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ABSTRACT

In the existential analysis of Dasein, Heidegger’s phenomenology is driven by the
presence of Aristotle’s phenomenological nature of thought and its phenomenological
possibilities. This study examines the early Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle’s
AANOEVEW in his inquiries at Marburg and the articulation of this notion in the concept of
Eigentlichkeit in Sein und Zeit (1927). Turning to Aristotle’s analysis of alvOpLeEVOY and
AOYOC, Heidegger’s project in Marburg is motivated by the return to Aristotle in order to
retrieve and exhibit AANOEVELY as the phenomenon that articulates the research on factical
Dasein in the world. In undertaking this kind of phenomenological reflection, Heidegger is
not trying merely to clarify his own stance in relation to Aristotle, but he is also in fact
reactivating the Greek (Aristotelian) sense of phenomenology retrieving Aristotle’s view
on philosophical research. It is shown that the phenomenological description of Dasein to
which Heidegger appeals in Being and Time is not a ‘project’ of his philosophy, but rather
it arises as a possibility on the basis of the possibilities inherent in thinking (and so
language) as such. In Sein und Zeit, the theme of Eigentlichkeit is situated from the
beginning within Aristotle’s teleology and traced back to Aristotle’s understanding of life
and TpA&Lg, since it is based upon the phenomenon of GAANOEVELY as the basic trait of
human activity. It is argued that the point in revealing the practical foundation of
Aristotle’s modes of AANBEVELY is essentially to find out what it means for Dasein to be a
form of K1lvnolg that opens up the possibility of authenticity in human being. In this
pursuit, it becomes possible not only to regard authenticity as a form of &AnBevew or
articulative disclosing of being-in-the-world, but also as a temporal phenomenon whose
origin is to be found in the Aristotelian kivnolg and voU¢ underlying its core notion:
Entschlossenheit. On the basis of this concept it is argued that authenticity cannot be
determined nor exhausted by being-towards-death but, rather, by the most far-reaching
possibility of AANOVELY: historicity.
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Introductory Notes

1. Unless where otherwise indicated, all renderings in English from other
languages are the author’s.

2. References to Heidegger’s writings are to the Gesamtausgabe (=GA) still under
publication by Vittorio Klostermann. Exception is made to Sein und Zeit (=SZ) that

refers to the original Max Niemeyer edition.
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Aristotle:

AP Analytica Posteriora
CT Categoriae

DA De Anima

De Int De Interpretatione
EE Eudemian Ethics
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NE Nicomachean Ethics
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POL Politics

RT Rhetoric

Heidegger:

SS Summer Semester Course
WS Winter Semester Course
GA Gesamtasugabe

SZ Sein und Zeit

AM  Aristoteles: Metaphysik ® 1-3 — Vom Wesen und Wirklichkeit der Kraft
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“We have all read in scientific books, and, indeed, in
all romances, the story of the man who has forgotten
his name. This man walks about the streets and can see
and appreciate everything; only he cannot remember
who he is. Well, every man is that man in the story.
Every man has forgotten who he is. One may
understand the cosmos, but never the ego; the self is
more distant than any star. [...] We are all under the
same mental calamity; we have all forgotten our
names. We have all forgotten what we really are. All
that we call common sense and rationality and
practicality and positivism only means that for certain
dead levels of our lives we forget that we have
forgotten. All that we call spirit and art and ecstasy
only means that for an awful instant we remember that
we forget.”

G. K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy, 1908.



INTRODUCTION

I. The clarification of AANBEVELY as a central philosophical task

This study explores Heidegger’s early attempt to addressing the legacy of
Aristotle, regarded as the philosophical origin, and its legacy in the concept of
Eigentlichkeit (authenticity) in Being and Time (1927). Heidegger’s project will be
considered here with respect to how it retrieves and exhibits Aristotle’s notion of
AANBEVELY (to be disclosing, making-true) in the inquiries on Aristotle’s teleology
at Marburg and how this notion is reflected in the concept of FEigentlichkeit
(authenticity) in Being and Time (1927).

I will focus on Heidegger/Aristotle’s research in two key terms XAMNOevELY
and FEigentlichkeit since these two key terms — AANOEVEW and FEigentlichkeit —
comprise the fundamental philosophical questions, the essential connection of the
presence of Aristotle in Heidegger’s thinking and Heidegger’s retrieval,
interpretation and transformation of Aristotle in Being and Time: the problematic of
OV ¢ AANBEC (being as true/unconcealed) in the research on factical being in the
world.

A close analysis of Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle in his early 1920s
Marburg Courses — namely an examination of the notion of &ANOeVEW in de
Anima, Rhetoric, de Interpretatione and the Nicomachean Ethics, and in particular
the way in which that interpretation was reflected in Being and Time (1927) — has
much to contribute to the philosophical clarification of these problems.

Since I am aiming to relate Heidegger’s research on Aristotle’s AATNOEVELY in
Marburg and the way he takes Aristotle’s thought to Being and Time, this analysis
must be guided by an encompassing theme from both periods. AAnBeveL and
Eigentlichkeit are the two culminating notions of Heidegger’s research on Aristotle
at Marburg and in Being and Time, respectively. The interpretation of &ANBeVELY
is a central issue in the early 1920s Marburg courses and in the development of the
theme of FEigentlichkeit in Being and Time insofar as it can tell Heidegger

something basic about the broader notion of XAM0€10 (unconcealment) both as an



ontic condition — XANOL and OV ¢ AANOEC— and as a human performance,
AANBeVELY as a power of Yy 1 (soul).’

In 1922, Heidegger wrote an introduction to a book on Aristotle which he was
planning for publication. In his “Afterword” to the 1989 publication of the long
misplaced Heidegger manuscript of 1922 entitled ‘“Phidnomenologische
Interpretationen zu Aristoteles (Anzeige der hermeneutischen Situation),” Hans-
Ulrich Lessing reports that this text was submitted to Marburg and Goéttingen as
part of Heidegger’s application for teaching positions at both universities.

(13

Theodore Kisiel says of this manuscript: “... we have before us the nuclear
structure of the book Being and Time, or more precisely, of the Daseinsanalytik
which is to serve as a fundamental ontology.”” The manuscript sent to Paul
Nathorp, who eventually hired Heidegger in Marburg in the summer of 1923, had
been lost by Gadamer in an air raid during World War II and was not discovered
until 1989. Heidegger scholars in the United States, Thomas Sheehan and Theodore
Kisiel are responsible for finding the manuscript. What specifically concerns
Heidegger in this text is the movement of the practical disclosure in Aristotle,
AANBeVELY and its significance to the research on Dasein.

In an enlightening remark appended to the recently discovered summary of

Heidegger’s planned treatise to PI4 Theodore Kisiel and Thomas Sheehan state
that:

“The outstanding new interpretation in this survey of Aristotelian texts [sc.
Nicomachean Ethics, V1, Metaphysics 1 and 1I; Physics 1, 11, 1II) is Heidegger’s very first

full account of factic (finite) truth understood as a process of ‘un-concealment’.
Heidegger refers in his overview to this treatise that ‘The aletheuein does not mean to ‘take

' PS, p. 23, “Bevor Aristoteles die Weisen des &ANOeVew aufzihlt, sagt er: AANOEVEW 1

yuxn. Die Wahrheit ist also zwar ein Charakter des Seienden, sofern es begegnet, aber im
eigentlichen Sinne doch eine Seinsbestimmung des menschlichen Daseins selbst.” [“Before Aristotle
enumerated the modes of &ANOVELY, he said: AANBeVEW N wux M. Truth is hence a character of
beings, insofar as they are encountered; but in an authentic sense it is nevertheless a determination
of the being of human being itself.”] Fridolin Wiplinger in his study on truth, Wahrheit und
Geschichtlichkeit: Eine Untersuchungen iiber die Frage nach dem Wesen der Wahrheit im Denken
Martin Heideggers, makes a similar point that ‘being-true’ as ‘being-uncovering’ (AANOEVELY) is
not merely the meaning of a term but a way of being of Dasein: as ontic — the to-be-in-the-world of
Dasein as uncovering of beings within the world; as existential — the articulated structural unity of
to-be-in-the-world as disclosing of existence; and as onfological — the unity of ‘disclosing’ and
‘closing off’.
2 PIA, pp. 237-268.
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possession of the truth’ in usurpation, but to take it in trust for conservation, to take the
intended being into the safekeeping of habitual truth as unveiled’.”

In a series of explanatory notes in his translation of a typescript made by an
unknown auditor of Heidegger’s 1924 Cologne Address, discovered by Thomas
Sheehan among the papers of Heidegger’s student Franz Joseph Brecht, Brian
Hansford Bowles refers to &ANOeVELY as “the most fundamental and highest form
of uncovering that reveals and maintains an entity [being] in its opx 1 and TELOG.
Thus, in the most proper sense, uncovering an entity in its being means revealing it
and understanding it as it always already is. And what is in the fullest sense is also
what can be uncovered in the most proper sense.”

Heidegger refers in his 1924 Cologne speech that:

“ AAnOevey refers to a mode of being that Dasein is such that Dasein uncovers
being itself and maintains it in this discoveredness. 'AANOEVELY means being-disposed
[Gestelltsein] toward something and that entails ¢nictacBat, that is, being-placed with
something in such a way that you see it.”

This idea is further developed in the WS 1924/25 Marburg lecture course, Platon:
Sophistes (GA 19):
“Insofar as disclosure and knowledge have for the Greeks the goal of AANOELIQ, the
Greeks designate them as AANOEVELY, i.e., designate them in terms of what is achieved in
them, AANOeLo. We do not intend to translate this word, AANOEVELY. It means to be

disclosing, to remove the world from concealment and coveredness. And that is the mode
of being of human Dasein.”

The same expression appears in a more general form two years afterwards in
1926 right before the publication of Being and Time (1927) when Heidegger gives
a talk on Pentecost Monday. Credit is due in this particular case to Kisiel who
recently discovered this talk among the holdings of the Helene Weiss Archive at

the Stanford University Library and realized that “the dated record of page proofs

3 Shechan, Kisiel, Becoming Heidegger — On the Trail of his Early Occasional Writings, 1910-

1927, pp. 175, 176.

Sheehan, Kisiel, op. cit., p. 218. This communication is still forthcoming in GA80 so we only
have access to the English version of a transcript made by an unknown auditor of the speech, which
as Kisiel refers, p. 214, “was discovered by Thomas Sheehan in typescript form among the holdings
of Heidegger’s early student, Franz Joseph Brecht”

> Sheehan, Kisiel, op. cit., p. 228.
6 ps, p- 17, (my italics).
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and galleys shuttling between Heidegger’s pen in Todtnauberg and Marburg and
the printers in Halle shows that he [Heidegger] was at this time just finalizing the
very last section of the First Division, section 44 entitled “Dasein, Disclosedness
and Truth” (SZ 212-30), for the printer”.” This piece of information provides
valuable evidence regarding the philosophical place of &ANBeVELY in Heidegger’s
research of Aristotle in Marburg but most of all it permits Heidegger to work out
the Daseinsanalytik and present the concept of authenticity in Being and Time. For
in this talk Heidegger, as indicated above, seems to expand the definition of

AANBEVELY into the analytic of Dasein in that:

“The Dasein is therefore, inasmuch as it is according to its essence in the world,
discovering. It has, in various degrees of distinction-and-articulation [Deutlichkeit],
discovered the beings around it. The Dasein is, insofar as it defined by being-in-the-world
and in accord with its proper essence, discovering. Subject — Dasein — Being-in-the-world-
discovering: it already sees and has already always sighted other beings that it itself is not.
The Dasein is discovering: this is the authentic and proper sense of truth. Truth means
nothing but being discovering! It is not an arbitrary definition selected at random. The
sense of truth as being-uncovering [&ANBVELV] is nothing other than the sense of truth as
the Greeks understood it: G- Aj@e1at, unconcealment (A1j01, the concealed).”®

In Being and Time, Heidegger points to the pre-phenomenological insight,

contained in the Greek word for truth, &A10e10, used by Aristotle:

“The &AnMOela. which Aristotle equates with TpAyUo and davéueva, (...)
signifies the ‘things themselves’; it signifies what shows itself — beings in the ‘how’ of
their uncoveredness.”

Hence the term ‘truth’ is not founded on the structure of an “agreement”
between the knower and the known; it is best expressed by such terms like
‘unconcealment’ or ‘un-hiddeness’ (Unverborgenheit). Being-true (Wahrsein)
means, ‘being-uncovering’ (Entdecken), to be disclosing, making-true. For
Heidegger the clue to any such discussion of &ANOe10 and the means to work it
out, AANOEVELY, remains the question of AOYOC and it is through this question
that he starts working out the modes of &ANOeVEWY in Marburg (GA 17, 18, 19) in

Sheehan, Kisiel, op. cit., p. 275.
Sheehan, Kisiel, op. cit.,pp. 284-5, (my bold).
’ SZ p.219.
12



reference to Aristotle’s works such as de Anima, Rhetoric and the Nicomachean
Ethics, and takes his findings into his own Daseinsnalytik, namely in the theme of

Eigentlichkeit.

II. AIM AND STRUCTURE OF THE PRESENT STUDY

The question of &AMBeVEW in Aristotle drives Heidegger through the
various steps of his ontology about being and the description of our modes of being
in the world. This farther-reaching ontological perspective will be kept in view in
this study through the relation of Heidegger’s inquiry into the modes of
AANBeVELY with the concept of Eigentlicheit.

The problem of &ANOEVEW as an ontological disclosure of Dasein is
fundamentally grounded in the question that drives the Daseinsanalytik: time. This
is a question that leads Heidegger through Aristotle’s own understanding of being
as pure presence.

Heidegger had an intense engagement with Aristotle’s texts from his first
published lectures in 1919 and throughout the 1920s. Thereafter there is less (but
not nothing) in the published record of Heidegger’s collected works that discusses
Aristotle in such depth. There are several volumes from lectures given earlier in
this period (in fact the first Freiburg period) from which corroborating arguments
and material could be drawn. My aim is to explore Heidegger’s thought, especially
in Being and Time, from reading Heidegger’s courses on Aristotle from the 1920s,
since almost all of his lectures on Aristotle as a whole belong to this decade and
lead directly to its articulation with the central planks of Sein und Zeit. These
courses present Aristotle’s findings as exhibiting an original phenomenological
thought elaborating on the analysis of everyday life its modes of disclosure and
temporal determinations. Heidegger opens up several research threads for his
courses on Aristotle in Marburg and we shall focus at least on its general
configuration so that we can shed some light on the key moments of authenticity in

Sein und Zeit.

13



Heidegger’s encounter with Aristotle occur during Heidegger’s teaching years
at Freiburg from 1915 to 1923 (interrupted between 1917 and 1919 due to WWII).
This culminates with the publication of the Nathorp Report that Heidegger sent to
Paul Nathorp in support of his candidacy for associated professor at Marburg. '°
The main core of Heidegger’s work were Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics, the
third book of the de Anima, books VI-IX of Metaphysics and the first book of
Physics. After Heidegger is offered the teaching post to which he applied at
Marburg he furthers the investigation into Aristotle with the publication of the first
lectures for the Winter Semester at Marburg 1923/24 Einfiihrung in die
phdnomenologische Forschung (GA 17), for the Summer Semester 1924:
Grundbegriffe der aristotelischen Philosophie (GA 18) devoted to Heidegger’s
interpretation of Aristotle’s Rethoric in which Heidegger assimilates Aristotle’s
account of the 7alO1 (affects) in the context of the speech of the rethor and aims to
show how it works as an ontological account of Dasein; also, the following Winter
Semester 1924/25 course on Plato’s Sophist: Platon Sophistes (GA 19) in which
Heidegger examines Aristotle’s notion of AAMNOe1Q (truth=unconcealedness) in
relation to the AOYOG (speaking) of the modes of AANBeVeELY (disclosing)

Platon: Sophistes (GA 19) (1924/25) is on this regard an important preparatory
discussion of Sein und Zeit. Here we find the first third of the text devoted to his
interpretation of Aristotle, before he proceeds to read Plato's text. It is in vol. 19
that the connection in Aristotle between the terms theoria and Sophia, and the
modes of &ANOBevew are discussed. Heidegger’s strategy is to challenge
Aristotle's understanding of being (on) concentrating upon the meaning of being as
aAnBela (truth=unconcealedness) in attempting to go back beyond the
determination of the OV ¢ AANOEC (beings as unconcealed), Heidegger
articulates the modes of AAMBeVEW (disclosing) — in book VI of Aristotle’s
Nichomachean Ethics — into his own analytic of Dasein.  Albeit there are later
texts of particular importance for Sein und Zeit which I will keep in view in this

study, such as Wegmarken (GA 9) which contains the lecture “Vom Wesen und

10 The Nathorp Report was originally published in 1989 in volume 6 of the Dilthey Jahrbuchs

and later reprinted by Reclam (2003) under the title Phdnomenologische Interpretationen zu
Aristoteles, Stuttgart, Philipp Reclam, 2003. It was finally published in Gesamtausgabe 61,
Phdnomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles: Einfiihrung in die phdnomenologische
Forschung Brocker, Walter and Brocker-Oltmans, Kéte (eds.), Frankfurt, Klostermann, 1985.
Freiburg lecture course, winter semester 1921/22.

14



Begriff der ®vo1¢” that deals with the problem of Kiwnoilg” it is in the early
lessons at Marburg, before Sein und Zeit and the first Freiburg period that we find
the lesser known Heidegger’s engagement with Aristotle. More specifically, not
only where Heidegger mentions Aristotle and interprets him explicitly but also,
more especially, where he doesn’t talk about him and seems to concentrate upon
the problems that become explicit in Heidegger’s own thinking, especially, but not
exclusively, in Sein und Zeit. Implied in Heidegger’s strategy is the notion of the
‘Formale Anzeige’, which we may not develop in this study but shall nevertheless
mention as it is Heidegger’s first attempt to show how Aristotle had grounded his
conclusions, but it was such a difficult concept for his students to understand that
he abandoned it in later work"’

Finally, in the Summer Semester 1926: Grundbegriffe der Antiken Philosophie
(GA 22) in which Heidegger handles the history of Greek philosophy from Thales
to Aristotle and the final part is devoted to an interpretation of the Aristotelian
philosophy. The research results Heidegger found in the Marburg courses still
linger and drives more recent lectures delivered in his second period at Freiburg
(1928/1944), namely 1925/26: Logik: Die Frage nach der Wahrheit (GA 21) and
1927: Die Grundprobleme der Phdnomenologie (GA 24), when Heidegger works
again on the problem of truth in Aristotle.'

The difficulties in reading and interpreting Aristotle along with Heidegger’s

own interpretation of Aristotle are many. Often Heidegger requires to be read

""" Heidegger refers to it in several lecture courses from the 1920’s, and in Sein und Zeit and we

can see there is a connection between this and the discussion of Besinnung (which can be translated
as theoria, contemplation - even as sophia) in Vol. 66 of the Gesamtausgabe. Also the articulation
between Aristotle’s problem of being and ousia with Heidegger’s own views on the analogical
character of being. For this purpose, we would need to compare Heidegger’s 1924 course
Grundbegriffe der aristotelischen Philosophie (GA 18) with the 1931 course Aristoteles.
Metaphysik Theta 1-3: Vom Wesen und Wirklichkeit der Kraft, (GA 33). This comparison would
have to consider Heidegger’s notion of “Formale Anzeige” suggested by Aristotle’s “T0 oOv
AEYETAL TOAAOYOC AEYOUEVOV” which highlights what Heidegger calls “Einstellung auf
vieldeutigkeit” as present in Phdnomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles. Einfiihrung in die
phinomenologische Forschung, (GA 61). This idea would need to be tested in order to see in what
ways it ontologically grounds the methodological connection between Heidegger and Aristotle

Cf., Volpi, F., “Dasein as Praxis”, p. 28 and end of § 72 of Gesamtausgabe 29/30, Die
Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik: Welt, Endlichkeit, Einsamkeit. Also, the first part of Gesamtausgabe
31, Vom Wesen der Menschlichen Freiheit, which contains an interpretation of Metaphysics 1X, 10
that Heidegger fully unfolds in the next Summer Semester, cf., Gesamtausgabe 33, Aristoteles:
Metaphysik Q 1-3 — Vom Wesen und Wirklichkeit der Kraft.

15



literally. This is a way of reading which cannot be taken for granted as we tend to
generally read otherwise. Sometimes, we read with a view to orientation so that we
may acquaint ourselves with the thoughts of another. Often we “skip”, even
preferring to read “between” the lines. We content ourselves with getting just an
idea of what the author is trying to convey. The requirement that, now, Heidegger
and Aristotle are to be read literally means just the opposite of such reading. Not
that we have to linger on words as in the case of a piece of writing of which the
objective precision motivates a literal reading; here, by reading the Greek along
with Heidegger’s German and expressing it into English requires us to pay
attention to a word in respect of what, as a word, it signifies or conveys. For
Heidegger, “The word does not merely name, and so enable us to have it in our
grasp, our already represented present reality (or being), it is not merely a means to
the depiction of something given. On the contrary, it is the word which first of all
bestows presence, that is, being, in which anything appears as a being.”"*

This intricate linguistic procedure makes the translation of Heidegger and
Aristotle into appropriate English an important but problematic procedure. I will
therefore make special efforts to translate Heidegger’s and Aristotle’s particular
concepts into viable English and attempt to provide a detailed philosophical
elucidation of the key terms that Heidegger analyses in Aristotle’s texts, and to
cross-relate these to the texts themselves with a view to distinguish between
Heideggerian senses from their ordinary senses or from the senses intended by
other thinkers and translators. This option if we like, would consistently show how
Heidegger was reading Aristotle, and how he was transforming this reading in the
development of his own phenomenology. I would like to indicate where I believe
Heidegger would disagree with some of the classical Aristotle translations of Sir

David Ross, Charlston or Tredennick.

B Us, p. 227.
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In Chapter One, I give a survey of the relationship between Heidegger and
Aristotle in order to locate Aristotle within Heidegger’s philosophical project, and
also to indicate the philosophical background to the question of AANOEVELY as a
philosophical theme in Heidegger. According to Robert Bernasconi: “a number of
scholars, working largely independently of each other, began to discover
Aristotle’s Ethics in Being and Time”'*. This is endorsed by Weigelt who refers
that: “the scholars being among others, Theodore Kisiel, Thomas Sheehan, Franco
Volpi, Jacques Taminiaux, John van Buren and Walter Brogan. The discovery of
Aristotle’s influence on Heidegger seems to have been made possible initially by
the circulation of student notes of the then still unpublished ‘Sophist Lectures’.”"

The student notes of GA 19 seem to have steered the first stage of his inquiry
where Heidegger aims to bring into question the relation between ¢otvéUeVOV and
AGYOG in order to bring to light Aristotle’s phenomenological inquiry on being as a
research on factical being-in-the-world. Heidegger cannot here directly turn to
Aristotle himself, for Aristotle’s account of AQYO¢ is accessible only on the basis
of a confrontation with the received scholastic view on this topic according to
which assertion is the primary mode of AdyOg since it is the basic element of truth
and knowledge. However, Heidegger will test weather this claim stands with
Aristotle himself, since he thinks that it has its origin in an insufficient
interpretation of Aristotle. The overall aim of this chapter is to show how
Heidegger tries to question this view as an interpretation of Aristotle. His basic
argument is that, when analysing the assertion in terms of GVUVOEGCLE (positing
together) and Olaipecic (taking apart) Aristotle has managed to point out a
feature of human understanding as such, namely its discursivity or the ‘as-
structure’. On the basis of this claim, Heidegger argues that assertoric speaking as
theoretical articulation presupposes an unthematic mode of understanding and
articulation which is therefore thought to make up a more basic level of human
being’s speaking: AANOeVELY. Thus, Chapter One has a somewhat introductory
character.

The following three chapters each deal with the presence of XANOEVELY in the

theme and interpretation of FEigentlichkeit at three levels: everydayness and

14 Bernasconi, R., “Heidegger’s Destruction of Phronesis”, 1989, p.129.
'S Weigelt, C., The Logic of Life, 2006, p. 14.
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inauthenticity, resoluteness and authenticity, historicity and being-a-self. Each
chapter is organized into three main points. Having began with the notion of Adyog¢
as initially accessible or with respect to how it has been interpreted traditionally,
the investigation then proceeds to an analysis of the structure of &ANBEVEWY in
every mode of speaking under scrutiny in chapter VI of Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics. On the basis of this analysis, one could ask what kind of access to being and
truth is admitted by the specific &AnNOeveW at stake in the possibility of
Eigentlichkeit. To some extent this is the order of the two main chapters of the
second half of the research, so that each of them represents one of the three points
enumerated above.

Chapter Two centres on Heidegger’s account of Uneigentlichkeit
(inauthenticity) in Being and Time with what in his view is the traditional or
common understanding of Adyog¢. It will be shown how Heidegger makes use of
his analysis of everydayness in order to reveal precisely the ‘everyday’ phenomenal
basis of Aristotle’s understanding of AOyog &AnBeve which Aristotle himself
supposedly was not able to thematize, and simultaneously turns to Aristotle for
help in this analysis. The question of the everyday &AMOeVELY is therefore opened
up through AOyog and will be treated here to a great extent as a question
concerning the theme of FEigentlichkeit in its potential form, that is, in the
inauthentic ways of being. Heidegger’s preoccupation with the pre-theoretical,
everyday &AANBeVELY is therefore exhibited in Being and Time under the mode of
inauthenticity worked out from an ontological re-reading of Aristotle’s modes of
&dAnBevew: mo|o1g (production), TEX VT (know-how) and the notion of S0
(opinion) discussed under the heading of “concern” (Besorgen).

Having opened up the theme of Eigentlichkeit 1 will present its interpretation in
Chapter Three. The task in this Chapter is to provide an interpretation of
Heidegger’s Eigentlichkeit from Aristotle’s main traits of €00 loviar (happiness,
man’s proper being), OpOVNc1¢ (practical wisdom/consciousness), BOVAEVTIKN
8pe€lc (deliberate desire) and voUC (pure apprehension) in the Nicomachean
Ethics so that it may be shown how Aristotle understands these notions
philosophically and in what ways Aristotle helps Heidegger to think through (and
in some cases to forge the ontological/temporal conceptuality of authenticity such

as Die Sorge (care) and its modes — Besorgen (concern), Fiirsorge (solicitude), Zu-
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Sein (has-to-be) Sein-konnen (potentiality-of-being-a-self) Worumwillen (for-the-
sake-of-which). Bringing together the modes of Eigentlichkeit and Aristotle’s
paEelg (activities) it becomes possible not only to regard authenticity as a form
of &ANBeveELY or articulative disclosing of being-in-the-world, but also to think of
Eigentlichkeit along the lines of action, that is, to see in Heidegger’s account of
Eigentlichkeit a temporal/ontological perspective opened up by the interplay of
voU¢ and Entschlossenheit (resoluteness) in human being, interpreting these in
terms of Klvnolg, (movement/temporality). Therefore, this chapter leads to
Heidegger’s interpretation of Eigentlichkeit as a reinterpretation and transformation
of Aristotle’s VOUG as the very own possibility of &ANBgVEW. 1 argue that by re-
reading Aristotle’s k1vno1¢ and the retrieval of opovnoic, Heidegger is able to
work out his concept of Entschlossenheit that articulates his account of
authenticity.

When the nature of FEigentlichkeit has been further elucidated from its
underlying voVg &ANOeVEW it should be possible to approach the question
concerning historicity and its mode of speaking. Heidegger’s philosophical pursuit
of Aristotle’s AANOEVEW in Being and Time becomes properly understood and
clear to us as a theme in its own right in connection with Historicity. This is the
task of Chapter Four. In this final chapter, having dwelt at length on the central
Heideggerian themes in the concept of FEigentlichkeit and exhibited the
correspondences with Aristotle’s modes of AAMNOEVELY, my main concern is to get
to the ‘wholeness’ of Heidegger’s existential analysis of Dasein, that culminates
itself in the notion of historicity. I argue that Heidegger’s analysis of authentic
historicity yields an ereignis as regards its being-a-totality retrieved through
AANBeVEW. The analysis of historicity will show the philosophical scope of
AaANBeve in Heidegger’s account of Eigentlichkeit. What is specifically at stake
in this last paragraph on ‘Historicity’ is the situation of the understanding
appropriation of the past in the situation of a living present. Since the analysis of
AANBeVeEW and Eigentlichkeit are steered to the notion of historicity and the
return to Aristotle, I can as well say that [ am viewing Heidegger’s relationship to

Aristotle through this leitmotif.
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CHAPTER ONE

1. DECONSTRUCTING DASEIN: HEIDEGGER’S PROJECT AND ITS
RELATION TO ARISTOTLE

a)  The question of AOYOG in the early Heidegger

In the following I will examine closely the phenomenological grounds of
Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle during the period which precedes the publication
of Being and Time which comprises the years of his first teaching period at
Freiburg (1919-1923) and the teaching at Marburg (1923/1928). My aim in this
section is twofold : firstly, to ask to what extent Heidegger’s position regarding
AOYOG in Being and Time is a follow up of his reflections on Adyo¢ at Marburg in
the early 1920s and secondly, how Heidegger understands and interprets the
character of human life — that is the metaphysical/scholastic tradition of thought
under the determination of AdY0¢ and judgement — by showing the importance and
the meaning to which the tradition is assigned, and at the same time, Heidegger
claims, covered over as AOYoC. From here I hope to demonstrate how the
phenomenological method to which Heidegger makes appeal in the analytic of
Dasein (1927) is not a ‘project’ of his philosophy, but that it arises as a possibility
on the basis of the possibilities inherent in thinking (and so language) as such, that

Heidegger started to explore in the early 1920s Marburg Courses on Aristotle.

The interpretation of Aristotle, occupies the first part of all the three courses
above mentioned (GA 17, GA 19 and GA 21). The main goal Heidegger keeps in
view in all three courses is to show, as he himself makes explicit in Being and
Time, how philosophy is connected with being truth (Wahrsein) and this with

Aristotle’s understanding of philosophy'®. By focusing his attention in the problem

16 Cf., SZ, p. 213. “Philosophie selbst wird bestimmt als p1AocOPe1Y TePl ThHg dANBeiog,

Wissenchaft von der »Wabhreit«. Zugleich aber ist sie charakterisiert als eine ETIGTAHUN, T OewpeL
70 Ov 1 6v«, als Wissenschaft, die das Seiende betrachtet als Seiendes, das heifit hinsichtlich seines
Seins.” It is in this way that “Wahrheit mit Sein zusammengetsellt” (sz212). Further on we read,
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of dAnBela (truth=unconcealment), Heidegger explores also the meaning of
phenomenology and ontology in Aristotle and Husserl in his two Marburg courses,
the first of which being the Summer Semester 1925 published under the title
Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs and the second the Winter Semester
of the same year published under the title Logik: Die Frage nach der Wahrheit."
Heidegger adresses in different levels in all courses the locus originary of truth
starting from the notions of ¢aLVOULEVOV (phenomenon=that which shows itself)
and AdYog (speaking) in GA 17 and opening them up to each mode of
AaANBeveY (disclosing) in GA 19.

“The Greeks exist in the word, speaking” and their ‘“fundamental
determination of the being of Man 1is to be-with-one-another (das
Miteinandersein)”, brought by Adyog.”"®

In nearly all the following courses Heidegger, as I aim to show, concentrates his
efforts to grasp Aristotle’s understanding of Adyo¢ within the framework of a
phenomenological understanding of human life.

We can translate 7»(570@ for speaking or speech but this also implies
understanding of A&yO¢ as the specific articulation of human life.

In the following I would like to show how the question of Adyo¢ — as the
specific articulation of human life — made thematic for the first time in the
philosophical programme of Being and Time, is interplayed with the analyses made
in Marburg and that this account is offered not without a critical positioning toward
the metaphysical tradition. I will merely enunciate the following issues on AOYOG
that will be exhibited in more detail later in this section when I survey the previous
literature on Heidegger’s relation to Aristotle and confront the relevant steps from
Aristotle’s de Interpretatione, de Anima and Peri Hermeneias with Heidegger’s
Marburg courses (GA 17, 18, 21) and Being and Time and the passages from the
1929/30 Freiburg course where why find a detailed explication of Adyoc.

“Die &AM0e10., die von Aristoteles nach den oben angefiihrten Stellen mit TPy, GALVOULEVOL
gleichgesetz wird, bedeutet die.

7 Cf. PGZ, LFW.
'8 GAP, p.108, “Die Griechen existieren in der Rede”, “... die grundbestimmung seines Seins
selbst ist Miteinandersein.”, “... das durschnittliche Reden iiber die Sachen, iiber die man eine

gewisse Auskenntnis hat, ohne sie sich zu vergegenwirtigen. Aus ihm erwichst die Moglichkeit des
reinen Vollzugs und in ihm selbst die Moglichkeit des rechten Aufzeigens”.
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Therefore, in the following and in the overall structure of the first part of this
study I will merely elaborate an examination of those aspects that are recurrent in
the early Marburg courses on Aristotle before attempting to show how they are at
work in Heidegger’s account of the existential analytic of Dasein — specifically in
the concept Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time, to be dealt with and explicated in
relation to Heidegger’s findings on A&yo¢ in Chapter 2 (The Fall into das Man
and Inauthenticity) of this study.

I will specifically examine Heidegger’s claims that support his contention —
made explicit in Being and Time — that the metaphysical tradition has reduced
AGYOG to its propositional dimension, that is understanding AOY0¢ ATOOAVTIKAC
in terms of a mere enunciation and a judgement and in what ways this reduced the
determination of the AOYOV £)YOV to animal rationalis. ' What is at stake is a
traditional way of restricting AOYOG to a pure theoretical enunciation which makes
human life be reduced as to a categorical grasp without thinking of the whole as
such.

It also presupposes a hierarchy of the modes of AANBEVELY in such a way that
being is reveleaded by a pure presence of Oewpio over TPAELg, as the cognitive
attitude on which Man could be thought of as A&yo¢ (not as speaking, unveiling
but as reason or judgment, as an extant state of affairs) and consequently leading to
a predominance of presence (constant, objective presence) as the mode of being
which better conveyed the theoretical attitude.

The general argument that Heidegger gives to substantiate his critical position
toward the traditional determination of AOY0¢— and I merely indicate it now — is
that all concepts and traditional definitions of AOYOG are insufficient to grasp the
essence of Man without reducing it to one object amongst many others. The
traditional determination of Man as {@ov AOYoV £)ov is not grasped in its the
movement (Bewegtheit) proper to human life. In his Marburg years Heidegger aims
to deconstruct Dasein and challenge what he calls the metaphysics of presence in
order to show that AOYog originally means a comprehension of Man ({®oV) in
terms of Dasein, in his existence, and not in terms of a scientific/theoretical

consideration. In other words, an understanding of human being in the specific

19 A perpective shared with Kant, being the latter more akin to the anthropological sense of Man
as spirituality (Geistigkeit).
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mode of disclosure of its being and, therefore, not in terms of AOy0O¢ as a category
that remains tied to a theoretical consideration of being and beings worked from the
objects of the turning a blind eye to the core of TPAELG (activity).

Before developing these points, I will trace back the arguments deployed by
Aristotle and proceed to Heidegger’s reading of these arguments in order to
delineate the proper and necessary philosophical context for understanding
ultimately what is at stake in the notion of Adyog, both for Aristotle and
Heidegger, in an effort to see how they are best utilized within Heidegger’s

research in Being and Time.

b)  Dasein as revealing-being (Yuxn ¢ AANOEVELW) and the
determination of AAMNOEVELY

Some fundamental questions in need of clarification arise: if Heidegger seems
to be so dismissive of the tradition, why is he so insistent on preserving so many
themes of the tradition in terms of his own ilk in Being and Time? Why have
Heidegger’s interpretations of Aristotle and of the ‘basic words’ of philosophy such
as aANBela, oovépevoy, AGyYog or GUOLG drawn the wrath of classical
scholars, orthodox ‘academic’ philosophers and theologians alike? Moreover,
Heidegger’s orientation to Aristotle is unavoidably at pains with the way Aristotle
has been interpreted by renowned scholars, like Sir David Ross or Werner Jaeger.

Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle — indicated by Heidegger in his
autobiographical essay — the analyses of AOyo¢ and OV ¢ QLAMNOEC are a central
theme in Heidegger’s output in the Marburg period up to the existential analytic of
Being and Time and even beyond: the 1929/30 courses also offer an important
analysis of A&yo¢ with a reference to Aristotle’s de Interpretatione.

Concerning the texts from the Marburg period, among which GA 17, 18 and
19, Heidegger grasps the role of language in the interpretation of Dasein out of his
orientation towards the Aristotelian determination of AOYOG, interpreting AOYOG as
an oppenness and a privileged access to being. This purpose is integrated in an
analysis of the multiple senses of being namely an analysis of the OV ¢ AANOEC

orientated to the fundamental question of the unitary meaning of being designated
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by the formula T0 8V A&yeTol TOAAOY DG > I align here my position with Volpi
in that: “The analysis of being in the sense of the AANOEG is intertwined with the
analysis of the phenomenon of AOy0¢ with a double purpose in view: firstly, to
understand why and in what ways has AdYO¢ been considered by the tradition to
be the proper term for truth; secondly, according to Heidegger’s interpretation of
Aristotle, to see how AOY0g works as the articulation proper to human life (yoy 1)
how it indicates an unconcealing-discovering character in the sense that yvyn is
AaAnBevely. What is at stake for Heidegger is therefore 1) to put into question the
way metaphysics reduces the phenomenon of truth to the problem of Adyo¢ in the
sense of assertion and judgment; 2) to demonstrate the unilateralism of the thesis
according to which truth is an adaequatio intellectus et rei; 3) to refuse Aristotle’s
‘fatherhood’ of this double reduction.”’

These are the texts that provide the framework for Heidegger’s study,
interpretation and transformation of Aristotle’s philosophy into the key planks of
Being and Time in the contention that Aristotle’s research is about the being of
factical life, the same claim that leads Heidegger’s Daseinsanalytik. What is the
place of AdYo¢ in the Heideggerian determinations, the modes of disclosure of
existence — terms such as Verstehen (Understanding), Befindlichkeit (findliness)
and Rede (speaking or speech) and how can A&yo¢ help us to clarify both the sort
of object and character of being that Aristotle had in mind in interpreting, and
experiencing human life and Heidegger’s contention that the interpretation of
Aristotle (until his own reading of the Stagirite) had historically been obscured by
this same tradition? These are fundamental questions I hope to clarify in the first
half of the present study, namely the question of AOy0O¢ in the courses prior to
Being and Time where Heidegger is able to retrieve what he considers to be the
implicit ontological grounds of Aristotle’s thinking and transform these grounds in
the determinations of Dasein, the same as Heidegger is able to work out the
determinations of existence in Being and Time — as it will be clear in subsequent

sections on Eigentlichkeit.

20 «A being is spoken of in many ways”. Cf., Heidegger, M., Aristoteles: Metaphysik © 1-3 —

Vom Wesen und Wirklichkeit der Kraft (GA 33).

2 Volpi, F. “La Quaestion du Logos chez le Jeune Heidegger”, 1996, p. 40. “Heidegger presents
very concisely this triple questioning in paragraphs 7B, 33 and 34 of Being and Time as he had
already deployed in the Marburg and Freiburg courses. In every course his argumentation is
constantly supported in Aristotle’s de Interpretatione and the de Anima.”, p. 40.
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I purport to show what position the question of language occupies in the
comprehension of human life in terms of the development of key determinations of
existence in the early 1920s Marburg courses in order to exhibit the grounds upon
which Heidegger forges the terminology at work in the articulation of the
Daseinsanalytik (analytic of Dasein) in Being and Time (1927). With this purpose
in view, I will leave aside the first treatment of the question of language in
Heidegger’s habilitationschrifft Die Kategorien und Bedeutungslehre des Duns
Scotus (1915) and, the thematization of language in the later Heidegger.*

With this in mind I turn now to an analysis of Aristotle’s de Interpretatione in
order to dissect the general framework upon which Heidegger exhibits on one hand
the traditional conception of AQY0¢ as judgment and how he then reviews and
aims to correct this reading through his claim that Aristotle’s thinking is
phenomenological. The steps involved in the interpretation of AdYOg in Aristotle
are as follows: by approaching A&yo¢ phenomenologically, one can see that there
are different ways in which world and life come to expression. To reveal the
foundation and possibility of this diversity of speeches, one has to elucidate the
constitution of “as-ness” as such. I will closely follow SZ paragraphs 7B, 33 and
34, Heidegger’s analyses on De Interpretatione (GA 17) and Volpi’s analytical
framework on AOyo¢ as I understand it to be respectively, the major sources and
the reference study that preliminary identifies the connections upon which
Heidegger is able to work out the terminology of existence that he will adopt in
Being and Time especially in the comprehension of the modes of AAnBeveV
operating in the concept of Eigentlichkeit to be addressed in section 3 and to be

made thematic in the second half of this study.

Volpi refers that: “Aristotle turns — in de Interpretatione — to an analysis of
AOYOC and its synthetic structure according to which the simple determinations are

composed. Aristotle analyses the parts of AOY0g, the noun (dvopa) and the verbs

22 Within the scope of the present research it will not be possible to address Heidegger’s

interpretation of Duns Scotus — which would presuppose the revision of a number of considerations
related to Husserl’s Logischen Untersuchungen — or Holderlin, Rilke and other poets or his views
on art. Although Heidegger’s later interpretation of language and art falls from the scope of this
research I would like to refer Else Buddeberg’s monograph, Denken und Dichten des Seins —
Heidegger/Rilke, Stuttgart, Metzlersche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1956, which offers a very good
introduction to both the thinker and the poet.
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to the structure of predication and its being true or false, their quality (affirmative
or negative) and their quantity (universal, particular and infinite) and their modes
(possibility, reality and necessity). Having outlined the general context and
indicated the relation between being and thought, thought and language, language
and writing, Aristotle focuses his attention on a linguistic analysis of the structure
of Adyocg.

In his exegesis of Aristotle’s de Interpretatione — undertaken in various forms
from 1923/4 to 1929/30 — Heidegger re-inverts Aristotle’s focalization of the
problems, as it were, from the general philosophical questions of this treatise to the
rather more telling linguistic problems. He will do this — as I aim to show now — by
interpreting the same Aristotelian linguistic determinations as ontological
determinations.

Heidegger considers propositions and language in general as an unconcealing-
discovering act or comportment of human life in its relation to being and he takes
this finding as the starting point for a questioning of being that necessarily
presupposes a leap, a radical changing of focus, from an originally intended
consideration of the ‘internal’ elements of language to a thorough thinking of the
grounds, or conditions of possibility of language. Heidegger does not, therefore,
interpret Aristotle’s problematic in the de Interpretatione in a strict logical or
linguistic sense, but in a strong ontological perspective that, I suggest, is motivated
not exclusively by Heidegger’s ontological re-reading of Aristotle but by
Aristotle’s own thinking. This principle is demonstrated in the WS 1923/4 Marburg
course (GA 17) where a reading of the de Interpretatione is first offered. (...) For
example, the celebrated definition of language that reads: AOyog d€ £oTL dwrh
ONUVTIKY (de Interpretatione 4, 16 b26) is translated by Heidegger as “A0yOC
is audible being that means something, is a voice.” Even a seemingly non
problematic notion as Qv becomes under Heidegger a philosophical term:
audible being (lautliches Sein).**

Following Volpi’s line of thought there appears to be a ‘strong ontologisation’
of Aristotle’s key concepts in the terminology of existence. As it were the target of

Heidegger’s ontological interpretation of Aristotle’s notion of AOYyo¢ and

2 EPA, p. 14, “A6YOC ist lautliches Sein, das bedeutet, ist Stimme.”
** Volpi, F. op. cit, p. 42
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phenomenology in this course is above all a phenomenological interpretation of
Dasein from the analysis of factical life. It is not only the case that a preparatory
analysis of factical life will pave the way for a proper encounter with Aristotle, but
this preparation is itself prepared by a very close reading of Aristotle. This means
that this course on the de Anima and the de Interpretatione is decisive for the
clarification of the situation peculiar to philosophical interpretation opened up by,
and never addressed thematically in, the Nathorp Report: the explication of factical
life. For this reason, also this course contains the seeds, the presuppositions for the
research on being as AANBeVELY and constitutes thereby the framework for the
analysis of Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time. That is to say, the line by line analysis
of Aristotle is not intended to make us see what possibilities are revealed and what
ones are hidden as Heidegger were to offer its own shining light upon Aristotle but
rather what is here at stake is the various modes of approaching and disclosing the
‘thing itself” for to ‘this thing” belongs Aristotle’s interpretations of it.

It is in this sense that it is important to go back to Heidegger’s translation of
key Aristotle definitions in the de Interpretatione and the de Anima (GA 17), the
Rhetoric (GA 18) the Nicomachean Ethics (GA 19) and the thematization of
Dasein as aANBeVELW. From GA 17 course (1923/24) to a course post Being and
Time 1929/30 (GA 29/30) for I believe the latter offers an important re-
interpretation of the concept of AdyO¢ that Heidegger started to develop in the WS
1923/24 (GA 17) taking it up again in the WS 1925/26 (GA 21). Specifically, this
course offers the possibility of articulating the previous courses on Aristotle in the
sense of presenting the general Aristotelian framework from which Heidegger was
able to work out the fundamental character of Dasein as the one who makes-true,
discloses an understanding that springs forth from Aristotle: philosophy is

connected with being truth (Wahrsein) — a direct translation of Aristotle’s OV ¢

aanBéc.”

287, p. 213, “Philosophie selbst wird bestimmt als &micTiun Tept ThAg &Andeiog,

Wissenschaft von der »Wahreit«. Zugleich aber ist sie charakterisiert als eine ETLCTNUMN, T
Bewpel 10 bv TN bv, als Wissenschaft, die das Seiende betrachtet als Seiendes, das heift
hinsichtlich seines Seins.” [“Philosophy is itself determined as &micTUN TEPL TN AANOelag,
the ‘science of truth’. But it also characterized as EMioTAUN, 1| OewpPel TO bV 1) &V, as a science
that contemplates being as beings — that is in regard to their being.”] Further on we read, p. 219,
“Die &AM0e10L, die von Aristoteles nach den oben angefiihrten Stellen mit TPy, GALVOULEVOL
gleichgesetz wird, bedeutet die »Sachen selbst«, das was sich zeigt, das Seiende im Wie seiner
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Again when Volpi mentions the ‘ontologisation’ of Aristotle he is not merely
understanding Heidegger to be recreating Aristotle but rather transforming and
pushing the terminology of presence to a whole new hermeneutical level, and
hence the importance of quoting and rendering Heidegger’s own efforts in
translating Aristotle: “The translations and interpretations Heidegger provides of
Aristotle’s account of the parts of speaking, (or speech) are the following:

Aristotle’s definition of noun reads: “Ovopo. UEV OV £0TL  GWYN
OMUOVTIKY] KOt ocuvdnkvn dvev yxpbvov fig undny uépog €oTi
OMUOVTIKOV KEXWPLCUEVOV” (de Interpretatione, 2, 16a 19ff.) Heidegger

translates it in the following way:

“Naming, however, is an utterance that means the basis of an agreement, without
referring to time as such in naming. It is simultaneously a VT CNUAVTLKT), a totality of
sounds, of which no individual part taken by itself means anything.”*®

As for the verb, Aristotle’s definition is the following: “pnuo. 0 &€otTl 1o
Tpoconuaivoy xpévov oL Uépog OVBEV omuaivel ywpic [Kol £oTwv
Gel]” TV KoB’ £TEPOL AEYOUEVWY CMUELOV” (de Interpretatione, 3, 16b 6-

7.) Heidegger paraphrases and comments:

“A saying, a verb is what refers to time in addition, something to whose essence it
belongs to refer to time in addition, namely in addition to what is otherwise referred to in
the verb; it is always a meaning which is meaningful in such a way as to be related to
whatever is being spoken about. In accordance with its intrinsic meaning, every verb is
thus concerned with something that the discourse is about, something underlying as a
being, as such and such a being. Thus we can see that the P is distinguished from the
dvopa by the criterion of time. Although Aristotle did not pursue this any further, there is
indeed a quite decisive insight here. The two essential elements characterising the verb are
that it also refers to time, and in its meaning is always related to something that the
discourse is about, namely to beings. This indicates that all positing of beings is
necessarilgf8 related to time. In keeping this, we therefore call the verb a time-word in
German.”

Entdecktheit.” [“The &A10e1at which Aristotle equates with TpA YU and ¢X1VOUEVO, means the
things themselves, what shows itself, being in the how of their uncoveredeness.”]

GM, pp. 462-463, 465, “Die Nennung aber ist nun eine Verlautbarung, die bedeutet aufgrund
des Ubereinkommens, ohne im Nennen die Zeit als solche zu meinen. Es ist zugleich eine GwVN
OMUOVTIKT, ein Ganzes von Lauten, davon kein einzelner Teil fiir sich genommen etwas
bedeutet.” Heidegger prefers to render here Vol to Nennung. He justifies his choice in this way:
“dvouo. bedeutet das Wort, der Name, was etwas nennt. Wir sagen Hauptwort, obwohl das schief
ausgedriickt sein kann, da ja auch ein verbum die Funktion eines Haupwortes annehmen kann”.

" Heidegger prefers this version to the one more commonly accepted of £57T1 8€.
28 GM, pp. 465-66, “Ein Sagen, ein Verbum, ist das, was die Zeit dazu meint, zu dessen Wesen
es gehort, die Zeit dazuzumeinen, nimlich zu dem dazu, was sonst im Verbum gemeint ist; es ist
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Concerning the definition of AdY0g, Aristotle refers: “AOYog 0€ £0TL GV
ONUOVTIKY, TG TAV UEPDY TL CMUAVTIKOV £0TL KEYWPLOCUEVOV MG
dAolg AAA oV ¢ KATADAUCLES” (de Interpretatione, 4, 16b 26-28). I have
already remarked on the strong ontological character of the translation Heidegger
proposes in this passage in the 1923/24 course (GA 17). In the present course of
1929/30 (GA 21) Heidegger not only focuses his attention on both the general and
the predicative speech but also in the assertion. Aristotle’s definition reads: “€cTl
0¢ N Uy &TAN AMOPUVOLE GwYT CTMUAVTIKY] TEPL TOV VIAPYXELY TL T
U1 VTAPYELY iOG Ol Xpdvol dpnyta” (de Interpretatione, 5, 17a 23-24).

Heidegger translates this passage as:

“The simple assertion is therefore an utterance that means something and that asserts
something while referring, in that it deals with something being at hand or not being at
hand, and does so in the manner of holding the temporal apart in each case — i.e.
grammatically: present, perfect, future.”’

Aristotle distinguishes the differences in communication (EpUNVELQL) between
animals and humans: the sounds uttered by animals are AYPAUUATOL YOGOL,
voces non articulatae whilst human beings are capable of prvallt cnuaVTIKAL, of
voces significativae or litteratae. The significant (or meaningful) voices constitute
the fundamental units of language. These can either be simple or complex. In the
first case, there is a simple diction ($pACLE, diction), that is, the spelling out of
nouns (OVOUQLTOl, nomina) or verbs (PNUAT, verba). In the second case, we have
AOYOC (oratio, sentential, sermo) as the speaking, or speech, in the proper sense of

the term which consists of connection of the representations through a copula.

immer eine Bedeutung, die was sonst im Verbum gemeint ist; es ist immer eine Bedeutung, die so
bedeutet, dap sie bezogen ist auf solches, woriiber gesprochen wird. Jedes Verbum geht so seiner
inneren Bedeutung nach auf etwas, woriiber gesprochen wird. Jedes Verbum geht so seiner inneren
Bedeutung nach auf etwas, woriiber die Rede ist, auf etwas, was als Seiendes, als so und so
Seiendes zugrunde gelegt wird. Wir sehen also, dap pjue vom évouo. durch das Kriterium der
Zeit unterschieden ist. Obwohl Aristoteles das nicht weiter verfolgt hat, liegt hier doch eine ganz
entscheidende Einsicht vor. Das sind die zwei Wesensmomente, die das Verbum charakterisieren:
Zeit mitzumeinen und in diesem Bedeuten immer auf etwas bezogen zu sein, woriiber die Rede ist,
auf Seiendes. Dies deutet darauf hin, daP alle Setzung von Seiendem notwendig auf Zeit bezogen
ist. Wir nennen daher entschprechenden im Deutschen das Verbum Zeitwort.”

» GM, p. 464, “Es ist also die einfache Aussage eine Verlautbarung, die etwas bedeutet, und
zwar meinend etwas aussagt, indem sie handelt iiber das Vorhandensein von etwas oder
Nichtvorhandensein, und zwar in der Weise, die jeweils die Zeiten auseinandergehalten sind — also
grammatisch gesprochen, Prisens, Perfekt oder Futurum.”
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AOYOC can be apophantical or non-apophantical, that is, indicative or non-
indicative. The non-indicative AOYOG is found in types of discourse such as prayer
or commandment (8vxT, €VTOAN) or other types of discourse that Aristotle
addresses in the Poetics and the Rhetoric — the discourses that present a vocative,
interrogative, optative or imperative forms. The indicative AOYOG is, on the other
hand, &ATOGOVO1LG, the assertion or enunciation or judgment (prologuium, oratio
enuntiativa, proposition, assertio). This is the form of AOYOG: speaking can be
affirmative when it makes an attribution, literally in Greek a KoTAOACLE
(dedicatio, adfirmatio), or negative when it denies a predicate (ATOOOCLG,
abdicatio, negatio).

In this sense, predication, the AOYOC &ATOOAVTLIKOG, aufweisender Satz, is the
mode of speaking that can be true or false.”® Heidegger translated this passage early

on in his 1924/4 course (GA 21):

“Every speaking [or speech] points out in direction to something (it means something
in general) —therefore every speaking does not show, does not let see [sehenlassen] but that
which occurs in speaking as being-true or being-false (as the mode of speech).”31

This is the implicit key passage to which Heidegger refers in his account of
speaking in Being and Time, paragraph 33, where he determines the Aussage with
the three senses of Aufzeigung, Pridikation and Mitteilung.”* This general fully
developed framework of Aristotle’s de Interpretatione (1929/30 GA 21) that
originated in the 1923/4 course (GA 17) obviously influences Heidegger’s research
on Aristotle in the early 1920s for two reasons. Not only that this dialogue —de
Interpretatione — provides the basis of the traditional conception of AOyo¢ as
predication but it also allows Heidegger to work on the revision of the central
notions of AQYOG by recovering their original phenomenological meaning — its
amodaivesBat - on which the structure of predication can be exhibited and which

I will now address.

3 De Int. , 4,17 a 2-3, “6cTL 8g AOYOG ATOG UEV STIUAVTIKOG (...) ATOGAVTIKSG 68 00
TG, AL €V @ To AAeBEVEW 1) YevdechHal DAY EL.”

U LFW, p. 129, “Jedes Reden weist zwar auf etwas hin (bedeutet iiberhaupt etwas) — aufweisend,
sehenlassen dagegen ist nicht jedes Reden, sondern nur das, darin das Wahrsein oder Falschsein
vorkommt (als die Weise des Reden).”

32 Volpi, F. op. cit., pp. 44-46.
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Heidegger starts to explore this connection in 1923/4 in paragraph 2 of GA 17
and here he first attempts a detailed analysis of Aristotle’s book A 1, B 8 of de
Anima and some passages of de Interpretatione so that he explicates “in what
connection the concept of Gotvduevoy stand in what Aristotle explicates as
A&Y0C”.® Heidegger focuses on Aristotle’s de Anima by making an exegesis of the
word ¢otvéuevor from ¢oivecBal which is “that which shows itself from
itself”, being a middle-voice of paivw [literally “come to light”], means to “show
oneself” in the sense of coming to light. Both daivopa (showing itself) and
0oivw (come to light) are grounded on, and are an expression of, ¢w¢ (light,
clarity). ®ovduevoy, in Greek, works as the participle of ¢oives@o®. The
oatvecBan, is a showing up of the way of the unspeakable with the many ways of
speaking about it, that is, an indication of the sich-zeigens which points out itself
from the always already openness of the open-that-we-are, which makes possible
all takings-as and attributions of each “is”. Hence whatever shows itself is therefore
that which can be revealed and be brought into the light of day and this is what
constitutes the visible, (0potOV). Heidegger shows that Aristotle thinks about what
can be revealed and be brought to the light of day and this is what constitutes the
visibility of the visible, (6patév). Heidegger aims to show that phenomenology is a
way that brings into light (dolivecBal) the self-showing that reveals the
appearance of beings in their being and therefore, as a way, is also a “how” of
revealing that which does not generally shows itself at first sight but rather remains
hidden, out of sight, occult in the sense of something at the point of appearing. In
SZ Heidegger formulates the meaning of phenomenology as AEYELW (speaking,
laying out, exhibiting), that is, the &modavesOot of vo{)usvov: dovopevoy —
letting that which shows itself, just as it shows itself by its own self, be seen from

35

its own self.””” A€yew itself for the Greeks, for instance Parmenides, means the

33 EPF, p. 13, “In welchem zusammenhang steht der Begriff des ¢caitvOUEVOV mit dem, was

Aristoteles als Adyo¢?” [“In what connection does the concept of (poLvdUeVOV stand to what
Aristotle designates as AOY0¢?”]

* PGZ, p. 111, “Das Medium ¢aivecBou ist eine Bildung von ¢oivw : etwas an den Tag
bringen, sichtbar machen an ihm selbst, in die Helle stellen” [“The middle voice daivecsBat is a
form of doaivw: to bring something to light, to make it visible in itself, to put it in a bright
light.”] Cf. the same point in Inwood, Michael, A Heidegger Dictionary, p.159.

*  PGZ, p. 117. The same formulation is maintained in the WS Marburg course 1925/26 LFW,
pp. 132, 133 and finally adopted in SZ, p. 34.
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pure grasping of something that is present in its pure being present.*® This saying
exhibits what comes forth to presence. The kéyog of ¢ocvéw is not to be taken as
a simple kéyog of assertion, or assertive speaking, that is, a categorical saying
that, in saying, shows the saying. Aéyog originally means, according to
Heidegger, gathering or collecting in the sense of openness placing into the aspect,
£180¢. 1 can see what I can see — people, roads, stars, the world — because the
visible shines in many ways. It is this shining, the constant presence of the visible
that makes me realize that whatever I see is itself manifest as it is in itself.’” The
possibility of seeing is given by light. Light is the condition of possibility of seeing
things in their look, that is, as they appear to me and therefore as they appear here
in the world (Da). Light is what allows this pure presence to come first to the
seeing as what constitutes the EVEpyela of the seeing of every presence in the
world. For Aristotle, this means not actuality (as rendered by Hicks or Ross) but
coming or being brought into light and presence and enduring.*® Aristotle says that
“light is the presence and enduring of this transparent as transparent. Similarly

darkness has a power””’. He says that “as long as I can perceive (OW1¢) I see the

3% SZ, p. 25. This idea was first exhibited in the WS 1924/25, PS, pp. 26-27 and Heidegger keeps
it after SZ in the WS 1927/28 in reference to von Leibniz’s thought, Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde
der Logik im Ausgang von Leibniz (GA 26) p. 18.

37 EPF, p. 9, “Phinomenologie ist AEYEW T& (paivéueva= ATOOAivESHAL T GAULVOUEVO
das an ihm selbst Offenbare von ihm selbst her sehen lassen.” [“Phenomenology is AEYELY T
ootvdpevo= dmodaivecBol T& OXVOUEVQ — letting the manifest in itself be seen from itself.”]
The same formulation is maintained again in the WS course 1925/26 LFW course, pp. 132, 133,
“Das Wesen des Satzes ist das &mopaivecBal — sehen lassen ein Seiendes, &TO: von ihm selbst
her. Der Redesinn der Aussage ist dieses Sehenlassen (dNAOUV). Der AdYOC ist ATOPAVTIKAG,
dessen auszeichende Mdoglichkeit des Redens im Sehenlassen liegt, der seiner Redenwendung nach
etwas zum Sehen bringen kann.” [“The presence of the principle is &modaivesBol — the letting
seen of a being, ATO: by its own self. The sense of speaking of the saying is this letting be seen
[pointing out] (dNAOVV). AdYo¢ is AmodavTIKOC when this possibility of speaking lies in the
letting be seen, when it is able to bring to seeing its own speaking about something.”] This is finally
adopted in SZ, p. 34,“Phinomenologie sagt dann &mooaivesBor t& Ppatvduevo: Das was sich
zeigt, so wie es sich von ihm selbst her zeigt, von ihm selbst her zeigt, von ihm selbst her sehen
lassen.” [“Thus phenomenology means &modoaivesBol Ta patvdueva: letting that which shows
itself, just as it shows itself by its own self, be seen from its own self.”]

#  Ross, Jowett and some Latin translations render evépyela. and SOvaULg respectively by
‘actuality’, ‘actus’ and ‘potentiality’, ‘potentia’. This rendering presents major difficulties, for it
transforms Greek nouns into adverbs making the transparent and the darkness the ‘result’ or acts of
an external cause: “Light is the actuality of the transparent qua transparent; and that which is light
can also be dark”, cf., Ross, David, Aristotle de Anima, p. 240, “Actus huisce diaphani, qua
diaphani, constituit lumen. Ubi [diaphanum] nonnisi in potentia exsistit, [adsunt] etiam tenebrae”.
Also Siwek, Paulus, Aristotelis de Anima, Libris Tres Grace et Latine, pp. 137-138. Cf., also the
same sense in Aristotle, de Sensu, 3, 439 a 18-19. It is not so “easy to see” how light can be a “first
potentiality” or a “first actuality” as Kosman puts it in his Aristotle’s Prime Mover, pp. 346, 347.

3 DA, 418 a25, “O0g ¢ Eotw 1) ToUTOV Evépyela, TOL dladavodg T Stapavéc.
duvdpet 3¢ &V @ ToVT £€0TL Kol 10 okdT0¢.”
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visible (6partév)”.*” Colour is that which overlays what is itself visible, that which
has in itself the cause of its visibility, what is actually transparent: “The visible,
then, is colour and [colour] is that with which the visible is itself overlaid”.*' This
‘itself” is what overlays and it is there to take (ver-nehmen), it is present, “it is” the
presence of the visible that stands along with constant — con-standere — allowing
me first to see through the light, the here to be seen — the trans-parent (SOLOLGAVEC)
of co-presence (Tapovoic)*. Aristotle is constantly thinking of what is at work
between the Ol1alpovég and the visible (OpattdV) in terms of a co-presence
(Topovcial) which leads his interpretation of beings from the simple awareness of
something just there in its pure presence or anwesen. This means that Aristotle
thinks through the “showing or exhibiting itself” of the being of beings in each
being: phenomenology. Heidegger thematizes in Being and Time the meaning of
Erscheinung as appearance, not showing itself but the announcing of something
that does not show itself or appear through something that does appear.” Not
showing itself, it can also seem not to be. Yet Erscheinung presupposes and is
possible only in the sense of something that shows itself though it itself is not the
Erscheinung.

Therefore, the first primary sense of phenomenon as showing itself or

appearing is the basic one*

DA, 418a 26, “00 ugv odv £oTiv 1| BYig, TOUT ECTiV opartov.”

1 DA, 418 2 26-31, “10 Yop 6patéV EGTL YPDUA. TOVTO & EGTL TO ETl TOV xad avTo
SpaLTon.”

2 D4, 418 b 16-17, “aipovcion &V 1@ S1opovel-” [the co-presence of the transparent [dia-
pha-nous literally, the through which of light, the constant glimmering]; 418 b20, “Tapovcia T
dd¢ £oTiv” [the co-presence is light].

# An exchange of letters between Heidegger and Emil Staiger is valuable for the discussion of
‘appearing’ and ‘shining forth’, cf. “’Briefe’ an Emil Staiger”, Zu einem Vers von Morike. Ein
Briefwechsel mit Martin Heidegger by Emil Staiger.

87, p. 29, “Erscheinung als Erscheinung »von etwas besagt demnach gerade nicht: sich selbst
zeigen, sondern das Sichmelden von etwas, das sich nicht zeigt, durch etwas, was sich zeigt.
Erscheinen ist ein Sicht-nicht-zeigen. Dieses »Nicht« darf aber keineswegs mit dem privativen Nicht
zusammengeforwen werden, als welches es die Struktur des Scheins bestimmt. Was sich in der
Weise nicht zeigt, wie das Erscheinende, kann auch nie schein. Alle Indikationen, Darstellungen,
Symptome und Symbole haben die angefiihrte formale Grundstruktur des Erscheinens, wenngleich
sie unter sich noch verschieden sind.” [“Thus appearance as the appearance of something does
precisely not mean: showing itself, rather the announcing itself by something which does not show
itself but announces itself. Appearing is a not-showing-itself. But the ‘not’ is by no means to be
confused with the privative ‘not” which as such is determined by the structure of seeming. What
appears does not point out itself and can never seem. All indications, presentations, symptoms, and
symbols have this basic formal fundamental structure of appearing, even though they are different
amongs themselves.”]
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“The expression GALVOUEVOV is accordingly not a conceptual category, but instead a
manner of being, how something is encountered and, indeed, encountered in the first and,
as such, first legitimate way. The category “object” was alien to the Greeks. In its place
was TPOLYL, what one has to deal with — what is present for the concern that deals with
things. “Object” means, by contrast, what stands opposite the mere observer who simply
looks at it, what is present, after being thematically selected and had as such.
dovdevory means the existing being itself; it is a determination of being and is to be
grasped in such a way that the character of showing itself is expressed. To. dparvéueva
can be represented by To. vTQl; it is what is always already here, what we encounter the
moment we open our eyes. It does not need first to be disclosed, but it is frequently

covered up. The accent lies, in a completely primary sense, on the character of the

“here””.45

Heidegger also exhibits the meaning of phenomenology and ontology in
Aristotle and Husserl in his two Marburg courses, the first of which being the SS
1925 published under the title Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs and the
second the WS of the same year published under the title Logik: Die Frage nach
der Wahrheit. In these courses Heidegger examines the question of language in
search for the ontological condition of possibility that makes possible the speaking
of the unconcealing: Adyog AAeBevey. In these courses Heidegger purports
firstly, to recover language as a fundamental structure of Dasein; secondly, the
historical-ontological dimension where this phenomenon originates: the question of
AOYO¢ and the epochal determination of being as the original dimension of every
linguistic disclosure of Dasein.

In order to achieve this purpose, Heidegger in the 1925/26 course (GA 21)
introduces a subtle terminological distinction between the purely logical-
categorical meaning of being true (Wahrsein), which belongs to the proposition to

the A&yog AmodavTiKOG, and the ontological meaning of truth (Wahrheit), which

¥ EPF, p. 14, “Der Ausdriick ¢o1vépevov ist demnach nicht eine Auffassungskategorie,

sondern eine Seinsweise, ein Wie des Begegnens und zwar des ersten und als solchen erstlich
rechtmdpfigen. Den Griechen war die Kategorie »Gegenstand« fremd. An ihrer Stelle stand
TPAYUa, das, womit man im Umgang zu tun hat, — was fiir das mit den Dingen umgehende
Besorgen anwesend ist. Gegenstand heifjit dagegen das, was dem blofen Betrachter entgegensteht in
der Form des Nurhinsehens, das thematisch herausgefaPte und als solches gehabte Anwesende.
ITovopevdv bedeutet das Daseiende selbst und ist eine Seinsbestimmung und so zu fassen, daf
der Charakter des Sichzeigens ausgedriickt wird. To. ¢atvdpeva kann durch o évtal vertreten
werden ud ist dasjenige, das immer schon da ist, das im nichsten Augenaufschlag begegnet. Es
braucht nicht erst erschlossen zu werden, ist aber hiaufig verdeckt. Der Akzent liegt ganz primér auf
dem Charakter des Da”.
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belongs to the phenomenon of truth in its original scope, in the sense of AANOELXL
interpreted as unconcealing-discovering being of Dasein. *°

Deepening the direction in which Husserl reflects upon the notion of truth (the
traces of which can be seen in the first part of the lecture course of the SS 1925
published under the title Prolegomena zur Geschichte der Zeitsbegriffes Heidegger
addresses on different levels in the previous course (GA 17) the locus originarius
of truth, starting from the notions of pox1vOpeEVOY and AOYOG that he takes —as we
will see in point d) — to the modes of AANOEVELY in the Nicomachean Ethics (GA
19). 1t is, though, as we will now see, in GA 21 that Heidegger lays out with
particular clarity the fundamental structure of AOYO¢ that he started to explore in
the two previous courses.

In this course, Heidegger distinguishes, as he did in EPF (GA 17), the
semantic aspect of AQy0c, that is to say, the property of having a signification, an
aspect which belongs to every form of the Adyoc, This notion is found, as we have
seen, in one of Aristotle’s final manuscripts I1epi Epunveiag, where Aristotle
indicates that AOyog is an audible being that means something (Adyog d€ EcTL
dwvn onuovtikn)’. Aristotle says here that the basic meaning of AdYOQ is
speaking and Heidegger aims to indicate what speaking itself is.** Its simple
meaning remains completely hidden from view when AOYO¢ is translated by — and
this always means interpreted — as judgment, conception, definition, ground or
relationship and the explained in terms of this.* On the other hand, Adyo¢ as
speaking, Heidegger says, means rendering manifest the thing spoken about™.

Heidegger had already formulated this description of Adyo¢ three years earlier in

% The following argumentative progression is to be found in PS paragraph 26, pp. 179-188) and

from LFW, p. 1.

47 Cf. Heidegger’s own working edition of this work: “de Interpretatione” in Aristotelis Organon
Graece. Also the idea of AOYOG (speaking) as an audible being in Aristotle’s De Anima B 8, 420 b
5,b14,b13,b18,b 19, b 29.

8 §7, paragraph 7, ‘Die begriff der Logos’ where Heidegger points out that in Plato and Aristotle
this notion has a variety of meanings which they never reduce to a common one.

¥ 87, p. 32. “Die spitere Bedeutungsgeschichte des Wortes A8yo¢ und vor allem die vielfiltigen
und willkiirlichen Interpretationen der nachkommenden Philosophie verdecken stindig die
eigentliche Bedeutung von Rede, die offen genug zutage liegt. AOyog wird »iibersetz«, d.h. immer
ausgelegt als Vernunft, Urteil, Begriff, Definition, Grund, Verhiltnis.” [“The real meaning of
‘speaking’, gets constantly covered up by the later history of the word AdY0g, and especially by the
numerous and arbitrary interpretations of subsequent philosophy. Adyo¢ gets ‘translated’ and this
means always interpreted as Reason, Judgement, Concept, Definition, Ground, or behaviour.”’]

087, p. 32, “AdYoc als Rede besagt vielmehr soviel wie SNAoDV, offenbar machen das, wovon
in der Rede »die Rede« ist.” [“AOYOG as ‘speaking’ means rather the same as dNAOUV, to make
manifest what in the speaking is ‘the speaking’.”]
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GA 17 but now he makes the connection between Adyog and OnNAOUV, that is,
aAnBeveY much more explicit in relation to what can be understood as the true
and the false. Not a pure theoretical uncovering but one that makes being
manifest.”’ This is a point also developed in the famous 1980s study by Thomas
Sheehan on hermeneia and apophansis where it is claimed that “In On Hermeneia
Aristotle’s concern with the question of truth (GAM0€1Q) is, at best, indirect and
narrow. (...) Heidegger is interested in the treatise only insofar as it can tell him
something basic about “truth”, both as an ontic condition (AANOEL as OV W
AANBEC) and as a human performance (GANBEVEW as a power of Yy ™).
Heidegger takes up the discussion of AANMOEVELW to Being and Time when he
thematizes and ‘validates’ the same connection again by specifically pointing out
what Aristotle is thinking when he describes the function of speaking as
amodaivecsBar, letting something be seen, letting what is spoken about come to
light™. In speech or speaking as &méPavolc what is said fulfils its function in
making manifest, thus rendering available for oneself and others, that which is

said.** Hence, &mddovoic finds its concrete expression in uttered speaking.>

31 EPF, p. 18, “Nichts jedes Reden ist ein solches, das in der Weise eines Bedeutens ein

Aufzeigen von etwas leitest, sondern nur dasjenige Reden ist ATOGAVTIKAC, in dem so etwas wie
ein aAnOevey vorkommt: Seiendes als Unverdecktes geben oder Seiendes so geben, daB in
diesem Aufzeigen etwas »vorgemacht« wird (WevdecBor)”. [“Not every speaking is as such in
the mode of a meaning of something in the manner of pointing out, rather the only kind of speaking
is ATOGAVTLKAG in which something like an AANOEVELY occurs: being as unconcealed or being in
such a way that this pointing out of something is ‘feigned’ and becomes a (We¥decOa1)”] Cf. the
original source of this passage in De Int., 4, 17 a2.

2 Sheehan, T.,, ‘Hermeneia and Apophansis: The Early Heidegger on Aristotle’, p. 68, (Original
source in transliterated Greek. I have rendered it into the original font in the main text).

3 SZ, p. 43, “Aristoteles hat diese Funktion die Rede schirfer expliziert als &modaivecBor.”
[Aristotle has explicated more precisely this function of discourse as dmopaivecOBa.”] Heidegger
explains in a footnote to this sentence that he is addressing Aristotle’s, de Interpretatione, chapters
1-6; Metaphysics 74 ; Nicomachean Ethics Z which contain the specific evidence for this claim.

> EPF, pp. 22-23, “Der urspriingliche einheitliche A&yog &modavtikdc ist die KATAPASLE,
mit der die AMOPACLG zusammengeht, beide charakterisiert als dnddpavolg (Bejahung und
Verneinung). Kotdlgpoolg: etwas von etwas anderem auf etwas zu sprechen. ATOQOCLG: etwas
von etwas weg sprechen.”

> 87, p. 33, “Und nur weil die Funktion des Adyo¢ als &mddovolg im aufweisenden
Sehenlassen von etwas liegt, kann der Adyo¢ die Strukturform der cOVOeC1g haben. Synthesis
sagt hier nicht Verbinden und Verkniipfen von Vorstellungen (...) Das cvv hat hier rein
apophantische Bedeutung und besagt: etwas in seinem Beisammen mit etwas, etwas als etwas sehen
lassen.” [“And only because the connection of AdYOC as AMAPAVSLG lies in letting something be
seen by pointing it out, can the Adyo¢ have the structural form of the cOVOec1g. Here ‘synthesis’
does not mean a binding and a linking together of representations (...) Here the cvv has a pure
apophantic signification and means: letting something be seen in its togetherness with something,
letting it be seen as something.”] Also the same connection already addressed in PS, pp. 181, 544.
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“AOY0G, therefore, is taken here quite generally, either as a simple addressing of
something in itself or as an addressing of something in view of something else, determining
something pre-given in relation to something else. This means that A£yeLy, addressing
beings, taken quite generally, discloses beings in two directions: first, as they themselves
are in simple presence [phenomenologically: being as correlative to seeing], and secondly
in the mode of the TPOC T1, in terms of a relation to. Correlative to AOYOG, beings can
therefore be characterized in their possible presence [being] either as simply there in
themselves or as a TTPOG TL, in relation-to. In AEYELY a double presence of beings becomes
graspable [faBbar]: “in themselves” and “in relation to.””°

Heidegger reads the notion of AOy0¢ in a twofold way. On one hand, he says
that AOYOg corresponds to a simple apprehension (schlicht). On the other hand,
AGYOC is determined by a GOVOEC1 (positioning together), which is not a simple
apprehension but is more complex, it is already a composition (literally a position
that comprehends) which primarily consists, not in the joining together of ideas in a
judgement or logical reasoning, but in letting something be seen as something in
this togetherness. It is because AOYOG is a ‘letting something be seen’ that it can be
true or false. From here there is a conclusion to be drawn: “The truth of the
apophantic A&yoc, its disclosing character, XA£BeVELY, consists of taking out of
its hiddenness that which is spoken about so that it reveals itself and lets itself be
seen in its truth, that is, in its unconveredness — in ‘dis-covering’ (Unverborgen),
‘dis-closing’ it. Similarly, falsity consists in covering up (Verborgen), masking

something, so that it is is seen as something that it is not.”’ Just because ‘truth’

% PS, p. 544, “Der AdyoC ist also, ganz allgemein genommen, entweder ein schlichtes

Ansprechen von etwas an ihm selbst oder ein Ansprechen von etwas im Hinblick auf etwas, das ein
Vorgegebens in bezug auf ein Anderes bestimmt. Das besagt: im A€Y€lv, im Ansprechen des
Seienden, ganz allgemein genommen, wird das Seiende in zwei Richtungen erschlossen: erstens als
es selbst in seiner schlichten Anwesenheit, zweitens in der Weise des Tpd¢ T1, im Hinblick auf
einen Bezug zu. Korrelativ auf den AdY0¢ kann also das Seiende in seiner moglichen Anwesenheit
charakterisiert werden als ein solches, das entweder an ihm selbst schlicht da ist ode rim Charakter
des mpd¢ T, In-Beziehung-auf. Im A€yew wird eine doppelte Priasenz des Seienden faBbar: «an
ihm selbst «und» in beug auf«.”

>’ EPF, p. 20. “AAn0e0ewy und yevdecBot sind die Grundweisen, in denen der A6Y0C als
AmodavTiKOC etwas aufzeigt und zwar zeigt er Seiendes als Seiendes.” [“AANOGgVeY und
ye0decOal are the fundamental ways in which A6yog as &AmodpovTiKdC points something out
and indeed points being as being.”] Also, Sein und Zeit, p. 33, “Und wiederum, weil der Adyo¢ ein
Sehenlasse ist, deshalb kann er wahr oder falsch sein. Auch liegt alles daran, sich von einem
konstruirten Wahrheitsbegriff im Sinne einer »Ubereinstimmung« freizuhalten. Diese Idee ist
keinesfalls die priméire im Begriff der dAT|0e10.. Das »Wahrsein« des AOYog als dANBeveLy
besagt: das Seiende, wovon die Rede ist, im AEyeLY als AmopaivecBal aus seiner Verborgenheit
herausnehmen und es als Unverborgenes (AANOEQ) sehen lassen, entdecken. Imgleichem besagt das
»Falschsein« yevdecBal soviel wie Tauschen im Sinne von verdecken: etwas vor etwas stellen (in
der Weise des Sehenlassens) und es damit ausgeben als etwas, was es nicht ist.” [“And furthermore,
because the AOyog is a letting something be seen, it can therefore be true or false. But here
everything depends on our steering clear of any concept of true that is construed in the sense of
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means ‘un-concealment’, ‘disclosure’ and because AOYOG is a particular mode of
‘letting something be seen’, we must not speak of AOY0¢ as the locus of truth. In
the Greek sense, truth resides basically in the pure sensible taking in or perception

of something, (icONo1Q) (that Heidegger calls Vernehmen):

“‘True’ in the purest and most original sense, that of unconcealed concealment, is
the pure, straightforward perceptual apprehension (VOELY) of the simplest sense qualities
and ‘determinations of the being of the things that are as such’.”*®

Heidegger finds in the &7d the unity of AOYOG in such a way that he is able to
provide evidence from Aristotle’s texts that the latter’s view on AOYOG
foreshadows, though without realizing its full ontological implications, the ‘as’
structure of judgment that the tradition didn’t examine basically, that is, in its
origin: the ‘as’, the AmO translated by Heidegger as “list sehen von dem selbst
her”*. In the word &modavTikde Heidegger suggests that Aristotle is thinking the
origin of the structure of judgment and he points out in this connection that ‘Logic’,
as it has developed out of the Platonic and Aristotelian views of AQOYOg as
sentence, statement, is itself ultimately rooted in life, in the existential structure of
Dasein.”

Yet, Heidegger does not limit his findings to the question of the categorial and

predicative in the apophantic &md.®! Rather he takes this question to an ontological

level. “Predication is possible since the mode of being of Dasein is characterized

‘agreement’. This idea is by no means the primary one in the concept of &A1|0€10.. The ‘being-true’
of the Adyog as AANOeVELY means that being as speaking must be taken out of their hiddenness in
A€yew as dmodoivesBot and let them be seen as something unhidden (&AMNOEC) and that is, as
[being] discovered.”]

% SZ, p. 33, “Im reinsten und urspriinglichen Sinne »wahr« (...) ist das reine VO€Lv, das schlicht
hinsehende Vernehmen der einfachsten Seinsbestimmungen des Seienden als solchen.” The notions
of VOELY, S10.VOELY and VOVCE appear throughout SZ on pages 25, 26, 33, 44, 58, 59, 96, 147, 171
and 226.

9 SZ,p. 43.

0 De Int., 4, 17al-a2 and SZ, p. 32. Also the same idea already formulated in EPF, p. 21.

61 §7, paragraphs 32, 33, 44b, 69b. Also EPF, p. 31, “Die Abhebungseinstellung ist schon als
solche ein Aufzeigen (also kein Urteilen); es soll ein Daseiendes als Daseiendes gezeigt werden (...)
In diesem Abheben wird das »als«, das Anderssein-als, ausdriicklich gemacht, wobei das
Anderssein selbst nicht thematisch zu sein braucht.” [“The readiness to set things off from one
another is already an ostending (thus, not a judging); an existing being is to be shown as an existing
being. (...) In this manner of setting one thing off from another, the “than” or “as”, the “being other-
than” or “not-being-as”, is made explicit, whereby the being-other need not itself to be
thematized.”]
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by an openness, as it were, an unconcealing comportment that Heidegger refers to

as €punveilov in Being and Time.”®

The ‘als’ structure is the terminological
distinction Heidegger introduces in the 1925/6 course (GA 21) in order to clarify
the meaning and difference of being true (wahrsein) proper to the apophantical
AGYo¢ and the more general phenomenon of truth (Wahrheit) in the sense of
aArBe1a. It is this distinction that appears to be implicitly at work in the spirit of
the translation and exegesis of Aristotle’s terms that Heidegger proposes in the
1923/4 WS Course (GA 17) on Aristotle’s de Anima — which contains the first
detailed interpretation of this text — up to the Winter Semester Course of 1925/6
where Heidegger makes this distinction thematic and reiterates it in Being and
Time in relation to the modes of speaking of Uneigentlicheit.

The apophantical structure of the ‘als’ — the &mO — as the structure of a
declarative sentence, is rethought by Heidegger and is taken up as its original ‘pre-
verbal’ meaning. This means Heidegger discovers in Aristotle’s notion of AdY0g

ATO- pavTIKOG an ontological determination of Dasein, notably its Verstehen — as

a mode of &AAeBevey that discloses the world by working it out in terms of

62
63

Volpi. F., op. cit., p. 48

It would be out of the scope of this study to re-engage in the philological aspects of
Heidegger’s interpretation of AAM0€10l and his thesis that the Greeks expressed the phenomenon of
truth by a ‘negative’ concept (formed by the o privative which Heidegger retakes to the German
Un- to Unverborgenheit on the basis of AaB€1v: ‘being concealed’) whilst the Latins and the
Germans expressed it as a ‘positive’ concept, respectively veritas and Wahreit. This specific
interpretation of AANOeLX triggered a controversy between Heidegger and one of his colleagues at
Marburg, the classical philologist Paul Friedldnder. Friedlander contends in his monograph on Plato
that the most ancient occurrences of dAT|0e10 in Homer present this word in connection to the
verba dicendi and that, for this reason, the phenomenon of truth depends originally from its
linguistic usage. Yet, according to Heidegger, G- AM0€10t means an ontological pre-verbal
openness. This point is made, for example, in WM, p. 443. In the third edition of his Platon
monograph, Friendldnder had partially taken on board Heidegger’s reasons, p. 252. On the other
hand, Heidegger advances the argument that dAAM0e1a for the Pre-Socratics was taken as character
of being itself and that it suffered an essential change with Plato becoming thereby dpBdtng, the
correctness of vision regarding a subject that grasps it: Cf. Heidegger, Zur Sache des Denkens (GA
14), p. 78. Apart from the old Greek dictionaries of Pape and Benseler and the Liddel & Scott, for
the hidden sources of Heidegger I would appeal to the article on the concept of AAT|0€10 written by
the theologian Rudolf Bultmann for the Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament of
Gerhard Kittel, widely used by Heidegger, and especially to the text Heidegger also knew from
Ernst von Lasaulx, Neuer Versuch einer alten, auf die Wahreit der Thatsachen gegriindeten
Philosophie der Geschichte, that mentions twice the negative character of di- A1iela. The
etymology adopted by Heidegger is however well documented in late Antiquity for example in
Sextus Empiricus Adversus Mathematicos and also in Modern Age in Frangois de la Mothe Le
Vayer’s first Dialogue[s] fait[s] a [’imitation des Anciens: ‘La vérité est nomée des Grecs,
aanBela, quasi AAN-0O€1Q, erratio seu vagatio divina, comme despendant plustost, s’il y en a,
d’une extravagance divine, que du discourse de nostre humanité. Si ce n’est pas que nous prenions
le vraisemblablement ou apparent, appellé AANOEC, quasi UT) ANOOV, non latens, for a vérité
essentielle.’
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Dasein understood as a unity of Verstehen and Befindlichkeit that articulates the
meanings based on the verbal comportments that ‘add” words to the original pre-
verbal meanings.*

Heidegger makes a recovery of a hidden meaning of Adyo¢ exhibited in
Aristotle’s own text de Interpretatione 4, 17al-a2 and he takes it in to Being and

Time:

‘The AOYOC lets something be seen (daivecBal), namely, what the speaking is about
and what it does either for the one who is doing the talking (Medium) or, for example, for
the talking between each other. Speaking ‘lets something be seen &m0 from the thing itself
of which the speaking is about. In speaking (ATOOAVGCLC), so far as it is genuine, what is

said is drawn out from what the speaking is about, so that the spoken communication, in
what it says, makes it manifest and accessible to the other.” ®*

For the Greeks, the ‘as’ worked as a vorhanden: a number of words juxtaposed
in a certain order. The unity behind the words was to be found, according to Plato,
in the thing disclosed by them; for him all AOy0g is Adyog Twdg. Aristotle takes
Plato’s notion of AOyo¢ further and he says that AQyog is at the same time
cVVBec1g (positioning together) and Olaipecig (taking apart), a positioning
together, connecting, and separating at once, taking apart, and in this manner
revealing a reality as such. It is only because AOYOG is a ‘letting something be
seen’ it can be true or false. The truth of the apophantic AOYOg means for the
Greeks AAEOVELY and YevdechHon (distortion).®

In Being and Time Heidegger states that:

“The ‘being-true’ of the AOY0C of AAeBeVEW means that in AEYeEw as
dmodaivecBa the beings of which one is talking must be taken out of their hiddeness;
one must let them be seen as something unhidden (GAMBEQ); that is, they must be
discovered. Similarly, ‘being-false’ (We0decOal) amounts to deceiving in the sense of

8 LFW,p. 151 note 1.

6587 p. 32, “Der A&yOC last etwas sehen (¢oivecsBair), namlich das, woriiber die Rede ist und
zwar fiir den Redenden (Medium), bzw. fiir die miteinander Redenden. Die Rede »laft sehen«
A&mOd... von dem selbst her, wovon die Rede ist. In die Rede (ATédovolg) soll, wofern sie echt ist,

das, was geredet ist, aus dem, woriiber geredet wird, geschopft sein, so dap die reddened Mitteilung
in ihrem Gesagten das, worliber sie redet, offenbar und so dem anderen zuginglich macht.” Cf.
footnote 59. This step was already sketched out three years earlier in EPF, p. 21.

5 Heidegger appeals to Aristotle’s MT book V, chapter 29 in order to indicate the relationship
of yewdd¢ with the genuine being of things, ¢ TPAYUA WeVSOg (META. A 29, 1024 b17 ff); in
relation to speech, AOyog WeLdNg (META. A 29, 1024 b26) and in relation to the human being,
¢ dvbpwmog Yevdric (META. A 29, 1025 a2).
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covering up [verdecken]: putting something in front of something (in such a way as to let it
be seen) and thereby passing it off as something which it is not.”’

Heidegger also translates WewdO¢ (deception) into German, as sich
verkeheren, which means to change in the sense of continuously coming and going
and thus to be transformed or turned into — to be distorted. He chooses Un-
verkerheit to translate oTpeKELX, and thus better convey the sense of the Greek,
non-entangled, not confused, and therefore simple.®® Later on in the 1950s in the
Parmenides lectures Heidegger would say that this covering involved in WyeLdd¢
is “always at the same time an unveiling, a showing, and a bringing into
appearance”.” In both cases the apophantic A&Yo¢ and its AAEOEVELY, consists in
taking out of its hiddeness that which is spoken about so that it reveals itself and
lets itself be seen. “The Adyog dmodovtikdg (literally in Greek, the speaking of
the letting be seen) is the sort of talking with the world, by means of which the
existing world is pointed out as existing (‘dmopaivecOol’ is “letting something
be seen from itself in its way of existing”).”’ This formal sense of the term A&yoC
amounts to the same meaning as expressed by the term GQOLVOUEVOV:
phenomenology is the speaking, laying out, exhibiting, (A£Y€LV) that is to say, the
‘to let be seen’ (&7O) of that which shows itself (dpoivecBal) and hence
Heidegger’s definition of phenomenology that gathers together the meaning of
A€yew and &modoivecBal — ‘letting that which shows itself, just as it shows
itself by its own self, be seen from its own self’. And this means, distinguishing
between a showing itself as itself, and a showing itself as it is not, but can appear to
be. Aristotle identifies AOYOG as the part of human being that aims at bringing him
to his highest possible existence (€0 {nv: proper life).”" In the course of the WS
1923/4 course, Heidegger states that “the ability to address and discuss what was

7 SZ, p. 33, “Das »Wahrsein« des AdYo¢ als AAeOEVEY besagt: das Seiende, wovon die Rede

ist, im Aéyew as AmodaivecOBol aus seiner Verborgenheit herausnehmen und es als
Unverborgenes (GANOEC) sehen lassen, entdecken. Imgleichen besagt das »Falschsein«
yevdecOa soviel wie Tduschen im Sinne von verdecken: etwas vor etwas stellen (in der Weise
des Sehenlassens) und es damit augeben als etwas, was es nicht is.”

% For the Greeks, ‘being’ means presencing in the unhidden. Duration and extension are not
what is decisive but rather whether the being gives itself in the hidden of the inexhaustible, or
whether presencing distorts itself (W€L3AOG) into what merely ‘looks like’, into mere appearance,
instead of holding itself in undistortedness (0(- TPEKELN).

% Parmenides (GA 54), p. 30.

" EPF,p. 15.

' DA, B 8,420 b20.
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encountered (world and self), something that does not need to be philosophy, he

[Aristotle] characterizes it as a being a human being: Adyov Exew”’.

In ascribing to Aristotle, the “doctrine” that truth resides in judgment, we not
only do injustice to him but thoroughly misunderstand the Greek notion of truth as
unconcealed concealment: &A1)0€10. In the Greek sense, truth resides basically in
the pure sensible taking in or perception of something, (icOnolg) (that
Heidegger calls Vernehmen).”

As I have already noted, an analysis of the hermeneutical structure of
judgement is important because it occupies a central place in the problems of
fundamental ontology but most of all it allows us to step back to and from
metaphysics and to realize how beins has been approached from the point of view

of the tradition and and interpreted in terms of its relationship to thinking.

¢)  The limits of AOYOC and the uncovering of Dasein

It would not be possible to present the highly dense analyses of AOYOG in
Aristotle and Heidegger without at least exhibiting some of the arguments upon
which the structure of judgement in Aristotle is based. For it is from here that
Heidegger attempts to establish a proper understanding of the relationship between
thinking, being and truth at the center of metaphysics as the only way to grasp in
what ways metaphysics represents being.”*

With this in mind, I will now summarize in broad outlines Heidegger’s
discovery of the &mOOAVTIKOC (which Heidegger transforms into a term he
employs throughout Being and Time “Sehenlassen” (a letting be seen) and his
proposal to read AOYog as AAEBEVEW — a proposal clearly exhibited in the

central theme of language in Being and Time namely of Dasein as &A€B£VELY and

2 EPF, p. 18, “Das Ansprechen und Besprechenkdnnen des Begegnenden (Welt und Selbst),
welches nicht Philosophie zu sein braucht, charakterisiert er [Aristoteles] als Menschsein: Adyov
é)gew, Sprache haben.”

5 SZ,p. 33.

™ My reference is to Kant’s thesis on being as explicit in Kritik der Reinen Vernunft (1781), to

which Heidegger, much later in 1961, appeals in his ‘Kants These tiber der Sein’ in WM. Cf. Kant,

op.cit., A 598, B 626.
43



in the terminology employed in reference to the unconcealing-discovering
character of being: Entdecktheit (as Heidegger refers in his first Freiburg courses)
and Erschlossenheit (according to the definitive vocabulary of Being and Time in
the discussion of FEigentlichkeif). No doubt the classical reading of AOYOQ
motivates Heidegger’s inquiries on this concept because, since the beginnings of
classical ontology and throughout the Western philosophical tradition, AOy0¢ has
been thought to provide a unique mode of access to everything that really is and to
the being of beings. Also, because judgment has always been regarded as the
ultimate and proper term for truth, a phenomenon intimately connected with the
question of being, there is for Heidegger an urgency and a need to clarify
Aristotle’s thinking of Adyog.”

According to Aristotle, judgement signifies exhibiting in the original sense of
AdYyoc AmodavTikdC. Judgement for Aristotle is not a proof, a theory, or a
representation but letting beings be seen as they show themselves by themselves.
Heidegger addresses statement (4ussage) or judgement in paragraph 33 of Being
and Time and he gives some examples. For example, the assertion, ‘the hammer is
too heavy’ is meant to enable the disclosure, not of a ‘sense’, but of this being (the
hammer) itself in a certain mode of handiness, nor has it anything to do with any
sort of ‘representation’ or with some mental state of the speaker. Secondly,
judgment is a predication that involves ‘asserting’ of a ‘predicate’ about a ‘subject’,

which thus becomes determined by the former.

“The parts of the predicative articulation, subject and predicate, are an unfolding
within the function of exhibiting. The determination as such does not itself disclose but, as
a mode of exhibiting, limits our seeing to what shows itself — the hammer — as such, so that
what stands in openness (or is disclosed) may be explicitly disclosed in its determinate
character through an express restriction of our vision”.”®

> S7Z, paragraph 33, “Sodann hat die analyse der Aussage innerhalb der
fundamentalontologischen Problematik eine ausgezeichnete Stelle, weil in den entscheidenden
Anfingen der antiken Ontologie der AdYOC als einziger Leitfaden fiir den Zugang zum eigentlich
Seienden und fiir die Bestimmung des Seins dieses Seienden fungierte. SchlieBlich gilt die Aussage
von alters her als der Primire und eigentliche »Ort« der Warhreit. Dieses Phdnomen ist mit dem
Seinsproblem so eng verkoppelt, da3 die vorliegende Untersuchung in ihrem weiteren Gang
notwendig auf das Wahreitsproblem stoft, sie steht sogar schon, obzwar unausdriicklich, in seiner
Dimension.”

76 SZ, p. 155, “Die Glieder der préidizierenden Artikulation, Subjekt — Pridikat, erwachsen
innerhalb der Aufzeigung. Das Bestimmen entdeckt nicht erst, sondern schrdnkt als Modus der
Aufzeigung das Sehen zunichst gerade ein auf das Sichzeigende — Hammer — als solches, um durch
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A statement in the sense of a predication also remains basically apophantical
in character. Thirdly, statement is communication in the sense that it leads others
also to see what is exhibited as thus determined. What is shared through
communication here is a common mode of being-in-the-world in its relation to or
in its being-toward what is exhibited.

What is at stake in the &TOQAVTIKOG is that any preview I make of an object,
sees something simply there in what was a utensil, a hammer, a pencil or a lap-top
something to-do-it, so that its handiness retreats in favour of the objectivity of
something vorhanden, something present as an object possessing such and such
attributes. When I speak about the hammer, the lap-top, or any object, in order to
say something about the lap-top the &TO structure, the as also undergoes a
modification, because now the ‘as’ is cut off from the ‘nets’ of meaning which are
constitutive of the environing world (Umwelt). The ‘as’ is pushed back into the
uniform level of a simple, objective ‘given’. When I produce a statement about the
features of this lap-top I’'m merely letting a determinate vorhanden be seen and
thus I’m levelling down the &0, the original ‘as’ of circumspect interpretation to
the ‘as’ which determines what is there available, given, for thus alone does it
become capable of working as a pure theoretical judgement and of exhibiting
something in the mode of being purely looked at (i.e. all the specifications, the
characteristics of the lap-top). Hence, all possible judgment about an object, a state-
of-affairs has its genesis not in a theoretical approach made by a subject in relation
to an object in a world of material things but it oscillates always between what is
already available to me in the environing world and what I come to describe. In the
word &modovTikdg Heidegger finds that Aristotle is thinking through the origin
of the structure of judgement and he points out in this connection that ‘Logic’, as it
has developed out of the Platonic and Aristotelian views of AQYOC as sentence,
statement, is itself ultimately rooted in life, in the existential structure of Dasein.”’

The argument Heidegger makes in paragraph 33 of Being and Time works as
the corollary of the researches on the AOY0g AmModavTIKOG specifically the ‘as’
structure of judgement. A failure to grasp the origin of ATOGAVTIKAC has led to

die ausdriikliche Einschrdnkung des Blickes das Offenbare in seiner Bestimmtheit ausdriicklich
offenbar zu machen.”
" DeInt., 4, 17al-a2 and SZ, p. 32.
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the development of the Aristotelian doctrine into what Heidegger calls a
‘superficial theory of judgement’. According to this theory, judging consists of the
connecting together and separating of representations and concepts. Although
Heidegger does not devote a thorough analysis of these problems in Being and
Time he is implicitly taking us to his findings back in the 1924/25 WS course on
Logic. That is to say, for Heidegger, what is true is above all being itself in as
much as it possesses the character of being manifest, disclosed. With this thesis,
Heidegger revives Aristotle’s understanding of the truth that can be expressed in
the formula: OV ¢ AANBEC. Behind this thesis it is not difficult to see the
recovery of an Aristotelian determination of Yyuyn as AAnOeveEL. Heidegger’s
treatment and special emphasis in the patvopevor and Adyog the &TOPaVTIKOG
in GA 17, that is to say, the character of predication (and assertion in its
KOTAPAOLG or its ATOPACLE form), is a reading especially but not exclusively of
Aristotle’s understanding of AOyoc. It is a reading of the phenomenon of truth, a
recovery of OV ¢ AANOEC in Aristotle, from the derivative and restrictive
structure of predication and in fact a radicalization of Aristotle’s OV 0¢ GANBEC,
especially in book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics, where Heidegger sees an
analysis of the different ways in which the soul uncovers being, in its truth, in its
unconcealment, and therefore a phenomenological analysis of Dasein that

motivates the project of Being and Time:

“AANBelar does not belong to being in the sense that being could not be without
unconcealdeness. For nature is there at hand even before it is disclosed. AAMOelQ is a
peculiar character of the being of beings insofar as beings stand in relation to a regard
aimed at them, to a disclosure circumspecting them, to a knowing. On the other hand, the
AANOEC is certainly both in OV and is a character of being itself, and specifically insofar
as being=presence and the latter is appropriated in Adyo¢ and “is” in it. Disclosure,
however, in relation to which there is *AN0€1L, is itself a mode of being, and indeed not
of the beings which are first disclosed — those of the world — but, instead, of the beings we
call human Dasein.””®

In this section, the meaning of phenomenology was exhibited from
Heidegger’s exegesis of ¢palvopevor and AOYOG in Aristotle’s inquiries in the de
Anima and de Interpretatione made when Heidegger taught at Marburg in the early

1920s, before Being and Time. Heidegger appealed to Aristotle’s own

% PS, pp., 17-18.
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phenomenological notions in order to retrieve the ontological grounds of
Aristotle’s own thinking that could secure a phenomenological understanding of
Dasein in factical life.” This is clear, as I have indicated, both from the retrieval
and re-reading of key Aristotelian notions that exhibit Aristotle’s thinking of being
from factical life*”’

I have concentrated on Heidegger’s approach to Adyog and the
phenomenological seeing of Aristotle’s own thinking. This phenomenological
seeing did not only clear the way for Heidegger to return to Aristotle’s
phenomenology, but it also made Heidegger aware of the importance of reflecting
upon the way in which philosophical tradition read Aristotl The name Heidegger
gives to this reflection is ‘destruction’ (Destruktion). Within this stage of the
inquiry into AOyo¢ and ¢palvopevov Heidegger thinks it necessary to listen to
what Aristotle has to say about it. ®' I have shown that this interest occurs early on
in the 1923/24 Phenomenology course but his interpretation of the phenomenon of
language in the 1929/30s WS course. In both these courses we find an important
shift in Heidegger’s understanding of language, one that reveals both a second
‘ontologisation’ (Volpi) of the phenomenon of language stretching, as it were, the
ontological-existential implications of AOYO¢ to the historical genesis of language
in Being and Time — an event that is at the heart of the contrast between
Uneigentlichkeit and Eigentlichkeit as we will see later on. It was indicated that
although this shift is made clear in The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics
course (1929/30) after Being and Time (1927) it is already at work in the mid 1920s
Marburg courses leading to Heidegger’s account of Eigentlichkeit and historicity in
Being and Time (1927).

I have stressed the paramount importance of this shift: at the heart of
Heidegger’s understanding and interpretation of Aristotle’s AQyog is the
possibility of making language and the modes of disclosure of Dasein thematic in
Being and Time — from the inauthentic or authentic realization of QAMBevEV
(chapters 2 and 3 of this study) to the determination of Dasein’s authenticity

(chapters 4 and 5 of this study).

7 For a general summary of Heidegger’s phenomenology see Spiegelberg, Herbert, The
Phenomenological Movement.
80 87, pp. 272, 267, 305 ff.
8187, p. 34.
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d) AAnBegvew in the Nicomachean FEthics and Heidegger’s
terminology of existence in Being and Time

We have seen how Heidegger unfolded the question of language from an
interpretation of AOYO¢G in Aristotle — an interpretation taken up by Heidegger in
his university courses comprising ten years of lectures (1919-1929). How in these
courses Heidegger was able to recover Aristotle’s understanding of language as
exhibiting the discovering/unconcealing being OV ®w¢ AANOEC and how Heidegger
determined language as the fundamental possibility of articulating &AeBevey, the
disclosing character of being exhibited in Aristotle’s own inquiries and assimilates
this finding in terms of an operation that works to be an ‘ontological disclosure’’ of
Dasein in Being and Time, namely its Entdecktheit and Erschlossenheit (these are
the two terms — to which a section will be devoted in this research — that articulate
Dasein’s ways of being in the world either in relation to itself, to the world of
others or the work-tool world).

In this initial stage of the research I have thus demonstrated that, in the lecture
courses before Being and Time, Heidegger is searching for an ontological-
existential foundation of language that enables him to ‘deconstruct’ Dasein in the
sense of finding the ontological basis for the structure of existence. This contention
is supported by the specific steps in which Aristotle presents AOyo¢ as the specific
character of human life and Heidegger’s explicit articulation (Artikulation or
Artikuliertheit) of the modes of existence in Being and Time — a connection that we
aim to examine in more detail in chapter II in the analysis of Uneigentlichkeit.

The next stage in Heidegger’s research into Aristotle in the 1920s is to continue
the investigation on Aristotle’s determination of OV 0¢ AANOEC which he takes to
be a major problematic in Aristotle’s philosophy. Heidegger’s reading of
Aristotle’s Ov ®W¢ &ANBEC is made explicit in the WS 1924/25 Freiburg course on
Plato’s Sophist (GA 19) which in its first part carries a detailed interpretation of

book VI of Nicomachean Ethics.** In this course, Heidegger focuses on the

82 Aristotle speaks of the &V (¢ AANOEC (beings as unconcealed) in DA, 111, 3, 427 b 12; 428a
11,428 bl18.
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plurality of uncovering attitudes of human life, in the 6™ book of Nicomachean
Ethics by reading each one of Aristotle’s modes of QAnBOevew. Here, he
concentrates his in-depth examination upon the meaning of being as dAM0e1o and

the possibility of going beyond the determination of OV ¢ AAMNOEC:

“QANOEC means literally uncovered. The Greek words for ‘truth’ (1] dAM0€10, TO
AANOEC) are compounded of the private prefix - (‘not’) and the verbal stem —A0B- (‘to
escape notice’, ‘to be concealed’). The truth may thus be looked upon as that which is
unconcealed, that which gets discovered or uncovered (‘entedeckt’)”. 8

Aristotle speaks in the Nicomachean Ethics of the modality of uncovering,
proper to Yux1 that distinguishes the human being from the gods and from the
other animals: it is made manifest by the way of Adyo¢ under five modes of
aAnBevew: emotun (knowledge), T€xvn (know-how), ¢povnolg (practical
wisdom), codia (understanding) voUC (pure apprehension)* and elaborates an
understanding of the Ady0o¢g of AAMBe1 in each mode of AANOeVELY.,

The task is to trace back the correspondences deposited in the argumentative
steps of the de Anima, Nicomachean Ethics and Being and Time where Heidegger
often does not speak about Aristotle explicitly but sheds light on the structural and
terminological correspondences between Aristotle’s ETICTNUN TPAKTIKN
(knowledge pertaining to action) and Heidegger’s equation of the practical
structure TPAELG (activity) — GpOYNO1LG in terms of the ontological constitution of
Dasein.

Therefore, one’s chances of coming to terms with Heidegger’s own
phenomenology are improved in the light of Aristotle’s own texts, namely by
identifying the correspondences by means of which one can see how Heidegger
takes up and reformulates the meaning of equivalent concepts from Aristotle’s
thinking often deposited in passages and in argumentative connections where
Heidegger does not speak of Aristotle explicitly. Examples may (and will) be given

which illustrate (and I merely indicate it at this point) the correspondences between

8PS, pp. 16, 24, “GANOQ heifit: nicht mehr verborgen sein, aufgedeckt sein. [GANOELQ,

means: to be hidden no longer, to be uncovered”; “GANOEC’ bedeutet dem Wortsinn nach:
unverdeckt” [AANOEC’ means literally uncovered]. The Greek words for ‘truth’ (1] dANOe1, TO
AAMOBEC) are compounded of the private prefix d- (‘not’) and the verbal stem —A0B- (‘to escape
notice’, ‘to be concealed’). The truth may thus be looked upon as that which is unconcealed, that
which gets discovered or uncovered (‘entedeckt’).”

% NE, VI, 3, 1139b 15-17.
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Aristotle and Heidegger’s own phenomenology that will receive a more detailed
treatment in Being and Time: the three fundamental uncovering attitudes of
momo1g (production) and TPAElg — and the Zuhandenheit (available-at-hand)
and Vorhandenheit (pure, objective presence), together with the specific forms of
knowledge which accompany them, namely, codia, T€xvn and opovnolg with
Gewissen (conscience), ®pel1g (desire) — and the double meaning of VOUG
opeTikdg (discernment involving desire) and BovAgvtikn Ope€ig (deliberate
desire)/opelig drovontikt (desire involving thought) — with die Sorge (care)®’,
Tpoaitpectc (choice in advance) with Entschlossenheit (resoluteness)*® maOn
(affects)  with befindlichkeit (findliness), VOUC TPAKTIKOC (discernment
involving action) with Verstehen (understanding).

At the center of Heidegger’s interpretive work during this period were
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, the book III of the de Anima, books VI-IX of
Metaphysics and the first book of Physics. This labour was initiated in the WS
course 1921/22 Phaenomenologische Interpretation zu Aristoteles, Einfuhrung in
die phanomenologische Forschung (GA 61) where Heidegger addresses the
problem of the movement of life. It was not until very recently that the follow up to
the above mentioned first Freiburg course was published: Heidegger’s SS 1922
course Phanomenologische Interpretationen ausgewahliter Abhandlungen des
Aristoteles zur Ontologie und Logik (GA 62) is the most detailed and extensive of
Heidegger’s lecture courses on Aristotle and presents material from Physics and
Metaphysics. Heidegger aims to arrive at a basic understanding of what is called
the “Ontology” of Aristotle and when, how and why does the ontological question
of being first arise.

This confrontation continues when Heidegger is offered the teaching post for
which he applied at Marburg: the publication of the first lectures for the Winter
Semester at Marburg 1923/24: Einfiihrung in die phdnomenologische Forschung
(GA 17), for the SS 1924: Grundbegriffe der aristotelischen Philosophie (GA 18)
devoted to Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle’s Rethoric in which Heidegger
assimilates Aristotle’s account of the TalBn in the context of the speech of the

rethor and aims to present it as an ontological account of Dasein; also, the

8 Cf. voUg, pp. 67, 68, 181, 185, 186, 188, 194, 216; PovAevtikh 8pe€ic (deliberate desire)
and Sorge, pp. 183, 184, 187, 188, 191, 194.
8 Cf., pp. 192 ff.
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following WS 1924/25 course on Plato’s Sophist: Platon Sophistes (GA 19) in
which Heidegger examines Aristotle’s notion of AA1|0€1 in relation to the AOYOg
of the modes of AANBeVELY; the SS 1925 course Prolegomena zur Geschichte des
Zeitbegriffs in which having introduced the concept of q>ocw6uevov in the 1924
lectures, Heidegger explains its léyog, that is, phenomenology thus clarifying its
original sense; the WS course in 1925/26: Logik: Die Frage nach der Wahrheit
(GA 21), the SS 1926: Grundbegriffe der Antiken Philosophie (GA 22) in which
Heidegger handles the history of Greek philosophy from Thales to Aristotle whose
last part is devoted to an interpretation of the whole of the Aristotelian philosophy®’
and finally that of the SS 1927: Die Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie (GA 24).
end of the war when Heidegger works again on the problem of truth in Aristotle.*®

My aim is to show how, in this course (GA 19), Heidegger comes to articulate
and assimilate the modes of AANOEVELV- in book VI of Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics — into his own analytic of Dasein. Before I can show what terms are exactly
at work in the text, I should move carefully to decide whether or not it is sensible to
take a position regarding the general agreement concerning how exactly the
presence of Aristotle in Heidegger’s Being and Time should be understood from
the reading of the Nicomachean Ethics. The reference to AANOEVELY comes from
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics VI, 3, X, 6-8 and Metaphysics 1, 1-2 to which
Heidegger refers in the present course on Platon’s Sophistes as the “Boden der
Seinsforschung” (the ground of research into being).* This course was delivered
one year after Heidegger’s Marburg lectures on Aristotle’s de Anima and Husserl,
also in Marburg and it constantly keeps in view, and will stretch further the
connection of the modes of disclosing with AANBevEW N yuyxn.”

As Theodore Kisiel very clearly enuntiated in his The Genesis of Heidegger'’s
Being and Time, Heidegger’s phenomenological way to Aristotle discovered not
only that Aristotle was thinking phenomenologically (Kisiel uses the word ‘proto-

phenomenologist) but “the most memorable achievement of this innovative textual

87 At the time of this course, Heidegger was busy preparing SZ for publication, consequently,
unlike most lecture courses for which Heidegger wrote his notes in full sentences, these notes are in
a more abbreviated form. Cf. Richard Rojcewicz’s introduction in his translation of GAP.

% Cf. GM, paragraph 72. Also, the first part of Vom Wesen der Menschlichen Freiheit (GA 31)
Freiburg lecture course, SS 1930, which contains an interpretation of META 1X, 10 that Heidegger
fully unfolds in 4M the coming Summer Semester,

% ps,p.21.

90 PS, p. 23. Cf,, footnote 1.
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practice was the insight, in book 6 of the Nicomachean Ethics, into XANBEVELY as
a multifaceted process of revealment. The discovery led to a deeper comprehension
of the nature of phenomenology, the AOY0¢ of daivecBai, which in fact played a
governing role throughout this evolution of insights. The insight into &AMBeL0 as
unconcealment in turn prompted the recognition of the fundamental trait of obciaL,
the being of beings, as presence”.’’

For Aristotle and the Greeks being is constant presence. Aristotle says in de
Partibus Animalium that that which points out from itself is brought about in a
fundamental presentation.”” Heidegger says that the presentation of a phenomenon
is re-presented by Dasein whilst “for the man of science being is a representation in
relation to the world.”®> How can we see what shows itself and speak about it?
Heidegger asks in his Introduction to Phenomenological Research course: “In what
connection stands the concept of phenomenon with that which Aristotle expressed
as AOyoc?”** Heidegger set out to explore this connection, as we have previously
seen, from the meaning of AOYOG in Aristotle, and he deliberately chooses and
builds up his terminology and his way of putting things not only for the positive
purpose of disclosing new ‘phenomena’ but in studied contrast with the traditional
philosophical vocabulary.”®

There is therefore a discussion on Aristotle previous to Being and Time, in the
lectures from the 1920s that is put forward in Being and Time. 1 would like to work
out how Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle’s modes of AAMBeVEW and the
uncovering of OV ¢ AANBEG provides him with the ontological outlook which
permits him to take Aristotle’s findings in a radical manner and work them out in

relation to the uncovering structure of Dasein in Being and Time. “The existential-

! Cf. Kisiel, T., The Genesis of Heidegger’s Being and Time, pp. 228, 229. Kisiel makes this
point when he refers to Aristotle’s thinking of being as Anwesenheit: Anwesen (ousia) and
Anwesenheit (parousia) (DA, 418b 17). Cf. also SZ, p. 34.

92 Aristotle, de Partibus Animalium, A1, 639 b8; 640 al4.

% EPF, p. 12, “Was sich an ihm selbst zeigt, wird dadurch in eine fundamentale Stellung
gedriangt”, “Das Sein des wissenschaftlichen Menschen ist ein bestimmtes Gestelltsein gegeniiber
dem Sein der Welt.”

% EPF, p. 13, “In welchem Zusammenhang steht der Begriff des phainomenon mit dem, was
Aristoteles als logos expliziert?”

% Heidegger will insist later on, in the 1950s, that the attempt to go beyond metaphysics and
comprehend it in its genesis and essence cannot be carried out in the language of metaphysics. The
enquiry into the essence of being expires unless it gives up the language of metaphysics, in which
its representational thinking is cristalized. For example, in Zur Seinsfrage (GA 9), p. 233.

52



ontological foundations of uncovering is first shown by the most primordial
phenomenon of truth.””°

“The purpose of the philosophical investigation is human Dasein as a question
about him in his character of being”.”” He makes clear that his projected reading of
Aristotle is to be a Daseinsanalytik, a questioning about the being who experiences
and interprets being. *®

Even at this time, towards the middle of the 1920s, the vision of the problem
which characterizes and will characterize Heidegger’s thinking is being formed
more and more. Heidegger thinks it is possible to claim that the unquestioned
foundation of Aristotle’s equation between 10 OV and AANOELQ consists of the
presupposition of a very clear relationship between being and time implicitly
understood as presence (4dnwesen), for only what has been previously understood
as present can later be determined as disclosed, that is to say, as true (AANOEQ) in
the sense suggested by Heidegger’s etymology of the Greek word. But the
interpretation of being as presence with regard to an understanding of time which
privileges the dimension of the present, corresponds an interpretation of being in
which presence stands out. Heidegger arrives at this conclusion by way of his
interpretation of the problem of AAMNOE1Q (unconcealment) in Aristotle from the
time of the lecture course of WS 1925/26 (GA 21) to the present lecture course
delivered just one year before, when he examined the modes of AANBEVELY in the
Nicomachean Ethics and onto which I will now move the focus.

A significant part of Heidegger’s treatment of the modes of AANBeVELY, in
this introduction to the projected book of Aristotle has to do with the meaning of
and its relationship to AOy0¢ and hence AE£yely. Heidegger reading of Aristotle’s
book VI of the Ethics, which treats dianoetic excellence or virtue, if we like, is a

work about truth.

% SZ, p. 220, “Die existenzial-ontologischen Fundamente des Entdeckens selbst zeigen erst das

urspriinglichste Phdnomen der Wahreit.”

7 PIA, p. 10, “Der Gegenstand der philosophischen Forschung ist das menschlichen Dasein als
von ihr befragt auf seinen Seinscharakter.”

% PIA, p. 40, “Die fiihrende Frage der Interpretation muB sein : Als welche Gegenstindigkeit
welchen Seinscharakters ist das Menshsein, das »im Leben Sein« erfahren und ausgelegt ? Welches
ist der Sinn von Dasein, in dem die Lebensauslegung den Gegenstand Mensch im vorhinein
ansetz?” [“The guiding question of the interpretation must be: in what terms in what character of
being is the being of man that is experienced and interpreted in ‘his life’? What is the sense of
Dasein in which the interpretation of man is previously established?”]
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“(...) Human life in its being, Wyvx 1N, is speaking, interpreting, i.e., it is a carrying out
of AANBeVeLY (disclosing). Aristotle did not only, in the De Anima, found this state of
affairs ontologically, but, for the first time and before all else, he saw and interpreted on
that ground the multiplicity of phenomena, the multiplicity of the various possibilities of
aAnBevew. The interpretation is accomplished in the sixth book of Nichomachean Ethics,
chapters 2-6, 1138 b35ff.””

It would be the task for an archaeologist to retrace, find and identify all the
interpretation and linguistic details of Aristotle’s own terms in Heidegger’s reading
of Aristotle’s modes of AANBEVELY.

Each of Aristotle’s modes of AAMNOeVELY, the Aristotelian determinations in
question as they are presented in the Nicomachean Ethics, expresses fundamental
uncovering modes of human life and they therefore constitute the first
phenomenological analysis of Dasein, that, Heidegger claims, Aristotle does not
succeed in posing explicitly, and in a sufficient radical manner, the problem of
AANBeveY which lies within these three determinations and which articulates
them. In other words, the problem here at stake is one of seeing why, for
Heidegger, Aristotle did not succeed in grasping the fundamental ontological
constitution of human life and why according to Heidegger, this omission is due to
the fact that, by remaining within the horizon of a metaphysics of presence,
Aristotle remained tied to an understanding of time which prevented him from
seeing that the structure of human life is original temporality. The problem of
temporality will be addressed in Chapter III of this study in relation to Heidegger’s
lecture course on Aristotle’s Physics and Chapter IV in relation to historicity.

My aim now is to identify firstly, the modes of dANBeVELY that Heidegger
works out in Platon: Sophistes (GA 19) and indicate some of the structural and
terminological correspondences between these Greek notions and Heidegger’s own
existential notions, secondly, move on to the framework of ontological concepts

upon which Heidegger is able to articulate his Daseinsanalytik.

99 PS, p. 18, “So ist das menschliche Leben in seinem Sein, Yy, sprechend, auslegend, d. h.

es vollzieht das AAMNOEVELY. Aristoteles hat diesen Tatbestand nicht nur in ‘De Anima’ ontologisch
fundiert, sondern auf diesem Boden zum ersten Mal vor allem die Mannigfaltigkeit der Phdnomene,
der verschiedenen Méglichkeiten des AANBeVELY, gesehen und interpretiert. Die Interpretation ist
durchgefiihrt im 6. Buch der »Nikomachischen Ethik«, 2— 6 Kapitel, 1138 b35 sqq.”
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I propose thereby, before seeing how exactly these notions are at play in
Heidegger’s concept of authenticity in Being and Time, to portray Heidegger’s
earlier reading of Aristotle’s AANOEVELY in order to trace its development in the

project of Being and Time through the analysis of Eigentlichkeit.

In his work on Heidegger’s relationship to Aristotle, Walter Brogan elaborates
that: “Heidegger claims that the primordial sense of being for Aristotle — the field
of beings and sense of being that orientate his general understanding and
interpretation of beings — is production (otrjo1c).'” For the most part, beings are
interpreted in their being as available for use in our dealings (Vorhandensein).
Thus, according to Heidegger’s analysis in this essay — and I make this point to
illustrate the insight at stake when Heidegger reads and appropriates each mode of
AANBeVELY- the idea that Aristotle employed an objective, theoretical ‘model” of
understanding the being of beings is false. Beings are understood in terms of how
they appear (their look to us or €186¢) and in terms of their being addressed and
claimed in a AOYO¢g oriented by its surroundings. This is to say, Heidegger insists
that Aristotle’s word for being — ovcio — still resonates with the sense of
availability for use, in the sense of possessions and belongings.'*' Heidegger insists
further, that Aristotle’s ontological structure arises from this preliminary way of
grasping beings in general. The question is whether human being is also analyzed
on the basis of this general notion of being in terms of production. In saying that
production drives the Aristotelian understanding of being, Heidegger is not arguing
that Aristotle understood all beings including human being on the basis of a model
drawn from T€YV1. What is at issue, rather, is something like world, though
Heidegger does not make this explicit in this essay. However, he does point here to
the framework on which he will be able to work from Aristotle, that is, Heidegger’s
point is that this sense of production, beings of T€Yvn produced beings in the sense
that their coming to be is handled and managed by a craftsperson, natural beings
and human beings, are all produced differently, but are all interpreted (through
TEY VYT, EMOTNUN and PpOYNC1LG as ways of being produced or brought forth. In

10 P4, p. 374; GAP, pp. 24-36.
01 GAP, p. 24.
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fact, when it comes to making explicit the ontological structure of beings,
Aristotle’s field of research is not beings from T€yvn at all but being from
$»Vo1¢'™. The primary text for an ontological investigation of produced beings is
the Physics as an original investigation of moved-beings and of being-moved as the
way of being of these natural beings. Finally, the Nicomachean Ethics is about the
‘movement’ or way in which one becomes human.”'*

I have quoted this passage at length as it identifies important steps that are
related to three fundamental modalities of being, namely Dasein, Zuhandenheit
(available-at-hand) and Vorhandenheit (pure, objective presence), modes
distinguished and determined in the lectures from the 1920s, as also in Being and
Time and the three fundamental uncovering attitudes of Wyuvyn - Bewpia,
nowjo1¢ and TPAELS which we will now see in its determinations'*

The first determination is Oewpia. and Vorhandenheit. If we divide the word
Bewpilal we have two fundamental roots upon which Heidegger thinks. These are
0£w¢ and opav. BEWC means the pure onlooking seeing and OpaLV to see, to look
upon. Bewpla is the immediate unity of seeing and what is seen in unconcealment,
that is in the visible, Opartdv. The particular orientation of beings is however the
Géctg, a noun that is the Greek reduplication of TIO€uL. This is made possible by
the arrangement of beings with their own sight, Géoc, such that being is revealed as
part of the whole in this in-sight — Geoopég. This sight that sees is not the pure
onlooking seeing but the spectator — of the pure seeing, the on-looking seeing of
place revealed in each oriented being, 98‘56@. The original sense of Bewpia
provides itself the evidence of the uncovering attitude of human life as an
immediate unity of the seeing and what is seen, which is prior to the separation of
subject and object, and the consequent ‘analysis’ that is based on this split. In this
sense | endorse Brogan’s view in that: “Aristotle doesn’t think at all about such
division. One indication of this is that his first mention of Bewpic, after book VI of
Nicomachean Ethics comes in his discussion on friendship. He says that we can
observe or witness (BEWPETY) others actions better than our own. We come to be

aware of the being of our friend because, Aristotle says, we perceive, on the basis

121 will address this problem in chapter III with a discussion of Heidegger’s reading of

Aristotle’s Physics B1 in connection to the notion of K1vNo1¢ and ‘Entschlossenheit’ in the concept
of Figentlichkeit.
3 Brogan, W., Heidegger and Aristotle- the Twofoldness of Being, 2005, p. 14.
104 ¢t Volpi, F., “Dasein as praxis”, 1996, p. 40.
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of the experience of ourselves, that human life is intrinsically good and pleasant
especially for the good person. Our awareness of our own being implies in this
sense awareness of being and thus the being of the others such that in perceiving
ourselves, we perceive at the same time others like ourselves. Aristotle says that all
knowledge presupposes a certain kinship between the knower and what is
known.”'” As Volpi refers: “According to Heidegger, when human life assumes
this uncovering attitude, being presents itself in a modality he calls
Vorhandenheit.”'°® Confirmation of this correspondence comes from the suggestive
conjunction that by Vorhandenheit Heidegger translates in fact Aristotle’s idea of
wonder (Borvpd{e) in which the desire of knowledge is rooted: “d10 yop TO
Bovpdle ol dvBpwmol kol vov kol 10 mpdTov HipEavto GLAOCOGELY,
EE ApyMNG UEV TO TPOXEPA TOV ATOMWY Bovvpdoovteg”, (It is through
wonder that men now begin and originally began to philosophize; wondering
originally about obvious perplexities.) '°” This seems to be the key passage from
Aristotle to which Heidegger refers in Being and Time to make sense of the
relationship between Bewpic and pure objective presence (Vorhanden).'” “He
mentions that our senses affect us because, as attuned through moods, we are
already accessible but he takes Aristotle further when he refers that ontologically,
therefore, our moods and dispositions must be considered as being the basic
condition of the possibility of uncovering the world, for they alone render us open
to what comes from the world. A pure looking at ‘even though it may pierce into
the inmost veins of the being of a vorhanden entity’, can never discover such a

thing as a threatening object confronting it in the world. Even the purest Bewpic

105
106

Brogan, W., op. cit., p. 146.
Volpi, F., op. cit. 41.

7 META, 1,2, 982b 12-13.

1% §7. p. 61, “Auf dem Grunde dieser Seinsart zur Welt, die das innerweltlich begegnende
Seiende nur noch in seinem puren Aussehen (180¢) begegnen 148t (...) Dieses Hinsehen ist jeweils
eine bestimmte Richtnungnahme auf..., ein Anvisieren des Vorhandenen. Es entnimmt dem
begegnenden Seienden im Vorhinein einen »Gesichtspunkt«. Solches Hinsehen kommt selbst in
den Modus eines eigenstindingen Sichaufhaltens bei dem innerweltlichen Seienden. In sogeartetem
»Aufenthalt« — als dem Sichenthalten von jeglicher Hantierung und Nutzung — vollzieht sich das
Vernehmen des Vorhandenen.” [“Fundamentally this way of being towards is one in which the
intramundane being remains only still in its pure presence. (...) This looking at is every time a
determinate direction towards... of envisaging the present at hand. It takes over a view-point in
advance from the encountered being. Such looking at enters the mode of an autonomous mode of
the intramundane being. In this kind of ‘dwelling’ — as holding onself back from any manipulation
and utilization — the perception of the present at hand is consummated.”]
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or ‘contemplation’ has its basic mood of a ‘quiet tarrying with’.'” This is to say,
for Heidegger, Bewplal is only one of the different possibilities and modalities of
uncovering through which Man accesses being. But I won’t be able to unfold fully
this connection of Bewpiar with Vorhandenheit without first delineating the other
two above mentioned modalities of uncovering: TO1|o1¢ and TPAELC.

“ITowjo1g is the manipulative mode of uncovering attitude in which one
handles entities and finds oneself when one handling beings and this attitude aims
at the production of works. This mode of uncovering is made available through
T€Y VM, the knowledge that guides the latter towards its objective. When one
assumes this uncovering orientation, beings present themselves to us in the
modality of being that Heidegger calls Zuhandenheit (available-at-hand).

[Ipd&1g is the mode of uncovering realized in this form of action and whose
goal is for the sake of which (0 £veKa), that is to say, in its success as action and
not for the sake of something (¢vexa Twdg).!"”

®dpovecic is the kind of knowledge which belongs to the latter and which
gives it its orientation. This last correpondence, which certainly appears as the most
problematic and disputable, but which, is for all that the most significant and the
most central, has to be developed in greater detail.”'"!

We ought to see now in what terms are these modes of QAMBevEW
interconnected and why Heidegger recovers them and how he works them out from
the standpoint of the ontological structure of Dasein.

Heidegger explains the three determinations of Oewpia: Too1g and TPAELG
as the first ways of carrying through dAnBeVely. Heidegger says that all the
modes of AANBEVELV— EMTTAHUN, TEX VN, dpdynoig, codia, voig ''? — stand
connected to AOYO¢ and that all, with the exception of VOUC are LeTd Adyov,

that is, “there is no circumspection, no understanding, which would not be a

speaking.”'"® Aristotle, on the other hand, begins book VI of the Nichomachean

%" Mehta, J. L., Martin Heidegger: The Way and the Vision, 1976, p. 176.
% This notion is addressed further on pp. 177-179, 183, 192, 202, 215, 217. Cf. also Inwood, M,
A Heidegger Dictionary, the meaning of o0 £vexa, pp. 3, 77, 124.
" Cf. Volpi, F. op. cit., p. 41 and also Chapter III in connection to Entschlossenheit and
Gewissen, pp. 227-232, 244 to Towfiolg and TpAELg, p.244.
"> NE, VI, 3, 1139b 15-17.
3 pS, pp. 21-22, “Alle dieser verschiedenen Weisen des GANOEVEW stehen im
Zusammmenhang mit dem Adyog; alle, auBer dem voUC, sind hier petd, Adyov.” Also, the same
idea in PIA, p. 53.
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Ethics by suggesting that the Adyo¢ that defines human being who by its being has
a AMOyocg is double, divided in two. He says: “LmokeicBw O0vo 1o Adyov
ExovTta” (Underlying this there are two basic modes of Adyog).'"* “The two
AGyot are the one by which we contemplate beings whose &py ot (origin) do not
admit of being other, and the one by which we apprehend beings that can be other.
Aristotle designates the one that encompasses both ET1o TN U and codia by the
word ETOTNUOVIKOV and the other that includes T€xvn and ¢ppdvncig by the
word AOY1oTIKOV. Heidegger points out that “the distinction between
EMOTNUOVIKOY and AOY1oTIKOV is made in reference to what is disclosed in
such speaking and discourse; it is taken from the beings themselves, the beings
appropriated in the dANBeVEW.” > Heidegger had already indicated that in this
division, vOUC has been left out. This is because VOUG is itself twofold and also has
two senses, corresponding to the two AOYoL — the voUG involved in the disclosing
of beings that have otherness (Evdeyduevor AAAWG Ex ey, literally beings that
can be otherwise, NE, 1140al), and the voU¢ that discloses the &gl v (always
being) or the beings that are always-being, that hold themselves always, as long as
they are, the same in their being.”''® Heidegger goes on into a very dense and
specific analysis of the modes of AANBeve that discloses more and more a
double AdYog in every mode of disclosing, as it were, stretching Aristotle’s
understanding of the double sense of being as both able to be otherwise and not
able to be otherwise than it is. I certainly concur with Brogan in that if “on one
hand, one of the questions Heidegger asks in the beginning of the Sophist course is
the question of AOyo¢ and its relationship to dANBe1a. If this is the case, is
Heidegger trying to discover in the twofold AOYOg the movement between the two
AOYOL, that is to say, a S1LAOYOC or dialectic — a certain reinscription of Plato that

would go ‘beyond’ Aristotle and discover the philosopher as the one who dwells in

" NE, VI, 2, 1139a6.

15 pS, p. 28, “Die Unterscheidung des em1oTnuovikdy und des AOY1STIKOV ist gewonnen im
Hinblick auf das, was im Ansprechen und Besprechen aufgeschlossen wird; sie ist gewonnen von
dem Seienden selbst her, das im GAANOEVELY zur Aneignung kommt.”

16 Cf. Brogan, W. op. cit., p. 174 and NE, VI, 1139 a6 ff, “d BewpoUUEY TO. TOLOVTO TOV
bvtwv bowv ot dpyxal un Evdéyovtol dAAWG £y ey’ [with which we regard beings whose
&pyoil [origin] cannot be otherwise]; “Evdeyouevov dAAwg EYEW” (that which can be
otherwise) and Heidegger’s thematization in PS, p. 28.
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the between?”''” Let us go back to the modes of GANBEVELY and to the importance

of disclosing itself at stake both in Adyog and voUg in relation to GANOELL.
Téxvn and Pppdvnoig disclose what can be otherwise. The difference here is

that T€yvn has to do with produced beings while $pdvncic has to do with human

being itself.'"®

“T€xvmn has to do with things which first have to be made and which are not
yet what they will be. IIpdvncig makes the situation accessible; and the
circumstances are always different in every action.” '"’

But this is a not a ready-made difference, not even a philosophical
consideration of human being from other beings, in other words, this points out to
the constitution of human being as otherness, not by virtue of being dependent for
its being on another being but because it is involved, literally, concerned

(Besorgen) in its activity, in its TPAELG:

“This initial and most primitive ontological distinction does not arise primarily in a
philosophical consideration but it is a distinction of natural Dasein itself; it is not invented
but lies on the horizon in which the AANOgVELY of natural Dasein moves. (...) This world
of nature, which is always as it is, is in a certain sense the background from which what
can be other and different stands out. This distinction is an entirely original one. Therefore,
it is wrong to say that there are two regions of being, two fields, as it were, which are set
beside one another in theoretical knowledge. Rather, this distinction articulates the world;
it is its first general ontological determination.”'%°

We have here a first indication of Heidegger’s thinking of the world but we

will not be able to provide enough evidence of it before working out what kind of

"7 Brogan, W., “Heidegger’s Aristotelian Reading of Plato: The Discovery of the Philosopher”,

1995, p. 278.

"8 Brogan, Aristotle and Heidegger, p. 174.

19 PS, pp. 28, 29, “Die T€X VYN hat zu tun mit Dingen, die erst gemacht werden, die noch nicht
das sind, was sie sein werden. Die ¢pdvncic macht die Situation zuginglich; die Umsténde sind
bei jeder Handlung immer wieder andere. ” [“T€xvn has to do with things which first have to be
made and which are not yet what they will be. IIpdvncig makes the situation accessible; and the
circumstances are always different in every action.”]

120 pS, p. 29. “Diese erste und primitivste ontologische Unterscheidung erwichst nicht erst in
einer philosophischen Betrachtung, sondern sie ist eine solche des natiirlichen Daseins selbst; sie ist
nicht konstruiert, sondern liegt in dem Horizont, in dem sich das AAnBeVeLY des natiirlichen
Daseins bewegt (...) Diese Welt der Natur, die immer so ist, wie sie ist, ist gewissermallen der
Hintergrund, von dem sich das Anders-sein-Konnende abhebt. Diese Unterscheidung ist eine ganz
urspriingliche. Deshalb ist es verfehlt, zu sagen, es seien zwei Seinsgebiete, etwa zwei Felder, die
bei der theoretischen Betrachtung nebeneinander gelegt werden. Vielmehr ist diese Unterscheidung
die Welt und deren erste ontologische Gliederung iiberhaupt.”
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disclosure Heidegger thinks Aristotle has in mind when he speaks about
gmoTNUN and copial and the latter with dpOvno1g. The question for Heidegger
is that the apprehension of &el 6v in EmicTnNun and codia is the way of
disclosing the pvoel vta and the question is of knowing whether these beings
have their &py 1] in themselves and not in another.'”' The main point to disentangle
here is according to Brogan “in each case of codiar and Pppdvno1g, theoretical an
practical wisdom, — VOUG — an immediate grasp of what is — is required. While
Aristotle does privilege codio over dpovnoig, Heidegger does not see Aristotle
as tying copia and ¢pdvnc1g in a hierarchical way so that codiar would be the
disclosure of being while dpdvnocig would be the equivalent of an apophantic
speaking of being through synthesis or division. Both codiar and ppdvnoig are
activities that involve voUG. The philosophical closeness of OpdvNcLg and codia
that is established in this way does not deny, according to Aristotle, that codpic
has a certain priority as a higher way of apprehending beings. Heidegger says,
because it is primarily an dicBno1¢ (perception), an ultimate simple view of the
moment, or a moment-of-vision, an Augenblick of the moment as it were, revealed
in its fullness and brought to fruition in activity, in its TpaELg.”'*

The philosophical sense of this methodological, linguistic analysis of
Aristotle’s modes of AANOeVELY undertaken by Heidegger is, I suggest, opened to
a more content oriented introduction, which I call a preliminary analysis of how
time is commonly understood in everyday experience. In other words, the
discussion of the complex hierarchy of Aristotle’s AANOEVELY and the absence of
explicit reference to the question of the meaning of being in general is no more
argument against the conception of this question in 1924 than is the absence of
Erschlossenheit (disclosedness) an argument against the existence of this term in

Heidegger’s repertoire in Platon. Sophistes (GA19).

21 ps, p. 31.

122 Cf., Brogan, W., op. cit., p. 174: “(...) it is not a question of a division within practical life
between prudence or wisdom and choice or action. Heidegger makes this point strongly in the
Sophist volume. ®pdvno1g is intrinsically an aicBno1g, amnd fundamentally a disclosure that
occurs in human action. Indeed, Heidegger translates OpodvNnoLlC at one point to Gewissen,
conscience. This practical being called back to the situation and situating oneself out of an overview
of one’s being is for Aristotle a noetic activity, a OUG TPoKTIKAOC. As Heidegger shows, this way
of having its being that is disclosed in ¢pdYNo1Lg is peculiar. Though noetic, there can be no pure,
a-temporal beholding of such being since the resolute moment of Tpd&1g is always already caught
up in coming to be, in the character of its being able to be other than it is.”Cf. also PS, also on p.
174.
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The point I have been making throughout this section by appealing to the
fundamental works of Volpi and Brogan was to show the central planks of
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, and the Rhetoric, the latter read as “the first
systematic hermeneutic of everydayness of existence”, that articulate Heidegger’s
research into Being and Time.'** In the research on GANOEVELY in Marburg we see
the fundamental shape of the core of Being and Time’s treatment of Dasein’s
everyday ontic experience and temporality. But that shape is, as far as I can see, still
somewhat primitive and still on the way towards formulation. For example, the
concept of resoluteness (that makes the core of Chapter III) presents many
difficulties for it is linked to a number of temporal notions that Heidegger knows
from Aristotle but that are intertwined in a difficult interpretive puzzle. Heidegger
says, for example, that “the unwavering precision with which Dasein is thus
essentially individualized down to its ownmost potentiality-for-being, discloses the
advancing towards death as the possibility which is non-relational.”'**

With this example, I reach my second point, for similar interpretive difficulties
in the text can, in my view, be effectively tackled with reference to Heidegger’s
conceptuality in Being and Time. A particular area in which this is the case is the
difference between the ontological and the ontic. Ontological concepts are meant to
express “beings in their being” (“Diesem Seienden in Seinem Sein’’) and
conceptualize “a more original structure of Dasein” (“einer urspriinglicher
Seinsstruktur des Daseins”) that is essential and “determinative” for human being
(“wesenhaften Strukturen (...) seinsbestimmende durchhalten”, “(...) kann
ontologisch sehr wohl in prdignanten Strukturen gefafst warden’). These show the
most “fundamental concepts” (“Grundbegriffe”) of a given subject matter and “lay
bare”, exhibit, the conceptual structure of that subject matter.'*> The subject matter
or horizon presently under consideration is “average everydayness”, the way we are

“at first and for the most part” in our everyday work world and social world.

123
SZ, p. 138.
124 87, p. 307, “Die ungebrochene Schirfe der wesenhaften Vereinzelung auf das eigenste
Seinkonnen erschlieB3t das Vorlaufen zum Tode als der unbeziiglichen Moglichkeit.”
12587, pp. 12, 54, 16-17, 44, 10, 37.
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The philosophical method to which Heidegger appeals in his ontological outline
out of the ontic phenomena is phenomenology.'*°

Heidegger’s ontological categories, as we shall see in the account of das Man
and uneigentlichkeit are worked out from Aristotle’s notions describing what
Heidegger believed Aristotle to be aiming at when he inquired into the modes of
dkn@eﬁew: factical life. Heidegger’s description of inauthenticity in our everyday
ways of talking, understanding, seeing, interpreting and acting are, as we will see in
the following chapter, interconnected in a concept of Eigentlichkeit which points
out to profound transformations of these ways of being.'”” The concept of
Eigentlichkeit adds an important relevance to Being and Time, which gains
increased interest by a clarification of the full import of Aristotle’s modes of
AANBeVEWY.

In conclusion, these points even if they do not prove it yet, at least render
plausible the general argumentation with regard to a retrieval by Heidegger of the
framework for the problems posed by Aristotle’s modes of AANOEVELY and to a
correspondence, yet to be fully examined in this research, between Aristotle’s
phenomenological notions and Heidegger’s existential analytic. Even though as the
points previously taken into consideration are provisional they will be self-evident
in the context of Heidegger’s own original analytic of Dasein.

The uncovering structure which designates Aristotle’s understanding of OV ¢
AANBEC, and which in fact determines the ontological constitution of Dasein is the
result — and this is my contention — of a thorough thinking made by Heidegger of
the essential meaning of being as QAMNOeVEW presented by Aristotle in the
Nicomachean Ethics. By linking Heidegger’s analysis of existence so closely to
Aristotle, problems and questions will arise on Heidegger’s own text, in his
presentation of an existential analytic. To do this, and so to verify our argument, it
will be necessary in this research to re-read the critical passages from the

existential analysis in a deciphering way rather than in a pure interpretive way — a

12657, p- 27, “Mit der leitenden Frage nach dem Sinn des Seins steht die Untersuchung bei der
Fundamentalfrage der Philosophie iiberhaupt. Die Behandlungsart dieser Frage ist die
phinomenologische.”

127 SZ, p. 44, “Auch in ihr geht es dem Dasein in bestimmter Weise um sein Sein, zu dem es sic him
Modus der durschnittlichen Alltdglichkeit verhalt (...).”
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reading however supported by the Marburg texts finds ample support in Being and
Time.

Finally, I wanted to show how Heidegger (and the reader) struggled to get
close to Aristotle, or, if we prefer, to bring Aristotle close to himself throughout the
reading of the multiple connections in the modes of AAnBevew. The transition
from the reading at stake in GA 19 and Being and Time is most important. Having
dealt with the five modes of AANBeVELWY of YL N and their corresponding AOYOG,
Heidegger distances himself from Aristotle. Aristotle was not able to see original
temporality as the fundamental ontological foundation of human life which,
nevertheless, he grasped and described, because he remained within the horizon of
a natural understanding of time as constant presence. The well known apory of the
relationship between Yvx 1 and xpovog explicitly raised by Aristotle (Physik IV,
14, 223 to 21, 29) which is handled by Heidegger in his commentary on the
aristotelian treatment of time (7The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, GA 24),
seems not be enough, in Heidegger’s eyes, to remove Aristotle from the horizon of
a natural understanding of time. And yet, Aristotle provides the ontic signpost
which Heidegger raises to the ontological description of Dasein and Zeitlichkeit
(temporality). This is a conjecture that can be based upon a passage from
Aristotle’s de Anima 111, 10, 453 b 5-8- where it seems as though Aristotle is
thinking of Man out of a specific characteristic that distinguished it from animals,
“xpOvog atoBnoic’, the perception of time. The fact that Heidegger connects the
perception of time to action in order to retrieve the specific character of human life,
lends credence to this conjecture and paves the way for the key concepts of the
existential analytic of Dasein, that which will be examined next in the analysis of
Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time — for example, Zu-Sein, Jemenigkeit,
Worumwillen, Befindlichkeit and Verstehen, Sorge, Entschlossenheit and

. 128
Gewissen.

128 Cf. Volpi, F., op. cit., p. 58
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2. CHAPTER II: DISCOVERING DASEIN: AAHOEYEIN AND THE THEME
OF EIGENTLICHKEIT IN SEIN UND ZEIT

a)  Das Man and the aANBeVELY of Inauthenticity

In this chapter, I will show how Heidegger, mainly on the basis of his
interpretation of the Nicomachean Ethics and the Rhetoric at Marburg, argues that
Aristotle has articulated the perspective of everyday life by means of his concepts
of moo1g (production) and TE€Y VN (know-how) and in what ways this enables
Heidegger to undertake an analysis of the disclosing (AANBEVELY) at stake in the
mode of inauthenticity, discussed under the heading of “concern” (Besorgen).

This is a task that Heidegger now takes on to Being and Time after he called
upon his investigation of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics and the Rhetoric in the
Sophist lectures (GA 19) and in the Basic Problems of Aristotelian Philosophy (GA
18) at Marburg in order to clarify what it meant to be {@ov Adyov €xov, in the
sense of a speaking being, as previously noted, and how in this pursuit he turns to
Aristotle's AAMNOEVELY as the investigation of Dasein in factical life. Heidegger is
convinced, as we will now see, that although Aristotle has seen TO11|O1¢ as having
the dominating perspective in everyday life, Aristotle himself has paved the way
for its overcoming, as he has shown that Tpa&Lg (activity) and not TOLO1¢ is the
essence of life.

I therefore hope to assess the ways in which Aristotle's (and the Greek)
interpretation of Man's existence precisely in terms of TOWMO1g, as produced-
being, underlies Heidegger's conviction that TTOIOL1¢ or concern (Besorgen) is
taken to be what is primarily given to phenomenological inquiry, serving as a name
for life's self-explanation. Once this has been established, however, everyday life
must be further elucidated, with the help of Tpa&lg. This is the underlying
discussion operating in Heidegger's account of everyday ways of being where we
encounter the important question of Heidegger’s view between the theoretical and

the practical.'”

129 Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 89: “Does Heidegger take theoretical activity, including assertoric
speech (or speaking), to be essentially parasitic upon everyday, “practical” life, or does he think that
theory has its own possibility of original disclosing?
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I also aim to show that in the account of das Man and inauthentic everyday
ways of being TTOL|C1¢ not only concerns things as equipment, (T TPOAYLOTX),
within the sphere of teleological relations between intrawordly beings but also
includes Dasein’s bringing together the understanding of things with his self-

understanding.

We shall see in this chapter how Heidegger’s description of the everyday self
introduces us to the conceptions of A) das Man and inauthenticity. I will examine,
as noted, the AANOEVEW of everyday life by means of a transformation of
Aristotle’s concepts of TONo1g and TE€Y VM discussed under the heading of
besorgen in some of the inauthentic ways of being of the das Man self. In this
section I wish to examine carefully Heidegger’s language of inauthenticity in order
to discern its correlations to the AOyOl AANOEVELY in Aristotle.

I therefore now intend to take further the previous analyses of Heidegger’s
reading of Aristotle’s modes of AAMOeVEW in the Nicomachean Ethics and
explore some threads in the Rhetoric (GA 18) to the analysis of das Man and
inauthenticity in Being and Time. 1 will direct this analysis to the investigation of
the inauthentic ways of being in order to provide evidence that Heidegger is
rethinking, and in fact giving an ontological interpretation of Aristotle’s

AANBEVELY in the analytic of Dasein.

Heidegger writes in Being and Time: “Because das Man seems to make all
one's judgements and decisions, it takes away responsibility from the individual
Dasein”'*". Macquarrie and Robinson translate this specific phrase “nimmt es dem
jeweiligen Dasein die Verantwortlichkeit ab” as “deprives the particular Dasein of
its answerability”. Although the translation is very accurate it does not however

convey the sense of “responsibility” implied in Verantwortlichkeit. 1 believe

130 Cf. Bernasconi, R., “Heidegger's Destruction of Phronesis”. A similar line of reasoning is
present in Brogan, W., “Heidegger and Aristotle: Dasein and the Question of Practical Life.”, pp.
137-8. Cf. also SZ, p. 127.
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Macquarrie and Robinson have made the right choice here for when questioned as
to why one performed or failed to perform any given action, everyday Dasein can
always appeal to das Man for justification. Invoking the defence that one says,
does, would do, should refrain from, and so forth, as das Man's anonymous nature
makes it impossible at this average level to pinpoint responsibility to anyone in
particular. Heidegger ironically suggests: “in Dasein's everydayness that through

which most things happen is that of which we must say ‘it was no one’.”"*!

“Everyone is the other, and no one is himself. Das Man which provides the answer to
the question of the 'who' of everyday Dasein is the 'nobody' to whom every Dasein has
already surrendered itself in being-among-one-another.”'*

Yet again, Heidegger, “is not simply presenting his views on the nature of
everyday conduct but he is also involved in a destruction of the traditional
ontology, and more precisely the Greek notion of TOI|o1¢ which is regarded as

133 Aristotle’s main

something of a paradigm for the Greek understanding of being.
focus on TTOLNO1¢ meant he was in a certain sense restricted to the perspective of
being as Hergestelltsein (being-produced) so Heidegger also seems to struggle to
offer an interpretation of the way in which we for the most part move daily in our
world. However, the difference is that Heidegger tries to aim at the basic
characteristics of human being and its “wordly” existence by circumscribing
different modes of understanding (I will explore these next) but his major target of

criticism here is the belief that it is possible to learn what knowledge is without

taking notice of its human context.

B 87, p. 127, “In der Alltiglichkeit des Daseins wird das meiste durch das, von dem wir sagen

miissen, keener war es.”

132 SZ, p. 128, “Jeder ist der Andere und Keiner er selbst. Das Man, mit dem sich die Frage nach
dem Wer des alltiglichen Daseins beantwortet, ist das Niemand dem alles Dasein im
Untereinandersein sich je schon ausgeliefert hat.”

133 As Bernasconi and Weigelt note: “Later on, Heidegger will also state this explicitly, remarking
that because of the importance of the £micTriUn wowNTik™ for the Greek understanding of the
world, he considered his task in SZ to be to clarify the relationship between man and work in terms
of his dealings with equipment or tools, and not "in order to correct Marx or put forward a new
political economy.". Cf. Weigelt, op.cit., p. 90, R. Bernasconi, op. cit., pp. 137-138 and AM, p. 137
and also this concern already express earlier in GM, pp. 262-263.
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“The Greeks had an appropriate term for ‘things’: ‘pragmata’, i.e. that which one has
to do with in one's concernful dealings [or activity] (Tpa&lc). But ontologically, they left

in obscurity precisely the specifically "pragmatic" character of pragmata and determined

them ‘proximally’ as ‘mere things’.”"**

Heidegger had already made this same point one year earlier, in his WS
1924/25 Platon: Sophistes course at Marburg when he stated that the Greeks
tended to reduce beings to products failing therefore to see that this is only one
form of “giveness” and so did not see the phenomenon of “givenness” as such.
“Thus, if Aristotle’s understanding of being must ultimately be derived from his
notion of TOWNOC1E, his philosophy is essentially just the natural elaboration of
everyday intelligibility.” '*> Although I am not able to discuss here Heidegger’s
analysis of environmentality (Umweltlichkeit) and worldhood (Weltlichkeit) in
general and worldliness undertaken a few paragraphs earlier (paragraph 15) I
would like to briefly stress its importance in order to understand the teleological
structure in das Man and inauthenticity.

In paragraph 3 of Being and Time, in the section “analysis of environmentality
and worldhood in general” Heidegger follows Aristotle’s poietic view on the world
of things are experienced as equipment and ready at hand and its teleological
structure, “in order to” (Um-zu) and “for what” (Wozu), as they are regarded as a
means for something. It is in this context that we should be able to make sense of
everyday ways of being which will be analysed next. The point of this analysis is to
show that our everyday modes of speaking are not simply a declaration of a state-
of-affairs (&mOPaVCLQ) itself but also what we do, our work. When human being
becomes dispersed in his occupation with things, he understands his own being
from his own conduct, and this means that his self-understanding tends to become
dominated by concern and concealed for the benefit of an object-directed concern:

the “who” of everyday Dasein:

3457, p- 68, “Die Griechen hatten einen angemessen Terminus fiir die 'Dinge': pragmata, d. i. das,

womit man es im besorgenden Umgang (TpAELc) zu tu hat. Sie liefen aber ontologisch gerade den
spezifisch 'pragmatischen' Charakter der pragmata in Dunklen und bestimmten sie 'zunédchst' als 'blofe

Dinge'.”
135 PS, pp. 269-272 also this crucial point raised by Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 116.
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“The work that is produced does not only refer to the “towards which” of its usability
and the “whereof” of which it consists, under simple craft circumstances it also has an
assignment to the person who is to use it or wear it. The work is cut to his figure, he “is”
there along with it as the work emerges... Thus along with the work, we encounter not only
beings that are available, but also beings with Dasein’s kind of being — beings for which in
their concern the product becomes available, and together with these we encounter the
world in which wearers and users live, which is at the same time our world.”'*

Up to now I have been putting into perspective the main traits of das Man so
that I clarify the horizon where Heidegger uses ‘inauthentic’ in his claim that
everyday Dasein is in a “state of inauthenticity”. In this chapter, I have indicated,
still provisionally, that for Heidegger inauthenticity represents a way of not being
oneself that is conceptualized in terms of the structures of das Man (‘they’/world of
everybody and nobody) and interpreted in the hermeneutic of authenticity. Also,
how this reading presupposes a re-reading of Aristotle’s TO1No1g and TEYX VY.
Although Heidegger makes it very clear that the choice of what I am to be is
undoubtedly my own, I can and must choose for myself in my very being, win
myself or loose myself, have an authentic mode of being or an inauthentic one.
How does Heidegger understand this interconnection of das Man with
inauthenticity and the contrast of the das Man self (inauthentic self) to be working
in terms of the authentic self? As Kellner states: “Are there any substantial
grounds that may lead one to claim that Heidegger's hermeneutical project comes
with a certain 'negative' evaluation of das Man and that ‘inauthenticity’ expresses
thereby a rather negative account of this way of being-in-the world in contrast with
authenticity? For does not the tendency of das Man toward averageness and a
conformist submission in its mode of inauthenticity indicate a character of
mediocrity, banality and negativity?"'®”  The language that describes the
inauthentic or authentic AANBEVEWY gives expression of Man’s |00¢, his habitual

way of being situated in the world, which admits to different forms of access to

13687, pp. 70-71, “Das hergestellte Werk verweist nicht nur auf das Wozu seiner Verwendbarkeit
und das Woraus seines Bestehens, in einfachen handwerklichen Zusténden liegt in ihm zugleich die
Verweisung aud den Trager und Benutzer. Das Werk wird ihm auf den Leib zugeschnitten, er ‘ist’
im Entstehen des Werkes mit dabei... Mit dem Werk begegnet demnach nicht allein Seiendes, das
zuhanden ist, sondern auch Seiendes von der Seinsart des Menschen, dem das Hergestellte in
seinem Besorgen zuhanden wird; in eins damit begegnet die Welt, in der die Triger und
Verbraucher leben, die zugleich die unsere ist.”

57 Kellner, D., on Heidegger’s Authenticity and Heidegger’s Challenge on Ethical Theory, in
Christopher E. Macann (ed.), Martin Heidegger: Critical Assessments. Routledge. pp. 4--198 (1992)
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truth. In this sense the language of Being and Time articulates a family of concepts
in their original signification (i.e. inauthenticity, Unselbstdndigkeit, Gerede,
Entfremdung, etc.) that describes the ways of oppeness of the H)0o¢. On the other
hand, Heidegger's own ontological formulations and explications of his concepts
seem to be rather strikingly ‘negative’ or ‘positive’ to use a traditional terminology,
suggesting that his language not only reveals an awareness of the £E1¢, the kinds of
openness to the world described by Aristotle but it also takes into account the
evaluative descriptions that Aristotle had already undertaken in the Ethics (i.e., to
condemn, criticize, elicit change, recommend modifications, guide action, propose
alternatives, etc.). Lastly, as we will see in a specific step from the text on page
310, when Heidegger himself characterizes his concept of authenticity he admits
that an ideal of existence underlies his interpretation, indicating that authenticity is
an ideal which he is recommending as a modification of inauthenticity. This ideal
has nothing to do with a romantic idea or the presence of a philosophical idealism
in Heidegger's Daseinsanalytik but it emerges from an ontological analysis of
Dasein in factical life, an analysis that presents and articulates an ontological
description of the dknee{)ew at stake in the various kinds of £€€1¢ (oppenness) of
Dasein in das Man. 1 suggested in the first chapter that this analysis started from a
re-thinking of Aristotle's OV ®W¢ AANOEC undertaken, as already indicated, in the
Marburg courses (GA 17 and 19) namely in the inquiries on AOYO¢ and
ootvopevoy. I have shown that, by confronting the Greek terms upon which
Aristotle was able to think about human being with Heidegger’s own concepts and
investigations in the analytic of Dasein, the so much debated confrontation
between the ethical and ontological in Heidegger’s phenomenology cannot be
thought radically in opposition or to be on a collision course but both are shown to
be concomitant in the deep textual layers of Being and Time.

In the following point, in regard to the employment of the determinations of
inauthenticity, I propose that a careful study of Heidegger's language and
descriptions owes much to Heidegger's insight on Aristotle's AANOEVELY in what
concerns the determinations of das Man: Absorption (Aufgehen) and Dispersion

(Zerstreeung). '

38 This strategy appears to be at work especially in SZ pp., 126-30, 167-80.
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Heidegger’s argument that Aristotle has articulated the perspective of everyday
life — in which Aristotle himself may or may not be entangled — by means of 86&€a.
(opinion) and the modes of dAnBevew moifiolg and T€Y VN which Heidegger
discusses under the heading of “concern” (Besorgen) are denoted in two specific
terms Absorption (Aufgehen) and Dispersion (Zerstreeung) which in my view
configure phenomenally das Man.

I concur here with Weigelt’s analysis on the problems of tackling everydayness
as a philosophical conundrum: “Even though everydayness displays a particular
mode of existence, the point of subjecting it to philosophical analysis constitutes a
beginning of the phenomenological analysis of Dasein, although from a
philosophical perspective that is not what is given at the beginning, since
philosophy must try to let everyday life explicate itself, as it were this requires a
certain distance. Even though one should be careful with the term “everydayness”
in connection with philosophy and theory, since it is primarily intended to refer to a
pre-theoretical activity, philosophy could be said to have its own everyday mode,
not least insofar as its relation to Aristotle is concerned, for “primarily and for the
most part”, philosophy leans on Aristotle without confronting him as its origin.'*’
For this reason Aristotle plays a complex role in Heidegger’s analysis of
everydayness and inauthenticity. Accordingly, Heidegger’s aim is not merely to let
everyday life come forward on its own terms, but also to let Aristotle “show
himself from himself”, that is, before his views are subjected to criticism.'* In this
pursuit, as we will see throughout his implicit and explicit recovery of Aristotelian
concepts, Heidegger seems to regard Aristotle as a forerunner, approaching him as
someone who managed to affirm everyday, pre-theoretical life as a philosophical
beginning. Occasionally however, Heidegger seems to imply that Aristotle’s
interpretation of everyday life is in fact itself “everyday”, that is, rooted in
everyday life itself, so that it mainly just gives voice to the “natural” views on life
and world which are embedded in everyday life itself. With this in mind, the

analysis of das Man and inauthenticity would be the same thing as an interpretation

139 Cf, PS, p. 10, where Heidegger remarks that the legacy of Plato and Aristotle nowadays is
something alltdglich, something we no longer are able to see.
% This strategy is manifest notably in PS.
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of Aristotle’s analysis of everydayness, but it would require a non-Aristotelian
perspective, since the philosophical interpretation cannot simply go along with
everyday life but has, to a certain extent, distance itself. To make things even more
complicated, though, this “non-Aristotelian” perspective will in fact be retrieved
from Aristotle himself. Again, this attitude towards Aristotle has to do with
Heidegger’s hesitance concerning what kind of origin Aristotle’s really is, whether
it is a “simple” or an already reflected philosophical origin.”'*! Yet, Heidegger’s
employment of the terms “absorption” and “dispersion” as the specific AANOeVELY
of everydayness and each of its modes (Gerede, Neugier and Zweideutigkeit) can
put things into a clearer perspective.

The term absorption (Aufgehen) is one of the words Heidegger uses to denote
the concealment of being lost in das Man. In this sense, Aufgehen points to
something as a AAVBAVELY, ‘to escape notice, be unseen, unnoticed, concealed’,
associated with a ‘forgetting, forgetfulness’ hence also a AMOM, a forgetting.
Aufgehen means “absorption”, In a footnote on Being and Time the translators note
that “Aufgehen” means literally ‘to go up’ or ‘to rise’ in the sense that the sun
‘rises’. It is exactly this sense that is mute in Heidegger’s use of Aufgehen that I am
trying to elucidate and which I believe better conveys the sense of Aufgang in the
sense of the emergence of being, the coming forth, to show of itself (q>ocvéw) to
appearance, that is the appearance itself as the emerging AANOVEWV. I believe this
sense is important for Heidegger’s analysis insofar as it raises the question of how
can something just appear ‘for itself” — and who is doing this saying? In whom it is
grounded? Who ‘says’, and in saying ‘shows’ — and is this a self-showing, or a
pointing-out? I am deliberately merging the mute sense of Aufgehen with q)ocvéw
as one of the many examples of notions in which I find Heidegger appealing to the
voices of the Greek verbs and his translation of these: medial = shows itself; active:
points out; passive: makes itself available to be pointed out. Heidegger never gives
a detailed elucidation of Aufgehen in Being and Time but his references to it and its
connection with benommen, zerstreuung, and verfallen makes it clear that
Aufgehen is to describe a mode of being absorbed in the world of concern such that

one is completely immersed (lost) in instrumental and public concern.'*

1 Weigelt, C., op. cit., pp. 103-105.
4287, pp. 113, 129, 175 et passim.
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Zerstreeung means ‘“dispersion, diversion, absence of mind. Heidegger’s
determinations of das Man, their interconnection with the fall into inauthenticity,
the contrast between inauthenticity and authenticity, and his emphasis on Being
and Time (pages 130 and 179) indicate also that his ontological investigations
come hand in hand with the inquiry on Man’s fl0oc, his “habitual” way of being
situated in the world, which admits to different ways of access to the truth in both
das Gerede (idle talk) die Neugier (curiosity) and zweideutigkeit (ambiguity). I
would invite us now to look at how Heidegger takes theses modes of everydayness
up again as an ontological radicalized framework of the same problem that

Aristotle grasped and confronted in book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics as £E1¢.

b) Inauthentic Ways of Being

1) Idle talk (das Gerede)

The first mode of disclosure that Heidegger describes is das Man’s way of
talking which he calls Gerede. In the following lines I suggest that it is plausible to
interpret Gerede in Being and Time as a mode of inauthenticity grounded on
Heidegger’s re-reading of Aristotle’s 86 in the Rhetoric back in the 1924/25 SS
course at Marburg (GA 18).

The lure of the pathway that draws Heidegger's account of das Man and
Uneigentlichkeit in Being and Time is the description of everydayness ways of
being in the form of established and publicly accessible opinions concerning
various things that produce a convincing opinion (86Ex mictov).'* Indeed,
Heidegger claims, when correctly interpreted, that one sees that Rhetoric not only
lets the “peculiar domain™ of everydayness show itself, but that it also contains a
highly developed conceptuality of the explication of everydayness.'** However,
more than just to point out that Aristotle in the Rheforic has managed to let life
explain itself on its own terms, Heidegger wants to further the conditions of

possibility of rhetorical explication of everyday speaking (idle talk, curiosity,

43 GAP, paragraph 16.
44 GAP, p. 136.
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ambiguity) in order to show how Aristotle has achieved certain preliminary
determinations of the AAMBeVELWY which recur in the everyday communication,
namely through 86&a. — that I will consider now and further on in the structures of
facticity in falling.

In order to exhibit the intricate ‘elliptical architecture’ of Heidegger's analysis
of authenticity I must show how Heidegger's account of inauthenticity depends on
the recovery and interpretation of the discursivity of Man in each mode of speaking
of everydayness so as to exhibit the hermeneutical structure (als-Struktur) that
articulates each of these ways of being in the world.'*®

Heidegger begins with the simple point, which he learned from Aristotle’s de
Interpretatione, that speaking is always about something. Thus, speaking (speech

or discourse) expresses an understanding of what is being talked about. Moreover,

“In language, as a way things have been expressed or spoken about, there is hidden a
way in which the understanding of Dasein has been interpreted... At first, and within
certain limits, Dasein is constantly delivered over to this interpretedness, which controls

and distributes the possibilities of average understanding and of the mood of belonging to
., 5,146
it.”

Heidegger claims that language contains an “interpretation” constituted by das
Man’s average understanding, so that to a certain extent we are bound to language,
but language itself, as we have seen, is not a distorting mirror which serves to
prevent one from gaining direct access to the phenomena being talked about. For
how one appropriates and makes his own the understanding that is communicated
in speaking depends on one’s relationship to the subject matter of which we are
talking. As we remember from Aristotle’s analyses on de Anima, the AOYOG of
q)ocvéw is not to be taken as a kéyog of assertion — a categorial saying that, in
saying, shows the saying. Aé’yog originally meant, according to Heidegger,
gathering or collection, a sense of openess of what is to be brought forth through

the shining of the appearance, that is, the outward appearance of the presence in the

' Cf, also 42, 50, 51, 106.

4657, pp. 167-8, “Die Sprache als die Ausgesprochenheit birgt eine Ausgelegtheit des
Daseinsverstindnisses in sich. (...) Ihr ist das Dasein zundchst und in gewissen Grenzen stindig
iiberantwortet, sie regelt und vertreit die Moglichkeit des durschnittlichen Verstehens und der
zugehorigen Befindlichkeit.”
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placing into aspect, €180¢'*’ For example, one can have a direct relationship to the
matter of understanding, i.e. one can have appropriated and worked out his
understanding from the “things themselves”. Heidegger calls this phenomenon of
direct appropriation “primordial understanding”.'*® On the other hand, one can also
understand what is being talked about without being directly acquainted with the
subject matter itself. In this case one has not appropriated his understanding from
the phenomena but has merely grasped “what is said in the talk”."*® This distinction
between primordial understanding and grasping “what is said in the talk” receives,
for the present purposes, most attention from Heidegger's reading of Aristotle's
concepts of d6Ea and TAOOG in the Rhetoric. This idea is particularly clear in the
SS course 1924 (GA 18) where Heidegger discusses Aristotle’s understanding of
everyday speaking as communication in connection with the Rheforic and the
Politics, and then proceeds to the relationship between speaking and action in the
Ethics (the latter being also addressed in Platon: Sophistes — WS course of the
same year, before the publication of Being and Time). It is on this basis of
Aristotle’s notion of d6Ea that Heidegger discusses the notion of Gerede in Being
and Time."® Heidegger’s interpretation of d&00¢ in the constitution of 86Ea, and
the way Gerede carries it through indicates that speaking, at this level of
everydayness, involves an inauthentic AANOEVEW of Dasein for it is restricted to
the interplay between making appear something to be said (TOLELV OOKELV
A£yecBan) and to be determined from-without (Tdoy €1V), affecting therefore the
way a speaker affects the hearers so as to bring about a response, an action.
Heidegger’s account, “presupposes that Aristotle’s conceptuality both preserves

and transforms the experiences and are embedded in everyday speaking, in that it

7" This idea is more explicitly brought forward in Heidegger’s later Freiburg EM lecture course,

SS 1935, p. 98, “Er weist das Verstehen von »sein« auf einen bestimmten Horizont, aus dem her
sich das Verstindnis erfiillt. Die Begrenzung des Sinnes von »Sein« hilt sich im Umkreis von
Gegenwirtigkeit und Anwesenheit, von Bestehen und Bestand, Aufenthalt und Vor-kommen.”

%" This term appears throughout SZ. Cf., a good summary of this notion vs. averageness in the
very recent Dreyfus, Hubert L., Skilled Coping as Higher Intelligibility in Heidegger’s Being and
Time.

149 SZ, p. 168, “Man versteht nicht so sehr das beredete Seiende, sondern man hort schon nur auf das
Geredete als solches, Dieses wird verstanden, das Woriiber nur ungefdhr, obenhin: man meint dasselbe,
weil man das Gesagte gemeinsam in derselben Durschnittlichkeit versteht.”

150 Weigelt refers that “Heidegger devotes considerable time to the notion of 86Ex which is
hardly surprising bearing in mind the importance he ascribes to Man's Td80¢.”, op. cit., p. 112.
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has sharpened and brought to explicit articulation that which is only ambiguously
articulated there.”'*!

The point Heidegger makes when he discusses each way of being of
inauthenticity is the idea that every mode of speaking is only a mode of
AANBEVELY, of our access to the world, but as it were, speaking is a limited mode

of uncovering.'”

It is this line of approach that I believe to be at work in
Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle’s determinations of everydayness and which I

will now retrace in the notion of das Gerede.

Thus, in everyday life we achieve our understanding through our access to
already established opinions. In the notion of 86 we find the key that articulates
each of Heidegger’s ways of being of everydayness and inauthenticity for he sees
the basic everyday phenomenon of speaking in the form of established and publicly
accessible opinions concerning various things that govern everyday action whilst
providing it with an aim and direction. This reading is particularly clear in
Aristotle’s account of d6Ea. in the Rhetoric and Heidegger’s interpretation of
d6Ea. in GA 18, paragraph 16 — a proposal that seems to be suggested and
supported by Heidegger’s explication and description of Gerede:

“AOYOG is first of all idle talk, which has the facticity to not let the things be seen, but
to develop a certain contentment, to remain standing by that which one thus says. The
domination of empty speaking precisely conceals beings for Dasein and makes it blind to

. o eq . 153
that which has been uncovered and also to the possibility of uncovering.”

Therefore, one may say that Gerede and Rethoric have the aim of letting people
see what speaks in favor of a particular opinion, so that they become convinced it is
the truth. The point is “to see how Aristotle conceives of the relationship between
everyday and theoretical speaking. For even though Heidegger thinks that Aristotle
affirmed 06Ea as a form of understanding in its own right, he suspects that

Aristotle’s attitude towards 060 is governed by his notion of theory in particular

ST Cf. Weigelt. C., op. cit., p. 111 and also G4 18, p. 24.

152 pS, pp. 17-25.

153 PS, p. 114, “Der AOY0G ist zunichst das Gerede, das die Faktizitit hat, die Sachen nicht sehen
zu lassen, sondern eine eigentiimliche Geniigsamkeit auszubilden, be idem stehen zu bleiben, was
man so sagt. Die Herrschaft des Geredes vershliefit gerade fiir das Dasein das Seiende und macht
also blind gegen das Aufgedeckte und mogliche Aufdecken.”
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and by his ontological assumptions in general. Basically, Heidegger’s idea is that
Aristotle could not find the limit (T€palg), in everyday life. For 86Ea is itself
imperfect, for whilst being incapable of delimiting its object (0p1{ewV) so strictly
as to be a definition, it only says what things are “more or less”. Moreover, the
things of everyday concern are also imperfect, since they are changeable. Aristotle
names this change in the Rhetoric as “Evdey OLevoy AAAWG €LV (beings than

'>% This idea of theoretical speaking as op1lewv as complete

can also be otherwise.)
demarcation is something that Heidegger just cannot take on board, since he
believes, again, that this idea is rooted in the notion of being as Fertigsein (finished
being). Still, in spite of his hesitance on this point, Heidegger thinks, as was also
noted above, that Aristotle’s diagnosis of 06&a. depicts essential aspects of
everyday life, including its shortcomings.”'>

Heidegger mentions the “groundlessness” (Bodenlosigkeit) of idle talk which
“perverts” (verkehrt) the act of disclosing offering further support to the proposal
that Gerede is based upon a revision of Aristotle’s d6Eo. (view, opinion) through
which Dasein gets cut off from its authentic possibilities. Heidegger already
mentioned in the Sophistes course that, in fact “d6Ex. (view, opinion) is not a
genuine mode of AANOeVEW.”"* This seems to endorse and confirm Volpi’s view,
that: “the American scholar Joseph J. Kockelmans supported the thesis that in
Being and Time language wasn’t ever put explicitly under scrutiny. It is true that in
his book Heidegger does not seem to attribute a central role to the phenomenon of
language. Language is exhibited in Being and Time in terms of an existential
analysis of Dasein under the title of Rede understood as an articulation of Dasein,
co-originary to Befindlichkeit (findliness) and Verstehen (understanding).
Language works in this regard in terms of the ontological structure of Dasein, its
modes of disclosure, Rede is the phenomenon that works as the condition of
possibility of the word, namely in its mode of Uneigentlichkeit (inauthenticity) — in
the Gerede (idle Talk, chatter, hearsay, gossip) — or in its authentic mode under

Schweigen (silence).”"”’

54 RT, A 2,1357 a 13 ff., “Grorykaiov 16 T EVBOUNUA E1VOL KL TO TOPASELYIa, TEPL

TE TV EVOEYOUEVOV WG TA TOAAY EXEW AAAWC.” Cf. the same line in GAP pp. 132, 139-
140 and PS, pp. 11, 22, 28, 40.
155 Cf. Weigelt, op. cit., p. 142.
156 pS, p. 55, (...) die 36Ea.,die keine eigentliche Weise des dGANOVELY ist.”
57 Volpi, F. op. cit., p. 36.
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Without wanting to anticipate too much of the subsequent discussion, one may
just indicate that self-understanding is found in the interpretation of everyday
speaking, the determination of its AANOeVEL. Of particular importance to
Heidegger in this connection at this stage of Being and Time is to emphasize that
life in Gerede, 86Eq. is a life dominated by assertions, that is, by speaking insofar

as it has become separated from the very activity of speaking:

“Furthermore, it is to be noted that AANOEVELY as it exists in 86, (...) has a peculiar
character of falleness. What I experience, notice, or have learned, I can forget; in this
possibility, AANOEVELY is subject to ANON (where the stem of the verb AavOdveLy lies
hidden) — what is disclosed can sink back into concealment. The ability to become
forgotten is a specific possibility of that AANOgVEWY which has the character of OewpETV.

For the £€1¢ uetdl Aoyov is an £€€1g of o’cxneef)ew.”lsg

It is this “stability” of d6Eo that only intensifies the state of unrest and

fallenness, as we shall see as follows with the notion of die Neugier (curiosity).

2) Curiosity (die Neugier)

The next phenomenon operating in inauthentic ways of being is Neugier
“curiosity” meaning a certain disposition towards wishing to see which belongs to
everydayness. Heidegger notes the striking priority according to “seeing” as an
access to beings in the world both by everydayness and how this was found by
Aristotle, Parmenides and Augustine.””® He claims that philosophy and science,
from their genesis in the Greeks, have been oriented by sight as the primary
relationship towards the world and the way of access to truth. Earlier in Marburg,
as noted in the discussion of AOyo¢ and dovopevov (GA 17) Heidegger made

clear what “seeing” could mean and in the initial paragraphs of Being and Time he

58PS, pp. 55, 56, “Ferner ist zu beachten, daB das GAMOeVEW wie es in dOEQ(...) einen

eigentiimlichen Charakter des Verfallens hat. Das, was ich erfahren, mir gemerkt, gelernt habe,
kann ich vergessen; diese Moglichkeit des AANOEVELY untersteht der AMOM, — worin der Stamm
des AavBdvely steckt; es kann die Verborgenheit zuriicksinken. Das vergessen-werden-Konnen ist
eine spezifische Moglichkeit des AANOEVELY, das den Charakter des O£wpelY hat. Denn die £€€1¢
uetd Aoyov ist eine £€1¢ des AANOVELY.” “To some extent, we always remain dependent upon
d6Ea for if one could not understand what is said without having undergone the experiences that
make up the foundations of opinions, a shared world would not be possible Cf. Weigelt, op. cit., p.p.
142-43 and PS, pp. 25-27.
159 87, pp. 170-1.
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keeps this discussion in mind when he analyses the modes of sight with which we
orient ourselves in the environment and work-world, (Umsicht), and the public
world, (Riicksicht and Nachsicht). With these considerations in mind, I would like
to show now how curiosity represents an everyday tendency “just to perceive” and
how it is an inauthentic £€1¢.

Heidegger uses the term curiosity which is not limited, characteristically, to
seeing but denotes generally the peculiar tendency to make perceptual contact with
everything, an idea found in the very first sentence of Aristotle’s Metaphysics:
“ITdvteg &vBpwmol Tod e1dévat dpéyovtal dpvoer”.'”” Heidegger’s scope is
vast and his intention ambitious. Neugier, if it is to be an effective ontological
“existential”, must be broad enough to encompass a wide variety of £E1¢ and
suggestive enough to express this ‘openness' character that exhibits this concept.
We have seen that idle talk and curiosity appear to be the antipodes of a genuine
aANBevEY

In the previous section, it was pointed out that Heidegger, drawing upon
Aristotle’s notion of ToINo1¢ and d6E. and their respective £€E1¢, argues that the
understanding that guides human life and its various activities simultaneoulsy
makes life fall off from itself, towards its objects of concern. This is because a
poietic perspective on the world requires that we look away not only from the
things with which we occupy ourselves but also from the very activity we are
enacting, whilst directing ourselves to the work that is to be done. Such a
perspective no doubt forms our self-understanding, but it forms it by turning us
away from ourselves. Regarding this, Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle’s own
notions seeks to transform the ontical proximity of everydayness into an
ontological one. This ontological proximity can be found in Heidegger’s landmark
analysis of Aristotle’s notion of TOTOG (place) and ¢pVG1E (being). This ontological
proximity is retrieved by Heidegger by examining and giving an interpretation of
each mode of AANBeVELY achieved through an act of distancing, with respect to

the ontical perspective.

0 META, A1, 980 a21. Heidegger renders this sentence in SZ p. 171 as: “Im Sein des Menschen
liegt wesenhaft die Sorge des Sehens”. (In the being of Man there lies essentially the care of seeing).
See also, p. 63.
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Heidegger claims that the state of passive activity (TAGXE€W) in which
tranquillized Dasein finds itself becomes “strange” (fremd) calling it alienation

(Entfremdung) which is another name for ambiguity (Zweideutigkeit)

3) Ambiguity (Zweideutigkeit)

We have seen that idle talk and curiosity appear to be the antipodes of a
genuine AANOEVEWY which is directly retrieved from the phenomena, and which
dwells alongside the world and draws its speaking from a genuine understanding
(“primordial sources™). But since in our everyday being-with-others “passing the
word along” and restlessly seeking distraction are such prevalent modes of being in
the world, it is often difficult to decide what reveals a genuine understanding and

161

what does not.”'. For “everything looks as if it were genuinely understood,

genuinely taken hold of, genuinely spoken, though at the bottom of it, it is not ; or
else it does not look so, and yet at the bottom of it, it is.”162

Heidegger’s analysis of ambiguity is extremely difficult, so I will attempt in
some detail to unravel the thread of his main argument.'®® This phenomenon seems
to be particularly important for Heidegger stresses that not only does ambiguity
affect the way we talk and act, how we manage our affairs and enjoy ourselves, but
it also becomes a potentiality-for-being that constitutes how we understand our
possibilities and how we project ourselves into the future.'®*

The basic trait of ambiguity that I wish to make clear is that ambiguity is an
inauthentic way of relating to the future that alienates us from from authentic
possibilities. Thus, we must find out how ambiguity relates itself to the future and

how it projects Dasein into inauthentic possibilities. This analysis should disclose

the interconnection of ambiguity with idle talk and curiosity.

11 §7 p. 173, “Wenn in alltiglichen Miteinandersein dergleichen begegnet, was jedem

zugénglich ist und woriiber jeder jenes sagen kann, wird bald nicht mehr entscheidbar, was in
echtem Verstehen erschlossen ist und was nicht.”

162 87, p. 173, “(...) was jedem zuginglich ist und woriiber jeder jedes sagen kann, wird bald
nicht mehr entscheidbar, was in echtem Verstehen erschlossen ist und was nicht.”

163 S7, pp. 173-4.

14 §7 p. 173, “Die Zweideutigkeit betrifft nicht allein das Verfiigen iiber und das
Schaltenmitdem in Gebraucht und Gennus Zugénglich, sondern sie hat sich schon im Verstehen als
Seinskonnen, in der Art des Entwurfts und der Vorgabe von Moglichkeiten des Daseins festgesetz.”
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Everyday Dasein in the mode of ambiguity, Heidegger claims, pretends to be
interested in certain endeavours, talks about what must be done, and then abandons
this concern for what is currently “up for discussion”. Ambiguity is “on the scent”
of the latest fad and concern. This “being on the scent” exhibits the movement of
curiosity and is directed by idle talk, thus we see how das Man’s ways of being
work together to entangle Dasein in das Man so that its authentic possibilities are
suppressed.'® Ambiguity does not want to translate its projects into “deeds”, but is
comfortable in just surmising and scenting out newer plans.'°® Heidegger’s contrast
is between a noncommittal (unverbindlichen) in “surmising” and ‘“‘scenting out”
(geahnt and gespurt)..'®” In fact, everyone seems to know what is happening and
has its own ideas about how best to deal with it. If by chance, however, something
actually does materialize, then everyone reacts with indignation, for “in that case
the opportunity to keep on surmising has been snatched away.”'*® Even more, what
has been surmised actually happens then one is forced to take a stand on the matter
and avoid such any ambiguity.

Heidegger is trying to work out a contrast between surmising and scenting out
possibilities, and an active involvement in carrying through a project and
committing oneself to it. The superficial ambiguity that is always on the scent of
something but never really “into” anything. For ambiguity, actually carrying out a
project is fround upon since it is already on the scent of something new and sees
what was earlier surmised as “out of date”.'® In following this ambiguous way of
being, Dasein can never really engage in any definite projects or concerns, for das
Man is already on the scent of something else and so abandons his project in favour

of the new matter of interest. Thus,

“In the ambiguity of the way things have been publicly interpreted, talking about
things ahead of the game and surmising curiously, gets passed off as what is really
happening [das eigentliche Geschehen], while taking action and carrying something

15 §7 p. 173, “Dieses Auf-der-Spur-sein, und zwar vom Horensagen her... ist die verfinglischste
Weise, in der die Zweideutigkeit Moglichkeiten des Daseins vorgibt, um sie auch schon in ihrer
Kraft zu ersticken.”

166 Cf., Kierkegaard, S., Stages on Life’s Way.

1787, p. 173.

1% §7, p. 174.

19 §7 p. 174, “Sofern nun aber die Zeit des sich einsetzenden Daseins in der Verschwiegenheit
des Durchfiihrung und des echten Scheiterns eine andere ist, 6ffentlich gesehen eine wesentlich
langsamere, als die des Geredes, das ‘schneller lebt’, ist dies Gerede ldngst bei einem anderen, dem
jeweilig Neuesten angekommen.”
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through gets stamped as something merely subsequent and unimportant. Thus, Dasein’s

understanding in das Man is constantly going wrong [versieht] in its projects, as regards

. o qes . 170
the genuine possibilities of being.”

Ambiguity goes hand in hand with curiosity and idle talk to alienate Dasein
from its authentic possibilities. For everyday Dasein entangled in the ways of being
of das Man is constantly uprooting itself in a process of ever increasing flight and
distraction. Idle talk keeps surmising about what is happening and what “they” are
doing, curiosity constantly keeps Dasein in a state of perpetual motion, seeking
ever new novelties and diversions, which ambiguity passes off as “the latest” and

then rejects it as “out of date”.

“Dasein is always ambiguosly ‘there’... that is to say, in that public disclosedness of
being-with-one-another where the loudest idle talk and the most ingenious curiosity keep
‘things moving’, whereas in everydayness everything (but basically nothing) is happening.

This ambiguity is always giving away to curiosity that which it seeks : and it gives idle
talk the semblance of having everything decided in it.”"""

Again Heidegger’s remarks on how “loud idle talk” and “ingenious curiosity”
create the semblance of activity, significance, and involvement, in which “nothing”
is really happening. For the other (including oneself) is seen in terms of what they
say about him; hence, what gets passed along about one is constitutive for how one
is seen in the eyes of das Man. Therefore, the possibility of a genuine access to the
other is cancelled for “into primordial being-with-one-another, idle talk has slipped

in” 172

1707 p. 174, “Die Zweideutigkeit der 6ffentlichen Ausgelegtheit gibt das Vorweg-bereden und
neugierige Ahnen fiir das eigentliche Geschehen aus und stempelt Durchfiihren und Handeln zu
einem Nachtriglichen und Belanglosen. Das Verstehen des Daseins im Man versieht sich daher in
seinen Entwurfen standing hinsichtlich der echten Seinsmdglichkeiten.”

17 SZ, p. 174, “Zweideutig ist das Dasein immer ‘da’, das heifit in der Offentlichen
Erschlossenheit des Miteinanderseins, wo das lauteste Gerede und die findigste Neugier den
‘Betrieb’ im Gang halten, da, wo alltdglich alles und im Grunde nichts geschieht. Diese
Zweideutigkeit spielt der Neugier immer das zu, was sie sucht, und gibt dem Gerede den Schein, als
wiirde in ihm alles entschieden.”

2 57, p- 174, “Zwischen das urspriingliche Miteinandersein schiebt sich zunichst das Gerede.”
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“Being-with-one-another in das Man is by no means an indifferent side-by-sideness in
which everything has been settled, but rather an intent, ambiguous watching of one

another, a secret and reciprocal listening-in. Under the mask of ‘for one another’ an

. . 173
‘against-one-another is at play.””

I have been following Heidegger as he sketches out the ways of being through
which Dasein alienates himself from his authentic possibilities. 1 suggest that
Heidegger’s analysis portrays this condition in das Man existence, as “uprooted”,
“groundless”, “null”, and “alienated”.

To further develop this interpretation, we must examine more closely the
interconnection between the ways of being examined in this section and the
inauthenticity of das Man. 1 hope to have stressed the interconnection of idle talk,
curiosity, and ambiguity while exhibiting and describing these everyday ways of
being. What will be of concern in the next point is “the kind of being which
belongs to this interconnection .”'’* This interpretation will further explain how

Dasein becomes das Man and how the phenomena described in this section

constitutes the inauthentic self.

c¢) The Place and Movement of Presence in Inauthenticity

1) Motion (KWwnoc) and Rest (hpepLodw)

In order to support this interpretation one must clarify the grounds upon which
this interpretation may stand out for itself, namely the meaning of motion or
movement. | will raise some further questions about the nature of the fall and how
this is possible by making a re-reading and appropriation of Aristotle concepts of
Bovpdlew (wonder) in the Metaphysics and TABo¢ (affection) in the
Nichomachean Ethics upon which Heidegger is able to speak of alienation and
change (Umschlag).

Brogan mentions that: “For Heidegger, the fundamental horizon of Aristotle’s

philosophical questioning is the problem of movement, and it is in the Physics that

3 sz p. 175, “Das Miteinandersein im Man ist ganz und gar nicht ein abgeschlossenes,

gleichgiiltiges Nebeneinander, sondern ein gespanntes, zweideutiges Aufeinander-aufpassen, ein
heimliches Sich-gegenseitig-abhoren. Unter der Maske des Fiireinander spielt ein Gegeneinander.”
7457, p- 175, “Die Seinsart dieses Zusammenhanges (...).”
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Aristotle most explicitly addressed this issue”' . In the following steps I will see
how in Heidegger’s account of inauthenticity there is an underlying centricity of
the concept of motion (K1vno1g) as an ontological notion at the very heart of
Aristotle’s understanding of being. I will therefore in the following points make
appeal to specific steps from a post-Being and Time 1939 essay On the Essence
and Concept of Physis: Aristotele’s Physics B1 (GA9) in order to substantiate the
problem of movement (Bewegung) that articulates the analysis of facticity
described in falling, anxiety, death and conscience. This analysis should finally
enable us to thematize the AAMBEVEW of inauthenticity: withdrawal and
authenticity emerge as the “way out” of Dasein’s fall into das Man and its
alienation from its self-being.

Heidegger’s analysis in Vom Wesen und Begriff der ¢1)/O'Lg. Aristoteles,
Physik B, 1 (1939) and in the second chapter of Platon: Sophistes make explicit the
implicit phenomenological meaning of presence in Aristotle’s treatment of ¢1361g
which opens up the horizon to think being in the sense of a double écpxﬁ:
emergence and movement. Heidegger finds in Aristotle thinking of (1)1/)0'Lg the aim
to show the connection between the question of being and therefore the thinking of
¢13c51g.

Although q)l;GLg is left untranslated by Heidegger he suggests that we can
translate it as Aufgang in the sense of the emergence of being, the coming forth of
the show up, q>ocvéw to appearance, that is the appearance itself as the emerging
kéyog in relation to the whole of nature and therefore phenomenology itself.

Phenomenology is a way that brings up to the light the self showing that
reveals the appearance of being in its being. Aristotle makes explicit the pre-
understanding of being as a whole through movement. K{vnclg is the
phenomenon that opens the access to the being of beings as the self-concealing
revealing, and obo1a is itself the horizon of (1)1361@ as presencing of the absencing
that is on the way from itself unto itself.

We aim to examine the phenomenological operators e1deval  and
£MOTOo00L in order to show how place constitutes the being of beings in terms

176

of the presencing of the present as the ¢1/)01g Kpﬁn’csceocl , the self-concealing

175 Brogan, W., op. cit., p. 21.
176 This is fragment 123 of Heraclitus (taken from Porphyry) apud WBP, p. 300.
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revealing of (1)1361@. Place is the ontological determination of the knowing as the
leading forth of the davewW, the &gl &V to the &el Tl which is the holding
together of the being of the whole through vOug with the distribution of the unity
of being to the particular seeing of each being, aicONC1C.

The purpose is to demonstrate how Heidegger considers Aristotle to think
within the ontological difference, namely by articulating the notions of the whole,
6%01), with being as it initially presents itself, EKaGTOV, as the way of revealing
how is Dasein gathered together as a whole holding itself as such in relation to
what is common, Kowév, as the separate, X(Dpig. It is this insight that being
differs in itself, in its oneness that puts Aristotle attuned to the ontological
difference but not thematizing it as such.

This lead us to the conclusion that the beingness of being corresponds to the
double dpxﬁ of OV, one that unites the being, OV, to the many, EOMLOLX(SQ, to
the double mouvement of change and permanence in beings: the co-presence of the
one in the many and the many in the one.

I suggest that the problem of place set forth by Aristotle on implicit

ontological grounds (as Heidegger remarked in the so-called Nathorp Report'”’

) is
connected with the capacity to hold together the perception (VOUG) of the whole
and the sense perception (1cONC1g) of the individual that is constituted by this
whole. The knowledge Aristotle is seeking in Physics can only be reached within a
framework of a ‘phenomenology’ of beings that asks the question what beings
must be so that they can show themselves as they are in such a way that we can
know beings in their being through having already recognized them.

In order to reach the notion of ’Eénog we must first proceed from the analysis
of (1)1361@ and motion, 813vocutg since they open up the full ontological meaning
and character of place.

The first objective is to indicate the phenomenological operators of Physics

which will put us on track toward the ontological-temporal determinations of

TOTOG in the pvoel dvtaL.

77 Cf. PIA, pp. 43-44, “Aristoteles interpretiert die je nach den entsprechenden Seinsregionen

verschiedenen Weisen der Umgangserhellung (Umsicht, Einsicht, Hinsicht) in einem
urspriinglichen Problemzusammenhang als Vollzugsweisen des reinen, {iberhaupt Sicht gebenden
Vernehmens auf ihre mogliche Grundleistung der Seinsaneignung und Verwahrung. (...) Durch die
Interpretation dieses Stiickes soll von vornherein der phanomenale Horizont gewonnen warden.”
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The second objective is to demonstrate how the possibility of appearance of
each particular being, £KacTOV, grounds in the ontological determinateness of
place as the el by of the glvat, the original structure of self-showing, thence
revealing that each particular appearance has its roots in the VOUg as the making
lie-open of every possible openness of being that makes every particular being
visible and intelligible.

The double possibility of ¢Vo1C — the GOVEW of the VOUUEVOV and the
vo{)uevov in atoBnolg — constitutes the essential temporal structure of co-
presence of place in beings in terms of the possibility of presence of a being:
TOTOC, as SUVOUYLLE.

Aristotle starts the inquiry on Physis by indicating a way to go after the first
principles rooted in the phenomenological operators of “to know” (815&31)0(1) and,
also, “to know” (enictocseou):

“Since to know (81581)0&) and to know (8TELG‘COLGGOLL) come together (GDLLBOLLVEL) in
the way we go after the (MSGOSODQ)178 principles (ocpxou) grounds (alitio)'” and

781 have translated LLSO(SSODQ as “the way we go after. Odos: way. Meta: after” rather than

“systematic inquiry” or “systematical knowledge” as present in Charlton, W.,, Aristotle’s Physics I,
11, translated with introduction and notes, Clarendon Aristotle Series, Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1970, p. 1 or even “scientific knowledge” cf. ROSS, W. D., The Works of Aristotle, translated into
English under the editorship of W. D. Ross, vol. II “Physica” by R. P. Hardie and R. K. Gaye,
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1930. Charlton’s rendering of HEOOSODQ to “systematical knowledge” is
only possible at the cost of “translating” 8@58110(} and fRLG’COLO‘QOLL as “disciplines”. In the
context of Physics specially of an inquiry Tept A& WV this option sacrifices the phenomenological
sense of €0Vl and fmicTacO0L which are the termini a quo of Aristotle’s account of Physics
in particular the Metaphysics (stated right in the first three lines). E@8evait and frictacOat are
the phenomenological operators which reveal Aristotle’s programmatic teleological method of
treatment of the scientific treatises. On this regard the method will always work as a manner of
inquiry to the own matter of thogght rather than a kind of knowledge and much less a §cientiﬁc one.
The operators EJOEVOLL and fmiotacBat are the conditions of possibility of a (LeBodovg) on the
the various kinds of &px ol and therefore they can never be assumed as a scientific proof for they
inexplicitly (in this first line) refer to YvaWpluov MUV instead of yYvapylov 11 GVCEL (vide
further developments on footnote 8).

7% Altial could be best rendered to “grounds” instead of “causes”. Catriona Hanley suggests that
either “cause” or “explanation” fails to express the ontic conditions of aiTia since a “cause” or an
“explanation” is already dependent upon an interpretation of a state of affairs. To identify it
with a ground means already to open the way to the ontic conditions of its explanation and so to its
“explanatory grounds”. This solution is adopted by the German and French commentary and it’s the
one which best expresses the phenomenological sense of aitia: “To use “cause” to translate the term
is to distort the etymological meaning of aitia, as well as to betray the technical use that Aristotle
makes of the word. “Cause” in our mechanistic age suggests only what Aristotle calls “he #/ proton
ekinese”, that which initiated the change, or the “efficient cause”. It leads the reader away from the
more complex Aristotelian notion of “responsibility” or “guilt” that the term aitia implies. (...)
“Grounds”, on the other hand, has a given legitimacy. Its definition (...) as “fundamental principle”,
or “circumstance on which an opinion, inference, argument, statement or claim is founded” is
consistent with the Greek meaning. Because the term relates both to the epistemic condition of
knowing the reason why (“fundamental principle), and (primarily) to the “objective” conditions in
the world that make such knowledge possible (the “circumstance” on which claims are founded),
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elements (CTOLYEIQ) it arises (YV(Dp{Cew) from those (we think (dlc;ueﬁoclso) we have

knowledge when we have found its primary grounds (titiat) and principles (&py ), and
followed it back (LLEXPU) to its elements) [that] clearly, then, knowledge about nature must
start with an attempt to settle questions about principles” (184 a10-16)"*!

The terms €18€vol and emMoTooOL are translated by the traditional
commentary either by “systematical knowledge” (Charlton) or “scientific
knowledge” (Ross). This trend is followed by all the commentators and reveal
inconsistencies both at a syntactic and philosophical level for they miss out the
phenomenological meaning of e18eval and emloTalcOail which determine the
method of Physics.

Eidevat is in fact, “to know”, but it is also an aorist indicative infinitive that
in Greek has the meaning of having already seen something, to recognise by
already being able to recognise. On the other hand emotoofol has the same
meaning — “to know” — but as a present middle infinitive it has the sense of
standing for itself, something that stands for itself and therefore concerns the self

standing of something to be worked out. In this sense the possible interpretive

“grounds” is adequate in conveying the sense of “responsibility” that the Greek word carries. It is
wide enough, and abstract enough, to apply to all of Aristotle’s four aitiai as technical terms.”, Cf.
Hanley, C.,, Being and God In Aristotle and Heidegger — The Role of Method in Thinking the
Infinite, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2000, pp. 8-9.

180 We adopt the constructive sense of OLOMEDQ, rather than the radical sense of supposition,
assumption [apparently closer to the text] since to think means here to be genuinely convinced of
having knowledge of a thing once we have found its primary grounds (commonly causes lato
sensu). But truly we cannot be sure of this unless we actually grasp the first principles and that is
why (ideally at least) we must keep in sight the radical sense for in fact what we think is only a
supposition and a contingency until we prove it. What Aristotle is saying is this: we can only be
certain to have knowledge of a thing when we get to first principles. As long as we start that journey
we can’t do anything but assume it. And that’s fine because it is what we have. More than a doubt it
is our only certainty that will be put to test. The only way to doubt is to put our knowledge to test.
On the other hand, adopting the radical sense of Ol0lEBO would mean rendering it as a pure
supposition which inevitably would originate a contingency. This option is grammatically wrong for
it refers to a future tense which doesn’t exist in this sentence. Although the constructive case of
Olopail (specially used in Homer) is mostly “constructed” with the infinitive future (still keeping in
view its radical sense) we have here a special case of the infinitive built with a present (not with a
future sense but a real present) whose subject is being supplied from the context and not sine
accusativo as often happens. This means that OlopeBa yryvadokelw €koctov works also as a
doxographic statement (we think we have knowledge when...). The possible existence of a doubt
here (exception made to the radical Cartesian doubt!) in the relative adverb “when” taken as
conditional and therefore a “condition” of knowledge would still have to be dismissed because it
lacks the universal character of knowledge). Cf. Liddell, H. G. and Scott, R, A Greek-English
Lexicon, fifth edition, revjsed and augmente/d, Oxford, Clarendop Press, 1\844; ) )

Bl “Eneide Te e18evon KaR Te eMOTOUGHOL CUUBALVEL TIEPL TOLGAG TAG MEBOSOLE,
Ov glow apyor fi attioe A otoryela, Ex 00 TovTO YYopLLEW (TOTE, Yaip Olopefal
YUYVOOKELY EKQOTOV, OTOV TOL QUTIO YVWPLOWHUEY TOL TPWTO, KL TG GPXOLG TOG
TPOTAG KOL UEXPL TOV CTOLXELOV), SNAOV OTL Kl TG TMEPL PUCEMG EMLOTNUNG
TELPOATEOV O10p1oACHL TPWOTOV TAL TEPL TAG APYAG. Aristotle, Physics, 184a 10-16.
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meanings for £18€VaLL can be “to be already present” and for eMoTOoH0L
“presencing”.

The use of écpxoci, alT1d and cTory elwV almost as synonyms is a sign that
Aristotle will use them indiscriminately throughout book 1 to explain the internal
principles of a natural body rather than establishing an immediate distinction
between them. The fact that book 1 is concerned with the elements of a natural
body (matter and form) also justifies the limitative use of écpxoci, altid and
oTolxelWV in this introductory paragraph. This connexion will be further

explored in book 2 as the object of study of the physicist' ™.

“The way of bringing into llght (TESd)DKe) is to proceed from what is clearer (f
oSog) and more knowable to us (88 EK TV YVOPLLWOTEPWY nuw Ko cocq)ec‘cepwv)e
to what is more knowable and clearer by nature (EmL TQ GOL(I)SG‘CSpOL ‘l:n ¢D68L Kot
vaptu(m:epoc) for the same things are not knowable to us (0L yap TabTa nuw te
vaptuoc) and [knowable] without qualification (KOLL &TADC).” (184a 16-18)'"

This trajectory is to be understood as a movement from what is clearer to us (h

‘086(;) to what is clearer by nature (én{ ol cocd)éc‘cepoc ™m ¢13081).184

182 Their difference in nuance can be further explored in Meta Delta 4. Cf. also Charlton, op. cit.,
p- 51 and Ross, op. cit., p. 456.

3 medUKE O EK TOV YVOPL®TEPOY HUIY f| 680C KOl COPESTEPWY, ETL TOL
SOOECTEPQ, TN HLOEL KOl YVWPLLWTEPQ, O Yop TOLTAL MUY TE YVORULO,. KO ATADG.
dlomep Avorykn TOV TPOTIOV TOVTOV TTPOQYELY EK TV dcocq)ectapov LLEV TN qmcst L [VERY
3¢ copeCTEPWY EML TAL COPECTEPOL TN, PUCEL KO YVWPLLWTEPQL EGTL & fuw 1o
TPHTOV ONACL KAl SOPT TO CUYKEYVLEVO UOAAOY: boTepEY SK TOVTOV YLYVETAL
YVORLULO TOL CTOLYELD KOl Ol APXL OLLPOVLCT TOVTA. O10 EK TWV KaBOAOV ETTL TO,
ko Exacto dey TPOLEVALL” TO YQP OAOV KATQ TNV alghnoiy YvwpLU®wTEPOV, TO d¢
Koceokon QAOV 1L, EGTL TOAAQL YOp TEPLAGUPAVEL (G LEPT) TO KaBOAOVL. TeMOVOE o¢
T0LT0, TOVTO TPOTFOV TLYOL KOL ,TAL OVOMQLTOL TIPOG, TOV AOYOV: dAov ydp T Kot
AB10ploTOC CMUALVEL, OLOY O, KUKAOC, O OE OPLOUPE OLTOL SIIPEL €1¢ Tl Ko’
ExQoTO. KOl TOL TTOLd1aL TO HEV TPWTOV MPOCQLYOPEVEL AV TOLG TOVG &VdpoLg TOLTEPOLG

KOl LITEPOLG TALG YUVALKOG, DoTepoV SE Slopllel ToVTmY EKOTEPOV”, Aristotle, Physics,
184a 16-18. , o, .

184 Ross claims that proceeding from v YVOPLLOTEP®Y MUY to TN (LOEL KOl
YVOPLLWOTEPQ is the opposite of a scientific proof that would proceed from nature and then to
man, which is the reverse from T ¢1)681 KOl YVOPLULOTEPO to TOV vaptuw*cspwv nu.
He affirms that this is the opposite of the scientific proof implied in Analytical Posteriora 1, 2 and
clearly meets his own reservations to Pacius’s interpretation of Aristotle’s proposed method of study
the (archai) “Pacius describes Aristotle as propounding three methods for the study of the first
principles of physics: (I) the methodus resolutiva a toto integrato ad partes integrantes; e.g. from a
natural body into the matter and form that constitute it. This is the method described in *21-3 and
actually pursued in bk. i. (2) The methodus divisive ab universalibus et a notoribus secundum
sensum ad particularia. This is the method described in * 23-6 and followed in natural philosophy
generally as it passes from bodies in general (studied in the Physics) to simple bodies (De Caelo)
and then to complex bodies (De Gen. et Corr., Meteor., and the biological treatises). (3) The
methodus definitive a nominee ad definitionem, described in * 26-" 12 and used passim in the
physical works. (...) Pacius seizes correctly the nature of the methods described (...) but he is
clearly wrong in suggesting that Aristotle puts these forward as three distinct methods.” Ross,
Physica. However to advance the possibility of a proof at this stage is already implicitly anticipating
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Then again, Aristotle is pointing out the method of attaining knowledge of the
apyxol by saying that “napovcéov 810picocc560c1 TPWTOV o nspi toig
dpxdg” (184 al5) (we must start with an attempt to settle questions about
principles) from things which are clearer to us, that is, from the perceptible objects
to things that are clearer by nature and therefore more knowable. This means that
knowledge of things that are clearer to us is not of the same sort of knowledge of
things that are clearer by nature for the knowledge of things which are clearer to us

is composite and the knowledge of things which are clearer by nature is simple.

“Hence we must start with thlngs which are less clear by nature (OLGOL(I)SG‘CSpOV uev
‘l:n ¢UG£L) but clearer to us (MU1v e O‘OL([)EO"CSp(Dv) and move on to things which are
clearer and more knowable by nature (ETL TOL COPECTEPR 11| ¢DO'SL Ko
vaptu(m:epoc ) The things which are in the first instance (T0 TPWTOV) clear and plain to
us are those which are compounded (‘COL GDYKEXU},LEVOL) It is only later (boTeEpPOV)
through an analysis of these, that we come to know elements (TQ CTOlY€lLQ) and
principles (&pyal).” (184a 18-23)

Aristotle’s point is that we only gain access to the particular because we already
have a KOHOAOVL perspective, a universal perspective lato sensu. A KaBOAOL
perspective corresponds to the way the whole, OAOV, of that which encloses,
neptéxov reveals itself in each particular, £K0.GTOV so that it works as the way of

revealing Dasein as gathered together as a whole holding itself as such in relation

a path which hasn’t yet been undertaken. Ross is still assuming that a method is a technique as a
theoretical tool to confirm a theory which is already taken for granted. Method is not a technique for
Aristotle. Rather it is a manner of inquiry that remains faithful to the matter of thought itself. The
transition from TV vaptuwtepwv Nuw to N d)I)GSL Kol YVOPLULWTEPO, comes from the
same fold of nature and K1weo1g and that’s why Aristotle indicates so clearly in the beginning of
Physics the £18evat and ETLOTOGHAL: in order to point out the presencing character of being —
which Heidegger brilliantly thematizes: Kwactg as OLGLO, — presencing, “Es gilt jetz, die
Bewegtheit als ovo1a zu begreifen, und d.h. zu sagen, was Bewegtheit denn sei. Erst so hellt sich
das Wesen der vo1g als der &pxM KWwnoewg auf, und erst aus dem so aufgehellten Wesen der
dvoig wird einsichtig, welhalb die Lopdn mehr das Wesen der ovcia erfiillt und deshalb mehr
ovoig ist”, WBP 283. Cf. the same point in Heidegger, Der Satz vom Grund, Pfullingen, Giinther
Neske, Zweite, Uinverdnderte Auflage, 1958 : “Aristoteles beginnt seine Vorlesung, indem er den
Weg tiberlegt, auf dem das Denken dahin gelangt, das von-sich-her-Seiende, tal ¢DG£L bvta
hinsichtlich seines Seins und dieses Sein als (])DGLQ zu umgrenzen. Der Weg heift grieschisch OSOQ,
uE’COL heift «nachy; uEGOSOQ ist der Weg, auf dem wir einer Sache nachgehen: die Methode. Es
gilt, dem Sein des Seienden nachzugehen. Das Sein des von-sich-her-Aufgehenden und —
Anwesenden heift pvo1g. Wie steht es nun mit dem Weg des Denkens, das unterwegs zur GuO1g
ist? Der Weg dahin empfingt seinen eigenen Charakter aus der Weise, wie das Sein des Seienden
fiir den erkennenden Menschen offenbar ist”, p. 111. Vide also Heidegger’s Parmenides lectures
parag. 4, pp. 87-88 about methodos.
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to what is common, KOWOV as the separate, X(Dpig. This 1is itself the pure
appearance of the E18€vaLL as prior condition of knowledge. For instance, when I
see a dog I know it is a dog because I already possess a general characteristic (i.e. it
is an animal) which allows me to say: “there’s a dog [i.e. crossing the road]”. It
happens like this because when I see a dog I know already it is an animal so I don’t
need to thematize a dog as an animal when I see it. I don’t say “Look! There’s an
animal!” because I’m not referring to a universal but to an object of my concrete
experience. | recognize a dog, a cat, a squirrel because I already possess a general
characteristic (they are animals) which allows me to identify them as different
species and distinguish them in their specificity. There is an alreadyness of being
given in our access to the world. I see a library and not books, shelves, carpet,
windows, because of the synthesis of recognition operating in my perspective and
this is why the operator “to know” is so crucial : it makes the transition of being
KaBoAov rooted in the YVWPLUOV N1V that itself is a yvapiuov T pvoel'™.
The possibility of understanding as that which contitutes knowledge, Goq)ioc,
stands therefore between the double stance of the voLg of the AoV in each
E€KOOTOV opening up the horizon where beings are revealed in their being. All
particular presencing, EMLo0aoTOL derives from the same fold of being manifest
in the simple appearance of the E18vaLL.

In this paragraph Aristotle is describing how the structure of the presentation
of the world is made of compounded determinations GuyKexuuévoc. The
compound of a thing, i.e. a dog, is a multiplicity of determinations which I cannot

keep in view (the way the bones are connected, the aspect of the fur, the different

"85 This transition is connected with the nature of what is 0 GOL(Pég, the clear, the manifest and

therefore with that from which fusis speaks of: sein. Fusis is the showing of the manifest such that
the being of beings points itself out of the very own way onto itself: “1I8(])DK§ dg EK TV
YYOPUWTEPWY MUY h 080¢ Kol COPECTEPOY EML TA COAOECTEP, T GUOEL Kol
Yvopluwtepa” (184 a 16 ff.). Cf. Heidegger, Der Satz vom Grund, ed. cit., “(...) was der Name
OVo1¢ sagt, das Sein. Das zuerst gennante Offenkundigere, d.h. das fiir uns Zugénglichere, ist das
jeweilige Seinde. Der Weg der Philosophie fiihrt nun nach dem Satz des Aristoteles von dem fiir uns
Offenkundigeren aus auf das an ihm selbst von-sich-her-Aufgehende zu. Mithin erblicken wir das
Sein nie unmittelbar. Dies liegt daran, daf} unsere Augen nicht ohne weiteres zum Erblicken des
Seins taugen, also keineswegs daran, da} das Sein sich entzieht. Der Satz des Aristoteles sagt
vielmehr genau das Gegenteil von dem, was er uns durch seine Anfithrung doch bezeugen soll, daf
némlich das Sein selbst sich entziehe. Aristoteles sagt: Die pvo1g und was zu ihr gehort, ist To
ATAME coPESTEPO. Sein ist das von sich her Offenkundigere. Ohne Riicksicht darauf, ob es von
uns eigens erblickt wird oder nicht, scheint es schon; denn es scheint bereits auch dort, wo wir das
erfahren, was nur fiir uns das Offenkundigere ist: das jeweilig Seiende. Solches zeigt sich nur im
Licht von Sein”, p. 113.
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shades of fur, the aspect of the muscles when they are moving, etc...) but know are
there. This means that I cannot keep in view all the parts of the compound “dog”
either because I can’t see them, they remain out of sight, and because those parts
are diluted in the general KALBOAOL presentation.

What is shown in this paragraph is that our immediate access to the world, the
way we see the world, is affected by a phenomenon of immediate encounter of the
things presented. To see a person, a dog or a flower is not problematic even if we
can’t see all the aspects of each one precisely because the transition from the
recognition of the generic nature of an object to the recognition of its specific
nature is synthetic a priori (to use the Kantian formulation) in a KALBOAOL
presentation. And this is why things which are clearer to us are not the things
which are clearer by nature. For what we take to be clear to us involves &COdELQ,
a lack of clarity in such a way that we tend to think that the whole of things which
is MU 8¢ Gocq)szm:épow (the clearer to us) is also what by nature is less clear
ACOPESTEPOY |LEV m dLoEL. Again, Aristotle is saying that our access to the
world is topsy-turvy, unbiased since what we know is no other but a result of an
amalgamation of non-examined perspectives. This process is illustrated with the
example of children who first call all men “father” and all women “mother” and

only gradually come to distinguish “who’s who™'*.

2) Being moved (KLVEfO‘GC/XL) and the Origin of the Movement
(&px M KWNOoEWG)

The problem of self-motion/mover in the definition of nature still holds in
some commentaries on Aristotle. We hope to clarify it with the analysis of the verb

Kwelobar along with its correlate dpy 1 Kwnoewe'’

186 The description of a “k0@OAOV” progression to a “k0® ExACTOV” is examined by the

philosopher Carvalho, M. J.. He advances that “the beginning of Phys. and the more common
version of the “epagogic” progression of the “kalf EKOGTOV” to the “KOOOAOV” [was] developed
in the medieval thought inspired in Aristotle, specially in the works of Duns Scotus. The analysis of
this progression as resolutio is drawn from the natural presentation to its outer limits, to its most
primary factors (the ultimate elements). This analysis is associated with the project of a scientia
transcendens which works as the common radical of all determinations. It is in the context of a
scientia transcendens that the identification of a compound, a confuse character of the system of
determinations has to be understood.”

'87 «physis has been (enat & 7)) defined as a principle of motion and change (Ocp)m Kwncswg
Kol uE’COLBOM]Q) so that the way we follow (uSOOSODg np.w) is on the meaning of motion (Tt
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Aristotle says that:

“nature is a source or cause of being moved and of being at rest in that to
which it belongs primarily in virtue of itself and not in virtue of a concomitant
attribute” (g oboOMG TNG PLEEWS APXTNG TLVOG KO XTI TQL KLyeloOat
Kol fpeUely EV @ VLMOpyEL TPWTWG KO obTo Kol un Koo
CVLUBERNKOCG) (Phys. 192 b 22-23).

The analysis of KlvetoOau as a Greek homographic verb shows us that there
is a meaning for each voice. In this case a middle voice or passive voice. It also
reveals that Aristotle was aware of this form when he contrasted it with its
homographic correlate in order to avoid a possible ambiguity concerning the
understanding of the mover/motion pair. This analysis also radically changes the
traditional discussion of Iénog since ’Eénog is to be determined by the way it

188~ Aristotle thinks

relates to motion, so if motion is now clarified so will topos
motion in terms of the manifold and thinks the multiple changing appearances of
being in terms of the same origin, the same écpxﬁ. Thererefore every instance of
movedness has a principle of ordering. One of Heidegger’s suggestions to translate
arche is “ausgingliche Verfugung und Verfugenden Ausgang” [originating
ordering and ordering origin] in the sense of a1TlOV. Something which is the

originating order (écpxﬁ) is responsible for the fact that the constant present has a

unique kind of standing-on-its-own'*’.

ECTL KianLg) for if it were unknown (KOWOOZVELV), the meaning of Physis too would be
unknown [AowBavew] (¢voewg Eoti). When we have determined the nature of motion
(dopioauevolg 8e MEPL KIWNCEWC), our next task will be to attack in the same way
(Telpoteor Tov aLTOV the terms which are involved in it”, Phys., ITI, I 200b 10-15. The first two
lines of this paragraph refer to (192 b 14-15, 18-19, 21-23, 28-29) and namely to (I, 1, 185 a 13-14)
since things that are by nature constitute the subject of Physics and therefore also provide the
starting point for the analysis of motion.” I am presenting Lang’s thematic lines in the first chapters
of The Order of Nature in Aristotle’s Physics.

88 Following Lang’s line of analysis, op. cit., when she confronts the various renderings of
KweloBol by Hardie, Gaye, Graham, Charlton, Furley, Waterlow, Cohen, whom adopt the middle
voice of kK1veloBau thus taking it as mover, cf. pp. 41-50. ,

189 Heidegger’s point is precisely to show that voig is “das, was ein eigengeartetes
Insichtstehen von Stindigem verschuldet” thus finding in arche a more definittive term to express
the word aition, ground in the more specific sense of fusis as origin and beginning. Vide Heidegger,
Vom Wesen und Begriff der @voig, GA 9: “»Von diesem ndmlich/das aus der ¢pvoig her ist, was
es ist und wie es ist/hat ein Jegliches in ihm selbst die ausgéngliche Verfiigung (&py ) iiber die
Bewegtheit und den Stillstand (Ruhe), wobei Bewegtheit und Ruhe das eine Mal hinsichtlich des
Ortes, das andere Mal hinsichtlich der Mehrung und Minderung, das andere Mal hinsichtlich der
Anderung (Wandlung) gemeint sind.« (192 b 13-15) Hier steht fiir 710 und @171 ausdriicklich
das Wort &pyn. Die Griechen horen aus diesem Wort meist sin Doppeltes heraus: &pyn meint
einmal das, von woher etwas seinen Ausgang und Anfang nimmt; zum anderen aber das, was
zugleich als dieser Ausgang und Anfang iiber das Andere, was von ihm ausgeht, weggreift und so
es einbehilt und damit beherrscht. "Apyn bedeutet zumal Anfang und Herrschaft. In einer
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“The identification of nature as a self-mover in Phys. 11, 1, cannot be attributed
exclusively to the voice of K1velcBol. This option has historical roots back to
Philoponus when he replaces K1velcbal by écpxﬁ Kwﬁcswg making the point
that the verb is not ambiguous. A closer look to the initial lines of Phys. 111, 1, 200
b10 reveals that Aristotle uses écpxﬁ Kwﬁcswg and KwetcObat in 200 b 22
which suggests that he is clear about the proper voice to use: the passive voice. Had
Aristotle intended to use the middle voice he wouldn’t have introduced écpxﬁ
Kwﬁcewg to refer to nature as a “principle of motion” for to use écpxﬁ
Kwﬁcewg is to take an active verb with an object or passive with an agent which
dismisses any trace of a possible reflexive usage of the middle voice. This point
can only be made on more substantial grounds if we consider the general use of
Kweloo in Phys. 11, 192b 9-11 which is the starting point for an analysis of
motion. For clearly the use of the passive voice refers to things by nature. Since
things by nature contain a principle of motion and are the subject matter of Physics,
“our enquiry (ueGéSODg fU) is on the meaning of motion (’ci ECTL KianLg)
for if it were unknown (?Locveoivsw), the meaning of nature too would be unknown
[howbavew] (GLoemC EGTL). (Phys., 111, 1 200b 10-15). The being of beings is
is the enduring character and presence of the showing, the GLV of rest (NPELOVY)
and movement (KiVT]O‘Lg). Being is Kivnclg in its state of movedness and ¢1361g
is the origin of the movedness.

The way Aristotle states the &pxmn Kwnoewc™® (Phys. 1L 1 200b 10)
indicates that the elements are moved by something. This “something” is the very
notion of evidence as the indicative of motion: ONAOV £K TNHG ENAYWYNC, Phys.,
A, 2, 185 a 12 ff.) Hence the meaning of as that which leads towards what comes
in view as i.e. living things, trees, stars. The sense of lenocy(oyﬁ is central in the
first steps of Aristotle’s Physics for it opens the horizon to think Kivnclg from
movedness but in a way that points out the capacity of beings of seeing being as

such in the whole. Enocy(oyﬁ is the previous understanding of the being of beings

rangméfig niedrigeren Erweiterung sagt dies: Ausgang und Verfiigung; um die hin- und
zuriickschwingende Einheit beider auszudriicken, 14pt sich dpyn iibersetzen durch ausgingliche
Verfiigung und verfiigenden Ausgang. Die Einheit dieses Zweifachen ist wesentlich. Und dieser
Begriff der dpyn gibt dem zunichst gebrauchten aitioy, Ursache, einen bestimmteren Gehalt.
(...) Die @voig ist apym, i.e., und zwar Ausgang fiir und Verfiigung iiber Bewegtheit und Ruhe
und zwar eines Bewegten, das diese dp)(n in ihm selbst hat”, p. 247.

1% The problem of k1vNo1¢ and its implications in the analysis of ¢DGL§ goes from Physics 111
to VIII to the broader discussion of movers and self-movers whitin the various commentaries.
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in a way of the én{O'GOLG’EOLL, the presencing and making visible what stands there
in view'”".

On this regard nature is to be understood in terms of the process of potency and
actuality as a source of being moved and being at rest. What we understand as an
intrinsic source of motion is the unique active orientation of a thing towards its
own being — it can be a potency, moved, to the actuality of being moved. Tékog is
the coming to appearance of the €180¢ of a thing in its ability to be fulfiled such
that it comes to full presence. Ewe?xéxewc is the €v that comes to full presence as
having-itself-in-its-end. The aliTlOV is the responsible ground of bringing being
into appearance. By unfolding the £V of the €180¢ with the Tékog that holds itself,
g€xew, that is, as Heidegger puts it “das ’Eé)uOC_,, das Ende, worin sich die
Bewegung des Ausblickens erst auffingt und wesentlich Bewegtheit ist”'? [the
end where the movement of seeing first gathers itself up and essentially in
movedness] we can already foresee how ’céﬂ:og as the TOU will determine the LV
of each being that is at this stage only thought in terms of every instance of change
— the ’Cé)\,Og with the a1TloV in the overlapping appearances of movedness and
their fundamental character of uE‘COLBOMi. Place is the most self-consistent
Sﬁvoculg of all beings in their beingness, thereby it is the constitutive presence of
Sﬁvoculg in beings that, itlsef, is a mode of presencing of the already present,
E18evaLL. Therefore, Aristotle is just advancing at this initial stage of Physics that
tvrekéxewc is OvolaL in the essence of movedness because rest, MPEUELY, is
what most perfectly shows ovola: the stable presencing in appearance. What
Aristotle will say later on — and this is one of the main points Heidegger makes in
his discussion on K{vnclg and ’evépyewc in Meta and WBP - is that the most
intrinsically stable presence is ’evépyetoc and not 813vocw,g since évépyetoc is

TPOTEPOV in terms of OLGLL, (Meta., © 8, 1049 b 10, 11)'°.

1" Heidegger explores the notion of éﬂOLYOJYﬁ in WBP adverting to the risks of translating it for

“induction” since ‘““Emorywyn meint nicht das Durchlaufen einzelner Tatsachen und
Tatsachenreihen, aus deren dhnlichen Eigenschaften dann auf ein Gemeinsames und »Allgemeines«
geschlossen wird. ’Emtorywy™ bedeutet die Hinfithrung auf Jenes, was in den Blick kommt, indem
wir zuvor iiber das einzelne Seiende weg blicken, und wohin? Auf das Sein”, p. 244. Cf. also Walter
Brogan’s discussion of "Eaywyn in op. cit., pp. 27-30.

192 Cf., WBP, GA 9, p. 285.

193 This discussion is made by Heidegger in WBP and it is connected with the very own
determinateness of pLO1G and K1WNO1g in the sense that “Das Wesen der K1v1oig aber ist die
Evteleyela, die ihrerseits das Wesen der ovo1ol urspriinglicher, mehr erfiillt als die dvvaig.
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But what is the “where” of a thing in relation to its nature? This is a crucial
point to understand the arguments of Phys. II where Aristotle asks whether nature
is more properly identified with matter or form. After defining motion in natural
things as the “where” of a thing in relation to its nature, Aristotle is now being
more specific and enquiring into what extent is nature to be more properly
identified: matter or form. Matter and form shall be seen as the conditions of
possibility of Aristotle’s definition of nature (nature will be identified as form) and
motion for motion is pressuposed by a definition of nature and nature is entangled
in the definition of motion because natural things contain an intrinsic source of
motion and rest. By understanding the form and matter pair we are already opening
the way to unfold the meaning of potentiality and actuality as the operators of
motion. Motion is to be fully understood as the relation between the actuality of the
mover and the potentiality of the moved.

The relation of nature to matter and form has to be seen through the
specification of natural being (d)ﬁclg £01T1V) and being by nature (¢1361g Sé). If,
as we saw, natural things contain an intrinsic principle of being moved and being at
rest this is due to “the action [actuality] of the mover (TOD KLITIKOD O
’evépyswc) [which] is no other than (0Lk AAAN ‘acs*civ-) the actuality of both [the
mover and the moved] 861 eV Youp €Ol EVIEAEYEWOY QUG- (Phys. 11,
3,202 a 15-16)."*

The moving from a potential state (vaduel) to an actualized state
(EEV‘Ee?uS/XSLOL) is the becoming of a thing in itself."”> The key to understand place
is in the “where” of the becoming of natural things. Place is a separation of being

196

and becoming, it is the XoSpoc , the place of place which is the separation and

Die Wesensbestimmung der q)U/O'lg steht unter dem Leitsatz: ([)1361@ ist eine Art der obcioc”, p.

287.
194

195

Cf. this argument in Lang, H., op. cit., pp. 34-66.

“Having distinguished in respect to each genus what is on the one hand actually and on the
other what is potentially, the actualization of what is potentially insofar as it as such is motion
[Smpnusvon 8¢ Kkod ExacToy yevog TV p.ev emekaxetoc 00 8¢ Svvapet, | T
Suvouel dvtog EVIEAEXELX, T TOL0VTOV, Kwnote ECTW,...] (Phys. 111, 1, 201 a9-11). Cf.
also Physzcs III, 3, 202a 15-16 “rout NOTov KINMTIKOD 8¢ e]]vepyetoc obx dAAN EoTv: Bl
usv Yop €LVal ev*ca?»exswcv aupoiyv-”

196 Cf. Phys., 1V, 208 b 7,209 a 8, 209 b 15 and how Plato explore in the Timaeus X(opoc as the
place of being as different to the o TIpOWp.OL’COL beings that undergo change. Martin
HEIDEGGER, Was heifit Denken?, GAS8, Frankfurt-am-Main, Vittorio Klost@rmann, 2002, pp. 231
and ff. “Er sagt, zwischen dem Seienden und dem Sein bestehe der Y wplopoc; h xwpa heipt der
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gathering of beings in their appearance. Thus we have to understand place as the
matrix of significance of the encountered being in beings. This means that, once
place itself emerges, it will become the “where” of the dalw, self-pointing, of the
pure seeing (Gewpioc) because letting something be in its destinations means
emerge out of the inconspicuousness to the conspicuousness, that is, presence.

Place is the condition of possibility not only of encountering beings in their
being but of disclosing them in the coming back and going forth of their presence,
the first signs of temporal ecstasies which are not just transports in which we are
carried away but which are the “where to” of the transport.

After the analysis of Phys. IV we will relate the discussion of ’Eénog with the
de Anima so that we may understand the meaning of time. Time as place is the self-
same which gives motion and direction to heaven and earth, taking the substantial
form of the £V (one) of the £1vait (being) to an altogether different level. Time and
Place hold essentiality in the \Ul)xﬁ (soul) through vov¢ (thought). The capacity of
the soul to become the contemplation is the gathering together of what it continues
to be through the motion of what moves, the underlying obota (the present being)
of things themselves preserved in their own beginning. Soul always remains
unmoved within the moved, within place as the diet (the always, the ever) of the
becoming and the non-being of appearances.

The central point of this discussion is to understand what brings together the
emergence of place with beings and beings with place. What kind of oLt is
operating in q)l/)O'Lg (nature) and ténog (place) such that beings can come to a
stand sustaining themselves in their limit (népocg) by place?

One of the clues to understand this relation lies in the way place is connected
with the capacity to hold together the perception (VOUC) of the whole and the sense
perception (ticONo1g) of the individual that is constituted by this whole. The
visibility of the seen always implies that I am already-present with respect to what
calls forth my understanding either I recognize a being in its presence (S’lﬁévocl) or

come to know a being by its presencing (éniceocdeocl). This means that the

Ort. Platon will sagen: das Seiende und das Sein an verschieden Orten. Seiendes und Sein sind
verschieden geortet.” Heidegger’s point is, as already remarked by Hemming, that “(...) this
separation of being ‘over there’ from the beings here, destroys the genuine relation of beings to
being in their being: the being of beings is given by beings themselves, it is not separable, nor
separated, from them”, cf. Hemming, L. P.,, Postmodernity’s Transcending — Devaluing God, Notre
Dame, Indiana, University of Notre Dame Press, 2005, p. 72.
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visibility of the seeing is the bringing together of the being into its £180¢ and that’s
what renders a being visible. A being comes to ¢1361g through a GDV&O“CO/WOLL, a
holding together in itself in the togetherness of its cause, of its being brought to a

standstill, to place.

The task here is to think the meaning of place as the distribution of the unity of
the cosmos to every particular being. Thinking place as the essential obota
(being) of the T (this) of a being is to already understand that only a being which
is in a Tt can be. A being in its TL can’t be just reduced to its material extension, as
a mere location of a mass in place.

“Place is not an indifferent container that defines being but it is itself the
népocg, the limit (Phys. 212 a7) of the surrounding body. If it is the limit of the
surrounding body it is also separated from a body yet belonging to the Kowév, the
community of beings”."’

Aristotle is implicitly rasing the analysis of place to an ontological level. The
question of knowing how place works at the level of ue*cocﬁokﬁ (the withdrawing-
emerging) of beings while being the unity of the particular beings opens the
question of place as the unity of the cosmos, the ontological unity of being that
preserves beings in their sameness out of their difference.

The fact that the general meaning of ue*cocﬁokﬁ is “change, alteration”
demands a closer examination of this meaning for every change is a change from
something to something from the out-of-which of place and being-toward-
something in appearance — a change is always from something to something as
Aristotle states in various steps of Phys. “TI0L.OO uetocBoMi ECTLV EK TLVOC €1G
T (Phys., I, 225 a 1)'*®. But what is the true meaning of this “something” out of
which we change, i.e. how can a being appear (how can a young person age, how
can the not-yet be already included in being), how can I endure, no longer be and
not-yet be?

This change is already pointing out the expression of the unity of beings, the
O'DVSO'GOZVOLL, that unites and brings apart beings in the enduring character of
presence. That’s how Aristotle thinks of being in terms of motion. To endure in the

sense that movement is continuous and gathered in the arrival of being and bound

197 Cf. full quotation, Lang, H., op. cit, pp. 41-50
198 Cf. the same sense in Phys., 1V, 234 b 11,252 a 10.
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therein to its proper place. There is a kind of movement and hence continuity in
uetocﬁolﬁ that withdraws beings from what they have been and yet makes them

resist to their what-is-to-be.

Literally, what Aristotle is saying is that:

_“ftot To LoV ECTL TO UETOPAAAELY KL TO ATOAELTELY, T| SKOAOVOEL
T UETAPRAAAELY TO ATMOAELNMELW, T| AKOAOLOEL T®W UETAPBAAAEV TO

ATOAELTEW.” [everything that changes withdraws from (XTTOAELTTO — to leave
behind, to forsake, to be absent) that from which it changes; and withdrawing, if
not the same thing as changing follows it (AKOAOVOEO) (Phys., V, 235 b 9-11)

However, this is still a very brief account of ue*cocﬁokﬁ for what is yet an
insight into the implicit phenomenological meaning of Aristotle’s analysis of place
has to be fully worked through the E18EVALV/ETLOTOCO0 articulation as the HAOV
(whole) of €koctoV (being as it initially presents itself) in the various steps of
Phys. IV, Meta. V, 26, Top. VI, 4 and Phys. 1, 1.

The importance of the OAoV (whole) cannot be underestimated for not only it
defines the character of place but its meaning in Aristotle’s thinking of the
ontological difference. Although Aristotle thinks being as twofold he doesn’t
thematize the difference as such. If we find that place works as the unity of the
cosmos in every particular we can understand why each human being in the world
is not only part of the whole but the expression of the whole in its being. Place
operates in every particular as the ability a being has to be there, in such a way that,
being there it is properly present. After this step we are able to relate it to the
visibility of the seen, i.e. in terms of the articulation with ovolo and the KOt
GDHBEBT]K(SQ of the things seen. Place acts as an ontological principle of being in
the sense of rendering visible, revealing the &px ot of each being.

We are trying to secure with Aristotle a conceptuality framework to work on
how Heidegger understands himself to be grounding his own phenomenological
enquiry in what Aristotle’s enquiry was also grounded in. In other words, our aim
is to assess the impact of Aristotle’s thinking as phenomenological basis of

Heidegger’s own views on being in Being and Time.
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The capacity to reveal the twofold is the definining characteristic of human
being, according to Aristotle'””. Heidegger is evaluating this regard by thinking the
twofold itself. The point is that the twofold shows in the doubling of the regard and
not in a dualistic interpretation of human life. The seeds for this misunderstanding
of the regard — as a way of revealing and seeing being — lie precisely on the very
own way of grasping the meaning of revealing for we know that much of this
dualistic coupure between apophantic circumspection and contemplation comes
from Aristotle’s insistence that GO¢{OL is a higher way of revealing than ¢p(§vn61g
(as the double regard itself).””

The very important and remarkable historical analyses of Kisiel, van Buren,
Caputo, Richardson, also explore the historical dimension of Aristotle in the
development of Sein und Zeit but I shall argue that, although they throw light to the
ontological connection of Aristotle with Heidegger, they still require a closer work
with grrek language at stake in each philosophical enquiry®®'. By delivering the
past to its own possibility I am allowing the past to adress me. The difficulty lies in
the way I listen to it because there is always a planned direction to everything in
life such as this thesis. Authenticity has much to do with this situadness of places
with places in this overwhelming facticity that defines the being of life.”*%*

Let us come back to the point of the implicit phenomenological meaning in
Aristotle’s analysis of place by the £18eVaV/ENIoTOCH0N articulation in place as
the OAoV (whole) of £€kacTOV (being as it initially presents itself).

In the beginning of the Physics we read:

19" This is an insight extensively treated by Brogan, W. op. cit..

200 Cf. a detailed discussion of this problem in PIA.

291 The clarification of the hermeneutical situation as the line of sight into which the past can be
set is one of the major ideas explored by Kisiel such that “(...) Philosophical research is of its nature
something which a “time” can never borrow from another; nor will it be able to claim to lift the
burden and distress of radical questioning from future generations. The possibility of influencing its
future can never be located in the results of a past philosophical inquiry, but instead in the
originality of the questions which a time attains and concretely develops. As a paradigm for eliciting
problems, philosophical research, through the [revolutionary power of] renewal implicit in that
interrogative radicality, has the capacity to become the living present [KOl1pOG] ever anew.”, Kisiel,
T.,, The Genesis of Heidegger’s Being and Time, Berkeley and Los Angeles, California, University
of California Press, 1993, p. 253.

202 «wir bewiltigen die griechische Philosophie als den Anfang der abendlindlischen Philosophie
erst dann, wenn wir diesen Anfang zugleich in seinem anfinglichen Ende begreifen; denn erst
dieses und nur dieses wurde fiir die Folgezeit zum »Anfang« und zwar derart, da er den
anfingliches Anfang zugleich verdeckte.Cf. Martin HEIDEGGER, FEinfiihrung in die Metaphysik,
Tiibingen, Max Niemeyer, zweite Auflage, 1957, p. 137 and also the notion of originary beginning
in the context of what Heidegger calls the first beginning and the other beginning, GA65, Beitrdge
zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis), Frankfurt-am-Main, Vittorio Klostermann, 1989.
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“We must start with thmgs which are less clear by nature (occoc({)so‘cepov HLEV
‘l:n d)DGEL) but clearer to us (MU 8¢ Gocq)ectepwv) and move on to things which are
clearer and more knowable by nature (ETL TQ OCOECTEPAL TN ¢DO'SL Ko
vaptu(m:epoc ) The things which are in the first instance (T0 TPWTOV) clear and plain to
us are those which are compounded (To. cUYKEYLUEVQ): It is only later (DGTEPOV)
through an analysis of these, that we come to know elements (TQ CTOlY€LX) and
principles (&pyal).” (184a 18-23)

This trajectory of knowledge pressuposes that there are things that are clearer
to us and things that are clearer and more knowable by nature. In order to
pressupose that a thing is clear to us we must somehow have already recognized
the thing in its presencing to us, in the way of its appearance. The same applies for
a thing which is clearer by nature, a thing that by its presence stands out for itself.
In either case the visibility of a thing is possible because it is in a place and thence
is determined by its being in place. What this means is that if a thing is determined
by its being in place then place constitutes somehow the OAOV of each €KacTOV
(man, horse, dog) in such a way that when I see a man, a dog or a cat | have a
priori the possibility of the £18€VaLL or £MLETOGHON of each one which allows me
to recognize in their extanteness.

Although in Phys. 1II, 1 Aristotle states that his investigation of place will
consider that which is “TalVT®Y €1Vl KOO, Kol KABOAOL TOL” [common
and universal for all things] while “bcmépoc ydp il nepi OV 11wy Gewpioc
TAC TEPL TV KOWDY ESTW” [the investigation of proper things will come later]
it is evident that in Phys. 11l he is already anticipating a definition of place as a
whole that will ultimately define the “single place” of each thing, thence the
KOBOAOV TADLOL.

In a way Aristotle is preparing the ontological grounds for determining the
Ko abTo (the for itself, the in virtue of itself) of each €kacTOV (particular
[thing]). Therefore, if “OA0V AEYETAL 0D Te UNPEV ATMESTL UEPOC EE GV
Xéye*coct oAov (1)13(5& [a OAOV is said to be something in which nothing is absent,
in which no part, no relevant piece, is missing] (Meta., V, 26, 1023 b 26 ff.) then
place operates as an ontological cause of things since it is surrounding (neptéxov}

of the being of each thing.
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To know a thing is to see it in the twofold trajectory of the specific presence
(etSévocL) or in the presencing (ER{G’EOLGGOLL) of the GAov, place. The ability to
know is immediately comprehensive of the whole “(OAoV kéystou) Kol 10
neptéxov o neptsxéusvoc Gote £V TL €lvol EKELVA” [The AoV is the
surrounding, in such a way that the things circumscribed form something like a
one] (Meta., V, 26, 1023 b 27 ff.) in such a way that to know is either in the sense
of that “f de D¢ £KACTOV €V) [everything circumscribed is one] or in a “f) ¢
EK TOUTWV 1O £V” [the one is to be grasped from the comprehended]. Thus, each,
E€KooTa, being itself part of the whole not only is connected directly to the
primordial unity of place but also as a particular part that reveals the unity of place
as the KO- OAOV stricto sensu. 1 can only gain access to my particular knowledge
if T proceed from the inarticulated specific kB of the OAov I interpret, that is
ko8- OA0V, in such a way that the £v is unfolded, Parmenides “Ev Tl VT
quoted by Aristotle in Phys. 1, 2, 185 a 22 brought to the fore. The first problem is
therefore to know how is place to contain each £€ko.ctal and how each koot is
a part of the container. What kind of relation is operating in the in of place with
things and what difficulties are involved in the problem of place in place?

Lang notes that “Aristotle raises the question of “whether a thing can be in
itself, or whether nothing can be in itself — everything being either nowhere or in
something else” (Phys., IV, 3, 210 a 25-27). The purpose is to show that a thing
cannot be in itself directly because it is related to the whole. The illustrative
example of the wine and the amphora show that neither the wine nor the amphora
are in themselves but both are parts of the same whole (Phys. IV, 210 a 30-33). Yet
place is no part of the thing (Phys., IV, 210 b 39). Place is the first unmoved body
of what it limits, that is, it comprehends the particulars through the predication of
each £K0lGTOV so that every particular as such is a ®A0ov which I access by }L(S'YOQ.
The being of each €xoctov is first revealed through the comprehensive
completeness of place which shows itself as the GAov ksyéusvov . I understand
that a jar is the contained and wine is the contained because within the whole these
two parts remain distinct, not by themselves but unified into the united whole, of
KaBOAOL Kot yopelcot.

The fact that the OAov is predicated of each £KOCTOV reveals another

dimension of the OAOV, namely that, not only every single thing is in itself the
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OAOV but also each €xacto first constitutes the £V of the whole. The way to
access the KOBOAOV is the £m1oTalo00L and the £KOLGTOV is the £18evai for, as
we have discussed earlier, knowledge of things that are clearer to us is not of the
same sort of knowledge of things that are clearer by nature for the knowledge of
things which are clearer to us is composite and the knowledge of things which are
clearer by nature is simple®®. It is precisely this composite/simple nature that is at
stake in the OAOV keyéuevov of the £KaGTOV .

Aristotle is touching here the phenomenological meaning of the e18evat and
the entoToLcO0L by capturing the distinctive feature of the KABOLOV/ EKOGTOV.
When Aristotle says Uiy 8¢ Gocq)scfcépwv he is referring to those things which
are limited to visual appearance, in a pure level of presence, that is, to those things
which are disclosed through an alicOnGc1¢, the O1 TOALOL. What this means is that
a thing shows itself by its mere standing out. The e18evat is a primary way of
access to the factuality of a thing in the snse that a thing stands for itself while the
eMoToo0aL is the presencing of a being, bringing being to a stand***. This
transition is relevant to understand the phenomenological sense of Aristotle’s claim
that “place would not have been thought if there had not been a special kind of
motion, namely that with respect to place” (Phys., IV, 10-13).

The understanding of the being of natural beings that is beginning to take
shape in our discussion is that only a being that endures, stands and its held in its
’Eé?»og can be. In a way the e18evat and enloTolcOal don’t require a reduction
of this being to a particular form of presence or presencing from which a given
knowledge of being can be derived. Rather what is really important in the “to
know” is the “to not yet have know”, that is, what Heidegger calls das Ungedachte
in the sense of the unthought. In other words, having come forth into unhiddenness,
stands there as the invariant T08¢ Tl. This movement is not the particular motion

from place to place but rather the power beings have to move themselves through

203 . Cf. Lang, H., op. cit. and also Heidegger claims that the Greek voice of “Das OAov in

KoBoAov ist also gemalB der genitivischen Fassung dadurch ausgezeichnet, daB es sich nur insofern
zeigt, als es ausdriicklich Thema wird, wihrend das kathekaston in der aesthesis von selbst sich
zeigt, ohne eigens Thema zu werden.”, Sophistes, p. 83.

294 The way from the inarticulated KOLGO?»OD to an articulated £KkotoTOV which is formulated by
Aristotle at the beginning of Phys., 1, 1 “EK TV KaBOLOV €1¢ o, Ko EKooTaL SEl TCpOLSVOLL”
shows, Heidegger claims, that “Aristoteles zugleich den Bewegungssinn der Geschichte der
Seinsbefragung der ¢UO1G, die seinen Forschungen vorausgegangen ist und die er ihm.”, cf. GA19,
ed. cit., p. 89.
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place. It is place that grants the ontological dimension to motion as the singular

aliTLov responsible for gathering the causes that bring being to stand in its being.

3) Unfolding the in of the hereness of beings: Eternal (o’ci&ov)
and Limit (T€poLC)

As indicated, movement has to do with change of beings in place in such a way

that “fjTol TOLTOV ECTL TO UETOPAAAELY KAl TO ATOAELTELY, T
OKOAOVOEL TQ UETAPAAAEW 1TO AMOAELNEW, T AKOAOLOEL 1TH
LETABAAALELY TO QATOAELTELY.” [everything that changes withdraws from

(c’xnoxg{no — to leave behind, to forsake, to be absent) that from which it changes;
and withdrawing, if not the same thing as changing follows it (XKOAOVLOED)]
(Phys., V, 235 b 9-11)*®.

What is at stake in a phenomenological comprehension of place is ultimately
the comprehension of the in of place as the hereness of beings. We understand the
in of place in the there of each €k0.CTOV as locomotion, “it is necessary to
understand that place would not be considered if there were not motion according
to place”, (Phys., IV, 211 a 12-13). Although the discussion of the in is already in
aper¢u in Phys. 11l in terms of the distinction between a thing being moved in
virtue of itself or accidentally (as also in Phys. 11, 3, 195 a6, 195 b 2; VII, 1, 241 b
37-39; VIII, 4, 254 b 8-12) its discussion in Phys. IV refers only to the accidental
motion**®. But this is just an apparent problem for by trying to show that, i.e. when
I move my hand the fingers move accidentally because they are part of the hand,
Aristotle is actually trying to understand how a thing can be “in” another. What
sort of access is there of a thing in its local place and a thing related to place as a
whole?

Again, the question is to know how place is related to beings at hand and at the
same time transcending the givenness and availability of beings. It is a distinction

between the £xoctal and their OAOV, that is, between particular beings

205
206

This is Walter Brogan’s translation which I quote apud op. cit., p. 37.
Such as the parts of the body or a nail in a ship which cannot be moved by themselves but
thorugh its conjunction with something else, as whiteness or science. Cf. Phys. IV, 4,211 a 19-24.
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comprehended by their limit (place) in relation to cosmos. To understand place as
the first unmoved limit of the cosmos we have first to understand what kind of
articulation exists between place as a limit and cosmos as the everlasting (écei):

Heidegger says in Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik:

“But this standing there upright in itself, coming to a stand and remaining in
the stand, is what the Greeks understood as being. Yet what comes to a stand and
endures in itself thereby emerges forth freely of itself into the necessity of its limit,
peras. This limit is not something that comes to the being from outside. Still less is
it a deficiency in the sense of a harmful restriction. No, the holding which governs
itself from out of the limit, the having itself in which that which endures holds
itself, is the being of beings. Even more, it first makes it a being as such in
differentiation from non-being. Coming to a stand means therefore: to achieve
limit, to limit itself. Consequently, a fundamental characteristic of beings is to be
defined by a telos, which means not aim or purpose, but end. Here “end” is not
meant in a negative sense, as though there were something about it that did not

continue, that failed or ceased. End is ending in the sense of fulfilment
(Vollendung). Limit and end are that with which the being begins to be” 27,

The articulation between népocg and &€l and the way they reveal themselves
in human being set the issue of Iénog (place) and Kivnctg (motion) to a very
complex ontological level. The striking feature of the greek construction is that the
noun &S0V is built with the adverb &gl with the verbal form &v. So the natural
way of thinking the 31810V would be an &gt dv, a forever being. Instead we have
41810v. The Christian tradition has rendered &Swov for aeternitas but its
temporal meaning has faded with the idea that eternity is something “outside time”.
Still the greek &€l appears in the latin prefix ae. The original meaning of the 6v
through the &e1, that is, the original meaning of aefernitas is thus not opposed to
the temporal but expressing the “to return always”, the everlasting that aeternitas

speaks of: sempiternal. If we understand aeternitas as the a-temporal, the

207 “Dieses aber, das in sich hoch gerichtete Da-stehen, zum Stand kommen und im Stand

bleiben, verstehen die Grieschen als Sein. Was dergestalt zum Stand komm‘g, in sich stindig wird,
schldgt sich dabei von sich her frei in die Notwendigkeit seiner Grenze, Tepag. Diese ist nichts,
was zum Seienden erst von aulen hinzukommt. Noch weniger ist sie ein Mangel im Sinne einer
abtriglichen Beschriankung. Der von der Grenze her sich bindigene Halt, das Sich-Haben, worin
das Stdndige sich halt, ist das Sein des Seienden, macht vielmehr erst das Seiende zu einem solchen
im Unterschied zum Unseienden. Zum Stand kommen heifit darnach: sich Grenze erringen, er-
grenzen. Deshalb ist ein Grundcharakter des Seienden to telos (por grego), was nicht Ziel und nicht
Zweck, sondern Ende bedeutet. »Ende« ist hier keineswegs im verneinendem Sinne gemeint, als ob
mit ihm etwas nicht mehr weiter gehe, versage und aufhore. Das Ende is Endung im Sinne von
Vollendung. Grenze und Ende sind jenes, womit das Seiende zu sein beginnt”, Martin
HEIDEGGER, FEinfiihrung in die Metaphysik, ed. cit., p. 46. (This is Brogan’s own rigorous
English translation ,op. cit., p. 65.)
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inaccessible everlasting, we loose sight of the second half of the term diSLov, the
d1o¢: that which is divine-like. Only a being that holds itself through time in the
presence of the divine, is. This sets place in an altogether extraordinary crossroad
at the very core of the ontological difference. This is the emergence of the very
own ¢136lg through the &gl whose place is the first limit. This &€t holds forth and
endures, is temporal, is from out there here in our lives. The obota of being lies
precisely in this presence of the everlasting that remains in the shining of presence.
If it shines it comes forth, holds itself forth and endures. The character of
endurance shows itself, appears through a i)TEOKEquVOV, that which lies there
underneath. We only endure in the presence of being through two modes: OewpeLY
and dxnee{)ew. The transition of the OEWPELY to the axnee{)ew is implicitly
present in the way Aristotle articulates the e18evat and eMoTo.oBoL. Both reveal
our pre-cognitive, pre-theoretical being-in-the-world, that grants us the factical “to
know” of being. OeWPELY as the “to see and behold” of the “to know in presence”
(etSévocL) and dkneeﬁew as the “to disclose and unconceal” of the “to know in
presencing” enlotoofot. And yet the ELSéVOLL, the presence of a thing which I
have already recognised, is necessarily related to the Oewpeiv. In fact, like QE£L,
Gewpioc is divine, it is the Opalv, the look upon of the Géog in the bpoc’l:év, the
visible, so it couldn’t be an ulterior moment of my access to a being. The &€l of
the look through Géog reveals itself in me through the immediate unity of the
seeing and what is seen, Gewpioc. This is the phenomenological and essential
meaning of Gewpioc, the pure seeing, the onlooking of the divine through the
perception of the visible, VOUC. @8(0p{0c and émieaoc are in their originary
togetherness through voV¢, and this explains why Aristotle says in the De Anima

208

that noetic being is 3dov™® | It is capable of being in and of itself. It has the

character of necessity (OWOZYKE).

208 Cf., ARISTOTLE, de Anima, with translgtion, inyroduction and’notgs by R. D. Higks,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1907, “t0 5 aLTO ECTLY 1) KOUT EVERYELOLY EMLOTNUT
T TPOYMALTL 1) 8& Koo SUVALULY XPOVE® TPOTEPA EV TQ) EVL, dAwG 8 ob xpove: é&k
oby 0te Hev voel ote O oL VoEL. Ywplobelg 0 EoTL Lovov Tovd dmep  [Now actual
knowledge is identical with the thing known, but potential knowledge is prior in time in the
individual; and yet not universally prior in time. But this intellect has no intermittence in his
thought. It is, however, only when separated that it is its true self, and this, its essential nature, alone
is immortal and eternal”, p. 135.
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Hence, we start to see how place starts to unlock ontological operators in
Aristotle’s implicit phenomenological approach to philosophy, making very clear
to us that he is thinking beings in terms of how they appear and how they are
adressed by a kéyog oriented by its surroundings, that is, the dpxﬁ/o’ocioc and the
various connections to Kivnclg.

Being place the first unmoved limit of that it contains (Phys. 1V, 4, 3, 210 a
21), one of its meanings is that it completes by circumscribing things in its
presence. But what are the questions at stake in this claim? It seems clear that what
is népocg is the obvious opposite of what is ATeLPOC, without limit. But is it so?
In fact, just apparently for the ATELPOG is 31810V, that is, &eL as the enduring of
something in its isness and 010G as that which has the power to hold itself through
this permanence, then how can we conceive of this “return always”, this ever that
lasts, as the enduring of a being limited and contained by place?

This is in fact the problem Aristotle himself had to struggle with: what is the
meaning of K{vnclg, how to understand the natural 0Ll of natural beings and
how is 0bG1O to be thought with Kivnclg? In itself this question wouldn’t be
problematic except that Aristotle had to think the ddtov/ ALTLELPOV connection in
articulation with the OAOV of the £KalG T in their togetherness. In other words, it
required the greatest philosophical exertion for Aristotle to explain how was it
possible that the 81810V could be in a thing which is GDuBSBm{ég, accidental and
therefore not eternal. How to make clear this subtle shift between accidental motion
of the GDHBSBT]K(SQ and the essential, enduring presence of being? How could
Aristotle be able to solve the dilemma that motion and enduring presence are not
mutually exclusive being the first, népocg and the other, &€1 — one appearance and
another presencing of the presence?

A possible clue comes out from not thinking the obvious, that is, not to think
the &el and the Ttépocg in their difference but to think their difference out of their
togetherness for the only genuine contrast to be made is out of the limit in relation
to the limited, not out of the limited in relation to the unlimited. Otherwise we will
incur in the same sort of traditional thinking of the &€l as a-temporal.

As Heidegger remarks, “diesen Gegensatz als den des »Ewigen« und des

»Zeitlichen« (...) ist das erstlich vorliegende Verfassungslose das »Ewige«, aller
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bl)Guég als Wechsel das »Zeitliche«*”

thence making explicit the
phenomenological dimension of Aristotle’s attempt of the that-it-is and the what-it-
is of a being. When Aristotle names obota as the enduring presence he had truly
found the &1810V the greeks understood as the essence of being.

The understanding of the temporal character of the &€t is leading us gradually
to the very own ontological determination of ’cénog place. Place as the OAOV of
each £€KOLCTOV in its népocg renders a thing determinate. To limit a thing is not to
render it weaker or less determinate but on the contrary to serve as a “common
boundary in relation to which points conjoin” (“E€07TL de AoBELY KOOV Opov
npdg bV 10 uéptoc abTng GUVOLTTEL (Cat. 6, 5 a 2) since limit means the last
point of each thing, i.e. the first point within which every part is and therefore limit
limits something by touching it. This common boundary can be understood as the
gathering of népov with &1810v and on this regard the granting of €180¢ to a
thing. Being Ttépocg “the primary and ultimate, out of which it is impossible to take
anything (indivisible) (Meta 1022 a4-14) it is also making beings what they are,
namely, letting shine the T £V gwon. Tt is precisely this “letting shine” that
constitutes the &€l of their presence since what endures holds itself there at any

1% As we have said, Man is the 10 8¢ T that is present in the whole

given time
and therefore is a part of the ddov holding itself in its in there as such, in its
thereness: place. Hence, place renders each Tt determined by being the self-
determination of the very holding itself forth of a thing, its ’onom{uevov. This
very subtle relation of place as the indivisible of each TU with &80V as the
shining of presence means that Aristotle is interpreting being in a no longer derived

way but, as Heidegger remarks:

“ He thinks for the first time the individual being as the actual (Jeweilige), and
thinks its lasting (Weile) as the distinctive manner of presencing, of the presencing
of eidos itself in the most extreme present of the indivisible, that is, no longer
derived, appearance (&topov €180¢) [the outward look that can be dissected no
further, literally un-cut, un-mown] 21

299 Cf. Heidegger, M., Vom Wesen und Begriff der ¢1)/O'lg, GA 9.
48 Also, that’s why Heidegger will assign such an importance to his jeweils operator. The je from
ewig in German and Weilig from weilen (dwell) come from &30V as i.e. aeternitas.

2 Cf. Heidegger, M., The End of Philosophy, transl. Joan Stambaug, New York, Harper & Row,
1973, p..8 apud Brogan, op. cit., p. 62.
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Therefore, a first understanding of place must keep in view that place has a
“SOvoLs: £x el WO, Suvauy” (Phys., IV, 1 208 b 10 f£) as the constitutive
presence of being. This starts to tell us something about the £180¢ of place for it is
the outward look of place that begins to take shape in its very essence. The outward
look of place is the limit and possibility of the proper being of a being.

Simultaneously, this path is revealing the unity of the manifold of being, that
is, ’l:éTtog as the determination of co-presence of the (1)13681 ovta. As we hope to
make clear in the next point, only through the adequate comprehension of XoSpoc-
’Eénog connection can we clarify what is at stake in the determination of the ¢1/)0'81
dvtal as KEKLvnuévov (the moved) specifically as moved according to place
Kwo{)uevov KOUTOL TOTOV. This difficulty will come to a stand when we discuss,
further on, the relation of the 31810V with the Kool GDuBSBm{ég (that which is
not accidental but belonging to and being present along with that which shows
itself as such, o’ocsioc).

As we have seen through &€l and Tcépocg, natural beings emerge out of
themselves toward their being while maintaining themselves in the necessity of
their limits which means that &1810V is the one and unchanging enduring being.
Now we will turn to the way place itself constitutes the prepositional structure of
the “towards which”, “in order to, “for the sake of which”: place as the unity of the
utterly simple (&TTAOVV) as opposed to the manifold (TAT00C) without limit. The
disclosing of the very own ontological precedence of place through the outward
look of the utterly visible: the €180¢ of place*'?. Place as the positum of being, as

the selfsame being that is uncovered.

212 «of yocp dvev 1@V dAAWY on&ev EoTy, EKEVO 8 dvev TV dALwY, ocvocym]

TpdTOY €lvor ob yocp ATOALVTON O 'conog TV ¢981pouevcov ”, Physics., 208 b 35 [for that
whithout which nothing else can exist, while it can exist without the others must needs be first; for
place does not pass out of existence when the things in it are annihilated].
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4) Exchanging motion (}(WﬁO‘S(Dg yS’EOLGXO/V) of a proper being:
g10eval and EMLoTACO0L

The central question is therefore: why is it so difficult to grasp the essential
character of place? Place does not move and bodies are in motion and motion has a
privilege regarding the £18evat and EMLGTOGHAL.

This task has a double sense for a research on Iénog: first, to unfold place as
the ontological prior condition of beings and second, to make clear that every
possibility of being is determined by place as what constitutes the proper presence
of the being in question.

Aristotle says that “OTl uév oy £0TL TL O ’cénog”, ténog must itself be
something (Phys., IV, 1, 208) for “Sok€l ONAov e€lval EK 1TNG
dVTLHSTdGTaGSwg"’, it helds/manifests itself (OKEL) to be visible from being
exchanged.

Then again, we have a subtle but very important transition in the Greek text.
What happens between the 00V £67Tt of TOTOC and its Sokel STAOV? Can we
draw a paralell with the £18evat and EMLGTACOOL in what concerns the presence
of the dNAov and the presencing of the oDV £07TL or is it place the very own
determination of both the £18€voit and eEMloTOGHAL?

We will explore this possibility with Aristotle bearing in mind that the o0V
£67TL of TOTOC and its SOKEL STIAOV is connected with AVTULETOOTOCEDC, It is
precisely in the ue*coictocctg that lies the solution to understand the nature of the
GTAOLC of TOTOC, in relation to the limit (TTEpaLc) and possibility (SLvoLLC) of a
proper being.

Aristotle mentions that the possibility of exchange of two things in a container
is determined by place which is different from all bodies that come to change but

not separated from them:

“Ymov yap ot vov VOWp, EvravBo EEelBoytog domep EE Ayyelov
oAy &np Exel Evecty: OT€, O TOV ALTOV TOTOV TOVTOV GAAO TL TAV
COUOTWY, KATEYEL, TOLTO ON TV EYYWOUEVMV KL UETABAAAOVTWY
ETEPOV TOLVTWOV €V OOKEL" £V ® YAp AMP ECTL Vv, VWP EV TOLIW
TPOTEPOV TV, WCTE dNAOY (g MY O TOTOg T Kol 1 xwpa. £TEPov AUOOLY,
gic Ny ko &€ Mg uetePaiov”, (Phys., IV, 208 bl1-8) (If there formerly was
water in a container and if now there is air in it, then place is something other than

that which fills it. What now contains air formerly contained water, so that clearly
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the place or space into which and out of which they passed was something different
from both).

Aristotle is calling attention to the fact that place was already in place before
the water or air, that is, he is saying that (dcte dnAov ¢ Ay © Iénog TL KO M
Xc()poc gtepov dudoly, €1¢ v Kol e€ N¢ ueréﬁockov”. Place is the was (f|v)
and goes-on being, it is the eternal, a€l. A was is what has already been but it also
has the specific sense of something necessary, that has fo be present a priori as the
condition of possibility of what it contains, not as X(Dpig (the separate) but as
’Eénog. It has the character of determination of the contained being in such a way
that it posits the ¢1368l Ovta in their proper place. What kind of positing is this?
We are about to see that it is a positing of the very own &py ol with Kwo{)uevoc
such that place emerges along with beings: place as QUVOLULG: EXEL o
SvvouL.

The limit and the possibility of a proper being is the Kwo{)uevov to

KLVODLLSVOL the essential character of *conog that has power over belngs “ETL 58
ol q)opou 'cwv q)ncsuccov CWLALTOY KoL omkwv olov nvpog KoL yng KOLL
TV TOLOVTWY, O uovov dnrovow dtT EGTL TL O 'conog, 3L BT Ka

EXEL oL SDVOLLLW.” [Further the motions of elementary (&TAQV: utterly
simply) natural beings — namely fire, earth and the others — make visible/held
manifest (3NAOVG1Y) not only that place is something, but also that it exerts a
certain power]. Phys., IV, 208 b 8-10.

Aristotle is well aware of the difficulty of grasping place for what it is.

Heidegger translates and comments the opening lines of Phys., IV:

“BOKEL, 8 UEYOL TL VAL KAl X UAETOV ANGOTvaL o tonog SloL e 0
nocpeouq)ocwsceou Ty VANV Ko T popény, ka dia o Ev hpepovvtt

@ MEPLEXOVTL YIVESHOL TNV LETOGTACLY TOV GEPOULEVOV” “It seems that it
i1s something great and very difficult to grasp place for what it is, because along
with it there always is given the body, in what it is made of and in its outward look,
its form”, [Phys., IV, 212 a7-8] so that one is tempted to take the extension of the
material or the limit of the form as the place. And, further, it is difficult to see place
as such, because the LeTocoTOO1G of what 1s in motion comes to pass in each case
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in such a way that the place itself does not thereby move. And what is in motion
has a privilege with regard to perceptibility.””*"?

Heidegger’s point it to show that Aristotle is aware of the difficulty to seeing
place as such for we tend to see place as an extension of the body or the limit of the
form of the body.

We should note that Heidegger’s commentary on this passage seems to be
indirectly referring to Aristotle’s central thesis of Phys. V, 1-5, that place is
absolutely determined by ¢13c51g setting therefore the task to think the £18evat of
place as the outward look of the through (510/6) of the stances (O"EOZGLQ) into which
beings are dissected. This implies thinking the continuum, the “in contact with” of
place with beings, that is, the continuum as the ‘ci, the “this one” of each
damtecBat. In other words, the continuum as the UV that bounds together so that
is co-present in the (1)13681 ovta. The v of place reveals the very own temporal
character of beings — beings which have the Sﬁvocutg Kow(oviocg, the potential to
be with another in association and therefore as enduring presence. This means that
place constitutes the possibility of the proper presence of beings.

As indicated, Aristotle usually uses dmttecOa to refer to the contact of one
body with another so we cannot use it to refer place to a body for that would imply
that place and what is surrounded are two bodies. What we have to think through is
what makes possible the in of the “in contact with”, &ntecBat. “In contact with”
here is not a random translation for &mtecOAL is to touch something. If a thing
touches another it is “in contact with” but this contact is only possible through the a
priori oVV. This is because when something is in contact with another it is already
and necessarily in place, that is, it coincides exactly with the thing it touches: it is a
cuvoTTTEL. We begin to see now how the phenomenon of co-presence of the
continuum with the movable operates within the specific articulation of place as the
limit (mepac) and possibility (SUVOLC) of the KWoOLUEVOV. For to coincide

exactly or to conjoin (taking Lang’s own interpretive hypothesis) is not in relation

et PS, GA 19, pp. 108, 109: “Es scheint, da} es etwas GroB3es und sehr Schweres ist, den Ort
in dem, was er ist, zu fassen, weil sich dabei immer mit zeigt das, woraus der korper besteht, und
sein Aussehen, seine Gesthalt«, so daBl man versucht ist, die Ausdehnung des Stoffes oder die
grenze der Ge§talt als den Ort zu nehmen. Und ferner ist es schwer, den Ort als solchen zu sehen,
weil die petoctaolg des Bewegten jeweils so geschieht, da der ort dabei selbst nicht bewegt.
Das Bewegte selbst aber hat hinsichtlich der Wahrnehmbarkeit einem Vorzug”.
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of place and the movable as two bodies but stricto sensu of place as limit of the
limited. The sense of CLV is, as we’ve seen, a con-juction of each Tt with its limit
because it works ontologically as the very own in-junction of the népocg of every
Kwo{)uevov and thus as the constitutive principle of that which is constituted. In
other words, place and beings are one and the same in the dlﬁiov, the everlasting,
the sempiternal as the boundary of the bounded, the Ko, OCLGGT]’EOE, the
common sensibles, that are always to move with respect to place, KIVELY KoL
tomov. Hence why the cosmos is oLel. This discussion is also unfolding the path to
understand how place is already working at the level of ovola.

The outward look of place only resembles form in the uemdctactg of what is
in motion. The €18€vait of place is working essentially as the first look of the
manifold of particular orientations we take up for the sake of seeing, Sl 10
e18evat. Itself place determines the first demarcations of the manifold of positions
of beings so it is the capacity of a being to be, the TpDTOV of LS. The TPDTOV
is this incredible and revolutionary cuv of place that works as the common radical
of the posited beings. The oLV is place itself working as limit and determination of
the being of each particular orientation (GéO'Lg) in such a way that beings are the
oV of GéGLg, the posited together, the vavég the many together, which means
the continuous itself! Therefore, it is no surprise that both the e1deval and
emotoofol derive from the same “to know”, the same cCuLVOPAV “to see
together”. For it is precisely the outward look of place which operates in beings as
their syn-thesis, positing together of in the same seeing together, cvvopa.cOL.
What we have now to consider is how the outward look of place works in terms of
its co-presence in beings. For this effect there is a special insight Aristotle gives us
in Phys., IV, 1, 208 b where lies the solution to understand the nature of the
5T of TOTOC in relation to the limit (T€POC) and possibility (SUVOLLE) of a

proper being.
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5) Displacement (ustdctactg)

As pointed out, there is a key word in this passage, uSTdGTaGLQ which
stretches into Aristotle’s account of place, namely as 5”()1)0(“1(;, beyond reckoning
— comprising the notions of matter (OAN), outward look or form (uopd)ﬁ) and the
to become (Y{'YVS’EOLL).

METdGTaGLQ is usually translated by “change of place” or “displacement”
but in fact ustdctactg is not a displacement as such. MS’COZO"COLGLQ means
literally a “taking over of the rest”, and therefore it can be directly related to XOSplg
as that which is “displaced” in the strict sense of extracted, separated®'®. It also
adds to this fact that usrd can have multiple meanings such as after, over,
according to, in common with. It seems to us that the essential character of XOSplg
is a ue'coi in the “towards which of our relation” (npdg NUAC) to the particular
orientations we take up and ténog has to be a 810 in relation to ¢1/)GLQ. Then
again, what concerns the formal character of ’cénog has to do with the way we
address and understand the transition between the 0OV £07TL of ’Eénog and its
dokel dnAov. Thence, we should start to inquire about the meaning of one of the
correlates of HSTO,( : the through, 510/6, the in of place.

Thinking about this shift makes us aware of the contrast between the 810 and
the us’cd. What is at stake is not a philological exegesis of the Greek to show the
niceties of the words interplay. It is rather the opposite. We are opening the way
that drastically reveals the genuine meaning of thclg for 10 is “through” and
only place is through while, on the other hand, a uetd is already a “projecting
beyond” that necessarily involves a relative determinateness in relation to 810, The
simple point to make is that because a us’cd pressuposes a 810 and not the

opposite, the respective correlates of what is a “through” and a “projecting beyond”

214 The connection between Ténog and X(JSPO( presents hugely difficult complexities that were

recently studied by Morison but in slightly different contours. Although Morison claims (well) that
“in the de Caelo Aristotle uses chora in contexts where topos would do just as well” he assumes
that “chora drops out during the argument of Physics IV, I-5 as Aristotle gets close to defining his
notion of place (...) for he wants to mark out his notion of place from that of Plato”, cf. Morison, B.,
On Location: Aristotle’s Concept of Place, Oxford, Clarendon Press, pp. 22-23. Morison goes on
through an exegetical discussion of Plato’s Timaeus, 48 E — 53 C to show the connections between
X wpal and space or extension as a version of a theory of place as matter. What is worth considering
along with Morison’s argument is that Aristotle wants to go further than to mark out his notion of
place from Plato.”
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must necessarily be, respectively, an £180¢, what is properly visible (a priori) and a
Géctg, a particular orientation (a posteriori) towards the absolute determinations of
’Eénog within the world. In either case, €180¢ is what appears through the presence
already uncovered before we come to assign a meaning, a direction®”’. These and
other consequences come out of Heidegger/Aristotle ontological phenomenology to
philosophy — we need first to come back to our main issue: place. Place’s own
genesis constitutes implicitly the phenomenological basis to unlock the concealed
in all its force.

Understanding the different meaning of S0 and us*cd takes us closer to the
genetic character of ’Eénog in the sphere of co-appurtenance to beings. When
Aristotle says “ToDToL 8 EOTL TOTOL WEPT KO €181, 10 dve Kol KoTw
KOl ol OOl TV € Slootocewy”, Phys., IV, 1, 208 b12, [The outward
look of place is determined according to these possibilities: above-below, front-
back, right-left] he is advancing that these possibilities are related to us in terms of
how they are placed, in the sense of orderly arranged.

We are moving through (SLd) the determinations (GTdGELg) of place in
relation to a projection beyond the GTdGELg. We refer to right, left, up and down,
ahead behind, from the particular stance of our position in the world, i.e. what is
left to me may not be right to you, etc... thence the possibility of change is
immense. Because what is in motion has a privilege regarding perceptivity it seems
that we take place as a simple extension of the material “adapting” the manifold of
locations to our own designation of place as if place could be only relieved by our
particular stances regarding its outward look form. But as Aristotle points out, this
kind of relation with the S10.0TAGELC of place that is “E0TL 8¢ T TOLADTA”
(relative to these things [above-below, right and left]), are not just “ob uévov
npdg NUOLC [in relation to us] but to “ANOL KOLTOL tﬁv feow, omwg Qv
OTPALDDLLEY, Y{va”l:oct”[but instead they correspond to a GéO'Lg, to the way we
happen to stand and turn at any time], (Phys., IV, 1, 208 b 15 {f.)

We relate to the different parts of the whole of place by differentiating them in
their differentiation, that is, in differentiating each of the uép’ﬂ of place through the

215 And that is why €180¢, as that which directs, plays a decisive role to solve the axiom of

contradiction (and not non-contradiction !) This explains why thinking the ontological difference as
a OLVOECLG is a loose statement: because the private character of being shouldn’t be seen as a
synthesis but belonging to the very character of €180¢! In order to assert the AOYOG of a something
we need more than a GVVOEG1E/B1ALPESLE operation through VOVC,.
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Stoccs’coicetg in which it can be dissected [td dve Kol KOT® KAl ot Aotmo].
The fact that we relate to the different parts of the whole shows that both dvw and
KOUT® are already present as determinations of place: uépn — hence the statements
of Parmenides that the one is distributed through all the parts. The 0OV £07TL of
Tomo¢, and its Sok€l STIAOV work in the very own appearance of the £18€vait and
£MOTOOHOL in what concerns the presence of the dNAOV and the presencing of
the o0V £07TL of place, by the way being posits itself from a determinate npég Tl
that is relative to something. This orientation is operated through a GéO'Lg. A
Géctg is only made possible by an already oriented being, 98‘56@ that is in the &&L,
everlasting and therefore a being actively orientated towards the world and
simultaneously grounded in the everlasting look held by the Géclg, thence in the
del of each 98‘56@: alcOno1c. When reading through Aristotle that “&v S¢ m
(1)13(5& SLOSpIO"EOLL Xoopig E€KOoTOV” [On the other hand, in nature itself
(¢13681=the self-emergent presence of being) everything is for itself positioned in
its own place], (Phys., IV, 1, 208 b 18-19) we see that the 10 BV® KAl KOT®
Kol ot Aoutot differentiation is rooted in the own &/wocmg of place and not
merely through a Géclgm so that nature of the G’l:dO‘Lg of ‘cénog in relation to
the limit (népocg) and possibility (Sﬁvocutg) of a proper being works itself as the
et of each TU in the thclg such that it is the oLV of each OéO'Lg of being, the
positing together of being in the very own VOELY, that is, the appearance of VOUC
that opens the every possible openness of being.

The “already” of &e€1, 810 and Guv point out to the co-presence of place in the
(1)13(5& &1 through motion®!”, but what kind of motion?

In order to provide an explanation for this already-giveness of place we must
bear in mind that the Sﬁvoculg of place is not of the same order of the
uetdctactg of locomotion because what comes into being is not of the order of
motion in respect to time but it is rooted in an a-temporal &€l that works as the

what-holds-itself-together of Kivnclg. Hence place is the v of each Tt and

M1 “Gg ob 17 Becerl Sropepovtor povor AALA KOl Tf] Suvaluer”,[because these places

are not differentiated merely through a Oec1g — TPOg NUAG — but on the contrary TT) SUVOLUEL]
Phys., IV, 1,208 b 24. / o
27 “npdytoy pev odv Sel katawvofioot 8T obk Av E{nTELTo b TOMOg, €1 1N KWWNOo1G
TG ﬁv 1l kot Tomov”, Phys., IV, 1,211 a 12 ff.
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simultaneous the 0t~ KLVETOV of the KIVETOV. A being is only moved because it is
first unmoved by its limit: place.

KianLg is first granted to being by place since beings move first in their
being unmoved, in their proper potentiality to be: the everlasting of the lasting. A
being only is when it reaches forth to an a-temporal point of completion. The very
own essence of ’ECSTEOQ is concealed in the )V of beings not in relation to its
outward phenomenal appearance but in relation to the ’cé?»og of each being that is,
in relation to our own understanding of what is in full presence: the fv- ’Eékog-
£X €LY, coming to a limit, reaching a point of completion — ’81)’58%?17(810(. To be the
NV, an already-is-being is to be rooted in a stability of the present in the way of
coming into rest. The ontological dimension of place may even be relieved through
a change of motion of the (1)13681 bdvtal but it is always rooted in the a-temporal
el that is manifest in beings as the capability of their seeing together,
cuvopa.cBat through €180¢, a self-same cUVOPALY, a see together. The character
of ‘cénog is concealed and unconcealed in the very from-out-of-which and being-
toward of change, the movement of presence and absence: ustaBokﬁ. If we
understand this we will certainly agree that the KLVETOV as it were is a Kwﬁcswg
uetoccxév, in the partaking in motion since “0b de oY &V Ténog, BALCL TO
meév cwua” [for not only everything that is is in place but only a body which
is movable, medv]. This possibility co-exists in the Ay of €lvait of each body.
We note, co-exists, for to co-exist in a being means to release is own
determinateness from what lies there underneath, ’onom{uevov.

In order to examine this peculiar indication, the to-show-itself of the
indication, dok€L dNAOV of ‘cénog we must understand this peculiar character of
coming to a stand. The OMAov, shown-up, pointed-out as the disclosed and
therefore seen is not what we think through a mere o0V £07Tt of ’E(STEOQ, a simple
outward look of place but the AoV is the pointing out of place in the very own
thorough thinking, determining, Srovota granted by VOELV. T(STEOQ allows the
manifest, Snkoﬁusvov to be disclosed as such through vovg in every particular
being. The particular orientation of beings is the Géctg, the arrangement of beings
with their own sight, Oea., such that being is this in-sight — Gewpég, the sight that
sees, the spectator — of the pure seeing, the onlooking seeing of place revealed in

each oriented being, Ge’tég. The nature of place itself — £y el o 813vocuw is
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the soul in the capacity of being everlasting. The moved, Kwo{)uevov, changes
and passes from a 813vocuu; Kow(oviocg toa Sﬁvoculg €1¢ is the expression of the
movement of the soul in perception. The underlying presence of the soul in the &€l
of each Géclg makes perception not only possible in the basis of an everlasting
positum of the BS’Eég but also unifies and gathers what most persists in the
perceivable, OLLO'GT]’E(SVM.

Being is in the world holding itself in relation to what is common and separate,
prlcuég. In other words, being manifests itself as the KOOV gathered together
as being-in-the-totality-of-places. This gathering together arises out of being itself
from the OVGLA, of heavenly bodies so that if place as such is relieved by motion of
the natural bodies it is precisely because the movable is already in place. The fjv of

a KLUNTOV CWUA, corresponds therefore to the &A€L EV KLYNOEL of the heavens:

“3l00 Yalp TOVTO KOl TOV obpocvov MOE}LIO"E, o’téueeoc EV *cénog, OTL &el
gV xwnoel’[Therefore we believe that the heavens are most in a place, because
they are constantly in motion], (Phys., IV, 1,211 a 13 1))

Therefore, there is a double coincidence of VOUG with place, that is to say, a
coincidence of VOUC in the GDLLBSBT]K(SQ 1.e. through the description of place
between movables, and a coincidence in the way of VoVg to place itself. To
coincide here must be taken literally in the conjunctive sense of continuity rather
than in the disjunctive sense of a distinct reaching-in-respect-of. The possibility of
understanding the in and the with of place within the Kwn'cdv is also indicated by
the phenomenological structure “GUo” that Aristotle uses to refer to the ¢1/)0'81
dvtal in relation to the touch dmtecBal (Phys., V, 3). The unfolding of co-

presence of place in beings is articulated in the éc{&,ov, Ttépocg and CVLV structures

218 Cf Aristotle, de Anima, 7, 431 a 1-7,“To 8 od)yt0 ESTW 1] KOUT EVEPYELOLY EMOTNUN
T TPOYUATL. 1| 08 KOUToL SLVOLULY, XPOVW, TPOTEPC. EV TM, eVL, OAWE 0 QLde povw:
Ectl yap é% EVTEAEY 1O OVTOG TOLVTO TG, YIYVOUEVO. QALVETOL OE TO éJ.EV oeOntov
£K, SUVALLLEL OYTOG TOVL ALLGHNTIKOV EVEPYELQ TOLOVY: 0D Yop TASYEL OO AAAOLOVTAL,
310 AALO €180G TOUTO KWNOEWG h YOp KIVNOIG TOL ATEAOVG EVepyeld MV,
ATAMC EVEPYELQ, ETEPA, 1] TOV TETEAECUEVOV.” (Now actual knowledge is identical with the
thing known. But potential knowledge is prior in time in the individual, and yet not universally prior
even in time. For it is from something actually existent that all which comes into being its derived.
And manifestly the sensible object simply brings the faculty of sense which was potential into active
exercise: in this transition, in fact, the sense is not acted upon or qualitatively changed.
Consequently, this must be a different species of motion. For motion is, as we saw, an activity of
that which is imperfect; but activity in the absolute sense, that is, activity of that which has reached
perfection, is quite distinct).”
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in relation to Being bearing in mind that the co-presence of &€&l with népocg had
already anticipated an account of the in of place which is still only implicit at this
stage of Aristotle’s Physics.

The importance of unlocking the phenomenological sense of the temporal
operators in the Physics is itself a first sign of how the phenomena of co-presence
and the GUVSXég unfold not exclusively in relation to the contained but in terms of
the essential character of the containing limit, the neptéxov of the 1810V in
beings. Up to the moment there are no scholarly commentaries available which
take the sense and implications of the co-presence of topos further into its
ontological level of presence and presencing in beings in inauthenticity. One of the
reasons for this is that we still tend to regard place as material extension, i.e. space
mainly because we have forgotten the meaning of the £ootov, the outermost
limit as the essential element of ’cénog in the containing limit, neptéxov. Let’s
take a closer look at the following passage and to that which appears to be a
contradictio in actu adjectivandi regarding the articulation of neptéxov

Eoyortovt?

\

“Otay uév oV un §an1]uévov 1 0 ngptéxov,dkkd Guvexéc, ob
MG EV TOTW AEYETOL ELVOL EV EKEW®W, AAA OOG WLEROG EV OAw:,OTOY OF

7

dinpnuevor 7 Kol KTTOUEVOY, EV TPWOT®W ECTL TM ECYATH TOV
mepleyovtog, O obte &oTL Uepog oL EV, abtw obte pelov, tov
dlaotnuatag AAA toov: Ev yop T oLT® ToL ESYATO TV GTTOUEVDY.
Kol G'o,vexeg UEV, ov, obk lev,%z,xswog KLWELTaL AAAQ HET EKELVOV),
Sll’]p\T]l.LEVOV € EV EKEWV®" KAL EAV TE KIYNTAL TO TEPLLEYXOV EAV TE UM,
obLdev fyttov.” (When what surrounds then, is not separate from the thing, but it is
in continuity with it, the thing is said to be in what surrounds it, not in the sense of
in place, but as a part in a whole. But when the thing is separate and in contact, it is
immediately in the inner extremity of the surrounding body, and this surface is
neither a part of what is in it nor yet greater than its extension, but equal to it; for
the extremities of things which touch are coincident. Further, if one body is in
continuity with another, it is not moved in that but with that. On the other hand it is
moved in that it is separate) (Phys., IV, 211 a 29-35).

219 Cf. The connection ﬁSpLéXOV/éGXOL’COV has led commentators to produce numerous pages of

analytical material concerning the individuation of the limits of place and the most amazing logical
puzzles! Vide, for example, Morison’s inventive corolaries such as “limits depend ontologically on
their hosts (not vice-versa): a limit is the limit of something. (Indeed things have limits because they
have such-and-such a form.) But despite this ontological inferiority, limits have explanatory
power.”, p. 142.
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An apparent contradiction is not a contradiction but a dilemma. Looking at the
Greek we clearly see that 1) the touching and contiguity between moved beings
reveals the “in” rather than the “with” of bodies, 2) the very structure of the
continuum as a limit of the body, that is, the cvV of place works as the with of a
movable thing. The analysis of Phys. IV, defines place as the container and cosmos
as the contained affirming that they are not continuous but dividing and touching.
What Aristotle is saying is that place is in a way separable from what is in place
because what is in place is in a sense apart from place but touching place, that is,
their extremities touch, but are always divided. An in can be undivided and
continuous and at the same time divided and touching. Yet we can only assert that
place is separable from the body because what is in place must be necessarily be
divided from place yet touching place. This is a very difficult step for Aristotle is
considering two manifolds of the same fold, that is, he is actually pointing two
possibilities of place: the first possibility is of the domain of aicONGC1¢ and the
other possibility presents VOUG as the extreme KOLG(S?»OD, the being of cosmos
revealed in its indivisibility. Aristotle is having the revolutionary insight of
grasping the essence of place as the neptéxov, the common boundary of VOug

with the everlasting of the one.

“Again, place is among continuous things. For the parts of a body occupy
some place and these parts conjoin in relation to somme common boundary. Surely
then, the parts of place, which each of the parts of the body occupy, conjoin to the
same boundary in relation to which also the parts of the body conjoin. Therefore
place too would be continuous, for its parts conjoin in relation to some common
boundary” (Categ., 5a 8-14).

Aristotle is also predelineating what he will outline in Meta ® 1-2 as the
original sense of O'O(I)ioc as opened through voUG of the KaBOAOV in the
goyotov. Thus place works at the level of OVG1 in each TU manifesting itself as
the “many ways”, TOAAOX T of the one, £V itself the unity of the cosmos. In other
words, place co-exists in beings as the originary det that binds together beings
operating at the ontological level of a Gﬁvesclg, the co-presence of oLV with each
. Only grasping this transition at the core of the unity of place will we see the self
same showing of the being indivisible and without magnitude. The Qo is a term

that brings forward the structure of co-presence of place in the (1)13681 ovta for it
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is this togetherness in time of place and beings, AL, that also hinges on the
question of the relationship of VOu¢ to the kéyog of assertion””’; as Walter Brogan
remarks, “the hama opens up the relationship of being and non being. Nonbeing
can be disclosed precisely because being, the eidos, is always already uncovered
before we come to the disclosure or nondisclosure of beings in time”**'. This is the
temporal sense of co-presence of place: an already opened g18evai through
voug*,

In this sense we are also assuming that there is an intermediate structure
operating at the level of VOULG with being, that is, a structure that pertains to place
in beings as that in which something in changing changes prior to arriving at the
EKQOTOV: the ue*cocﬁls. Without the parts of place we couldn’t even posit an
identity of thinking and being, as for instance we do in our discourse towards being
since beings who have being in themselves are el & and a being that is eternal
only needs to touch what is given by vOug, in the truth of VOELY granted by place.
The dmtecBal of being is made through the uetoc?;ﬁ that isn’t of the same

character of the apophantic discourse, kéyog. For Aristotle there are two

220 This discussion is thoroughly treated by Heidegger in Logik. Die Frage nach der Warheit

(GA 21) where his interpretation of truth in Aristoteles Mefa aims to open the sphere in which the
truth of AOY0g and the truth of VOUC emerge: time. By recovering Aristotle’s notions of A0Y0¢ and
VoG, Heidegger explains that time is the horizon from which both emerge. This investigation of
truth in Aristotle provides Heidegger with the basis to discuss time as one of the main issues of SZ
and in fact as the central issue of phenomenology.

221 Cf. Brogan, W., op. cit., p. 182.

222 Cf. Hemming, L., for the discussion of the “already” in the context of upliftment as “the
analogous relating of what is moved within the soul to its unmovedness and the soul’s relation to
unmovedness in the whole”. Hemming’s arguments refer to the central phenomenological operator
diel in the Greeks, namely in connection with Aristotle’s T0 £oyatov: “For the Greeks that which
cannot be surpassed and is at the same time the furthest reach is that which is most stable, most
perfect, the unmoved and ‘always’ (&€1) — being itself. The threshold in question is the outermost
of Greek thought, the unmoved limit of the heavens, which is also the seat of the divine. The
outermost, for Aristotle, is the first containing place of all that is in and under the heavens — in this
sense it provides the condition for every possible thing to have a place in the cosmos. Every thing
has a ‘where’ which is absolutely determinate, because the cosmos is, for the Greeks, finite and
implicitly ordered. God, or the divine, is outside place (considered in this way), because God has no
‘where’. The outermost, strictly speaking, does not even necessarily denote a region as such, but is a
reach which is constitutive for everything within the reach. The threshold in question is therefore,
dialectically considered, what Aristotle named as T0 €07 TOV, the outermost limit of the heavens
(as that which surrounds the heavens, and that which has no ‘outer’ or ‘outside’), that which at the
same time denotes all that is interior to the heavens because it is the outermost reach. The outermost
has no ‘outside’ because it is that than which there is no further. Upliftment and the sublime each
indicate the same thing — a seeking of what is most ‘beingful’ in what is there to be experienced and
known. As such, upliftment is the reach-out to the ‘over-there’ from here: it is the experience (and
so in what is coming to be) of being itself”, Postmodernity’s Transcending: Devaluing God, ed. cit.,
pp. 40-41.
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fundamental ways of revealing being: as we have, seen one of them is GI/)VGSGLQ
which belong to the kéyog of assertion and therefore occurs in the disclosure of
beings in relation to their accidental properties. But this GISVGEGLQ, by its very
etymological and ontological determinateness pressuposes a previous CUV that is
rooted in the &gl &V aei that binds together our multiple ways of addressing
beings. Hence discourse is only a partial way of access to being for it doesn’t
reveal the originary togetherness of beings with other beings. By bringing beings to
presence in terms of something else, a mere Katd¢a01g (affirmation) discourse
also covers up the KOWWVELY dimension of being as a simple saying of what is in
touch. It is precisely this in touch that makes all the difference. The in touch of
beings in place is the in touch of place as the successive in beings and thus the
npé‘cepov of VOEW, hence why Aristotle did not understand kéyog as
phenomenologically basic.

This is essential to point out its pertinency to open up a radical and genuine
understanding of the phenomenological basis of Aristotle’s thinking of being and
Heidegger’s discussion and reappropriation of key concepts for the thematization
of the structures of his own phenomenological ontology, i.e. Besorgen. — a concept
which Heidegger explores and is relating to this coming back to the place where
we dwell, this everlasting that makes possible the unity of thinking and being not
having a mere relation of priority of VOug and ké’yog and being and beings as
Aristotle suggested but pertaining to the very own pre-ontolological presentation of
being, | mean, a presentation not thematized by the Greeks or by Aristotle because
they naturally dwelled in an understanding of being itself not finding the need to
thematize its meaning.

The disclosure of £100¢ always comes prior to the emicacOa and since the
co-presence of place in being is the presence of the touch in being. The VoL that
occurs as always the same in beingm is ontologically grounded in the unity of the

cosmos, it is TTPoTePOV*>. The unity of the first mover with the moved works in

22 The ontological precedence of petalv in beings as the npé’cepov was however object of

controversy in the latin commentary of Aristotle but this wasn’t immediately proved or dismissed in
posterior editions of the Physics probably because it didn’t change drastically the meaning of
petolv. Heidegger in fact adopts both npoycov and npO’CSpOV cf. HEIDEGGER, Platon:
Sophlstes ed. cit., “uawgn de €16 O nscbmce npoxspov dorkveicBon 0 uetocBoclkov M
€1g 0 Eoyyotov peToBaALEL KaUTaL qn)csw CVVEY DG uatoc[&ockkov (226 b 23sqq). »Das
Zwischen ist, wohin das sich Bewegende von Natur aus frither kommt als in das, wohineip es als
letztes kommt, wenn es sich naturgemap, kontinuierlich bewegt«. Strittig ist 226 b24 TPOTEPOV.
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beings in the activity of VOug nwith the perceptivity of the perceivables and, as
Hemming remarks, this provides us with the double insight that the alel on, the
time which is granted to human, which he also translates by “the allotted span of

2 (13

time” “means both the restriction to its own life of a (human) being, and it means

the interrogability of the whole of life through the ineluctability of that
restriction”***,

Heidegger is reaching Aristotle’s description of being in beings by assuming
that Dasein’s way of being is fundamentally hidden in the way a human
community, KOLWWULOL TV YEV®V tends to take over the other or the place of the
other. The standpoint of authenticity and mineness, what Heidegger calls
respectively Eigentlichkeit and Jemeinigkeit belong to Dasein in being-towards-
death. This shows being by privation showing at the same time a prior and usually
concealed understanding of relationality in beings. Then again we come back to the
central issue of Aristotle in thinking the ontological difference and here I certainly
agree with Brogan’s view when he claims that the Megarians were not capable of
understanding movement as transition, that is to, say, the co-presence of place in
the £kacto and therefore they collapse the difference between Sﬁvautg and
tvépystoc at the basis of the possibility of movement and the relationality of
thingngs. They’ve missed the twofoldness of being, because, they didn’t think of
privation as intrinsically belonging to the actuality of beings.”*> Hence it is of the
utmost importance to think the &/wocmg of place in beings as the manifestation of
the being everlasting in beings that struggle to attain being. This discussion was
made by Heidegger Meta theta On the Essence and Origin of Force and we will go
back to it later, but for the time being it is enough to note that Heidegger recovers

the whole of Aristotle’s confrontation with the Megarians. His central concern is,

upétepov findet sich in der Parallelstelle Met. XI, 1068 b28 sowie »Themistii in Physica
paraphrasis« 172. In den »Codices« sowie »Simplicii in Physicorum libros commentaria« 871, 20
findet sich TpdTov. Heidegger scheint beide Versionen vorgetragen zu haben. H. Weip bemerkt in
einer Fufnote (von Hg. Ausformuliert): »Im Text bei Bekker [Aristotelis opera edidit Academia
Regio Borussica (ex recensione I. Bekkeri). Berlin 1831-1870] steht Tp®TOV. TPOTEPOV ist wohl
eine Konjektur. Wenn man jedoch Tp®1Tov setz, so it b24 1| €1¢ & Eoxatov pHeTaBAAAEL nicht
zu verstehen. Das T (>als<) muP bezogen sein auf das TpoteEPOV (>frither<): TpotTePOV T (>friiher-
als)«. Eine dnliche Anmerkung findet sich in der Ns. Von H. Jonas. Also ergibt sich: »Das
Zwischen ist das, wohin das, was umschligt, friiher kommt als in das, wohinein es als duflerstes
umschligt«. Auch in der lateinischen Ubersetzung der Bekker-Ausgabe steht: prius-quam.”,
footnote 7, pp. 113-114.

24 Cf., Hemming, L. op. et ed. cit., footnote 66, p. 109.

223 Brogan, W., op. cit., p. 135.
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again, to understand the topic of privation at the centre of Sﬁvoculg and to point
out the proper way of thinking the Greek voice of SﬁvauLg and oTEPNOLC,
absencing. Aristotle provides Heidegger with the phenomenological basis to think
and understand the double mouvement of Sﬁvoculg as dpxﬁ ue*cocBokﬁg.

The most significant aspect of the separate, X(Dpig, the ‘to touch of that which
touches’, AmtecBal and the intermediate, uETOLCIS, is the way they show place in
its co-existence in beings through that which is in one place, &po. The
determinations of co-presence of place in the (1)13681 dvtal reveals a triple
connection from the same fold at the heart of ténog. Not only the ontological
character of place is revealed through its presencing by beings in the activity of the
soul, vOU¢, with perception, alicONG1¢ but also by the eternal which encloses, det
neptéxov, that is distributed in every particular being, £ka.cTov. The ontological
determination of place in beings is in a sense present and may be revealed in the
VOVG passageway of the 8et bV of cosmos to each TL. This means to think place in
terms of its essential character: indivisible, éc&.ociperov, without parts, duepég
and without magnitude, 0LOeV Eyov uéyeeog in such a way that this same unity
is revealed by means of its being distributed by each particular.

Bearing this in mind we may suggest that human being is the monad of place
in the sense of being the manifold of the folding of place, not in the sense of being
as two parts — unity and divisibility — but in the radical way of an agogig relation of
being which says something out of what is unable to be said, a being from out of
non-being. This may seem paradoxical but in fact it is clear that the sudden
emergence into being of a natural being is always an immediate abandonment of
the not-being from out of which it arose. Movement begins in the becoming. That’s
the whole point we hope to make of Aristotle and Heidegger analyses of the
successive, EQEENC, the self-consistent, EYOUEVOV and the continuum, GUVEXEC.
Heidegger understood the structure of the co-presence of place in beings in
connection to the Gnvexég — since it pressuposes the other determinations — as
“die prinzipielle struktur des uéyeeog, die jede Erstreckung auszeichnet™*°.

We need to secure with Heidegger a genuine phenomenological
comprehension of this revealing character of the e18evat of place in beings. In

Platon Sophistes, Heidegger accounts for a very brief and very important

226 Cf. Heidegger, M., Platon Sophistes, GA 19, p. 115.
123



description of the co-determinations of place in natural beings, ¢1368l ovta. We
must fully understand how the “first unmoved limit of what it contains” operates
genetically in the way being, OV, reveals in many ways, TOAAQUXT] in each . In
other words, we have to understand the YEVEC1C/CTEPETLS connection to gain the
proper ontological insight to Kivnclg — this is the central idea of the whole book
of Physics V where Aristotle discusses the WETOBOAT of yeveoig from the
LeTABOAN of motion. How can the successive, the continuum, the self-possessed
present motion in beings if they come from the unmoved, eternal motion? How are
we to realize that this incredible split between being and non-being is what makes
being possible, and how is it that this apparently irreconcilable split led to the
assumption that they cannot be said together and thence led to the denial of natural
beings as an illusion.? Was the law of contradiction (and not non-contradiction)
Aristotle’s way of introducing time so that he could resolve this difficult equation
of being/non-being? And if so why does Aristotle denies motion insisting that in

this case this relation is LETABOAN, not Kivnctg?

“L’étendue visible du monde nous surpasse visiblement; mais comme c¢’est nous qui
surpassons les petites choses, nous nous croyons plus capables de les posséder; et
cependant il ne faut pas moins de capacité pour aller jusqu’au neant que jusqu’au tout: il la
faut infinie pour I'un et I’autre, et il me semble que qui aurait compris les dérniers
principes des choses pourrait aussi arriver jusqu’a connaitre I’infini. L’un depend de
I’autre, et I’un conduit a ’autre. Ces extremités se touchent et se réunissent a force de
s’étre éloignes, et se retrouvent en Dieu, et en Dieu seulement.”*’

I have in the last pages followed Heidegger’s Platon Sophistes in broad
outlines and undertaken a close analysis of the Greek word compounds showing
the temporal and ontological determinations of the the modes of disclosure
addressed in the discussion of Eigentlichkeit my point being, and I concur with
Volpi here, that these are ontological designations of Aristotle’s TpdiEelc. These
phenomena are, in Heidegger’s interpretation, ‘ontological’. Heidegger’s reading of
Aristotle is very different here from the commonly accepted reading of Aristotle, in
that he claims that the nature of Aristotle’s practical philosophy is a universal

constituent of human being that discloses fundamental insights into what it is to be

227 Pascal, Pensées, 72, 600, “Disproportion de ’homme”.
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human, and which have a transformative effect in Dasein. In other words, the idea
is that the Aristotelian structure of Tpd.Eelg as AANOEVELY makes it possible to
see the relationship between Heidegger’s and Aristotle’s respective ontological
projects in a different light, compared as to how it has been conceived of in the
earlier literature on this topic, and how Aristotle and Heidegger have their basic
motivation in the idea that the possibility of ontology presupposes a decision to
realize one of the possibilities for the enactment of human being: AANBeVEW. 1
hope to make clear in the following how Heidegger demonstrates that Aristotle
considers human life in its totality as a TpA&ELg and not a OV o1g which for him
works respectively as authenticity and inauthenticity.”?® In the Aristotelian thesis in
accordance with which Tpa€Lg is kivnoig Tov Biov (the movement specific to
human life) Heidegger finds strong support for, and substantial confirmation of, the
direction of his research and at the same time characterizes the possible
misunderstandings of this point made by the tradition.**’

In order to support this contention I would begin by asking a) how anxiety
works as a disclosive phenomenon that withdraws Dasein from 1 das Man (the
‘they’, world of everybody and nobody) and individuates it for the choice of
authenticity, and how Heidegger was able to support his claim from what he read in
Aristotle and made explicit in the analyses of his terms in his GA 18 course,
namely by appealing to Heidegger’s reading of BOUAEVLCLG (anxiousness) and
TPOAPECLG (anticipatory choice), mpa&lc and xwnoig (Eudemian Ethics,
Physics V1) in the notion of Angst, Jemenigkeit and Zeit™" ; b) how the awareness

of death plays a similar withdrawing-individuating role and offer a first account of
opovnoic.

To conclude this chapter and the examination of the conditions of possibility of
the transformation of the inauthentic self, I will examine Heidegger’s account of
Conscience and the connection to Aristotle’s 700N (Rethoric, book II) —
[Befindlichkeit, Verstehen].

What will be explored in this chapter is therefore the possibility of a transition

from inauthenticity to authenticity from Heidegger’s engagement with Aristotle’s

28 pL.1, 4, 1254a7. ‘0 8¢ Bioc mplikic, ol moimoig, Eotwy.’
29 EE, 11, 3, 1220b 27, “f pév yap xivnoig ovvexée, i 8€ mpdéic kivnoic' and 6, 1222b 19-20,
“npO¢ & toUtoic O v AvOpwmog kai mpAewv Tvwv €ottv ApyN poOvov.”
1222b 19-2.
230 EE, on the basis of the cited passage II, 3, 1220 b27.
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thinking of place, and the origin of motion. The guiding question throughout the
present chapter is therefore: what makes authenticity possible? i.e., what are the
conditions of the possibility of authenticity? How central are Aristotle’s concepts
from his practical philosophy to Heidegger’s Daseinsanalytik? How Heidegger
apprehends and determines the fundamental ontological structure of human life, of
Dasein, or more specifically the character of the latter on the basis of his reading of

being uncovering, in its being as AANOEVELY?

d) Falling and Thrownness

In the paragraph on “falling”, Heidegger indicates that this term does not
express any “negative evaluation”, but should be taken as meaning that “Dasein is
at first and for the most part within (bei) the world of its concern.””" Since for the
most part Dasein’s being within the world of concern has the character of being
absorbed in das Man's publicness, falling is a notion that describes the absorption-
dispersion into inauthenticity and das Man”.

In this section we aim to see how falling describes the movement of
inauthenticity by indicating why everyday Dasein becomes ensnared in the ways of
being of das Man and how this implies, as Heidegger will also later formulate, that
in everyday life, we are ontically closest to, but ontologically farthest from,
ourselves.”*” This is true not only of our relationship to our own being but also our
understanding of the being of beings in general, since no articulate ontological
knowledge is required in order to be able to cope with intrawordly beings.
Regarding this, Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle’s own notions that we have seen
especially in his analysis in Platon Sophistes (GA19) in the last few sections, seeks
to transform the ontical proximity of everydayness into an ontological one. This

ontological proximity examining and giving an interpretation of each mode of

2l SZ, p. 175, “Der Titel, der keine negative Bewertung ausdriickt, soll bedeuten: das Dasein ist
zundchst und zumeist bei der besorgten ‘Welt’”. It may not be superfluous to mention that
Heidegger does not wish the fall to be interpreted in a theological sense as he refers in several steps
of the text. Cf., pp. 176, 179-80.

257 p. 16. Also Kellner and GP, p. 220.
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AANBeVeEY achieved through an act of distancing, at least with respect to the
ontical perspective, but precisely countering the ontological distance peculiar to
everyday life.”?

It is at this point that Heidegger can turn the notion of “falling” (Verfallen)
through which he describes the dispersion and absorption of everyday Dasein in
das Man and inauthenticity.

The notion of falling describes the “motion” of everydayness and is thus an
“ontological motion conce:pt”234 suggesting a dynamic movement of falling away
from oneself and falling into the world. In a footnote on Being and Time p. 220, the
translators suggest that in translating “and die 'Welt' verfallen” as “falling into the
world”, the preposition 'into' is hardly the correct one. The idea is rather falling at
the world or collapsing against it. I wish to disagree with this remark and suggest
that the preposition “into” is the best translation, which is elucidated by the terms
Aufgehen and Zerstreeung. Heidegger makes it clear that what he means by “falling

into the world” is “falling into das Man.”**

“Through the interpretation of falling, what we have called the inauthenticity of Dasein
may be defined more precisely. In no way, however, do the terms ‘inauthentic’ and ‘non-
authentic’ signify ‘really not’, as in this mode of being, Dasein would to lose its being
altogether. Inauthenticity... is a quite distinctive kind of being-in-the-world — the kind
which is completely bemused by the functions as a positive possibility of that being which,
in its essential concern, is absorbed in a world. This kind of not-being closest to Dasein
and in which Dasein maintains itself for the most part.”**°

23 Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., “How might such a transformation come about? For if it is not only
the case that everyday life can do without ontological knowledge, but if, moreover, philosophy takes
a view on things that is more or less distorted from the perspective of everydayness, then the
possibility of philosophical thinking is not something over which Man has completely mastery. In
order for the everyday understanding to be threatened, something must happen to us which forces us
to see the world in a new way.”

2487, p. 180, “Das Verfallen ist ein ontologischer Bewegungsbegriff.”

2587 p. 175, “Die Verfallenheit and die ‘Welt’ meint das Aufgehen im Miteinandersein, sofern
dieses durch Gerede, Neugier und Zweideutigkeit gefiihrt wird.” (”Falleness into the world means
an absorption in being-with-one-another in so far as this is guided by idle talk, curiosity, and
ambiguity”).

6 67 p. 175-6, “Was wir die Uneigentlichkeit des Daseins nannten, erfihrt jetz durch die
Interpretation des Verfallens eine schirfere Bestimmung. Un- und nichteigentlich bedeutet aber
keineswegs ‘eigentlich nicht’, als ginge das Dasein mit diesem Seinsmodus {iberhaupt seines Seins
verlustig. Uneigentlichkeit meint (...) gerade ein ausgezeichnetes In-der-Welt-sein ausmacht, das
von der ‘Welt’ und dem Mitdasein Anderer im Man vo6llig benommen ist. Das nicht-es-selbst sein
fungiert als positive Moglichkeit des Seienden, das wesenhaft besorgend in einer Welt aufgeht.

Dieses Nicht-sein mul} als die ndchste Seinsart des Daseins begriffen warden, in der es sich zumeist
halt.”
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Dasein’s “fundamental constitution” is falling, this means that, at first and for
the most part, everyday Dasein falls into das Man’s inauthentic ways of being,
which means that everyday Dasein is inevitably inauthentic. Heidegger first notes
that everyday Dasein finds the ways of being of das Man tempting
(versucherisch).237 In the analysis of idle talk, we have seen how Dasein lets the
public interpret the events and happenings of the world, taking over their account
as a factual report of “what's going on” or “what's it all about” and therefore,
Dasein 1s disburdened by das Man.

Secondly, Dasein is tranquillized. This category is especially evident in this
tablet and social media day and age but it is really nothing as long I have my own

self regarding ego and illusions well polished.

“Since the public interpretedness has already become a temptation to itself in this
manner, it holds Dasein fast in its fallenness. Idle talk and ambiguity, having seen
everything, having understood everything, develop the supposition that Dasein's
disclosedness, which is so available and so prevalent, can guarantee to Dasein that all the
possibilities of its being wil be secure, genuine, and full. Through the self-certainty and
decisiveness of das Man, it gets spread abroad increasingly that there is no need of
authentic understanding or the mood that goes with it. The supposition of das Man that one
is leading and sustaining a full and genuine 'life' brings Dasein a tranquillity, for which
everything is 'in the best of order' and all doors are open. Falling being-in-the-world which
tempts itself is at the same time tranquillizing.”**

However, Dasein’s being-tranquillized in its das Man existence is not a state of
calm or serenity, but a plunge into ceaseless activity whilst falling Dasein never
comes to rest: “the tempting tranquillizing intensifies the falling.”239 This

movement of Dasein falling further and further away from itself into the

787, p. 177, “Wenn aber das Dasein selbst im Gerede und der dffentlichen Ausgelegtheit ihm
selbst die Moglichkeit vorgibt, sic him Man zu verlieren, der Bodenlosigkeit zu verfallen, dann sagt
das: das Dasein bereitet ihm selbst die stindige Versuchung zum Verfallen. Das In-der-Welt-sein ist
an ihm selbst versucherisch.”

28 87 p. 177, “In dieser Weise sich selbst schon zur Versuchung geworden, halt die 6ffentliche
Ausgelegtheit das Dasein in seiner Verfallenheit fest. Gerede und Zweideutigkeit, das Alles-
gesehen- und Alles-verstanden- haben bilden die Vermeintlichkeit aus, die so verfiigbare und
herrschende Erschlossenheit des Daseins vermochte ihm die Sicherheit, Echtheit und Fiille aller
Moglichkeiten seines Sein zu verbiirgen. Die Selbstgewilheit und Entschiedenheit des Man
verbreitet eine wachsende Unbediirfitgkeit hinsichtlich des eigentlichen befindlichen Verstehens.
Die Vermeintlichkeit des Man, das volle und echte ‘Leben’ zu ndhren und zu flihren, bring eine
Beruhigung in das Dasein, fiir die alles ‘in bester Ordnung’ ist, und der alle Tiiren offenstehen. Das
verfallende In-der-Welt-sein ist sich selbst versuchend zugleich beruhigend.”

2987, p. 178, “Die versucherische Beruhigung steigert das Verfallen.”
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“groundlessness and nullity” of das Man is characterized by Heidegger as a
“downward plunge” (Absturz). Dasein in its striving for upward mobility and
increased consumption believes that things are getting better all the time and that it
is making the ever higher climb into the “good life”. This falling away from a
primordial understanding of its ownmost possibilities into the herd existence, this
whirling away of its freedom and independence is, in Heidegger's

conceptualization, the movement of turbulence (Wirbel).

“This ‘movement’ of Dasein in its own being, we call its downward plunge (Absturz).
Dasein plunges out of itself into itself, into the groundlessness and nullity of inauthentic
everydayness. But this plunge remains hidden from Dasein in the public interpretedness, so
mush so, indeed, that it gets interpreted as a way of ‘ascending’ and ‘living concretely’.

This downward plunge into and within the groundlessness of the inauthentic being of
das Man, has a kind of motion which constantly tears the understanding away from the
projecting of authentic possibilities, and into the tranquillized supposition that is
supposition that it possesses everything, or that everything is within its reach. Since the
understanding is thus constantly torn away from authenticity and sucked into das Man
(though always with a sham of authenticity), the movement of falling is characterized by
turbulence (Wirbel).”**

The fall is an (4bsturz) and a (Wirbel) in which “Dasein plunges out of itself...
into the groundlessness and nullity of inauthentic everydayness” such that “it is
constantly torn away from authenticity and sucked into das Man”.

This interpretation is further supported by Heidegger's description of how
Dasein falls further away from itself into self-entanglement and what Heidegger
calls alienation. Heidegger claims that the state of passive activity (TAGXELY) in
which tempted, tranquillized Dasein finds itself becomes aggravated through an
increasing entanglement in the variety of ways of being offered by das Man. This
leads to an experimentation with various life-styles, an exaggerated self-dissection

seeking motives and explanations for its demeanour from widely variant sources

240 Cf. this point in Kellner, op. cit. p. 35 and SZ, p. 178, “Wir nennen diese ‘Bewegtheit’ des

Daseins in seinem eigenen Sein den Absturz. Das Dasein stiirtz aus ihm selbst in es selbst, in die
Bodenlosigkeit und Nichtigkeit der uneigentlichen Alltdglichkeit. Dieser Sturz aber bleibt ihm
durch die 6ffentliche Ausgelegtheit verborgen, so zwar, daf} er ausgelegt word als ‘Aufstieg’ und
‘konkretes Leben’. Die Bewegungsart des Absturzes in die und in der Bodenlosigkeit des
uneigentlichen Seins im Man reift das Verstehen standing los vom Entwerfen eigentlicher
Moglichkeiten und reifit es hinein in die beruhigte Vermeintlichkeit, alles zu besitzen bzw. zu
erreichen. Dieses stindige LosreiBen von der Eigentlichkeit und doch immer Vortduschen
derselben, in eins mit dem Hineinreilen in das Man charakterisiert die Bewegtheit des Verfallen als
Wirbel.”
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and cultures. Through this desperate introspection and self analysis Dasein
becomes entangled in its inauthentic self, lost in the labyrinth of a mystified
fragmentation, that is, in a wide variety of “strange” (fremd) interpretive schemes

and categories that Heidegger calls alienation (Entfremdung).

“With special regard to the interpretation of Dasein, the opinion may now arise that
understanding the most alien cultures and ‘synthesizing’ them with one's own may lead to
Dasein's becoming for the first time thoroughly enlightened about itself. Versatile curiosity
and restlessly ‘knowing it all’ masquerade as a universal understanding of Dasein... When
Dasein, tranquillized, and ‘understanding’ everything, thus compares itself with
everything, it drifts along toward an alienation (Entfremdung) in which its ownmost
potentiality-for-being is hidden from it. Falling being-in-the-world is not only tempting
and tranquillizing; it is at the same time alienating.

Yet this alienation cannot mean that Dasein gets factically torn away from itself. On
the contrary, this alienation drives it into a kind of being which borders on the most
exaggerated ‘self dissection’ tempting itself with all possibilities of explanation, so that the
very ‘characterologies’ and ‘typologies’ which it has brought about are themselves already
becoming something that cannot be surveyed at a glance. This alienation closes off from
Dasein its authenticity and possibility, even if only the possibility of genuinely
floundering. It does not, however, surrender Dasein to a being which Dasein itself is not,
but forces it into its inauthenticity- into a possible kind of being of itself. This alienation of
falling — at once tempting and tranquillizing — leads by its own movement to Dasein's
getting entangled (verfingt) in itself.”*"!

Heidegger writes “Das Man is an existentiale: and as a primordial
phenomenon, it belongs to Dasein's positive constitution. It itself has, in turn,
various possibilities of becoming something concretely characteristic of Dasein.

The extent to which its dominion becomes compelling and explicit may change in

the course of his‘[ory.”242

2187, p. 178, “In der besonderen Riicksicht auf die Daseinsauslegung kann jetz die Meinung

aufkommen, das Verstehen der fremdesten Kulturen und die ‘Synthese’ dieser mit der eigene fiihre
zur restlosen und erst echten Aufkldarung des Daseins iiber sich selbst. Vielgewandte Neugier und
ruheloses Alles-kennen tduschen ein universals Daseinsverstindnis vor. (...) In diesem beruhigten,
alles ‘verstehenden’ Sich-vergliechen mit allem treibt das Dasein einer Entfremdung zu, in der sich
ihm das eigenste Seinkonnen verbirgt. Das verfallende In-der-Welt-sein ist als versuchend-
beruhigendes zugleich entfremdend. Diese Entfremdung wiederum kann aber nicht besagen, das
Dasein werde ihm selbst faktisch entrissen; im Gegenteil, sie treibt das Dasein in eine Seinsart, der
an der tbertricbensten ‘Selbstzergliederung’ liegt, die sich in allem Deutungsmdglichkeiten
versucht, so daBl die von ihr gezeigten ‘Charakterologien’ und ‘Typologien’ selbst schon
uniibersehbar warden. Diese Entfremdung, die dem Dasein seine Eigentlichkeit und Mdglichkeit,
wenn auch nur als solche eines echten Scheiterns, verschliefst, liefert es jedoch nicht an Seiendes
aus, das es nicht selbst ist, sondern driangt es in seine Uneigentlichkeit, in eine mogliche Seinsart
seiner selbst. Die versuchend-beruhigende Entfremdung des Verfallens fiihrt in ihrer eigenen
Bewegtheit dazu, daf3 sich das Dasein in ihm selbst verfingt.”

2287 p. 129, “Das Man ist ein Existenzial und gehért als urspriingliches Phinomen zur
positiven Verfassung des Daseins. Es hat selbst wieder verschiedene Moglichkeiten seiner
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The motion of falling (tranquillizing, tempting, alienating, and entangling) has
been characterized by Heidegger as “turbulence” and a “downward plunge” into
“the groundlessness and nullity of inauthentic everydayness”. Heidegger claims

that this way of being “makes manifest that throwness which can intrude itself

. . . ,,243 . 9 13 9 5 1
upon Dasein in its moods. Heidegger’s reference to “throwness” in this step of

Being and Time and its analysis should show what is at stake:

“Dasein’s facticity is such that as long as it is what it is, Dasein remains in the throw,
and is sucked into the turbulence of das Man’s inauthenticity.”***

In order to support this interpretation one must attend to the the grounds upon
which this interpretation may stand out for itself, namely the phrase “remains in the
throw” and the meaning of motion or movement for in falling there is an
underlying centricity of the concept of motion (K1YNG1¢) as an ontological notion
at the very heart of Aristotle’s understanding of being.

In section 2 of Being and Time, Heidegger stresses the primordiality of
authenticity, and claims that inauthenticity is founded upon authenticity, implying
that a das Man existence is a deficient way of being, a fall away from one’s
authentic be:ing.245 We can say, then, that although inauthenticity is the way most
people are most of the time (zundchst und zumeist), authenticity is ontologically
more primordial. This proposal will be elucidated in a later chapter on the authentic
self. For the moment, I would like to continue the exploration and clarification of
“thrownness” for this term signifies the inexorability of inauthenticity and
alienation in that “at first and for the most part” Dasein is thrown into a way of
AANBeVEW — concern, Mitsein, das Man, publicness — from which it becomes
absorbed and dispersed into inauthentic-alienating ways of being. This does not

rule out the possibility of withdrawal and authenticity, for although “at first and for

daseinsméfigen Konkretion. Eindringlichkeit und Ausdriicklichkeit seiner Herrschaft konnen
geschichtlich wechsein.”

#5857 p. 179, “Der Wirbel offenbart zugleich den Wurf- und Bewegtheitscharakter der
Geworfenheit, die in de Befindlichkeit des Daseins ihm selbst sich aufdrangen kann.”

Bl V4 p. 179, “Zu dessen Faktizitit gehort, dal das Dasein, solange es ist, was es ist, im Wurf
bleibt und in die Uneigentlichkeit des Man hineingewirbelt wird.”

587, p.317-8.
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the most part” Dasein is inauthentic, the phrase “for the most part” means that
inauthenticity prevails as a way of being in everydayness “for the most part”,
leaving open the possibility of wihdrawal and modification. Hence, I suggest that
Dasein “remains in the throw” of inauthenticity only as long as it persists in the
ways of being of das Man. Dasein can withdraw himself from das Man and choose
the project of authenticity. It is this project of withdrawal and individuation that
will be the subject matter of the next point.

Another interpretive problem we face in exhibiting the ontological status of
“falling” is the many experimental positions of the phenomenon of falling, in
particular the one contained in the 1922 manuscript where Heidegger emphasizes

with a number of intricate latin justapositions the interrelation between the

246 «without going into etimological

constitutive and the concealing role of the fall.
details one may just note that terms such as Reluzenz (to shine back), das
zerstreuen (dispersion) or Praestruktion (to arrange beforehand) ‘dislocate’
Aristotle’s (and the Greek) language of sight, or phenomenology, into a language
that best expresses a movement that “dislocates the lumen naturale, implying that
its source is not so much reason or subjectivity taken by itself, as rather a world of

concern, as Heidegger refers “the movement of life in its encounter-laden direction
towards itself. "**" In fact Heidegger uses the word Sorge (care) to characterize this

movement of facticity.248

“Falling, as a kind of being of this being-in, affords us the most elemental evidence for
Dasein’s existentiality, (i.e. its possibility of existing either authentically or
inauthentically). In falling, nothing other than our potentiality-for-being-in-the-world is at
stake, even if in the mode of authenticity. Dasein can fall only because being-in-the-world
understandingly with its moods is at stake.”**’

26 Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 140 “This was probably due to the course on Augustine the
preeceding semester. Cf. also “Heidegger, M., Phdnomenologie des Religiésen Lebens. This book
contains the lectures from two courses at Freiburg, /ntroduction to the Phenomenology of Religion
from winter semester 1920 and Augustine and Neoplatonism from summer semester 1921. In
addition there are twenty pages of notes for a course on The Philosophical Foundations of Medieval
Mpysticism that was not held because Heidegger decided to lecture on another subject in the WS
1919.

7 Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 141. PIA, p. 120, “Bewegung des faktischen Lebens in der
begegnishaften Richtung auf der selbst.”

248 Heidegger, M., Sein und Zeit, p. 192 and also p. 176 where Heidegger describes falling as “eine
existentiale Bestimmung des Daseins selbst” and p. 179 where falling is defined as “eine wesenhafte
ontologische Struktur des Daseins selbst.”

2987, p. 179, “Verfallen als Seinsart dieses In-Seins vielmehr den elementarsten Beweis fiir die
Existenzialitit des Daseins darstellt. Im Verfallen geht es um nichts anderes als um das In-der-Welt-
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In the following passage, Heidegger stresses the hardship Dasein must endure

to withdraw oneself from das Man:

“If Dasein discovers the world on its own and brings it close, if it discovers for itself
its own authentic being, then this discovery of the ‘world’ and this disclosure of Dasein
always lead to a clearing-away of concealments and obscurities, as a breaking up of the
disguises with which Dasein makes its own way.”>*°

In this passage Heidegger clearly speaks of the importance bringing out the
AANBeveEW of Eigentlichkeit by a “clearing away of concealments and
obscurities” and a breaking up of the “disguises” of inauthenticity. What is here at
stake is a changing of one’s life, a transformation of one’s inauthentic ways of

being-in-the-world.

“Authentic existence is not something which floats above falling everydayness ;
existentially, it is only a modified way in which such everydayness is seized upon.”*"

The shift of Dasein’s liberation from its inauthenticity to authenticity is
withdrawing (entziehung) and individuation (Vereinzelung). The term individuation
refers to an individuation of the authentic self from das Man self. ‘Withdrawing’ is
a term to describe Dasein’s liberation (Befreiung) from inauthentic possibilities®?,
the extraction (entziehen) of Dasein from das Man’s ways of being®> and the act of
tearing oneself away from das Man (entreissen).”> 1 will use the terms
withdrawing and individuation as the interpretive key in which we can work out the
AANBeVEWY of anxiety, authentic-being-toward-death, and conscience, and how

these are revealed and awaken Dasein from its slumber in das Man (the ‘they’,

sein-konnen, wenngleich im Modus der Uneigentlichkeit. Das Dasein kann nur verfallen, weil es
ihm um das verstehend-befindlich In-der-Welt-sein geht.”

20 §7 p. 129, “Wenn das Dasein die Welt eigens entdeckt und sich nahebringt, wenn es ihm
selbst sein eigentliches Sein ErschlieBen von Dasein immer als Wegrdumen der Verdeckungen und
Verdunkelungen, als Zerbrechen der Verstellungen, mit denen sich das Dasein gegen es selbst
abriegelt.”

B 87, p. 179, “Umgekehrt ist die eigentliche Existenz nichts, was iiber der verfallenden
Alltaglichkeit schwebt, sondern exitenzial nu rein modifiziertes Ergreifen dieser.”

287 pp. 264,303, 344, 122, 198.

23 §7 pp. 169, 296, 299, 383.

4 S7 pp. 263, 383-384.
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world of everybody and nobody), arouse Dasein out of its absorption in publicness,
and disclose its lostness, alienation, and inauthenticity in inauthentic existence.

The phenomena that I am examining at present are not the unique
determinations of Eigentlichkeit nor are the terminological correspondences with
Aristotle to be unfolded restricted to the phenomena currently being examined.
Therefore, the provisional nature of this point should be noted, as it is only the
beginning of the disclosure of Eigentlichkeit. Specifically, I suggest that the modes
of disclosure addressed in the discussion of FEigentlichkeit are ontological
designations of Aristotle’s TpdEelg. These phenomena are, in Heidegger’s
interpretation, ‘ontological’. Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle is very different here
from the commonly accepted reading of Aristotle, in that he claims that the nature
of Aristotle’s practical philosophy is a universal determination of human being that
discloses fundamental insights into what it is to be human, and which have a
transformative effect in Dasein. In other words, the idea is that the Aristotelian
structure of MPAEELG as AANOEVELY makes it possible to see the relationship
between Heidegger’s and Aristotle’s respective ontological projects in a different
light and how the possibility of ontology presupposes the disclosing action of
human being: AAnBeveWw. I hope to make clear in the following how Heidegger
demonstrates that Aristotle considers human life in its totality as a Tp&&lc and not
a Towo1¢ which for him works respectively as authenticity and inauthenticity.*>
In the Aristotelian thesis in accordance with which Tpa&lg is kivnoig tov Biov
(the movement specific to human life) Heidegger finds strong support for, and
substantial confirmation of, the direction of his research and at the same time
characterizes the possible misunderstandings of this point made by the tradition.**®

In order to support this contention I would begin by asking a) how anxiety
works as a disclosive phenomenon that withdraws Dasein from das Man (the
‘they’, world of everybody and nobody) and individuates it for the choice of
authenticity, and how Heidegger was able to support his claim from what he read in
Aristotle and made explicit in the analyses of his terms in his GA 18 course,
namely by appealing to Heidegger’s reading of BOUAEVLC1g (anxiousness) and
TPOAPECLG (anticipatory choice), mpa&lg and xwwnoig (Eudemian Ethics,

25 PL.1, 4, 1254a7. 0 8¢ Bioc mplikic, ol moimoig, Eotwy.’
36 EE, 11, 3, 1220b 27, “R pév yap «ivnoig cvvexée, i & mpdéic kivnoic' and 6, 1222b 19-20,
“npO¢ & toUtoic O v AvOpwmog kai mpAewv Tvwv €ottv ApyN poOvov.”
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Physics V1) in the notion of Angst, Jemenigkeit and Zeit' ; b) how the awareness
of death plays a similar withdrawing-individuating role and offer a first account of

opovno1c.

To conclude this chapter and the examination of the conditions of possibility of
the transformation of the inauthentic self, I will examine Heidegger’s account of
Conscience and the Call to Authenticity and the connection to Aristotle’s TA.ON
(Rethoric, book 1) — [Befindlichkeit, Verstehen] including 1) Conscience as the
call to authenticity®*®; 2) Dasein’s understanding of the appeal and guilt: Dasein’s
being guilty (seinkonnen).”

What will be explored in this chapter is therefore the possibility of a transition
from inauthenticity to authenticity from Heidegger’s engagement with Aristotle.
The guiding question throughout the present chapter is therefore: what makes
authenticity possible? i.e., what are the conditions of the possibility of authenticity?
How central are Aristotle’s concepts from his practical philosophy to Heidegger’s
Daseinsanalytik? How Heidegger apprehends and determines the fundamental
ontological structure of human life, of Dasein, or more specifically the character of

the latter on the basis of his reading of being uncovering, in its being as

aANnBevEY?

237 EE, on the basis of the cited passage II, 3, 1220 b27.
8 S7. pp. 34,271-3, 276, 277.
2% 1 will follow this analysis in pp. 267-301 specifically pp. 280, 285, 287-8 of SZ.
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e) Anxiety and Advancing in the Possibility (Vorlaufen in
die Moglichkeit)

My proposal on anxiety is restricted by my focus on authenticity and the
AANBeveEWY at stake in every mode of disclosure. Anxiety, in Heidegger’s
interpretation, is not taken as mental pathology but is rather interpreted as a
“distinctive mode of disclosure... one of the most far-reaching and primordial
possibilities of disclosure.”**® Now, I would like therefore to offer an interpretation
of anxiety in Being and Time as an extreme experience that withdraws and
individuates inauthentic Dasein, and as a special mode of AANBeVELY, that is a
grundbefindlichkeit that helps make authenticity possible. Again, as in previous
sections, we see how Heidegger retrieves an understanding of Dasein by letting
Aristotle’s notions point to where they are worked out: factical life. In this sense, I
shall go back and forth from Aristotle’s ontic notions to the structures and concepts
with which Heidegger describes and interprets these phenomena (ontological). This
way of dwelling on the ontic grounds, that is the GANBeVELW in which any
ontological description is rooted, is clearly stated in Being and Time.

Heidegger claims that there is one mood that is a relevant disclosive
phenomenon. This mood is anxiety (Angst) which is designated as a “basic
findliness” (Grundbefindlichkeit) and it opens up the meaning of “advancing in the
possibility” coined from Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle’s BoOAgvLO1LC,
npoaiipectc and kivnoig.*®!

In anxiety, there is no definite threat. Rather on the contrary, one is anxious
because the world has lost all meaning and importance. Heidegger suggested
previously at Marburg (GA 18) that anxiety also gives testimony to the idea that
understanding is constituted of TAB0¢ namely when it destroys our ordinary

speaking for the benefit of another superior disclosing.*®

2057 p. 182, “ausgezeichneter Weise erschlossen (...) eine der weitgehendsten und
urspriinglichsten ErschlieBungsmoglichkeiten suchen, die im Dasein selbst liegt.”

U NE, VI, 2, 1139b 7-11 and 111, 5.

22 GAP, pp. 196-197.
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In describing anxiety, Heidegger’s first point is that the ‘object’ lato sensu of
anxiety, “that in the face of which one has anxiety (das Wovor der Angst) is being-
in-the-world as such.”** Therefore, the focus of anxiety is on no particular being in

the world:

“That in the face of which one is anxious is completely indefinite. Not only does this
indefinitness leave factically undecided which being within-the-world is threatening us, but
it also tells us that beings within-the-world are not ‘relevant’ at all. Nothing which is
available-at-hand or present-at-hand within the world works as that in the face of which
anxiety is anxious.”***

Although the aim of anxiety is nothing definite, for nothing threatens,
nevertheless the experience causes a rupture in Dasein’s involvement, and as with
the case of the broken instrument one “stumbles to a void” (stdf3 ins Leere).”®® The
void that arises in the experience of anxiety is a loss of meaning such that the world

of das Man no longer has any interest, importance or urgency:

“The totality of involvements of the available-to-hand and the present-at-hand
discovered within the world, is, as such, without importance; it collapses into itself; the
world has the character of complete meaninglessness (...) The utter meaninglessness
which makes itself known does not signify that the world is absent, but tells us that beings
within-the-world are of so little importance in themselves that on the basis of this
meaninglessness of what is within-the-world, the world in its worldhood is all that still
obtrudes itself (...) In anxiety what is environmentally available-to-hand sinks away, and
so, in general, do beings within-the-world. The ‘world’ can offer nothing more, and neither
can the Dasein-with of others.”*%

It should be noted that in Being and Time the ‘object’ and source of anxiety is
not a metaphysical nothingness (das Nichts). Although that which threatens in the
state of anxiety can be said to be “nothing and nowhere” in that no definite object
in a particular region is the source of the threat, Heidegger clearly says that that

267

which one is anxious is “not totally nothing” (kein totales Nichts).”" Although after

263
264

SZ, p. 186, “Das Wovor der Angst ist das In-der-Welt-sein als solches.” (Heidegger’s italics)
SZ, p. 186, “Das Wovor der Angst is vollig unbestimmt. Diese Unbestimmheit 146t nicht nur
faktisch unentschieden, welches innerweltliche Seiende droht, sondern besagt, daB {iberhaupt das
innerweltliche Seiende nicht ‘relevant’ ist. Nichts von dem, was innerhalb der Welt zuhanden und
vorhanden ist, fungiert als das, wovor die Angst sich dngstet.”

2587, p.75.

26 S7 pp. 186-7.

27 §7. p. 187. We find an analysis on ‘nothingness’ in some of Heidegger’s post SZ courses as in
KPM, p. 228. Cf. also “Was ist Metaphysik?” in WM, p. 16.
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a seizure of anxiety when asked what the matter is, we may reply, “it was really
nothing”, this everyday disclosure which we usually use to talk about familiar
things in the world is unable to articulate the experience. For in anxiety everything
in the familiar everyday world has become completely insignificant. There is
nothing to be done, nothing to discuss, nothing to be said. But the “nothing” here is
not a mysterious metaphysical “nothingness”, but rather a world without meaning,
a world stripped of its usual significance that has nothing to offer. Everyday
existence has become empty, vacuous, hollow, void.*®

Heidegger argues from this experience of meaninglessness that anxiety is not
only intentional (das Wovor), but also reflexive (das Worum), that is, one is
anxious about something. What one is anxious about “is not any definite kind of
being for Dasein or a definite possibility (...) but rather (...) that which anxiety is
anxious about is its own being-in-the-world itself.”*® This means that Dasein is
anxious about its own being-in-the-world profoundly disturbed about the loss of
meaning and the flat indifference of everything in its everyday world. The
consequence of anxiety is therefore that Dasein can no longer remain tranquil and

self-confident in the protecting shelter of das Man.

“Anxiety takes away from Dasein the possibility of understanding itself, as it falls, in
terms of the ‘world’ and the way things have been publicly interpreted. It throws Dasein
back upon that which it is anxious about — its authentic potentiality-for-being-in-the-
world.”*"

In this sense, anxiety makes the understanding maintained by das Man collapse
resulting in the disintegration of the das Man self. Hence, anxiety also withdraws
Dasein out of its dispersion-absorption “throwing Dasein back upon its authentic
potentiality-for-being-a-self.” The point here is that precisely because Dasein is

related to its being in a relation of a practical kind, he is faced with its ‘authentic

28 Cf. Kellner, D., op. cit., p.64

29987 p. 187, “Die Umsicht stdB ins Leere (...).”

sz, p- 187, ““Die innerweltlich entdeckte Bewandtnisganzheit des Zuhandenen und Vorhandenen
ist als solche iliberhaupt ohne Belang. Sie sinkt in sich zusammen. Die Welt hat den Charakter volliger
Unbedeutsamkeit. (...) Die vollige Unbedeutsamkeit, die sich im Nichts und Nirgends bekundet, bedeutet
nicht Weltabwesenheit, sondern besagt, da3 innerweltliche Seiende an ihm selbst so vollig belanglos ist,
daB auf dem Grunde dieser Unbedeutsamkeit des Innerweltlichen die Welt in ihrer Weltlichkeit sich
einzig noch aufdringt. (...) In der Angst versinkt das umweltlich Zuhandene, iiberhaupt das innerweltlich
Seiende. Die ‘Welt” vermag nichts mehr zu bieten, ebensowenig das Miteinandersein Anderer.” Cf. also
Kellner, D., op. cit., 64.
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potentiality-for-being-in-the-world” which represents a future being, that Aristotle

frequently underlines — BOOAEVLOLE (anxiousness) and TPOALPESLE (anticipatory

.27l
choice).

The point here is that das Man self which disintegrates and collapses. The
destruction of the tyranny of das Man's domination over Dasein in anxiety
withdraws Dasein from its absorption in everydayness and frees it for authentic
possibilities. The point here is that precisely because Dasein is related to its being
in a relationship of a practical kind, he is faced with its ‘authentic potentiality-for-
being-in-the-world’ which represents a future being.

Heidegger's purpose is to show one can become free to appropriate and
develop one's own possibilities of understanding, interpreting, and acting, and thus
be open to one's potentiality-for-being-a-self.*’* Furthermore, this notion certainly
echoes what Plato had already expressed in the Theaetetus, when he refers that
what a human being is, this he seeks to understand.”” Aristotle expresses similiar

view in the Physics when he states that:

“The way of brlngmg into light (nsd)l)KS) is to proceed from what is clearer (1) OSOQ) and
knowable to us (88 EK TV YVOPLUWTEPWOVY nuw Kot cocq)ectepwv) to what is more
knowable and clearer by nature (ETL Tl Gocd)ec‘cepoc ™m qmca Kot vaptucm:epoc)
for the same things are not knowable to us (0 yap TabTOL Nuw e vaptuoc) and
[knowable] without qualification (Kou amA®C).”"

For Aristotle, this desire for knowledge is to be understood as a movement from

what is clearer to us (1] 000¢) to what is clearer by nature (ETL Tl csocd)éctspoc

n dpvoer).?”

2 Aristotle, NE, VI, 1139 a31. I will explore these terms further in the next chapter.

272 This notion certainly echoes what Plato had already expressed in the Theaetetus, 174b 1-6,
when he refers that what a human being is, this he seeks to understand.
" Plato, Theaetetus, 174b 1-6.

74 Aristotle, PHY,, 184a ]6-18, “TEQUKE O¢ EK TOV YVQPU®TEPWY Huiv 1 680¢ Kot
COGECTEPWY, EML TO. CAOEGTEPA T1) GUCEL KOl YVOPLLOTEPS: OL Yop TobTo Nuiv e

YVOPLLO, KOl ATTAMG.”

o Ross claims that proceeding from TV vaptuwtepwv Huiv to ‘Cn (DDG £l Kal
YVOPLULWTEPQ is the opposite of a scientific proof that would proceed from nature and then to
Man, which is the reverse of T (lmcst Kol vaptuwtspoc to TOV YYpPUWTEP®Y Nuiv. He
affirms that this is the opposite of the scientific proof implied in Analytical Posteriora 1, 2. However
to advance the possibility of a proof at this stage is already implicitly anticipating a path which
hasn’t yet been undertaken. Ross is still assuming that a method is a technique, a purely theoretical
tool to confirm a theory which is already taken for granted. Method is not a technique for Aristotle.
Rather it is a manner of inquiry that remains faithful to the matter of thought itself. The transition
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Heidegger seems to have retrieved the idea of an interruption of concern,
caused by anxiety, from Aristotle’s own views on Philosophy. “This question
seems also particularly worth posing when exploring the traditional esteem for
philosophy as metaphysics, as TPOTN dGLAOCOPLAL, which places philosophy at the
top of the hierarchical order of knowledge (...) that philosophy not only makes up
a particularly far-reaching or comprehensive form of knowledge, but that it is also
something exceptional and extraordinary, something which cannot be conceived of
simply as a continuation of our everyday understanding for the world. For the rise
of philosophy is not only concomitant with but indeed dependent upon a
suspension of our immersion in everyday concerns — which however does not
prevent philosophy from aspiring to the ultimate truth even about that everyday life
on which it has turned its back.””’® Weigelt concludes that “it is not because
philosophical wisdom is especially useful to us that it can put claim to superiority,
but because its objects constitute the most admirable and overwhelming aspects of
reality” stating that “this is particularly clear in the celebrated first lines of the
Metaphysics where Aristotle suggests that the sciences that do not aim at utility
could arise only when such arts that provide Man with the necessities of life had

been developed, as this for the first time enabled men to have leisure:

“That it [philosophy] is not productive is clear also from those who first philosophised.
For it is through wonder that men now begin and originally began to philosophise,
wondering first at common perplexities, and then by gradual progression being perplexed
by greater things as well,... He who is perplexed and wonders thinks that he is ignorant
(--.); hence if it was to escape ignorance that men began to philosophise, it is obvious that
they pursued science [em1oTo.c001] for the sake of knowledge [€18€vat] and not for the
sake of anything useful.”?”’

from TV yyoaptucotépwv Huiv to 'cf] qn')cu Kol vaptuo&cepoc comes from the same fold of
nature as KIWWECLG and this is the reason why Aristotle indicates so clearly in the beginning of
Physics the €10gvoil and enloTOCOAL: in order to point out the presencing character of being —
which Heidegger brilliantly thematizes: KIVEC1g as OvO1Q — presencing, Heidegger, M., WWP, p.
283. Cf. the same point in Heidegger’s later essay, Der Satz vom Grund, (GA 10), p.111. The final
(extended) lecture was given in Vienna and to the Bremen Club in 1956. Vide also Heidegger’s
reference to LWeOOOOG Parmenides (GA 54), pp. 87-88.

276 Weigelt, C., op, cit., p. 150.

2T META, 982b 11-21, “611 & ob mountikn, SHAov kol EK 1OV TPHTOY PLAOCOPNCHAVTOY:
e yap 1o Bovudlew ol dvbpwmol kol VoV Kol To mpdtov HpEarto OLAOCOPELY, €€
APYNG HEV T TPOXELPA TOV ATOPOV BOLVUACAVTEG, E1TAL KATO ULKPOY OUTW TPOLOVTEG
KoL TepL TV Uelldvwy Somopnoavteg, (...) 6 & dmopdv kot Bavud{wy oletol dyvoELy
(...) doT €imep S 10 dpevyEw THY dyvorow Edplocodnoay, ovepor St St To E18éva
10 EnMioTtocBo ESLwKOY Kol oL XpNoews Twog £veker.” The translation of emicTacOOL as
‘science’ and €10Vl as ‘knowledge’ was adopted here bearing in mind the classical translation of
these terms as “disciplines” (Charlton) or “scientific knowledge” (Ross). However, it is important to
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The point here is that precisely because Dasein is related to its being in a
relation of a practical kind, he is faced with its ‘authentic potentiality-for-being-in-
the-world” which represents a future being, that Aristotle frequently underlines —
BoLAgVO1G (anxiousness) and TTPOPECLG (anticipatory choice).278

He refers that what a human being is, this he seeks to understand.”” Aristotle

expresses similiar view in the Physics when he states that:

“The way of brlngmg into light (ned)mce) is to proceed from what is clearer (1 OSOQ) and
knowable to us (88 EK TV YVOPLUWTEPWOVY nuw Kot cocq)ectepwv) to what is more
knowable and clearer by nature (ETL Tl Gocd)ec‘cepoc ™m qmca Kot vaptucm:epoc)
for the same things are not knowable to us (0 yap TabToL Nuw e vaptuoc) and
[knowable] without qualification (Kou ATADC).”

For Aristotle, this desire for knowledge is to be understood as a movement from

what is clearer to us (1] 000¢) to what is clearer by nature (ETL Tl csocd)éctspoc

n dpvoer).?!

see what lies behind these translations. For paying attention to both terms that Aristotle uses
especially in PHY (i.e. 184a 10-16) I find €18evail and €mioTocOaL to both mean literally “to
know”. As an aorist indicative infinitive that in Greek has the meaning of having already seen
something, €10eVall means to recognise by already being able to recognise. On the other hand,
enlotocOal as a present middle infinitive has the sense of standing for itself, something that
stands for itself and therefore concerns the self standing of something to be worked out:

“presencing”. For example, in this line, p.EGOSODg, means “the way we go after. OSODQ way.
Meto.: after” rather than “systematic inquiry” or “systematical knowledge” as present in
CHARLTON, W. Aristotle’s Physics 1, 1I, p. 1 or even “scientific knowledge” cf. ROSS, W. D.,
The Works of Aristotle. Charlton and Ross’ renderings of ueGOSODg to “systematical knowledge” is
only possible at the cost of understanding e18evat and entoTaLc00L as “disciplines”. Cf. Weigelt,
op. cit., p. 151.

278 Aristotle, NE, VI, 1139 a31. I will explore these terms further in the next chapter.

> Plato, Theaetetus, 174b 1-6.

" Aristotle, PHY, 184a 16-18, “TEQUKE OE EK, TOV YVOPLLOTEPOY MUy 1 oﬁog Kol
CopESTEPWY EML TAL COPECTEPA, TN PUCEL KO YVOPLUWTEPA: O Yap TOATX MUY Te
YVOPLO, KOl ATTAMG.”

8 Ross claims that proceeding from TV vaptuwtepwv Huiv to ‘Cn (DDGSL Ka
YVOPLULWTEPQ is the opposite of a scientific proof that would proceed from nature and then to
Man, which is the reverse of T (lmcst Kol vaptuwtspoc to TOV YYpPUWTEP®Y Nuiv. He
affirms that this is the opposite of the scientific proof implied in Analytical Posteriora 1, 2. However
to advance the possibility of a proof at this stage is already implicitly anticipating a path which
hasn’t yet been undertaken. Ross is still assuming that a method is a technique, a purely theoretical
tool to confirm a theory which is already taken for granted. Method is not a technique for Aristotle.
Rather it is a manner of inquiry that remains faithful to the matter of thought itself. The transition
from TV vaptuwtapwv Huiv to 'cn quEL Kol vaptuw'cepoc comes from the same fold of
nature as KNolg and this is the reason why Aristotle indicates so clearly in the beginning of
Physics the €10gvoil and enloTOCOAL: in order to point out the presencing character of being —
which Heidegger brilliantly thematizes: Klynolg as ovola — presencing, Heidegger, M., WWP, p.
283. Cf. the same point in Heidegger’s later essay, Der Satz vom Grund, (GA 10), p.111. The final
(extended) lecture was given in Vienna and to the Bremen Club in 1956. Vide also Heidegger’s
reference to LWeOOOOG Parmenides (GA 54), pp. 87-88.
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The point I would like to draw from these excerpts is that Borvpdlelv
(wonder) and Angst both share the interruption of Man’s concern. “For Heidegger,
the notion of wonder harbours a tendency towards seeing and helps to pave the way
for the idea of knowledge and authenticity as vision. Even though Heidegger does
not say so explicitly, the reason seems to be that the experience of wonder gives
rise to the idea that there must be a form of knowledge that is able to correspond to
the world in its full appearance, and that furthermore can be a proper response to
the experience of wonder. ** The “great expectations” of such knowledge can only
be fulfilled by &ANOe1al and this is the reason why AANOeVEW as the way of
carrying through the truth in its uncovering is so decisive for Heidegger’s own
phenomenology. For as Bovpd{ewv (wonder), philosophy and authenticity arise
out of wonder from a feeling that the world is no longer familiar but on the
contrary more or less obscure and overwhelming (4ngst). To bring about such
change in human being is, thus, the task of Bovvpd.{elv for Aristotle, and Angst for
Heidegger. If the experience of anxiety can withdraw Dasein from a grasp of
beings to a grasp of its being, one can say that it is an experience that borders on
pure disclosedness, a pure AANOEVELY, due to the suspension of the activity of
disclosing in absorbed concern. Therefore, it seems that all one can do is to be
appaled by it, to wonder at it.

The study of the withdrawing aspect of anxiety in Heidegger’s text from
Aristotle’s notion of OVVUALELY in the Metaphysics and the Physics should help
explain why Heidegger chose anxiety as a unique ontological phenomenon for, it is
anxiety alone that works as an AAMBeVELY, an uncovering of the situation and

place of Dasein in the world.

Heidegger's interpretation of anxiety operates a movement between the
withdrawing-disclosive capacity of working out das Man, and the role of
“investing” Dasein with the possibility of being-a-self. This central aspect of

withdrawal of Dasein from its fallenness in das Man and the individuating

22 pg. p. 126. Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit, pp. 147-49.
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AaANBeveY (disclosing, making-true) of an authentic existence is clearly portrayed

in the following passage:

“Anxiety individualizes Dasein for its ownmost being-in-the-world, which as
something that understands, projects itself essentially upon possibilities. Therefore, with
that which it is anxious, anxiety discloses Dasein as being possible and indeed as that
which it can be singular from itself as individualized in individuation.

Anxiety makes manifest in Dasein its being toward its ownmost potentiality-for-being
— that is, its being-free for the freedom of choosing itself and taking hold of itself. Anxiety
brings Dasein face to face with its being-free-for (propensio in) the authenticity of its
being, and for this authenticity as a possibility which it always is.”*"

The two “insights” which Heidegger claims are disclosed to Dasein through
anxiety are its “being possible” and its “being free”.”* The argument would seem
to be that the AANBeVELY of anxiety discloses a way of being-in-the-world that is
blind to its possibilities, that is, truth, &AMBe10. In other words, the disruption of
the ways of being of das Man is activated through the AANOEVELY of anxiety that

enables Dasein to realize that it is possible to act, understand, and interpret in its

T . . . 5285
own ways. “Anxiety individuates and discloses Dasein as ‘solus ipse’. The

journey towards authenticity begins, one can claim, paradoxically, with
inauthenticity, with a seizure of anxiety that reveals one’s lostness in das Man and
opens up to the possibility of self-transformation.

It isn’t necessary to recall here how Heidegger directs his analysis toward an
investigation of the unitary foundation which sustains the autoreferential practical
structure of Dasein indicated by Zu-Sein. Heidegger claims that “unbiased
evidence” for his description of anxiety is found in the everyday way of talking
about anxiety that says, “in anxiety one is ‘uncanny’ (unheimlich).”286 The term

“uncanniness”, Heidegger claims, elucidates the “peculiar indefinitness” of anxiety,

23 S7. pp. 187-8, “Die Angst vereinzelt das Dasein auf sein eigenstes In-der-Welt-sein, das als

verstehendes wesenhaft auf Moglichkeiten sich entwirft. Mit dem Worum des Sichidngstens
erschlieBt daher die Angst das Dasein als Mdglichsein und zwar als das, das es einzig von ihm
selbst her als vereinzeltes in der Vereinzelung sein kann. Die Angst offenbart im Dasein das Sein
zum eigensten Seinkdnnen, das heiflt das Freisein fiir die Freiheit des Sich-selbst-wihlens und —
ergreifens. Die Angst bringt das Dasein vor sein Freisein fiir... (propensio in...) die Eigentlichkeit
seines Seins als Moglichkeit, die e simmer schon ist.”

28 Underlying this claim is, perhaps, a reference to Kierkegaard's depiction of anxiety as the
“vertigo of freedom” in which the individualized self dizzily explores the infinity of possibilities
before it and experiences anxiety in the face of its freedom and possibility.

2587, p. 188.

286 57, p. 188, “In der Angst ist einem ‘unheimlich’.”
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its being over ‘“nothing and nowhere”; but more important to our purposes,
uncanniness also means “not being at home.”**” In an earlier chapter we saw that
Heidegger already remarked that “the obviousness and self-assurance of the
average ways in which things have been interpreted, are such that while the
particular Dasein drifts along toward an ever-increasing groundlessness as it floats,
the uncanniness of this floating remains hidden from it under their protecting
shelter.””™® In anxiety the protecting shelter and das Man's “at-homeness” collapse
and the groundlessness and uncanniness of a das Man existence make themselves

manifest. In this way anxiety and uncanniness halt the fall into das Man by

disrupting the complacency of everydayness.”289

The argument would seem to be that the AANOeVEW of anxiety discloses a
way of being-in-the-world that is blind to its possibilities, that is, truth, XAT|O€1QL.
Even though Angst and Bl LELY are supposed to work as an impetus for
philosophy and disclosing of human being’s authenticity, both Heidegger and
Aristotle are aiming at knowing what originally gave rise to it.”’° The question now
for Heidegger is how to find the expression to show everyday meaning whilst at the
same time reaching for another form of speaking ‘the things themselves’ “While
everydayness may seize upon the heritage, it happens that Dasein has the
possibility to tear the heritage from everydayness and to bring it to an original
explicatedeness, that is, in the hexis to appropriate, out of everydayness and
against it, the nature of conceptuality [das Begriffliche] in the proper sense.”"

I will not have the space to consider other important aspects of anxiety,
especially with regard to the theoretical Hinsehen and also to test the hypothesis of
seeing in this analysis Heidegger’s attempt to lay bare the conditions of possibility
of Husserl’s phenomenological reduction, and how philosophy could respond to

this rather extreme experience on which it rests. Nevertheless, I hope to have

287 SZ, , p. 188, “Unheimlichkeit meint aber dabei zugleich das Nicht-zuhause-sein.”

288 SZ, p. 170, “In der Selbstverstindlichkeit und Selbstsicherheit der durchnittlichen
Ausgelegtheit jedoch liegt es, dal unter ihrem Schutz dem jeweiligen Dasein selbst die
Unheimlichkeit der Schwebe, in der es einer wachsenden Bodenlosigkeit zutreiben kann, verborgen
bleibt.”

2987, p. 189, “Die Angst dagegen holt das Dasein aus seinem verfallenden Aufgehen in der
'Welt' zuriick. Die alltdgliche Vertrautheit bricht in sich zusammen. Das Dasein ist vereinzelt, das
jedoch als In-der-Welt-sein. Das in-Sein kommt in den existentialen 'Modus' des Un-zuhause. Nicht
anderes meint die Rede von der 'Unheimlichkeit'.” Cf. also Kellner, D., op. cit., pp. 40-76.

20 Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 159.

21 GAP, pp. 272; 277,
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indicated why anxiety, among all our manifold “moods”, was chosen as the
Befindlichkeit which can most directly withdraw and individuate Dasein from das
Man. Now let us examine the liberating role anxiety plays in Heidegger’s analysis
of authenticity and seek to grasp how and why Heidegger maintains his
interpretation of advancing in the possibility towards death.

Heidegger’s argument is that authentic being-towards-death “reveals to Dasein
its lostness in the das Man self, and brings it before the possibility (...) of being
itself the disclosive understanding of one’s own death, Heidegger maintains, is one
of the fundamental ways in which one gains a sense of self-being. This account
comes from an in-depth reading of Aristotle’s notion of ¢povnc1c.??> Before this
connection can be properly exhibited perhaps we should heed some aspects of
Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle’s teleology. I will not be able to cover this
theme in its own right in this study but will concentrate mainly on Heidegger and
Aristotle’s understanding of Tpd&lg and further the previous indications on
BoLAevo1g and TPOALPESLS in connection to Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle’s
K1wno1¢ (motion) to the notion of individuation (Jemenigkeit) of Dasein.

In order to understand what Vorlaufen means we need to take into account the
sense of Sein zum Tode (being-towards-death) and Vorlaufen in die Moglichkeit
(advancing in the possibility) and focus on the connection to Aristotle’s notion of
Klwnoig. For, the concept of K1vNno1¢ is determinative of Aristotle’s thinking of
life and world, meaning amongst other things the interplay between Tolno1¢ and
Td00¢.”® These notions are aspects of GANBeVEW strictly connected with
Aristotle’s notion of VoVg in the de Anima and the Physics and Heidegger’s
discussion of the interplay between vovg, molfic1g and TAO0¢ back at Marburg
(GA 18). I will restrict myself here to the notion of K1YNo1¢ as it is laid out by
Aristotle in the Physics and indicate how Kl/No1¢ captures the meaning of
Vorlaufen in die Moglichkeit. Then I will move on in the next chapter to the
connection to vorlaufende Entschlossenheit with the notion of VOUg OpPETIKOG
(discernment involving action) in the interpretation of being-towards-death as an

“existential” constitutive structure of human being.

2 This view is also taken by MacNeill, W., The Glance of the Eye: Heidegger, Aristotle and the
Ends of Theory, pp. 93-131.
2% This is at least Heidegger’s view in GAP.
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There is one thing, Heidegger claims, that stands before one (Bevorstand) in a
distinctive way. This unique possibility is my own death.”** All other possibilities
of everydayness are based on my being-with-others and are dependent on the
prescriptions of das Man: “but there may also be impending for Dasein a journey,
for instance, or a disputation with Others, or the forgoing of something of a kind
which Dasein itself can be — its own possibilities of being, which are based on its
being with others.”*”

My death is, Heidegger argues, something that is distinctively mine: death is
my ownmost possibility that is of personal concern to me and whose source is me
alone.”*

Death as my ultimate possibility, or ultimate end, is explained in terms of its
being a distinctive possibility in which no one can replace me, act as my substitute,
or take away from me, and which therefore stands before me as something
irreplaceably mine. Heidegger claims that “representability is constitutive for our
being with one another.”””” With my death, “this possibility of representing breaks
down completely” when it comes to the question of my own death. Through this
breakdown I become aware of my Jemeinigkeit, my mineness, my being a unique,
non-representable self.

The fundamental determination that an authentic being-towards-death should

free, understand, and endure is the nature of death as a distinctive possibility:

“If being-towards-death has to disclose understandingly the possibility which we have
characterized, it must be understood as a possibility, it must be cultivated as a possibility,
in the way we comport ourselves toward it

2487, p. 250.

295 SZ, p. 250, “Bevorstehen kann dem Dasein aber auch zum Beispiel eine Reise, eine
Auseinadersetzung mit Anderen, ein Verzicht auf solches, was das Dasein selbst sein kann:eigene
Seinsmdglichkeiten, die im Mitsein mit Anderen griinden.” [”’But there may also be impending for
Dasein a journey, for instance, or a disputation with Others, or the forgoing of something of a kind
which Dasein itself can be — its own possibilities of being, which are based on its being with
others.”]

2% §7. p. 240, “Der Tod ist, sofern er ‘ist’” wesenmipig je der meine. Und zwar bedeute er eine
eigentiimliche Seinsmoglichkeit, darin es um das Sein des je eigenen Daseins schlechthin geht. Am
Sterben zeigt sich, dap der Tod ontologisch durch Jemeinigkeit und Existenz konstituiert wird.”
[“By its very essence, death is in every case mine. And indeed it signifies a peculiar possibility of
being in which the very being of one’s own Dasein is an issue.”]

¥787. p. 240.

28 87, p. p. 261, “Im Sein zum Tode dagegen, wenn anders es die charakterisierte Moglichkeit
als solche verstehend zu erschliefen hat, mup die Moglichkeit ungeschwigt als Maglichkeit
verstanden, als Méglichkeit ausgebildet und im Verhalten zu ihr als Méglichkeit ausgehalten
werden.”
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The only way to preserve the “pure possibility” character of death, so as to
endure it as possibility, is through what Heidegger calls “advancing in the
possibility” (Vorlaufen in die Méglichkeit).

Vorlaufen in die Méglichkeit 1s an “advancing” in the possibility “being-towards-
death”, or literally, Vor-laufen is a projecting call into the future out of Dasein’s
finitude. In Weigelt’s reading there is a conception of end in this determination:
“Heidegger’s basic argument in this connection is that Aristotle has an ontological
conception of TEAOG thought as being constitutive of the being of movement and
action”. This is the point Heidegger makes in GA 18 in relation to Aristotle’s claim
in the Metaphysics that the basic meaning of TEAOC is end in the sense of limit. **°
Heidegger also adds that “it is only because this is the basic sense of TEAOG that it
may also mean “goal.””* “In this way he wants to object to the idea that
Aristotelian teleology necessarily involves ascribing to nature a goal or design, as if
everything that happens would do so according to some plan. We must be careful
with the word “teleology”, Heidegger says, for Aristotle did not in fact have any
teleological world view.*! Instead, the basic idea of his teleology is that to be is to
be limited, whereas what is unlimited borders on non-being.”*** “On the other
hand, however, Aristotle takes TPAELC to be an end in itself. As such, it is not a
form of K1vnolg since K1wNo1¢ does not have its end immanently, but has the
mode of being of €vepyela (presence, actualization) or gvteA&yewo (full
presence).”* “Therefore, insofar as action involves deliberation (BOOAEVG1LC), it
is in fact a form of K1vno1g, though it is possible for us to regard it as an end in
itself. "

Before I can show how K1vno1¢ displays the movement of life in its authentic

lines of action I must secure for now its original meaning in Aristotle in order to

make clear what kind of reading is at stake in Vorlaufen in die Moglichkeit and

2% META, V, 17. GAP, pp. 39-82. Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 135.

39 GAP, pp. 39-82. Idem, p. 135.

OV GAP, p. 82. Idem, p. 135.

392 GAP, pp. 31, 38-39. Idem, p. 135.

39 For the idea that TpaElg (activity) in the proper sense cannot be a form of ¥1vnG1¢ (motion)
see also Aristotle, META, 1048b 18-27. Idem, p. 135.

39 Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 135.
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how on the basis of this notion is the movement of dpellg drovonTiky /vVovg
OpeTIKOg grasped: the guidelines of authenticity.

Vorlaufen signifies an advancing into the future, but the phrase “in die
Moglichkeit” indicates that the “advancing” or the projecting is not towards death
(nor does Vorlaufen in means an ‘“anticipation of death”) but rather signifies a

projecting into the future from my own being-towards-death.**’

“Death, as possibility, gives Dasein nothing to be ‘actualized’, nothing which Dasein
as actual could itself be (...) In accordance with its essence, this possibility offers no
support for becoming intent on something, ‘picturing’ to oneself the actuality that is
possible, and so forgetting its possibility.”306

Reading through Heidegger’s account of death as Vorlaufen in die
Moglichkeit do we not hear Aristotle’s €vEpyelal or EVTEAEY 1A (in the sense of

Fertigsein: finished and complete being? In the following passage:

“Being-towards-death is advancing in a potentiality-for-being whose mode of being is
itself advancing. In the advancing revealing of this potentiality-for-being, Dasein discloses
itself as regards its uttermost possibility. But to project itself on its ownmost potentiality-
for-being means to be able to understand itself in the being of the being so revealed —
namely to exist. Advancing turns out to be the possibility of understanding one’s ownmost
and uttermost potentiality-for-being — that is to say, the possibility of an authentic
existence.”>"’

]

3% 1 am suggesting that Macquarrie and Robinson’s translation of “Vorlaufen in..” as
“anticipation of...” is misleading. For it suggests what Heidegger denies, i.e. “anticipation of”
suggests that death is something that is anticipated as a future event that is “still outstanding”. For
“anticipation” refers to an object of anticipation, something anticipated as if death were the
intentional object of a privileged sort of act, and authentic being-towards-death were an intentional
projecting of death as its end or object. Hence, the translation “anticipation of” suggests exactly
what Heidegger denies and fails to account for Heidegger’s important stress that authentic being-
towards-death understandingly endures death as a distinctive possibility and not as an object of an
indefinite future. We will later see how this mistranslation can contribute to a misunderstanding of
authenticity.

306 S§7. p. 262, “Der Tod als Mdglichkeit gibt dem Dasein nichts zu ‘Verwirklichendes’ und
nichts, was es als Wirkliches selbst sein konnte. (...) Threm Wesen nach bietet diese Moglichkeit
keinen Anhalt, um auf etwas gespannt zu sein, das mogliche Wirkliche sich ‘auszumalen’ und darob
die Moglichkeit zur vergessen.”

307 SZ, pp. 262-3, “Das sein zum Tode ist Vorlaufen in ein Seinkoénnen des Seienden, dessen
Seinsart das Vorlaufen selbst ist. Im vorlaufenden Enthiillen dieses Seinkdnnens erschlieB3t sich das
Dasein ihm selbst hinsichtlich seiner duBlersten Moglichkeit. Auf eigenstes Seinkdnnen sich
entwerfen aber besagt : sich selbst verstehen kénnen im Sein des so enhiillten Seienden : existieren.
Das Vorlaufen erweist sich als Mdoglichkeit des Verstehens des eigensten duBersten Seinkdnnens,
das heil3t als Moglichkeit eigentlicher Existenz.”
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Heidegger’s formulation captures Aristotle’s definition of movement in the

difference between beings and being in the Physics.
Aristotle states that:

“Physis is a source or cause of being moved and of being at rest, in that it primarily
belongs by virtue of itself and not by virtue of a concomitant attribute.”*"®

What is ultimately at issue here both for Aristotle and Heidegger is the
possibility of time. When Heidegger says “In the advancing revealing of this
potentiality-for-being, Dasein discloses itself as regards its uttermost possibility”
he is taking us back to the Greek notion of K1vnolg as WETOBOAT (change)
indicating the ‘for the sake of which of every end’.*”” The relationship between the
verb K1welocbal along with its correlate dpxﬁ Kwﬁce(og in the Physics
elucidates how Heidegger’s account of death as a possibility, potentiality-for-being,
and being-towards-death depends on the grasp of the proper meaning of
LLETAPOAN essential in the interpretation of the correct voice of the Greek verb

K1noig:

“Physis has been (Snel 5 1) defined as a principle of motion and change (Ocp)m
KLUNOCEWG Kot ue*cocBo?mg) so that the way we take towards it (ueOoSovc; fuLy) is on
the meaning of motion (‘l:L £CTL Kwncu;) for if it were concealed (AawvBowvew), the
meaning of Physis too would be concealed [kocveowew] ((I)DGE(OQ £07T1). When we have
determined the nature of motion (SLOpLGOLueyOLQ 58 TepL mvncewg) our next task
will be to 3clgnfront in the same way (TEPATEOY TOV ALTOV the terms with which it is
involved.”

The central point in confronting Aristotle’s text with Heidegger’s account of

death as Vorlaufen in die Moglichkeit is so far to present the Aristotelian grounds

308 PHY, 192 b 22-23, “wg obong 'cng qmcewg dpxng 'cwog Kai omtocg 100 Kwelohat Kot
HPeUELY £V § LIOPYEL TPWTOE KA GbTO KA (1] KOTO GULLBERNKOC.”

399 Cf, Inwood, M., A Heidegger Dictionary, p. 124, “Heidegger’s down-to-earth terminology
(abandoned after BT) is inspired by such coinages of Aristotle as to hou eneka, ° for the sake of
which”. For the importance of this term to the ‘futural’ character of authentic temporality, cf. pp. 66,
77.

310 PHY, 11, 192b 9-11, “Physis has been (STESL 8 1) defined as a principle of motion and change
(écpxn Kwncswg KOLL usto?mg) so that the way we follow (us@oSovg fluiv) is on the meaning
of motion (T EGTL Kwnclg) for if it were unknown (kotveowsw) the meaning of Physis too would be
unknown [AowvBavew] (dvocewg Eotl). When we have determined the nature of motion
(B\LOchoc‘usvmg d€ TEPL KLVTOCEWC), our next task will be to confront in the same way (TELPATEOV
ToV oL TOV the terms which are involved in it”; III, I 200b 10-15.
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that underlie Heidegger’s teleological account of Dasein as time, pressuposing we
are aware of the passive meaning of K{vnclg,
This trajectory is, as noted, a movement from what is clearer to us (1] 0d0¢) to

what is clearer by nature (ETL To. codecstepo TN dvoet).’!!

Now, this same
trajectory seems to be at play in Heidegger’s words “death is Dasein’s ownmost
possibility. Being towards this possibility discloses to Dasein its ownmost
potentiality-for-being, in which its very being is at stake” and further, “advancing
turns out to be the possibility of understanding one’s ownmost and uttermost
potentiality-for-being — that is to say, the possibility of an authentic existence.”
This implies that Dasein’s potentiality-for-being (Seinkénnen) is authenticity.*'
Dasein can be (Sein-konnen) authentic. Seinkonnen thus signifies that Dasein has
the power, the ability (konnen) to be authentic. This analysis thus suggests that
“advancing” brings one to the threshold of authenticity by disclosing the possibility
of an authentic existence. Precisely on this point I believe that, in view of all these
elements, Heidegger had to uphold a radical distinction between the ontological
constitution of Dasein and that of beings different from Dasein, by basing it on the
consideration that Dasein is the only being ontologically constituted as Zu-Sein.
Upon this distinction as we have mentioned, he had to rely on Aristotle’s Topica
VI, 4 and Metaphysica V11, 3 in Platon: Sophistes course (GA 19), being the idea
that we only gain access to the particular because we already have a KaBOAOL
(universal) perspective, lato sensu. In other words, a KaBOLOV perspective
corresponds to the way the whole, OAOV, of that which encloses (neptéxov}

reveals itself in each particular, (EXQGTOV) so that it works as the way of revealing

31 PHY, 184a 16-18. Ross claims that proceeding from what is clear to us to what is clear by
nature is the opposite of a scientific proof that would proceed from nature and then to Man, which is
the reverse of TN qmcet Kol YVOPLLWTEPA to TWV vaptumtapwv NUTv. He affirms that this
is the opposite of the scientific proof implied in AP I, 2. However to advance the possibility of a
proof at this stage is already implicitly anticipating a path which has not yet been undertaken. Ross
is still assuming that a method is a technique, a purely theoretical tool to confirm a theory which is
already taken for granted. Method is not a technique for Aristotle. Rather it is a manner of inquiry
that remains faithful to the matter of thought itself. The transition from Twv vaptuwtspwv hutv
to m qmcsat et vaptuwtapoc comes from the same fold of ¢VO1G as K1IVESLG and this is the
reason why Aristotle indicates so clearly in the beginning of PHY the £18€val and enioTo.ofoL:
in order to point out the presencing character of being — which Heidegger thematizes: K1veo1g as
ovola — presencing: WBP, p. 283. Cf. the same point in Heidegger’s later Freiburg, Winter
Semester 1955/56 essay, Der Satz vom Grund, p.111 and the reference to LeOOSOC in Parmenides
(GA 54), pp. 87-88, Aristotle, META, 982b 11-21.

31287, p- 262, “Das Vorlaufen erweist sich als Moglichkeit des Verstehens des eigensten dulersten
Seinkdnnens, das heif3t als Moglichkeit eigentlicher Existenz.”
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Dasein as gathered together as a whole holding itself as such in relationship to
what is common, KOWOV as the separate, Xoopig. This is itself the pure appearance
of the €18€VOLL as prior condition of knowledge and this may explain why at this
point in the text Heidegger’s claims that Dasein merely understands that it can be
authentic; it has not chosen yet authenticity as a project, resolved on its authentic
possibilities, or constituted an authentic self.

We have seen that Dasein’s capacity to be authentic lies in the fact that Dasein
has a potentiality, that is, has change, can change which brings us back to the
general meaning of ustocBokﬁ distinguished by Aristotle through the use of

313

écM»éwJGlg . In an analogous sense, the distinctive possibility of death and
authenticity depend on Dasein’s capacity to be (Seinkonnen) and individuation.
Heidegger claims that an authentic being-towards-death, first, conceives death as
its ownmost possibility. The effect of this disclosure is described in the following

terms in Being and Time:

“Death is Dasein’s ownmost possibility. Being toward this possibility discloses to
Dasein its ownmost potentiality-for-being, in which its very being is at stake. Here it can
become manifest to Dasein that in this distinctive possibility of its own self, it has been
wrenched away from das Man. This means in advancing Dasein can have been wrenched
away from das Man already. The understanding of this ‘can’ (Konnens) first reveals its
factical lostness in the everydayness of the das Man self.”

This sense of taking over one’s ownmost possibility provides a paradigm for
projecting one’s own self-chosen possibilities. The term ‘ownmost’ is a direct
translation of Heidegger’s investigations of the OAOV of £KAGTOV in Aristotle’s

Physics.>"

313 Cf. Heidegger’s illustrative example of the tree and the fox where dllélwclg — as change,
alteration — is contrasted with the “rest of non-alteration” [Ruhe der Unverdinderung] and therefore
a type of movedness, WBP, p. 249, “(...) Solches, was sich im Sinne des Ortwechsels bewegt, kann
gleichwohl »ruhen« in der Weise, daf es so bleibt, wie beschaffen es ist: der Fuchs im Laufen ruht,
sofern er dieselbe Fiarbung behilt, die Ruhe der Unverdnderung, ohne alloiwsis. Oder etwas kann
bewegt sein in der Weise des Verkiimmerns, zugleich aber noch in der anderen Weise sich
bewegen, ndmlich der des Anderswerdens: am verdorrenden Baum welken die Blatter, das Griin
wird zu Gelb. Das so zweifach Bewegte (fthisis-alloiwsis) ruht zugleich als der dort stehende
Baum.”

N VA p- 263, “Der Tod ist eigenste Moglichkeit des Daseins. Das Sein zu ihr erschlieit dem Dasein
sein eigenstes Seinkonnen, darin es um das Sein des Daseins schlechthin geht. Darin kann dem Dasein
offenbar warden, daB3 es in der ausgezeichneten Mdoglichkeit seiner selbst dem Man entrissen bleibt, das
heiflt vorlaufend sich je schon ihm entreilen kann. Das Verstehen dieses ‘Konnens’ enthiillt aber erst die
faktische Verlorenheit in die Alltdglichkeit des Man-selbst.”

35 pHY, 1, 1,1V; META V, 26, Topics V1, 4.
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In the chapter on “being-towards-death” Heidegger contrasts authentic and

inauthentic ways of confronting one’s self towards death:

“Our everyday falling evasion in the face of death is an inauthentic being towards
death. But inauthenticity is based on the possibility of authenticity. Inauthenticity
characterizes a kind of being into which Dasein can divert itself and has for the most part
always diverted itself; but Dasein does not necessarily and constantly have to divert itself
into this kind of being. Because Dasein exists, it determines its own character as the kind
of being it is, and it does so in every case in terms of a possibility which it itself is and
which it understands.™'®

The Seinkonnen disclosed by death is factical, that is, it means to be the from-
out-of-which and being-toward of change: being. In other words, when Heidegger
speaks of Seinkonnen he is stressing that here is an alreadyness of being given in
our access to the world.”'” The being towards which Dasein stands in relationship
to the practical reference of Zu-Sein is always the very being of Dasein itself, and it
is for this reason that Heidegger attributes it the character of Jemeinigkeit (being in
every instance mine). I surmise that with this determination Heidegger is rethinking
and giving an ontological interpretation of the meaning of a characteristic which
belongs to the knowing of ¢ppovNC1g and which Aristotle formulates when he says
“ppovnoig UEV ovvy Tl Av el yrwoemg 1o vt e1dévon.”! Aristotle’s
operator “to know” is crucial for this aspect for it makes the transition of a being
KaBOAOL rooted in the YVOPLLOV MUY that itself is a Yvaspulov T dvoet>®

For Heidegger this knowledge is the capacity to project one’s own existence (“can”

signifies here: can choose and project one’s possibilities). Advancing in one’s

31687, p. 259, “Das alltaglich verfallende Ausweichen vor ihm ist ein uneigentliches Sein zum

Tode. Uneigentlichkeit kennzeichnet eine Seinsart, in die das Dasein sich verlegen kann und
zumeist auch immer verlegt hat, in die es sich aber nicht notwendig und stindig verlegen muf3. Weil
das Dasein existiert, bestimmt es sich als Seiendes, wie es ist, je aus einer Moglichkeit, die es selbst
ist und versteht.”

3 In his Heidegger Dictionary, pp. 9, 171, Inwood makes a strong case of Seinkénnen as
“ability, capacity/potentiality” as different from “possibility” which I unreservedly adopt in my own
reading.

318 NE, VI, 1141b 31-34, “Now knowledge of oneself will indeed be a kind of practical wisdom,
but different from other kinds.” This sentence comes in the sequence of VI, 2, 1139b 7-11 and III, 5
where Aristotle discusses the futural structure of action. . ,

319 This transition is connected with the nature of what is T0 GalO€eC, the clear, the manifest and
therefore with that from which $Uo1¢ speaks of: Sein. VGG is the showing of the manifest such
that the being of beings points, itself out of the very own way onto itself: “medpuke 8 £k TOV
Yropluwtepwy Hulv N 0dog kot codecTepwY EML ToL COPECTEPO TH GLOEL KO
Yvopluwtepa” (184 a 16 ff.). Cf. also Heidegger, Der Satz vom Grund, p. 113.
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ownmost possibility thus discloses that one is free, and is able to choose and
project one’s own possibilities. On the other hand, the possibility of choosing in
every being translates the unity of beings, the GUVEGHOVAL. Heidegger retrieves
this same sense of HgtaBO}LT/] as resistance in Being and Time by regarding an
authentic being-towards-death which experiences its own death as a non-relational,

distinctive possibility which discloses that one is on his own, abandoned to himself:

“Vorlaufen allows Dasein to understand that potentiality-for-being in which its
ownmost being is at stake, must be taken over by Dasein alone. Death does not just
‘belong’ to one’s own Dasein in an undifferentiated way; death lays claim to it as an
individual Dasein. The non-relational character of death, as understood in Vorlaufen
individualizes Dasein down to itself.”**’

In explaining the individualizing impact of the experience of one’s own death,
we encounter the phenomenon of Klvnolg working through the absorption-
breakdown-disclosing of anxiety through petoBoOAT). Undercutting Heidegger’s
claim that “to understand itself in the being of the being so revealed — namely to
exist” is the re-reading of Aristotle’s K1vno1g as dpy 1 LETAPBOAN thus unfolding
the teleological structure of Dasein in existence: the £V of the €180¢ with the
’Eé?»og that holds itself, £xew, that is, as Heidegger puts it “the end where the
movement of seeing first gathers itself up and essentially in movedness” is
understood in terms of the process of potency and actuality as a source of being
moved and being at rest.**!

At this stage of Heidegger’s interpretation this K1VNO1G/ULETOBOAY is
interpreted ontologically as: Dasein can be, “has to be” (zu-Sein), Dasein is in
anticipation of his ownmost possibility of being authentic, meaning Dasein
discovers its cause (O1TlOV) in the overlapping appearances of motion
(inauthenticity) and their fundamental character of LeTaBOAT (change).

Underlying this, there is again the possibility of understanding as that which
constitutes knowledge, O'O(I)ioc, and stands therefore between the double stance of

the GAOV in each £€KO.CTOV opening up the horizon where beings are revealed in

320 SZ, p. 263, “Das Vorlaufen 146t das Dasein verstehen, dafl es das Seinkdnnen, darin es

schlechthin um sein eigenstes Sein geht, einzig von ihm selbst her zu iibernehmen hat. Der Tod
‘gehort’ nicht indifferent nur dem eigenen Dasein zu, sondern er beansprucht dieses als einzelnes.
Die im Vorlaufen verstandene Unbeziiglichkeit des Todes vereinzelt das Dasein auf es selbst.”

321 ywB, p. 285, “das T€L0OC, das Ende, worin sich die Bewegung des Ausblickens erst auffingt
und wesentlich Bewegtheit ist.”
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their being: finitude. All particular presencing, £mlc0aoToL derives from the
same fold of being manifest in the simple appearance of the E18evaLL,

For what we take to be clear to us involves &cAldeL, a lack of clarity in such
a way that we tend to think that the whole of things which is Tl 8¢
Gocq)scfcépwv (the clearer to us) is also what by nature is less clear
éccocq)ecfcépov uév ’cﬁ (1)13(5&. Again, Heidegger with the help of Aristotle is
saying that our access to the world is topsy-turvy, since what we know is none
other than a result of an amalgamation of non-examined perspectives.

One might then ask, can death and anxiety really be taken in this seemingly
beneficial way Heidegger is recommending? Are the concepts we have been
examining really ontological modes of AANOeVEW? To answer the last question,
we would need to embark on a long journey with both Aristotle’s analysis of
e0OAUOVIA in the Nicomachean Ethics and Heidegger’s account on dotllOV on
his Parmenides course (Ga 54), but our purpose is more modest here and we are
simply making appeal to the text of Being and Time and some specific passages of
Aristotle that underlie Heidegger’s concepts in his Daseinsanalytik to project itself

onto its ownmost potentiality-for-being, thus making possible its authenticity.

“We may now summarize our characterization of authentic being towards death as we
have projected it existentially: Advancing (Vorlaufen) reveals to Dasein its lostness in the
das Man self, and brings it back face to face with the possibility of being itself, primarily
unsupported by concernful solicitude, but of being itself, rather, in an impassioned freedom
towards death — a freedom which has been released from the illusions of das Man, and
which is factical, certain of itself, and anxious.”***

The point of bringing up our relationship to our own death is to show that the
possibility of action, and human activity as such, presuppose a difference between
end and activity, “for if the basic function of ends is to make our activities possible,
then when regarding death as such an end the meaning of TEAOC is in some sense

lost, since death as TEAOG annihilates our existence. Therefore, the analysis of

322 87, p. 266, “Die Charakteristik des existenzial entworfenen eigentlichen Seins zum Tode 1Bt
sich dergestalt zusammenfassen: Das Vorlaufen enthiillt dem Dasein die Verlorenheit in das Man-
selbst und bringt es vor die Moglichkeit, auf die besorgende Fiirsorge primdr ungestiitzt, es selbst
zu sein, selbst aber in der leidenschaftlichen, von den Illusionen des Man gelosten, faktischen, ihrer
selbst gewissen und sich dngstenden Freiheit zum Tode.”
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death “throws us back” to the explication of life.”*>* Although I have not yet
reached a thematic discussion of AAMNOEVEWY in connection to the temporality of
Dasein, 1 have been underlining that it is already at play in the discussion of
Uneigentlichkeit under the ontological foundation of its possibility.

On this point I have shown the presence of Aristotle in Heidegger’s account of
Uneigentlichkeit and 1 have contrasted a number of notions that appear in
Aristotle’s Physics which Heidegger reworks and ‘elevates’ to ontological rank.
The main point was to show Heidegger’s development of many transitional
determinations of the being of Man as an agent of action, by transforming these
notions, sometimes ambiguously, and inserting them in the more profound and
existential description of Dasein. For Heidegger, definitions hold the key to
understanding the basic concepts in their development as concepts.’** In Being and
Time we are finding the same exploratory process of new terms recoined from
Heidegger’s research on Fundamental Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy (GA18)
where the way of proceeding from a definition to a concept lead Heidegger through
Aristotle’s concepts of Adyog, odoia, téiewov, d6Ea, 1MPog, maboc, EEic,
gvteréxela, &vépyela, dVvaulg and Kivnoilg. Each concept points to
something that one is not always able to express. It lies beyond one’s power to
express as it points out a state of things rather then contents, it points to the basis
from which the basic concepts develop, and how they develop. This means they
bear a relationship to their specific conceptuality, through a definition.’”> In the
account of inauthenticity Heidegger is pursuing his analysis of mdglichkeit
“possibility” as an inquiry into the human finitude of existence, taking the same
line of approach he began in Marburg (GA 18) by pointing out Aristotle’s own
remark in Metaphysics that “in a transferred sense, one also speaks about death as
an end, since they are both something ultimate. For also the ultimate ‘for the sake

of which’ is an end” (“010 KOl 1] TEAEVLTT KATA LETADOPXY AEYETAL TEAOC,

33 Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 137.

324 GAP, p. 4, “Es mup gesehen werden der Boden, aus dem diese grundbegriffe erwachsen, und
wie sie erwachsen sind, d.h. die grundbegriffe sollen betrachtet warden auf ihre spezifische
Begrifflichkeit, so dafy wir fragen, wie die da gemeinten Sachen selbst gesehen sind, woraufhin sie
angesprochen warden, in welcher Weise sie bestimmt sind.”

335 GAP, p. 13, “Es handelt sich um das Verstindnis von Grundbegriffen in ihrer Begrifflichkeit
(...) In der Definition wird der Begriff ausdrucklich, kommt zum Vorschein.”
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&1L dudw Eoyarta: TEAOg S kol To 0¥ Eveka Eoyartov.”) *2° This insight
has lead Heidegger through paragraph 53 of Being and Time in that authentic
being-towards-death, unlike inauthentic evasion, understands and endures death in
its existential reality or in Heidegger’s formulation back at Marburg “With this
transference, TEAELOV, TEAOG shows itself as a character of Dasein. Thus, by
showing how Vorlaufen is a way of authentic being-towards-death, Heidegger
shows that this way of being is not an arbitrary construction, but is rather a way of

being grounded in the way of K1vno1¢

We have been discussing some of Aristotle’s teleological structures in the
Physics, i.e., Klunolg as apxn uetocBokﬁ which underly Heidegger’s account of
Vorlaufen in die Moglichkeit,

This insight leads Heidegger through paragraph 53 of Being and Time in that
authentic being-towards-death understands and endures death in its existential
reality, or in Heidegger’s formulation back at Marburg “with this transference,
TELEIOV, TENOC shows itself as a character of Dasein.””?’Authentic on this
analysis would then describe a way of being grounded in the explication of life, and
would in no way indicate a subjective preference. Thus, by showing how Vorlaufen
is a way of authentic being-towards-death, towards the ultimate end, Heidegger
shows that this way of being is not a random concept, but is rather a way of being

grounded in the way of K1YNGC1C.

326 META, 1021b 28-30 ; Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 136 and Heidegger’s translation of this sentence
in GAP, p. 82.
321 GAP, p. 87, “Mit dieser Ubertragung zeigt sich TELELOV, TEAOG als ein Daseinscharakter.”
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f) Conscience and the Call to Authenticity

Heidegger’s analysis of conscience seeks to find an existential phenomenon
(im Sein des Daseins ihre Wurzel haben) which exhibits the possibility of
authenticity, and which further shows that authenticity is not a random mode of
being but whose origin lies in Dasein’s grasp-of-being (Seinsverfassung). The aim
of the analysis is to show that Dasein has an authentic potentiality-for-being-a-self.

The existential concept of conscience is worked out in pages 267-301 of Being

and Time.

“In choosing to make this choice, Dasein makes possible first and foremost its
. .. . 29328
authentic potentiality-for-being.

But can we rely in the ‘voice of conscience’? Is is enough to for the possibility

of being authentic? Heidegger explains that:

“That the very ‘fact’ of conscience has been disputed, that its role as a higher court
for Dasein’s existence has been variously assessed, and that ‘what conscience says’ has
been interpreted in manifold ways — all this might only mislead us into dismissing this
phenomenon if the very ‘doubtfulness’ of this fact — or of the way in which it has been

interpreted — did not prove that here a primordial phenomenon of Dasein lies before
2329
us.

In describing conscience, Heidegger’s first point is that it is not just an event
like others but, rather, an original disclosure that can speak to us in various modes.
Since Heidegger characterizes conscience as a call (Ruf) it is in the mode of
speaking that we may interpret it. The call is interpreted as an appeal (Anruf) to
everyday Dasein lost in the ways of being of das Man to return to itself, and as a
summons (Aufruf) to authenticity beyond its structure of oamodaivecHot.

Moreover, all modes of speaking have a “possible way of hearing” — as we learnt

2857, p. 268, “Im Wihlen der Wahl ermdglicht sich das Dasein allererst sein eigentliches
Seinkénnen.”

329 SZ, p. 268. “Dal} die ’Tatsache’ des Gewissens umstritten, seine Instanzfunktion fiir die
Existenz des Daseins verschieden eingeschitzt und das, *was es sagt’, mannigfaltig ausgelegt wird,
diirfte nur dann zu einer Preisgabe dieses Phdnomens verleiten, wenn die *Zweifelhaftigkeit’ dieses
Faktums bzw. die seiner Auslegung nicht gerade bewiese, dall hier ein urspriingliches Phinomen
des Daseins voliegt.”
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from Aristotle’s presentation of ¢pwVTr] OMNUAVTIKY] (meaningful sound) in de
Anima — which in the analysis of conscience “unveils itself as wanting-to-have-a-

conscience.”*°

“Primarily conscience must be traced back to its existential and structural foundations
and made visible as a phenomenon of Dasein, holding fast to the secured grasp of being of
199331
this being.

The call of conscience and the “wanting-to-have-a-conscience” that hears the
call provides the basis for choosing to be oneself that Heidegger -calls
Entschlossenheit.

Therefore, since conscience is to be seen as a phenomenon of Dasein we
should perhaps look to its existential constitution for clues to the interpretation of
the “it” that does the calling. Heidegger’s analysis of talking and listening stresses
that vocal utterance is not essential for speaking — expressing here therefore a
different view from that of Aristotle in this regard as we have seen earlier —,
therefore the “voice” of conscience is not an audible voice off that turns on into
linguistically articulated meaning, prescribing specific commands or moral
prohibitions. Rather, “the tendency to disclosure which belongs to the call lies the
momentum of a push — of an abrupt arousal. The call is from afar unto afar. It
reaches him who wants to be brought back.”**?

‘Who’ is called? “Manifestly Dasein itself. This answer is as incontestable as

indefinite.”**

“And because the Self of das Man [they-self]-self gets appealed to and brought to
hear, das Man [they/world of everybody and nobody] collapses. But the fact that the call
passes over the ’they’ and the public interpretation of Dasein does not by any means
signify that the the ‘they’ [er] is not reached too. Precisely in passing over the ‘they’, keen
as it is for public repute, the call pushes it into insignificance [Bodenlosigkeit: the lack of

3087, p. 270.

31 S7, pp. 268-9. “Zunichst soll das Gewissen in seine existenzialen Fundamente und Strukturen
zuriickverfolgt und als Phidnomenon des Daseins unter Festhaltung der bisher gewonnenen
Seinsverfassung dieses Seienden sichtbar gemacht warden.”

3287 p. 271, “In der ErschlieBungstendenz des Rufes liegt das Moment des Stofies, des
abgesetzen Aufriittelns. Gerufen wird aus der Ferne in die Ferne. Vom Ruf getroffen wird, wer
zuriickgeholt sein will.”

333 SZ, p. 272, “Offenbar das Dasein selbst. Diese Antwort ist ebenso unbestreitbar wie
unbestimmt.”
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grounds]. But the Self, which the appeal has robbed [beraubt] of this lodgement
[Unterkunft] and hiding-place [versteck], gets brought to itself by the call.?*

Although the call communicates in “silent mode” and tells me “nothing”,
Heidegger claims that “the direction it takes is a sure one and is not to be
overlooked.” The call summons Dasein to its potentiality-for-being-a-self, and

thus to the choice of its own possibilities:

“One must keep in mind that the call, that we designate as such as conscience, is an
appeal to the das Man-self [they-self] in its Self; as such an appeal [Anrruf], it summons
[Aufruf] the self to its potentiality-for-being-its-self [Selbstseinkonnen] and thus calls
Dasein forth [Vorrufen] to its possibilities.”*°

Dasein becomes ‘“anxious with anxiety about its ownmost potentiality-for-
being” and finds itself in the “depths of uncanniness.”>’ For while the call points
forward (Vorruf) to one’s potentiality-for-being, it also calls one back (Riickruf) to
one’s situation as a thrown being delivered over and abandoned to one’s own
‘here’. Hence, The call, then, has a double movement calling us back to our current

situation)as it calls us forth to authenticity.**®

“What is Dasein to report from the uncanniness of its own thrown being? What else
remains for it than its potentiality-for-being as revealed in anxiety? How else is ‘it’ to call
other than by summoning Dasein toward this potentiality-for-being which alone is the
~ 2339
issue?

3% S7. p. 273, “Weil nur das Selbst des Man-selbst angerufen und zum Héren gebracht wird,

sinkt das Man in sich zusammen. Dafl der Ruf das Man und die 6ffentliche Ausgelegtheit des
Daseins iibergeht, bedeutet keineswegs, dal3 er es nicht mittrifft. Gerade im Ubergehen stofit er das
auf offentliches Ansehen erpichte Man in die Bedeutungslosigkeit. Das Selbst aber wird, dieser
Unterkunft und dieses verstecks im Anruf beraubt, durch den Ruf zu ihm selbst gebracht.”

3587, p. 274, “Uber der scheinbaren Unbestimmtheit des Rufgehaltes kann nicht die sichere
Einschlagsrichtung des Rufes tibersehen werden.”

336 SZ, p. 274, “Festzuhalten gilt es: der Ruf, als welchen wir das Gewissen kennzeichnen, ist
Anruf des Man-selbst in seinem Selbst; als dieser Anruf der Aufruf des Selbst zu seinem
Selbstseinkdnnen und damit ein Vorrufen des Daseins auf seine Moglichkeiten.”

3187, p. 276, “Wenn das im Grunde seiner Unheimlichkeit sich befindete Dasein.”

338 S§7. p. 280. “Das Woher des Rufens im Vorrufen auf... ist das Wohin des Zuriickrufens. Der
Ruf gibt kein ideales, allgemeines Seinkénnen zu verstehen; er erschlieft es als das jeweiligen
Daseins. Der ErschlieBungs character der Rufes wird erst voll bestimmt, wenn wir ihn als
vorrunfenden Riickruft verstehen.” (“But the ‘whence’ [Woher] from which the call is called forth
to something... is the whither [Wohin] of the called back [Zuriickrufens]. The call does not give us
an ideal or universal potentiality-for-being to understand; it discloses it as that [which belongs] to
each particular [jeweiligen] Dasein. The disclosive character of the call will be fully determined
when we understand it as one which calls us back in calling us forth [vorrunfenden Riickruft).”

33987, p. 277, “Was soll aber das Dasein aus der Unheimlichkeit seines geworfenen Seins auch
berichten? Was bleibt ihm anderes, denn das in der Angst enthiillte Seinkénnen seiner selbst? Wie
soll es anders rufen, denn als Aufrufen zu diesem Seinkdnnen, darum es ihm einzig geht?”
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What exactly does the call give me to understand? Heidegger claims that the
call “speaks somehow of guilt”. In Germab the root Schuld offer various meanings
such as “having debts”, “being responsible for”, “lawbreaking”, causing something
to happen to another person.’** These various senses of being-guilty refer to ways
in which Dasein’s relationship to others is constituted by a lack: owing something
(Schulden haben), causing something to happen for which I am responsible (schuld
sein an), breaking some law (sich schuldig machen), causing damage to someone

(Schuldigwerden an Anderen).

“We can define the formally existential idea of the ‘guilty’ as: being-the-basis for a
being which has been defined by a not — that is to say, as being-the-basis of a
nullity.”*"!

This nichts belongs to Dasein’s ownmost potentiality-for-being leading
Heidegger to conclude that Dasein is the null basis of a nullity. Dasein is guilty of
not being itself, not choosing itself. But when the call is authentically heard,
Heidegger stresses that Dasein “wants to have a conscience”. This does not mean
wishing to be more consciencious into existence, but signifies becoming ready for
the transformation to authenticity. Understanding the call means that Dasein lets its
self take action in terms of its potentiality-for-being which it chooses. Only now is

it responsible for its action:**

“When the call is rightly understood, it gives us that which in the existential sense is
the ‘most positive’ of all — namely, the ownmost possibility which Dasein can present to
itself, as a calling-back which calls it forth into its factical potentiality-for-being-itself in
the Worl% To hear the call authentically, signifies bringing oneself into a factical taking
action.”

Understanding the call of conscience indicates that one ready for the choice of

authenticity which Heidegger calls Entschlossenheit.

340 SZ, pp. 281-2, “Modi solchen Besorgens sind auch Entziehen, Entleihen, Vorenthalten,

Nehmen, Rauben, das heifit dem Besitzanspruch der Anderen in irgendeiner Weise nicht geniigen.”

3187, p. 283, “Die formal exiztenziale Idee des ‘schuldig’ bestimmen wir daher also: Grundsein
fiir ein durch ein Nicht bestimmtes Sein — das heilt Grundsein einer Nichtigkeit.”

32 §7. p. 288, “Rufverstechend 4Bt das Dasein das eigenste Selbst aus seinem gewihlten
Seinkénnen in sich handeln. Nur so kann es verantwortlich sein.” [“In understanding the call,
Dasein lets its ownmost [or most genuine=eigenste] self take action in itself [in sich handeln]. Only
so can it be responsible (verantwortlich).]

3 S7. p. 295, “(...) Existenzieles Verstehen besagt: sich entwerfen auf die je eigenste faktische
Moglichkeit der In-der-Welt-sein-konnens.(...)”
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3. CHAPTER III: PROJECTING DASEIN: AAHGOEYEIN AND THE
INTERPRETATION OF EIGENTLICHKEIT

I have examined the grounds upon which Heidegger supported his account of
everydayness and Uneigentlichkeit and have analyzed some notions of Aristotle’s
teleology that Heidegger investigated back at Marburg and on a later course on
Aristotle’s Physics. The task was to see how Heidegger secured in Being and Time
the AAMOEVELY of inauthenticity from his inquiries at Marburg (GA 17, 18, 19)
which permitted him to base the mode of Uneigentlichkeit in Being and Time.

I hope to have clarified the importance of Heidegger’s retrieval and
transformation of some of the notions of Aristotle’s teleology (as exhibited in
Aristotle’s De Anima, Eudemian Ethics, Rhetoric, Nicomachean Ethics, Physics
back in Marburg) to Heidegger’s modes of everydayness in Being and Time and to
have described their articulation by making appeal to its AANOEVELY, namely by
exploring the notions of withdrawing and individuation from an inauthentic
existence.

I have focused more strongly on the distinction of two modes of AANOEVELY:
ool (production) and TPAELG (activity) thereby endorsing Weigelt’s
position: “To Aristotle, as noted, the being of TOW|o1¢ is imperfect, primarily for
teleological reasons: its movement is incomplete and its end is external to it, since
it is a process involving change.Heidegger’s idea in the description of
everydayness and inauthenticity was not only to exhibit Aristotle’s sense of
TowMo1g as production of works but to grasp it in the wider sense of bringing
something of use. The idea is to show that this mode of disclosure had become
decisive to our way of relating not just to things of everyday life but also to human
beings. Heidegger argued, however, that at this level of absorbed concern,
nowmolg and TE€XVYM (know-how) are insufficient modes of disclosure of our
comportment towards and understanding of other human beings, for they disclose
humans as the means, as something which can be controlled and calculated upon as
in das Man. In this regard, Heidegger’s account of anxiety suggested, at the level of

inauthenticity, that human being can and should be indeed understood in terms of
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its Tpa&1c, that is in terms of its human interaction so that it becomes open to the
possibility of self-understanding which comes with such interaction. However one
perhaps has also sensed difficulties in conceiving of action without recourse to
production, not least since it has been thought that Aristotle himself tended to
understand TPAELg in terms of TOLNOLC. In this connection Heidegger could be
regarded as someone who has overcome the “poietic” notion of Man by showing
how this idea has its roots in man’s everyday existence. Against this, Heidegger has
pointed out the possibility of authentic existence, which is action governed by
dpdvno1c, the authentic understanding of one’s self.” ***

The task now is to provide an interpretation of Heidegger’s Eigentlichkeit from
Aristotle’s main determinations of €0dolpovia, Gppdvnoig (practical wisdom;
Nichomachean Ethics 1, 111, and VI, 2, 1139b 7-11 GA19), BovAgvtikn bpe€ic
(deliberate desire) and voU¢ (discernment) in the Nicomachean Ethics so that it
can be shown how Aristotle understands these notions philosophically and in what
ways Aristotle helps Heidegger to think through (and in some cases to coin) the
ontological/temporal conceptuality of authenticity such as Die Sorge (care) and its
modes — Besorgen (concern), Fiirsorge (solicitude), Zu-Sein (has-to-be) Sein-
konnen (potentiality-of-being-a-self) Worumwillen (for-the-sake-of-which).

William MacNeill has pointed out that “Eudamonia, as the ultimate end and
completeness of human existence, constitutes, as Heidegger describes it, ‘the
authenticity [Eigentlichkeit] of the being of human Dasein.”** I would like to keep
this idea in view and clarify the shift of perspective from inauthenticity to
authenticity. I will supplement my proposal in this chapter by appealing to some of
Aristotle’s principles of motion in the Physics, the de Anima and the Nicomachean
Ethics so that I can exhibit the temporal notions upon which Heidegger is able to
work out his main operator of authenticity: Entschlossenheit (resoluteness). I argue

that the concept of K1YNo'1g is the ground of resoluteness, the key of authenticity.

344 Weigelt, C., op. cit.,, p. 114. “Sarah Broadie’s view in Ethics with Aristotle, chapter 4, 111, that
although Aristotle was not as confused about the distinction between TEY V™M and ¢poOVNO1LG as one
usually has claimed, he tended to think of the T€A0C of ¢pdYNCLS in terms of the TEAOG of TEY VT,
and therefore he failed to see that the former is empty, i.e. that evmpa&io, (well-performed action),
has no specific content, for it concerns well-performed action in general.”, cf. footnote 32, p. 114.

35 McNeill, W., The Glance of the Eye: Heidegger, Aristotle and the Ends of Theory, pp. 48-49.
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It is shown how on the basis of this interpretation authenticity cannot be
determined, nor exhausted by being-towards-death but, rather, by the possibility of
historicity.

My proposal in this chapter also aims to clarify some of the doubts that may
arise regarding the transition from inauthenticity to authenticity and exactly how
action, as an end, is of fundamental importance to Heidegger and Aristotle in this
connection. Indeed, there is a problem claiming that everydayness and
inauthenticity root in TOwo1lg and T€x VYN and authenticity in ¢pdvnoilg and
npa&lg, and “articulate a basic notion of human existence, in terms of which not
only everydayness but also authenticity can be understood. If one identifies
everydayness solely with production, while reserving action for resoluteness and
authenticity, it is difficult to see how the latter could be a modification of the
former. Thus the question is not primarily whether OW|o1g and T€)Y VN belong
within the domain of everyday life, but whether this phenomenon can be accounted
for without the help of ¢pdvnoig and mpa&lg. The answer is no: if TEYYN
represents an understanding of how to bring things (i.e. the three modes of
everydayness) about and ¢pdvnoig the ability to see what is good for one’s life,
they are both needed to explain the form of conduct that is characteristic of
everydayness. In Being and Time Heidegger seems indeed, as we have seen, to
draw upon both T€x V1 and TOWMG1G, since he describes how man in his everyday
dealings makes things with a view to an external end, which is the basic trait of
nowjoig.”*

The idea to be grasped here is that Heidegger needs to work out his own notion
of Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time from vovg dANOeveEW and dpdvnoig.’”
This is the methodology Heidegger, as we have seen in the first chapter, starts to
outline from the inquiries on A&yY0¢ and GXLVOUEVOV in Aristotle’s de Anima (GA
17) and develops in relation to modes of AANOEVELY in the Nicomachean Ethics

(GA19) so that in Being and Time he articulates Dasein’s QAANOEVEY as

36 Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 115. “Heidegger concept of Besorgen (absorbed concern) can be
compared both with T€x V1 and TOWG1G just like Sorge captures aspects of both dppdvncig and
pa&Lg, depending upon what perspective one takes. When Heidegger’s focus is on the aspect of
understanding, I draw a parallel to T€YVM and ¢pdvnolg, but when it is a question of the
teleological structure of Besorgen and Sorge, I compare respectively these concepts to TO1{o1¢ and
mpakig. «

7" This argument is to be worked out from SZ, pp. 220-221 and DA, 430b 26-31.
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disclosive-being in-the-world. With the impossibility of dealing in this study with
all the determinations implied in AANOEVELY I have selected the notions of VOUC,
dpévNoig and evdoupoviar (happiness/man’s proper being) since these help us to
further on the implications of Heidegger’s analysis of Aristotle’s teleology in GA
18 from the shift of perspective of inauthenticity to the perspective of authenticity
in Being and Time.

In order to counter the standard interpretation of authenticity I now wish to
develop an analysis of resoluteness in which 1 will consider Heidegger’s
interpretation of the self-other relationship by offering an analysis of the meaning
of vorlaufende Entschlossenheit in connection to Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle’s
dpdYNo1g and the basic traits of action TPOXLPESLE (Metaphysics, book IV, VoG
TPAKTIKOG —Verstehen, Seinkonnen). 1 propose to show that an understanding of
resoluteness and the notion of authentic caring-for-others roots in Aristotle’s basic

concept of physics and grounds Heidegger’s concept of Eigentlichkeit.

a) Resoluteness, Being-a-Self and Aristotle’s €00 povial (NE, I-
5,6) and ppovnoig (NE, X, 7, 1077 al7)

In the hope of clarifying how the phenomenon of resoluteness
(Entschlossenheit) is the key to authenticity I will first present the main passages of
Being and Time that may help us to acquaint ourselves with this notion before
attempting a close reading of Aristotle’s book I, 5-6 of Nicomachean Ethics in an
effort to disentangle the multiple connections at stake in Heidegger’s equation of
Eigentlichkeit and Entschlossenheit.

In order to explore the concept of Entschlossenheit and how it works as a way
of self-determination and being-a-self I invite us to focus on the traits of the
Aristotelian notion of ¢poévnoig (X, 7, 1077 al7) which I believe to be at the heart
of Heidegger’s coinage of Entschlossenheit (by appealing to TPOX1pESLS) and
articulating the whole notion of Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time. Among the
passages which attest to this, the one which seems to be particularly significant

occurs in the pre-Being and Time WS 1924 course Platon: Sophistes where
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Heidegger sees the separation of OwpPELV (to see, behold) from mpAELg that can
be seen in book X of Nicomachean Ethics.>*®

Furthermore, I would show that Aristotle’s account of ¢pdvnoilg is also
meant to ask the question of authenticity understood as the highest good of human
life: “10 AyaBov kol 1 evdortpoviar” (1, 3, 1095 b 14, ff) and that this question
is developed by Aristotle from a T€AOC (end) hierarchy that results in the primacy
of Bewpely over mpa&lc. We find that Aristotle’s emphasis on the tendency of
Pewpio to become an independent TPAELG results from the prioritizing of the
Oewpely which, according to the arguments Heidegger lists from Book X, is the
Greek tendency toward understanding being as “absolute presence”: “For the
Greeks the consideration of human existence was oriented purely toward the
meaning of being itself, i.e. toward the extent to which it is possible for human
Dasein to be everlasting. The Greeks gathered this meaning of being, being as
absolute presence, from the being of the world.”** Along with Heidegger’s
contention, I align my position here with McNeill’s question in his recent study on
Heidegger, Aristotle and the Ends of Theory in the context of what I take to be his
reading of this same passage: “(...) if the authenticity of human existence, on this
reading of Aristotle, is to be aligned with an implicit understanding of being as
“absolute presence”, with a striving for immortality in a direction divergent from
the mortality of human praxis amid its worldly activities, then is it not part of the
subsequent project of Being and Time to relocate the authentic being of human
Dasein in the midst of mortality and to understand Dasein’s most proper way of
being otherwise than in terms of pure presence? To understand it, rather, in terms
of the Augenblick which here in the Sophist course is understood as intrinsic to
phronesis?”**" Reflecting upon this question I aim to show by the end of this
chapter how Heidegger, reflecting in depth upon the Aristotelian structure of
npa&lg and the teleological determinations it contains, draws therefrom many

fundamental determinations and displacements which he no longer considers

38 Cf. also chapter L.

39 pS, p. 178, “Fiir die Griechen ist die Betrachtung der menschlichen Existenz rein orientiert
am Sinn des Seins selbst, d.e daran, inwieweit das menschliche Dasein die moglichkeit. Dieser Sinn
von Sein, das Sein als absolutes Anwesendsein, ist von den Griechen am Sein der Welt abgelesen.”
Also, pp. 173-179.

339 MacNeill, op. cit., p. 53 and his impeccable blend of scholarship on the account of Aristotle’s
modes of AANBeVELY in the context of Heidegger’s GA19, pp. 17-54.
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particular moments of action but as ontological characteristics of human life. This
will lead us to the relationship of ¢ppdvnoig (Nicomachean Ethics 1, 111, and VI, 2,
1139b 7-11) with the assimilation in the notion of Gewissen (conscience)

(paragraphs 54-60 of Being and Time.)

Heidegger’s term Entschlossenheit “unlocks’ the possibility of Eigentlichkeit,
and that it is the opening to an authentic existence. The German roots of
Entschlossenheit show the ‘key’ image as well as the metaphor ‘unlocking’. The
similarity between Entschlossenheit and Erschlossenheit suggests the
interconnection between resoluteness and disclosedeness (AANOEVELY) which

leads to a shift of one’s one’s self-understanding:

“This authentic disclosing modifies with co-originality both the way in which the
‘world’ is discovered, and the way in which the co-existence of others is disclosed. The
‘world” which is ready-to-hand does not become another one ‘in its content’, nor does the
circle of others get exchanged for a new one; but both one’s being toward the ready-to-
hand understandingly and concernfully, and one’s solicitous being with others are now
determined in terms of their ownmost potentiality-for-being-their-selves.”'

Resoluteness removes Dasein out of its lostness in das Man and out of the
solicitude into which it withdrew in QANOeVELW by bringing it back into its
threefold relationship to the work world, social world, and selfhood, so that its
relationships to its world are modified.**> Perhaps, a further explication of the
structure of resoluteness and dpdvNo1g would dispell some of the most obvious

objections to Heidegger’s analysis.

317, pp. 297-298, “Diese eigentliche Erschlossenheit modifiziert aber dann gleichurspriinglich
die in ihr fundierte Entdecktheit der ‘Welt” und die Erschlossenheit des Mitdaseins der Anderen.
Die zuhandene ‘Welt’ wird nicht ‘inhaltlich’ eine andere, der Kreis der Anderen wird nicht
ausgewechselt, und doch ist das verstehende besorgende Sein zum Zuhandenen und das flirsorgende
Mirsein mit den Anderen jetz aus deren eigenstem Selbstseinkénnen heraus bestimmt.”

33287, p. 298, “Die Entschlossenheit bringt das Selbst gerade in das jeweilige besorgende Sein
bei Zuhandenen und st6ft es in das fiirsogende Mitsein mit den Anderen. Aus dem Worumwillen
des selbstgewdhlten Seinkdnnens gibt sich das entschlossene Dasein frei fiir seine Welt.”
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Indeed, one of the crucial tasks in working out Heidegger’s concept of
FEigentlichkeit is a clarification of AAn0eve, the disclosing of the end or purpose
of human existence and whether or not it fulfils the criterion of €vdaovial, as
the ultimate and most complete possibility of human existence, that is, the

authenticity of human being.

“But upon what does Dasein disclose itself in resoluteness? On what is it to resolve?
Only the resolution itself can give the answer. One would completely misunderstand the
phenomenon of resoluteness if one should want to suppose that this consists simply in
taking up possibilities which have been proposed and recommended, and seizing hold of
them. The resolution is precisely the disclosive projection and determination of what is
factically possible at the time. To resoluteness, the indefinitiveness characteristic of every
potentiality-for-being into which Dasein has been factically thrown, is something that
necessarily belongs. Only in a resolution is resoluteness sure of itself.”*>*

As we may remember, Aristotle presents us with the context of involvements
of human action where every particular end in our lives receives its specific
character when it is synthesized with (but simultaneously divorced from) the
“context of involvements” thereby becoming a factical end. For only on the basis
of a foregoing access to meaning is it possible to direct oneself to an end as
meaningful in a concrete situation. As Heidegger puts it, “The survey which
illuminates one’s concern receives its ‘light’ from Dasein’s potentiality for being,
for the sake of which concern exists as care.”>* One way to motivate the shift from
everydayness to philosophy is to point to the necessity of exploring the most far
reaching and distinctive aim of disclosure (AAMO€1), which for Aristotle is
0O ovial (man’s proper being: £0- 0aiplov) and for Heidegger is authenticity
worked out through AANBeVELY of PpOVNC1C.

353 SZ, p. 298, “Aber woraufhin entschlie8t sich das Dasein in der Entschlossenheit? Wozu soll es
sich entschlieBen? Die Antwort vermag nur der Entschlufl selbst zu geben. Es ware ein volliges
Mifverstehen des Phanomens der Entschlossenheit, wollte man meinen, es sei lediglich ein
aufnehmendes Zugreifen gegeniiber vorgelegten und anempfohlenen Moglichkeiten. Der Entschiuf3
ist gerade erst das erschliefsende Entwerfen und Bestimmen der jeweiligen faktischen Moglichkeit.
Zur Entschlossenheit gehdort notwendig die Unbestimmtheit, die jedes faktisch-geworfene
Seinkdnnen des Daseins charakterisiert. IThrer selbst sicher ist die Entschlossenheit nur als
Entschluf3.”

3% S7. p. 359, “Die das Besorgen erhellende Ubersicht empfangt ihr ‘Licht’ aus dem Seinkénnen
des Daseins, worumwillen das Besorgen als Sorge existiert.”
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Let us then begin by examining how Heidegger introduces resoluteness, so as to
provide a starting point for the desired elucidation of ¢pdvncig at the heart of
Eigentlichkeit.

In his introduction to the chapter on conscience, Heidegger writes:

“To the call of conscience there corresponds a possible hearing. Our understanding of
the appeal unveils itself as our wanting to have a conscience. But in this phenomenon lies
that existentiell choosing which we seek — the choosing to choose a kind of being-one’s-
self which, in accordance with its existential structure, we call resoluteness.”>’

Resoluteness is introduced as a a decision to become a self. We have also seen
that “resoluteness ‘exists’ only as a resolution which understandingly projects

»37 _ makes clear

itself*®, and that “as resolute Dasein is already taking action.
the action characteristic of resoluteness. To supplement this point, I note that on
page 297 resoluteness is described as a mode of AANOeVEW — indeed, a

13 [13

“primordial uncovering” of the “truth of existence”. This this authentic

disclosure modifies with equal primordiality both the way in which the ‘world’ is
discovered and the way in which one’s co-existence with others is disclosed.”®
This analysis allows us to exhibit resoluteness as an GANOEVELY that carries out a
disclosure of Dasein throughout two interconnected determinations: understanding
and action.

Firstly, as a mode of understanding, resoluteness refers to seeing through
(durchsitigkeit) das Man’s concealments. Secondly, though, resoluteness includes
the act of carrying out the modification of fallen inauthenticity, the AANO€VELY

constituted in a choice of specific resolves, and in this sense it refers to taking

action in the situation, TpA&lc. On page 300, Heidegger writes:

335 S7. pp. 269-270, “Dem Gewissensruf entspricht ein mégliches Horen. Das Anrufverstehen
enthiillt sich als Gewissenhabenwollen. In diesem Phidnomen aber liegt das gesuchte existenzielle
Wihlen der Wahl eines Selbstseins, das wir, seiner existenzialen Struktur entsprechend, die
Entschlossenheit nennen.”

356 SZ, p. 298, “Entschlossenheit ‘existiert’ nur als verstehend-sich-entwerfender Entschluf3.”

357 SZ, p. 300, “Als entschlossenes handelt das Dasein schon.”

338 S7. p. 297, “Diese eigentliche Erschlossenheit modifiziert aber dann gleichurspriinglich die in
ihr fundierte Entdecktheit der ‘Welt’ und die Erschlossenheit des Mitdaseins der Anderen.”
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“As resolute, Dasein is already taking action. The term ‘action’ (Handeln) is one
which we are purposely avoiding. For in the first place this term must be taken so broadly,
that ‘activity’ will also embrace the passivity of resistance.””

I have first circumscribed some of the determinations at stake in the
teleological structure of TPAELg in the account of inauthenticity in order to present
the specific discursivity of Dasein in everydayness. Now, in this specific step of
Being and Time Heidegger tries to maintain Aristotle’s line of thought engaging us
readers and himself in the task that he set himself in the analysis of Aristotle’s
teleology back in Marburg: “If the conceptuality is rooted in Dasein itself, [then]
Dasein itself must in some sense be this conceptuality.”*® In the analysis of
resoluteness and authenticity, Heidegger tries to explain thematically the nature of
action by applying Aristotle’s account to Aristotle’s own account with which it
should be possible for him to work out those ways in which acting, projecting
possibilities and self-determination are essential features of the activity of self-
modification, through which one passes from inauthenticity to authenticity through
Entschlossenheit..

Furthermore, resoluteness is extreme in that it that radically changes one’s
ways of being-in-the-world. To account for this possibility, however, one has to
start with life’s own showing with the help of TpaELg in one’s everyday “poietic”
conduct in order to describe human existence from the point of view of concern,
since it is this absorbed concern that corresponds to the perspective of everyday life
itself. Now we should be able to show how Heidegger proceeds from the
AANBEVELY of inauthenticity to the level of care, showing that with this step the

truth of human existence is uncovered. Heidegger stresses that:

“Even resolutions remain dependent upon das Man and its world. The understanding
of this is one of the things that a resolution discloses, inasmuch as resoluteness is what first
gives authentic transparency (durchsichtigkeit) to Dasein.”®!

3%9 SZ, p. 300, “Als entschlossenes handelt das Dasein schon. Wir vermeiden den Terminus
‘Handeln’ absichtlich. Denn eimal miifite er doch wieder so weit gefat warden, dal} die Aktivitit
auch die Passivitit des Widerstandes umgreift.”

30 Apud Weigelt, C., op. cit., 109 : GAP, p. 271 : “Wenn die Begrifflichkeit im Dasein selbst
bondenstindig ist, muf} das Dasein selbst die Begrifflichkeit in gewisser Weise sein.”

%187, p. 299, “Auch der EntschluB bleibt auf das Man und seine Welt angewiesen. Das zu
verstehen, gehort mit zu dem, was er erschliefit, sofern die Entschlossenheit erst dem Dasein die
eigentliche Durchsichtigkeit gibt.”
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This passage from Being and Time certainly parallels Heidegger’s analysis of

OpovNo1g (practical wisdom) back in Marburg where he argued that:

“Insofar as the human being himself is the object of the aletheueien of ppdévNo1C, the
human being must be in a situation of being covered over from himself, of not seeing
himself, so that an explicit - ANBeVELY is required in order to become transparent
[durchsichtig] to oneself.”*®

A failure to see resoluteness as a form of TPAELg promoted by the carrying
through of Dasein’s GANBEVELY relative to the practical situation bears the
consequence of reducing authenticity to a psychological aspect. As suggested
above, one question in this connection is whether, in Heidegger’s view, ¢povnoig
displays an everyday inauthentic or an authentic mode of existence. We shall first
consider the central steps of Aristotle’s own characterisation of ¢poVNC1¢g so that
we clearly understand what kind of AAnOevew it is and how it underlies

Heidegger’s notion of Entschlossenheit:

“It seems as if the person who is poVipLov has the power to deliberate on that which
is good for himself and beneficial to him, and this is not a single part of his life, e.g.
regarding his health or strength, but in what concerns the good life as a whole (Tepl TQ
avT® dyoBar).? %

As Weigelt points out: “According to Aristotle, the capability to see what is
good for one’s life is dependent upon practice”.’** Adding that, “Aristotle considers
the task of ethics to be to find out what is specific (1010v) to Man as Man, in order
to from there on uncover the different possibilities for human action and

thinking.”*%

The scope of Aristotle’s FEthics appears quite different from
Heidegger’s existential analytic of Dasein. For the human good is of such a
changeable nature “that it might seem to be determined by custom only and not by
nature.”*®® The key to this interconnection of virtue and the capacity to exist is

Aristotle’s notion of &yaBov (good). Heidegger intends to point out that Aristotle

362 pS, p. 51, “Sofern der Mensch selbst Gegenstand des GANBEVELY der OpdYNO1LE ist, mub es
so um den Menschen stehen, daB es eigens eines G- AnOgVELY bedarft, um sich selbst durchsichtig
zu werden.”

363 NE, 1140 25-28, “501(81 o dpovipov swou 10 dvvachot KoAMG BovAevesBot mept
e owm) dyoBa kol cuuq)épomoc ob kaTd PEPOg, olov Tola Tpog Vyieloy, mpog

oy vv, GO, TotaL TpoOg TO €0 LN HAWC.”
%% Weigelt, C, op. cit., p. 119; NE, 1094 al-3.
35 Idem, p. 108; NE, 1097 b34ff.
366 NE, 1094 b16, “(...) dote Sokely véuw udvov givat, pvoel 8 un.”
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is the first to achieve a strictly ontological understanding of good as an end which
determines human activity as such.’®’

This line of thought appears to be working in the Nicomachean Ethics 1143a
b6-13 where Aristotle seems to regard ¢poOVNOLG as a gift of nature. Aristotle
remarks, a few lines before 1141 a26-28, “that one can even say of some animals
that they are pOVILOG prudent ones in this sense of the word, namely those that
have the power of foresight or precaution, which lets them see what is good for
their lives. Furthermore, in the Politics it is stated that it is VOUG determines the
ends of our nature, therefore our habits must be regulated with a view to them. In
this way, “there is in Aristotle a vacillation between ¢pdvnolg as that
understanding which guides human beings lives by necessity, and as something
which only belongs to sensible men. This vacillation is present also in Heidegger’s
interpretation of ppdVNC1g and that is why one can see similarities between it and
both everydayness and authenticity.” *®*

In this regard, if we compare and contrast respectively the above quoted
passages of Heidegger (p. 300, SZ) and Aristotle (1140 25-28) we verify that
“Insofar as OpOVNOLG represents for Aristotle an unthematic understanding of
good that can be interpreted as a kind of self-understanding on the part of the agent
which makes action possible, it is no doubt useful to Heidegger’s development of
care in its everyday mode. More important for Heidegger, though, is to see how the
concept of OpOVNoLg admits of a more “authentic” form of understanding as
compared with what Heidegger terms the inauthentic adherence to public
development sustained by das Man.**® In what way might Aristotle’s discussion of
Opovnoig have influenced Heidegger’s notion of care (die Sorge), the self-other
relationship The notion of OpOVNGC1E as Gewissen (consciousness) and authenticity
will allow us to uncover the level of care between situation and end. This is the
unconcealment of being promoted by what Heidegger refers to as disclosedness or

disclosing (Erschlossenheit/dAMOEVELY) in Being and Time and prefigured, as we

will see next, in the Aristotelian notion of VOUC in de Anima.

%7 GAP, p, 43; PS, p. 123.
368 Weigelt, C., op. cit. pp. 120.
369 Weigelt, C., op. cit. pp. 120.
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b) The Self and the Other. Aristotle’s YOU¢ and BOLAELTLKT
bpe€ic (NE, 1113a 10-11) and Heidegger’s Die Sorge and its
modes.

Although Heidegger states that we all relate to others we only relate
authentically to others through resoluteness. This is made clear in this striking

passage:

“Dasein’s resoluteness toward itself is what first makes it possible to let others who
are with it ‘be’ in their ownmost potentiality-for-being, and to co-disclose this potentiality
in the solicitude which leaps forth and liberates (vorspringend-befreienden). When Dasein
is resolute, it can become the ‘conscience’ of others. Only by authentically being-their-
selves in resoluteness can people authentically be with one another— not by ambiguous and
jealous stipulations and talkative fraternizing in das Man and in what ‘they’ want to
undertake.™ "

Heidegger’s remarks that he opposes a sharp dichotomy between practical and
theoretical ways of behaviour (Being and Time, pp. 300-1) lends credence to my
proposal that we should interpret the lines of action of resoluteness as a specific
reading of Aristotle’s vOUG (de Anima 429 a 21-22, ENN., 1142 a 25-30) and
Bovievtikh Ope€ig (deliberate desire) (Nicomachean Ethics, 1113a 10-11) that
includes understanding and action as inseparable and interconnected
determinations of the way of becoming authentic.’”’ Hence, in making this
‘separation’ of the two main features of resoluteness I am not thinking of categories

here but calling attention to the articulation between the theoretical and the

310 87, p. 298, “Die Entschlossenheit zu sich selbst bringt das Dasein erst in die Mglichkeit,

die mitseienden Anderen ‘sein’ zu lassen in ihrem eigensten Seinkdnnen und dieses in der
vorspringend-befreienden Fiirsorge mitzuerschlieBen. Das entschlossene Dasein kann zum
‘Gewissen’ der Anderen warden. Aus dem eigentlichen Selbstsein der Entschlossenheit entspringt
allererst das eigentliche Miteinander, nicht aber aus den zweideutigen und eifersiichtigen
Verabredugen und den redseligen Verbriinderungen im Man und dem, was man unternehmen will.”

3187, pp. 300-1, “Sorge aber als besorgende Fiirsorge umfaBt das Sein des Daseins so
urspriinglich und ganz, dal3 sie in der Scheidung von theoretischem und praktischem Verhalten je
schon als Ganzes vorausgesetz werden mufl und aus diesen Vermdgen nicht erst zusammengebaut
werden kann mit Hilfe einer notwendig grundlosen, weil existenzial ungegriindeten Dialektik.”
[“Care, however, as concernful solicitude, comprises Dasein’s being so primordially and wholly,
that it must already be presupposed as a whole when we distinguish between theoretical and
practical behaviour; it cannot first be build up out of these faculties by a dialectic, which because it
is existenzially ungrounded, is necessarily groundless.”]
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practical. Rather, I wish to exhibit these notions as the basic trait of anticipatory
choice (Tpoalipestic) that is the outcome of the deliberation process involved in
the account of Opovnoilc and which comprises the teleological structure of
npoaipecic and BOVAT (resolution, decision). On this account I suggest that the
choice involved in Entschlossenheit is the origin of action connected with the
origin of movement. From here it can be shown that Heidegger’s chief aim is to
find a way to account for human conduct without establishing a division between
action and thinking, and to confirm this Heidegger takes us to Aristotle’s
conception of action, that discusses action out of the distinction between action and
thinking (e.g. between Tpa&lg and BOVAN). As Weigelt points out: “Since it is
important for Heidegger to show that the situation of action cannot be strictly
divided into deliberation and its conclusion, as if they were understandable in
isolation from each other, he must show that the latter is actually included in the
former.”"* This is Heidegger’s task, as we will now see, with the fusion of these
notions in terms of their ontological appearance in human being. As this makes
clear, it is not primarily the end of action that resoluteness chooses, but rather the
“how” of its enactment that Heidegger will choose to address as vorlaufende
Entschlossenheit — a claim to be focused on the following point: decision,
projection and disclosure are for Heidegger related to understanding and activity.

In order to substantiate the present proposal, it is necessary to exact the
grounds for Heidegger’s articulation of resoluteness in terms of his analysis of die
Sorge and to confront the notion of BovAgvtikt) épe€lg with einspringend-
beherrschende Fiirsorge (leaping-in and dominating solicitude) and vorspringend-
befreiende Fiirsorge (leaping forth and liberating solicitude) and the notion cited
that concerns a contrast between authentic and inauthentic ways of being-with-
others. Taking the Aristotelian notion of BovAevtikh dpe€ic and citing, as an
interpretive clue, the resoluteness that co-discloses the possibility of authenticity
‘in the solicitude which leaps-forth and liberates’, I now propose to examine
Heidegger’s concept of solicitude in relation to the question of the involvement of
authentic Dasein with others. I will argue that resoluteness is connected with his
concept of Seinkénnen which means not only a capacity for doing but also

understand. 1f this is the case, then authenticity describes the capacity of a human

312 Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 126..
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being to carry out the AANOEVELY of his existence as an “understanding activity of
self-transformation.” "

The idea that Heidegger thinks his own notion of AANOeVELY as prefigured in
the Aristotelian notion of VOUC, may be found in his inquiries on Aristotle back at
Marburg (GA 18) when he realized the importance of AANOEVELY in the research

of factical being in the world:

“The kind of being in the world, characterised by the uncoveredness of VOUG, is only
possible insofar as VOUg is determined by a voUg which uncovers the world in general. 1
can intend something only insofar as this thinkable something is disclosed as such. Novg
TN TIKOC is only possible on the basis of YOUG TOINTIKOC, on the basis of a VOELY
which uncovers the world.”*™

In other words, and agreeing with Weigel: “Heidegger feels confident that
VoU¢ in its pure form — on the basis of an original VOEY that articulates VOUG
ToONTIKOC and VOUC TOLNTIKOC — is a natural consequence of Aristotle’s
conception of being and motion or movement, for it alone can work out AAMOELO
by fulfilling the nature of movement of every being as coming to an end, full
presence (8vteAéyeia).’” According to Aristotle in de Anima, human VoG is
376

defined precisely as a OUVOLG, as no actual existence until it thinks.

This same claim is also taken up to the Nicomachean Ethics:

“(...) 6 & €V To1g TPAKTIKALG TOVU £oydtov Kol £vdeyouévor Kol NG
ETEPOG TPOTACEWG: APY Ol Yap TOL 0L Eveka DTl €K TV Kab ExaocTto
YOp Ta KalBOAoV.” (“that [sc. vOUC] which has to do with action grasps the ultimate, the
possible, the minor premise. These things are principles in the sense of being that for the
sake of which one acts, for from these particulars the universal is won.)*’””

It is at this point that YOUC enters into Heidegger’s analysis in Being and Time,
for as Aristotle’s passage refers, the task of & TPAKTIKOG VOLG is to see the

circumstances of action. As Aristotle has raised the issue of & TPAKTIKOG VOUG

373
374

This activity will receive its fullest explication in the last chapter on authentic historicity.
GAP, p. 326, “Dieses So-in-der-Welt-Sein, charakterisiert durch die Entdecktheit des voUg,
ist nur dadurch méglich, daB die Welt iiberhaupt erschlossen ist, daB der vOoU¢ bestimmt ist durch
einen voUC, der die Welt iiberhaupt entdeckt. Ich kann nur vermeinen, wenn dieses Denkbare
{iberhaupt erschlossen ist. Der voU¢ maONTikdE ist nur moglich durch den VOUg TOLNTIKOC,
durch ein Voel, das die Welt entdeckt.”

375 Heidegger had this insight onto Aristotle as early as 1922 in his manuscript, PI4, p. 263 and
also in his then unpublished lecture course of 1922, available now as PIA (GA 62), pp. 25-26.

7% DA, 429 a 23-25.

377 DA, 1143 a35-b10. Cf. Weigelt, pp. 86.
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in the de Anima 433a ff. in terms of a phenomenology of seeing, of truth as
AANBeVEW in what concerns the showing of the world and the articulative
speaking of being in the world (dortvopevor and AOY0g) and developed it further
in the Nicomachean Ethics in terms of human beings AANOeVEY, so Heidegger
adopts the same phenomenological strategy. Firstly, as we have seen earlier, by
exhibiting the notion of VOUG in his inquiries on the de Anima (GA 18; cf. chapter
1), then working it out in terms of the AANOEVELY in the Nicomachean Ethics (GA
19) and now taking it up in Being and Time, condensing his previous investigations
in the term Entschlossenheit, aligning voU¢ and AANOEVELY in human beings
capacity to be authentic.

Can we interpret Aristotle, though, as just saying that seeing what is proper
here and now is not a part of the process of deliberation itself (resoluteness for
Heidegger) since it is presupposed by it? I believe we can, and the above quotation
seems to lend credence to this position in the sense that in Being and Time VOUG, is
necessary to express the particular experience of Dasein in its capacity to choose
and be(come) authentic. It is precisely this aspect which stands at the centre of
Heidegger’s interpretation and equation of Entschlossenheit with Sein-zum-Tode:
such a seeing could indeed make a starting-point for deliberation, as it apprehends
the T€Ao¢ (end) of action. But, Heidegger is more concerned with how VouUg
works at the end of deliberation, and he describes it accordingly as a “simple
grasp” (schlichtes Erfassen) of determinate circumstances or of the bare “fact” of
the situation: a VO€W.”® “Such VOEWY is a matter of simple presentifying of
something, so that it speaks purely out of itself and no longer requires discourse or
a demonstration on our part. Here it can still be said: doiveta, the things that
show themselves in this way. The only possibility here is to look on and, in
looking, to grasp.”?”

As Aristotle sees it in the Nicomachean Ethics, “action has the following

constituent elements: its first stage is AOYog and Ope€Lg of that for-the-sake-of-

38 Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 176.

37 PS, p. 161, “In solchem voely handelt es sich um ein schlichtes Vergegenwirtigen der Sache
selbst, so dal} sie rein von ihr selbst spricht und es nicht mehr eines Besprechends, Aufzeigens von
uns aus bedarf. Es kann hier noch gesagt werden: ¢oiveta, die Sache zeigt sich so. Es besteht
einzig die Moglichkeit, hinzusehen und im Hinsehen zu erfassen.” [“Such VOElV is a matter of
simple presentifying of something, so that it speaks purely out of itself and no longer requires
discourse or a demonstration on our part. Here it can still be said: ¢paiveta, the things show
themselves in this way. The only possibility here is to look on and, in looking, to grasp.”
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which the action is to be performed. This is the ruling principle of origin (apx 1)) of
one’s choice of a specific course of action, in such a way that given the purpose
why of action, one deliberates on how to perform it.. As noted, this TPOX1pES1S is
the outcome of the deliberating process from unfounded to founded desire, and
Aristotle defines it accordingly as “deliberate desire” BovAgvtikt Ope€ig. Now,
if we come back with Heidegger to his Marburg course on the research on
Aristotle’s AANOEVEW in the Nicomachean Ethics (GA 19), we see that indeed he
calls our attention to the question of how to understand the relationship between the
actual course of action and the deliberating that makes it possible. As noted, this is
because he wants to find an explanation for human conduct without establishing a
division between action and thinking, for even though Aristotle makes a conceptual
distinction between action and thinking (i.e. between TpaELg and BOVAELO1LC) he
never abstracts from the aspect of understanding when discussing action. This
implies that Aristotle wants to show both a “subjective” and an “objective” side to
action in the agent who performs it. In Aristotle’s view, in deliberation, the agent
sets out from a given end and deliberates until he reaches the first principle of
action, which he leads back to himself in order to make clear that the end is
possible for him. Hence, with this principle, which concludes the deliberating act,
the action begins.*®*” On the other hand Heidegger’s point is to show that “the
situation of action cannot be strictly divided into deliberation and its conclusion, as
if they were standing in isolation from each other. He must show that the latter is
actually included in the former. He interprets this situation as follows in the

Nicomachean Ethics:

‘This BovAevecBal, to have deliberated, is enacted as Aoyi{ecBot (...) The
conclusion of BovAgVECSHAL is the action itself; it is not some kind of sentence, nor a kind
of knowledge, but the breaking loose of the agent as such>.>®'

30 Weigelt, C., op. cit., pp. 125-126 and NE, 1112 al18-1113 14.

B Weigelt, C., op.cit., p. 126 and PS, p. 150, “Dieses PovAgvecBat, das Durchiiberlegen,
wird als Aoyi{ecOal so vollzogen (...) Der SchluBsatz des PouvAevecOBat ist die Handlung
selbst; er is nicht irgendein Satz, irgendeine Erkenntnis, sondern das Losbrechen des Handelnden
als solchen.”Cf. Weigelt, 43-44.
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Instead of VOEW or ¢povely we find Heidegger to be retrieving the
philosophical content of Aristotle’s notions by thinking through the
phenomenonological sense of the Greek voices that not only are revelatory of the
philosophical importance of Aristotle’s description of the temporal determination
of human action, but also permit Heidegger to work out his notion of resoluteness.
The perfect (that is past) infinitive BovAevecBat: ‘to have deliberated,” is often
translated as present infinitive, ‘deliberation or resoluteness=POUVAT’. It is
translated as ‘deliberation or resoluteness’ because it contains a reference to what is
(presently) known only because it conforms to what is already seen (the past sense
of the perfect tense of the verb), in other words we act because we recognize it (we
already knew what to look for in seeing what we now see) and so we are en-acting.
That is, we are acting from what we have-seen-already, and so what we are ready
to look for (looking by knowing what to look for already, in advance), with the
present action. We know we are acting because we are already projected in the
action. In Greek this infinitive BOLAEVECHOL appeals to an €ld€va, a
knowledge, but as Heidegger suggests in this passage (and in the first lines of the
Physics, as we saw in connection to €10éval and emicOacTtol) both
BovAevecsBat and €10€vat are not a kind of knowledge for they have no present
indicative form, no form for ‘I am (now) deliberating or knowing’. The infinitive
always employed in the present tense to indicate seeing is Opalv, a verb which
always has a specific connection not with the seeing of VOE€TY and so knowing by
working out (thinking), but the seeing of the eyes, and so looking, on-looking,
looking-out-for, uncovering: AANOEVELY.

It is this same passage from Aristotle that is taken now to Being and Time and
is underlying Heidegger’s account of concern in page 26 of Being and Time to
contrast Dasein’s ways of relating to others, and contrasting positive and distorted
modes of caring-for-others (Fiirsorge). takes one’s care away, and is thus described
as “leaps-in and take-away ‘care.”””*

Heidegger’s description of the way of caring-for that leaps ahead
(vorausspringen) as a liberating way of being-with-others that gives one back his

care “authentically as such for the first time”: “this kind of solicitude pertains

3¥2 7. p. 122, “die ‘Sorge’ abnehmende Fiirsorge™, (my italics).

178



essentially to authentic care — that is, to the existence of others, not to a ‘what’ with
which one is concerned.”**’

In contrast with this mode of caring-for that leaps in and dominates, we find
Heidegger suggesting in the same passage, a positive way of caring-for that leaps
ahead of the other (ihm vorausspringt) and discloses possibilities that enable him
to take over his own care, towards authenticity: vorspringend-befreiende Fiirsorge
(leaping forth and liberating solicitude). This AANOEVELY of authentic possibilities
enables one “to become transparent to himself in his care and to become free for
g 384

This way of leaping forth and liberating also indicates one of the major tasks of
philosophy: to indicate the way a human being may find his own way to fulfilment
in the world, the path to Man’s €03alLOV1aL, the way authentic Dasein relates and
displays authentic care to other people.

I have argued so far how a Bovievtikhy 6pe€lg promoted by a VOUg
AANBEVELY presents the opportunity to act by directing itself to a determinate end
embracing in the project of authenticity. We have read that this kind of solicitude
pertains essentially to authentic care — that is, to the existence of others, not to a
‘what’ with Heidegger does not limit the possibilities of Mitsein to negative modes.
In fact, he even speaks of being authentically bound together in a devotion to a
common cause which each individual Dasein has chosen as an authentic
possibility.**

This interpretation is supported by Heidegger’s analysis of authentic solicitude

in Being and Time page 122 to which we will now appeal in connection to

Aristotle’s Tpoaipecig and the concept of OpOVNC1LC.

387, p. 122, “Diese Fiirsorge, die wesentlich die eigentlich Sorge — das heiBt die Existenz des

Anderen betrifft und nicht ein Was, das er besorgt.” Also,“Die Fiirsorge erweist sich als eine
Seinsverfassung des Daseins, die nach ihren verschiedenen Mdglichkeiten mit dessen Sein zur
besorgten Welt wie mit dem eigentlichen Sein zu ihm selbst verklammert.” [“Solicitude proves to
be a grasp of being of Dasein, one which in accordance with its different possibilities, is bound up
with its being towards the world of concern, and likewise with its authentic being towards itself”], p.

122.
384

385

SZ, p. 122, “in seiner Sorge sich durchsichtig und fiir sie frei zu warden.”

SZ, p. 122, “Diese eigentliche Verbundenheit ermoglicht erst die rechte Sachlichkeit, die den
Anderen in seiner Freiheit fiir ihn selbst freigibt.” [“This authentically binding-together makes
possible the right kind of objectivity which frees the other in his freedom for himself.”]
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Heidegger seems to have taken to Being and Time the idea of ¢pdvnoig that
he explored back in Marburg (GA 19) when he stated that “‘what ¢ppdvnoig
(practical wisdom) deliberates upon is not that which whereby a Tpa&ic reaches
its end. A result is not constitutive of the being of action, but only the €D, the
‘how’.”*% “The TéA0¢ of action is evTPA&EiaL, successful action. But Heidegger
is more interested in showing that Aristotle’s conception of ¢pdvnoig and
npa&1g indicates that he regards Man as the ultimate “for the sake of which” of his
own existence” and hence the reason why he proceeded with caution in his
Aristotle course (GA 18) at Marburg in showing that “mpa&lg is not a particular
activity opposed to TTOLM|C1l¢, but simply our existence, i.e. care, which, however,

may be enacted in different ways™*’:

“IIpa&lg does not mean ‘activity’ as such in the general meaning of the word, but a
determination of the being of Man. ITotrjo1g and TpAELg are two possibilities that often
point out to different modes of appropriation.”

Now, in Being and Time Heidegger mentions “rechte Sachlichkeit”
emphasizing the point that only on the basis of a foregoing access to meaning is it
possible to direct oneself truly to an end that is meaningful in a concrete situation.
Again, more than speculating, Heidegger is again referring to TpoOipeCLg

offering a strict ontological exegesis of Nicomachean Ethics 1112 al5-17:

“1 Ydp mpoaipecic petd Adyov kot dravoiog. vmoonuaivey 8 golke Kol
TGLVVOUOL WG OV TIPO E£TEPWY ApeTOV.” [The choice is about speaking and thorough
thinking (d1ovoiog). Even the name seems to indicate that something is taken before
something.” 389

36 pS, p. 51, “Und was die ¢pdvnoig iiberlegt, ist nicht das, wobei eine TpA&ELC zu Ende
Kommt. Ein Resultat is nicht konstitutiv fiir das Sein des Handelns, sondern lediglich das €9, das
Wie.”

¥ Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 122.

¥ GAP, pp. 188-189, “npdElg nicht genommen in der weiteren Bedeutung ‘Handlung’ als
solche, sondern als Bestimmung des Seins des Menschen. ITovjoilg und mpaélg zwei
Mbglichkeiten, die vielleicht nur zwei verschiedene Weisen der Aneignung bezeichnen.”[“TtpaEig
does not mean in the general meaning of the word ‘activity’ as such, but a determination of the
being of Man. IToujoig and mpa&Lg are two possibilities that often point out to different modes of
appropriation.”] Cf. Weigelt, C., op. cit., p. 122 and NE, 1111 a3-5.

’ NE, 1112 al5-17.
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To choose is to take a possibility or end “before” the others, and to do so
means to “take apart into pieces”, to cleave (OLXPELV) the present situation,

distinguishing one possibility within the situation.

So far I have presented some passages that indicate that Heidegger’s resolute
Dasein is not a self-regarding being and hope to have developed Heidegger’s
analysis of resoluteness as the condition of possibility of self-determination, as a
leaping forth and liberating and authentic being-with-others.””® Throughout this
presentation I have provided the basic traits of action as understood by Aristotle
with the terms voU¢ and Bovlevtikh) 8pe€lc and coined by Heidegger in
several steps of Being and Time with the notion of Entschlossenheit, einspringend-
beherrschende Fiirsorge and vorspringend-befreiende Fiirsorge that involve a
contrast between authentic and inauthentic ways of being with others.

In the next section, point a) I propose to exhibit the notion of vorlaufende
Entschlossenheit while keeping in mind the Aristotelian grounds examined
specifically by exhibiting some of Aristotle’s principles of motion in the Physics
and the Nicomachean Ethics thought to be underlying the notions of vorlaufende

Entschlossenheit and Sein-zum-Tode.

¢) Advancing resoluteness (vorlaufende Entschlossenheit) and
Aristotle’s principles of K1vno1¢ and EVTEAEY ELQ

At this point I would like to show that the interpretation that equates
authenticity with being-towards-death cannot be held as the development of
Heidegger’s concept of authenticity without violating to the text of Being and
Time. 1 argue that this interpretation is put into critical question by a careful study
of Heidegger’s reading of the AAnOeVEW in his pronouncements on authentic

historicity which I will examine in the next chapter.

3% §7, p. 116, “Die Klirung des In-der-Welt-seins zeigte, daB nicht zunichst ‘ist’ und auch nie

gegeben ist ein bloBes Subjekt ohne Welt. Und so ist am Ende ebensowenig zunéchst ein isoliertes
Ich gegeben ohne die Anderen. (“In clarifying being-in-the-world we have shown that a bare subject
without a world is ‘never proximally, nor is it ever given. And so in the end an isolated ‘I’ without
others is just as far away as from being proximally given.”)
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For this purpose, I would first examine paragraph 62 where Heidegger brings
together the analyses of resoluteness and authentic being-towards-death which
combine to produce vorlaufende Entschlossenheit and attempt to show the
connection of these notions to the teleological interpretation of change in some of
the passages of Aristotle’s Physics.

In Being and Time, paragraph 62, Heidegger asks, “to what extent does
resoluteness ‘thought through to the end’ in corresponds to its ownmost tendency
of being lead to authentic being-towards-death?”

The concept of resoluteness, seems by all accounts to present a recovery of
Aristotle’s principles of change and movement in the Physics. However, it would
not do justice to such a connection just to enumerate the principles of change and
then contrast these with some of the notions echoed in the passages of Being and
Time. The notion of Entschlossenheit seems to condense and make thematic the
being of change and movement, the meaning of moving from a potential state
(81)1/02“81) that is Heidegger designates by Vorlaufen to an actualized state or full
presence (’evrekéxetoc) as the becoming of a thing in itself (Entschlossenheir).

Heidegger aims to understand how these two phenomena are connected:

“How are these two phenomena of advancing and resoluteness to be brought together?
Has not our ontological projection of the authentic potentiality-for-being-a-whole led us
into a dimension of Dasein which lies far from the phenomenon of resoluteness? What can
death and the ‘concrete situation’ of taking action have in common?”*"!

Heidegger raises some further questions:

“What if resoluteness, in accordance with its own meaning, should bring itself into its
authenticity only when it projects itself not upon any random possibilities which lie just
ahead of every factical potentiality-for-being of Dasein, and, as such, enters more or less
undisguisedly into every potentiality-for-being of which Dasein factically takes hold?
What if it is only in the advancing toward death that resoluteness, as Dasein’s authentic
truth, has reached the authentic certainty which belongs to it? What if it is only in the
advancing in death that all the factical provisionalness of resolving would be authentically
understood — in other words, that it would be caught up with in an existential way?”*">

¥ 87, p. 302, “Wie sollen beide Phianomene zusammengebracht warden? Fiihrte der ontologische
Entwurft des eigentlichen Ganzseinkdnnens nicht in eine Dimension des Daseins, die von dem
Phanomen der Entschlossenheit weit abliegt? Was soll der Tod mit der ‘konkreten Situation’ des
Handelns gemein haben?”

392 §7, p. 302, “Wenn sich die Entschlossenheit ihrem eigenen Sinne nach erst dann in ihre
Eigentlichkeit gebracht hétte, sobald sie sich nicht auf beliebige und je nur nichste Moglichkeiten
entwirft, sondern auf die duBlerste, die allem faktischen Seinkdnnen des Daseins vorgelagert ist und
als solche in jedes faktisch ergriffene Seinkdnnen des Daseins mehr oder minder unverstellt
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With the phenomenology of Dasein in Being and Time Heidegger is presenting
Aristotle’s greatest achievement: that there is a possibility of presence that is G-
TELEC, or in other words, that it is possible to be present as being on the way
towards an end.” It is this discovery by Aristotle himself that drives Heidegger to
the notion that may best express and comprise the being of change and movement
in human Dasein: Entschlossenheit.®®* As noted, insofar as Heidegger does not
intend to formulate just another version of Aristotle’s thought in the
Daseinsanalytik, it seems that even his attempt to liberate Aristotle from that
tradition requires that he turns against Aristotle as well and interprets his thought in
the light of Klvno1¢ as its proper self-explanation, that is, coming back to what
philosophy had always been: Aristotle.***> To Aristotle, the question is: how beings
that are through obo1a can have movement Kivnclg as their way of being — their
way of presencing. Kivnctg is the phenomenon that opens the access to the being
of beings as the self-concealing revealing (AANOEVELY).

In the interpretation of Eigentlichkeit we are confronted with a question about
the temporal structures of the in of the hereness of Dasein presupposed in, and
worked out from the teleological structure of human action in the concrete

situation.

hereinsteht? Wenn die Entschlossenheit als eigentliche Wahrheit des Daseins erst im Vorlaufen zum
Tode die ihr zugehdrige eigentliche GewifSheit erreichte? Wenn im Vorlaufen zum Tode erst alle
faktische ‘Vorldufigkeit’ des Entschliefens eigentlich verstanden, das heilit existenziell eingeholt
ware?”

3% GAP, pp. 321, 328, “Die kivnoi¢ wird definiert als ein Gegenwirtigsein, das den Charakter
des & TeANG, des ‘nicht zu Ende’ hat. (...) Sich-in-seinem-Ende-Halten in einem endgiiltigen Sinne,
gvteléxela, mull Aristoteles, wenn er vorsichtig spricht, das Dasein des Seienden-in-Bewegung
als €vépyela bezeichnen”; “Diese Untersuchung des Aristoteles iiber die Bewegung hat eine
fundamentale Bedeutung fiir die ganze Ontologie: Grundbestimmung des Seienden als EvépyelaL,
gvteléyero und SVVAULG.”’[* KivNo1g become defined as pure presence that has the character of

ateAng, ‘without and end.””, “This investigation of Aristotle on movement had a fundamental
meaning to Ontology: The basic determination of being as &vépyeia, €vteA€yelwa and
dvvaug.”

3% I may not offer here a proper and desired clarification of the aspects at play in PHY and a

fully fledged account of the teleological determinations that could eventually lead us to a full
confirmatory study of the connection between Kivnoi¢ and Entschlossenheit. However, one faces a
complex crossroad at this stage of the text together with Aristotle’s intricate temporal notions, in the
sense that in order to come back with Heidegger to the past one has to take over that which one had
always been, which in turn is possible only because one is also on the way or directed towards
oneself as possibility. Cf., SZ, pp. 325, 339.

3% This is a point made earlier in GAP, pp. 272-273 and by Weigelt, Kisel and Shechan.
Heidegger points precisely to this concept to show what it means to frame a proper conceptuality.
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“Resoluteness, as authentic being-one’s-self does not detach Dasein from its world,
nor does it isolate it so that it becomes a free floating ‘I’. And how should it, when
resoluteness as authentic disclosing [AANOEVEWV], is authentically no other than being-in-
the-world? Resoluteness brings the self right into its current concernful being — alongside
what is ready-to-hand, and pushes it into solicitous being with others. In the light of the
projected will (Worumwillen, literally: for-the-sake-of-which) of one’s self-chosen
potentiality-for-being, resolute Dasein frees itself for its world. The resolution is precisely
the disclosing projection and determination of what is factically possible at the time

(' . )"’396
Heidegger would make this question thematic later in EM, p. 46:

“But this standing there upright in itself, coming to a stand and remaining in the stand,
is what the Greeks understood as being. Yet what comes to a stand and endures in itself
thereby emerges forth freely of itself into the necessity of its limit, peras. This limit is not
something that comes to the being from outside. Still less is it a deficiency in the sense of a
harmful restriction. No, the holding which governs itself from out of the limit, the having
itself in which that which endures holds itself, is the being of beings. Even more, it first
makes it a being as such in differentiation from non-being. Coming to a stand means
therefore: to achieve limit, to limit itself. Consequently, a fundamental characteristic of
beings is to be defined by a telos, which means not aim or purpose, but end. Here “end” is
not meant in a negative sense, as though there were something about it that did not
continue, that failed or ceased. End is ending in the sense of fulfilment (Vollendung). Limit
and end are that with which the being begins to be” 397

3% S7, pp. 298-9, “Die Entschlossenheit lost als eigentliches Selbstsein das Dasein nicht von

seiner Welt ab, isoliert es nicht auf ein freischwebendens Ich. Wie sollte sie das auch — wo sie doch
als eigentliche Erschlossenheit nichts anderes als das In-der-Welt-sein eigentlich ist. Die
Entschlossenheit bringt das Selbst gerade in das jeweilige besorgende Sein bei Zuhandenem und
stofit es in das fiirsorgende Mitsein mit den Anderen. Aus dem Worumwillen des selbstgewdhlten
Seinkonnens gibt sich das entschlossene Dasein frei fiir seine Welt. Die Entschlossenheit zu sich
selbst bringt das Dasein erst in die Moglichkeit, die mitseienden Anderen ‘sein’ zu lassen in ihrem
eigensten Seinkonnen. (...) Die Entschlossenheit ist ihrem ontologischen Wesen nach je die eines
jeweiligen faktischen Daseins. (...) Der Entschluf ist gerade erst das erschliefiende Entwerfen und
Bestimmen der jeweiligen faktischen Méglichkeit. (...) Das Wozu der Entschlossenheit ist
ontologisch vorgezeichnet in der Existenzialitdt des Daseins iiberhaupt als Seinkdnnen in der Weise
der besorgenden Fiirsorge. (...) Auch der EntschluB} bleibt auf das Man und seine Welt angewiesen.
(...) In der Entschlossenheit geht es dem Dasein um sein eigenstes Seinkonnen, das als geworfenes
nur auf bestimmte faktische Moglichkeiten sich entwerfen kann. Der Entschluf} entzieht sich nicht
der ‘Wirklichkeit’, sondern entdeckt erst das faktisch Mdgliche, so zwar, daf} er es dergestalt, wie es
als eigenstes Seinkénnen im Man moglich ist, ergreift.”

37 “Dieses aber, das in sich noch gerichtete Da-stehen, zum Stand kommen und im Stand bleiben,
verstehen die Grieschen als Sein. Was dergestalt zum Stand kommt, in sich stindig wird, schlagt
sich dabei von sich her frei in die Notwendigkeit seiner Grenze, TEPO.C. Diese ist nichts, was zum
Seienden erst von auflen hinzukommt. Noch weniger ist sie ein Mangel im Sinne einer abtriglichen
Beschriankung. Der von der Grenze her sich biandigene Halt, das Sich-Haben, worin das Stindige
sich halt, ist das Sein des Seienden, macht vielmehr erst das Seiende zu einem solchen im
Unterschied zum Unseienden. Zum Stand kommen heiflt darnach: sich Grenze erringen, er-grenzen.
Deshalb ist ein Grundcharakter des Seienden TO TE€AOG, was nicht Ziel und nicht Zweck, sondern
Ende bedeutet. »Ende« ist hier keineswegs im verneinendem Sinne gemeint, als ob mit ihm etwas
nicht mehr weiter gehe, versage und aufhore. Das Ende is Endung im Sinne von Vollendung.
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“Understanding the call of conscience reveals the lostness in das Man. Resoluteness
brings Dasein back to its ownmost potentiality-for-being-its-self. One’s ownmost
transparent in understanding being-towards-death as one’s ownmost possibility.”*"®

If we take vorlaufende Entschlossenheit as a way of authentic being-towards-
death that constitutes authentic existence through a projection upon death, we are
reversing the focus of being-towards-death from relating to it as a pure possibility
(as Heidegger recommends) to rendering death as an ever present actuality
activated in human life, becoming an end in itself Tpa&Lg, and would thus result in
a mode of AANBeVELY that was rejected by Heidegger as an inappropriate way of
relating to death.>” For if we were to accept that our choice to be authentic would
inevitably be a dead-end literally the-way-of-being-towards-death, how could an
end in itself still promote existence? For as such, Tpa&1¢ is not a form of Kivnoig
as K1vnoig does not have its end immanently, but, rather, has the mode of being of
evépyeio or Evteléyela.*” For within life, death exists or has meaning only as
a possibility and this is the way the possibility of death reveals particularly clearly
the meaning of possibility as such (as we have seen with the notion of vorlaufende
in die moglichkeit in the perspective of inauthenticity) but furthermore it shows that
ends make action possible precisely by virtue of their potentiality, that is, insofar as
they are not actualized but anticipated as possibilities.

This sense of death as possibility and not an end in itself seems to be exactly
the idea underlying the following passage, half way through Being and Time, page
308:

Grenze und Ende sind jenes, womit das Seiende zu sein beginnt” [This is Walter Brogan’s
translation, Heidegger and Aristotle, p. 65.]

398 SZ, p. 307, “Das Verstehen des Gewissensrufes enthiillt die Verlorenheit in das Man. Die
Entschlossenheit holt das Dasein auf sein eigenstes Selbstseinkonnen zuriick. Eigentlich und ganz
durchsichtig wird das eigene Seinkdnnen im verstehenden Sein zum Tode als der eigensten
Moglichkeit.”

3987, p. 261, “Wenn also mit Sein zum Tode eine ‘Verwirklichung’ seiner gemeint ist, dann
kann es nicht besagen: sich aufhalten bei dem Ende in seiner Moglichkeit. Eine solche Verhaltung
lage im ‘Denken an den Tod.”” [“Hence, if by being-toward-death we do mean an ‘actualization’ of
death, neither can we mean ‘dwelling upon the end in its possibility’. This is the way one comports
oneself when one ‘thinks about death.’”]

40 For the idea that TpAELC in the proper sense cannot be a form of kivNG1¢ (motion), see also
Meta, 1048 b 18-27.

185



“When resoluteness is transparent to itself, it understands that the indefiniteness of
one’s potentiality-for-being is made definite only in a resolution as regards the current
situation.(...) The indefiniteness of one’s own potentiality-for-being, even when this
potentiality has become certain in a resolution, is first made wholly manifest in being
towards death. Vorlaufen brings Dasein face to face with a possibility which is constantly
certain but which at any moment remains indefinite as to when that possibility will become
an impossibility.”*"'

Precisely for this reason, the phenomenon of situation is fundamental in
Entschlossenheit.*®> As Heidegger says, “Just as the spatiality of the ‘here’ is
grounded in disclosedness, the situation has its foundations in resoluteness. The
situation is the ‘here’ which is disclosed in resoluteness — the ‘here’ in which the
existent being is here.”*”> Now we can ask: how is Dasein determinate in the
‘here’? From where does the resoluteness that helps us Dasein face its end come?
Does not our being here in the world depend on the fact that we will cease to be?
How can we make sense of “what can death and the ‘concrete situation’ of taking
action have in common?” It seems clear for Heidegger that in resoluteness we
experience a distance between ourselves and the object of our concern which gives
us a clearer view of the limit of the situation which we have already understood in
an unthematic way. Now, the question about what 7l (what this one Dasein?)
seems to be working out for Heidegger as it seemed to work for Aristotle, that is,
not a phenomenological question, and not an ontological question — in
concentrating only on the extantness of what is and its presence, it overlooks and so
ignores the question for whom, the question of the emerging presencing of beings
and the question of the “who?” for whom they appear: if the same being shows
itself in the same way to each one, then each one to whom the being appears would

be the same as any other ‘each’ — but this is not true. Aristotle knows this from the

401 SZ, p. 308, “Die sich selbst durchsichtige Entschlossenheit versteht, daBl sich die
Unbestimmtheit des Seinskonnens je nur bestimmt im Entschlufl auf die jeweilige Situation. Sie
weill um die Unbestimmtheit, die ein Seiendes, das existiert, durchherrscht. Dieses Wissen aber
muf}, wenn es der eigentlichen Entschlossenheit entsprechenden will, selbst aus einem eigentlichen
ErschlieBen entspringen. Die Unbestimmtheit des eigenen, obzwar im Entschlu je gewil3
gewordenen Seinkdnnens offenbart sich aber erst ganz im Sein zum Tode. Das Vorlaufen bringt das
Dasein vor eine Moglichkeit, die standing gewill und doch jeden Augenblick unbestimmt bleibt in
dem, wann die Moglichkeit zur Unmoglichkeit wird.”

%2 The term situation has a shade of special significance which is also present in the here of
Dasein but it is based on place and not space, I suggest that Dasein works out his existence for
whom disclosedness is a basic constituent. Cf., SZ p. 299.

403 SZ, p. 299, “So wie die Raumlichkeit des Da in der Erschlossenheit griindet, so hat die
Situation ihre Fundamente in der Entschlossenheit. Die Situation ist das je in der Entschlossenheit
erschlossene Da, als welches das existierende Seiende da ist.”
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Nicomachean Ethics — beings appear in the same way but differentiate for whom
with respect to who, the actual being of the one to whom the being appears.
Thereby, the constancy of presence comes from the very own solicitation of
presence such that the actual being of the one concedes to every particular being
the “gift of presence” — to use a terminology from the latter Heidegger — and
therefore present is that which gives Man the awareness of what is manifested in all
letting-be-present. Beings can show themselves as they are in such a way that we
can know beings in their being through having already recognized them by their
reaching over presence to us. Heidegger learns from Aristotle that to limit a thing is
not to render it weaker or less determinate, but on the contrary: “€c7Tl de
AOBELY KOLVOV opov npdg bV 10 uéptoc aLTNg GUVATITEL” [“a common
404

boundary in relation to which points conjoin.”].

On the other hand, Heidegger writes that:

“ He [Aristotle] thinks for the first time of the individual being as the actual (Jeweilige),
and thinks of its ‘lasting’ (Weile) as the distinctive manner of presencing, of the presencing
of eidos itself in the most extreme present of the indivisible, that is, no longer derived,
appearance4 (&topov €180¢) [the outward look that can be dissected no further, literally
un-cut, | ”.

Keeping in view that for Aristotle place has a “Sﬁvoculg: ExEL o
813vocu1v”4°6 Heidegger, as we see in this passage, refers us to Aristotle’s
understanding of being as “the actual (Jeweilige), and thinks its lasting (Weile) as
the distinctive manner of presencing.” In other words, a being is only actual insofar
as it achieves its potentiality-to-be in its ‘being unmoved’, in its “dlTopov €180¢”
[the outward look that can be dissected no further, literally un-cut], that means its
proper potentiality to be. Heidegger states that “the resolution is precisely the
disclosive projection and determination of what is factically possible at the time
(...). " In this sentence we find the words “disclosive projection” and “what is

factically possible” whilst in the Physics Aristotle states that:

“*CT 6,5a2.

495 Cf. Die Metaphysik als Geschichte des Seins als Metaphysik (GA 6.2) apud Brogan, W., op.
cit., p. 62

4 phys., IV, 1 208 b 10 ff.

7 S7, pp. 298-9, “Der Entschluf ist gerade erst das erschliefende Entwerfen und Bestimmen der
Jeweiligen faktischen Moglichkeit.”
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“Smpnuevou d¢ xa® Exaoctov yevog TOV UEV EVTS)\.SXSLOC 7oV Ot duvdiUEL,
N 1oL duvdel dvtog EVIEAEYELQ, T TOLOVTOV, Kivnolg £G7Ty, (...)” [“Since in
every genus there is a difference between that which is in actuality and that which is in
potentiality, change is the actualisation of a potential being as such [i.e. as potential],

(.8

If we translate the Greek literally, we find that what makes up the difference
between what is actual and potential is kivno1¢ as change (LETABOAMN) for in
order to have a potentiality for something, beings must already be something, and
thus existing in the mode of £vépyelal or EvteAEY 10, In other words, that being
which has potential or possibility must already be where it is, or present
(gegenwirtig)."” This peculiar union of xivnolg with &vteléyeio permits
Heidegger to work out “what is factically possible at the time” in the sense that a
being that is potential (QUVOLULEL) is not only already something, thus being marked
by its €EVTEAEXELQ, but is also “not yet” something thus being the“disclosive
projection and determination of what is factically possible at the time”. Although,
for the most part, Heidegger translates K1vYNo1¢ as movement/motion (Bewegung)
rather than UeTAPOAMN, change (Verdnderung= WWeTAPOAMN), the fact that the
general meaning of ustocﬁokﬁ is “change, alteration” distinguished by Aristotle
through the use of éc?méw)mg“o — demands a closer examination, for every
change is a change from something to something from the out-of-its situation and
being-toward-something in appearance — a change is always from something to
something as Aristotle states in various steps of the Physics “TOL.GO. ue’l:ocBokﬁ

EcTW &K TWOC €i¢ T (Phys., I, 225 a 1)*!

. What is though the true meaning of
this “something” out of which we change, i.e. how can a being attain its potential?
Heidegger observes that the essence of uetocﬁolﬁ is only attained after observing

that in every change there is something absent that comes to presence and that

18 phys., 11, 201 a 9-11, “Sinpnuévov 8¢ ko® EKACTOV YEVOC TOU ULV EVTEAEYELQ TOV
d& duvdpel, 1 ToL duvdel dvtog EvieAEYELQ, T TOLOVTOV, KIVNOLG £CTLY.

499 GAP, pp. 295, 299-300.

410 Cf. Heidegger’s illustrative example of the tree and the fox where éc?»}»ow)cng — as change,
alteration — is contrasted with the “rest of non-alteration” (Ruhe der Unverdnderung) and therefore a
type of movedness, WBP, p. 249, “(...) Solches, was sich im Sinne des Ortwechsels bewegt, kann
gleichwohl »ruhen« in der Weise, daf es so bleibt, wie beschaffen es ist: der Fuchs im Laufen ruht,
sofern er dieselbe Fiarbung behilt, die Ruhe der Unverdnderung, ohne alloiwsis. Oder etwas kann
bewegt sein in der Weise des Verkiimmerns, zugleich aber noch in der anderen Weise sich
bewegen, nédmlich der des Anderswerdens: am verdorrenden Baum welken die Bltter, das Griind
wird zu Gelb. Das so zweifach Bewegte (QTNLo1¢- OO»XOLCOGLQ) ruht zugleich als der dort stehende
Baum.”

1 Cf. the same sense in Phys, 1V, 234b 11, 252a 10.
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every instance of movedness is an évrekéxetoc of the thing moved (K1VOLULEVOV)
such that in the generation of something to something there is already movement,
Kivndtg that comes into appearance with the changing thing*'>.

Heidegger is here suggesting that every being to which potentiality or
possibility belongs is already in motion — for to be in motion is to relate to
something absent — presupposes a presence. On the other hand the sentence “When
resoluteness is transparent to itself, it understands that the indefiniteness of one’s
potentiality-for-being is made definite only in a resolution as regards the current
situation.”*"® This seems to equate “potentiality-for-being” with “current situation”,
condensing Aristotle’s particle v of £VTEAEYELQ, of a being not in relation to its
outward phenomenal appearance but in relation to the Té?uog of the being that is, in
relation to its own understanding of what is in full presence: the fv- ’Eé)uog- EXELY,
coming to a limit, reaching a point of completion — ’SV‘CSXE/XSLOL: full presence.

The point in bringing these passages to light and contrasting them with the
specific steps from Entschlossenheit and being-towards-death is to show that
insofar as Dasein is movable (K1ynTt@V) it is also the moved (K1VOVUEVOV) whose
outward look (€180¢) is always determined by a TpA¢ T, that is, a relationship to
something. This is the question that articulates Heidegger’s notion of resoluteness
as the operator of Eigentlichkeit. In other words, while on one hand, Aristotle
inquires into the coming of a being to the present as full, complete presence
(EEV‘E?)LS/XSLOL) which is presupposed by Kivnoig and petafoAn, Heidegger, on
the other hand, retrieves this idea in Being and Time in order to inquire about the
point when the exact course of action presents itself and one decides what to do out
of the situation as it is settled. If we are to understand how the idea that death as a
possibility actually affects in fact the moved Dasein (K1WOUUEVOV) we should
realize that death as an end lets Dasein be present but precisely in its being towards
something; it does not essentially determine Dasein as such, for the possibility of

death itself is in turn dependent upon its relation to the presence of Dasein: death

Y2 WBP, pp. 249, 285, “Das Wesenskern der grieschich gedachten metabole treffen wir

allerdings erst dann, wenn wir beachten, dap im Umschlag etwas bisher Verborgenes und
Abwesendes zum Vorschein kommt (»Aus-schlag« und » Durchschlag«) (...) Von der als
entelexeia begriffenen Bewegtheit aus miissen wir jetz versuchen, die Bewegung eines Bewegten als
eine Art des Seins, ndmlich die des kinoumenon zu begreifen. (...) Kinesis ist metabole, das
Umschlagen von etwas zu etwas dergestalt, da} im Umschlagen dieses selbst in einem mit dem
Umschlagenden zum Ausschlag, d. h. in den Vorschein kommt.”

43 S7 p. 308.
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comes forward only insofar as it lets the K1VOUUEVOV become present in its
already being present.

The notion of being-towards-death becomes less tantalizing when the situation
is settled and there is no longer any question of how to act or what that means: “in
such VOEV it is a matter of a pure making present of the thing itself, so that it
speaks purely out of itself, and there is no longer any need of an address or making
manifest on our part.”*'* We cannot therefore determine Entschlossenheit from
Seim-zum-Tode. By positing Entschlossenheit with Sein-zum-Tode we incur the
risk of equating the origin of change in death, namely accounting for the possibility
of K1vno1¢ by positing death as a mover. To know movement in human beings is
to know how beings come to presence for it is only on the basis of the latter that
the former is accessible, thus including death, as a distinct possibility. Hence, 1
suggest that death is certainly related to something towards which beings are
moving (TPO¢ i) but it is also a mode of incomplete presence insofar as beings
are already moving toward their own T€AOG themselves and the others (TTpOg Tt
kot Twoc). *°

In this section I have shown the basic elements of of authenticity with
vorlaufende Entschlossenheit, interpreted as a way of being-towards-death, and
have appealed to the problems and opened up an understanding of the roles of
vorlaufende (advancing) and FEntschlossenheit in connection to Aristotle’s
principles of motion and the determination of authenticity in order to help us avoid

reducing authenticity to being-towards-death

414 pS, p. 161, “In solchem VOelY handelt es sich um ein schlichtes Vergegenwirtigens der

Sache selbst, so daBl sie rein von ihr selbst her spricht und es nicht mehr eines Besprechens,
Aufzeigens von uns aus bedarf.”

415 GAP, (Handschrift), p. 388, “Gegenwart des Bewegenbaren und Bewegenden. 'Ev Tivi 1
kivnoig; plo dpeoiv. Riickgang auf pdg TL.” (“Presence of the movable and the moved.
Access to the Tpdg TL.”)
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d) Vorlaufende Entschlossenheit (Advancing Resoluteness),
dpovNo1g and Gewissen.

I now wish to contrast briefly the suggested interpretation of advancing
resoluteness (as so far developed) with the widespread interpretation that takes
advancing resoluteness as a way of being-towards-death that constitutes
authenticity. In order to do this I propose to advance my interpretation of
advancing resoluteness (vorlaufende Entschlossenheit) by evoking some steps of
Aristotle’s OpOvNo1¢ (Nicomachean Ethics 1, 111, and VI, 2, 1139b 7-11) in order
to see the ways in which Heidegger works out and assimilates Aristotle’s findings
in the concept of Gewissen (conscience) (paragraphs 54-60).

Heidegger writes:

“Advancing resoluteness is not a way of escape, fabricated for the ‘overcoming’ of
death; it is rather that understanding which follows the call of conscience and which gives
death the possibility of assuming power over Dasein’s existence, and of basically
dispersing all fugitive self-concealments.”*'®

The phrase that advancing resoluteness ‘“disperses all fugitive self-
concealments” could indicate that being-towards-death helps effect a transparency
of one’s AAMBEVELY, a breaking through. I suggest that Heidegger — when he
states explicitly ‘taking action without illusions’ — is implicitly thinking through
OpoOvILOC (the wise one) and ¢pdynoilg in order to translate this concept into
Gewissen in the sense that one must have the practical wisdom in order to know
and “want to have a conscience”.

Let us take a closer look at this connection by appealing to Aristotle’s account
of dpdYNo1¢ in some specific steps of the Nicomachean Ethics so that I can show
how Heidegger works out some of these passages in GA 19 and finally takes up the
term to Being and Time as Gewissen.*'” I will complement this reading by taking
up a position regarding Joachim’s exegesis of the term in his commentary to the

Nicomachean Ethics.

416 SZ, p. 310, “Die vorlaufende Entschlossenheit ist kein Ausweg, erfunden, um den zu

“liberwinden’, sondern das dem Gewissenruft folgende Verstehen, das dem Tod die Mdoglichkeit
freigibt, der Existenz des Daseins mdchtig zu warden und jede fliichtige Selbstverdeckung im
Grunde zu zerstreuen.”

47 Cf., pp. 69-73.
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In the old classic commentary of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, Joachim
argues that “The ¢pOVILOC is the man whose action is intelligent, controlled by
reasoning, i.e. true deliberation. His ¢pdvnoig is £Eic davontikn —an
established power of reasoning or deliberating — which expresses itself in
syllogisms whose conclusions are TPOLPECELS (purposes), or (Aristotle says this
is the same thing) actions.”"'® Joachim is here appealing to Aristotle’s relation of
codptor  'wisdom' to GpdYNCLE as intrinsically valuable forms of human
excellence (or virtue in his translation of &p€eTY]) but he says that “Pppdvnoig
implies moral virtue and complete moral virtue implies dpOVNCLE”**°.

Joachim translates 1MTik™) &peT) (N.E., 1144 b 30-32 and 1178 a 16-19) as
‘moral virtue’ and OpOYNC1LE as correctness of reasoning, rightness of deliberation,
isolating Aristotle’s findings in 1144a 20-2, 1145 a 2-6 and 1178a 16-19 and
warning that there is no real separation of the two elements in good character itself.
The point Joachim is driving at is to show that, although ¢pdvnoig calculates the
means to the ends, it does not determine those ends themselves, for the right end is
more than T)TIKT] APETY] (moral virtue) or more accurately a “disposition toward
excellence”. Rather, Joachim concedes that “this must be treated as a lapse on
Aristotle’s part from the truer conception of the function of thought in conduct.”**
I believe Joachim is right when he says that pOVNo1g cannot determine the ends
themselves for the right end is more than a ‘disposition towards excellence’ but I
do not think that this is a lapse on Aristotle’s part for it can only be considered as
such if we accept, like Joachim, that OpovNGC1g is “correctedness of reasoning”
and TTIKT] APETN is ‘moral virtue’ —that is, if we take PpOVNCLE to be speaking
about correctedness in relation to disclosedness involving an uncovering of a
specific being, and admits to truth and falsity. This is a problematic point, for
disclosedness, the openess of truth ((€l¢ AANOeVEW) involves its own
counterpart, a concealment (that Heidegger calls, as noted, Verschlossenheit). The
only way to make sense of the OpOVNC1¢ limitation, as Joachim rightly points out,
is not taking it as he does, as correctedness, adequation, calculation, that contrasts it

a right or wrong ‘moral’ end, as a mark of truth or falsity. Rather on the contrary, it

418

208.
419 Cf., Joachim, H. H. and Rees, D. A., op. cit.,, p. 217.
420 Cf., Joachim, H. H. and Rees, D. A., Aristotle, op. cit.,, p. 218.

Cf., Joachim, H. H. and Rees, D. A., Aristotle, The Nicomachean Ethics: A Commentary, p.
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is to find a phenomenological legitimate connection that clarifies the unstable
equation of ¢pdynolg as practical wisdom with its corresponding £E1¢
AANBeVELY, that is, TO TPAKTOV AYaBOV (the good in activity) that lends
credence to Heidegger’s proposal that ¢povno1g is Gewissen, as we will now see.

Let us take a closer look at the term TpaKTIK™|, and the importance Heidegger
attaches to it so that we realize the implications of ££1¢ dANOeVELY and provide a
clear picture for the desired elucidation of ¢pdVNC1Ig as Gewissen in Being and
Time.

According to Heidegger in his Platon: Sophistes Marburg course (GA 19), the
term TPAKTLKY] does not have in Aristotle the sense we commonly give it —
practical as opposed to theoretical, that implies no major reflection — but rather,
means that it pertains to activity or action concerning matters and affairs that
undergo change (Tal mPAYUaTal). Following from this we see that a human
being can become transparent to himself in hand. As Aristotle seems to suggest in
the end of chapter V book 6 of Nichomachean Ethics, “€El¢ AANOMg UeTd
AOYOV TPOKTIKY] TEPOL TO AvBpwmol dyaba kol kokd” admitting
therefore that this definition is not exhausted in its essence but it is something more
than an openness or disposition (£€1¢).*!

Heidegger explains that Aristotle distinguishes between &micTrumn and
OpoOvNo1¢ and says that we can forget what we know, what we have learnt, i.e. it
can fall back into concealment (A1}O1 b28), but such forgetting is not possible for
opovnoic. With our “practical wisdom” we are always confronted with new,
singular situations that have to be considered ab ovo. Practical life is concerned
with “that which can accept otherness [literally, something that can be otherwise]”
(Td &vdeyOuevor AAAWG EYEW) [and] is directed at that which is always the
way it is.*

Heidegger comments on this passage from Nicomachean Ethics (b29) as

follows:

“dpovno1g (practical wisdom) is nothing other than conscience/conscientiousness set
into motion which makes an action transparent. Conscience/conscientiousness cannot
forget [let slip into concealment]. However, that which conscientiousness uncovers can be

21 pS, p. 50.
22 PS p. 55. (NE, 1140 b27), “Tepl 10 £vdeySuevor dAAmG Ex e kol 1 dpévnoic.”
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allowed to become distorted and be made ineffective by moods and passions. Conscience
makes itself felt insistently.””**

Here the connection with the play and strife of closing/disclosing or
covering/uncovering (AANBEVELY) is plain once again. ®pdvnoig understood as
consciousness is a 'happening' in Dasein which does not allow the transparency of
our actions to somehow 'slip' into concealment. Rather, what reveals itself to
conscience is allowed to become distorted. Conscientiousness would then seem to
be characterized by being clear and transparent regarding what we are about in the
TPOYUOTo. (matters) of daily life. Heidegger must have arrived at the conclusion
that if it is more than an £€1¢ it must be a characteristic of the soul or discernment
itself (vOVG), and the way he explains it in terms of Dasein is to give an ontological
interpretation of consciousness that enables Dasein to attain the realization of its
authentic existence.””* Thus the only way to make sense of this situation would
seem to be the openness to the calling of what Dasein needs to do in a situation or
with its life: Entschlossenheit. Heidegger, as we have seen, refers to such a calling
as the “voice” of conscience”. I have argued that this sense may be authenticity or
inauthenticity, which means whatever AANOEVELY Dasein is operating it is finite

% We come to the realization that Heidegger has

and conditioned by finitude.
OpoOvNo1g in view when he speaks of ‘taking action’ and assumes it as Gewissen

aiming at what we could call a e0mpoa&iol (well living) in Being and Time.

423 pS, p. 56, “Die ¢pdYNo1LC ist nichts anderes als das in Bewegung gesetzte Gewissen, das eine
Handlung durchsichtig macht. Das Gewissen kann man nicht vergessen. Wohl aber kann man das,
was das Gewissen aufdeckt, durch 100v1] und AUTN durch Leidenschaften [was H. weiter oben mit
'Stimmung' uebersetzt], verstellen undunwirksam werden lassen. Das Gewissen meldet sich immer
wieder.”

424 Cf., Joachim, H. H. and Rees, D. A., op. cit., p. 168, it is said that “In Book VI Aristotle
brings out the nature of this thinking: the identity of end which characterizes it, and also the
different forms which it assumes in realizing that end in the various spheres of man’s activity. The
OpdVOG, the artist, and the philosopher, qua exhibiting intellectual virtue, all think truly, attain
truth: truth is the function and end of the thinking soul.”

25 Here, Heidegger certainly faces a problem which he does not solve in SZ. For if in falling, one
discloses its inauthenticity, it seems that one has to pose an independent correlate, to which to be
disclosing (AAMBgVELY) would relate in a more or less correct way, but it was precisely such a pre-
phenomenological notion of truth that Heidegger wanted to escape. However, if falling is
interpreted as the inner finitude of AANOEVELY, there is no need for such correlate. For this problem
see also, Tugendhat, E., Der Wahrheitsbegriff bei Husserl und Heidegger, pp. 295-298, 328-330,
356-362.

#2¢ Michael Zimmerman in his Eclipse of the Self- The Development of Heidegger’s Concept of
Authenticity,points out Heidegger’s ‘eureka’, p. 175: “Once, several of Heidegger’s students were
trying vainly to interpret the following passage from Aristotle’s Ethics: ‘a state of that sort [a
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This elucidation has brought us again, on one hand to the centrality of the theme
of dAnBeVeY in Heidegger’s concept of authenticity, and on the other, to a
substantial conclusion to the problems and contradictions of equating authenticity
with being-towards-death and lastly to the importance of the mode of AANOeVELY
OpoOvNo1¢ as the mode of disclosing a situation of authentic solicitude.

My main concern in this section was to retrieve from the text the grounds
upon which Heidegger supports his account of authenticity, specifically when he
speaks of resoluteness and authenticity by showing the difficulties and
contradictions of an interpretation of authenticity which reduce the temporal
determinations of Dasein as a projecting being-towards-death. I have been
exhibiting the aletheic dimension of (pdynolg as a moment of uncovering
(unmasking) a situation in any proper (authentic) caring-for. The “un-" indicates a
negative, painful movement. Initially and for the most part, human being is hidden
to himself. The other is his friend when he unmasks his self-obfuscation. The mode
of PpOYNO1C is seen to call into question the possibility of caring-for in the notion
of care. This would imply that genuinely caring for the other involves the aletheic
strife between closure and disclosure, but what does pdvno1g disclose?

Heidegger states that:

“Neither does the advancing resoluteness stem from ‘idealistic’ exactions soaring
above existence and its possibilities; it springs forth from a sober understanding of what
are factically the basic possibilities for Dasein.”*”’

The AANOEVELY at stake is PpOVNOLG/Gewissen and concerns the “the basic

possibilities” of Dasein with the others:

“By ‘others’ we do not mean everyone else but me — those [others] over against which
the ‘I’ stands out. They are rather those from whom, for the most part, one does not
distinguish onself — those among whom one also is. (...) By reason of this with-like
(mithaften) being-in-the-world, the world is always the one that I share with others. The

reasoned state] may be forgotten but practical wisdom cannot.” Finally Heidegger exclaimed: ‘That
is conscience!’”. Cf., Aristotle, NE, 1140b 29-30.

427 SZ, p. 310, “Die vorlaufende Entschlossenheit entstammt auch nicht einer die Existenz und
ihre Moglichkeiten iiberfliegenden ‘idealistischen’ Zumutung, sondern entspringt dem niichterten
Verstehen faktischer Grundmdglichkeiten des Daseins.
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world of Dasein is a with-world (Mitwelf). Being-in is Being-with (Mitsein) others. Their
being-in-themselves within-the-world is Dasein-with (Mitdasein).”***

Relating this Mitdasein to Heidegger’s interpretation of ¢poévNo1Lg, it means
that eigentliche Fiirsorge (properly caring for) has to do letting the others become
clear to us in their own transparency, as atmospheres (to retrieve Husserl
expression). In everydayness the world stares at Dasein. The point is that the
opacity of beings from which one is freed are not worldly being as such but are
indicated by the specific involvement of Dasein in everydayness. As we have seen,
the thrownness of Dasein is disclosed as thrownness into a world of beings (i.e.
equipment, natural beings, etc...) revealing its inseparable relationship with them.
In other words, it discloses Dasein’s “to-be-in-the-world”, by which Dasein shows
itself not only as “that-it-is” (thrownness), but also as “that-which-it-has-to-be”
Heidegger argued earlier in paragraph 26, “anticipating the other in his existenziell
potentiality-to-be (Seinkénnen), not in order to relieve him of all ‘care’, but really
to give it back to him as such, as his own ‘care’, for the first time.”** This is the
authentic solicitude which enables the other “to become transparent to himself in
his care, and to become free for it.” My proposal throughout the concept of
Eigentlichkeit and the question of vorlaufende Entschlossenheit is that these
ontological notions are meant to crown the findings of the teleological structure of
Dasein that Heidegger found in his Aristotle courses back at Marburg and
developed under the notion of Uneigentlichkeit. Evidence for this is, as we have
seen, contained in Heidegger’s research into AAMBeVEW that led him to the
previous re-readings of notions of Aristotle’s teleology back at Marburg, which we
now find to be wunthematically underlying the account of the modes of
everydayness, inauthenticity and authenticity. The question that motivated this
account is, as noted, the potentiality-for-being-a-whole that Heidegger found under

the auspices of AANBeVELY which he retrieved from the Nicomachean Ethics (GA

428 S7 pp. 154-155, ““Die Anderen’ besagt nicht soviel wie: der ganze Rest der Ubrigen auBer

mir, aus dem sich das Ich heraushebt, die Anderen sind vielmehr die, von denen man selbst sich
zumeist nicht unterscheidet, unter denen man auch ist. Dieses Auch-da-sein mit ihnen hat nicht den
ontologischen Charakter eines ‘Mit’-Vorhandenseins inerhalb einer Welt. Das ‘Mit’ ist ein
DaseinsmaBiges; (...) Auf dem Grunde dieses mithaften In-der-Welt-seins ist die Welt je schon
immer die, die ich mit den Anderen teile. Die Welt des Daseins ist Mitwelt. Das In-Sein ist Mitsein
mit Anderen. Das innerweltliche Ansichsein dieser ist Mitdasein.”

429 §7. paragraph 26.
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19). In resoluteness Insofar as that which is disclosed is appropriated or held-as-
true, it becomes the task of AAMBEVEW to uncover “the primordial truth of
existence [which] demands an equiprimordial being-certain, in which one
maintains oneself in what resoluteness discloses.”**

I have attempted to work out the passages in the text that elicit a strong
presence of Aristotle’s notions. I hope to have shown that one cannot establish the
equivalence between authentic being-towards- death and authenticity from the
notion of vorlaufende Entschlossenheit in Being and Time without distorting

Heidegger’s text and the grounds of Aristotle contained. I shall now assess how

vorlaufende Entschlossenheit projects Dasein into its authentic existence.*"

B0 §7 p. 307, “Die urspriingliche Warheit der Existenz verlangt ein gleichurspriingliches

GewiBsein als Sich-halten in dem, was die Entschlossenheit erschlief3t.”

1 A hard task no doubt. In his Eclipse of the Self: The Development of Heidegger’s Concept of
Authenticity, p. 175, Michael Zimmerman points out Heidegger’s ‘eureka’: “Once, several of
Heidegger’s students were trying vainly to interpret the following passage from Aristotle’s Ethics:
‘a state of that sort [a reasoned state] may be forgotten but practical wisdom cannot.” Finally
Heidegger exclaimed: ‘That is conscience!’”. Cf., Aristotle, NE, 1140b 29-30.
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4) CHAPTER IV: APPROPRIATING DASEIN: AAHOEYEIN, HISTORICITY,
EREIGNIS AND THE AUTHENTIC SELF

I have dwelt on the central Heideggerian themes in the concept of
Eigentlichkeit and explored its genesis from the phenomenological possibilities of
Aristotle’s thought, namely from the modes of GANOevew that articulates
Dasein’s authentic being-in-the-world.

In order to motivate the transition from inauthenticity to authenticity
Heidegger has pointed out the necessity of exploring the most far reaching
possibility of AAnBeveLy, which is authenticity, in which life becomes truly itself
or Eigen. We have already seen how Heidegger, in trying to let Aristotle’s
AANBeVEWY being exhibited itself, has touched upon the limits of Aristotle’s
project on several occasions, for example when he equated ¢pdvnoilg with
Gewissen. It is sometimes thought that in Heidegger’s analysis of human existence,
Aristotle’s teleology is turned upside-down, so to speak, in that &vépyela or
actuality is deprived from its former priority (Werner Marx and Catriona Hanley
support this claim). This might indeed seem to be the case when one considers that
Heidegger is critical of Aristotle’s concept of VOUG, insofar as it represents a kind
of simple seeing, which does not take its object as something. Thereby voUg
displays the supreme form of access to reality as actuality or EVEpYeLlQ, whereas
AANBeVEW in virtue of its articulation with AOYOG (speaking), involves the
possibility of change and therefore is a form of K1vno1¢. But, as already indicated,
as Heidegger sees it, the problem with Aristotle’s teleology does not really lie in
the concept of £Vépyela but in K1vno1lcg, in that it tends to be identified with
production. Therefore, Heidegger faces a challenge as he cannot simply use
gvépyela instead of K1vnolg as the ontological interpretation of the being of life,
but has to reinterpret it. In other words, the question Heidegger has to confront
within Aristotle’s teleology is: how is it possible to conceive of the being of life
and its AAMBEVELY in terms of movement or change without reducing it to a
technical/ productive mode of disclosing.

The answer which Heidegger gives to this question I have explored in the

course of this research in connection to authenticity, by claiming that the practical
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foundation of Aristotle’s two modes of AAMNOEVEW (TEX VYN and TOMCLG) is
essentially to find out what it means for Dasein to be a form of K1vno1¢ (time) that
opens to the possibility of authenticity in human being. Here I have just wanted to
indicate the problematic within which Heidegger situates his own project. Briefly
put, Heidegger follows Aristotle in describing life in terms of movement, as being
on the way towards something and thus being outside itself; what Heidegger,
especially in his earliest courses, terms as the “mobility” (bewegtheit) of life (PA,
pp. 240, Ga 60, pp. 116-117 ff.) Heidegger thinks that the T€AOC towards which
life directs itself is not so much a product as a possibility of man’s being and
understanding. However, this is the point at which Heidegger turns to Aristotle
analysis of Tpa&lg, in the hope of finding there precisely such a conception of
TEAOG in the highest AANOeVELY (codiar and dpdVNC1LE), the key to authenticity.

In undertaking this phenomenological reflection, Heidegger is retrieving
Aristotle’s view on philosophical research precisely in order to understand what is
involved in such a reflection. That is, if the °‘thing’ (Sache) to which
phenomenology sshould direct its attention, does not exist independently of its
interpretations, the nature of philosophical research is not essentially different from
exploring Aristotle’s understanding of it.

I have seen that, at the basis of Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle’s own
conceptuality is the idea that Aristotle’s teleological interpretation of life conveys
an experience of the factical, situation-bound nature of life. Heidegger wants to to
challenge an idealof knowledge and its radical shift from pre-established concepts,
which it can never fully dismiss, as Heidegger states in the early manuscript on
Aristotle (P4, p. 248).

A ‘preparatory’ analysis of factical life will pave the way for a proper
encounter with Aristotle, but this preparation is itself prepared by a reading of
Aristotle. The philosophy of factical life could not work as a proper preparation to
Aristotle if it was not from the beginning projected in the light of an interpretation
of the nature and the aim of the philosophical problematic in Aristotle. In other
words, if the task of philosophy is to let life and its disclosure be expressed, one
way to do so is precisely to make visible Aristotle’s AANOeVEW. For if philosophy
is a specific mode of life, of its own theme, then the philosophical explications of

life may be investigated as an integral part of life itself.

199



And all the differences between Heidegger and Aristotle notwithstanding, one
might say that it was Aristotle who initiated, or at least prepared such a view on
philosophical work. For, Aristotle claims that the success or failure of
philosophical investigations depends on the ability to encounter d0EQ (opinion) in
the right way. Accordingly, Aristotle almost always begins his discussions with a
statement of the current opinions of the matter at hand, and he is also the first to

write something like a history of philosophy.

In this final chapter AAnOeveW will be interrogated with respect to its own
most original or far-reaching possibility, where its limits should supposedly be
visible. It is precisely in this connection that Heidegger’s philosophical pursuit of
Aristotle’s AANOEVEW in Being and Time may be properly established and
becomes clear as a philosophical theme in its own right. In the chapter on
Historicity Heidegger offers a thematic description of the notion that has been
driving his Daseinsanalytik: retrieval, going back, appropriating authentic
possibilities, making-true, disclosing: AAMOEVELY.

I would contend that Heidegger’s analysis of authentic Ereignis yields a major
share of the philosophical tradition and indicates the AANBEVELY of authenticity as
an ontological movement in the historical world.

In order to do this, I will firstly point out the centrality and importance of the
analysis of historicity for Heidegger’s existential ontology and hermeneutic of
authenticity. I will offer an examination of Dasein’s determinations of authentic
historicity

I will conclude this section with a proposal delineating the structure of an
authentic existence and summarizing the interpretation of QAMNBOeveEW and

authenticity worked out in this study.
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a) Authentic Historicizing and the Philosophical Scope of
aAMnBeveLY

If we may recall the report Heidegger sent to Paul Nathorp, between
September and October 1922, in support of his candidacy for associate professor at
Marburg we verify that Heidegger is already pointing out that our conception of
philosophy will determine the attitude we have towards its history and that
Aristotle is a privileged figure in this regard.

Walter Brogan, opening up Kisiel’s findings in the 1980s, has very recently
argued in his Heidegger and Aristotle book about the crucial importance of this
essay in understanding the genesis of Being and Time, for not only its composition
resembles the bipartite structure of the original plan of Being and Time (a first
“constructive” part about Dasein followed by the destruction of the ontological
tradition) but it also presents what Heidegger regards as an unthematized

phenomenology in Aristotle.**

Walter Brogan’s study provides, in my view, an
especially clear exposition of parts of Heidegger’s Aristotle interpretation study
and I certainly subscribe to one of the main points of his book: that Heidegger’s
relationship to Aristotle should be explicitly faced as a problem and its
consideration taken up to the point where Aristotle (but also Plato and the Greeks)
left it unexamined with all its fateful implications.**?

Throughout this study, I have been seeing that, in Being and Time, Heidegger
does not find the need to run explicitly through Aristotle again but rather aims to
develop his own phenomenology out of Aristotle’s phenomenology. In this sense,

Heidegger gives voice to Aristotle in the idea of the understanding appropriation of

the past in the situation of a living present.

2 Heidegger started his report with an “Indication [anzeige] of the hermeneutical situation”
which tells us that our conception of philosophy will determine the attitude we have towards its
history. The clarification of the hermeneutical situation as the line of sight into which the past can
be set is one of the major ideas explored by Kisiel in The Genesis of Being and Time, p. 253. “(...)
Philosophical research is of its nature something which a “time” can never borrow from another; nor
will it be able to claim to lift the burden and distress of radical questioning from future generations.
The possibility of influencing its future can never be located in the results of a past philosophical
inquiry, but instead in the originality of the questions which a time attains and concretely develops.
As a paradigm for eliciting problems, philosophical research, through the [revolutionary power of]
renewal implicit in that interrogative radicality, has the capacity to become the living present
[kaipwg] ever anew.”

3 Cf. Brogan, W., op. cit.
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“The resoluteness in which Dasein comes back to itself discloses current factical
possibilities of authentic existing and discloses them out of the heritage which that
resoluteness as thrown takes over.”**

Heidegger’s claim is that one’s historical heritage is the place of possibilities
of an authentic existence and is therefore the source of authenticity. 1t is clear right
from the early Freiburg 1924/5 PS course (GA 19) and throughout his writings that
Heidegger considers a de-structuring of Aristotle’s works to be essential if
philosophy and thinking are to be set free for their proper tasks.

After showing the interconnection between temporality and everydayness in
Division Two, Chapter IV, Heidegger confesses that this “bewildering
phenomenon” (verwirrenden phdinomen) reveals the “inadequacy” of the foregoing
Dasein analysis.* For, as Kellner, says: “this analysis has been “static”, focusing
on Dasein “immobilized in certain situations™ (i.e. being-towards-death) and has
overlooked its “stretching through life.”*® The grounds of the previous analyses
are put into question on pages 371-2 in Heidegger’s quest for an analysis of
historicity in which “this being has been interpreted in a way which is sufficiently
primordial.”**7 The last three paragraphs of Being and Time, especially paragraph
71, contain indications that the analytic of Dasein is incomplete as it stands and
requires an analysis of historicity to provide an “adequate” and “‘sufficiently
primordial” interpretation of human being. In this regard, the importance of the
chapter on historicity for the interpretation of FEigentlichkeit can hardly be

exaggerated”.*®

434 SZ, p. 383, “Die Entschlossenheit, in der das Dasein auf sich selbst zurckkommt, erschlief3t

die jeweiligen faktischen Moglichkeiten eigentlichen Existierens aus dem Erbe, das sie als
geworfene iibernimmt.”

3587, p. 371, “Oder wird an diesem verwirrenden Phinomen gerade das Unzureichende der
vorstehenden Explikation der Zeitlichkeit offenkundig?”

6 §7. p. 371, “Haben wir bisher nicht standing das Dasein auf gewisse Lagen und Situationen
stillgelegt und ‘konsequent’ miBachtet, daB3 es sich, in seine Tage hineinlebend (...).”

BT 87, pp. 371-2, (...) dieses Seiende zuvor hinreichend urspriinglich interpretiert ist.”

B8 Apud Kellner, D., op., cit., p. 224, “Heidegger had been prepared for its philosophical
appropriation by his encounter with the dimension of the historical through an intensive study of
early Christianity and the religious thought of Augustine. It is not a coincidence that Heidegger’s
analyses on the Phenomenology of Religion while he was a Privatdozent at Freiburg University
were delivered after the GAP, WS 1920/21 (GA58) and immediately before the present course on
Aristotle’s phenomenology (GA17) and three years after this in Heidegger’s only book SZ. This
dimension of historicity essential for such a retrieval was opened up not only by Aristotle himself
but by Heidegger’s intense preoccupation, at this time, with the work of Dilthey and his friend count
Paul York of Wartenburg (that perhaps not surprisingly is quoted at length in the chapter on
‘historicity’), thinkers who themselves were on the trail that led beyond metaphysics but even long
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Heidegger writes:

“Death is only the ‘end’ of Dasein; and, taken formally, it is just one of the ends by
which Dasein’s totality is enclosed. The other ‘end’, however, is the ‘beginning’, the
‘birth’. Only that being which is ‘between’ birth and death presents the whole which we
have been seeking. Accordingly, the orientation of our analytic has so far remained ‘one-
sided’, in spite of all its tendencies toward a consideration of existent being-a-whole and in
spite of the (genuineness) with which authentic and inauthentic being-towards-death have
been explicated.”*’

I am arguing, in this last section on “Historicity”, that expressions such as “out of
the heritage” and “taking over”, constitute the scope of AANOEVELY in the concept
of Figentlichkeit that, in Being and Time, make up for the revision of the
historical/philosophical grounds upon which the Daseinsanalytik lies.

I would like to mention two later courses that further the historicity findings in
Being and Time, for example, On the Way to Language (1965) where Heidegger

states that: “We do not aim at advancing further. All that we want is just really to

get where we already are”.**

Also in Introduction to Metaphysics (1935) Heidegger argues that:

“To ask the question about being means nothing less than to recapitulate (wieder-
holen) the beginning of our historical-spiritual existence, in order to transform it into a new
beginning. This is possible. It is in fact the authentic pattern of historicity, for all history
starts with a fundamental happening. We do not repeat a beginning by reducing it to
something past and now known, which we may simply affect and ape. The beginning must
be begun again, more radically, with all the strangeness, the darkness and the insecurity
that attend a true beginning. Repetition as we understand it is nothing but an improved
continuation of what has been up till now by mediation of the up-till-now.”**!

before this, as Pégeller has pointed out, and indeed with the work of Dilthey. Cf., EPF, p. 91, and
Pogeller, Sein als Ereignis, p. 604 and Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers, Also, PGZ, paragraphs 4
and 13”.

439 SZ, p. 373, “Allein der Tod ist doch nur das ‘Ende’ des Daseins, formal genommen nur das
eine Ende, das die Daseinsganzheit umschliefit. Das andere ‘Ende’ aber ist der ‘Anfang’, die
‘Geburt’. Erst das Seiende ‘zwischen’ Geburt und Tod stellt das gesuchte Ganze dar. Sonach blieb
die bisherige Orientierung der Analytik bei aller Tendenz auf das existierende Ganzsein und trotz
der genuinen Explikation des eigentlichen und uneigentlichen Seins zum Tode ‘einseitig’.

40 Us, p. 12, For Heidegger, at this later stage, this meant to bring about the “unthought™ of that
which has been already thought by philosophy — what Heidegger calls the gedacht — and the matter
of thinking — the Gedanke — to what is yet unthought (Ungedachte) in it and so that which is yet to
be thought. Cf. WHD? p. 42.

1 EM, pp. 29-30, “Fragen: Wie steht es um das Sein ? — das besagt nichts Geringeres als den
Anfang unseres geschichtlich-geistigen Daseins wieder-holen, um ihn in den anderen Anfang zu
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Although these two examples of Heidegger’s later courses demonstrate
Heidegger’s concern with tradition and historicity in a rather more thematic fashion
than in Being and Time, 1 should emphasize once more that since so much of
Heidegger’s work in the twenties was focused on Aristotle, it stands to reason that
Aristotle is a hidden interlocutor in this section on historicity in Being and Time.
For, in Being and Time Heidegger is conducting a research on GANOeVEW of
human existence and therefore he is specifically focused on“handing down to
oneself (sich uberlieferen) the possibilities that have come down [to one].””**?
These “handing down to oneself” possibilities from the heritage is not a simply
unquestioning acceptance of the tradition and neither does his proposed destruction
has anything to do with asserting a private point. Rather it is a critical dialogue in
which one questions the tradition and then chooses which of those possibilities is
conceived of as constitutive for his own existence: the task of dAndsvew.*
Indeed textual evidence abounds to lend credence that Heidegger’s return to the
tradition by means of its destructuring or destruction is concerned with how we

stand in relation to the tradition:

“Destruction is rather the authentic way in which the present must be encountered in
its own basic movements, and encountered in such a way that thereby the stindige Frage,
the persistent questioning, breaks out of history to the extent that it (the present) is
concerned with the appropriation and interpretation of the possibility of a radical and
fundamental experience.”***

verwandeln. Solches ist moglich. Es ist sogar die maBBgebende Form der Geschichte, weil es im
Grundgeschehnis ansetz. Ein Anfang wird aber nicht wiederholt, indem man sich auf ihn als ein
Vormaliges und nunmehr Bekanntes und lediglich Nachzumachendes zuriickschraubt, sondern
indem der Anfang urspriinglicher wiederangefangen wird und zwar mit all dem Befremdlichen,
Dunklen, Ungesicherten, das ein wahrhafter Anfang bei sich fiihrt. Wiederholung, wie wir sie
verstehen, ist alles andere, nur nicht die verbessernde Weiterfiihrung des Bisherigen mit den Mitteln
des Bisherigen.”

M2 S7 p. 383, “(...) ein Sichiiberliefern iiberkommener Moglichkeit in sich, obzwar nicht
notwendig als iiberkommener.”

43 Cf. for example Walter Brogan’s remarks, op. cit., pp. 8-9, “A human being can uncover the
hidden possibilities of thought only insofar as he first listens to the meaning of being that addresses
and claims him through the text. Destruction means: to open our ears, to make ourselves free for
what addresses us in the tradition as the being of beings. By listening to this address, we attain the
correspondence (Entsprechung).”

44 P4, p. 35, “Die Destruktion ist vielmehr der eigentliche Weg, auf dem sich die Gegenwart in
ihren eigenen Grundbewegtheit begegnen mufl, und zwar so begegnen, dafl ihr dabei aus der
Geschichte die stindige Frage entgegenspringt, wie weit sie (die Gegenwart) selbst um
Aneignungen radikaler Grunderfahrungsméoglichkeiten und deren Auslegungen bekiimmert ist.”
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The “possibility of a radical and fundamental experience” in Being and Time is
being open to one’s temporal dimensions, that is, making-true, disclosing and
choosing authentic possibilities from one’s heritage, so that one can project one’s
own future. “The more authentically Dasein resolves — and this means that in
advancing to death it understands itself unambiguously in terms of its ownmost
distinctive possibility — the more unequivocally does it choose and find the
possibility of its existence, and the less does it do so by accident. Only the
advancing to death drives away every accidental and ‘provisional’ possibility. Only
being-free for death gives Dasein its goal outright and pushes existence into its
finitude. Grasping the finitude of one’s existence tears one out of the endless
multiplicity of possibilities which offer themselves as closest to one — those of
comfortableness, shirking, and taking things lightly — and brings Dasein into the
simplicity of its fate.”** In order to bring back the totality of Dasein in the world as
authenticity regarding its being-a-totality retrieved through dANBeVELY Heidegger

asks:

“Although up to now we have seen no possibility of a more radical approach to the
existential analytic, yet, if we have regard for the preceding discussion of the ontological
meaning of everydayness, a difficult consideration comes to light. Have we in fact brought
the totality of Dasein, as regards its authentically being-a-totality, into the fore-having of
our existential analysis? It may be that a formulation of the question as related to Dasein’s
totality possesses a genuinely unequivocal character ontologically. It may be that as
regards being-toward-the-end the question itself may even have found its answer.”**®

Heidegger’s answer indicates that the previous analysis of totality is

incomplete:

45 §7. p. 384, “Ja eigentlicher sich das Dasein entschlieBt, das heiBt unzweideutig aus seiner
eigensten, ausgezeichnet. Moglichkeit im Vorlaufen in denTod sich versteht, um so eindeutiger und
unzufalliger ist das wihlende Finden der Mdglichkeit seiner Existenz. Nur das Vorlaufen in den Tod
treibt jede zuféllige und ‘vorldufige’ Moglichkeit aus. Nur das Freisein fiir den Tod gibt dem Dasein
das Ziel schlechthin und st6 die Existenz in ihre Endlichkeit. Die ergriffene Endlichkeit der
Existenz reiflit aus der endlosen Mannigfaltigkeit der sich anbieten nidchsten Moglichkeiten des
Behagens, Leichtnehmens, Sichdriickens zuriick und bringt das Dasein in die Einfachheit seines
Schicksals.”

46 S7, pp. 372-3, “Ob wir gleich bislang keine Mdglichkeit eines radikaleren Ansatzes der
existenzialen Analytik sehen, so erwacht doch gerade mit Riicksicht auf die vorstehende Erorterung
des ontologischen Sinnes der Alltiglichkeit ein schweres Bedenken: ist denn in der Tat das Ganze
des Daseins hinsichtlich seines eigentlichen Ganzseins in die Vorhabe der existenzialen Analyse
gebracht? Die auf die Ganzheit des Daseins bezogene Fragestellung mag ihre genuine ontologische
Eindeutigkeit besitzen. Die Frage selbst mag sogar mit Riicksicht auf das Sein zum FEnde ihre
Antwort gefunden haben.”

205



“Death is only the ‘end’ of Dasein; and, taken formally, it is just one of the ends by
which Dasein’s totality is enclosed. The other ‘end’, however, is the ‘beginning’, the
‘birth’. Only that being which is ‘between’ birth and death presents the whole which we
have been seeking. Accordingly, the orientation of our analytic has so far remained ‘one-
sided’, in spite of all its tendencies toward a consideration of existent being-a-whole and in
spite of the (genuineness) with which authentic and inauthentic being-towards-death have
been explicated.”**’

“If everything ‘good’ is a heritage and the character of ‘goodness’ lies in making
authentic existence possible, then the handing down of a heritage constitutes itself in
resoluteness.”***

If, as this passage implies, authentic existence is constituted by the choice of
possibilities from the heritage handed down in resoluteness, what is the role of
death and being open as AANBOEVELY in one’s finite future?

Heidegger answers:

“The more authentically Dasein resolves — and this means that in advancing to death it
understands itself unambiguously in terms of its ownmost distinctive possibility — the more
unequivocally does it choose and find the possibility of its existence, and the less does it do
so by accident. Only the advancing to death drives away every accidental and ‘provisional’
possibility. Only being-free for death gives Dasein its goal outright and pushes existence
into its finitude. Grasping the finitude of one’s existence tears one out of the endless
multiplicity of possibilities which offer themselves as closest to one — those of
comfoﬂabligess, shirking, and taking things lightly — and brings Dasein into the simplicity
of its fate.”

447 SZ, p. 373, “Allein der Tod ist doch nur das ‘Ende’ des Daseins, formal genommen nur das

eine Ende, das die Daseinsganzheit umschliefit. Das andere ‘Ende’ aber ist der ‘Anfang’, die
‘Geburt’. Erst das Seiende ‘zwischen’ Geburt und Tod stellt das gesuchte Ganze dar. Sonach blieb
die bisherige Orientierung der Analytik bei aller Tendenz auf das existierende Ganzsein und trotz
der genuinen Explikation des eigentlichen und uneigentlichen Seins zum Tode ‘einseitig’.

4887, p. 383, “Wenn alles ‘Gute’ Erbschaft ist und der Charakter der ‘Giite’ in der Ermdglichung
eigentlicher Existenz liegt, dann konstituiert sich in der Entschlossenheit je das Uberliefern eines
Erbes.”

49 §7. p. 384, “Ja eigentlicher sich das Dasein entschlieBt, das heiBt unzweideutig aus seiner
eigensten, ausgezeichnet. Moglichkeit im Vorlaufen in denTod sich versteht, um so eindeutiger und
unzufalliger ist das wihlende Finden der Mdglichkeit seiner Existenz. Nur das Vorlaufen in den Tod
treibt jede zuféllige und ‘vorldufige’ Moglichkeit aus. Nur das Freisein fiir den Tod gibt dem Dasein
das Ziel schlechthin und st6 die Existenz in ihre Endlichkeit. Die ergriffene Endlichkeit der
Existenz reiflit aus der endlosen Mannigfaltigkeit der sich anbieten nidchsten Moglichkeiten des
Behagens, Leichtnehmens, Sichdriickens zuriick und bringt das Dasein in die Einfachheit seines
Schicksals.”
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This passage explicates the relationship between authentic being-towards-death
and anticipating resoluteness (vorlaufende Entschlossenheit) from the resolute
choice of authentic possibilities from the heritage.

Resoluteness chooses authentic possibilities from the heritage and projects
them into the future in the way of vorlaufend, advancing. Dasein is always ahead
of itself (sich vorweg), throwing itself into possibilities which are determined by
the structure of being-towards-death as finite.*

Thus, I suggest that Heidegger’s concept of authentic historizing and the
heritage opens up the scope of authenticity from the ontological structure of finite
Dasein worked out through AANO€VELY, in the current historical situation which is
the motivation of resolute choice and the pinnacle of authenticity.

I have been showing in this study that Heidegger’s existencial/temporal analytic
of Dasein is articulated in the concept of authenticity. The development of this
concept follows from Heidegger’s implicit (and at times explicit) reading of
Aristotle’s modes of AANBeVEW and some of the notions of his teleology
retrieved and conceptualized in the ontological notions of Being and Time. Given
the dialogue between Heidegger and Aristotle in the accounts of das Man and
authenticity, in which Heidegger consistently opts to exhibit and offer and
existential interpretation of AAMOEVELY as the intrinsic capacity of Dasein to
disclose the world and move toward the ultimate truth of existence, (AANBELX), it
seems not valid to interpret Heidegger’s analysis as having any kind of dependency
upon sp.

Authentic historicity is grounded in Dasein’s temporality. In order to fully
grasp the conditions of Dasein’s authentic historizing, I will now turn to Dasein’s
authentic temporal structure. I would like to show that it is Dasein’s three-
dimensional temporality that provides the conditions of its historicity, and that
makes possible the phenomenon of authentic historizing, that is to say, authenticity.
In the following point I will investigate AAMNOEVEWY as an historical-temporal
phenomenon of the moment of vision (Augenblick) that projects the repetition of

authentic possibilities from the heritage, and constitutes the authentic self.

430 SZ, p. 264 also Kellner, D., op. cit., p. 265 and SZ, p. 384, “Im Miteinandersein in derselben
Welt und in der Erschlossenheit fiir bestimmte Moglichkeiten sind die Schicksale im vorhinein
schon geleitet.” (“Our fates have already been guided in advance, in our being with one another in
the same world, and in our resoluteness for definite possibilities.”)
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b) Augenblick and Authentic Temporality

Recalling Heidegger’s 1923/24 Introduction to Phenomenology course (GA
17), addressed in the first chapter, we realized that he found much common
grounds in Aristotle’s phenomenological description in de Anima, especially
regarding Dasein’s standing in the world in relation to the thinking and appearance
of this same world. When exploring the meaning of phenomenology from specific
passages from the de Anima we have focused on Heidegger’s exegesis of Aristotle
and the question of the perception of the world as a mode of seeing.*' In this
course, Heidegger worked through the meaning of a specific passage from
Aristotle’s de Anima to show what kind of phenomenon was accessible in the
seeing that sees. Indeed, Aristotle maintained: “What is perceivable in seeing is the

visible.” (“OD pEV 0OV £0Tw 1] Syic, 00T EoTy OpatdHv.”)*?

Heidegger
furthered this examination into what is made accessible in this seeing and how that
related to the perception of the perceived: “What is seeing, what is it that is
perceived in such seeing, how is it that that which is accessible in seeing is
characterized with respect to its content and perceptibility?”*® The reason why I
am now revisiting this early Marburg course is to show that Aristotle’s
phenomenological description of human being is operating at this stage of Being
and Time in terms of Heidegger’s analysis of the disclosure of the presence of the
world at the level of the Augenblick (moment-of-vision).

We have seen to a certain extent, in the discussion of authenticity that this
seeing corresponded to an immediate grasp (VOUG) that would consist of a return to
that which had already been disclosed and understood in an non thematic way. I
have suggested that voUC could indeed be working as Heidegger’s
conceptualization of the “pre-objective” AANOEVEWY of authenticity and how this
helped Heidegger through his notion of Entschlossenheit, a notion that could best

render and condense the temporal determinations of AANOEVELY of authenticity:

B EPF, p. 7, “Analyse des Vernehmens der Welt in der Weise des Sehens.”

2 D4, B7 418 a26, “OD pev odv £0TY 1 Y1g, TOUT E0TLY OpATOV.”

3 EPF, p. 7, “Wie ist das im Sehen Zugangliche hinsichtlich seines Gehaltes und seiner
Vernehmbarkeit charakterisiert?”’
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Kivnolg, opovnoic as Gewissen. With hindsight, though, if resoluteness
corresponds to a choice, that is, if authenticity is still grounded in a discursive VoG
AANBeve then how are we really able to express QANBeVEL without
objectifying it?

A response to the question of authentic AANOEVELY cannot be exhausted by
the disclosedness of VOUC in deliberation; not only because deliberation is directed
towards its end in such a way as to disregard the present, but also because the end
is not grasped as such. Bearing this in mind, Heidegger needed to move beyond the
confines of everyday action, as authentic as it may be. In Heidegger’s view it is
necessary to lay bare the conditions of possibility that would open up to a more far-
reaching vision, represented by the Augenblick, which no doubt picks up certain
traits of VOUg but simultaneously points beyond such an ideal: authentic
historicizing.

Authentic historizing is connected to authentic temporality in its three-
dimensional ‘ecstatic unity’. This analysis suggests that authentic being-towards-
death is but one of the three temporal conditions of authenticity and that the
Augenblick as the original AANOevew gives directives for the nature of
authenticity and philosophical understanding as well.

This authentic time of returning to past events is called Wiederholung by
Heidegger.*** T would like to suggest that Wiederholung, in the context of choice
from authentic possibilities from the heritage, is the key to authentic resolve and
presents us with the full scope of AANBEVELY as a philosophical notion of retrieval
and repetition. This proposal grounds the philosophical connection between
AANBeVeEW and Eigentlichkeit by suggesting that one must first rescue the
possibilities from the heritage through a resolute choice of authentic existence
possibilities not letting these fall into oblivion. This process, or movement if we
like, of retrieval-repetition is Heidegger’s very own illustration of the purpose of
AANBeVEW operating in Eigentlichkeit and it is enunciated in the following

passage of Being and Time:

4 S7. p. 385, “Die Wiederholung ist die ausdriickliche Uberlieferung, das heiBt der Riickgang in
Moglichkeiten des dagewesen Daseins.” [“Repetition is the explicit handing-down, that is, the going
back to the possibilities of the Dasein that has been there.”]
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“The resoluteness which comes back to itself and hands itself down, then becomes the
retrieval-repetition (Wiederholung) of an existence possibility that has come down to us.
Repetition is the explicitly handing-down, that is, the going back into the possibilities of
the Dasein that has been there. The authentic repetition of a past existence possibility — that
Dasein itself chooses its hero — is grounded in advancing resoluteness; for in it one first
chooses the choice that makes one free for the struggle of loyalty and the struggling
succession of the repea‘[:f,lble.”455

I would like to underline the centrality of Wiederholung, for the place of the
authentic resolution is History. As I have already suggested in this study,
Heidegger does develop his notion of FEigentlichkeit on the basis of Aristotle’s
inquiry into OV ¢ AANMOEC as the analysis of Dasein’s ways of being-in-the-
world. This finding permitted Heidegger to retrieve the phenomenological
character of Aristotle’s thought by releasing this thought out of its ontological
presuppositions. However, the return to Aristotle in Heidegger’s Daseinsanalytik
and in the repetition of past possibilities, the choice of Aristotle (among the
Greeks) from the heritage is not a backtracking or a romantic ideal that seeks to

imitate one of the greatest philosophers of all time as Heidegger puts it:

“(...) the repetition replies (erwirdert) on the possibility of that existence which has-
been-there. But when such a reply (Erwiderung) is made to this possibility in a resolution,
it is made in @ moment of vision; and as such it is at the same time a retraction (Widerruf)
of that which in the ‘today’, is working itself out as the ‘past’. Repetition does not abandon
itself to that which is past, nor does it aim at progress. In the moment of vision authentic
existence is indifferent to both these alternatives.”*°

This passage makes it clear that this movement towards the tradition is for the
sake of authentic existence, that is, for the purposes of the analysis of authenticity

and the presence of Aristotle’s phenomenology in Being and Time, Heidegger is

435 SZ, p. 385, “Die auf sich zuriickkommende, sich iiberliefernde Entschlossenheit wird dann zur
Wiederholung einer iiberkommenen Existenzmdglichkeit. Die Wiederholung ist die ausdriickliche
Uberlieferung, das heiBt der Riickgang in Moglichkeiten des dagewesen Daseins. Die eigentliche
Wiederholung einer gewesen Existenzmdoglichkeit — dafl das Dasein sich seinen HEIden wihlt —
griindet existenzial in der vorlaufenden Entschlossenheit; denn in ihr wird allererst die Wahl
gewdhlt, die fiir die kimpfende Nachfolge und Treue zum Wiederholbaren frei macht.”

#3657, p. 386, “Die Wiederholung 146t sich, einem entschlossenen Sichentwerfen entspringend,
nicht vom ‘Vergangenen’ iiberreden, um es als das vormals Wirkliche nur wiederkehren zu lassen.
Die Wiederholung erwidert vielmehr die Moglichkeit der dagewesenen Existenz. Die Erwiderung
der Moglichkeit im Entschluf} ist aber zugleich als augenblickliche der Widerruf dessen, was im
Heute sich als ‘Vergangenheit’ auswirkt. Die Wiederholung iiberldaft sich weder dem Vergangenen,
noch zielt sie auf einen Fortschritt. Beides ist der eigentlichen Existenz im Augenblick
gleichgiiltig.”
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neither supporting a cultivation of the tradition for its own sake, or an aesthetic
appreciation of one’s heritage, but rather accounting for Dasein’s disclosive
movement towards an authentic existence and Aristotle’s phenomenological help in
this regard. Thus, there is no appropriation of the heritage as such, nor can one
simply label Heidegger as destructuring the tradition in order to make it his own, or
appropriating its findings for the ontological analysis of Dasein. Rather, Heidegger
is engaged in an active dialogue with the past, specifically in order to release
Aristotle himself out of a tradition that has interpreted his thought metaphysically.
Regrettably, I am not able to address here the implications of the metaphysical
appropriation of Aristotle in the middle-ages and the Aquinas interpretation,
although I hope to have raised some reflections in the first chapter in connection to
the traditional interpretation of Adyo¢ as judgment. For the present purposes my
aim is to see how these two terms cement the current proposal that Heidegger is
indeed offering a twofold reading of historicity that not only fully grounds the
concept of Eigentlichkeit but also stretches out the philosophical significance of
AANBEVEWY in Being and Time.

If we take a closer look at the etymological meaning of the term Erwiderung
und Widerruf we eventually exhibit more clearly what both terms express
philosophically. An Erwiderung is a reply, entailing an active dialogue with the
past. Widerruf along with Wiederholung-Erwiderung expresses the twofold nature
of the resolute repetition of past possibilities; it is also a retraction of how these
have been traditionally interpreted. That is, authentic repetition accepts but also
declines the past, in a movement of oscillating way of retrieving, interpreting and
appropriating which is at the core of the twofold relationship to the tradition which
Heidegger wishes at the same time to “destroy” and “preserve”. The same
relationship, I believe, is indicated by the Wiederholung that is at the same time
retrieved by, and a repetition of, AANOEVELY in the concept of Eigentlichkeit and
the notions of Erwiderung and Widerruf as signposts to Aristotle. Therefore, I
believe I can with some approval claim that Heidegger’s “destruction of the history
of ontology” and the project of going back to Aristotle is “positive in its aim” and

that “its critique aims at today.”*"’

787, p. 22 “Die Destruktion hat ebensowenig den negativen Sinn einer Abschiittelung der
ontologischen Tradition. Sie soll umgekehrt diese in ihren positiven Mdglichkeiten, und das besagt
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The ““authentic present” within which one retrieves and appropriates authentic
possibilities is called by Heidegger, as noted, the “moment of vision” (4Augenblick).

Since the “moment of vision temporalizes itself in a resolution™**®

it depends on an
openness to the past, in which one sees authentic possibilities in the heritage that
free it from the dependence and conventions of the ways of being of das Man. The
term Augenblick suggests a flash of insight, a sudden understanding, a disclosure
that illuminates the situation, such that one can choose authentically. Although this
moment of vision removes one from one’s immersion in present concern and
provides a break or rupture in which a radical disclosure takes place, one must
always return to everydayness: “Existence can in a moment of vision master the
everyday, although of course often only ‘for a moment’, but it can never
extinguish.”*’ Hence, after the moment of vision, the authentic present gives way
to the “struggle for loyalty” and repetition of one’s resolve.

I would now like to consider the structures that make possible authentic
historizing and see how these relate to each other in the constitution of authenticity.
I stress this point since in order to work out the full structural complexity of
AANBeVeEW and Eigentlichkeit, 1 believe it is important to grasp the articulation
between being-towards-death, the resolute repetition of authentic possibilities, and
one’s authentic being toward the past. As Kellner states: “A brief look at
Heidegger’s existential ontology and methodology might provide a schematic
clarification of what is meant by claiming that authenticity is a unitary structure
composed of co-original determinations. Heidegger’s ontology aims at disclosing
and developing “unitary primordial structures” composed of co-original
determinations.*® He argues that it is important in ontology to conceptualize the
constitution of complex phenomena in terms of co-original structures, and not to

reduce the phenomena in question to a ‘ground zero’ from which one goes to more

immer, in ihren Grenzen abstecken. (...) ihre Kritik trifft das ‘Heute’ und die herrschende
Behandlungsart der Geschichte der Ontologie (...)” [“But this destruction is just as far from having
the negative sense of shaking off the ontological tradition. We must, on the contrary, stake out the
possibilities of that tradition (...) its criticism is aimed at ‘today’ and the prevalent way of treating
the history of Ontology.”]. I have used Macquarrie/Robinson’s translation in this specific passage
for it provides a much better translation than any I could possibly offer (E. T., p. 44).

B8 S7. p. 386.

4987, p. 371, “Die Existenz kann aber auch im Augenblick und freilich oft auch nur “fiir den
Augenblick’ den Alltag meistern, obzwar nie ausldschen.”

O $Z, paragraph 1, pp. 53 and ff., 130 ff.
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complex, derivative structures.’®’ For example, Heidegger begins his existential
analytic with an analysis of the unitary structure of being-in-the-world, and then
analyzes its constitutive co-original structures: being-in, world, and the self who is
in the world. Then Heidegger takes the unitary structure of being-in (In-Sein) and
analyzes it in terms of its co-original determinations (befindlichkeit, Verstehen,
Rede). He then brings together his analyses in an interpretation of “Care as the

being of Dasein’*®

, which provides an analysis of an original unitary structure of
npallg within which the constitutive structures already analyzed find their
interconnection. Care is “not simple in its structure”, Heidegger notes, but it is
“structurally articulated”**® The second part of Being and Time is a search for
more primordial unitary structures which are the primary characteristics of
existence that in Heidegger’s language make up the “being of care”. The more
primordial structures are disclosed in the analysis of temporality and historicity.***”
Perhaps a convincing analogy for the interpretation of authenticity may be drawn
and developed from this characterization of Heidegger’s phenomenological method
in Being and Time. To equate authenticity with advancing resoluteness is, I believe,
equivalent to simply equating the being of Dasein with care, to stop one’s
investigation halfway through Heidegger’s retrieval of Aristotle, and to omit the

temporal and/or historical importance of the research in Aristotle.

In attempting to state more clearly the relationship between the presence of
AANBeVEY in the connection between advancing resoluteness and authentic
historicity, one encounters a complex and confusing interpretive crossroad. For
example, what does it mean to say that “authentic being-towards-death is the
hidden ground (der verborgene Grund) of Dasein’s historicity?” What does

Heidegger mean by “hidden ground”? Is he anticipating the discussion that he was

41 §7 pp. 131-132, “Das Phinomen der Gleichurspriinglichkeit der konstitutiven Momente ist in

der Ontologie oft miflachtet worden zufolge einer methodisch ungeziigelten Tendenz zur
Herkunftsnachweisung von allem und jedem aus einem einfachen ‘Urgrund’.” [“The phenomenon
of the co-originality of constitutive moments has often been disregarded in Ontology, mostly due to
a methodological unrestrained tendency to derive everything from anything from some simple
ground zero.”]
SZ, paragraph 41.
SZ, p. 196, “Der Ausdruck ‘Sorge’ meint ein existenzial-ontologisches Grundphdnomen, das
gleichwohl in seiner Struktur nicht einfach ist. (...) dieses Phdnomen in sich noch structural
gegliedert ist.” [“The expression ‘Care’ signifies a basic existential-ontological phenomenon, which
all the same is not simple in its structure. (...) this phenomenon is structurally articulated.”]

44 §7. p. 305 ff. Cf. Kellner, D., op. cit., pp. 289.

463
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due to have later in On the Essence of Ground (Von Wesen des Grundes) and how
important a role would the Aristotelian temporal notions play in this connection? I
believe that it is best to bracket the question of “ontological primordiality” and a
series of ontological puzzles that go far beyond the scope of this study. Following
Heidegger’s recommendations on pages 131-2 on the use of equiprimordial
structures, I believe that it is that authenticity is a unitary structure that is made
possible by the discovery of AANOeVELY, a disclosive capacity of making-true of
being-in-the-world. On this point, I have argued that it is not authentic being-
towards-death, but the interconnected temporal structures of the mode of
AANBeveEY at stake in advancing resoluteness, OpOVNCLG and authentic
historicity that are the fundamental determinations of authenticity; that the summit
and culmination of Being and Time and the concept of authenticity is not exhausted
in section 62 on advancing resoluteness but suggests a further reading of authentic

historicity.

c) Ereignis and the Authentic Self

The term “En-own-ment” or “Ap-propri-ation” (Er-eign-is) is constant in
Heidegger's thinking since the 1930s — marks his attempt to think more originally
than metaphysics the relation between being and beings in terms of the being
“enowned” of humans through being and in terms of the belonging of humans to
being. I will rethink the question of this relation in reference to Heidegger’s
concept of Selbstindigkeit on pp. 321-324 on Being and Time and later reflections
from the essays and lectures of the second Freibug period — from the 1940s and
1950s — specially from the essay ‘Das Ding’ first given in 1949 and again in 1950,
and then first published in 1954 in the collection Vortrdige und Aufsdtze and the
chapter on Ereignis in the Beitrdge zur Philosophie (written in 1936-1938) and will
focus on his struggle for a language that could give expression to what still remains
concealed in the metaphysical expression of authentic self: the truth (or ground) or
being as Ereignis.In the Beitrdge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) - Contributions to

Philosophy: Of Enowning in the recent English translation.**®

%5 In the recently translated Towards a Definition of Philosophy (GA56/57), a lecture course

from 1919, there's a discussion of Ereignis with Erlebnis (lived experience) and the attempt to
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The word eignen has several senses: it can mean ‘to own’, i.e. property,
but also ‘to be proper’, ‘to be suitable’; eigen is ‘own’. The prefix er-in German
has the sense of a bringing forth, a bringing about. Ereignis is usually translated as

‘event’. ¢

“In terms of the authenticity of care the constancy of the self (Selbstindigkeit), as the
supposed persistence of the subjectum, is clarified. But the phenomenon of this authentic
potentiality-for-being also opens our eyes to the constancy of the self in the sense of its
having achieved some sort of position. The constancy of the self, in the double sense of
steadiness and steadfastness, is the authentic counter-possibility to the non-self-constancy
which is characteristic of irresolute falling.”**’

The challenge we face on this point is to discern what constitutes Dasein’s
Selbstindigkeit and individuality.

Heidegger seems to be making simultaneous use of its ‘true’ and apparent
etymologies. Heidegger is therefore playing with a number of meanings at once,
which are well preserved in the English ‘propriation’ and related words, with the
senses of proper, property, peculiarity, suitability, own, owning, ownership,
belonging, appropriation. Derrida notes in Donner le Temps that Ereignis “c’est un
mot qui est difficile a traduire” and he suggests ‘event’ [événement] or propriation
inseparable from a movement of de-propriation, Enteignen. From the mid 1930s
these words are the core of Heidegger's thinking, and occur in most of his later
texts, not always explicitly, and generally obscured in translation. In the late lecture
Zeit und Sein, Heidegger tries to provide some clarification of this notion of
Ereignis. He is concerned that it will simply be thought of as a definition of being.

He suggests that formerly, philosophy thought being in terms of being as gvépyeia,

escape Descartes. This lecture course alone, as Kisiel and Hemming recognised in their work, is
enough to dismiss any simplistically chronological sense of a Kehre or turn in Heidegger's thought.

46" The ‘true’ root of Ereignis is not however eigen but Augen, ‘eye’. It therefore has important
links with the discussion of the Augenblick ‘moment-of-vision’ in Nietzsche, and throughout
Heidegger's work, but especially in SZ..

787, p. 322, (...) Aus ihr erhilt die Stindigkeit des Selbst als vermeintliche Beharrlichkeit des
Subjectum seine Aufkldrung. Das Phidnomen des eigentlichen Seinkdnnens 6ffnet aber auch den
Blick fiir die Stindigkeit des Selbst in dem Sinn des Standgewonnenhaben. Die Stindigkeit des
Selbst im Doppelsinne der bestindigen Standfestigkeit ist die eigentliche Gegenmoglichkeit zur
Unselbst-stindigkeit des unentschlossenes Verfallens.” Heidegger’s German reveals the connection
between the many occurrences of the root stand and authentic selthood. The term Selbstindigkeit
builds therefore on the basis of the word stand whose root works out likewise in English meaning
standing, and suggesting in this case a standing by one’s authentic resolve. Heidegger uses the word
stand in various combinations to stress the self-constancy of authentic selfhood that takes its stand
in das Man and remains steadfast and loyal to its resolve for authenticity.
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actualitas, - and now, one could think, as Ereignis. However, still understood as
representation. Parmenides dictum “T0 yop oOTO VOEWY ECTiV T€ KOl €lvon”
[for the same is indeed for thinking as is for being ], exhibits this character of
thinking as a presentation rather than a re-presentation. The double meaning of
perceive, grasping (vernehmen) in the sense of VOELV connected to being in the
sense of ¢1361g or emergence — what makes thinking and being the same is the
originating presence of thinking original for me — the same (QVT0), for thinking
(VoY EoTiv) is the out-of-which of the being towards here (Being=€1vait). The
same (A LTO) and the indeed ('Yop) ground thinking and being in the accepting of
being in its appearance, letting what appears in, taking care as a need.*®® Aristotle
understands this sameness as an ULTOKeiUeVOV, literally a what lies there
underneath, a lying present of beingness. As long as each human being stands out
in the open, as long as a being stands on its own (VTOCTACLC), that is, as long as a
being is for itself present, it has the character of beingness: ovcic. Heidegger
discovers in Aristotle’s interpretation of G0O1¢ as OLC10— a mode of presencing —
a double meaning of emergence and movement. For Aristotle human being is not
an epiphenomenon of being, or a singularity of being but the wholeness of being
itself in the gathered character of being itself in its pure presence. In this line, we
could say in the self-same and through this self-same. Aristotle exhibits this
transitive character of knowledge by thinking what I can know, the fo cognize in
terms of the cognizing and not of re-cognizing. The Greek construction is also
revelatory that Aristotle thinks of knowledge and therefore thinking in terms of a
presentation, an exhibiting of the being in the world.*” Aristotle’s thinking of
knowledge in the Physics certainly illustrates that there are ways of speaking which
more than others encourage representational thinking (like speaking in terms of
presence, of transcendence, and i.e. of horizon of thought). The question is “How
can these two terms be understood as describing in one way how ‘Da-sein sich
ereignet’? What eventuates in what self-eventuates? — asked another way, in what
occurs-for-itself, what occurs-for-me? How do I bring this question to an adequate
description (which is not to say, how do I give it content, fill it out, answer it?), but,

on the other hand, there are no written or spoken words which in themselves are

8 This is one of the original senses of VOg1V; cf., WHD, p. 125.

49 Cf. Chapter II of this study.
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non-metaphysical. The fundamental thinking of the Beitrdge is strikingly
reminiscent of Aristotle’s own explicit attempts in the Physics to hold itself in a
Grundstimmung, in a basic attunement in which beyng in its historical occurrence,

in its Geschichtlichkeit (not Historie) is disclosed.
On Being and Time, page 332, Heidegger writes:

“The ontological structure of the being, that in each case I myself am, centers on the
self-constancy (Selbstindigkeit) of existence. Because the self can be conceived neither as
a substance nor as a subject, but is grounded in existence, the analysis of the inauthentic
self, das Man, has remained wholly in the context of the preparatory interpretation of
Dasein. Now, though, after selthood has been explicitly taken back into the structure of
care and temporality, the temporal interpretation of Selbst-stindigkeit and Unselbst-
standigkeit takes on its own importance. It requires a separate, thematic carrying through.
This interpretation, however, not only first gives the right kind of insurance against the
paralogisms and the ontologically inappropriate questions about the being of the I in
general, but at the same time it is in accordance with its central function, a primordial
insight into4‘glole temporalizing structure of temporality. This reveals itself as the historicity
of Dasein.”

This passage indicates that the temporal interpretation of the authentic self
requires a working out of its temporalal structures, which “reveals itself as the
historicity of Dasein”. What is “stretching along, movement, and persistence which
are specific to Dasein.”?*"' This movement in which “Dasein stretches itself along
and is stretched along (erstreckten Sicherstreckens)” 1is Dasein’s historizing
(Geschehen, Being and Time, p. 375), which, as we have seen, provided the place

of Dasein’s totality and authenticity.

Upon reading this excerpt can we hear that Ereignis work out to be the self-

same, the self-constancy hiding itself in the name AAM0e1 truth, unconcealment?

470 SZ, p. 332, “Die ontologische Struktur des Seienden, das ich je selbst bin, zentriert in der

Selbstindigkeit der Existenz. Weil das Selbst weder als Substanz noch als Subjekt begriffen werden
kann, sondern in der Existenz griindet, wurde die Analyse des uneigentlichen Selbst, des Man, ganz
im Zuge der vorbereitenden Interpretation des Daseins belassen. Nachdem jetz die Selbstheit
ausdriicklich in die Struktur der Sorge und damit der Zeitlichkeit zuriickgenommen ist, erhilt die
zeitliche Interpretation der Selbst-stindigkeit und Unselbst-stindigkeit ein eigenes Gewicht. Sie
bedarf einer gesonderten thematischen Durchfithrung. Sie gibt aber nicht nur erst die rechte
Sicherung gegen die Paralogismen und die ontologischen unangemessenen Fragen nach dem Sein
des Ich iiberhaupt, sondern sie verschafft zugleich, ihrer zentralen Funktion entsprechend, einen
urspriinglicheren Einblick in die Zeitigunstruktur der Zeitlichkeit. Diese enthiillt sich als die
Geschichtlichkeit des Daseins.”

41187, p. 374, “(...) der spezifischen Erstreckung, Bewegtheit und Beharrlichkeit des Daseins.”
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d)  Towards VOUG GANOEVELY (insight) and Self-Transparency

The characteristic of self-transparency or disclosing, that presents
Heidegger’s coinage of the main term that has been leading us throughout all this
research: AANOeVELY. Self-transparency, disclosing and making-true indicates that
insight and understanding are the conditions of possibility of action; before the self
can act authentically, its being-in-the-world must be disclosed and transparent; i.e.
it must understand its situation, its place and be open to the full range of its
possibilities if it is to choose in a “moment-of-vision”, that is fully open and aware
to what is possible and appropriate. We have seen how this structure was
articulated in terms of VOUG AAMBEVELY that sheds light on Heidegger’s analysis
of resoluteness and authenticity and the reference to the problem of self-
knowledge.

In Being and Time, page 146 in a discussion of the various kinds of “sight”,

Heidegger writes:

“The sight which is related primarily and on the whole to existence, we call
‘transparency’ (Durchsichtigkeit). We choose this term to designate ‘knowledge of the
self” in a sense which is well understood, so as to indicate that here it is not a matter of
perceptually tracking down and inspecting a point called the ‘self’, but rather one of
seizing upon the full disclosedness of being-in-the-world throughout all the constitutive
items which are essential to it, and doing so with understanding.”*"*

Firstly, this passage suggests that “self-knowledge” appears as a making
transparent “the full disclosedness of being-in-the-world” throughout all its
essential constitutive moments — or, in other words, making transparent the
structure of care, temporality, and one’s threefold relation to the self, other and
world. The key term is Durchsichtigkeit which indicates a seeing through, thus
presenting an activity of insight (VOUG AANOEVELY). In this sense, self-knowledge

according to Heidegger indicates a gaining of insight into one’s being-in-the-world.

472 SZ, p. 146, “Die Sicht, die sich primér und im ganzen auf die Existenz bezieht, nennen wir die
Durchsitgkeit. Wir wiahlen diesen Terminus zur Bezeichnung der wohlverstandenen
‘Selbsterkenntnis’, um anzuzeigen, dal} es sich bei ihr nicht um das wahrnehmende Aufspiiren und
Beschauen eines Selbstpunktes handelt, sondern wum ein verstehendes Ergreifen der vollen
Erschlossenheit des In-der-Welt-seins durch seine wesenhaften Verfassungsmomente hindurch”
(my italics).
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Seeing through distortions, illusions, concealments and gaining insight into the
being of Dasein is the task of AAMNOeVEW, the pre-requisite for achieving
authenticity and constituting an authentic self.

Heidegger has chosen his figure: Aristotle. It is within Aristotle’s philosophy
and the discovery that there is an AANOEVELY that belongs to factical life and
makes up for Dasein’s uncovering of itself and the world, that Heidegger gets the
motivation to clarify the many modes of disclosing being and knowing in the
world, and gains the insight to describe the most extreme possibility of human
being: authenticity.

Authentic possibilities are at stake in Heidegger’s concept of authenticity.
These exist in the historical heritage and are to be taken over and made one’s own
by an act of resolute repetition which aims at self-transformation.

The possibilities to be grasped in the project of authenticity are the historical
possibilities of one’s heritage that are to be retrieved and repeated. It is historicity
that helps us to give expression to an understanding of what it means to go back to
the past, to retrieve possibilities of Aristotle’s phenomenological ilk that gave
direction and planning to the central planks of Being and Time. The point
Heidegger makes in the concept of historicity, paragraph 68 of Being and Time, is
only comprehensible in terms of his analysis of authenticity, and would appear

rather disconnected if removed from the context of the temporal Daseinsanalytik.

“As historical, Dasein is possible only on the ground of its temporality. Temporality
temporalizes itself in the ecstatico-horizontal unity of its raptures. Dasein exists
authentically as futural in resolutely disclosing a chosen possibility. Coming back
resolutely to itself, it is, by repetition, open for the ‘monumental’. Dasein is as having-been
delivered over to its thrownness. (...) Dasein temporalizes itself in the way the future and
having been are united in the present. The present discloses the ‘today’ authentically, and
of course as the moment of vision. But insofar as this ‘today’ has been interpreted in terms
of future repetitive understanding of a possibility of existence which has been seized upon,
authentic historiology becomes a way in which the ‘today’ gets deprived of its character as
present; (...) But the ground on which authentic historiology is founded is temporality as
the existential meaning of the being of care.”*”

4387, pp. 396-7, “Als geschichtliches ist das Dasein nur moglich auf dem Grunde der
Zeitlichkeit. Diese zeitig sich in der ekstatisch-horizontalen Einheit ihrer Entriickungen. Das Dasein
existiert als zukiinftiges eigentlich im entschlossenen Erschliefen einer gewihlten Moglichkeit.
Entschossen auf sich zuriickkommend, ist es wiederholend fiir die ‘monumentalen’ Mdglichkeiten
menschlicher Existenz. Die solcher Geschichtlichkeit entspringende Historie ist ‘monumentalisch’.
Das Dasein ist als gewesendes seiner Geworfenheit iiberantwortet. In der wiederholenden
Aneignung des Moglichen liegt zugleich vorgezeichnet die Moglichkeit der verehrenden
Bewahrung der dagewesenen Existenz, an der die ergriffene Moglichkeit offenbar geworden. Als
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Earlier it was noted that authentic being-with-others was what Heidegger
called “leaping forth and liberating”, and 1 suggested that this described his
thinking of Aristotle’s BovAevtikh) 8pe€lc in the context of the disclosure of
care.

Although Heidegger does not work out any clear lines of demarcation between
a large number of authentic as opposed to inauthentic ways of being, I believe,
nevertheless, as suggested in the 2™ Chapter, that there are guidelines, signposts in
Being and Time as to what constitutes authentic and inauthentic ways of being
Authenticity is in Heidegger’s admission “circular”, but the hermeneutic circle, if it
is ontologically grasped, encompasses that which is fundamental to being human.
Being human in Heidegger’s analysis is to be uncovering and maintaining being in
the possibility of its uncoveredness, in its truth: trueing. The unity of the self is
conceived in terms of the structure of authentic temporality, which is held in the
past, future, and present in the ecstatical unity of the “moment of vision”.

I have argued that the project of Dasein and authenticity in Being and Time
was first envisaged and prepared in Marburg with Heidegger’s inquiry into
Aristotle’s research of factical being-in-the-world and the retrieval of an intrinsic
AANBevew. In the Daseinsanalytik, &ANOEVE is the phenomenon that
articulates the choice and appropriation of authentic possibilities for human
existence.

Throughout this study I have shown that these possibilities constitute ways of
being-in-the-world. Dasein’s retrieval and repetition of possibilities from the world
is a making-true, a disclosing of one’s own ways of speaking, interpreting,
understanding, acting and being, that enables one to work out, to disclose the truth
of existence. These concrete possibilities come together to form the existential
interconnection of an authentic existence that alone can bring human being to the

source of truth: AANBe1QL.

monumentalische ist die eigentliche Historie deshalb ‘antiquarisch’. Das Dasein zeitig sich in der
Einheit von Zukunft und Gewesenheit als Gegenwart. Diese erschlie3t, und zwar als Augenblick,
das Heute eigentlich. Sofern dieses aber aus dem zukiinftig-wiederholenden Verstehen einer
ergriffenen Existenzmoglichkeit ausgelegt ist, wird die eigentliche Historie zur Entgegenwértigung
des Heute, das ist zum leidenden Sichlosen von der verfallenden Offentlichkeit des Heute. Die
monumentalisch-antiquarisch Historie ist als eigentliche notwendig Kritik der ‘Gegenwart’. Die
eigentliche Geschichtlichkeit ist das Fundament der moglichen Einheit der drei Weisen der Historie.
Der Grund des Fundaments der eigentlichen Historie aber ist die Zeitlichkeit als der existenziale
Seinssinn der Sorge.”
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CONCLUSION

This study has proposed a reading of the phenomenological character of
Aristotle’s thought in Heidegger’s own phenomenology. 1 have followed
Heidegger’s attempt to retrieve and exhibit the phenomenon of AANBEVELY (to be
disclosing, uncovering, making-true) in the inquiries on Aristotle’s teleology at
Marburg and how this notion could also be said to articulate the concept of
Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time.

One way to understand the motives behind Heidegger’s encounter with the
Aristotelian AANBEVELY was to point out the effort of understanding his own work
to be informed by an implicit phenomenology in Greek thought (as exemplified by
Aristotle) and how that phenomenology had become explicit in Being and Time. By
retaining the original insight of Being and Time— that truth is AANOEVELY- and by
reflecting deeply on the various determinations of Figentlichkeit, 1 have
approached Heidegger’s project from several perspectives.

In the first half, I have shown Heidegger’s research into Aristotelian notions
from the Nicomachean Ethics, de Anima, and the Physics most of which were first
explored by Heidegger before Being and Time in the Marburg period, and then
retained in Being and Time, either transformed and remade under new
conceptuality, or deposited in argumentative connections. The linguistic procedure
presented a double challenge in exhibiting a phenomenological analysis of
Aristotle’s notions in terms of Heidegger’s research into AANO€VEWY and in the
philosophical import of this theme for Heidegger’s ontological notions in the
Daseinsanalytik.

In the second half, I have exhibited Aristotle’s modes of AANOEVELY as
underlying the articulation of Heidegger’s concept of Eigentlichkeit in terms of two
central planks of Being and Time A) Everydayness and Inauthenticity B)
Authenticity and Being a Self.

In A) It was noted that Heidegger made use of his analysis of everydayness in
Being and Time in order to reveal precisely the ‘everyday’ phenomenal basis upon
which Aristotle thought of being even though Aristotle himself supposedly was not
able to thematize and turns to him for help in this analysis. The question of the

everyday AANOeVEWY was addressed in Being and Time to a great extent as a
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question concerning the theme of Eigentlichkeit in its potential form, that is, in the
inauthentic ways of being.

I have shown the AANBeVeEW of everydayness: T€xvn (know-how) and
oMol (production) and exhibited the specific concern-care structure of
inauthenticity. I have argued that anxiety worked as a liberating-disclosive
phenomenon that withdraws Dasein from its lostness in das Man (the ‘they’, world
of everybody and nobody) and individuates it for the choice of authenticity, and
have suggested that Heidegger was able to support his claim from what he read in
Aristotle and made explicit in the analyses of his terms in his GA 18 course,
namely by appealing to the Aristotelian PBOOAELO1E (anxiousness) and
TPOAPES1LG (anticipatory choice), TPpAELG (activity) and K1vno1g (motion) in
the notion of Angst, Jemenigkeit and Zeit .

In B) I have suggested that all the structures of authenticity indicated were
unified in one unitary structure which Heidegger progressively developed in the
course of his analysis with ever more determinations worked out from the modes of
dAndsvelv:  vovg (pure  discernment) and  OpdYNOlg  (practical
wisdom/consciousness). A guiding assumption has been that when developing his
notion of FEntschlossenheit (resoluteness) Heidegger was in fact rethinking
Aristotle’s concept of K1VNO1G.

I hope to have clarified into what extent Heidegger discovered in Aristotle a
precursor of the phenomenological method that indicated to him (1) that
phenomenology was the originary form of philosophy and (2) that all subsequent
metaphysics was grounded phenomenologically, but was incapable of knowing
why. Two basic insights of Aristotle’s provided Heidegger with an interpretative
method both for Plato and for the pre-Socratics (Heraclitus, Parmenides): the first
was that being is finite; the second was that although Aristotle’s understanding of
time was not phenomenological in itself, it was grounded phenomenologically.
The key to these notions is found on the first section of Platon Sophistes (GA19),
Grundbegriffe der aristotelischen Philosophie (GA 18).

However, Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle and Eigentlichkeit
themselves, could to some extent be regarded as a confirmation of the theme of
AANBeVELY and he also seems to have entertained this idea himself in the section

on historicity. My idea has been that in the account of historicity Heidegger
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presented AANOEVELY as a philosophical theme in its own right within his own
ontology. The emergence of historicity appeared from the first chapter in which the
reflection on Heidegger’s early courses on Aristotle and the study of Aristotle’s
aAnBevelw in Heidegger’s concept of authenticity showed that, from the
beginning, this was an investigation that brought out an historical and literary gain.

29 ¢¢

Expressions such as “out of the heritage” “taking over” and “appropriating”
demonstrate in Being and Time the need for revision of the historical/philosophical
grounds of which Eigentlichkeit could be a part of, and a reflection on the labour of
the research into Aristotle’s AANMOeVELY at Marburg. Since the analysis of
AANBeVEW and Eigentlichkeit was steered from the beginning towards the notion
of historicity — within Heidegger’s project of examining the ‘historical’
presuppositions of Aristotle’s thought — we could also say that I was viewing
Heidegger’s relationship to Aristotle through this angle both before and in Being
and Time.

This investigation that, therefore, aimed at exhibiting the phenomenological
nature of Aristotle’s thought that underlies and makes possible Heidegger’s own
phenomenological description of Dasein was overdue.

I have attempted such a study because of the paramount importance of the
impact that Heidegger’s discovery of an GAMBeVEW underlying Aristotle’s
research into being had in the ontological-existential account of the concept of
Eigentlichkeit in Being and Time.

In working out the concept of authenticity, Heidegger seeks to show that
Dasein has the possibility of an authentic existence that can be made transparent by
phenomenological reflection, thus arguing that his presuppositions are part of
Dasein’s pre-ontological comprehension of his own being.

The phenomenology of Aristotle in Heidegger’s thought has the merit of raising
the importance of authenticity, truth and finitude.

For this profound insight into reality as temporal-historical keeps Heidegger’s
own phenomenology dynamic and open by reaffirming the need to go back to its
foundations, to Aristotle. An original unveiling of human being’s own origins of
being.

A new beginning:
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It is necessary to surpass Aristotle — not in a forward direction
in the sense of a progression, but rather backwards in the direction

of a more original unveiling of what is comprehended by him.
(AM, p. 69)
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