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Translators’ Foreword

This book is a translation of Aristoteles, Metaphysik © 1-3: Von Wesen
und Wirklichkeit der Kraft, which is volume 33 of Martin Heidegger’s
Gesamtausgabe. The text is based on a lecture course offered at the
University of Freiburg in the summer semester of 1931. The volume
presents Heidegger’s translation and commentary on the first three
chapters of Book O of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, but Heidegger’s persua-
sive and original interpretation of Aristotle implicates the entire corpus
of Aristotle’s works and leads to a rethinking of many of the central
Aristotelian concepts that frame the history of Western philosophy
Heidegger’s original course title, “Interpretations of Ancient Philoso-

_phy,” suggests the broader context in which he situates Aristotle’s
investigation of 3Ovoylig and évépyera in Metaphysics ©. In this trea-
tise, Aristotle brings the question of Greek philosophy, the question of
being, to its sharpest formulation.

These lectures, along with Heidegger’s other courses on Aristotle,
offer an immense contribution to the advancement of Aristotle schol-
arship and have had a wide influence on the development of Aristotle
studies in Europe. It is telling that so many of Heidegger's students
during the early years of his teaching have themselves in turn offered
major contributions to Aristotle scholarship. Often, according to their
own testimonies, these works have been presented under the direct
influence and guidance of Heidegger’s lectures. Thus Helene Weiss,
in her work on Aristotle, writes: “I have freely made use of the results
of Heidegger’s Aristotle interpretation which he delivered in lectures
and seminars.” In their works on Aristotle, Pierre Aubenque, Jean
Beaufret, Walter Brocker, Ernst Tiigendhat, and Fridolin Wiplinger,
dmong others, all equally acknowledge their indebtedness to
'Hcidcgger's revolutionary interpretations. Evidence of the continuing
Impact of Heidegger’s Aristotle interpretation on contemporary Eu-
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ropean Aristotle scholarship can be seen, for example, in the work of
Rémi Brague.

The lectures on Aristotle herein presented further confirm the
widely acknowledged influence of Aristotle on Heidegger’s own orig-
inal thought. Heidegger says in Being and Time: “My task is the same
task that provided the impetus for the research of Plato and Aristotle,
only to subside from then on as an actual theme for investigation.”
And he comments in “My Way to Phenomenology”: “Of course I
could not immediately see what decisive consequences my renewed
preoccupation with Aristotle was to have.” On another occasion,
Heidegger calls his study of Brentano’s work on Aristotle “the cease-
less impetus for the treatise Sein und Zeit.” Many of Heidegger’s
students, notably Walter Biemel, Hans-Georg Gadamer, and William
Richardson, have long insisted that Heidegger’s studies of Aristotle
were of paramount importance for the development of his own phe-
nomenology. With the publication of this volume of the “Collected
Works,” especially the material in the second chapter, and the publi-
cation in 1992 of volume 19, which contains Heidegger’s analysis of
Book VI of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, the long-intimated con-
" nection between Heidegger’s work on Aristotle and his Dasein anal-
ysis can begin to be seen. Indeed, much of Heidegger’s teaching prior
to the publication of Being and Time was related to his work on
Aristotle.

The publication in 1993 of volume 22 of the “Collected Works,”
Heidegger’s 1926 course on “The Basic Concepts of Ancient Philos-
ophy,” further contributes to the scholarly process that has been
undertaken to make these courses on Aristotle and other previously
unpublished works of Heidegger available. And the recent recovery
of the formative 1922 manuscript on Aristotle, referred to as a first
draft of Being and Time, the writing that Heidegger had sent to Mar-
burg and Gottingen in support of his nomination for a position at
these institutions, helps to further our understanding of the important
link between Heidegger’s early work on Aristotle and the development
of his own method of phenomenology. Although delivered in Freiburg
at a later period, the lectures that constitute this volume on Metaphys-
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jcs © 1-3 are clearly the fruit of his earlier Marburg lectures on
Aristotle.

The entire discussion of Book © 1-3 is linked to the discussion of
ruth which takes place in chapter ten of Book ©. Thus, this lecture
course, though offered later, provides the necessary background for
Heidegger’s important discussion of Meraphysics © 10 in the Marburg
course of 1925/26: Logik: Die Frage nach der Wahrheit, which is
published as volume 21 of the “Collected Works.” We can see the
extent to which Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle is at variance with
other contemporary scholarship in Mcement with Werner Jae-
ger about Aristotle’s treatment of truth in Metaphys:cs 0 10. Accord-
ing to Jaeger, the tenth chapter on truth must be spurious, a later
imposition which does not fit in with Aristotle’s thought. In contrast,
Heidegger says in this volume: “With this chapter, the treatise reaches
its proper end; indeed, the whole of Aristotle’s philosophy attains its
*highest point.’”

Translating is inherently an ambiguous task, and Martin
Heidegger’s point that every translation is an interpretation cannot
be denied. At the same time, the translator aims as much as possible
to present the original text accurately and without interference. This
particular text poses its own special difficulty for a translator. Much
of the German text is itself a line-by-line translation of Aristotle’s
Greek. Heidegger's translations are often literal and nuanced, render-
ing the Greek in multiple alternatives, sacrificing fluency so as to allow
the German to express Aristotle’s philosophical thought. Translating
into English a German text that stays so close to the Greek without
resorting to artificially awkward English style presents a challenge.
We have attempted to combine accurate and literal renditions with
4n attentiveness to the readability of the text.

The glossary at the back of the book lists some of the more import-
ant translation choices we have made. We call attention here only to
several particularly crucial decisions. The many meanings of A6yog
for Aristotle and the essential interconnection of these meanings is
one of the central issues of Heidegger’s lectures. He offers a number
of translations and interpretations of A6yog, but in chapter two finally
settles on Kundschaft, a word that brings together these multiple mean-
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ings. We have translated Kundschaft as “conversance.” To be conver-
sant is to have expert knowledge of something, to be familiar with it,
and also to be able to speak of it with a sense of its surroundings. In
light of its importance in this text, it is surprising that the word
Kundschaft as a translation of A6yog remains peculiar to this text.
Among the most difficult passages to translate were those in the
Introduction that deal with the meaning of being in Greek (10 6v/t0
eivar). The German variations (das Sein, die Seiendheit, das_Seiende,
ein Seiendes, das Seiend) and their philosophically important interplay
have no corresponding terms in English. We have chosen not to use
the capital B for “being” or alternate words, such as “entities,” for
“beings.” Instead we have included the German in_brackets when it
was helpful for the reader to follow Heidegger’s discussion. Though
Heidegger employs a vast array of related words to translate SGvapig
in various contexts, most often he uses the word Krafi. Heidegger
himself points out that Kraft has many related meanings in German.
Whenever possible, we have followed the common practice of trans-
lating Kraft as “force.” However, when the context dictated, we have
also used other words, most notably “power,” to translate Kraft. We
struggled to come up with a better translation for_Vorhandensein, but
we have rendered it imperfectly as “being- present Fmally, the two
cognate words Vollzug and Entzug have been translated as “enact-
ment” and “withdrawal.” Unfortunately, these translations do not
preserve the philosophically important interconnection that can be
noted more easily in German because of the common suffix -zug.
We appreciate the very helpful suggestions made by John Protevi,
who critiqued our translation. We also appreciate the support of our
colleagues and students. We would especially like to thank John Sallis
for his patient encouragement and confidence. For both of us, he is
a mentor who exemplifies how to read the texts of Heidegger. We are
enormously indebted to Elaine Brogan and Stephanie Jocums. They
have not only helped prepare the manuscript; they have been an
integral and generous part of this entire project. We are thankful for
the hospitality of Peter Kessler, who provided us an opportunity to
work on this translation for several weeks in a villa on Lake Ziirich
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whose beauty nourished the intensity and excitement of two friends
working together in philosophy. Finally, we are grateful to the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities for their partial support of this

project.

Walter Brogan and Peter Warnek
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The inner will of this course can be characterized by a word from
Nietzsche:

Perhaps some centuries later one will judge that all German
philosophy finds its authentic worth in that it is a gradual
recovery of the soil of antiquity, and that each claim to “orig-
inality” sounds trite and laughable in relation to the higher
claim of the Germans to have reestablished the apparently
broken link with the Greeks, up until now the highest type of
“human being.”

—The Will to Power, Aph. 419



Introduction

The Aristotelian Question about
the Manifold and Oneness of Being

§ 1. The question concerning d0vaylg and évépyera, along with
the question of the categories, belongs in the realm of
the question about beings

This course confronts the task of interpreting philosophically a phil-
osophical treatise of Greek philosophy. The treatise has come down
to us as Book IX of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. It is a self-contained unit,
divided into ten chapters, whose object of inquiry is §Gvapig and
évépyera. These words are translated into Latin as potentia and actus
and into German as Vermadgen [capability] and Verwirklichung [actu-
alization] or as Mdglichkeit [potentiality] and Wirklichkeir [actuality].

What is being sought in this inquiry into d6vapig and évépyera?
What prompts this investigation of “potentiality and actuality”? In
what encompassing realm of questioning does this treatise of Ari-
stotle’s belong?

The answer to these questions is not far out of reach. We need only
observe the context of the inquiry: Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Thus the
treatise on dvoyig and évépyewa is metaphysical. This account is rea-
sonable enough and accurate; but for just this reason it tells us absolutely
“meﬁﬁysics"? We do not. Nowadays the word bewitches us like a
magical incantation with its Suggestion of profundity and its promise of
salvation. But the information that this treatise by Aristotle is metaphys-
ical not only says nothing; it is downright misleading. And this is true not
only today; it has been true for the last two thousand years. Aristotle
Never had in his possession what later came to be understood by the word
or the concept “metaphysics.” Nor did he ever seek anything like the
“metaphysics” that has for ages been attributed to him.
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If we do not let ourselves be swayed by the tradition and resist being
talked into anything, and if we therefore reject the readily available
information that the treatise is “metaphysical,” what then? How else
are we to locate the realm of questioning in which the treatise belongs?
Or should we leave the matter open and undetermined? In which case,
our attempt to enter into Aristotle’s inquiry, and thus to inquire along
with it, would be without direction or guidance for some time. Before
we begin, we need to clarify the aim of this treatise, as well as its
sequence and the scope of its point of departure. In what realm of
questioning, then, does the treatise belong? The text itself provides
the answer in its first few lines:

Mepl pev odv 100 mpdtwg dvtog xoi mpdg & micon ai GAAm
xamnyopiot t00 dviog dvadépovion elpntan, nepl g ovelag. xotd
yép TV Tilg ovaiag Abyov Afyeton TédAa Svto, 16 € nocdv xal
nowv xal Ao t& obtw AeySueva: ravto yép Eer tdv THg ovoiag
Abyov, Gonep elropev év 1oig npdtolg Adyorg (© 1, 1045b27-32)

“We have thus dealt with beings in the primary sense, and that
means, with that to which all the other categories of beings are referred
back, ovofe. The other beings”—please note: 10 8v: being [das Seiend]
(participial!}—“the other beings (those not understood as ovoia) are
said with regard to what is said when saying ovoia, the how much as
well as the how constituted and the others that are said in this manner.
For everything that is (the other categories besides ovoia) must in
and of itself have the saying of ovoia, as stated in the previous
discussion (about ovofa).” (Regarding np@tmg: the sustaining and
leading fundamental meaning, see below, p. 34ff.).

The first sentence establishes that the categories, and in fact the first
category, have already been dealt with in another treatise. The second
sentence characterizes the manner of the relation back and forth of
the other categories to the first. Three times in this sentence we find:
Abyog, Ayeton, AeySpevov. The relation back and forth of the other
categories occurs as AEYelv in the Aéyoc,.'

Aéyerwv means “to glean”™ [lesen], that is, to harvest, to gather, to

1. Concemning logos, see the beginning of the Sophist course in the winter
semester of 1924-25: insufficient.
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add one to the other, to include and connect one with the other. Such
laying together is a laying open [Dar-legen] and laying forth [Vor-
fegen) (a placing alongside and presenting) [ein Bei- und Dar-stellen]:
a4 making something accessible in a gathered and unified way. And since
such a gathering laying open and laying forth occurs above all in
recounting and speaking (in trans-mitting and com-municating to
others), AGyog comes to mean discourse that combines and explains.
AGYO0g as laying open is then at the same time evidence [Be-legen];
finally it comes to mean laying something out in an interpretation
[Aus-legen], ¢épunveia. The meaning of Adyog as relation (unified
gathering, coherence, rule) is THererore “prior” 10 its meaning as dis-
course (see below, p. 103).~Asking how A&yog also came to have the
meaning of “relation” is therefore backwards; the order of things is
quite the reverse.

The gathering and explaining of discourse makes things accessible and
manifest. Heraclitus, for example, says this in Fragment 93: 6 &vak, o0
10 povTeibv g0t 10 £V AEAOTG, OUTE Afyer oUTe KpURTEL . . . “The lord
whose oracle is at Delphi neither speaks out nor conceals.” On the basis
of this stark contrast between Aéyewv and xpUrteLv, to conceal, it is made
simply and emphatically clear that Aéyewv, as distinguished from conceal-
ing, is revealing, making manifest. Plajo definitively makes the point in"
the Sophist when, toward the end of the dialogue, he understands the .
inner province of Adyog as SMAolv, making manifest. A6yog as discourse
is the combining and making manifest in the saying, the unveiling -
assertion of something about something.

The relation back and forth of the other categories to the first
category, which Aristotle discusses, occurs in Adyog. Accordingly,
when we say succinctly that this relation back and forth of the cate-
gories to the first is “logical,” this means only that this relation is
founded in A6yog—in the elucidated sense of the word. We should
once and for all steer clear of all the traditional and usual ideas about
the “logical” and “logic,” assuming that we are thinking of anything
definite or truly fundamental with these words “logical” and “logic.”

And if in fact what we call categories are not just found in A6yog
and are not just used in assertions, but by virtue of their essence have
'heir home in assertions, then it becomes clear why the categories are
Precisely called “categories.”
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Kamyopeiv means to accuse, to charge—thus to begin with not
Jjust any assertion, but one that is emphatic and accentuated. It is to
say something to someone’s face, to say that one is so and so and that
this is one’s situation{ Applied to things and to beings in general, it is

_the kind of saying which says emphatically what a being properly is
and how it is;)lcomwop{a is therefore anything said or sayable in this
wayi If the categories have their home in AGyoc, then this means that
in every assertion whatsoever of something about something, there is
that exceptional saying wherein the being as it were is rightly indicted
for being what it is. Aristotle sometimes also uses katnyopic in the
broad, attenuated sense of what is said in verbal transactions, what
is simply asserted; or better (see Physics B 1, 192b17), the simple claim
[An-spruch], that which one literally has given one’s word to—the
name, the word, and the relationship to the thing. What Aristotle calls
“category” in the stated sense, however, is that saying which is in-
volved in every assertion in a preeminent way (even when this is not
expressed). - a

It is convenient and therefore popular, particularly in giving an
account of ancient philosophy, to appeal to later and more recent
doctrines to aid in understanding. On the question of the Aristotelian
categories, one usually consults Kant. And in point of fact, he also
derived the categories “logically” from the Table of Judgments, from
the modes of assertion. |But “logical” for Kant and “logical” for
Aristotle have different meaningg, Not only that. The comparison
above all overlooks a fundamental character of the categories as
Aristotle understands thern. This fundamental charactér of The cate-

_gories is expressly stated in the passage we are considering:
otnyopiqeapdvtoc, “categories of beings.” What does this mean?
es it En categories that refer to beings as to their “object”
(genitivus objectivus) or categories that belong to beings as to a subject
(genitivus subjectivus)? Or are both meant? Or neither? We shall have
to leave this question open.

In any case, the usual representation of the categories as “forms of
thought,” as some sort of encasements into which we stuff beings, is
thereby already repudiated for having mistaken the facts. All the more
so considering that Aristotle in our passage even calls the categories
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simply 1@ 6vToL “beings” [die Seienden], that which absolutely belongs
to beings.

yYet carlier, in our interpretation of Aristotle’s second sentence in
the above passage, we said that the categories have their home in
A6y06. But A6Y0g, assertion, is assertion about beings, not the beings
(hemselves. So we have a dual claim: the categories belong to Adyocq,
and the categories are the beings themselves. How do these go to-
gether? We do not have the answer. From now on let us remember
that the question of the essence of the categories leads into obscurity.

(The essence of the categories is rooted in Adyog as a gathering and
making manifest. Does this connection of oneness and truth signify
being? At that place in Parmenides where the first saying of being
occurs, the character of presence is & [compare p. 19 below]. Notice
the interconnection of &v as ovoia, rap- and cuvovsia, and &v as
together with, and Adyog as gatheredness, assemblage, consolidation;
and in this context the “copula,” the “is.”)

The third sentence we cited from Aristotle in the above passage
further determines in what sense ovoia is first among the categories.
“For everything that is must of and in itself have the saying of oVvoia.”
For example, now6v, the being so constituted [Beschaffensein]. Taken
alone, there is no such thing. We do not understand being so consti-
tuted in its most proper meaning unless we comprehend as well the
being so constituted of something. This reference—*“of something”—
is part of the very makeup of the categories. The other categories are
not only incidentally and subsequently connected with the first cate-
gory by means of assertions, as though they could mean something
independently; rather, they are always, in accord with their essence,
co-saying the ovoio. And to the extent that the categories are beings,
they are co-being with ovoicd This is already said beforehand and
being beforehand. It is the first category, and that also means the first
being: 10 npdtmg Sv.

So much for a rough exposition of the beginning of our treatise. At
the moment we are only trying to discover from these introductory
S¢ntences the realm of questioning in which the treatise itself is located.
Do the sentences just discussed say anything about this? On the con-
trary, this is a mere summary of what was discussed in another treatise.
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An inquiry about the categories, in fact the first category, has come
down to us as Book VII (Z) of the Metaphysics. But perhaps Aristotle
recalls precisely this treatise on ovoia (which is also self-contained)
in order to suggest that the following treatise also pertains to the realm
of the question of the categories; &Gvoypig and évépyera, which are to
be dealt with now, would then be two additional categories that receive
special examination. This viewpoint suggests itself when we consider
the later and now common conception of §ovapig and évépyeia,
possibility and actuality. For Kant above all, and since Kant, “pos-
sibility” and “actuality,” along with “necessity,” belong among the
categories; in fact, they form the group of categories called “modal-
ity.” They are, as we say in short, modalities. But we do not find
Sdvoyng and évépyera in any of Aristotle’s enumerations of the cat-
egoriesl For Aristotle, the question of 8ovayg and evépyera, possibility
and actuality, is not a category question] This shall be maintained
'ﬁnequivocally, despite all conventional interpretations to the con-
| trarylAgd this clarification (though admittedly it is once again only
i negative) is the primary presupposition for understanding the entire
Itreatise?
But then where does this inquiry belong, if not in the framework
of the category question? This is stated very clearly in the following
sentence (O 1, 1045b32-35):
¢nel 82 Afyeton 10 Ov 10 pev 10 o A| nowv | moobv, 1o 88 xatd
Sovapv kol éviedéyxerav xal xatéd 10 Epyov, dopicwpev kol nepl
Suvaueng kol éviedexeios. “But since beings are said on the one
hand (16 pév) as what being, or being so and so or so much being (in
short, in the sense of the categories), and on the other hand (10 8€)
in regard to SVvopic and évieléxera and £pyov, so shall we also
undertake a conceptually sharp elucidation of &lvopg and
évieAéyera.”
Here we see clearly that the question concerning &Vvopig and
éviedéyera is also a question about beings as such, but one that aims
in another direction. Thus like the category question it revolves

2. This would also be an appropriate place to discuss td Ondpyewv, 10 éE
avdyxng, and 10 év8€xeoBon Onépyewv, Analyticapriora, A 2, 25alf.; compare
De interpretatione, chap. 12f.
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around the general realm of the question .of beings, which is the only
questi0ﬂ that fundamentally interests Aristotle.

Hence 10 Ov, beings themselves, according to their essence, must
permit the one discussion (in the sense of the categories) as well as the
other (in the sense of dvapig and évépyeia)—indeed, not only permit
but perhaps require. The discussion of d6voyuig and évépyera is there-
fore a questioning about beings aimed in a specific direction and
differentiated from the question of the categories. Yet the questioning
of what beings are insofar as they are beings—t{ 10 6v J} Sv—this
questioning, as Aristotle often points out (for example, Mer. I' 1 and
2 and E 1),} is the most proper form of philosophizing (npdtn
o1hocodia). Since this questioning is directed at the npdrag dv
(ovoia), do not dbvapig and évépyera then belong to ovoia? Or is
this belonging precisely the question? Inasmuch as this question has
not been posed, much less answered, this indicates that we have not
come to terms with the question of being.

To inquire into &bvoyig and évépyera, as Aristotle proposes to do
in our treatise, is genuine philosophizing. Accordingly, if we ourselves
have eyes to see and ears to hear, if we have the right disposition and
are truly willing, then, if we are successful, we will learn from the
interpretation of the treatise what philosophizing is. We will in this
way gain an experience with philosophizing and perhaps become more
experienced in it ourselves.

The treatise on 6vayig and évépyera is one of the ways of ques-
tioning about beings as such. Aristotle does not say any more here.
Rather, after the sentences we just read (1045b351F.), Aristotle pro-
ceeds immediately to more closely delimit his topic and to delineate
the course of the whole inquiry.

Aristotle does not say any more. But it is enough, more than
enough, for us—we who come from afar and from outside and who
no longer have the ground that sustains this inquiry. It is more than

>cholarship and who conceal our philosophical impotence in clever

3. See the passages in other of his writings where mpdm ¢rrocodia is
Mentioned in Bonitz's Commentary, prologue, p. 3f.
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industry. What we need is a brief pause to reflect on what is said here
in the announcement of the treatise’s realm of questioning. We want
to see more clearly what Aristotle asks about and how this questioning
is worked through.

$ 2. The manifold of the being of beings

Beings are said and addressed sometimes in the mode of categories,
and sometimes in that of dGvopg—évépyeio; thus in a dual way,
dix@¢, not povay@c, not in a single and simple way. What is the
origin of this distinction? What is the justification for this twofold
deployment in the address and saying of being? Aristotle offers no
explanation or reason for this, neither here nor elsewhere. He does
not even so much as raise the question. This differentiation of the év
is simply put forth. It is somewhat like when we say that mammals
and birds are included in the class of animals. Td 6v Afyeron 10
pév—0 8€. Why are beings deployed in such a twofold way? Is it
because of the beings themselves that we have to give this dual account
of beings? Or are we humans the reason for it? Or is this solely due
neither to beings themselves nor to us humans? But then to what is it
due?

As soon as we probe, albeit in but a general way, into the realm of
the question of beings, we find ourselves once again in obscurity. But
our perplexity increases further in that we are not permitted to remain
content with the mere either-or: beings are said either in the manner
of the categories or in the manner of %vapig and évépyeio. Aristotle
himself apprises us of yet another way in the beginning of the tenth
and final chapter of this very treatise.* (With this chapter, the treatise
reaches its proper end; indeed, the whole of Aristotle’s philosophy
attains its “highest point.””) Chapter ten begins:

Enel 88 10 Ov Afyetan xal ™ pn O6v 10 pév katd té oyfipato 1@V

4. See the interpretation of Metuaphysics © 10 found in the 1930 summer
semester course.
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camyopLv, o 8¢ xatd Sovayuv A évépyerav tovtov | tdvavtia,
& xuprdTata O6v dAnddg i} yevdog . . . (1051a43-bl)

~Gince the being [das Seiende] and non-being are said on the one
hand in accordance with the forms of categories, and on the other
hand in accordance with the potentiality and actuality of these or
of their contrary (in short: in accordance with &bvopig and
¢vépyera), but the most authoritative being [das Seiende] is true and
untrue being . . .”

without going into detail about ali that the beginning of this chap-
ter offers that is new in comparison to that of chapter one, we can see
one thing clearly: the passage again has to do with the folding [ Faltung]
of the being. The being with respect to the categories and the being
with respect to §6voylig and évépyelra are again mentioned in the same
order. But then a third is added, namely, the true-or-untrue being. The
being is not dually (1x@c) folded but triply (tpudc) folded. Thus the
question of the unfolding of the being and the origin of this unfolding
becomes noticeably more complicated; the inner interconnection of
the three foldings becomes more impenetrable.

And if we check carefully to see if and how Aristotle himself orga-
nizes the questioning concerning beings, then it will become apparent
that, precisely in the passage where he specifically proposes to identify
and fully review the folding of beings, Aristotle lists not a_threefold
folding (tpy@c) but a fourfold ('retpaxo)g) He says in the beginning
of chapter two “of the treatise we know as Book VI (E) of the Meta-
physics:

GIA’ ¢nel 10 6v 10 dhidg AcyOpeEvoY Aéyetan moAhaydc, Gv v piv v
0 katd cupPepnkée, Etepov 8 10 g dAnBég, kal 1d uf) bv d yeddo,
nopd tabta §'don Ti oyfipata The xatyopiag, olov 1 pdv i, 1 &
noibv, 16 8 noodyv, 10 88 wo, 10 8¢ noté, xai el 1 &AAO onpaivel TV
1pérov tovtov: n mopd TadrTa Tdvia 1O Suvéper Kol évepyelq: énel
0 moAhoydg Aéyetan T G, Tp@tov . . . (1026a33-b2)

".Bul since beings that are addressed purely and simply are said in
‘arious ways, one of which is the being [das Seiende] with respect to
being co-present, another is the being as true and the non-being as
Untrue; and in addition to these, the being according to the forms of
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the categories—the what, the how, the how much, the where, the
when, and others that signify the being in the same way; besides all
these, the being in the sense of Svapig and évépyero; since, therefore,
beings are addressed in various ways, it is necessary . . .”

In addition to the three previously listed foldings, Aristotle here
gives a fourth, which he in fact mentions first—the 6v koTd
ovuPepnxég—the accidental being. ZTopPePnxds: accidental
zufillig]; this is a remarkable translation. The translation actually
follows the Greek literally; yet it does not hit upon the true Aristote-
lian meaning/The accidental is indeed a oupuBepnxéc, but not every
ocvuPePnkde is accidenta

The sequence of the list is different here. But this is at first of no
consequence. More important is the way that Aristotle introduces the
four foldings of beings, both here and in the other passages: &v pév,
Erepov &, nopd Tarita 8, £ mapét TadTo Tévio—on the one hand,
on the other hand, in addition to, besides. It is a simple serial juxta-
position without any consideration of their structure or connection,
much less their justiﬁcation.\Only,.Qne_\t,h.i_ns-issai.d;_‘:b Ov Adyeton
noAAayG—beings are said in many ways; in fact, in four ways.

This sentence, ©0 6v Afyeton moAhoydc, is a constant refrain in
Aristotle. But it is not just a fonnul?ﬁl‘ather, in this short sentence,
Aristotle formulates the wholly fundamental and new position that
he worked out in philosophy in relation to all of his predecessors,
including Plato; not in the sense of a system but in the sense of a task.

— i

L]

Our task is the interpretation of Metaphysics ©, the inquiry con-
cerning %voyig and évépyera. In order that we may be in a position
to join in the inquiry, and not just for instructional reasons, an indis-
pensable preparation is required, namely the designation and delimi-
tation of the realm of questioning in which Aristotle is here inquiring.
The treatise itself throws some light on this matter. It begins by
referring to another treatise which dealt with the categories. The cat-
egories are founded in Adyog—they are t& dvta, beings themselves.

Mww‘stion of the categories is a question of the éy_.jl' 0
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5v. however. is also said ka1éd SVvopy xal évépyerav. Therefore an
investigation of this is to come next. The realm is 10 dv, beings,/At
first. beings are distinguished in two ways (81x@c), later in three ways
(tpy@s). and finally in four ways (tetpoy@®c). Again and again Ar-
istotle says: 10 6v Aéyetan moAhaydq. But the juxtaposition is re-
tained. .
, The programmatic assertion of the fourfold folding of beings (E 2)
is especially important in that it adds a more precise determination to

the &v here being articulated: To dv—10 dnAdx Aey6pevov, the being,

That is, that which is addressed purely and simply in jtself: that is to
say, the being taken purely as itself, precisely as being; the év {j dv,
the being inasmuch as it is a being.

What do we have in mind when we address beings as beings? What
can and must we say of beings when they are considered solely and
specifically as beings? We say: The being is. What makes beings beings
is being. Thus when Aristotle speaks of the variety of the folding of
beings as beings, he means the manifold of the folding of the being
of beings. Being unfolds itself.

Chapter seven of Book V (A) of the Metaphysics makes it absolutely
clear that Aristotle is referring to the being of beings. Book V is by
no means constituted of a single invesfigative treatise. It is rather a
compilation of the various meanings of some basic concepts of phi-
losophy. Chapter seven enumerates the different meanings of v,
namely the four that we just became acquainted with in E 2. Here in
A7, they are again presented in a different sequence.

The chapter begins (1017a7): t® 6v Aéyeton . . . In introducing &v
according to the forms of the categories, Aristotle says: 6cay@c Yip
AMyetan [t oxfuata e xartyopiog, H.] tocovtayde t© eivon
Onuaiver. “For as the forms of the category are said in various ways,
S0 being has various meanings.” Incidentally, % xamyopfa is an
lnc-licaltion: the singular here signifies the preeminent saying of the
be!"g [das Seiende] in every individual assertion about this or that
be?"g- The category: the saying of being in the assertion (AGyog) of
,bc‘"BS. To eivou is found instead of td 8v in the cited sentence; that
'S 10 8v is understood in the sense of 10 6v {j 6v. And it is the same
With the remaining modes of dv: &7 T eivon onpaivel kod T foy
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bt GAnBég (a3l, a passage of great importance that we cannot go
into at this time). “Furthermore, being signifies "is’ in the sense of ‘it
is true.’” Just as we too say something is so—in emphasizing the “is,”
we mean to say: it is in truth so. Here then the concern is with the
being of being true. Finally, the 6v as 86vopig and évépyela is intro-
duced (a35f.): £m 10 elvon ompaiver kal 1 6v 10 pdv Suvapet
[pnt6v], 10 &'évterexeiqs “Furthermore, being also means the being
Suvdyper as well as évtedeyeie.” To elvon onpaiver 1o §v: being means
the being [das Seiende] (actually being [Seiend] and not beings). Being
(elvon) means nothing other than the being (8v) insofar as the being
is this and nothing other.

The realm of questioning of our treatise is the v {} 6v: beings as
beings; but now this means being. And what is being asked about is
a way of being that folds itself in four foldings that are simply listed
in a row. TO 6v Afyetan moAAoy@®dc means: 1O elval (tod 6vrtog)
Aéyeton noAhaydc. The nouax(og ascribed to Ov and elvon refers in
most cases to the four ways of being mentioned above, even when at
times only two or three of these are listed: ToAAoydg = TeTpay®dG.

However, 6v moAAodc AeySpevov also has a narrower meaning.
In this case, it does not refer to the aforementioned four ways, but to
one of them, one which again and again assumes a certain priority:
10 Ov xatd ¢ oyfipota tig xotyopiog—being in the sense of the
category. This v, that is, elvan in this sense, is not only one among
the roAAoydx of four, it is in itself a ToAAoryde AeySpevov, namely,
in as many ways as there are categories. Compare a23f.: ooy y&p
Ayetan [f) xamyopia, H.] Tocavtaydg 1 eivon onpaiver. Thus,
this Ov is itself a moAAoydg AeySpevov because here the Afyewv is the
utterly exceptional Aéyewv of the kathyopia which already prevails in
any AOyog whatsoever.

The treatise of the Metaphysics that discusses the first category,
ovoia, and which is one of the cornerstones of Aristotle’s philosophy,
is in accord with all of this when it begins with the simple guiding
proposition: 10 6v Afyeton moAdaydg (Z 1, 1028a10). What follows
next in the text that has been handed down, namely xoa@dnep
SilAéueda . . . mooayds, could not have come from Aristotle but
was inserted later by those who attempted to paste together the indi-
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s

vidual treatises of Aristotle into a so-called work. The same is the case
with the final sentence of the preceding book.* Thus, Book Z, with
some justification, came to be classified in the realm of the fourfold
questioning of Ov. But the roAlaydg with which this book begins
refers to something else. What that is is clearly stated in the next
sentence (al 1ff.): onpaivan yép 10 pev tf éon xod 165€ T, 10 &8 dn
ro1dv 1 10cdV | TV GAAWY EKaOTOV TOV 0VTM KATNYOPOLHEV@V.
~For the being means on the one hand what-being and this-being, and
on the other hand it means that it (the one just named) is of such and
such a kind or so and so much, etc.” The 10 pév—r0 8€ is arranged
in such a way that ovola is alone on one side and the rest are on the
other side. The moAAay@®¢ here refers to a multiplicity within “the
category”; and, in fact, this manifoldness has a certain order and
arrangement, namely the one with which we are already familiar—the
ordering of all the remaining categories up to the first (see the begin-
ning of Mer. © 1). The next sentence (Z 1, 1028al'3ff.) points this out:
TocouTaY @S 08 AEYopévou Tob Svtog pavepdv OT TovTwV TpdTOV
ov 10 ti éoTv, dnep onpaiver v ovolav. “As variously as the being
may be said here (thus it is not a matter of a confused and arbitrary
manifoldness, but) it is apparent from this that first being is what-
being, which means ovo{a.” According to the above, ovoia therefore
means: 10 dnAdg npdTtwg Aeydpevov—but dnAdg (simple) also in
contrast to roAlay@¢ in the wider sense.

Thus we have the moAlaydq of the various categories within the
wider oA oy @g (tetpoy®s). The moAAoy @ as such is itself a iydg
AeySpevov; it is said doubly. The connection between these two must
be seen clearly, not only in order to get to know Aristotle’s use of
la"guage but so that the Aristotelian question of v can be conceived
philosophically.

_ 3. Compare the remarks of Christ on this passage (missed by Bonitz and
SCh"‘"-‘gler); of course, Christ does not consider, nor was it his task to consider,
the basis of this differentiation: the narrower meaning of ToAAay®ds.
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§ 3. The equation or the differentiation of beings and being.
Being as one in Parmenides

We have seen that the question 11 10 v—what are beings?—is the
question T{ 10 elvan, what is being? How can Aristotle equate 10 &v
and 10 elvon? Why say the question is about beings (§v) when it is
about being (elvon)?

Even today, we still commonly make this equation, although more
with a sense of a hopeless confusion. Thus we speak often in philos-
ophy of being and mean beings. On the other hand, we say beings
and mean being. Basically we comprehend neither the one nor the
other. And yet we do understand something when we say this, even
though everything dissolves into thin air when we attempt to grasp it.
For example, this thing here, this piece of chalk, is a being, it “is”; we
say this of the chalk because it, as it were, says this to us in advance.
In the same way, my speaking now and your listening and paying
attention are [ways of] being. We experience and grasp beings con-
stantly and with ease. But “being”? In a certain sense we understand
this also but do not comprehend it. How then are we to distinguish
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the two, beings and being, or even understand the relevant inner
relationship between the two, if all this has not been assimilated or
for that matter even expres_sly questioned?

who would deny that philosophers have been discussing beings and
being for a long time? This equation of 10 &v and 10 elvan, beings
and being, has a venerable tradition. We already encounter it in
parmenides at the decisive beginning of Western philosophy: 1& é6vta
and éppevor(an older Lesbian fonn).'fBut this equation is at the same
time a hidden and not understood difference that does not come into
its own. )

Is the time-honored character of this equation in itself sufficient
indication of the lucidity of what is equated, or indeed an argument
for the legitimacy of speaking this way? The fact that we ordinarily
speak this way cannot be faulted. That we do so when expressly
inquiring about beings is, however, to say the least, peculiar. Or is the
question really not about beings at all? Yet Aristotle and the philos-
ophers preceding him certainly do ask expressly about this. Or is this
simple questioning not enough? Is it only an initial approach that
subsequently comes to a standstill? Being and beings—still to make a
distinction here or even to want to raise a question, is this not unwar-
ranted, futile quibbling? Beings and ways of being we know; they
delight and distress us, they cause us no end of anguish and disap-
pointment; and, of course, we are beings ourselves. Let us stick to
beings. What use is being?

Is the situation concerning the question of being somewhat as
Nietzsche suggests (in his early period) when he says of Parmenides:

Once in his life Parmenides, probably when he was very old, had a
moment of the purest, completely bloodless abstraction undisturbed by
any reality; this moment—un-Greek as no other in the two centuries of
the Tragic Age—whose offspring is the doctrine of being—became the
boundary-stone for his own life. (Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the
Greeks, 1873)

|. Compare summer semester 1932.
. 2. Collected Works, Musarion edition (ed. R. M. Oehler and F. Wiirzbach),
¥ol. 1V (Munich, 1921), p. 189.
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And was the same Nietzsche correct when in his final period he sai
that being is “the last vapor of evaporating reality™ (Twilight of th
Idols: “Reason” in Philosophy § 4)°

“Being”™: a thought un-Greek as no other—or indeed Greek?
“Being”: vapor and smoke—or is it the innermost hidden fire o
human Dasein? We do not know; for that reason we are questioning
that is, we are struggling to inquire correctly. All we know at th
moment is that when beings are questioned at the very beginning, thi
differentiation of beings and being exists in the form of an equation
Here we must again note that 10 §v actually signifies being [das Seien
(participial) and being [das Sein] (beingness). We are provisionally and
in a general way trying to throw light upon this peculiar state of affairs
regarding the differentiation between beings and being so that we can
at least surmise that we are not dealing here with a meaningless andj
arbitrary choice of words; all the more so because language is the
source and wonder of our Dasein, and we may assume that philosophy
did not misspeak at the time of its inception or when human beings
came into their proper existence.

To &v = 10 elvan; beings = being. We do not call any being at all,
for example, this thing and that thing, by the name being; we do not
even say the being, but a being. We call it this because this is the way
we grasp and experience it. We experience this or that being without
further considering that and how it is a being and for this reason
belongs among beings. This gets taken for granted, so much so that
we are not even aware of it.

But what do we mean by the beings, understood purely and simply?
This and that being, the many things that are—plants, animals, human
beings, human works, gods, all beings together, the complete itemized
sum of individual beings—do philosophers mean this sum of individ-
ual beings when they say: beings—10 6v, 10 elvou? Are then the beings
the sum of all beings that we reach or try to reach by counting off
and adding up the individual beings? Let us check. We begin to
count—this being and added to it this being and then that and others,
etc. And let us just assume we have come to the end. With what did

3. Op. cit., vol. XVII (Munich, 1926), p. 71.
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we begin? Withan arbitra.ry being. Thus we difi not b.egin with nothing
so that we could fill this out by enumerating beings and thereby
obtaining the beings.We begin with a being, and so indeed with a
peing. How is this? At the outset, until we have gone through and
counted. we do not yet have the beings, assuming that the beings are
formed by the sum. However, we begin in this way. We begin accord-
ing to plan: in order to obtain the sum through counting, we begin
with the sum. We select a first from the sum, which, according to our
hypothesis. is in fact the beings; of course, the sum from which it is
selected is taken as not yet counted up and tallied. Beings have their
sum, the number of which, however, is not yet known; it is supposed
to be determined in the count. We proceed from the uncounted sum
and start off with an individual that belongs to this sum. So it is the
uncounted sum from which we proceed to count; the sum is first. But
that with which we start off counting and count as number one is not
at all the first. In counting beings, we proceed from the uncounted
sum. What is the uncounted sum}? The so and so_many, where the
amount of the principal number still remains undetermined.

But do we really proceed from a numerically indeterminate sum
when we count beings? Do we mean the beings, from which we pro-
ceed and out of which we select an individual, in the aforementioned
character of numerical indeterminacy? Do we encounter the beings—
out of which we seize and select countable individuals—as numerically
indeterminate? Do we mean anything like this, and do we take the
beings to signify the numerically indeterminate sum when we, for
example, say that the sciences study beings and are divided into sep-
arate regions of beings? Obviously not. Beings are in no way numer-
ically indeterminate. On the contrary, we encounter them as not at all
Numerical and thus also not indeterminate compositions. The beings
In no way mean for us a kind of sum, be it determinate or indetermi-
Nate.

And yet—: the beings are for us something like the collective whole.
What do we mean by the wholeness of this aggregate? We do not
tncounter it with regard to its determinate or indeterminate sum—al-
though certainly “summarily.” And we do take it this way and have
lken it this way all along. Summarily, that is, on the whole, generally;
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taken as whatever the single being is before any count, beyond eve
particular or universal. When we—and this continuously occurs
long as we exist—have beings before us, around us, in us, over u
when we become aware of these beings, then we are seized by tha
which intrudes and obtrudes itself on all beings from every sid
Indeed, in the end, is it precisely this inherent obtrusiveness that cau
us to address beings as beings, 10 &v, and to say “it is,” and to me
thereby quite explicitly what we call being, 1® elvou? The wholene
of the whole (beings) is the original concentration of this obtrusiv
ness.

Individual beings do not first yield what we call the beings by mean:
of summation; rather, beings are that from which we have alway
proceeded when counting off and adding up, whether or not we d
termine the number or leave it indeterminate. The beings permit th
countability of individual beings; the sum of these, however, does no
at all constitute being.

Beings, what are they? As what do they present themselves an
present themselves to us? As that which we call being. First of all
above all and in every case beings are being: 10 8v—10 eivou. Precisel
when we take them as beings, beings are being. This is how we un
derstand the equation: beings—being. This equation is already th
first decisive answer to the question of what beings are, a respon
that required the most strenuous philosophical effort, in who:j
shadow all subsequent efforts pale. Thus at the same time we under-
stand: When beings as such are asked about and when beings as such
are made questionable, then being is questioned. -

But what are beings? Now this means: What is being? The reply to
this question is really just the complete answer to the question concern-
ing beings. To be sure. And the first one we know of to have asked
about beings in such a way as to have tried to comprehend being, and
who also gave the first answer to the question, What is being? was
Parmenides.

And what is he given to comprehend when he allows beings to
obtrude in their obtrusiveness by questioning in this way? Precisely
this one (the obtrusive present), such that he is not able to say anything
else, but must say: 10 8v 70 &év—beings, they are precisely this one:
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peing: being is the one, what beings as such are. He let himself be
overwhelmed by this one, but greater still, he withstood this over-
whelming power of the one and uttered each assertion about beings
in terms of the gathered, simple clarity of this truth (see the later
Antisthenes: the one and A6yog. Concerning 6 6v and Adyog, see
above, p. 51.).

parmenides bespoke the first decisive philosophical truth, and from
that time onward philosophizing occurred in the West. The first
truth—not only the first in time, the first to be found, but the first
that precedes all others and shines throughout all that comes after.
This is no “bloodless abstraction,” no symptom of old age, but the
gatheredness of thinking overladen with actuality. Nietzsche, who so
surely ferrets out what underlies thinking and judging, never realized
that his entire thinking was determined by this misunderstanding of
Parmenides.

Ever since Parmenides, the battle over beings has raged, not as an
arbitrary dispute about arbitrary opinions, but as a nyavtopayio, as
Plato said, as a battle of titans for the beginning and end in the Dasein
of the human. And nowadays—there remains but the wordplay of
ambitious and clever chaps who purport to say that Parmenides’
proposition—being is the one—is as false as it is primitive, that is,
amateurish, awkward, and hence inadequate and of little worth. The
falsity of a philosophical insight is, of course, an entirely different
matter which we will not discuss further at this point. As to the
pPrimitiveness of the proposition 70 &v 10 &v, it is admittedly primitive,
that is, original—in the strict sense of the word. In philosophy and
indeed in every ultimately essential possibility of human Dasein, the
beginning is the greatest, which henceforth can never again be at-
lained: it is not only unable to be weakened and lessened by what
follows but, if what follows is genuine, becomes truly great in its
EBreatness and is expressly installed in its greatness. However, for those
Whose actions are oriented toward progress, the original and early
become less and less important and real, and the most recent is ipso
lacto the best.

Even though Western philosophy up to Hegel has basically not gone
beyond Parmenides’ proposition: 10 dv 10 &v, despite all the transfor-
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mations, this does not signify a deficiency but a superiority and indi4
cates that in spite of everything, it remains strong enough to preservﬂ
its original truth. i

(But it is preserved only as long as it still provokes and sustains J
question. Nevertheless, this original truth is not that of essence; rather;
essence is necessarily deprived of power in it. The beginning ims
mediately becomes entangled in being as presence [actuality]; presencey
is the ineluctability [of essence] in the first breaking open.)

Thus by now it must be clear that the equation of 10 dv and 1
elvat is not an accidental, external, whimsical word choice but thq
first utterance of the fundamental question and answer of philosophy

*

Beings, what are they? What is proper to them and only them? Theg
answer is: being. Beings are meant here in the sense of beings as such|
"Ov {} v—in this ) &v, beings are, so to speak, secured and retained
only in order to show themselves and to say how things are with them,
But we have not gotten very far with this discussion; in fact, quite the
contrary. Being is here differentiated from beings. What are we dif4
ferentiating? Distinguishing one being from another is fine. But bein
from beings? )

What sort of peculiar differentiation is this? It is the ol/dest differ
ence; there are none older. For when we differentiate beings from on
another, that other differentiation has already occurred. Without it,
even individual beings and their being different would remain hidden;
from us. A is differentiated from B—with the “is” we already maintain’
the older difference. It is the ever-older difference that we have no
need to seek but find when we simply return (to remember:
avapuvnotg). This oldest difference is, even more so, prior to all science
and therefore cannot first be introduced through science and theoret-
ical reflection about beings. It is merely espoused, cultivated, and used
as self-evident by theoretical comprehension and in this way put into
effect in everyday speech. This differentiation of beings and being is
as old as language, that is, as old as human beings.

But in all this we are merely relating something about this differ-
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entiation, not comprehending it. Are we standing at the border of
what is comprehensible? Is this difference ultimately the first concept?
But then it must at least permit of demonstration and questioning
precisely as to how the conceiving, that is, how the concept in its
p055ibilily. is determined by this boundary. Yet we ourselves know
nothing of this. It has not yet even been questioned. On the contrary,
we determine being the other way around—from the viewpoint of
concept and assertion. For a long time the erroneous doctrine has
existed that being means the same as “is,” and that the “is” is said
first of all in judgment. It therefore follows that we first understand
being through judgment and assertion. While we are fond of appealing
to the ancients in this connection (one of whose treatises it is our task
to interpret here), I suggest that this errant opinion can appeal to the
ancients only with partial legitimacy, which means with no legitimacy
whatsoever.

§ 4. The manifoldness and unity of being

It is evident why Aristotle substitutes 10 &v, beings, for elva, being,
about which he is inquiring: namely, because it stands for 0 6v fj dv,
being. And being is one, £v. But does Aristotle not say that being is
many and multifarious, #oAAG, and thus ToAo@c? And is not this
proposition the guiding principlé of his entire philosophy? Is he also
one of those who in the end no longer understand the insight of
Parmenides? It would appear so, indeed it not only appears so but
must obviously be so if we consider that Aristotle explicitly and in no
uncertain terms battles against Parmenides. Aristotle emphasizes at
Physics A 3, 186a22fT.: npd¢, Mappevidny, in relation to and against
Parmenides is to be said 1 Abolg . . . wevdiig, his solution (to the
Question of dv, that is, that dv, eivan is &v) is deceptive, it conceals
the true; that is, f} anAhdg AapPaver 1 Ov AfyecBar Aeyopévou
ROM(xxd)g—Parmenides fails to understand the essence of being in
that he assumes that beings are addressed @nhdc, purely and simply
45 the simple one, whereas they must be understood in manifold ways.
As proof of the manifoldness of beings (being). Aristotle mentions the
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noAlay@q of the categories (A 2, 185a21fT.), thus the moAAoy @ i
the narrow sense. This is worth noting. Yet it is not as though th
Physics does not already have the moAAoy in the wider sense; see;
I" 1, 200b26f., where the discussion of xivnoig is most intimately,
connected with Book A. '

Judging by what has been said, does Aristotle deny and disavo
the first decisive truth of philosophy as expressed by Parmenides? No
He does not renounce it, but rather first truly comprehends it. H
assists this truth in becoming a truly philosophical truth, that is, anl
actual question. Indeed, the moAlaydcg does not simply push the &
away from itself; rather, it compels the one to make itself felt in the
manifold as worthy of question. Those who believe that Aristotle
merely added other meanings onto a meaning of being are clinging to
appearances. [t is a matter not just of embellishment but of a trans-
formation of the entire question: the question about 8v as &V omes
into sharp focus here for the first time. Of course, it required first a
decisive step over and against Parmenides. Plato undertook this, al-
though admittedly at a time when the young Aristotle was alread
philosophizing with him, and this always means against him. Plat
attained the insight that non-being, the false, the evil, the transitory
hence unbeing—also is. But the sense of being thereby had to shift!
because now the notness itself had to be included in the essence of |
being. If, however, ever since ancient times being is one (&v), then this-
intrusion of notness into the unity signifies its folding out into multi-
plicity. Thereby, however, the many (manifold) is no longer simply
shut out from the one, the simple; rather, both are recognized as
belonging together.

We modern chaps, with our short-lived but all the more clamorous
discoveries, are hardly able any longer to assess the force of the
philosophical effort that had to be exerted to discern that being as
one is in itself many. But based on Plato’s insight, it was once again
amﬁ/ﬁtep for Aristotle to discern that this manifoldness
of being was multistructured, and that this structure had its own
necessity. Aristotle’s pointed confrontation with Plato stemmed di-
rectly from this, Whether Aristotle’s moAlaydc represents only a
continuation of Plato’s later teachings that the one is many (&v—
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1oAAd), or whether, conversely, the Platonic &v—roAAG represents
the still-viable Platonic form of coming to grips with the already
awakened Aristotelian roAAoydq by the elder Plato, will probably
never be decided.

Since the basic relationship between Plato and Aristotle is undecid-
able. every popular pseudophilology that believes that for every
thought of Aristotle’s a prototype, no matter how sketchy or far-
fetched. can be found in Plato must be rejected. When someone asks
the inane question, From whom did he get what he says here? believing
himself thereby to be investigating the philosophy of philosophers,
that person has already cut himself off from the possibility of ever
being affected by a philosophy. Every genuine philosopher stands
anew and alone in the midst of the same few questions, and in such
a way that neither god nor devil can help if he has not begun to buckle
down to the work of questioning. Only when this has happened can
he learn from others like himself and thus truly learn, in a way that
the most zealous apprentices and transcribers never can.

Yet, did we not assert, during the first enumeration of the four
meanings of being in the Aristotelian sense, that the unity of these
four meanings remains obscure in Aristotle? We did. However, this
does not rule out but, for a philosopher of Aristotle’s stature, precisely
entails that this unity be troubling in view of its multiplicity. We need
only observe how Aristotle explains the moAAoydx,

Thus he says on one occasion (Met. K [XI] 3, 1060b32f.): 70 & 6v
roMayddg, kol oV ko® Eva Aéyeton Tpémov. “Beings are manifold
and so not articulated according to one way.” But he also sees im-
mediately and clearly the result that this view, when taken out of
context, could generate, namely the dispersion of 6v into many
Tpémot, a dissolution of the &v. In contrast, Aristotle states: movTdg
T0V 6vtog mpodg &v T kol KovdY 1) dvorywyn yiyvetan (1061al0f.).
“For each being, for all beings in whatever sense, there is a leading
Up and back to a certain one and common”; and at 1060b35: xaté
TL kowv6v: “to some sort of common.” We are always encountering
this cautious and (as to what the encompassing one may be) open-
¢nded T (of some sort). Aristotle speaks of the final and highest unity
of being in this fashion; see 1003a27 in Mer. T (IV) 1, 1003a27 (and
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many other passages): 10 6v 1} 6v. 10 eivon as $vo1g Tig—a sort of
governing from out of and in itself,

Accordingly, Aristotle explicitly states: Being is said with an eye to
something that is somehow{common \to all the various ways, and
which cultivates a community with thesé so that these many are all of
the same root and origin. The v is so little deprived of unity through
the mOAAOX@q, that, to the contrary, it could absolutely never be what
it is without the &v. Indeed, 8v and &v are different conceptually, but
in their essence they are the same, that is, they belong together. Aris-
totle gives precise definition to this original belonging together of the
two. For example, in I 2 at 1003b22f.: 76 6v xad 70 &v TavTo Kol pio
0Vo1g T dxoAovBeilv dAAjAowg. “Being and the one are the same
and a (single) ¢601¢ (a governing); for they follow one another.” What
Aristotle means by this is that each comes in the wake of the other;
wherever the one appears, the other is also on the scene (see the
nopoxorovlely in I 2 at 1054al14). Likewise in K 3 at 1061al5fT.
Swapéper 8’ ovdev TV 100 dvtog dvaywyiiv Tpdg 1o 6v | npdg 1O
gv ylyveoBon. xoi ydp ei piy Tovtdv GAAo & ¢otlv, dvniatpéder ye-
16 1€ Yop &v xai Ov mux, 16 e dv Ev. “It makes no difference at all
whether beings are traced back to being or to the oné; for even though
the two are not the same (that is, conceptually) but different, they still
(that is, in this differing) face each other since the one is in some way
or other being and being is one.” Oneness belongs to the essence of
being in general, and being is always already implied in oneness.
Aristotle comprehends the peculiar character of this relationship as
AaxoAovBeiv dAAAO (dxodovBNOtg), as reciprocal following one
another, and as dvniotpéderv (dvniotpodti), as turning toward one
another; 6v and &v, so to speak, never lose sight of each other.

It may be difficult, even almost impossible, to truly shed light on
this relationship through the texts of Aristotle that have been handed
down to us. But just the same it remains indisputable that Aristotle
lets the two of them be rooted in each other. The oneness of being is
therefore rescued not only over against its manifoldness but precisely
for it; rescued in the sense of the word as it was understood by Aristotle
and Plato, to let something stand out as what it is, to not let it slip
away and be covered over by the babble of common opinion for which
everything is equally beyond question.
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Since 10 6v and 10 &v belong together in this way, it follows that
Aéyeton &' iooy@e d 6v xod 10 &v (1 [X] 2, 1053b25). “Being and one
are said in equally multiple ways.”

It is certainly true, one might say, that Aristotle maintained the
primordial affinity of being and oneness; certainly, one may further
acknowledge, Aristotle also constantly refers at the same time to the
roAlox®s. But nothing is thereby accomplished toward resolving the
decisive question: How then is &v (elvon) T} RoAAay®de AEySpevov,
being as said in many ways, kowv6v T, somehow held in common for
the many?

Is this one being [Sein] something before all unfolding, that is,
something that exists for itself, whose independence is the true essence
of being? Or is being in its essence never not unfolded so that the
manifold and its foldings constitute precisely the peculiar oneness of
that which is intrinsically gathered up? Is being imparted to the indi-
vidual modes in such a way that by this imparting it in fact parts itself
out, dlthough in this parting out it is not partitioned in such a way
that, as divided, it falls apart and loses its authentic essence, its unity?
Mlght the unity of being lie precnsely in this imparting parting out?
And if so, how would and could something like that happen? What
holds sway in this event? (These are questions concerning Being and
Time!)

Neither Aristotle nor those before or after him asked these ques-
tions, nor did they even seek a foundation for these questions as
questions. Instead, only the various concepts of being and “catego-
ries” would later be systematized in accordance with the mathematical
idea of science; see Hegel’s comment in the second foreword to the
Science of Logic: the material—is ready.

And yet Aristotle was also clearly concerned with the question of
the unity of the moAhoydg AeySpeva. For we find him attempting to
Tespond to the question. And this attempt pressed against the very
limit of what was at all possible on the basis of the ancient approach
lo the question of being.

We will see and understand this, however, only when we have first
freed ourselves from the picture of Aristotle’s philosophy drawn by
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the post-Aristotelian period up to and including our own age. The
most catastrophic misinterpretation, fostered especially by medieval
theology, was the following: The extremely cautious and provisional
attempts at inquiring in the context of the truly guiding question
concerning being were converted into primary, self-evident answers
and main propositions of what was supposed to be Aristotle’s philos-
ophy. The question of being and unity became an axiom to be dis-
cussed no further: ens et unum convertunter—whatever is ens is unum
and vice versa. Aristotle’s treatises were thereby turned into a store-
house, or better yet, into a tomb containing such atrophied proposi-
tions.

The consequences of this complete covering over of the inner source
which forms the basis of Aristotle’s philosophy and ancient philoso-
phy in general are still evident in Kant, even though it is he who tries
to retrieve a genuine—though not original—meaning for the afore-
mentioned teaching of scholastic philosophy. See The Critique of Pure
Reason B113f..

In the transcendental philosophy of the ancients there is included yet
another chapter containing pure concepts of the understanding which,
though not enumerated among the categories, must on their view be
ranked as a priori concepts of objects. This, however, would amount to
an increase in the number of the categories and is therefore not feasible.
They are propounded in the proposition, so famous among the School-
men: quodlibet ens est unum, verum, bonum. Now, although the applica-
tion of this principle has proved very meager in consequences, and has
indeed yielded only propositions that are tautological, and therefore in
recent times has retained its place in metaphysics almost by courtesy
only, yet, on the other hand, it represents a view which, however empty
it may seem to be, has maintained itself over this very long period. It
therefore deserves to be investigated in respect of its origin, and we are
justified in conjecturing that it has its ground in some rule of the under-
standing which, as often happens, has only been wrongly interpreted.
These supposedly transcendental predicates of things are, in fact, nothing
but logical requirements and criteria of all knowledge of things in general,
and prescribe for such knowledge the categories of quantity, namely
unity. plurality, and totality. But these categories, which, properly re-
garded. must be taken as material. belonging to the possibility of the
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things themselves, have in this further application been used only in their
formal meaning, as being of the nature of logical requisites of all knowl-
edge. and yet at the same time have been incautiously converted from
being criteria of thought to being properties of things in themselves.

Kant knows only one alternative: to trace these determinations and
relationships back to formal logic. However, if Kant is not understood
in the way the Kantians understand him, and if one bears in mind
that for Kant the original unity of transcendental apperception was
the pinnacle of logic, and if this unity is not left simply hanging in the
air but is questioned as to its own roots, then it can indeed be shown
that and how Kant for the first time since Aristotle was once again
starting to broach the real question about being.'

*

§ 5. Oneness of being—not as genus but as analogy

All of our earlier reflections have helped to map out and secure the
realm of inquiry of Aristotle’s treatise on §%vopig and évépyera. So
far we have reached the following conclusions: (1) The question of
dOvapig and évépyela is a question about 6v (beings). (2) This inquiry
concerning beings is fundamentally an inquiry concerning being
(eivon). (3) Hence the inquiry about beings can be more precisely
determined as a question about beings as such (6v {j v). (4) Being is
the primary and decisive one that has to be said of beings; it is
precisely, then, the reason that it itself is the one (&v). (5) But at the
same time, being is said in various ways (ToAAoy®dc). (6) [MoAAaydx,
for its part is equivocal: (a) fourfold; (b) tenfold with respect to one
of the manifold (the categories).
Now the final question of our preliminary considerations arises:
‘ _How does Aristotle comprehend the unity of being as a manifold?
“Which noAXdixdc, what sort of manifoldnéss, prevails in the dvaym'm
Tpdg 1o &v, in deciding the question concerning the oneness of the
multiplicity? How is being understood in all this? If we can provide

1. See Kuant und das Problem der Metaphysik (Bonn, 1929).
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an answer to these questions, then we will have attained the gathered
inner perspective for gauging the realm of the question—of the
oAy dg AeyOpevov.

If beings are addressed in various ways, then being is articulated in
as many ways. Therefore, the word “being”™ has a multiple meaning:
for example, being as being true or being possible or being at_hand
or being accidental; in each of these meanings, being is referred_to.
Or is it only the linguistic expression that the above-mentioned words
have in common, whereas their meanings have absolutely no connec-
tion to each other? Just as (in German] the word Strauss can mean a
bird, a bouquet of flowers, or a dispute. Here only the aural and
written forms are the same in each, while the meanings and the things
referred to are entirely different. Only the words are the same—a
opoémg 100 dvéuartog. Does the word “being” have only this sort
of mere sameness of name? Are its many meanings (as Aristotle says)
only said opwvopme? Clearly not; we understand being in being true
and being possible in such a way that it expresses a certain sameness
in each differentiation, even though we may be unable to grasp it. The
being [Sein] that is expressed in the various meanings is no mere
homonym; it implies a certain pervasive oneness of the understood
significations. And this one meaning is related to the individual ways
of being as xolvév T, as common. What then is the character of this
Ko1vév? Is the xowvétrnc, the commonness of the dv, somewhat like
when we say, for example, “The ox is a living being” and “The farmer
is a living being”? To both we ascribe what belongs to living beings
in general. “Living being” is said of both of them, not simply
OpwvipmG (aequivoce) but cuvavopwg (univoce). We do not here
have simply a sameness of names; the two have the name in common,
jointly, because each concretely defines what the name means through
this one thing (living being). The farmer is a rational and the ox a
nonrational living being; in contrast, Strauss, meaning a bouquet of
flowers, is not a kind of bird.

What, then, is the status of the word “being” if it is not a mere
opwvouov? Is being (6v) such a suvevipwg Aeyduevov? That s, is
being the unity of a highest genus (yévog) which we can get back to
by separating out what is common from the various ways of being?
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Aristotle says no, this too is impossible. The kowvémg of the dv is
not that of a yévog. Why not?

In Met. B (111) 3, Aristotle offers a proof for this impossibility, that
is. for the non-genus-like unity of being, and thus for the non-species-
like character of the various ways of being and of the beings referred
1o in each of these ways. It is an indirect proof; why this is so, and
indeed must be so, has to be shown later. The proof goes as follows:
It is shown what would ensue were being to have the oneness and
universality of a genus (as does living being); the result of this assump-
tion proves to be an impossibility, and therefore the assumption from
which it proceeded is also impossible; that is, the oneness and univer-
sality of being cannot be a genus.

Here is the proof in detail: Let us suppose that being is the genus
for the different ways of being, and therefore for the individual beings
that are each determined in their being by such ways. What is a genus?
That which is universal and common to the many and can be differ-
entiated and organized into species by the addition of specific differ-
ences. Genus is inherently related to species and thus to
species-constituting differentiation; there is no genus in itself. For
example, a genus is intended in the concept of living being. Plant,
animal, human are species of this genus. It can be said of these in the
same way, that is, in general, that they are living beings. That which
characterizes a living being in general does not yet constitute what
defines a human being as human, an animal as animal, a plant as
plant, etc. In no way can the genus include things of this sort. Were
the species-forming differentia already to be contained in it, it would
simply not be a genus. For example, were the species-forming differ-
entia which makes the human being a species of living being—ratio-
nality—to be included in the genus living being, then we could not
declare plants and animals in general to be living beings; were we to
allempt this, then it would have to be equally correct to say that plants
are human. The content of the genus as such is necessarily independent,
of and uninvolved with the content of the species-forming differentia.

Let us suppose being to have the character of a genus and the
different ways of being to be the species, for example. being true and
being possible. Then the true and the possible would be of the sort
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that would have to be added to the genus “being” to form the species
“True” and “possible™ would therefore have to add something to th
genus “being” that, up to that point, it itself is not. Yet surely the true
and the possible are not nothing at all but something; otherwise the
genus “being” would be unable to determine them. But if they are
something, T, then they are the kind of things to which being belongs.
Hence the specxes formmg dlfferentlae are bemgs of some sort in the
fore being, whnch is attnbutable to anything that is not nothmg, and
indeed even to this, already expresses the species-forming differentiae,
the true and the possible, as something that is. But for a genus to be
able to be a genus, it may include nothing of the content of the
species-forming differentiae. Since being, as what is able to be said
most universally, must include this, it cannot have the character of a
unity for the many in the manner of a genus; and the various ways of
being cannot be understood as species.

Being cannot be a genus, cannot be said ocuveovipwg. We can
further extend our reflections on this proposition of Aristotle’s. The
universal, comprehended and defined as species-enabling genus, is
usually called “concept.” If being is not a genus, then it cannot be
comprehended as a concept, nor can it be conceptualized. This is so
not just because there is no higher genus than the genus of being, but
also because being is not a genus at all. If the delimitation of a concept
(0p1opde) is called definition, then this means that all definitional
determinations of being must on principle fail. If being is to be com-
prehended at all, then it must be in a completely different way. We
will find this explicated in the treatise on d6vapig and évépyera.

The proof of the non-genus-like character of being tells us only
which characteristics the oneness of being is not. Had Aristotle done
nothing but work out this negative answer, it would be proof enough
that the question of the oneness of being was a real question for him.
Since for both the earlier and the later Plato all determinations of
being and being itself remained yévoc, the Aristotelian statement of
the problem announces a fundamental rejection of the Platonic con-
ception of being—and a decisive step closer to the essence of being.
(Whether the cited indirect proof is itself intrinsically valid will not
be discussed here.)
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Being is said neither 6pOVON®G nor cuvwVOpmG. And yet in each
instance it is understood and said as kowv6v T, in fact, Aristotle even
says (I 2. 1053b20f.): Td &v xai 10 &v xaB86Aov kamyopeiton pdAiota
névtwv. “Being, like the one that goes together with it, is what is for
the most part said of the whole (for the most part in general of all).”
It is the foremost and ultimate xamny6pnuce; indeed, as Aristotle says
in this chapter, it is xatny6pnua puévov, the most general declaration
[Gesagtheif] and this alone. Nevertheless, it is to be noted that Aristotle
never characterizes being as a category, albeit that being holds sway
in the categories; 1) katnyopia, in the sense we have already encoun-
tered (A 7; see above, p. 11).

How then are we to understand the relationship of this most general
one to its many different ways? Is there in fact any relationship of the
general to the many encompassed by it which is other than the relation
of genus to species and the particulars it unites? There is such a
relation. But Aristotle nowhere shows it directly in the relationship of
being to the multiplicity of ways of being; instead he turns his attention
to a peculiar kind of meanings in language which express a oneness
of many without being a genus for this unified many (I" 2, beginning).

For example, the word *“health™; it is the general designation for
the healthy as such. We say that someone has a healthy heart;
“healthy” in this case expresses the characteristic of a specific condi-
tion of the body. The body is healthy because it has incorporated the
condition that is named and because it can in general possess this
condition (dexTikév). We also say that a medicinal herb is healthy,
but we do not mean by this that the condition of the plant in question
is not sick; rather, the medicinal herb is healthy because in some cases
it produces health (roteiv). Then again, we also say that a person has
4 hecalthy complexion, and we do not mean that the complexion is
healthy and not sick—a hue can be neither healthy nor sick; rather,
what is meant is that the complexion is an indication (onpeiov elvat)
of health in the first sense, understood as a physical condition. Fur-
thermore, we say that a walk is very healthy. Here again, we do not
mean that walking is the very opposite of sick; nor do we mean that
walking is a sign of health; nor do we mean that it produces health.
Rather, it is healthy because it is conducive to the recovery and
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improvement of health (¢vA&rterv). Thus “healthy™ is said of the’
heart, of medicinal herbs, of the complexion, of walking; all four are:
healthy, and yet they cannot be called this in the same sense. Health
(healthiness) is predicated of many different things. And yet it is not
the genus for the many; otherwise health would have to be predicated
of the many in the same general way, whereas it is precisely (in contrast
to yévog, it is a étépwc Aeyouevov) predicated in different ways of
heart, herb, complexion, and walking, so much so that the meanings
of healthiness mentioned in the second, third, and fourth places are
each related differently to healthiness in the first sense. They neces-
sarily co-signify the first sense: medicinal herbs as bringing forth
health, the healthy complexion as a sign of health, taking a walk as
maintaining health.

We can infer from this first of all that already in language itself
there are peculiar relationships that apparently are expressed in a
logical form. But we surmise from the kind of meaning that here
ordinary logic surely breaks down. Language itself can in no way be
understood logically—a fact that we are only now gradually realizing.
We must free the categories of language from the framework of logic
that has ruled over it since the time of the Alexandrians, prefigured,
of course, in Plato and Aristotle. We can clarify the extent to which
the relationships of meaning develop among themselves in manifold
ways through yet another meaning of “healthy.” When we say that a
sound thrashing is sometimes very healthy, we are not conveying a
fifth meaning of “healthy” that is structurally similar to the other four
previously mentioned. True, a sound thrashing does refer to the body;
however, not in the sense that it fosters health. In fact, quite to the
contrary. “Healthy” is here meant as beneficial to one’s formation,
that is, precisely not so much having to do with the body. “Healthy”
in this sense is a metaphorical use of the meaning according to which,
for example, we call taking a walk “healthy.”

Despite the diversity of these different meanings, they do have a
unity. What is the character of this unity?

Aristotle at one point briefly discusses difference and the unity of
what differs that pertains to it—on the occasion of the delineation of
the essence of sameness (TaVTOV, A 9). He states there (1018al2f.):
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S16popo Aéyeton 8¢’ Etepd €Tt 10 avT6 T dvia, pi pévov aPIBP@.
G\ 1 eidet /| Yéver f| dvodoyliq. “Different are all things that differ
(among themselves) while nevertheless in some way remaining the
same. not only numerically but with regard to species or genus or
analogy.” In addition to the numerical unity of many different things
and the unity of species and genus, Aristotle recognizes the unity of
analogy. What is meant by this?

The signification “healthy” contains a unity for different things,
namely. the kind whereby the primary meaning—*healthy” as a char-
acteristic of one’s physical condition—takes on the function of uni-
fiying the other meanings in that it lets these other meanings be related
to itself, each in a different way. These different meanings are in
keeping with and comply with the first, each in a specific regard.
However, the primary meaning is not the genus of the others; there
is absolutely no universal meaning of “healthy” that could be sus-
pended over the various meanings that have been mentioned and yet
still say something. Just as a person’s complexion is healthy by virtue
of its being an indication of healthiness in the primary sense, so
correspondingly—but not in the same way-—taking a walk is healthy
with respect to the promotion of health in the primary sense; the latter
appears and is sustained in various relationships, and what belongs
to this somehow corresponds to being healthy. “Healthy” does not
directly express something about the physical condition, but the mean-
ing corresponds [ent-spricht] to it, takes it into consideration, has
regard for it, just as we sometimes say: a request has been taken into
consideration, it is in correspondence, it is accepted.

This corresponding, &vaA£yeuv, is intrinsically an &vadéperv npdg
10 npdrtov (compare T 2, 1004a25): a “carrying onto the first” of the
meaning and securing it there. This Tp@tov is £€ 0V té GAAa: fipTnTou,
xai " O Afyovron (1003b17), “that upon which the other meanings
are hinged and secured and that through which the other meanings
can be (understood and) said.” The manner of the carrying back and
forth of the meanings to the first is different in each case. The first,
however, is the susfaining and guiding basic meaning; it is always that
from out of which the meaning which carries itself to it and corre-
sponds [ent-sprechen] to it is capable of being spoken. In Greek, the
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“from out of which” is the &py; it is for this reason that Aristotle
generally defines the essence of &vaoyla as Aéyeiv npdg piav Gpyiv
(see 1003b5f.). This &px1i is that which unifies the many that corre-
spond to it, that is, the sustaining and guiding meaning to which the
various ways of specific corresponding in each case correspond. The
Afyew of the A6yog of the davadoyio is the Aéyewv npodg Ev—np@ToV.
This &v npog § is therefore a kowvév; not the simple xkowvév of the
Yévog but xolvév Ti—some sort of common, that which is inherently
there, as a mode of the same, to hold together the corresponding in
a unity.

This is a preliminary explanation of analogy as a mode of unity.
We will have an opportunity at a later point to delve more specifically
into the matter of the essence of analogy. Characteristically, Aristotle
does not clarify here (I" 2) the analogical character of being (0v) in a
direct manner, but once again through an analogy.

"

§ 6. The questionableness of the analogy of being

We wish today to conclude our preliminary considerations. It was a
matter of delimiting in a general way the realm of questioning in which
our treatise belongs, that is, being and the manifoldness of its modes.
We asked in conclusion: How did Aristotle conceive the unity of being
as a manifold, and which moAloyd¢ was the leading one in the
avayoyt mpdg 10 Ev? It was necessary to show how in general a
meaning is one with regard to the many that belongs to it: whether
OpVOHNG or CLUVEVONWG, or even (although Aristotle does not use
this expression) &vaioyikds. For v is said neither Opwvipwg nor
SuvOVOpX, (as the yévog), and yet it is said as xowvdv, in general,
even xa86Aov paiiota névtwv. How, then, is the unity of this uni-
versality of being to be conceived as a sort of analogy? The unity of
the meanings of “health” is an example of analogy. ““Being” signifies
in a way that corresponds to the way “health” signifies.

Now it must be shown how Aristotle establishes the unity of anal-
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ogy as that unity according to which dv, &v, and xowvév T belong to
the moAAoy @ AeySueva. The AfyeoBar of this moAdoydx, is the
Aéyewy of avahoyia. Accordingly, the question arises: npdg i Afyetan
10 TOAAOY @G AeYOpevo—with respect to what? It must be a rp@rov
and an dpy1}. and, since what is at issue is dv, it must be the mpdtov
v or the Ov np@twg AeyOuevov. Thus what is being sought is the
sustaining and leading fundamental meaning of 8v, of being, npdg &
1 GAAa Aéyeton—with respect to which the others are said. What is
this?

We have evidently already gotten to know it. We need now only
read with a more refined understanding the first sentences from © 1,
from which our entire introductory considerations have arisen. Iepl
pdv obv 100 TpdTrg dvtog xal pdg & naca ai GAlon xamyopion
100 OvTog dvadépovion gipntan, nepi Tiig ovoiog. We translated it
at that time conservatively: “[We have dealt with] beings in the pri-
mary sense. . . .” Now we can translate it in the following way: “We
have dealt w1th the sustaining and leading fundamental meaning ; of
being, to which all the other categories are carried back (avadépovton,
we could équally well say: dvaiéyovrtan, are said back), that is,
ovsia.” The first category is the sustaining and guiding fundamental
meaning of being and as such the xowvdv, which imparts itself to all
the others so that these themselves have the meaning of being due to
their relationship to it. But it is well to note that ovoia as this &v and
Tp®TOV is not xowvéyv in the sense of a genus which is named and said
of the other categories as species. Being so constituted and being so
much are not kinds of ovoia but ways of being related to it.

Being so constituted, for example, signifies a way of being; and since
the being so constituted is the being so-constituted of something, this
being is related to ovoia. The being such is not, however, a kind of
ovoia being, but npdg 10110, so much so that the ovoia is always
said along with it (just as along with the various meanings of “healthy”
the first meaning is included).

We have already mentioned that Aristotle over and against Plato
sccured another ground with his question of the unity of being and
had to critically reject the doctrine of the ideas (as yévn). (Insofar as
the expressions yévog and €idog play a role in Aristotle, they have a
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transformed meaning.) The import of this position is shown, for ex-
ample, in his handling of the question of the idea of the good, which
for Plato was decisive. Aristotle says: There is no idea of the good, or
better, the good does not exist as idea and highest yévog. it does not
have the character of an idea: for Tayo8dv icoydg Aéyeton 1@ Svn,
“the good is understood exactly as variously as being™ (see Nico-
machean Ethics A 4, 1096a23fT.); the individual categories. according
to which what we call good is good and can be good, are now enu-
merated: thus, for example, good in the sense of t{ (what-being) can
be god or voig; in the sense of being so constituted it can be &pet;
or in the sense of being at the time, xoipdg, the right moment. And
then he says: dfjAov d¢g 0Ok Gv €in kowév TL kaBO6Aov xad &v, “it is
clear from this that there is no universal and one,” that is, such a one
that would hang over everything as the highest genus. Aristotle sum-
‘marizes this problem in a form that makes clear that the entire ques-
tion of oneness is oriented toward the analogy of being: ovx Eotiv
Gpo O GyaBOV Kowdv T xotd piay idéov. AL i &1 Afyeton:
oV ydp €0orke 101G YE Amd TUYNG OpwvONOoLG (1096b25(T.). “Thus the
good is not some sort of commonality (pursuant to) with regard to
an idea. But then in what manner is it said? For it is not like that
which only accidentally has the same name.” This thought is import-
ant in that Aristotle here states: not merely not dudvuuv but not
Op®dVULPY and toYNG, not a mere accidental homonym. This dnd
tixN¢ (accidentally) occurs here because Aristotle does in fact some-
times say (see Met. A 12, 1019b8): 10 6v opwvinmg Aéyeton—being
is used in the sense of a homonym. This is meant first of all only
negatively: not cuvovOuwg, not as genus; and what is not
GUVOVUHQK is a Op@vOU®me. This, then, is here to be understood as
something which nevertheless has meaning in some way or other, as
a meaning which is certainly not Guvwviuwc, yet has a real unity of
meaning. Being is not purely and simply an accidental 6u@vupov, but
a sort of one, in the sense of analogy. Hence the question: GAA’ Gpd
YE 1@ G’ €vdg eivan §} pdg &v Gravta cuvieAely, f| pdliov kot
avoroyiav: dg yap €v odpat