itself in the now. we call the enprisenting {~ 
tigen] of something. 

These three determinations, already familiar to Aristotle, the now and the 
modifications of the at-the-time as no-longer-now and the then as DOt-Jet. 
now. are the self-exposition of comportments which we characterize aa expect. 
ing. retaining, and enpresenting. Inasmuch as each then is a not-yet-aow 
and each at-the-time a no-longer-now, there is an enpresenting implicit Ia 
every expecting and retaining. If I am expecting something, I always • it 
into a present. Similarly, if I am retaining something, I retain it for 1 

present, so that all expecting and retaining are enpresenting. This sbowatbr 
inner coherence not only of time as expressed but also of these c:omportwwnb 
in which time expresses itself. If time utters itself with these detamina
tions-now, at-the-time, then-and if further these determinations them
selves express an expecting, retaining, and enpresenting, then obviously 
what is brought out here is time in a I'J'IOTeoriginal sense. We shall havetouk 
how what confronts us in the unity of expecting, retaining, and enpraeat· 
ing can be validly asserted to be original time. This will be the case above .U 
if all the essential moments belonging to the now-its embracing chancter· 
its making possible of intratemporality, its transitionary character and~ 
of time's being counted or unveiled-can be made intelligible in their 
possibility and necessity by way of more original phenomena whose~ 
we shall come to know as temporality. And temporality in its tum provides 
the horizon for the understanding of being in general. . 

Time as Aristotle expounds it and as it is familiar to ordinary consciOUI' 
ness is a sequence of nows from the not-yet-now to the no-longer·~· • 
sequence of nows which is not arbitrary but whose intrinsic direction is froiD 
the future to the past. We also say that time passes. elapses. The sequence 
of nows is directed uniformly in accordance with this succession from~ 
to past and is not reversible. This sequence of nows is designated as infinitt· 
It is taken to be a universal law that time is infinite. . . . the 

The common understanding of time first manifests itself exphc1dy an~ 
use of the clock, in the measurement of time. However, we m.easure ,pel 
because we need and usc time, because we take time or let 1t pass. . 
explicitly regulate and make secure the way we use time by spec~ U: 
measurement. When we look at a clock, since time itself does not he an 
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e assi~n time to the clock. In looking at the clock we say "now." We 
c1oek; 5 giv;n explicit expression to time, which we determine in a merely 
have .0al way from the clock. This saying "now" and the uttering of a then 
numt!r~-the-time must have a specific origin. Where do we get the now 
Ol an ;hen we say "now"? Plainly we do not intend an object, an extant 
f~tn. instead. what we call the enpresenting of something. the present, 
wng~ itself in the now. In the at-the-time a retaining pronounces itself. 
::; in the then an expecting. Since each at-the-time is a "no-longer-now" 
and each then a "not-yet-now," there is always already an enpresenting. a 
~mitant understanding of th.e now, incorporated in ~e uttering ~f a 
then that arises from an expectmg. Each one of these tune-determma
bon5-now. then, at-the-time-is spoken from out of the unity of an 
enpmenting-expecting-retaining (or forgetting). What I expect to come 
next is spoken of in the "at once, forthwith." What I still retain or even have 
already forgotten is spoken of as the most recent in the 'just now." The just 
now stands with its modification in the horizon of the "earlier," which 
belongs to retaining and forgetting. The forthwith and the then stand in the 
llorizon of the "later-on," which belongs to expecting. All nows stand in the 
llorizun of the "today," the "present," that is the horizon of enpresenting. The 
time intended by means of the now, then, and at-the-time is the time with 
which the Dasein that takes time reckons. But where does it get the time it 
micms with and which it expresses in the now, then, and at-the-time? We 
shall still defer answering this question. But it is already clear that this 
answer is nothing but the elucidation by way of original time of the origin of 
the now, then (not-yet-now), and at-the-time (no-longer-now), of time as 
leqUence of nows (succession). 

~)The structural moments of expressed time: significance, 
datability, spannedness, publicness 

The question is, How must we define more precisely this enpresenting, 
~ing, and retaining which express themselves in the now, then, and at· 

tune? We can do thio; only if we are certain that we already see in its full 
structure what the Aristotelian interpretation of time knows as the now· 
~nee. However. this is not the case in the way Aristotle and the whole of 
del·s~qucnt tradition characterize time.lt is first of all necessary. then, to 
at-:~~ate more precisely the structure of expressed time, the now, then, and 

ne-t1me. 

the w,e hav(." already touched on one essential moment of the time read from 
OU~~k and thus in general of the time that we generally take or leave for 
!'tad f;l"s, but witho~t ~ssigning it.~~ the now as. a structu~. All ti~e we 
~ orn the clock 1s ume to t1me to do this or that, appropnate or 

PPtopriate time. The time we read from the clock is always the time 
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which has as its opposite the wrong time, as when we say that 
comes at the wrong time or is on time. We have already had this~ 
character of time in view in another context when we c~ 
concept of the world and saw that in it there is intended a whole of~ 
having the character of the in-order-to. We designated by the tenn" . . 
cance" this totality of relations of the in-order-to, for-the-sake-of, for~ 
purpose, to-that-end. Time as right and wrong time has the charact.r • 
signijicance, the character that characterizes the world as world in geDerU r 
is for this reason that we call the time with which we reckon, which we~ 
for ourselves, world-time. This does not mean that the time we read from tbt 
clock is something extant like intraworldly things. We know, of coune, that 
the world is not an extant entity. not nature, but that which fim maka 
possible the uncoveredness of nature. It is therefore also inappropriate, • 
frequently happens, to call this time nature-time or natural time. 'I'heR il 
no nature-time, since all time belongs essentially to the Dasein. But there il 
indeed a world-time. We give time the name of world-time because it baa 
the character of signijicance, which is overlooked in the Aristotelian defini. 
tion of time and everywhere in the traditional determination of time. 

A second factor along with the significance of time is its d.atdlrility. ED 
now is expressed in an enpresenting of something in unity with an expect
ing and retaining. When I say "now" I am always tacitly adding "now,""
such and such." When I say "then" I always mean "then, whm." When I say 
"at the time" I mean "at the time when." To every now there bdoop a 
"when"- now, when such and such. By the term "datability" we denote 
this relational structure of the now as now-when. of the at-the-time • at
the-time-when, and of the then as then-when. Every now dates itself~ 
"now, when such and such is occurring. happening, or in existence." Even if 
I can no longer determine exactly and unequivocally the when of an~-~ 
time-when, the at-the-time has this relation. Only because the relatton 
dating belongs essentially to the at-the-time, now, and then. can the date~ 
indefinite, hazy, and uncertain. The date itself does not need to be~ 
cal in the narrower sense. The calendar date is only one particular mode 
everyday dating. The indefiniteness of the date does not imply a shortcOnl" 
ing in datability as essential structure of the now, at-the-time, and:
These must belong to it in order for it to be able to be indefinite as a,, ,:d 
We say, for example, "at the time when the French were in Germany. . 
we speak of the "French time." The dating can be calendrically indet.errs:; 
nate but it is nevertheless determined by a particular historical ha~pe: the 
some other event. No matter how broad, certain. and uneqwv -
dating may be of a "now when," an "at-the-time when," and a "th~n ~hell-of 
the structural moment of datability belongs to the essential constitution 
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, at-the-time. and then. The "now when," "at-the-time when, and 
the 00\\·hen .. are related essentially to an entity that gives a date to the 
.. ~I:. The time that is co~monJ~ conc~ived as a sequence of nows must 
dattaken as this dating relatton. Thts relat1on should not be overlooked and 
be ressed· Nevertheless, the common conception of time as a sequence of 
sUPP is just as little aware of the moment o~ pre~lendrical datability as of 
:Sof significance. ~he ~o~mon conception th1nks of the nows a~ (~
floating. relationless. mtnns1cally. patched on to one another and mtrm
sicaiiY successive. In contrast to th1s we have to see that every now, every at
the-time. and every then is datable by its very structure, always already 
related to something, and in its expression is more or less definitely dated 
from something. The fact that the essential dating relation of the now, the 
no-longer-now. and the not-yet-now was overlooked in the traditional 
theories of time is further evidence of how far precisely what is taken for 
granted as self-evident lies from the concept. For what is more a matter of 
course than that by the now we mean "now. when this or that exists or is 
happening"? Why could time-structures as elemental as those of signifi
cance and datability remain hidden from the traditional time concept? Why 
did it overlook them and why did it have to overlook them? We shall learn 
bow to understand this from the structure of temporality itself. 

In expecting, the Dasein says "then," in enpresenting "now," in retaining 
Mat-the-time." Each then is uttered as a not-yet in the understanding of a 
now, in an enpresenting. In the expectant expression of the then a "till then" 
is always understood from the standpoint of a now. In each then the 
understanding of a now-till-then is tacitly but conjointly involved. The 
stretch from now till then is articulated by means of the then itself. The 
relation "from now till then" is not first established as supplementary 
~ a now and a then but is already present in the expectant enpresent· 
mg expressed in the then. It lies just as much in the now as in the not-yet 
~ t~~n. which is related to a now. When I say "then" as starting from a 
;::w·. I always already mean a definite meanwhile until then. What we call 
the ahon, the during, the. ~nduring of tin:'e.lies in this ~~anwhile. Once agai.n 
det $tructure of datab1hty that has JUSt been exhib1ted belongs to this 
ill ~rrnm~tio~. as to a time character: meanwhile, that is. "while this or that 
di Jr>enan~. This meanwhile can itself be more exactly determined and Ill; ed agam b~· particular "from then to thens" which articulate the Ill an~;. htle. Lastmg or enduring is especially accessible in the articulated 
wf;anwhtle or during. What becomes accessible is that what is meant by the 
t~ now till then," time, stretches out. We call what is thus articulated in 
lied characters of the meanwhile. the during. and the till-then. the span-

Pitss of time. By the meanwhile and the during we mean a span of time. 
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This is the feature that Aristotle rightly assigns to the now when he 
that it has a certain transitionary character. Time is intrinsically IDII .. ~ 
and stretched. Every now, then, and at-the-time not only has, each..--....:q 
but is spanned and stretched within itself: "now. during the lecture~! date 
during the recess." No now and no time-moment can be ~ 
Every time-moment is spanned intrinsically, the span's breadth h.:.._ 
variable. It varies, among other things, with what in each case ~d: 
now. 

But significance, datability, and spannedness (stretchedness) do not COJn. 
prise the full structure ofthe now, at-the-time, and then. Thefinalchuacter 
of time in the sense of calculated and expressed time we call the ,..,__of 
time. Whether publicly announced or not, the now is expressed. When we 
say "now" we mean "now, when this thing or event is happening.• The 
dated now has a certain stretchedness. As we express the dated and lpiDIIId 
now in our being with one another each one of us understands the othen. 
When any one of us says "now," we all understand this now, even thoup 
each of us perhaps dates this now by starting from a different thingoreveat 
"now, when the professor is speaking," "now, when the students are wrX• 
ing," or "now, in the morning," "now. toward the end of the semester." To 
understand the expressed now as a now we do not at all have to agree in our 
dating of it. The expressed now is intelligible to everyone in our being with 
one another. Although each one of us utters his own now, it is nevertheless 
the now for everyone. The accessibility of the now for everyone. withod 
prejudice to the diverse datings, characterizes time as public. The now is 
accessible to everyone and thus belongs to no one. On account of dis 
character of time a peculiar objectivity is as..o;igned to it. The naw beloDP 
neither to me nor to anyone else, but it is somehow there. There is timlo 
time is given, it is extant, without our being able to say how and where it is. 

We also lose time, just as immediately as we constantly take time for 
ourselves. We leave time for ourselves with something, and in fact in such~ 
way that while we do so the time is not there. As we lose time, we give it 
away. But losing time is a particularly carefree leaving time for oneself.# 
way in which we have time in the oblivious passing of our lives. . 

We have pointed to a series of characters of the time that Aristotle haS; 
view when he defines it as counted. The time that we take for ourselves 
that we express in the now, then, and at-the-time has the structutal::; 
ments of significance, datability, stretchedness, and publicness-. The table• 
with which we reckon. in the broader sense of reckoning, 1_s da the 
spanned, public. and has the character of significance, belongm~.~~ ... to 
world itself. But how do these structural moments belong essentU~P1 
time? How are these structures themselves possible? 
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'Y) Expressed time and its origination in existential 
temporality. The ecstatic and horizonal character of temporality 
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1 . only if we keep in view the full structure of the now-sequence in these 
~s that we can inquire concretely: Where does that time originate 
..vtuch we know first of aU an~ w~ich wr: kno"': solelyl Can _these structural 

ments of time. and thus tune 1tself just as at expresses atself, be under
rnoood by means of what is expressed in the now, then, and at-the-time, by 
$t ans of enpresenting, expecting, and retaining? When we are expecting 
~ particular happening, we comport ourselves in our Dasein always in :me particular way toward our own most peculiar ability to be. Even if 
what we are expecting may be some event, some occurrence, still our own 
[)asein is always conjointly expected in the expecting of the occurrence 
itself. The Dasein understands itself by way of its own most peculiar 
capecity to be, of which it is expectant. In thus comporting toward its own 
most peculiar capacity to be, it is ahead of itself Expecting a possibility, I 
come from this possibility toward that which I myself am. The Dasein, 
expecting its ability to be. wrnes toward itself In this coming-toward-itself, 
expectant of a possibility, the Dasein is futural in an original sense. This 
aming-toward-oneself from one's most peculiar possibility, a coming
toward which is implicit in the Dasein's existence and of which all expecting 
is a specific mode, is the primary concept of the future. This existential 
concept of the future is the presupposition for the common concept of the 
future in the sense of the not-yet-now. 

Retaining or forgetting something, the Dasein always comports itself 
somehow toward what it itself already has been. It is only-as it always 
factically is-in such a way that it has in each instance alTeady been the being 
that it is. In comporting ourselves toward an entity as bygone, we retain it in 
a tertain way or we forget it. In retaining and forgetting. the Dasein is itself 
~omitantly retained. It concomitantly retains its own self in what it 
. eady has been. That which the Dasein has already been in each instance. 
~past as} having-been-ness {Gewesenheit} belongs concomitantly to its 

re. Thts having-been-ness, understood primarily, precisely does not 
:c~ that the Dasein no longer in fact is: just the contrary, the Dasein is 
by L'>ely in fact what it was. That which we are as having been has not gone 
~ P~~sed away, in the sense in which we say that we could shuffle off our 
by t lh• a garment. The Oasein can as little get rid of its {past as} 
Weg~nencss as escape its death. In every sense and in every case everything 
"'a ~e been is an essential determination of our existence. Even if in some 
rn:. · I/ \ome manipulations. I may be able to keep my bygoneness far from 

se · nevertheless. forgetting. repressing, suppres.<;ing are modes in 
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which I myself am my own having-been-ness. The Dasein, in h..; __ 

necessarily always has been. It can be as having been only as long aa it~~ 
And it is precisely when the Dasein no longer is, that it also no longer~ 
been. It has been only so long as it is. This entails that {pastness in the 
of] having-been-ness belongs to the Dasein's existence. From the v~ 
of the moment of the future, as previously characterized, this means that 
since the Dasein always comports itself more or less explicitly toward 
specific capacity-to-be of its own self, since the Dasein always c:orne:. 
toward-itself from out of a possibility of itself, it therewith also alway. 
conu?S-back-to what it has been. Having-been-ness, the past in the exiltentiaJ 
sense, belongs with equal originality to the future in the original(~) 
sense. In one with the future and the present, {the past as] having~ 
first makes existence possible. 

The l"esent in the existential sense is not the same as presence or • 
ex.tantness. The Dasein, in existing, is always dwelling with extant beinp. 
beings that are at hand. It has such beings in its present. Only as ellplaeat· 
ing is the Dasein futural and past [as having-been] in the particular-., 
As expecting a possibility the Dasein is always in such a way that il 
comports itself enpresentingly toward something at hand and keeps this 
extant entity as something present in its, the Dasein's, own present. Attm
dant upon this is the fact that we are most frequently lost in this present and 
it appears as though future and past as bygoneness or, more preciaely. the 
past as having-been-ness, were blacked out, as though the Dasein were II 
every moment always leaping into the present. This is an illusion that in its 
tum has its own causes and requires an explanation which, however, WI 

shall forgo in this context. What alone is important here is to see more~ 
less that we are talking about future, past [having-been-ness] and present ll 
a more original (existential) sense and are employing these three~ 
tions in a signification that lies in advance of common time. The original unitY 
of the future, past, and present which we have portrayed is the p~ 
of original time, which we call temporality. Temporality tempqralizes i~ 
the ever current unity of future, past [having-been-ness], and present. . 
we denominate in this way must be distinguished from then, at-~~: 
and now. The latter time-determinations are what they are only by onginll 
ing in temporality, as temporality expresses itself Expecting. the~ 
retaining, the past. and enpresenting. the present-all of th~ exa. 
themselves by means of the now, then, and at-the-time. In expressiOg .' rJ 
temporality temporalizes the only time that the common understandini 
time is aware of. pi" 

/ The essence of the future lies in coming-toward-oneself; that ~f t~~ 
/ {having-been-ness} lies in going-back-to; and that of the present 10 StU!~..:i. 
I with, dwelling-with, that is, being-with. These characters of the toward, filii'"" 
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ith reveal the basi~ constitution_ of_tem~ral~ty. As ~termin~ by this 
~ back-to. and w1th. temporahty as outside Itself. T1me is earned away 
t . . ·itself as future, past, and present. As future, the Dasein is carried 
'l{lthanto its past [has-been} capacity-to-be; as past {having-been}, it is carried 
IPJ)(JY to its having-been-ness; and as enpresenting, it is carried away to some 
::being or beings. Temporality as unity of future, past, and present does 
pOt ~rry the Dasein a~~y just a~ ti~es and occasi~nally; inste_ad, as tem-

l:llity, it is itself the ongmal outside-Itself, the ekstaukon. For this character 
~::arrying-away we employ the expression the ecstatic chaTacter of time. 
Time is not carried away merely on occasion in a supplementary and 
accidental way; rather, future is carried away intrinsically as toward-it is 
ecstatic- The same holds for past and present. We therefore call future, 
past. and present the three ecstases of temporality; they belong together 
intrinsically with co-equal originality. 

It is important to see this ecstatic character of time in more precise detaiL 
This interconnection can be brought to view in the concrete conscious 
ralization of all sorts of phenomena, but only if the guiding clue is 
available. The term "ecstatic" has nothing to do with ecstatic states of mind 
and the like. The common Greek expression ekstatikon means stepping
outside-self. It is affiliated with the term "existence." It is with this ecstatic 
character that we interpret existence, which, viewed ontologically. is the 
originaJ unity of being-outside-self that comes-toward-self, comes-back-to
self, and enpresents. In its ecstatic character, temporality is the condition of 
the constitution of the Dasein's being. 

Within itself. original time is outside itself; that is the nature of its 
tetnporalizing. It is this outside-itself itself. That is to say. it is not some
thing that might first be extant as a thing and thereafter outside itself, so 
~t it would be leaving itself behind itself. Instead, within its own self. 
llltrin~ically, it is nothing but the outside-itself pure and simple. As this 
etsta~IC character is distinctive of temporality, each ecstasis, which tem
pora)IZes only in temporalizing unity with the others, contains within its 
OWn ~ture a carrying-away toward something in a formaJ sense. Every such 
rernotlo~ is intrinsically open. A peculiar openness, which is given with the 
::de-Itself. belongs to ecstasis. That toward which each ecstasis is intrin
the Y open m a specific way we call the ho-rizon of the ecstasis. The horizon is 
CQ ope,.. expanse toward which remotion as such is outside itself. The 
f>a3('mg-off opens up this horizon and keeps it open . . 1\s ecstatic unity of future, 
le ' and present. temporality has a horizon determined by the ecstases. 
~rainy. a\ the or~~inal. unity.~f futur~: past, an~ present, is ~tatic~lly
'4-ith th a/ mtnnsi~ally ... Honzo~al means character~ by a honzon ~1ven 
Poss·bl e '-'CMasas Itself. Ecstatac-honzonal temporahty makes ontolog1cally 

1 e not only the constitution of the Dasein's being. but also the 
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temporalizing of the only time of which the common understanl'l;~
time is aware and which we designate generally as the irreversible;;,!.~ 
ofnows. ~ 

We shall not now enter into further detail regarding the~ 
between the phenomenon of intentiorudity and that of ecstatic-~ 
temporality. Intentionality-being directed toward something and the. . 
mate connection of intentio and intentum present in it-which ia C::: 
monly spoken of in phenomenology as the ultimate primal p~ 
has the condition of its possibility in temporality and temporality' a «:::latit: 
horizonal character. The Dasein is intentional only because it is deteraur..d 
essentially by temporality. The Dasein' s essential determination by which il 
intrinsically tTanscends is likewise connected with the ecstatic-horboo.J 
character. How these two characters, intentionality and transcendence, are 
interconnected with temporality will become apparent to us. At the lime 
time we shall understand how ontology, by making being its theme, ila 
transcendental science. But first, since we did not expressly interpRt 1em
porality by way of the Dasein, we must make the phenomeoao mort 

familiar to ourselves. 

8) The derivation of the structural moments of now-time 
from ecstatic-horizonal temporality. The mode of being of 
falling as the reason for the covering up of original time 

The conception of time as a now-sequence is not aware of the derivalioD 
of this time from original time and overlooks all the essential features 
belonging to the now-sequence as such. As commonly understood. time is 
intrinsically a free-floating sequence of nows. It is simply there; ita given
ness must be acknowledged. Now that we have characterized temporality in 
a rough way, the question arises whether we can let the now-sequence arise 
out of original temporality, with explicit reference to the essential sUUC" 
tures-significance, datability, spannedness, and publicness. If time tern
poralizes itself as a now-sequence from out of the original temporality,~ 
these structures must become ontologically intelligible by way of the ~ 
horizonal constitution of temporality. What is more, if the temporality. ~ 
which time temporalizes itself as now-sequence constitutes the l)aseiO 1 

ontological constitution, and if the factical Dasein experiences and~ 
time first and primarily only as it is commonly understood. then we ~ 
also be able to explain by recourse to the Dasein's temporality why£ the 
Dasein knows time primarily only as now-sequence and. furt~er, ""'!.~ 
common understanding of time either overlooks or does not suttably w-
stand time's essential structural moments of significance, datability. ~ 
nedness, and publicness. If it is possible-if indeed it is even necessarr;"' 
show that what is commonly known as time springs from what we v,rhjCb 
characterized as temporality, then this justifies calling that from 
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n time derives by the name of original time. For the question could 
c:0111: asked why we still designate the unity of future, past, and present in 
~ ·gina! sense as time. Is it not something different? This question is 
this ";red in the negative as soon as it is seen that the now, the then, and the 
~time arc noth~ng ~ut temporality expressing itself. It is only for this 
~that the now 1s a hme character and that the then and the at-the--time 

are temporal. . . . . 
The question now 1s, How does tlme m the common sense root m 

temporality itself-how does time in the common sense derive from 
temPOrality or. more precisely, how does temporality itself temporalize the 
only time that the common understanding knows? Every now is by its 
nature a now-when. Because of this relation of datability, it is related to 
some being by reference to which it has its date. This character of being a 
now-when-this-or-that, the relation of datability, is possible only because ) 
the now is ecstatically open as a time-determination, having its source in 
temporality. The now belongs to a particular ecstasis. the present in the 
sense of the enpresenting of something. In the enpresenting of a being the 
mpresenting. intrinsically, is related ecstatically to something. In express· 
ing itself as ecstatically related, saying "now" in this self-expression and 
meaning by the now the present, this ecstatic-horizonal-and thus intrin
sically ecstatic-now is related to . .. ; each now, qua now, is "now, when 
this or that." The en presenting of a being lets that being be encountered in 
such a way that when, expressing itself, the enpresenting says "now," this 
now, because of the ecstatic character of enpresenting. must have the 
pre&ent-character "now, when this or that." Correspondingly, every at-the· 
time is an at-the--time--when and every then is a then-when. If I say "now" 
and express it in an enpresenting and as this enpresenting, then, because of 
the enpresenting of something. I encounter some being as that by reference 
to which the expressed now dates itself. Because we enunciate the now in 
~h case in and from an enpresenting of some being, the now that is thus 
;o~eed is it~lf structurally enpresenting. It has the relation of datability. the 
t~l datmg always differing in point of content. The now and every other 
:e-det~rmination has its dating relation from the ecstatic character of 
t\re poraluy Itself. The fact that the now is always a "now when this or that," 

ry at-the-time an "at-the-time when," and every then a "then when" 
~ 'ihows that time as temporality-as enpresenting, retaining. and 
'tlords lr.g-_already lets beings be encountered as uncovered. In other 
onJ h tJme m the common sense, the now as seen via this dating relation, is 

[ t e mdex of original temporality. 
tan very now and every time--determination is spanned within itself. has a 
irtdige that varies and does not first grow by means of a summation of 
brea~dual nows as dimensionless points. The now does not acquire a 

th and range by my collecting together a number of nows, but just the 
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reverse: each now already has this spannedness within itself in a . 
way. Even if I were to reduce the now to a millionth of a second it~ 
have a breadth, because it already has it by it'l very nature and neither ~ 
it by a summation nor loses it by a diminution. The now and every ~ 
determination has a spannedness intrinsically. And this, too, has it8 ~ 
the fact that the now is nothing but the "expression," the "speaking out,., Ill 
original temporality itself in its ecstatic character. Spannedness is~ 
concomitantly in every spoken now. because by means of the now and the 
other time-determinations an enpresenting expresses itself which temporu. 
izes it-.elf in ecstatic unity with expecting and retaining. A stretc:heclna. 
which enters into expressed time is already originally present in the eatuic 
character of temporality. Since every expecting has the character of~ 
toward-self and every retaining the character of back-to, even if in the mode 
of forgetting, and every coming-toward-self is intrinsically a back-to. tem
porality qua ecstatic is stretched out within its own self. !u the primary 
outside-itself, temporality is stretch itself. Stretch does not first rau1t fmm 
the fact that I shove the moments of time together but just the rewne: the 
character of the continuity and spannedness of time in the common 1e111e 

has its origin in the original stretch of temporality itself as ecstatic. 
The now and every other expressed time-determination is publicq _... 

sible to the understanding of each Dasein in the Daseins' being-with-one
another. This factor of the publicness of time is also rooted in the eatatil> 
horizonal character of temporality. Because temporality is intrinaically the 
outside-itself, it is as such already intrinsically disclosed and open for illelf 
along the directions of its three ecstases. Therefore each uttered. each 
expressed, now is immediately known as such to everyone. The now is not 
the sort of thing that only one or another of us could somehow find out: it is 
not something about which one of us might perhaps know but ~ 
might not; rather, in the Daseins' being-with-one-another itself, in their 
communal being-in-the-world, there is already present the unity of teiD" 
porality itself as open for itself. 

Because of its character of significance, we called the time ~f eve~ 
time-understanding world-time. We had already indicated earher that . 
Dasein's basic constitution is being-in-the-world and in fact being~; 
such a way that the existent Dasein is occupied in its existence w1th 
being, which means at the same time that it is occupied with its ~il:u; 
be-in-the-world. The Dasein is occupied with its own most ~liar . {or 

to be or, as we also say. the Oasein in each instance uses itself p~~)' the 
its own self. If it expresses itself a.<> enpresenting in the now. expecb~~t in 
then, and retaining in the at-the-time-if temporality expresses 1~ 
these time-determinations, then expressed time here is simult~~~~ ).o 
for which the Oasein uses itself. for the sake of which the Dasem Itself JS. 
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lit\·'s self-expression the expressed time is to be understood in the 
ternporar ~f the for-the-sake-of and the in-order-to. Expressed time has in 
~~e character of world-which can also be confirmed by means of still 
;utlft ;ore difficult connections into which we shall not at present enter. If 
othe~asein uses itself for itself, and the Dasein's temporality expresses itself 
~the now. then ex~ress~ time is ~!ways som~hin~ with which the ~ein 
~. If occupied. T1me IS always t1me as the nght t1me or the wrong ttme. 
151~e can see from the elucidation of the structural moments of signifi
cance. datability. s~nn~ess. and publicness th~t and how the b~ic 
c~etenninations of ttme a~ the c~~mon sense anse ~rom the ecstattc
borizonal unity of expectmg, retaarung, and enpresentmg. What we are 
c;«nmonlY familiar with as time originates with respect to its time character 
fiom ecstatic-horizonal temporality; therefore, that from which the deriva
tive time stems must be called time in a primary sense: the time that 
temporalizes itself and, as such. temporalizes world-time. If original time 
qua temporality makes possible the Dasein's ontological constitution, and 
this being, the Dasein, is in such a way that it temporalizes itself, then this 
being with the mode of being of existent Dasein must be called originally 
and fitly the temporal entity simply as such. It now becomes clear why we do 
not call a being like a stone temporal, even though it moves or is at rest in 
time. Its being is not determined by temporality. The Dasein, however, is 
not merely and not primarily intratemporal. occurring and extant in a 
world, but is intrinsically temporal in an original, fundamental way. Nev
ertheless, the Dasein is also in a certain way in time. for we can view it in a 
certain respect as an extant entity. 

Now that we have derived the characters of common time from original 
~porality and have thus demonstrated why we designate the origin as 
time with a greater legitimacy than that which originates from it, we must 
ask~ following questions. How does it happen that the common under
:::;mng o~ time knows time only as an irreversible sequence of nows; that 

~sent1al characters of that sequence-significance and datability
rernam concealed from it; and that the structural moments of spannedness 
~d publicness remain ultimately unintelligible to it; so that it conceives of 
aJIIl\e as a manifold of naked nows which have no further structure but are 
~ys merely nows, one following the other from future into past in an 
Wo ~~!.' <;uccession? The covering up of the specific structural moments of 
eo: .·time. the covering up of their origination in temporality. and the 
be· enng up of temporality itself-all have their ground in that mode of 
~ngdof tht• Dasein which we call falling. Without going into further detail 
alreard mg th1s phenomenon. we may portray it in terms of what we have 
Pti a Y touched on several times. We have seen that the Dasein is always 

lllanly oriented toward beings as extant things. so that it also determines 
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its own being by means of the mode of being of the extant. It also c:alla 
ego, the subject, a res, a substantia, a subjectum. What appears here .the 
theoretical field of developed ontology is a general determination ~ rn l 
Dasein itself. namely. that it has the tendency to understand itself prima.;~ 
by way of things and to derive the concept of being from the extanl~qJ 
common experience what happens is that beings are encountered in ~ 
Aristotle says that time is kineseos ti, something connected with motion. ~ 
this means that time is in a certain way. If the common unders_tanding o( 

time is aware of being only in the sense of extant being, being at hand, thea 
time, being publicly accessible along with motion, must necessarily be 
something extant. As the Dasein encounters time, time gets interpreted.ll.o 
as something somehow extant, particularly if it reveals itself as beiag m l 
certain connection precisely with extant nature. In some way or other time 
is concomitantly extant, whether in the objects or in the subject or every. 
where. The time that is known as the now and as a manifold and·~ 
of nows is an extant ~quence. The nows appear to be intratempola). They 
come and go like beings; like extant entities they perish, becoming DO Jcmg. 
extant. The common experience of beings has at its disposal DO other 
horizon for understanding being than that of extantness, being at hind. 
Matters like significance and datability remain a closed book for this way ri 
understanding being. Time becomes the intrinsically free-floating nmoff ri 
a sequence of nows. For the common conception of time this process il 
extant, just as space is. Starting from this view, it arrives at the opinion thal 
time is infinite, endless, whereas by its very nature temporality is finite, 
Since the common vision of time is directed solely toward the extant and the 
non-extant in the sense of the not-yet-extant and the no-longer-extant, the 
nows in their succession remain the sole thing that is relevant for it. Implidt 
in the Dasein's own mode of being is that it knows the sequence of~ 
only in this naked form of the nows of sequential juxtaposition. Only on this 
presupposition, too, is Aristotle's manner of inquiry possible w~n he~ 
whether time is something that is or whether it is a nonexJstent 
discusses this question with reference to past and future in the com~ 
sense of being-no-longer and being-not-yet. In this question about the~ 
of time, Aristotle understands being in the sense of extantness. If you 
being in this sense, then you have to say that the now which is no 1~ 
extant in the sense of the bygone now and the now which is not yet extant~ 
the sense of the now yet to come, are not-that is, are not extant. Seen Jtl 

this way, what is in time is only the now that is extant .in ~h. 0: 
Aristotle's aporia with reference to the being of time-w~1eh IS ~~ .. I to 
principal difficulty today-derives from the concept of bemg as eyu
being extant. 
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. from the same direction of thought in the common understanding of 
. It 15hat the universally familiar thesis that time is infinite originates. Each 

titfle :.as a transitionary character: each now is by its essential nature not-yet 
:; a-longer. In whatever now I may wish to stop, I stand in a not-yet or a 

l~ger. Each now at which I ~sh~ to posit ~ end, .purely in th~ught, 
::Ud be misunderstood as now if I w1shed to cut 1t off e&ther on the s1de of 
the past or on that of the future, because it points beyond itself. If the nature 
ri time is understood in this way, it follows that time must then be 
conceived as an endless sequence of nows. This endlessness is inferred 
purely deductively from the isolated concept of the now. And also, the 
inference to the endlessness of time, which has a legitimate sense within 
certain limits. is possible only if the now is taken in the sense of the clipped 
sequence of nows. It can be made clear-as was shown in Being and Time
that the endlessness of common time can enter the Dasein' s mind only 
because temporality itself, intrinsically. forgets its own essential finitude. 
Only because temporality in the authentic sense is finite is inauthentic time 
in the sense of common time infinite. The infinity of time is not a positive 
feature of time but a privation which characterizes a negative character of 
temporality. It is not possible to go into further detail here on the finitude of 
time, because it is connected with the difficuJt problem of death, and this is 
not the place to analyze death in that connection. 

We have stressed that the common understanding of time is not express
ly aware of the characters of the now, significance, datability. spannedness, 
and publicness. We must however qualify this statement at least to some 
degree, since the Aristotelian interpretation of time already shows that, 
e_ven if time is taken merely as the time we reckon with, certain characters of 
tune come to view. But they cannot be made an explicit problem as long as 
~common conception of time represents the sole guide to the interpreta· 
bon ~f time. Aristotle assigns transitionary character to the now; he defines 
the time in which we encounter beings as a number that embraces (holds
~nd) beings; time as counted is referred to a reckoning with it, in which it :U unveiled. The determinations of transition, holding-around, and un-

edness are the nearest characters in which time manifests itself as a 
~er.ce of nows. Looked at more closely. they point back to the moments 

T ave come to know in a different connection. 
he t · · ~ . rans1t1onary character belongs to each now because temporality. as 

co ~he unity, is stretched out within itself. The ecstatic connection of 
co rn~g·toward-itself (expecting). in which the Dasein at the same time 
an rne$ back to itself (retains itself). for the first time provides, in unity with 
no:npre<;enting, the condition of the possibility that expressed time, the 

' 1~ dtmcnsionally future and past, that each now stretches itself out as 
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such, within itself. with respect to the not-yet and the no-longe '1'1. 

transitionary character of each now is nothing but what we~· &Qt 

spannedness of time. a& the 
That time should hold-around beings. con-tain them. in such a-. that 

we recognize what it holds as intratemporal, is possible and y 
because of the character of time as world-time. Due to its ecstatic~ 
tem~rality is, as it were, further outside than any ~ible object which the 
Dasem can encounter as temporal. Because of thlS, any being that the 
Dasein encounters is already embraced by time from the very outlet 

Similarly. the essential countedness of time is rooted in the eatatic
horizonal constitution of temporality. Time's character as container 8Dd 11 
world-time, as well as its essential unveiledness. will emerge still more 
clearly in what follows. 

It should suffice that we now have an approximate view of time 11 
sequence of nows with respect to its derivation from temporality; we can 
thus recognize that the essential structure of temporality is the self~ 
ecstatic-horizonal unity of future, past. and present in the sense expl•iDed. 
Temporality [Zeitlichkeit} is the condition of the possibility of the coMitutioncf 
the Dasein's being. However, to this constitution there belongs understanding cf 
being, for the Dasein, as existent, comports itself toward beings which are 
not Daseins and beings which are. Accordingly. temporality must abo be tht 
condition of possibility of the understanding of being that belongs to the .DdtM 
How does temporality make such understanding of being possible? How is 
time as temporality the horizon for the explicit understanding of being • 
such, if being is supposed to be the theme of the science of ontology. or 
scientific philosophy? In its role as condition of possibility of the under
standing of being, both pre-ontological and ontological, we shall call tem
porality Temporality [Temporalitiit}. 

§20. tftnporality I Zeitlichkeit} and Temporality [T emportdital] 

What has to be shown is this: temporality is the condition of the possibility 
of all understanding of being; being is understood and conceptually comP"" 
hended by means of time. When temporality functions as such a condition; 
call it Temporality. The understanding of being. the developmen_t ~.J. 
understanding in ontology, and scientific philosophy are to be ex::::;. 
their Temporal possibility. What exactly is the meaning of th~ ·:u the 
ing of being" into whose Temporal possibility we are inqumng? By~ 
discussion of the four theses we have shown in different ways that and . 
something like an understanding of being belongs to the existent ~ 
We now stand before or. better, in the fact that we understand being 
nevertheless do not conceptually comprehend it. 



§20. Temporality (389-390/ 

a) Understanding as a basic determination of 
being-in-the-world 

275 

What is the difference between understanding and conceptual com-
rehension? What do "to u~rstand" a~d "understanding·: mean at a~l {as 

P nd as achievement]? It mtght be satd that understandmg {as achieve
act at Verstiindnis} is a type of cognition and. correspondingly, understand
~{~ act. Verstehen] is a specific type of cognitive comportment. Follow
: Dilthcy's precedent, the tendency today is to contrast understanding as 

Specific kind of knowing with a different kind of knowing. namely, 
:X,laining. W c shall not enter into this discussion of the relationship 
))e~Ween explanation and understanding, avoiding it above all because these 
discusSions suffer from a fundamental defect that makes them unfruitful. 
The defect is that there is lacking an adequate interpretation of what we 
understand in general by cognition, of which explanation and understand
ing are supposed to be "kinds." A whole typology of kinds of cognition can 
be enumerated and ordinary common sense can be impressed by this, but 
philosophically it is meaningless as long as it remains unclear what sort of 
knowing this understanding is supposed to be in distinction from the type 
of cognition represented by explanation. In whatever way we conceive of 
knowing, it is, qua that which embraces knowing and understanding in the 
ordinary conception of it, a comportment toward beings-if for the while we 
can disregard philosophical cognition as a relationship to being. But all 
practical-technical commerce with beings is also a comportment toward 
beings. And an understanding of being is also present in practical-technical 
~ponment toward beings so far as we have at all to do with beings as 
~mgs. In all comportment toward beings-whether it is specifically cogni
bve, which is most frequently called theoretical, or whether it is practical
~al-an understanding of being is already involved. For a being can 

. encountered by us as a being only in the light of the understanding of 
~g. If, however. an understanding of being always already lies at the basis 
0 all comportment of the Dasein toward beings, whether nature or history. 
"'~her theoretical, or practical, then plainly I cannot adequately define the 
:::~pt 0~ understandi~~ if, in trying to make the dcfin_ition. I look solely t_o 

_fie t~pes of cogmtave comportment toward bemgs. Thus what 1S 

~~~£Xi is to find a sufficiently original concept of understanding from 
tha al'mc not only all modes of cognition but every type of componment 
a f~ r~att>s to beings by inspection and circumspection can be conceived in rt m~ntal way. 
of be~here is present an {act of/ understanding in the {achieved] understanding 
Cons ang and this understanding of being is constitutive for the ontological 

tnutaon of the Oasein. it follows that the {act of/ understanding is an 
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original determination of the Dasein's existence, regardless of whethe, 
Dasein pursues science in the manner of explanation or of undem,. .. .:,.,tbe 
And what is more, in the end understanding is not at aU p,.:-~ 
cognition but-since existence is indeed more than mere cognit~ • 
usual spectator sense of knowledge and such knowledge p~ ~ 
tence-a basic determination of existence itself. This, in fact, ia bow'
have to take the concept of understanding. 'lrle 

Let us try to delineate this concept without as yet making ~ 
reference to the understanding involved in the understanding of being. 
How does understanding belong to the Dasein's existence as such, lpart 
from whether the Dasein does or does not practise psychology or biatoiy 11 
understanding? To exist is essentially, even if not only, to under'ltiDd. \Ve 
made some remarks earlier about the essential structure of existence. To the 
Dasein's existence there belongs being-in-the-world, and in fact in such 1 

way that this being-in-the-world is occupied with this being itself. It is 
occupied with this being; this entity, the Dasein, has its own being iD 1 

certain way under control. as it comports itself in this or that way toward ita 
capacity to be. as it has already decided in this or that way for or apiDit it 
'The Dasein is occupied with its own being" means more preclae:ly: it ia 
occupied with its own ability to be. As existent, the Dasein is free for specific 
possibilities of its own self. It is its own most peculiar able-to-be. Thae 
possibilities of itself are not empty logical possibilities lying outside ibelf, in 
which it can engage or from which it could keep aloof; instead they 1ft. • 

such, determinations of existence. If the Dasein is free for definite possibili
ties of itself, for its ability to be, then the Dasein is in this being.Jr«-for; it is 
these possibilities themselves. They au only as possibilities of the existeDl 
Dasein in whatever way the Dasein may comport toward them. The 
possibility is in every instance that of one's own most peculiar being. It is tbt 
possibility it is only if the Dasein becomes existent in it. To be one's OWD 

most peculiar ability to be, to take it over and keep oneself in the~~~ 
to understand oneself in one's own factual freedom, that is, to u~ ... 
oneself in the being of one's own most peculiar ability-to-be, is tM origirud 
existential concept of understanding. In German we say that someone ~ 
vorstehen something-literally, stand in front of or ahead of it. that "' 
stand at its head, administer, manage, preside over it. This is eq~valen~ 
saying that he versteht sich darauf. understands in the sense of be•~.~ 
or expert at it {has the know-how of it}. The meaning of the term . usage 
standing" [Verstehen/ as defined above is intended to go back to t~s 
in ordinary language. If understanding is a basic determination of exist_enc;e. 
it is as such the condition of possibility for all of the Da.'lein's ~ 
possible manners of comportment. It is the condition of possibility for • 
kind'l of comportment, not only practical but also cognitive. The exp~ 
tory and understanding sciences-if this classification is admitted as beiJIS 
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aU I itimate-are possible only because the Dasein, as existent, is itself 
at . ~sicalh· understanding entity. 
an w~~hall n~w a_ttempt to clarify the structure of the under.:tanding tha~ is 

·tutive of ex1stence. To understand means, more prec1sely, to proJect 
(.."01\Slf upon a possibility, in this projection to keep oneself at all times in a 
4ility. /\ can-be. a possibility as possibility. is there only in projection, in 
pos:;ecting oneself upon that can-be. If in contrast I merely reflect on some 
:;ptY possibilit·y· in~o which I could ~nter and, a~ i~ :-v~· just gab ~t ~t, 
then this possib1hty IS not there, prec1sely as posstbthty; mstead for me 1t lS, 

we might say. actual. The character of possibility becomes manifest and is :.rurest only in projection, so long as the possibility is held fast in the 
pro;ection. The phenomenon of projection contains two things. First, that 
upon which the Dasein projects itself is a can-be of its own self. The can-be is 
unveiled primarily in and through the projection, but in such a way that the 
pos5ibility upon which the Dasein projects itself is not itself apprehended 
objectively. Secondly. this projection upon something is always a projecting 
cf. ... If the Dasein projects itself upon a possibility, it is projecting itself in 
the sense that it is unveiling itself as this can-be, in this specific being. If the 
Daein projects itself upon a possibility and understands itself in that 
possibility. this understanding, this becoming manifest of the self, is not a 
self-contemplation in the sense that the ego would become the object of 
some cognition or other; rather, the projection is the way in which I am the 
possibility; it is the way in which I exist freely. The essential core of 
understanding as projection is the Dasein's understanding itself existentieUy 
in it. • Since projection unveils without making what is unveiled as such into 
an object of contemplation, there is present in all understanding an insight 
of the Dasein into itself. However, this insight is not a free-floating knowl
:!!..~ut itself. The knowledge of insight has genuine truth-character, 
----t~tely unveiling the existence of the Dasein which is supposed to be 
~veded by it. only if it has the primary character of self-understanding. 

nderstanding a<; the Dasein's self-projection is the Dasein's fundamental 
tncJ:de of happening. As we may also say. it is the authentic meaning of 
:_on. _It is_ by understanding that the Dasein's happening is character

-Its hlStoricality. Understanding is not a mode of cognition but the 

defi~~~~rrtl .. t'XI\tenta•ll"-thE' ~tandard t~an~lation in Being and Timt for existmziell~is 
tlli.,t~nc \ u ... Jt.!t_~er In the followmg way: Dasem always understands Itself m term., of ItS 
~ pr::-;:n l<'~m~ of a possabduy of itself: to be itself or not its.elf. Dasem has either chosen 
f!illticul· ; •htl<\ at~lf. or got 1ts.elf mto them. or grown up m them already. Only the 
~ ~r }d.,._·m decides its existence. whether it does so by taking hold or by neglecting. 
llrlder,1 "1 ~'>n of t•xi~tence never gets stra1ghtcncd out except through existing its.elf. The 
lit 4nd 'k'~ng of on~~lf which lead~ along this way~ c;~ll 'exi~tenti..-11.'" Trans Macquar
~ lllld' tn\on, &ing <2nd T•-· 'Th..- Ontical Priority of the Question of Being," p. 33 
It ia to th z ... t. P Ill. In short. the ex~,tenti..-11 is what h.appc.'ll~ or~, gi,·..-n in and by exi~ting. 

C! '-'Xtstt•ntt<~l as the ontical i~ to the ontological. 
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basic determination of existing. We aJso call it existentiell undentando.._ 
because in it existence, as the Dasein's happening in its history,~ 
izes itself. The Dasein becomes what it is in and through this unde 
ing; and it is always only that which it has chosen itself to be, that \V~ 
understands itself to be in the projection of its own most peculiar~ 
be. 

This must suffice as a sketch of the concept of understanding in . 
constitutive character for the Dasein's existence. The following task 0: 
arises: ( 1) by starting from temporality, to elucidate this underst4nding, Ut ib 
possibility, so far as it constitutes existence, and at the same time (2) to let it 
off from the understanding which we describe in the narrower sense • the 
understanding-of-being in general. The Dasein projects upon its P""i»i>i
ties the understanding belonging to existence. Because the Oasein ia ~ 
tially being-in-the-world, projection unveils in every instance a poeaibi)ityo( 
being-in-the-world. In its function of unveiling, understanding is not !elated 
to an isolated punctual ego but to factically existent being-able-to-be-iJMbe. 
world. This entails that along with understanding there is always ahead, 
projected a particular possible being with the others and a particul« passiWr 
being toward intraworldly beings. Because being-in-the-world belonp to the 
basic constitution of the Dasein, the existent Dasein is essentially~ 
others as being-among intraworldly beings. As being-in-the-world it is aever 
first merely being among things extant within the world, then subeequeDtly 
to uncover other human beings as also being among them. Instead. II 
being-in-the-world it is being-with others, apart from whether and bow 
others are factically there with it themselves. On the other hand. however. 
the Dasein is also not first merely being-with others, only then later to ruD 

up against intraworldly things in its being-with others; instead, being.with 
others means being-with other being-in-the-world-being-with-in-the
world. It is wrong to oppose to objects an isolated ego-subject, wi~ 
seeing in the Dasein the basic constitution of being-in-the-world; but it • 
equally wrong to suppose that the problem is seen in principle and~ 
made toward answering it if the solipsism of the isolated ego is replaced by 1 

solipsism en deux in the 1-thou relationship. As a relationship~ 
Dasein and Dasein this has its possibility only on the basis o~~i~-in~ 
world. Put otherwise. being-in-the-world is with equal ongmahty 
being-with and being-among. Quite different from this is the proble:;: 
how at each time the correlative Dasein of the thou is relevant f?r . ·dull 
the individual. factically ontical-existentiell possibilities of the mdivl 
Dasein. But these are questions of concrete anthropology.' 

chiP- f. 
1. As to 111hat the a prion of this pre-<.uf'PO"ition i~. d. &m und Zril, div. 1. 

('"Being-in-the-world a.' heing-with ..Jnd heing-one's-~lf. The They.' "'I 
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If-understanding there is understood the being-in-the-world with 
~ h~pecific possibilities of being-with others and of dealing with intra

.,.~ , beings arc traced out. In self-understanding as being-able-to-be-in

.,..0 w:rld. u;orld is understood with equal originality. Because by its concept 
the- tanding is free self-understanding by way of an apprehended pos
~; of one's o~ fa~ical ~in~-in-the-_world. it has the int_rinsic po~:ility of shifting m vanous direct1ons. Th1s means that the fact1cal Dasem 

understand itself primarily via intraworldly beings which it encounters. f" can Jet its existence be determined primarily not by itself but by things 
~ circumstances and by the others. It is the understanding that we call 
jnaUt.htntic understanding. which we described earlier and which now be
comes clarified by the fundamental concept of understanding. "Inauthentic" 
does not mean here that it is not an actual understanding; it denotes an 
understanding in which the existent Dasein does not understand itself 
primarily by that apprehended possibility of itself which is most peculiarly 
its own. Or again. projection can be accomplished primarily from the 
freedom of our own most peculiar Dasein and back into it, as authentic 
understanding. These free possibilities involved in understanding itself are 
DOt to be pursued here any further. 

b) Existentiell undemanding, undemanding of being, 
projection of being 

We may keep in mind, then, that understanding, as the projection which 
has been portrayed. is a basic determination of the Dasein's existence. It 
relates to the Dasein itself. hence to a being, and is therefore an ontical 
understanding. Because it is related to existence, we call it existentiell 
~andi~g. But since in this existentiell understanding the Dasein, as a 

g, IS proJected upon its ability-to-be. being in the sense of existence is 
~t~ in it. An understanding of the being of existence in general is 
the. osed In eve~ existentiell understanding. Now the Dasein is being-in
otherworld ~nd. m equal originality with its facticity. a world is disclosed and 
co Dasems are disclosed with it and intraworldly beings are encountered; 
i~~g ns;:-1\l~ntly. the Dasein understands, in equal originality with its understand
bri 0 exiStence, the existence of other Daseins and the being of intTaworldly 
of ~s. :\t first. however, the understanding of the being of the Dasein and 
and . 1ng~ l'Xtant is not divided and articulated into specific modes of being 
~~t Is not comprehended as such. Existence, being extant or at hand, being 
~~ bemg, the f~llow-Dasein of others-these are not conceptually compre
iFJdtffi each m Its own sense of being. but instead they are understood 
the eremly i'l an understanding of being that makes possible and guides both 

expenence of nature and the self-apprehension of the history of being-
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with-one-another. In existentiell understanding, in which factical h..; __ . 

the-world becomes visible and transparent, there is always already ~u'l·tn. 
an understanding of being which relates not only to the Dasein ~~ 
also to all beings which are unveiled fundamentally with being.~ 
world. In it thne is present an understanding which, as projection, not 
understands beings by way of being but, since being itself is understooct, ~ 
also in some way projected being as such. 

In our analysis of the structure of ontical understanding we came aero.. 
stratification of projections present in it itself and making it P<*ible. n: 
projections are, as it were, inserted in front of one another. "Stratificatioo"· 
admittedly a tricky image. We shall see that there can benotalkof~ 
interlacing stratification of projections in which one determines the others. 
In existent~ll undemanding one's own Dasein is first experienced as lOme
thing that is, a being. and in that process being is understood. If we say tbu 
being is understood in the existentiell understanding of the Daaein and ihwe 
note that understanding is a projecting, then in the unc:lmtandinc rj,.. 
there is present a further projection: being is understood only as, on ita own 
part, it is projected upon something. What it is projected upon remaiDaatfint 
obscure. It can then be said that this projection, the understandingafbeq 
in experiencing beings, is on its own part, as understanding. projected upon 
something which at first is still in question. We understand a being only • 
we project it upon being. In the process, being itself must be understood ina 
certain way; being must in its tum be projected upon something. We shal 
not now touch on the question that arises here, whether this recursion from 
one projection to the next does not open up a progressus in .infinitum. N. 
present we are in search only of the connection between the ~ tf' 
being, the understanding of being, and the projection upon ... whiclt in its tunt 
is present in the understanding of being. It is enough that we see the distjnctioll 
between the existentiell understanding of Dasein as a being and the under
standing of being, which qua understanding of being must itself, in Cl)tlfat
mity with its character as projection, project being upon something. At~ 
we can understand only indirectly that upon which being, if and when it 11 

understood, must be disclosed. But we may not flinch from it, so long as._ 
take seriously the facticity of our own existence and our bei":g-wi~ 
Dasein and see that and how we understand world, the mtra Y 
existence, and co-existent Dasein in its being. If Dasein harbors the~ 
standing of being within itself, and if temporality makes possible the ~ 
in its ontological constitution, then temporality must also be t~e ~ndof~ 
the possibility of the understanding of being and hence of the pro]tC!wn . i5 
upon time. The question is whether time is indeed that upon wh1ch be~ 
itself projected-whether time is that by way of which we understand 
like of being. 
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order to ward off a fatal misunderst~ndi~g. we need a bri~f-~gression. 
In _ is to give a fundamental clanficat10n of the posstbthty of the 

our at:nding of being in general. With regard to the Dasein's comport
onders award beings. our interpretation of the understanding of being in 
rnent \has presented only a necessary but not a sufficient condition. For I 
gene;mport toward beings only if those ~ings ~ them~~ves be encoun
~ in the brightness of the understanding of bemg. Thts ts the necessary 
con<fition- In terms of fundamental ontology it can also be expressed by 

ing that all understanding is essentially related to an affective self
~ng which belongs to understanding itself. 2 To be affectively self
finding is the formal structure of what we call mood, passion, affect, and the 
like. which are constitutive for all comportment toward beings, although 
they do not by themselves alone make such comportment possible but 
always only in one with understanding, which gives its light to each mood, 
each passion. each affect. Being itself, if indeed we understand it, must 
somehow or other be projected upon something. This does not mean that in 
this projection being must be objectively apprehended or interpreted and 
defined, conceptually comprehended, as something objectively ap
prehended. Being is projected upon something from which it becomes 
Uftderstandable. but in an unobjective way. It is understood as yet pre
amceptua.lly. without a logos; we therefore call it the pre-ontological under
Jtdrldirtg of being. Pre-ontological understanding of being is a kind of under
standing of being. It coincides so little with the ontical experience of beings 
that ontical experience necessarily presupposes a pre-ontological under
standing of being as an essential condition. The experience of beings does 
not have any explicit ontology as a constituent, but, on the other hand, the 
understanding of being in general in the pre-conceptual sense is certainly 
the condition of possibility that being should be objectified, thematized at 
~ It is in the obj~ific~tion of being as such t~t the basi~ act consti~tive 
~tology as a sc1ence 1s performed. The essential feature m every sctence, 

PMosophy included, is that it constitutes itself in the objectification of 
::hing _already in some way unveiled. antecedently given. What is given 
~ a be1ng that lies present before us. but it can also be being itself in the 
~ological u~derstanding of being. The way in which being is given is 
~- entally d1fferent from the way beings are given. but both can 
are JO]ybecome objects. They can become objects. however. only if they 
~n~elied in ~orne way befOTe the objectification and JOT it. On the other 
awn . 1,/omethmg becomes an object. and in fact just as it offers itself in its 
~in~ · th1s objectification does not signify a subjective apprehension and 

erpretatlon of what is laid hold of as object. The basic act of objec-

~-Cf" 
->e"~n und Zril, §l'J ff. 
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tification. whether of being or of beings-and regardless of the fuM __ 
tal diversity in the two cases-has the function of explicitly proj~~ 
is antecedently given upon that on which it has already been pr~~ 
pre-scientific experience or understanding. If being is to become ~ 
tified-if the understanding of being is to be possible as a sc:ienc:e . 
sense of ontology-if there is to be philosophy at all. then that upon:!: 
the understanding of being. qua understanding, has already ~ 
tually projected being must become unveiled in an explicit pro.iection. 

We confront the task not only of going forth and back from a being to ita 
being but, if we are inquiring into the condition of possibility of the 
understanding of being as such, of inquiring even beyond being as to t1aat 1lpaft 

which being itself, as being, is projected. This seems to be a curious enterpn.e, 
to inquire beyond being; perhaps it has arisen from the fatal ernbarraalr.eat 
that the problems have emanated from philosophy; it is apparently merely 
the despairing attempt of philosophy to assert itself as over against the~ 
called facts. 

At the beginning of this course we stressed that the more func:tamentaO, 
the simplest problems of philosophy are posed. without any of the vanitiea 
of the allegedly more advanced modems and without the host of secoodary 
questions arbitrarily snatched up by the mania for criticism, the maR 

immediately will we stand by ourselves in direct communication withactull 
philosophizing. We have seen from various angles that the question lbout 
being in general is indeed no longer explicitly raised but that it everywhat 
demands to be raised. If we pose the question again. then we undentanchl 
the same time that philosophy has not made any further progress with ill 
cardinal question than it had already in Plato and that in the end ill 
innermost longing is not so much to get on further with it, which would be 
to move further away from itself. as rather to come to itself. In Hegel. 
philosophy-that is, ancient philosophy-is in a certain sense~ 
through to its end. He was completely in the right when he run
expressed this consciousness. But there exists just as much the legitiJIIIU 
demand to start anew, to understand the finiteness of the Hegelian systedl 
and to see that Hegel himself has come to an end with philosophy ~ 
he moves in the circle of philosophical problems. This circlin~ ~ the~ 
forbids him to move back to the center of the circle and to reviSe 1t fro~ 
ground up. It is not necessary to seek another circle beyond the circle: (tofiS 
saw everything that is possible. But the question is whether he sa_w_ 1~ :,esr.l 
the radical center of philosophy. whether he exhausted all_the possibdit dO'l 
the beginning so as to !MlY that he is at the end. No extensive demons~ 
is needed to make clear how immediately. in our attempt to get_ ~ 
being to the light from which and in which it itself comes into the bngh~--HI 
of an understanding. we arc moving within one of Plato's fun~ 
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le s. There is no occasion here to delineate the Platonic order of 
prob_ ~n further detail. But a rough reference to it is necessary so that the 
~~ay be progressively di!.-pell~ ~~at our fundamental-o?tological_ pro~ 
vieW the question about the poss1b1hty of the understandmg of bemg m 
Jtrn. 1. is simply an accidental, eccentric, and trivial rumination. 
~the end of the sixth book of the Republic, in a context that cannot 

y us in further detail here. Plato gives a division of the different realms 
~ings. with particuJar regard to the possible modes of access to them. He 
~hes the two realms of the horaton and the noeton, things visible to 
the eyes and things thinkable. The visible is that which is unveiled by sense, 
the thinkable that which understanding or reason perceives. For seeing with 
the eyes there is required not only eyes and not only the being that is seen 
but a third, phos. light, or, more precisely, the sun, helios. The eye can 
unveil only in the light. All unveiling requires an antecedent illumining. 
The eye must be helioeides. Goethe translates this by "sonnenhaft" {like, of 
the type of. the sun]. The eye sees only in the light of something. Corre
spondingly. all non-sensible cognition-all the sciences and in particular all 
philosophical knowledge-can unveil being only if it has being's specific 
illumination-if the noeisthai also gains its own specific phos, its light. 
What sunlight is for sensuous vision the idea tou agathou, the idea of the 
good. is for scientific thinking, and in particular for philosophical knowl
edge. At first this sounds obscure and unintelligible; how should the idea of 
the good have a function for knowledge corresponding to that which the 
lisht of the sun has for sense perception? As sensible cognition is helioeides, 
SO correspondingly all gignoskein. all cognition, is agathoeides, determined 
by the idea of the agathon. We have no expression for "determined by the 
good" which would correspond to the expression "sunlike." But the corre· 
'POndence goes even further: Ton helion tois horomenois ou monon oimai 
: tou horasthai dunamin parcchein pheseis, alia kai ten genesin kai auxen 
furn.i trophen. ou genesin auton onta.:~ "You will. I believe. also say, the sun 

shes to the seen not only the possibility of being seen, but gives to the 
~·as beings, also becoming. growth, and nurture, without itself[the sun) 
pi~. a becoming." This extended determination is correspondingly ap
to . '0 knowledge. Plato says: Kai tois gignoskomenois toinun me monon 
~-•gnoske~thai phanai hupo tou agathou pareinai. alia kai to einai te kai ten 
epe~an hup ekcinou autois proseinai, ouk ousias ontos tou agathou, all' eti 
ll'LUs e1~'4 tcs ousias presbcia kai dunamci hupercchontos." "So then you 

t a so !.ay that the known not only receives its being known from a good. 

lf\.3, Pl;,lo I 8 . 
'-IJQQrd· ( 'l IJriJ<'t r, Republic, 6.509''.2·"4. [Politria, in Plawnu apt-ra, ed. John Bum<'t. vol. 4 

•. n... , • arcndon l•res~. 18991.1 
'Ul(J ' 5(1'/•f>-hiU. 
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but also it has from thence that it is and what it is, in such a way indeed 
the good is not itself the being-how and being-what, but even tl_'-t 
being in dignity and power." That which illuminates the know~ 
beings (positive science) and the knowledge of being (philosophical~ 
edge) as unveiling lies even beyond being. Only if we stand in this ligm do 
we cognize beings and understand being. The understanding of being . 
rooted in the projection of an epekeina tes ousias. Plato thus cornea ~ 
something that he describes as "outstripping being." This has the funciloo 
of light. of illumination, for all unveiling of beings or, in this case, ilhunin.. 
tion for the understanding of being itself. 

The basic condition for the knowledge of beings as weU as for the 
understanding of being is: standing in an illuminating light. Or, toexpn.it 
without an image: something upon which, in understanding, we haw: 
projected that which is to be understood. Understanding must itlel( ..... 
how see, as unveiled, that upon which it projects. The basic facta of the 
antecedent illumination for all unveiling are so fundamental that it is always 
only with the possibility of being able to see into the light, to see in the liaht, 
that the corresponding possibility of knowing something as actual ilu
sured. We must not only understand actuality in order to be lble to 
experience something actual, but the understanding of actuality must on its 
side already have its illuminating beforehand. The understanding ofbeins 
already moves in a horizon that is everywhere illuminaud, giving luMinou 
brightness. It is not an accident that Plato, or Socrates in the dialogue. 
explains the context to Glaucon by a simile. The fact that Plato reac:ha for a 
simile when he comes to the extreme boundary of philosophical inquiry, the 
beginning and end of philosophy. is no accident. And the content oftbe 
simile especially. is not accidental. It is the simile of the cave, whida ~ 
interprets at the beginning of the seventh book of the IUpub&. ~ 1 

existence. living on the disk of earth arched over by the sky, is like a life an 
the cave. All vision needs light, although the light is not itself seeD: n; 
Dasein's coming into the light means its attainment of the unders~. 
truth in general. The understanding of truth is the condition of~ 
for scope and access to the actual. We must here relinquish the idea 
interpreting in all its dimensions this inexhaustible simile. )ldds 

Plato describes a cave in which humans have their hands. feet, and . 1 
fettered, with their eyes turned to the cave's wall. Behind th~ tJ,ete ;itS 
small exit from the cave, through which light falls into the cave m back~ 
inhabitants. so that their own shadows necessarily fall on the wall abe-d 
opposite them. Fettered and bound firmly so that they can only l~k theSflo 
of them, they see only their own shadows on ~he wall. ~hind. till 
between them and the light, there is a path w1th a part1Uon, like . 
partitions puppeteers have. On this path other humans, behind the pr1" 
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rry past all sorts of implements such as are used in everyday life. 
oners· :jects throw their own shadows and are visible as moving objects on 
~ positc wall. The prisoners discuss among themselves what they see tbt: wall. What they see there is for them the world. actual beings. 
ol'l one of the prisoners is released, so that he can tum around and look 
~ light. and even move out of the cave and walk toward the light 
~ If- he will first be dazzled and will only slowly become accustomed to the :;.t 'and see the things t~t st~d outside the cave in the light. Let us now 
~e that. with the sun m his eyes, he returns to the cave and converses 
once again with those who are sitting in the cave. The cave dwellers will take 
him to be mad; they would like to kill him because he wants to persuade 
them that the objects they see and have deemed to be real throughout their 
lives are only shadows. Plato wants to show by this that the condition for the 
poaibUity of recognizing something as a shadow in distinction from the real 
does not consist in my seeing an enormous quantity of given things. If the 
cave dwellers were to see more clearly for all eternity only what they now 
111e on the wall. they would never gain the insight that it is only shadows. 
The basic condition for the possibility of understanding the actual as actual 
is to look into the sun, so that the eye of knowledge should become sunlike. 
Ordinary common sense, in the cave ofits know-it-all. wiseacre pretensions, 
is narrow-minded: it has to be extricated from this cave. For it, what it is 
released to is. as Hegel says, die verkehrte Welt-the inverted, topsy-turvy 
world. We, too, with this apparently quite abstract question about the 
conditions of the possibility of the understanding of being, want to do 
nothing but bring ourselves out of the cave into the light, but in all sobriety 
IDd in the complete disenchantment of purely objective inquiry. 

What we are in search of is the epekeina tes ousias. For Plato this 
epekeina is the condition of possibility for all knowledge. Plato says, first, 
:: t~ agat~on or the idea agathou is en to gnosto teleutaia he tou agathou 
and .ka.i mog1s ~orasthai;~ in knowledge or in the knowable and intelligible, 

In generalm the whole sphere of that which is in any way accessible to 
Us, ~ idea of the good is that which lies at the end, toward which all 
COgn.atJon runs back or, conversely, from which it begins. The agathon is 
~ horasthai. hardly to be seen. Secondly. Plato says of the agathon: en 

donoeto aute kuria aletheian kai noun paraschomene.6 It is that which has 
lllm,o . h k thus ~n m t c nowable and renders knowledge and truth possible. It 

blquir ~mes ~lear how the epekeina tes ousias is that which has to be 
epek ~ after. 1f mdeed being is to be the object for knowledge. How the 

etna must be defined. what the "beyond" means, what the idea of the 

~· lh.d 7 51 '}t1j ( 
·lb•d. 517•.\ f. 
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good signifies in Plato and in what way the idea of the good is that w&..:_, 

supposed to render knowledge and truth possible-all this is in •q ia 
respects obscure. We shall not enter here into the difficulties of PI~ 
interpretation nor into the demonstration of the connection of u.; ~ 
the good with what we discussed earlier regarding the ancient~ 
ing of being. its derivation from production. It appears as though OUrthe.i. 
that ancient philosophy interprets being in the horizon of production in the 
broadest sense would have no connection at all with what Plato note. 
condition of possibility of the understanding of being. Our inlerJ>retaticn: 
ancient ontology and its guiding clue seems to be arbitrary. What c:ould the 
idea of the good have to do with production? Without entering further iato 
this matter, we offer only the hint that the idea agathou is nothiag but die 
demiourgos, the producer pure and simple. This lets us see already bowdle 
idea agathou is connected with poiein, praxis, techne in the broadat lllllt. 

c) The temporal interpretation of existentieU 
undentanding, both authentic and inauthentic 

The question about the possibility of the understanding of being nma 
into something that transcends being, a "beyond." As to what makes under
standing of being possible, we shall find it without an image only ifwefinl 
ask: What makes understanding possible as such? One essential momenl of 
understanding is projection: understanding itself belongs to the basic coo
stitution of the Dasein. We shall inquire further into this phenomenon and 
its possibility, and to this end we may also recall something noted earlier
Understanding belongs to the basic constitution of the Dasein; but thr 
Dasein is rooted in temporality. How is temporality the conditioD r! 
possibility for understanding in general? How is projection grountlMJ 11 

temporality? In what way is temporality the condition of possibility_for ~ 
understanding of being? Do we in fact understand the being of~ r:J 
means of time? We shall attempt. first of all, a temporal interpreta~ 
understanding. taking understanding as ontical, existentiell un~ 
and not yet as understanding of being. We shall then inquire .further# 
our existent comportment toward beings, toward the extant m the back 
sense, is grounded as understanding in temporality, and how. f~. ten' 
beyond that, the understanding of being that belongs to ~LS ex;: tbt 
comportment toward beings is conditioned on its part by tune. . 
possibility and structure of the distinction between being and ~ 
grounded in temporality? Must the ontological difference be interp-'
Temporally? ~ 

How is existentiell understanding determined by temporality? W~ t:J 
earlier that temporality is the equally original ecstatic-horizonal 
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ast. and present. Understanding is a basic determination of exis· 
(utllre'lnd resoluteness is our name for authentic existence, the existence of 
rencePasein in which the Dasein is itself in and from its own most peculiar 
the ib"litv. a possibility that has been seized on and chosen by the Dasein 
~ ~~luteness has its own peculiar temporality. Let us try to demon· 
1 • it briefly now. though only in a specific respect. which however is 
strate inly very essentiaL If authentic existence. resoluteness, is grounded in a 
~mode of temporality, then a specific present belongs to resolute-

Present, as ccstatic-horizonal phenomenon, implies enpresenting of. 
nessin resoluteness the Dasein understands itself from its own most peculiar 
~-be- Understanding is primarily futural, for it comes toward itself from 
ils chosen possibility of itself. In coming-toward-itself the Dasein has also 
aJtady taken itself over as the being that it in each case already has been. In 
JeSOiuteness, that is, in self-understanding via its own most peculiar can
be-in this coming-toward-itself from its own most peculiar possibility. the 
[)uein comes back to that which it is and takes itself over as the being that it 
iL In coming bock to itself, it brings itself with everything that it is INJck 
acdin into its own most peculiar chosen can-be. The temporal mode in 
which it is as and what it was we call [bringing-back-again, that is,J repeti
tion. Repetition is a peculiar mode in which the Dasein was, has been. 
Resoluteness temporalizes itself as repetitive coming-back-toward-itself 
from a chosen possibility to which the Dasein, coming-toward-itself. has run 
out in front of itself /preceded itself}. In the ecstatic unity of repetitive self
prec:.tclenu, in this past and future, there lies a specific present. Whereas the 
a!presenting of something for the most part and chiefty dwells with things, 
sets entangled in its own self. lets itself be drawn along by things so as to be 
merged with what it is enpresenting-whereas enpresenting for the most 
~runs away from itself. loses itself within itself, so that the past becomes 
1 orgetting and the future an expecting of what is just coming on-the 
Pltsent that belongs to resoluteness is held in the specific future (self
~ncel and past (repetition) of resoluteness. The present that is held in 
re:so Uteness and springs from it we call the instant. Since we intend by this 
~e a mode of the present-the phenomenon indicated by it has ecstatic-
110 Tll.Qnal character-this means that the instant is an enpresenting of 
llpo~h:ng_ pre~nt which, as belonging to resol~e, discloses the sit~ation 
~ \\ hlch resoluteness has resolved. In the mstant as an ecstasts the 
det tent Dasem is carried away. as resolved, into the current factically 
lct;rrn~ed possibilities, circumstances, contingencies of the situation of its ans::· he mstant /the Augenblick, the twinkling of an eye} is that which, 
stitut!, from_ resoluteness, has an eye first of all and solely for what con
the D .t~e Slluat1?n ~faction. It is the mode of resol~te existe~ce ~n which 

Cl.setn, as bemg-m-the-world. holds and keeps 1ts world m v1ew. But 
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because the Dasein, as being-in-the-world, is at the same time he· . 
other Daseins, authentically existent being-with-one-another must 't""ith 
termine itself primarily by way of the individual's resoluteness. 0n1 de. 
and in its resolute individuation is the Dasein authentically free arJ ~ 
for the thou. Being-with-one-another is not a tenacious intrusion of:" 
upon the thou, derived from their common coocealed helplessness;~ 
existence as together and with one another is founded on the . 
individuation of the individual, determined by enpresenting in the::: 
the instant. Individuation does not mean clinging obstinately to one' a~ 
private wishes but being free for the factical possibilities of currem ex-. 
tence. 

From what has been said one thing should become dear, that the instant 
belongs to the Dasein's original and authentic temporality and repn:;a111 
the primary and authentic mode of the present as enpresenting. We beard 
earlier that enpresenting expresses itself in the now, that the now aa time in 
which beings are encountered arises from original temporality. Since the 
now always arises from the present, this means that the now originates 
from. comes from, the instant. It is for this reason that the phenomeoooo( 
the instant cannot be understood from the now, as Kierkegaard tria to do. 
To be sure, he understands the instant quite well in its real contents, but he 
does not succeed in expounding the specific temporality of the insla& 
Instead, he identifies the instant with the now of time in the common~~~~~t. 
Starting from here he constructs the paradoxical relationships oftheaowiD 
eternity. But the phenomenon of the instant cannot be understood from tbt 
now even if we take the now in its full structure. The only thing that can be 
shown is that the now most expeditiously manifests its full atniCtUif 
precisely where the Dasein as resolute enpresenting expresses itself by 
means of the now. The instant is a primal phenomenon of original tern" 

porality, whereas the now is merely a phenomenon of deri~ ~ 
Aristotle already saw the phenomenon of the instant, the k;uros, ar:.. 
defined it in the sixth book of his Nichomachean Ethics; but, again. he . il 
in such a way that he failed to bring the specific time character of the ltaifOI 
into connection with what he otherwise knows as time (nun). ~ 

The present pertinent to the Dasein's temporality does not . as 
have the character of the instant. The Dasein does not constantlY ~liar 
re~lute but is usually irresol~te, do~ ~ff to itse~f in its own ~ost Pffi~to 
ab1hty to be, and not determmed pnmanly from 1ts most pecuh.ar ab tYpal 
be in the way it projects its possibilities. The Dasein 's temporal•tY c:foe5 }\k"" 
constantly temporalize itself from that temporality's authentic future· doe~ 
crtheless, this inconstancy of existence, its being generally irresolut~ It 
not mean that in its existence t~e irreso.lute Dasein at t_im~ lacks a~ 
only means that temporality Itself. w1th respect to 1ts d1fferent 
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ialiY the fut~re. is ~hange~le: Irresolute exist~ is so littl~ a non
~ence that it 1s prec1sely ~his Irresoluteness wh1ch charactenzes the 
eld5 rda. actuality of the Dasem. 
f\'t~a~ we are trying to expound existent comportment in the everyday 

toward the beings most proximately given, we must tum our view 
sense evervday. inauthentic, irresolute existence and ask what the character 
~the t-emporality _of inauthentic se_lf~~n~standing, of the Dasein's .i~ 
solute projection of Itself upon posstbthtles. We know that the Dasem 1s 

being-in-the-world: fac~ically. existing as s~h, it is bein~·among intra· 
rldly beings and bemg-wtth-other Dasems. The Dasem understands :U at first and usually from things. The others, the fellow humans, are 

also there with the Dasein even when they are not to be found there in 
iJpme(iiately tangible proximity. In the way they are there with the Dasein 
they are also jointly understood with it via things. Let us recall Rilke's 
dacription in which he shows how the inhabitants of the demolished house, 
thole fellow humans. are encountered with its wall. The fellow humans 
with whom we have to do daily are also there, even without any explicit 
tsistentiell relation of one Dasein to others. Keeping all of this in mind, we 
may now tum our exploratory regard solely to understanding comportment 
foulard things handy and things extant. 

We understand ourselves by way of things. in the sense of the self
understanding of everyday Dasein. To understand ourselves from the 
things with which we are occupied means to project our own ability to be 
upon such features of the business of our everyday occupation as the 
feasible, urgent, indispensable, expedient. The Dasein understands itself 
from the ability to be that is determined by the success and failure, the 
feasibility and unfeasibility. of its commerce with things. The Dasein thus 
COines toward itself from out of the things. It expects its own can-be as the 
~of a being which relies on what things give or what they refuse. It is 
111 ough the Dascin's can-be were projected by the things, by the Dasein's 
CIOinrnerce with them, and not primarily by the Dasein itself from its own 
::::: JlCCuliar. ~If, which nevertheless exists, just as it is, always as dealing 
~htngs. I his inauthentic self-understanding by way of things has. 
iraQ h · the character of coming-toward-itself. of the future. but this is 
the ~ntu: future; we characteri7.e it as expecting [Gewartigen]. Only because 
the th semIs expectant of its can-be in the sense described. as coming from 
a.tlt . 10~" It attends to and cares for-only because of this expecting can it 
f:x~te ·await something from the things or wait for the way they run off. 
thin t~ng must already beforehand have unveiled a sphere from which someant: can I~ awaited. Expecting is thus not a subspecies of waiting for or 
~hng but just the reverse: waiting for, anticipating. is grounded in an 

lOg, a looking-forward-to. When in our commerce with things we 
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lose ourselves in and with them, we are expectant of our can-be in the 
is determined via the feasibility and unfeasibility of the things With '-'ly• 
we are concerned. We do not expressly come back to ourse1vea ~ 
authentic projection upon our own most peculiar can-be. This implies 111 In 
same time that we do not repeat the being we have been, we do 'lWlt lit.._ 
ourselves over in our facticity. What we are-and what we have "-a~ 
always contained in this-lies in some way behind us.jorgot;Un. £-:.._ • 

our own can-be to come from things. we have forgotten the r~-n;:: 
in its having-been. This forgetting is not the absence and failuretoappe.of 
a recollection, so that in the place of a recollection there would be nothing. It 
is, rather, a peculiar positively ecstatic mode of temporality. The ec:ataaiao( 
forgetting something has the character of disengagement from one's me. 
peculiar having-been-ness, and indeed in such a way that the d~ 
from closes off that from which it disengages. Forgetting, incloeingofFtht 
past-and this is the peculiar feature of that ecstasis-cloeea itaelf oft' far 
itself. The characteristic of forgetting is that it forgets itself. It is implicit in 
the ecstatic nature of forgetting that it not only forgets the forgoum but 
forgets the forgetting itself. This is why to the common pre-~ 
ical understanding it appears as though forgetting is nothing at all. Fcqat
tenness is an elementary mode of temporality in which we aTe primarily ad 
for the most part our own having-been. But this shows that the put. iD the 
sense of having-been-ness, must not be defined in terms of the axmnon 
concept of the bygone. The bygone is that of which we say that it no longer 
is. Having-been-ness, however, is a mode of being, the detenninationcitbr 
way in which the Dasein is as existent. A thing that is not temporal. wbolr 
being is not determined by means of temporality, but merely occurs witbill 
time, can never have-been, because it does not exist. Only what is intrift
sically futural can have-been; things. at best, are over and done ~ 
Understanding oneself by way of feasible and directly encountered thingS 
involves a self-forgetting. The possibility of retaining something which~ 
was just now expecting rest'> only on the basis of the original forg~ 
that belongs to the factical Dasein. To this retaining related_ to t.hing'S ~ 
corresponds again a non-retaining. a forgetting in the derivatwe _.nst~ 
becomes clear from this that recollection is possible only on the~~ pOl 

because of the original forgottenness that belongs to the Dasetn easibk· 
conversely. Because the Dasein is expectant of itself by way of the f~ 
that with which it is dealing at the moment is in its present. Se~ 'fhe 
standing, in equal originality with future and past, is an enpresenhn~ dll 
enpresenting of the inauthentic understanding that pred~mina~es ~be 
Dasein will occupy us more particularly in the sequel. Negatavely. tt rn dlt 
said that the present of inauthentic understanding doe~ not ha~ dlt 
character of the instant, because the temporalizing of thas mode 
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tis determined by way of the inauthentic future. Accordingly. inaut
~nundcrstanding has the character of forgetful-enpresenting-expectance. 
bef1l1C 

d) The temporality of the understanding of functionality 
and its totality (world) 

This temporal characterization of inauthentic understanding has clarified 
only one possibility of the Dasein's existentiell (ontical) understanding as 
the existent being. We require. however. a clarification of the understand
ing of being which is always already implicit in the existentiell understand
ing of beings. But we do not wish to explain the understanding of being in 
regard to existentiell understanding. whether authentic or inauthentic, but 
rather with a view to the Dasein's existent comportment toward the things it 
encounters in its immediate neighborhood. We shall try to clo.rib the 
llftderstanding of being which relates to beings which are not of the nature of 
l>dsein. It is the understanding of the being of those beings we encounter 
nearest to us with which we deal irresolutely. beings which are also there 
when we are not occupied with them. We are taking this direction of 
interpretation not because it is easier but because we shall thus gain an 
original understanding of the problems we discussed earlier, all of which are 
ontologically oriented toward beings as extant. 

Let us once more take note of the whole context of the problem and the 
direction of our inquiry. What we are seeking is the condition of the possilnlity 
cf that understanding-of-being which understands beings of the type of the handy 
~the at-hand. Beings of these kinds are encountered as we deal with them 
~OUr everyday concerns. This commerce with the beings we most imme· 
:ately e~ter is, as existent comportment of the Dasein toward beings. 
~ ~n the basic constitution of existence, in being-in-the-world. The 

gs Wtth which we are occupied are therefore encountered as intra· 
YJo~ldly beings. Since the Dasein is being-in-the-world and the basic consti
tution of the Dasein lies in temporality, commerce with intraworldly beings is 
CU~d in a specific temporality of being-in-the-world. The structure of 
betng·m-thl.'-world is unitary but it is also organized. Our object here must 
.,.hit~ understand via temporality the organized totality of this structure. 
iS sc ;eans. however. that we must interpret the phenomenon of being-in 
l'huc and the phenomenon of the world in their temporal constitution. 
~~·Ilea~ us to the connection between temporality and transcendence, 
1'1\an'fi •n~-m-thc-world is the phenomenon in which it becomes originally 
this; est how the Dasein by its very nature is 'beyond itself." Starting from 
~:.tin ranscendence. we comprehend the possibility of the understanding of 
~:.tin g th~t _is implicit in and illuminates our commerce with intraworldly 

gl>. 1 hts then leads to the question of the interrelation..'> of the under-
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standing of being. transcendence, and temporality. And from that })oint 
shall attempt to portray temporality as horizon of the understant~;_ "'e 
being. That is. we shall attempt the definition of the concept~~ a( 

~~ ~ 
In returning now to inquire about the condition of the PClSsibiiity 

understanding being-an understanding that belongs to our ~ 
with the beings we encounter-we shall ask first about the ~ 
possibility of being-in-the-world in geneTal, which is based on temporality, h t! 
only from the temporality of being-in-the-world that we shall ~ 
how being-in-the-world is already, as such. understanding of being. The 
being most nearly encountered. that with which we have to do, haa the 
ontological constitution of equipment. This entity is not merely atiDt but, 
in conformity with its equipmental character. belongs to an~ 
contextuTe within which it has its specific equipmental functioQ. wbi:b 
primarily constitutes its being. Equipment. taken in this ontological--. 
is not only equipment for writing or sewing; it includes everythiugwemae 
use of domestically or in public life. In this broad ontological sense .... 
streets, street lamps are also items of equipment. We call the whole ol all 
these beings the handy {das Zuhandene]. What is essential in this CODDeCtioo 
is not whether or not the handy is in nearest proximity. whether it iac:be:r 
hy than purely extant, at-hand things, but only that it is handy in and for 
daily use or that, looked at conversely. in its factical being-in-the-world the 
Dasein is well practiced in a specific way in handling this being. in such a 
way that it understands this being as something of its own making. In the 
use of equipment the Dasein is also always already well practiced in~ 
with others, and here it is completely indifferent whether another DueiD • 
or is not factually present. 

Equipment is encountered always within an equipmental con~ 
Each single piece of equipment carries this contexture along with it, adl';l 
this equipment only with regard to that contexture. The specific tlrisnal ~ 
piece of equipment, its individuation, if we take the word in a camp 
formal sense. is not determined primarily by space and time in the:= 
that it appears in a determinate space- and time-position. Instead. . 
determines a piece of equipment as an individual is in each ins~; 
equipmental character and equipmental contexture. What then JS tt , 
constitutes the specific equipmental character of a piece of equi.pmd"· 
Equipmental character is constituted by what we call Bewandtnas, [;. 
tionality. The being of something we use. for instance, a hamm~r ~r a 1'bif 
is characterized by a specific way of being put to use. of funcuo~· ~ 
entity is "in order to hammer," "in order to make leaving. e~~enng. IP 
closing possible." Equipment is "in order to." This proposttton haS tll1" 
ontological and not merely an ontical meaning; a being is not what and 
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_ . for example, a hammer, and then in addition something "with which 
it 15h rnmt·r. Rather, what and how it is as this entity. its whatness and 
co :as. is constituted by this in-order-to as such, by its functionality. A 
~ of the nature of equipment is thus encountered as the being that it is in 
~1fif and when we understand beforehand the following: functionality. 
:C.ionality relations, functionality totality. In dealing with equipment we 

usc it as equipment only if we have already beforehand projected this 
:,. upon functi~na~ity relatio~. This ant~dent ~ders~anding of func
nonality. this projectmg Of equ1pment onto ItS functlonahty character, we 
calllttting-function. This expression, too, has its ontological sense suited to 
the present context of discourse. In hammering we let the hammer function 
with something. The wheTein of our letting-function is that for which the 
equipment is destined as such: the for-which characterizes this specific 
equipment as what and how it is. We are expectant of the for-which in using 
the equipment. 'To let function in something" means expectance of a for
which. Letting-function, as letting-function-in, is always at the same time a 
"'ttting-function with something." That with which there is functionality is 
in each case determined via the for-which. Expecting the for-which. we 
Rtdin the with-which in our view; keeping it in view, we first understand the 
equipment as equipment in its specific functionality relation. Letting
fUnction, that is, the understanding of the functionality which makes possi
ble an equipmental use at all, is a retentive expectance, in which the 
ecppment is enpresented as this specific equipment. In expectant-retentive 
eDpresenting, the equipment comes into play, becomes present, enters into 
~present [Gegen-wartj. The expecting of the for-which is not a contempla
tion of an end and much less the awaiting of a result. Expectance does not at 
aU have the character of an ontical apprehension; nor is retention of the 
whe~ith a contemplative dwelling with something. This becomes clear if 
'1\'e bnng to conscious realization unconstructively an immediate employ
lnent 0~ equipment. When I am completely engrossed in dealing with 
:;::thmg and make use of some equipment in this activity, I am just not 
as 1. ed toward the equipment as such, say. toward the tool. And I am just 
thel~le d~rected toward the work itself. Instead, in my occupation I move in 
equ· Unt.:t10nahty relations as such. In understanding them I dwell with the 
the 1P~ental contexture that is handy. I stand neither with the one nor with 
rn~t- er but move in the in-order-to. It is for this reason that we proceed in 
bet 10 d··aling with things-we do not merely approach them as they lie 

oreu-h h . .. equ· s ut avl' commerce w1th them as they exh1b1t themselves as 
ing ~f~l'nt 1_n an _equipmental contexture. Letting-function, as understand
the li h unnumahty. is that projection which first of all gives to the Dasein terel t 10 whose luminosity things of the nature of equipment are encoun-
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Letting-function, as understanding of functionality, has a temporal . 
tion. But it itself points back to a still more original temporality. Only ::::' 
have apprehended the more original temporalizing are we able to SUrvey"':' 
what way the understanding of the being of beings-here either of IQ 

equipmental character and handineJS of handy equipment or of the th;~ 
hood of extant things and the at-handneJS of the at-hand-is made~ 
by time and thus becomes transparent. 

We shall not yet presently pursue this temporality but instead aak IIIOrt 
precisely what the basic condition is for our apprehending an ~tal 
contexture as equipmental contexture. First of all. we have seen only . 
general what the presupposition is for an instrumental usage: ~ 
ing of functionality. But all equipment is as equipment within an equipmen. 
tal contexture. This contexture is not a supplementary product ~ IOIIIe 
extant equipment; rather, an individual piece of equipment, asiadividull,ia 
handy and extant only within an equipmental contexture. The undent.nd. 
ing of equipmental contexture as contexture precedes every individual• 
of equipment. With the analysis of the understanding of an equipmealal 
contexture in the totality of its functionality, we come across the analysis ci 
the phenomenon that we pointed to earlier, the concept and phenommoo 
of the world. Since the world is a structural moment of being-iJl.the..wodd 
and being-in-the-world is the ontological constitution of the Dasein, the 
analysis of the world brings us at the same time to an understanding rJ 
being-in-the-world itself and of its possibility by way of time. Interpretation 
of the possibility of being-in-the-world on the basis of temporality is already 
intrinsically interpretation of the possibility of an understanding ofbeing in 
which, with equal originality. we understand the being of the Dalein. the 
being of fellow-Daseins or of the others, and the being of the ~t ~ 
handy entities always encountered in a disclosed world. Trua kind ua 

understanding of being is, nevertheless, indifferent, unarticula~ at ~J 
is for the most part-for reasons lying in the Dasein itself--ana
toward those beings in which the Dasein has first and for the most ~ ~ 
itself. extant beings, for which reason also the ontological interpretatl~ 
being at the beginning of philosophy, in antiquity, develops i~ orien~ 
toward the extant. This interpretation of being becomes philosop rand 
inadequate as soon as it widens out universally and attempts to unders 
existence also along the lines of this concept of being, whereas the pro
cedure should be exactly the reverse. 

e) Being-in-the-world, transcendence, and temporality. The 
horizonal schemata of ecstatic temporality 

We must now formulate in a more fundamental way what we~ 
in reference to existentiell understanding. authentic as well as inautheJld" 
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ust focus more closely on the concept of the Dasein's tTanscendence in 
~to see the connection of the Dasein's transcendence with the under-

ding of being. from which aJone we can then carry our inquiry back to 
stJflternporality of the understanding of being as such. 
the functionality is understood in commerce with the beings we encounter 
. closest proximity-equipment. Everything for which and in which there 
~ 1-"ing-function with something, is what it is within an in-order-to. The 
JS a "'•· - de d lations of the in-or r-to, but also those of the purpose-free an purpose-
::SS. root either ultimately or initially in the for-the-sake-of-which. They are 
understood only if the Dasein understands something of the nature of the 
for-the-sake-of-itself. As existent, the Dasein understands something of the 
nature of a "for-the-sake-of-itself," because its own being is determined by 
this: that. as existent, the Dasein is occupied in its own being with its ability 
to be. Only so far as the for-the-sake-of a can-be is understood can some
thing like an in-order-to (a relation of functionality) be unveiled. That all 
functional relations are grounded ontologically in a for-the-sake-of in no 
ny decides whether, ontically, all beings are as beings for the sake of the 
t.man Dasein. The ontological rooting of the ontological structures of 
brings and of their possible intelligibility in the for-the-sake-of-which is still 
extraneous to the ontical assertion that nature was created or exists for the 
purpose of the human Dasein. The ontical assertion about the purposive
ness of the actual world is not posited in the ontological rooting just 
mentioned. In fact, the latter is presented primarily precisely in order to 
make evident how the understanding of the being of an entity which is and 
can be in itself. even without the Dasein existing. is possible only on the 
basis of the ontological rooting of functionality relations in the for-the-sake
~which_. Only on the basis of the clarified ontological interconnections of 

~ible ways of understanding being, and thus also of functionality 
~tions .. with the for-the-sake-of is it at all decidable whether the question 
tal an ontJcal teleology of the universe of beings has a legitimate philosophi-

!le~se or whether it doesn't rather represent an invasion by common 
:.:;: Into the problems of philosophy. That the ontological structure of in
abour-to relations is grounded in a for-the-sake-of-which implies nothing 
Dase~ whet he~ the ontical relations between beings. between nature and the 

s· m. exhlhJt a purposive contexture. 
tan-~e the Dasein exists as a being which is occupied in its being with its 
Oil th · It has already understood the like of the "for the sake of itself." Only 
tive .e bas1s of this understanding is existence possible. The Dasein must 
sign~~~ own can-be to itself to be understood. It gives itself the task of 
ever;~~g how things stand with its can-be. The whole of these relations, 
~- In~ that belongs to the structure of the totality with which the 

In can in any way give itself something to be understood, to signify to 
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itself its ability to be, we call significance [Bedeutsamkeit}. This . 
structure of what we call world in the strictly ontological sense. 18 the 

We saw earlier that the Dasein understands itself first and for the 
part via things: in unity with that, the co-existence of other Dasein. ~ 
understood. Understanding of the can-be of the Dasein as being-with • 
is already implicit in functionality relations. The Dasein is, as such,:::: 
tially open for the ca.existence of other Daseins. Factical Dasein ia, 
plicitly or not, for-the-sake.of being-able-ta.be-with-one-another. 1'bia ~ 
possible, however, only because the Dasein is determined as such &o.n ~ 
very outset by being-with others. When we say that the Dasein exists for the 
sake of itself, this is an ontological determination of existence. This~ 
tial proposition doesn't as yet prejudge anything about existentieU ~ 
ties. The proposition "The Dasein exists essentially for the sake of illelf" 
does not assert ontically that the factual purpose of the factical Daaein ia to 
care exclusively and primarily for itself and to use others as instrumeab 
toward this end. Such a factual-ontical interpretation is possible only co the 
basis of the ontological constitution of the Dasein, that it is in general for. 
the-sake-of its own self. Only because it is this can it be with other Dueias 
and only on the same condition can another Dasein, which in tum il 
occupied with its own being. enter into an essential existentieU relatioo to 
one that is other than itself. 

The basic constitution of the Dasein is being-in-the-world This now 
means more precisely that in its existence the Dasein is occupied Ulitlt. 
about, being-able-ta.be-in-the-world. It has in every instance already pro
jected itself upon that. Thus in the Dasein's existence there is implicit 
something like an antecedent understanding of world, significance. Earlier we 
gave a provisional definition of the concept of world and showed there that 
the world is not the sum of all extant beings. not the universe of natUfll 
things-that the world is not at all anything extant or handy. The~ 
of world is not a determination of the intra worldly being as a being wJUc:h ~ 
extant in itself. World is a determination of the Dasein's being. 'fhis_ 11 

expressed from the outset when we say that Dasein exists as beint'~ 
the-world. The world belongs to the Dasein's existential constitution.~ 
is not extant but world exists. Only so long as Dasein is, is existent. is rJ 
given. Since in understanding WOTld the relations of the in.arder·to~ 
functionality and being-for-the-sake.of are understood, it is ~cor-
self-understanding, and self-understanding is Dasein-understanding. tbe 
tained in this. again, there is the understanding ofbeing-with.others ~tiel
understanding of being able to be-among and dwell-among extant etttl 10 
The Dasein is not at first merely a being-with others so as thereupon 
emerge from this being-with-one-another into an objective world. t~ ~ 
out to things. This approach would he just as unsuu:essful as sub~ 
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. lisn'l· which starts ~rst with a subj~. which then in ~me ~anner 
ide& r an object for Itself. T 0 start With an 1-thou relatiOnship as a 
511~ •:hip of two subjects would entail that at first there are two subjects, 
reJatiOsimply as two, which then provide a relation to others. Rather, just as 
take;;asein is originally being with others, so it is originally being with the 
~y and the extant. Similarly, the Dasein is just as little at first merely a 
a,velling among things so as then occasionally to discover among these 
things beings with its own kind of being; instead, as the being which is 
oe:cupied with itself. the Dasein is with equal originality being-with others 
IJ1I(l being-among intraworldly beings. The world, within which these latter 
beings are encountered, is-because every Dasein is of its own self existent 
being-with others-always already world which the one shares with the 
others- Only because the Dasein is antecedently constituted as being-in-the
world can one Dasein existentielly communicate something factically to 
another: but this factical existentiell communication does not first constitute 
the possibility that one Dasein has a single world with another Dasein. The 
different modes of factical being-with-one-another constitute in each case 
only the factical possibilities of the range and genuineness of disclosure of 
the world and the different factical possibilities of intersubjective confirma
tion of what is uncovered and of intersubjective foundation of the unanimity 
of world-understanding and the factical possibilities of the provision and 
guidance of existentiell possibilities of the individual. But it is again not an 
accident that we elucidate for ourselves what world means in an ontological 
sense chiefly in terms of intraworldly beings. to which there belong not only 
the handy and the extant but also, for a naive understanding, the Dasein of 
others. Fellow humans are certainly also extant; they join in constituting the 
world. For this common concept of the world it is sufficient to point to the 
:encept of the cosmos. for instance, in Paul. Cosmos here means not only 
hum whole of plants, animals, and earth, but primarily the Dasein of the 

an being in the sense of God-forsaken man in his association with 
earth, stars, animals, and plants. 
On! ~orld cxists~that is, it is-only ifDasein exists, only if there is Dasein. 
u d} •f World IS there, if Dasein exists as being-in-the-world, is there 
\V:r~rstanding of bei_ng, and only if this understanding exists are. intra
Dase ly hemgs unveiled as extant and handy. World-understandmg as 
in hln-understanding is self-understanding. Self and world belong together 
~~ ~ smgle entity, the Dasein. Self and world are not two beings, like 
det ect. and object. or like I and thou, but self and world are the basic 
the~trntnation of the Dasein itself in the unity of the structure of being-in
can ':""orld. Only because the "subject" is determined by being-in-the-world 
Self It bttome, as this self. a thou for another. Only because lam an existent 

arn I a possible thou for another as self. The basic condition for the 
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possibility of the selfs being a possible thou in being-with others ia h..._. 
on the circumstance that the Dasein as the self that it is, is such that 't -:ea 
as being-in-the-world. For "thou" means "you who are with me in a 1 ~ 
If the I-thou relationship represents a distinctive existence relationship~ 

· cannot be recognized existentially, hence philosophically, as long as it.' 
asked what existence in general means. But being-in-the-world~ not 
existence. That the being which exists in this way is occupied in ita~ 
with its ability to be-this selfhood is the ontological presupposition fortht 
selflessness in which every Dasein comports itself toward the other in the 
existent 1-thou relationship. Self and world belong together in the unity of 
the basic constitution of the Dasein, the unity of being-in-the-world. n.. 
the condition of possibility for understanding the other Dasein and -:. 
worldly beings in particular. The possibility of understanding the bema of 
intraworldly beings, as well as the possibility of understanding the D.em 
itself, is possible only on the basis of being-in-the-world. 

We now ask, How is the whole of this structure, of being-in-tbe-"Midd, 
founded in temporality? Being-in-the-world belongs to the basic coaatitutioD 
of the being that is in each case mine, that at each time I mySidf am. Self and 
world belong together; they belong to the unity of the constitution of the 
Dasein and, with equal originality, they determine the "subject." In other 
words, the being that we ourselves in each case are, the Dasein, is the 
t:ransandent. 

What has so far been said will become clearer by means of the exposition 
of the concept of tTansandence. T ranscendere signifies literally to step~. 
pass over, go through, and occasionally also to surpass. We define the 
philosophical concept of transcendence following the pattern of the~ 
meaning of the word and not so much with regard to traditional phibopbt
cal usage, which besides is quite ambiguous and indefinite. It is from the 
ontological concept of transcendence properly understood that an under
standing can first of all be gained of what Kant was seeking, at ~ 
when transcendence moved for him into the center of philosop~ 4 
so much so that he called his philosophy transcendental philosophy. . 
delineating the transcendence concept. we have to keep in vi~ ~ ~ 
structures already exhibited of the constitution of the Dasein s beinl· 
order to avoid making the first fundamental considerations ~oo heavy. ':i 
have purposely disregarded the full development of the bas1c st~ 
care. Consequently, the following exposition of the transcendence conceP' 
is not adequate, but it suffices for what we chiefly need here. . the 

In the popular philosophical sense of the word. the transcenden~ 15 used 
being that lies_ beyond, the otherworldly being. Frequently ~he term~
to designate God. In theory of knowledge the transcendent IS unders thit 
what lies beyond the subject's sphere. things in themselv~. objects. In 
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he transcendent is that which lies outside the subject. It is, then, that \ 
~ht steps beyond or has aJn;ad~ stepped bey?nd the bo_undaries of the 
.-hi. t-as if it had ever been 1ns1de them-as af the Dasem steps beyond 
~~1nJy when it comports itself toward a thing. The thing doesn't at aJl 
~d and is not at all the transcendent in the sense of that which has 
~beyond. Even less is it the transcendent in the genuine sense of the 
..,ord The overstepping as such, or that whose mode of being must be 
~ precisely by this overstepping. properly understood, is the Dasein. 
We have more than once seen that in its experience of beings and par
ticUlarlY in dealing with handy equipment the Dasein always already under
stand'; functionality-that the Dasein returns to beings of that sort only 
&om its antecedent understanding of functionality contexture, significance, 
worfd. Beings must stand in the light of understood functionality if we are 
to encounter handy equipment. Equipment and the handy confront us in 
the horizon of an understood world; they are encountered always as intra
worldly beings. World is understood beforehand when objects encounter 
us. It was for this reason we said that the world is in a certain sense further 
outside than all objects, that it is more objective than all objects but, 
nevertheless. does not have the mode of being of objects. The mode of 
being of the world is not the extantness of objects; instead, the world exists. 
The world-still in the orientation of the common transcendence con
cept-is the truly transcendent, that which is still further beyond than 
objects, and at the same time this beyond is, as an existent, a basic 
determination of being-in-the-world, of the Dasein. If the world is the 
transcendent, then what is truly tTanscendent is the Dasein. With this we first 
lrrive at the genuine ontological sense of tTanscendence, which also ties in with 
the basic sense of the term from the common standpoint. Transcendere 
means to step over; the transcendens, the transcendent, is that which 
Ollrrsteps as such and not that toward which I step over. The world is 
~ndent because, belonging to the structure of being-in-the-world, it 
~Jtutes stepping-over-to as such. The Dasein itself oversteps in its 
:;g and thus is exactly not the immanent. The transcending beings are not 
.. ~~Jec~.s--:-thmgs can never transcend or be transcendent; rather. it is the 
~ects -m the proper ontological sense of the Dasein-which tran
ofbe· · step through and step over themselves. Only a being with the mode 
Prec·ang ot the Da..,ein transcends. in such a way in fact that transcendence is 
ca.ll~ely what essentially characterizes its being. Exactly that which is 
Ph lmman~nce in theory of knowledge in a complete inversion of the 
and ~~m~nal facts, the sphere of the subject. is intrinsically and primarily 
the. a one the transcendent. Because the Dasein is constituted by being-in-
beta 1.1/orld. It is a being which in its being is out beyond itself. The epekeina 

ng~ to the Dasein's own most peculiar structure of being. This transcen-

I 

r~ 
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ding does not only and not primarily mean a self-relating of a sub.Ject 
object: rather, transcendence means to undentand oneself from a I.Oorfd. ~~~~ 
Dasein is as such out beyond itself. Only a being to whose ontnl....:~ 
constitution transcendence belongs has the possibility of being an~~ 
a self. Transcendence is even the presupposition for the Dasein's having the 
character of a self. The selfhood of the Dasein is founded on its tTa~ 
and the Dascin is not first an ego-self which then oversteps so~ 
other. The "toward-itself" and the "out-from-itself" are implicit in ~ 
concept of selfhood. What exists as a self can do so only as a transcendent 
being. This selfhood, founded on transcendence, the possible toward-ibtlf 
and out-from-itself, is the presupposition for the way the Daaein ~ 
has various possibilities of being its own and oflosing itself. But it iaalsotbe 
presupposition for the Dasein's being-with others in the sense of the }-eel£ 
with the thou-self. The Dasein does not exist at first in some mysterioua 
way so as then to accomplish the step beyond itself to othen or to extat 
things. Existence, instead, always already means to step beyond or, bea.er, 
having stepped beyond. 

The Dasein is the transcendent being. Objects and things ue never 
transcendent. The original natUTe of transcendence makes itself rnanifat ill tile 
basic constitution of being-in-the-world. The transcendence, the over-md-out
beyond of the Dasein makes it possible for the Dasein to comport itldf to 
beings. whether to extant things, to others, or to itself. as beings. TI'IDICeD
dence is unveiled to the Dasein itself. even if not qua transcendeoce. It 
makes possible coming back to beings. so that the antecedent ~ 
ing of being is founded on transcendence. The being we call the DueiD il • 
such open for. Openness belongs to its being. The Dasein is its :0.. ill 
here-there, in which it is here for itself and in which others aretherewithit. 
and it is at this Da that the handy and the extant are met with. 

leibniz called mental-psychical substances monads, or, more prec:iadY• 
he interpreted all substances in general as monads (unities). With~ 
to the monad., he pronounced the well-known proposition that the 
have no windows, do not look outside themselves. do not look out ~ 
inside their own capsules. The monads have no windows because~ thl! 
none. They need none, have no need to look outside the inter1or of. 
capsule. because that which they have within themselves as their~ 
suffices for them. Each monad is represcntationa~. as . such. ~:,=haitY· 
degrees of wakefulness. In each monad, in conformity w1th tts ~of all 
there is represented the universe of all the other monads, the totahtyof the 
beings. Each monad already represents in its interior the w~le e(J
world. The individual monads differ according to the level of the1r ~ rJ 
ness in regard to the clarity in which the whole of the world, the_ uruvert'self. 
the remaining monads. is accessible to it as purely drawn from 1ts own 
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h rnonad. each subst~, is intrinsically representation: it represents to 

~ f the universe of.all bemgs.. . . . . 
jtStl What the Lcibmz1an propos1t1on about the monads bemg w1thout wm-

basically means can truly be made clear only by way of the basic 
~itution of the Dasein which we have developed-being-in-the-world. 
consransccndcnce. As a monad, the Dasein needs no window in order first of 
~\o took out toward something_ outsi~e. it:~elf, not because, as Leibniz 
tJUnks. all beings are already access1ble w1thm 1ts capsule, so that the monad 
can quite well be closed off and encapsulated within itself. but because the 
monad. the Dasein. in its own being (transcendence) is already outside, 
among other beings. and this implies always with its own self. The Dasein is 
not at all in a capsule. Due to the original transcendence, a window would be 
superfluous for the Dasein. In his monadological interpretation of sub
srance. Leibniz doubtless had a genuine phenomenon in view in the win
dowlessness of the monads. It was only his orientation to the traditional 
concept of substance that prevented him from conceiving of the original 
ground of the windowlessness and thus from truly interpreting the phe
nomenon he saw. He was not able to see that the monad. because it is 
essentially representational, mirroring a world, is transcendence and not a 
substantival extant entity, a windowless capsule. Transcendence is not 
instituted by an object coming together with a subject, or a thou with an I. 
but the Dascin itself, as "being-a-subject," transcends. The Dasein as such is 
being-toward-itself. being-with others, and being-among entities handy and 
extant. In the structural moments of toward-itself, with-others, and among
tht-extant there is implicit throughout the character of overstepping, of 
~ndence. We call the unity of these relations the Dasein's being-in, 
~ the sense that the Dasein possesses an original familiarity with itself, 
:'t~ ~thers. and with entities handy and extant. This familiarity is as such 
Jillllll~arity in a world. 
has Being-in is essentially being-in-the-world. This becomes clear from what 
the already been said. As selfhood, the Dasein is for the sake of itself This is 
~ngmal mode in which it is toward-itself. However. it is itself. the 
b in, only as being among handy entities, entities which it understands 
t~ ~ay of an in-order-to contexture. The in-order-to relations are rooted in 
~or:the-sakc-of. The unity of this whole of relations belonging to the 

1-f~ns bem~-i~ is ~he world. Be.ing-in is ~ing-in-the-world. . 
\li'h ; 1 ~ th1s bemg-m-the-world 1tself poss1ble as a whole? More prec1scly, 
\li'o~d ~)('.., tra~sccndence ground the primary structure of being-in-the
shall ~~ .~uch~ In wha~ is the Dasein's transcendence itself groun~ed? We 
.iust gl\t: tht• answer w1th regard to the two structural moments wh1ch have 
'nd ~n considered separ.ttely but intrinsically belong together. "being-in" 

World. Being-in as toward-itself. as for-the-sake-of itself. is possible 
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only on the basis of the futuu, because this structural moment of tift!e . 
intrinsically ecstatic. The ecstatic characteT of time makes possibk the~ 
specific ooerstepping character, tTanscendence, and thus also the • 
Then-and with this we come to the most central determination~ 
world and of temporality-the ccstases of temporality (future, Plat. the 
present) are not simply removals to ., not removals as it were to: 
nothing. Rather, as removals to and thus because of the ecstatic charac. 
ter of each of them, they each have a horizon which is Prescribed by the 
mode of the removal, the carrying-away, the mode of the future, Pllt.IDd 

'-present, and which belongs to the ecstasis itself. Each ecstasis, as remov.l 
to has at the same time within itself and belonging to it a pre. 
delineation of the formal structure of the wheTeto of the Temoval, We call tbia 
whitheT of the ecstasis the horizon or. more precisely. the horizondl~cf 
the ecstasis. Each ecstasis has within itself a completely determinate~ 
which modifies itself in coordination with the manner in which~ 
temporalizes itself, the manner in which the ecstases modify them.ehea. 
just as the ecstases intrinsically constitute the unity of temporality, 10 iD 
each case there corresponds to the ecstatic unity of temporality such a U11itJ 

( of its horizonal schemata. The tTanscendence of being-in-the-world isp...w 
in its specific wnoleness pn the original ecstatic-horizonal unity of~ 
If transcendence makes possible the understanding of being and ifbuafto 
dence is founded on the ecstatic-horizonal constitution of temporality, then 

j __ t~mporality is the condition of the possibility of the understanding ofbeizlt. 

§21. Temporality [T emporalitiit J arul bftng 

The task now is to comprehend how, on the basis of the tempor~ 
gyounds the Dasein's tTanscendence, the Dasein's Temporality rnaka . 
the understanding of being. The most original temporalizing oft~ 
as such is Temporality. In connection with it we have always 
oriented our considerations toward the question of th~ possib~ty. of~ 
specific understanding of being. namely, the understandmg of being 1" hoff 

sense of extantness in its broadest signification. We have shown. further froCtl 
commerce with beings is grounded, as commerce, in temporality. But . 
this we have only partly inferred that this commerce is also unde~ 
of being and is possible. precisely as such. on the basis of tempor~bty· tJ 
must now be shown explicitly how the und.ersta~ding of the ha~~ 
handy equipment is as such a world-understanding, and how this~ 
undeTstanding. as the Dasein's transcendence, is rooted in the ecstatic· . tJ 
constitution of the Dasein's temporality. Understanding of the hanruness 
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handy has already projected such being upon time. Roughly speaking. use 
urtin'lC is made in _the unde~tandin~ of being,. witho~t. pre-philosophical 
~ non-philosophical Dasem knowmg about 1t exphc1tly. Nevertheless. 
thts intcrconnectio_n_ be~~ bein~ and time _is not t_otally hidden fr~m the 
l)asein but is familiar tO It 10 an l!'terp~tatiOn Which .. tO be sure, lS Ve~ 

ch misunderstood and very miSleading. In a certam way, the Dasem 
~rstands that the interpretation of being is connected in some form or 
other with time. Pre-philosophical as well as philosophical knowledge 
customarily distinguishes beings in respect of their mode of being with 
regard to time. Ancient philosophy defines as the being that is in the most 
primary and truest sense, the aei on, the ever-being, and distinguishes it 
from the changeable, which only sometimes is, sometitnes is not. In ordi
nary discourse. a being of this latter kind is called a temporal being. 
"Temporal" means here "running its course in time." From this delineation 
(/ everlasting and temporal beings. the characterization then goes on to 
define the timeless and the supratemporal. "Timeless" refers to the mode of 
being of numbers. of pure space determinations, whereas the supratemporal 
is the eternal in the sense of aetemitas as distinguished from sempitemitas. 
In these distinctions of the various types of being with regard to time, time 
is taken in the common sense as intratemporality. It cannot be an accident 
that, when they characterize being, both pre-philosophical and philosophi
cal understanding are already oriented toward time. On the other hand, we 
saw that when Kant tries to conceive being as such and defines it as position, 
he manifestly makes no use of time in the common sense. But it does not 
foUow from this that he made no use of temporality in the original sense of 
Temporality. without an understanding of being. without himself being in 
the clear about the condition of possibility of his ontological propositions. 

We shall attempt a Temporal interpretation of the being of those extant 
entities in our nearest neighborhood, handiness; and we shall show in an 
exemplary way with regard to transcendence how the understanding of 
~10~ is possible Temporally. By this means it is proved that the function of 
time Is to make possible the understanding of being. In connection with this 
~~hall return to the first thesis, that of Kant, and will try to establish on the 
~s of our results so far the degree to which our critique of Kant was valid 

an In what way it must be fundamentally supplemented in its positive part. 

a) The Temporal interpretation of being as being handy. 
Praesens as horizonal schema of the ecstasis of enpresenting 

~t us rl·call the t~mporality of our dealings with equipment which was 
ihed earl1er. Th1s commerce as such makes an equipmental contexture 
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primarily and suitably accessible. t\ trivial example. If we observe a shoe. 
maker's shop, we can indeed identify all sorts of extant things on hand. 
which entities are there and how these entities are handy, in line With tt!: 
inherent character, is unveiled for us only in dealing appropriately . 
equipment such as tools, leather, and shoes. Only one who understanda ~ 
able to uncover by himself this environing world of the shoemaker' a. w," 
can of course receive instruction about the use of the equipment and.~ 
procedures involved; and on the basis of the understanding thus gained 1Ut 

are put in a position, as we say, to reproduce in thought the facticaJ 
commerce with these things. But it is only in the tiniest spheres of tbe 
beings with which we are acquainted that we are so well versed as to have 11 
our command the specific way of dealing with equipment which \IDiCovlen 
this equipment as such. The entire range of intraworldly beings acx:eesi:lle 
to us at any time is not suitably accessible to us in an equally original way. 
There are many things we merely know something about but do not bow 
how to manage with them. They confront us as beings, to be ~.but a 
unfamiliar beings. Many beings, including even those already UDCOWJed, 
have the character of unfamiliarity. This character is positively diatinctiveof 
beings as they first confront us. We cannot go into this in more c:lecail. 
especially since this privative mode of uncoveredness of the extant can be 
comprehended ontologically only from the structure of primary familiarity. 
Basically, therefore, we must keep in mind the point that the usual approach 
in theory of knowledge, according to which a manifold of arbitrarily OCDII"' 

ring things or objects is supposed to be homogeneously given to us, does not 
do justice to the primary facts and consequently makes the investigative 
approach of theory of knowledge artificial from the very start. OrigiDal 
familiarity with beings lies in dealing with them appropriately. This com
merce constitutes itself with respect to its temporality in a retm~ 
tant enpre:senting of the equipmental contexture as such. It is first of alllettinf" 
function, as the antecedent understanding of functionality, which lets 1 

being be understood as the being that it is. so that it is understood by 
looking to its being. To the being of this being there belong its inheJelll 
content, the specific whatness, and a way of being. The whatness of the 
beings confronting us every day is defined by their equipmental c~· 
The way a being with this essential character, equipment, is, we call bei1"{ 
handy or handiness, which we distinguish from being extant. at hand . 1 

particular piece of equipment is not handy in the immediately envitO.ung 
world, not near enough to be handled, then this "not-handy" is in no waY 
equivalent to mere non-being. Perhaps the equipment in question ~ ~ 
carried off or mislaid; we say that we cannot lay our hands on Jt, tl t 

unavailable. The unavailable is only a mode of the handy. When we sa~~ 
something has hecome unavailable. we do not normally mean that It 
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. lv been annihilated. Of course, something can be unavailable in such a 
sarnPthat it no longer is at all, that it has been annihilated. But the question 
waY arises as to what this annihilation means, whether it can be equated 
the~ not-being and nothing. In any event, we see again that even in a rough 
\\'It lysis a multiplicity of intrinsically founded levels of being are manifested 
~in the being of things and of equipment alone. How the understanding 
; equipment traces back to the understanding of functionality, significance, 

d world. and hence to the ecstatic-horizonal constitution of the Dasein, 
~already been roughly shown. We are now interested solely in the mode 
d being of equipment, its handinas, with regard to its Temporal possibility, 
that is, with regard to how we understand handiness as such in temporal 

termS· 
From the reference to the possible modification of the being of the handy 

in becoming unavailable, we can infer that handiness and unavailability are \ 
specific variations of a single basic phenomenon, which we may characterize 
formally as presence and absence and in general as p1'aesens. If handiness or 
the being of this being has a praesensial meaning, then this would signify that 
this mode of being is understood Temporally. that is to say, understood 
from the temporalizing of temporality in the sense of the ecstatic-horizonal 
unity described earlier. Here, in the dimension of the interpretation of being 
via time, we are purposely making use of Latinate expressions for all the 
determinations of time, in order to keep them distinct in the terminology 
itself from the time-determinations of temporality in the previously de-
scribed sense. What does praesens mean with regard to time and temporality in \ t:1 
gtneral? If we were to answer that it is the moment of the present, that I 
would be saying very little. The question remains why we do not say "the 
p!'esent" instead of "praesens." If nevertheless we employ this term, this 
new usage must correspond to a new meaning. If the difference in names is 
to be justified the two phenomena. the present and praesens, should not 
mean the same thing. But is praesens perhaps identical with the phenome-
~ of the pr~nt which we came to know as the now. the nun, toward 
~ ich. the co~mon interpretation of time is oriented when it says that time 
~. Jrrev~rstble sequence of nows? But praesens and now. too, are not 
the tical. For the now is a character of intratemporality, of the handy and 
Poss~xtant, whereas praesens is supposed to constitute the condition of 
\U ·a~lht}: of ~nderstanding handines..o; as such. Everything handy is, to be 
at r~ lrliLme. intratemporal; we can say of it that the handy "is now," "was 
1.. .1 ~ tunl", or "will then be" available. When we describe the handy as 
ue1n · ha j .Lntratemporal. we arc already presupposing that we understand the 
ne:' } ~s handy. understanding this being in the mode of being of handi
bec s. 1 his antecedent understanding of the handiness of the handy should 

orne po~sihle precisely through praesens. The now as a determination of 
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time qua intratemporality cannot therefore take over the Tempora]. 
pretation of the being of beings. here of handiness. In all now~ 
tion, in all common time-determination of the handy. if indeed the hand . 
already understood, time is employed in a more original sense. This y • 
that the common characterization of the being of beings in regard to~ 
temporal, timeless, supratemporal-is untenable for us. It is not an 
tological but an ontical interpretation. in which time itself is taken :-
be. • 

mg. 
Praesens is a more original phenomenon than the now. The instant ia 

more original than the now for the reason that the instant is a mode of the 
pre-sent, of the enpresenting of something. which can express itselfwitbtbe 
saying of "now." We thus come back again to the present and the queatioQ 

(arises anew, Is praesens after all identical with present? In no way. We 
distinguished the present, the enpresenting of .. , as one of the fCStG1a If 
temporality. The name "praesens" itself already indicates that we do llllt 
mean by it an ecstatic phenomenon as we do with present and futwe, lliDJ 
rate not the ecstatic phenomenon of temporality with regard to ita ecMatic 
structure. Nevertheless, there exists a amnect1on between present and prdalaiS 
which is not accidental. We have pointed to the fact that the ecstues ri 
temporality are not simply removals to . in which the direction of the 
removal goes as it were to the nothing or is as yet indeterminate. Instead. 
each ecstasis as such has a horizon that is determined by it and that first ri 
all completes that ecstasis' own structure. Enpresenting, whether autheotic 
in the sense of the instant or inauthentic. projects that which it ,.,...,., 
that which can possibly confront us in and for a present, upon aomethinl 
like praesens. The ecstasis of the present is as such the condition of pol" 
sibility of a specific "beyond itself," of transcendence, !~__p~ 
pr~. As the condition of possibility of the "beyond itse , ec;st.-

. -c,( the present has within itself a schematic pre-designation of the "'""'out 
there this "beyond itself' is. That which lies beyond the ecstasis as such, due 
to the character of removal and as determined by that character, or. rno~ 
precisely, that which determines the whither of the "beyond itself'. as. ~ueU
general. is praesens as horizon. The present projects itself w1thin 1 
ecstatically upon praesens. Praesens is not identical with present, ~· as 
basic determination of the horizonal schema of this ecstasis, it joins in cons:;: 
ing the complete time-structure of the present. Corresponding re . 
apply to the other two ecstases, future and past (repetition. forgettiPi• 
retaining). 

In order not to confuse unduly our vision of the phenomena of te~· 
porality. which moreover are themselves so hard to grasp, we shall restri" 
ourselves to the explication of the present and its ecstatic horizon, .Pra::: 
Enpresenting is the ccstasis in the temporalizing of temporality . • 
understand<~ itself as such u on raescns. As removal to ... , the present 11 
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. g-opt'n for entities confronting us, which are thus understood antecedently 
be'~-praesens. Everything that ~ ~ncountered in the enpresenting is under
~~~ as a presencing entity,[!'\_nwesendes}-that is, it is understood upon 
st reseoce-on the basis of the horizon, praesens, already removed in the 
~sis. If handiness and unavailability signify something like presence and 
abseflce-praesens modified and modifiable thus and so-the being of the 
beings encountered within the world is projected praesensially, which 
,neans. fundamentally. Temporally. Accordingly, we understand being from 
tilt original Jwrizonal schema of the ecstases of temporality. The schemata of 
the ecstases cannot be structurally detached from them, but the orientation 
ri understanding can certainly be turned primarily toward the schema as 
such. The temporality which is thus primarily carried away to the horizonal 
schemata of temporality as conditions of the possibility of the understand
ing of being. constitutes the content of the general concept ofT emporality. 
(T]emporality is temporality with regard to the unity of the horizonal schemata \ 
belonging to it, in our case the present with regard to praesens. In each_) 
instance the inner Temporal interconnections of the horizonal schemata of 
time vary also according to the mode of temporalizing of temporality, 
which always temporalizes itself in the unity of its ecstases in such a way 
that the precedence of one ecstasis always modifies the others along with it. 

In its ecstatic-horizonal unity temporality is the basic condition of the 
possibility of the epekeina, the transcendence constitutive of the Dasein 
itself. Temporality is itself the basic condition of the possibility of all 
understanding that is founded on transcendence and whose essential struc
ture lies in projection. Looking backward, we can say that temporality is, 
intrinsically, original self-projection simply as such, so that wherever and 
whenever understanding exists-we are here disregarding the other mo
ments of the Dasein-this understanding is possible only in temporality's 
self-projection. Temporality exists-ist da-as unveiled, because it makes 
P<>ssihle the "Da" and its unveiledness in general. 

lf. temporality is self-projection simply as such, as the condition of the 
P<>ssibility of all projecting. then this implies that temporality is in some 
~ already concomit~ntly unveiled in all factual .projecti?n-that some
lind re and somehow time breaks through. even tf only m the common 
int .erstanding or misunderstanding of it. Wherever a Da. a here-there, is 
Po:s•cally unveiled, temporality manifests itself. However hidden tem
bttl •tv may be. and above all with regard to its Temporality. and however 
Jain ef the base in explicitly knows about it, however distant it has hitherto 
0\lt ~om all thematic apprehension. its temporalizing holds sway through
bas· t e Dascm in a way even more elemental than the light of day as the 
'4-hi\ condition of everyday circumspective seeing with our eyes, toward 
~ We do not turn when engaged in everyday commerce with things. 

Use the ec'itatic-horizonal unity of temporality is intrinsically self-
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projection pure and simple, becau.'ie as ecstatic it makes possible all~ 
ing upon . and represents, together with the horizon belonging to • 
ecstasis, the condition of possibility of an upon-which, an out-toward....,~ 
in general. it can no longer be asked upon what the schemata can on their 
part be projected, and so on in infinitum. The series, mentioned earlier 
projections as it were inserted one before the other-understanding' : 
beings, projection upon being, understanding of being. projection \lpon 

I time-has its end at the horizon of the ecstatic unity of temporality, '.M 
cannot establish this here in a more primordial way; to do that we~ 
have to go into the problem of the finiteness of time. At this horizon each 
ecstasis of time, hence temporality itself. has its end. But this end is nothiag 
but the beginning and starting point for the possibility of all Projecting. If 
anyone wished to protest that the description of that to which the ecMalia• 
such is carried away, the description of this as horizon. is after aU oa1y ID 

interpretation once more of the whither in general to which an 8Citllia 
points, then the answer would be as follows. The concept "horizon• in the 
common sense presupposes exactly what we are calling the ecstatic horizoa.. 
There would be nothing like a horizon for us if there were not ecatllic 
openness for and a schematic determination of that openness, say, in 
the sense of praesens. The same holds for the concept of the schema. 
- Fundamentally it must be noted that if we define temporality 11 tbe 
original constitution of the Dasein and thus as the origin of the possibi1ity rl 

(the understanding of being, then Temporality as origin is necessarilyricblr 
\_,and more pregnant than anything that may arise from it. This IDIIra 

manifest a peculiar circumstance, which is relevant throughout the whole 
dimension of philosophy. namely. that within the ontological sphere the 
possible is higher than everything actual. All origination and all genesis ill 
the field of the ontological is not growth and unfolding but degenerltiODo 
since everything arising arises, that is, in a certain way runs away, removes 
itself from the superior force of the source. A being can be uncovered as 1 

being of the ontological type of the handy. it can be encountered ~ ""' 
commerce with it as the being which it is and how it is in itself, only if and 
when this uncovering and commerce with it are illuminated by a P~ 
somehow understood. This praesens is the horizonal schema of~~ 
which determines primarily the temporalizing of the temporaltty ~ tJ 
dealings with the handy. We did indeed show that the temporality . 
dealing with equipment is a retentive-expectant enpresent~ng. The,::: 
of the present is the controlling ecstasis in the temporality of CO ruuneJY• 
with the handy. It is for this reason that the being of the handy-
handiness-is understood primarily by way of praesens. to 

The result of our considerations thus far. which were intended to se~ 
exhibit the Temporality of being. can be summarii".ed in a single sent 
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handiness of the handy, the being of this kind of beings, is understood as 
fht ns. a praesens which, as non-conceptually understandable, is already 
praeJ_t/£d in the self-projection of temporality, by means of whose temporalizing 
"~ing like existent commerce with entities handy and extant fat hand} 
~mtes possible. 

Handiness formally implies praesens, presence {Anwesenheit}, but a 
esens of a peculiar sort. The primarily praesensial schema belonging to 

:diness as to a specific. mode of be.ing requires ~ more ~articular deter
mination with regard to tts praesens1al content. SulCe, w1thout complete 
mastery of the phenomenological method and above all without security of 
procedure in this problem area, the understanding of the Temporal inter
pretation continually runs into difficulties, let us try to procure indirectly at 
least an idea of how a wealth of complex structures is implicit in the content 
ci the praesens belonging to handiness. 

Everything positive becomes particularly clear when seen from the side 
ci the privative. We cannot now pursue the reasons why that is so. 
Incidentally speaking, they lie equally in the nature of temporality and in 
that of the negation rooted in it. If the positive becomes particularly clarified 
by way of the privative. then for our problem this means that the Temporal 
interpretation of handiness in its sense of being must be more clearly 
attainable in orientation toward non-handiness. To understand this charac
terization of handiness from the direction of non-handiness, we must take 
note that the beings we encounter in everyday commerce have in a preemi
nent way the character of unobtrusiveness. We do not always and continually 
have explicit perception of the things surrounding us in a familiar environ
ment, certainly not in such a way that we would be aware of them expressly 
as ~dy. It is precisely because an explicit awareness and assurance of their 
~mg at hand does not occur that we have them around us in a peculiar way, 
JUst as they are in themselves. In the indifferent imperturbability of our 
CUstomary commerce with them, they become accessible precisely with 
rtgard to their unobtrusive presence. The presupposition for the possible 
~n•m~ty of our dealing with things is. among others, the uninterrupted 
~ hty of that commerce. It must not be held up in its progress. At the basis 
a t Is ~nd1sturhed imperturbability of our commerce with things, there lies 
~uhar temporality which makes it possible to take a handy equipmental 
~:extur(· •n such a way that we lose ourselves in it. The temporality of 
wha•ng With eyuipmcnt is primarily an cnpresenting. But. according to 
tio t wa~ previously said. there belongs to it a specific praesensial constitu
of ~:f th.l' hori~n of the present, on the basis of which the specific presence 
bee e handy, m distinction, say. from what is merely at hand, extant. 
ab~me~ antecedently intelligible. The undisturbed character of imperturb-

cornmerce with the handy becomes visible as such if we contrast it with 
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the disturbed quality of the commerce, and indeed a ~ 
proceeds from the being itself with which we are dealing. fh.t 

Equipmental contexture has the characteristic that the individual . 
of equipment are correlated among themselves with each other, not~ 
general with reference to the inherent character of each but also in ..J."' 
way that each piece of equipment has the place belonging to it. Thepf4ceoJ 1 

piece of equipment within an equipmental contexture is always ~ 
with regard to the handy quality of the handy thing prescribed and~ 
by the functionality totality. If a habitual procedure gets intenuptedbytb.t 
with which it is occupied, then the activity halts, and in fact in 1\Eh a !lay 
that the procedure does not simply break off but, as held up, rnenlydwtJi. 
explicitly upon that with which it has to do. The most severe case in wbic:h 1 
habitual occupation of any sort can be interrupted and brought to a Wt 
occurs when some equipment pertinent to the equipmental COl\text\ft is 
missing. Being missing means the unavailability of something otherwi.t 
handy, its un-handiness. The question is, How can something missing &I 
upon our attention? How can we become aware of something unavalllble? 
How is the uncovering of a missing thing possible? Is there any 101t fi 
access to the unavailable and non-handy? Is there a mode of exhibition fi 
what is not handy? Obviously, for we also say "I see some that aze not here.• 
What is the mode of access to the unavailable? The peculiar way in which 
the unavailable is uncovered in a specific mode is misslng it. How is this kind 
of comportment ontologically possible? What is the temporality cl mi11inJ 
something? Taken formally, missing is the counter-comportment tojindirt&. 
The finding of something, however, is a species of enpresenting something. 
and consequently not-finding is a not-enpresenting. Is missing then a not· 
enpresenting, a not-letting something be encountered. an absence aDd 
omission of an enpresenting? Is that how the matter really stands? ~ 
missing be a not-letting-encounter, although we have already said that~ 15 

the access to the unavailable as '>uch? Missing is so little a not-enpresentill_l 
that its nature lies precisely in a specific mode of enpresenting. Missing 11 

not a not-finding of something. If we do not meet with something. this: 
meeting doesn't always have to be a mis.'iing it. This is expr~ by met 
circumstance that in such cases we can subsequently say "The t~mg not ~ 
with-I can also miss it." Missing is the not-finding of somet.hmg we 11:' is 
been expecting as needed. In reference to our dealing with equ1pment ~ 1 

the same as saying: what we need in use of the equipment itself. Onl~ 
circumspective letting-function, in which we understand the .encou_n 9/f 
entity by way of its functionality. its in-order-to relations-m w~Y 
expect a for-what and enpresent what is useful in bringing it about . , 
there can we find that something is missing. Missing is a not-enpresenW! 
not in the sense of a remaining away of the present, but rather an 1 
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ting as a specific mode of the present in unity with an expecting and 
<g of something available. Consequently, to missing, as a specific 
rttal" senting. there corresponds not no horizon at all, but a specially modified 
~n of th~ presen~, of p1'aesens. To the ecsta~is of the unenpresenting t~t 
makes missing possible there belongs. the h~nzonal schema of ab~. Th1s 
modification of praesens to absens, m wh1ch praesens preserves 1tself as 
modified· cannot be interpreted more precisely without entering upon a 
c}J.ar3Cterization of this modification in general, that is, upon modification 
of praesens as not, as negative, and clarifying it in its interconnectedness 
vnth time. If circumspective letting-function were not from the very outset 
an expectance, and if this expectance did not temporaliz.e itself, as an 
t(Sta.Sis, in ecstatic unity with an enpresenting, hence if a pertinent hori
zonal schema were not antecedently unveiled in this ecstatic unity, if the 
l)pein were not a temporal Dasein in the original sense of time, then the 
l)pein could never find that something is missing. In other words, there 
would be lacking the possibility of an essential factor of commerce with and 
orientation within the intraworldly. 

Conversely. the possibility of being surprised by a newly emerging thing 
which does not appear beforehand in the customary context is grounded in 
this, that the expectant enpresenting of the handy is unexpectant of some
thing else which stands in a possible functionality connection with what is at 
first handy. Missing, however. is also not just the uncovering of the non
handy but an explicit enpresenting of what is precisely already and at least 
still handy. The absensial modification, precisely. of the praesens belonging 
to the enpresenting of commerce {with the handy}, the praesens being given 
with the missing. is what makes the handy become conspicuous. With this a 
fundamental but difficult problem lays claim to our attention. When we 
formally call the ab-sensial a negation of the praesensial, may it not be, 
~ly. that a negative moment is constituting itself in the structure of the 

lllgofthe handy. that is, primarily in handiness? In fundamental terms, to 
~t .extent is a negative, a not, involved in Temporality in general and, 
:;Jotntly, in temporality? We may even inquire to what extent time itself is 
~ndition of possibility of nullity in general. Because the modification of 
to ns Into absens, of presence into absence-a modification belonging 
ecs temporality (to the ecstasis of the present as well as to the other 
~'ie<i l-has the character of negativity, of the not, of not-presencing. the 
COns~on ~nses as to where in general the root of _this not lies. Closer 
nuu· erat&on shows that the not and also the essential nature of the not, 
thatlty: hkewise can be interpreted only by way of the nature of time and 
~ It ;s only by starting from this that the possibility of modification-for 
the ll'lp e, the modification of presence into absence-can be explained. In 

end. Hegel is on the track of a fundamental truth when he says that 
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being and nothing are identical, that is. belong together. Of COurte 
more radical question is, What makes such a most original bel ·.tbt 
together at all possible? ~ 

We are not well enough prepared to penetrate into this obscure region 
will suffice if it becomes clear how only by going back to tern~·lt 
Temporality. to the horizon of the ecstases, can light be shed an~ 
interpretation of being-and in the first place the specific rnode of~ 
handiness and extantness. 

We may summarize by unfolding backward the foregoing exposition of 
Temporality. The handiness of the handy is determined by way of 
praesens. Praesens belongs as horizonal schema to a present, which -:. 
poralizes itself as an ecstasis in the unity of a temporality which, in the-=
before us, makes possible commerce with the handy. To this~ 
to beings there belongs an understanding of being, because the tempocaliz. 
ing of the ecstases-here that of the present-has intrinsically ~ 
itself upon their {the ecstases'J horizon (praesens). The possibility ci the 
understanding of being lies in the circumstance that in making commerce 
with beings possible as the present, as ecstasis, the present has the horizoo 
of praesens. Temporality in general is ecstatic-horizonal self-projectiaD 
simply as such, on the basis of which the Dasein 's transcendence is~ 
Rooted in this transcendence is the Dasein's basic constitution, being-in
the-world. or care, which in tum makes intentionality possible. 

The Dasein, however-as we have said over and over-is the being fD 

whose existence the understanding of being belongs. A sufficiently original 
interpretation of the Dasein's basic constitution in general, the expoeitionof 
temporality as such, must furnish the basis for clearing up by means of 
temporality-or more precisely by means of the horizonal schema of 
temporality, Temporality-the possibility of understanding being. If, tbesl. 
philosophical investigation from the beginning of antiquity-we rr:'Y 
think, for example, of Parmenides: to gar auto noein estin te kai einai.,:::: 
and thinking are the same; or of Heraclitus: being is the logos--o 
itself toward reason, soul. mind. spirit, consciousness, self-co~ 
subjectivity, this is not an accident and has so little to do with world-~ 
that, instead, the admittedly still hidden basic content of the prob~ 
ontology as such pressed and directed scientific inquiry. The tr~n~ 011 
the "subject"-not always uniformly unequivocal and clear-IS . (or 
the fact that philosophical inquiry somehow understood that the baslS frolll 
every substantial philosophical problem could and had to be procured red~ 
an adequate elucidation of the "subject." For our part we have .-i!M! 

positively that an adequate elucidation of the Dasein, achieved b~~ 
back to temporality, can alone prepare the ground for meaningfully pu•~-
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uestion about the possible understanding of being in general. Conse
tht qtlv. in the first part of our critical discussion of the basic ontological 
~le~s we pointed positively to the way the trend of inquiry aims at the 
!:";,bject. h?w it unc?nsciously demands a preparatory ontological inter
pretation of the Dase1n. 

b) The Kantian interpretation of being and the problematic 
of Temporality [T emporalitit J 

Following this exposition of the being of the extant in general in the 
broadest sense with regard to praesens, we may now return briefly to the 
J(Julti4n thesis and our critique of it, so as to give this critique a more original 
foundation by the results achieved in the meantime. There will thus emerge 
mexplicit confrontation between the Kantian intnpf'etation of being and the 
Temporal problematic which has been developed. Kant's thesis asserts some
thing negative and something positive. Negatively. being is not a real 
predicate; positively. being equals position, existence (extantness) equals 
absolute position. Our criticism had to do with the positive content of the 
thesis. We did not criticize it by opposing to it a so-called different 
standpoint from which then to play off objections to it. Our aim in reverse 
was to go along with his thesis and his attempt at the interpretation of being 
mel to inquire, in this attendant examination, what further clarification the 
thesis, its content. in itself requires if it is to remain tenable as substantiated 
by the phenomenon itself. Being is position; extantness or, as Kant says. 
existence [Da.<;ein} is absolute position or perception. We first ran into a 
~eristic ambiguity in the expression "perception," according to which 
d ~s perceiving, perceived. and perceivedness. This ambiguity is not 
~idental but gives expression to a phenomenal fact. What we call percep
tion has an intrinsic structure that is so multiform-uniform that it makes 
PCllsible this ambiguity of designation in different respects. What is desig
~ted _by perception is a phenomenon whose structure is determined by 
:~tLonality. lnte~tional.it~. self-relation to something. seemed at first 
P\llzlto he somcthmg tnv1al. However. the phenomenon proved to be 
this In~ as soon a.o; we recognized clearly that a correct understanding of 
I'IOt structurt." has to be on its guard against two common errors which are 
ror.!t :Wt.>rcom~ .even in p~eno~e~ology (erroneous ~jectivizing. er
eJ!ta s ·llhJectiVJZmg). lntenuonahty 1s not an extant relat10n between an 
char nt subjt.'Ct and an extant object but is constitutive for the relational 
Cotn ileter of the subject's comportment as such. As the structure of subject
thenf>ortrncnt, it is not something immanent to the subject which would 

het'<l supplementation by a transcendence; instead. transcendence, and 
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hence intentionality, belongs to the nature of the entity that comJ)Orta. 
intentionally. Intentionality is neither something objective nor SOrnett.:...lttefr 
subjective in the traditional sense. --. 

In addition, we gained further essential insight regarding a factorb.L...._ 
ing essentially to intentionality. Not only do intentio and intenturn -b."'~:! 
to it but also each intentio has a directional sense, which must be in~ 
with reference to perception as follows. Extantness must be an~ 
understood if an extant entity is to be uncoverable as such; in the~ 
ness of the perceived there is already present an understanding c:l the 
extantness of the extant. 

And with regard to perceivedness, too. there was the puzzle which 
recurred in the fourth thesis: perceivedness is a mode of uncoverecfnealftd 
unveiledness, hence of truth. The perceivedness of the perceived ia 1 

determination of the perceived extant entity and yet it has the mode of 
being not of that entity but rather of the percipient Dasein. P~ il 
in a certain way objective, in a certain way subjective, and yet neither oflbe 
two. In our first consideration of intentionality we stressed that thequestioll 
how directive sense, the understanding of being. belongs to intentio, aad 
how intentio itself is possible as this necessary reference, is not oa1y 
unanswered in phenomenology but not even asked. This question will 
occupy us later. 

We have thus found the answers for the positive completion~ our 
earlier critique. When Kant says that being equals perception, then in view 
of the ambiguity of perception this cannot mean that being equals perceiY
ing; nor can it mean that being equals the perceived, the entity itself. lb 
also it cannot mean that being equals perceivedness, equals positednea- For 
perceivedness already presupposes an understanding of the being of the 
perceived entities. . 

We can now say that the unveiledness of an entity presupposes an illumilll" 
tion, an understanding of the being of the entity. The unveiledness of some
thing is intrinsically related to what is unveiled; in the perceivedness ~dj 
perceived entity its being is already concomitantly understood. The~ 
a being cannot be identified with the perceivedness of the perceived t 
saw with reference to the perceivedness of the perceived that on the ~ 
hand it is a determination of the perceived entity but on the ot~r ~ 
belongs to the perceiving-it is in a certain way objective and m a . it 
way subjective. But the separation of subject and object is inadequate• 
does not make possible any access to the unity of the pheno~en~n~ 

We know, however, that this self-direction toward somethmg. tn ~ 
ality, is possible only if the Da.-.ein as such is intrinsically transcendent. I~ 
be transcendent only if the Dasein's basic constitution is grounded~ 
inally in ecstatic-horizonal temporality. The whole of perception's inten 
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urt' of perceiving, perceived, and perceivedness-and that of every 
~ rnode of intentionality-is grounded in the ecstatic-horizonal consti
ot ·on of temporality. In perceiving, the Dasein, in accordance with its own 
tutl portrncntal sense, lets that toward which it is directed. the [intended} 
cO~)' be encountered in such a way that it understands this entity in its 
~tl ~ate character as an in-itself. This understanding is also present when 
~tion takes the form of illusion. In hallucination, too, the hallucinated 
[object} is underst~ in conform~ty with the ~irec~ional sense of the 
hallucination as an tllusory perceptwn, as somethmg mcarnately present. 
PercePtion. as intentional comportment having the directional sense men
tioned. is a distinctive mode of the enpresenting of something. The ecst4sis 
D/ the present is the foundation for the specifically intention4l tTanscendence of 
tltt perception of extant entities. To an ecstasis as such, to the carrying away, 
there belongs a horizonal schema-as, for instance, praesens is the hori
zonal schema for the present. An understanding of being can already be 
present in intentional perception because the temporalizing of the ecstasis 
as such, enpresenting as such, understands in its own horizon, thus by way 
of praesens, that which it enpresents, understanding it as something present 
(Anwesendes]. Put otherwise, a directional sense can be present in the 
intentionality of perception only if perception's direction understands itself 
by way of the horizon of the temporal mode that makes possible perceiving 
as such: the horizon of praesens. When Kant says, therefore, that exis
tence-that is, for us. extantness, being on or at hand-is perception, this 
thesis is extremely rough and misleading; all the same it points to the 
correct direction of the problem. On our interpretation, "being is percep
tion" now means: being is an intentional comportment of a peculiar sort, 
namely. enpresenting; it is an ecstasis in the unity of temporality with a 
~a of its own. praesens. "Being equals perception," when interpreted in 
~nat phenomenological terms, means: being equals presence, praesens. 

t. the same time. it thus turns out that Kant interprets being and being
exastent exactly as ancient philosophy does. for which that which is is the 
hupokeimenon, which has the character of ousia. In Aristotle's time ousia in 
~everyday. pre-philosophical sense is still equivalent to property, estate, 
G t as a philosophical term it signifies presence. Of course. like Kant. the 
thr~ks had hardly the least knowledge that they were interpreting being in 
tie sen~l' of the extant in its extantness. its mere being at hand, by way of 
be~e. or from what original context they had drawn this interpretation of 
na, 11~· ln!>tead. they followed the immediate propensity of the existent 
in ~~n. ,which. in its everyday mode of being. u~derstan~'l be~ngs ~rst of all 
l'e stnsc of the extant and understand<> the bemg ofbemgs man mchoate 
by lllporal manner. Reference to the fact that the Greeks understood being 

Way of the present. by means of praesens. is a confirmation not to be 
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overestimated for our interpretation of the possibility of under.b...a, 
being by time: but it nevertheless does not establish it basically.~ 
testimony that in our own interpretation of being we are attern;!_• 
nothing other than the repetition of the problems of ancient phil~~ 
order to radicalize them in this repetition by their own selves. Ill 

We can continue to clarify the Temporal content of Kant's thesis that~ 
equals perception by a brief explication of its negative content, ~ 
which being is not a real predicate, does not belong to the res or real~ 
content of the being. Being, existence, is for Kant, rather, a logic4l Pf'edic:ati 
He says once in a posthumously published manuscript on metaphysic.: 
"Accordingly. all concepts are predicates; however. they signify~ 
things or their position: the former is a real predicate, the latter mer.ty a 
logical predicate."1 In Temporal language. this means that a beingc11uo 
doubt be found as extant in an enpresenting, but this enpresentiug i1111f 
does not let the being of the extant entity be encountered as sucb.lmd Jlt, 
what is meant by "the being of that which an enpresenting leta be eDCIIJUD. 
tered" becomes intelligible, precisely. only in one with the enprelellliua fi 
something extant and is already antecedently intelligible in that enpresent· 
ing. What Kant calls a "logical predicate" can only be understood iD ao 
enpresenting if praesens belongs to the enpresenting's ecstatic projectioo; 
and only from this as its source can that predicate be drawn for a predica
tion. Kant says: "Anyone who denies existence [the extantness of a beinsl 
removes the thing with all its predicates. Existence [extantness] can iDdeed 
be a logical predicate but never a real predicate of a thing. "2 To deny tbr 
existence, extantness, of a being. to assert non-existence, means to say" Ail 
not extant." Kant calls this denial of extant ness removing the being with all 
its predicates. Conversely then-it could be said in supplernentatioo-thr 
assertion "A exists" is not a removing. not a removere but an ~ 
Admovere, however, means "to draw near." "to bring or place near," "to~ 
encounter," an enpresenting of a being as such. The addition "as sudl 
means: the entity taken in its own self. not with regard to any rel.a~..:~ 
another and not with regard to relations subsisting within its essen-
content. but the entity in itself. not relatively but ~olutely i~. its ~wn-! 
Kant therefore defines existence as absolute posttton. Pos1t10n. ~ to and 
interpreted here again as we interpreted perception: not the postt~ is 
not the posited and also not positedness: instead. being is that w_hichoWfl 
already understood in positing as the letting-stand of somet~mg.on Its~ 
self; it is what is already understood in positing as a spectfic mten 

----1. Academv edition. vol 17 (vol. 4 of div 3), No 44H7. p. :~7 llmmanuel J(Jido 
G~amrndte S.:hrifttn (Jk•rlin and l'<•w York: W de (;ru}1cr. 190Zll 

l. Ibid. 
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portnwnt according to its directional sense: the thing's being-stood
corn .its-own-self with all its predicates, the self-determined presence of a 
~n Onlv through Temporal interpretation does Kant"s assertion that 
th~~· cquais position, so striking at first, acquire a realizable sense, which 
~ Neo-Kantians have. ~undamenta~ly misunderst~. Kant obviously did 

t intend his proposition that bemg equals pos1t1on to mean that the 
~ject would first create the thing and bring it into being out of its own self: 
iJlStead. he surely understood the equivalence of being and position in the 
way we have int.crpreted.h~m. without having the possibility of bringing this 
understanding mto exphc1t conceptual form, because he lacked the means 
for an original interpretation. Being as a so-called logical predicate already 
lies latently at the basis of everything real. It is precisely because Kant bases 
the problem of being on the proposition, in a genuinely Greek way (logos), 
that he must of necessity fail to recognize the essential differences and 
therefore {the essential] interrelations. Real and logical predication differ 
not only by the content of the predicates but primarily by the understanding 
that receives expression through the corresponding assertion as the inter
pretation of what is understood. In Kant the phenomenologically decisive 
thing remains obscure, namely, that in asserting existence, extantness. some 
being is indeed always intended, but the understanding does not look to that 
entity as such in order to derive being from it as an existent predicate. The 
glance of understanding in the assertion of being looks toward something 
else, which, however. is already understood precisely in commerce with 
beings and in access to them. Expressed in Temporal language, the enpre
aenting of something has, as such, a reference to beings; but this means that 
as ecstasis it lets that for which it is open be encountered in the light of its 
OWn-the enpresenting's-horizon, which thus is itself assertible in the 
~esenting of something. If we stay within the assertion of the being of an 
existent entity. "A is," but existence {in the sense of extantnessJ is not a real 
;!::nnination of the existent. there remains to us the possibility of turning 
~ from the real reference to the subject. However. this is not the case, 

. use bemg means praesens and praesens constitutes precisely the ec
~t•c hori7.on which the Da..'lein, as temporal already understands, and in 
~ndcrstand-; in the ecstasis, in the removal, and therefore not at all in 
as 1 lion on the subject. In reference to the Kantian interpretation of being 
cal'~lcal pred1cate, it therefore becomes doubtful whether the term "logi
C() 1" v.,lid here. But the reason why Kant calls being a logical predicate is 
it ~n;tl"<l with his ontological. that is, transcendental. mode of inquiry. and 
,.eeah sUs to a fundamental confrontation with this type of inquiry. which 
Re 5 all (hscu.<;s in the context of the interpretation of the Critique of Pure 
be~" nl.'xt semester. With reference to the Temporal interpretation of the 

tng of the extant by means of praesens, in comparison with the Kantian 
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interpretation of being as position, it should have become clear how 
phenomenological interpretation affords the possibility of Opening only a 
positive understanding of the Kantian problems and his solutions of.:!...._ a 
which means putting the Kantian problem on a phenomenal basis. w;;;;
not yet discussed the question of how far the manner of co~ ~ 
investigations hitherto has been phenomenological and what "p~ 
logical" means here. This will be dealt with in connection with the Cllpoai.. 
tions of the following paragraph. 

§22. Being and beings. 
The ontological difference 

a) temporality [ZeitlichkeitJ, Temporality 
[Temporalitit}, and ontological difference 

As ecstatic-horizonal unity of temporalizing, temporality is the conditioo d 
possibility of transcendence and thus also the condition of possibility ol the 
intentionality that is founded in transcendence. Because of its eaatic 
character, temporality makes possible the being of a being which at a aelf 
deals existently with others and, as thus existent, deals with beings u bandy 
or as extant. Temporality makes possible the Dasein's comportment • a 
comportment toward beings, whether toward itself, toward othen, or 
toward the handy or the extant. Because of the unity of the horizon~~ 
schemata that belongs to its ecstatic unity, temporality makes poaiJiethe 
understanding of being. so that it is only in the light of this understandinlof 
being that the Dasein can comport itself toward its own self, toward otbcn 
as beings, and toward the extant as beings. Because temporality c:onstitUMI 
the basic constitution of the being we call the Dasein, to which entity: 
understanding of being belongs as determination of its existenCe. . 
because time constitutes the original self-projection pure and simple, beillll 
is already always unveiled-hence beings are either disclosed or uncover
ed-in every factical Dasein, since it exists. The pertinent horizonal ~ 
mata are projected with and in the temporalizing of the ecstases-this .11 

intrinsically involved in the nature of removal to .-and in such a way. Jtl 
fact, that the ecstatically, hence intentionally. structured campo~ 
toward something always understand this something as a being. ~nee~ 
being. But it is not necessary that comportment toward a be•~· _,;ch 

though it understands the being of that being. must explicitly d.ist~ 
this understood being of the being from the being toward which it~~, 
itself. and it is still less necessary that this distinction between bemg beiJIS 
being should be comprehended conceptually at all. On the contratY• 
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. If is even treated at first like a being and explained by means of 
:erminations of beings, as at the beginning of ancient philosophy. When 
r~tes answers the question What is that which is? by saying "Water," he is 
here explaining beings by means of a being, something that is, although at 
bottom he is seeking to determine what that which is, is as a being. In the 

estion he therefore understands something like being, but in the answer 
: interprets being as a being. This type of interpretation of being then 
remains customary in ancient philosophy for a long time afterward, even 
after the essential advances made by Plato and Aristotle in formulating the 
problems. and at bottom this interpretation has remained the usual one in 
philosophy right down to the present day. 

In the question as to what that which is, is as something that is-what a 
being is as a being-being is treated like a being. Nevertheless, although 
unsuitably interpreted. it is still made a problem. Somehow the Dasein 
knows about something like being. Since it exists, the Dasein understands 
being and comports itself toward beings. The distinction between being and 
beings is there fist da], latent in the Dasein and its existence, even if not in 
explicit awareness. The distinction is there, ist da {i.e. exists}; that is to say. it 
has the mode of being of the Dasein: it belongs to existence. Existence 
means, as it were. "to be in the performance of this distinction." Only a soul 
that can make this distinction has the aptitude, going beyond the animal's 
soul, to become the soul of a human being. The distinction between being and 
beings is temporalized in the temporalizing of temporality. Only because this 
distinction is always already temporali.zing itself on the basis of temporality 
and conjointly with temporality and is thus somehow projected, and thus 
~veiled, can it be known expressly and explicitly and, as known, be 
tnterrogatcd and, a-; interrogated, investigated and. as investigated, concep
tually comprehended. The distinction between being and beings is pre
~ically there, without an explicit concept of being. latent in the Dasein's 
~ce. As such it can become an explicitly understood difference. On the 
~15 of temporality there belongs to the Dasein's existence the immediate 
ltnJty of the understanding of being and comportment toward beings. Only 
bec.;u.~e this distinction belongs to existence can the distinction become 
~Phclt in different ways. Becau.'>e when this distinction between being and 
belllg!; heC'omcs explicit the terms distinguished contrast with each other, 
~~g thl•rcby becomes a possible theme for conceptual comprehension 
"'~.;<;). For this reason we call the distinction between being and beings. 
DifJ; lt~J<; .'arril-d o~t. explicitly._ the ontological difference {die ontologische 
tot _en~}. fh1s exphcu accomplishment and the development of the on
~('glcal difference is therefore also, since it is founded on the Oao;ein's 
D l!;tence · not arhitran; and incidental but a basic componment of the 

a.o;e,n in which ontology. that is, philosophy. constitutes itself as a science. 
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To comprehend the possibility and character of this constituting of~ 
phy as science in the Dasein's existence, a few prefatory retnarka 
necessary about the concept of science in general. In connection With ~ 
we s~al.l try to sh~w that phil~~~hy ~ a ~ienc~ is no arbi~rary wbint of tbia 
Dasem s but that 1to; free possib1hty. Its ex1stenuell necess1ty, is fourw.ied. the 
the Dasein's essential nature. on 

b) temporality [Zeitlichkeit} and the objectification of beinp 
(positive science) and of being (philosophy) 

The concept of philosophy, as well as that of the non-philosophicdlll:intaa, 
can be expounded only by way of a properly understood concept «the 
Dasein. It is only by this exposition that a clear foundation can be p,. far 
what we asserted dogmatically at the beginning of these lectures when we 
differentiated philosophy as a science from the formation of a wodcMin, 
on the one hand and from the positive sciences on the other. Sciace ila 
kind of cognition. Cognition has the basic character of unveiliog. We 
characterized the unveiledness of something as truth. &ience is a kiDd ci 
cognizing for the sake of unveiledness as such. Truth is a determination (1 
warranty or responsibility) of the Dasein, that is, a free and freely lliled 
possibility of its existence. Science, as a specific type of cognition far the 
sake of unveiledness, is a possibility of existing in the sense of a task that can 
be freely taken up and freely worked out. Science is cognizing for the llkeci 
unveiledness as such. What is to be unveiled should become mmifat. 
solely in view of its own self, in whatever its pure essential character .ad 
specific mode of being may be. What is to be unveiled is the sole court tl 
appeal of its determinability, of the concepts that are suitable for mterpret· 
ing it. As a specific type of cognition thus described, science CQDititulll 
itself essentially on the basis of what is in each instance already in ~-J 
given. What is already unveiled pre-scientifically can become an ~. 
scientific investigation. A scientific investigation constitutes itself in the obJIC" 
tification of what has somehow alTeady been unveiled befOTehand. . w/ull 

What does this mean? The objectification will differ depen~ on J 
and how something is given. Now we see that with the factic~ eXISt~ 
the Dasein beings are always already unveiled or given; and m theeiJed 01 
standing of being that goes with them. being is also already unv . . 
given. Beings and being are unveiled. though still without_diffe~nua~ 
nevertheless with equal originality. Moreover. with the fact~eal eXISt~ ,.e 
the Dasein two essential fundamental possibilities of objecti~tiOD and a 
posited, both of which-since being is always the being of a bemg. 
being as a being always is-are intrinsically related to each other ~ 
of their fundamental diversity. Because the carrying out of the dis 
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~n being and beings is always already proceeding in the Dasein's 
ralit~·. temporality is the root and the ground for both the possibility and, 

tel11~1y u-nderstood, the factical neussity of the objectification of the given 
P~ and the given being. The given beings are to be met with directly in the 
:ical Oasein in the direction in which its existentiell comportment tends. 
Beings are given in the distinctive sense that it is exactly they which lie in 

·r:w in a primary way for the Dasein and its existence. Beings are just 
:rnplv present there: that which is is the positum {what is laid down there], 
and ~deed it is present not only as nature in the broadest sense but also as 
])asein itself. The positive sciences constitute themselves in the objectifica
tion of beings where the objectification holds itself in the direction of the 
tell(iency of everyday direct apprehension. 

Being is indeed also already unveiled in the understanding of being; 
nevertheless. the Dasein as existent does not comport itself toward being as 
such directly. not even to its own being as such in the sense that it might 
perhaps understand its being ontologically: but since the Dasein is occupied 
with its own ability-to-be, this can-be is understood primarily as the can-be 
fi the being that in each case I myself am. Being is, to be sure, also familiar 
and consequently in some manner given, but it is not to be met with in the 
direction of tendency of everyday-factical existence as comportment toward 
beings. The objectification of that which is, in which the positive sciences 
variously constitute themselves in conformity with the intrinsic content and 
mode ofbeing of the specific region of being, has its center in the projection, 
in each case, of the ontological constitution of the beings which are to 
become objects. This projection of the ontological constitution of a region 
~beings, which is the essential nature of the objectification that is founda
~ for the positive sciences, is nevertheless not an ontological investiga
tion of the being of the beings in question, but still has the character of pre
ontological awareness, into which, to be sure, an already available knowl
~e of ontological determinations of the relevant beings can enter and 
~lly always does enter. It was thus that modem natural science con
Sb~ted itself in the objectification of nature by way of a mathematical 
~ection of nature. In this projection the basic determinations were ex
ttr lted which he long to nature in general. although their ontological charac
~a." not realized. Galileo, who accomplished this primary step, devei
Conc thJs projection from and in a knowledge about basic ontological 
fro ept~ of nature like motion. space. time, matter. which he took over 
....... rn.ancJcnt philosophy or from Scholasticism, without meTely taking them 
...... "r In th' · the b· Is spec1fic form. We cannot here enter further into the problems of 
the 0 ~ectJficatJOn that is constitutive for the positive sciences in the sense of 
the Pro~cction of the constitution of being. We need only keep in mind that 

110sihw sciences of beings, too, precisely in what first of all gives them 
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their validity. relate necessarily if only pYt-ontologically to the being ojft.a.._ 
This, however, does not mean that they already explicitly encroath-·"'Cl 
the domain of ontology. ~ 

Our question aims at the objectification of being as such, at the 
essential possibility of objectification, in which philosophy is ~ 
constitute itself as science. to 

Being is familiar in the Dasein' s factical existence-whether scientific 
pre-scientific-but the factical Dasein is disoriented with reference to?' 
Beings are not only familiar but present, right on hand. The o..! 
comports itself directly only to beings. for which the understandingofbemg 
is controlling. Fundamentally the objectification of being is always I'OIIille, 
since being is in some way unveiled. But the direction of the~ 
projection of being as such is too doubtful, indefinite. and insecwe to ptber 
it as an object expressly from this projection. After our earlier diac:uaaio.., 
no further allusions are needed to make dear that at first and for a loag time 
original temporality, not to say Temporality. and hence that upon which we 
have projected being in order to make being the object of Temporal 
interpretation, remains hidden. But it is not only temporality that is ClOD

cealed although something like time always announces itself; even IDOft 

well-known phenomena, like that of transcendence, the phenomeoa rl 
world and being-in-the-world, are covered over. Nevertheless, they m DOt 

completely hidden. for the Dasein knows about something like eao ad 
other. The concealment of transcen<k>nce is not a total unawareneu 1M. 
what is much more fateful. a misunderstanding. a faulty interpmatioo. 
Faulty interpretations, misunderstandings, put much more stubborn obsta
cles in the way of authentic cognition than a total ignorance. However. d.
faulty interpretations of transcendence, of the basic relationship fi the 
Dasein to beings and to itself. are no mere defects of thought or.~ 
They have their reason and their necessity in the Dasein's own~ 
existence. In the end, these faulty interpretations mwt be made. so that the 
Dasein may reach the path to the true phenomena by correcting ~ 
Without our knowing where the faulty interpretation lies, we can~~ 
persuaded that there is also a faulty interpretation concealed Within It 
Temporal interpretation of being as such, and again no arbit~ O~·
would run counter to the sense of philosophizing and of every sc1e~ ~ 
were not willing to understand that a fundamental untruth d~ells With bell' 
is actually seen and genuinely interpreted. The history of ph1losophy and 
witness how, with regard to the horizon essentially necessary for them Ja,c 
to the assurance of that horizon. all ontological interpretations ar_e m~tbr 
a groping about than an inquiry clear in its method. Even the basiC~ e/11 
constitution of ontology, of philosophy, the objectification of be![• tbi' 
projection of being upon the horizon of its understandability, and prec Y 
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. act. is delivered up to uncertainty and stands continually in danger of 
~tcg reversed, because this objectification of being must necessarily move 
btLI'IproJective direction that runs counter to everyday comportment toward 
~gs. fur this reason th~ projection ~fbe~ng itself necessarily becomes an 

ucal projection, or else It takes the direct1on toward thought, com pre hen
on n soul. mind, spirit, subject, without understanding the necessity of an 
SIO ginally preparatory ontological disposition of precisely these areas. in 
~her word". the necessity of being serious about its work. For it is said that 
subject and consciousness must not be reified, must not be treated as a 
purely extant thing; this has been heard for a long time at every philosophi
cal street-comer; but now even this is no longer heard. 

Our account of the ontological interpretation of the handy in its handi
ness showed that we project being upon praesens, hence upon Temporality. 
Because Temporal projection makes possible an objectification of being and 
assures conceptualizability. and thereby constitutes ontology in general as a 
science. we call this science in distinction from the positive sciences the 
TCIIIporal science. All of its interpretations are developed by following the 
guidance of an adequately presented temporality in the sense of Tem
porality. All the propositions of ontology are Temporal propositions. Their 
truths unveil structures and possibilities of being in the light of T em
porality. All ontological propositions have the character of Temporal truth, 
writas temporalis. 

By our analysis of being-in-the-world, we showed that transcendence 
belongs to the Dasein's ontological constitution. The Dasein is itself the 
transcendent. It oversteps itself-it surpasses itself in transcendence. Tran
scendence first of all makes possible existence in the sense of comporting 
oneself to oneself as a being, to others as beings, and to beings in the sense 
o( either the handy or the extant. Thus transcendence Olh such, in the sense 
~our interpretation, is the first condition of possibility of the understand
~ of being, the first and nearest upon which an ontology has to project 
being. The objectification of being can first be accomplished in regard to 
~scendence. The science of being thus constituted we call the science that 
~lures and interprets in the light of transcendence properly understood: 
~endental science. To be sure. this concept of transcendental science 
Po$ .. not comcide directly with the Kantian; but we are certainly in a 
the •~on to explicate by means of the more original concept of transcendence 
Phil ant.lan 1dea of the transcendental and of philosophy as transcendental 

wsopny in their basic tendencies. 
tern e showed. however, that transcendence, on its pan. is rooted in 
ll-Q porahty <md thus in Temporality. Hence time is the primary horizon of 
It i~endental science, of ontology, or. in short, it is the transcendental horizon. 

or th1s rea.'>on that the title of the first pan of the investigation of Being 
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and Time reads "The interpretation of Dasein in terms of temporality 
the explication of time as the transcendental horizon for the CJUestion .~ 
being." Ontology is at bottom Temporal science: therefore phil~ 
understood in the proper sense and not taken straightway in a~ 
sense, is transcendental philosophy-but not conversely. 

c) Temporality fT emporalitit] and a priori of being. 
The phenomenological method of ontology 

Because they are assertions about being in the light of time p!'Oped 
understood. all ontological propositions are Temporal propositions. & ~ 
only because ontological propositions are Temporal propositions that they 
can and must be a priori propositions. It is only because ontolou il 1 
Temporal science that something like the a priori appeus in it. A priori 
means "from the earlier" or "the earlier." "Earlier" is patently a -
determination. If we have been observant, it must have occurred to us that iD 
our explications we employed no word more frequently than the expaaiuu 
"already." It "already antecedently" lies at the ground: "it must always 
already be understood beforehand": where beings are encountered. beiDg 
has "already beforehand" been projected. In using all of these temporal. 
really Temporal, terms we have in mind something that the tradition Iince 
Plato calls the a priori, even if it may not use the very term itself. In the 
preface to his Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Naturwi.ssensclusft {Mda
physical principles of natural science}, Kant says: "Now to cognize~ 
thing a priori means to cognize it from its mere possibility."1 cOn.equently. 
a priori means that which makes beings as beings possible in tuMt and,_ 
they are. But why is this possibility or, more precisely, this deterJninarllal 
possibility labeled by the term "earlier"? Obviously not because we~ 
nize it earlier than beings. For what we experience first and foremost • 
beings. that which is: we recognize being only later or maybe even not 1~ aU. 
This time-determination "earlier" cannot refer to the temporal ~rder gt: 
by the common concept of time in the sense of intratemporahty. ~ the 
other hand, it cannot be denied that a time-determination is present 1J\ the 
concept of the a priori, the earlier. But, because it is not seen hoW 
interpretation of being necessarily occurs in the horizon of time, the ~ 
has to be made to explain away the time-determination by me~. ~f the 

-priori. Some go so far as to say that the a priori-the essent1aht1es-'....J, 
determination of beings in their being-is extratemporal. supratern~ 
timeless. That which docs the enabling. the possibilities are characte 

----I. Kant. w .... ~ (Cas.\irer). vol. 4. p. 372. 
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, time-determination, the earlier, because in this a priori nothing of time 
b} 3 post.>d to be present, hence Iucus a non lucendo? Believe it if you wish. 
iS sdn the other hand, it is also characteristic of the state of philosophical 
. in' todaY and has been for a long time that, while there has been 
~;ive controversy about whether or not the a priori can be known, it has 
~ er occurred to the protagonists to ask first what could really have been 
nev ant by the fact that a time-determination turns up here and why it must 
roern up at all. To be sure, as long as we orient ourselves toward the common 
:ncept of time we are at an impasse, and negatively it is no less than 
consistent to deny dogmatically that the a priori has anything to do with 
tiJne. However. time in the sense commonly understood, which is our topic 
here. is indeed only one derivative, even if legitimate, of the original time, 
00 which the Dasein's ontological constitution is based. It is only by means of 
tltt Temporality of the understanding of being that it can be explaind why t.M 
ontological determinations of being have the charactc of apriority. We shall 
.uempt to sketch this briefly. so far as it permits of being done along 
general lines. 

We have seen that all comportment toward beings already understands 
being, and not just incidentally: being must necessarily be understood 
precursorily (pre-cedently). The possibility of comportment toward beings 
demands a precursory understanding of being, and the possibility of the 
understanding of being demands in its tum a precursory projection upon 
time. But where is the final stage of this demand for ever further precursory 
conditions? It is temporality itself as the basic constitution of the Dasein. 
Temporality, due to its horizonal-ecstatic nature, makes possible at once the 
understanding of being and comportment toward beings; therefore, that 
Yihich does the enabling as well as the enablings themselves, that is, the 
~ibilities in the Kantian sense, are "temporal." that is to say, Temporal, 
~ ~~ir specific interconnection. Because the original determinant of pos::ty, the origin of possibility itself. is time, time temporalizes itself as the 

lutely earliest. Time is earlier than any possible earlier of whatever sort, 
:ause it is the basic condition for an earlier as such. And because time as 

hsource of all enablings (possibilities) is the earliest, all possibilities as 
~ 10 their possibility-making function have the character of the earlier. 
the t 15 to say. they are a priori. But, from the fact that time is the earliest in 
fou sense of being the possibility of every earlier and of every a priori 
be ndattrmal ordering, it does not follow that time is ontically the first 
~~g; nor does it follow that time is forever and eternal, quite apart from 

Wrnpropriety of calling time a being at all. 
Part e haw heard that the Da<~ein dwells daily and first and for the most 
in thsolely with beings. even though it must already have understood being 

at very process and in order to accomplish it. However. because the 
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Dasein spends itself on and loses itself in that which is, in beings, both . 
itself, the Dasein, and in the sort of beings that it itself is not, the ~ 
knows nothing about its having ~t!"eil~_ u~~!:Stood bei'(! FacticaU 
existent Dasein has forgotten this prius. Accordingly. if ing, wbicl ~ 
already always been understood "earlier," is to become an express ~ 
then the objectification of this prius, which was forgotten, must have the 
character of a coming back to what was already once and already earlier 
understood. Plato, the discoverer of the a priori, also saw this charac:ter of 
the objectification of being when he characterized it as anamnesis, ~ 
tion. We shall furnish only some brief evidence for this from one of the 
main dialogues for these contexts, the Phaedrus. 

Ou gar he ge mepote idousa ten aletheian eis tode hexei to schema. Dei 
gar anthropon sunienai kat' eidos legomenon, ek pollon ion aiathaeoo eia 
hen logismo sunairoumenon · touto d'estin anamnesis ekeinon ha pot' tideD 
hemon he psuche sumporeutheisa thea kai huperidousa ha nun einai pha. 
men, kai anakupsasa eis to on ontos. Dio de dikaios mone pteroutai be tou 
philosophou dianoia · pros gar ekeinois aei estin mneme kata dunamia. p101 
hoisper theos on theios estin. 2 

For a soul which has never seen the truth, which does not understand the 
truth in general as such, can never take on the human form; for man. in 
conformity with his mode of being, must understand by addressing that 
which is in regard to its essence, its being, in such a way that starting from 
the multiplicity of perceived [beings] he draws it back to a single concept 
This conceptual cognition of beings in their being is a recoUection of what 
our soul saw previously, that is, precursorily-what it saw when following 
God and thus taking no notice of what we now. in everyday existenCe. call 
that which is. and in this disregard raising up its head above beings towud 
the true being, toward being itself. Therefore, it is just that the thinking tl 
the philosopher alone is truly fitted with wings, for this thinking, as far 11 

possible, always stays with the things in which God, abiding, is for~..:! 
reason divine. Plato points above all to the Phaedo for the corres~,_..J 
interpretation of learning and knowing in general and the foundatJOO . 
learning in recollection: hoti hemin he mathesis ouk allo ti e anamnes" 
tugchanei ousa;3 learning itself is nothing but recollection. The ascent; 
being from the depths of beings. by means of conceptual thought of 
e~ence, hao; the characte_r of the recollection of som~thing already~ 
v1ously seen. Expressed w1thout the myth of the soul. th1s means t~.t firSt 
has the character of the prius which the human being. wh~ is fa~~{ the 
and foremost merely with beings. hao; forgotten. The hberat1on O 

-----l. Plato (Burnet I. Pluudrw, . .N</•5-'6. [In P/atoois apc"Ja, t>d John Burnet. vol. 2.1 
3. Plato (Burnell, Phtlftlo, 7J.:r5 f. [In P/ataru.s Opc"Ja • • -.1 John Uurnt't. \'ol. l.J 
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red cave dwellers from the cave and their turning around to the light is 
fett~ing but a drawing oneself back from this oblivion to the recollection of 
:;: pri~s. in which there lies enclosed the enabling of understanding being 

itself. 
Bv means of this reference we have made known the connection of 

:pdmtv with Temporality merely in its basic features. All a priori T em-
a ral__:_all philosophical-concept formation is fundamentally opposed to 
~~ of the positive sciences. To recognize this adequately. further penetra
tion is required into the mystery of apriority and the method of cognition of 
the a priori. The center of development of ontological inquiry in general lies 
in the exposition of the Dasein's temporality, specifically in regard to its 
Temporal function. Here we must in all sobriety understand clearly th3tl 
temporality is in no way something that is to be beheld in some superabun- 1 

dant and enigmatic intuition; it discloses itself only in conceptual labor of a 
specific sort. But also it is not merely hypothetically supposed at th!J 
beginning without our having some vision of it itself. We can follow it quite 
well in the basic features of its constitution, unveil the possibilities of its 
temporalization and its modifications, but only in going back from the 
factually concrete nature of the Dasein's existence, and this means in and 
from orientation to that being [SeiendenJ which is unveiled along with the 
Dasein itself and is encountered for the Dasein. 

Surveying the whole we note that in the Dasein's existence there is an 
essentially twofold possibility of objectification of the given. Factually. the 
possibility of two basic types of science is initially established with the 
Dasein's existence: objectification of beings as positive science; objectifica
tion of being as Temporal or transcendental science, ontology, philosophy. 
There exists no comportment to beings that would not understand being. 
No understanding of being is possible that would not root in a comport
ment toward beings. Understanding of being and comportment to beings 
do not come together only afterward and by chance; always already latently 
~nt in the Dasein's existence, they unfold as summoned from the 
=atic·horizonal constitution of temporality and as made possible by it in 

r belongmg together. As long as this original belonging together of 
~-lllP<>rtment toward beings and understanding of being is not conceived 
da rneans of temporality. philosophical inquiry remains exposed to a double 
~ger. to which it has succumbed over and over again in its history until 
V.Oi h. Enher everything ontical is dissolved into the ontological (Hegel), 

011:0~'n msi~ht in~o the ground of possibil~ty of onto!~ itself; o~ else the 
Und ogicai_Js dented altogether and explamed away ont1cally. w1thout an 
~~a/tstandmg of the ontological presuppositions which every ontical expla
vad~n already harbors as such within itself. This double uncertainty per-

Ing the whole of the philosophical tradition until the present time. on 
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the side of the ontological as well as that of the ontical, thi$ lack 
radically founded understanding of the problem, also has over and of I 
again either impeded the assurance and development of the rnetboct OVer 
ontology. of scientific philosophy, or prematurely distorted any~ 
approaches that were actually achieved. 

As a method however, the method of ontology is nothing but the 
of the steps involved in the approach to being as such and the elabos:::: 
its structures. We call this method of ontology phenomenology, In~ 
precise language, phenomenological investigation is explicit effott applied 
to the method of ontology. However. such endeavors, their IIUCtaa or 
failure, depend primarily, in accordance with our discussion, on bow far 
phenomenology has assured for itself the object of philosophy-bow f.r, in 
correspondence with its own principle, it is unbiased enough in the flee of 
what the things themselves demand. We cannot now enter any further into 
the essential and fundamental constituent parts of this method. In fact. we 
have applied it constantly. What we would have to do would be menlyto 
go over the course already pursued, but now with explicit reflectb:. em it 
But what is most essential is first of all to have traversed the whole pith 
once. so as, for one thing, to learn to wonder scientifically about the mystery 
of things and, for another, to banish all illusions, which settle down and nat 
with particular stubbornness precisely in philosophy. 

There is no such thing as the one phenomenology, and if there could be 
such a thing it would never become anything like a philosophical technique 
For implicit in the essential nature of all genuine method as a path wward 
the disclosure of objects is the tendency to order itself always toWUd that 
which it itself discloses. When a method is genuine and provides acoe:a to 

the objects, it is precisely then that the progress made by following it and 
the growing originality of the disclosure will cause the very method that~ 
used to become necessarily obsolete. The only thing that is truly ~.ID 
science and in philosophy is the genuine questioning and stNgle vnth 
things which is at the service of this questioning. . 

In this struggle, however, and even without useless polemics, the conflicl 
is carried on with what today more than ever before threatens phil~ 
from all the precincts of intellectual life: the formation_ of wor~d-~ 
magic. and the positive sciences that have forgotten the1r own liJnit:S· 
Kant's time the forces mentioned first-the formation of wo~ld:~ 
magic, myth-were called philosophy of feeling, Geftihlsphil~ 
What Kant, the first and last scientific philosopher in the gr~d style ..,ell 
Plato and Aristotle, had to say against the philosophy of feehng ~ 
close these lectures. If our course itself never attained it, Kant's tbe 
may nevertheless summon us to sobriety and real work. We quote frolll 
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rt cs..<,iiy 'Von einem neuerdings erhobenen vomehmen Ton in der 
:.losophic" {On a genteel tone recently sounded in philosophy] (1796). 
~~ here comes to speak of Plato and distinguishes between Plato the 

.<femic and Plato-as he says-the "letter-writer." "Plato the academic, 
:refore. though not of his own fault (for he employed his intellectual 
. tuitions only backward for the purpose of elucidating the possibility of a 
:nthetic cognition a priori, not forward in order to expand it by those Ideas 
which were legible in the divine understanding), became the father of all 
enthusiasm in philosophy. But I would not wish to confuse Plato the 
)etterwritcr (recently translated into German) with the academic."4 Kant 
quotes one passage from Plato's seventh epistle, which he adduces as 
evidence for Plato himself as an enthusiast. 

Who does not see here the mystagoge. who gushes not merely for himself 
but is at the same time a clubbist and in speaking to his adepts in contrast 
with the people (meaning all the uninitiated) really puts on dirs with his 
aUeged philosophy! May I be permitted to cite a few modem examples of this 
elegance. In modem mystical-Platonic language we read. "All human philos
ophy can only depict the dawn; of the sun we can only haw a presentiment." 
But really. no one can haw a presentiment of a sun if he hasn't already seen 
one; for it could very well be that on our globe day regularly followed night 
(as in the Mosaic story of creation) without anyone ever being able to see a 
sun. because of the constantly overcast sky. and all our usual business could 
still follow its proper course according to this alternation (of days and 
stasonsl. Nevertheless, in such circumstances a true philosopher would 
indeed not sunnise a sun (for that's not his thing), but perhaps he could still 
~libtra~ about whether this phenomenon might not be explained by 
USUming an hypothesis of such a celestial body. and he might thus by good 
luck hit on the right answer. To gaze into the sun (the suprasensible) without 
becoming blind may not be possible, but to see it adequately in reflection (in 
the reason that illuminates the soul morally) and even in a practical respect, 
~the older Plato did. is quite feasible: in contrast with which the Neoplato
nL~ts "certainly give us merely a stage sun," because they wish to deceive us 
by feeling (presentiments. surmises). that is, merely by the subjective. which 
~ves no concept at all of the object, so as to put us off with the illusion of a 
. nowlcdgl' of the objective. which borders on rapturou.<~ gush. The platoniz
~~~i ptlllowpher of feeling is inexhaustible in such ~gurative expressio~, 

ch are suppoSt.'<i to make th1s surm1s10g mtelhg1ble: for example. to 
~PPr<,<~ch ~o closely to the go<kles5 W~o;dom that the rustle of her robe can be 
eard" hut also in commending the art of this sham-Plato. "although he 

cannot lift the veil of Isis, nevertheles.o; to make it so thin that one can surmise 

i Kdrll. :\cademy ~-dillon IC..sammC'ItC' &:hrifkrl}, vol. K. p. 3CJ8. 
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the Goddess behind it." How thin we are not told; presumably, however 
so thick that you can make anything you like out of the aPPIU'ition; : 
otheJWise it would be a seeing which indeed should be avoided.-' 

Kant concludes the essay: "For the rest, 'if,' without taking this PI'Oposal 
comparison, as Fontenelle said on another occasion, 'Mr. N. still insist. ,.a 
believing in the oracle, no one can prevent him.' "6 011 

-------5. Ibid., pp. 398-399. 
6. Ibid., p. 406. 



EDITOR•s EPILOGUE 

'fhis book reproduces the text of the course of lectures given under the 
same title during the summer semester of 1927 at the University of Mar-

bufg/Lahn. H 'd 'ded th hand · Th · Mr. Fritz ea egger proVl e wntten prototype. e typewnt-
ten copy and the manuscript were collated by the editor. The passages not 
yet deciphered by Mr. Fritz Heidegger-above all, the insertions and mar
ginal notes on the right side of the manuscript pag~d to be carried 
over so as to fill out the text. The completed copy was then additionally 
compared with a transcription of the lectures by Simon Moser (Karlsruhe), 
1 student of Heidegger's at that time. In doing so it became evident that we 
were dealing here with a set of shorthand notes whose accuracy was very 
good, which the notetaker had transcribed by typewriter. Mter its comple
tion Heidegger read over this transcription several times and furnished it 
here and there with marginalia. 

The text printed here was composed under Heidegger's direction by 
putting together the manuscript and the transcript following the guidelines 
given by him. The handwritten manuscript contains the text of the lectures, 
worked out, occasionally also consisting of captionlike references, and di
vided into parts, chapters, and paragraphs. Nevertheless, during the actual 
lecturing Heidegger departed from the manuscript to the extent of often 
giving to the thought a revised formulation or expounding more broadly 
and with greater differentiation a thought that had been recorded in an 
~reviated form. Similarly, while and after making the written copy, he 
~ on the pages of the manuscript insertions specified on the right 
Side and marginalia that had been formulated more fully in the oral lecture. 
:.nsformations, deviations, and expansions that arose in the course of the 

hvery of the lectures were recorded in the stenographic transcript and 
could be worked into the manuscript for publication. 
A~ong tht! materials taken over from the transcript there are also the 

recapitulations at the beginning of each two-hour lecture. Where they were 
~ot concerned with mere repetitions but with summaries in a modified 
I orrnul.ation and with supplementary observations, they were fitted into the 
ectur•· s course of thought. 

b . All items taken over from the transcript were investigated for authenticity 
c> te~tlng their style. Occasional errors of hearing could be corrected by 
orn~ari~on with the handwritten copy. 

ad Still, the relationship of the transcript to the manuscript would be in
equatcly characterized if it were not mentioned that numerous remarks 
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contained in the manuscript were omitted during the oral deliv~ 10 .L. __ 

in this regard the transcript must yield to the manuscript. ' """Il 

In preparing the manuscript for publication, the editor endeavorect 
intertwine transcript and manuscript so that no thought either set dovtn !0 
writing or conceived during the lectures has been lost. Ill 

The text of the lectures was reviewed for publication. Expletiva and 
repetitions peculiar to oral style were removed. Nevertheless, the aim 
mained to retain the lecture style. An ampler division of the often ~ 
lengthy paragraphs seemed useful, so as to make possible a dift'ereotiated 
survey of the contents. 

Explanations by Heidegger inside quotations and their tranaJatioDa lit 
set in square brackets. 

The course of lectures puts into practice the central theme of the third 
division of part 1 of Being and Tame: the answer to the funda""'D'D). 
ontological question governing the analytic of Dasein, namely, the CJieltioa 
of the meaning of being in general, by reference to "time" as the hadzm fi 
all understanding of being. As the structure of the course shows, the "Tem. 
porality ofbeing" is laid bare not by resuming immediately wheretheleCIDDd 
division of Being and Tame concluded, but by a new, historically oriented 
approach (Part One of the lectures). This lets us see that and a tbe 
treatment of the question of being and of the analytic of Dasein pertliDiDi 
to it arises from a more original appropriation of the Western traditioD. fi 
the orientation of its metaphysical-ontological inquiry, and not actually from 
motives germane to existential philosophy or the phenomenology of eofto 

sciousness. Although of the three parts originally conceived in the •QutliDe 
of the Course" the limited number of lecture hours permitted only a dewl
opment of Part One and the first chapter of Part Two, the many antic:ip'd
of the later chapters provide an insight into those parts that were DDt de; 
veloped. Anyhow, for the discussion of the theme of "Tame and SeiDl• 
chapter 1 of Part Two is decisive_ The text here published~~!: 
facilitate in its unfinished form an understanding of the systemaUC B'uu;, 
plan of the question of being as it showed itself for Heidegger froiD 
standpoint of his path of thought at that time. At the same time, the~ 
contains the first public communication of the "ontological difference· bit 

I owe cordial thanks to Mr_ Wilhelm von Herrmann, Lie. ~eo!·· for tht 
aid in the laborious task of collation as well as for his helpful dictaUon of f' 
manuscript for publication and his aid in reading the proofs. My.~ 
funher to Mr. Murray Miles, Cand. Phil., and Mr. Hartmut Tietjen, 
Phil., for their careful and conscientious help with the proofs. 

friedrich- Wilhelm von Herr--



Translator's Appendix 
A Note on the Da and the Dasein 

The three most common German words for existence are: das Dasein, das 
Vorhandensein (die Vorhandenheit), and die Existenz. Most writers use 
them more or less interchangeably although there are semantic differences 
among them. As Heidegger explains in §7, Kant uses either Dasein or 
fxistenz whether he is talking about the existence of God, of human beings, 
or of non-human things of nature. The Scholastics used existentia for similar 
purposes. Heidegger believes that there is a clliference of fundamental sig
nificance between the mode of being of human beings and that of natural 
things qua natural-leaving aside questions of theology. He therefore co
opts both Dasein and Existenz for human beings and leaves Vorhandensein 
(and Vorhandenheit, its equivalent) for non-human beings. 

In §7 it is too early to explain the difference between human and non
human being: the course itself has to make clear the distinction and the 
reasons for it. The thinking behind the distinction had already been set 
forth in Being and Time. Two paragraphs from that work are presented in 
this Appendix. 

lu indicated in §7, Dasein is to be the name for the being, das Seiende, 
":hich each human being is. It falls on the "beings" side of the ontological 
di&'erence. Existenz (existence, in translation) is then to designate the mode 
or way of being, the Seinsart or Seinsweise, of this entity; hence this term 
~Is on the 'being" side, the Sein-side, of the ontological difference. Existenz 
11 the way or mode of being of the Dasein; the Dasein is by existing. For 
:e rnost part Heidegger uses the entire form "das Dasein" rather than the 
o~ened quasi-generalized (and at the same time namelike) form "Dasein," 

and In the translation th.is usage is followed, so that we speak for the most 
~ 0ot •. as in the original translation of Being and Time, of Dasein, but of 
~ as~m. This usage helps to keep in mind the point that the Dasein is 
it h a ~m but a Seiendes, not a sort of being but a being, though of course 
£ ... ·as •ts own specific mode or way of being, its own Sein, which is named 

"'lStenz. 

\'iv~ the same time, the German word "Dasein" connotes, sometimes more 
thi 1 ~~nd explicitly than at other times, the being, Sein, which belongs to tht Ing, Seienden. Its being-that is, its Existenz-is, among other 

ngs, precisely Da-sein, literally, to-be-da. And this "da" of the Dasein is 
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extremely important for Heidegger's thinking. For it registers a fun.t.. __ 
ontological role of the human being as the Dasein. . --·~ 

The human being is, as it were, the mediator between being and h..; __ 

the one who holds open the difference between them. Of all the~·· 
know, Heidegger believed, the human being alone has the required Sci
verstiindnis, understanding-of-being. The understanding-of-being ia a ;: 
condition for any human comportment toward beings, and aU 
comportment toward beings is carried out in the light of (in the c1..:; 
opened up by) our understanding of their being. Because we have under. 
standing-of-being prior to the encountering of beings (not to saypriortoan 
conceptualized science of being, or ontology), we are able to project~ 
as horizon upon which beings are understood as the beings they aze. (Whit 
this being-horizon is itself projected upon becomes a furtherqueati.oaiftfua.. 
damental ontology.) We are therefore able to project world; for world ia the 
context of significance that belongs to the special mode ofbeing labeled fimo. 
tionality. And within the world there can be not only functional eotitia 
entities that are handy, having the mode of being called handiness, ZuiiiiJd. 
enheit-but also beings that are released from all functionality-connect:iclm 
and are understood as merely there as such, extant, at-hand entities, wboae 
mode of being is Vorhandenheit, Vorhandensein: extantness, at-hancbwa, 
presence-at-hand. 

Now the essential precondition for being able to project world at aU, md 
therefore to let beings of the ontological character of the handy and the 
extant be and be encountered as such, is the capacity to open-up, let-be
uncovered, -disclosed, -unveiled. This is the obverse side of what, In tradi
tional phenomenology, has gone under the name of consciousnas. Ualell 
there is an openness, a clearing in which the distinction between beiDg aDCl 
beings can appear. so that beings can come forth and be encountered in their 
being and their being can function as horizon for them as these beiup, ~ 
can be no such phenomena at all as beings, being, and their mutual beiODJUII 
together. 

Heidegger does not deny the "independent being" of nature and of~ 
things. He is speaking about world and our being-in-the-world and ~ 11 

and can be unveiled in the context of being-in-the-world. He is ~ 
phenomenology. . . the 

The ability to open-up. let-be-unveiled as uncovered or disclosed 15 eral 
ability to exist as the Da. In German, the adverb "da" can mean 5~_..;.1 
things--here, there, where, when, then, at the time-in addition to s':;; 
functions it has a participial form, component of compounds. and.conJ:;., 
tion. In the constitution of the verb "dasein" and the correlauve nhd' 
"Dasein" the da suggests, first of all, the here or the there, the someW 
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definite location; dasein is to be here or to be there; Dasein is being-here 
as ~ing-there. There are also overtones of being at some more or less 
~nite time: b~ing-th~, bein~-when, being-at-the-time. These t~mp~ral 

nnotations fit u1to He1degger s usage, but the aspect first stressed m Bemg 
cond Time is the spatial one. Later, when the role of time and temporality, 
~ally Temporality, is comprehended as constitutive for the Dasein's 
being· the notion of the Da takes on a temporal sense which does not appear 
50 clearly at the beginning. (See, for instance, the connection between ec
stasis and openness, p. 267.) 

In this Appendix we are concentrating solely on the beginning. When 
nme and temporality become thematic-as in the latter part of Being and 
1imt and of Basic Problems-the temporal ovenones sound more distinctly 
and vi\•idly for the reader. 

As Heidegger explains in the passages to be cited from Being and Time, 
here and there are possible only in an essential disclosedness which lets 
spatiality be. Spatiality is itself disclosed as the being of the Da. Only given 
IAlCh disclosed spatiality can a world and its contents be "there" for the 
human being (though the world is not there in the same way as any entity 
within the world), and only so can the human being be "here" as this "'
bere" in its being-toward the beings that are "there." And the decisive point 
is that this Da or essential disclosedness-by which spatiality, a spatial 
world, and spatial interrelationships of entities within the world and of 
being-in-the-world (Dasein) toward such entities are all possible--is an 
essential aspect of the ontological constitution of the being which each 
human being is, and which is therefore called the Dasein. 

The ontological role of the human being qua Dasein, then, is just that: 
to be the Da, to be its Da, namely, to be the essential disclosedness by 
which the here and the there first become possible, or by which the spatiality 
of the world becomes possible within which beings can be distinguished 
from their being and understood by way of their being and so encountered 
~he beings they are, so that human comportment toward them as beings 

omes possible. 

1~: German for to be the Da is Da-sein. The entity. the being whose 
roe It 1s to be the (its) Da can therefore be called the Dasein. Here Heidegger 
~~a Sein-word, a being-word, to denominate a Seienden, to name certain 
r :ngs, those whose role it is to sustain this mode of being. The Dasein's 
0 e 1' to sustain Da-scin, and that is why it has this special ontological 

narne. 

n ~ ~nglish equivalent is quite possible, not being-here, nor being-there, 
0 or Clng-hcre-thcre. The reason is that the Dais not just a here or a there 
r a here-there, but rather is the essential disclosure by which here, there, 
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and here-there become possible. It is their source. In the translation 1 I..... 
occasionally used "here-there," but it could obviously be misleading and 'd:: 
reading should be corrected by this note. 

Because of the uniqueness of the signification to be attached to tbe 
"Dasein," I have followed the precedent of the original tranalaton of,::; 
and Ttme and retained it in German. It has, anyway, already beco.ne 
technical term in the philosophical language that now belongs to the~ 
American community. 

Here are the passages from Being and Ttme. They are from c:h.apte.. 5 
which is devoted to a thematic analysis ofbeing-in as such. (See our~ 
being, -in.) A large part of the exposition treats of the existential~ 
of the Da. 

( 1) 'J"he being which is essentially constituted by being-in-the-world u itlel( 
in ev~ case its "Da." In its familiar meaning the "Da" points to "here• lad 
"there: The '"here· of an ·r-here· is always understood via a haody •theft• ill 
the sense of a being-toward this ~there~ -a being-toward which is desflY«''I40 
directional-concernfuJ. The Dasein's existential spatiality, which cletermb.. 
for it its '1ocation" in such a form, is itself grounded on being-in-tbe-wodd. 
The there is a determination of something encountered within the IIJOricl. 
~Here" and "there" are possible only in a "Da: that is to say, only if theN ia 
a being which has disclosed spatiality as the being of the "Da. • This entity 
bears in its own most peculiar being the character of not being doeeckp 
{Unverschlossenheitj. The expression "Da" means this essential diiCJoeedn
{ErschlossenheitJ. By this disclosedness this entity (the Duein) is •c~a• for 
itself in one with the being-da of world. 

When we talk in an ontically figurative way of the lumen 114ttn'alc in man. 
we mean nothing but the existential-ontological structure of this entity, that 
it is in such a way as to be its Da. To say that it is "illuminated" me8DI that 
it is cleared in and of its own self a.s being·in-the-world, not by any other 
entity but instead in such a way that it itself is the clearing. It is only to an 
entity which is existentially cleared in this way that the extant becomeS ac
cessible in the light, hidden in the dark. The Dasein brings its Da with it (rocD 

the very beginning; lacking the Da it is not only factually not the entity wi~ 
this essential nature but is not this entity at all. The Da.sein iJ its disdosecfness. 

(2) The leading question of this chapter has been about the being of the ~
Its theme was the ontological constitution of the disclosedness ~ 
essentially to the Dasein. The being of this disclosedness is constitu~ 111 

affective self-finding {Befindlichkeit. ·state-of-mind" in the Macquarne ~ 
Robinson translation; see our Lexicon: affective self-finding/, understandini• 

1. Martin Heide-gg~. Stin 11nd Zeit, 8th ed. (Tiib.ingen: Max Niemey~. 195~ 
132-133; trans. John MAcquarrie md Edward Robin.wn. Sting and lillY (New York: 
and Row. 1962), p. 171. 
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and discourse. The everyday mode of being of disdosedness is characterized 
b)' chatter. curiosity, and ambiguity. These in turn exhibit the movement of 
falling. whose essential characteristics are temptation, tranquilizing. estrange
rnent. and entanglement. 

But with this analysis the whole of the existential constitution of the Oasein 
haS been laid bare in its chief features and the phenomenal basis has been 
gained for a "comprehensive" interpretation of the Dasein's being as care. z 
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,bilit) .. 1o-be tSeinkonnm; see ahernative translations: capacity-to-be; can-be), 270, 276, 278, 

119 • .289,.295 
~ t • .a,.bwesenheit), 305, 307, 310, 311 

~: modification of praesens, in missing something, 311. S. Latinate 

abtsohJte, 103 
absolut~m. Z22 
,bsmletum. 187 
access. 49. 109- t to. 317; a. to the unavailable, 310 
acodms. 91 
ICOdent. 85. 130, 143. 149 
action. 101. 127. 141-142; a. and feeling of respect, 137 -138; undentanding as •the 

authentic meaning of action," 277; the instant and the situation of a .• 1B7 
IICtUal. actuality, actualization (wirklich, Wirklichkeit. Verwirklichung). actualitas, 28. 29, 34. 

37.38,40. 43, 45ff .. 50,55,67-68. 71ff .. 78. 79. 82. 84,85,87-88,88-89.91ff.,94, 
95, 97ff. Hllff .. 107-108. 110, 111. 112. 117ff .. 120, 122, 123, 125. 128, 1.52, 179. 
189, 277, 284-285; being-actual, 109; actuality as ontological constitution of the actual. 
compared with humanity and the human. equity and the equitable, 138-139; actuality 
o( the actual, 1M, 113; actualization, 97-98. 104-105, 107; actuality understood with 
rd'erence lo actualization and being macted (ancient, medieval), 102ff.; understood as 
action inward upon subject and action of forces (modem). 104-105; traditional concepc. 
lOS 

IClU$, actum. agere, agens, 102-103 
ldditio exi~tentJU, 90; a. entis, 91 

addition, 33ff .. 39, 40-41. 45, 46-47, 97. S. theses: 1st thesis, Kantian 
&drnovere, 316 

~u.' Romanus (Giles of Rome. Egidio Colonna). 93, 103 
ilon. m Plotinus and medieval thought, 231 
itsthet~e beholding. 110 
~n.c.,, 303 
afect•on. 1-14. 149 

afectiVe -elf. finding, u formal structure of mood. pas.sion, alfect: its relation to understand
ltlg a~ necessary condition for the Dasein's comportments. 281. .8ft in Bring arwl nww: 
\lolte ''' mind. Befindlichkeit. sich befinden 

igreern.,nt. betwee-n idea$ and things 206-207 
~kolout~eln. to follow, 243; its ont~ogical meaning and Aristotl~"s U$C of it. 243-244; 
~~\\enttal for undentanding An&tode's concepc of time, its meaning, 255 

h~•a. aletheuein: al~theuein as function o( logO\ according to AriMotle (lo make manifest 
;\~r reveal), 215 8« truth 

"-•llltk•r ol :\phrodi\ias, 181 

339 
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already. always already, antecedent, before, beforehand. earlier, in ldvance. p~ 
prior-pressions used with great frequency: "If ._ h.ve bee observant, it Inuit ...._ 
occurred to us tNt in our explications we have emplo)-ed no word more ~ ·-e 
the expression 'already.'" 324: some characteristic instances: 11, 13, 20, 70-71, 73, ~ 
162. 1M, 16.5, 171. 2Cl8, 211, 216, 26.5, 287, 293, 296-297. 300. 301. 304, 305--: 
309, 311, 314, 316. 319, 321, 325, 326-327: reckoning with time, "time is already~ 
to us before we use the clock." 258-2.59: encountered ~ings already ernlmced by lilllt 
from the outset, 274; antecedent givenness of something alrm:dy unmled, 281; ~~~~ 
illumination for understanding of~ing, 284; S, ~forehand; a priori 

analysis: phenomenological a .• 114, 11.5: phenomenological a. of Kant's ~a 
being. existence, 43ff.; Kant's phenomenological a. of respect, 133ff. 

analytic judgment, 203 
analytic of the Dasein, 16 
animal, animals, 165,297, 319; animals and the given, 190, 191; animals and ........ 191; 

animality, animalness, 129, 131. 143-144; rational animal, 96; "world" ol the ...... 
191 

annihilation, 305 
Anselm of Canterbury, 30-31, 37 
antecedent. S. already 
anthropocentrism, 224 

anthropology . .51-.52. 54-.5.5, 130,278 
antiquity, 22, 100ff'., 106. 117, 122. S, philosophy, ancient; ontology, ancimt: tbouaht. 

ancient; thought, traditional; tradition 

Anwnen, as meaning property, 109 
Anz.eichen (mark or symptom, Husser!), 185 

apophansis, apophantic, 209; a. as primary character of assertion, 209: "All the momea&l 

of assertion are determined by itsapoplklntic structure, w 209; its meaning, 209; a.IUUCIIft 

of understanding, as unveiling exhibiting of something. 216 
aporia, 233; aporiai regarding time. 233ff., '272 
appearance, 1.51, 207 -208 
apperception, 1'27, 129: original synthetic unity of a., 127, 128: its meaninJ in Kant. 127: 

uanscmdentala., 129. 131, 14.5 
apprehension, 21, 49, 112-113. 118, 127, 129. 142, 16.5, 244; order of a .. 106; ~ 

a., 133; ontical a., 293: thematic a., 307; See perception 
appropriate, appropriate!)' (adj .• adv.), a. or inappropriate time (significance). 261-262: 

"Original familiarity with beings lies in lkdlin& with thtm appropriately." 304 
;appropriate (v.), appropriation, 219; exhibitive appropriation of a being. 219 . 
a priori, 20, 24, .52ff., 70, 74, 128-129.19.5; a priori comportment;~] character of comportii'S-

61; a priori conditions of motion, 243; a priori of being, 324; its meaning as relatinl to 

time, 324ft'.; a priori and ill ready. 324; Kant on its meaning. 324; a priori as contemporarY 

problem. 325 20 
apriority, 20, 24; a. of ontological determinations of being: explicable only TemporallY. ' 

324ft'.; its connection with Temporalit)'. 327 

Arabic philosophy. 81 109 
Aristotle, 14-1.5, 26-27, 24, 29 . .52, 73, 77ff., 8.5, 86. 88, 96-97. 101. 102. 10.5, t<MJ • ..u.' 

118, 179, 180ff., 18311'., 194, 200. 204, 205-206. 209. 213ff., 217-218. 231{ .. -· 
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Zbt-Z62. 263-264, 212, 213, 288, 31.5, 319, 328; his view of th~ being of th~ copula, 
tsoff on the meaning of ·is," 182; ambiguity of his truth thesis, 214ft".; critique of his 
uuth thesis. 216-217; prope-r undentandinl of his truth thesis, 217; on time, 328ft'.; 
anterpretation of his concept of time, 23711'.; the primary meanin1 of his kata to proteron 
kAi husteron. 24.5; his interpretation of time matches the phenomenon, 246; genesis of 
h•~ definition of time. 246; implication of his numerical interpretation of time. 248ft'. 
summ.tr)' interpretation of his theory of time, 256-257; evaluation of his implicit concept 
of ume. as presentation of common understanding of time, 257: his interpretation of time 
overlooked significance and datability. 26111'.; his interpretation of time, as under the 
influence of falling, 271-272. SM time, Aristotle's definition discussed 

arithmoeuc. 54 
artJCUlauon. 208, 210: &pakm a. and the logos, 2;(f1 

arlicu!Jtion of being, 18, 78, 119; general probl~. connected with thesis 2, of the articulation 
o1 each being into 1 being th4t it is and the IIOUI of its being, 120; connec:lion betWftll 
basic a. and ontological di.ft'erena:, 120; a. into essentia and existentia, 120; "The artic

ulation of being varies each time with th~ -y of being of a being; 120 

ueity. 82 
~.assrnt, 19.5 
assertion (Aussag~: see proposition), 33-34, 126, 177, 180, 183ft'., 187ft'., 200, 20:21'., ~-. 

207tJ .. 210ff .• 21311' .• 217ff.; a. as sequmce of words (Hobbes), 18.5; truth of a., 189. 21311'.; 
accidental, real a., 19.5, 202; verbal a., 19.5, 202ft'.; incorrectly taken first as v~ sequence, 
206. 212; its foundation in being-~world, 208; its structure, 209ft'.; wm as predi
cation, 209; its cognitive function as secondary, 210, 211; a. and copula, 2100'.: a. as 
communicativ~ly determinant exhibition, 210ff., 219: a. signifies a being in its unveiled
ness and presupposes that unveiledness, 213; a. as di.spanively determinant display. 209fT.; 
its being-true as unveiling, 21511., 217, 218; its truth as related to predicative exhibition 
of a being: unveiling letting-be-encountered, 215; appropriation of a being in true a. about 
it, 219: iu apophantic, exhibitive nature: • Assenion is exhibitive lettins-be-seen of beings," 
219: a. ofbeins. 317 

llilertonc, 37 

illigning time to the clock, 24.5, 261 
at-hand, at·handness (vorhan~n. Vorha.ndenheit, Vorhanden.s.ein: also being-at-hand; 1M 

clllmaatiw tTarulaliotu~ extant, extantness: present-at-hand), 101. 104, 108-109, 111, 
114. 119tJ .. 123.203, 253-2S4, 266,279,292.294, 304 (distinguished from being-handy, 
Zuhandt>nsein, handinns; !I« handy) 

at one.,, l61 

at·the·tJme, 246-247. 269-270; why the a. is t~poral. 269: derived from th~ eatatic 
character of temporality, 269 

~ugu,t,ne. 82, 237; his well-known remark about time, 229: on time, 231-232 
' ugu,t:ruan Order, 93 
·"\1~\.agl' 180 

authl'ntJc teag~ntlichl. 170ff.. 175, 286tf. 306; a. and inauthentic wlf-undentanding. 
lfl0-161, l79; a. temporality a~ finite versus inauthentic time as infinite, 273; a. and 
'11.4ut~ntic undentanding, 279, 286£1'.; a. eJUstence, defined, 287; "Authenticity is only 
il modification but not a total obliteration of inauthenticity," 171 

autoteliC. 147 
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aWiiting. 293 
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ilWi)' from something toWird something (also: from something to somethiac): ek lillaa . 
ti (a'lllily from there, toward here). 242. 245; ca.Ued the dimension of motion, 242 til 

Baumganen. Alexander Gottlieb, 34, 36. 126 
bedeuten. Bedeutung (to signify or mean. signification, meaning. Husser!), 185 
Bedeuu.amkeit (This term is used in two different senses. with regard to world IDd With 

regard to time.). &11 significance; time, expressed and expres$ion 
WD£e and after, 236,238,241-242,246-247,254 

beforehand, 71, 107, 109. 113. 129. 164, 165, 171, 209. 217; •BefO£ehand: that which is 
unveiled and understood alre•d)' in advance in every existent O..Win before IIDJ .,... 
bending of this or that being.· 165. &t already 

Begrif (concept). 83 
behavior (Verhaltung; Itt altnnatit•t tra11.1lation: comportment): productive b., 110:...,., 

b.,259 
beholding. 110, 118 
being (Sein. to be, as contrasted with das Seiende, beings, that which is). TheON .... 

difference, q.v., assens that "being is not itself a being." das Sein is not cia Seiend., Ill., 

1.5ff .• 19fr .. 23-24, 43ff., 52ff .• 55-56, 67ff., 77, 81. 83ff .. 86, 87, 92, f¥1, 102,109, 1121., 
119ft'., 125. 128. 14 i, 149-150, 154, 201; b.·AMONO intraworld.ly beings, 278; Al'IIOiliY 
ofb., 20. 24; as we ·always already understand" it, 179; ARTlCUL ... nON ofb.,l8,24;b.· 
1\T-tt. .. ND (stt alttrnaliw transiGtions: b.-extant [this ... try]; extant, exu.nmea); I!INCll: b. 
and beings, 318ff.; b. ofbein!': "being is always being of beings." 21, 123, 1.28,201,304, 

30i; "the true and proper being of bein~." 1.50; the b. of beings which are not Dlleill. 
175; understanding of the b. of bein!'. liS; unity of the original concepc J che b. fi 
beings. 176; the question ofthe b. of beings, 224; thecommon characterizationoEtheb. 

of beings via time is untenable. 306; COli:CEPT of b., 83ff.; average concepc oEb. (ubliat' 
produced), 154; ut lhis ent?y, multiplicity; b. as CO!I:SCIOL'SSESS (Husserl), 124-125; 
CONSTITLTIOS ofb., 15. 78; b. as COPCLA, the •is." 24, 39, 40, 177, 179-180,182-183• 
202, 204-20.5. b. as combining concept in a judgment, positedness of the S-P nladoao 
180, 181; b. of the copula in horizon of whatness. essentia (Hobbes), 18311'.; b. ill...
of copula as essentia, existentia,truth, and function of combination (indn of~), 
202, 204-205; b. in sense of copula as being-something (accidental), being-..,...nat (ne: 
essary). being-how. and being-true, 204-205; being together, as prior to and ckter~ 
nauve of the combinator}' function of the copula. 212; being 0.'1., 166; b. and the DJ\S~· 
all elucidation of b. is oriented to the Dasein, 223; b. "is, as it were. based in a bcinl
namely. in the Dasein." 19; b. of the Dasein, 16611'.; DIVERSITY ... Sl> l:l\1n' of b., 12.5; 
theses, 3rd thesis, modern; b. of the EGO, 125, 131; b. of EQ\'IPMP.'T. 292-293. 

characterized by a sp«ific functionality. 292-293; b. as ESSESTI.'I.·t:'<ISTt::o-.'11 ... vc:;; 
whonns-existence. 120; b. as £.\15'1£.'\CE. 39-40; b. in the sense of existence. undcnt b. 
in exi~tentiell understanding. 279; s~t exi~teoce; b. of an £.\ISTEST B£11\:G, 318-3!9: _: 

E.'<TAST (S<~me as being•on-hand, being-at-hand. bcing·prcsent-at·hand, extan~nePioJ, 
handnlflo5: Vorhanden~ein. Vorhandenhei t ), 119, 14 7- 148 (traditional view of bel~g):,oa. 
205, 212, 218; b. of FISITE ESTITif.S (thing• or person~) a• producedness, 1.50. b. 
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1b.5- h. m 1;ENEIIAL, 2221.; b. as GIVEN: "Being is given only if truth. hence if the Dasein. 

~ast•.- 18-19; how b. is given for the Oa~in, 321; b. and Goll, ~-: b.-HANDY. b. of 
!he h,mdy. handiness (Zuhandensein, Zuhandenheit): lhe way a being with th~ essential 

character of equipment is, 304, 309; 5« equipment (this entry); equipment; functionality; 

h,ii'Kiy. b of the I, 142; (original) IO£A of b .• 154; IDEAL b., 81; b.· IN, defined ar. unity of 

t~ ,uuctural relational moments of being-toward·i~lf, being-with-others, and being· 

amool!!·th~'-extant, 301; "Being-in is essentially being-in-the-world." 301; b. as the INOE
T£R~!IS.'I.TE IMMEOII\TI! (Hegel). 84; b.·l!I:·ITSI!l..F, 110, 1126'.: INTERPRETI\TIO.'I of b .• 44; 

# mterprctation; b.·IN·THE·WORLD: 5« being·in·the--world: b. IN TIME (in der uit Sein). 
256: m~ans, for Aristotle, being mnsured by time. 256; 1ft intratemporality (lnnerui· 

tigktitl: b. in sense of the "IS" of ~nion in Aristotle, 180fl'.: b. as the "is": S« copula; 
b.·Jl'lli.;EI>. 201. b. judged in a true judgment, i.e., identified with objectivity and meaning 

(Sinnl. 202-203: KANTIAN VIEW of b.: b. equals pen:eivednesa, positedness. 189: S« 

Kant: th~. 1st thesis, Kantian; b.-KNOWN, 128: founded LEVW of b., 305; b. as the 

LOGOS. 312: MEANING of b., 16. 23,223-224: b. of MIND (res c:ogitans), 122: b.-MISSING 

(set mi$-'ing): how its uncovering is possible, 310; how lhe comportment of missing 
something is possible, 310-311: MODE of b. (Seinaart), 1« mode of being: 4M cf way 

of being (Seill!lwe~); MODII'ICI\TION of b., 18-19,24: (possible) MUU1PUCI1Y of b. and 

1111ity of the concept of b .• 120, 174; b. of NATURE (res atensa), 122. 1681.: b. as idential 

with NOTHING, 312: OBJECTIFICI\TION of b., constitutive for philosophy (ontology) as a 

ICience. 322: b. as OBJEClWENESS (Rickert), 156-1.57; as OBJEcrMTY, 201, 1« b.-judged 

(!his t?~ITy); b . .ON·H/\1'1> (same as being-e-xtant, etc.). 212: why b. is not identifiable with 

IUCEJ\'EDSES.~. 314: meaning of "being is perception." 31.5; b. of Pf.RSO.'I versus thing, 

139-140; b. un~ntood in ra;mNG, as the letting-stand of somdhiJll on its own self, 

316-317: b. as ra;moN (Kant), 32-33. 391T., 421 .. 48-49, 313. 1ft posit: interpreted 

T~mporally, 317-318; b. as Plli\I!SENS, 317: b. as PRJ!OICI\Tt:: not a real predicate, 313. 
316; as so-called logical predicat~. 316-317: PJ.OBLI!MS of b., 1« problem: b. as PRO
Ol.'(:WNE.'iS, being-produced, 1471. ISO, U2; PROJECTlON of b.: b. is projected as such 

by an understanding-of-being involved in all existentiell understanding, 279-280; b. is 

projected upon tim~. 280; inquiry beyond b .. 10 that on which it is projected. the beyond. 
the epekrin.l, 282, 285; SCIENCE of b., llff., 17. (§3. Philosophy as science of being), 1ft 

O!'itology; phil050phy: SELF"·CONSCIOl.ISNF.SS as b. of the Kantian person or subject, 1S2; 
b. of the Sl'B)ECT, being-a-subject, 65, 174. 301; b. as identical with THINKING, 312: b. 

and TI~fE. in pre-philosophical and philosophical knowledge. 302-303: b. i.~ to be seen 
10 it~ Temporal determination. 228; Temporal int~rprdation of b. as being-handy. 3031. 
dd'ttt (untruth) in Temporal interpretation of b .• 322: qu~tion about the b. of time. 255: 

b. of tame as interpreted by th~ falling l>asein as extant ness, 272: b.-TOW.'\Rll intraworldly 

~10!1'- .Z7H; b.-toward it~lf, 300: b.·TRL"E (Wahrseinl 01' false. 180, 183, 188-189,2131. 
217 ··.ZIH . .ZU~tr., its relation to the ext;mt, 218: being-true, unveiledness, as fundamental 

con'11 1JOn for the l>asein's exi!lttnce, 221; "Being-true mraM unv~ling. We include in this 

:: mode of uncovering as Wt'll a.q that of disclosure, th~ unveiling of th~ being whose 
111!:" not that of the Dasein and the unveahng of the bring that we ourwlv~ are." 216; 

lotr d1'<'1o,e; cxhabnion; tru~ness; truth; uncover: unveil: b. of TRL,·H. 2221.· TRL"TH· 
{Jt\k.,q t:R of b., 18f.. 24; U~DERSTANIJI:-.:G--of'·I!Eil\0 (Sein!lven.tandnis). 16. :s« under

'li!nd,ng of bemg; b. understood in an unobjrctivr. pre-ontological way, 281: ·- un<Ur-
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IW.r!d bti~g f'rorr: thl! arigiMI ltorizrJM1 sdiftft4 af t.M ~ of ~~ • 307; 'lol.\'t 0( 
being (Seinswe&SC), 1.5. 18. 23. 24, 1Z2lf., Ml! v.-ay of being; mode of being; b.-wrn.. 16 
168; b.-with ch£ handy and the extant (tM at-hmd), 297; b.-wick~ 1, 

279-280, 288, 296; b.-with-others, 278, 292. 301; b.-WITHIS·THE·WORLD ~ 
lichkeit), 16.5ff., S« intraworlclly; b.·WITHIN·TIME (IMerzeitigkeit), S« in~ b 
as WHONESS-E.XISTENCE venus essenta·exi.stent~. 120 · 

being·in·the-world Hn-der-Welt-se-in), 161, 162, 164, 166, 168ft' .• 170ft'., 174,17.5,.207,a. 
216, 217, 2i0, 2i6, 2i8-2i9, 279-280, 288. 289, 292, 2941f., 312, 322, 323; b.. ...i 
0.'\SEI:S: b. bdonp to the Oasein's I:XUtmc:e, 166, 298; it is the basic ~ef' 
existence, 174; a basic structure of tM Dasein, 17.5; a determination of the O....t7S: 
the basic constitution of the Oasein. 208, 296; belongs to the basic c:onstituticlllci~ 
Duein, 278; how the Dasein is as b., 278; interrelations of !!elf, 'IIO!'Id, and~ 

in unity of structure of the Dasein as b., 2fJ1- 298; b. as fOUNDATIO.'I Of llooo"l'DITICINAun. 
16llf.; presuppc»ition for apprehens.ion of anything at a.ll, 164; its ME.AN'ING, 296; ia 
OCCUPIED WITH ITS OWN BEISG, 276; b. and TE.\fPOllALITY: ground of~ fi 
commerce with inuaworldly beings, 291; "It is only from the temporality cf'beiae ..._ 
world that we sha.ll understand how being-in-the-world is already, as such, nndF$ .. 

of being," 292; how it is founded on temponlity, 298; b. and TRUTH, 21&; 'b. 1114 
UNDERSTANDING Of BEING, 292; condition of possibility for a.ll UNDEU'Jl\HiliNG f:l 
BEINGS, 298 

beings, a being. that w!Uch is, what is, entities, an entity (Seiendes, das Seieade, uecwil•-.1 
witn das Sein, being, q.v.: S« ontologica.l difference), 10-11, 13, 16, 21-22, D, 35,4'1, 

so . .52, .53, 66, 70, 72, 74, nff .. 81lf .• 84lf., 87, 88, 91-92, 98-99. 100. 105.1061[., U2l. 
118-119. 1196' .• 128, 139, 141. l481f., 154. 166, 168lf., 177,182-183,197,202,211f.. 
210ff'., 216, 217, 218lf., 227. 265lf., 272, 29llf., 2941f., 300, 304-30.5, 3188' •• 3d; die 
b. that is pure ,..cn;ALITY venus affteted with possibility, 82; ADDmON to a b., 91: 810 
of beings, handiMss of 1M handy, at-handness of tM at-hand, thingness oftbiall. blial 
of the Dasein, of fellow-Daseins, 294; COMPORTMENT TOWARD beings, 274, 275; objlcdw 
concept of beings. 83-84; beings as CRE. .. TED, uncreated, 82,88-89, 9lfl'., 93-M, 94f., 
98-99, 100, 1()4; the DASEI!oi: su Oasein (the), as the being that we ounelvea are; btiDP 
as DISPLAYED in assenion, 209ft'.; the b. that exists by reason of its !SSENCI YIIIUI bf 
panicipation in a b. that exists on its own, 82; the properly ESSEmli\L b., 90; eM rAUl 
and &pparmt as beings, 207-208; Fl.'liTE beings. 79. 8lfl'., 93, 148; fit£! beinp.t48:dlll 
b. that is FROM ITSELf, from another, 82; how beings are GIVE.'l for the [)aaein, 320-_321; 
tl\NDY beings, 308- 309; beings de&lt with as h&ndy or as extant, 318; HISlOJUCI\1. bliJIIIo 
169-170; ISFllSITE being\, 79, 81; how a b. is encountered "IN ITS!LF" via an~ 
undcntanding of function&lity, etc., 293; every b. is IS TI!'olE, 256; l!lo'TilAWOllL.DLY ~ 
280, srfl intraworlclly; LIVI.'I;G beings, 10; beings as thought in the LOGOS. 206; ~b. dill 
is in each case MIN!, tnat in each case I myself am. 298; S« Dasein (tne), as the heiRS .. ,. 
we ourselves are; NOS-beings, 9.5; OBJECTlF1C.o\TIO!'I of beings, constitutive for the~ 
sciences, 3201f.; 0!'-'TOLOGIC/\L CONSTITI.. 'TlOS of beings, 78; PROJECTION of onto! rP 
con\titution of a region of beings. 321: RATIONAL beings, 138; "SELf and.~rld are doll 
two beings," 297; the b. that is meant by SOt.rl. or SUBJECT, 255; to~ as It •': I b.~ 
not need TRUTH, unveiledno:u, 120-221; UNL>ERST,\NDING of the ~ng ~fbei~ ~ 
possible by time, 294; lr.>;IVERSE of beings, 82: U~'VEJLEONESS of beings In thf:ar 
210 
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tJelong1ng·together. 83. 209, 3 U: b. of self and world, 1!17 
wn Henri, 231-232. criticism of his view of the dimensional c:harKter of time, 244 

Dr~~· truth lin in the middle, "between" things and the Duein, 214. See middle; truth 

:,.,ndtnis (functionality, q.v.), 164: "Equipmental c:haracter is constituted by what- call 
&wandtnis,..functimudity.'" 292 

be)'Ond tcf Greek ~pressi~, epek~), 284,285: beyond, that tra~ being, 286; the 
[)asein. ~~ trans.cendent. 1s beyond atself, 291, 299-300: "be)·ond Itself, 306 

Bezetdlnung !designation, Husser!), 185 

biology and philosophy. 191 
birth crru&.ate, 100, 116 
Jlistnarck. Otto von, S 
body. H3. 146. 203 
Jlodhius. 30 
JlonaYt!'lltura. 30 
11m111no. Franz. S8 
b)'loOe tvergangen, Vergangenheit), exprnsion for the past. distinguished from the past as 

having-been-neu. 290. See has been; past 

calmdar date, 262 
em« (SeinkOnnen; IW 41M'ntJte tran.sldtions: ability-to-be; c:apacity-to-be), 277, 289-

290,295 
apacity·to-be (can-be. ability-to-be), 170, 267, 276 
Cipreolus, Joannn, 93, 103-·104 
care. 312: pu~ly disregarded, 298 
carry IWI)'Imtriicken; alternative translations. carry off, rern.ow: [q.v.): «:stasis). 267. 287, 

307: a curying·away belongs to each of the ec:stases of time, 267 
C'..irer, Enut, Z1 
cutgorical: c. usertion, propo5ition, judgment, 200; c. imperative, ontological significance 

of K.nt's formulation, 139 

~. 36-37, 45, 15, 89, 124, 129, lUff'., 146; Kant's table of categories. 36-37: formal· 

apophantic categories. 126-127: Kant's categories u basic ontological concepts. 143; u 
fUndamental concepts of nature. 145 

~ic. 80: C. phenomenology, 20: theology, 118 

Clul.t, ausacion, causality, 87, 92, 148-149, 187: e&U$a prima, 119: e&U$ality of nature and 

fl'ftdom (Kant), 148; copu~ as index of c. of assignment of dilferent names to the same 
thing ltiobbn). 186-187, 188, 192 

<:avt: Plato'\ ca\'e simile interpreted, 284ft'. 
~llg·to-he, 93 
~ur.l04 
~tudt,.ll(J 

~gf, 107; c. of place lphora), 238ff. 243 (and sequence of the a priori connectionsl; 
c:b~ht;,tive c. (alloios1sl, 242 
d;;.!ollble, 303 

\elf, 138; purposeful c. of self. 170; the l>.a.sein'~ self-choice through understanding, 278; 
0.:· -chosce 1n resolutenns, authentic existence, 287 
~'>ta.n, 103; C. theology, 118: C. world-view, 118 

!ltology, HO 
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circle, 224, 237 
circumspection, circum·sight (Umsicht, Um-sicht, um-sichtig). 109, 163, 311 
dock, 229, 24Q, 245, 25711".: reading time from a clock, 258: clock-usage: its mode of b..;_ 

258: source of invention of clocks: economical reckoning with time, 258; time ....;;;:: 
ment, as explicit manifestation of common understanding of time, 260-261 

co-Dasein, fellow-Dasein. 279 
cogito, cogitatio, 126 
cognition, cognitive faculty. 46-47, 50, 99, 101, 104, 149-150, 283-284; fiMIIce of the 

cognitive faculty, 66; "Only the creator is capable of a true and proper c:ogni1iao ofbelaa: 
(paraphrase of Kant), 150; our inadequate interpretation of c., 275; philoeopbicaJ c. • 1 
relationship to being, distinguished from other cognitive comportlllmb towud beiap, 
275; c. and understanding, 276, 277-278; c. and science, 320. Su unveil; UIICDVer; ... 

combination, 36, 127, 129, 144, 195, 199. 202, 203, 204, 205, 206; c. of S lad pIa 1 

proposition, expressed by "is," 182: c. as prnent in idea of being, 212 
coming-back-to, 300. Su past 
coming-to-be, 107 
coming-toward: coming·toward·itself, 265, 287: coming-toward-itself from thblp. a, 

coming-toward-oneself. 265. Su future, existential concept 
commerce (Umgang, umgehen): c. with BEINGS, 118, 169. 317: c. with immrlettlr • 

countered beings. as founded in existence, 291-292, and grounded on a apecilic-. 
porality. 292, 302; its specihc temporality as retentive-expectant ~ fl 
equipmental contexture, 304: c. with EQUIPM.I!NT, 295, 303-304; c. with HANDr MID 
F.XTANT ENTI111!8, as dependent on temporality, praesens, 309; c. with the nnu:WOILIU, 
311: its uninterrupted quality, 309; c. with TKli'OGS, 168, 289-290, 293 

commercium: c. of free beings, 148-149 (Kant) 
common sense: sound common sense, the so-called healthy human nr.clentw rMaa 

!Hegel), 14 
communication, 211-212: meaning oi c., 210; its relationship to being·in·tbe-wodd aad 

world as Wred by Daseins, 297ff. 
complementun possibilitatis, 32 
comportment (Verhalten, Vernaltung: ~r allnnaliw ITaru/ation: behavior). 16, 47, 50. 5tilf., 

60. 61. 64. 65, 71, 75, 108. 109, 110-111. 122, 265: c. toward BEINGS, 16: noc lizDi{llllco 
cogmtive, theoretical c., 275: grounded n understanding in temporality, .286; lftUIIIII 
entry into same c. in (X)MMUNlCATlOS, 210; the D . ..SEtN's c. toward beings: roward bill(, 
other ~ins. the handy, the extant, 318; the Dasem"s c. toward its own moll~ 
ability to be, 265; c. and EGO OR SUBJECT, 61: ego a.~ ground of its unity in them~ 
of its comportments !Kant), 127: ESPRESENTING c. to the at-nand. extant entitY• 
comporting EXLHINGLY toward the extant, 65: EVERYO.W c., 289; c. toward the~ 
312: lli.TENTIOS.'\L CHARACTER of comportments, .S8ff., 61, 155; antenuonal c.,~· J 
1.S8fl'. intentional c. to beings, including the self. ;and the mdilrerent understi~Jldinl 64; 
their being, 175-176: intentional c. of as..-.ertaon, lOB; c. and I!I.TESTIOf",\LJlY, 6l, J 
intentionality "belongs to the es.wnti.ll nature of comportments, so that to ~ 
intentional comportment is already a pleonasm, 61; a ba,-.ic c. by which the ._. 
devt.>lop'i ONTOI..OC.iY a• a !!Cience, 319-320: I'ERCE/'Tl:!.L c., 71; I'ROOCCflVE, prodlJCU J.Z2: 
intuative c .. 105, 106ff 109- 110, 11Zff. 115ff. 118; that to which each c. RELATES• 
muur.al romportmental REI • ..,llo:-.:stlll' to thmg,, 16.2, IH: Tf.MI'Oit . ..,L c., 2651f.; ~ 
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senting. expecting, retaining as comportments in which TIME expre5ses itself. 257ff .• 260: 
onglno~l. primary c. toward time' guiding oneself acconling to time, 258: UN1>£RST.-.NDING 

1n communication, 210: and toward things handy and things extant, ~ribed. 28911'. · 
(. 

c. toward beings belongs together with UNDERSTANDING OF BllNG. 327: UII.'VI!JLING as c. 

oi (he ego, 216 
mposttJo, 78, 88-89. 91. 92; c. realia, 92 

:mprehension, conceptual (Begreifen. begmfEn; cf. concepc = Begriff), 14, Z79. 319, 323; 
c. veno~ undentanding, 274-275 

canceal· concealmEnt, concaledness (verbergen, Verbergung, V~rit. Verborgen
~n). 215: c. of temporality, Temporality, triNCendence, world. being-in-the-world, but 

not complete, 322 
concePt!Bcgrifl), 30ff., 38ff., 41,83-84,94, 100, 129, 153, 317; c. of BEING as emptiest and 

simplest. 16, 84; Kant's c. of being or existence, 42, 43ff.; (SIN being; existence; perception; 
pG'ition ); c. of being as positrdness of combination in judgment. 179-180; OONC!I'TtJS, 

83f.; o:JPUL.r\ as combinatory c., 199; c. of the COSMOS as in Paul, 'lfR; c. of DIMENSION, 

242; c. of EIDOS, 106, 151; c. of UFE: its philosophical content, formulated with the aid 
oi the c. of existence, is being-in-the-world, 173; metabole, UllliiChlag. as the mOlt pneral 
c:. of MOTION, 234; basic ontological coaapts of NA'IVRE (Galileo), 321; c. of OBJI!CTMTY 

OFOBJECI'S in Neo-Kantianiam, 202; ORIGIN of c. of: existence, 100, 102tf.; essence. 100; 
c:. of OUSIA in Greek ontology, 15 1; concepta and PHENOMENA, 159- 160; c:. of PHIL050PHY 

and the non-philosophical sciences, depends on c. of the Dasein, 320: c. of R.Lo\UIY, 34ff., 
37, 43; c. of SUBJECT, 167 -168; Kant's c. of SUBJ!CT-OBJECf, 155; c. of T£MI'OoRAUTY, to 
be defined. 292: common c. of TIM!, 228, 324-325; concepts of time: traditional, 230, 
231; natural. 232; c. ofTIVt.NSCI!NDENC£, phil0110phical, explained, 298ff.; "more original 
concept of transcendence," 323; c. of TRl1Tlt, 214; UNANALYLABLE c., 44; c. of UNDER· 
S'I'M1>1f\G: how it must be taken, 276; delineation of it, 27611'.; c. of WORLD. 164-165, 

165 lphmomenological veTSus pre-philosophical). 174, 294, 29611'.; common c. of the 
world, 2fT! 

COIICqlt formation, in philosophy: why opposed to that of the positive sciences, 327 
COIICqltualiz.ability, 323. 8ft comprehension, conceptual 
cancreation, 104 
COncretum, 187 

COnsaoushood (Bewusstheit, technical term introduced by Natorp), 156 
COnsaou.,na~. 21, 73, 156. 158-159, 223, 323; being as c. (Husser!). 124-125; c. of pro-

ducttve project, 151; c. and truth, 214 
COnsigmfic.ation. 181 

conspicuous wh.at makes the handy become c., 311 
Con&tancy, II 

r~tllution. 56. 59, 64, 65 (This term appears in many contexts; S«, for instance, Dasein 
lthe) ~or t . . I' . . ) · ' " •tutJoo, or mt4:ntlona tty, constitution. 

'4-utnJoCl h . tan lon, P enomenological. 22. 5« phenomenologtcal 
ton latn"r lime as c., 252, 2.55. &r embrace; hold-around 
ton ternplauon, 293 

tent, ~5. 92, 102, 215; c. of judgment. 202; p<mible eternal sumistence of c. of trw 
Prop.)\ltton, independmdy of the latter'~ truth, 221; phenomenological c. of common 
hrn.,, .l57; real ls.achlichel content, 304. 316 (s~~ Sache; thing. nsence. The Lexicon does 
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not attempt to list the occ:urrmas of the adjective wsachlic."L •• which appears&--.. 
most often translated by inherent, inmnsic. mo~ rarely by dUng as in thizlg~· 

contexture, 163ft' .. 208-209; c. ohhinr. liS; c. of phenomena belonpg to the logo. ~ 
Sft equipmental. contexture: function; lignificanc:e; world ' · 

continuity (Stetigkeit; suneche..a), 236. 238, 242ft'.; experience of c. in elements of 1 CIOIIdn. 
uum, 2« 

continuum, 236, 242; the now as c. of Aux of time. 249 
contradiction, 39, ~. 74 

copula, 1.5, 24, 39. 40, 7.5, 177, 179: A.\1:8lGI.JlTY in c. (Mill), 19411'.; BEING o( the c.: Ia die 
horizon of wnatness (eucntia) (Hobbes), 18311'.: according to Aristotle, 180f.; Ia 111e 
horizon of essenc:e and existence (~·lill), 19211'., summary account, 20111'.; fuac:doa fl c. 
as COMBINING A."D SEP.\AAT!SG; sunthesis and diaire!is, 199; EXAMPLES far........._ 
by the different theories of the being of the c., 203-Z(H; its INDIFFEilENC!, 2101[; bliat 
of the c. and theory of double jUDCiJ't.I.El'"' (Lotze}, 198ff'.; l'EGATIVE c., clezlied by Locze. 
199; c. as lign of PREDICATION (Mill), 193 -194; PROBL.£.\1 of the c., 179-180; fUac:da.w 
SENSE assigned to the c:. by Hobbes. 186: characteristic Tlti!ATMENTS of the c.. 179; c. 
defined as TRI.lllf by Hobba, 188. Sft •is~ 

cosmology. 80: cosmologia rationalis, 80 
cosmos, 11.5, 16.5 
count, counting, counted, 23 7, 239ff'., 254. 255: the nows u counted, 24.5-246; ...,......,_ 

of time, rooted in ecstatic-horizonal constitution of temporality. 274. S. time, Adleodt's 
definition disc:uued 

Counter-Reformation, 79 
cover up, covering up (verdecken, Verdeckung; cf. conceal • verbergeo.): w••d?l• rJ 

original time, due to falling, 27111'.; covering-up of ~truc:tural moments of wodiHiml. 
grounded in falling, 271 

creation, 93, 98-99, 101, 104, 118 
creator, 104, 1.50, 151 

creatura, creatures, 81, 82. 91 

c:ritia.l: phil~hy as the critical science, 17 
culture, 169-170 

Da (here, there, here-there). Sft Translator's Appendix, • A Note on the Da ud the~ 
333ft'.: the Da. the here-there, as the Dasein's openness, 300; the Da u where the DID"'l 

and the exLlntare encountered, 300: the Da, toward-itself u for-the-sake-of, 301::::: 
porality existt-i&t da-as unveiled. becau.se it makes possible the 'Da' and its un 

JW>S in general." 307 ,.. 
. ff 9ff 73ff 87 101·-1-Dasem (the), 6[., 9ft'., 1811'., 22, 24, 28. 43. 55, 56, 58, .59, M ., 6 ., ., • 158f. 

10.5, 1~. 110-111, 113ff. 118. 119ft'., 122-123. 141. 144, 147, 1.5-4-1.5.5. 1.57. d.' 
161-162, 16411'., 170-171. 174ft'., 183, 207fT .• 211, 2HIT., 217-218. 2J9tf., ~ 
227-228, 237, 255, 2.59, 265ft'., 268. 270ft'., 27.51f .• 279tT., ~. 286lJ .• 291, ~ 
29511., 302-303, 307-3~. 31111'., 31311'., 317, 318ft' .• 320ff., 32511'.; the D.~ .,holl• 
with its ABIUTY-TO.BE, 29.5; ontological "'"'\L\'TIC of the D., 16, 19: the D. as • . ,; 
condition for ascertaining the structure of ASSERTION, 209; the D.'s unden~70: 
modes of being is presuppowd in as~rtion, 211-212; the BEJ:\G of the D., 1.53, 169-
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the lJ. as the being lO whose being (exist~) an undtntanding of being belon~. 312, 
and to the interpretation of which all the problems of ontology murn. 1.54: the D. and 

the question of the being of being, 222-223: how the D. is in its being-free-for its own 

possiblliu~.1.76. 277: the D. latently or pre-ontologically dis.tinguir;,hes being and beings, 

319. the lJ.'s relation to beings and to being, 320ft'., 325-326; COMMON OONCEmos of 
tht l) .. 110: the D.'s COMPORTMENTS, 57ff., 110-111, 122, 158, u intentional, 161: 
tow~rd beings, 318, the neasaary conditions: understanding and affective M!lf-finding. 
281. a basiC CONS111VI10N of the D., 64; existential constitution of the D.'s being. 
ontolog~cal constitution of the D., 74-75, 117, 119. 122, 1S4ff., 162, 171. 174,268,274. 
294, 312; OONTRAST between the D. and extant beings, 64, 164; existential DETERMI

N,i\TlOS of the D., 214: the D. as the being to whose mode of being DISCLOSURE belongs 
essenually. 18 ISH Da): disclosure of the D. for itself, 111, 1S8ff.; the D.'s ECSTATIC 

HORJZO.".u constitution, 302, 305; the D.'s EXISTENCE as being-iP.the-world., 164; FAC 

TlCAL D. as for-the-sake-of-bein&·abJe.-to-be-with·one-another, 296: the D.'s FOllGElTING 
o1 its prior understanding of being, 326; the D.'s distinctive FUNcnON for making possible 
an adequately founded ontological inquiry in general, 16- 17, 22, 56, 122; the D. as theme 
ci FUNDAMENTAL mrroux;v, 223-224: the D. as f\TTlJRAL, 265; the D.'s relation to the 
HA.'i'DY. 292: MEANING of the term •0asem• for us and in Kant and Sc::holastidsm, 28; 
MODE Of' BEING of the D., 64, 161, 174; ONTOLOGICAL PRIOIUTY of the D., 223-224; 

ONTOLOGY of the D .• S.5, 56, 75 (•the ontology of the Dasein represents the latent goal 
md constant and more or less evident demand of the whole development of Western 
philosophy"), 117, 167; the D.'s primary ORIENTATION toward beings as extant things, 

which influences the D.'s unclentanding of being and of itself, 271-272; the D. as PAST 
in the nistential sense of having-been-ness: "The Dasein can u little get rid of ita /past 
as/ b)-goneness as escape its death. In every sense and in every case everything we have 

been is an nsential determination of our existence. The Duein, in being, necessarily 
always has been. This entails that /pastnn.s in the sense of/ having-been-ness belongs 
to the Da!iein's. existence," 265-266: need for PREPARATORY ONTOLOGICAL INVESTIGA· 

nos of the D .. 224; exposition ofthe D.'s basic constitution as preparatory, presupposed 
from lking Gnd 1i~~te, 228; prep~ratory ontologica.l interpretation of the D., 313; the D.'s 
enpresenting and its PRESENT, 266: the D. as •free and open for the thou" only in RESOLUTE 
1NDivfDl:ATION, 288; "SELF and world belong together in the single entity, the Dasein." 
297: the D.'s SELF-GIVENN!SS, its {pre-reflexive) givennn.s to itself (bul S« re&ction): 
lht self 1s there for the Dasein itself without reflection and without inner perception, 
~r all reflection, 159; SELF-PUllPOSIVEN!SS and the ontological constitution of the D .. 
HI, 295-291>: meaning of "The Dasein exists for-the-sa.ke-of-i!$1!1(" as ontological. not 

llllhcal. 296. the D.'s ontological constitution a& for-the-sake-of-itself. 296: the D.'s SELf'
lli'>L>Ek.~T:\~OISO. 110; via its capadty-to-be, 265; existent~!. ontological STRUCTURE of 

'!:;D. M, 166, 170; the D.'s ontological constitution as rooting in TI':MPORALITI, 228; 
t i) \ lt>mporal comportment and self-npression, 259; the D.'s three basic temporal 
comportment•. a.s expr~~ible by the then. at-the-time, and now, 259-260: why the D. 
~u,t be called the temporaltntity u !\uch, contrasted with other entities, 271: how the 

1' It'd to cover up original temporality and interpret time as extant, 271-272: tem
:rallty ., condnion of poMib1hty of the D.'' being, 274:temporality and the D.'s un· 

l\tand1ng of being, 280; the D.'s basac constitution lin m temponlity. 291. the I>. u 
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temporal. in the original sense of time. 311: the D. and tmtporality: ~ 
general is ecstauc-horizonal self-projection simply as such. on the basis « 'llhicb 
Dasein's transcendence is posstble. Rooted in this tnnscenden« is the ~'sl 
constitution. bemg·in-the-world. or are. which in tum rmkes intentionality '*'II 
312: the D .• temporality. and the understanding of being. 312-313: the D.'s ~i 
in THI:-.IGS. 171ft".; the D. as understanding itself and other D.'s via thinp,296; 1ht 
motion and being·>A-ith, in its unde~tanding ofnME, 2.59: the D.'s ontological CIOaldbl 
as constituted by time-sequence temporality. 268; the D.'s TRN\SC&.iDEN(Z, 295; th 
as the transcendent. as what is truly traDSCl!ndent, 299. 323: "Only a bei111 with 1he 11 
of being of the Dasein transcends. {T}rmscendence is precisely whit._. 
characterizes its being. . . The Dasein is the transcendent being. Objects aad thiDtt 
never transcendent: 299-300: the D.'s TRl!TH and its tx.isting in truth, cl6itJ 
described, 216: the D. as determined by being-true, 217: the D. as buis o(.,_.. 
truth, 219ft".: the D.'s existentiell (ontical) m.oERSTA.,"DINQ, 291: the D.'s ~ 
derstanding of beings and being. 315: by its own constitution the D. tnNEIU beiap 
appropriates them to itself as unveiled, 221: the D. and WORLD, 2.5.5, 2961'. 

Dasm (the), as the being that we ourwlves are, 16, 28. 56, 64, 75, 119, 120-121.140. 
155, 166. 169. 170, 215-216. 223. 22-J, 255 nhe being that is meant by ...... 
298, 321: "the being that is in each case mine. that at each time I rttyNI/ am• 

datability: d. as structural moment o( expressed time, 262ff.: defined as the relatiaaiiM 
ture determined by a "when· belonging to each now, then, and at-the-time. 2152 
possible indefiniteness, 262-263; d. beloni! to the essential constitutioa o( d. ei 
determinations, 262-263: its derivation from the ecstatic character ofumponlicJ.: 
d. overlooked by Aristotle. 261ft". 

death. 273 
definition, definitio. 84, 86, 102, 105. 106, 108: Mill's theory of d. as nomiall • 

real, 196ff. 
degeneration: why all genesis is degeneration. 308 
deitas, 90 
Descartes. Rene. 11. 35. 3i-38, 61, 66, 73. 74, 80, 82. 124-12.5. 12Sff., 147, 148. 

154-155. 174, 195 
demuction. phenomenological, 22-23, 24. Set phenomenological. method 
determination (Bestimmung). 34, 3.5. 43, 70, i6, 90-91. 159. 166, 168, 169, 203, 

300ff .. 2H, 21.5, 217-218. 218-219, 242, 297; as determinatio or realita.S in Kaat. 
ontological d.'s of the moral person (Kant), 140ff.: the most central d. of temporalitY 
world. 302: d. of time. 30.5; now·d., 306 

dcu~. 81. 90 
diaire$is: S "' Pas separation, 182. 5« Greek expressions, diair~is 
dialectic, 53, 152-153. 155, 255: tran~endental d., 80: idealism's d. of consciousness. 
dilfcrcmce: real d. between e~:sence and existence, 91ft". Sn distinction 
difference. ontological. Su ontological difference 
dignity. 13i 
Dllthcy. \Valhdm. 51-.52. liJ. 178: his contraM bctweom understanding and ,cpp 

tion. 275 
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dirTI<"n'1on. dimensionality. 242, 248-248: d. of motion, defined in complet~l)• formal sense 

,, sn<'t\'h, q.v., 242 

()in~- H7; Ding and Sache, 139. S« thing 

[)io~~ ... tus the :\reopagite, 30, 81 

dir«tion. direction-toward, directedness, ~tc., 21. 57-58, 60, 62ff. 67, 68. 71. 217. 258, 
~. 293. 314. 322: d. toward the "wherefore and whereto there is still time now." 259; 
~lf-d.ul)Ction toward, intentionality, 314: directional sense, 68, 113. 118 (of perception. 

IIIIUition,, 315, 317 
dJM:ha~e. 114. 1.51. See~~~; set free 

lfi~l~. di;;.closing. disdosedness, disclosure (rnchliessen, Erschlieuen, Enchlossenheit), 
18. so. 71ff .• 215-216.219,270,280, 318; disclosure ofaro:G. 67, 72; disclosu~ defined 
~s ~~ 'un\·eiling of the being that we ourselves are, the Dasein, and that has existence 
as its mode of being. • 215: but if.: "Not only does its uncoveredn~hat it is uncov· 

ered-helong to the entity which is perceived in perception, but also the being-under· 

stood. that is, the disclosedness of that uncov~ entity's mode of being. We therefore 

distinguish not only terminologically but also for reasons of intrinsic content between the 

lliiOOtltrN~ of 4 bang and the discbtdnas of ils bring." 72; disclosure of EXTMINESS, 

71; disclosedness of OTHER 0ASEINS, 279; disclosure of SELF in intentional comportment, 

158- 159; disclosedness and UNOOVEREDNESS, 71-72; disclosing IS one way of UNVEIL

IXG, 215-216: disclosure of WORU> for the l>asein, 219, 279, 294. S« truth; uncover; 

unveil 

discoone, 210; exhibitive d., 180 

disputing. 209, 211-212; exibitive d., 209 

""~y (aufweisen, Aufweisung), 209fr.; primary character of assertion, 209; presupposes 
unveiltdness of beings and dilrerentiation of undentanding of being, 212. 8« exhibition 

disposable, 1~-109 
dispositia entis, 104 

distinctio: (II distinctio modalis ex natura rei; d. forrnalis, 90. 93-94. 96; (2) distinctia 

rationi~. 90. 94ff.; d. rationis pura vel ratiocinantill et d. rationis ratiocinata vel cum 

fundamento in re, 96; (31 distinctio realis, 89-90. 911£ .• 95 
distinction, di~tinctio, 77ff., 881£., 92; OONSTRUCTIVE d., 64; D. BETWEEN: BEII'\G ANll BEING.<;, 

Us. 2Z6ff .. 318ff.; su ontological difference; the temporalizing of thi~ distinction is the 

condiuan of pos~ibility for its being explicitly know, 319, 321; BEING·HANDY ANI> BEING· 

!XT:\!I.'T (Zuhandensein, Vorhandensein), 304; BEING•IN· THE·WORLU ANllBEISG·WITHL'l· 

THt:·WORU> hntraworldliness), 168ff., 174; EGO ANll NATIJRE (!;ubject and object), 125ff.; 
E.'ISE:\CE .\..'Iii> EXIliTE.'IiCE (es.wntia and existential. 77ff.; EXISTE!I.'TlELL I..."NDERSTANDII\'G 

Of 1 HE D!I.SEIN .<\.<;A BEING ANI> THE UNDEltSTANDIS(> Of BEING, 280; HORIZONS of the 

~fort' and after and the earlier and later. 246; INNER ANl>OlTEJt,ser inner-outer distinc· 

h!Jn. 1:\TR. .. TEMPORAUTY of thing~ and event~ and intratemporality of the nOW5, earlier 
~r,.J later, 251-252: ux;os in general and logos apophantikos, 180; !\.lAKING Of A JUllG
Mt:, I .\!lOll HIE JL'OOEI> CONTE!I.'T, 201; NOW a.~ number in general and u the counting 
Courue-d, 250; 01\'TOI.CX;ICI\L fVISCTIONAIJTY /\Nll O:-..TICI\1. TELEOLOGY, 295; two senses 
at In~ ~.\..<;1~ bygoneness (Vergangenh~tl and having-been-ne!;.\ (Gewe.ienheitl, 265-266; 
~UN l:\ .'1.!101 J THING (person and S.Che, ego and nan-ega, subject and object, res cogitans 
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and res exunsa), 137ff., 168-169, 17.5-176: PHILOSOPHY A."lD POSmV! SC!Nt:zs.l2o_ 
323; Plm..OSOPHY M"D \\'ORLD-VIEW (We.lwuchauung), 4ff., llff'., 320; ltD~ 
M'O RES EXTL'lS. .. , 123ff.: SUBJECT AND OBJECT. 12.51. 140: T!MI'OIV.LJTY AND 
DET!R..\IINATIOSS, 266: l.~COVEilEDNESS Of' A BEJ!>ICi A."lD OISCLOLSEDNESS OF ITS.!::: 
72; UNCOVEJUSCi M"D OISC!..OSl,llE as the two ways of unveiling (of bema-true), 2 
l.'NOERSTA.'IIDL"'iCi AND CONC£mJAl. COMPR!H!NSION, 27.5; UNDERSTM'DINQ OF IriNa~ 
CiE.-.:El.\L (N...UOW S:ESSE) ,\NO UNDEJISU\NOINCi AS CONS'1l1VI1VE D~ or 
lH! DASEL"'i'S EXJSTL':CE. 278 

Dominican Order. 79 (Preachers) 
dogmatic metaphysics, 143 
dogmatism. 124, 222 
dream, 52ff. 
Duns ScoNs, 20, 30. 80, 88ff .. 93-94, 94ff., 124 
during, duration, 74,232,2.51,263 
dwell, dwelling, 64, 66, 171. 208, 216, 293, 32.5 

earlier, 20, 107; e. as 1 time-determination. present in conapt of the a priori, 324-3:15 
earlier and later. 236, 240-241, 246ff. 
earth, 25.5, 297 
Ebbinghaus, Hermann, .52 
Eckhart, 1\.leister, 90-91 
ecswis, ecstases, catatic, 267. 269-270, 306ft' .• 311, 31.5, 317, 318; e. of future, 267; e. a( 

put, 267: e. of present, 267; unity of the three catases of temporality, 267; IICb e. ... 
its own horizon.al schema, 302; e. of the present, and perception. 31S: ecawic: 1111kJ, 311 

ecstatic·horizonal, 287, 302, 305, 314-31.5; e. character, constitution « telllpOIIIIlcJ. 
267-268.274, 302; e. unity oftemponlity, 307,318 

~ect, 74 
ego . .50, 56, 61. 64, 73-74, 75, 123, 12.5ff., 129ff., 13lff., 137ff .. 141-142, 14411'.,147-148. 

155-1.56. 174,216, 219. 223,272.277, 278; original synthetic unity«~ 
!Kant), 127. 144; condition of possibility of CATEGORIES, fundamenw onto~a~D~cao
dition of all being {Kant), 128-129; Df'T!R'-U."lANT and determinable (Kant, F'x:t.).l3Ck 
e. arw:l ECiOHOOO, 1251f.; E.\IPIRIC .. l. e., 129, 146; sensibly empirical thinkins (cdall&) •· 
venus pure e. of apperception, HS; ontological grourw:l of possibility of all !XPERJINCDIG• 
129, 144; "1-AM·ACTil'G," 145; character of c. due to INTDmONALITY of all compoiiiiM& 
1581f.· "l·THINK." 144; gound of pouibility of the "I think" and of the categories. 144; 111 

each case MISE, 130, 137; O."'TOLOGY of the e., 147; Aaw in e.·PROBt!M in Kant. 146: 
Sl'OJ>.'TANElTY and intellige~ (Kant). 147; .SUBJECT ,\NO OBJECT (Kant), 130-Ul, tJ4f.; 
e. defin~ by Kant as SltBJEC7l.a•t (hupokeimenon), 148; THEORETIC\L AND pa.-.Cf1C\L 
e.: discordance in Kant's theory. 146; n ... 'IISCENDENTAL e., 125tf., 142 

egohood. 127. 129, 130, 132; as ontological concept, 129; as self-consciou$ness. 132 

ego-pole and ego-acts, 158 . . ·ned 
eido5: and anticipated look. 106-107; e. and morphe, 106-10i; e. as prototypical irrlll' 

pattern, 151 
Einstein, hlbert. 232 
elcstatikon. 267 
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tJflbra~:e (umgreifen), 252, 254, 274; lime does noc itself belong to motion but ll!lhrdCG 
11: .Z52: time as embracing beings. 252, 274; "Due to ics ecstatic character temporality is, 

15 it were, further oucside than Ul)' possible object which the O.sein an encounter as 
1rmporal. Because of this, ~ny being that the Dasein encounter$ is already embraced by 
~ 1 rne from the very oucset." 274 

ttn?iriasm. British, 195 
encaunter (begegnen. Begegnung), 70, 118, 169, 171, 219, 273-274, 290, 294-295, 297. 

31}7. 310, 317; 1\ Bl'lNG ·can be encountered by us cu a being only in the light of the 
Ufl(lerstanding of being," 275; e. with HANDY AND AT-HAND BEINGS, 291; MOllON en

coUntered with regard to the before and after, 238; how TIME is encountered, 235; in 

connection with encountered motion, 237-238; immediately, 241; in connectioo with 
111ouon. 244; as something counted, 250 

end. ends. 138, 141-142, 147, 148; man, and every rational beiftt, u 111 end in himself 
tKant). 138: realm of ends: ics ontical sense u the c:ommercium or being-with-one-anocher 
of persons as such, the realm offreedom (Kant), 139, 141; end-in-itself, 147 

endure. enduring, .263 
enpresent. enpresenting (1Jqenwlrtipn, Gepnwirtipn), 2l7, 260-261, 26UI'., 2651., 

269ft',, 287-288, 290-291, 310-311, 315, 316; enpresentiiJI of A BmiO, 269; enpre
senting DEfiNED. 260, 306-307; e. of !QUIPMI!:NT. •[n expectant-retentive enpramting, 
the equipment comes into play, becomes present, enters into a present {Gegen-wart} ," 
293; e:. in dealing with equipment, 309; e. implicit in !XPECTlNO AND RI!T/\INING, 260; 

how incorporated in each expecting and Rtaining, 260; e. of the lN/\t.rrHI!NTIC UNDI!:ll

STIINDI!Io'G, 291; e. in MISSING AND I'1NDlNQ SOMETHING, 310-311; e. and "NOw", 

260-261; e. of something, the PR!SI!:NT. expresses itself in the now, 261: e. ·ror the mo5t 

part" contraued with e. in ll!SOLlJT!JII!SS, 287; e. of something, expressed TEMIORAUY, 

317. ~ temporal, comportments 

-· 35, 81-82, 83f., 90-91, 92, 99, 183, 194: ens a se, ab alio, 82, 88-89; actua purus. 
ens potentiale, 82, 88; conceptus formalis entia, conoeptus objectivus entia, 83-84; ens 

c:re~tum, increatum, 82. 89, 91, 92, 98, ll8-119, 152; "ens" as participle, as noun. 84-85; 
eue. C'n&, beingnes.s as producednes.s, 152; ens finitum, infinitum. 79, 81-82, 89, 148, 
151; tns necessarium. contingem, 82; ens per essentiam, per participationem, 82; ens 
perfeaaS!Iimum. 79; ens rationis, 81. 183; ens ra.le, 183; ens rnlissimum (allerrealstea 
Wesen, the m05t real of all beings). 37, 148. S« esse 

flltit.ls, 89, 194 

entity, entities (Seimdes. das Seiende; S« al~natiw b'armation: beings). 165, 168. 169, 
212-.ZIJ. 218-219; historical e., 169-17(}. how the extant e. can be true. 218-219; 
pr~c•nge .. 307 

fllvaOi'ung world (Umwelt), 171 
fllvuonrnent (Umgebung), 168 
tpL,Ictnolog~al, epistemology, 59, 128: epistemological realism, 62 

~~Prnent (ZaJg), 162fT. 171, 258. 292ft' .. 295, 299. 3031 .. 3081J.: DESIG"ATION; "The 
l'leat~r tlnn~s that surround us we c:all rquipmm!, • 163; EMPLOYMENT of e .• described, 
293· f.!I:PkESENTING of e., 293; relation of e. to its I!:Ql:li'ME.'H/\l OONTI!:XllJRE, 292, 294; 

'··f'Ok, 163-164; conditions for encounterin!l H/\NI>Y e .• 299; e. is IN•ORI>ER·TO in an 
01\tol~~eal wnse: ics 'll'Ntness and howneu are constituted by functiooality. 292-293: 
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examples of e .• taken in brc»d Ollo"TOLOGIC.-\L S[.'I;SE, 292: ho111 e. is L~'\'E!L!D Ia 

483: e. is l'S.-\BLE as such only if alrrady projec:ed upon a functional relati011, 293 ~ 
equipmental (adjectin translating the noun-form Zeug when it functions as initial coa,.,.. 

Mnt of a compound word sueh as Zeugcharakter. Zeugzusammenhang}: e. ~ 
29'.2. 3().1: con~tituted by functionality (Bewandtnis. q.v. ), 292: e. COIIo'TEX'ruR!:, l62f.' 
171, 29Zif.. 303-304, 309-310: condition for its appreh~ion u contexture 29t.: •• 
derstanding of it precedes u~ of equipment. 294; e. f\.1'cnos, 292: primarily~ 
the being of equipment. 292; e. USE, made possible by lening-funaion (~al 
funaionality). 292-293; e. WHOLE, 163 

error, 37; ils possibility, 216 
~. 83ff., 87, 88, 92, 109. 112, 152, 203-204; the est for Hobbes, 198. 8ft ens 

~nee. 15, 306'., 77ff .• 79, 82-83, 85ff., 88ff .• 91ff., 93. 94ff., 99, 100, 138-139, 2115; 
essential proposition (Mill). 19Sff .• 203: superessential e., 90; inte:pretation of' e. ia...._ 
and in modern ontology. 106f[; e. of time, 233ft'. 

~ntia, 15, 18, 2~. 31, 77ff., 83ff., 88ff., 9lff., 93-94. 94ff., 99&"., 10611'., 112&:,119t: 138 
187, 194. 198, 202, 203-204, 218; e. DEl, 79; DISTISCTION between e. and....;...: 
88tf.; e. of MAN and of things. 141: e. as translation of Ol.'SIA, 108-109: PlOil.DIIInc: 
as universally valid concept, 119, 120; e. REIIUS, 85, 86 

eternity. 115. 303 
everluting, 303 
evil. 37-38 
exemplary entity, 123: nature as e., 123 
exhibition (Aufzeigung). 209-210, 210ff., 21.5. 218: e. as basic structure of ASS!ImCJN,20l 

'The primary moment of the structure of auertion is fixed by nhibition; 210; ahlbllht 
DISCOURSE. 180; e. as intentionally L'l\'VEILISG COMPORniE.'IT, 218; "Exhibitiollha dll 
ch.trac:ter of 1111\'tiling, and it can be determination and communication only bec:Mat I& 
unveils. This unveiling. which is the basic function of aswrlion, constituteS the c:harlc:Ur 
traditionally designated as IH-ing·lr~," 215. Stt apophansis; display 

exist, existence. existentiality (Thjs entry CO\'~rs occurrences in the sense of ExisteaZ. bu& 
also includn some in the sense of Dasein. Vorhandenheit, Vorhandensein. For cerail 
special occurrences, J« Existenz.) 96'., 15, 18-19, 20, 24, 27ff., 30ff., 36!'., 3911'.. 43l, 
47tf .. 49-50 . .54ff., 64tf., 71ff .• 74-75, 77ff .• 83ff., 86tf .. 8811'., 9111'., 93-94. 9411'., 99-100. 

1oon .• 1os. 109. 111, 112. 111. 120-121. B7ff .. HI. H5. 147. 153. 154, 1S7,158f.· 
161. 16411' .• 168ff .• 170tf., 174, 175, 176, 187-188, 191. 194ff .• 20111'., 208-209.211. 
216-217,217-218, 219ff., 222-223. 22711' .• 233-23-J. 259. 270. 27-J, 27511' .• 279-2'80. 
295ff .• 297-298. 309, 317. 31811'., 322, 328: ASSERTl!I:G existence, 317; AtmfEI'.'T1CANI' 
lli::\L'TtlE.'-"TIC existence, 170-171, 175; everyday. inauthentic irresolute existence.~ 
authentic existence, defined. 170, as resolute. 287-288: M."TOTELIC existence. 141. 1 • 
lhe Dasein exists; that i~ to say. it i~ for the sake of its own capacity·to-be-in-the-v.rorid-
170; exiMence of IIEING Ali:IJ TRL"TH, 223; constitution of the Dasein's existence as B~ 
II'· nu:. WORLD, 17 4; basic COli:STrTUTIOS of existence. 291; existomce, interpreted by 

!CST:\ TIC CHARACTER Of TIME it i~ "the original unity of being-outside-self that~ 
toward-self, comes-back-to-self. and enpre-.ents. In its ~tatic character, temporabl)'70o 
the condition of the constitution of the Da~ein's being." 267; E\'ERYD.W existet1CC• I 
171; natural everyday exi•tence, 240; que:\tion of ME.-\Nisa ASI> MO\'EJo.JE:>."TS of exis~ 
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1 ~. t"xistence M!hNS: to be in the carrying through of the distinction between being and 
be.ng~. 319; -ro exist means. iilmOng other things, to be as comporting with beings. 
!I ~longs to the nature of the Dasein to rxist in such a way that it is always already with 

ot~r beingr.: 157: "To exist means to be in a world. Bring-in-the-world is an esr.ential 
structure of the Dasein'r. being. The structure of being-in-the-world makes manifest 
t~ C'sential peculiarity of the Duein, that it projects a world for itself, and it does this 
not subsequently and occuionally but, rather, the projecting or the world belongs to the 
Va~in's being. In this projection the Duein has always already stqp«l our btyond itulf, 
a-Jisttrr; it is in a world. The reason why we reserve the concept 'existence' for the 
l)asrm's being lies in the fact that being-in-the-world belongs to this its being," 169-170: 

s.'>n:~J. OONCEPnON of existence, 102: existence as absolute POSmON. 32, 39&'., 42-43. 
431f.. 48-49; as absolute position, interpreted Temporally, 31611'.; POSSIBLE existence, 78: 

rxJStence always already means to STEP BEYOND or, better, having stepped beyond. 300, 
s« transcendence: existence of TIMI!, 233-234, 236-237: existential concept of time: 
future, past, present, 26511'.: existence is made possible by TRANSCI!NDENCE, 323: • 
Tlll'TH belongs to the Dasein; truth exisu: 219; existence and UNDWTANDING, 

rn- 278: "An understanding of the being of existence in general is endosed in every 
existentiell understanding," 279; existence Ill the Dasein's WAY OF BEING, 28, mode of 
being, 64; existence WOiliJ6, for us and in the tradition, 28:" . the WOil1J) is not extant 

but rather it exists, it has the Dasein's mode of being: 166 
existent (n.). 95 
existentia, 15, 24. 28, 7711' .• 8311'., 86ff., 9111'., 93-94, 94tT. 99-100, 100fT. 106fT., 112ff .. 

11711'. 120. 2021r .• 218 
existential analytic, 227: its outcome from Being and Time; the constitution of the being of 

thr Dasein is grounded in temporality, 228 
existentiell, 277-278, 291. 294, 296. m: "related to existence." 279; e. understanding. 

277ff.. Z8611'.; in e. understanding the Dasein is projected upon its ability to be, 279-280 
Existenz. 28, 43, 120, 141, 154 

~e. 92. 109, 112. llS. ll9. See esse 
expect, ~pteting. expectance tgewartig sein, Gewartigen), 259-260, 261. 265, 266, 270. 

Z7I. 289ff. 310-3ll; expecting a fOil·wtL\T, 310; expecting the fOil-WHICH in using 
equipment, 293: the Dasein always expects ITSELF in expecting any particular happening, 
265; expteting I' i1 LOOKING-FORWARD-TO, 289; expecting the POSTEiliOR, 245; the 
~ROJE!:n\'E, active character of expectance in production. 293; RET£1\o,VI! expectance. 

293: e!Cpecting and "nn:N," 259: an expecting expresses itself in the then. 261; expecting 
l~ ground of WAITI!I:G·fOR. 289. See temporal. comportments; transition, experience of; 
rnot ion. experience of 

~rlenc-e. lZ. 37. 41, 48, .56, 61-62, 129. 229. 234; e. of BEfORE ANI> AfTER, 247; onllcal 
e of llf.IS< ;,; presupposes pre-ontological understanding of being. 281; e. ofE:.'\RUER .1\l'IJ 

L~l ~II. B1md, 247; e. o( ,.,KYriO!'I:, 242-243. 244ff.: NA1l.:lli\L e., 229: time as given with 
t ot 1he SELF, of mental actions qua m(l(ions (Aristotle),2S3-254; common e. ofrnJNGS, 

.lll5. ol TIME, . .!44, 268 
:;l~natorv and under$t.anding sciencn, 276-277 

pr...,\l<m. 259, 270; how assertion expre..ses AII:TECEllEloiTLY UNDEKST!XJJ) BI!IN!i, 211; e. 
o( 1 Hu~ JII..'\L CO,.,II'(>RTMEt~.TS· now, then. at-the·timt a~ !\elf-expression~ of the temporal 
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comporanmts of mpresmting, expecting. maining. 259!:; ~.of ttmpor.l co~ 
in th~ time-dete::ninations. 261; ~. of TE.'-O'OIW.ITY: origin of w three ti~ 
nations ill temporality's Kif-expression, 261; e. of n\lE: now as expre-ssion Jiven to 1illlt 
determined from the clock, 261 

extant, extantness (vorhanden, Vorhandenhrit, bring-extant, Vorhandmsein: ~~~ 
translations: at-hand, on-hand, presmt-at-hand; all as distinguished from ~ ~ 
den, handiness, Zuhandenheit, being.handy, Zuhandensein), 14. 24, 28, 321'., 43, 471. 
so. 55, 56, 59ff., 61, 64, 65. 66, 67ff'., 78, 84, 87, 101, 104, 108-109 (a~~ 

propenyl, 109, 110, 111, 115, 116, 118, 119ff' .. 123, 125, 129-130, 132, U9,141.t•z. 
143, 147, 148, 1.50, 153, 164, 166ff'., 174, 175-176, 182, 194, 203, 205, 208,212,214 
217-218. 218-219. 222, 255, 266. 289. 291, 292, 296-297, 300-301, 304, 305--: 
313-314, 315ff'., 323; extantness, the Kmtian Oasein, as ABSOLUTE POil'I10N aa ftl. 
CUTION, 313. 315ff'.; B!r.-lG-e. (being at·hand), 123; relation ofBm.'G-nU! to the..._ 
217-218; extantnns distinguished from H.o\NDINESS, 304; why a stone /u eumplea(• 
extant entity/ is NOT CALLED TEMPORAl., 271; TIME intrrpmed by the falliasllulia a 
·concomitantly extant: 272 (SH Aristotle); orientation ofTRADmONAL ON1'0LOOY to the 
extant, to natun 

extension, 203: modification of stretch, 242; spatial~ .• 243-244 
exuatemporal, the extratemporal (aussen:eitig. das AUSKrzeitig~). 236, 2.53: cf. atnllal

poral (translatinJ das Ausseru:iiliche, in apposition with th~ supratemporal, thetimelell), 
539 and supratemporal 

factical, fac:tual (both as translationa of falc.tUch. as distinguished from Wlichlicb) (IDa.lt 
and Time, 82, H 55-56, fakti.sch is defined as follows. ·Duein underatands ita OWD 11101& 

peculiar being in the KnK of a certain 'factual extantness'. And yet the '&ctuality' citbe 
fact of our own Durin is funda~ntally different from the factual cxcurrence ci 101M 

sort of mineral. The factua.lity of th~ Faktum Duein, as which at each time IICh Duein 
is, we call itsfctcticity. The complicated structure of this determination cibelat CID blllf 
be grasped llJ 4 probkm only in the light of the basic existential c:onstiturioas tA the DueiD 
which have already been elaborated. The concept of fac:ticity contains within itMif. the 
being-in-the-world of an 'intraworldly' being in such a way that this beint c:an undentaJ!d 
itself as c:losely bound up in its 'destiny' with the being of the beings which it encaunta' 
within its own world." somewhat varied from th~ Macquarrie-Robin~n nnderiftl), 9• 
22. 159. 160. t68. 111. 211. 27811' .• 289. 292. 296. 297. 318, 321-322, 326; why mer. 
DaKin knows time primarily as now-sequence, 268, 27111'. 

falling (verfallen, das Verfallm): as reason for covering-up of original time: being is ltiW' 
preted 15 being-extant, 271-272: a mode of being of the Dasein. ponrayed. 271 

faiK, falsitas, 180, 188, 190 . worfd. 
familiarity: the Dlsein's f. with itKlf, others, and handy and extant mtities as f. 1D 1 

301; primary. original f., 304. Su appropriate, appropri.uely 
fantasy, 107 

~~ -feeling, 132ff'.; 15 revelation of the EGO, 133; f. of my EXISTE.'lcr (K.llnt), 133; TWO 1 

STRUcnJRE of f .. 132-133: ·reeling is not a simple reflection upon oneself but rather 
feeling of sdf in having a feeling for something" 132 
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fichte. Johann Gonlieb, 75, 125, 130, 142, 1.52, 153, 162 

figure. 106 
6nding: the Duein as finding itself in things, 171 
finding ~\'ersut mi&1inJ), 310 
Jinding-prewnt (vorfinden, Vorfinden), 109-110 
finished. finishednea (of a thing: teleion), 108, 113, 114, 249 
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finite. finitude. 147ff.: finitude of penon, of wbsW~U, 148ff.: meaning off .. 1.50; temporality 
in the authentic sense is finite, Z73 

fonsea. Petrus, 113 
fontenelle. &rnard le Bovier de, 330 
fore-sight (vor-sichtig. Vonicht), 109 
forgetting, Z{JO, 261, 26$, 290, 306: f. IS spec:i6c: mode of retention. 260; temporality for&ets 

iu own finitude, Z73: f. as peculiar po~itively ecstatic mode of temponlity, involved 
in inauthentic understanding, 290; '"The c:haracteristic of forgetting is that it fOI'Iets 
itself." 290 

form, forming, formed, 87, 106ft'. 
for~.83,86, 102.105,106 
for-the--sake-of, 295: fOI"the--sake-of-which, 170, 295; for-the-saJte..oC-itself, 295; being-in as 

toward-itself, as for-the-aake--of-itself, bued on the future, 302 
forthwith, 261 
for-what, 310 
for-which, 163, 293, 295 
founding, foundation: AXOI.OUTHI!IN, to follow, as ontological connection of founding in 

Arutotle (betWftll time, motion, continuity, dimension), 255: founding Ali.GUMENT, 116; 
foundation of ASSEJmON in being-in-the-world, 208; founding of BEJNG.IN·THE·WORLD 

on temporality, 298ft'.; C.OCK·IJS.o\GE IS founded in taking time, 258; COMMElU% wrnt 

t:XTANT THINGS IS founded in being-in-the-world, 168; founding connection between 
EIUOS (LOOK) AND MOlPHE (FORM): in iltlcit:nt ontology. 106, in the order of perception, 
106; ontological foundation for concepts of !SSENTIA AND EXIST!NTIA (production), 112: 
founded LEVELS OF BEING, 305; OBJECTIPlCATION that is foundational for the natunl 
sciences (positive sciences) and for philosophical science, 321-322: founding of ONTQL. 

OGV on the Ouein's essential nature, 320: founding of SEU'HOOD on transc:endenc:e, 300; 
inadequate founding of THESIS 2, 120; founding ofTRANSC!NDENC! on ecstatic:-horizonal 
unny of temporality, 302: foundation for possible UNCOVEilEDNESS OF A BEING through 
disclosed.ness of its being, 72 

Frai'\Ce, 192, 262 (french) 

Frai'IC1scans, 80 ~friars Minor), 183 (English) 
fr~m. 133, 135-136, 138-139, 141. 148, Z77, 279: the Dlsein as free for iu ability to 

bc,,Z76 

funct"m, functional, functionality (Bewandtnis), 144, 149, 151, 164, 165, 171, 174: func· 
t•on~hty, 68, 164, 165. 171, 174, 292ff .. 295. 304-305: comtitutes equipmenw character, 
lb4, Z92: connection, 311: contexture, 299; relation(a), 293, 295; totality or whole, 171. 
l74, 310. ~let-function 

fund.rnental ontology. 16-17, 19-20, 56, 122-123. 230, 281; fundamental-ontological 
function of the Dlsein, 19, 172. 223-224; fundamental ontology Identified with the 
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preparatory ontologtc~ analytic of the D.uan. 19-20, 24. 224: the Deed to~ 
a higher le-.·el, 224: fundamental-ontologJcal problem of the pouibility of the~ 
ing of being in gener&l. 281-282. Note that the ude gh~n to Pan Two, p. 321, rlfj 
the ·rundamenral-ontological" question as that of the meaning of beins in ._.. 4!11to 

further outside. further inside, 299. See inside: outside 

futural. 265: the Dasein as f.: coming toward itself from its most p«uli.ar possibiUty, ~ 
future, 233, 265, 266-267, 272-273, 306: the f. as basis of possibility of lllJNG.IN, 30z; 

OO~t\IOS COSC£1'1' of the f., the not·yet·now, 233-234, 260-261, 265: the f. iQ the 
CO~L>.ION SE:o.'SE by way of things. in&uthentic, 289ft'.: the f. as ECrrAnc, 266-216?· 
f.SSE!'\CE of the f .. 266: origin&! E.'I:ISTL',,\L CONCEPT of the f .. as ~ ro; 
common concept. 265. and defined as the ·coming-toward-oneself from one'a IDCit pe. 
culi.ar possibility.· 265 

Galileo Galilei, 321 
Gattung (genus), 107 
Gef\ihlsphilosophie (philosophy of feeling = philosophizing by feeling), 328 
Gegenstand (object), 5-4. 200 
Genesis. 118 
genesis. 308. Su degeneration 
genuine and ungenuine: not synonymous with authentic and inauthentic, 160-161 
genus, 107 
grometry, 53-.54. 55, 70 
Gerrn&ny. 192. 262 
Gestalt, 106 
given (from: es gibt, it gives, i.e., there is), 10, 190-191: the givenness of beiap ud fl 

being. 10-11. 281 
Glaucon, 284 
God, 2iff., 29ff., Is« ontologicallr!\lmentl. 38ff., 43, 79ft'., 88, 90-91, 97-98, 100, 103, 

124, 138, 146, 151. 176, 297, 298; G. u EXS INCRE:\nn.l and causa prima o(beiap. 
118-119: O:O.'TOLOGY of G., 81-82: G. as PRODJC£R of things, 105; G. 11 tiOIO'l'1ft 
of ~I being. 148 

Godhnd,90 
Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, 4, 283 
good: IDE:'. of the good in Plato, with hinl that •the idea agathou is nothing but thr 

demiourgos pure and simple: 28.5-286; Plato on the good as OUTSTRIPPING B!(NG, :zs.t 
grammar. 126 
Greek, Greek,, 73, 85ff., 106ft'., 115-116, 117, 183,207,215-216. 315,317 
Greek expressions: aci on, 115, 303: agathon. 283, 285; aisthesis, 110: akolouthein, 243-~· 

25.5; aletheuein, 73, 188, 215. 217; alloiosis, 242; anamnesis, 326; apop~~is •. 209; ~: 
162. 233; arithmos. 235. 239, 2.f9, 251; bios, 121; deloun, 215, 217; dimesiS, 182. 177. 
209. 212: di.anoia: en dianoia, on en dianoia, 182- 183, 188, 214, 216; dioxis, 136; du~ 
on, 88: eidolon, 189; eidos, 86, 106fT., 109. 151; einai, 109, 115; ekstatikon, 267: ek tiftGI 
eis ti, 242. 245; energeia, 87, lCH; cntelecheia, 87; epekeina, 284. 28.5, 299, ~;gene: 
onton, 107: genos, 106, 107; gignoskein, 283; helios, 283; horaton, 283; horasmo-• 3(1. 
106, lOll; horcn, 106: hule, 107, 116; hupokeimenon (cf. subjectum), 38, 108. 127. 1 
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HI!. 153. 187, 31.5: idea. 53. 106. 109; idrin, 74: biros, 288; kat' exochen, 126; kineseos 
u. zJK, 242. 272; kinesis, 234-23.5, 238, 242; kinoumenon, 234. 242; kuklophoria, 237: 

lolo!<"'·u. 73. 110. 121. 130, 177, U!O, 183-184,20.5-206,209.212. 21.5. 223, 312. 317: 

1~0, .apophantikos, 180; logos ousias, 84; logos psuches, 73; megethos, 242: metaballon, 

z34. metabole, 234. 242, 256; methexis, 82; metron, 251; morphe, 83, 86, 106ff., 108. 
llb; m>ein. noeton, 109. 117-118, 283; nous, 73, 110, 121,223,236: nun. 236.288. 30.5; 
omma tes psuc:hes. 109: on: me on, 208, 233, ouk on, 208. to on, .53. 194: orexis, 136; 
OU'~<~· H6. 106. Hll-109, 110, 11.5, 119, 148. 194. 233. 315; peras, 249: peri«hnthai. 
zsz: phainesthai, 209; phantam. 107: phmnnmon. 242, 244; phora. 242: ph05, 283; 
phugr. 136; phusis, 86, 106, 107. 138: poiein, 286; pragma: en pragmu.in, 182-183. 188, 
zH; pro1xis, 286: prossemainei, 181; prote philosophia, 79: proteron kai husteron, 236, 

Z4lll. 24.Sff.: psuc:he, 73, 110, 121. 223: semantikos, U!O: sumbebek05, 2.51; sumbolon. 
185; sunecheia, suneches, 236, 238, 242-243; sunthesis, 181, 199. 209, 212; techne, 53, 

.286; teleion. 108; theomn. 110, 117; ti esti, ti estin, 34, 85: topoa, 242; to tim einai, 8.5. 

106. 107; zoe. 121 
ground. 72, 92, 271; EGO as g. of its determinations, 127; ego as g. of possibility of all being 

!Kant), 128; ontological grounding of all FUNcnONAUTY R!L..\TIONS in the for·the-sake
of-which. 29.5; alllNTfl'.,ONAL COMPORTMENT is grounded on the basic constitution of 
being-in-the-world, 175; g. of the ONTOLOOICAL OIFF!ItlNCE, 228; g. of coupling of 
llillTmi in the PROPOSmON (Hobbes), 186-187; grounding of R!SOLUTIEN!SS in its own 
more original and authentic temporality, 287-288: TEMPORAI.fiY as g. of the Dasein's 
ontological constitution, 227-228 

lfOWth, 3(1! 

hallucination, 60, 315 
hammering. 293 

hand Ia..• in vorhanden. at hand, present at hand = extant), 101, 104, 114 
hand)'. being-handy, hanclinen (z.uhanden. Zuhandensein, Zuhandmheit). 279. 289, 

292-293,296, 299ff., 303ft'., 307, 309ft'., 323; negative moment in 'truct~ ofhandill£S5: 
ABSEss. 311; the handy. DEFI"£0 as the whole of all beings having the ontological con
stitution of equipment, 292; being-handy DISTINGUISHED fROM £XTA!iTIIIESS, 304; hancli

~ and PRAESENS: why h. is understood primarily via praesens, 308; how h. is understood 
.t• praesens, 309: h. implies a peculiar sense of praesens, 309. a specific praesensial 
con,titution of the horizon of the present, 309: h. determined by praesens, 312 

happen, happening lgeschehen, C'.eschehen, cf. history): "Understanding as the Dasein's self-
projttt•on i~ the lJasein's fundamental mode of lta~ing, • 277-278 

h.rrnon•a prantabilita. 148 
Hartrn<lnn, ~icolai, 62 

h,;, h..· .. n. having-been-ness lgewnen, Gewesenheit), 26S-266. 287, 290; what we have been 
1' •l .. ·ay, contamed rn what we are, 290: a non-temporal (merely intratemporal) entity 
cannot have-been. 290. 5« past 

h~<lV(' 2u. li "'· ·"';outermost heil11enly sphere. 234, 237 
\.'gel. (ieor~t Wslhelm Friedrich. 3, .5, 11, 13, 14, 22, 29, 74, 80, 81, 83, 91, 112, 118, 125 

1 'Uhjl'Ct·obj~'Ct distinction). 127, 148, 152- U3, 1.59. 177, 178, 199. 231. 327: revival of 
li · 100-101; on overcoming and ilppropriating H., 178; H. on sdent•ty of being and 
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nothing. 311: H. dU.solves w ontical into the ontologicaL without insight into the 
of possibility of ontology itself. 327 ~ 

Heidqger, Fril%. 331 
Heidegger, Martin, 331, 332 
Heraclit\13, 312 
here, 245 
here-there (Da): "'The Dasein is iu Da, iu here-there, in which it is here for iae1f IDd , 

which ochers an there with it; and it is at this Da that the handy and 4IXtlal ._ 111 

with:300 ... 
Herrmann, Friedrich-Wtlhelm von. 332 
Herrmann, Wilhelm von. 332 
herstellen, 108. &e produce 
history. historical, historicality, 22: historical entities, 169-170; the Imeia'a hilearicllit, 

(Gachichdichkeit; s« happen) due to iu understanding, as self-proj«tiOil, 277-278 
Hobbes, Thomas, 179, 183ft"., 192-193, 198, 200, 20111"., 205, 206, 208; hia CGIICipt « 

COPULA AND ASSERTION, 18311'.; his elucidation of the func:1ion of the copula, IBCif.; 
according to H., the "'s" EXPRESSES !SSfll:ct:, not existence, 187-188: hla CXIIIICIFiioa « 
Tllt.rrH AND FALSITY, 188ff.; his attempt to demonstnte that truth lies in the prapolidoa. 
188ft"., 190ft". 

hold-around (Urn-halt, from umhalten, literally, to hold around), 252, 255; time's ~ 
uound of beings. due to the ecstatic character of temporality. 273-274: S. caalliDir; 
embrace 

homo, 96,97 
HOnipwald. Richard. 201 
horizon CHorizont. Various phrases are used throughout in regard to horizon, e.s-.loaldlll 

toward, with a view to, in the prosp«t of, direction of vision, as it shows iCIIII' tiOUI wlda 
respect to, etc. Sn horizonal; horizonal schema.), 16, 49, 55, 73, 74, 83, 100, 101-102. 
105, 10611'. 109. 115. 116, 147ft'., 238, 240-241, 24411'., 299, 302, 306-307, 312. 31!; 
"ancient interpretative horizon for BEINGS--reference to production," 148; CCMMC»~CIDN
CE.I'T of h. presupposes the ecstatic h., 308; h. of the E. .. RUER, 261; h. of earlier and ll&lr. 
238: h. of ECSTAnC UNilY OF TIMPOIW.ITY as the 6nal h.: "At this horizon each eaQiil 
of time, hence temporality itself, has its end," 308: EXTAN'l'N!SS as common ~i 
h. for understanding being, 272; h. of O.'ITOlOGY, 224; h. of the Pll!S!N'r. In reprd co 
the handy, 309, praesens, 311; h. of PRODCCI'ION, 119, 151; h. of the PJtOT!llON ltllD 
HliSTEJtON in lhe nperience of motion, 246-247; h. of lhe T!!MPORJ\L ECSTASIS, dafineCI. 
267: TE.\IPOMLITY as h. for the understanding of being in general, 260; h. for findinl. 
telling. determining the TIME (earlier and later; before and after; proteron and h~), 
240-241: time as embracing h., 252 

~~~~~w -~ 
horizonal schema, schemata. 303ff., 308, 311, 315, 318; defined: •Each eotasis, as retrl"'"

to ... , has at the same time within itself and belonging to it a pre-delinution of the f()t11111 
structure of the whrrelo of the rerrwwl. We call this whitltrr of tht tatdSis the horizo'l cl. 

more precisely, the horiz.ol'l41 sdlenuz of thr rcst.uu, • 302; the unity of the horizonal.chl' 
mat<a, 318 

how, hownl.'ss, 43. 49. 50, 88, 100, 123. 166. 205; how~:~S of equipment, 293 
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hoW much: how much time. 258 
hu~n. 16.5. h. BEING, 96. 132, 169; FELLOW humans, 1!¥1; Ht.IMANm, 131, 141; concept 

of humanity, 138-13~ h. SOt.n. dia.cinguishea being from beings, 319 
Humboldt, Alexander von, 4 
Hurne. David, 192 
Hu~rl. Edmund, 21. 28, 58, 124-125, 178, 201 

1. 120. 126. 127; l·act, 127, 141. 14.5, 147; 1-combine, 33, 129, 130, 131, 144; 1-Gperimtt, 
129; I-think, 50, 126. 127fr .• 1296' .• 132, 133, 14211'., 144-145, 146 

tambhcnus. 81 
~- 108,203,206,209 
~ (Greek; sn Greek expressional: i. and anticipated loolt, 106 
jddlisrn. 167: subjective i., 167,224, 296-1!¥1: Germani.. 152-1.53, 174 
identity, 74; i. aa belonging-together, 83, 312; i. of being and nothing, 312: i. of being and 

dUnking. 312. S. self, -identity 

illusion. 63, 315 
image. 62. 63, 106-107, 1891f.; prototypical i. as model in praduction, 107, 1.51 
imagination. imatinary. 60, 107, 151 
immanent: why the Daein is noc the immanent, 299 
immateriality, 143 
immediate, 84 
immortality, 144. 146 
impmurbable, 309-310 
imp~nt,1~ 

inauthentic, 170-171, 28~ i. !NPIU!S!NT1NG, 306; FlmJlE. 289, 291; i. SELF-tiNDER· 
5TANDING, 28~ i. TIME (time in the common sense), 27lfr.; i. UNDERSTANDING: the 
meaning of inauthentic hen, 279, and the c:haracter of such understanding, 290-291 

inclination. 136 
incorruptibility, 143-144 
inckpendenc;e, 114 
indiffermc:e, of being, 17.5-176 
individual, 297 
individuation. 288; i. of moving thing. 244; meaning of i., as rd'erring to the Daein, 288; 

·· thisness, of a piece of equipment, how determined, 292-293 
ln·each-case-mine, 170. See Datein (the), as the being that- ourselves are 
lnfiruty: i_ of time as derivative from the common interpretation of time by way of extantness: 

"the ~ndlessness of common time can enter the Da&ein's mind only because temporality 
itself. intrinsically, fOCKet5 its own essential finitude." 273, i. of time, a privation, not a 
P<l'lillve character. 273. 5« beings, infinite 

tnflu..n.ce, 104 
IO·ttsel(. 31.5, 316 

in •t. own self (an sich selbst). 113 
innate id,.., (idrae innatae). 74 
Lnn~r-outer di&tinction. 6UI'., 64, 66. 168 
Lnn~r $.e1Uf:, 129-130. 143 
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in-order-to h&m•z:u, t.:m-zul. 164, 165. 292-293. 295: time, always already giveQ to~ 
we tab time, take account oftime, is "time in order to ... : 259 11 

insidr, 66. l.J9. 214; the Dasein as funber outsidr than any object and further imide thaD 
any subject, 255 

insight: the Oasein's insight into itself. present in all undrrstanding, 277 
instant (Augenblick = "moment of mion" in &ing Gnd Timt, Macquarrie lad Robia.o.a 

translation): defined as '"The present that is held in resoluteness and spriftp from It," 
.287; its characteristics described, 287-288; it belonp to the Dasein's oriJinal ~ 
288; primary, authentic modr of the present, .288, 306: it is more orilinal chan the aa.r, 
306. 5« Kierkegu.rd 

instrument, instrumental. instrumentality. 68 

intellect (same term as understanding, but in different context), 96, 214, 216; In the L (• 
dianoia), 182-183 

intellectual, 141 

intellectus archetypus, 118 

intelligence, 141, H3, 148ff.; "the being that exists as an end: 147 

intentio, 58. 59, 62, 64, 67, 69, 71-72, M, 158,217, 268, 314; its directionalllftM, 58.62, 
314 

intentiONiity, 55, 58-59, 59ff., 6111'., 6511'., 67, 67&'., 11211'., 155, 157, 1.58!"., 161£, 3131..; 
ANALYSIS of i., 58&'.; intentional COMPORTME:lo;T, 113, 157, 158, 208; unveiJina u .... 
tional componment, 217-218; i. and comportment, 61; i. is "the a priori c:omportlllllll 
character ol what we call comporting." 61; intentional OO~"STT1UU10N, 68; L ucl1he 
D . ...SEIN: "Intentionality belongs to the exi"ence of the Dasein .... It belonp to the III&UN 

ol the Da.sein to exist in such a way that it is alwa)'S already with other bcinp.• 157; 
L"l:\OEQU ... CY of customary phenomenological view of i., 161; "more racllal" INtllfU. 
T. .. TJON of i., 162 (s« transcend, intentionality); MISI!I.'TERPRET. .. TJONS of i., 59, 65-M, 
313-314: erroneous objectivizing, 59ff., 65, 313, and erroneous subjectivizing, 611' .. 65. 
313; i. of PERC!PTIO~. 70ff.; i. as PROBLE.'-1. 65; i. of PROOCcnON, 112ff., pcocluctift 
intention, lH; intentional REL .. TIOl'ol, 208: intentional relation to the object. 591'.; i. • 
SEI.f"·RELATIO~ to something, 313; intentional SE.'IiS£, 68; intentional STRUCJVItl: aldie 
Dasein's componments, 65-66, 122. of production, 114, of respect, 136, ol unwiliDS-
217: i. applied to Kant's Sl:BJECT-QBJECT concept. 155; i. and TE.'IPOV.l.nY, 268; Ia 
condition of possibilit)' is temporality, 268, 312: i. and TR.-u.'SCE.-.:OE.'IC!, 6111'., 65, 17.S. 

268, 314; \lo'HAT i. is and i$ not, 313ff. 

intentum, 58, 63-64,67-68, 71, 72, M, 158.217,268, 31-4 

interconnection: of perception and production, 122 

interpretation, 34, 64, 243. 262, 264, 294. 40*, 478 (This word recurs constantly in dle 
course of the lectures. A representati\•e listing-fairly but not completely full-fol~). 
i. of A BEC.:G in the horizon of an understanding ofoong involved in production, 11.5-116; 

Kant's i. of Acn:AUT¥ as absolute position, 117; Kant's i. of BEJSG, existence. 44, 55, 
112; i. of BEJ~G-I~·THE·WORLD as temporal, 291-292; i. of the IIEISG Of A BE! NO, US. 
121; Greek i. of being b)' reference to noein and theorein. 117: inadequacy of ancielll 
phil~niul i. of being. 294; i. of being. lookmg toward the extant, 1.5-*; i. ofbeinJ; 
connct:ted with time, 303; i. of being via temporality. time, 20, 305; i. of being. neccssa '/ 
occurs in horizon of time, 324; . of bdng as extantnes\, via time, 315; i. of beinS• 
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,.,p«ially of handiness and extantness, 312; i. of "being equals perception," 31.5; Temporal 
of Kant's "being equals position," 315: i. of being as a being, 319; •Jn our own inter

pretation of being we are attempting nothing other than the npetition of the problems 

0 ( andent philosophy in order to radicalize them in this repetition by their own selves. • 

.Hil: i. of B!INGS, 148; i. of beings with regard to thrir essentia and rxistentia, 117; i. of 

beLngs by ancient ontology, 110: Leibniz's monadoliJiica.l i. of beings, 174; i. of the being 

.,...hLl'h we ourselves are, IS3; i. of basic: ontological OONCUTS, 110; the dilferent inter· 

pret<111ons of the being of the <X>PULA: as essence, existence, truth, and combination, 

2011L 1. of Kant's CRmQUE Of Plili.E REMON, 128; the D.r\SIDI"S ontological self-inter· 

preution. 121; fundamental ontologic:al i. of the Dasein, 224; Kant's i. of the EG<>. 127; 
Kant'5 i. of the ego as moral person, 142; Kant's ontological i. of the ego as end, intelli

gence. 146; Kant's i. of EC.otTY as spontaneous intelligence, 147; i. of ESS!Nrn, 110, 112; 
radical i. of P.SSI!NTIA Al'IID EXISTI!NllA, 119; i. of EXISf!lllCf, 171; i. of existence by the 

eotatic: character of time, 267; i. of EXISTI!NllA. 109. 112; FAUin' i., 322; Kant's i. of the 

f!SIT\:I>E of mental subuanc:es, 149; Kant's i. of finite substances, ISO: FUNDAMENTAL 

owroL<x;lc:AL i. of the beings wr ourselves are, 153; i. of GREEK EXISTENCE, 110: Tem
poral i. ofHANOJ]III!SS, 303; ontologic:al i. ohhe HANDY, 323; interpretative HORIZON, 148; 
i. of INTENTIONAL ~TIUJCTURE, 114; of the "IS" as •it means," (Mill), 197: Kant's 

drmonstration of the impossibility of an ontologic:al i. of the 1-lliiNK, 142&'., and evalu· 

ation of this proof, 1451f.; i. of NEGA110N via the nature of time, 311; ONTOLOGJC.o\L i., 

105, 110, 119; i. of OliSIA, 110: i. of PERSON, as finite mental substance, 148; Kant's i. of 

PERSO!'II ... Lrn', 140, of the penonalitas moralis, 140: Kant's i. of the moral person, founded 
in ;ancient-medieval ontology, ISO: Kant'a i. of the personaliw tnnsc:endentalis. 1.40, 
2021J.: l'tiENOMENOLOGICAL i., 117: phenomenologic:al i., in reference to Kant's problems 
and solutions, 318; i. of PLATO'S SIMILE Of' THE CAVE, 284ft'.; i. by resort to PRODUCTIVE 

mMPORTMENT. 110-111; Hobbes' i. of the forms of speech, specifically of the PROJIO. 

SITJOS, l841f.; i. of RELEASE of the product. 114; Kant's i. of the distinction between RES 

COtiiT.o\SS .o\ND RES EXTENSA, 147; possibility of ani. of the SUBJECT, fl'ft from the phil· 

0010phical tradition. 146: radic:al i. of the subject, 175; ontologic:al i. of SUBJEC'J1VIT\', 126; 

i of ~ubjectivity by way of self-consciousness, 152; i. of TEMPORALITY by way of the 
l>a.'l4!in, 268: i. ofTHINGNESS in Greek ontology, 106ft'.; empiricistic i. ofTHINKING, 195; 
1· of TIME, 241: traditional interpretations of time, 230: ancient interpretations of time 
1:\ri~totle, Augustine. Plotinus, Simplic:ius), 231; i. of Aristotle's concept of time. 2371f.· 
:\mtO((e'~ i. of the problem of time and the soul, 254; Amtotle's i. of time. 231. 246, 2.'!5; 
1 of lime by way of being-extant. 272; the Greeks' i. ofTltUTH as aletheia, deconcealment, 

uncovering. unveiling, 215; temporal i. of ontic:al, rxistentiell UNDERSTJ\1\DING (not yet 
a' understanding of hoeing), 286; Christian i. of the WORLD. of that whic:h is as ens 
cre~tum. I H!: i. of words for "to be." 109 

'In th~ mind," 206 
10 tun,· l1n der Z~t: cf intratemporal ;:; innei'U'itig). 234, 238, 247, 249, 253: lhe nows 

"'h1, h we count are themselves in time; they constitute time," 247; "the now is it5elf 
L'lt'Ltfler m motion nor at n-st: it is not 'in time,'· 249 

lntratemporal. intratemporality (innei'U'itig. lnnerzeitigkeit; cf. in time). 236, 237, 238. 

l51-l5l. 256, 305; meaning of intratemporality of a being: iu bring elllhra«d by time 
111"W) il~ numher lc:ountedl (Aristotle), 252; interpretation of intraternporality, 253; nu
ffi•·r~eal character of time as basis for under,.tanding intratemporality 1:\ristotlel, 2.56 
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intn~ldly •. the intnworldly, intraworldliness (innerweltlich, du lnDer.ttitlic:he,~Do.r • 
.. ·eltllc:hken), 162fr., 165ff., 168fi"., 170£r., 174, 208, 255. 280, 296, 298: intra~ 
and the being of dungs extant, 276f.; intnworldly beings, 304 

innntion, 110, 112. 117, 118, 131. 145 
inverted world (die verkehrte W~lt. Heg~l), 14, 20 • .54, 285 
in ... with ... , 293 
irresolute: the Dasein is usually irresolute, 288 

"is: 1.5, 24, 39, 40, 75. 1771J., 179, 1801J., 1831J., 1931J., 1!il81J., 201ff' .• 21011'., 2181'., 2221· 
ambiguity of "is": as copula a.nd as predicate (Mill), 194; as combinatioQ llld 11 ~ 
true, 200; reason for its ambiguity or significative indiiJerence, 2111J.; ..... 11 Gpltlliau 
of BEING, 211: summary of the mnning of th~ BEING OF BEINGS as implied In the -a•: 
whatneu, howness, truth, 205: index of the C\USE or ground of combinatioD, 186; 'llhlt 
its signification CX»rT/Ull.'S, 212-213: sign of propositional COUPLINQ, 185-186, 19t 
index of ESSENCE of the thing assmed about, 186-187, 192; HOBBES' view a( the,.., 
198: INDif'FER!l'rr SE."lSE of the "is," 175-176; ind.iiJermt "is" of assertioo, 2101.; .uney 
of INTEilPRET.'\TIOSS of the "is, • 202: interpretation of the "is· in the sense a( •tt -· 
(Mill), 196-197; the being signified by it as IN THE tmt:LLt:cr (Aristode),l82; caMa a 

copula by LoTzE, 199; its possible MEANI."lGS in the proposition: ltXi$tentia, eMDtia, boeh 
together, and being·tru~. 218: question of the meaning of the "is" in aaertioellbaut 
being, 0.'"TTLOGICAL PROPOSmONS, e.g. "being is not a being," 222: PROBLIN of'tbe"ii." 
179: summary review of discussion of the problem of the "is," 202-203; the,.. a 
SIGNUM, SlGN (Hobbes), 18.5; IS written, spoken, and thought in the prapaddaD ar 

a~rtion: its interpmation Is sign or symbol, Aristotle, Hobbes, Huuerl, 185-186; a 
SL1\,-HESIS NOE.\IATON, the being-combined of what is thought in thinkiat (/ullllade), 
182: as synthesis in the logos (Aristotle), 183; stressed "is" expresses the utteraace'• beiat
true, 213; how it signifies being-true-as co-intended in the uttering of auerdaD. 218. 
5« copula 

is-da, ist da, 166. 319 
is-not, 199 
l·thou, 288; l·thou relationship, 278 (a "solipsism en deux"), 297-298 

Jaspen, Karl, 6 
Jesuit Order, 79 
joy, 132 
judging. judgment, 36-37, 39-40, 57, 65, 126, 144, 179-180, 187, 1981J., 204; Mill's vieW 

of j., 195ff.: Lotze's theory oC the doubling of j .. 199-200: second j. within usertion (NI 

Lotu), 218;judgmental truth, 189 
just now, 261 

Kant, Immanuel, 4, 711"., 12, lS, 17-18, 2711"., 77-78, 80-81, 87ff., 911J., 94, 9.5, 97. :· 
lOOff .• 104, 107, 110, 112, 117-118, 123, 125, 125ff., 13iff .• 140fr., 142tT., 147IJ .• 1 i.' 
lSSff .. 170, 177, 179, 181, 189, 195, 199, 201, 204, 222, 231. 237, 250. 303, 313 ·• 
324-32S, 328ft'.; K.'s acquaintance with a general concept of BEING, 179; K. on bein8; 
a combining·concq>t, 181; K.'s interpretiltion of being and existence, 3211'., 39ft'.,~~; 
45ft"., 47ff.; K.'s interpret.uion of being, and the problems of Temporality. 313f., · 
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treatment oCLOGIC, 177; K. •does not get beyond the ONTOLOGY OF Tit! EXTANT." 148; 
he follows illlCient and rnedtrval ontology in his buic ontological orientation, 1.52: he did 
11ot advance to the specific ontologial constitution of the Ouein, 1.53: his PHILOSOPHY 

as "transcendental phiiOIOphy." 298; his PROOF of the impouibility of ontology of the 
subJect: in.su&icimcy of the argument, 14.sf[; REVIVAL o( K., 100-101: K.'s THESIS: being 
i~ I'I(J( a real predicate, being is poaition, exiatenc:e is absolute position or perception: 15, 
27fT.. 39fT .. 43tr., .SSI'., 67tr., 72ff., 77-78;,. thean, lat thesis, Kantian; review of the 
Kanti.an theais and author's criticism of it, and answen which complete the criticism, 
31311'.: K. on TlMl!, 2.52; K.'s idea of the TRANSCENDENTAL and of philosophy, 323. Sa 
!ht numerous ref~mas to Kallt under intetpretation 

KierkeKaard, s.en: criticism of his doctrine of the in&Unt /called either the Instant or the 
Moment in !Uerkegaard translations/, 288 

knowledge. 200-201, 208, 220, 283tr.; APIUOlfTY of lt., 20, 24: pre-philosophia.l and 
phiiO!iOJ!hical k. rqarding B!INO AND TIME, 303; k. o( FACT, 202; k. u JUDGMENT (Neo
Kantianism), 202; lt. of a PRODUCT, 14911'.; SUBjECf'S lt. of its predicates, as self-conacious· 
1\tSS, 152; llt!ORY of k., 298tr., 304 -

language. 190-191, 208; linguistic usage, 195, as historical, 208-209. S. speech 
Lask. Emil, 178 
luting,263 
Latinate: author's use of Latinate expraaioos in his German text, for all time-determinations; 

the reason why, 305 
laying-asunder (diairesis), 212 
Japing into the present, 266 
l...eibniz. Gottfried Walhelm, 11. 34-35, 74, 88, 92, 119, 127, 174, 231, 300-301: his 

proposition about monads clarified and criticized via the Dasan's ~. 301 
let.lrtting: let something stand of its own self, 117: let something be encountered. 118; let 

be m and with, 293 
let-function, letting-function (bev.rendenlass, Bewendenlassm), 293-294, 304, 310; de

fined: "This antecedent understanding of functionality, this projecting of equipment onto 
its functionality character, we c.alllctli"C·Junction {Bewendenlauen/ ," in an ontologic.al 
sense. 293: meaning of "to let function in something," 293: "Lening-ftmetion, as under
\tanding of functionality, is that projection which first of all gives to the Dasein the light 
in whose luminosity thinp of the nature of equipment anr encountered," 293; lettins· 
function points back to a more original temporality, 294 

~e-before, he pre!lentthere (vorliegen), 1~. 148, 152, 281, 293 
be-between, 218. 5« middle 
~fe. bv1ng being, 9. 10, 51-52, 54, 121. 129, 131, 1731s« concept. life), 190-191 
Lght. 1llumm.ation, 283ft'. 
:unu . .l49; the now is. not a 1., 249ft'., 256 
·llttature. cre<~tive (Dichtung), 17111'. 
lock«'. john, 192 

logiC, 15, 24, 33-34,40, 55, 74, 126, 183. 187, 194, 198ff'., 207. 317; sense in which ancient 
ontology is a logic of IEING, 73; Hll>'TORY of I., 179ft'.; I. beamr ~rate (philosophical) 
d1"Clpbne, 177; treatment of I. by Kant, 177. Hegel, 177, n.ine~eenth century (Mill. Loue, 
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Sigwan. Sc:huppe, cot al.l. 17i-178, 192, Husser!, 178; COIUEmpOn:y 1..190: "lope 
the L'~;DI.-\,'1; contemplating his n.avel,'" 1 H; I. of K.'I;O\I.UOGE IH. Cohen), 201; ~ 
A.'lol> RE.\1. PREDIC.\TES, 316-317; I. as SOE..._CE OF THE lOGOS, 177: Tlt.-\,~'1.\t. 
1 .• 80 

logical ego (ego of apperaptionl: its meaning in Kant. 130 

logos: "ancient philosophy orients its ontology to the logm." 73: word, meaning, ~ 
20511: what is thought, what is, as relational whole pertaining to the logos, 20.511".; 1. .._; 
as assertion. 207; as logos tines: about something. 208 

logos apophantikos: Amtode's first ddinition of it, 180: logos as assertion, 180, 207-208 
look, 106ft" .. 109: anticipat~ 1 .. 106-107, 151; I. and measure for product of FOducdaa. 

107 

loss: I. of self in things, 160. 289-290: the Dasein's I. of self in regard to aunt aide., 
2!H; I. of self in handy equipmental contexture, 309: being I. in the preseftt, 266 

Lo!Ze, Hermann, 177, 179, 198fL 202. ~. 213, 233; L.'s theory of nepcivejudp.a,. 
199: his theory of double judgment, 199ft".; criticism of his theory of jucfsment. 211-219 

love, 57 
Luther, tl.la.rtin, 93. 183 

making plain (deloun), 215 
man, 97, 138-139, 141. 176: his unity of dignity and service (Kant), 137-138; his aa&o

logical constitution (Kant), 138-139; his categorical obligation as human (Kmt), 1». 
language and the essential definition of man, 208. See Menschheit 

Marburg School, 73. 100, 201 
material. matter, 115-116, 118. 143; matter as basic ontological concept, 116 
mean. meaning {bedeuten, Bedeutung. Sinn), 196-197. 203-204, 206; meaning ofbebla 

in general. 16, 18; meilning of the Dasein, of the Dasein's being. 16: praescnsial meuiDI· 
305 

means, 138 
meanwhile, 263 
measu~. 107, 252-2.53; measurement of time. its basis, 260-261 
mechanism, 148 
Melanchthon, Philip. 80 
memory, 62 
Menschheit, 138. Su man 
metaph~ics. metaphysic<~!, 30 • .59, 81. 88, 90, 93, 128. 130, 137. ISS, l!H. 316, 32ol: 

"Metaphysics means ontology. Mctaph)-sics of moral$ $ignifin the ontology of hUftllft 
existence." 13i; HISTORY of m.: ancient m. 148; m~ie\'al m., 148; triditional ~·· ~ 
lllctaphysical psychology, traditional m. of the soul, H2-143; metaphysica g~~lis a of 
metaphysica spedalis, 80: KA.'Io'Tl .. s m., H8; correlation of KISDS of m. v.1th kinds 
beings (Kant), 139; older and newer PROBLEMS of m., 124 . 

method, 44, 324; m. of ontology. called phenomenology. 20, 328; phenomenologicll P""' 
ciples of ontological method, 19ff., 44 

middle, 2H; "being-true is something that 'lies betw«n' the subject and the object, if"": 
two terms are taken in their ordinary external signification. The phenomenon of UU 
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is Interconnected with the buic structure of the Dul!in, its tra~: 218. See 
10rentionality, 65 

\Iiddle Ages. 79, 100-101, 118, 122-123, 183. See ontology, medieval; philosophy, me
• di~oval; Scholastics 

Miles. Murray, 332 

~hll. James, 192 
Mill. John Stuart, 177, 179, 192!"., 199, 202fr., 206; his view of the "is" compared with that 

of Hobbes. 198 
mind. 15. 24, 73, 206, 216, 223, 253-2.54, 323; ontology of m .• 80; Kant's oonapt of m., 

H3; truth and m., 214 

mine. mineness, 130, 170fl". S. Oasein (the), aa the being that we Ol.lrwlves are 
misinterpretation, 322; misinterpretations of intentionality, 59ft".; misinterpretations of the 

mode of being of truth, 2191". 

missing: missing something, itt nature as an un-enpresenting, with a specific modification 
of praesens. namely. absens, 310-311; condition of possibility form., 310-311; what it 
is. 310, 311. S.. being, being-missing; finding 

modality. 36, 89, 143; categories of m. (possibility, actuality, necessity), 45-46 

mode.93,31.5 
model. 106, 151 
mode of being (Seinsan, which could also at times be read aa son, type, kind of being. 

Heidegger often uses this expression as synonymOI.lS, or vinually synonymous, with 
Seinsweist:, way, manner of being.). 18, 22, 28, 64, 66, 71, 89, 113, 117, 121, 141, 142, 

147 ("ontological mode"), 152-153, 1.54, 161. 204, 212, 215-216, 217, 225, 249, 309, 

314. 315, 319, 320; some characteristic uses of •mode of being of": CLOCK UShGI!, 257; 
the D . ..SEIN. 121. 174-175, 271-272 (aa falling); I!QUIPMENT, itt handiness, 305; the 
PUSON, 153; the moral person, 140, 146-147; TIM!. 233; the l'RANSC!NDDn; 299; 

ntLTH, 217: the UNDI!ItST/\NDING, intellectual comportment, 214; the WHOI.I! HUMI\N 

81':1~G. 153; the WORLD, 166, 299 

monad, 300-301; Leibniz's monadolasy, evaluation of it& achievement, 174-175 
mood, 281 
moral: m. PEELIN<•. 133f[ (respect, Achtung). 137: m. feeling as ego's way of understanding 

it-elf as ego. 136; m. 1..1\W as motive of moral action (Kant), 134, and as determining 
ground of will, 134; m. PERSON/\UTY, 132; m. S!LF.CO.'-IS<lOUSN!SS, self-knowledge, 133 

morality. 133: Kant's categorical imperative as bas.ic principle, 139 
lnorpl\e and eidos, 1 06ff. 
M~r. S~rnon, 331 

motson. 73, 234ft" .• 237ft"., 240ff., 242ff., 249, 2S21J., 272; moving thing, 234-235,238-239, 
l«; moving rod, 238-239: "Where motion is experienced time is unveiled," 253; ex
Pt"<~ence of m .. 244, 253; ·motion follows dimension--its ontological mnning (see 

aloi•>Uthein). 243; m. is seen wilh the moving thing. not as such. 244; how m. and the 
rnonng thing are in time. ZSZ; local m., 255; m. as such, metabole, measured by time, 
l.o;(, 

rn~·,ticJ~m. 1 H. 194; medieval m. (Eckhart I. 90-91 
rnythol<>g)·. 23-t 
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name. names. 184ft".: Dames divided i:no coaacce and ibsaaa. 187: signifiaulve ~ 
of names, 192 

narwhal (sea-unicorn), ·U 

Natorp, Paul. 156. 201 
natura (nature, phusis. essential. 31. 86. 93-94. 102, 10.5, 106ff .. 120. 138 

natural: n. experience and understanding, 66, 230: n. undentanding of time. 230 
naturalism. 70-71 

nature. 15, 21. 24, 27, 68, 90, 115, 124, 141, 142, 1.W, 147, 165, 1681£., 17.5, 219, 272.279 
295, 321; the B!JNG of natun~. 169; "that and whether it is; is independent ol ila ~ 
219; "World ia only, if, and u long as a Dasein exists. Nature can also be whea DO 0... 
exists; 170; n. as EXEM:PLARY E.VTTTY in ancient philosophy. 123; n. as an INI"'AWIOII.DQ 
ESTITY, 168: n. OBJEC"I111!D by mathematical projection, 321; ONTOLOGY olD., 80 

neassity, 46 
negation, negativity, the not, nullity. 35, 199. 311; interpretlble only via the D&tU~eolliiDt, 

311-312 

Neo-Hqelianism, 112 

Neo-Kantianism, 100. 112, 124, 128, 130, 178, 201. 202, 317; its principal c:riteriaft 111111 
orientation of truth and being toward the logic of the proposition, 201; "The v1nr t11a 
knowledge equals judgment. truth equals judgedness ... , became so dominam that IWD 

phenomenology was infected by this untenable conception of knowlecJee." 201 
Neoplatonh.m, 31, 81, 329 
Newton's laws: why they are not timelessly true, 220 
noetic·noematic, 21 
no longu, 233 

no longer now, 246,247,261 

nominalism, 183ff .• 186-187, 188, 192-193. 194, 196, 202, 205ff.; n. defined, 183; critkpe 
of n., 192. 202ff. 

non-being, not·being, 233-234, 304, 310ff. ~r Greek expressions--on: me on, ouk on 

non·ego. 138 
non-handy, not handy. unhandy (unzuMnden, nicht zuhanden). 304, 310f.; ~ 

toward non-handiness, 309. Stc unavailable 
nothing, the nothing. 10, 87, 91. 97, 305 

not•presencing. 311 
not-yet. 233. 249 
not-yet-now, 246, 261 
now, nows (nun). 233, 236, 245ff., 2.55, 260. 2681£.; n. in unreflective everyday BDtAVIOL 

iiS "'now it is time to ... ,'" 259; how the COMMON OONC£PT10N OF TIME thinb tJ tJrr 
nows in contrut with their dat&bility, 262-263; p«uliar double visage of the n., accordizC 
to Aristotle: oor."T''NUITY M'D DMSIO.'I, always thr aame and always other, 247-248: 
ESSFJio"TL'\L M0!\.1El1o'TS of the n.: it1 embracing character, its making intratemporality pot" 
siblr, its transitionuy chancter, and that or time's being countEd or unveiled, 260: thr 1'

lnd EXPRESSION OF TIME: the n. and it1 modiliations (at·the·time as no-longer-now; did' 
as not·yet·now) as self-exposition (self-interpretation) of the three temponl eofl\~ 
ments, 260-261; expressed now. 270; then. not a merrly EXTANT thing. 2.59, 261; 
n as LI!\.OT and as not limit, 249ff.; t~ n. and MOTION: then. u it functions in e-x~ 



Lexicon 369 

o! motion and telling time, 245; then. follows the moving thing, 246; then. as counted 
concomit.andy in following a motion, 246; ORIGIN of the n., 261; the n. originates from 
tkt: U'lstant, it is derivative, 288: the n. distinguished from PRAESENS. 305; n.•REFEII.!NC! 
oi tht: thm and at-the-time. 247: n.·SI!.QUENCE, 268: common time as infinite irreversible 
,equence of nows, 260; now-sequence. in common conception of time, 263: nows. under· 
stood by the falling Dasein as infinite s'll(l(li!S5ion, 272; •clipped sequence of nows." 273; 

11 as SP;'.NNED, 269-270; n. and n:MPORALrn': n. as derived from ecstatic clw-acter o( 

temporality, 269; now·time, its atructural mommts derived from ecstatic·horizonal tern· 
por.ality. 268lf.; "the now is nothing but the 'expression.' the 'speaking out.' of original 
temporality itself in its ecstatic character: 270; derivation of time, as now-sequence, from 
temporality. 274; n. and TIME: nows as in time, constitutive of time, 247; n. as not in 
umr. 249; n. as time itself, not a part o( time, 251; why the n. is a time-character, 269; 

n .. then. at·the-time /time determinations/. 246; now-determination, 306; n. and TJ.AN. 

smoN: the nows as counted in following a transition, 245-246; n. as having dimension 
within itself, stretching out toward a not·yet and a no-longer: intrinaically tranSition, 248, 
l50-2S1; "Because the now is tranlition, it is capable of making motion acassible cu 
IIIO!ion, in its unbroken character of transition: 251; n. as transitionary, always the not• 

yet·now and no-longer-now, 255, 273 

now·here. 245 
now·there, 245 
DOW·till-then, 263. S. span 
number. l49fr.; the now as n., noc limit, 256 
numerical character of the now and time: buis for undentanding intratemporality, 2.56; 

entails th.at time embraces the beings in it (Aristotle), 2.56 

object, objective (Gegenstand. Objekt), 37. 38. 41, 45ff., 54. S9ff .. 63. 64. 6Sff .• 68-69, 123, 

125. 126, 128. 130-131, 138. 140, 166, 200-201. 202, 204, 215. 255. 2.56, 274. 297, 
299-300, 313-314,3201'.; beings and being as objects, 281-282; time "is more objective 
than all objects and simultaneously it is subjective: 254 

object-ego, 130, 131, 142; empirical object-ego, 132 
ob;tctificatioa (Vergegenstindlichung): the TWO ESS!NTW. POSSIBILI11ES: o. of being (phi· 

losophy) and o. o( beings (positive sciences), 320ft"., 322lf., 327; o. of BEING: 281; •Jt is 
in the objectification of being as such that the buic act constitutive of ontology u a 

!iClen«:e is performed: 281; projection of being upon the horizon of its undemandability, 
322. begiM with projKtion of being upon tramcmdenc:e, 323: as a coming back to what 
has ~n forgotten, 326 

flb~IVIZing (Objektivierungl: erroneous o. of intentionality, 59ff., 65, 313 
Occ.a~ 100<1li~m. 148 

~py, ~occupied with (The idiom is ·n geht um: In Being and nm~ this was rendered 

~1 the phrase "is an iss~ for," in order to avoid the ambiguous conflict with the term 
concern: which was used with reference to extant things. The translations "occupy," 
~ OCCupied with," give a closer rendering and !'.till avoid the conflict With concern of 
Bti~~g aPid Time, although if we were starting fresh the term ·concern" would surely be 

{.lt be,ter.l, the l>asein's occupation with its own being, its own ability-to-be, 1:16, 295 
kharn. Walliam of. 183 
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ontial,l1,19-20. 54,100.121. 137, 145. 155,219, 2Z7, 279,281,291,295,296, 327-328; 
o. foundation of ontology, 20 (S« fUndamental ontolOI)': 'li-anslator'slnuoduaio.a.liXif 
xxvUI'.); o. propositions, knowledge, 144; o. undentanding, 279-280; ~ '• 
projections in o. und.entanding. 280; o. versus ontological interpretation, 306: o. ~ 
tion.323 

ontological. ontology. llff.. 1.5ff., 19ff., 23-24, 27, 29ff., 54, .55ff., 74ff., 77ff., 88, 90, 100 
113, 117ff .• 119ff., 128, 145. 195. 198. 199.220-221. 222ff .• 225, 227ff., 271 • .281-az: 
295-296, 308, 313, 322fl' .• 328: M'OE:-IT o. (Greek). 29, 66, 73 ("a logic f:1 baa(). 
86-87, 90. 101-102. 1os. 106ff .• uOft'., llSff .• u7ff .• 121. 147-148, m-u1, 177. 
origin of anc:ient o. from the productive and inruitive comportments toward beinp.u,w~ 
118: why the A PRIORI appears in o .• 324: o. analytic, 16: preparatory o. l1:lllytic d the 
Dasein's existential constitution, 227; o. CATEGORIES, 117; basic o. CONcrna,l00,116; 
ancient basic concepts of o., 118-119; COl'mmoNS of coming·t~ aod ~ 
169-170; o. OONSTT11JllON, 52, 54, 55, 65, 78; of~ing, 1.5, .52, 77, 78; oltheb.iatct. 
-ourselves are, 140,298: of the Due-in, 74-75, 119, 122. 154, 171, 174, 294; of a., 
138: of the penon, 137ff.; of producing. 109; OOilREU\IlON of ontolops with JdDcla d 
beings (Kant), 139; o. and the 0.-\S!IN, 110-111; "all ontology, even the IDOit )llbDili'lll, 
necessarily looks back to the Duein," 122: it depends on laying ope~~ the C!I!IC!Iaplll 
constirution of the Duein, 154; it constitutes itself a science in the De.io'e aplicll 
carrying out of the ontological diffuence, 319-320:111 fundamental ontoloty; 'Daalla
tor's Introduction, xxiff .. xxviff.; o. DESCJU!IED u "determination of the rniiiDiDt olbeia, 
by way of time." 17; basic o. DETtR.\flNATlONS of a ~ing, 10.5: o. DIP7!IINCI, • 
ontological difference: o. of the EXTANT. 148: traditional o. of extantnell, 147; fUNDl\. 
MD;T.\1.. o., J~t fUndamental ontoiOI)': f"lJNDAMENTAL QUESTION of o., 223; ~ 
TAL Sl."BJECT Of llESE...,IlCH in o., Temporality, 17; GE.'lERAL o. and o. of 11ANre. mfal. 
God. 80: o. ofHJSTORY. 170; o. ofHli'M.o\N EXIST£NC!. 137; o. concept of~ 138: 
o. tr\QLUY, 111. 200: relation of an o. theory to theories of the "ls," 198-22211'.; eoadaUit1 
of K...,NTI.o\N o. with ancient and medieval, 117ff.; MEDIEVAL o., 24, 29, 73, 74, 77~.,101, 
102, 10.5, 117, H7, 152; METHOD of o., 19ti'.: four tub of inquiry into o. metbad(OIIIicll 
foundation and fundamental analytic of the Durin; the a priori; the three c=mp_.. 
of method; phenomenology as pr!Xedure), 19!1., 24: the three basic compoaeDCI floe
tological method: reduction, COI'Utruction, destruction, 21ft'.; MOO!ItN o., 15, 24, lCM, 

105, 122ft'.; NAIVE AND REFLECTIVE o., 110-111: OBJECTlflC\TlON OF 8!ING IS iJIIiC 
comtitutive ontological act, 281; ONTlCAL FOUt\DATlON of o., 19 (stt fundamental 00' 

tology): o. of PERSOS, 137ft'.; o. meaning of person, most manifest In respect. 138; 
PH.E.sm,l£..'>;OLOG!C4J. METHOD of o., 20, 324ff.; phenomenological o., 24: o. and J'HIL(l'I

OPHY, 11 If., 24; o. PROBLE."S· stt ontological problems; o. in its first naive orientaOon: 
PRODUCTIVE OR PEilCEJ>11.; ... L·tllo"TttmVE, 117; o. PllOPOSJTlOSS are aU Tempo:-al. 32-+; 
why they are Temporal and a priori, 324; o. PROTOTYPE: God as o. prototype t~ 
the history of philosophy. 148; JV.DIC\L o., 224: o. constitut~ itself a SO!NCE 111 

Dasein's explicit carrying out of the ontological difference, 319-320; o. as~ 
SCIE.'IIC!, 324; *Because Temporal proj«tion mak~ possible an objectification of~ 
and assur~ conceptualizability. and thereby constiNtrs ontology in general as a JC:iellll'• 
we call this science in distinction from the positive sciences the TE.>,fPORAL SCIL!JoiCI
... All the propositions of ontology are Temporal propositions," 323; o. nt!MA~ 
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of being, 2ZI; TRADmONAL o., 37, 102, 124, 147, 165; how o. ia a DANSC!NDENTAL 
SCIENC!, 268, 323; basis for- UNIV!RSAL SIGNIPICANCE as~ignable to the fundamental 
~ ol ancient o., 116. See phenomenology; philosophy 

ontological ~t. 30ff., 42, 43; Thomu Aquinas criticism, 31-32; Kant's criticism, 

J2ff 
ontological ditrerence, 17 . .52, 72, 75, 78, 120, 225, 318tr., 332; the o.d defined u the 
ditf~mce between a being (or- beings) and being, 120; it becomes "more complicated: 
lZO; it is "the distinction between being and beings, when it is carried out explicitly." 319; 
must it be interpreted Temponlly? 286; it is "terttpordlized in tM ternpordlizing af tmnpor-

11lily," 319 (cf. temporaliu:). Among the four buic problems of ontology-philoeophy
phenomenology, that of. the o.d. is the first and is the only one given detailed disc:uaion 
in the present lecture ((lUJW. See ontologal problems 

ontological problema, 17tr., 77-78. "If philomphy is the science of being, then the FDtST 

AND LAST ANDIWIICPROBLEMOFPHll.OSOI'HY must be, What does being lignify? Whence 
can something like beinc in genen.l be understood? How is Ul'lderstandinJ of being Ill all 
possibter 15, 16, 23; POUR MSIC P11.01U!MS of the science ol being, 17ff.: ( 1) ODtOiogical 
difference. 17-18, 24, 72. 120. 225, mtr .. 318ff.; (2) uticulation of. being, 18, 24. 78. 
120: 13) modi6cations of being and unity of concept of being. 18, 24, 121, 154ff., 173ff.; 
(4) truth-character ofbeinc. 18-19,24, 179, 183, 201. 205,214, 218f .• 222ff., 225 

open. Z70. 306; openness belonging to ecswis, 267; "Openness belongs to /the Dasein's/ 
being. The Duein is its Da, its here-there, in which it is here for itaelf and in which others 
are there with it, • 300. Sec Da 

orientation, 163. 230-231. 307; o. regarding the MSIC PROBLEM OF ONTOLOGY, 224; all 
elucidation ol being is oriented to the DASEIN, 223; o. toward P.XTANT BEtNGS, 294; o. 
\1/ithin the U.IRAWOIU.DLY, 311; o. toward NON•HANDINI!:SS, 309; o. of PHILOSOPHICAL 
PROBLEMS in the uadition, Dacartes, and Kant, 122-123, 312; o. toward the 11M£

PHENOM£NON, 230 
origin, 86; o. of conc:ept$ of ESS!NCE AND P.XISTENCI!, IOOfr.; (common) o. of concepts of 

E5SE. .... 'T1 ... AND EXISTENTIA, lOS, 110. 119; o. of concept of F.SSI!Nilll in reference to 

production, 105, 10611".; o. of concept of. EXJSTE.NTIA or exiatmce u actualization and 
actuality, 101(., 104-105; o. of concepu of MATTER AND MATERIAL, 115-116; tempot• 
ality as o. ofnM£ (in the common sense), 241; o. of. common time in original temporality, 
2681f. 

ongmal. 162. 26Sf .• 1:19, 304, 306: o. mode of bring of Cl.OCK USAGE. 2.58; o. constitution 
of the DMEIN's BEISG, 228; o. EXISTI!NiliiL SENSE of: the future (Zukunft), 26.5, put 
((;ewesenh~it, having·been·neu), 265-266, and present (Gegenwart). 266; TEMPORAL· 
Ill •" o time. 241; TIME in its originality, 230; return to o. time. 230; o. comportment 
lr>w•rd tune. 258; o. having of timr, 258; unity of future. past. and present--original 
11 <n<"--t~mporality. 266 

oth..-r. otht-n;, 322-323 
Ot~-<'rr~">~, 73 

ou"d It~ VariOUl; serues, lSI.&~ Greek expressions 
Quler '><'ru.e, 143 

Quhl<.l(', fl(i, 149; the D.'\SEilli a.s furthrr o than any object and further imide than any 
\u!,Jl'CI,l.5S; a.-ITSELF and time as ratatic. 267; temporality as the primary outside-itself, 
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2i0: o. th~ ~11:\"0, 206: n'tE .u funber outside beings in motion or~ rest. 252: the~ 
u funhrr 01mid~ than all objects. 299 

overstepping, 298-299, 301, 323. S« transcmdence 
"own most peculiar" (eigenst·, superlative of eigen. own, and related to eigendich, authentic: 

a recurrent phrase referring to the Dasein's potentialities for being: some ~ 
e-xamples are given), 265, 270. 276,279, 287, 289 

paralogisms of pure reason. 142ft'. 
Parmmides, 110, 224, 312 
passing-away, 107 
passion, 281 
past (two srnses: (1) vergangen, Vrrgangenheit, bygone, bygoneness,(2) gewaen, 0..., 

enheit, having been, having·bren·neu), 100, 233, 260, 265-266, 273, 306; 1he p. ID 
ORIGINAL EXISTDmAL SE..,.SE: the Dasein's coming·back·to what it hu-beea ~. 
u it comes-toward-itself from a possibility of its own srlf, 265-266: essence althep., 
266: the p. u ecstatic, 267; the p., in the common sense, u being-no-longer, 272 

perception, 43, 4711'., 49-.50, SSff., .59ff., 67ff., 70ff., 93, 106, 109-110, 112-113, U7,1J8, 
127, 129,309. 316; p. IS a distinctive E.'.'PRESO.'TI.>,;G, 315; INTENTIONALafAitACIEiaf 

p., 578' .• .598'., 70ff., 112: ORD!R of p., 106; PERCDWJ!IUTY, 49; PERC!JVEDNEIII, a pale. 
314; P!RCEMNG, PERCEIVED. PERCEIVEONESS, 47ft'., .55-.56, 67ff'. 71, 112, 122, 128, 
313-315; perceivednrss IS grounded in understanding of extantness, 71: P!JtC!II'1VAL, 

122: perceptual uncovering, 70-71; p. u grounded in ecstatic·horizooal TEMI'OitAIJn 
314-315 

perfectio, 86, 108 

permanence, 11 
person, personality. 125ft'., 1298'., 131ft'., 135, 137, 137ft'., HOff., 142ff., 147ft'.; perscmalilJ 

u EGOHOOO, 129; KA.,,-·s ,-\.'1;,-\LYSIS of personality, 155; ontological constitlldoo oldie 
person in Kant, 153; ontological structure of personality in Kant, 153; Kant'' oat .... 
definition of the person as end, 170; personality as constitution of man's bans a penoa. 
131; 0.'-,.0LOGICAL COSST1TV110S of the person, 174, IS end in itsrlf, 137f.; QNTOI.OG
IC\L DIS.Jt:scno.~ of person and thing. 137f.; metaphysics o( morals IS ONTOLOGY rJ 
the person, 139-1-10; PERSON.lli'TAS: transcendentalis, 125ff., 129, 131-132, 140. 142f., 
1H.l46(the 1-think); psychologica, 12911'., 131, 140, 142, 147; moralis, 13lfi'.,138,14Cif., 

146-147; moralis as specific modification of self-consciousness, 132, and u consQtuttCl 
by self-consciousness in the sense of respect, 136; personality PROPER, 132; per1CIO 15 

finite mental st:BSTA.'\C!, 147ft'. 
ph.ant.tsia, 107 
phenomenological: p. L'I.'TERPRET.'\TION of "being equals perception," 315; p. interprd&tioll 

of the being of the extant, 317-318; p. 1!-.'VESTIGATION, Ill. 328: what "phenomenoiOS" 
ic;~J" means here, 318, 328; p. ME'THOD, 19ff., 309; its three compone-nts: reduction, 21• 
24, construction, 21-22,24, destruction. 22-23, 24; p. exposition of TIME, 2S8 

phenomenology, lff., 19ff., 2311' .• 62, 65. lH, 115, 156, 201,268,313, 314; ~THOUCP·• 
20. CONCEPT of p., 2; p. and LOGIC, 178; methodological MAXIMS of p., 69; P· is~ 
METHOD OF ONTOI.OGY (scientific philosophy), 3, 328; p. and PHILOSOPHY, 3-4; ball' 
PROBLEMS of p., Iff., 1511'. S« problem; Sl,;fiJEcr t.Lo\TI'ER of p., 1. &~ontology; phiiOSCJPhY 
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ptl••nomenon, phenomma, 113, 161. 165. 30.5, 306. 322: p. of I!ING-IN ANI> WORLD. 291; 
the 11'-\IANT ANl> THE NOW compared as p., 287-288; p. of INT!!ImONAUTI, 268; p. ~ 
pf.Rl:EmON, 313: p. of the PRP.SI!m ANt> PRAI!SENS, 305, 306; p. of T!MPOKAUTY, 

.ZiiS-306; p. of TIME, 230, 237; p. ofthe WORW, 165, 167-168, ~ 
philosophy, 1. 3-4, 4tf., 111. 171 .• 19tf., 23-24, 29, Slff., 56, 57.!..58, 73ft'., 77, 82, 

111-112. 121, 16.5tf., 177, 191, 194, 227, 281ft'.,~. 295, 298, 322-323; ACADEMIC 

.\SI HXlSMIC conceptions of p. (Kant), 71.; ANOENT p., 73, 771., 83ft' .• 96, 98, 116, 117ft'., 
J.Z3-124, 155, 165, 'JJ'J7, 209, 286, 315-316, 319, 321: its orientation toward rrason, 
mind, the subject, 312; B!ING AS BASIC PROBLEM: 111., esp. 16; "the question about the 
meaning and ground of being." 223; B!ING, IN EARLY p.: early p. interprets being in 

orientation toward the extant, 294; CONTEMPORARY "anxiety in the face of philosophy·. 
167: contemporary p., 90, 167, 32.5; philosophical CONVERSATION, 210; CUU!NT PRE
[)IC>J,IENT of p .• 281tf.; p. and the 01\SEJN: throughout its history, p. is oriented to the 
I>.l~n. 367f.; as a science, it is foundrd on the Dasein's existence, 319-320; HJSTORY of 
p. ,2.2, 29. 124, 224; MWI!VAL p., 77, 79, 831., 102,ue Middle AJes; Scholastics; MODERN 

p. 61, 73. 80, 90, 119. 148; modrm p.'s primary orientation toward the subject, 123ft'., 
142; I'OST·KANTIAN p., 29; PRE-KANTIAN p .• 29, 98; PRE-PHILOSOPHICAL, 114, 165-166; 
pre-philosophical knowlqe, 111, 121; PROBLEMATIC of p., 152; PROBL!MS of p., 155, 
295; allegedly central philosophical problem, 62; ser problem, problems; PROT! PHILO

SOPHIA. 79; p. as SCIENCE OF BEING, lltf., .52ft'., 32011'.: SCI!NllFIC p., 3-4, 7, 23, 322: 
"All philosophy . returns to the SOUL. mind, coruciousnesa. subject, rgo in clarifying 
the basic ontological phenomena." 73; "Philosophy must perhaps swt from the 'SUBJECT' 

and return to the 'subject' in its ultimate questions, and yet for all that it may not pose 
its questions in a one-aidedly subjectivistic manner." 1.55; a philosophica1 TASK: p. must 
comprehend concrptually the belonging-together of comportment to beinp and under
standing of being, 327; llt!M! of p.: "what is taken for granted as being self-evident is 
the tru~ and sole theme of philosophy," 58; p. as TRANSCENDENTAL, 128, 324 ("in the 
proper sense·): WESTERN p .. 3, 7.5, 112; p. and WORLD: p. has not yet recognized the 
OOI'Ieq)l or phenomenon of world, 16.5; p. and WORLD-VIEW, 4ft'. 

phone. 206 
place: relation of time to place, 238; p. of equipment within an equipmental contexture, 310 
pliints, 165. ~7 

Pl..to, ll. 52ff .. 73, 82, 107, 109, 112. 124. 183, 194, 199. 208. 209, 282ff .. 319. 328-329; 
P on truth-function of logos, 354; P.'s doctrine of knowledge & simile of the cave, 283ff.; 

I' a• di!SCoverer of the a priori: anamnesis, recollection, in the Pht~~rw and PhtUdo, 
326-327 

ple,t"ne faculty of p. and unpleas.ure. 132-133 
Plot•nu\, I'll 

P<.oetry I Dichtungt. 171; "Poetry. Cffttive literature, is nothing but the elementary emergenc~ 
:nto words, the becoming-uncovered, of exi!>tence as being·in·the-world. For the others 
"'ho ~fore it were blind, the world first becomes visible by what isthuupoken." 171- 172. 
·~Rilke 

Pomt the now and the p .. 248-249 
P<>pe. KH-Kl 
p,lfphyry, 181 
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posit, positing. position (seam. Latirl poMre), 9-10. 13, 36-37, 39lr., 43ft'., 48-49, 49-so 
~.5-~. 67, 7.5, 79. 93. 316-317; hiOOlll'n POSl'TlON, 32, 40lF., 43(., 45(., 49-~, ss: 
,s, 81-88, 117, 179-180. 316-317: MIRE POSmos. 39-40: RELAllVE PClSr1taN 
39-40; POSim:C. POSITED. POSITIDSESS, 48-49, SO, 316: positing as intentioclaJ-.: 
porunrnt. 316-317 

positive sciences. &t science 
pos.itum, 321 
possible. possibility. p<l"ibiliras, potency. potentiality: ·c.p." a::: abbreviation for condilioo 

of possibility: 34, 37, 39ff., 46, 76, 79, 82. 88. 89, 93, 95, 9i: 97-98 (potentia~. 
98-99. 120, 128, 168-169. 170-171. 174, 26.5-266, 261, 269. 273, 278-279, 287, 
288-289, 293, 294, 296. 297-298. 325. 327; c.p. of BEJSG-IN•lliE·WOitlD, baed an 
tempor&lity, 292; interpretation of possibility ofbeing·in·the-world, 294, the J!ING.'tHDI 
of a possibility, 277; eso as c.p. of C. .. TECORI£S, 129: temporality as c.p. of the D.\am(a 
ontolop:al constitution. 274; the Dasein and its existmtial possibilities, 276: IXPilC'I1NQ 
a possibility. 265; Temporal possibility of HA.l-IDINESS, 305; praesens as c.p. of unclenlud. 
ing handinn1, 305: temponllty IS c.p. of lli.'TEllo'TIONALITY, 268; c.p. of the in..,....lty 
oi perception, 314-31.5; c.p. of MJSSI!'OG OR FINDr.-.-c SOMEnil.NC, 310-311; a peal~~~~' 
c:in:umstanc:e in all PHILOSOPH't. ·u.e possible is higher than everything ~CN~~,• Q 
possibility IS manifest only in understanding's PROJECTIOl-1, 277; TEMPOitAUI'Y ac.p. t1 
(1) the Da.s.ein in its ontological constiNtion, (2) understanding of being. (3) projettioD 
of being upon time, 280; possibility of TIME as commonly understood, 2.57; time a 
ground of possibility of TRANSCL'Io'OE.'I:CE AND WORLD. 302; ecstasis of tlw present a c.p. 
of transcendence, 306: understanding of TllL'TH as c.p. for access to the ICNII, liKf.; 
c.p. of UNDERST. .. SDI:-.:G ll'oo"TR. .. \VORLOLY BEINGS, 291; c.p. of UND!.JlST/\NDINCi Of' II!INO, 
286, tempor&lity as ontological c.p. of the undtrstanding of being, 228, 302; c.p. fi 
tr.oo.'DERSTA.'IDI:SC OF KA~DL"'ESS "-''D BEil-IG·,..T·H:\ND f extantneu/. 291: c.p. ol an UPON
WHICH, OlrT•TOW ... RD-WHIOi, 308 

postrrior, 245 
practical (mode of activity). 109 
praesrns, 312. 315: p. u horizon.! 5eherna of E.-.;PR£SE.,"rno:G, 303!"., 311: illumillldoll bJ 

a p. as condition of possibility for ~nc:ountering a Kl\l'ODY E.''TITY .'o.S HA.'IDY, 308; h.aDdlaal 
and unavailability as specific variations of p., 305; p. as condition of possibility ol uncllr
standing handiness, 30.5; p. as HORIZOS, 306; question of tht Mt.-\NING of p., 3()6; ill 
MODIFIC.'\TIOS ,-\5 l't:G.-\TIV£: ahsens, 311; p. and the NOW: more original than the ntlfl, 

306; p. and the PRESE~&. 306-307; p. as buic determination of horizontal sc:htrn& fi 
ecstasis of the prrsent, 306, 312; p. as ec:st<~tic horizon of the pr~ent, explicated. 306-307. 
312 

pre-conceptual, prr-ontological understanding of being. 281-282 
precursory, 325. S« already: beforehand 
predicate. praedicatum, predication, 3111"., 36ff., 43ff., 46-47, SS. 69, 75. 77. 9lff., 95, 102. 

126, 149, 152, 155. 177, 180. 184-185, 193-194. 202, 203, 209, 218; copula as index 
of predication, 202; determinative predication and truth, 215; logical and real predia-. 
316-317 

pre·ntablished harmony. 148 
pre-ontolosic:al awarenns, of the being of being~. 321 
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pr~nt (adj.), be present, something present, pr~ (These terma translate two German 
1.1o-ords: (1) the adjective ·vorhandm· and its modification&, otherwise rendered in the 
present volume u extant, at-hand, present-at-hand: (2) the verb ·anwesen: iu participial 
.adjective ·anwesend; and c:orrapond.ing noun forms. In some passages Hrideger brings 
the two together and thus establishes an important link betwem extant nat and pr~ 
~ we have these trrms in English. In addition, he explicitly associates a noun form, 

":\n~." in one of its normal German senses-a maning real property in the form 
of present premises-with the Greek ousia, which hu a similar sense: and this adds 1 

new dimension to the linkage betwem being in the sense of Vorhandensein---extantnrss, 
at-hanclnes-.and being in the sense of 1\nwesenheit-presmtness, presmce.) 94, 
1111-109, 260, 305, 309, 311, 31.5; presence and absence as "pl11elieiiS modified and 
modifiable thus and so," 3ffl. See absence; absens; Anweaen 

present (noun: Gegenwart; corresponding adjective = gegenwinig), 101, 233, 260, 266, 
269, 287, 30.5, 311, 312; the p. as ECSTATIC, 2668".; ESS!NC% of the p., 266; the p. 
E-XPLICATED, 306ft'.; the p. as mated to the !XTANT, 315: what the p. is, 306; the p. as 

relating to the HANDY, 312: ecstuia of the p. as primary in c::ommerce with the handy, 
~; the p. u temporalized in resoluteness is the INSTANT, contnsted with the present of 
ordinary comportment, the now, 28711'. (m instant): the p. not constantly the instant, 2B8; 
why the inauthentic p. is not an instant, 290-291; the p. ex.preuea itxlf in the NOW, 
261; the p. in the ORIGINAL, EXlSTEN11AL SI!NSE of the Duein's enpresenting. dwelling 
With, 266: the p. as having the horizon of PRAESENS, 312 

present-at-hand (vorhanden; Sft ahernariw tro~~nsl4tions.: at-hand. extant), 109 
presupp0$e, prewpposition, 12, .52ft'., 71, 294: !XISTENJlAL CONC!.PTS OF f'tFTURE, PAST, 

PRESENT as presuppositions of common c:oncept.s of future, past, present, 26Sff.: PHU.()S. 

OI'HY "drab with what every positing of beings must already prrsupptM eswntially," 
12; ontological presuppositions of POSITIVE SCIENCES • .5211'.: prauppo&ing TRUTH: must 
timeles!i truth be prauppo&e<l?, 220; &ruth is the presupposition for our being able to 
presuppose anything at all. Prewpposition eve-rywhere presupposes truth." 221 

pretense, 216 

primus: p. et principium ens, p. significatum, p. analogatum, p. divisio entis, 81 
prior. 245: how being and existence are understood prior to beings, 74 
pri~·ative, 304: p. and positive, 309 
problem, problems, 11, 15ff., 24, 29. 140, 167, 223-224, 309, 312-313. (A) THE BASIC 

PltOBLEM OF PHILOSOPHY OR OliiTOLOG't. TiiE. MEANING 01' B!!r-.G IN GE.'l£1L\l, 16, 222fT., 

Zl5ff. 313. (8) THE. fOUJl. BASIC PROBLEMS Of PHE.NOMJ!NOLOGY (ontology. philosophy). 
~ach of which underlies on£ of the four theses: LISTI:D, 19, 24. 225; THEIR SYSTEMATIC 

l':-;JTY, 19, 76. (81) THE fiRST PROBLEM, TiiE PROBLEM OF THE ONTOLOGICAL lliFFE.R

E~cJ:::, the distinction (made ellplicit) between being and beings, 17-18, 19, 55, 72, 78, 

120 . .225, 227tf. (821 THE SEOOto:ll PROBLEM, THE llo\SIC ARTICli'LIITION Of BEING, the 
~"-'ntial content of a being and its mode of being, 18, 19, 121tf.; how the Scholastics 
handled the problem, 79ff., 88ff.; htstory of the problem, 81; three interpretative views 
regarding the problem in Scholasticism: Thomas, Scotus, Sui!J'eZ, 89-90; its treatment 
In m~eval mysticism (Eckhart), 90-91; its treatment by Thomas Aquinas and hi' 
follower.;, Aegtdius Romanus and JOIIlnn Capreolus, 9111' .. by Scotus, 93-94. and by 
Suarez, 94-95, 96ft'.; access to the problem, 95-96; orientation oi the question toward 



3i6 Lexicon 

product:iOil. 98-99. 101-102. 10.5. 1068".: in Greek ontology, UOff., 118 -119; Pbeno.. 
enological dari.lication of the problem, 99ft".; trnt:nent of the distinction 1:Jmt..eea ebemia 
and existentia. 99-100. 101, 102ff.; inadequate foundation of ttaditJOrW treatment o1 the 
problem, 112ft' .. 119: inner connection between traditional and Kantian treatment oltb. 
problem, 117ft'. (B3) THE THIRD PROBLE.\1. THE POSSIBLE MODIFICATim:s OF !liN(; "NN 
THE UNlTY OF THE CONCEPT Of BEING. 18, 19, 121, 123, 12-J-125, 1.5-J, 173!'., 225; 
divenities of being venus unity of concept of being. 12.5; ontological distinction o( subjec. 
object, 122, 12-J, 125: Kant on the distinction, 12.5; Dncartes' distinction between res 
cogitans and res extmsa. 125ft'.; detailed discuuion of Kant on personality and ita tbne 
sensa-transcendental, psychological, moral, 125ft'.; penon venus thing. 137ft'.; cridque 
of K.1ntian solution of the problem of •me being of the being which we human. eiCh 
ourselves arc," HOff.; summary view of Kane's interpretation of subjectivity, 146-147; 
the horizon of production. 147ft'., lSO!f.; fundamental problem of the multiplic:ityaf_,. 
of being and unity of the canape of being in general, 154ff.; problem of the dWincdaa 
ofthebeingoftheDascinfromotherbeing, 154, 1.58ff.,l61ff.,168ff.(thebeiDJaf'lllltUie. 
of hinoric:al. cultural entities, the world, the Dasein); the fundamental problem -. 
marized, 173ff. (B4) TH! fOURTH PROBLE..\t, THE TRliTH-cHARAcr!R OF BEING, 18-19, 
1nlf .. t791f., 180ff., 183-1&4, 192. 200-201. 201-202. 2~-205. zosff .• 2221:, 225; 
the central problem here, discussed in the limited horizon of the •is, • the beiat af' the 
copula, 1 n; "fU!Utl and. into logic; 177; connection of copula with basic: ontoiOJical 
problems, 179; characteristic: treatments of the problem of the copul.t: Aristode,llabbe., 
lvlill, Lotze, 20lff.: being in the sense of the c:opula is, for Aristotle, synthesis in the lapl, 
183: Hobbes' nominalinic formulation of the problem, 183: copula u index of caute OD 

which coupling of names is grounded, 186: connection with truth. 18811'.; critique tl 
Hobbes' nominalism, 191-192; Mill's change from nominalism to dominantly DOD

nominalist view, 192-193; copula as sign of predication, 193-19-J; and of existenc:e,194: 

Mill's distinctions regarding propositions and functions of copula, 195: the ••• u -.c 
means." 197; critique of Mill's distinctions. 197-198: ambiguity of copula, 197-1•: 
Mill'semphuis on ·is· in sense of "exisu." 198; Lotze'ni-. 198; impossibility a{ neptive 
copula, 199: doctrine of principal and subordinate thoughts. 199-200: the-.. • II aipi
fying combination and truth, 200; consequencn of Lotze's approach for ninetNnth•
twentieth-century thought, 200-201; survey of interpretations of the-.. • and charlclll
istic determinations for the copula, 201ff; summary l'e'View of charactmstic tratiMDII 
of the problem of the copula, 202: examples of propositions to test understanding of this 
contexture, 203-20-J; brief outline of all the different interpretations of the copula. tad 
what the being of the copula signifies, 204: implied sense; of being. 204-205: query 
regarding validity of this approach to the question of the meaning of being, 205; inade
quacy of dealing with assertion in terms of the being of the copula, 205fT.; the deciJive 
question: what belongs to assertion beyond the verbal sequence, 206, how grasp ~ 
relational whole here? 205ft'.; detailed discuuion of assertion from phenomenologic:ll 
viewpoint: structure~. 207&'., apophantic character. 209-210, assertion as c:ommunX:a
tively determinant exhibition, and its relation to the "is" of the copula, 21011'.; probleal 
of relation of a&SCrtional truth to being of the entity a~rted about, 21311'., assertjonll 
truth: uncovering and disclo•ing as ways of unveiling. 21511'.: existential mode of bei~ 
of truth, and how it "lie~ between" subjl"Ct and object. connect«! with the [)aselnl 
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transcendence, 217 -ll8; how truth exists, and its relationship to the existence of the 

l>.asein, 21911'.; existential mode of being of truth and the basic ontological question of 
the meaning of being in general. 222ff.; special question of the meaning of the "is" in 
ontological propositions, e.g .• "being is this or that,· "being is, • 222; the basic question of 
ontology. ontological priority of the L>asein, and the need for a preparatory ontological 
Jnalytic of the Dasein as fundamental ontology (q.v.). 223-224 

1uohlem•. opecific tin the course of the lectures the author formulated many specific prob
J,•ms which lllt!re dealt with as the diiiCUSSiOn proceeded. Among them, in addition to the 
p~rticular problems raised within the framework of the four basic problems above, are 
qu~tions relating particularly to the l>asein and to time. The question regarding the 
J.)dse~n has to do with the nature of the being (Seinl of the being (Seiendes) which each 
human being itself is; the human being is a certain entity which has a certain mode of 

being, and the question has to do with this mode of being. S. Oasein (the), u the being 
that we ounelvn are, and 140. The Da.sein, as ontic:al (a being), has an ontological priority 

ta priority with respect to being and the understanding of being), which leads to the 
problems of a fundamental ontology, 223-224; S« fundamental ontoiCII)'. Pursuit of the 

question of the condition of pos5ibility of the undentanding of being in the Dasein lee~ 
to the entire problematic of time and temporality, through which time can be lftll as the 
horizon of all understanding of being. The problems here fall into THREE MAIN DMSIONS. 

1M What is the nature of time as commonly understood and u specifically articulated 
in Aristotle's treatise on time (which gives explicit formulation to the common view of 
time)? (8) How is time as commonly understood derivative from original time, the original 
temporality of expecting, retaining, and enpresenting? (C) How can time, and especially 

original time, original temporality, be conceptually comprehended as the condition of 
possibility of all understanding of being and hence of ontology as the sciena of being? 
The following is a representative listing of appearance of these three parts of the overall 

problematic.) (A) TIM! AS <X>MMONLY UND!R.STOOD AND AS AJITia.ILATED IY ARISTOTLE: 

Aristotle's two chief problems concerning time, 232&'.; problem of the origin of the now, 
246; if there is no soul does time exist? Ari,totle's specific interpretation of this problem, 

254; "WWidt then is time and how does it exist? Is it only subjective, or is it only objective, 
Of is it neither the one nor the otherr 25.5, and forecast of the answer, 256. (81 How IS 
ll.ME .'\S COI\.tMONLY UNDERSTOOD DERIVAll.VE fROM ORIGINAL 11MI!? 256; problem of 
clock·usage. 257; to wh11 do 11ft! addres.s ourselvn in uying ·now: •then: "before fat· 
the-time/"? 259; whence do we take the now without making it an object? 259; ·we shall 
have to ask how what confronts ~ in the unity of expecting, retaining. and enpresenting 
can be validly U!lt!rled to be original time," 260; where do 11ft! get the now from? from 
cnpresenting, 261; whence does the Dasein get the time it reckons with and exprnsn in 
tile now, then, and at-the-time? 261; ans-r to be given by showing its origin in original 
11 mt•, temporality. 261, 26.5; what makes common time possible? 2S7, 2.59, and how does 
'' dcnve from original time? 269; why did the traditional time concept have to overlook 
''gnaficance and datability? amlllt!f will derive from the structure of temporality, 263; why 
dot'\ the common understanding of trme ignore the structural moment11 and conceive of 
hme merely as a manifold of unstructured nows? 271ff. (C) TIME, .1\NU ESPECAI.I.Y ORIG-

1:..\1. TIME. ORIGI[IOAL ·ri!MPORAl.IT'i, hS U>NOlll.OS OF PO&"'BILITY Of ALL L'NI>ERSTJ\NI). 

Ill:£; Of BFJNG i\NO HESCE Of Tlt.\T P.\RTICUI.AR l:IWER.'>'TANDING 01' BEL'IlG WHICH 
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OONnmJTES ONTOLOGY AS SCIENCE OF aEING, 274, 286, 302; what is ~ ol 
beinJ? 274f.; to find original concept of undersu.nding, 275: how does ~ 
belong to the Dasein's existence? 276: to clarify and distingu~h unden:WMiing 11 Clalllti. 
tutive for the Dasein's existmce, 277-278; upon what must being be projectecl ill Clldir 
for being itself to be understood? 280; how are the experiencing of :a being, the UDder. 
standing of being, and projection-upon in the undcrsu.nding of being connected? 280; Ia 
time that upon which being is projected. by way of which we can understand being? 211o; 
problem of the epekein:a tes ousias, 284-285: what makes the undcmmdins oCb.iaa 
possible? 286; what makes undersu.nding possible as such? 286; how is tempcllr11ity the 
condition of possibility for understanding in general? 286; must the ontologial dl&nac:e 
be inte-rpreted Tcmpor&lly? 286: what is the character of the temporality oC ~ 
self-understanding? 289; problems oriented toward beings as extant, 291; whit il che 
condition of possibility of the undemanding of handiness and being-at-hand (atl-)1 
291; to understand vi& temporality the structure of being-in-the-world, 292; tempanli&y 
u horizon of the understanding of being, 292: problem of philosophic:allcgitimiCJ • • 
ontical teleology of the universe of beings, 295; problems of philosophy, 29S; how II che 
whole of being-in-the-world founded on temporality? 298; how is being·m..-...w 

possible u a whole? in what is the Dascin's transcendence grounded? anawrecl willl 
regard to two structural moments: being-in and world, 301-302: to compnbmd CIIIDo 

ceptually how Temporality makes possible the understanding of being. 302: how ia ~ 
undersunding, in specific refcrcna: to handiness, grounded on temporality? 302: tD 
provide a Temporal interpretation of handiness, and to show with regard to traMOin...., • 
how the understanding of being is po6Sible Temporally, 303; problem of 6mtenell ~ 
time, 308; how does negation rooc in time, temporality, Temporality? 311; how lllll&mo 
tionality possible? 314: radicalizing the problems of ancient philosophy, 316; pnlbleml ~ 
objectification of beings. constitutive for positive sciences, and of being, coostiNtive lar 
philosophy as a science, 321-322 

Produs, 81 
produce, production, etc. (herttellen, Hcrstcllung, etc.), 98, 101-102, 105, 106f., U4f., 

ll7f., ISO, 286; PROOOClDNE'.SS, 109, 112, 114, 150 (~ng cf a being rncaDI nocbia~bul 
productdnas• for Kant), 152; PRODUCER, 115, 151; PRODUCIBLE, 112, 116; PI.ODUCINO• 

109. 116, 118, 1.51; ontological constitution of producing. 109; PRODUCT, 113, 116, 122. 
"product (producible) in its producednns," 151-152; PI.OOUC'nON: its smM and 
essential nature, 115-116: its understanding of beings which do not need to be proclucld. 
116; intentional &tructurc of p., 113-114, 118; its understanding of being. 114; P· aad 
the produced, 104, 106ff., 112, 113; PROOOCTIVE COMPORDIENT (behavior), 102, 105, 

106ft"., 108ft"., 113-114, 115-116; p. and its understanding of being, 116. 117; P· 11 

hori%on for ancient ontology's interpretation of beings and for its understanding of the 
being of beings, 116 

projection, project (the verbs used arc entwerfen and projizieren; Entwurf is the usual noun: 
other related expressions arc vorwerfcn, vorherwerfen), 168, 279, 289, 293, 30711"., 3~6• 
318: p. ofllt::tNG, 280, 322; the two CONSTITUENTS of p.: (1) a ean-be of itself, upon whiCh 
the Ouein projects itself and (2) the Dasein's projection of itself upon this can-be: ~ 
p. of bcinp as EQt'IPlioiElloT is their p. upon functionality relation, 293; p. of the beinl 
the HANDY upon prancn~ (hence upon Temporality). 323; p. and PHE.'IOMDo'OLoGICIJ. 
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M!lliDD. 22: p. upon PRAESENS, 306: praesemial p., Temporal p., 307: series of projec:· 
tiom: unde:rstanding of beings, projection upon being, undemanding ofbems. projection 
upon time: tlw end of tM ames (horizon of eatatic unity of temponlity), 308: 'I'IME is 
"the original self-projection pure and simple,· 308: the p. upon something involved in the 
t.JSIJEltSTANDING 01' BEING, 280: "We understand a being only u we project it upon being. 
In the process, being itself must be understood in a certain way: being must in its tum 
he projected upon something," 280; '"Understanding must itself -.Mow ,., 4S unwi!.rd, 
thai upo" whic:lt it J"Oi«ts, • 284: p. as ill1 essential moment of understanding, 286; p. of 
WORLD. 168, 170 

propertY (ousia), 1~ 
proposition, propo&itio, 75, 180, 182, 1831., 1881., 1931., 200,201, 2021., 206, 218; Hobbes' 

ddlnition of the p., 18-4 -1M; Mill's account of the p .• 1931.: Mill's clauification of 
propositioN as euential-verbal-ana.lytic venus acadental-ral-synthetic, 195, 204; criti· 
cized. 197-198; struc:ture ofthe p., 3121.; defect in startifll from 1M uttered p., 212: 

Temporal propositions (1ft ontoiiJIY; philosophy), 324. S. assertion; log01 
proteron and husteron: question whether to be translated as earlier and later or before and 

after, 240-241,2451., 247; non-temporal sense in Aristotle, before and after in sequence 
of plaas. 246: temporal sense in Aristotle, earlier and later, 246-247 

psychical, 58, 206 
ps)'Chology. 49ft', .54, 58, 65, 80, 130, 131; psychologia rationalis, 80: psychology u ontical 

5Cience venus philosophy u ontolop:al. 52, 142; psychological ego, 130 
publicness: p. as a structural element or expressed time, 261. 264; p. of time, derived from 

cntatic charactu of temporality, 270 
pu~: purposiveness, its structure and ontological poaibility, 170: ~free, ~ 

Ins. 295 

quality. 36, 89, 143 
quantity, 143 
~on: q. of what, who, 120: quid est res, what iathe thing? 120. S. problem 
quidditu, 31, 38, 85, 86, 88, 89, 94, 102, 119, 186-187: man's quidditas, 138; quod quid 

erat esse, 85, 105. S., what; esaence 

ratio, 31. 95-96; r. abstractissima et simplicissima, 8-4; r. entis, 8-4; ratio, intentio intellecta, 
84 

ratlOIWII, rationality. 131- 132; r. beings, 138 
reac:h. of perception, 67 

real, rtoalis, reality, realness. Realitat, 28-29. 31, 33ft'., 37-38, 42, 43. 45-46, 68, 75-76, 

77-78, !!SIT., 88, 89, 91ff. 9Sff. 98-99, 101-102. 107-108, 119. 125, 148, H9, 187. 
IK<), 195, 197, 198, 203-204; real predicate, 33fT., 43, 316-317; real propositions, 1951T: 
three categories or fitlds of the real as m:ognized by J. S. Mill, 198; objective reality, 
n- .38: realitas objectiva, .38; realitas aetuali~. 3!1. Stt res. &iche, thing 

'~<~h,m. lb7, 17.5 

re01 '<m, 92, 94ff., 121, HI. 223; law ohufficient r .. 92 
re-c~pllvlt)'. 14-4, 149, 151 
Tl~'P10C'Ity, 148-149 
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recoUectioa., 290. 326 
red\lcUon, pbenomenological: dmned u the leading back of investigative vision froa. 

naively apprehended being to it1 being, 21. &r ontological, method 1 

reference. 185. 19i; transcendent r .. 2H-21S 

reAection, 7+. 1.58ff .. 161. 171; proper application of the term to the Dasein's primary llel(. 

disd~ure. 159; r. of the self from thin~. 159ft'.: r. u self-understanding by way o( the 
thin~ themselves, 160 

reification, 323 
relation, 113, 143, 236, 296; r. to the c:ognitive faculty, 93; relations of functionality. 293, 

295; relations of in-order-to, functionality, for-the-sake-of. 296 
relativism, 222 
relativity theory, 237 
release (entlassen. Entlassung), 1796'., 188, 243; r. of product from relation to the~ 

113-lH; r. by productive comportment, 115. Cf. set free 
remove, removal-to (entriicken, same as carry away; ecstuis), 302, 3()6, 317, 318 
removere, 316 

repetition, 290, 306: r. defined u the temporal mode in which the Dasein comes baIt 
that which it it,, in which it is as and what it_,, 287. See past, origiDal existma.l

represent, representation. repranentatio, 57, 62. 63, 65, 126-127, 128, 155, 195; r. a 
l.eibniz's monads, 300-301 

res (Rr real; Sache; thing). 3311'., 36, 37, 43, 8411'., 89, 9111'., 93-9-4, 9-4ff., 99, 101, 104,122£, 
126, 139, HO, 192,203,272, 316; r. COGJTANS, 15, 24,122, 124-125, 126,138,139-140, 
147, 154, 155-1..56, 223; r. cogitans u self-consciousness, 1.58-159; r. !XTE.'IISA, u.a.. 
122. 124-125, 138. 139-140, 147, 154, 15.5 

re5oluteness (En!Sehlossenheit): r. is "our name for authentic existence." 287; its own peculiu 
temporality, 287!.; "In resoluteness the Dasein understands itKif from its own IIIGil 

peculiar can-be: 287; ho•11,o r. temporalizes itself, 287 

respect (Achtung), 133!f., Hl, 147; "Respect is the ontical access to itself ofthe fiCtii:IIIJ 
existent ego proper." 137; structure of r., 133; r. u a moral feeling, a priori, non-empJriCII. 
non-pathologiul, 13+; as respect for the law, 135; as respect for self, 135; u scl{-subjectial 
self-elevation, 136; as analogous to inclination and fear, 136; as *the true mode~ which 
man's existence becomes manifest." 137 

respectus logicus, 39. 7.5, 179, 183 
responsibility. 131-132. 135, 137, H 1 

rest. 73.236, 238-239. 252-253 
retain, retention {behalten. ~halten), 2.s9ff., 265; retention of the prior, 2-45; retaitliDI 

expresses itself in the ~t-the-time, 2596'., 262!f.; retaining, non· retaining, forgetting. 290: 
retaining equipment in view, 293; retentive expectance: expectant-retentive enpresentinl• 
293. &t comportmrnt, temporal; motion, experience of m.; traruition, experience 

revelation: r. of personality, 133: r. of self. 137: self-r of the ego, 137; personality as revealed 
in respect, 137 

revival~. 100-101, 112 

Rickert, Heinrich, 130, 156 

R1lke. Rainer 1\.faria, 172-173. 289 
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S-Jl·he. Sachheit (vrry ge-neral term for thing, ase, matter. fact. etc. S« thing; essence). 38, 
43. 68, 78, 84, 87-88, lOS. 107, 112. 119. 131. 148 

s;~meness, 73 
:;..u:. 180. S« proposition; usertion 

.aying time, 2S9f. 

Scheler. Max, 136 
Schelling, friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von, S, 12S, IS2, 153 
schema, schemata, 306tr.; &ehematic pre-dnignation, 306; &ehema of «:staSeS of time, 307; 

rdation of schema to ecstatic openness for ... and horizon. 308; praesmsial schema of 
handiness, 309. S. horiUinal schrma 

Schleiermacher. Friedrich Ernst Dmid, 5 
Scholastics. Scholasticism, 11, IS, 28, 29, 30, 35, 38, .58, 79-80. 82, 83tr., 866'., 88tr .• 93, 

95-96, 98, 102, liM, 119. 120, 183. 190, 214, 231, 321. S. Middle Ages; ontology, 

medieval; phiiO&ophy, medieval; Aegidius Romanus; Capreolus, Joannes; Duns Scotus; 

Suarez. francisco; Thomas Aquinas 
Schuppe. Wdhelm (nineteenth-century anti-metaphysical thinker), tn-178 
science. 3-4. 7, lltr., 17. 19-20, 23, 5UJ., 227, 268, 276, 281-282, 283, 312, 320. 321. 

322, 323-324, 328; s. as ClOGNIZING for the sake of unveiledness as 1uch, 320; t. 11 
CONSlTIUTED in objectification of what has alrady been revealed, 320; FIRST IICience 
(prote phila..ophia), 79; MODERN Nt\ruv.L 1., 321; PHILOSOrtUC\L 1., c:onttituted in the 
objectification of being, 322; POSnlV£ s., sciences, 19, Sltr., 65, 68, 320: constituted in 

objectification of beings, 321-322; they mate also to the being of beings. 322. 8ft 
objectification; ontology; phenomenology; philosophy 

KTlpl. 18.5 
sea·unicom (Seeeinhorn = narwhal), 41 

seemg. sight, sighted, 107, 109. See circumspection; fore-sight 
SeiMve~tandnis 83; (understanding of being. q.tr.) 

self. 41. 135tr., 2S9- 260, 270, 323; self-APPREHENSION of history of being· with-one-another, 
279-280; s.·CONSOOUSNI!SS, 1261f. 129, 1.52tr., 158-1.59, 174, 17.5; rtnpirical l.•con

sciou$ness, 142; pu~ and empirical s.-consciousness, 129; empirical and transcendental 
s.-comciousness. 132; s.·OIRI!CTION toward &amething (intentionality), 313; s.·FINDING 

by the Duein in things, 1.59: the Dasein 'Jinds it.stlf primarily and constantly in things 
beca~e. tending them, distressed by thrm, it always in some way or other rests in things. 

/.''1./s the Duein gives itself over immediately and passionately to the world, its own 
'elf is reflected to it from things." 1.59: example from Rilke, 171-173. s.·FORGETnNG, 
Z90; how the self is GIVEN, 159ft'.; s.·IDI!NJTn': authenticity (and inauthenticity) versus 

merel)• formal-ontological identity, 170; s.-INl1JmON of the s., 145: s.•KNOWL!DGI!, 126. 
152ft'. LOSS of the s. in inauthentic understanding, 160, 289-290; s.·PII.O]!CTION, 277; 

"tame coru.titutes the original self·projection." 318; s.-PURPOSI!IVEN£SS, 141, 170; RU'l..I!C 

lif)~ of the s. from things. 174; $.•UNUERSTANDING, 171, 175, 277, 279, 289; authentic 
ver~u~ •nauthentic s.-undentanding, 16().161, 1701J., 17S; everyday s.·understanding. 
l5Xff. l6ltr., 171; role of world and being·in·the-wo•-ld in s.•understanding, 279; the 
l>ase1n understanck itself and its fello11111 at first and usually from things, 289: the self 
t~\'I!ILEI> in ~.-direction toward beings. 158: s. and WORlll in structure of the llasein, 
l97 
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selfhood. 170, 301: s. and seifleuness. 298; s. as found.eci on rranscendence, 300: ._ 11 
presupposition for the Dasein's pos-sibilities of being its own, losing itself, beint-wnb. 
others, being I-self with thou-self, 300 

sempitemitas, 303 
sensation, 62-63 
~.sensible, sensibility, 132, 144-145; inner sense, 129. 130; t'Xternal senses, 130; feelias 

and sensibility, 133 
sense (Sinn • meaning), 201 
serviceability (Oienlichkeit), 68 
set free (freigeben. Freigeben), 117-118: also uanslated as disdwge, 114, and aa ~. 

Su release 
shape, shaping. 106f[ 
shoe. shoemaker, 171 
sign, 185, 193&'., 206 
signifiance (Bedeutsamkeit. This term receives two usages in the text. One is the daipedoa 

of a struCtUral moment ol expressed time. Su time, expressed and expression. The othlr 
is given in the present entry. The same term, "significance." is used as homciDJm ID 
English, correlative to the German.), 165, 296, 299, 305: s. OEFlNED: -ne whole of'tbae 
relations, everything ... with which the Duein can gi\'e itself something to be undemood, 
to signify to itself its ability to be, we call significance. This is tM sti'\ICt\lfe of what we aD 
IDO'I'ld in tM slrictly ontologicdl mrst," 295-296; the relations referred to are relatiaal « 
functionality: in-order-to, for-the-sake-of, for-that-purpose, to-that-end; cf. 165, 262; a. 
CHAJt.o\Cfl:IUZES WOIU.D ,o\,'1:0 TlME as world in general and world-time. 262, 1.-oaNI'II

roJtE (Su world), 171, ~-209 
signification (Bedeutung). 197, 206. Ste mean. meaning 
Sigwan, Christoph (dominant figure in logic in the nineteenth century), 177-178 
Simplicius, 229-230 
simultaneity, 237 
skepticism, 222 
Socrates, 28-l 
solipsism, 278 
something, 37, 39, 78, 83 
Sophists, 183 
soul, 22, 73, 109, 121, 124, 129, 143-144, 146, 223, 256. 319, 323: s. according to sbt 

paralogisms, 142ft'.; time as "in the soul," 236-237, 256 
space.22,S3, 14S.242f.,248,2SS,272,292 
span, spannedness (spannen, Spanne, gespannt, Gespanntheit). 263; spannedness of tirne, 

as struCtUral moment of t'Xpressed time, articulated in meanwhile, during, till then. 
263-264; spannedness derived from ecstatic character of t~mporality, 269-270. S.. 
stretch 

~peculation, mystical, 90 
~peech, 184, 190-191, 208, 270; po5~ible forms of~. (Hobbes), 184; "ln speaking~ 

something, the DaseinJptaks iUtlf out, apreuu itself, 4S uisltnl bting·in-tlu-world, dud•rC 
with and occupying itself willa btings," 208 

speed, 239 



Spinoza, Baruch (Benedictus), 134 
spirit, spirituality, 143-144, 223, 323 

spontaneity, 149, 1.51 
standard, 107 
~tars, 297 

statement, 180; linguistic s., 210 

step beyond, 299 
Stetigkeit (continuity, q.v. ), 236 

Lexicon 

~tratific.ation: s. of projections in the structun: of ontical unden;tanding, 280 
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stretch, stmch out (dehnen, Dehnung; compares with Ausdehnung, exteniion; for stretching 
out the terms "emrecken," "Entreckung," are employed), 242ft'., 248-249. 264; how s. 
can be greater or leu, 249. S« dimension 

mucture (Struktur), 65-66, 67, 69, 71, 72, 127, 151, 1.53, 166, 168, 170, 174, 175, 307; s. 
and APOI'ItANnC Q\T!.GORII!S, 126; apophantic s., 209; s. of ASS!ItTION, 208ff.; s. of 
BEING, 78, 123, 168ff.; basic structures of being, 225; s. of BEING-IN·lliE-WOIU.D, 297, 

301-302, to be understood via temporality, 291; inuinsically manifolds. of the B!ING OF 

... BEING, 205; ontological 5. of BEINGS, 295; basic 5. of Q\RE, 298; intentional s. of the 
DASEJN's OOMPOttndENTS, 122:; existential a. of the Dasein, 170; the basic structures of 
the constitution of the Dasein's being, 2ZJ. 298, 299; atructural moments of the Dasein, 
301; s. of EXPRESSED TIM!: the four structural moments---5i8nifiance, datability, spmned
neu, and publicnea, 261tr.; these four structural moments as ( 1) arising from eatatic
horizonal unity of expecting, retaining, enpresmting, ZJ1, and (2) c:oncea1ed in the com
mon understanding of time, n 1-272; time-s. of present, as completed. 306; 5. of primary 
FAMIUARITV, 304; s. of f'!El.ING, 132, 137; ontological s. of f'UNCllONAUTY REIJ\TIONS, 

295; structures in the praeams of HANDINESS, 309; INTl!mlONAl.. s., .58, 67, 75; s. of the 
LOGOS, 207; s. of NOW-5EQUENCI!, 265; sUuctural moments of NOW.TIME (expressed 
time) derived from original temporality. 268tr.; intentional s. of PERCEPTION, 57tr., 67tr., 
70-71, 112, 313i.; ontological s. of the whole PERSON. 146; s. proper to the PI!R.SONALITAS 

t.KlRALIS (autotelic), 132, 147; formal s. of PERSONALITY, 132; PRtDICI\TIVE s., 209; in· 
tentional s. of PRODliCllON, 109, 112ff., 114ft'.; s. of PROPOSITION, 182, 187, 202; intm· 
tiona! s. of RESPECT, 136; original s. of the TIME·PHENOM!NON, 230; s. of the 
l-'NDER.STANDING constitutive of existence. ZJ7; intentional a. of Ul\.'VEILING, 217; WORLD 

as structural moment of being·in-the-world, 294; structural moments of WOJU.D. TIME as 

covered up by the falling Oasein, 271 

Suarez, Francisco, 58, 79ff., 84, 88tr .• 9411'., 119, 124, 148. 231 

'uhject (The author employs this term in two general senses: Ill formal-apoph.antic or 
grammatical-logical, i.e., the subject of predicates; and (2) ontological-personal. "in the 
'-en~ of subjectivity or egohood." The distinct ion and interconnection of these two senses 
is given on pp. 126- 127. H~er there is also ( 3) the generic ontological sense, associated 
w11h the Greek hupokeimenon and in some degree w1th the Latin sub;ectum, of which 
~ns~ (21 tends to become a specific-ation and seme ( 1) an abstractly formal exprnsion. 
f'or this third sense, S« Greek expressions, hupokeimenon. (U SUBJECT, FOR.\IAL· 

Al'OPHh.VI1C, 36, 40, 126-127. 180, 185, 193, 200, 204, 209; s. as formal-apophantic 
category. 126-127 (21 :;tJBJECT, 01\.'TOLOOIC. .. I.-I'ERSO!St\l., 37, 38, 47, 58, 59ff., 621J .. 69. 

73 (all philO&Ophy re1urns to the subJect). 101, 104, 113. 114, 117, 123, 1251J., 129ff. 



384 Lexic:oa 

13Uf .. 138, Hl- H2. 152ff .• 15-'tf., 162. 166c., 174,214,219. 25.5. 256. 2i8, 297-29S 
313. 314, 317. 323; the ... cn,_o s., 139; s.-EGO, 207. 210; why modern philosophy~ 
not take the s. as EXE~IPL. .. RY L"llTi', 123tf.; s. as I!I.TEt.UGE. .... C£, H7; s. as a beicg thic 
rel•tn-itself-to. Of 1!\.'TE.''TIO!II ... UTY, 59tf .• 6.5, 155[ .. 313-314; MODE OF BEL'IIO of the L, 
155, 1.57; 0!\.'TOLOOIC. .. L COSSl1lt.'TIOS of the s. as problem,uic, 152ff., 1.5-f; ~ 
ORIEllo'T.\TIOS to the s., 73 (1lso ancients I. 12311'.; stress on the s. in modem phiiOICiphy, 
1.55; "Philosophy must perhaps stan from the 'subjea' and return to the 'subjea' mica 
ultimate questions, and yet for ill that it may not p05e its questions in a one-sld.dly 
subjectivistic manner," 155; s. as SUBJEC'ru!\.1 (hupokeimenon), 127, H8. 152. 15.5; nu. 
OR!TICAL VERSI.."S PRACTICAL s., 142: TllL"D toward the s. in philosophy, 312. S. D..ea.; 
ego; penon: self 

subjectiYe, 167tf., 1Nir., 216, 237; time ass .• 237, 255 
subjectivism, subj«tiYiz.ing, 175, 218tf.· "the unYeiling appropriation of the extan.t in ill 

being-such is precisely not a subjectivizing but just the reverse, an appropriadni ol the 
uncovered de1mninations co the extant entity as it is in itself," 219: enoneous subjecdv. 
izing of intentionality, 63, 90, 313 

subjeaivity, 124, 125ff .. 126, 127, 129, 131. 152. 167; problem of the s. of the~ 167 
8ft Dasein; ego; person: self 

subj«t-objea relation, 155ff .. 1.59 
subjectum, 126-127, H8. 1.52, 155, 186, 187,272 
subreptio apperccptionis sui.tantiae, 145 
subsequent, 245 
Sl.lbsist, subsistence. 28, .53. 221 
substance, 74, 130, 143. 147ff .• 153. 300-301 
substantia, 2i2 
sun, 240, 285 
supratemporal, 303, 306, 324 
surpass. 323. s" transcend 
surprise: condition of possibility of s., 311 
symbol, sumbolon. 185-186 
synthesis, 41, 45. 127, 182-183. 209; existential s., 41; s. as meaning of the "is," 183: 

predicative $., 41. 5« Greek expressions. sunthe-sis 
S)'nthetic, 195 

tilciturn r~erve (Verschlossenheit), 216 
taking-together(= sunthesi$), 212 
tasks of scientific ontology. 19tf. 
teleology: on tical t. of the universe of beings, 29.5 
Temporal, Temporality (German temporal. Temporalitat) (The author's explanation of the 

muning assigned to the German wonk "temporal" and "Temporalitat", 228, makes dear 
that they were chosen as the Latinate equi\'alents of the usual German words for temporal 
and temporality, namely. zeitlich and Zeitlichkeit. Sin«, according to his doctrine, tem• 
porality is the horizon for the understanding of ~ing and the condition of possibility for 
all undentan<ling of being and hence for solution of the bas1c problem of philosophy. the 
problem of the mc.-aning of being in genc.-ral, a special term is needro to refer to temporality 
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in this role 15 s.uch a condition of possibilit)'· For this pul"f'''W the Latinate equivalent of 
the German was used. But in English we already employ the Latinate expression for 
normal reference to the temponl. What then can we do? We might try an equivalent 
from the other classical language, Greek, as. for instance, chronal and chronality. This 
was experimented with and found not completely s.atisfactory. The sens.e of identity with 

the concept of the temporal is not strong enough. the idiom is a little too mange. and 
unwanted associations enter. like that of the chronometer, which measures clock-time 
rather than Temporalitlit, and that of the chronic. 15 in chronic diseases and chronic 
habits. Another possibility is to find an English equivalent, like timelike, timely. timeish. 
However, bnide being awkward, none of these gives the uue intended meaning. It was 
decided, therefore, to employ a special device. capitalization, for the purpose. This Rives 

us Temporal to correlate with German temporal and Temporality with Temporalitiit. 

Capitalization introduces tYJXlt&Rf)hical difficulties with the beginnings of printed sen· 
tences and in speakin1 one h15 to add the expression "capital·t" to refer to the terms. 
Another experiment was earlier made with the forms c-temporal and c·temporality. where 
the letter' stands for "condition of possibility," to remind us that here we are speaking 
of the temporal and temporality understood 15 condition of possibility. But this mode of 
expression is unnatural and awkward and experiments with readers were sufficient to 
establish their dislike for it. Consequently it was decided to accept the relatively minor 

infelicity of capitalization, where the capital letter functions 85 a .,«<OI«tiw illlkx, inform· 
ing the reader about the transcendental role of temporality when that is under consid
eration. Indeed. the capital I could be taken as representative of the notion of the 

transcendental and the term Temporality may then be read as meaninR temporality 
und.erstood 85 transcendental horizon for the unders.tanding of being and condition of 
possibility for all undentanding of beinR and hence for the solution of the basic problem 
of ontology, namely, the problem ofthe meaning of being in general.), 17.228,274.302, 
305, 312, 313, 318, 322ff., 3248'.; T. L>!PINW by the ontological problematic related to 

temporality: "It means. temporality insofar 15 temporality itself is made into a theme 15 
the condition of the possibility of the understanding of being and of ontology as such. 

The term Temporality' is intended to indicate that temporality. in existential analytic, 
represents the horizon from which we undftstand being," 228; T. defined as temporality 

in its role 15 condition of possibility of the understanding of being. both pre-ontological 

and ontological, 274; concept of T. to be defined. 292; Temporal interpretation of the 
BEISG Of BEINGS, 306; T. interpretation ofthe BEJNG Of THE EXTANT by mean& of praes.en&, 
317-318; CU.'TJt.o\L ROLE ofT. in ontological inquiry. 327; "The fundamental subject of 

research in ontology i' Ttmpardlily,~ 17; content of its general OO!'IICEYf, "(T/em
poralny J!o ttmporality with ugdrd to the unity of the lwrizoMI schtm4td ~/oftging to it; 
307; T. interpretation of Ht\I'IJI!'IIESS. 305, 309; T. content of KA.'rr's THESIS, 316; T. 
l'ltOJEGI'ION, 323; T. PROPO>ITIO!'IIS, 323; T. SCIENCE jontology), 323; T TRLTH (verita" 
temporalis). 323. backward SUM~L\RY of exposition ofT., 312 

temporal. temporality lzeitlich, Zeidichkeit; cf. the prev1ou" entry for the German temporal, 
·remporalitat. tran.~lated a~ Temporal. Temporality). 16, 20. 228-229, 2298'. 236. 
1.7.'-27~. 278 . .2868' .. ZC»ff., 298, 302-303. 303ff., 30611' .. 309fT., 3J8tf.. 320IL .\LTHEr.;. 
IIC 1., 273; how BElNG-1!'11-THE-WORW IS founded on t.,l9t!ff .. tempor.;~J C.OMI'I>RTMENTS· 

expecting and "then." retaming oilnd "at the 11me: cnpr...,.entmg and "now," 259ff.; their 
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intrinsic inreraJI1Metion. 260: the three componmmu express themselves iD three tim-. 
~tions, 2591'.; u the wha~ of expressed time, thqt malce i~ &Dd its ICN:tunl 
moments undersundable. 265if.; t. as long CONC£.\l..!D, 322; t.'s basic COSSTmmON 

revalcd by coming·towud, coming-hKk-to. dwelling-with, 266-267; t. as conditiaQ vi 
possibility of the CON31TIU"'TlOS OF TifE OJ\SEIN's BEL-.;G, 2i .. ; t. as COVEllED UP by the 
falling Duein, 271: ECST.-\11CCH.f\RACTER oft., 267-268,274:1. as ecstatic, outside ltstlf 

carried away (in three ways) to: the original outside-itself. the ebutikon. 267; t. ~ 
intrinsically !CSfATIC·HORIZOS ... L, makes pa.sible the Dasein's constitution and the t81ft. 

ponlizin.g of common time, 268: ecsutic-horizonal t. as conditioo or possibility of tzm. 
scmdence, 314-31.5: I. is the equally original !CSfATICHORIZONhl.. Ul'.'ITY of future, put, 
and present. 267. 274, 287; t.'s essential structure is "the self-enclosed ecstatic-horizoaal 

unity of future, past, and prtscnt in the sense explained; 274; t.'s most c:cnual deca
mination: iu ecstatic-horizonal unity, ecsutic-horizonal cocutitueion, 302; corr"P"""eact 
be-tween ecstatic unity of t. and unity of the horizonal schemata of the three eataaa, 
302; wha~ t., as ecstatic·horizonal unity of temporalizing, makes pa.sible: transc:mdencr. 
intentionality, the being of the existential Dasein, the Dascin's componment toward. .. , 
the understanding of being. the unveiling of being, and the disclosing or uncoverinc « 
beings, 318; t. u condition of pa.sibility of the EPEXEINh (the Dasein's constiludft 
transcendence) and of all understanding founded on it, 307; t. of dealings whh EQU1PN!Nt 
303, u primarily mpresenting, 309; how the !XIST!.V11!LL t-'NDER.STANDll'\'G is direr
mined by t., 286if.; t. of the understanding of FUNCTIONALITY and functional tolality. 
29lif.; t., as Temporality. the HORIZON of the ecswes, 312; HORIZONM. CHAitt\CT!Il of 
t., 267; HORJZONM. SCHE.\tA't .. of ecstatic t., 294, 302; t. as condition of possibility of 
R."T!NllO.\IALITY. 268: how t. is to be KSOWN, 327; t. as ~L~IF!S11NG rnELF in the 
Dasein in a pervasive])' N.sic way, 307-308: t. as the MEM'DlG OF THE DJ\S!IN's BEING, 

16: t. of ~OSS~C OR FI~DING something, 310-311; t. as root and ground for the Olj!C

TitlC.-\110:0: of beings and of bel ng. 321; is t. the ground of the Oh"TOLOOICM. DIFFEit!NCI? 
286; how t. makes O~TOLOGY possible, 228; ORIGIXAL t., 294; original concepc J t., 
256-257; t. as SELF·PROJECTIOS as such: condition of possibility of all projectiq, 
307 -308; how t. qua ecstatic is intrinsically SP."'-"'S!D, STRErCHED, 269-270; STRt:C'RJU 
oft., 263; original t. as origin of TIME as now-sequence, 268if.; t. as original tim~. 241: 
·what confronts us in the unity of expecting. retaining, and enpr~nting," 260, the unity 
of original, existential future, past, and present, 266; t. distinguished from the three TIM!
DETERM~S.-.noss which originate in t.'s self-expression, 266: t. and TR.-.NSCE.\IDESC!. 

291: t. as transcendence is opennt'$S, 25S; interrelations of t., tran5«ndence, and the 
understanding of being. 291-292; t. as condition of possibility for ID.'DERSTA.\:Ol\IG, 286: 
why t. must be the condition of the possibility of the Dasein's tr.-;DERST."'-'\'DI:O.:G OF BEL\IG, 

274; why t. must be the condition of possibility or the understanding of being and hence 

of the projection of being upon time. 280; t. u horizon for the understanding or~· 
228, 260. 292; t. a5 comcomitantly ID."VEILED in all factual projection, 307 

temporalize (zeitigen), 270, 302, 305, 307, 309, 315; how temporality temporalizes COMMON 

TIME, 269; the DISTISCTION IIETWEES BEISG AND 8EISGS (ontological diifcrence, q.v.) "is 
lempar12lizH in lht ltmparalizing of lt"mporalily.~ 319; EXISTENCE temporalizes it$11!lf in 
understanding. 278; temporalizing of EXPECT.-\SCE, 311; role of praesens in temporalizing 
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dnlings with the HANDY, 308: tempora.lizing in commerce with the handy, 312; effect of 
PREC!DENCI! OF ONE ECSTAS!S OVD. ANont!R in temporalizing, 307, TEMPORALITY TI!M

POJI.ALIZI!S mi!LI' in the ever current unity of future, past, and present, 266 
t~.hundred,38,43 

Thales: interprets being as a being, 319 
that, 123; that it is, 130 
thematizing of being, 21,281 
then, 247, 25711'., 26111' .• 268ft'.; why the t. is temporal, 269; the 1. derived from the ecstatic 

character of temporality. 1HJ 
tht-ology.theological. 19, 29, 79, 82, 183. 231; theologia rational is. 80: medievalt., 128. 118: 

medieval mysticalt .. 90; Protestant t., 90: traditional theological founding of ontology. 
118 

theory, 59, 63, 69; theoretical knowledge, 133 
there. 24.5 
there-being, 92 
theses, 1.5, 24, 76, 22.5. 1ST llli!SIS, IV.NnAN: ITS N!GAnYI! <XlN'I'I!N'r. bei111 ill not a real 

predicate, 1.5, 24, 2711'., 32, 72, 91, 92, 97. 101. 102. 313, 316; m POSIT1V! OONTENT. 

being equals potition, existence (t'XWitnesa) equals absolute position equals perception, 
and criricism of it, 39&'., 43ft'., 4711' .• 49&'., 67ft'., n-78. 87, 112. 117, 179, 303, 313, 
31611'.; 1« Kant. 2ND THESIS, AJusTOT!IJAN•MWI!VAL: to the constitution of a being 
there belong asence and existence, IS, 24, 74 ("to each being there belong a what and 
a way-of-being.), 7711'., 87, 88, 9911'., 111, 117, 119&'. 3aonwrs, MODI!JlN: the basic ways 
of being are the being of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res oogitans): lS, 24, 
75, 121, 122ft'., 123, 140. 4TH THESIS, LOGICAL: every being, regardless of its particular 
way of being, can be addressed and talked about by means of the "is," the copula. IS. 24, 
67. 7.5. 176, tnfl' .. 223. 314 

thing, thingneu. thinghood (The author employs two German words for thing: Dins and 
Sac:he. Throughout, Sache is connected more frequently than Dins with the realitas of 
the res by the use of the abstract noun "Sachheit, • which means something like essence 
or essential content in the sense of the thingneu of the thing and is frequently translated 
as inherent or intrinsic content when it takes the form of the term "Sachgehalt. • However, 
the author also makes analogous use of such a form as Dingheit, thinghood, though not 
with the same idea in mind. While Ding and Sache have more or leu !lllbtle differences 
of application, tone, and figurative employment, the author often tends to us-e them 
interchangeably, sometimes even within the scope of a brief sentence. For e'Qimple: "the 
•ctual thing fTYmgj arises out of phusis, the nature of the thing fSacheJ ," 107. Because 
of the close connection of the terms, their occurrences have not been separated out in 
th1~ lexicon. The presence of the German pagination in the heads will facilitate a quick 
ch«k with the original.) 3-4-3.5, 37ff., 43. 46-47, 68, 75-76, 8.511' .. 91ff. 95. 97ff. 
103-104, 10.5, 106ff. 119-120, 122. 138. 141-142. 145. 147ff .. 1.51. l59ff. 161-162, 
1621f .• 168, 17111' .• 174, 175, 196ft' .• 214. 219, 233, 289ff .• 293-294. 300, 316-317, 323; 
a thing's BEING as its Klf-~ermined presence, 317; thing-<:ONT!.Vf, CM, 96 (usually 
occurs as inherent content. intrinsic content); thing.CO!'-TEXllJRI! (Dingzusammenhang). 

163; OORPOilEAL AND MENTAL things, 148; thing-IN-ITSELF. 149; NI\TI.'R. .. L OOMPOR1'MENT 
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toward thinp, 173, s. orientation; 0:-.IOLOGIC.\L CHAil.'\CTU of dur..p, 1 i +; thinp V. 

not genuinely llt.\."lSCD10E.'"t 299: things as nu:E, 189: thing ofl:SE, 108. Ste Ding: re.; 
Sache 

thinking, thought, so. 57, 62. 65, 83. 97, 126ft'., 130-131, 1+-4-145, 163, 183, 185, 

206-207. 216, 323: A.'iOE~I thought. 101. 106. 11.5, ut: ontolog)'. ancient; philosophy, 

ancient: ;\RTICL'L\TED thinking, the proposition. 188: CO~IB~ATORY thinking, 180; think. 
ing as I'REE CO~IPOR'Thl~l of the ~n. 216-217: HISTORY of thought, 12+: MODEIN 

thought, problems of, 127; MYTHIC.\L, t.IAGIC.'LL. thinking, 121; PRISOP.\l.o\l'oo'Dst."BSIDL\RY 

thought in judgment (Lotze), 199,202.204.218: TR.\DmOS.\L thought. 112, 183,189, 

S« ontology. traditional 
Thomas Aquinas. 12. 20, 30ff .. 42. 58. 79-80. 83ff .• 87, 88ff .• 9lff. 124, 181. 189, 231; 

T. A. on the ontological proof. 30ff. 
Thomistic dcctrine and disciple-s, 79, 89ff., 9UI'., 93. Ste Aegidius Romanus; CapreoiiD, 

Joannt:s 
thou, 278: the t., its meaning and condition of possibility, 297-298. &t l·thou 

time, 20, 69, 71, 145, 181, 229i'., 231-232, 232&'., 237tf., 256tr., 27+tf .. 302&'., 305, 318fF.; 

t. u origin of possibility. is absolutely earliest and ultimate ground of the A PRIOIU, 325: 
t. as A PRIORI OFniE EGO, 145; is ARISTOTI.E'S OEm.moN o( time a tautology? 240-241; 
for Aristotle and ordinary consciousnes1, t. is an infinite irreversible sequence o( nows, 
256, 260, 268, 27ltf.; t. is not A BID."G, 325: reading t. from the CL.OCX, 245, 25711:; 

assigning t. to the clock, 245: t. as shown by a clock, 258: determination o( time to (ID 
order to, for) as purpose of clock usage, 258-259; OOMMON COI'CEPT oft., 228; C011UD0D 

concept oft. (intntemporality), 324-325; t. in its common sense sprinp from tempar• 
ality, 228; COMMON Ul'oo'DERST.o\I'DI:SG oft., 229tf., 257ft'., 260, 268tf.; how t. is constaady 

present in all COMPOR'Thll.l\"TS, 260; t. u COST.\INER, 273 (stt embrace; hold-around); t. 
as what is COl"l\.IED IN CO~'SECTIOS WITH ).lOTIOS, 237ff., 240; t. as the counted that 
counu, 246; "'lime itself can be measured only beause ... it is something OJUnted Uld. 
as this counted thing. it can itself count again," (interpretation of Aristode), 2.561 why 
original t. is OOVEREDL'P: the mode of being of falling, 271ft'.: expr1!$Sed t. u Dlt.TABU!, 

262: DETERMINAnO~ o( t.: fonhwith, just now, once, all of a sudden, 236, earlier aad 
later, 240: the three time-determinations u determinations of expressed t.-now, then, 
at-the-time-are spoken from out o( the unity of an enpresenting·expecting·retaininl (or 

forgetting), 261. 263-2~. 269ft'., 306: DIRECTION oft., 260; ECST.\TIC CI'IAJV.CT!R oft. 
defined in terms of carrying a~~o·ay, rcstasis, 267: ecstatic character of original t. described. 
267; why ECST. .. TICHORIZONAL TEMPORAUTY must be called time in a primary tensr. 
the t. that temporalizes itself and. as such, trmporalizes world-time, 271: t. as E.>,f&JV.ONCi 

motion. 252, and being~. 252 (stt container; embrace: hold-around); ESSEl\."TI.o\1. Nlt.ltJIU: 

oft., 233, 235, 255-256, 2731[: t. EXISTS only if the soul exists, 254: !.'<PRESSED t. AND 

EXPRESSION oft.: t. utters itself with the determinations of now, at·the-timt, then. 261; 
the structural moments of expreued time art significance, datability, spannedness. and 
publicness, 261ft'. and 261, 262, 263, 264 (ordc:r of their definition); t. as intrinsically 

spanned and stretched, 264: exprencd t., the now, at-the-time. and then, 26.5; publicnesl 

of expressed t., 264: expressed t. derived from existential temporalit)'. 265fT., 271; ex
pres.~ed t. as that for ~~o•hich the Da~ein uses itself, for the sake of which the Da:w!in is. 
270; t. as right or wrong t., 261-262, 271 (u-t significoance); t. is not an E."<TAST THING, 
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262; bt.t cf. lhere is time, time i~ given, it is extant/vorhanden/, without our being able 
to say how and where it is," 264: how the common understanding oft. is led, through the 
Dasein's FALLING, to cover up original t. and intepret t. in terms of being-at-hand. 
extantness, 271-Z72; "time FOLWWS motion," 243; GUIDINGONI!SELF according to 
t., as original, primary comportment toward t. 258; HAVING t., 258; having no t. as 
privative mode of original having oft., 258; t. as HOLIMROONO, 2.52; t. as the transcen
dental HORIZON, the primary horizon of tnn.scendental science (ontology), 323-324; t. 
as ontological horizon, 324; ISAUTHE!Io'TIC t., 279; t. IN ORD£R TO, 2.59; M£1\SVRING oft., 
based on original comportment toward t., 2.58; ·~ measure time because we need and 
use time." 260; we regulate our use of it by time measurement, 260-261; MODE Of B!ING 
oft., 233ff.; t. as something like MOTION, 234 -235; as something connected with motion, 
23.5, 237, 237ff.: how t. is something connected with motion, 2.53: t. as MOTION OF THE 
UNIVERSE, 234; NAllJIL\1. UNDERSTANDING oft., 230,255: t. as sequence ofl.oiOWS, 256. 
268, 271ft".: how the various features of t. as now-sequence point back to features of 
original t., 273-274; t. is not a manifold of thrust-together nows, 248; t. as NUMBER, 
235; as number connected with motion, 2398'.; implications of Aristotle's intezpretation 
oft. as number, 2488'.- t. as number in contrast with limit, 249-250; t. as mensural 
(counting) and counted number, 2.50: ORIGINAL t. called temporality, 241; phenomenon 
oft. in more original sense, interconnected with concept of world and structure of the 
Dasein, 25.5; t. in a more original sense, as "what confronts us in the unity of expecting, 
retaining, and enpresenling, • called temporality, 260; return to original t., 2.561'.; common 
1. points to original t. (temporality). 257; the phenomenon of original t., called temporality, 
as original unity of future, past. and present, 266; why call the original unity of future, 
past, and present by the name "time"? because the now, then, and at-the-time are nothing 
but temporality expressing itself, 268-269; the expression "original time" justified, 268, 
271; relation bet~ t. in the common sense and original temporality: the former is the 
"index" of the laner, 269; t. as ORIGINAL SELF-PROJEGnON, 318: t. as Olr11!RMOST Hf.IIV
ENLY SPHERE. 234; t. as origin of POSSI!IUTY, 32.5; t. as PUBUC, publicness of expressed 
1 .. 264; t. is not 1'\JNcn:i\L, 264; RECKONING with t., 2.58; t. as RIGKT OR WRONG t., 
261-262, 271 (5ignificance); SIGNIFlC.O.NCE of expreued t.: t. as appropriate or inappro
priate, right or wrong, 261-262: t. and the SOUL, 256: SPi\NNWNI!SS of expressed t., 
263-264; STRl:CTURAL MOMENTS of expressed time, ste expressed and expression (this 
tntryl; TAKING t., 258; TELLING the t., 240; t. and TEMPORALITY: 2298'. TRi\DmONi\L 

concept oft., 2318'.; "The talatic character of time ma~ possib~ tht Dcutin's ... TRi\N· 

SCESI.li!NCE, and thus also the world," 302: how t., as TRi\NSmONARY, measura motion 
and rrst, 252-253, 25.5-256, 263-264, 273; t. and UNOI!RSTANDING of the being of 
bemgs, 286, as making that understanding pO!!Sible, 294; t. is used inexplicidy in the 
understanding of hcmg, 303; "the function of time is to make possible the undenunding 
of being," 303; UNIH oft .• 236; t- is already UNVEJLI!I.l for us before using the clock. 2.58; 
11me's essential unvededness, Z74; WHERE •~ t.? 240; t. as WORU>-t., 262,270. 274; natural 
time. nature-time, are inappropriate namtli for world-time. 262 

lime, l\ri~totle's definition discus~: as CONSECTEl> wrrn MOTION, 237ft' .. and as a Nl:MBER 
THUS (l)SJJ:ECTEI>, 239ft'. Oi.o\k.o\GTERISTIC l>EFI!IOITIO!IOS: "s.omething counted which 
'hoW!l itwlf in dnd fm r~ard to the before and after in motion something counted 
m connection with motion n encountered in the horizon of earlier and later." 235; 
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•something counted in connection with motion that is e1'ICOI.Inu:red in lhe horizon of the 
earlier and later (medon encountered with regard to the before &Dd after), 237-238; 
•What is thus concomitantly counted in following a motion, ... the naw5-this is~.-
246; ·time is what is counted in connection with motion which is experienced WJth respect 
to before and after: 2%; "something counted in coonection with motion so far as this 
motion is seen in the horizon of earlier and later: 2-46-247; "number as that which ia 
counted in following the pl.aas r.raversed by the moving thing, that is. so far as we follow 
in the motion the mnsition as such and in doing so say 'now."· 248; "the before and after 
insofar as they are counted: 255; Aristotle •defines the time in which we encounter 
beings as a number that embraas (holds-around) beings," 237. EvALL'ATION or AltJS. 
TOTlE'S OEF1~1TIOS, 2o4011"., and extended analytical discussion of the question of the 
origin of time. in the common sense, from temporality: the proceron and hustcron, 240 
(rH 247~ dimension of motion, 242: continuity md akolouthein. 242&".; experience of 
motion, 2.W; away·from·there and toward-here, 245; now. then, and at-the-time, 
245-2%; the now and the nature of time, 246ff.; time's numerical charac:tet, 248; the 
now as continuum, not a piece, 249; the now as number counted and countit\t. 249-250; 
the now as time itself, as mensural number, 250-25 1; time as embncing beings aad the 
meaning ol inuatemponlity. 2.51- 2.52; the relation of time to the soul and the qu.eaion 
of time's objectivity, 253-25-4: inwconnection of the original ph«nomenon of lime with 
1M concept of the world and the sU\Ict\lre of the Dasein, 254-255: stntegic chanctu 
of the conctpt of a.kolouthein, to follow, in regard to the connection of time with motiocl, 

255-256: transition to the concept of temporality, 256 
timeless, 236, 303, 306, 32-4. 5« supntemponl 
tool, 169, 293 
totality, 291, 295; t. of structure of being·in·the-world, 291; t. of functionality, and world.. 

294 
tndition, traditional thought, 22, 23, 77, 78. 83, 112. 117. 118. 124, 20.5, 213, 298, 327; 

destruction and appropriation of traditional philosophical concepts, 22-23; t. of coaapc 
of actuality, 104; t. time-concept, 230; t. vi~ of time, 231. 234; t. on time, overlooked 

its structural moments of 'ignificance and datability, 261ft'. 
transcmd. transcendence, tr~ndent (tranuend.ieren, Tnnszendenz, transzendent), 55, 

61-62. 64. 65. 70, 162. 218. 219, 25.5, 294[., 298ff .• 306-307. 312. 31311' .• 323-324; 
BEING, as first projected upon t., 323; t. and BEING·!S, 301-302; "'flat tTansctrUIIMe t/ 
BEL'\G·!N· THE· WORLD is ftnmded ill its specific wllokness 011 tht urigirtal n:S(atic-horizcMl 
unity of tnnporality. • 302: the CONCEAL!\.II!li.'T of 1. as a faulty interpretation, and why 

necessary. 322: exposition of the coscur oft., 298ft' .. acknowledged to be ina~te, 
298; the more original concept oft., 323; t. as CONDmON Of I'OSSIBI UTI of comportment 
toward beings. 300; the 0.\SEIS as the transcendent, I 14, 162, 299, 301; t. makes EXIST· 
E.-.:CE possible, 323; t. and INTV."TIONALITY, 63-64, 65. 175; "it is precisely intentionality 

and nothing el$e in whtch traruwtdtnu consists." 63; "Intentionality presupposes the 
Da~n's specific transcendence. but this tnnsc~ndencc cannot be explicated by means of 
the concept of intentionality as it has hitherto ~en u~ually conceived.~ 175; intentionality 
as condition of possibility oft., 65: t. as condition of p<>Mibility ofintcntionality. 3 H; more 
radicalll'..,.I!.IIPRE"rATION oft .. 162; ME.\." lNG oft. as existential ontological COI'ICept. 162; 
~tr;uu.cendence means to ,.,,JnsttJnd o~lf from a wor/J," 300; t. and the MOII:AIJS. 301; 
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''tM gmuint O!lo'TOL.ot ;K :'\1. Sf.NSE of ~aructndtl!u,"' 299; t. as. ORICill'!\1., .~"Ml; lnterconn«· 
tion oft. and intentionality with TEMPUIV.UTY, 268, 291ff.; t. as rooted in temporality. In 
Temporality, 323; the TRA."'lSCENDEm: in the popular s.ense, 298, in theory of knowledge. 
298-299; in the genuine sense, "the transcendent is that which 0\ltt'steps as Sllch and not 
that toward which I step over,'' 299; t. as peculiar TRANsJ>oo;rnm.: of the stbject. 174; t. 
and possibility of UNDEIIST A!lo'l>l!lo"G intraworldly being. 291-292; interrelations oft. with 
temporality and understanding of being. 291-292. &e intentionality; transcmdere 

transcendental, 27, 30, 317; l. EGO, 129; t. I-THINK, 132; MEASIIIO(> OF THE TERM II' K.'\ST, 

127-128. sn apperception; t. SCIENCE: the science of being as constituted by objectifi· 
cation of being in regard to transcendence, 323; philosophy as t. science, 17 

transcendentals (ens, unum, verum), 189-190 
transcen~: its meaning, to step over, pau over, go through, surpasa, 298f[ 
transition, 245, 24 7; EXP!.IUENCE oft., 244ft'.; PHORA as t. from one place (topos) to another, 

change of place, 242; "Retaining the prior and expecting the posterior, we S!! llf! 

TRA."'lSmON AS SUCH," 245 
transposition, 161-162 
trueness, being·true (Wahnein), 180, 188, 202, 204, 20.5, 217; t. u a specific being (Sein), 

180 
truth (Wahrheit), 18-19,24, 167, 183, 188ft'., 19.5ft' .• 199ft'., 202,205,209, 213ft' .• 217-218, 

218ft'., 219-220, 277. 284, 28.5, 314, 320, 323; t. as AcnJAIJTY. 189; ARIST011.l on 
t., 180, 200, 204, 213ft'.; ASSERTIONAL t., 188ft' .• 21311'.; t. of BEHOLDING, intuitive appre
hension, 118; t. and BEING, 213ft' .• 217-218, 218ft'., 222ft'.; question of the relation oft. 

to being, 223; t. and BEINGS, 214-21.5; connection of t. with the copula, 180; t. and the 
DASI!lN, 320; t. as unveiling that belongs to the Oasein's existence, 219ft'.; DU!NSE OP 

AlJTHOR's llfEORY oft., 220f[; "'So far as there is a truth about fa being/, this truth 

understands p~ly that nothing in what it means depends on it for being what it is." 
221; why there cannot be ETERNAL truths, 220ft'.; EXISTENCE oft.: "there is unveilednes.s 

only so ftJr as there is an unveiling, so far as the Dasein exists. Truth and being-trw as 
unveiledne:sa and unveiling have tM Dd.Nin's mode of being.~ 217; "There is truth--un· 
veiling and unveiledness-only when and as long as the Dasein exists," 219; !XIS'TEN'TlAL 

MOO!! OF BEING oft .• 217-218, 218ft'., 222ft'.; relation oft. to the EXTANT. 218; its relation 

to the being of the extant, 222-223; why t. can also be a determination of INTRA WORLDLY 

THINGS, 219; JUDGM!I'oo'TAL t., 189, 200-201; cognitive t., t. of judgment, 201; 8 truth is 
neither present among things nor does it occur in a subject but lies-taken almost 

literally-in the MIDOI.! 'be-tween' things and the Dasein," 214; the true as constituted 
by OBJI!CilVITY, 201; PLATO on t., 215; t. PR!SUPPOS!S l.\5, we do not need to presuppose 
It, 221; Hobbes' definition oft. as t. of the PROPOSmoN, 188; t. of llfiNGS, 189ft'.; "For 
the Greeks truth means: to take out of concealment, UNOOV!RISG, Ul'oo'VEIUNG." 215; t. 
<ind the L11.'D!RSTAN()[f'G (intellect), 213-214; WHERE t. is and where it is not. 217-218 
(it lies in the middle, 214). Su disclose; uncover; unveil 

Umschlag, 23+ 
Um~lt, 164 
unavailable, unavailability (abh.anden. Abhanc:k-nheit), 304-305. 310; unavailability as a 

mode of the handy. 304. S« non-handy; un-h;~ndy 
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uncover, uncovmng, uncoveredness (entdecken, Entdeckung, Entdecktheit), 48-49, .50 
696'., 73, 133, 163, 168-169, 171-173 (an unusual use), 174, ~. 213tJ., 216, 219, 
220-221.1!11. 304, 314. 318: uncoveredness of BEINGS, 67tJ., 72; uncovering~ 
"We shall call the unveiling of an extant being-for example, nature in the brOidat 
sense--t.tnc:owring." 21.5: uncoveredness and DISCLOSEDNESS, 72, 215; uncovering 11 ONE 
WAY OF UNVEIUNG, 21511'. S. disclor;e; truth: unveil; and cf p. 318 

undentand, undentanding (ventehen, Ventand = faculty of understanding. Ventehen .. 
act of undemanding), 33. 46, 57, 70ft"., 72, 94, 105, 111, 114, 147, 163, 16.5-166, 171, 
~. 214. 216, 218, 229fT., 236-237. 260-261, 270, 28411' .• 293-294. 302-303, 309, 
315; u. II ... OtiEVEMENT, Ventandnis, and as ACT, Verstehen, 275; u. the AcnJAI. 11 
actual, .285; BEING of the u., 214; u. of BEING·IN·TifE·WORW, 294; u. as 1 basic deter
mination of being-in-the-world. 275ff.; how u. unveils possibilities ofbein1·in-the-worlcl; 

being-with, being-toward, being-among, 278; u. as possible only on the basi& ofbeint-ia
the-world, 298; u. the BEING OF BEINGS, 116; only a BEING nto,T EXISTS, that is in the 
manner of being-in-the-world, understands that which is. beings. 208; u. of a being 11 

present, 306-307; u. of beings extant before and for production, 116; u. of B£1NG-W1111o 
OTHERS, implicit in functionality relation.'!, 296; u. of being-with-othen, etc., mntained 
in self- and world-understanding, 296-297; COMMON meaning and u., 197; c:ommoo u. 
of ancient basic concepts. 119; ordinary, c:ornmon u., 166-167; common, philiS1iae u., 
220; common u. of time, 231ff., 266, not entirely unaware of the various characten tl 
expressed time, as in Aristotle's view, 273; u. as condition of possibility for both oopitive 
and practical OOMPORTMENT. 276; u. comportment tow.trd things, 289; CX>NC!PT of u. 
cannot be defined adequately in terms of cognitive comportment toward beings, neglct
ing practical-technical comportment, 275; the original existential concept of u., "to u• 
*r.stand or~~Mlf in th« being of one's OIPII most p«Uii11r 11ltility·to-~," 276, 11nd c:'IOfth'dlt, -rhe 
Oaaein understands iuelf first by way of /intraworldly/ beings: it is at first unveiled to 

itself in its inauthentic selfhood: 171; u. and basic OONsnnmoN OF THE DAS!IN, 286; 
u. /II act, ventehen/ an original determination of the DASEIN's EXISTENCE, 27.5; u. 11a 
basic determination of existence, 276, 278, 279, 286; how u. belongs to the Dasein's 

existence: sketch of concept of u. as constitutive of the Dasein's existence, 276ff.; Oll'l'!lt
ENCE between pre-conceptual u. and conceptual comprehension (Begreifenl. 281-282; 
u. of EQUIPM!NT as equipment, 29211'., 305; EVERYDAY u. of beings, 176; u. as EXIST!N
TIELL, 279: temporal interpretation of u. as existentiell, 286ff.; existentidl u., authentic 

or inauthentic, 294; "U nderstand.ing is not a mode of cognition but the ba&ic: determinatioo 
of EXISTING." 278; u. of EXTAI'ITNESS, 70-71, 119; u. of FUNl."'TIONALm', 293-294, 30.5; 

u. via functionality, 310; u. as primarily FlJfURAL, 287; the GL-.NC£ of understanding in 
the assertion of being, 317; u. of HANDINESS in temporal term.~. 305; u. the handy as 

handy, 305; INAlJTHENllC u., an u. in which the Dasein undentand\ itself primarily via 

encountered intraworldly beings rather than via its own most peculiar possibility, 279, 
290-291: NO.~-OONCEPTUAL u., 309; u. t1S Or. "TICAl., 280; u. ORIEr-TEDTO PROIXJGnON. 

116; PRE-PHENOMENOLOGICAL u. 29C}. u. of PRt:sEr.'T, PAST, AND fl/TURE in original. 

existential sense, 266ff.; u. peculiar to PRODUCllV! lr.'TENTIONALITI. 1 H; to understand 
meam to PROJECT one!lelf upon a possibility. 277; ~ntial core of u. as PROJEC110N. 

exi.,tentiell ~elf-understanding, 277; u. as projection, 279; u. and SELf-understandinfl. 
27(}. u. ofTRVTli. 216ff., .284; u. asliN\'EJUNG EXHIBITION OFSOMElltlNG lc{. apophansis), 
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determined by truth, 216; u. WORW, THE l!lrllL\WORLDLY, EXISTENCE, 1\NO(X)oi!XISTENJ' 

DJ\SEIN IN rrs BEING, 280: antecedent u. of world (~ificance) implicit in the Dase-in's 
existence, 296; u. of world is essentially self-understanding, understanding of the Dase-in, 
296; u. of world, 297-298 

understanding of being (Seinsverstindnis: although this verbal form suggests achieved un
derstanding, both faculty and act of undentanding being are co-intmded and each comes 
out with its own aa:ent in difl'erent places), 10-11, 66, 67ff'., 701'., 7411'., 83, 10,5, 112ft'. 
113, 115, 179, 205, ~. 210ft"., 227ff., 294, 302, 318; 1\NCIENT u., via production, 286; 

u. moves in an 1\NTECEDEI'o.ILY ILLUMINI\TID HORIZON, 284; u. as expressed in J\SS!JtTION, 

211, and as antecedent to aiiSI!nion, 211-212; u. as present in OOMMERCE WITH THI! 
HANDY, 312; u. as immanmt in each OOMPORTMDIT. 122, 158; "to every intentional 

componment ~ongs an undemanding of the being of the bf!int to which this com
ponment relates," 158: cf. 71, 175, ~: u. involved in both cognitive-theort!tkal and 
practical-technical componment toward beings, 275; u. in ontic:al (ex.istentiell) comport
ment, conditioned by time, 286; u. in productive componment, 116-117; u. lia at the 

ground r:i. ~onp together with, componment toward beings, 16, 75, 327; understanding 
of the DJ\SEIN J\S 1\ BI!ING venus u., 280; discussion of u. relating to non-Dueinlike beings, 

291ff.; u. belongs to the Dasein's existence and gives the Duein ontological priority, 223; 
Dlt'I'I!Jli!N'Tl,l10N of u. as ontological prnupposition for the indifferent "is" of assertion, 

211ff.; u. always present in I!XISTENlli!LL UNOI!RSTANDING, 279; u. in the horizon of 
I!XTI\NTNESS, 272; u. in the sense of extantness, 302; understanding of fl.l'NcrJONAUTY, 

294; u. as INDiff!Jti!NT (embracing both the being of the Dasein and that of things which 
are not of the nature of the Dasein), yet differentiable, 175-176; the indifference, at fim, 
of u., 279; u. as at fint indifferent, unarticulated, 294; u. belonging to INTIIT110N, 118; 
u. has the MODE OF BEING of the human Duein, 16; understanding of the being o( OTHD. 

01\SI!INS and that of things handy and extant, 279; how u. can be present in Pl!li.CEPTION, 

315; author's aim is to give a fundamental clarification of the POISIBIUTY of the u. in 
general, 281: u. must PRECED! the uncovering of the correlative beings, 314; PRE-oN· 

TOLOGlCAL u., defined and elucidated, 281; the unc:Jentanding which, as u., PROJ!CI'S 

being as such, 280; u. rooted in projection of an epekeina tes ousias, 284: intrinsically 
manifold STROCI1JRI! of u., 20.5; u. as hued in TEMPORALITY, 228; temporality as condition 
of poss.ibility of u., 16, 274, 302; the condition of possibility of u. to be clarified via 

Temporality, 312; the temporality of u., 295; connection of u. with TllANSCV:DI!NCE, 295; 
it is founded in transcendence, 300, problem of WHAT u. is, 274ff., and of what makes it 
possible. 16 

un-enpresenting: unity of u., expecting. and retaining, in missing something, 310-311 
u nexpectant. 311 
unfamiliarity. 304. Sft familiarity 
un-handy, 310. 5« non-handy 
unity, 127, 129 
universal, 84 

universe, 5, 119. 148. 16.5, 296; time a.~ motion of the u .. 234; u. of Leibniz;ian monads, 
300-301 

unobtru.,ive, 309 
untruth: u. within genuine phil05ophy. 322-323 
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Wl~·eil, unveiling, unveilednesa (enth\illen, Ernhiillen, &.thillltheit), 67, 72, 165. 169, 171, 

174, 176. 190. 205. 208, 210. 2u1r., 213ff .• 217-218. 2I8ff' .• 23o. 241, 253. 2n. 278, 
280, 300, 304, 307, 309. 311. 314, 322; ASSERTlON..\1.. EXHIBmON as unveiling, 21.5, &ftd 
irs variations correlative with the entity asserted about, 21.5; unveiledness as determination 
of the BEISG OF A BEll\G, 217-218; unveiledneu of BEISGS in thei! being. as ontologica] 
presupposition for the "is" of assertion, 212; unveiledneu of being1 111d of being, 281; 
definition of unveiling as BEING-TltliE defended, 216; unveilinJ, COG.''ITION, aod scieJce., 
319-320; unveiling and unveiledneu, grounded in the Dt.SEIN'S T'R."-"'"SCENDE....;cE: "they 
exist only so far as the Dasein itself exists, • 222; the Dasein'sself-unveiling in undentand
ing. 277; relation of unveilednas to the EXTM'T, 218; lli.'TDmOSAL STRUCIUU of UQo 

veiling, 217-218; unveiledness of an entity PRESUPPOSES understallding of the being of 
the entity, 314; unvededness of that upon which undemanding projects, 284; unveiledDIU 
of the SELF to itstif, 159ft'.; mtE u already unveiled, 258: unveiledness of time, 274; 
unveiledness of WHATNESS in assertion, 2188". See disclose; UllCOYer; truth 

Ursache (cause), 87-88 
Uneil ijudgment). 180 
use,68, 114,116,117,304,310 
utility. utilitarian, 68 
utterana, 210, 218; u. of ASSERTIO~. 21Uf.; "in every uttered assertion the being·uue of 

the assertion is itself co-intended. • 213; u. which expresses EXHtBI'TlOS, 218 

validity. 119, 201, 202 
veiled over, 260 
verb (Zeicwort, time-word), 181 
verbal (phone, word), 184, 192, 206; v. ARTIC:VLATION, 208; v. PROPOSmoss. 195tr., 2021'.; 

v. SEQUE....,C!, 192, 205fr.; v. SOU!\0, 206-207 
veritas, 188 
verkehne Welt, die (Hegel's npression for the world of philosophical thinking; if. his 

_Phenommoloey of Spirit, "F orc:e and the Understanding: :\ppearance and the Supersensible 
World"; the author cites this expression from a still earlier work). Su inverted world 

visual awarenes.s, 122 
viwity, 10 

voluntas, S8 
vorfinden, 109 
vorhanden, Vorhandenes. Vorha.ndenheit, Vorhandensein (extant, at hand, present at hand. 

that which is extant, etc., extantness, etc., being-extant, etc.), 39, 43, 101, 1CH, 108-109, 

139 
vorliegen (lie-before there), 108 
vontehen: v. and the meaning of Verstehen, understanding, 276 

waiting-for: grounckd in expecting. 289 
was,287 
watch. Su clock 
way of being (Seinsweise, Weise-zu·sein; cf. mode of being). 18, 23, 24, 28, 70, 74, 78, 85, 

154. 216; w. of ACTIO.'-:, 142; 11.-.sJC ways of being, 225; the 0ASEIS':> w., 28, 167; w. of the 



Uxicon J95 

EGO, 142: w. of an END, intelligence, 146: way of EXISllNG, 142: way of being EXTM"T, 

142; ttANDINI!SS as w .• 304. Su theses: 2nd thnis, 3rd thesis, 4th thesis 
we, 120 
Weltanschauung. See world-view 
Wesen,37,85,86: Wesenh~t.88; Wesenuchau, 114 
what. whatness. what-content, what-character (Wu-sein; if. essence, essmtia, quidditas, 

SadiMt), 15. 18. 24, 31, 38. 43, 53. 68, 74, 75, 78-79, 85-86, 88. 91-92, 97, 100, 
106ff., 109, 119-120. 147, 186ft'., 192, 198. 2028'., 212.218. 265; whatness of equipment, 
293 

what-for, 164 
"What is man?" 8, 137 (as metaphysical question) 
wherein: w. of letting-function. 293 
whereto. 113: w. of the rrmoval: whither of the «stasis: horizon, horiz.onal schema, ci the 

ec:stasis, 302 
whether, 88 
whither, 306, D. 5« whereto 
who.~. 120.135 
whole. wholeness, 165; w. of body. soul, and mind, 146; w. of the three person-determina-

tions, 147 
~ll.S8,65. 126,133.134.138.140 
~ndowlesaness: of the monads, 300-301 
~rklich, Wllklic:hkeit (actual. actuality), 87, 102 
within-the-world, being-~thin-the-world (innerweltlich. lnnerweltlichkeit; sn alterMtiw 

ITdnsldtion, intrawordly). 165, 168-169, 171, 307 
with-which, 293 
Wolff. Christian, Freiherr von. 32. 34, 119 
word. words. 183, 190fT., 192ff., 204, 205ff., 208fT.: assenion as uttered seqo.K'l'ICe of words, 

205ff. 
work. 293; w. of culture, 169-170 
world (Welt), 6ff., 58, 61, 115, 159, 162ff., 164ft'., 167ft' .• 170, 171. 173, 174, 175,219, 296ft". 

299, 300-301, 305, 322: w. as a determination of B!ING·IN·THE·w., 166; relation of w. to 
being-in-the-world and understanding ci its possibility. 294: CHILD'S w .• 171: CONC!PT 

of w., 165, 167, 294: ordinary pre-phi1050phical concept of thew., 165-166: common 
concept of the w .• 19/: Greek concept of the w., 110, 115: "Elucidation of tM world. 
concept is one of the most central tasks of philosophy,'' 164-165: concept of w. as whole 
of functional relatiOil$, 262, and as whole of significance, 295-296; provisional definition 
of concept of w., 296 (cf. 165ft'., 261-262, 295-296); lhe concept of world is not a 
determination of the intraworldly being as a being which is extant in itself. World is a 
determination of the Dasein's being. Th1s is expressed from the outset when we say that 
the l>a.sein exists as being-in-the-woP/d. The world belongs to the Da.s~n·~ existential 
constitution. World is not extant but world exists. Only so long as the Dasein is, is 
exi~tent, is world given," 296: the w.'s most central de1ermin.ation i~ the EC.I!ITIC· 

HORIZON!IL UNlTY OI'T£MPOR. .. l.ITY, 302; E"''VIROSING or surrounding w. (Umweltl, 165, 
171, 304; EXISTENCE of w.: "World exi~ts only 1f Dasein exists," Nl; "The MODE Of 

llEJNG of the world i~ not the extantne!IS of obJetl.\; instead, the world exU.t.~," 299: 
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PHESO!\.I!:.."OS of lh~ w., 165, 167, 17S, 255. 294; w. as SHARED, 297: "'I"lw world .•• is 
. alwa)"S alrady world which the on~ shares with the others: 297; w.-n.\lE. 27-4: defined 

as t.~ time with which wr rtckon; it has me charaarr of signifu:ana, 262: as w.·timc, 
oprnsed time has lhe character of w. intrinsic to its~lf. li0-271; ~ structurallftOII1eDta 
ofw.-time are covered up. 271; w. as TR.-\.,"SCESDE..'T. 299; WH.\T thew. is: •the 'IIIOTid ia 
not an extant entity, not nature, but that which first makes possible the uncoveredness 
of nature." 262. Set significance: functionality 

world·...,iew iWdtanschauung). 4fr., 8fr., 11-12. S1, 312,320 
writing and speech, 185 

you. 120 

Zeic:hen (sign, HusseT!), 185 
zeidich h~mporal. as dift"~~ntiatrd from ~rman t~mporal • Temporal, q.v.), 236 
zuhan~n. 5« hmdy 
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