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—> ABSTRALT

UEBERWINDUNG as Concreteness in M. Heidegger's Philosophy.

L N . *

‘ Francesco Vivona

At the beginning of Being and Time Heidegger stresses the need for

the reformulation of the question of Being and in order to do so he finds
»

it justified to propose a "Destruction" of traditional ongology.
In his later writings, however, he no longer speaks of a
"Destruktion”", but of an *Ueberwindung", i.e., an overcoming of

metaphysics, which has a less radical connotation. Indeed, on the basis

1

of what we read in the Preface to the fifth printing of his lecture "What

A

is Metaphysics?", published twenty years after Being and Time, a radical

'Dgstruktidﬁ‘Aof the whole wmetaphysical traditionind;;; abt seen to
‘constitute Heidegger's real intention.

My thesis 'fq that Being and Time, correctly understood, already

contains Heidegger's later position, namely the-Overcoming of setaphysics

rather than its’radical destruction.

’

-
Since Heidegger ‘s main concern is, to overcome over-

N

;onceﬁtualization{‘i shall substantiate my claim by arguing _that, within
] the wmetaphysical 'traditi;n, neither Platoc nor Aristotie can be the
primary target of tge "Destruktion®, precisely because conceptu&lizafion
is not as radical in thea aS’{t will be in subseq;ent ontology. -It will
be arqued that Heidegger:s fundamental ontology, as laid out in Being and

‘e
Time, is to be interpreted as a rehabilitatipn of Plato and

-




L3
)

Aristotle hecause their metaphysics contains -the _seeds of that

'CONCRETENEssbnhich is also the leitmotif of Heidegger ip Being <and Time.

Indeed, at the very beginning of this work he states:
R - : B ' -
' Our aim in the following treatise is to work out
the question of the meaning of Being and to do so
CONCRETELY. (It. ours) (812 .1, B.T. 19)

Concreteness will therefore bé also the leitmotif of sy thesis:

etaphysics~is to be
. !

long forgétten concreteness.

OVERCOME, nbt destroyed, through a return to its .

é
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INTRODUCTION °

-~

<

[

Heidegier saysl'at the béginning ot . Being aod Time that an inquiry

- 4
N .

1oto being~ has traditionally ,sgened unneéessaf‘é ' since . Beigg was

considered the most.cuniversal and the emptiest of concepts, a seff—,
N k -

evident notion which has ultimately left Being neaninéless. This loss of

- —-—

meaning 'had also been coupled epistesologically uith;&ésharp distinction

~

between subject and object ‘and with a view of knowledgé in causal teras.

The faliacy 64 traditional ontology is epitomised by Descartes, whoe

Herdegge} makes responsible for the impoverishment of man’'s world due to
) : . r
his notion of ‘"res extensa”. Heidegger stresses, therefore, the

. 3
necessity to reformulate "the questloo_gi the meaning of Being". .

"The fundapental change.h;k\pgooosos consists in the reversal of toé
questionTiNself, that 15, we must not inquire into what. a& enttty'is,
but, rétozjﬁ*into‘what\gglgg_or the ggihg_of an entity 1s. This leads to.

the investigation of phenomena ‘through the phenomenolqgi@al method in

which Dasein plays an all-important 'role as ihe intermediary between
Being (Sein) and entities (Seiende): ' o
Phenomenology (he states)is our way of access to
. what 1s to be the theme of ontology, and it,is our way
of~giving it denonstratxvq,preciSIon. (8§17 35, B T. 60}
This is  why Heidegger: categorzcally stresses the necessitf of DESTRDYINB
.tradltlonal-ontology. ., ” '
+ No doubt, if *“‘behind’ fhé pHenonena of ‘phenamenology there is
: essent;ally nqthing'else...' (61 36} B.T.-bO); Heidegger is justified in
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Beiﬁg and Time, he #xpressly states in the Preface to the 5th printing of

0

the lecture *What is Metaphysics?" that

4

‘ “The thinking attempted in Being and Time (1927) .

s sets out on the way to prepare an OVERCOMING (it. ‘ ay
: ours) of Metaphysics. (1) L - ¢

The new term "Overcoming” is a translation of the German word

"UEBERWINDUNG". Overcoming has a less radical connotation than ;

Deéstruction, which implies the annihilation of metaphysics. This can be

‘interpreted as a softening of Heidegger's position and leaves the door

open for a partial incorporation of traditional metaphysics into his new

4,

» ontolagy.

The purﬁB?é, of the presént thesis is +to demonstrate that for

\%x\ﬂeideggér the metaphysical tradition before Descartes still retains some
valiaity, in sPite of its non-phenomenological ~ approach, on acgdunt of

" certain elements which have been ignored or repudiated—;:‘kﬁafgff::.‘ ,

! . iraditional metaphysics can be truly overcome, ?n the pos{iige sense,
only by disclosing ‘the meaning of Being which has hitherto remained

obscure. To this effect the remedy propo§ed by Heidggger can be
expressed. in one word: CONCRETENESS. This,is indeed what one reads in

fthe definition of the task which M. Heidegger sets for himself at the

: very beginning of Being and Time:
Our aim in the following treatise is to work out
the question of the meaning of BEING6 and to do so
- CONCRETELY. (it. ours)!(SZ i, B.T. 19)

Concreteness will be, therefore, also the leitmotif of this thesis.

(1) M. Heidegger: The Way back into the Ground of Metaphysics
W. Kaufmann's transl, From: Philosophy in the XXth century: an
anthology, Vol: 111, p. 209. , W. Barrett/H.D. Aiken ed., New

”

York: Random Housgg 1962. .



. That such a conceptual bias existed (perhaps not necessarily in Plato and

2

,
L .
ey .
p
¥ -
f .
,

that Being can be posited in terms of essences. Yet I wonder whether,

"in the iight_b{ the treatment of the question of Bex.- in Beiné and Time,

the t;::\}nESTRUKTIDN“ sbould not be taken in a 1#ss radical -sense: not

as an indiscriminate rejection of ysical tradition, but .

only as a critique of the distortion exesplified\by/Descartes.

Granted that, the notian of “Res extensa” is fallacious, ;

"DESTRUKTION" 6f traditional bntology would be justified 1§ and onli if

it can be demonstrated that “Res ext;nsa‘ is a natural, direct

»

consequence of the cqnceptuel bias inhgrent in'traditional ontology.
S ‘ f
‘Arxstotle, but in the Platnn1é«Ar15totel§an tradition) is undenxaple.
Yet ne{ther d; I think that the whole of our philosophical tradition
‘before Heidegger his’to/ be rejected simply on account of its conceptual
apprpoach, nor do'I believe that Heidegger held such an extreme)}iew.
-1 the pr}Etice of philosophy hégx sometimes resulted in EXtréne

-

conJeptualtzatlon and in the estrangement of man from the céncrete

.

-
dimension of his existence as lived experience, this is less tru

~

anc{ent philosophy than of the more recent'anti-metaphysjcalﬂscho ls,
vy ’ .

such as logicism and linguistic analysis. Indéed, Plato‘'s quest for the
- -t

nature of Goodness, Virtue, Justicg, Love, Beauty, etc. was far from

being for hinm a2 nmatter. of purely academic, abstract concern: it

Jpresuﬁposeq, on the contrary, a deep, cancerned involvement with life and

the world similar)to,the one demanded from Dasein by Heidegger.

’ : )
That the real intent of Heidegger was something far less radical-

than an outright destruction of traditional ontology can also be evinced

by the +fact that in 1949, i.e. twenty yéars after ‘the publication of

~*

LY
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. . , . CHAPTER ‘ONE *
THE SETTING OF THE,PROBLEM{ THE “ONTIC-ONTOLOGICAL* DISTINCTION AS
. THE GROURD FOR THE *DESTRUCTION OF TRQDITIONAL ONTOLDGY.

. .. .
. > . n o -

-

_In the introductiod of Being .and Time Heidegger states the necessity
ro - K

of reformulating the question of Being in radically néu terms:

. 1 -

1f we ar!!&o understand the problem of Being, our first '
v ﬁhﬁlosop cal step consists in not MUTHON TINA DIEGHEI-
-~ STHAI, in not "tellxng a story" -that 1s to say, in not de-
' fiming entities as gntities by tracing them back in -~
their origin to some other entities, as 1f Being had.
tbé character ¢f some_possible entity.  Hence Being, as .
.' that which is asked about, must be exhibited in a way ’
of its own, essentxally different from the way in which
“ entities are dxscovered..., essentially contrasting with
o0 the concepts 1n which entities acquxre their determinate
' .. sxdnxflcation. (S1 p.b; B.T. 2&)
. R . . ’ - ‘o
In this statement Heidegger ‘explicitly contrasts his newly proposed

- fonmulatlon of the questlon 0?\?91ng toc the one put forth by trad1t10na1

onto)ogyu In: the course of his subsequent analysxs he explains the

difference between the two approaches 'in terms ~of a new distinction
-

~

‘befueen the *ONTIC" vs “ONTOLOGICAL" formulation of the problem of Being.

It is thé?efore r&portant' to understand why - this distinction is

<@

-
'

*introduced and what 1t means. Since the above statement contains all the

.essenéial terms of/the question I will take it as a point of departuré,

(e

bearing in wmind, however, that, given the introquctofy niture of the

preSEnt/chapter, the explicatioﬂ of the stateueﬁtawill \nof go beyond a

L4

generi1c outline of the essential problematic bearing directly upon the,

destruction of Metfffhysics. The wain objective:. here is to follow
57 AT AN . '

Heidegger 's own path of questioning. First, in saying that he does nét‘

-
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" int¥nd to apprbach the question of Bging either by *telling a story" or

by defining entities {n teras . of other entities or .by building upon

-

1

concepts, Heidegger «clearly ‘minrfests his intention of abandoning, the

essentialism of traditional antology which indeéd, by tSErating strictly

with concepts and“definitfans within the genus/spécies/differentia

- ' T ; \
framework, had arrived at the notion of Being as the highest concept (the
) P ' ., / - N

v

sunnum genus): a hoiionhyhich is the :emptxest and most abstract one
- . . ‘

could pesgjbly env:saée. "Furthermore, 'in assuming that Being is no nof!

than " the . highest cénceptugl essence, fradztional ontqloéy ultimately

-

acquiesced in its utter indefinability: " an idea which, ane expects, .

‘should have .made the Breeks rather uneasy, given their ratipnal bent, }nd

}heréfore should have pushed them to inquire further, i¢f.not ‘to_change

thé;:izbgpoach\ altogetber. .Qn the contrary, lqred by the seemid% self-

e e &y

evidence of Being, the ancient metaphysi al/ihinkerSvandyguoﬁ'tﬁexrfuake,
“all the subsequent‘wéstgrn tradition, were all'too quick tni:l

andon any

’ -

'fqrther‘inquiry and to forget the real problem of ﬁEing. In +fact, if

- n -
Being is not definable, this 15 precisely because it 1s not an entity.
e . .

" Therefore we do not have to take the i finability of Being as the final

stage of our fnquxry, but as t starting eoint: .

Being does not eliminate the
meanikg; 1t demands that we look that
(51 4, B.T. 23),

.. The indefinability o
question of ixsf
question in the face.

{

\J

i
type of inlelligi;?lity which hides A PRIORI an enigma:
‘ .
- C
The ve?y fact that we-already live in an understanding of:
Beipg and that the meaning of ‘Being. is still veiled
in darkness proves that is necessary in principle

_to raise this question again, (S 4, B.T. 23} B

-

. - o
’ . N ‘i
N .

é ' . LY

For Heidegger the self-evidence of Being only gives an “"average”

¢

—
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Looking at the question "in the face” means therefore to- go beyond L

.'self-evidenceto—the core of this enlgna.\
\ L
The fact that Being lis not an entit;\gntqils, as Heideggef says in
the opening statement;'that *...Being...must be exhibited in a way of its

own..." which has nothing to do with the way entities are discovered and

- o

with tié Concepts under which they are ca}egnriséd: . Instead of an

ontplogy':uf essences a pheﬁ!@enological ontology is réqu1red. Indeed

"Only as phenomenology is ontology possihle*,” (SZ 35, B.T. 1), MWe thus

L4

arrive 3t ‘a .first broad gualification of "the ONTIC as that which

canstitutes the horizon of tradifional ontology, 1nasmuch as it dealt «\\'

~ .
Wwith the problem of Being uithgn a context of essences. What ONTIC means

will become clearer as we b#ﬁn 'a better understanding of Heidegger's, Q

fundamental antology. ) ¥

Y

' ' y v
Secondly, if we revert again to the opening quotation, we notice

that'Heidegger refers to Being as {...thaf which is asked about...™. (§%
‘o L N

6, B.T. 26} This supplies us with a secbnd link in the chain of

— -
»

questioning. Indeed, the fact that it is all too obvious that "Being is
that nﬁxch is asked about" makes us immediately aware that the assertion
is not pleonastic, We must thereforé find the reason ‘uhy,it is there.

This can be understood by reading the above statement in conjunction with’

the statement in 5Z p.5, where Heidegger says that

../in addition to what ‘is asked about, an iﬁqutr& =
has that which is interrogated. - (ein Befragtes).
(67 5, B.T. 24) ’ Ce
s . . .

{/ ~

‘Tp{s brings Heidegger to the next> fundamental step:: if Being is
Yoo ’ : ’ \ :

. ~always the Being of some entities and. i¥, therefore, on account of this,

> ontology has to be put on new fgundations, the question of Being cannot

- bg tormulated in abstraction +froe the concrete Being of one entity or

[l
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; .another.

~inter&og#ted first. P

7

<

L

N ’ .

‘And,'indéed, he asks : . o

- 0

Once more, this question’rénained hopelessly outside the horizon

; ancient‘nntélbgy. Not odly did ;His, as mentioned earlier, take Beipq
and exisyenge for grantgd ‘(becaﬁse of fh%)r seeming

it didg't see the funéamental d}fferencé between the Being of man and the

;Beihé of alllthe ‘other entities af'the nétural world. | And precisely

! N | ) . -
because. it did not see this difference, traditional ontolagy remained

"ONTIC™.

.What is this-fundamental difference?

“ontically distinctive in that it is ontological.

[
From which entities is the disclosure of Being 'to
takeé its departure? Is the starting-point optionmal,
or ddes some particular entity have priority when we.
come to work out the question of Being? (S1 7, B.T. 26)

Yo

[}

’

Dasein is an entity which dpes not just occur aamong
other entities. Rather 1t is ontica)ly distinguished
by the fact that, in its very Being, ‘that Being is an
issue for it. Understanding of Being is itself a defi-
nite characteristic of Dasein’'s Being. Dasein is

~ (51 12, B.T. 32)

Furthermore, Heidegger says that

Inquiry as’a kind of.seeking must. be guided beforehand
by what is sought., So .the meaning of Being must be
available to us in some way. (51 5, B.T. 29)

N -
For his Being ONTOLOGICAL means

Y

...being in such-a way that one has an understanding

of Being. (87 12, B.T. 32)...0ut of this understanding

arise both the explicit question of the meaning of Being
and the tendency that leads us towards this conception.

(51 5, B.T. 25).

" This brings out a third aspect of the meaning of *ONTOLOGICAL":

e

7

JThe question becomes, then, one of which entity aust be

of

seTf~evidence), but

i

|

!_
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fundamental ontology, as distinguished from the merely "ONTIC® éppfuach

ofitraditional onfology doés not proceed in linear{ﬁ conceptual thinking,

7 A
but 1n. a circular fashion. Thig it the meaning of the *hermeneutical

’
-

' , : P . -
circle”, which is not a "circulus vitiosus" precisely because thinking

does not move from concepts to concepts, but 'goes around the phenomena of

the world to

We do not Kggg_whaﬁ'"Being" means. But.even if we ask,
“What. IS "BEING"?', we. keep within an understanding
of the 'IS', though we are unable to fix conceptually
what the '1S' signifies. We do not even know the
,horizon 1n terms of which that meaning 1s to be gras-
ped and fixed. BUT THIS VAGUE AVERAGE UNDERSTANDING *
OF BEING 1S STILL A FACY. (S 5, B.T. 25)

Here Hei1degger employs the term- . "Fact" precisely in
contradistinction to conceptual understahdxng._
In what then, does the facticity of this understanding of Dasein

consist and why must the inquiry about Being be an ihterrogation of

-

Dasein in the first place? - .

Looking at something, understanding and conceiving

it, choosing access to it, all these ways of behavyng

are constitutive for our own inquiry and therefore

are modes of being for those particular entities
which we, thé_lnquirers, are ourselves. Thus to work

out the question of Being ‘adequately,”we must take

an entity, the -inquirer, transparent in 1ts own .
Being. (SI 7, B.T. 26} ‘ ‘

‘

But in° what else does our existence consist i¥ not, precisely, 1n

that infinite multiplicity of comportments through which “we "look at

something, we understand, conceive, choose etc.*? Dasein’s priority lies
[ N

therefore in the fact that it "exists":

Dasein always understands itself 1nlterns of its exis-
tence. (57 12, B.7. 33)

In that Dasein's existence is'qharacteryzed by understanding, it has

and ONTICAL priority over all the ogher~ent1tie§. However it also has

\ ’

"\,

=
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aﬁ ONTOLOGICAL priority in tgat its wunderstafding of the uérld 15 pre-
determined by ‘certain a priori structures wherein its very existence is
primordially éonstltutey. $§ ‘will not enter at this point _into a
| o

discussyon of Dasein’s ‘'ba constitution ‘since this would ‘bring us
» i

e
bey&gk the scope of the present introduction. I ?hall take 1t for

granted on the basis- of Heidegger;s analysis in 81, DIV. UNE,\CH.\V and

V1., - ‘ .

-~
4

I will limit uyself,'{hE(efore, before concluding, td the bearing of
. |’
-~ f N
the Dntic~Ontological distinction upon the notion of existence,
L] .

' Heidegger instantiates this distinction in .terns of “EXISTENTIELL" vs

"EXISTENIIAL":

Only the particular Dasein decides its existence
...The question of existence never gets straighten-
ed out except through existing itself., The
understanding of oneself which leads along
this way we call "existentiell". The question of
existence 1s one of Dasein’'s ontical "affairs". .
(52 12, B.T. 33} T o

. On the other hand by EXISTENIIAL (existentiality) "We understand the
state of Being that 1s constitutive of those entities which exist®. (52

A B.T.'33L, hence it follows that\for Heidegger “"so |far as.existence is
the determining character .of Dasein, the bntologica

“t

analytic of this

A}

entity always reguires that existentiality be considered beforehand*.

(7 13, B.T. 33

There%ure he_concludes; . *
Fundamental ontology, from which alone alll ather
ontologies can take their rise, must be
the existential (EXISTENZIAL) analytic

© (ST 13, B.T. 34)

1 A \'
In sum, traditional ontology 1s ONTIC, for
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We should

~

*DESTRUKTION" of ontology under
ONTOLOGICAL DISBUISE. The.'following quofat{;n will allow us to enter .

¥

10

this distinction has also been characterized as the'distingtion betueén:

The CONCEPTUAL and the FACTUAL (Phenoamenological) approach;

The ABSTRACT and the CONCRETE approach.
The LINEAR and the CIRCULAR ‘Védic' (Hermeneutical):
The *EXISTENTIELL® and the *EXISTENZIAL®

-

now be in a position to. deal With the question of the

the heading ‘of "ONTIC SELF-EVIDENCE vs

Heidegger 's path (WEG): o ,
...something which was.bntically self-evident in the,

. traditional ‘way of treatxng the "problem of-knowledge"
has often been_ ontologically d15gu1sed to the point ‘

where it has been lost sight of altugether.
(s7 132, B. T. 170-171) ( -

FEERANERRRRRENY



. CHAPTER TWO

THE “DESTRUKTION" OF TRADITIONAL ONTOLOGY: -THE QUESTIONING OF

- THE CARTESIAN NOTION OF SELF-EVIDENCE.
. . =

I. . THE ONTOLOGICALLY UNCLARIFIED PRESUPPOSITIONS OF TRADITIONAL
ONTOLODGY.

'

«..something which was ONTICALLY (1t. ours) self-evident
in the traditional way of treating the “problem of knowledge* '
-has often been ONTOLOGICALLY (it. ours) disquised to the
point where it has been lost sight of altogether. .

(87 132, B.T. 170-171)

This ‘statement 1s thehatic. It expresses Heidegger's central
o £ ! !

concern of Being and Time 1n the contrast between two all-important

notions: Ontical Self-evidence and Ontological disgulse. I will

tﬁerefore take 1t as the hermeneutical guidepost in order to elucidate

“.the meaning of Heidegger's “DESTRUKTION",

What was ONTICALLY self-evident in the traditional way of treating
the question of Being? According to Heidegger the- question of Man and

Being was formulated at the onset in the ufonq terms by présuppnsjng " 1)

' }he existence of a substance-bound egternal world independent from

conscigusness and 2) that this world has to be brought ‘into it in order’
to be "known". This led to the framing of the’question of'BeidE in
epistemdlogical terms, namely:

1. How does the Subject know the Object, viz. the external
world? T :

2. Can the Subject have a TRUE knowledge of the external -
world? :
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N

"It is precisely the above two pre%upposit;uns which constitute for = "5
Heidegge} - the ontically “self-evident gut ontologically d{sduised

> assumptigﬁs at éhe root of western ue&aphysical thinking.‘
In what sense, lhen, more prec1§ely, ‘are'they only gntically self-

evident, "while supposedly disgquising ontologically something tar more

——

important? What has been fargotten or passed over to reqﬁire a radical
'DESTRUKTION" of ‘traditional ontology and epistemology? -

Ne musékdemonstrate that Reality 1s not only one

kind of Bexng among others, but ontologxcally it

has a definite connection 1p its foundatlons with

Dasein, the world and readiness- to-hand...(SZ 201, . .
B.T. 245)...to Dasein, Being in a world is something

t{ belongs essentially. (87 13, B.T. 33)

' —
the 1ljght of this radically new insight Heidegger therefore

. \V T~ \.\\\ :
tradition which, by appealing only tp "ontical sélf-

I

.blocks our access io'those primordial "sources" from
smhich ghe categqries and concepts handed down to us
have been rn,part quite genuinely drawn. (S5Z 21, B.T. 43)

denounces th

evidence",

h s
-5

T

The task is, then, one in which "by taking the guestion of~Being as

e

gur clue, we are- to "destroy® the traditional cohtent of ancient ontology

-

until we ' arrive at those primordial experlenéés in wh}ch we achieved our

' f{rst ways 1n determining thé notiun\uf Being..." (51 22, B.T. 44)
\Significahtly, those "primordial sources” which Heidegger intends to
bring to 1light are"EXPERIENCES as opposed to categories and concepts.

-

These . experiences are primardially constituted  within Dasein’s

consciousness as PHENOMENA and they are, therefore, ontologically prior

’

to any categories. 1t should be noted, however, that Phenomena do not

“

constitute for Heidegger the mere APPEARING of something, as opposed to

an allejed]f more authentic Being which remains hidden behind. Contrary



-

‘to Kant’s view, - Reality is and cannot be other than APPQRANCEE{

" *‘Behind’ &he phng:ena of phenonénology “there is "essentially nothing

\
else..."” (S7 34, B.T. 60)
. T B )
- The ‘outcome of such a radical position jﬁ that the relationship

between man and the world had to be re-written., In this /light Heidegger
., @

continues: -—

v

Our first aim is to bring into relief PHENOMENALLY

(it. ours)thj unitary primordial structures of Dasein’s

Being, in terms of which its possibilities and the ways for

it "to be" are ontoliogically determined. (52 130, B.7. 169)
~ .

+ Considering the perspective of this thesis, which is not primarily
exposifnry,-bu& hermeneutical, 1 shall not at thi% po}ﬁt emabark dﬂ.'ctly
ubon a detailed eprsition of the “Apalytic of Dasein" by fully
explicating the above statement. I shall rather continue to dwell on the

' /
inner development of the PROBLEMATIC itself.

: 11. THE CAéTESIAN FALLACY.

I have so far braought out in general terms the presuppasitions of
ancient ontology and epistemology_ _within the Platonic-Aristotelian

tradif?on and contrasted tﬁen with the different and radically opposed

¢
-

presupposi?xons of Heidegqger. This is not, however, su!ficfent, for the
seaning of Heidegger's "Destruction” of traditional ontology ca;not be
_adequately grasped without bringing it to bear'uﬁon the Cartesian view of
- the world. Indeed, if there '}s already disagreement between ﬂeidegqer \ "
and Plato gnd Aristotle on certain essential points, this disagreement
reaches its climax only with Descartes. I shall thereior; proceed now to

outline Heidegger ‘s critique of Descartes and to show how in Heidegger's
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eyes the French philosocpher played havoc with the tradition he inherited
> % 7 ’ AN ‘
by combining its presuppositidgs with his own novel perspective, while at

‘the same time euasculafing the 9ery same tradition of_its most valid and

»

essential metaphysical notion of the FORM. ’Indeed, by dni?g S0,

0

Descartes has made the gap between Heidégger and. the ancient tradition

uqbreacheable.

While I am aware of the controversy surrdunding certain aspectghbf

:H. Heidégber's interpretatian'of Descartes, I shall not attempt to bring

O

—

inﬁo my thesis the criticisms which have been lévelle& against Heidegger.
Tﬁis, 1 think, would be beyond tﬁe scope of my céncern, which is ta
provide an interpretation of M. Heidegger's hetaphy;ics of concreteness
and not an analysis of Descartes’ epistemology and ontology in géneral.

The bqsic implications of Descartes’ notion of res ~extensa, as M.

Heidegger saw thém, are inescapable. It'is not necessary, in my view, to

go beYond them 1n order to uhderstand what the German philosopher meant

-~

by concreteness and how this idea imparts unity of meaning to the whole

.of Being and Time.

A

In 87 Heidegger states-ihat for Descartes

The only genuine access to them (entities in the
world) lies in knowing, intetlectio, in the sense
of the kind of knowledge we get in mathematics and
physics. (51 95, B.T. 128B)

This brings forth the essence of the Cartesian turn, nanely tﬁe
psiority of the ONTIC over the ONTOLOGICAL, whiclt is expressed concretely
by the epistenohpgical turn in ontology. From now on knowledge is to be

’

abdeled after - the exact ‘sciences. Hence it becomes restricted to

t

_CERTAINTY. Unlike the Platonico-Aristotelian tradition, anything short

—

‘of certainty, or at least this ¢type of mathematical certainty, tan no

~ B

longer lay claim to true knowledge.

’
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A Qt the same’ time Descartes {fethihs the tradltxonal nglion of

At

" Substance, not without running, 1n this respeqt, 1nto sone fundanental

-inconéistencies. In fact he applies, as eipected, the methodological

w Fer
(3

criterion of certaxnty td the properties of Substance, thereby concludxng
that the only property dhlch can be knoun is EXTENSIO. At\ the same ti1me
he does not apply his eraterion of true knoulgdge to Substance itsel¥.

Far from this, he assumes its existence as a nélesséry substratum of

attributes, instead of rejecting it, éﬁj'he should, on his.own premises

and. on the strength of his explic{t admission that Substapce, indeed, is

o ' ; v
nat given to conscidgusness: : .

\'-,

.
LI

Verumtamen non. potest substantla primum anluadvert'A’m’»w,
ex hoc solo quod sit res exxstens, qula hot solum nos “
mon afficit. +~(Descartes, cit. in. S§I 94, B.T. 126)

)

This . aparia . in Decartes did not escape Heidegger 's attention. He

explicitly points out that for the French philosophe% .npt all the

attributes belong prlnordxallf“to Substance; but only ¢

...those - satisfying in the purest  manner that
meaning of “Being" and “substantiality” which has still
been tacitly presupposed: to the SUBSTANTIA FINITA '
as RES CORPOREA, what must be "assigned" (*Iuweisung®)

is the EXTENSIO. (S1 94, B.T. 127) : '

And this is precisely for Heidegger the tragedy of the Cartesian
view: the world is no more than RES EXTENSA, - which means that its only
significance to nég is éﬁd ought to be determined hy its measurability

and explainability in strictly quantifatiye terms. .

The notion of RES-EXTENSA is fundanentafly wrong, for Heidegger, .:

N
because ih positing the world as no more than an entity seasurable and

definable solely in wmatheamatical, geometrical or physical terams,

Descartes ignores its qualitative. aspect which is the sost enrichinb,

.aeaningful and existentially relevant, It is /the 'aspEct which ﬁ. .

A

-
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Heidegger teras 'Readiness-a't-haéd', as opposed to th‘e lgrg"Presence—at-\‘

“hand" of th.e Car tesian world. The former aeans the understandi?ng of the

world by Dasein as a totality of 51gn1hcance or of POSSIBILITIES OF

SIGNIFICANCE for it.. It is a world which, far from being uut51de Dasein

"and &on;tituting an " object facing it within a spatial dimension, is

' f ¢ . -~
. : s

already " A -PRIDRI ‘within Dasein’s conscidusness by .eeans  of that’
prxmordi‘al ontel ogical structure which' Heidegger calls "f:UNCERN'!.

The other notion, Presence‘-at hand, means exact\ly the opposxte- it

is an ObJECtIfIEd {reified)- uorld “utterly estranged from ar\d constatut,ed
’l

‘outside the qualitative dimension of human existence. .I shall examine

more in detail the notions of Presence-at-hand and Readiness-to-hand in

the next chapter. . . )
AR e N o oo .
* Not only the norld as RES EXTENSA thus eurges as sxgnihcantly .

-

m\poverxshed but conversely, the Self, dellvered to ‘the vacuous self-

“evidence of the‘"clear and distinct ideas", is reduced to a void

\

f
hAN

abstraction, for ever cut off from its primordial experiential grounds:

L
[

ultimately "man  becones -meaningless to himself. This follows directly
- ¢ «

[}

from Heidegger's presuppositiuﬁ that “the unitary primordial structure

of Dasein‘s Being" (61 130, B.T. 16%) is Being-1n~-the-Warld.

Heidagger ‘s central thesis is that the prisordial Eniblogical ground of

. - .. )
existence (the Car"tesian "GUM") is not substantxallty, but signiHcance.

1
»

Exxstence is rooted in neamngfulness in the sepse that to exist means

A

tor Hei'degger to be bathed in a continuous CONCERNFUL underst'aﬁding of

b} \

the warld seen as a totality of significance and of POSSIBILITIES of\
significance for ﬁasein. On this ground the “DESTRUKTIDN“ appears as
nothan less than the turnufq araund of the Cartesxan cogito. Instead of

-
deducmg exxstence from t\he empty self- ev1dence of the coqxto, we have to
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start from ?hat is  phenomenally closest to us, i.e. that we exist (%~

Sist)(d);'only after asserting *SUM" (and, indeed;‘only because ue.can‘

assértgrthis), we can 'proceeé to the Hhermeneutical task proper of,_

uncovering the content of the "cogitafioaés‘ which constitu@e the horizoh
— of our very .existence and of our Self. We canpnot, like Desgartes,

. @) .
.proclaim "cogito ergo sum”" in complete abstraction from its experiential

1

‘conteng. . §
‘ ' AN

The realization that Being is rooted in existence and that therefore
?5ﬁf the meaning of Being cannot' be understood in- abstraction from the
concrete horizon of feelings and &hnughts through which each individual
Dasein relates to the world i$ indeed. the first step towards the
‘gVercominQ of the Cartesian ontic self-evidence., 1t doeg not, houuver;
sean that the‘PHENDHENGN( of existence is truly DNTOLdGICALLY diiciosed
ipso facto. ‘ LT . ’ |

«

I+ Dasein can become transparent to itself only by {ulfiljing'to the
widest fossible ejtent the intentionalities of {fr‘thinking—existence, it
can do so, fo? L%:dfgger, only because the latter is rooted in certain
primordial, .a priéri structures . which are ONTOLOGICAL and ontologically
prior to existence as EXISTENTIELL. Just as\represenffifunal thinking-
’Qoulq be neither possible nor 'understandable in it; essencevuithout the
categories, so the world could not be present to Dasein’'s consciousness
as‘the intentional object of "cogitationes* " of any kind, if it was not _

for, thoéeﬂa priori structures of existence, which Heidegger calls

¥ —_

-

(1) Heidegger follows the etymological spelling in order to bring out
the intentional aspect of existence as‘a meaning-bestowing N
activity, as opposed to the merely substantive connotation of
existence as a "Present-at-hand” entity.
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- the: “EXISTENIIAL® and which he identifies with YERSTAENDNIS
e

e tqnaerstandipg), BEFINDLICHKEIT  (States-of=mind)  ahd SORGE™ (Care-

- Conc;rnj. o~ '
]hg'iqterbretatiun of Dasein’'s Being as. sxistence, at the ONTICAL
<;::W” levei, must therefore be Areceded_ by an aégquaie analysis pf those

? ONTOLOGICAL structures. From this pérbﬁective, to the .extent that

)

EXISTENTIALITY is *the ground of existence-thinking (cogitationes), the
new direction of Heideager's thought can be viewed as the turning around

of the Cartesian 'c&gito": from “cogito ergo sum", therefore, to "sum

1

) ' ergo wogito", bearing in>mind, hdwever, that the conjunction 'erjd" does

~y

not express a lﬁg:cal inference between two concepts, but the order in

i

B which the phenomenological analysis proceeds todards the disclosure of
the meaning of the Self and the world therein constituted. .
In the light of the above it should have become &lqar by now why

AN B ' B ' f
; . ‘Heidegger says\&hat the Cartesian fallacy consists in the fact that
N | .

M , By taking hi ic untologiEil orientation froa
A L tradjtional sources and not subjecting it to positive
- criticisa, he made it impossible to lay bare

- ) " —amx, priwmordial ontological problematic of Dasein;
. this ha® inevitably obstructed his view of the ’ ,
PHENOMENON of the world... (S 98, B.T." 131)

tn ~

o III. THE POSITIVE ELEMENTS OF THE PLATONIC-ARISTOTELIAN TRADITION.
» o :

. )
The quesﬁjon to be-gsked now is to what extent, if at all, the fall

. . of Descartes entails "ipso facto® for Heidegbec_also the fall of the

\ uho.le.tradition bef\ore Desc-arte_st& % '
6iven the fact’that Descartes’ fallacy, hbéever\conpounded byithe
igjection of his own noyel p?ésuppositions and aethodology, is,stili
rooted in the e§sentia{ paesupposifions of ancient ontology, it would

1 . \ ‘ . o

-y [

)
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seem at first sight that neitﬁeﬁf Plaﬁo nor ‘Arigtotl;, as the ones who

first laid out those presuppositions, should stand. ' Certatniy neith

<ot

al .

then. came substantjally @ny cfoéér,to Hefdegger than Descartés hihséff in

94

the sense of fuknulafiné a theory of ‘Being- along existential-’

p@enoqenologicél linés. ., Yit, gitx may be néintained that Heidegger's

)

fDestchtiom of onfologxcis not qﬁreqtea.aéaingt them, nll is , instead,-

an all-out attack on Descgrles. ﬂDé.u: have'to think that Heidegger félt
Plato and 'Aristptle nore‘.pongenxal tb himself than ‘Descartes antl that

therefore he' was able- tn look .upon them with ‘more Qynnathy in spite of

their common "errors"?. 1f so why?

. ' A

It is symptomatic-that .Being and Time bedins with a quotation from

the Sophist stressing Plato‘s growing perplexity vis-a-vis the natufe\of

Being as ‘formulated so far by*him:

-

For manifestly you have long been aware of what' you

mean when you use the expression "being". We, how-

ever, who used to think we understood it, have now -
become perplgxed. (Plato, “The Sophist", cit. 87 1, B.T. 19)

It 1n the earlier dxalogﬁes (cf. thg/"Phaedo“) Plato had come to the
“conclusion that only the  Ideas have true Being, while éensible objects,

although . participating in them, do not have Being, this view is

questioned 1n the later dialogues, particularly the "Parmenides” and the

"Sophist®, where Plato seems to become incfeasingly'auare “that there is .

perhaps not much sense in attributing true Being only to the Ideas to Ehe
exclusion of sensible objects. Indeed, what is the purpose of positing,

*

e.g., the Idea of Beauty or Goodness if one has to downgrade all that is
- - 3

beautiful or good in the sensitble world to the "level of non-being,
‘“therefore to the level of something which is intrinsically without value?

In the light of this problematic Pl;tb is therefore led to eitigate his

transcendent viewm of Being by recognizing that sensible things, too, far

P

w

\

r

-
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from being a nere.éhadqu of .the only true «(gﬁiity of " the Idéas, are

possessed of their own deeply relevant Being. .
R

R4
L 4

"Significantly, in the *Sophist® the Being of sensible things ‘comes

to be formulated for the 'first ting: in terms of a wautual relational

3

contéxt and thus-in a more concrete way: a thing IS in the identity With

noitself and in the difference from the "other".' Being _énd non-being are

ﬁb}longer'defined in absolute terms, as mutually exclusive, by taking the

’ Idea‘qf the only fvalid sﬁandardf;but they mutually interpenetrate. From

a ﬁerspective"of subs@antiality Plato i's now moving towards a perspective
*

ot meaningfulness:

¢

Whereas we have not only proved that things which
are not ARE, but we have shown what form of Being
- non-Being is; for we have shown that the nature of
the other 15 and is distributed over all things in
their relations to one another and whatever part of
‘the other Yis contrasted with Being, "this is pre-
cisely what we have ventured to call not-being...
and (we*have shown) that there is a communion of
classes and being and difference and ‘the agther
; traverse all things ,and nutually‘interpengi(ate, S0
- ~ - that the other partakes of being and by reason of
\(7 this participation IS and yet is NOT that of which
it partakes, but OTHER, and being other than Being
it is clearly a necessity that non-being should be.
{Plato, "The Sophist", 238)
individuates one of the

The above interpretation, so f believe,

W

possible reasons why Heidegger regarded Plato with mor® syspathy than

Descartes. It does not purport, Hénever, to be an account of Heidegger's

own explicit view on Pldto. Indeed Heidegger is rather elusive regarding

\ ,
Platp,'%ll the more so if we consider his thoroughgoing - treatment of

Descartes. But if one compares this elusiveness with the explicitneés

-

and the length of the critique of bescartes, Jthen the quasi-silence on

the Greek philosopher becomes very eloquent and calls for an attentive

» listening beyond the written word. In this sense, in order to understand

L

PO

»



why the attack on traditional ontology is directed against Descartes and
not Plato, ay interpretation could not avoid a certain amount of
: extrapolation. ' . ~

< 5
In conclusion 1 have, jindeed, to think that Heidegger knew well the

new direction of the later Plato and sided with it. Therefore, by

1+ beginning Beihg and Time with a quotation from the "Sophist", he wanted
to pay tribute to the Greek philosopher for having beén able to raise
anew the question of Being .from a perspective which comes rather close to

his own (1), Even though Heidegger is aware that Plato remained

ultimately unable to develop-his new approach to the question of Pei'ng to

the point of extricating himself conpletély from the perspective of
s .
. . representational thinking, this could not after all matter too much to

hiy, knowing his deep conviction that in philosophy broper questionin& is
more important than the answérs.

’ .
‘ I+ the emphasis on a more concrete approach to Being (with the

) R
accompanying.notion that Being and non-Being belong equally to entities

o

in the world and are to be grasped in terms ‘of interrelatedness “and

conlextuality) constitutes the point of arrival of Plato in the later
fro. . ! ) ’

dialogues, ARISTOTLE moves already within this perspective right from the

beginning:

. , . : The individuals comprised within a species such as
Socrates or Choriscus are the REAL beings:. (De
L partibus animalium, A, 4, 644a, 23:27)... Primary.
S ‘Being is thought to belong nost evxdently to BODIES.
(Heta., 1027b, 30) :

‘.

l
|
4
¢
t

(1) M. Heidegger's essay: Plato’'s Doctrine od Truth provides a
detailed account of the points of convefgence between the Greek
- ~ phxlosopher ‘and Heidegger. \
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Indeed, by positing the notion of Substance as INDIVIDUAL and

comprised not only of Form, but al'so of Matter, Aristotle carriés_over

3 N g -

and consolidates the more ‘concrete approach to‘Béing already present in
the later Plato. - , . )

What 15 the meaning of Bring when 1t is posited as SUBéTANCE? This
'term which, it should be emphasized, does not cor}espond etymologically
to the Greek word OUSIA used by Aristotie, seems to entail the idea that

P 'SUBSTANCE stands before the knowing subqe&t as some sort of an object.
Moreover, since SUBSTANCE is a particulgr enfity, a "This" or "That*
belongihg to bodies, the temptation is rather strong to conclude that
Aristotle has someuhgt reified '921ng into ,a- wmaterial entity.
Furthermore, in its function, however derivative, as subject® of
predication and sub;tratum of accidents, the term SUBSTANCE may assume
the connotation, among other things, of a locus.

If onevlooks, however, at the spirit more than at the letter of the
Ar}stotelian doctrine (which, in 1ts richness an complexity, may indeed,
at times, partially justify the above interpretation), one has reasons to
believe that Aristotle did not commit himself to such a reified view of
Being when he speeks of it in terms of DUSIA. In fact Being, in the
hylomorphic-conception, 'emerges less as an entity than, in‘aiseﬁse, as a
referenti1al relationship, a process of interaction between Matter, Fora

,and the knowing subject. More than‘that, it it 1s natte;, it is matter
v forn;d and ever formed by the intervention of an efficient cause aﬁgp~
under the direction of a final cause. All of these elements are éo this

extent such an integral part of Being that to hold that Substance is

for Aristotle pr§marily only an "nhje&t"of thought seems unjustified.

* .
M T

’
Y . '\‘
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I+ there 1s necessarily a material component i1n substance, it is

1

. derivative, as Aristotle himself expiicitly adn{gs by saying that
"“Material Beinq‘ comes to be out of the inpaterial.' (Meta., 1032b, 12)
As to the. possibility that Substance ought to be intérpret;d as a’
subJecé, this 1s also explicxily rejected by him:

Subs}apcé is. neither asserted of a subject, nor is 1t the
subject. (it. ours) (Cat. lia, II)

Finally, in order to do full justice to Aristotle, these words
should also be remembered, because they contain the seeds of that notion
of Beiﬁg as Meaning gnd Significance which Heidegger will fuliy develop

two thousand years later:,

The world is not such that a thing is unrelated

to another, but it 1s also a definite something. ) .
For all things are ordered around a common center, ' -
(it. ours) (Meta., 1075a, 12) T )

N

There 'is, however, an even more important element of affinmity

_ between the tradition and Heidegger: the notipn‘of Form. Although this
concept was first formulated by Plato, Aristotle in'iaking it over from
him gave it a significant twist of meaning which could not fail to strike
a responsive chor& 1n Heidegger.‘ b

In fact, while retaining the Platonic concept of Form, Aristotle was
led to seekit not so much -as a transcendent wmodel to which sensible
things conform as, }ather, a struﬁthrxng principle of order 1®herent in
individual SEDSIDIE‘DLJECtS and whth nakés them be what they are, with
constant shapes and characterist;cs allowing tkee to be known and
;ndividuated ;ccordxng to their specific function as aembers of various g%
genera and spec}es. In other words the Form, as a structuring principle,
is what makes nature invariably manifest itself aecording to pre-set
shapes and -odes‘of funétioning. These are nuaerocus indeed but Nature,

L4



" {as for Aristotle).
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s0 it nust‘have seemed to Aristotle, never goes beyond them or makes
exception to them unless there 1s a forceful disruption of the natural
order causing epi;adic aberrations.

What is the relevance to Heidegger of the notion of Fore which is,
atter all, a genuine metaphysical principle? Should Aristntlé not fall,
oa account of it, wunder the axe of the DESTRUKTION of ancient ontology
advocated by Heidegger? Indeed, there is no wsention of Form in
Heidegger ‘s theory of Béing. Giyen‘his théroughgoing methodological

concern for not injecting 1nto the system any conceptual presupposition
per se (even less, building a JVsten'on aﬂy such presuppositions), there
is no reason for him to explicitly uphold a aeéaphysical‘ n;tion of this
nature. True, Heidegger exhorts us to “"listen™ to the neaq}ng of the
things and this "meaning" na& present on,the surface a certain similarity

to the Forns However Herdegger rules out explicitly"such an analogy by

_stating that meanings, from his perspective, are in no wise ENTITIES,

either ”flbating above" (as for Plato) or- *lying behind things® (51 151)

Cd

Y4
Yet, considering the overall drift of his thinking, especially in

the light of some of thg later essays (see the "Question concerning
technology”), one wbnders whether 1t nay' not be precisely some of the
implications 6f the notion of Fore, K}n‘terns of san's attitude towards
pre-Cartesian metaphysical tradition éhan towards Descartes hiamself. To
believe in the Form in the Aristotelian sense as the ancients did, was to
believe in a higher pﬁinciple of order and purposiveness iﬂﬁerent in the

¢ Fo
world. Because of thg re it was widely felt among the ancients that

the world is, 1n 1ts diversity and striking complexity, as it SHOULD te,

~ Y

Nature, which make Heidegger substantxaliy more receptive towards the W
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according: td\g blueprint which is not of man’'s making and which it 1s not
therefore wup go man to subvert or destroy. The idea of Form was
consequently one that ultimately fostered a deep respect for Nature and’
the desire to live 1n ha}uony with it rather than 1in an unrestrained
frenzy to dominate and alter it.
Even& though Descartes cannot be held individudlly and solely

responsibl; for gllﬂthe profohnd transformations of the scientific era,

both in its positive as well as negative aspects, the breadth of his

genius made him a powerful catalyst of the new emerging attitudes.” In

his wake, with the demise of the notion of Form there arose a triumphant:

spience for which Nature was not an object of intrinsic respect but
primarily an "object" .of thought 1n the most crude and anti-Heideggerian
sense. It was an object to be aanipuiated by reason, altered and
subverted, often 1n the wmost gratuitous and unet;ical manner, even

against man’s own dignmity. As a consequence of the Cartesian outlook the

world has come closer to destruction 1n the three centuri®es }oliouing

Descartes than 1t has ever been since the time of Aristotle, i1n spite ar

- perhaps because 6f 1ts scienti1fic achievements,

In the light of the preceding considerations we begin to see why
Heidegger's DESTRUKTION cannot be taken as-a sweeping, total rejection of

the tradition,\but rather as a rejection of Descartes. Indeed, if the

\ -~

dpalism already 'inﬂerent in the pre-Cartesian tradition has made it
impossible to bring into reliet the “unitary primordial stryctures” of
Being, this failure reaches with Descartes its extreme point because it
™ precisely from the sharp epistemological rf!t between Subject and
Object (ensuing tﬁe abandonment of the Form) that‘the idea of Res Extensa

cohld:arise. With this notion the “"unitary PHENOMENON" of Dasein and its

A -

»
N
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world.has become truly split asunder to the point where RES COBITANS

.

RES EXTENSA become ;no'lggely “Present-at-hand" entities,
/ ' -
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CHAPTER THREE

THE PATH OF *CONCRETENESS®": FROM "PRESENCE-AT-HAND" T0 -
""READINESS-TO HAND." . )

At the .beginning of Being and Time-Heidegger states: -
Qur aim in the - fbllouing>treatise is to work out the

-question of the meaning Being and to do so concretely.
(it. ours) (57 1, B.T. 19) °

- o

{

As we have seen earlier, the later work of Plato (cf. the
"Sophist®), in recognizing that sensible reality, too, is possessed of

its own deeply relevant Being, is slowly moving away from that abstract

view of Being characterizing his theory of the Fores. Indeed, to come to

the realization that the world of sense cannot, after all, be confined to
the rank of non-Being and thus ‘1gnored, already constitutes a first major

step towards concreteness.
4

This approach is subsequently consolidated with Aristotle through
the notion of Substance. Here concreteness consists in Matter being

posited as equiprimordially constitutive of Being, together with the

v

. , .

Form. 1If, hawever, the notion of Substance constitutes in this respect a
) ©o

further step forward from Plato in terms of concreteness, we are still

faéed in Aristotle with aﬁaredoninant;¥ﬁ abstract view. frue, Being is
tor him grounded in individual, wmaterial substances and can be
apprehended only inasmuch as it i; necessarily disclosed through the
entities of the sensible world befalli%g our senses. ‘ However, in ay

view, this seeming concreteness is in the-end obscured by the fact that

since the individuation of Being goes no farther than the apprehension
. a

-

-
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of what is.connon,(viz. the Foram), the genuine, concrete individuality of
‘oach single entity ;:;hin a given class vremains still fundamentally
undi;cloied. Furthermore, the seeming concreteness of,Haf‘Lf itself
recedes on closer ;crdﬁjny\{nto unintelligibility.u Far from being itsel¢
. physically apprehensible, Matter remains, as Pétency,' a cause which
cannot be'apprehenaed per se without being actualised or clothed, as it
nere,‘under a Fara.
i .In sum, even tﬂough Substsnce is posited by Aristotle as INDIVIDUAL
and HAIERIRL, both its constitutive elements pointfaway ;ron.a ;enuine,
‘\concréle individuation: Matter without a “~Fora remains unindividuated,
lherefure én ;bstract principle. 0On the pther hand Fora itself .does not

add to the indiwviduatian of vreality because it is coemson to amany

individuals, Aristotle’'s foramulation of ﬁeing thus could not reach beyond

.
“

the numerical individuation of the entities within the world according to
their common Fora. , ' (
1f one of the main parameters of concreteness is intelligibility,

then Aristotle’s Being is indeed abstract at bottom precisely because-jt
is unintelligible. The view that Aristotle’s Being is inherent!;
unintelligible, in spite of ghe‘seening ‘concreteness of his notion of
SUBSTANCE, is also shared by E. Gilson, w#ho states:

Nothing is more important to remember in Aristotle’'s

philosophy of Being and yet nothing is more cosmonly’

overlooked: in their #nnermost reality substances are

UNKNOWN (it. ours). All we know about them is that,

since they exist, they are, and they are acts. (1)

As we have seen earlier Aristotle had affirmed that Socrates and

N - Y
Choriscus are indeed the real beings and nat their common essence “"man”.

\

¢{1) E. Gilson: Be;pg and some philosophers , 2nd ed., Toronto,
Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1952, pp. 44 ¢,

[ B
N .-
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But he also went an to.say that since they both sharé tfif cosmon FORM,
1

it suffices, in order to know.them "once for all", to state the universpl

» “

- attributes of their species. This "once for ali"3 casts Aristotle’s Being

in 1ts true lxght,'that of a perduring abstraction. ~In th;gt,iijgféi 1
cannot once more but concur 'with E. éilson\whew‘he qualifies this “once
for a&l“, so inpocently uttered by Aristotle, as "DREADFUL", because it
amounts to saying that since the Form is one for all the entities within
the same species, things are in reality ail alike and. therefore our
knowledge of reality 1s exhausted “once for all® by knowing the Form
through one of the members of the same speiiev.

In proclaiming this Ar?&totle implicitly pronounced the death-

. sentence for all those positive sciences of observation which he himself

]

had so happily fostered. If taken literally Aristotle’s exhortation

5, -

would indeed impoverish the meaning of the uorldxbeyond recognition. To

use once more E. Gilson’s phrasing, we would" be left with a 'poverfy-

£

stricken world."’

Thomas Aquinas retains Aristotle’s hylombrphic doctrine and he
explicitly ;tates that the principle of individuation is‘”Hater{a signata
quantitate.” However‘he goes beyond Ar?stotle in attempting to probe
deeper 1nto the seeming self-evidence of existence: he aimg at
disclosing. the ontological ground for _the inBiviquation of Being as
actualised matter “signata quantitate”. - He then comes to the
tundamental dlstxnciion between ESSENCE and EXISTENCE. Even though the
line of questioniﬁg followed by Thomas Aquinas in arriving at the notion

of EXISTENTIA is not explicitly laid out, I believe I am not ‘too far fron

the gﬁ“th in saying that Thomas Aquinas’ fundamental question is:
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"What kind of Being underlies ‘Materia signata quantitate’ as the

principle of individuation? By virtue of what does the Being of Matter

_allow the concrete individuation of the particular members of the same

class %eyond their thgon Form, i.e., as this or that man, this or that

Iy

flower? 'Oﬂviously if Matter 1s to be retained as the principle of

individuation, it must be on the account of a mpode of Being other than

 the Essence because the latter is after all ‘common to many individuals.

For Thomas Aquinas what “truly individuates Socrates from Choriscus,

beyodd‘their being two numerically different eabodiments of the same Form

"Man", is that they both ‘exist’, existence forming the visible, concrete

caore around which the accidents of their substance gather and disclose

thepselves." While for Aristotle "06? iﬁf and an exi;ting man are thel
same Being as a man." (Meta., 1603b, 26){Ffor Thun;s Aguinas “Esse per

se consequitur Formam creaturae....(5.7. 1a, 104, l)ﬂﬁ..lpsum esse est

actualitas omnium rerum et formarum.” ' (5.7.1, 8, 1). ,Significantly, if

the Form 15, as it was for Aristaotle, the actual?zation of ﬁatter, Esse
is 1n turn, for Thomas Aquinas, the furgher, necessary actualization of

the Form: concreteness is carried one more step forward.

Having reached however this funda&ental insight, Thomas Aquinas too
was ultimately unable to develop the ;;tion of existence in ‘an
ontologically adequat; manner. In the end, if Aristotle had taken
existence for granted and did not differentiate it ~*ron essence, Thomas
Aquinas took the concrete meaning of “existence for granted and did not
venture to e;;iore its primordial constitutive structures. He
sidestepped the issue by enquiring about exXistence +from a CAUSAL

perspective. Instead of asking “What is existence?" he simply asked "What -

is its cause?"
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To conclude, ancient .ontoloéy, from the later Plato through
Aristotle to fhn;as Aquinas, has been steadily, albeit somewhat
obscurely, moving towards an increasindly CONCRETE view of Being
conceived as' EXISTING FORMED MATTER. This dawning 'concretenessJNEI,
however, unabfé to dispel the overall Sbstract;on inherent {n the ancient
‘view of Being. It remained a still-born concretene§s.

As we have seen 1n the opening statement abpve, Heidegger 's inguiry

is purportedly to be carried out in the nahe of concreteness too, a new
concreteness, however, which is meant to overcome the insufficiency of

] . » 4 '
the traditional view of Being as Substance.

v

In arder to better elucidate the meaning of this new cbncretgnes; 1

shall refer to the following passage:

[
v

The kind of Being which belongs to entities within-
the-world is’ something which they themselves might
have been pérmitted to present; but Decartes does not
let them do so. Instead he prescribes for the world
its "real"” Being, as it were, on the basis of an idea
of "Being whose source ‘has not been unveiled and which
has not been demonstrated in its own right-an idea in
which Being is equated with constant presence-at-hand. .
(817 96, B.T. 129) .

~

Although the "concreteness"' of the Heideggerian approach is not

? ' : )
explicitly defined in the above passage, it emerges implicitly, by

contrast, through the critique of Descartes, He ‘did not nperamit things

themselves , to disclose” their kind of Being. He blocked off the

]

*phenomenon” of the world through a “dogmatic" superimposition: of an

unclarified idea. For Heidegger, therefore, contreteness means p(ecisely
2 '\
to let the world disclose itself, beyond coﬁcepts. At the same tine,

however, this new concreteness 1s not viewed by Heideqqér as a rldica}

departure from the tradition, but as a reaching into its very ground.

a

¢
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In fact it is sxgntfzcant that in the aboVé passage he denounces the

idea of the world as CONSTANT Presence-at-hand, not simply as Presence-
wt-hand. . This seems to imply “the recognition on Heidegger’'s part that

the world ’can indeed have Presence-at-hand as a no less real mode of
¢

'Being. If thes is true, then the tradition cannot deserve indiscriminate

rejection simply on account ,Pf its notion of Being as Subs;antiality.

bui{e to the cantrary, the destrﬁction of traditional epistemology and

ontology

veiis just as\far fron;?*ving the pegative sense

of shaking o the on ogical tradition. We must, .
on the contrary, stake out 'the positive possibilities

of that tradition, and this always means keeping it
.Within its limits. (81 22, B.T. 44)

‘Presefice-at-hand constitutes that *LIMIT" contaiping the \*positive®

possibilities to be “staked out" hermeneutically. Far fran being
! X

v

rejected, it maust be retained as the stepping stone to reach beyond it,

that is, to OVERCOME it. (UEBERWINDUNG)

The “task is not to replace the traditional view of Being as

N -

Presence-at-hand (Substantiality) with another perhaps radically

different notion, but to show how Presence-at-hand itself is grounded on

.

@ more primordial Being which is already pre-understood when facing the

world as space-bound substance. ' fhe ‘Present-at- hand is to be
W

ontologlcally grounded. Froam this a neu notion of EXISTENCE will energe

.and with it a new Beirfg, the "Ready-to-hand."

A%

;At the same time Hei&egger's cohcreteness is such as to defy any

‘charges af supdectxvxsn- it is the dlsclosure of thlngs theaselves which

constltutes JLexr "Truth”, not what we predxcate about thea. If we remain

tuned to 'phenonena' we cannot fail to be possessed'by an objective order

of meaningfulness, robted in a quasi-logical necessity, the ldgic of

£ S
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inescapable direction.

In this respect Heidegger raises_indgéd a rhetorical questioa, when
he asks

But with these criticjshg\ have we not faobbed off on.'
Descartes a task altogether beyond his horizon, and then
gone. on to "demonstraté* that he has failed to solveit°
- (81 98, B.T. 131)
His answer confirms his conviction:
In controversy over prlncxples, one aust not only
attach oneself to theses which can be grasped

doxographically; one wmust also derive one’s b
orientation from the objective tendency of the
ﬂgroblematlc (it. ours) even if it does not go beyond

a rather ordinary way of taking,.things. (Ibidd N

What follows will make increasingly cjear how, bﬁrenaining tuned to

the ‘'objective tendency of the problematic", i.e. to ﬁhenonenological

~

evidence, rather than by building upon conceptual presuppositions, Being

can emerge under a truly concrete dimension, that of the world as “Ready-

.

to-hand. "

&

~ Given the reciprocal relation of Daéein and they world, the Ready-to-

h " hand cannot be explained “wi thout “adequately I3 1#ying_the meaning of

o

Dasein’'s existence. Not to do so would mean to run again _into the dead-
AN .

\
end of Being-Substance. . . X
! . ' ’ )

I shall therefore examine the e-erglng of the "Ready- to hand” fraos

tuo parallel, correlative perspectxves.

\

* 1. Dasein (traditionally the *subject”l.
2. The\'world® (traditionally the "object®). ]
. ‘ e . . . A

N From the tirst perspective, the thematic question which sets the

direction of the inquiry is

...in criticizing the Cartesian poin& of departure, we
must ask which kind of Being that belongs to Dasein

inplicétions, which steers the questioning (and the answers) in one °

AJ

o
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we should fix upon as giving us an.appropriate way .
of access to those entities with whose Being as
*extensio” Decartes equates the Being of the "world".
(87 95, B.T. 128)

The answer is:

The ‘essence’ ("Wesen") of this entity lies in its "to .
be" (Zu-sein). Its Being-what-it-is (MWas-sein) (Essentia) »
must...be conceived in terms of its Being (Existential.

But here our ontological task is to show that when we

choose to designate the Being of this entity as "existence”
(Existenz), this term does not and cannot have the onto-
logical signification of the traditional term "EXISTENTIA";
ontologically, existentia is tantamount to BEING-PRESENT
~AT-HAND, a kind of Being which 1s essentially inappropria-
ge'to'entities of Dasein’s character. To avoid getting
bewildered, we shall always use the Interpretative expres-

sion "Presence-at-hand” for the term "Existentia"“, while

the term "existence", as a designation of Being, will

be allotted solely tﬁ”ﬁi?g{i;"jff/ﬂz, B.T. &7)

1

This passage 1ntroduces a fundamental‘distinction between basein‘s
Being as EXISTENI (Zu-sein) and the Being-of the other entities of the
world as EXISTENTIA }Presence—at-h;nd). To 1dentify Dasein’'s EXISTENZ
~with }u-sezn (Bexng-towa}ds) immediately points to the f;it that existencé
(Exisfenz) can only be conceived as grounded A PRIORI in the worid, as the
intentional “"objective" <correlate of Dasein’s consciousness. | Thus
EXISTENZ, as Being-in and gggglgg_{he world, assumes a first connotation
of concretene;s in straking ;ontfast with the abstractness of Ehe
Cartesian "SUM".

Towards the beqinpning .of 51, Heidegger explicitly 1lays out his
fundamental hermeneutic guide-line:

we have no right to resort to dagmatic constructions
and to apply just any i1dea of Being and actuality to

this entity, no matter how "self-evident" that idea
may be. (SZ 16, -B.T. .37)

The question is now to establish in what sense the notion of EXISTENZ
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is neither a dogmatic construction nor a aerely ~'subjéﬁtive' idea, if an
*ldea™ at all. ‘ ' : *
* . -
While it is undeniable that Heidegger's interpretation of existence

as EXISTENZ, as opposed £: EXISTENTIA, is after all an idea, to say that =
it responds to’an “objective tendency of th; probl;latic', implies that it
not, only‘co-es FRON Heideager, gut it comes TO hinm, ‘Thq question is then:
where does this IDEA come erA? Wherein is it priaordially constituted?
In what sense, if at all, is it p0551ble to speak gf an . objecfivg; 1qurce'
of an !DEA beyond its psychologxcal source? . ’_—7\\\

“ . -

Far Hexﬁegger the truth xs'the EkLQTENZ is not a dogmatic

. R \, : ! i
construction precisely berause it is pooted im the concrete immediacy of
LIVED EXPERIENCE. Much in the same way as the appearing of the world to

3 Al
¢

consciousness under a? almost infiﬁite nuitiplicit9 of sodes of sensation,
is an ffnﬁfgctive", factual datua, as such beyond proof or disproof, 50
EXISTENI, as Being-in, is beyond proof or disproot: Dasein can éonceive_
existence as EXISTENTIA only because it is already primordially
cnnstitu;ed“in E}IS{ENZ. In however many dif?érent ways -.one ;ay attempt
to defife existence, such\ conceptualizations are possible'only because

Dasein is already related A PRIORI to the world ' in understanding and

concern. (1)
%

(i.e. 61191n
is ontically

(1) Even when Dasein‘'s understanding is not auth
’ understands itself in teras of the “they" world)
“not true® this lack of understanding is only e because of a
primordial projection of Dasein into the world. projection - is
already an understanding of the world as that which can aake sense.
Heidegger 's assumption is that POSSIBILITY and not ACTUALITY is
prisordially constitutive of Being. *

tu

S
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.

Herein lies the "objectivity” of Heidegger ‘s interpretation of existence.

- Y

But there is a second and

-

no less ilportéht dimension to this
" ' 5 " \
objectivity. This is related to Heidegger’'s view of LANGUAGE.

The conventional view is that language is no sare than the carrier

1

of subjectively constructed ideas. It would be the means through which
we tonvey these ideas to other people. There would be no wmore to

/

lanquge than uha@ we put in. In a way 1anguage would be e§sentia11y an
IN;TRUHENT at our disposal, albeit a very c;lﬁlex one. N
Heidegger ‘s view 1is strikingly diffé;eni: before being the
1nstrument through which we articulate and disclose to others the content
6# our consciousness, language is that wherein Reality as a phenomenon is
primordially discloSed tp'our consciousness. To the extent that we can
hear. the wind only through the rustling of leaves, this 1is in a way the
“wind itself, It 1is the appearing of the wind. In much the same way
language is, for Heidegge}, *the house of Being". Anthropological
research may well Explain 'sc;entifically” the complex mechanisms thraugh
which conéenéional l;nguage has supposedly emerTed froe the primeval
cries of the first Homo Sapiens, as an intelligent act of creation, in
order to convey an increasingly cosplex and abstract>neb of meanings. .
Suéh a séiéntific explanation would still not, however, obviate the
fac} tﬁgt these neaninés towards uﬁose expression language haslbeen
"created” and which supposedly form its primordial "raison d’'étre”, imply
a prior’ ppssibili{y, for Dasein, to understand and, for the world, to be
understood. TQis possibility is ontologically prior to Dasein, the world
-and language itself. Even if’this possibility .is necessarily actualized

and disclosed anly through language, it is not cogval with the supposed

“creation® of the latter by ®man. aIf he can, to a certain extent, create
s . ) .
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‘a fanggage as a conventienal systesm of sounds and sysbols, he c;nnot
create the inner logos undgrlyinQ nianingfu}nesgb He can only find it or:
miss it.
There is a certain affinity'here with Plafo:\ just as the "creation®
of Realiéy by the Platonic Demiourgos amounts to no msore than arranging

so b

fnd embodying pre-existing Foras, ;ﬁich have their own 'OGJecti;aﬁ
Being, so the infinite, iultiplici{y of meanings that man can indeed
project upon Reality acco;ding to individual, contingent perspectives, is
ultimately grounded upon an "objective” order of angngfulness pervading
Reality at the pbenoaeﬂoibgical level.’ Thus the fact‘ that "man”,
"existence", "life"; "reality” can assume different neanings,‘accordingq
to whether we take the perspective of biology, sociology, science,
ﬁhi}osophy, theology or religion, does not imply, for Heidegger, {hat a
_aore‘fundamental, “objective" truth is hopelessly beyond r;ach. For hinm
not only does this "truth‘arexist, but we are already primprdially
constituted, 1n it: "truth" is  that priuordi&l phenomenological
disclosure of Being as -a possibility of meeaning anﬁ to the extent that
language bears the concrete ilpri;t of this d;sclosure, it is truly the
. "House of . %eing'. How does ianguage provide the “"objective”
phenode;oiogical ground fqr viewing ex}gtencé as Being-in/existenz?

. In 81 54 Heidegger ventJres‘to speculate, on the authority of two
articles by the linguist Briln: that the prinordfal phencaenological
disclosure of Being (Sein) as Being-in ‘(in-séin)v is mirrored in the(
Geruan'language itself. This would constitute a furthgr‘indiCltion thatj
the notion of EXISTENZ, ﬁr;cisely because it is'phenonenoloéically

grounded in language, is not a subjective conceptualizatioﬁ, but it

possesses the "Truth" of a ghenonenoﬁ. ’

N\
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The ;ngunent 1s that the first person of 7he present indicative of

the German verb Seiﬁ (Ich bin-1 am) |is pHonetlcally close to thé
B i

preposition ‘“bei* nean;hg 'algpgside”, "by/, the inference being that
ol o

“1¢ch bin" was originally perceived as "I am, [ dwell alongsidé

(supposedly the world): \ / L T

"Being-in" 1s thus the formal exigtentialAexpression
for the Being of Dasein, which has Being-in-the-world
as its essential state. (SZ 54,/B.T. 80)

/
Dasein’s Being, as Being-in, /has Concern as its original
/
constitutive mode. In other words, Dasein‘s existente discloses 1tself -
. k. )
only in the possibility of a concernful relation to the world, which

!
.

- ! '
exists, 1n turn, for Daseyn, only inasmuch as 1t is or can be understood

[
v

as a hub of significance. ¢

4

The' “objective tendency of the problematic® leads to a‘second,

[}

correlative question: 1f CONCERN 1s the‘primordial constitutivé\tode of

Being of Dasein inasmuch as it is "in" an "for" the world, what is the

4 '

Being of the “world in 1its Being "for" Dasein? How is the woéld
experientially constitutéd in Dasein? How does the norla "appear™ to a
Dasein which 15 A PRIORI related to 1t through concern? N

- The world must be disclosed, 1n 1its Being for Daseié, not

theoretically, on the basis 'of a derivative conceptual representation,

but "concretely", viz. as the result of a genuine “letting appearing” of
the world itself.

Dasein's facticity is such that its Being-in-the-
world has always dispersed itself (zerstreut) or
even split itself up into definite ways of Being-in:
...having to do with something...making use of some-
thing...Al]l these ways of Being-in have concern as
their kind of Being... (57 54/57, B.T. 83)

Such “definite" ways of Being are possible because the world
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discloses . itself ““not theoretically as Substanée,’ but CONCRETELY as

EQUIPMENT. Indeed,

In the domain of the present analysis, the entities
we shall take as our preliminary theme are those
which show themselves in our concern with the
environment. Such entities are not thereby objects
for knowing the "world” theoretically; they are
simply what gets used, what gets produced,.and so
forth. (S1 67, B.T. 95)

Within such an ENVIRONMERY, things lose their traditional material

N .
concreteness, as space-bound substances, to assume, instead, a new

concreteness, the LIVING concretene;s of exi;tential significance,.

I; this connection Heid;gger refers onc; more to lanquage in order
to prove that this new notion of "thinghood" corresponds to a primordial
phenormenological disclosure, rather than 5einq an arbifrary defi;?%ion.
This disclosure is imprinted in the ancient Greek word for."thing’x
"PRAGMA" is derived fro& the verb PRASS50, PRASSEIN, to do. ) Language,
indeed, bears witness for Heidegger, that the things of the world appear
primordially not 4as ab;t{act RES EXTENSAE, wunknowable beyond their
geometrical properties, butugs possible objects of concernf;l dealings.
They aré’aluay§ unders@ood, therefore known in the true sense, initerns
of what we can or cannot do uiih then.

With the notions of EQUIPMENT apd THINGH006 oqéglogically rooted in
Dasein’s EXISTENIZ, we have reached a truly concrete vision. of the world:
from merely “Present-at-hand* (VORHANDENE), it now emerges as “Rehdy—tu-
hand" (IZUHANDENE):

The kind of Being which equipment possesses-;id

which it manifests itself in its own right—we call
"Readiness-to-hand® (Zuhandenheit)...Ilf we look °

at Things just ‘theoretically’ we can get along without
understanding readiness-to-hand. But when we deal with
thes by using thes and manipulating thea, this activity is

nat a blind one; it has its own kind of sight, by
nK-ch our manipulation is guided and from which it
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acquires its specific ThingIy character. (SZ 69, B.T. 98)

I shall now proceed, before concluding, to clarify the relationship

" between Presence-at-hand and Readiness-to-hand. This is necessary, in my

view, if we are to understand the relationship&i?fﬁéen "Destruktion” and

"Ueberwindung”, ultimately between Heidegger and the tradition. The

L)
latter term 15 to be ﬂnderseood, in the Heideqgerian context, not only in

the diachronic sense pf a body of philosophical doctrines historically

preceding Heidegger Jclassical reafiém, Cartesian rationalism), but also

in the synchronic sense of current well established perspectives
synearaonlt current

(idealism or other) which have failed to fraiE the question of-Beiﬁg in

onto-phenomehological terms,

Ontologically, "world" is not a way of character- V
izing those entities which Dasein essentially is not; j
it is-.rather a characteristic of Dasein itself. This /
Hoes not rule out the possibility that when we in-
vestigate the phenomenon of the “"world" we must do _so

by the avenue of entities-within-the-world and the o
Being they possess. (It. Ours) (SI 64, B.T. 92) - :

,

I+ the Being these entities possess, as distinct #from Dasein’s

f

Being, is Presence-at-hand, and if they are to provide the
phengmenological Qoint of access (the “avenue") to Being-for Dasein

{Readiness-to-hand), then Presence-ét—hapd is the necessary ONTICAL

« ground of Readiness-to-hand., Indeed, if Being is meaning, }t can b*ly be

so as the meaning of entities-within-the-world.
But at the same time Heidegger states that

I one understands Nature ontologico-categorically,
one finds that Nature is a limiting case of the

i - —

- Being of possible entities within-the world. Only o

in some definite mode of its own Being-ifA-the<world®

can Dasein distover entities as Nature. This manner

of knowing them has the character of deprjving,the

world of its worldhood in a definite way... (57 65,

B.T. 94)...The Presence-at-hand of entities is - .
thrust to the fore by the possible breaks in that
referential tdtality in which circumspection’
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“operates"...(it. ours) (SI 7s, B.T. 107)

This means that, conversely, the ontical possibility of the world as

Presence-at-hand is always understood in.teras of the ontologically prior

=

possibility for it to exist as Readiness-to-hand. In other words

¢~
o ’

Presence-at-hand is grounded in ‘Reaginess-to-hand because it can be

understood only as a break-down of that "refere;tial totality" in which

\
Readiness~to-hand is constituted and sustained.

The ‘relationship between Presence-at-hand (Nature) and\Readiness-io-
hahﬁ thﬁs emerges not as ane of mutual exclhsihn, but of i;plicatidh,
aithaug; at different levels: Presencejat—hand is the ONTICAL ground for
the possibility of the Ready-to-hand, but in turn i¥ is ONTOLOGICALLY
rooted in Readiness-to-hand because it is only when the entities—-within-
the-world are not "discovered proximally", i.e. when they are apprehended
"theoretically“,‘uxthout concern, that they fall back into the mode, of
NATURE/PRESENCE-AT-HAND. What is 1mportant to retain is that the ONbeAL

!

reality of the world as Presence-at-hand is not denied by Heidegger.]/ It
) ‘ !

N

is only thF question of its ground that is rafised by him.
« i

Not unlike a river to be explored, the “worid;'has been investigated
by traditional ontology by entering.it too far downstrean. By do;;; 80
its source, i.¢. its primordial ontoloQicallstructures; have been missed. y
Thus the funyanenfal task was to secure thewriqht point of access to it
and we havé seen’ how and why Dasein constitutes the privileged point of
acceéii At the bottoa, “the real aeaning of Hgidegger's attack on
Descartes is that his interpretation of the world as "RES EXTENSA" was

not deprived of its own truth, but it was only shortsighted, because it

could notreach what lay ahead, i.e. the disclosure of the PHENOMENON of\\'

N

e Yy

the world. Indeed:

/ .
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Neither the ontical depictron of entities within-
the-world nor the ontological Interpretation of
thelr Being is such as to reach the phenofenon of
- gng__!gfld . In both of these ways of access tao
"Objective Being", the "world" has already been
“presupposed”, and indeed in various ways

(51 64, B.T. 92)°

In much ihe same way as, for example, Kant's Transcendental Idealisnm

had attempted to blend Empiricism and Rationalisa in order to overcoae

their insufficiencies, so Heidegger’'s phenomenological ontology, through

‘the notion of "Readiness-to-hand", attempts to overcome the insufficiency

;“ v

of both Realism and Idealism, while retaining, admittedly, part of their
substance.

After saying that ;Along with Dasein as Being-in-the-world, entities
uithin-the-gprld have 1n each case been disclosed."(5Z 207, B.T. 251)
Heidegger goes on to say that "this existential-ontological assertion
seems to accord with the thesis of realism that the external world is
Really present-at-hand. In so fajﬁgs this existential assertion does not
deny that enti1ties with-in-world are present-at-hand, 1t  agrees-
doxographi;ally, as 1t were-with thecthesis of realism 1n 1ts results.”
(87 207, B.T. 251)

The point, however, at which Heidegger's analysis "leaps over"

Realism 15 where the latter: "...tries to explain Reality ont:ically by
Real connections of interaction between things that are Real...." (ibid).
and "...holds that the Reality of the ‘world’ not only needs to be proved

but also 1is capable of proof." (1bid.) In this sense Heidegger

explicitly recogpizes that his view also "...differs in principle froms

every kind of Realism." (ibid.). Indeed the world, as intentionally

canstituted in Dasein, does not need to be "proved". The very asking of

the question of the “Reality" of the world already presupposes that

- 1ot
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Dasein is 1n a "world" and that the latter is already disclosed to it as
a possibility of significance. This is what makes Heidegger affirm that:

The "scandal of philosophy" is not that this proof has \\
yet to be given, but that SUCH PROOFS ARE EXPECTED

AND ATTEMPTED AGAIN AND AGAIN. Such expectations, aims

and demands arise from an ontologically inadequate way

of starting with SOMETHING of such a character that in- ~
dependently OF IT and 'outside\ OF IT a "world” is to

be proved as present-at-hand. (51 205, B.T. 249)

1

Simflarly, Heidegger retains the fundamental insight of Idealism

k)

‘that there 1s no other Being than what appears to consciousness. For his

Idealism expresses the (true)

...understanding of the fact that Being cannot be
explained through entities. But-he continues-as long
"as idealism fails to clarify what this very under-
\ standing of Being means ontologically, or how this
understanding is possible, or that 1t belongs to Dasein’s
state of Being, the Interpretation of Reality which
idealism constructs is an empty one. (582 207, B.T. 251)
v

His conclusion is even that

fis compared with realism, IDEALISM, no matter how
contrary and untenable 1t may be in its results, has
‘an aHvantage in principle, provided that it does not
misunderstand itself as "psychological” 1dealism.
{it. ours) (81 207, B.T. 251)

In the above I have ag?élpted to clarify the distenction between the
VORHANDENE and the ZUHANDENE. 1 have also stressed how Heidegger sees
this distinction not as an  arbitrary, conceptual one, but as one
responding to the inner, "objective® necessity of the problematic itself,
in the light of that "Logic of questioning” which he considers as the
net;physical matrix of ocdinary logic.

The distinctive meaning of Heidegger's CONCRETENESC is, in broad

terms, EXISTENTIAL significance. This new dimension does not offset the

straditional concrete reality of the Present-at-hand, but it constitutes

.
e
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its ontological ground. Even though the traditjonal| epistemological rift

-

between Subject and Object has been narrowed beyond recognition, the

external world as Natﬁre has not. been dissolved, but only ontologically

clarified. In' this 'sense the tradition has not|been destroyed, but

léaped over”. It has been opened up in its‘po'sibilities. A

The full meaning of "concreteness” will ea

\
rge in ' the next chapter,

in connectian with the treatment of thewnotion df truth. b
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CHAPTER FOUR .

a

THE END OF PHILOSOPHY AND ITS NEW BEGINNING.

-
In the later Heidegger, and especially in the commentaries on his

v T . - \
work, we often encounter the tera "End of Philosaophy"”. This nogihn can-

be misleading unless we see it inbrelww BEGINNING to which it
points, i ) -

The ﬂénd of Philosophy" points to the necessity of returning to the
origins of thought, to its primeval long-forgotten concreteness,
expressed by the indis;niuble unity of PHYSIS and QOGDQ.

In the *Introductien to Hetaphysicb? Heidegger says that th;
beginning of the end of Greek philosophy ofiginated in tﬁe secession of
PHYSIS\from‘LOGOS occurring for the first time fﬁ the philosophy of Plato
and Aristotfe, even though he concludes that ' N

...this beginning of the end of t;; great begin;
ning, the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, remains
great... (1) R}

By these words Heidegger clearly rehabilitates traditional ontology.
As 1 sh;ll éxplain in the <forthcoming exposition, the separation of
PHYS5IS and LOGOS is not as radical iB Plato aﬁd Aristotle as it will be
in subsequent ontology. é; advocating gﬁe "End of phil&sophy' Heidegger
intends less to destroy traditional ontology, indiscriminately, than to

“ . B ¢ o
remind all of us that philosophy must remain anchored in the indissoluble

A G

1 M. Heidegger: An Introduction to Metaphysics , transl., by R.
"Manheims New Haven: Yale U.P., 1948 , P.179. '
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unity of PHYSIS .and LOGOS as it once was. Thfs_unity was at t&e heart of
. ' ' ' «
the pre-Socratic vision of Being. Ultimately, Truth itself, as ALETHEIA,

ia§ for the pre-Socfatics primordially constituted in this unity. Since .

this is also Heidegger's view, 1t is jmportant to understand the meaning

of unity of PHYSIS and LOGOS, which is the meaning of TRUTH. N

The next section will provide a brief outline of the pre-Socratic
. 3

notions of PHYSIS, LOGOS, NOOS and ALETHEIA, Such an outline will be

)

based on . M. Heidegger’'s own interpretation. However, since the.Bernan

philosopher has been frequently accused of doing violence in hig.
T « ’

- NS
jnterpretations to the Greek text of the pre-Socratics, I have attempted

to assess the plﬁusibility of his version through an i%d@pendent re-

f

reading of some of the passages of Heraclitus and Parmenides cited by

him. In siding uf!ﬁ M. Heidegger: I have adwo drawn on the textual

-
k3

exegesis of classical philologists.

*In the following sections “concreteness” as the "new beginning” of
philosophy will be explicated in direct relation to the nntibn of TRUTH.
It will be shown how TRUTH ;as concérete for the pre-Socratics, as a

unity of PHYSIS and LOG0S, how thi§ concreteness somewhat faded away

lalthough it did not completely disappear) with Plato "and Aristotle and

- B
how it finally re-emerged with Heidegger. o
. - i
I. THE DAWN OF TﬁUTH; THE PhE-SOCRATICvVISIbN 0# BEINSG. ¢

)
.. . - . ) . :
The history of western metaphysics unfolds arou the copcepts of
A L ] .

- NATURE, TRUTH, REASON, the 600D, LOGICS ang the °“LOGICAL®". Our current

understanding aqf these woris follgws the semantic shift ocaurr{ng with
< . ) 4 .
the Platonic turn. Furthermore, the original Greek meanings of PHYSIS,

W o /
F . PN ’

‘Q . . N )] ‘ ,
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L0G0S, ALETHEIA an&?TD AGATHON have been even more dramatically distorted ‘

by their Latin translations as NATURA, RATIO, VERITAS and 3§DNQH,

£

respectively. . -

'l I N

., These Latin words, throughout the history of western ontoloéy, have

-

acquired the following meanings:

]

NATURE (Lat.Natura): the‘uorld—totality of existing

g
.

\things, as objects of sensory

perceptian,

REASON (Lat.Ratig): that faculty in aman which governs

»

thinking according. to the basic

. ‘ .
laws of logic, under the sway of Tox

the principle of non-contradiction.

-

TRUTH AlLat.Veritas): the conformity between a state-

. ment and reality. TRUTH is a

\ <0 property of statements.

GOODNESS (Lat.Bonum): what con#orms to a superior

standard of intrinsic worth

and ‘should as such provide a

. basis for our conduct. Within ) *
4 A .

a religious perspective the
‘ will of God provides the justi-
fication for the goodness of

v . *

thes standard.
Indeed, these traditional meanings are so engrained in us, that we
can hardly imagine that those words ever ‘seant anything different, let

alone anything of the'kind Heraclitus and Paraenides suggest.

T
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The analysis of PHYSIS, LOGOS, ALETHEIA, NOOS and TO AGATHON will
make clear the extent to which the traditional connotation of these
terms, in their Latin as well a; English translation, does not reflect
for Heidegger their original meaning in the Greek language..(l)

-1 sﬁfll bépin with PHYSIS, Lat. NATURA.

These two words are not parallel: NATURA &grive; from NATUS, the
past participle of ‘the verb NASCOR, NASCI, to be born. 1In Latin it means
the extant totality ot what ha; comé into being, creatednesg, the

existing world. NATURA points to Being as Substance. In science we use

the term "nature" interchangeably with the *“Physical World". But,

~

.needless to say, the term "physical" as that which is opposed to the

liviqg, the animated, the psychic or the spiritual, does not reflect for
Heidegger ° the original meaniné of PHYS1S, which, indeed, encompassed
both the animate and the i1nanimate, mind and body, spirait and ;atter. (2)
PHYSIS deriv;s from PHUD, which means to beget, to generate. 1In the

]

passive voice it also meant to be born, (Lat. NASCI). Yet a closer look

at the etymology of PHYSIS, PHUEIN points to a wmore primordial

experiential connotation of the term birth. In fact it has occurred to

.me that PHYSIS bears a phonetic resemblance to PHOOS (light). This

points to a oprocess of “coming to light", as the possible, original
connotation of PHYSIS,

As the links of Physis with LOGOS, ALETHEIA and NDOOS will amake more

readily apparent, I ‘tend to agree with M. Heidegger, that PHYSIS was

BéING in its birth to the LIGHT .of the UNDERSTANDING, as

{1) oap. cit, p. 13

(2) op. cit, p. 16
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intelligibility and nean;ngfulness.« PHYSIS was the primordial mode of
disclosure %ALETHEIQ) of BEINé as PHOODS " (Light), the LIGHT which truly
makes reality a PHAINOMENON, i.e. what shines in xntelligibiiity.

Being 15 also referred to by the pre-Socratics as LOBOS. This word
entered the philosophical vocabulary seemingly for the first time with
Heraclitus. ‘ o

LOGOS (from LEGEIM, meaning “to say", but also "to'gather") was used
bY the pré-Socratics precisely in the .sense of an act o; Alstate of
gathering, coming together; and not of speech or word.

In Fr. 114 Heraclitus says that the LOGOS is XUNOS, while Parmenides
in Fr. 8 uses the etymplogically related word SUNECHES to characterize .
Being. ’ - -

These two terms, sharing. etymplggically the ueaﬁing of "holdiqg
together”, even though XUNOS for;ally means "cumnon”,-further.strengthek
the thESis that the- primordial meaning of LO60S itself was that of a
"gathéring", as Heidegger himsel+ hélds.

Being was then for the pre-Socratics LOG60S, as that .which manifests
itself (PHYSIS) in a gathering, holding 1tself together: PHYSIé was
LOGOS and its primordial appearance (PHAINESTHAI) . was the gathering of
reality into Ehe unity of, intelligibility, “comprehensio®, 1i.e. the
grasping together of parts into a whole referential totality.

The sense of “togetherness" as the fundamental characteriftic of
LOGOS is radicalized by Heraclitus, who sees the Qelf-gatherinb unity of
Being-Logos as a 'coincigentig oppositorum”: : .

...disease makes health pleasant and good...
(FR. t11) (1)

1) 'cit. in Kirk, 6.5. and Raven, J.E. @ The Pre-Socratic
Philosopers... . p. 189. London: Cambridge U.P., 1957

s
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and

There would be no right without wrong (FR. 23 (N

Heraclitus’ example‘ of Justice, whose “Being*” uoul& be‘
equiprimordially con;tituted in a simultaneous -evoking of what it is not,
i.e. in a ébnsgant recgdiﬁq (nto the very darkness of its non-being,
{viz. injustice), illustrates upat ua§ for him and for the pre-Socrat}cs
the ,natu}e of PHYSIS: unconcealment ' and concealment, ultimately
un;oncealment THROHﬁH concealment, a glittering. light, This 1is the

meaning of Heraclitus"Fragment 123:

-
% " "PHYSIS KRUPTESTHAI PHILE}'
which M. Heidegger translates as:®

Being (emerging, appearing) inclines intrinsically
“to self-concealment (2) s -

The same primordial experience of an “unconcealment® isl what
Lnderl;é; the word ALETHEIA. 1In fact this ternm, éhe standard acceptation
of which 1is TRUTH, derives etymsologically from the vert LANTHANO (to be
concealed, to escape notice) through the verbal stem LATH. With the

initial pravative “A", A-LETHEIA as a noun literally stood for

unhiddenness. (3)

(1) op. cit.,.p. 190
o

{2} M. Heidegger: An Introduction to Metaphysics , op. cit.,

p. 114 ‘ ’

(3) Alexander P. Mourelatos ( The route of Parmenides. New Haven: Yale
u.P., 1970, p. 63) as well as other classical philologists such as
H. Baeder, W. Luther and E. Heisch endorse Heidegger's
interpretation of ALETHEIA as UNCONCEALEDNESS.

'

"
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There remains one last concept to be examined before proceeding to

the Platonic turn:’ NOEIN, NOOS and its relation to Being, for indeed

Parmenides says
70 6AR AUTO NOEIN ESTIN TE KAl EINAI
commonly translated as:
*Thinking and Being are the same thing® . FR.S
and

CHRE TO LEGEIN TE NOEIN T'EON éHHENAI
commonly translated as:

. ) H .-
;;*“One°must say tpat Thinkina and Being 3are“. 4 FR.#

~Heidegger'tran§1ates FR. & as follows:

It is useful (CHRE) that the letting-lie-before-us
(TO LEBEIN) and the taking-to-~heart (NOEIN) be a
‘being present, too. (1) "

’h *

~———This—rendering _sounds _very 'hernétic, indeed. In_all fairness to

Heidegger ,*however, we pust adwit that the comwon translation as

N

One must say that Thinking_and Being "are"”. ) g’

L)

is not an outstanding example of clarity, unless one is willing to take

for granted that Parmenides is uttering a platitude. Indeed, that

thinking "is" (presumably in the sense that it exists, as an activity) is

B
Ny

so obvious that 1 see no reason why Parmenides should eaphatically
pfoclafi it. As to proclaiming that Being, too, "exists®, in addition to

*thinking", I equally see no reason for individuating the one from the

. ‘'

(1) This translation is gleaned from M. Heidegger's step-by-step
analysis of the Fragment as contained in his work What is
called Thinking? , p& 182 #f. Cf especially pp. 233, 237, 239.

hY
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other explicitly, since Being, after all, encompasses thinking and this
could notpossibly have escaped Parmenides.

In fr. 6 Heidegger translates Noein not as Thinking, but as Taking-

to-heart and Eon not simply as Bein‘, but as Being-present. Taking-to-“

heart suggests that Noein has for Heidegger a pre-conceptual connotation
of "beholding” or "seeing through”, at least.in the early Greek language.
Such' an :1nterpretation is alsop confirmed by the classical philologist
Alexander P. Mourelatos who draws on the authority of K. von Fritz. (1)

But taking-to-heart also suggests that Noein has for Heidegger a

Qeeper possibility of meaning, which he, indeed, explicitly acknowledges

S

in apother context and which, I maintain, was already within the current

acceptation of this term in the Greek language. In fact, in the
’

Introduction to Metaphysics (2) he states that

.
.

apprehension is not a function that man has as an
*attribute, but rather the other way around:
apprehension is the happening that has man. (it. ours)

If man cap apprehend, it is only because Being itself has Noein,
i.e. the state or quality of being intelligible as its fundamental

characteristic. Being i

L]

Dasein stands.

Now, it should be noted also that the Liddell-Scott Greek-English

N

)
{1) - Alexander P. Mourelatos: op. cit., p. 6B-69

(2) M. Heidegger: An Introductien to Metaphysics , op. cit., p. 141

Yr o

a Noein, .a being meaningful, in whose light

&
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chtionary acknowledges, under the entry Noein, that this verb was
»
‘employed in the current Attic usage also in the sense of "ta aean*, as,

for example, when one asks "What does it wmean?". As far as the

translation of Eon (being) as Being-present is concernbd, this rendering

finds justification, in ay opinion, in the fact ~ that Presence implies
panifestness and this was, indeed, for the pre-Socratics, the common
denotational core of both Aletheia and Physis, which ultimately

constituted the meaning of Being itself. N AN

AN

In view of the above 1 think, therefore, that H.\Haidegger's

translation of Parmenides’ Fragment #4 1is correct. It seems to be
consistent élth :the dflft of pre-Socratic thought ;aSM well - as
linguistically plausible. It may perhaps be phrasea more clearly as:

The ;elf~gatheriﬁg (Legein) of Being and its being-

-~ meaningful, i.e., its appearing to consciousness

————{Noein),are by necessity (Chre) in the form of an

original phenomenal Presencing (Eon).

I think that ths samé meaning underlies even more succintly Parmenides’

\V

- Fragment #3 which could then be translated more clearly as:

Being (Einai) is in fact the same (To gar auto esti)
as a being-meaningful, a being-for-consciousness (Noein).

!ndeed, the word same does not express in my view a conceptual identity,

but the’ coalescence of iwo ontologically inextricable aspects of Beingt
its "self—gatﬁering" (Egggii?,into a unity of meaning™ and its appearing
to consciousness (Noein;. (It is well known how the latter aspect was

caompletely ignared by subsequent metaphysics.)

In conclusion, for the pre-Socratics PHYSIS, LOGOS and NOEIN were

not only indissolubly related, but wultimately interchangeable with

'ﬁeing'. In addition, since Being was being-for consciousness, hence an

APPEARING (PHAINOMENON), it was A-LETHEIA, disclosedness in the purest

>
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"etymological sense of the word. The TRUTH of BEING, not yet bound to the
principle of non-contradiction because of its phenomenological nature,

was constituted in a “coincidentia _oppositorua®. Heraclitus’ insight

that &

PAN PLEON ESTIN OMOU PHAEOS KAl NUKTOS (Fr. .9)

{Everything is a mixture of light and darkness!)

Y - ) -

§ech‘oes in Heidegger's saying: "TRUTH I8 yNTRUTH“.

4

I1. "THE PLATONIC TURN

.

With Plato the concepts of Being and Truth change drastically. This
' A .. %,

change is concomitant with a shift inp the wmeaning of LOGOS and NOGS,
NOEIN, a new understanding of PHAINDMENON and the emerging of the EIDOS

as the standard of Truth. <

“~

The seed-bed of these changes is the Allegoryl of the Cave, in Book
VII - of the Republic, where Plato, referring to the prisoner having

escaped from the cave, addresses the fcllowing question to _his

in&rlocutor: .

What do you think he would say if somseone told him
that what the had formally seen was meaningless IL-
LUSION (it.ours), but now, being somewhat nearer to
REALITY (it.ours) and turned towards more real ob-
jects, he was getting a TRUER view?......Is it at
all strange that one who comes from the contempla-
tion of divine things to the siseries of human life
should appear awkward and ridiculous, when, with
eyes still dazed and not yet accustomed to the
DARKNESS, he is coampelled, in a law-court or else- .
where, to disputé about the shadows of Justice.....
or to wrangle over the notions of what is right in’
the ainds of men who have never beheld Justice it-
* self,..?

o
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«+..The soul of every man does possess the power
of learning the Truth and the organ to see it with
«ss.and just as one might have to turn the whole
body round in order that the eye should see lighi
instead of darkness, so the entire soul must be
turned away fram this changing world, until the eye
tan bear to contemplate reality and the supreae
splendour which we have cdlled the 'Good....They
must be made to climb the ascent ta the vision of
Goodness, which we called the highest object of
knowledge. (Republic, VII, 517 D #f)

Two major poigts emerge from the above passage: -
1. While for the pre-Socratics Being was SUNECHES (all one,
“hold?ng {6gether“, a "gathering®”), a LEGEIN and a NOEIN
(being, for consciousﬁess), Plato sets up a rift betweeﬁ
Being and the PHAINOMENON. ﬂThealatter 15 no fohger Truth,
but irlugory perception, wgile Truth it?elf begins to
emerge as corractness (ORTHOTES), a conformity (OMOIOSIS,
"adaequatio”) between a subjective apprehensien and the
Idea, which -is ontologicélly pr;or to 1t and constitutes .
the standard for its correctness.
o ) \
2. Being is no longer in and for consciousness. It exists :
N “ independently from it, outside its Sph:re. It is hidden '
from the common mortéls and in order to grasp it the soul
must be trained in a special a;t, PAIDEIA. A dichotoay
nutiariﬁes between the subject (or the mind) ¥nd the
object. | % :
Rité the breach of the pre-Socritic bond between LOGOS, PHYSIS,
PHAINOHENO& and ALETHEIA, not only the -ean{ng ‘of ALETHEIA and
PHAINOMENON changes, as seen earlier, Sut also -that of LDSdS. ‘The

latter becomes for Platb WORD, SPEECH, as the chief expression of the

M 4
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faculty of REASON (IP LdGISTlKON) under the yoke of the principle of non-
contradicgion. Ultinatel;, ‘ELETHEIA becomes a contingent property of
speech, which can. indeed be TRUE as well as FALS?, according to whether
what is affirmed or denied is in Egziornity with ‘a genuine apprehension
of the IDEA(S). | -

Aristotle’'s interpretation of L0O60S and ALETHEIA is formally

“parallel to Plato’s: LOGOS is speech, word, judgment and TRUTH is a

property of LOGOS as judgment. However the absence of the CHORISMOS,

i.e. the positing of the Form not ABOVE, but IN sénsible objects, paves

1

the way for a re-surfacing of a pre-Socratic strain.
Somewhat unexpectedly, because of our modern notion of PHYSICS and

the PHYSICAL, it is not so much in the METAPHYSICS that Aristotle thrusts

-

the roots into the ground of the earlier pre-socratic thinking, but in

’

the PHYSICS.

.For him PHYSIS is

e

‘Ipat...uhich abides throughout it all; holding itself
together through everything it (the thing) “"under-
goes." (1)

Moreover, PHYSIS is HE MORPHE KAI TO EIDDOS TO KATA TON LOGON, i.e.

the visual, pre-conceptual APPEARING of that which is the ground of the

'Qtatenent. PHYSIS is EIDDS and the LOGOS, as stateient, can be true only

inasmuch an EIDOS has revealed itself. The LOGOS, as a statement, points

beyond itself to a primordial pre-rational disclosure constituking its

(1) This is M, Heidegger's translation of Aristotle’s Physics B, 193
"4, 9, cit. in M. Heidegger‘'s article: On Being and the concept
of Physis in Aristotle’s Physics B. Transl. by Thomas J. Sheehan.
' Man and World , 9, 1974, p. 242 f4. '
Although this passage of Aristotle is taken out of context, I have
referred to it because Heidegger’'s translation summarizes well his
own notion of Being as Physis.

- -~
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phenosenal ground. This pre-rational disclosure is precisely A-LETHEIA,
ié the pre;Socrat{c sense, (LDGﬁS is expressely defined by Aristotle in
the "De interpretatione™, as "REVELATORY" (APOPHANTIKOS).)

Aristotle’'s affirmation that

"The false and the true are not.in thxngs, but in
the judgment." (Meta. E. 1027b)

kK

cannot be taken at face value as the proof that the pre-Socratic A-

LETHEIA is ignored by him, for, in inquiring about truth‘ and falsity, he

alsop says:

Y24 .

We must inquire into what we mean by this. For it

is not because we truly hold you to be white that you
ARE white, but it is because you are white that we
who assert this hold the truth. (ibid. 105ib)
«aves.We know a truth only by knowing its cause."”
(ibid., A less, 993b) -

Thomas Aquinas, in his Comaentary oﬁ Aristotle’s Metaphysics, will

explicitly link the AITIA, i.e. the Cause of Truth, with Natura and bring

_to light the fact that this® NATURA is the FORMA, which, in combination

~

with MATERIA, makes possible the individuation of the essent as a meamber
of a given class. This categorization_ is the ground of the very
possibility of speech:
«..the truth and falsity found in speech and in
thought must be traced to a thing's disposition -
{NATURA) as their cause. Now, when the intellect
makes a coabinatign, it recéives two concepts, one
of which is related to the other as a FORM. (1)
The recognition of a CAUSE of TRUTH, which is itself an ante-

predicative truth, emerges even more forcefully in the SUMMA, where

(1) Thomas Aquinas: Comsentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics , IX, LI,
c, 1898. -

’ . —
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Thomas Aquinas, in admitting with Aristotle that truth is primarily in
the intellect, also says that everythimg is»trpe "secundum quod habet

propriam formae suae naturae.” (1)

W
Subsequent ontology, 1n neglecting this primordial ante-predicative
truth, has tallen into a total "oblivion" of Being culminating with
!

Descartes. Because of his belief in the complete unreliability of the

senses and the rejectin\ of- the Form, he restricted,thetnotion of Truth

to .CERTAINTY.,

-

The richness of the pre-Socratic PHYSIS, disclosing itself in the
. L

-

wealth g{kdjensory data, 1is lost to Truth. Through the reduction of the

world to Rés Extensa, the demise of A-LETHEIA is complete. In‘ sum, the

primordial experiential CONCRETENESS of A-LETHEIA yields with Descartes
to the ABSTRACTION of a Truth reduced to the empty certainty of. the

formal structures of thought.
- —

This obliteration of A-LETHEIA is the loss of the very heart of

Hetaphysics: Fr, L. M. Régis quite aptly depicts thevhistory of ontology

as the "Ddyssg of Metaphysics” in search of its lost homeland. (2)

The jo y back to A-LETHEIA will be undertaken by Heidegger, but

13

through a different, original route. This will be the theme of ay next

and- last section. | } )

(1) Thomas Ahuinas: Suama Theologica , la, 16, 2, ¢

A
&
Al

(2) Fr. L. M. Régis: "“L'Ddyssée de la métaphysique." Montréal: ed.

Institut d’'études médiévales, 1949. N
~N ) o =
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, 111. DASEIN AS TRUTH: THE EPITOMIZATION OF CONCRETENESS.

&
)

In 82 22 ¢ (B.T.‘43 ff) Heidegger envisages the task of DESTROYING
0 (DESTRUKTION) the history of traditional nntufogy. The term DESTRUKTION

~seems quite appropriate in view of the fact that the tradition, after the
4 ™ .

«©

.pre-Socratics, has indeed st;ayqd from the path of A-LETHEIA, r“eachinq~

with Descartes’ notion of RES EXTENSA a total forgetfulness of Being.

Yet in 1949, i.e. twenty yea;s after the publication o( BEING AND

his lecture "What is métaphysics?® that

.The thinking attempted in Being and Time (1927) sets
out on the way to prepare an OVERCOMING OF METAPHYSICS.
(it. ours) (1) .

The term "OVERCOMING* is a translation of the German "UEBERWINDUNG".
Since I must assume that in philosophy the choice of words is determined
by the '-nst strict criteria of precisiﬁn for‘any given context, in order
tq\avoid ambivalenceignd eapty generalities, there maust be a reason why
Heidegger employs the term “"UEBERWINDUNG" rather than 'DESTRUkTION”. In
fact the latter term refers explicitly tg the *history of ontology”,

while the former refers simply to "Metaphysics”. (2) 1If there is a

(1) M. Heidegger: The Way back into the 6round of Metaphysics .
W. Kaufmann's transl. Froa: Philosophy in the XXth centuryt an
anthology. Vol. 1III, p. 209. W. Barrett/H.D. Aiken ed., New York:
Random House, 1942«

(2) Far the purpose of my interpretation of M. Heidegger's metaphysics

TIME, Heidegge?ﬁ?kpressely states in the Preface to the fifth printing of

¥

of concreteness I shall consider the teres Ontology and Hétaghziicsa'

as .interchangeable. Whether or not we ought to congider this
distinction and whether or not M. Heidegger hiaself acknowledges it,
it is less important, in this context, than his distinction between
Ontology (or Metaphysics) and the history of the same.. What M.
Heidegger means is that the historical-doxogtaphical apmroach to
Being (history of ontology) has obscured ontology itself, i.e. the
fundamental questipn of the qround of Being.

&
&

<
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" BEYOND. JWe could never reach the other side of a river if we took away

r' 66. . - o
reason for "destroving" the history of ontology, ‘the context of the
Heideggeriaa thought rhlés outh that ontology- itself must be'destroyed.
Indeed, as lue shal{ see later, the purpose of Héidegger's fundanen%al
ontology is lto restore METAPHYSICS in its most genuine and primordial
neanxng But this can be done nnly by DESTRDYINB @e. reJect)ng the “
nerely doxographxcal : treatment ‘of METAPHYSICS inherent in the

h:storical approach. UEBERWINDUNG then is not destruction, just as the

-

-term DVERCOMING does not strictly mean destruction or annihilation, but

¢
~
_ . )

something less .extrehe, Joan Stamhaugh, one of~ the' aost perceptlv/// ¥

translators of Heidegger says that

Although Heidegger uses the familiar word UEBERWINDUNG

for "overcoming”, he means it in the sense of the lesﬂi

familiar word VERWINDUNG......When something is overco

in the sense of being VERWINDEN, it is, so to speak, in-

corporated. For example, when one "overcomes".a state

of pain, one does not get rid pf the pain. One has -
4 ceased to be preoccupied with it and Epgﬁ!earned to live

uxth it. (1) ?

Thqt the UEBERWINDUNG does and cannot _mean DEStBUCTIUN }inds
justification, i; my view, in Heidegger 's assertiaon that “Langﬁage is the
house of Being." ~Indeed, if by language Iis. neént thé ordinary,
ine;ifable tanguage of representationakithinking, of'uhi:h METAPHYSICS,is

an  expression, then 1 think Heﬁdeggér could never ®' advocate the °

destruction of netaphysics, for there would remain, tﬁbn, nothing to 60 .

the stepping stones which allow us to cross ity -

What lies beyoﬁa'netaphysics is nothing but its ground and- in order
v ‘ . T
to reach it we have to go through metaphysics, in the traditional sense.

\ - I

(1) The End @f philosophy-M Heidegger . Translator's note to thewegsay
Overcoming Metaphysics , p. 64 ) .

-
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Significantly Heidegger says that, 'if Metaphysics is forgetfulness

of Be}ng, nevertheless .

+ The forgetfulness of Being belongs to the essence of
Being. (1) ...Forgetfulness is EREIGNIS. (event),
not "ERROR...(2) : ’

+

Therefore

Metaphysics cannot be abolished like an opinidn. One P
can. by no means leave ift behind as a doctrine no longer
believed and repre4§nted... Metaphysics overcome
.»«.does not disappear. ' It returns transformed and re-
"mains in dominance as. the continuing difference of
Being and beings. (3) ....Such thinking which re- .
"calls the truth of Being, is no longer satisfied with .
».mere metaphysics, to be sure, but it does not oppose
and think against metaphysics either....Metaphysics
remains the basis of philosophy....When we think of
"the truth of Being Metaphysics is overcome.....But
* “‘this "Overcoming of Metaphysics" does not abdlish
metaphysics., (4) * B

In view of the above, theréfore, I'think that UEBERWINDUNG should

" perhaps be translated more appropriately”as LEAPING OVER or GOING beyond

R

Metaphysics.
.4

The_ following exposition will bear out wmore fully, I hope, amy

L3

interpretation.

/

(1) M. Heidegger: Holzwege 4 p. 3&6{ucit. ].A. Fay: Heidegger: the .
Critique of Logic . The Hague: ed. M. Nijhoff, 1977, M

(2) M. Heidegger: The Way back into the,Grbund.of Metaphysics , op.  ~
cit. p. 207 , ' .

-

(3) "M, Heidegger: Overcoming Metaphysics ,‘J. Stambaugh's tqu:Iation,
op., cit., p. 85 , ’

(4) M. Heidegger: The ‘Way back {nto the 6round of Metaphysics . M.
'Kaufmann's tr., op. cit., p. 208 ' ~., )

a
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) The rather -exténsive treataent of the pre-5ocratic thought in the

preceding section was wmotivated by the primordial importance of the

concept of EitEQHEIA in Heidegger. Indeed, A-LETHEIA constitutes the
\\ e Tf“‘\ . ’
point of departure andy in a “ense, the point of -arrival of Heidegger's
A
fundamental ontology. . In» one important respect, however, the

) Ueberwindung is not only the gojng beyond Descartes and Plato, but beyond

A-LETHEIA itself, for Heidegger’s Truth emerges rn a new, transcended

‘. '

form, that of CONCRETENESS.

The story of the Ueberwindung and its goal (Truth) is indeed the

Y

-unfolding of that ideal of concreteness which Heidegger sets as the

domMinant theme of h?s inquiry at the beginning of Being and Time:

Our aim 1n the following treatise 1s to work out the
question of Being and to do &0 concretely. Our pro-
visional aim 1s the Interpretation of time as the

- possible horizon for -any understanding whatsoever of
Being. (57 1, B.T. 19) .o

-

In explaining the notion of “"Readiness-to-hand” in the preceding
chapter 1 have alluded to the fact that this concept instantiates the
CONCRETENESS'di Heidegger 's approach, as opposed to the AESTRACTION of

* i’
the "Present-at-hand". I must now provide & more complete explanation
of this tern. . ’ -,

If, for Heidegger, conir;teness ig to be the interpretatiVE
fr;menork tfor the question of Being throughout the whole of Bejng and
ILEE: the méaning of concreteress must be ar'iculate& more specifically,
both in relation to TRUTH and to the /main thematic structures of the

second division of Being and Tinme.

In *The way back into the ground of' Metaphysics” Heidegger
. E

’Eummarizes\the necessity of going beyond Metaphysics as follows:
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Due to the manner in which it thinks of Being, meta- N
physics almost seems to be, without knowing 1%, the
BARRIER (it. ours) which keeps man from the original
involvement of Being in human nature. (1)

&

Indeed, for traditional metaphysics "

...the nature of truth always appears in the deriva-
tive form of the truth of knowledge and the truth of
propositions which formulate our knowledge, (2).

Metaphysics, then, has constituted a BARRIER between Man and Being.

«

This barrier can be expressed as the ebistemological‘rift between Subject

and Ub;ecé. A CONCRETE truth, therefore, must be*c&?strued as one which

unveils the p}ihordial coming tﬁgether of * Man and World, in a genuine

"CUM-CRESCERE". We shall now follow this “coming iogetﬁ;r“ in
\

Heidegger's analysis of Truth.

In S7 229 {B.T. 272) Heidegger states that - 5

¢

The ideas of a ‘pure "I"’ and of a ‘cof¥®iousness in
general’ are so far from includang the- A PRIORI char-
. acter of ‘actual’ subjectivity, that the ontological
-characters of Dasein’s facticity and its state aof Bey
ing are either passed over or not seen at all.
The concreteness of Heidegger's ;pproach begins to emerge in the
. explicit contrast between the A PRIORI CHARACTER OF 'ACTUALi SUBJECTIVITY
and those IDEAS OF THE "PURE ]* which have seemingly hitherto covered it.
Heidegger ‘s subjectivity is ACTUAL consciousness, not consciousness '

"IN GENERAL", and it 1is A PRIORI. ACTUAL consciousness points, by

contrast, to the traditional epistemological dual?sn which posited the

N

(1) M. Heidegger: The Way back into the Ground of Metaphysics:
W. Kaufmann's ‘transl. ap. cit., p. 210

(2) id., op. cit., p. 209 AN\
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world as existing OUTSIDE cbnsciousness, in its own right, as an object

of true ar false knowledge. This world was ABSTRACT betause “"drawn away"

\

(abs~-trahere) from consciousness.

How does the A PRIORI CHARACTER of ACTUAL SUBJECTIVITY manifest

itself in relation to TRUTH?; ' .

-

Truth, understood in the most primordial sense, he-
-longs to the BASIC CONSTITUTION (it.‘ ours) of Dasein.”
(S§1 226, B.T. 269)

P

I have first to explicate what is TRUTH for Heidegger and what is

L

the "basic constitution™ of Dasein.

-
-~

Heidegger does not just-work out another concept of Truth under his
own presuppositions, following the abandonment of the traditional ones.
His apbroach is,--on- the contrary, —HERME&EUTICAL in the most genuine

\
sense: instead of ignoring the theory of "adaequatio”, he takes it as a
point of departure, with the insight that, by probing deeper beneath its
surface, Sy an adequate questioning, a nmore primordial leaAing of Truth

will emerge, which will not be the negation (destruction) of ADAEQUATiO,

but 1ts.very ground, a true UEBERWINDUNG.

Heidegger ‘s understanding of the problem of Truth is expressed in §Zy

1]

225 :

Yet that which is last in the order of the way things
are connected (1) in their foundations EXISTENTIALLY
(it. ours) and ONTOLOGICALLY "(it. ours) is regarded
ONTICALLY and FACTICALLY (it. ours) as that which is
first and closest to us., (87 225, B.T. 248)

A

i W

This is a reiteration of the concept of ONTICAL SELF;EVIDENCE Vs

ONTOLOGICAL DISBUISE earlier referred to as one of the central themes in

At

(1) viz. the relation of agreement between assertion and its object.
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. Heidegger. The prpblemfxs therefore oﬁe, once more, ofﬂQdentifying, in

w

connection with Truth, what 1's ONTOLOGICALLY FIRST in the way things are
tonnected. B

It 1s precisgly £he questioning of the meaning of 'Rélation” that
gui;es Heidegger on the "path" towards Truih: every relation presupposes
an A PRIDRf perspective, which provides an essential context of meanirg.
For instance, the relation nf‘two juxtaposed objects presuppo;es SPACE,
PREM&SE and CONCLUSION presuppose the structure of an ARGUMENT or PROdF;
the relation of FATHER and SON presupposes a FAMILY and a numerical

relation suth as "20 - 10 = 10" presupposes NUMBER. ’

In taking the traditional concept of TRUTH/ADAEQUATID as his point

- af departure, then,the first and essential question he raises is:

’
i

In the ‘adaequatio’ something gets related; what
is that with regard to which it agrees?......With
regard to what do intellectus and res agree?......
In what way is this relation possible as a relation
between intellectus and res” What else is tacitly
posited in this relational totality of the adaequatio
intellectus and re1? (571 215,216, B.T. 258, 259)

In construing Truth as a property of .judgments, traditional ontology

has rightly seen two constitutive elements 1n the judgment, namely:

4

1. The ACT of judging by a SUBJECT.

v

2. The OBJECT judged about.

. B [
- It overloaoked, however, a third, all-important element: the

assertion "John is a white wman*, if true, is still grounded on an
"ADAEBQUATIO", but . this 1is in turn expressiﬁle as an'assertion only

- «

.because of the facts that John IS5 white and appears as such to

"

consciousness. The appearing of John's whiteness is the third element
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which has Been overlooked (to the exception of Aristotle), by the
traditional notion of Truth/Adaequatio. (Heidegger ‘s example of the
picture hang{ng askew on the wall is well known).
The radically new conclusion is, therefore, that
«..'truth’ signifies the same as *thing', ("Sache"),
something that shows itself (57 213, B.T. 256)...
"Assertion is not the primary ‘locus’ of Truth (SZ

226, B.T. 269)... TRUTH, UNDERSTDOD AS AGREEMENT,
ORIGINATES FROM DISCLOSEDNESS." (SI 223, B.T. 266)

. Here Heidegger clearly returns to the pre-Socratic notion of

ALETHEIA. It is, however, at the same time, a going back and beypnd it,

¥

for Heidegger does .not only say that Being is a DISCLOSURE and

necessarily a disclosure IN and FOR consciousness (LEGEIN, NOEIN) Eﬁf'

‘also that Dasein can be "uncovering" 1.e, Truth-disclosing “only because

it 1s already A PRIORT constituted as TRUTH. Dasein IS Truth:

Being-true, as Being-uncovering, is a "1 of Being
for Dasein...The most primordial phenomefion of
truth is first shown by the existential-ontological
foundations of uncovering. (587 220, B.T. 263)

. The notion of Truth takes up the last part of Div. 1 of Being and
Iigg_&ealing with the "Preparatory iﬁndamental analysis of Da§ein.', yet
Heidegger says that

...the phenomenon of truth has alr;ady been one of the
themes of our earlier analysis, tHough no{ explicit-
'y under this title., (57 213, B.T. 254)

Given the fact that the theme of the preceding analysis tgfuhich
Heidegger refers w;s, in broad téras, Daseip as 'Beihg;in—the-uorld' and
the 'N;rlgpood of the world:, the above quotation underscores, once more,
the extent to which Heidegger‘s analysis is HERMENEUTICAL and proceeas
within the HERMENEUTICAL CIRCLE: what 1is last shown ;s the ground of

Truth, i.e. phenomenological discloéedness, is not itself a new
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conclusian drawn fr?n pfevious conceptual premises, following a'logico-
demonstrative process, but is p;intgd at as something which was already
implicitly understoed as the primsordial ‘;aning of Being-in-the-world,

TRUTH. , Indeed, Truth 1is, in this sense, the BASIC_CDNSTITUTIDN of

Dasein.

’

How do both Dasein and the world emerge in the light of this

"UNCOVERING? They become TRANSCENDED and UNITED in a bond of ontological

complementarity. d As opposed’ to traditional epistemological
transcendence, operating within a dualistic framework, phenomenological
transcendence is not a stepping beyond the boundaries of consciousness in

order to apprehend a world which is constituted outside it and which may

: Ay

. . - A
well exist 1n its own right without Dasein. Transcendence means, rather,

-
~

~the turning of the world from Substantiality to Meaningfulness, or, in

Heideggerian terms, from “"Presence-at-hand" to "Readiness-to-hand". It

1

is preciself because of this transcending of Substantiality that
Heidegger's phenomenology still remains a Metaphysics, although one of

FINITENESS:

‘There is' truth only insofar as Dasein is and so long

as Dasein is. (SI 226, B.T. 269)...That there are 'eternal
truths' will not be adequately proved-until someone has
succeeded in demonstrating that Dasein has been and will
be for all eternity. (SZ 227, B.T. 270)

Dasein’s transcendiné of the world into meaningfulness is, however,

L 4

possible only because the world is already accessible to him A PRIORI as
a possibility of meaning(s) and as an object of CONCERN: 'Dasein is

\
already PROJECTED a priori in the world, as indicated earlier, in the

+

light of those existenttf{-ontdlogical perspectives called

-
-

"Understanding” and "States-of-sind.”

/

[
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% In Transcendence the. ontological baond of complementarity between

L

~ Dasein and the world assumes a twofold expression:

1. Dasein forms the world (according to the A PRIORI existential
structures listed ahove): .

‘Dasein transcends- ans that the essence of its
being is such that~;:€?03<? THE WORLD.... (1)

2. In turn the world becomes cgnstitutive of Dasein’s Self:
Dasein in its concernful absorption understands itself in
terms of what 1t encounters within-the-world.

(87 225, B.T. 268)

This transcendence of the world, which ultimately becomes Dasein’s
Self, discloses the fundamental meaning of. "Actual subjectivity of
tonsciousgnesc”;

That Being nﬁich {sﬂan issue for this entity in its
very Being, is i1n each case MINE (it. ours). Thus
Dasein is never to be taken ontologically as an in-
stance or special case of some genus of entities as v
things that are present-at-hand. (SZ 42, B.T. 68)

>

In this ACTUAL subjectivity of Truth as MINENESS, the world does-not
emerge as ‘"Consciousness in general®, but only and exclusively as the
world of and for my own, individual and unique Self: -it becomes

-'EhLEBNIS", lived experience.

A first, essential dimension of concreteness has thus been more.
specifically identified: - by shifting the meaning of Beiné fronm
substantiqlity to existential significance, Being 1is wmade co-extensive
with ' consciouPness,"no longer an abstract metaphysical essence, but a
real presence continuously sustained through Dasein’'s interpretation.

..The intentional nature of Heidegger's Being casts ontology ir an entirely

new light, signifying an unp(eEedented involvement of man in ontology.

Once Being is posited as Being-for-consciousness, Dasein becomes

(1)MartinHeidegqger: The Essence of Reasons . transl. by Terrence
Malick. Evanston:-~ Northwestern University Press, 1969, p. 89

’
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primordially constitutive ¥ it and Being, in turn, becomes.CONCRETELY

disclosed to Dasein as
) ...that by means and in terms of which Dasein gives
itself to understand what beings it can behave towards
and how it can behave .toward them, (VWG, 85)

- The next step consists in bringing to bear the. notien

concreteness upon CARE and TIME, In the ~course of 4his analysis

'

of

!

—--————-concreteness will --be-further —interpreted-in-terms-of-a-striving -towards —

the disclosure of a "PRIMORDIAL, UNITARY PHENOMENON" which grounds the

articulations, ;

In 52 9 ff, under the heading "The ontological priority of

question of Being" Heidegger explalns that a "CONCRETE" approach to any

TOTALITY of _Dasein’s Being-=there in its <fundamental existential

the

question is one which lays the foundations of the sub;ect-natter under

investigation. -

H

To lay the foundations means to bring to light the "Basic concepts”

) of a particular science or field of knowledge. "Basic concepts®

are

those which “determine the way in which we get an understanding

-

BEFOREHAND (it. olrs) of the area of subject-matter qdderlying all

the

objects a science takes as its theme, and all positive investigation is

guided by this understanding...(5Z 10, B,7.30)...The ‘basic concepts’

which thus arise remain our broxinal clues for disclosing this
;} CONCRETELY (it. ours) for the f1rst time." (SZ 9, B.T. 29) N

In the “"Metaphysical foundations of logic® M. Heidegger

\ ~explicitly link concreteness with Being-as-a-whole:
f

Real metaphysical generalization does not exclude
concreteness but is in one respect the most concrete,
as Hegel had seen, though he exagyerated it."

(M. F.'L., p. 140) ) :

area
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Here thé tera ““*metaphysical generdlizatgon" eeans leaping over the
individuality of each particular essent by positing it not as self-

grounded in dts ﬁeing, but as a part of a totality from which it draws

its meaning.
The ihea that Being 1s prilbrdialiy a structured whole of
"signiticance which grounds  the meaning of the parts and without which the
parts would be wunintelligible, emerges forcefully in the following

passages:

. Being-xh-the—wofld 1s a structure which 15 primordial- “
*.}y and constantly a whole (57 180, B.T, 225)...it is
‘beyond question that the TOTALITY (it. ours) of the

structural whole is not to be reached by building it

up 6ut of elements......The.Being of Dasein, upon which

the structural whole as such 1is ontologically suppor-

ted, becomes-accessible to us when we look all the way
through this whole to a single~primordia11y unitary
phenomenon which is already in this whole in such a way v
that it provides the ontological foundations for each
structural item in its structural possibility.

(57 181, B.T. 226) ’ .

In the first division of LS?’ Heidegger has shown how 'TRUTH, as

y

disclosedness, is the basic- constitution of Dasein. This disclosedness

is phenomendlogically interpreted- as TRANSCENDENCE or "Being-in-the-

wo}ld", which articulates itself in two (1) basic modes or structufes,

A i
-

; namely: 1. Understanding

1

2. States-of-mind

The task of a truly "concrete® 1interpretation of Dasein’s Being is

to identify that “primordial, unitary phenomenon" which grounds "a

e A

priori* the above existential structures. Moreover, this phenomenan must

be ATTESTED frng within Dasein‘s LIVED EXPERIENCE, which excludes

xr
a

. , ' [ .
(1) M. Heidegger posits a third structure: Discourse-Language. I
shall not, however,(expand on it because it does not have a direct
. bearing upon the central theme of my thesis and it is ultimately
- derivative on Understanding.
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interpreting Dasein in terms of ideas or conceptual presuppositions of
any kind:
\ Only when such an attestation has been found will our
investigation suffice to exhibit (as 1ts problematic
requires) an authentic potentiality-for-Being~a-whole,

existentially confirmed and clarified-a potentiality ‘
which belongs to Dasein. (57 301, B.T. 348)

.

The first insight 1is that Understanding and States-of-mind are
equiprimordially groun@ed 1in the possibilit; for Dasein to RELATE a
priori to the world. Dnsein's exi1stence 15 constituted in a world which
is at all times wunderstood as something which 1is.to make sense, which
elicits affections and which constitutes the ‘"other", as the nan-I

enabling Dasein to perceive 1ts own selfhood. ‘, N

In "Understanding", the world, as a relational possibility, is”

[ 0

always disclosed 1n advance as that *for-the-sake-of-which" Dasein always

comports i1tself, 0On Dasein’'s side the ontological correlate to the "for-
~ ‘l
®

the-sake-of" 15 an existential structure called "Being-ahead-of-itself".
States-of-mind is gqrounded upon and\d1scfnses Dasein’'s relation to
the world as that into which 1t is THROWN at birth and out of which 1t
will be thrown at death. In "States-of-mind" the world, as a relational
possibility, is disclosed as that which 1s always, 1neluqt§bly, "a;ready
there" for Dasein and from which it cannot escane.. Statés-of—nind can be

-

understood, for Heidegger, only on the basis of Dasein’s ”Being-already-'

in". &
Understanding-States-of~mind (VERSTEHENDE BEFINDLICHKEIT) can be

authentic, or i1nauthentic. Inauthenticity is what M. Heidegger also calls
"Fallenness™. The latter, too, is a structure of Dasein’s eiistence,
because Dasein in its everyday life is completely absorbed by the world,

to the point of forsaking its own Self and its possibilities of ‘authentic

4
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Beiné. In 'Fallenness“‘the relationship between Dasein and the world is’
expressed by M. Heidegger as "Being-alongside’.

The above relational structures (viz. "Being-ahead-of-itsel#",

’

. "Being-already-in" and "Being-alongside”) constitute what Heidegger calls
the phenomenon of CARE. Indeed, ' . -

The FORMALLY (1t. ours) existential totality of
Dasein’'s ontological structural whole mustbthere-
fore be, grasped in the following structure: the
Being of Dasein means ahead-of-i1tself-Being-glready
~in {the world) as Being-alongside (entities encount-

4 erag within-the-world). This Being fills in the

signification of the term Care. (57 192, B.T. 237)

Having thus defined Dasein’s existential -totality as a structured

]

whole in terms of care, Heidedger‘ points to ANXIETY as the primq:dial

a
mood which provides an existential attestation of how care, hitherto a

neutral relational structure, concretely discloses itself to Dasein in
. ' ¢
its everydaymess.
,l
C¥re, as ANXIETY; is constitutive of Dasein’s Being and as anxiety

it provides a truly concrete disclosure of Dasein’s Being, i.e. in the

o4

totality of iticstructured whole. Indged,

...anxiety...provides the phenomenal basis for ex- i S
plicitly grasping Dasein’s primordial totality of
Being. (S 182, B.T. 227)

w

I have to sketch briefly how anxiety gathers around itself all the

structures which constitute "Dasein’s primordial totality of Being.": '

™

1. Anxiety and thrownness.

Anxiety is that "...uncanniness which lies in Dasein...as thrown
Being-in-the-world..." (57 189, B.T. 234). Anxiety is the primordial

disclosure of thrownness.
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L2 Anxiety and fallenness.

v

Falling, as a turning away, ish7iuays a-tleeing in tﬁg face of one’'s
own anxious Being-in-the-warld. T

us falling ‘discioseé anxiety as its

ground:

The turning away of +falling is grounded rather in anxietyx..
(57 186, B.T. 230) - . .

v

3. Anxiety and understanding '

Anxiety makes manifest in Dasein-its Being towards .

its ownmost potentiality-for-Being-that is its BEING-
FREE FOR the freedom of choasing itself and taking hold
of itself, Anxiety brings Dasein face to face with its
BEING FREE FOR (PROPENSIO IN...) the authenticity of its
Being... (S§7 188, B.T. 232)

o~

.'The authenticity-revealing function of'anxiety consists in that

Anxiety thus takes away from - Dasein the possibility

of understanding itself, as it falls, in terms of the
"world" and the way things have been publicly inter-
preted.....Anxiety individualizes Dasein for its own-

most Being-in-the-world.: (57 187,9%B.T. 232)... and makes it
manifest to it that authenticity and inauthentficity

are possibjlities of its Being. (57 191, B.T. 235)

In the +first paragraph of "81 Div. 2 Heidegger summarizes the
preceding analysis of CARE-ANXIETY by stating that

By working out the phenomenon of care, we have given’
curselves an insight into the CONCRETE (it. ours) con-
stituti1on of existence—-that is an insight into its e-
quiprimordial connection with Dasein’s facticity and -
its falling. (S 231, B.T. 274)

Admittedly this CONCRETENESS is not yet, however, a full-fledged
one. A few lines below, in fact, Heidegger wonders:

z

Are we entitled to the claim that in characterizing
Dasein ontologically QUA care we“have given a PRINOR-
DIAL Interpretation of this entity? (51 23%1, B.T. 274)
1f a primordial, éherefore truly concrete, interpretation is one in

which the totality of Dasein’s possibilities of Being isjhkclosed, then
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Cafe-Anxiety daes not cons@itute, yet, this primordial iqgerpretation of

Beaekn, befause 50 far Care has-enhanced only the perspecfive of Dasein’s

1

. fallenness. Daseln has to be disclosed also in its possibility of

¢

. v
‘authentif Being ‘ this is why Death enters Heidegger’'s “path":
As lon ‘Dasein is, there is in every case some-
thing s 1 outstanding, which. Dasein can be and will™
be. But to that which is thus outstanding, the "end" ™
N .itself belorgs. The "end" of Being-in-the-world is
2d DEATH (it. ours). This end, which belongs to the po-
‘. tenti1ality-for-Being-that is to say, to existente . -
il limits and determines 1n every case whatever totalaty
xs’p6551ble tor Dasein. (51 233,234. B.T. 276,277)

2
a

_»-Death is not to be approached, haowever, 1n an ontical manner, i}e.
merely as something still oulstanding, as a not-yet-present-at-Hand-

N '

event. Death = must . Be, instead, investigated phenomenally and

- existentially, as a possible MEANINGE within the horizon  of Dasein’s

-~

existence, . Since such a horizen has been sHown to be that of ‘CARE,:

primordially, Death must be a1interpreted 1n terms of the fundadengal'

t n an

ontological signification of CARE as "AHEAD-OF-]TSELF/ALREADY-IN-THE-

WORLD/BEING-ALONGSIDE entitfes.” . This  means that  Death must "be

. o ~ v

interpreted as Being-towards-death. As such Death cbncretely fills the‘

(\ .

meaning of She "Aﬁéad—gf-xtqelf“,structure of Care. Thus "Being-towards-

death” is the”ex{st&ntial ‘mganidg of Dasein’s "ek-sistence® in the most -

‘

o . A . -
primordigl sense: D;seinfs projective.understanding upon its ultimate
and. nost gealxpaésibilify, “that of its gveﬁtuay'non-being. .

LY

Similarly, in Caré as *Anxious‘ébeing-toward§~death” _Dasein’s

. thrownness is revealed in the most imperative and unequivocal manner, as
e * v - . .

‘the imposgibility for’ Daéein to "thstrip' _death, to which it is
delivered by the very ﬁpct.of itéagxistqncé. € 3
g : v .

14 -

n ,

4 s
Being-towards-death:

o
N -, 1] . .
‘. < .
P ¢ . N - R N N
;

. f
T . .
. A

m Y- - 1 - A

) Fgllenness, tbo, is interpreted " in teras of Death, ' as 1"3”2222;;5‘;\ .
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Our everyday talling evasion in the face of death is
inauthentic Being-towards- death? (S 259, B.T. 303)

o "\ *
L

™y

"But®, Heidegger continues, "inauthenticity is based wupon the
possibility of. huthenticaty." (52 2?9, B.T. 303) Thérefbre, in order to

7digelose Dasein’s Being in a truly concrete manner, 1:e. in its TOTALITY

N s,

‘of possibilities, it has to be shown how Be1ng towards-death grounds and

L reveals Dasein’'s possibility of AUTHENTIC EXISTENCE.

Anxious Being-towards-death is termed by Heidegger as "Anticipatory
' ¥ \ &
. resoluteness”.  This means, 1n a nutshell, that Dasein, in the

anticipagion of death has reached the existentkplly confirmed certitude

of death aé ITS OWN death. 1In resolving to face the possibility of its
own death, Dasein has once and for al. rescued. itself from its everyﬁay

¢ lostness into the "they": Being-touards-dedthuhas brought Dasein face to
. v > .

- face with its ownmost, therefore, most authentic possibility of Being,
S " . *} '. .
that of its non-Being: T
¥ v '
. \
' . f Death does not just belong to one's own Dasein in
. an’undifferentiated way; death lays claim to 1t as an
o . ' . INDQVIDUAL (it. ours) Dasein... It makes manifest that.aﬁ *
T, < all \Being-alongside the thl,gs with/ which we concern
‘ ourselvesy and-all Bexng with Dthers, will fail us when L
L2 "our ownnost potentiality-for-Being is the issue. A an?*
(57 263, B.T. 308) '

. ) ’ ) ‘s
But if Care, @as ‘“Anxious Being-towards-death” is the phenomenon-

*which can provide a -truly unitary ontolbgical ground for a i the

u structures o+f Dasein’s Being,(both in the key of Authenticiti and
. N " .

1nauthenticitx)¢ is it possible to look for a further phenomenon in teras

S ‘ of which Care itself can be even moreé primordially jnterpreted and in
uhf&h@{Le "Being-ahead-of-itself" of Understanding, the "Being-already-

there” of Thrownness and -the Being;alongside pf Fallenness can be

; / N v
. \\bquiprinordiq}@y disclosed? &,

Ay . b + o i



N

.1i9ited by its\being thrown between ﬁirth and death:

g/ ’ 76

- 3

For Heidegger it is TIME uhic# consti1tutes the ultimate phénomenon
of ﬁi&pin's Truth, both in the sense that in the understanding of ALL the
structures of Dasein’s Being~there time is always pre-understood and in
the sense that the world is constituted 1n Dasein’s consciousness as an

ongoing process of temporalization. To understand how time underlies and

1 N -
brings together in a wunity of meaning all of Dasein’'s existential
structures is ultimately to understand the full meaning of Heidegger ‘s

concreteness.

1 shall therefore:conclude by illustrating how Time 1is revealed as
\ S
the most primordial constitutive element of Being.

t. Temporality and Understanding. : .

""" 2

Anticipatory resnluteness, when taken formally and
existentially,...is BEING TOWARDS one‘s ownmost, dis- 7
1tinctive potentiality-for-Being....This letting-it-
self-come-towards-itself... is th primordial phenom-

enon of the FUTURE (it. ours) (SZ 325, B.T. 372)...When

one understands dneself projectively in an existentiell
possibility, the FUTURE (it. ours) underlies this under=- o
standing, and . it does so as a coning—touards—one;élf i
out of that current possibility as which onhe’'s Dasein
exists....Projection 15 basically futural. (57 334, B.T. 385)

2. Temporality and Thrownness/States-of-mind. A

Dasein's Being 1is always pre-understood within the horizon of a

-

"havfng—peeh-thrown", which is always already there for Dasein to face:

it can neither undo its past nor escape its ultimate future. Even when

Dasein chooses to flee' in the face of its thrownness, by living

‘inauthentically, its possibilities. of Being remain always factically

L 4

Existentially, "BEING-thrown* means {inding oneself

in some state-of-mind or other. One’'s state-of-mind’

is therefore based upon thrownness...(SZ 340, B.T. 389)
Understanding is grounded primarily in the future;.one's
state-of-mind, however, temporalizes itself primarily in
having been." (S 340, B.T. 390} ' ' \\

" v I

"
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3. Temparality and Fallenness, |

FALLING is +for Heidegger an inauthentic present, i.e: a present

Just as understanding is made possible primarily by
the FUTURE (it. ours), and moods are made possible by

HAVING BEEN (it. ours), the third constitutive~iten
in the structure of care-namely, FALLING-haiJTIQ exis-

tential meaning in the PRESENT. (S2 344, B.T..396,397)

€

which is forgetful of the HAVING BEEN of thrownness, while leaping away

from that "authentic coming-towards-itselt" occurring in the anticipation

"of.death?

*

Ly

s

Having been thrown into Being-towards-death, Dasein

flees-proximally and for the most part-in the face of
this thrownness...The Present leaps away from its
authentic future and from its authentic having been
+.+.The "leaping away" of 'the Present-that is, the

falling into lostness-has its source in that primordial
temporality itself which makes possible thrown Being- -

towards-death. (51 348, B.T. 399)
‘ : v

*

»
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The object of the preseni thesis was twofold:

l.

2.

the UEBERWINDUNG was necessary in order to disclose the .

4
CONCLUSION

To interpret Heihegger’s coycept of Being as a Metaphysics

of concreteness.

toa
-

w l

To show that the UEBERWINDUN% is not a DESTRUCTION of

. A -
traditional Metaphysics, but &heir\INCORPQRATION and that

BASIC CONSTITUTION of Dasein as TRUTH. . -

|
!

Regarding the first point, I shall now summarize the foregoing by .

1

% v
saying that Heidegger ‘s ‘ontology is one of crncrbteness for the following

reasens:

=Y

1’.

,AbanHoqunt of the’t}aditional ontology for a new ontology
in_ which Being is.no longer posited in terms of
substantiality, .but in ‘teras of significance for Dasein.
This new perspective witnesses an unprqce&ented, contrete
involQément ‘of Dasein in ontology. Dasein .hecomes an

integral part of fhe’meaninq‘of Being. Iﬁdeed, it becoames

P / '

trulysconstitutive of Being.

-

1

JThe categories of traditional ontaologqy @eré‘ formal

conceptual presuppositions of an epistgnulogisqﬁ natu;e.
. ’ oy
Moreover they could not be experientially atte'sted frow

L} -
v

s . ;‘if) N ¢

. .
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within Dasein‘s lived experience, inasmuch as any
experience already presupﬁoses the operation of the °
formal cateqgories 1in order to be understood. In this
sense the being of tradition;l ontolaogy remained indeed
an abstract conceptual entity, precisely because beyond
the concret; dimension of Dasein’'s lived experience.
Heidegger 's ontology, on the other hand, is ’‘toncrete not
only because it aims at disclosing the a priori st(ucture§
of Dasein’'s Being-existence (and not those of knowledge),
but also because these structyres 'emerge‘ through and
through as being phenomenologlcally‘attested‘from' within
Dasein’s lived experience, in its everfdayne;s. In fact
(1) in taking as his point of departure Dasein’'s existence
iQ the variety of its. moods and comportmentg (Fear,
Anxiety, Guiltu Curiosity, Idle talk, «Amticipation ot
death),:(Z) in describing them in terms of the existentiale
of CARE and (3) in finally proceeding towards the
disclos&re of TIME as the priﬁordial phenomenon in
thch the meaning of Being-care is grounded and revealed,
Heide;ger NEVER goes beyond ‘th; horizon of Da;einﬁs
concrete ﬁossibilities of existence. 1f there are’ any'

-

presuppositions in Heidegger, they are all phenomeno-
]

N

logically attested: Dasein exists .as an entity which
. . ,.A—'
understands, (authentically or inauthentically projected\

-

towards possibilities of Being to be realized within the

.

limits of its facticity) and it always exists iq a variety

of affective moods (states-of-mind) some of which, like

» ~
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Anxiety and Being-towards-death, are the hallparﬁ of its
humanity. And Eerta;nly TIME, too, is within the con-

* ‘crete horizon of Dasein’'s existence, because Dasein

always exists in the awareness of TIME.

3. Finally, Hgidegger's concreteness can also be interpreted
in a sepse which is true to the etymological meaning of thé

- .
word, that of a "growing or coming together™ (lat. cum-

-

crescere). .
Given Heidegger's notion of Being as a TDTALITY, a
structured whole of significance ("Being-in-the-world is
. a structure which“is primordially and constantly a whole."
/// §Z 180) which founds a priori the being of the parts,

Heidegger 's ontology is concrete- precYsely in its

fundamental aim of disclosing that "primordial, unitary

phenomenon™  which truly brings together all of the
e o
existential structures in which Dasein’'s Being is

. articulated.
N )

As we have seen, TIME is that primordial phenomenon and it

.

constitutes the epitomization of concreteness because it

_ founds all the existential structures of Dasein in such a
AN '
primordial way that they all’ fall together in time, as

modes of temporalization.

Concerning the relation between He(degger-and the tradition iﬁ the

v

light of the UEBER;INDUNQ, I have already stressed in Chapter Two haw the

i
following elenents constitute the nmain pnints‘-:;\?asqergencer
‘. B - ‘ %

o



*

© 81 \

allowing the possibility of a constructive dialogde between Heidegger and

the Platonic-Aristotelian-tradition:

the metaphysical tradition.

1'

3.

N

The notion of Form, phenomenolagically transmuted into

*Meaning” and "Meaningfulness".

The later_Plato’'s recognition that the sensible world, too,

o

has Being, no longer in the strict sense of PERMANENT
/
SUBSTANTIALITY, but in the sense of a possibility of

meaningfulness, within a context of interrelatedness amnong

-

individual essents.

N

Aristotle’s definitive abandonment ofAtﬁe CHORISMOS by

" anchoring Being in the concreteness .of the individual

substance of the sensible world.

>
Thomas Aquinas’ distinction between ESSENCE and EXISTENCE

)
and his emphasis on the latter as an all-important

dimension of Being.

- It remains now to make an overall assessment of how Heidegger's

* metaphysics, as a result of the UEBERHINDUNG,)relates to and incorporates

¢

The essence of the metaphysical tradition can be susmarized in the

medieval saying that

N

"UNUM, BONUM ET VERUM CONVERTUNTUR CUM ENTE."®
{The ONE, the GOOD and the TRUE are interchangeable with
BEING.) :

. - —T
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While I have to- acknowledge, for obvious reasons, that-Heidegger'é”

orntology can no longer be understood 1n terms of the above equation, 1

wonder whether a parallelism between Heidegger’'s formulation of Being and

y

that expressed in the above statement does not in fact exaist.

It 1s undentable that Heidegger 's phenomenological stance represents
an irreversible break-away from the traditional view of Being.
Nevertheless, as his early theological background attests, Heidegger was
formed in that tradition and 1n many of-his writings he manifests a
,profound respect for 1t as well as an uncommon knowledge of 1t. I cannot
therefore discount that he may in‘ fact be closer to the traditien than
his a;oned intention of "destroying® it may at first suggest.

As we have 5eeﬁ, for Heidegger, too, Being 15 Truth, although 1n the
ante-predicative sense of manifestness. | I have to stress that this
seemingly new sense is nat however 1ncompatible with the predicative
sense of truth Qpcause Truth-Manifestness 15 already 1i1mplied 1in
predicative‘Truth as its phenomenological ground.

Regarding Being (Truth) as UNUM, on one hand I have to grant that
this is _not the case for Heidegger, because for hia the disclosure of
bgiqg ag Meaningfulness can néver be uhivocal: each Dasein is faced with
its own possibilities of Being to realize and they are not one but many,
depending on the iﬁterpretative stance which Dasein adopts from time to
time. |

Moreover, even if the same situation or concrete event in life could
elicit ﬁhe same comportment, undersfanding or mood (according to a
conceptual definition) for ALL the existing Daseins, their existentfal
seaning could never be wunivocal, in qualitative terms, given the

H

.individuality and ‘uniqueness of each Dasein’'s lived experience. For

)

t
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ex;mple, no two Daseins alike could possibly face anxiety and live the
meaning of their Belnd-towsrds-death in a univocal ‘nay, from a
"qualitative" standpoint.

In this sense the Truth (disclosure) of, for instance, @eing;
towards—death cannot be ONE, ‘in absolute terms. )

Yet I think there is a sense in which for Heidegger, as for the
tradition, Being 1is ONE: 1n  however many and however widely different
ways Being may concretely disclose itself to Dasein, there could never be

Py

such a disclosure 1+ Being did not come 1nto a unity of 1ntelligibilrty

in Dasein, This §e1+—gathering of Being }nt6 the  unity of
intelllgibil1§y attests " that ONENESS is the primordial ontological
possibility of Being, its ground. -

In "Being and Time" Hexdegger'has shown that TIME is that unitary
phenomenon in which, through which and as which all the structures of
Dasein’'s Being are disclosed and ma&e intelligible. «Therefore, if Being
is TIME and the latter 15 the gro;nd of unity, can't‘we say that for
Heidegger, too, Being is ONE? |

ﬂ As far as Being as BONUM is concerned, there 1is no explicit .
reference to any moral implications of Being in Heldegger'é anélysis. But-
this ought .not 'to mislead us, In tﬁé Greek language the adjectives
"AGATHOS" was not primarily én attribute expressing the confornify of
persons or deeds to a standard of moral conduct. Neither was the
. — .
substantive "TO AGATHON", such a standar;. The main connotation of
AGATHON seems, rather, to have been that of usefulness or instrumentality
andgat the same time of visual luminousness akin to beauty. In fact the

"Dictionnaire étymologique de 1la 1langue Grécque"” by P. Chantraine

explicitly acknowledges under the entry '“AGATHQS” that the two senses

’
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of "CHRESTOS"” (useful) and "KALOS" (beautiful) coalesce in the ordinary

Attic usage of this term. (1) -~ g ,

Plato did not deviaté from this ordinary usage. In the Rebuglic he

i
describes’the BOOD ("T0 AGATHON") as:

“TOU ONTDS T0 PHAINDTATON" (Rep. 518, c, .9) '

&

("0f what exists the most luminous")

While he defines the "ldea of the Good" as:

"PANTON ORTHOON TE KAI KALOON AITIA" (ibid).

(* The ground of all that which is correct and beautiful.")

L
-

The aesthetic connotation of "AGATHOS® is evident.
Furthermore*\fléto‘says of the "ldea of the Good" that it is

“KURIA ALETHEIAN KAl NOUN PARASCHOMENE.™ (ibid. 3517, c,4),

» u ("Sovereign of the intelligible world and the parent

I3

¢ of intelligibility and truth."

ThlS time it is stressed that the GUD%NESS _of. the “AGATHON" resides
in its causing the world to appear in 1ts highest degree of intellibility
and phe?umenal clarity. Moral goodness does not seem, therefore, to be
the primary connotaﬁ{on of the platonic "G0O0OD".

To the extent that Heidegger s Being is akin to "PHYSIS", as the
shining of the prinor?ial light which permits things to APPEAR in

meaningfulness,it can .be maintained that for himy too, Being is not only "~

(1) P. Chantraine: "Dictionnaire étylologlque de la langue Srécque.
Par§s: ed. K]xncksxeck 1948, vol. 1.

N
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. ONE and TRUE, but it is also "AGATHON" (Bonum), that which -bears within

itself a ‘supreme uortﬁ; as the ground of intelligible existence (which

means ultimatley the ground of EXISTENCE, since for Heidegger there is no

other existence than "Ek-sistence”).

I shall therefore’ conclude by saying that Heidegger's noti&h ot

Being-Truth presents signifiéant points of contact with the tradition. 1

mnay venture to say that Heidegger's\QFBERNINDUNG is indeed not entirely a

DESTRUCTION of traditional nngology‘but its new original synthesis at a

different level: phenomenological concreteness.

THE END

I
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